AR
W Durham

University
Durham E-Theses

The humanity of Christ in the theology of Athanasius
of Alexandria

Alvyn Lorang Pettersen

How to cite:

Pettersen, Alvyn Lorang (1981) The humanity of Christ in the theology of Athanasius of Alexandria.
Doctoral thesis, Durham University.

Use policy

The full-text may be used and/or reproduced, and given to third parties in any format or medium, without prior permission or
charge, for personal research or study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes provided that:

e a full bibliographic reference is made to the original source
e a https://etheses.durham.ac.uk/id/eprint/7608/ is made to the metadata record in Durham E-Theses

e the full-text is not changed in any way

The full-text must not be sold in any format or medium without the formal permission of the copyright holders.

Please consult the full Durham E-Theses policy for further details.

Academic Support Office, The Palatine Centre, Durham University, Stockton Road, Durham, DH1 3LE
e-mail: e-theses.admin@durham.ac.uk Tel: +44 0191 334 6107
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk


https://www.durham.ac.uk
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk/id/eprint/7608/
https://libguides.durham.ac.uk/open_research/etheses#s-lib-ctab-15326874-5
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk

THE HUMANITY OF CHRIST
IN THE
THEOLOGY OF ATHANASIUS OF ALEXANDRIA.

Alvyn Lorang PETTERSEN. B.A.

A thesis submitted in fulfilment
of the requirerments for the
degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Durham University
1981,

The copyright of this thesis rests with the author.
No quotation from it should be published without
his prior written consent and information derived

from it should be acknowledged.




Abstract
Preface
Abbreviations
Introduction

Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter 7

Conclusion

Appendix

A U s W N

Bibliography

ae

Review of earlier Athanasian
scholarship concerming the
humanity of Christ.

Contra Gentes - De Incarnatione.
Contra Arianos 1.

Contra Arianos 2.

Contra Arianos 3.

Tomus ad Antiochenos.

Epistola ad Epictetum.

Epistolae ad Serapionem 1 - 4.

The concept of the soul in
Athanasius' Contra Gentes -
De Incarnatione. Two different

estimates ?

II.
Iv.

p.l.
p-36.

p.84.

p.133.
p.169.
p.228.
p.241.
p.261.
p.267.

p.277.
P.283.




ABSTRACT

This study 1s concerned with the understanding
Alexandria. In its attempt to describe the place of that
humanity in the understanding of the person of Christ, and
of its role in his work of salvation, reference will be
made primarily to the following works of the bishop: the

Contra Gentes - De Incarnatione, the Contra Arianos 1-3,

the Tomus ad Antiochenos, the Epistola ad Epictetum and

the Epistolae ad Serapionem 1-4. Where relevant, and

where not merely repeating what is already to be found
in the above works, the remaining writings of Athanasius
are discussed.

The investigation falls into three sections. The
first of these involves a critical investigation of
previous studies of the subject, the main result of which
igs that the anthropological model used therein for inter-
preting the thought of Athanasius 1is too precise and too
philosophical; for the soul and the body, in Athanasius'
mind, are not the two very specifically defined, independent,
antithetical elements of Greek philosophy. The second
section entalls an analysis of Athanasius' anthropological
model, and its application to the thought of the five main
works being studied. The last section attempts to draw
conclusions, and to focus anew upon the particular questions
raised over the years by Athanasian scholars in their
study of this subject.

For Athanasius humanity is contingent being, held
in existence only by the providential care of the divine
Logos. This humanity 1s described by two main terms,

anthropos and soma. Anthropos seems to signify man's

individuality, which lies in God's gracious bestowal upon

him of rationality and spirituality through his participation

in the Logos. BSoma, meanwhile,suggests man's creaturely
and originate mortality, in which man is one with the whole
of creation. In short, anthropos is man in his responsible

relation to God, and soma is man in his creaturely dis-

tinction from the Creator.
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Given this anthropological understanding, Athanasius'
Christology can be interpreted. The bestowal of the
gifts of knowledge, immortality and incorruptibility
upon Christ's body are to be seen as that bestowal upon
man in his ignorant, mortal and corruptible creature-
liness. Christ's passions being attributed to his body
is to be understocd as their being attributed to that
which is over against the incorporeal Logos, to man in
his passible creatureliness. Christ's death, the
separation of the Logos from his assumed body, is to
be interpreted as the Logos' withholding of his providential
and creative care, which leads to the physical dis-
integration of man in his mortality.

Meanwhile, the qualifying of Christ's soma by the
term anthropos, in a manner very reminiscent of the
Nicene formula whereby the Arian denial of Christ's
human soul is excluded, seems to suggest that Athanasius
recognises a full humanity in Christ. This seems to be
the case despite the references to the Logos as the
enlightening and directive principle in the assumed
humanity, and to the humanity as the passive organ, or
instrument, of the Logos, both of which references are
to be understood in the context of the creation and
recreation of man's contingent nature.

The humanity so conceived 1s the point of contact
between the Saviocur and that saved. For in as much as
that humanity was man's humanity, which the Logos
assumed, it is that in and through which man's salvation
was effected; and insofar as that humanity is inseparable
from the divine Logos, it is that in and through which

that salvation is ever guaranteed.
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INTRODUCTION

Review of earlier Athanasian schclarship

cencerning the humanity of Christ.

"He was made man that we might be made divine, and
he manifested himself by a bcdy that we might receive
the idea c¢f the unseen Father; and he endured the
insclence cof men that we might inherit immortality'". (1)

Central tc Athanasius' Christology is his sotericlogy.
According tc him, man had fallen, having lost Ged's
gracicus gift of being "in the Image" and immcrtal,
and had become apart,from Ged, "irraticnal'" and
subject to corruptible mertality. It was tc redeem
man frcm this that the divine Logos became incarnate;
being truly God, and remaining so impassibly and
immutably, he became man that man might thereby share
again in the Image of God; he assumed a body that in
his death all might die; he became flesh feor all.
Such is generally agreed by Athanasian schelars. It
is reccognised that fcor Athanasius Ged was in Christ
recenciling the werld te himself. What is not
generally agreed, hcwever, and what indeed has been
disputed ever since 1841, the year in which the then
leader of the Tubingen schcel, the Hegelian F.C. Baur,

wrcte his Die christliche lLehre ven der Dreieinigkeit

und Menschwerdung Gettes (2), is the precise Athanasian

understanding cf Christ's humanity. For in that bceck
Baur denied that Athanasius admitted a human scul in
Christ, thus accusing the Alexandrian cf a docetic
Christology. Baur was the first schceclar tc prcopcse
this view. He was nct, hcwever, the last. Fecr in the
leng debate ccencerning this matter, many were tc
fcllow him. It is the prcgression c¢f this debate that
we shall trace in this chapter.

Twce main pesitions have been held in this debate.
There is that which accepts Baur's thesis, and that
which rejects it. The former, which tends tc understand

Athanasius' Christclegy in terms of a Legos-sarx

pattern, is represented by such schelars as A.Stulcken(3),
AT
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M. Richard (4), J. Rcldanus (5) and A. Grillmeier (6).
The latter, which tends to see the Christology rather

in terms c¢f the Logos-anthraopcs pattern, is supported

by schoclars who include G. Veisin (7), E. Weigl (8),
R.V. Sellers (2), J. Lebon (10) and P. Galtier {(11).
Both positions werk with a common anthropeclogical

and scma/sarx; and it is through this medel that they
view the various matters which lead them to their
respective pcsitions.

It is through a review of these varicus matters,
and of the several interpretations given to them,
that we shall trace the precgression of the debate

concerning Christ'!'s humanity which Baur started in 1841.

a. The _human_scul_of Christ_is not_mentioned

explicitly in the earlier works of Athanasius.

All the scholars mentioned above acknowledge that
Athanasius deces not mention Christ's human soul
explicitly. Yet this absence of explicit menticn
is explained differently. I.A. Dorner, in his

History cf the develcpment of the dectrine of the

perscn _cf Christ (12), was one of the first tc

explain this seeming silence. He explained it by
arguing firstly that Athanasius saw his task as a
Christian teacher as that of ccnfessing the substance
of the Christian faith, as set forth in the Nicene
Creed, and not that of indulging in dcctrinal
speculaticn in general, particularly upen the place

of the human scul in Christ. Again, the ccntempceorary
understanding of the nature cf a perscn had no
existence in the time of Athanasius, but arose cut of
the ideas c¢f being, essence and substance. Consequently
it was natural fcor Athanasius to leave the question

cf perscnality on the side for the time, and tc devote
his attenticn exclusively to that of essence, that is,
the idea ¢f the Lcgos and ¢f humanity, endeavcuring

to demcnstrate that as tec essence each belonged to,
and required, the cther. Dcrner, mcreover, thcught

that for Athanasius to admit a scul in the Christ might

mean the entry cof the freedom of the scul, and thus




threaten the stability of the faith and the divine-human
unicn in Christ, by making the Christ the Arian treptecs

Christos and by rendering the certainty cf redemption
dcubtful.

G. Voisin explained the silence differently (13).
According te him, Athanasius did nect treat the questicn
c¢f Christ's scul in the pre-362 writings since Origen,
in his hetercdoxical writings upon the socul and free
will of Christ, had disccuraged further thought on the
matter tempcrarily. A second reascn, Veisin posited,
was that in the early Church it was Christ's divinity,
and nct his humanity, which was readily acknowledged,
that was under questicn. Indeed, it was only in the late
fourth century that the questicon of Christ's human scul
arose. (14) Finally, Voisin asserted that the Arian
theclogy with which Athanasius was mainly concerned pricr
to 362 was essentially a theological, and not a
Christclcgical, problem. Ccnsequently, Athanasius '"ne
dit rien de la thécrie Christolcgique de ses adversaires,
ni pcur la condamner, ni pcur 1l'apprcuver'" (15).

P. Galtier, in his article "S. Athanase et l'gme humaine
du Christ" (16), acccunts fcr the silence in yet another
manner. For Galtier saw the real question as being cne
cf theclcgy, and nct of anthrepelegy; he saw the questicn
for Athanasius and his readers as not "de ce qui constitue
l1'hemme et de ce qui fait un ccrps humain'"(17) because
for both of them "to beccme man' meant "to become like
them'". Rather the prcblem was that a man like themselves,
who had lived their 1life and died their death, was other
than they, being the divine Son of God. Hence the per-
sistence with which Athanasius showed that Christ was nct
merely man, but also God. Indeed, according to Galtier,
Athanasius' general philecscphy of man forbids the conclusicon
from his nct speaking of a scul in Christ explicitly that

he had deprived Christ of it. ”L'exposé qu'il en a fait

Gentes impose, au ccntraire, d'admettre que, sauf
dénégation formelle de sa part, elle reste tcujours
présentea son esprit" (18). Yet, to Galtier's mind, even

had Athanasius turned tc the question of the human scul



in Christ in his disputes with the Arians, it is dcubtful
whether Athanasius wculd have accepted their docetic
Christclegy; fcor Galtier thinks that Athanasius had such
faith in the Lecges!' divinity, and therefore its distinction
frecm that which is creaturely, including the soul and the
becdy, that it is hard tc imagine that the Alexandrian
wceculd have allocwed the divine Leocges tce take the place cof
the creaturely scul in Christ. Athanasius' understanding
cf the salvific incarnaticn similarly suggests that he
wculd net have accepted the Arian anthropolcgy. For
Athanasius, the incarnaticn meant that the Logces became
man, namely scul and body, and that he died and rose again,
having suffered fecr all men; in this he must have been

like all men in his nature. In short, "la foi qu'il

avait a sa parfaite divinite le 1lui aurait interdit et
aussi la cecncepticn qu'il se faisait de 1'incarnatien'(19).

Unlike the above-mentioned scheclars whe, in cne way or
ancther, do nct allow that the questicn c¢f Christ's human
scul was an issue 1in the debate between Athanasius and the
Arians, A. Gesche (20) hclds that it was. Yet Gesche does
not therefore think that Athanasius' silence upcn the
matter implies that he shared the Arian anthrcpolcgy.
Rather Gesche thinks that it never cccurred tc Athanasius
te reply te the Arians by asserting that the Christ had a
scul. The bishop's precccupations were cof ancther crder,
being concerned with Christ's divinity. This, Gesche felt,
was a regrettable situaticn, as it certainly weakened the
scope of Athanasius' reply to the Arians, although it did
not exclude a soul from the Christ as conceived by
Athanasius.

There is, however, ancother body of opinicen which inter-
prets this silence of Athanasius upon the human scul of
Christ as tantamount tc a denial of its existence.
Representatives c¢f this opinicn include K. Hess (21),

M. Richard (22) J.N.D. Kelly (23) and A. Grillmeier (24).
Over against histcrians of doctrine like G. Veisin, who
explain the silence regarding the human scul of Christ in
Athanasius' works by saying that the problem c¢f a human
soul in the Saviour was nct pcsed before 362, Richard

argued that "il ncus semble bien qu'au cours de cette




pericde, une fcis au moins cette question s'est posée et
trés explicitement a saint Athanase, a savair lorsqu'il

a entrepris de réfuter dans son 3me. traité contre les
Ariens les arguments que ces héretiques pretendaient

tirer de la psycholcgie humaine du Christ, telle que nous
la révelent les évangiles" (25); for the Arians argued from
the passicns of the incarnate Lecges to the Legos being
passible and mutable, and sc a creature. Against this
Athanasius argued that the Divine Lcgces was impassible

and that the human frailties cf Christ had tc be referred
tc the flesh which the Lecgos had beccme; both the ccrporeal
and the psychclogical weaknesses were tc be seen as ta idia

tes_sarkecs (26). This, however, meant a coupling of twe
dissimilar weaknesses on cne plane, that of flesh, which
Richard fcund embarrassing, as such as not only to
minimise the arguments of the Arians but alsc to fight

shy of the necessity cof admitting a psychclegical subject
in the assumed flesh. Richard's conclusicn is precise:
"la caractere psychclecgique du l1l'argumentaticn est.....
tout a fait patent, et 1'cn ne voit pas bilen a premiére
vue ccmment un théclcgien partisan du consubstantiel
pcurrait faire face a ce prcbleme sans evequer 1'$me
humaine du Christ" (27). Te¢ Richard's mind, however, it
was nct simply the matter cf the attribution cof Christ's
psychclcgical weaknesses that revealed that the problem c¢f
the existence c¢f the human soul of Christ had been posed
prior tc 362. For Richard felt that it was '"une these
bien attestee de la Christclogie arienne'" (28) that the
divine Loges had taken the place cof the scul of Christ.
"lLe Verbe, en s'incarnant, n'aurait assume qu'un caorps
sans ame" (29). Yet Athanasius never reprcached his
aopponents of having forgotten the human soul c¢f Christ.
"Il ne les accuse pas ncenplus d'en aveir fait un Stre 3
part, mais bel et bien de l'aveir ccncu ccmme un hcmme
ordinaire' (30). This was the case even though the Arians
attributed psychclogical weaknesses to the Lcges himself,
a pesition against which crthecdexy could mest easily argue
by positing a human scul as the subject of these
psycholegical passions, and sc protect the divine and

impassible Logos. This Athanasius did not do. He referred




these passicns which were not properly corporeal to the
assumed flesh and remained silent ¢n the matter cf a

human scul. In the light of cmitting mention of Christ's
human scul, Richard felt that Athanasius' Christ had to

be understcod 'du type Verbe-sarx au sens strict'" (31).
Yet Richard did centinue: "il faut ajouter qu'on ne trouve
chez lui aucune negation fcrmelle de l’ame du Sauveur. I1
a simplement construit son systéme christcleogique sans
elle parce qu'il n'en avait pas percu le besoin...." (32).
Only after 362 did Athanasius take account of this lacuna
and admitted the full humanity cf Christ in the face cf th
Apcllinarian threat. J.N.D. Kelly fcllowed Richard by
ncting that Athanasius failed to make any clear and
unambigucus mention of Christ's scul (33); A. Grillmeier,
meanwhile, though realising that his argument was but cne
drawn from silence, acknowledged that "in every passage
where he gives a pecsitive interpretaticn of the person

cf Jesus Christ, his being and his redeeming work,
Athanasius has refrained from including the human scul cof
the Lord in a really visible way" (34).

Ortiz de Urbina, in his article "L'anima umana di Christa

secundec S. Atanasio" (35) tried tc reduce the force of

these arguments freom silence. He allecwed that the Arians
denied the existence of the soul c¢f Christ; yet he argued
that Athanasius did nct discuss this lest he ccmplicated

the debate unnecessarily. Hence, in using the terms bcdy
and flesh and in attributing tc them, as representatives

cf Christ's humanity, all its weaknesses and humiliaticns,
Athanasius did sc only te refute the Arians' subcrdination

cf the Lecgos. Their use did not bear upcn Christ's humanity.

b. The Incarnation_was_asserted tc be aletheia.

E. Weigl stressed the centrality of the true incarnation
of the divine Lecgos for Athanasius' theclogy. '"Der Logos

ist auch phusei, phusei _kai_ou thesei Mensch gewcrden" (36).

Thus Christ "ist Gott und Mensch und zwar ganz Gett und
zwar Mensch" (37). Fcr, while the immutable Logos truly
became man, he naturally remained God. As God, the Logos

is the Son, and thus consubstantial with his Father.




As marn, hewever, he is genulinely man. Fcr while the
flesh is properly the Loges', it is nct consubstantial
with the divinity cf the Locgos. Rather, the assumed
humanity, bern in truth and in reality cf Mary, is cne
with all men; thrcugh its kinship with creaticn it is
that in which all creatures share.

The integrity cf the assumed humanity Dorner alsc
seems tc allcocw, as he recognises that Athanasius ackncw-
ledged that the body assumed by the divine Logecs was 'mo
cther bedy than cur cwn" (38), and was '"our nature" (39).

Rcldanus, hewever, understands the matter of the reality
cf the incarnaticn in a different fashicn; for, in relaticn
immutable Loges' truly being in man as the prerequisite
fer man's salvaticn, the duality cf bcth the Lcges and
the body being necessarily preserved in the incarnation,
that the Lecgos might share in humanity and man in his
divinity (40). It is in this sense therefore that the
incarnaticn 1s genuine, the guarantee cf man's full
salvaticn.

Richard, meanwhile, asserted that the critical factor
in the matter being discussed here is nct the reality cf
the incarnaticn sc much as the nature c¢f the humanity
which the Logcs really became; what is of mest impcertance
here is the meaning cf the "man" which the divine Lcgcs
truly became. Indeed, Richard finds the term "humanity"
nct tc be prcblematic to the thesis that Athanasius'
Christclogy is Apcllinarian. Fcr he whce admits that the
Lcges has beccme man has the right tc speak cf his
humanity, hcwever ccnceived, and tc cppose this humanity
tce the divinity. Indeed, Apcllinarius, whc denied the
human scul in his Christ, used "humanity'" tc signify
Christ's human side, his becdy; tc Richard's mind, Athanasius

might well have used the term in the same restricted sense.

¢. Anthropclogical terminclogy.

With the Christclcgical clauses '"the Lcges assumed a
bedy" cr "being clothed in Flesh" G. Vecisin found no dif-
ficulty. He did not think that they implied that the

divine Lcgos assumed only a bedy, deveid of a human scul.




Veisin noted that in relation to Jchn 1.14 Athanasius
remarked that it was the traditicn cf Scripture tc

signify "man'" by '"flesh'". He further remarked that
"flesh'" and "humanity'" are interchangeable in Christecl-
cgical passages in the Athanasian ccrpus (41) and that the
referring cf psychclcgical terms tc the "flesh' pcecinted

to the flesh being mcre than mere flesh. As regards the

use cf "body", Voisin pcinted tc Contra Gentes 28 (42),

where Athanasius gave apprcval tc the philcscphers' view
that the world is a great '"body'" by himself cppesing tco
the Logos the created things, amengst which are men, whcm
he terms members of this great "bedy'", the cosmes. Con-
sequently, Voisin felt that "flesh'" and "body" were nct tc
be interpreted "au pied de la lettre", but in the light of
the term "man" (43).

That this principle of interpretation should be
adopted is further suggested by C.G. 20. For therein
Voisin notes that Athanasius '"remarque....qu'il serait
plus digne d'un Dieu de se manifester par l'crgane d'un
Ttre animé et raiscnnable, que par des statues sans ame,
et sans mouvement ccmme scnt les idoles du paganisme' (44).
Given such, it is reascnable to suppocse that Athanasius
understocd that "body" in and through which he saw the
divine Logcs revealed as '"un gtre animé et raisconnable'.

Indeed, the use cf "flesh" and "body" in Christclogical
settings Voisin did not see as necessarily implying that
Athanasius was dcocubtful of the existence of a human soul
in Christ. For the usage of these terms had tc be seen in
the light of the practice of the Early Church. Acccrding
te Voisin, it was the tradition of the Church, in its
wish to explain the mystery cf the Incarnaticn in simple
terms, to understand it as the appearance in visible bcdy
¢f the invisible God, a description which incidentally
highlighted the humiliation of the divine Logos (45).
Mcrecver,the Symbcols c¢f the time used "became flesh' to
define the Incarnation. It was alsc in keeping with the
language of the earlier Fathers. For Irenaeus, cne cof
Athanasius' great forerunners, who recognised the existence

of a scul in Christ, used the Christological terms filius

hominis factus est and carrem assumpsit (46). Voisin




therefeore felt that "on comprend....qu'il soit contenté
d'exprimer la dcctrine de 1'église tcuchant 1'humanité
de Christ dans les termes ccnsacrés par l'usage de
1'écriture, des Péres et des Symbcles" (47).

Lastly, Vecisin accounts for the use of the terms
"flesh" and "bcedy'" by suggesting that they were required
by Athanasius' sotericlegy. For nct cnly did the Lcges
ccme in the flesh tc destroy in it the rule c¢f death and
cecrrupticn (48), but alsc the Logos revealed himself
thrcugh his miracles in the visible bcdy which was
essentially cne with the visible creaticn, the ccsmic
body in which men were seeking fcr God.

Other explanaticns c¢f the Christclcgical use cf "body"
and "flesh" in Athanasius exist. Weigl, fcr instance, did
net think that Athanasius' referring tc Christ's humanity
as his '"body", '"flesh" or "organ' necessarily pcints to a
docetic Christeclegy. For he believed that Athanasius felt
no necessity tc discuss the meaning of these terms, the
Apcllinarian crisis nct yet having gained great mementum.

Indeed, 'die Ausdrﬁcke scma, sarx, anthropcs gelten

Athanasius f&r das ganzemenschliche Individuum chne

Abstrich, samt Einschluss der Seele, ahnlich wie wir

Mensch sagen und beide Bestandteile verstehen' (49).

Prestige adds tc his arguments by asserting that DI1.15.12-14:
"the Lcges of Ged tcecck to himself a bedy and lived as a man
amcng men, and tcck the senses c¢f all men....'" reveals

that "teck a body" is te be interpreted in terms cf

"became man'" (50). Galtier, meanwhile, refers tc 1 C.Ar.

45, where it is stated that Christ was exalted in his
humanity, and that in that humanity, all men were exalted.

Frem this passage Galtier ccncludes that the "man" of the

Logos was '"un hcmme semblable a tous les autres'", and that
the assumed bedy was seen as "constitué ccmme eux..... de
méme nature que le ndtre" (51). This conclusion Galtier

corrcberates through reference to the CG-DI, where the
thought is prcpecunded that man is beth soul and bedy (52).
"I1 s'agit uniquement de savoir s'il a jamais ccncu que
quelqu'un p&t tre vraiment hcmme sans avoir a la fais

un corpcs et une ame'" (53). For the scul of man is the
immcrtal life cof the bedy, through the departure cf which
the body dies. For Galtier therefore the humanity which

the Logos assumed in becoming man was '"de nos ccorps et
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semblable a eux" (54). Tixeront recognises that
Athanasius' descripticn c¢f Christ's humanity as "dwelling",
"temple", "organ'", "covering'", "apparel" and "mantle"
suggests a docetic Christeclogy. Yet, for all that, he does
maintain that "the humanity assumed by the Weord is ccmplete
in its physical elements'" (55). For although Athanasius
did not maintain in an explicit manner that Christ had a
human scul pricr te 362, Tixeront believes that fer
Athanasius a full humanity in Christ was needed if man
was to be whelly saved. Mcrecver, Tixercnt interpreted
the psycheolegical passicns which Athanasius attributed to
Christ's humanity as necessarily dictating the existence
cf a raticnal scul in Christ, the subject c¢f all these
various affections (56). Dcrner alsc explains the
reference to Christ's humanity as "dwelling", "temple",
"body" and "flesh" in terms c¢f sctericlogy, but a dif-
ferent soteriology. Dorner felt that for Athanasius the
enemy to be vanquished was principally death, which was
natural to the body. Certainly the impotence of the soul
to know itself immortal was represented as one cf the
grcunds cf incarnaticn; but acceording te Dorner, in the
ferm that Athanasius puts forward his thcught, it was not
necessary for the Christ tce apprcpriate cr feel sub-
stitutionally this impotence himself feor its remcval from
all men. The thinking merely required that Christ shculd
admit into himself the objective principle of death, and
that he should take upcn himself the debt c¢f men. Such a
thecry of salvation therefcre supplied no place fcr a
more careful consideration of the question of a human soul
of Christ, and therefore acccunted fer the particular
anthropclogical terms used by Athanasius in his Christolecgy (57).
Meanwhile Hoss interpreted Athanasius' use c¢f "the
Logos assumed a body" differently. Fcr he believed that
Athanasius werked frcm a hellenistic perspective, whereby
men were composed cf the bcdy and the scul. The fcrmer
was terrestrial, sensible and proper te humanity, while the
latter was a divine element which originated from heaven,
and ccnstituted man's participation in the divine. In all
of Athanasius' theolcgy, acccrding te Hess, the Incarnation
is presented as a unicn of the divine Lcges te a human

becdy, the Loges nct being united te an individual man, but

being clothed in a unique manner with a human flesh in the
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organism of a body. In this presentaticn of the
Incarnation the presence of a human scul is nct menticned.
Hoss concludes therefore that the divine element which in
everyman is the scul is in Christ the Leges himself (58).

Richard interprets Athanasius' incarnational termin-
clogy differently frcm Hoss, but yet tc the same end. Of
the terminoclcgy itself he nctes that Athanasius never says
that the Lcges assumed anything cther than Flesh or a bedy,
the presence of a human scul never being asserted. He
alsc notes that the descripticns cof the Loges' indwelling
a bedy, or being clcthed in flesh all point to a formal
Apcllinarianism at the very least. With regard to the
"man'" which the Lecges became, Richard interprets this as
a man withcut a scul. For Richard believes that Athanasius,
who was nct ignorant that the Arians asserted the pre-
existence of the Logos, and that they recognised in him a
dignity superior to that of the angels, admitted without
difficulty that their Lcgos had in the incarnation truly
become man, and had eventually taken the form cf an
crdinary man, in all senses. "Autrement dit, de point
du vue anthropologique, il n'aurait aucune critique a
leur faire" (59). This Richard finds explicable in that
Athanasius, like many cther Fathers, was Platonic. Fcr
such the spiritual scul of man was, to a lesser or greater
degree, "une sorte d'ange egaré dans la chair" (60). It
was in the light cof this that Athanasius was able tc accept
that "le Christ des Ariens était vraiment un homme et méme
unn homme ordinaire puisqu'il avait apparent perdu tcutes
ses pérogatives celestes. C'était un esprit incarné et
cela suffisait" (61).

Richard does nct agree with pecple like Galtier, who
asserts that the equation c¢f "he became flesh'" with '"he
became man'" in 3 C.Ar. 30 implies that to say that the
Logos became flesh is not merely tc say that he became
"tout chair" but that he was clothed with flesh and became
man (62). He does nct think that the Greek of 3 C.Ar. 30
is absolute: 1t is nct meant that everywhere and always
Scripture calls man "flesh'", Rather Richard hclds that
the Greek is used here tc Jjustify the interpretation of
Jehn 1.14 as "he became man' and then conly in the context

of the argument that the divine Lecgos became man, and did
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not enter upon man, as he had upon the prophets of the 01d
Testament. 3 C.Ar. 30 therefore equates '"he became man"
and "he became flesh" and nct "man" and'flesh". Thus Richard

believes that it still remains for the Athanasian scholar
to discover the sense which Athanasius gives tc '"he became
man': and this sense Richard derives frcem Athanasius'
unprotesting admittance of the Arian Christ, for whom
there was nc human soul, as "bien un hcmme et méme un
hcmme tout pareil aux autres'" (63).

C.E. Raven (64) was another who believed that Athanasius
was Apcllinarian in his Christclegy, thinking that Athanasius
used "man'", "humanity'" and its cognates interchangeably with,
and in the same sense as, '"bedy" and "flesh'".

Over against Hoss, Richard and Raven, J.N.D. Kelly
and A. Grillmeier think that the linguistic evidence is
net clear. Kelly recognised that Athanasius regularly
described Christ's human nature as '"flesh' and "bcdy"; he
admitted that such language was traditicnal, reflecting
New Testament usage, a matter to which Athanasius himself
drew attenticn (85). Yet, for all that, Kelly saw the
linguistic evidence as 'inconclusive" (66). Grillmeier
himself felt that the arguing from terms, by which thcse
favouring the thesis that Christ had a human scul used
"man", while the c¢ppoesiticn used "flesh" and "bedy", was
too vague. For not only were Athanasius' anthropolcogical
terms not used with the precision of Aristotle cor the
Schcolmen, but also these terms were traditicnal.

For Eusebius of Caesarea and Apcllinarius, beth of whem
denied the human soul c¢f Christ, used the term "man" and
Cyril of Alexandria, who admitted the human scul, used the
clause 'he became flesh". For Grillmeier therefore it was
"clear that an analysis cof words cannct be cenclusive....

We must..... begin abcve all with theological notions". (67).
d. The Logos as_the hegemon in Christ.

E. Weigl believed that in Athanasius' theology the
divine Lcgos was ''das dominierende Element der Verbindung"
(68) and 'das hegemonische Pringzip in der gcttmenschlichen
Einheit" (69), and was therefore to be described as "der
Beherrscher und Trager des leiblischen Teils" (70). Yet,
fecr all that, Weigl did not think either that the Alexandrian

saw the assumed flesh as ”unpersgnlich”, or that he thought




that through its absorption intc the divine perscn cf the
Logos Christ's humanity obtained "ihre persbnlich
menschliche Konstitution" (71). For he felt that for
terminological, soterioclogical. and psychological reasons
it must be admitted that Christ's humanity was, to
Athanasius' thinking, ”persgnlich“.

Tied in with the matter c¢f the Lcgos being ''das
hegemonische Prinzip in der gettmenschlichen Einheit" is
that of Christ's human will. With regard to this matter,
Weigl was of the opinion that it wculd be to seek for an
Arian or Anticchene Christ were one tc seek for a separate
human will, cver against the divine, in Christ. Indeed,
he felt that the questicn of the human will of Christ was
a slightly false one. For prior te the Fall Adam's nature

was free from sinful struggles: his "Wille was ncch
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recreating in himself for all men. It is in the light of
this that Weigl saw ncet only the miracle cf becoming,
whereby the Logos became the cne "hegemcnische Prinzip"

in Christ, but alsoc the oneness and centinuity of the Logos,
both before and after his incarnation.

Tixeront and Dcrner take much the same line as Weigl
with respect to the Loges' relaticon tc his humanity: the
former acknowledged that "in Jesus the hegemonic principle,
the principle of the single perscnality, is in the Word" (73),
while the latter asserted that "in fact, he (sc.Athanasius)
locked upecn the Logos as the mctive, hegemonic, perscnal
principle in the God-man" (74). Yet both, for much the same
reasons as Weigl, reccgnise the presence of a human scul
in Athanasius' Christ. Dorner's view of that human soul
is, however, such that he denies that there were therefcre
two persens in the Christ; for while the soul was a pcwer
when considered in relation tc what was below it, in relation
tc what was above, it was void feorm, or susceptibility,
which acquired its determinate actuality through the
incarnation alcene. Consequently, for Derner, however many
hints of a human soul in Christ may be found in the
Athanasian corpus, one thing is lacking, namely freedom of
checice. '"Athanasius demands neither freedom of checice, nor
a duality of wills fer the God-man'"(75), even though he lays
great stress upon it for man. This absence Dorner tries to

explain: a duality of wills would neot fit the henosis
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choice, and thus mutability, tc Christ, Athanasius would

be apprcaching the Arian positicn whereby the stability

cf Christ's salvific incarnaticn was threatened; finally,
Dorner ccmpares Athanasius with Hilary in this matter,
suggesting that possibly the problem in Athanasius should
be seen along the more develcped lines of Hilary's thcught.
Fecr the latter, Christ had a free will c¢nly as in oppositicn
te constraint; he had freedem of will even as the Father
has it. Thus the velitional unity ¢f the God-man with the
Father is immediate, being grounded in the very nature,
whereas other men have the capacity of chcosing between
goaod and evil (76).

As against Weigl, Dorner and Tixeront, Stalcken
censiders that the fact that all the hHuman experiences
and actions of Christ became acts of salvation for man
because the Lecgos of God was their subject is tc be inter-
preted as meaning that in Athanasius' sctericlogy a human
soul in Christ was a negligible element (77).

In a fuller acccunt of the matter, Grillmeier follcows
Stulcken's lead. According to Grillmeier, Athanasius saw
the divine Logos as the creative and life-giving principle
towards the world. The human rational scul, on the
other hand, was the most perfect ccpy of the Leoges within
the earthly, corporeal creaticen. It fulfilled towards the
body the functicn that the Logos had in the cosmes. In
short, it was a logos in micrccasm. When, however, the
Logecs became man, "Athanasius' view might be put in these
wcrds: where the original itself appears with all its
pcwer, the copy, with its secondary and derived pcwer,
must at least surrender its functicen, even if it deoces not
give place altcgether" (78). For the fleshly nature of
the Christ is only a part of the great cosmcs-goma; and
if the Logos can give life to the whole world-soma,he can
sc much mere to the assumed body.

When therefore the Lcges became man, he indwelt the
assumed humanity perfectly, intrinsically and substantially,
as indeed he had to do in order to effect the redemption of
the body which he had inherited. He became the principle
which gave 1life and movement to the bedy cof Christ, acting
as its hegemonikcn (79). It is, however, in this very

speaking of the life-giving functicons of the Logos tc his
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flesh that Athanasius seems to forget the human soul of
Christ. "Indeed, he seems to leave nc place for it"(80).
Fer the Loges is ncot merely the perscnal subject of
Christ's bodily life; he is also the real, physical scurce
of all the acticns of that life.

It follows, meoreover, from the fact that the Logos has
become the scle metivating power or principle in Christ
that the decisive spiritual and mcral acts c¢f Christ must
be assigned to the Loges in a way which appears to imply
mcere than a mere apprcpriaticn after the manner of

communicatic idiomatum. For example, in the redempticn

and in the passicn and death of Christ, Athanasius seems
te make the Logos not merely the perscnal agent in the act,
the principium quod, but also the physical principle of

achievement, the principium guo. Athanasius therefcre
makes the Logos the first and sole subject of all Christ's
life. "The whcole of the Athanasian picture cif Christ is
stamped with this immediacy cf the Logos which everywhere
throws intc relief the physical activity of the Logos, even
thcugh 1t is at the same time mediated thrcugh the becdily
reality cof Christ's humanity (81).

This conception of the Leogos as the principle of all life
in Christ Grillmeier sees confirmed in Athanasius' use of
the "organ" concept. Fcr, tc Grillmeier's mind, the "organ"
concept appears to be rather dangercusly exaggerated, the
Christ being but the Loges who directs, and the body which

is its instrument, or "organ'.

e. The attribution of psychological passions.

One of Weigl's arguments fcr the presence of a human
scul in Athanasius!' Christology rests upon those passages
which attribute ignorance and fear to Christ. According
tc Weigl, neither the impassible Logcs, ncr the assumed
becdy are to be judged suitable subjects cf these passions.
Thus one must assume that there is a human soul in the
Christ to be their subject. Voisin, Tixeront, Urbina and
Galtier (82) all follow this line, insisting that the
referring of psychclcgical terms tc the flesh of Christ
points to that flesh being more than mere flesh.

With their thesis Richard disagrees viclently. For
it is his belief that the Arians asserted that the Logos

was nhot the Power of God, a position which they deduced
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by pecinting to Christ's fear at the time of his passion.

This assertion Athanasius rejected, referring this fear

not to the divine Logos but to his humanity. Yet although
"le caractére psychologique de l'argumentation est cette

fois tcout a fait patent, et 1l'on ne voit pas bien 5

premiére vue comment un théologien partisan du consubstantiel
pourrait faire face a ce prcbleme sans évoquer 1'§me humaine
du Christ"” (83), there is no menticn of a scul; the

passicns are referred by Athanasius to Christ's humanity,

a humanity which for other reasons Richard sees as deveid

cf a human soul (84).

Indeed it seems to Richard that partly to prctect the
Logos from these passions, and partly because there was no
human scul in Athanasius' Christ to which they cught tc be
referred, both his ignorance and the fear which he
experienced at his passion are not given their true weight.

ettt e, e, e e e ey

de_facto, but an "ignecrantia de iure"; since, in his

divinity the Loges is omniscient, the Savicur, the Logocs
incarnate knew, but showed himself ignorant fer man's
benefit (85). Meanwhile, the fear which Athanasius

attributes to the Christ in his passicn was te nomizomene

deilia (86), a fear which Richard feels points to the fact
that the Alexandrian was not certain whether te attribute
a true sensation ¢f fear tc the suffering Christ.

It cught to be noted at this stage that Galtier does
not allew the force c¢f Richard's argument that Athanasius'
failure to apply Christ's psycholcgical passions to a
human soul meant that he denied the scul's existence.

For, had the general subject of discussicen for Athanasius
been that of the "psychologie humaine du Christ" Galtier
would have agreed with Richard. The question, however,
was still that of the divinity of the Logos. Hence
Athanasius' task, according tec Galtier, was tc refer these
psychological passions to the assumed flesh, the Logos'
human aspect, and sc prctect the divinity of the Lcgos.

Others, however, follow Richard's lead. F.M. Young,
in her article "A reccnsideration cof Alexandrian Christclogy"
(87), nocted that Athanasius treated Christ's tears, fears
and ignorance as means of displaying that the Logocs had
really assumed the weaknesses of the flesh fcor man's sal-

vation. Yet Athanasius '"was driven to claiming a pretence
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of fear, tc admitting that the Logos is open tc the charge

of having lied when Jesus claimed to be igneorant, even to

saying ta hemon emimnesato (88)'" (89). Thus, for Young,

"the humanity of Christ according to Athanasius seems to
lack cenvicticen' (90). For Athanasius did nect even make
positive use c¢f a fallible human soul to acccunt for
Christ's psychclcgical ccenflicts., H.E.W. Turner alsc
finds within Athanasius' writing a tendency to reduce the
cempass of Christ's psychological passicons te passions of
the flesh, in crder to accommodate them tc their divine
subject; he sees in the Athanasian exegesis a kind of
flinching from the mcre poignantly human experiences in
the Gospels which appears to bcrder upon '"psychdogical
docetism" (91).

Roldanus folleowed the line of Richard and those who
think like him. He develops it, however, in his treatment
of 3. C.Ar. 57, where Athanasius treats Christ's prayer,
"Let this cup pass from me". From the treatment of this
text Recldanus concludes that there was net in the Athanasian
Christ a human subject which had tec align its will with
that of Ged. Thus "le Saveur..... n'a pas connu de combat
intérieur" (92). 1Indeed, in relation to this text
Roldanus notes that '"ce n'est pas un sujet humain qui parle
ici mais la seule Personne du Verbe qui, par lé, mentre
cambien réellement il s'est approprié la chair opprimée
par la peur et combien réellement, par consequent, les
hommes sont delivrés de cette peur" (93).

With this interpretation of 3 C.Ar.57 Sellers had

disagreed for some time. For, treating the interpretation
of Christ's crying, '"nmow is my soul troubled..." and
"remove this cup from me...'", Sellers noted that over against

the Arians, Athanasius has said that these affections were
not proper to the nature of the Logos, but to the passible
flesh (94); these affections were proper to the flesh (95);
in Gethsemane the flesh was in terror (96). It seemed
therefore to Sellers that the flesh as flesh was at these
times able tc assert itself, the flesh possessing the
power of self-determination. To him it seemed therefore
that the individual character of the Lord's manhood was
implicit in Athanasius' teaching. It is true that this
individual character is robbed of its reality by the Logos
intervening in the human life cof Christ, "lightening" the
sufferings of the flesh (97), and destroying its terror (98).
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"Tt is apparent'", Sellers remarks, '"that he does nct make

use of this implied 'self-determination' doctrine. For

one sees in Athanasius the idea that the Lcgos so intervenes
in the human life of Jesus Christ that it is robbed of the

individual character which must belcng to it if it is to

be truly human..... But this dces not mean that Athanasius

is an Apollinarian: surely it means no maore than that a

principle, implicit in his teaching, is not brought cut'"(99).

f. Christ's advance in wisdom.

Derner maintains that Athanasius could not have referred
Christ's progress in wisdom to his assumed body (100), any
more than he could to that of man. Yet it was equally im-
possible that he should have referred it to the divine
Loges (101). Dorner feels therefore that there is no
alternative but to say that Athanasius presupposed the
existence of a human scul in the human nature of the Christ,
even though he did not give special prominence to it as a
censtituent element of the complete human nature.

Sellers takes much the same line as Dorner. He believes
that Christ's growth in stature and in wisdom implies that
Christ's is a manhood which is individual in its qualities;
yet he alsc believes that the implication is not develcped.
For while Christ's physical growth is real, his intellectual
and spiritual growth is nc mere than the gradual unveiling
of the godhead in its incarnate state (102), That it is but
this gradual unveiling of the divine mind, as reccgnised by
Sellers, does nct, however, trouble Prestige. For, for
him, the moral and intellectual growth of Christ, locked
at from the aspect of his divinity, is indeed the voluntary
unveling of the divine mind (103).

With the above Richard disagreed (104). According to
him, the Arians saw Christ's grewth in wisdom as more
support for the view that the Legos was limited, and not
truly omniscient God. To protect the divine Lecgos frem
these heretical views, Athanasius attributed this develcp-
ment tce the Logcos' assumed bedy,which Richard understocod
literally. For in the same context Athanasius continued
tc speak of the stature of the same body; Further,
underlying this interpretation of Athanasius' statement
is Richard's thought that properly this growth in wisdom

cught to have been referred tc a human scul, if Christ had

had one. Indeed, in this ccnnecticn, Richard alsoc drew



attenticn to the transformation of proekecpte sophia to

proekopte en sgphia to proekopten en te Sgophia, which

he sees as a possible attempt tc eliminate the need for

a psycholeogical interpretation ¢f Luke 2.52., and therefore
for a human scul te be the subject of this psycholcgical

development.

g. Christ's receipt of gifts frcom Ged.

Richard seems tc be alone in treating this matter in
respect of the question cf whether or not Athanasius'
Christclogy is docetic. According tc the Arians, Christ's
receiving gifts frcm God meant that the Logos was wanting
and therefore imperfect. This Athanasius naturally
rejected: the Divine Logos was the bestower of gifts, while
his body was the recipient, it requiring them for its
salvation. This response by Athanasius to the Arians
Richard did net, however, find satisfactory, especially
as he understands the recipient of these gifts in terms of
a Logos-sarx schema. For '"sans doute la chair ou le corps,
au sens strict, ne semblent pas constituer le réceptacle
ideal, mgme ccmme instrument du Verbe, pcecur les dons de

gloire et de puissance" (105).

h. Christ's death and descensus ad infernos.

Rcldanus, whe is concerned with the soteriolecgical
consequences of the presence, or absence, of Christ's
human soul (106), felt that the Athanasian picture of
the death and descent into hell cf Christ confirmed the
unimportance of the scul of Christ for salvation. For,
in this picture there is no menticn of his human scul.
Death, for Athanasius, is usually seen as the separation
of the body and scul. Yet in Christ's case, it consists of
the Logos' separation from his assumed bcdy, the instrument
whereby he worked his salvation. "Qu'il se taise
entierement ici sur le theme de 1'ame a toujours étonné.
S'il avait 4l en parler quelque part, c'est justement
au moment de la mert du Sauveur qu'il aurait dﬁ Stre
question de 1'ame, au moins comme 'grandeur physique' "(107).
Similarly the soul does not seem sctericlogically impoertant
for Christ's descent into hell. For it is the Loges, and
not his body, who descends to the sculs in Hades (108).

Hence ''la présence du Verbe seul et hcrs du corps a eté
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vraisemblablement suffisante pour délivrer aussi les gmes
separées de leurs corps et pour les conduire é la
resurrecticen corporelle. La prédication dans la royaume
des morts est un elément de ce tricmphe et elle est aussi
une ceuvre exclusivement divine" (109).

Over against the view of Roldanus, lie those of Lebon
and Galtier. In the light of the texts cf DI.22, 24 and
Christ's death in terms of the separaticn of the Logos
and his assumed body, an understanding which was in line
with that of Eusebius of Caesarea (110), Ephiphanius (111)
and Ambrcse of Milan (112). That understanding, however,
Lebon did not think implied that Athanasius had no place
for a human soul in the Christ: "il serait...... excessif
et illégitime d'en tirer une preuve que S.Athanase refuse
1'8me humaine au Christ"(113). For while it is true that
death was expressed by the separation of the Leges and the
body, this statement, 'the Lecges having been lcosed from
it (sc. his body) in the sight of all...', simply adds a
statement cf death tc cne of illness, 'if it had happened
that his body had been ill'. Here "la nature intime, la
maniere d'etre de cette mert" is not explained (114).
Indeed, even if one were tc accept the variant reading,

te _tou Legou dialusei, which initially seems tec assign

"la raiscn de la mort du corps" (115), it must be noted
that nething shows that the intention of the phrase's
inclusion was the additicn c¢f this detail. Rather, its
inclusicn was only briefly noted, it playing ne role in the
develcpment of the thought of the passage.

Morecver, Lebon remarks that when the questicon of the
existence of the scul in Christ arcse in 362, Athanasius'
answer was in the affirmative, "sans trahir aucunement la
conscience d'avoir dG, pcur ce faire, modifier sa pensée
et son enseignement anterieurs"(116).

Unlike Lebon, whe treats the questicn c¢f the physical
presence c¢f Christ's human scul, Galtier treats the
question of both its physical presence and its theclogical
role. In the DI, Galtier nctes, Athanasius menticns that
the humanity assumed by the Logos te enable him tc die

man's death was to_hemeteron. Indeed, it was '"de ncs ccrps

et semblable a eux" (117). For if Christ was to die man's
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death, it was necessary for the Christ to have a human

nature similar tc theirs. Galtier therefore concludes
that "il serait difficile....de faire entendre plus
clairement que le corps du Christ, a son origine prés,
gtait de meme nature que le n%tre et dcnc, vivant a cause
de son ame et mourant quand il en serait separé" (118).
Were there not a human soul in the humanity of Christ as
conceived by Athanasius, Christ would not have been able
to die "la mort de tous les hommes" (119). Indeed, the
death of Christ had to be that of men, that to which they
had been condemned by God on account of their sin; and
such a death was that caused by the separation of the
immortal soul from the mortal bedy. Had Christ not
suffered such a death, men would not have been saved from
the death to which they had been subjected. Thus it was,
acccrding to Galtier, that the immortal Loges assumed a
bedy like man's, animated by a human scul, and thereby
died the death of all men.

Galtier readily agreed that the death cf Christ was
alsc the death of the Logos, visualised in the immortal
Logos laying aside his mortal body. This Galtier explains
by asserting that the immortal Logos was said to suffer
death simply because the Logos was in the body which
suffered death, it being his body. That the death occurred
thrcugh the separaticon of the Leoges from the body is due
to the fact that the Logos accepted death voluntarily. Had
it not been so, death would not have cccurred, since the
Legos was Life itself, and the mortal body the body of that
Life; the death of the body would nct therefore have occurred
if the Logos, the Life, had not abandoned it. Hence the
divine Logos abandoned his body, not to cause its death,
but to permit it and to render it possible. In short,
"l'essentiel reste, en effet, pour S.Athanase, que la mort
du Christ fut une mort d'homme, une mort semblable A celle
de tcous les hcmmes et donc, comme il l'avait expliqué dans
Contra Gentes, due 5 la séparation de l'ame et du corps.
Or, par 13 mgme, il fait entendre que, dans le Christ, il
volit un corps anime lui aussi comme le notre" (120).

Fer Galtier, the deoctrine of Christ's vicarious death
in 1-3 C.Ar.is similar to that outlined in the CG-DI. Feor
the immortal Locgces died in his martal body, and in thus
dying, died the death that all men died. Consequently it

was not a body devoid of a soul which died. Fecr ctherwise,



"la victime....aurait ressemblé a ces gtres sans vie et
sans gme, auxquels il avait raille les paiens de leur
rendre leur hcommages'" (121). Moreover, according tc 1-3
C.Ar., that human element which was cffered tc death, and
which rose again, is distinct from the Divine Lcgos; it is
that through which all other men are said to participate in
the resurrection. This again cenfirms, to Galtier's mind
that the assumed humanity "est avec cux d'une mgme nature"(122).

i. Christ did not assume soma apsuchon, oud' anaistheten,

et e et e — e et

cud’' ancetcn

According to Voisin, it was with the Council of
Alexandria of 362 that Athanasius made his first explicit
reference to Christ's scul, in asserting that the Saviour

did not assume a scma_apsuchen, cud' anaistheton, cud!'

anceton. 'Ces parocles", said Voisin, '"signifient au sens
obvie que le Verbe a pris tous les éléments qui censtituent
la nature humaine et par 1a s'est fait homme" (123).
Consequently, Voisin rejected Hoss' view that Athanasius
merely adcpted the equiveccal fermulae cf the Apollinarians
in his Tome of 362 (124). Fcr in the light ¢f Apcllinarius'
letter of c¢.375 te the Bishcps of Egypt (125) and cf
Athanasius' letter tc Epictetus (126), this seems nct to
have been the case.

Yet even after this assertion by Athanasius in 362,
the Alexandrian was not openly anti-Apollinarian in
insisting upcn a soul in Christ. For the Apollinarian
theclogy only came to the fcre in the last years of
Athanasius' 1life. Hence Voisin concluded that 'c'est
aprés sa mort que les Peres de l'église aurcnt a defendre
contre ltapollinarisme la présence dans le Christ de 1'gme
et de 1l'ésprit humain" (127).

With Veisin's interpretation of Tome 7 as meaning that
the divine Loges became fully man, Sellers (128), Prestige
(129) and Gesché (130) agree. Yet while Sellers and Prestige
also agree with Voisin in maintaining that Athanasius made
some, albeit very little,theclogical use of Christ's human
soul, Gesché denies that usage.

Grillmeier, however, rejected Tome 7 as a passage
which implied that the human soul of Christ was a theological
factor for Athanasius. For, working initially frcm the

clause '"nor was the salvation effected in the Logcs himself
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a salvaticn of bedy only, but cof the scul alsc", Grillmeier

notes that here the redempticn cf the whole man, body and
soul, derives not from the Logos' taking of a soul, but

from the Lcgos himself, he being the cause of the redeeming

work. "The communication of the Loges is....the cause cof
the redemption c¢f the whole man. Hence the scul of Christ
is not a theclogical factor" (131). This view, Rcldanus

not only helds (132) but alsc ccrrcberates through reference
to 2.C.Ar. 70, where Athanasius states that man's
divinisation depends upcn the fact that '"le Christ devrait
gtre vral Dieu, mais on ncote aussi qu'il n'est pas question
d'une véritable humanité qui lui serait propre, mais seulement
de sa chair humaine..... S5a conception du salut depend en
effet tout autant de la communauté de la 'sarx' humaine
du Christ avec la n%tre, que de la communautée de sa nature
divine avec celle du Pére" (133). Much in the same vein
is Roldanus' understanding cof the instrumentality of the
assumed humanity. "Il apparagt a nouveau que chez Athanase
seule la divinité du Christ est l'auteur du salut alcrs
que l'humanité n'en est que l'instrument'" (134).

Grillmeier then turns tc the next clause in Tome 7,
"fcr it was not possible when the Lerd had become man for
us, that the body should have been without reascn'.

Grillmeier puts the emphasis upocon "Lord" and not upen "had
become man', and therefore concluded that because the
divine Logos had beccme man, his body cculd not have been
withcut reason. For the Logcs was the primary scurce of
reason (135). For Christ, therefore,the Logos was the
ultimate principle of reason.

Finally Grillmeier comes to the statement that the
assumed body was not apsuchon. This might be interpreted
as "lifeless", i1t being but a small step from making the
final source of all forms of life in the human nature of
Christ (136). Given, however, that the Church always saw
apsuchon as meaning''sculless', it seems ccorrect tc see here
a recogniticn of the scul cof Christ in the Christclcgical
expressions of the Tome. The reality of the scul is not,
hecwever, stressed here as it wculd have been by the later

adversaries of Apcllinarius.
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Grillmeier intrcduced the ad_Epict. of Athanasius
te suppcecrt the abecve interpretaticn cf Teme 7. Fcer in the
ad_Epict. cnly the cbject tc be redeemed, man, is menticned;
cn man's side, the tctality cof redempticn is asserted. When,
hewever, the cause c¢f redemption is introduced, cnly the
divine Logaos is menticned, and not the assumpticn cf a
bcdy and scul in Christ. The statement that the Redeemer
"really, in truth became man" is not seen as affirming
the fullness c¢f man's humanity, but as cenfirming, against
the views c¢f the docetists, the reality of the assumed
becdy. "It does nc more than stress the reality of the
incarnaticn' (137).

Grillmeier's cecnclusicn therefore with regard tco
Athanasius' cpinicns regarding the human scul c¢f Christ
in the years after 362 is that even in the Tcme and ad _Epict.

"Where the prcblem has ncw ccme under open discussicn,

the human scul of Christ has nct yet beccme a theological
principle..... (although it can be assumed with some
certainty that we have a statement cn the scul of Christ
as a physical facter)'"(138).

Galtier, meanwhile, believed that Athanasius'
apprcbation cf the symbcl issued by the syncd cf Alexandria
cf 362 "n'impliquerait par elle-meme sa croyance a la
présence d'une ame humaine dans le Christ qu'autant qu'on
le saurait d'avance convaincu de cette doctrine'"(139).

For if the Tome is interpreted alcng the lines cf the
theclcgy cof Gregery cf Nazianzus, or cf Epiphanius, fcr

both ¢f whcem the principle guod non est assumptum non

est_sanatum was true, cne must recognise that the passage
nct ¢cnly asserts that Christ pcssessed a human soul, but
alsc that he did sc in order that man's scul might be
saved. If, on the cther hand, Tcme 7 is interpreted in
the same fashion as such pecple as Apcllinarius cr Vitalis
did, for whom the divine Loges tcck the place of the

human scul in Christ, cne cannot deduce frcm the centext
that a human scul was reccgnised within the humanity of
Christ. To Galtier's mind, therefeore, it is nct clear
either whether the Tome admitted the existence cf a human
scul in the incarnate Lcges or nct, or even whether
Athanasius shared the theolcgical cutlcck cof the ccmposers

of the Tcme or not. Galtier therefcre believed that the

cnly proper methcd was to answer the all-impertant questicn
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"a-t-il toujours admis des avant 362, qu'il y eﬁt dans le
Christ une gme, une intelligence ccmme la ﬁgtre ?" (140),
and tc interpret the Tcme in the light cf this answer.
It cught toc be ncoted that Galtier's answer tc this question
is positive, and that therefcre he eventually allows that
Tome 7 dces refer toc the human scul assumed by the

divine Logcs 1in his saving incarnaticn.

J. Christ assumed a human scul, as well as a human body,

in_order tc_redeem man's_scul and bedy.

Dcrner was cne cf thcse schclars who believed that
Athanasius taught that man's entire nature, of which the
human scul formed an essential feature, was redeemed and
re-established in the divine by the Lcges incarnate. For
Dorner it fcllowed therefore that that which the divine
Logecs assumed and censtituted a part ¢f himself was man's
cemplete nature, soul and bedy (141). Indeed, Galtier
makes much c¢f this argument in his article. Focr he
stresses that if Christ was tc die man's death, it was
necessary fcr the Christ tc have a human nature similar
tc theirs. Fcr were there no human scul in the humanity
of Christ, Christ wculd nct have been able tc die "la mert
de tcus les hcmmes'(142). Meanwhile Dorner ccrroberated
the idea that the human scul of Christ was necessary to
the whcle galvaticn ¢f man by nceting that hcwever impcrtant
the rcle played in Athanasius' system by the ideas of
death and immcrtality, the Alexandrian did nct limit
redempticn sclely tc these. For he knew something of guilt
and sin. It was necessary therefore, according to Dcrner,
tc admit their subject, the scul, in the treatment cf their
eliminaticn (143).

Over against Dorner, Hcss maintained that the human
scul ¢f Christ was nct necessary to Athanasius' sotericlogy.
Fcr,according tc him, Athanasius' doctrine of salvation was
that in which cnly the body was in need of salvation in
the strict sense cof the word. It alone required that basic
transfcrmaticn frem corrupticn and mortality te incorruption
and immcrtality, achieved only thrcugh its unicn with the
divine nature. On the cther hand, the divine image c¢f the
scul, in virtue of which man knew the Creator, had not been
effaced, but cnly cbscured by its turning away from God.

Hence the divine Logcs, thrcugh the miracles, was able to



lead the scul back tc its knowledge cf the true God,
therein returning it to its pristine purity (144).
Reldanus alsc disagrees with Dcrner; yet he does nct
agree with Hoss that man's human scul did nct need saving
in the strict sense of the werd. Fcr he did allcw that
Athanasius pcinted tec the salvaticn c¢f the whole man,
becth scul and body (145). Yet, having lcoked at
Athanasius' treatment of Christ's death and descent
intc hell and having ncted the sense cf 2 C.Ar.70, Tcme
that this salvaticn of the whele man was effected through,
cn the cne hand, the incarnaticn, whereby men, being
incorpcrated intc Christ and dying in him, fcund their
cendemnaticn te death fulfilled, and, on the cther, the
divine Lcges himself. For "c'est le Verbe ccmme seul sujet
dans la chair qui en est le réalisateur"(146). Either way
Christ's human scul is unimpcertant. Fer Athanasius,
acccerding te Recldanus, "le salut et la divinisaticon de

1'hemme scont entiérement l1'ceuvre de Dieu'"(147).

k. Christ exalted all humanity in himself.

From 1 C.Ar.45 it is seen that Christ was exalted in
his humanity. Yet in that humanity all men were exalted.
Thus it seems tc Galtier that the man which the Lcges
became and which was exalted, was '"un hcmme semblable a
tous les autres'"; the assumed bcdy which was raised was
"censtitué cemme eux. . ... de méme nature que le ngtre”(l48).
Focr was Christ's exalted humanity nct such, men wculd not
have been exalted in Christ frcm the death tc which they
had been subjected.

1. Christ_as_the second Adam.

Frem his reading of 1-3 C.Ar. Galtier believes that
fcr Athanasius men are in Christ, receiving through him
grace 1n that he is their forerunner. Yet, tc Galtier's
mind, Christ can only represent man, and man can cnly be
in him if he, the Lcgecs incarnate, is like them. This,
hcwever, has meaning only if, like man, the Logcs
incarnate possesses a scul which enlivens his assumed
humanity (149). Sellers follows this line cof argument
tc scme degree. For, tc his mind, Athanasius built upcn
the sctericlcgical idea that Jesus Christ was the seccond

Adam and that, carrying fcrward this idea, he was fully
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man . Sellers thcught, hcwever, that Athanasius did nct
live leng encugh tc perceive that it was necessary for
him te put fcrward an explicit declaraticn cconcerning
the caonstituent parts ¢f that whole man (150).

Roldanus alsc allows this representative rcle tc
Athanasius' Christ. Fecr Athanasius' Christ, in taking
the place c¢f all men, and representing them all, became
the head cf a new humanity, even as Adam was that cf
the fcrmer humanity. Fcr "Christ, en tant qu'hcmme,
avait accaompli ce gu'Adam n'avait pu faire..... 1'humanité
est rassemblée en Christ scus un nouveau Chef qui, dans
scn incorruptibilité divine exprime sa sauvegarde, de
mgme qu'Adam, dans scn instabilité humaine, signifiait
sa chute'(151). Christ is consequently the ”tgte unique
de ccrps de 1thumanité nouvelle'"(152), the '"principe et
fondement de la nouvelle humanité" (153),"la base de
1'humaniteé re-créée'" (154) and the '"ncuveau Chef'" (155).
Yet, that Christ was for Athanasius this Second Adam did
noct mean that the Christ necessarily had a human scul.
Fer Rcldanus thinks that this representative role had te
be interpreted alcng the fcllowing lines. Athanasius
ackncwledged that the Lecgecs nct only was united to men
thrcugh a bcdy like theirs, but alsc had rendered
"l'existence ccrpeorelle en tant que telle, indétachable
de 1ui"(156); ccnsequently the Leocges inhabited man while
men '"étaient cocmpris dans la sarx de Christ" (157); Ged
shared in man's existence and men in God's through the
Lecges!' assumed humanity which was commen essentially
to beth Christ and men. The sotericleogical results of
this were several: cn the cne hand God revealed himself
thrcugh Christ's humanity to men. On the other hand,
men, being inccrpecrated in the God-man, were ancinted
with the Hcly Spirit when '"la chair, revgtue par le
Verbe, a été cinte en Lui et par Lui" (158) and '"étaient
delivrés du peché et de la malédicticn parce qu'ils sont
mcrts par la mcrt de Christ, d'autre part qu'ils scnt
Elevés de m@me parce qu'ils étaient inclus dans l'ascensicn
de Christ"(159). In shcrt, men were saved in the sharing
cf Ged's life in Christ. For "les hommes deviennent
parfaits par la ccmmunicon avec le corps parfait de
Christ"(160). Here, therefcre, Athanasius' picture cf
Christ as the second Adam is interpreted in terms cf a
Logos-sarx schema, according tc which the human soul of

the Christ is an unnecessary factcr.



ro
@)

As we noted in the beginning cf this chapter, and
as can be ncted frcm the abcve tracing cf the debate
cencerning the humanity of Christ, the method cf
Athanasian scholars is generally tc use a commgch
anthropclogical mecdel, according tc which man is com-
posed of scul and bcdy/flesh, interpreted in the case
cf Christ in terms either of a Logos-sarx or cf a
Loges-anthrcpes schema, the particular schema being
chesen in the light of Athanasius' doctrine.

Upcn this we must comment. It seems to the present
writer, firstly, that Athanasius' anthrcpclogical medel
is not closed, static and philcscphical. It is nct
that in which humanity is seen as composed cof compcnents,
ncr that in which scul and bedy stand in antithesis,
bcth being entities in themselves, and ccnsequently
distinct frcem the deity. Rather, fcr Athanasius, the
anthrcpclcgical mcdel is cpen, dynamic and relaticnal.
It is that in which the theclogical setting cf creaticn
and previdence determine the relaticnal and functicnal
ccncepticn of man; it is that in which the dcoctrine cf
a creator, prcvidential Ged, rather than the ccncept of
empiricism, ccleur the understanding cf man.

For Athanasius, therefcre, humanity is ccntingent,
depending for its existence upon the ccntinucus creaticn
cf the divine Leges. Thus while it is essentially
distinct frem God in its creatureliness, it is not
independent; for it exists cnly in and thrcugh the life-
giving Lcgecs of the Father.

Fcr Athanasius the soul is logical, inccrruptible,
and 'in the image of God'. Yet it is cnly such in as
much as it shares in the grace ¢f the nature of the
Leges, whe is himself the Logcs, the incorruptible
Image cf God. The scul 1s therefore dependent upcn the
Leges fer its very nature and existence.

In its relation tec the incorporeal Father, meanwhile,

the bcdy is distinct as regards its nature, but not tc

its existence. Fer it exists in the Leoges alcne, the
providential creatcor. Indeed, as scon as the prcvidential
care cf the Logeos tcwards the bcdy ceases, the bedy dies,

and fades to nothing. In its relation, however, tc cther

creatures, it is essentially cne. For the body ccnstitutes
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the whecle life substance c¢f man, beast cr cbject as
organised in the ccrpcreal fcrm. Indeed, the bcdy is
nct that which partiticns c¢ff a man frcm his neighbcur,
but that which bcunds him in life with all men and nature,
sc that he can never make his unique answer tc God as an
isclated individual, apart frcm his relaticn to his
neighbcur. Thus while a perscn has his cwn bcdy, that
bcdy is essentially and naturally cne with the rest of
creaticn. His individuality lies rather in the unique-
ness of the divine word to every man, which demanded
of him an inalienable response, a relaticnship shecwn in
man's lcgicality.

Ner did Athanasius think cf man as a lccesely-linked
cembinaticn ¢f soul and bedy. For him, man is an
essential union c¢f the twe; for while the scul directs

the bcdy, the body is the means of the scul's activity.

The scul dces nct seek liberaticn frcm the bedy, but
is prcper tc it. Fcr the bcdy apart from the scul is
nect a man, but an irraticnal beast. Morecver, while

death is a separaticn cf the scul frem the bedy, man's
prcper end is the Jcyful reunion cf the soul and the
bcdy in the general resurrecticn. Indeed, althcugh
distinct frcm the scul, the bcecdy 1s nct cppcesed tec it,
as the body would have been 1f 1t had been part cf the
clesed system of philescphy.

For Athanasius therefore physiclogy was subcrdinated
to the question c¢f the relation of the whcle man, as part
of the sclidarity cf creaticn, to Ged. All his thinking
was done in this theolcgical dimensicn cf man's related-
ness to Ged. It follcws therefore that all his
anthrcpological terms are, in a sense, tc be seen as
designating or qualifying this fundamental relationship
¢t man tc God; they are devoted to expressing a deep
understanding cf the theclcgical truth c¢f man's nature.

It alsc seems that tc interpret Athanasius' thought
in terms cof either a logos-sarx cr a lcogos-anthropos
schema is tc be unfair in cne's treatment cf the bishep's
thinking. For it is of impcrtance to the interpretaticn
of Athanasius' thcought tc see it nct as either a logos-

sarx or a loges-anthropos schema, but bcecth a logos-sarx

and a loges-anthrcopes framewerk, as Athanasius uses all
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three concepts: Logos-sarx, Logos-scma and Logos-

e e e e e e .

Moreover these frameworks are further complemented

and clarified by the terms sarx, scma, anthrcpos and

hos anthropos, used in a Christological setting, and

the nouns ensarkeosis, ensomatcsis and enanthropesis.

Tce interpret the Alexandrian's theology only in terms

either of a lcges-sarx or a logos-anthropos framework

is therefore to distort Athanasius' thecught by in-
carcerating it within the strictures of a schema, which

is true, but not the whole truth, of that thinking.
Morecver, the interpretaticn of the bishop's theought in
terms of anly cone of these framewerks results in the

more conducive expressions being abstracted frem their
contexts, and being related te the framwork, the rest,
which do not fit so well, being set aside as non-technical
or atypical.

Lastly, the use of Athanasius' doctrine to determine
the schema accecrding to which Christ's humanity is to be
understcocd seems unjustified. TFor it appears that one
cannct argue from Athanasius' dcecctrinal views tc¢ his
understanding of the humanity cof man, as the understanding
cf these doctrines depends tc a large extent upon whether
Christ's humanity was docetic or nct. To give but cne
example, 1t seems that Sellers argued that since the
whole man was saved by the Logos incarnate, the whole
man, soul and body, was assumed by the Lcgos. To shoew,
however, that it was nct a docetic Christ whe saved the
whole man, it is necessary to show that the Christ had a
human soul. Fcr ctherwise it is thecretically pcessible
that as in Apcllinarius' thcught, sc¢ in Athanasius'
thcught, as Roldanus imagines, it was merely the divine
Logos in a bcdy who effected a tectal salvation. Indeed,
this method is circular; feor one is studying the doctrines
to decide whether or not the Athanasian Christ was
docetic, and yet cne needs tc know whether or not the
Athanasian Christ was docetic in order to determine how
to interpret these doctrines.

It seems therefore that we must see Athanasius'
understanding of man as theclogical. Frcm this view of
humanity will come a different ccnception of the humanity
assumed by the divine Lcgos, and of the salvation effected

through it. Moreover, the questiors asked of Christ's



humanity will receive different answers under this new
understanding of humanity. For the understanding of
the humanity will determine the questions asked and

will colour the answers given.
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CHAPTER I

THE_CONTRA GENTES - DE_INCARNATIONE

The study ¢f Athanasius' understanding c¢f the humanity
of Christ as pertrayed in the CG-DI, a werk dating from
c.A.D. 328-335 (1), amounts essentially tec a study cof
the DI, as there are nc Christclogical statements in the
CG. Yet it dces ncot amcunt sclely toc a study of the DI.
Fer the CG dces cenfirm and corrcberate the picture cf
humanity painted in the DI and sc helps to establish
cur comprehensicn c¢f Athanasius' view cf the humanity
assumed by the divine Lecges in his incarnaticon.

Before, hcowever, we embark upcn this study, we must
ncte certain pcints, in the light of which we must read
the CG-DI. Tc¢ disregard these wculd be tc disregard the
nature cf the first wcrk c¢f Athanasius, and sc wculd make
impcssible an accurate representaticen c¢f his thought.

Althcugh the CG-DI sets cut tc expcund ''the Incarnaticn
cf the Logos...... and his divine manifestation tc us" (2)
and tec coffer a paradigm <f the Christian faith (3), its
main emphasis is upcn the divinity of the Lecges. Fer it
demonstrates that the Christ is God the Lecgecs and the
Power of Gecd; even where it aims tc refute both the Jews
whe slander and the Greeks whce meck (4) the Loges'!
beccming man, it ccrrects their false, limited ccncepticns
cf the incarnaticn which are inccnsistent with the divine
nature c¢f the Lcges by shcwing that that which in the
incarnaticn 1s explained heretically as human is in truth
divine and that that ccnsidered impossible and unsuitable
is in fact pcssible and suiting his gcodness, a refutation
which is based upon a particular understanding cf the
divinity of the Lcgos c¢f Ged. It appears therefcre that
Athanasius starts frcm the divinity cf the Lecgos. Thus
even where Athanasius is treating Christ's human passicns,
he dces sc in relaticn tc Christ's impassible eccnomy
as the Divine Locges, and allows only that which is
censistent with the Divine Lcecgos becoming man. The
the Logecs became, than upcn the Lecges himself, the Divine
Loges being central tc all the incarnaticnal thcught.
Again, the CG-DI ccricentrates upcen the "why'" c¢f the

incarnation ¢f the divine Locgos rather than the "how' This
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is partly because Athanasius cculd nct see the incarnation
apart from the salvaticn effected thrcugh it and partly
because he admitted the mystery of God's beccming man
and therefcre the impossibility c¢f explaining the mechanics
of the incarnaticn.

This first treatise c¢f Athanasius has a reverential and
devctional tcne and quality which is nct sc c¢bvicus in
his later, pclemical works. This quality arises partly
from its scriptural background, partly frcm the reader whom
it 1s addressing and partly from the intenticn cf the
writing. The backgrcund tc his thought is Scriptural: it
is frem such that Athanasius drew his thcughts (4), and
tc such that his reader is referred for elabcraticn upcn
the divine manifestaticn cf the Loges (5). Like his
mentcrs, the Biblical theclogians whc were witnesses to
the divinity cf Christ, Athanasius preferred tc ccnfess
the reality cf the very Ged who became very man fcr the
sake c¢f man, withcut entering into any philcsophical
speculation regarding the Lcges' assumed humanity and its
relaticn to its divine subject. The reader whom Athanasius
is addressing is a Christian. He 1s twice referred tc
as "Lcver of Christ'" (6), in contrast tc the coententious
and argumentative party cf those ocutside the Church,and
is probably to be included amcngst the lovers cf learning
(8), the seekers after truth, a truth which fcr Athanasius
has its ultimate centre in God, the Truth. Athanasius' in-
tention in writing is tc explain the Christian faith in a
reverential manner (9), in order that his reader might
have greater and stronger devoticn towards the Lcgos.
This devcticnal aspect cf the writing even appears in DI
33-55 where Athanasius treats of the denial cf the
divinity cf the Christ by the Jews and the Greeks. For
while the chapters form a refutaticn cf the unbelief of
the Jews and c¢f the mockery cof the Greeks, they are ncot
primarily pclemical in tene. They dc not censtitute a
direct ccnfrontation between Athanasius and the hetercdex
parties, as fcr example the later C.Ar. 1-3 dc, but offer
suggesticns as tc hew the Christian reader might refute
the same; whereas in the C.Ar. 1-3 and similar wcrks the
addressee is the heretic, in the DI he is a young Christian.
These chapters therefcre are primarily assurances tc the

Christian that his faith 1s reasconable and ccnfirmation
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that answers exist tc the cbjections that the heretics
might raise; they are fcr the establishing of men in the
Christian faith and fcr settling such doubts as may have
arisen in the minds of Christians as a result of the
unbelief and mockery of the ncen-Christians.

It is not surpirsing, therefcre, that a catechetical
element appears in the conclusicn c¢f the dual work. For
in DI. 57 Athanasius exhcorts all his readers tc live pure
and rightecus 1lives: withcut a pure mind and life mcdelled
upcen these of the saints, nc-one can apprehend the Truth.
The DI therefcre is not tc be seen as abstract theorising
and speculation upen a Christological subject, either for
its own sake, or in corder to refute hetercdcex cppcsition.
It is a work very much bcund up with the Christian 1life.

The DI is, then, nct a speculative, polemical werk. It
is rather a confessicnal, devotional and catechetical
work, based cn Scripture and wrillen fcr a Christian, in
crder to expcund, in a reverential manner, the saving
incarnation of the Lord Jesus Christ and thereby bring
the reader tc a deeper and more mature appreciaticn of
his Redeemer. It is in the light cf this that the
questions and answers c¢f this study of Athanasius' under-
standing of the humanity c¢f Christ, as pcrtrayed in the
CG-DI, must be fcrmulated.

Central tc Athanasius' understanding o¢f the Incarnaticon
is the divinity of the Lcges. Having spent the larger
part of the CG upon the question c¢f the true divinity cf
the Lcges, Athanasius tends tc accept such as "“given' in
the DI. Hence the Logos, the subject c¢f the Incarnaticn,
was God the Laord. He was the Very Logecs of the Father
and the true Son c¢f God, the adjective alethincs, over
against the pcssible alethes, with its ccnnotaticn cof
"held tc be true", emphasising the genuine reality of
his divine scnship. He was the Wisdom, the Power of God
the Father and Life itself. As such he was the Creator
and the Governcr and Ruler cof the Universe., Being sc
divine thrcugh his intimate ccmmunicn with the Father,
the Logces shared in the divine nature, being incorpcreal,
impassible and incorruptible.

Athanasius' portrait of the Lcgos alsc hints at the
latter's eternity and immutability. For over against the
past tenses of the verbs which describe the Loges' ap-

pearance as man in the sphere of space and time (10), the




verbs which describe Christ's divinity are always in the
present. He is God; he is the very Logos c¢f the Father.
The use in these contexts of huparchen (11) and of on (12),
through the ccennctaticns which they bear as continuous
presents, carries an openness; the eternal, as opposed to
the everlasting, '"being" which they imply stands in marked
contrast with the "becoming'" of the Incarnaticn cf the
Logos; the eternal and infinitlte ecconcmy of the divine
Leges, in which he is eternally begotten c¢f the Father,

is contrasted with the temporal and finite economy of

the Lecgos as man, in which he was born cf Mary in
Bethlehem. Yet it is not merely tc the existence of the
Loges priocr to his incarnaticn that Athanasius refers

this cpenness of being. Rather, while the divine Logcs
has beccme man, has revealed himself and has endured
men's insults, he remains the impassible, incorruptible
Very God, the Logos. Indeed, it is only in reference to
the temporal werld that the Logos is the subject of
tempcral acticn; he created the universe; he became in-
carnate; he will ceme again in glory. Apart frcm these
acticons in time towards the material world, the divine
Logos, in his immaterial being, merely "is'", being beyond
all time, with its beginnings, alteraticns and ends. It
appears, then, that through the Incarnaticon the divine
Logos did not then come into existence, nor was altered

in his divine essence. Feor in and through the Incarnation
the divine Lcgos, who ever was, became man, while yet
remaining the eternal and immutable Logos of God.

That it was not only at the time of his birth of Mary
that the Logos came into existence finds confirmaticn
elsewhere: for 1long before this divine manifestaticn the
Logos existed, being among cother things the agent in the
Father's creation of the universe. Furthermore, Athanasius
ncetes that the Logos came to man's realm '"ncot that he was
previcusly distant; for no part of creaticn is left
deprived of him; but he fills the universe, being in union
with his Father...... "(13). Such a statement certainly
implies that the Logos pre-existed the incarnation, in
that he co-existed with the Father, caring prcovidentially
fer the creaticn. This same point is made in CG 41 where
it is stated that it was only through the prcvidence of

the Logos that the werld, created from nothing, was able



to remain firm, and thus not slip back into non-existence.
The Logos therefore of necessity pre-existed the creaticn
and sc could nct have cnly ccme into existence threough the
Incarnaticn.
Nordid the Incarnaticn constitute an alteration in the
divine being ¢f the Loges. He did not cease tc be what
he was, but while truly beccming mortal, passible man, the
Logos as God remained eternally divine, immcrtal and
impassible. Hence, while he became man thrcugh his
incarnation, he was nct merely a man, but alsc God the Logos
and Wisdom of the true God. He became man and yet remained
God the Logos. 1Indeed, had he nct remained God, he wculd
not have been able to redeem man from death, and point
man beyond himself tc God the Father, both ¢f which actions -
redemption and enlightenment - are central tc the purpose
of the incarnation.

Certainly Gecd the Logos incarnate was born, appeared
as man, died and rose again; he truly ate and drank
human focd; he endured man's insults. Yet these passions
in no way imply an alteration in the divine nature of the
Logos in his Incarnation. In being bcrn of Mary, the
divine Lecgos did not suffer; when he was in the body he
himself was not polluted, nct being affected in himself
at all by the weaknesses and passions natural tc the body.
54.14ff. makes the same point, but in a mcre explicit
manner: while Christ suffered for men, the Logos who became
man was harmed in nc respect as he was impassible and
inccrruptible, the Very Logos and God. In short, the
Legos as man suffered, but the Logos himself, still being
the impassible and inccorruptible divine Loges, remained
true to his nature. Again, it was the assumed bcdy of the
Legos as body which was naturally passible, which was
bocrn, ate and suffered and its passions may be predicated
of the divine Logcs only in that the bcdy was no-one
else's but the Lerd's. They were thcse c¢f the Lcges not
by nature, but by assumpticn; they were rightly and
properly referred to the Locges thus as he had truly beccme
man by assuming humanity, the reality of which the passicns
demcnstrated. While therefore the Logcs incarnate
suffered in this manner, that suffering never cvertcck
its divine subject. For while the Logcs suffered, he did
so ognly in his body, as the man which he had become, his

body as body being the centre of his passions; the divine

40,



Legos therefore suffered only thrcugh the assumed
passible humanity.

Christ's death must be interpreted in the same manner.
The Lecgos incarnate died. He did sc, however, nct
because the Lecges as God was no longer immortal and
incorruptible, but because of the mortal body which the
Logos had assumed; in himself the Logos was unable to die,
being the immortal Son c¢f the Father, and so tcok tc
himself a body which could die that he might die for all
men. Hence Christ was unable not tc die, in that his
humanity was mortal; and yet he was unable toc remain dead
in that the same humanity was the temple cf Life.
Similarly, Christ suffered corruption in that his assumed
humanity was corruptible by nature, but yet rose incor-
ruptible n that he whe had assumed it was inccrruptible.

It is clear, therefore, that in Athanasius' dcctrine
the Logos, in beccming man, underwent nc alteraticn in
his divine being. The passibility which he endured
was his, nct by nature, but in that it naturally pertained
tc the humanity which he had made his cwn thrcugh the
Incarnation. It was his only by apprcpriaticn and not
by nature. Indeed, had the Logcs undergcne any alteration
in his divine being through the Incarnation, the salvation
from the suffering, mortality and corruption which the
Leges scught to effect in and threugh his own divinity
wculd not have been achieved. 7

It is in the 1light of this immutability of his divine
being that the condescension of the Locges in beccming
man must be understcocod. It is true that the Logos under-
went humiliation in becoming man; he éame down to men and
in his descent submitted tc man's corrupticn. Besides

the use of the verb katerchesthai and its cognates - a

verb which, rather interestingly in this connection, is

used very vividly of Christ's submission and descent to

death (15) - one other term is used by Athanasius to
point to Ged's condescension in the Incarnaticn. That
is the noun euteleia (16). The incarnation was euteles

for God the Loges, in that in it God as man suffered
infamously. There was, however, more to the meaning of
this humiliation than that. The clue tc this further
meaning lies in the fact that Athanasius thinks that

over against his first appearance, the Logos will come
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again "in his own glory...... in his own greatness" (17).
The implicaticn therefcre is that while in his seccnd
coming God will appear in his obvicus glory and power,
his first coming, that effected in the Incarnation, is
one in which his gloricus power is veiled by his humanity,
an idea which correlates with the use of Hebrews 10.20 in
25.26. 1t alsc ties in with the idea that in his Incarn-

ation the Lecgos did nct wish merely to effect a splendid
thecphany but willed to appear in a form from which men
might benefit: "fcr as a goccd teacher whce cares for his
pupils always condescends to teach by simpler means
those whe canncot profit by more advanced things, so does
the Lecgos of God...." (18). It is interesting that

within this very teaching-simile the verb sugkatabainein

a verb used of the Logos' incarnation, is used of the
process of limiting the presentation of that which cne
wishes tc¢ leach Lo the situation and capacity of one's
pupils. It seems therefore that the humbling of the
Logos in the Incarnaticn is not to be seen in terms of
a degradation of the being of the divine Loges, butf in
terms of the Logos' self-limiting cof his glorious power
for scterioclogical reasons.

One problem still faces us regarding this humiliaticn
of the Logos in his Incarnation. When the noun euteleia
is used in 1.13, 21 to describe the incarnation, it is

qualified. Hence 1.13 reads tes dokouses eutekias tou Logou

and 1.21 te nomizomene heautou euteleia.

We cannot, however, suppcse from these references that
the humiliation of the Logos was in any way unreal or
feigned. For this same term, euteleia, is used also in

56.11 of the incarnation of the divine Logos, and there

it is qualified by the phrase meta tapeinctetos, a

phrase which echoes Paul's statement of Phil.2.8.

etapeinosen heauton. The incarnaticn was an "apparent"

humiliation, not in the sense that humiliation was in

any way unreal, but in the sense that the incarnaticn

was considered by non-Christians as ncthing more than

an humiliaticn of fthe divine Lcgos; yet what they, in
their mockery and unbelief, thought tc be most unsuitable
and imprcper, seeing it as merely a degradation cf the
glcrious Logecs, was in fact a great witness tc God's
divinity; for through death he rose again, overthrew the

rule ¢f evil, and re-established the kingdom cf heaven.
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Hence what was seen solely as a degradaticn cf the
divine Leges has in truth been nc such degradaticn,
but has led tc Ged's greater exaltaticn by men as they
realise from his Incarnatien whe is God and who God is.

Censequently, the Lcges' ceondescensicn is in leaving
the Father's side, where alcne he is truly at rest and
in ccming tc men in a form which they cculd appreciate.
It was an apparent ccndescensicn, hcwever, cnly in the
sense that, while his divinity was veiled by his assumed
flesh, he did not cease tc be divine in any manner,
Certainly the ccndescensicn of the Lcges was nct a
degradaticn ¢f the divine nature c¢f the Logos, as the
Jews and the Greeks considered it to be; Rather the
divine Lcgos remained eternally the glcricus Scn cf the
Father, while yet humbling himself in beccming man.

Twe cther censequences of the Loges' remaining fully
divine while yet beccocming man are, cn the cne hand, that
.1t is not the Logos who is bettered cr wcrsened, in
beccming man, but the humanity which is bettered, and,

n the cther, that the Creatcr Logcs is not limited in

O

and thrcugh his Incarnaticn.

As we have already ncticed, the divine Logecs did nct
suffer when he became man, his human passicns being
peculiar tc the bedy in itself, and tc the Lcgos cnly
through their assumption. Hence while being in a body
the Loges was not pelluted ner adulterated. Rather, Jjust
as he was in all, and he did ncot partake of all, but
gave everything life and sustenance, sc the all-hcly Lcgos
cf God was made knewn in a bedy, and yet was nct therein
affected. All influence was from the all-holy and in-
corruptible Locgos tc the mertal body; thereby bringing
about the vivification, purificaticn and sanctification
cf the humanity. The Lcgos gave of his divine nature as
all-hcly tc the bcdy in sanctifying it and thus bettered
it. In giving of his own nature, the Lcgos did not,
however, suffer alteraticn either for better or worse.
For in himself, although being in all, he did nct partake
cf created being, being in essence "beyond all'. Hencé
while the bcdy, an essential part c¢f the whcle creation,
shares by grace in the Logos, the Lcges. dces nct in
essence share in the bcdy, althcugh he became man. All
movement was from the divine to the human; it is the divine

which is the subject, the initiator, and it can never
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become the object of creaturely action. This is partly

because c¢f the immense essential void between Creator

and creature which Athanasius admits in DI II, and which
dictates ncot that the creaticn reaches up te the Creator,
but that the Creator gracicusly stcoeps down tc creaticn;
and partly because any life in creaticn, and therefcre
any action, finds its ultimate crigin in the Prcvidential
Creator Logos.

We turn now tc the pecint that the Lcges was ncet limited
when he became man. Indeed, had he been sc, he would have
undergene an alteration in his divine nature in the Incar-
nation, and thus have been nc lcnger the cmnipresent
Creatcr Lcges cf Ged.

Central tc Athanasius' thcught upon this matter was
the fact that in regard tc his nature the Creatcr Lecgos
was related tc the assumed body in the same way as he was
to the rest of creation, of which the bcecdy was an essential
part. While the divine Lcges was creatively active in the
whole of creaticn, ordering and extending his prcvidence
over all, thereby giving life tc all, separately and ccl-
lectively, and thus ccntained creatien, he was nct contained
himself by it. Fcr in regard tc his divine nature he, as
the incorpcreal Creatcr, was in essence beycend the whcle
cf the ccrpcreal creaticn, and hence was ccmplete in all
respects in his Father only, with whom alcne the Lcges,
the Scn, had total affinity, in bcth his activity and his
being. On the essential level, therefcre, the relaticn
cf the divine Logcs tc his assumed becdy was the same as
that tce the rest cf creation, in that the assumed
humanity was essentially one with the rest of creaticn.
Thus while the body was his own through his apprcpriation
cf it fer man's salvaticn, and he was in it, mcving and
ccntrelling it, giving it life and being revealed thrcugh
it, the Lecges was nct becund cr enclcsed by it; for he was,
as Lcges, beycend creatureliness, being only at rest in the
Father.

Hence, even as the Lcges was active towards each and
every part of creaticn, and yet, in being beycnd each in
regard teo higs divine being, was not limited in his pro-
vidential care tcwards that alcne, but encompassed all
creaticn in his creative power, so the Logos, while in
his assumed humanity and enlivening it, was beycond 1it,

and thus was prcvidentially active tc all creaticn. Creation




therefcre, was nct deprived c¢f his preovidential acticn.
Rather, containing all, the incarnate Logcs still en-
livened creaticn, and still was visible thrcugh his
providential acticn in the wcrld. As the divine Logos,
he was in man and yet in all.

Because God the Lcgeos did not undergo any alteration
in his divine being in his Incarnaticn, and hence was nct
limited by the assumption of a limited, weak bocdy, but
continued tc care feor all creaticn thrcugh his providence,
the Lcges as man was distinct from man, who was 1limited
in his finitude. Fer while the Leges In the bedy was
able tc influence objects cther than his own body, man,
able tc reflect upcn these things beycnd his cwn bedy,
was nct able tec affect them. Here, because cf the Lcgas'
nature which is beycnd creatureliness, lies a distincticn
of pectential between the incarnate divine Logesand
creaturely man.

That the Lecges was not limited in his pcwer thrcugh
his incarnation is made again in 42.30ff. Even as the
Loges centains the universe, being present to each and
every part, crdering it and enlivening it, and thus
invisibly reveals himself in it and thrcugh it, so the
Lecges is actively in the assumed humanity, which is a
part cf the whcle creaticn, ccntains it, and is nct
contained. The basis of the argument in Ch. 42 is again
that ¢f Ch. 17, namely that, in regard tc the respective
natures,the relaticn of the divine Logos tc his assumed
humanity, which is an essential part c¢f the whole cof
creation, is the same as his relation tc the whole of
creation. Indeed, the similarity of relationships is
stressed by the fact that in becth Ch. 17 and Ch. 42 the
verbs used to describe the divine Logcs' relaticn to
his assumed body are those used tc describe his relaticn-
ship to the whole creation. This relaticnship cf the
divine Logos tc creaticn, whether the world at large,
ar his assumed humanity, is always that of the Creator
to his creation, in which the Creatcr contrels, and is
not controlled by the creaticn. Yet, within this
relationship there is the particular and peculiar relation-
ship designated by idicpciein and its ccgnates. Despite
the essential distincticn between the Legos and his bedy,

there is that peculiar and individual relationship cf

assumption. That the Legos was not limited by his

15.
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incarnation is further stressed by an image: a human

mind, which is present throughout the whole of a man,

is known by a part of the body, the tongue. That,
however, does not mean that the nature of the mind is
thereby diminished. Even so the divine Logos is present
throughout the whole of creation, and yet is known through
a part of that whole, the assumed humanity. bSimilarly,
that does not mean that the being, and therefore the
power, of the divine Logos is thereby diminished.

It seems therefore clear that the implication derived
from the present tenses used to describe the divinity of the
Logos, that he was eternally immutable, and that therefore
the Logos underwent no alteration in his divine nature in
his incarnation, was rightly taken up. For it seems that
while the Logos truly became man, he remained eternally
and immutably God, being by nature impassible, immortal
and incorruptible. He was therefore not limited in his
becoming finite man, although he humbled himself for the
salvation of mankind.

Moving from the divinity of the Logos, we turn to the
incarnation itself. To describe the humanity which the
Logos therein assumed, Athanasius uses many phrases and
clauses, to the study of which we now turn.

The incarnation Athanasius describes in his DI in
two main manners: it is that in which the divine Logos
becomes something in himself, and that in which he assumes
something from beyond himself to himself.

In his incarnation the divine Logos became man (21).
He dwelt among men, sharing their lives. As a result of
this becoming man, and also as a proof of its reality,
the divine Logos as man was therefore born, lived, suffered
and died. While however the divine Logos did truly become
man, and thus entered into the finite and human realm, he
did not cease to be God. He was man; yet he was not merely
man. He was also God: '"he was not merely a man, but God,
even the Logos and Wisdom of the true God"(22). Interestingly
enough, he who is so described as not being merely a man,
but God, 1is not described in the Johannine manner. The '"he
became flesh", which is so frequent an incarnational
formula in C.Ar. 1-3, is missing from the CG-DT.

Equally, in becoming incarnate, the divine and in-

corporeal Logos took to himself a creaturely body (23).
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The body which he thus had (24), and which he thus bore
(25) was also described in terms of that with which the
Logos was clothed and that in which he dwelt: the Logos
put cn a body (26); he indwelt the temple which was his
humanity (27). The image cof '"being clothed with a bedy"

e A wh g ~
is one which refl
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cts traditicnal ecclesiastical language
concerning the Incarnaticn. It maintains a necessary dis-
tinction between the divine Logos, who is the subject
clethed, and the assumed body, the clothing. Yet it alsc
conveys the i1dea of the clcseness of the union between the
two. Certainly there is no need to see here any hint of
docetism, as though the Logcs appeared through a veil cof
humanity, being clcethed with it. Fcr "to be clcthed"” is
used in a rich and varied metaphorical manner in LXX (28)
in the N.T. (29) and in extra-biblical Greek (30), as is
its equivalent in Latin, induere (31). The usage of
clothing oneself in strength, righteousness, glory and
salvation carries no suggesticn of putting on a mask.

The idiom rather refers to an act in which one enters

into actual relaticns. Indeed, it 1s interesting that

Chrysostom (32) notes that endusasthai tina was that used

in his time in a sense similar tc that c¢f the English idiom
"tc be wrapped up in somecne'". Hence '"tc be clothed with

a bcdy/flesh'" conveys the idea of the distinction of the
Logos and the assumed humanity, and yet pcints toc the tctal
embracing cf the creaturely by the divine. The image cf
the Logos indwelling his assumed body, a descripticn drawn
from John 2.19,21, is again a common biblical expression
for the very real presence cf God to a perscn. It ex-
presses the relationship of God tc a perscn. Certainly,

in this context it dcoes not dictate a particular an-
thropological understanding of the Lcgos incarnate.

Threcugh the divine Logcs having beccme man by the
assumption of a body, there is reflected both a relaticn-
ship of intimacy and of distinction within the incarnation.
The relaticn of intimacy ccincides with the Logos'
becoming man in himself and that of distinction with his
assumpticn of a body frcm beyond himself to himself.

That relationship of intimacy is reflected both in the
divine Logeos' being with men, and in his being present to

his humanity. The verbs einai, (33), genesthai (34),

et e e et e e



and ccgnates (37). These verbs and nouns are rather
interesting. For twc c¢f them are used elsewhere in
contexts which thrcw scme light upcn their use here:
relaticn cf the divine Logecs to his assumed humanity,

but alsc that c¢f the divine Lcges tc the corporeal

world (38). Meanwhile suneinal  is used in 8.4 and 17.26
te describe the supremely intimate relaticn of the Lcges,
the Son, tc his Father, Gecd, and in 8.23 tc describe a
man's ccnjugal relaticn tc a wcman.

As a result of the Loges' being present in the assumed
humanity, the humanity shares in the Lcgces' grace. It
shculd, hcwever, be ncocted that this is a '"cne way"
participaticn. Fcr the Lecgos, while being in creation
through the incarnaticn, did not partake c¢f all. The
Lecgos therefcre gives of himself to the wanting bedy,
an essential part of the material werld, but yet remains
immutably the divine Logos, lacking nething. Ancther
descripticn c¢f this '"sharing" is provided by the verb

sumplekein. The assumed body is entwined by Life even

as 1t once was ensnared in ccrrupticn and death. Ccntent
is given tc this "sharing" cf the humanity in the Lcgces
by the verbs kinein, kratein, photizein, energein and zoopoiein.

It is nctewcrthy that this participaticn 1s nct tc be

understccd as referring tc '"mature'" at all. For the assumed
humanity dces nct share by nature in the divine Lcgcs,
the impassible void of the 'creature-Creatcr' fcrbidding
that. Rather it is seen in terms of the body sharing

in the enlivening power cf the Loges. Alsc wcrth noting
is that these verbs are not to be seen primarily, if at
all, as asserting a particular type cf anthrcpclegy fcr
the Logcs incarnate, but as stating the manner in which
the assumed humanity exists 1in, and only in, the divine
Lcges, the Life. For it is ¢nly thrcugh the creaticn
sharing in the Lcgos, whc is truly from the Father, that
it was created. This sharing of creaticn in the divine
Logos is explained in terms c¢f the Logos being its

directive force. The Lcges, thrcugh his Creatic continua,

moves, directs, enlivens and enlightens the ccsmos. These

same verbs, as we have seen, are alsc used cof the sharing

of the assumed bcdy in the Lcgos. Thus just as the Loges



acts as the directive and enlivening principle tc the
werld, so he dces to the assumed humanity. Either the
very same verbs, cr their syncnyms, are therefcre used

in exactly the same sense cf Christ's bcdy and the
creaturely wcrld, cf which the former is an essential
part. Mcrecver, sevcral c¢f thc samc verbs are again
taken up in the Athanasian use cf Acts 17.28, which has
fer its pecint c¢f reference the dependence upcn the Lcges,
the Life, that creatureliness has fcr its existence.

That is nct tec say, however, that there is no
difference between the acts cf creaticn and cf incar-
naticn. Since the Creator Logcs of Gcd remains such
while yet becoming man, his relation in respect cf his
divine nature remains the same in Incarnaticn as it was
in creaticn. Yet whereas in creation the divine Logcs
remained cver against creatiocn, being inveclved in it
cnly in a creative manner, in the Incarnation the Lecgocs
was still so inveclved, but was alsc integrally involved
in it in that he made his own a part cf that creaticn, an
human bcdy, and in that he became man.

This intimate relaticnship of the divine Logos to
his assumed humanity is alsc seen in the altering of
the incarnaticnal image c¢f the Logos' putting c¢cn a bcdy,
intc an image cf salvation: '"the bcdy put on the inccrporeal
Logos of Ged, and thus nc longer fears death or ccrruption,
having Life i1tself as a ccovering, by which ccrrupticn is
destrcyed" (40). The alternating cf the divine Logos and
cf the bedy as the subject and cbject cof the verb "to put
on" points to the intimacy whence the bcdy's salvation
stemmed.

The relaticnship ¢f distincticn, meanwhile, is
equally manifest. For the body is that which the divine
Loges never became, the bcdy always remaining the cbject
of the Lcges!' assumption. It is that which the Loges teok
to himself, a clause which safeguards the distincticn cof
the Loges in his divinity and in his humanity, ensuring
that the clause '"tc become man" is nct understcod in
terms of a coming intec being, cr an alteraticn in the
immutable nature cf the Logos. Again, the bedy is that
which the Logcs uses (41), it being the c¢rgancn through
which the Lcges became man to reveal himself (42). 1t
was that in which the divine Logcs scjcurned (43) even

though not being naturally "at home" in his body.
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The reascn fcr this distincticn lies in the Lcgcs
being the creatcer, and the humanity being the creature,
the fermer being essentially other than the latter. That
the cne is essentially distinct frcm the other is clear.
For the divine Lcgcs was he who fashicned and created
this body fcr himself of Mary (44). Indeed, it is Lhis
bedy which was created particularly for the Loges; it
existed and was ccmplete in him. In fact, 1t seems that
apart frcm the creative act c¢f the Leoges in assuming it,
that human bcdy wculd not have existed. It follows there-
fore that the divine Lcgos is the bestcewer of life, and
that the bcdy is that dependent fcr its existence upcen
the Lcges. In cther words, the Lcocges is the subject,
and the giver, while the bcdy is the cbject and the
recipient. Hence, while the bcdy receives c¢f the divine
Lecges, the Loges, as the ultimate subject and bestcwer,
cannct beccme the recipient at the hands c¢f the humanity.
The divine and immaterial Lcgcecs by definiticn cannct
become the bcdy.

The verbs used in the DI tc describe the incarnaticn
seem therefcre tc pcint tc the fact that the assumed
humanity, hcwever cecnceived, was truly borne by the divine
Lecges, without his having then altered in his very nature,
They pcint tc the special nature c¢f the relaticnship c¢f
the Creatcr Lcges te his own creaturely humanity. The
verbs do, hcwever, alsc make certain implicaticns regarding
the humanity itself. The bcdy is ccntingent, existing
cnly in and thrcugh the prcvidential care c¢f the Lcgces.
Indeed, it seems that apart froem the act of the Locges in
assuming 1t, the human body wculd nct have existed. More
interestingly, the verbs c¢f creating, in their Christaglcgical
use, are used cnly with scma, and nct anthrcpes. This,

ccupled with the fact that the verbs, Kinein, zccpoiein,

kratein and phctizein, verbs used in Ch. 17 and 41-43 tc
relate the creative Locgcs tc the creaturely wcrld, are
used in the same chapter tc describe the relaticr cf the
Lecges tc his creaturely bedy, suggests that Athanasius
may use body tc connote especially that which relates a
man tc the rest of creaticn essentially.

Mcrecver, there seems tc be a distincticn between
anthropes and sc¢ma, revealed thrcugh the verbs used tc

relate them separately tc the Loges. The Leogos became




man, but never bcdy, while the Lcges assumed a bcedy, but

never a man. It seems therefcre that while the bcdy may
be a '"pcssessicn' c¢f scmecne, the man cannct. 1t is a
mcre cper, enigmatic quality. Ccnsequently the Lcges!

beccming man denctes a "beccming'" cf the Lcges himself,

in an act which affects him perscnally, while the

Leges!
taking humanity denctes an acticrn ¢f the Lcgcs which
affects scmething "external', althcugh related tc
himself. This distincticrn seems tc be part cf the thinking
that asserts that the bcdy is particularly related tc
the material creation, and that man is related tc Ged in
his being "in the image cf God".

Athanasius' understanding of man as scma and
anthrcpes depends upcn such a crucial duality. Fer
Man was created in bcth an essential and a raticnal
sense; he had bcth a bedy and a scoul. Fcr, alcng with
the rest cf creaticn he was created by the Father thrcugh
the Logos frcm ncthing. Yet he alone c¢f creaticn was
alsc created 'in the image cf Ged'. This duality is nct,
hcwever, the scientific cne cf Greek philcscphy, in which
man, a ccmpcsite of bedy and soul, is ccnsidered as man

per_se. Rather, Athanasius understcod man as homc

as a creature whc is in the image ¢f Gecd. It is therefore
within this theclcgical perspective of man as created in
Gcd rather than as a biclcgical entity, that we must

his scma.

Ir his creation frcm ncthing, whereby he shares in
creaticn's instability, man was cne with the rest cf
creaticr. Therefcre, like the rest cf creaticn, he was
by nature mcrtal and ccrruptible. He was weak and
disscluble because cf the nature c¢f his existence and
therefcre, like the rest cf creaticn, he was rct able tc
persist fecr ever. This essential unity of man and
creatures is made again in DI.11. Man, being created frcm
ncthing, and being fashicred with a bcdy, differed in nc
way frcem irraticnal creatures, but was c¢cne by nature. For
and spirituality deriving frcm the Lcges - that man differs

frcm irrational creatures. Indeed, it is this essential



unity cf the creaturely bedy ¢f man and cf creation that
fcrms the basis fcr Athanasius' argument in DI. 41ff. fcr
the prcpriety of the Lcgces' incarnaticn. This same cneness
in creatureliness mecrecver fcrms the basis fcor the
commcn distincticn ¢f man and creaticn frem the inccecrpcreal
Lcges, where cerpcrcality is the mark of the creaturely
wcrld, and inccorpcreality that cf the spiritual. Thus
it is that we have the ccntrast in CG.2-3 between 'sensual
things and all bcdily impressicns' and "the divine and
intelligible realities in heaven',between 'the boedy'" and
"Ged'', and between "what was clcser - and what was clcser
was the bcdy and 1its sensaticns'" and '"the better things.....
and intelligible reality".
rest c¢f creaticn. For man was made in the image of Gcd.
He was given tc¢ share in the Lcges' power, and tc beccme
raticnal, therein differing frcm irraticnal creatures in
knowing more than Just terrestrial objects, and in
remaining in felicity in the kncwledge c¢f Gcd the Father
thrcugh the Ben. He was unique ameng creatures in this
raticnality, which was seen bcth in his critical self-
discipline, and in his intimate relaticnship with the
Gcdhead. Thus while in the bcdy man was essentially
distinct frcem the inceorpcreal God, in his rationality
he was becld tc apprcach Ged, tc live the divine 1life in
and thrcugh Gcd's grace.

The same ccntrast within man is briefly summarised
in DI 4.26-29: "fcr man is by nature mcrtal in that he
was created frcm nothing. But because cf his likeness
tc him whe exists, if he had kept this thrcugh ccon-
templating Ged, he wculd have blunted his natural
cecrrupticn and wculd have remained incorruptible!". The
contrast is brcught cut by the '"men..... de....... " and
then emphasised by the pcinted reference tc man's ccr-
pcreality, and to his relaticnship in the image cof God.
Being created frcm nothing, he is creaturely and mecrtal.
Hecwever, in his likeness tc God, he dulls his corrupticn,
beccming incerruptible thrcugh the grace of God. Thus
man is both nothing and yet everything, an idea which
recalls the Psalmist's words of Ps.8. 4-5.

Man, therefore, must be seen both in relation tc

creaticn and tc God. Being created ex riihile, he is
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essentially cne with the rest c¢f creaticn in their

ccemmen weakness and finitude, and in their marked

ccntrast with their Creatcr, Gecd. Yet man is alsc distinct
frcm the rest c¢f creation in being raticnal, a relaticn-
ship with Gcd marked by mercy and grace, as indeed it had
tc be, given the radical gulf between creatures and
Creatcr, and the innate weakness cf the created, thereby
making it impcssible fcr man tc reach in and thrcugh
himself to Gcd.

This same duality within man, in his relaticn tc
creaticn and to God, is tc be seen again in CG.30-34.

This seems tc be the case despite the thesis c¢f Lcuth.
Fer the differences tc which Louth refers in his article
"The ccncept of the soul in Athanasius' Contra Gentes -
De Incarnaticne'" (45) appear tc be differences cf
emphasis and nct cf centent. (46)

These chapters have in the past been interpreted
anthrcpclogically. 1f it were right tc do sc, we shculd
have here a very different picture tc the theclcgical
cne ¢f the DI which we have just ccnsidered. Yet it
seems nct right tc interpret these chapters sc. Ch. 30
cf the CG is a turning pcint in the argument of Athanasius'
bock: evil has been shown to be nothing other than errcr
in men's lives. Mcrecver, this errcr is a culpable errcr.
Fer man has within himself the way cof truth that will bring
him tc the true Gcd; and this way is ncne cther than each
man's soul and the mind within it. Lest, hcwever, impious
man still make excuses and refuse tc admit that they have
a scul, thinking that man 1s ncthing mcre than the
visible form cf the body, Athanasius turns tc the task
cf showing briefly that each man has a scul, which is
raticnal. Ch. 30-34 are nct therefcre an attempt by
Athanasius tc shcew that man has a scul, understccd as a
physiclcgical entity c¢ppcsed teo his bedy, but tc establish
that man has within himself the ability tc ccntemplate
and apprehend God thrcugh his lcgical scul, and therefcre
that man has nc pretext fcr his gcdlessness. Ch. 30-34
therefore must be interpreted in a theclegical, rather

than a physiclcgical, manner,
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Acccrding tc Athanasius, the abcve heretical pcsition
asserted that man had nc raticnal scul, but was simply
the visible fcrm c¢f the becdy. The crthcdex pcsiticn,
however, ccuntered by stating that while man had a
material bcdy, he was mcre than merely material, he was
both pysical, tc be ccnsidered essentially, and spiritual,
cr capax_Dei. He was nct only a creature in relaticn to
cther creatures, as he would have been if he were cnly
bcdy; he was a creature in a gracicus relaticn tc his
divine Creatcr. The ccntrast ¢f CG. 30-34 is nct there-
fecre that between body and scul as anthrcpclcgical
entities, but between twc different ccncepts c¢f man, that
which sees him as bcdy cnly, and that which sees him as

a psychc-scmatic unity, between that which sees man as

his raticnality which he gracicusly receives of the Lcgces.

Ch. 31 is the chapter which pcrtrays bcth man's
cneness with, and yet distincticn frcm, the rest cf
animals mcst clearly, Fcr it demcnstrates that man is
crre with irrational creatures in their ccmmen rature, and
yet that he is supericr tc them in his raticnality. In
cther wcrds, man bcth has a becdy and is raticnal;and it
is tc demcnstrate this that this chapter sets cut tc dc.
Irrational creatures see what is at hand, and make fcr
what they see, even 1f they thereby ccme tc harm. Man,
in ccmmen with the irraticnal creatures, sees what is at
hand, but, in ccntrast, dces nct rush upcrn it, but judges
it lest he ccme tc harm. Man therefcre shares the sensual
sensations of animals, but, unlike them, applies tc these
his higher, critical, logical appreciation. Ch. 31
therefore seems tc see man in his body as essentially
cne with animals, the irraticnal creatures, sharing their
physicality. On the cther hand, it seems tc view man in
his raticnality, a faculty peculiar tc man, as a critical
being, supericr tce the rest cf creation.

The duality cf man is further stressed in Ch. 32ff.
Fcr while the man in his bcdy is finite and limited, mcrta
and transitcry, in his scul man is free spacially, and
is immcrtal.

As with the DI, sc CG. 30ff. pcints tc man as a

dichctcmcus being; he 1is made up cf a mcrtal bcdy and an

4.
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immcrtal scul. This hcwever dces nct amcunt tc an
anthrepclcgical picture c¢f man. Fcr tc say that man
is bcdy and soul is nct tc make a physiclcgical, but
a theclcgical statement. It is tc say that althcugh man
shares essentially in the creaturely realm, he alsc
transcends it, thus ccmmurning with the supernatural and
spiritual; '"bcdy" is man's creatureliness, which is
incapax Dei, while the '"raticnal scul" is man capax Dei.
Man's bcdy is therefcre his c¢reatureliness; it
is that which unites him in creaticn. It is nct therefcre
that which separates cne man frcm ancther, but that which
binds them tcgether in their commen creatureliness.
Confirmaticn of this understanding cf man's bcdy seems
tc lie in Athanasius' treatment cf Christ's death. Certainly
Christ's death was his cwn death, suffered ¢n behalf cf
all men. Indeed, the individuality c¢f Christ's death is
confirmed by his humanity being individual, being cne
bedy. Yet while there is the emphasis upcn the unique
death ¢f Christ fcr all, there is alsc a hinting at the
ccrpecrate aspect c¢f this death. Fcr while Christ himself
died fcr all men, all died in him. This unicn between
the individual humanity cf Christ and that effected
thcugh 1t cn the cne hand, and con the cther the humarity
cf men, and that effected in it, runs right thrcugh the
chapters dealing with the death o¢f Christ. Fer the
humanity is his humanity, and yet it is like men's, cr
ever man's. Again, Christ died, and yet all died in him,.
Death's pcwer was ccncluded in Christ's becdy, and yet it
nc lcnger had influence cver like men. Fcr, by making
the bcdy his cwn, the Life which is the Logcs raised
it tc life, and at the same time, by the grace c¢f the
resurrecticn, rid men cf death; because cf the Lcgcs
indwelling the assumed humanity, the humanity remaired
inccrruptible, and sc ccrrupticn ceased frcm all men.
Thus, in the Lcgcs dying, the debt cwed by all men tc
death was fulfilled. The Lcges!' becdy is therefcre his
in that he made it fcr himself cf Mary. Yet it is alsc
man's, in that it is essentially cne with men's. In
that bedy the Scn cf God was united tc all men by its
essential similarity to them (47). Thus what the

divine Lcgcs gracicusly bestcwed upcn his cwn humanity,

he, in doing so, gracicusly bestcwed upon man's. Here




again the bcdy is that in which cne cannct act as an
isclated individual, apart frcm cne's relaticn tc cne's
neighbcurs; cne's acticns therefcre have immediate
repercussions upcn cthers.

From this understanding c¢f the relation cof Christ's
bcdy tc men's, 1t might seem that Athanasius is merely
reflecting the Platonic thcught cf his contempcraries
here. That, hcwever, is nct the case, Fcr, amcng cther
things, Athanasius did nct denigrate the bocdy of man,
or see it as a priscn in which the divine scul ¢f man
was incarcerated, as Platc did. Any parallels between
the twc thinkers is merely fcrmal. For whether Athanasius
uses the Greek vccabulary cf the phileoscphers, cr quctes
passages frcm the Platenic ccrpus, he does sc merely tc
cecmmunicate his theclcgical ideas tc thcecse whce have been
brocught up to think in the then contempcrary thcught-fcrms
¢f Nec-Flatonism.

Man, ¢n the cther hand, is man in his raticnality
and spirituality. It is that which constitutes man's
individuality. Fer it is man's perscnal respcnse Tc the
enabling gift cf grace by the divine Logcs. It is
crucial however to ncte that this human individuality
is bcund up in the mystery of grace, which is the mystery
cf man's living relaticnship with the Lcges. The human
individuality for Athanasius 1is ncol therefcre a pcssessicn
cf a human creature; it is a dynamic gift by the Creatcr
Lcges and a gracicus sharing by the man. For the human
individuality 1s individual in the Lcges' making creaturely
man in the image c¢f Ged, and it is preserved in its

individuality in the Lcges as the kat! eikona 1s in the Eikon.

It is realised in the ccncrete relaticn cf man tc the
Leoges.

The meaning cf flesh in the Christclcgical passages
in the DI is much the same as that cf bcdy. In the
particular Athanasian passages, as cppcsed tc the
guctaticns drawn from the New Testament, flesh is
employed tc qualify Christ's birth of Mary, in the line
of Jesse. Recalling Rcmans 1.3-4, 37.26 refers to
Christ's birth acccrding tc the flesh, where flesh refers
to the physical cr natural crder, as cpposed tc the
spiritual and supernatural. His birth here referred to

is his miraculcus, yet human, birth cf Mary, his entry



inte the creaturely wcrld, as cppcsed tc his eternal,
superrnatural generation c¢f Ged the Father. Most
interesting fcr the understanding cf the relaticn cf

the term '"flesh" and Christ's birth is the quctaticn cf
Matthew 19.5, where "flesh" is again used in a "birth"
centext. Here we find an emphasis upon the intimate and
essential relatedness of the members of one family, cof
the parents and their cffspring. This same ccnnctaticn
cf the essential kinship c¢f parents and cffspring wculd
seem tce be present in the birth c¢f the divine Lcgcs
acccrding tc the flesh c¢f Mary. Therein is effected the
essential unicn of Gecd and mankind in Mary.

These are but cutlines cf Athanasius' thcught. Yet
they must remain such. Fcr Athanasius' descripticn cf
man is becld; it is always revealing different nuances,
and hence cannct be tied down in a strict, philoscphical
manner. For rather than being ccld and lcgical,
Athanasius' thought is c¢cpen, dynamic, relaticnal and
functicnal.

Athanasius' Christclcgy invclves beth '"becoming man'
by the Lecges, and his assumpticn of the concrete, human,
creaturely existence. The former is his participaticn
by grace in the image c¢f the Father, wherein a man is
individual, while the latter is his assumption of man's
ccrpereal being.
and persconal sense, and as existing in its relaticn tce
the divine Logcs, the statement that the Logces became
perscn in his saving eccncmy in Christ. That it is
"pecame human'" is nctewcrthy. Fcr since man's individuality
is individual in the Logcs, thrcocugh the sharing in the
power of the Logcs, man can never be a self-existent being;
he exists in grace, thrcugh the individuality cf the Lcgcs
in his operaticn ad_extra. That the Lcges became human
dces nct mean hcwever that the Logos ccnverted to a human
perscn. Feor even when he became a reflecticn cof the Image
eccnemically, he was still the Scn and the Image of Ged.
This is driven home by Athanasius' often repeated state-
ment that Christ was nct merely man, but Ged the Lecgoes.
Nor however dces this fermula imply that there were two

independent subjects in Christ, the divine and the human.
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Nestcrianism is ruled cut by Athanasius' refusal tc admit
that man's individuality is a thing in itself, and by his
asserticn that it cnly exists ir 1ts dynamic relaticn cf
grace tc the Lcges. The mystery cf the Incarnaticrn is
the dynamic ccrcurrence c¢f the ncen-centingent individuality
of Gecd and the centingent individuality of man. Fer

the Lcgcs, whce 1s the eternal irdividual, became human
withcut ceasing tc be divine. He, as the Image cf Geod,
became "interralised" ir himself in beccming man in the
Image cf God. Fcr he, as the criginater c¢f all human
individuality, became that human individuality, which is
cnly individual in the Individual Lcges, the subject of
that beccming. The Lcgcecs therefcre dces nct enter intce
man, as Nestorianism will require, but became in particular
what true man in Gcd was in general. The beccming is
individual. Yet as the individual carnct be seen ab-
stractly, but cnly in_ ccncrete in the bcdy, the Lecges!
beccming man necessarily presuppcses a human substance.
The incarnaticrn therefcre invclves the irndividual
beccming c¢f mar, and thus the unicr cf very Gecd and very
mar in the cre Christ.

The presuppcsiticn c¢f the assumpticn cf human substance
which underlies the Lcgcecs' individual beccming is basic tc
a right understanding cf the Lcges acting as man, and his
being in man. Whilie there is cne individual being in the
Incarnate Lcges, the Lcges beccme man, there are twc
natures, bcth individual, cr perscral, irn the c¢rne Christ,
the divine and the human. Fcr while the cne Christ is
similar in nature tc man, he is yet mcre than man as the
inequality c¢f his nature tc man's reveals. "As man"
refers tc the human eccnemy cf the Lecges, in which he is
revealed, bcrn, suffers and dies. Over against this the
Lcges as Ged is impassible. The suggesticn is therefcre
that these twc eccncmies are nct tc be ccnfused, althcugh
they dc have a ccmmen subject, the incarnate Lcgcs. The
same pcint is driven hcme by the repeated argument that
the c¢ne persen cf the incarnate Leogeos is man, but not
merely man, but Gcd, even the Lcges and Wisdem cof the true
Gcd. Besides witnessing tc the twc rnatures in Christ,
such phrases, rather than denying that the Lcgcs became
man, ccnfirm that the Lcges did nct undergc any change in

his eternal divinity in beccming incarnate. That it dces
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nct deny the true beccming c¢f the Lcgcs we have but tc
ncte the "what man was egver..... "of.51.6 which refers
te Christ.

The cther main Christclcgical phrase, which
includes the term 'man', is '"the Lcgos in man'". Given
that man for Athanzsius 1s the perscn cr the individual
and that 'in' is ncrmally emplcyed by him tc relate the
Leges tc the creaturely realm cf matter, cne might be
excused for seeing here an anticipaticn of Nestcrian
thought. Yet this is far frcm Athanasius' intenticn. He
insists that the Lcgcs became man, rather than entered
intc man., His aim here is rnct tc deny the individual
beccming c¢f the Lecges in the Incarnaticn but tce safe-
guard the truth that in beccming man the Logces did nct
alter thrcugh cconversicn intc a man. This is the same
as that which is intended in the Alexandrian's saying
that the Lcgcs was not simply man, ncr was mere man.

As tc why Athanasius used "in'" here, the prepcsition
rcrmally reserved tc relate the Lcges tc the creaturely,
material realm, the ccrntexts c¢f the passages invclved
may explain. Ch. 17 and 41-42 compare the relaticnship
¢f the Lcgecs tc his assumed humanity with his relaticnship
tc creaticn. Ch. 17 is dealing with the Logcs nct being
limited by the Incarnaticn. As the Lcges is in the whcle
creaticrn, and acts in it, giving it life, but is nct
ccnfused and cenfined by it, so the Lcges is in man,
giving it life and yet is rct ccnfused with, cr cernfined
by it. Ch. 41 1is answering the questicn ¢f the prcpriety
cf the Incarnaticn. It is allcwable fcr the Lcgecs tc
appear ard ccme intc the ccsmes, which is a great bedy;
it is equally allcwable fcr the Lcges tc appear in a
baody, and tc ccme in man. Ch. 42 ccncerns much the same
prcblem: if it is nct unfitting fcr the Logcs to be in
creaticn, which is created frcm ncthing, neither is it
unfitting fer the Lecges tc be in man, which is created
frcm ncthing. In these references therefore "man',
thrcugh these comparisons, is seen as an essential part
cf the creaticn. What hclds gccd fer creaticn helds gecd
fcr man, as a part of it. This understarding cf man in
terms cf bcdy is ccnfirmed by the way that the twc terms
cverlap in the same passage. Hence man is seen here as

an essential part cf the creaturely realm. It is virtually
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syncnymcus with bcdy in these ccntexts. Therefcre it is

net surprising that Athanasius uses the prepcsiticn "inp"
with it.

It shculd here be ncted that while the Lcgecs was
in man, he was only perfectly at rest in his Father.
This dces nct, hcwever, mean that the divine Lcges was
imperfectly incarnate. Fcr we have already ncted that the
Locges truly became man, and as man suffered a full human
eccncmy . Rather such language peints tc the natural
difference between Gcd the Lcges and creaticn, which
includes his assumed humanity. As inccrpcreal Lcges,
Gecd the Scon is essentially cne conly with the inccrporeal
Father frcm whcm he 1s begctten. He therefcre is distinct
from the ccrporeal creaticn, and thus cannct be by nature
at rest, cr at one with it. This therefcre is but ancther
way c¢f asserting that the Lcges was nct naturally
creaturely. It is no ccemment upcn the rcality cf the
incarnaticn which cccurred nct as a result c¢f the Lcgoes!
nature, but his gracicus love tcwards men.

Given that bcdy and flesh denote primarily man's
essential unity with creaticn, the Logcs' assumpticn cf
a bcdy cr flesh pcints tc his beccming substantially cne
with creaticn, and creaturely man. It is 1in making his
cwn that which was tctally alien tc him that the miracle

cf the saving descent of the Logc

w

tce man cccurs. Yet

in becoming man thrcugh the assumpticn of a human bocdy

the Lecges did nct cease to have individuality. For, even
thcugh the bcdy was that which bcund the Loges tc the rest
cf creaticn in a mest intimate and substantial manner, the
humanity which the Lcgcs assumed was individual; 1t was
his cwn, being distinct in that it was the Lcgcs' bcdy
cver against every cther body, and that it was ncne cther
than tc kuriaken scma (48). This latter phrase is but

syncnymcus with to tcu Kuricu scma, the phrase fcllewing

closely becth in centext and sense a direct reference tc

the Logcs, the Kurics whc cvercame death thrcugh his bedy.

the assumed bcdy was naturally alien, and essentially
cver against man's. For it is stressed very frequently
in the DI that the assumed humanity was naturally similar
tc man's;

This assumpticn c¢f the bcecdy is never seen as a

"becoming'"; the Lcgos never "became'" a bcdy; fcr the
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Logecs, while beccming creaturely man, never ceased tc be
Gecd by nature. He could nct therefcore '"beccme'" creature-
liness. Thus while we see the intimate relaticn cf the
divine Logcs tc his creaturely bcdy, an intimacy pertrayed

thrcugh the use of such verbs as suneinai, idiopoiein

and cikein, we have always the implicaticn cf the distinc-
ticn ¢f him whe 1s The subject c¢f the assumpticn, and the
bcdy, between the inccrpcreal Creatcr Leges and the bedy
created frcem ncthing. Thereby is ccenfirmed the essential
distincticn cf the Creater Lecgos who endured nc alteraticn
in his divinity thrcugh the Incarnation, and the creaticn.
The assumpticn of a bcdy by the Lcges is alsc
understccd as lying behind the statement that the Lcgces
was active "in" a bcdy. This is tc be understcod in a
lccative sense: in the incarnaticn the divine Lcges was
active in creaticn in his bcecdy, an essential part cf
that creaticn. Yet it 1s alsc tc be seen in an
instrumental sense, and it is tc corrcbecrate this that
the alternative '"thrcugh'" the bcdy is used, a phrase which
is used in a similar instrumertal sense c¢f a man in 56.26,
where the usage echces 2 Cor. 5.10. In shert, the Locges
wcocrked thrcugh his bcdy even as men acccmplished deeds
in their bcdies. Alsc present in this phrase is the idea
of the distincticon c¢f the Lcocges and his assumed humanity,
a distincticn which once again pecints tc the Loges
remaining Gcd even in his incarnaticn. Thus it was that
the divine Lcges wcecrked thrcugh the assumed humanity,
indwelling it in a mcst intimate fashicn, and thus effecting
the salvaticn c¢f the bcdy thrcugh its receiving grace cf
the divine Lcges, and thrcugh his indwellirng cf it.
Thrcughout recent Athanasian research, the guesticn
of the human scul ¢f Christ has been studied. 1In line
with the other pre-362 tracts of Athanasius, the (CG-DI
dces not menticn explicitly the human soul cf Christ.
This we wculd explain by the general fact that Atharasius
avoids the tecpic after Origen's hetercdcxical treatment
cf the matter, and by the specific fact that the CG-DI
is cencerned te bring abcut thrcugh an explanaticn cf the
incarnaticn cof the divine Logos a greater veneraticn of
the Scn of Ged by the Christian reader. In shcrt, the
questicn c¢f Christ's human scul is nct being pcsed by
either the authcr cr the reader of this tract. Hence cne
cannct say that this silence pcints tc a denial of the

soul of Christ by Athanasius.



It is cur ccntenticn, hcwever, that Athanasius
alludes tc a full humanity c¢f Christ. Fcr in his
referring te Christ's humanity as man, and as a human
bedy, and in his altermating man with bcdy, Athanasius
cints tc the humanity being not merely creaturely.

It is not merely a bcdy but a human becdy, the distinc-
ticn being that while as body the Locges incarnate shares
essentially in the creatureliness of all created frcm
ncthing, as man he is raticnal, cr perscnal, the mark

cf mankind. Grillmeier, hcwever, has argued (49) that

it is useless tc argue frcm either the term bcdy cr man
tc a particular view c¢f Christ's humanity. For he
believes that Athanasius did nct use these anthrcpclcecgical
terms with the precisicn cof Aristctle cr of the Schecclmen,
and as yet has nc "dyphysite" terminclcgy. Further,
Eusebius cf Caesarea and Apollinarius can use the self-
same terms, man and 'he became man' and yet at the same
time deny Christ's scul, while Cyril of Alexandria can
use the language c¢f the Lcges-sarx framework in his

early writings, and yet expressly acknowledge a full
human nature in the Lord. "Thus it is clear that an
analysis c¢f werds cannct be conclusive'" (50). Twc

pcints must be made against this. How FEusebius,
Apcllinarius and Cyril use particular anthrcpclcgical
terms in Christclcgical settings dces nct dictate that
Athanasius uses the same terms in ccmparable ways. All
that the abcve demcnstrates is that the terms man, body
and flesh can be used in a variety of ways, and that
their meaning must be discerned for each authcr frcm his
cwn writings and thcughts. Again, Athanasius may nct
have the strictly lcgical framewcrk c¢f the Schcolmen,
whereby scul and bcdy equals man. Yet he dces kncw a
fundamental difference between man, whc is rational,

and irraticnal animals, and a fundamental unity between
men and animals in their commecn creatureliness, signified
by bcdy, that which separates creaticn frcm the increate
Creatcr. These are basically theclcgical distinctions.
But they have significance fcr Christ's humanity. Thus
when we are told that the Lcges did nct merely wish to be
in a bedy, as he wculd be in accordance with an Apcllinarian
Christclogy, but assumed a human body in beccming man, we
are being tcld that he assumed mcre than the bedy cf

irraticnal animals. He assumed a rational bcdy, one




which thrcugh its participaticon in the Logcs, the Image
of Gecd,was raticnal. This is tantamcunt tc saying that
the Logcs incarnate was perscrial. For man was distinct
frem animals in being rational, in the image cf Gcd cr in
having a raticnal scul. Thus the Lcges incarnate is nct
merely in a becdy, but has beccme man, and as such is
distinct frcm irraticnal creaticen in his raticnality.

Grillmeier has argued fcr a docetic Christ in
Athanasius frcm several dcctrines.

According te Grillmeier (51), the Loges became the
principle which gave life and mcvement tc the body cf
Christ; he became nct merely the perscnal subject cf
Christ's bcdily life, but alsc the real, physical source
cf all the acticns cof his life. Resulting from the
Logos!' beccming the scle mctivating pcower or principle
in Christ is the view that the decisive spiritual and
mcral acts of Christ must be assigned teo the Loges in
a way which appears tc imply mcre than an apprcpriation

after the manner cf communicatio idicmatum. For example,

in the redempticn and in the passicn and death cf Christ,

Athanasius seems tc make the Logos nct merely the perscnal

agert in the act, the principium quod, but alsc the

physical principle c¢f achievement, the principium_quo.

Athanasius therefcre makes the Lcgecs the first and the
sole subject in Christ's 1life, sco leaving nc place fcr
the human scul.

Several points need tc be made against the abcve.
While Athanasius 1is very ccncerned tc demcnstrate the
reality of the incarnaticn by showing that the Lcgces as
man is the subject of Christ's spiritual and mcral acts,
it is nct true toc say that Athanasius attributes these

acts tc the Lcges in a manner which exceeds ccmmunicatic

idicmatum. Fecr tc dc sc wculd be tc make the divine Lcges
passible. Rather, Athanasius insists that even when the
Logos became man, the Logcs as Ged remained impassible;
indeed, it was thrcugh the Logcs remaining impassible in
his divine eccncmy that he redeemed men frcm their
passicns. That the divine Lcges did nct suffer by any
cther means than ccmmunicatic _idicmatum is made again in

Ch. 17, 18 and 43. Fcor while the Lcgcs as Gcd was

incarnate as a passible man, as the Scon c¢f the Father he
did nct share in the passicns c¢f the man he had beccme;

they were his only in sc far as the assumed, passible
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humanity was truly his. Thus, thrcughcut the wcrk,
Atharasius refers, either explicitly cr implicitly,

Christ's passicre tc the Lcgcs as mar alcrie; never dces

he ccmprcmise the prirnciple c¢f ccmmunicatic idicmatum.

What then are we tc make c¢cf such passages as Ch.
17 ard 41-42 where the Lcgecs is pictured as he whe er-
livers, mcves and directs his assumed humarity 7
Grillmeier, indeed, draws attenticr tc the particular

clause autcs_autc_zccpcicrn (52). Here we shculd, in the

first place, ncte that the autc stands, nct merely fcr
bcdy, but fcr the human bcdy, namely bcdy in its relaticon-
ship tc the Image cf Ged. This humanity, usually referred
tc as bcdy, is alsc referred tc as the human bcdy, as we
have seerr, and as man. Likewise in Ch. 41-42, the humarity
is seen as nct merely the bcdy but alsc the humar bcdy ard
man. Thus the humanity which the Lcgcs mcves is mcre

thar a mere bcdy; it is a raticnal bcdy. Hew thern are

the verbs in these chapters tc be understccd ? This is
best seern in the ccritext ¢f the particular arguments.

The basis c¢f the argumert cf Ch. 17 is that Jjust as the
divine Lcgcs 1s in creaticn, keeping it irn its crderly
existence ard yet is nct limited ir his pcwers, sc the Lcgcs
is ir Christ's humanity, giving it existence and yet rct
being limited by it. Fcr that which applies tc creaticn
as a whcle, applies alsc tc Christ's humanity, ard that
humarity was an essential part cf the whcle creaticn.

The basis cf the argument cf Ch. 41-42 is much the same:
as 1t was fitting that the divine Lcgcs shculd be in
creaticrn thrcugh his ccming intc 1it, enlivening it and
thus being made kncwn thrcugh it, sc it was fitting fcr
the divine Lecges tec be in the assumed humanity, having
ccme intc 1t, tc enliven it and sc be made kncwn thrcugh
it. Fcr what was fitting fcr the whole c¢f creaticn was
fitting feor an essential part cf it, namely Christ's
humanity. The basis cf bcth these arguments therefcre

is that Christ's humanity, understccd in acccrdance with
its definiticrn as bcdy, human body and man, is essentially
part cf creaticn and that therefcre what is fitting for
the latter is fitting fcr the fcrmer. Indeed, 1t is

tc pecint tc the humanity's cneness with the rest of
creaticn that nct cnly the humanity is referred tc as
bcdy, the hall-mark cf man's ccmmcrn creatureliness with

all that is created frcm ncthing, but alsc that the same
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verbs are used tc relate the Lcges tc his assumed humanity
as are used tc relate him tc his created ccsmcs. The commen
verbs pcint tc the cneness cf the twe in relaticn tc their
divine creatcr Lcges, rather than tc any particular an-
thrcpolegical picture c¢f Christ's humanity. The verbs
'te give light and life', 'tc mcve' and ‘'activate', 'tc
ccme upcn' and 'tc be in' thus describe the essential
relaticrnship cf the immaterial Logces tc the material
creaticon, cf which the assumed bcdy 1s a natural part.
Indeed, they pcint to the particular '"creatcr-creature'
relaticnship cf the Lcges tc the weorld: fcr it is in
that gift of light and 1life that the divine Lcgeos brings
and keeps that creaticn with which the assumed bcdy is
cne frcm the non-existence whence it criginally came. It
is in this creative sense that the self-existent Lcgcs
is the subject of all ccntingent creaticn. Indeed, were
the Creator Logcs tc cease tc be this subject, the
humanity and its wcrld, which depend upcn this subjec-
tivity c¢f the Lcgcs fcor their existence, wculd cease tc
exist. It is therefcre this understanding c¢f creaticn
which lies behind the meaning of these verbs, and behind
the arguments in Ch. 17 and 41-42 that whatever is
admitted as prcoper regarding the relaticn c¢f the divine
Lecges te the werld in general must be admitted as proper
fcr his relaticnship tc an essential part cf the same
wcrld, the assumed humanity.

Christ's physiclcgy is nct therefcre under discussion
at all in the twc arguments. Indeed, it wculd be an errcr
tc force a physiclogical interpretaticn frcm the analcgy
ctf Ch. 17.14-21. Fcr the pcint c¢f the analogy is cne of
difference: man is in creation, and can ccnsider things
at a distance, but he cannot influence them; the divine
Lecges in man is neot sc. Fcr while he is in his assumed
humanity, having beccme man, he is nct limited by it,
but he ceontrcls beth his humanity and the rest cf
creaticn. The Logcs incarnate, being supericr tc finite
man in his divine eccncmy ad _extra, still ccentrcls the
universe in his rcle as prcvidential Creator. The pcint
cf the analcgy is nc mcre. One cught therefcre nct tc
ferce the analogy in crder tc establish an anthrcpclcgical
statement frcm an image which is nct intended te give any
such statement. The analcgy in Ch. 42.1-8 is cne of

similarity: even as a man is active thrcughcut his whecle




bcdy and is therefcre active in a part cf the whcle, sc
the divine Lcgecs is active in the whcle c¢f creaticn and
is therefore active in a part cf this whcle, the assumed
humanity. Again the pcint of the analogy is such and nc

mcre; it likewise cught not therefore tc be fcrced intce
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makirg a physiclcgical st
It seems therefcre that irn Ch. 17 and 41-42 we are
dealirng with the relaticn c¢f the divine Locgcs tc his
assumed humanity. In the fcrmer 1t is being shown that
the divine Lcgcs was nct limited by his humanity, while
in the latter that it was nct imprcper fcr the divine
Creatcr Lcgecs tc werk thrcugh, and be manifested in, his
assumed humanity. Fcr reascns ccmpletely separate, namely
the use cf the man and its cecgnates as qualifications
cf the body, itis seen that the assumed humanity in each
cf these twc ccntexts is nct tc be understccd in a
deccetic manner.
It seems therefcre that Athanasius draws a clear
distincticn between the divine, impassible Lcgcs and the

¢ makes it clear
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assumed human ity which he became. He a
that while the divine Logcs gives life tc his humanity -
in that the divine Lcgcs was Life itself, and in that the
humanity cnly existed in and thrcugh its creaticn by the
divine Lcgcs - the same Lecges in a bedy enters truly intce
man's eccrncmy. Hence Grillmeiler 1s bcth right and wrcng

qucd but alsc the principium quc in Christ. He is right

ir the sense that the Lcgcecs is bcecth; he is wrcng, however,
in the sense that it is the Lcges as man whe is the
principium gucd, and the Lcges as Ged whe is the principium
quc; Grillmeier fails te ncte this vital distincticn. For
while the Lcgecs as man suffers arnd dies, it is the Lcgos

as Ged, in his impassibility, inccrruptibility and
immcrtality whe redeems man frcm his passicns and frcm
death.

It is therefcre tc the Lcges as man that we must
leck if we wish tc disccver the perscnal agent in Christ.
It is the qualification 'as man' which we must interpret;
fcr it signifies that the Locgcs has beccme lcgical, the
Image c¢f Gcd has beccme 'in the image cf Ged'. In cther
words, the Lcgos has beccme "internalised" within itself.

The perscrn c¢f the divine Lcgecs has beccme man's perscn,
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which is perscnal cnly in the divine Lcgcs. Therein lies
the mystery c¢f the perscnality cf Christ, Gcd the Lcgcs
beccme man.

It is nctewcrthy that there is nct an independent
human scul in the Christ. It cannct be independent as,
acccrding tc Athanasius, the scul is nct self-existent,
as in the idealistic philcscphy c¢f the Greeks; it is
dependert, existing cnly in the Lcges, being lcgical
cr 'in the image' crly in the Lcgecs c¢f God. Mcrecver,
the true '"beccming man" cf the divine Lcges rules cut
an independent scul. That, hcwever, dcoces nct mean that
the Lcgcs changed intc a scul, cr that the scul ceased
tc exist in its abscrpticn intc the Lecgos. Fer by the
divine Lcgcs beccming man, the Loges made his assumed
humanity 1lcgical, 'in the image', human cr perscnal. Fcr
cnly in its being within the perscn c¢f the divine Lcgcs
was the man Jesus perscnnal. Thus the "beccming man' by
the divine Lcgcs gave the man Jesus personality. It
did not annihilate such."

Grillmeier (53) further sees the descripticn cf the
with his interpretaticn c¢f the Lcges as the principle
cf all life in Christ.
cccurs mainly in Ch. 42-45, which are ccncerned with the
prcpriety c¢f the divine Loges assuming creatureliness in
crder thereby tc effect his self-revelaticn and tc bring
abcut man's redempticn frcm mcrtality tc Life. The divine
Leges used a part cf creaticn, his assumed humanity, tc
reveal himself tc men, even as he used the whcle creaticnh
fcr general revelaticn. He alsc used man's humanity tc
effect man's safeguarding frcm ccrruptible mertality, and
tc bring him te Life. The ccntext therefcre is scteric-
lcgical and theclogical. It is nct anthrcpclcgical. To
search therefcre fcr an anthrcpclcgical meaning feor
term is fcund. Indeed, as ccnfirmaticn that the term is
nct tc be interpreted anthrcpclcgically, but instrumentally,
we find 43. 1-3, where it is used in the ccntext cof
inanimate cbjects. Fcr Athanasius is answering the
questicn why the Lcges did nct reveal himself thrcugh a
better instrument, such as the sun cr mcen cr stars, cr

fire, cr air, but rather used mere man. Organcn therefcre
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is nct any mcre than the instrument whereby the divine
Lecgecs, the Redeemer c¢f creaticn, wcrks. It has nc
implicaticns fcor the fullness, ¢r ctherwise, of Christ's
humanity, even as here it has nc particular implicaticns
abcut the ccnstituticn c¢f the sun c¢r the mccen.

Further, that the corgancr tc which the Lcges relates
1s nct merely a bcecdy seems tc be clear frcm the varicus
qualifications cf the term which cccur. 42. 20-21 reads
"the Lecges used as an instrument fcr his revelaticn that
(sc.man) in which he was..... ", 42.34-35 reads "he used
the bcdy cf a man as an instrument fcr the revelaticn cf
the Truth'; ard 43.21 reads "he tecck tc himself a human

bcdy as an instrument". Similarly, the organcn can be

ccgnates. The bcdy used as an instrument is not therefcre
mere bcdy; 1t is the total man which the divine Lcgos
beccmes tce redeem man.

One c¢f the areas in which Christ's body was used as
an instrument is that cof revelation. Fcr the divine Lcgos
revealed himself in a bcdy. Even here this bcdy is nct to
be understocd in an Apcllinarian manner. Fcr this usage
is to be explained in its ccntext. Men, who had been
created tc kncocw God, had turned from him, and were seeking
fcr Ged in creaticn. The merciful Gcd therefcre decided
tc reveal himself in that very place where they were
seeking fcr God. ©Since men were seeking for Gcd in
ccrpcreal things, the divine Lecges tceok a body, and lived
as a man amidst men; he shared in that creatureliness
throcugh his becdy, which was substantially cre with it.
Hence the divine Loges revealed himself thrcugh a bcdy cor-
respcnding tec men's; sc he brcught men to himself as man,
that through the works effected thrcugh his bcecdy men might
realise that his wcrks were not human but these of Gecd, and
therce deduce that he was not merely man, but God alsc.
That this bedy is tc be understcod in this contextual
marner, and nct as implying a particular anthrcpeclcgy, is
cenfirmed by the fact that this same act of revelation by
the Lcges is alsc described as having cccurred in a human
body (54) cr in a man (55). It is therefcre within this
general context cof a full humanity, and nct a mere bcdy,

that this act cf revelaticn seems tc have occurred.

0




Christ's death has alsc been seen as pcinting tc
dccetism. Grillmeier, (56), amcng cther schclars,
recognises that Athanasius seems tc have conceived cf
death as the separaticn of scoul and bedy. In Christ's
case, however, the death is once referred to as '"the Lcgcs
having been lccsed frcm it (sc. bedy)"(57), where the
simple fact of the separation c¢f the Lecgos and his bcdy
at the death ¢f Christ is menticned in passing, but is
nct stressed, and is generally described as "having
surrendered it (sc. bcecdy) tc death, he cffered it tc the
Father..." or as "it was fitting fcr him tc put aside
the bedy" (58), the Logos later raising it up again an
incerruptible bedy. Understanding bcdy in a literal
fashicn, and comparing Christ's death, the separation cf
the divine Leges frem his assumed bedy, with man's death,
the separaticn cf the scul frcem the bcdy, Grillmeier ccn-
cludes that there is nc place in Atharasius' understanding
¢t Christ'!s death fcr a human scul in Christ.

It is cur ccntenticon, hcwever, that Grillmeier's
interpretaticn of these pcints is rnct correct. The first
pcint which must be made is a general one: chapters 8-10
and 20-27, which ccver Athanasius' understanding cf
Christ's death, set cut tc explain "why'",and nct "hcw,
Christ died in the manner that he did, upcn the crcss,
before the view of all men, and tc show that in dying
and rising again, Christ rescued man from his ccndemnaticn
to death, and raised him again tec inccrruptible immcrtaility.
Thus these chapters are essentially theclogical. 1t is
therefore not tec wise to try to establish a physiclogy
from passages which Athanasius dces not intend tc prcvide
such. Certainly Athanasius believed that Christ effected
this theclcgical task c¢f salvation in the physical realm
c¢f man. Thus ane cannct disscciate the theclcgical and
the natural. Yet here Athanasius is discussing primarily
the theological task cf salvation. Thus while we may rict
ccnclude from this passage that Christ's humanity is
dccetic, we cught not tc draw frcm this passage
Athanasius' anthrcpclcgical thcught. Rather, we ought to
draw his theclcogical thought from those passages in which
he 1s discussing such, and his anthrcpolcgical thcught
frem those passages in which he discusses such. Then we
may see the anthropclcgical thcught sc discerned as under-

lying those passages dealing with theAtheclcgical thcught.




While this may be a ccnservative methed, it is a safe

methcd, and it will guard us against making false

assumpticns here abcut Athanasius' anthrcpclegical

thought through misinterpreting his theclcgical thcught.
We turn ncw tc censider the particular terms

scma. Dialuesthai is used in 21.5, 8, 25, and dialusis

in 28.%5 tc describe man's death. This disscluticn pcints,
hcwever, nct primarily to the separaticn of the scul fraom
the body, but tc the physical disintegration of man in

his mertality (59). For as 28.5 reveals, we are dealing
essentially with the disscluticn c¢f the bcdy and not

with the separaticn frem it c¢f the scul. Fcr man, being
created frcm ncthing, is by nature in a state of flux and
dissclution and is only prevented frcm dissclving tc
ncthing through the prcvidential care cf the divine Logces.
Death, cr this sinking back intc the nihil whence man

was created, occurs therefore through the Creatcr Lcges'!
withhclding frcm a particular creature his creative care.
It must be ncted as well that even where death is seen

as the separaticn c¢f the scul, which is thrcugh grace
immcrtal, frcm the body, in an ultimate sense death again
cccurs frcem the withdrawal c¢f the Loges, Very Life, frcm
man. Fcr while the scul is the hegemcn and life-principle
cf its body, it is sc only in and thrcugh the Lcgcs.

It is the raticnal cr directive fcrce in man's creature-
liness cnly by its participaticn in the Lcges himself.
Indeed, fcr Athanasius, all things, including the scul cf
man, live and mcve and have their being in the Logcs.
Therefore, even in the ccntext cf the scul's separation
from the body in death, death ultimately stems frcm the
Logos withhelding frem the scul that life in which it
directs the bcedy. The clause '"the Lcgcecs having been locsed
from it (sc. bedy)" cccurs in a theclcgical centext, in
which the author is answering the question why Christ died
in a particular manner, and in dcing sc, why Christ died.
Man's death, meanwhile - namely that in which man's death
is seen as the separaticn c¢f his scul frem his bcdy - is
explained theclcgically as the withdrawal c¢f the Logcs'
prcvidential care frcm man's creatureliness, and sc

answers the guestion c¢f "why" rather than "hcw'" man dies.
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It seems therefore that we have here a parallel between
Christ's and men's deaths. Fcr the explanaticn c¢f the
former cccurs in theclecgical setting, in reply tc a "why"
question, while that of the latter is treated in a
theological manner, and explains primarily "why'" man
dies. It seems therefcre that the Lcgecs' being locsed
from his body cught to be interpreted in a theclcgical,
and not physiolcgical,manner, along the lines of the
understanding cof man's death. This would mean that'the
Legos having been loosed from it (sc. body)'" wculd be
understcod as meaning that Christ's body, his assumed
humanity, died because the Leogos withdrew his life-
giving power, in crder tc enable it tc die for all. This
passage wcould therefore been seen in theolcgical terms,
and wcoculd be understocd tc be making no comment upcn
Christ's anthropclogy. This thecological interpretaticn
fits the context. Fcr Christ's humanity cculd nct have
died had nct the Lcgecs permitted it, as Galtier sc rightly
nctes (60). Fer it was in the incorruptible and immcrtal
Loges! wearing his bedy that he prctected 1t from
corruptible death and it was c¢nly thrcugh his nct hindering
death that Christ died, the implicaticn being that he
wculd have been able tc hinder it had he sc¢ wished tc dc,
but that he did nct as he had ccme fcr the very purpcse cf
dying on behalf cf all. Indeed, had he nct accepted that
death impcsed by cthers, permitting it tc ccme upcn his
mcrtal humanity, he wculd nct have died. Fcr he had nc
death himself, being Life; ncr cculd he give death tc his
cwn body, as he was the Logos c¢f Geod, Life itself. It
seems therefore that had the Locgos not permitted his death
by withdrawing his inccrruptible, life-giving pcwer, his
humanity would nct have died, and his redeeming sacrifice
would not have occurred. Tc interpret 22.23-24 as meaning
that Christ's death cccurred thrcugh the Life-giving Logos
permitting his assumed humanity to die by lccsing himself
from that humanity fits i1ts theolcgical context and makes
Christ die in the fashicn c¢f thcse similar to him; an
anthropclogical interpretation cf 22.23-24, which dces
not fit the ccocntext, the argumentative setting, and which
is not at cne with Athanasius' theolcgical understanding

of man's death, is therefcre nct tec be accepted.



"Te put aside the body" has been interpreted
physiclcgically as meaning that Christ's death ccn-
sisted of the Lcgos' separation frcm his bcecdy, even as
man's was that of the scul's frcm the bcdy. As we
have ncoted abcve, Ch. 20-27 are nct physiclcgical, but
thecdcgical, in tene. Morecver, this phrase will not
allcw a physioclcgical interpretation. For "he put it
aside privately" (61) is merely syncnymcus with "he hid
his bocdy privately by itself" (62) and bears nc par-
ticularly physiclcgical interpretaticn. Again, "tc put
aside the bocdy" is used generally in Greek literature
tc describe the death and burial of a perscn, and bears
nc particular anthropclcgical meaning. Yet again, 21.17
mentions that the lLecges cculd nct put aside his assumed
humanity in private, as man. Man, with whom the Lcgcs
is here compared, cannot, however, put aside his cwn
socul frcm his becdy in a physiclcgical manner. Fcr he is
nct the master c¢f his own destiny and life in this sense.
Thus tc make 21.16-17, with its comparison cf Christ with
man, meaningful, we cannct accept a physiclcgical
interpretaticn c¢f the passage, but must see it as merely
pcinting tc dying in private. Again this phrase, 1like
cther phrases such as '"tc hand cver a bcdy tc death'" or
"tc cffer a becdy tc death'", which alsc can be used, althcugh
incerrectly, tc pcsit a deccetic humanity in Christ, are to
be seen cver against the Lcgcs!' assumpticn c¢f humarity.
Fcr being immcrtal, and yet needing tc die fcr all, the
Lcgecs assumed a bcdy capable cf dying; the assumpticn was
seen cnly in theclcgical terms, namely tc effect man's
recreaticn in and through Gcd. Ccnsequently, since the
assumed humanity c¢f the Logcs was taken that in it he
might die for all, it is reascnable tc recognise that the
Loges '"put aside'" his mcrtal bedy, that in its death the
Locgos might die fcr all. Hence, '"tc put aside the bcdy"
et_al. are tc be interpreted as the necessary respcnse
tc "tc assume a body'" and are tc be seen in the thec-
lcgical ccntext of the wcecrking cut of man's salvaticno
thrcugh the sacrificial death in the bcdy for all men.
They are therefcre nct physiclcgical statements.

The bcdy which is the cbject frcm which the Lcgcs
is lccsed, or which he prcffers tc death, is the bedy

which the Lecgecs assumed from Mary and which elsewhere




is otherwise referred tc as a human bcdy, cr man. If

we are gcing tc reccgnise a ccntinuity between the
humanity bcrn of Mary, and that cffered in death, and

if we are gcing tc give the theclcgical meaning due tc
man, and human, we cannct interpret "bcecdy" in Ch. 20ff.
in a literal manner. It is rather the full humanity

cf the Lcgos which is cffered in death, a death which
cccurs thrcugh the enabling cf the divine Lcgecs. That
"bedy" is not tc be interpreted literally is ccnfirmed
by the facts that the Lcgos' death in a body tc effect
man's redempticn tc inccrruptibility and immcrtality

is interpreted in 10.38-39 as: "thrcugh the incarnation
of God the Logos were effected the overthrcw cf death
and the resurrection cof life...". Further ccrrcbcraticn
¢f this point cccurs in Athanasius' descripticn cf the
Lcgos!' relaticn te man in his bcecdy. The Lcges is cne
with all men thrcugh a bcdy similar tc theirs; he assumed
a becdy fcr a sacrifice on behalf cf bedies similar tc

he therefcre brcught it abcut that all died ir him,

that by the cffering c¢f a like body the Lcges abclished
death frcm all whce were like him, and that the pcwer

cf the law having been fulfilled in the Lcrd's bcdy, the
law unte death, nc lcnger had influence cver men like
him. The body is therefcre that thrcugh which the Lcgoes
and man, in his physical tctality, are c¢cne in ccmmen
creatureliness; it is that assumed tc be sacrificed fcr
like bcdies, ctherwise referred tc as "all men" cr '"us
men'", these being mcre perscnal terms; it is the sub-
stitute fcr all men in death, a substituticn which is
nct very meaningful if the bcdy assumed is but a bcdy,
while man is both bcdy and scul; it is that in which the
law, tc which like men are subject, is fulfilled. There
seems therefcre tc be a certain ccrrelaticn between the
body of the Lord and men like him. Finally, this ccr-
relation between Christ's humanity and men's 1is suggested

by the qucting c¢f Heb. 2.14-15, "since the children have

partaken cf blcecd and flesh, he equally partcck cf them....

with the implicaticn that Jjust as men partcck cf a full,
yet frail humanity, sc did the Logcs incarnate. While,

therefcore, there may nct be encugh here to suggest that

Athanasius was deliberately treating the matter cf

Christ's soul in the sacrificial death, there is certainly
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encugh tec suggest that bcdy is neot tc be interpreted in
a literal fashicn.

It 1s wcrth ncting why Athanasius uses cnly "bedy'",
and ther in an unqualified fcrm, in thcse chapters in
which he 1s treating Christ's death, while elsewhere he
refers tc "the human bcdy" and '"man". For example, in
Ch. 11-16, which deal with man's restcraticn "in the
image'", the Lcges! humanity is sc defined. One cf the
reascns for the use c¢f an unqualified "bcedy" in Chapters
8-10 and 20-27 is that it fcllows clecsely Scriptural usage,
fcr which Athanasius has great respect. Fcr there cre
finds Christolcgical statements such as Heb.10.10,
"thrcugh the cffering cf the bcdy c¢f Jesus Christ cnce
fcr all", 1 Pet.2.24, "he bore cur sins in hisgs bcdy cn
the tree'" and non-Christclcgical c¢res as 1.Ccr.13.3.

"and if I deliver my bocdy tc be burnt...'. Even as these
are nct tc be interpreted in an anthropeclcgical manner
but as signifying that weak creatureliness in which man
dies, sc cught the Athanasian phrases. Again, '"body"

is particularly used in this ccntext in that the immcrtal
Lcges assumed a mortal and corruptible bcecdy that in it

he might die, and that he might die in a manner natural
tc man - that 1is, as a ccnsequence of the creatureliness
cf the bcdy. By sc dying, he defeated men's death and
ccrrupticn, and shcwed himself tc be Light and Life.

For, by the Lcgcs relating tc the bcdy, which was in need
cf salvaticn, ever as the bcdy was related tc ccrruptible
mcrtality frcm which it required saving, the relaticn cf
death and its attendant corrupticn to the human bcdy was
superseded by that cf the Lcgcs tc the becdy. Sc having
put cn the immcortality cf the Lcgcs, the mcrtal becdy was
enlivened, death having been effaced, and rcse up im-
mcrtal and inccrruptible. Yet again, Athanasius' emphasis
in these ccntexts is important as tc why he almest
exclusively terms Christ's humanity "body'" here: the
emphasis 1s upcn the man, in his mcrtal body, which the
Lcgcs became in sc far as it was thrcough this that the
Lcges died fer all; it is nct however sc much upcn the
content c¢f that humanity. For Athanasius is nct sc much
concerned here abcut whether Christ had a human soul cr
nct, as abcut whether the assumed humanity cf the Lcgcs
was naturally cne with men's in its ccrruptibility and

mcrtality and whether that humanity became truly his.




75-

For it was only by that humanity being totally approp-
riated by the incorrupt and immortal Logos, the Life

of God, that the former benefitted and was redeemed

from its mortality and corruption; it was only in the
Logos making the assumed humanity his very own and thereby
giving it the grace of incorruptible immortality that

such grace came to men.

Thus even as in Ch. 11-16, with their treatment
of man's restoration "in the image", Athanasius refers
to Christ's humanity as a "human body" or "man", "man"
and its cognates being the hall-mark of man's rationality,
or relationship to the Logos, so Athanasius refers to
Christ's humanity in Ch.8-10 and 20-27, in their dealing
with man's salvation from the corruption and mortality
natural to his body, as body, it being the hall-mark of
that nature from which man is to be redeemed.

It seems therefore that those passages which touch
upon the relation of the Logos as God to creatureliness,
upon Christ's instrumental humanity and upon Christ's
death, make no p mtence to comment upon the fullness,
or otherwise, of Christ's humanity, and should not be
expected therefore to supply such comment for modern
scholarship. Yet it appears that the description of
Christ's humanity as man, a man's body and a human body,
understood theologically, must be given value. For
in being human, Christ's humanity is distinct from the
rest of irrational creation; it is logical or in the
image of God. Here lies its human personality. Yet this
personality is not the Platonic, idealistic, self-existent
soul which most scholarship has sought, as Athanasius
does not visualise the human soul in this abstract manner.
Rather the human soul is personal in the eternal person
of the divine Logos, apart from which the human person
becomes impersonal (63).

Closely related to this matter of the human
personality of the Logos incarnate is that of the human
mind of the Christ. Like the human soul of the Christ,
the human mind is not mentioned explicitly. Yet, also
like the human soul of the Christ, the human mind is recognised
in an implicit manner. For, for Athanasius, the human

mind is closely connected with the human soul, and is

not as distinct as scholars like Kannengiesser suggest (64).
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According to him, it is the nous in man which is the basis
of his conformity with the Logos, man's original state
being an exercise of pure mind in contemplation of the
Logos. At the fall, however, passions and the senses
asserted themselves, and thus overthrew the hegemony of
the nous. In short, for Kannengiesser, both God's approach
to man, and man's ideal response to God, are intellectual
acts. Such a view seems however to be highly selective.
For such an appreciation of the worship of God through his
Logos in a "noetic ecstacy" does not really take seriously
the perceptible world, which Athanasius incidentally not
only takes for granted but alsc insists is good. Such a
comprehension does not account for the fact that whenever
Athanasius wants to describe man's actual fallen state,

he tends to speak of the soul, and not of the mind.

Yet perhaps more importantly, such a consideration does not
allow for the organic connection that Athanasius seems

to establish between the mind and the soul. This connection
is manifested severally. The soul, with its mind, is that
whereby God is seen and apprehended (65); the soul, with
its mind, perceives what is good and what is right (66);
the soul, confident in the purity of its mind, converses
with the saints and angels (67). Equally, when man had
fallen, there was need of the conversion of man in his
soul and mind (68). Indeed, one. of the more interesting
references to this connection in the context of the

fall appears in CG.26.24f. where Athanasius notes that

"if men had consulted the mind of their souls, they

would not have fallen headlong into error, nor have denied
the true God, the Father of Christ.". It is interesting
because of a rhetoric question which precedes the above
quotation, where Athanasius asks "is it right to consider
those who worship (the Greek gods) to be men, and not
rather to pity them as less rational than animals (hos

alogon alogoterous) and less spiritual than those

without spirit (ton apsuchon apsuchoterous)....". (69).

For the description of the false worshippers introduces
the fact that in denying the true God, they had failed
to consult the mind of their souls. A second manifestation
of this connection of the mind and the soul is seen in

the various passages in which Athanasius uses the terms
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interchangeably. The mind (70), or the soul (71), is that
through which man perceives God. Similarly, in the fall,

the mind (72), or the soul (73), was abused and was fixed
upon irrational things. Indeed, the interchangeability

is all the more telling, given the retention of the same
function for both the soul and the mind. A final manner in
which this connection of the mind and the soul is made clear
is that whereby the soul, with its mind, is referred to as

a rational soul. In CG.30.19f. Athanasius sets out to
establish the existence of "each one's soul and the mind
within it". Hence Athanasius asserts that "it is necessary
to show briefly for the sake of the simple that each man

has a soul, and that this is rational.".(74). Indeed, in
indicating that the "soul of man is rational" (75), Athanasius
draws attention to the fact that "the senses of the body

are tuned like a lyre; when an understanding mind guides
them, then the soul distinguishes and knows what it is doing.
But this is confined to men, and is the reasoning faculty

of a man's soul (to logikon tes psuches ton anthropon).". (76).

It seems therefore that for Athanasius the mind is nbt the
equivalent of the soul. Yet the one is so closely connected
with the other that the one can be substituted for the other
in this theological discourse. This may be partly because
of Athanasius' seeming lack of concern for anthropological
exactitude when dealing with primarily theological issues,
partly because of his seeming unwillingness to distinguish
radically between rationality and spirituality, and partly
because the need to distinguish the mind from the soul in
Christological exposition had not yet arisen. It seems more-
over that the soul, with its mind, can be and is encompassed
by Athanasius by the general term "rational soul.". Given such
an understanding of the soul, and its mind, it seems that
insofar as Athanasius recognises in the Christ a human soul,
and more especially a rational human soul, so far Athanasius
recognises in him a human mind. Because, however, of the
nature of the discussion of the soul and its mind, and because
of the stage to which that discussion had then evolved, the
recognition of the human mind of the Logos incarnate is rather
gentle and general. It is implicit and not explicit.

Given that Athanasius seems to recognise a human

personality in the Logos as man, we must ask whether the

Alexandrian father makes any theological use of this same.
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Before attempting to answer this question, we must note that the matter
of Christ's human personality is not one under particular consideration
in the DI, for the various reasons which we have suggested; rather it is
implied. Consequently, any theological function which this implied

human personality of Christ has will also be implied and suggested,

rather than explicitly expressed. Indeed, in the DI the central term

for Christ's humanity seems to be "body". For whether treating Christ's
birth, life or death, or the relation of the divine Logos to his assumed
humanity, which is essentially one with creation, his humanity is defined
as "body". This is because the '"body" points to man in his mortal
creatureliness. Hence by representing Christ's humanity as '"body"
Athanasius contributes to his argument. Thus when Athanasius wishes

Yo point to the oneness of the incorporeal Logos and creaturely man,
brought about by the incarnation, he uses ''body', a term with its connot-
ations of common creatureliness. When referring to Christ's birth of
Mary, and the humanity which the Logos fashioned for himself, the term
"body", with its creaturely emphasis, fits the creative verb "to fashion'.
Christ's passions are related to his body for theological reasons:
passions are characteristic of earthly bodies, in that they arise

from man's instability as a being created from nothing..The incorporeal Logos
died in the body as it was in and through the mortality of the body

that men died. Moreover, he died in the body as he wished to save

men from the mortality and corruption which were essentially connected
with their bodies, and as he wished to raise them to life again. He there-
fore had to assume a body in order that he might counter the mortal
corruption essentially comnected with it, by giving new life in the
general resurrection. As the bodiless Word, the Logos was invisible,

and as men were vainly looking for God in creation, the divine Logos
took a body, an essential part of creation, and thus met men in the

place where they were looking for him. Even the arguments of Ch.17 and
Ch.40-45 as to the divine Logos' not being limited in his providential
care of the cosmos by being incarnate and as to the appropriateness

of the incarnation, are based upon the oneness of the assumed humanity
with all creation. Thus '‘body", with its overtone of creatureliness, is
most suited to the axiom of these arguments. This use of "body" to describe
Christ's humanity, a usage dictated by argumentative rather than
anthropological reasons, means again that in these chapters at least

the place of the personhood of Christ in man's salvation will not be stressed.
Moreover, it must be noted that even as man's personality is personal
only in the eternal person of the divine Logos, so is Christ's. It is
therefore, as we have seen, not a self-existent and independent
personality. Certainly it is not a physical entity. Consequently, it

cannot have an independent role in the salvation of markind.




Its role will lie not in an active programme. For it is only the divine
Logos, the bequeather of Logicality and incorruptible immortality, who,
in the final analysis, can have this active part. Rather its role, like that
of the body to which it is intrinsically related, is passive. For the
personal body receives of the grace of the divine Logos, and through
its total oneness with man's personal body, so does man's. It is
therefore for this passive, receptive role that we must look.

Given that Athanasius refers to Christ's humanity as body in many
of the passages in the DI, it is noteworthy that he often introduces the
qualification "human'", or its cognates, and so points to the personal
characteristics of that body of Christ..Hence insofar as the Logos!
humanity has a theological role in man's salvation, so Christ's human
personality has, in that it is inseparably connected with the personal
body, and in that it exists in, and only in the Logos whose humanity it
is. Indeed, in Athanasius' description of both the renewal of man in
the knowledge of God, and his resurrection from mortal corruption, Christ's
human body 1s seen as theologically important. For with regard to the
renewal of man. .in the knowledge of God, Athanasius notes that it can
be effected properly and securely only by the Logos becoming man by
taking a body like men's. For therein the divine Logos reveals himself
in the creation in which men were seeking for God. Indeed, in thus
asserting the propriety of the incarnation, Athanasius denies the
possibility of this recreation either by created beings or through general
revelation, or the law and the prophets. The immediacy of the divine
Logos, who reveals and is revealed, and the human body, through which
the revelation occurs, and to which it is made, is that which guarantees
this salvation in knowledge. The importance of this immediacy of the divine
Logos and the human body for the salvation moreover is stressed by the
very fact that even in those passages where Athanasius is emphasising
that it was recessary that the salvation of man in the image should stem
from the very Logos of God, it appears to be important that the divine
Logos should take a mortal body. For therein men might be renewed in the
image; the all holy Son of the Father, who is the Image of the Father,
came to man's realm in order to renew man who had been made in his
likeness (77). The fact of the incarnation is all the more striking
here as the context is that of an argument that only the divine Logos
could renew man in God's image. With regard to man's resurrection from mortal
corruption Athanasius meanwhile asserts that a mere act of will on the
part of God is not sufficient. A creative fiat by God would not have
sufficed. For it would not have identified the divine healer with man

in his essential need; it would not have allowed man to receive of the
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Logos' divinity through a like body, and thus to have been restored
in the incorruptible life in God. Indeed, the saving relating of the
divine Logos to man could not have been merely external. For while the
body's mortality would have been overcome by the Logos if the Logos had
been outside, and not in the body, the corruption attendant upon that
mortality would have remained in the body. The relating therefore
had to be intérnal and intimate, even as death and corruption were
related to the body; the saviour, the Logos, had to relate to the body,
which was in need of salvation, even as the body was related to that
from which it required saving. Death and corruption were not outside the
body, but involved with it and in it; death dominated the body, being
joined to it. Consequently it was necessary that the Logos should
similarly be bound to the body by being in it. The relation of death
and its attendant corruption to the human body was therefore superseded
by that of the enlivening and incorruptible Logos to the body. In that
the Logos put on this mortal body, the body received life as a covering.
In putting on life and immortality, the incorporeal Logos of God, the mortal
body was enlivened, death having been effaced, and rose up immortal,
having cast asidd its corruption. It is therefore through this intimate
relation of the Logos to the body that the needy humanity was healed.
Here again the intimate assumption of humanity is theologically important.
This becoming man by assuming a body like man's was necessary to the
total security of man's complete salvation by the divine Logos. Indeed,
this idea may lie behind the statement of 8.18-19, where it is noted that
the Logos did not wish-to be in a body, nor merely to appear. Rather,
when he came to effect man's salvation, the Logos wanted to be intimately
and inseparably related to man's humanity. In other words, man's whole
salvation was bound up with the Logos' complete assumption of man's humanity.
Equally interesting in this respect are Ch.11-16 and Ch.41-43, where
Athanasius is treating the recreation of man in the image, and therefore
in the knowledge of God, as he describes Christ's humanity frequently
as his human body or as man. In other words, where the receation of man's
personality in God is at stake, Athanasius emphasises the human personality
of Christ in God. There seems therefore to be a relationship between
the recreation of man in his personality and Christ's human personality
in the divine Logos. This emphasis upon Christ's human personality in the
context of man's personal salvation is all the more telling when seen
against the seeming silence of those passages in which, for argumentative
reasons, the personal aspect of Christ's humanity is left to the side.

It seems therefore that generally the place of the human perscnality
of Christ is quietly in the background of Athanasius' theology in the DI,
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its presence being signified by the qualification by the term "human"
and its cognates of Christ's body, through which man's salvation is worked.
In those chapters, however, where the recreation of man's personality is
being discussed, the human personality comes more to the fore. Christ's
human personality therefore is a theological factor in Athanasius'
theology of salvation, but only in a passive and receptive manner.

There is therefore in the CG-DI the basis for an understanding of
Christ's humanity. Taken to effect man's salvation, Christ's humanity
is complete in both its relation to man's frail, corrupt and mortal
creatureliness through his assumed body, and its relation to man's
rationality, by which man knows God, through the man which he becomes. It
is through this humanity then that the divine Logos, the Son of God,
graciously bestows the rationality, incorruption and immortality to all
men that all men might be re-vitalised and re-establisbed in their real

and true relationship of worship to God, and so enjoy the life of paradise.
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CHAPTER 2

CONTRA_ARIANOS 1

Writtern, as its title sugg
text

, against the Arians, this

estsg
s ccncerned with the ccntrecversy between the Cathclics

e

and the Arians, nct as tc whether cur Lord was Gcd, but as
tc whether he was esserntially the Scn c¢f Ged, the scluticn
of the former questicn being invclved in that of the latter.
It is ccncerned with the questicn as tc which cf the twe
theclcgies sets fcrth the Lcrd Jesus Christ as Gecd and Scn
cf the Father. Indeed, that the questicn cof the divine
Scnship of the Lcgecs deminates this anti-Arian wcrk is
clearly seenn frcm a caonsideraticn cf the general ccntert:
Ch. 11-29 deal with the matter c¢f the divine Scnship,
shcwing it to be eternal, tc be real, even thcugh nct 1like
earthly scrnship, and to be, in fact, the cnly true scnship.
Ch. 30-34 discuss the term agenetcs, and its relaticn tc
the divine Scn, the cnly-begctten c¢f the Father. Ch. 35-36
treat the immutability cf the Scn. Ch. 37ff. treat the
texts ¢f Phil. 2.9, Ps.45.6-7 and Heb. 1.4, which relate tc
the exaltaticn c¢f the incarnate Scn, and which the Arians
had used to suppcrt their denial c¢f the eternal and divire
Scnehip cf the Lcgecs c¢f Ged. Ncr is it surprising that the
ccntent c¢f the wcrk is such. Fcr the Arian pcsiticr against
which Athanasius is here arguing is ccncerned nct with
Christ's humanity, but with his essential divinity. The
Arian stand-pcint, as cutlined in ch. 5-7, maintains the
complete distincticn cf the Father and the Scn; it asserts
that Gocd was nct always a Father, being once alcne, and
that the Scon was nct always in existence, having, befcore
time, been created frcm ncthing, and sc was tc¢ be numbered
amongst creatures in their essential distincticn frcm the
eternal, uncreated Creatcr Goed. Irn shcort, fcr Athanasius,
Arius was an atheist, whc denied the Scn, numbering him
amcnget the creatures. Indeed, sc central tc C.Ar.1 is
the questicn c¢f the divine Scnship c¢f the Loges that even
when treating such tcpice as revelaticn, the bestcwing cf
the Hcly Spirit upon men, the resurrecticn and the incarnaticn,
the dcctrine cf the Lcgecs' Scnship is seenn as the back-
grcund against which all these are rightly interpreted. In

8.36ff, for example, Athanasius asks Arius hcw he can

speak truly cf the Father when he denies the Scn whc
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reveals him ? How can he be orthcdox concerning the
Spirit, while he speaks prcfanely of the Logcs whce sup-
plies the Spirit ? Hcw will he be trusted in his beliefs
abcut the resurrecticn, when he denies that Christ became
the first-begctten frcm the death fer men ? And hcw he
would nct err in respect towards the incarnate presence
of the Lcgos, when he is simply igncrant cf the Scn's
true and genuine generaticn cf the Father ?

It is, however, not cnly true that a right appreciaticn
cf the enfleshed presence cf the Loges is dependent upcon
a right understanding cf the Son's genuine and true gener-
aticn cf the Father, but alsc that the incarnate nature of
the Logos is c¢cnly treated in C.Ar. 1 where it is required
tc explain scme part of the Scn's human eccnomy, and
thereby protect the true divinity c¢f the Scn fraom the
heterodoxical allegations c¢f the Arians. Thus it is that
the incarnaticn of the Lcgeos is menticned in ch. 37ff only
tc explain the texts Phil;2.9, PS;45.6—7 and Heb.1.4 in
their orthodox sense,and to show that '"highly exalted" and
'"has given'" ¢f Phil.2.9, that "has ancinted" cf Ps.45.6-7
and that "being made" cof Heb. 1.4 dc nct refer tc the
divine nature cf the Logecs, and sc imply that it is
creaturely, but relate tc his assumed humanity, which is
essentially distinct from the divine subject cf that
assumpticn; In fact, the humanity c¢f Christ is nct a

subject in its cwn right in C.Ar. 1., but is intrcduced

c¢nly tc safeguard the divire econcmy cof the Lcges frcm that
which is prcper tc his human eccncmy. That the humanity
.of Christ is nct a subject cf ccnsideraticn in its cwn right
in the C.Ar.1. is ccnfirmed by Athanasius' outline cf the
Arian theses which he intends to treat in this text. 1In
this cutline in ch. 5-7 the humanity c¢f Christ is not
menticned as cne cf the tcpics c¢f which Arius held heterc-
dcxical views, and which Athanasius therefcre had tc treat.

That the humanity cf Christ, the subject c¢f this study,
is seen in the C.Ar.1. in respect of the dcctrine cf the
eternal, divine Scnship cf the Lcges is true. Yet it is
nct tc be ccnsidered simply in terms of the Loges' divine
Sonship, but in terms of the divine Scnship in its
sctericlogical aspect. Christ's humanity was, for
Athanasius, that in which and thrcugh which man's salvaticn
was effected. Yet that salvation, which was wcrked cut

for men in Christ, stems from the very Scnship cf the Logcs.
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Had nct the Lcgos beer truly the Scrn cf Gcd, the reality
of redempticn and grace wculd nct have been realised. The
truth cf Gcd wculd nct have beern vcuchsafed fcr sinful man
in Christ; man's fellcwship with Gecd and his adcpticn as

a scn of Gecd wculd nct have cccurred. Fcr Christ wculd
nct have had as his cwn that which it was necessary tc
give tc man fcr his salvaticn.

Christ's humanity, varicusly described as flech, body
and man, is tc be seen in its centrast with Ged. It is
ccnsequently tce be seen as signifying humanity cver against
divinity in the first place, and nct primarily as particular
subtleties of a strictly wcrked cut anthropclcgy. It is
mcrecver tc be seen in its sctericlegical ccntext, where
the humanity is treated as that assumed tc guarantee man's
salvaticn, and in 1ts theclcogical ccntext, in which the
humanity is nct treated in its cwn right, but as that
thrcugh which the divine Logcs 1s protectied from allegaticns
¢f being creaturely, and therefcre mutable and passible. It
is agairst this backgrcund that cur study must prcceed. Fcr
nct tc dec sc, and tc forget this scotericlcgical and
theclcgical setting, wculd be tc intrcduce cvertcnes and
elements fcreign tc Athanasius' intention.

As in Athanasius' first werk, the CG-DI, sc in C.Ar.1.
the Lcgcs of Ged is the subject of the Incarnaticn. Des-
cribed varicusly as the Scn ¢f the Father, the cnly-bcgotten
Wisdcm, Gcd the Lcrd, the King, the Light from Light, Power
and very Image c¢f the Father's essence, the Framer cf
existence, and the Savicur, the Lcgos is seen as being by
nature eternal, cc-existent with the Father, unalterable
and unchangeable. He is he whc is cne (hen) with the
Father (1).

Ncr dc verses such as Ps. 45.6-7, Prev.8.22, Phil.2,
5-11 cr Heb.1l.4. call intc guesticn this eternal divinity
cf the Lcges c¢f Gecd. Fcr they dc nct have their pcint cof
referernce in the eterral essence c¢f the Scn of the Father,
but in the embcdied presence cf the Saviour; they refer tc
the human eccromy cf the divine Lcgcs, in which he was
baptised, died and rose again cn behalf c¢f all. Indeed,
even such an initially startling verse as Acts 2.36 "and
Gcd made him bcth Lcrd and Christ", dces nct cast dcubt
upcn the eternal divirity, as it likewise has its pcint
cf reference nct in the uncreated being c¢f the divine

Lcgce, but in his assumed, created humanity, in and
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thrcugh which the Lcgcs fulfilled his missicn as the
Christ fcr men, and in which he revealed tc men his
eternal nature as Lcrd.

It was this divine Lcgos, ccnsubstantial and cc-
eternal with the Father, whc became incarnate.

For cenvenience we shall divide Athanasius!' des-
cripticn c¢f the Incarnaticn in the C.Ar.1. intc fcur
secticns. The first will ccver the general descripticn
of the incarnaticn; the seccnd the Athanasian descripticn
of that which the Logcs became irn himself; the third
that c¢f that which the Logos tcck frem withcut himself to
himegelf; and the fcurth will treat the remaining references
tc the human eccnomy cf the divine Lcgcs. Before, hcowever,
embarking upcn this ccnsideraticn c¢f Athanasius' under-
standing cf the Incarnaticn, we must emphasise that this
categcrising c¢f the incarnaticnal descripticns intc fcur
grcups is dcne crnly for ease c¢f presentaticn. It is nct
because the Alexandrian's thcught ccensists in fcur rigid
categcries. Indeed, each cof these grcups cf incarnaticnal
descripticns reacts upcn and qualifies the meaning cf the
cthers; it is the sum tctal c¢f the meaning cf all four
grcups that fcrms the pilcture c¢f Atharasius' understanding
cf Christ's humanity.

Under the heading c¢f general descripticns cf the
incarraticn, we must ncte Athanasius' reference tc the
divire Lcgest' incarnate presence, tc his visitaticn, and
tc his ministry amcrgst men and for men. The incarnate
presence cf the Lcgce is described bcth as the enfleshed
presence and as the embcdied presence, the latter being
the argumentative alternative tc "and the Lord became man" (2).
It is in this presence c¢f the Lcgecs that the death enfcrced
by the dispensaticn c¢f the Law is finally destrcyed. Hence
this presence c¢f the divine Lcges is tc be seen as a
sctericlcgical presence c¢f Ged amcngst men. The epidemia
cf the Lcges 1s alsc ccmpared and ccentrasted with the
dispensaticn of the Law, under which ncthing was effected
with regards tc mar's salvaticn, as it was cnly thrcugh
the visitaticn c¢f the Lcrd Jesus Christ that the will cf
the Father for man's calvaticn was perfected. There is,
incidentally, implicit in this descripticn cf the in-
carnaticn ¢f the Lcgos the thcught that the incarnaticn

carrying with them the idea c¢f scjcurning, cf the divine
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Lcges net being prcecperly "at hcme'" i his incarnate state.

This is nct, hcwever, tc cast dcubt upcn the reality cf
his incarnaticr, but tc shcw bcth that the Lcgecs is
naturally Gcd, and thus cre with the Father, and that the
divire Lcgecs 1s incarrate by grace, and nct by nature.

The third general descripticn cf the incarnaticn in C.Ar.1
is he_diakcria cf the divine Lcges. Effected in time, in
the creaturely realm by the eternal Lcgcs, whe as divire
Lcges is beycend time and creaticn, this miristry is better
than that effected thrcugh the Law and the Prcphets; the
ministry cf the Scn is better than the ministry cf the
servants(3). It is better in the sense that while the
earlier of the twc miristries was able tc enfcrce the law
cf God upcn man untce death, but was ncot able tc rescue
them frcm its ccndemnatcry grip, this latter effected
man's salvaticr frcm the death which had reigred cver

him thrcugh the law, by fulfilling bcth the law and the
death ccnsequent tc man's transgressicn c¢f that law. Tied
in with this descripticn c¢f the incarnaticn as ministry,
whereby the Lcgecs came tc minister ard tc grant salvaticn
tc all, is the idea cf the Lcgcs, whe 1s the Lecrd, beccming
a servant, a minister minstering tc the needs c¢f frail man.
Here therefcre is fcund, very succinctly, the miracle cf
grace and humility, revealed 1in the philanthrcpic self-
humiliaticn ¢f the divine Lcgcs in beccming man.

The seccend grcup cf descripticns c¢f the Incarnaticn in
the C.Ar. 1. ccncern thcese which describe the prccess cf
the divine Lcgcs becoming scmething in himself, the
incarnaticnal act which affects the Logcs himself.

Central tc Athanasius' incarnaticnal theclcgy is the
truth that the divine Lcgcs became man; he became flesh.

Tc these traditicnal Christclcgical statements Athanasius

adds others. The Scn cf the ncble Father, he whc existed

in the fcrm ¢f Ged, humbled himself and became a servant
instead cf, and on behalf cf men. The divine Lcgcs, the

Lord, became fcr man's sake the slave. Herein came abcut

a ccmplete inversicn c¢f rcles, thrcugh which there cccurred

a true humiliation c¢f the Lcgcs. These sentiments contained
in 43.41-2 are, cf ccurse,, echces c¢f Phil.2.5-11, which

is actually qucted twice in C.Ar. 1, at 40.28-36 and 47.30-31.
Yet the idea cf the self-humiliaticn c¢f the Image, the immortal
Lcges, is prevalent elsewhere. 40.8; 41.33-34; 42.,7-9;
43.32-33; 44.28, and 50.17-18 all stress, in a Philippian
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marner, the humiliaticr of him whc, thrcugh being in the
fcrm c¢f Ged, teck the fcrm cf man cor the fcrm cf a slave.
40,38-1 alsc stresses that the humiliaticn was genuine,
the divine Logcs in nc way being bettered thrcugh his
incarnaticn. Yet, fcor all that, the divine Lcgcs was nct
humiliated in himself, but remained ever the gloricus Scn
of the Father. Rather, the humiliaticn was related tc his
humanity, ard was the Lcgcs!' cnly thrcugh his assumpticn
cf flesh, through man's body ¢f humiliaticn being his very
own. This same self-humiliaticn cf the divine Lcges is
otherwice referred to as the descent tc man ¢f the Scn,
the Lgrd cf Glory, the Highest, the heavenly man frcm ¢n
high. These superlative epithets, used of the Son, only
emphasise the degree cf self-humiliation undertaken by the
Legos in his becoming man. At the same time, the verb 'tc
descend!', is used, especially in Ch.44, tc describe the
death cf Christ, that sacrifice being the acme cf this
self-humiliaticn c¢f the divine Lcgcs, the Life of God.
Atharasius!' affirmaticn that the divine Logcs became
man, c¢f which the Lcgos' beccming a servant is but a
qualificaticn, is cclcocured by the rejecticn of the twc
hetercdcxical views that Christ is by rnature wholly marn,
and ncthing mcre, and that Christ was nct God the Scn, the
Lcges, before he became man, but that he became such as a
result of his virtucus human 1life. In cther words,
Atharasius is denying either that the Logcs altered in
his very nature in beccming man, or that he cnly then came
intc being. Indeed, Athanasius asserts that he was eternally
the Lcgecs ¢f the Father, and that sc being divine, he
became man, or the Son ¢f man; the divine Lcges, while
eternally one c¢f the Trinity, became man for man's sake.
Indeed, Athanasius reveals 1in several ways that the divine
Logcs did nct undergc any alteration in his divine being in
becoeming man: there is the clear rejecticn cf the hetero-
dcxical views menticned abcve; there is the use cf the
ccntinucus present tense cf the verb "to be", with its
suggesticn of eternal immutability, which stands in marked

contrast with the use of the acrist and perfect tenses cf

the verb '"tc beccme", with its cennctation cof an event
accomplished in time and space. Again, there is the phrase
"the Logos, as man'", in which the Logos is still seen as

divine, but also as the Lcgces whc has qualified his existence

by assuming tc himself a human eccncmy. The implicaticns of
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all these suggests that the eternally divine Lcgocs became
mar., while yet remaining eternally divire. This implicaticn
ig cenfirmed in three related areas: the divine Lcgcecs who
is eternally wcrshipped with Gcd before his incarnaticn
ig still wcrshipped as divine even after beceming man; and
in nc way 1is this wcrship idcolatrcus, which 1t wcould have
beenn had the Lcgcs ceased in any way tc be the true scrn of
Gcd after his irncarnaticr. Again, the Scn, the Creator
Locges, whc became man and sc is called Jesus, still ccntrols
the universe thrcugh his prcvidential care. Lastly, the
divine Lcgcs, thrcugh whcoem the Holy Spirit flcws tc men,
sanctifies himself as man, and in dcing sc, sanctifies
men. He is therefcre still the divine Sanctifier, even
while he was incarnate. It is clear therefcre that the
divine Logos did not alter when he became man (4), but
remained what he had ever been, namely the divine Creator
Loges, the Scn c¢f the Father.

This "beccming man" of the Lcges did nct affect either
the state cr the being cf the divine Logcs because "becoming”
is nct used c¢f the being c¢f the divine Lecges (5), of which
the verb '"tc be'", with its connctaticns cf eternal im-
mutability, alcorne can be, and is used, in an unqualified
sense. Rather, "tc beccme'" is used of criginate existence (6),
of which the divine Lcgocs was not a partaker, except in and
through his assumed humanity. Thus "henceforth let them
understand 'beceome'....cf his enfleshed presence' (7). A
further reascn as tc why "to beccme" 1s nct tc be referred
tc the divine Lcgecs, but cnly tc his assumed humanity, lies
in the fact that, accecrding tc Athanasius, the phrase '"he
became" is used in Scripture tc signify, nct the beginning
of being, but the beginning cf help tc the needy (8). Thus
"beccming" in a helping ccontext refers nct tc any coriginal
ccming into being, nor tc the essence c¢f the benefactcr,
but the beneficence coming from the helper tc the helped.
When, therefore, it is said of God that "he became man' in

crder tc help man, by redeeming him, it is said nct in order

to dencte any criginal beccming - fcr God is withcut begin-
ning and uncriginate - but the salvaticn which came tc be
fcr men from him (9). It was therefcre in relaticn tc the

originate manhocd which the divine Lcgos assumed fcor all,
that the "becoming' man of the Logcs is tc be understccd.
Similarly, it is in relation tc this same criginate

manhccd that the Son of God's "being made' the Scn cf Man
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is tc be understocd. Fcr the verb '"tc make" is a term
asscciated with creaturely existence, ¢f which the divine
Loges partock cnly through his incarnaticn, and nct with
the divine Scn, with whom the term eternal Demicurge (10)
is naturally and precperly related. The Loges!' being made
man therefcre pcints tc the Leges' creaturely existence
as man; it does nct imply that the Loges, whc is truly
different in kind, differert in essence frcm things
originate, being prcper tc the Father's essence and cne
in nature with i1t,was acreated wcrk, and cne cf things
originate, as the Arians suppcsed. Wher therefcre it
1s said that God became cor was made man, it is nct said
in order to imply that the Divine Lcges underwent an
essential alteraticn in either his state or being.

As a result cf the divine Logcs!' having experienced
nco alteraticn in his eternal divinity in having beccme
incarnate, the divine Logos himself cannct be said to
have been either bettered cr belittled thereby.

That the divine Lcgos did neot receive prcmeticn in
and thrcugh the incarnaticn is seen mainly in the context
¢t Athanasius' expcsiticn ¢f certain biblical texts, cver
against their hetercdoxical interpretaticn by the Arians.
Statements such as '"having become greater", drawn from
Heb.1.4, and "wherefcre Gecd has exalted him'", taken from
FPhil.2.9, dc nct imply that the Lcgcs was cf an originate
nature whc was then prcmcted tc Scnship thrcocugh grace as
a reward for his virtucus 1life amongst men. For these
statements are nct to be understcod cf the eternal essence
of the Scn of the Father but of the embocdied presence of
the Savicur. They therefcre ha%e nc meaning fcr the
eternally immutable divinity of the Scn cf Gecd. Indeed,
tc suggest with the Arians that such statements implied
that the Logos incarnate was seeking promcticn thrcugh
his virtucus living was tc introduce irregularities into
one's theclcgy. For one would then be asserting that the
divine Scn ¢f the Father humbled himself by taking the fcrm
¢f a servant in crder tc seek for himself whatl by nature he
already had, in crder to c¢btain fcr himself that grace
which he had bestowed from all eternity and in crder to gain
fcr himself that name which was abcve every cther name, and
at which every knee should bcw, when he had been worshipped
eternally, as verses such as Psg.20.7; 54.1; 72.17; Jn.1.1

and Heb.1.6 reveal.




92,

- Further confirmaticn that it was nct the divine Logcs
whe was bettered in and through his incarnaticn lies in
Atharasius' understanding cf sctericlcgy. Athanasius
rejected the Arian conception ¢f the incarnaticn, whereby
the Logos did neot prcemecte his assumed humanity, but was
himself promcted thrcocugh it, a vicw whercby the corthodcx
dcctrine of salvaticrn was undermined. Rather, Athanasius
maintained that the eterrnally worshipped Son, the Lord of
Glcry, the Highest,became incarnate, nct to be promcted
himself, but tc promcte thcose things wanting prcmction;
the Logcs, the Son of God, became man nct tc receive
the title of "Son' and cf "God" as a reward for virtue,
titles which were his fraom eternity, but tc effect man's
proemoticn, by deifying men through making them the scns
of the Father. Indeed, that the benefits accrued through
the incarnation were not the Logcs' but men's is driven
home in Ch.43. For in no way did the incarnaticon con-
stitute a promction fcor the Logos. It rather constituted
an utter humiliaticn. Fcr while being by nature Gcd,
unwanting and ccmplete, and therefore not open to advance-
ment, and while being the very Light of Gecd, the divine
Lcgcs became incarnate by assuming a body of humiliaticn,
or a flesh enslaved to sin; while being eternally the Lord
cf creation, he became man by taking the form c¢f a slave,
Fcr the divine Logos therefore the incarnaticn meant a
self-humiliaticon, and nct a promcticn and advancement.
Indeed, even the grace bestowed by the divine Locges upcen
himself as man was nct for his cwn betterment, but for
man's sake. For in receiving that grace, men were bettered
in and throcugh Christ. Men were rescued frocm the fantasies
cf the demons which were destrcyed by Christ; they were
brought from ideolatry tc the worship of the true Ged, the
Father of Jesus Chriest; they were redeemed frcm sin; they
were raised frcm death and exalted to heaven, being brought
into God's presence, as Gcd was in them in and thrcugh
Christ, the cause ¢f men's being raised frcm mcortality to
life being the very same as that ¢f Christ's being raised.
For even as the divine Logcs was in his assumed humanity
and caused it to rise, so the Lcrd was in men thrcugh Christ
and caused them to rise. Further, men, thrcugh their kin-
ship with the body of the incarnate Logcs, had beccme the
temple ¢f God, a phrase drawn frcm Pauline usage, and used

in a similarly ncn-anthropological sense in the DI cf Christ,
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as that denctirg the ccmplete indwelling cf Jesus by

Gcd the Lcges; they were made scns ¢f Ged, and ccn-
sequenrtly the Lcrd was wcrshipped ir them. 1In ccmpariscr
with the divine Lcgcs whc experienced humiliaticr in and
thrcugh the ircarnaticn, man's exaltaticn in Christ is
all the mcre marked.

It is clear therefcre that the divine Lcgcs was
nct bettered in his beccmirg man fcr all. Fcr being Ged,
the Lcgcs became man, and nct, as the Arians maintained,
being man, the Lcgcs later became Ged.

Equally, the divine Lcgos was not belittled ir
beccming man. His divine essence did nct suffer either
a defect cr affecticn thereby. Fcr any defect cr
affecticn suffered ir and thrcugh the incarnaticn by the
Lecges was suffered by the divine Lcges as man, such beirg
peculiar tc his passible arnd finite humanity alcne.
Indeed, such were the divine Lcgcs!' cnly thrcugh his
assumptiocn c¢f them in the incarnaticn and therefcre
directly affected his eternal nature as Gecd in rc manrer.
In fact, had the divine Lcgcs suffered any belittlirg
in regard tc his essential divinity thrcugh his incarraticn,
the effective salvaticr c¢f men wculd have beer denied. Fcr
had the Lcgos whe truly became incarrnate fcr men nct beern
truly Ged, the salvaticn ¢f man, which was the Father's
glcry, wculd nct have cccurred.

That the divire Lcgcs did nct undergc any alteraticn
in his divine state c¢r being in beccming man is therefcre
ccrrcberated in that the divine Lecges did nct urndergce
either prcmcticrn cr belittling in his incarnaticn.

Althcugh, however, the divine Lcgcs remained truly
Gcd while yet beccming man, he did beccme true man. Fcr
in beccming man, he became crne with criginate existerce;
ir belng made man, he established a unity with created
exlistence; 1in beccming man as men are, he was enabled tc
identify himself with all cther mer, whcm he wished tc
deify. Indeed, had the Lcrd nct beccme true man, men
wculd nct have been saved. Thrcugh the Lcgcs beccming
man as men are, the Lcgcs established an essential cneness
between the man Christ and all cther men. Whern, hcwever,
we say '"essential cnerness'", we mean that sclidarity cf the

divine Lcgcs with men, effected in the creatureliness c¢f

faller man, and not in his evil. Fcr ctherwise Chricst's
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sinlessness wculd have been tarnished. Indeed, it is

cenly irn that fallen mar is evil in his acticrn, and nct
in his nature, that the Lcgcs can establish that unity;
had man in his fallen nature been evil in being, the
sinless Lcgecs cculd nct have been united with him fcr
man's salvaticn. It was, hcwever, thrcugh the Lcgces
beceming cne with man in and thrcugh the incarnaticr that
the unicn ¢f the persgsen cf the Lcges and that c¢f man,

wae effected. Thrcugh the identificaticr c¢f the Lcgcs
and men in man, mer were redeemed.

The same emphases regarding the incarnaticn of the
divine Lcgcs are made in the Christclcgical statements cof
the Lcges beccming flesh. Fcr it was nct the Father, but
the divine Lcgecs whe became flesh, and whe in beccming
flesh was nct affected in his divine nature. Fcr his
essence was eternal and equal tc Ged's. Indeed, the
eternal and immutable existence c¢f the divine Leges, as
implied by the use c¢f the ccrtinucus presert tense cf the
verb "tc be'" in regard tc the divine being, stands in
marked ccrtrast with his entry intc the realm cf time
thrcugh his incarnaticn, an entry demancstrated by the use
cf the temporal adverbs "when...","befcre..."” and "after...."
(11), and the use cf the past tenses c¢f the verb '"tc beccme',
with their reference tc events in time. One cf the mcst
marked examples c¢f this ccntrast cf the Lcgos' eternal
existence with his ircarnate existence within the bcunds
cf time must be 44.1 where we read that '"being Gcd, the
Lecges became flesh, the ccntinucus present tense standing
cut agairst the perfect cf "tc beccme'". Finally,
sctericlcgy lies behind Atharasius' ccrcepticr cf the
incarnaticn; the divine Lcgcs became flesh, and thus man,
in crder that in identifying himself with man, he might
redeem men untc himself. Hence the incarnaticn was fcr the
betterment nct ¢f Christ, but cf man.

The third group c¢f descripticns which we here meet
is that describing the humanity which the Lcgcs assumed
frecm cutside tc himself. The Lcgecs assumed flesh cor a boedy;
he put cr flesh c¢cr a bcdy; he bcre flesh cr man's bcdy.
Thus the humanity and the bcdy is his; in cther wcrds, the
assumed bcecdy became the bcdy cf the Lord.

Mcet cf these ircarnaticnal statements we have
already met in the CG-DI. Yet cre pcint which is raised

in 43.33-34 must be discussed: the Lcgcs assumed ter




950

doulotheicar_sarka_ te hamartia. On firset appearance,

this seems tc pcint tc Christ's being sinful - an
impression apparently ccnfirmed by the statement that
the Lcgos bere the sins ¢f mar in his cwn bcdy con the
tree. This initial impressicn, which runs ccntrary tc
the corthcdex belief in the sinlessness cf Christ, is,
hcwever, mistaken. In the first place, the asserticn that
the Lcgcs becre the gins c¢f mar in his cwn bcdy ¢ the
tree, which seems tc ccnfirm the statement that Christ
assumed sinful flesh, is in fact nc cenfirmaticn; it is
simply a near quctaticn cf 1 Pet.2.24, where the pcint
at issue is nct the questicn c¢f whether cr nct Christ
was ginless, but the saving death of Christ, as a result
cf which mer might die to sin and live tc rightecusness.
Seccndly, the statement that the divine Lcgcs assumed

ter_doulotheisan sarka te hamartia occurs in a passage

which i1s nct ccncerned with the sinlessness, ¢or cther-
wise, cf Christ, but with asserting that it was nct the
Lcges whe was benefitted in and thrcugh the Incarnaticn,
as the Arians maintained, but men. Indeed, Atharnasius
asserts this bcth explicitly and implicitly. He maintains
explicitly that "it was nct the Lcgcs, as Lcges, whe
received this =sc great grace, but we..." and that '"the
Lcgeces gained ncthing frcm us fcer his cwn preomcticnhn;
rather we were prcmcted frecm him". The same pcint he
alsc makes implicitly; fcr in ccntrasting men with the
Lcgecs, a contrast the pcint c¢f which is made keener by the
use cf men......... de (12), the bishcp cof Alexandria
asserted that while men in and thrcugh the incarnaticn
were exalted frcm death tc life, having been given pocwer
and grace in Christ, the Lcgcs was eternally the highest
Lcrd, the Lcrd whc bestcws grace, he whc was in the fcrm
of Gecd. The Scrn of a ncble Father was nct bettered in
the incarnaticn, received nc prize cf virtue ncr any
prcmcticrn, but was humbled. Fcr the incarnaticrn meant
fcr the Lcgcs the assumpticrn ¢f cur humble bcdy, cf the
fcrm cf a servant cr of ter doulotheisan sarka.

Indeed, even what grace the Lcgcs as man did receive, he
received nct fcr his cwn bhenefit, but c¢n acccunt cf man
and fcor man.

It seemes therefcre that the phrase ter _doulotheisar

carka te hamartia must be ccnsidered in the ccntext cf

the argument that the Lcgcs was nct bettered in and
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through the incarnation.

Generally speaking, therefore, the phrase signifies
the self-abasement of the divine Logos in the Incarnation.
For it stands over against the eternal and natural Lord-
ship of God and the exaltation of men in Christ; it

stands as a synonym with to_tapeinon hemon soma and

doulou....morphen.

More particularly the phrase signifies not the
enslavement to sin,but by sin. For sin, for Athanasius,
is not an object, with its own self-existent substance,
but is activity. Consequently, flesh enslaved by sin is
man's corruptible and mortal nature, which makes its
presence felt amongst men because of their turning in sin
from God, whose divine intention it was to keep man apart
from corruptible mortality for 1ife in God.

That ten doulotheisan Sarka te hamartia is to be

understood as mortal and corruptible flesh, created from
nothing, and not as sinful flesh, in which the sin is
natural and innate to the flesh, an idea utterly alien
to Athanasius' idea of creation by a good God who 1is
incapable of creating anything evil, seems to find
support elsewhere. For, the phrase 1is, as we have
noted, synonymous with the phrases "our humble body" and
"form of a servant'", neither of which carry the sense of
sinful flesh. Again, the clause '"the Saviour humbled
himself in assuming our humble body" (14) finds an echo
in "being in the form of God, he humbled himself" (15)
and the clause '"he took the form of a servant" (16), in
"he became a servant instead of us, and on our behalf'" (17)

while endusamenos ten_doulotheisan sarka te hamartia (18)

is taken up by el gap meé anthropos ho Kurios egegonei...
...(19). Admittedly the incarnational sentence of 43.2-3
is conditional, while that of 43.33-34 is not; yet the

sense of 43.2-3 1is positive as the ei gar me....ouk an....

of 43.2-3, and the oud' an..... all'... of 43.4-5 demonstrate.

If we then understand the phrase ten doulotheisan sarka te

hamartia as mortal and corruptible flesh, we find this
sense picked up in the sentence of 43.22ff. For
according to 43.22ff, if the Logos had not become man,
men would not have been redeemed from sin, nor raised
from the dead, but would have remained mortal. For the

Logos to have effected man's resurrection,however, required
the divine Logos, who could not die in himself, since he is

Life, to assume man's mortal and corruptible humanity.
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Ir it alcrne he was able tc die fcr all. Ccrnsequently,

giver the particular sctericlcgical ccntext cf 43.2-5,

Kurios egegcnei as mearirg "if the Lcrd has rct beccme

mcrtal and ccrruptible man...'" cr "if the Lcrd had nct
assumed mcrtal ard ccrruptible flesh...". Hence 43.2-5

seems tc cernfirm the sense cof ter dculctheisar sarka

CG.3.10-13 meanwhile asserts that men, being unwilling

tc turn away frcem these things clcse at hard, sunekleisan

heautcr ten psuchen in the pleasures c¢f the bcdy, and in

the end fcrget the pcwer which they had received frcm Ged
in the beginning. Fcr Atharnasius, tc be unwilling tc turn
and tc be in ccmmuricr with Him; in cther wcrds, it is

tc be sirnful, as it is acticrn independent cf Ged's Will.,
Further, tc fcrget the pcwer which they had received

frcm Ged in the beginning is, amcrngst cther things, tc
fcrget, and therefcre nct tc benefit frcm, the gift cf
life ir Gcd. Hence CG.3.10-13 means that as a result cf
sir, mer impriscred themselves in the pleasures cf the
bcdy, and thus eventually fcrfeited the 1life given cf
Gcd. In shcrt, the impriscrment ¢f cne's humanity in
activities nct centred in Ged results in death. In lire

with this, fern dculctheisan_sarka te hamartia

wculd alsc ceem tc mean that the flesh impriscned in sin,
cr egccentric activity, is mcrtail.

tern dculctheisan sarka te hamartia is therefcre

man's humarity in its subjecticr tc death ard ccrrupticn
as a result c¢f man's sin. Indeed, it must be stressed
that while Christ's humanity is mcrtal, it is mcrtal nct
as a result cf his cwn sin, but man's; fcr the Lcgos
assumed man's bcdy, which thrcugh man's sin had beccme

mcrtal. ter_dculctheican sarka te hamartia is that pure

ard yet mcrtal humanity which the divine Lcgcs assumed
that he might bring men frcm being slaves tc =sin tc being
slaves tc God, the relaticnship sc characterised by the
tctal "belcngingness', the tctal cbligaticn, the tctal
ccmmitmert and the tctal acccuntability cf man tc Ged.

Tc see the phrase cf 43.33-34 as nct implyirg that
the Christ was sinful agrees with 60.39-40, where Rcm.8.3
ie qucted. Fcr the refererce tc the Scn's being sent en

hémeicmati sarkcs hamartias seems tc suggest nct that the
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incarnation was in any way docetic, but that the assumed
flesh of the Logos was pure and spotless. Moreover, to
see the phrase of 43,33-34 as meaning mortal and corruptible
flesh ties in with the statements that corruptible and
mortal men were of one body with Christ, and that the Logos
became mortal man as men.

The fourth group of incarnational statements are
those describing the Logos' human economy. As man or
in the flesh the Logos was baptised in the Jordan; as
man, humanly or as the Son of man, he received of the
Father that grace which he as God always had, and thus
was anointed with the Holy Spirit in the flesh or as
man. The Logos as man expelled demons through the power
of the Holy Spirit, the Logos acknowledging that it was
only through that divine power that he could expel such,
saying such not because he had suffered demotion in
his divinely powerful being, but on account of the
flesh which he had assumed. The Logos suffered in the
body, bore man's sin in the body and died for men as man,
in his own flesh or bodily. This death the immortal
Logos was able to suffer for all only in that he was
able to offer his assumed body, which was open to death,
to death. Having died in the body, the incarnate Logos
was exalted in his manhood or as man. For God the Logos
being in the body, his assumed body or his humanity,
over against his immortal and immutable divine essence,
was exalted from the dead, and the Logos as man or humanly
was introduced into heaven. Thus was effected the human
economy of the divine Logos for all.

Athanasius' description of the incarnation in C.Ar.
1. is therefore much the same as that in the earlier CG-DI.
The impassible and simple God became that which was
naturally distinct from himself by assuming humanity,
while yet remaining true to his own divine nature. In this
he effected man's salvation. Certainly, given the similar
phraseology and the similar usage, and given no reason to
interpret the Christological clauses of C.Ar.l1. differently
from those of the CG-DI, we may assume that they are to be
understood as they are in the CG-DI. The only real dif-
ference in the description of the incarnation in C.Ar.1.
from that in the CG-DI is that rather than clauses of

the Logos! assumption of a body, the most common clause of




the DI, the clause c¢f the Lcgecs'! beccming man predcminates
here. Again, in the DI, the Jchannine Christclcgical
fcrmula, the Lcgecs became flesh, dces nct appear, while

in the C.Ar.1. it dces, althcugh usually ir a qualified
manner. Thus the same ternets ¢f the Christian Faith seem
tc be maintained here ever thcugh the varicus fcrmulae
used tc put these fcrward are nct used here with the came
frequency.

The divine Lcgcs became man "in the last days" cr

"in the ccnsummaticn c¢f the ages'". Clearly echoing Heb.1.2

these phrases imply mcre than merely that the divire Lcgces,
whc as Gcd was eternal, and thus beycnd time, entered
intc the firnite sphere c¢f time, impcrtant thcugh this fact
ig. Fcr the use cf the adjective esgchates, and mcre
ecpecially c¢f the ncun gunteleia, pcinte tc the time cf
the divine Logcs!' entry intc time as being the supreme
mcment ¢f human histery., Fer, frcm mants pcint cf view,
it was the pcint in time when Gecd, whc had previcusly been
present amcngst mankind thrcugh his veiled revelaticns in
creaticr ard thrcugh the prcphets, chcse tc beccme
immediately present tc men as man. Meanwhile, frcm Ged's
pcint cf view, 1t was the precise mcment at which Gcd
in his irfinite wisdcm chcse tc erter intc man's finite
realm; that pcint cf time was the cnly prcper pcint cf
time fcr God's incarraticn.

Havirg beccme man, and having thus entered intc
the finite sphere cf space and time, the Lcgcs lived a
human 1life. Of the many events that he experienced as
man, Atharnasius treats fcur: Christ's baptism in the river
Jecrdan; Christ's natural lcve c¢f rightecusness and hatred
cf evil; Christ's exaltaticn; and his recepticn cf a
name above every cther name. All cf these, it must be
ncted, were treated as a result cf Athanasius' expcsiticn
cf twe texts, Ps. 45.6-7 and Phil.2.5-11, bcth ¢f which
his enemies, the Arians, saw as suppcrting the thesis
that the Lcgcs was a creature whc was made Gecd by grace,
in reccgniticn cf his virtucus life. As might be there-
fcre expected, they are treated by Atharasius in such a
manner as tc show that they give nc such suppcrt; their
expositicn ccncentrates upcn shcwing that they cannct
refer tc the eternally true divinity cf the Lcgcs, and
upcn hcw and why this divine Lcgos was the subject cf the

activity referred tc in these verses. Althcugh the matter

O
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c¢f how and why the divine Lcgecs was the subject cf the
activity referred tc in these verses is c¢cnly cf seccndary
impcrtance tc the theme c¢f C.Ar.1., in that it is treated
cnly te safeguard the true divinity cf the Locgcs against
the hetercdcxical cnslaughts of the Arians ard nct fcr

ite cwn sake, it is this matter tc which cur study brings

us .,

We shall begin with Christ's baptism, treated as
a result cf Athanasius' ccnsideraticn of Pe. 45.7b., "Gcd
has ancinted ycu with the cil c¢f gladness...'". Central

tc Athanasius' understanding of the baptism cf Christ is
the fact that it was nct the divine Logcs whe was ancinted
therein. Fcr he was the Sanctifier rather than the
sanctified; he was the bestcwer ¢f the Hcly Spirit, the
Hcly Spirit being his. He it was therefcre whc imparted
the Hely Spirit in ancinting. Rather, it was the Lcgcs
as man whe was ancinted. Indeed, the divine Lcgos, the
Radiance c¢f the Father, whc bestcws the Hcly Spirit upcn
cthers cculd be said tc have been ancinted and sanctified
crily in that the bcdy which was ancinted by the divine
Lcgese was the divine Lcges!' thrcugh his becoming man. It
was cnly in this sense therefcre that the divine Lcgcs
cculd be said tc have been sanctified.

This baptism of Christ was nct fcr the benefit cf
the Logcs, hcecwever censidered. Fer the divine Lcges was
nct ancinted that he might beccme either Gecd, Scn, Lcgcs
cr King. Fcr the Lcgcs had pre-existed his ancintirng as
man, being by nature eternally the Scn c¢f Gcd, the Lcrd.
Mcrecver, unlike the histcrical kings cf Israel, whc were
nct kings until their ancinting, the Lcgcs, as the Image
ctf God, was the eternal King; being Gocd he ever ruled
Ged's eternal kingdcm. The baptism cf the Lcges did nct
therefcre mark the beginnrning of his kingship as Gcd.
Indeed, the divine Lcgcs was lacking in rcthing and
therefcre cculd rct have beern bettered by any means, let
alcne the ancintirnrg which he himself administered. Ccr-
csequently, the Lcgce' baptism was nct fcr the benefit cf
the divine Lcgcs, he rnct being cpen tc any initiaticn cr
extensicn c¢f his reign whatscever. Ncr was the Lcgcs as
man ancinted for his cwn benefit. Fcr the Logos was
ancinted on acccunt cf us and fcr us; the Lcgecs was
sanctified fcr cur sake. Man, rather than Christ, was

therefcre benefitted by the latter's ancinting with the
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Hcly Spirit.

The effectiverness ¢f the ancinting c¢f the Christ
fcr all mer was deperndent upon the bedy cf Christ which
the Lcges ancinted being man's. Fcr in Christ's bcdy
being cur bcecdy, that becdy ancinted in Christ was man's.
Thus in Christ's washing in the Jordan, all men were
washed; in Christ's baptism, all men were baptised; in
Christ's sarctificaticn by beinrg ancinted with the Hcly
Spirit, all men were sanctified and ancinted in Christ.

Fcr in the Loges as Gcd bestcocwing upcen himself as man

the Hcly Spirit, he brcught abcut the indwelling and
intimacy of the Spirit in men in Christ; in the divine
Leoges! sanctifying himself as man, he brcught men tc

be the temple c¢f Gecd. For in himself, as man, and

by him, as God, the Hcly Spirit was given, not arbitrarily,
but tc the saints.

Athanasius explains therefore rnot cnly how Christ's
baptism is tc be understccd, but alsc why i1t was necessary.
The reason giver is much the same as that given in the DI
fcr the necessity c¢f man's whcle salvaticn: man had been
created in the image cf Gcd by the divirne Logcs criginally,
and it was right that men, having faller frcm this pristine
state, should be ranscmed frcm their sin, and recreated
in their focrmer cobedient relaticnship in the image of God.

This recreaticn c¢f man "in the image" by the gift
cf the Hcly Spirit cculd nct, hcwever, have been effected
ctherwige than thrcugh the divine Lcgcs!' ancinting cf
Chriset fcr all men. Fcr cnly the divine Logcs cculd
effect the reunicn of man and Gecd in this relaticnship,
the angels having transgressed Gecd's law, and men having
discbeyed his will, and bcth therefcore having relinquished
the grace which was necessary fcr that reuniting of men
'in the image' cf Gecd. Indeed, had the Logecs been coriginate,
and created frcm ncthing, he wculd have been cne of all
thcee requiring salvaticn thrcugh the gift of the Hcly
Spirit, and hence wculd nct have been the Christ, the
authcr c¢f their salvaticn. Hcwever, the Lcgcs was the
divine Image c¢f Geod, and therefcre was fit and able tc
tc unite man and the Hcly Spirit. He was fit tc recreate
them in thelir relaticn in the image c¢f God in that he had
created them in such c¢riginally; he was fit tc be the

expected Christ, whcem Gecd had prcecmised tc men thrcugh his
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prcphets and saints, and tc be the Arcinted, hc_Christcg,
in whom all men were ancinted with the Hcly Spirit, in
that the Lcgos was God, the Scn, the eternal King, the
Radiance and the Expressicon c¢f the Father. The Logcs
was able, hcwever, tc reunite men with the Hcoly Spirit
in that the Hcly Spirit was his, and that he, and he
alcne, was its bestcwer. Altcgether, therefore, it was
right and prcper that the divirne Lcgecs undertcck the
task of freeing thcse under the curse of the law tc the
freedom of participaticn 'in the image' c¢f Gcd. Again,
the divine Logos cculd only securely effect the reunion
cf men and the Hcly Spirit in Christ. Fcr even as men
wculd nct have been redeemed and exalted unless when being
Ged, the Locgos had taken the fcrm of a servant, and
therein been exalted fcr all, =c men wculd not have
shared of the Holy Spirit, and have been sanctified
unless the Giver ot the Spirit had himself been ancinted
fcr men. Fcr men have received the grace cf participation
in the Hely Spirit securely cnly since the divine Lcgcs
incarnate was ancinted. Fcr the eternal Lcgcs has always
dispensed the Hcly Spirit to the saints, thereby sanct-

ifying them befcre and after the incarnaticrn in that
what he had tc give he always had to give. Yet befcre the
incarnaticn, the Bestower and the recipients ¢f the Hcly
Spirit were twc parties. Therefcre the gift cf the Hely
Spirit cculd be refused. After the Incarnation, hcwever,
the twc were the same (20). Fer the Leges as Ged gave
the Hcly Spirit tc himgelf as man. Thus there was nc
pcssibility cof refusing this gift cf the Heoly Spirit, and
therefcre the saving gift was secured fcr all men irn Christ.

Thus it was that human flesh was first securely
sanctified in Christ, the Lcgcs as man having received the
Hcly Spirit; men then received in Christ the sequel c¢f
the grace c¢f the Spirit, receiving cf the fulloness of
Christ.

Nor dces Athanasius find 1t either inccngrucus cr
incredible that the Lcgcs whc bestcws the Hely Spirit is
said tc have been ancinted himself with that same Spirit.
For whereas the Lcgcs, 1in beirg ancinted with this Spirit,
may be less than the Spirit (21), he is sc cnly cn acccunt
cf his humanity, which he had assumed in beccming man.

As the divine Lcgos, hcwever, he is still eternally equal

tc the Hcly Spirit in their commen divinity (22). Yet




this inferiority c¢f the Lcgcs as man tc the Hely Spirit,
and the eterral equality cf the Lcgecs as Ged with the same
Spirit is nct unparalleled elsewhere. Fcr in the Gespels,
it ie said that the Lecgecs expelled demcns thrcugh the
pocwer c¢f the Hcly Spirit. Yet this was nct tc imply that
the divine Lcgeos wag infericr tc the Hely Spirit which

he bestcws. Rather 1t is =said cn acceount cf the flesh
which the Lcgecs assumed in beccoming incarnate, and
because that flesh did nct have in itself sufficient
strength tc effect excrcisms, apart frcm the Hcly Spirit.
Similarly, blasphemy against the Hcly Spirit is said in
the Gespels tc be unfcorgiveable, while that against the
scn ¢f Man is pardcnable, teaching which might suggest
that the Logcs was subcrdirated tc the Hely Spirit. Yet
this suppcsiticn would nct be correct, except in so far as
it relates tc the humanity cf the Lcgcs. Fcr whereas the
Lcgee as man 1s infericr tc the Hely Spirit, the Lcges

as Gecd is equal. Thus even as there is nc incecngruity,

ncr reascn fcr incredibility in these twc examples frcm

)
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the Gcspels, sc there is ncne in that the Lcg as man
i

ig infericr tc the Hcly Spirit with whcem he is ancinted,
and yet is, as Gaod, eternally equal tc him in the cne
Gcdhead.

The seccnd aspect ¢f the Loges'! human eccncmy
which Athanasius treats is Christ's lcve of rightecusness
and hatred cf evil. The Lcgcs incarnate did nct lcve
rightecusness and eschew evil either because he was
mutable, cr thrcugh fear ¢f the retributicn which is
wreaked upcen him whc breaks the rightecus will c¢f Gocd the
Father. Fcr had he been mutable, he wculd rct have acted
gc. Fcr it is cf the nature cf a mutable essence tc turn
frcm crne thing tc ancther, and nct tc remain ever ccnstant
in chcice, as the Christ did in regards tc rightecusness
and evil. For while criginate, cr mutable nature may be
turned tc rightecusnecss at cne particular mcment, it may
turn tc evil at the next. Indeed, this very mutability
has been seen in the case cf the practices cf bcth
angels and men. Fcr while angels have transgrescsed Ged's
righteous will, men have discbeyed his ccmmands. Further,
the first Adam, who was mutable by nature, himself turned
frcm rightecusness tc ein, and sc brcught sin's fatal
consequences upch bcth himself and mankind. Tt seems clear

therefore that Christ's ccrstant and unswerving devcticn
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tc rightecusness pcints nct tc, but beycnd, a mutable

nature, to his immutability as Gcd and tc his having
eternally the immutability and unalterableness cf the
Father, as a result c¢f which he was always rightecus.
Ner did the Christ shcw preference fcr rightecusness,
while yet being capable of the cppcsite, which was a
characteristic c¢f criginate beings. Rather, the Lcgcs
incarnate lcved rightecusness and hated evil evern as the
divire Father, with whom the divine Lcgcs was eternally
cne, lcved the cne and hated the cther. Thus even as
Gcd the Father was said to act thus because he was by
nature Gecd, and the rightecus Judge, sc the Lcgcs, the
Image cf God the Father, being by nature the rightecus,
Just and holy Judge, the Lover cf virtue and the very
authecr c¢f rightecusness, naturally lcved rightecusress
and hated wickedness. Indeed, nct tc have dcne sc
wculd have been te have acted centrary ftc his very
nature as Gecd the Loges, and of this he was naturally
incapable.

In the incarraticn the Loges, the Lcrd, whc was
eternally and naturally immutable, and whc remained
eternally such, assumed mutable flesh. Thus while
the assumed humanity was naturally mutable, and therefcre
open tc alteration in itself, it remained immutable by
grace in the face cf temptaticn 1n that it was the flech
cf the Lcgeos, the immutable and unchanging Leocrd. Thus
the Christ cnly lcved righteousness and hated evil in
that his humanity was Gecd's.

This virtucus life of Christ was nct hcwever a mere

tocur de force. Rather, it was tc be of service tc men.
Fcr throcugh men's discbedience tc Ged's will, their
state had been rendered insecure; they had been brcught
frecm life eternal in Gecd tc death. There was therefcre
need cf cne who was immutable that thereby men might
have an image and type untc virtue. This therefcre the
Lcges incarnate prcvided. Fcr the assumed mutable flesh
was that c¢f the immutable Lcgos. It therefcre was un-
affected by the attacks c¢f the Devil. Hereir the Christ
prcvided men with an image and example untc virtue. Yet
he alsc prcvided men with a type untc virtue. Fcr in
that the assumed mutable flesh was man's, man's flesh
was henceforth made immune tc the assaults c¢f the Devil

and made free in crder tc fulfil the rightecusness cf
the law, in that Christ ccndemned sin in his flesh.
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Thus, even as the first Adam, whce was naturally
mutable, thrcugh sin brcught the whcle ccsmcs tc death,
the seccnd Adam, Christ, his humanity being mutable
in its common essentiality with men's but immutable by
grace in that it was the eternally and naturally im-
mutable Logos!', through rightecusness brecught the whcele
wcrld tc life in Ged.

The third aspect c¢f the incarnaticn treated in
C.Ar.1. is Christ's recepticn ¢f the name which is abcve
every name, which Athanasius understccd as deificaticn
by grace. This bestowal c¢f grace by the Father upcn the
Christ Athanasius did nct relate tc the Logcs as Gecd, but
tc the Logcs as man. Fcr this was seen as the divine
Logos' giving tc himself as man that grace which he as
God had had frem eternity. Yet, as in all the preceding
cases, sc here the Lcgcos gave himself this grace nct fcr
his own benefit, but or man's account and for man, that
thereby deifying his humanity, which was man's, he might
gcecure the deificaticn c¢f all mankind.

The last aspect of the human eccnomy cf the divine
Lcges which Athanasius treats here is Christ's exaltaticn.

This exaltaticn was not that ¢f the divine Lcgcs,
as the Arians believed. For it cculd nct be his, as the
divine Logcs ever was and is equal tc God; he was he whc
was equal tc the Father, being 1like in all respects tc
the Father. The Lcgcs was therefcre the immutable Scn
whcse true nature was the unchangeable nature, which is
the Father's. His true nature was therefcore nct cpen to
ary alteraticrn, whether for better or for wcrse. Being
the Lcges c¢f the Father whc is the highest, he himself
was highest necessarily. In this respect therefcre he
was incapable of being exalted, being naturally beycnd
the need c¢f any advancement. Mcrecver, the divine Lcgcs
was in fact the Lord and Framer cf heaven thrcugh whcm
merr were brcught tc this exaltaticn, ard nct he whc was
himself exalted. 1Indeed, were cne tc believe with the
Arians that it was the divine Lcgcs whe was exalted, cre
would be intrcducing an incredible incengruity intc cne's
theclcgy. Fer cne wculd be suppcsing that the Lcges of
the Father humbled himself by taking the fcrm cf a
servant in order tc seek fcr himself what he already

naturally had, in crder tc cbtain for himself that grace

¢f which he had been the eternal Bestcower, and in crder
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tc gain fer himself the name which was abcoveevery cther
name, and at which every knee shculd bcw when he had
been wcrshipped eterrally.

Any exaltaticn, then, was that cf the humanity cf
Christ, the assumpticn cf which censtituted nct a bettering
cr exaltaticn fcr the Lcges but a self-humiliaticn. Indeed,
the exaltaticn cf the Lcgecs had tc be referred tc his
human econcmy, as exaltaticn could cnly cccur frcm a
pcsiticn of humiliaticr, and the Lcogcecs experienced
humiliaticn only when he became man. In that conditicn
alcne cculd the eternal arnd immcrtal Logcs of the Father,
having taken the fcrm of a slave by the assumpticn c¢f man
whc was wanting cn acccunt of the humble etate cf the
fleesh and cf death, die a sacrificial death fcr all and
thereby experience true humiliaticn. Thus while the
humiliaticn c¢f Christ cccurred in that he died fcr all,
he was exalted in that he was raised frcm death intc the
presence c¢f the Father.

That the divine Lcgcs was nct he whc was exalted
ig again stressed in Athanasius' explanaticn c¢f why
the exaltaticn c¢f Christ cccurred. Far frcm being he
whc was raised, it was the Lecgce whe effected the raising.
Basing his explanaticn upcn Ps.24, Athanasius notes that
the exaltaticn, the re-entry intc heaven, was not effected
fcr the Lcgecs as Ged, as the gates ¢f heaven were rnct
shut tc him, the Lcrd and Maker of all. Rather, they
were first shut and then cpened fcr the man Jesug, but
crly because he whc had beccme that man Jesus was the
divine Lcogcs, the King cf Glory. The gates were thrown
cpen for the Logos as man in order that the Logcs as Ged,
the subject cf the incarnaticn, and yet alsc the eternal
King ¢f glory, might make his triumphant entry.

As 1n the previocus aspects cf the incarnaticn, =sc
here, Chrict's exaltaticn is seen as nct being fcr the
benefit of the Lcgcs,even as man. Rather, he was exalted
fcr men; for in exaltirg himself, the Lcgcecs exalted men,
gince the humanity which the Locgcs assumed and which he
exalted was man's with all the needs c¢f a humble and
mcrtal flesh. Thus, as Christ was exalted frcom the dead
toe heaven, so all in Christ were exalted, being raised
from the dead and intrcduced intc heaven; fcr in being
made rightecusness fcr men, Christ cpened fcr men the

gates cf heaven, which had been fcrmerly clcsed tc themn.
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Christ's exaltaticn must therefcre be understced
in the same sencse as his sanctificaticn. The divine Lcgcs,
the Sanctifier, sanctifies himself as man, rnct that he
may himself beccme hcly, but that in himself he may

sanctify all men. In a like manner the divine Logcs

ct

exalts himself as man that hc may exalt all men in himself.
The exaltaticn, like the sanctificaticn, is therefcre
redeeming, and 1s in nc way beneficial to the divine

Logecs, the scurce and criginater c¢f man's redempticn.

Taking up the idea implied in 41.10ff, that when
the gates of heaven were cpened for Christ on behalf of
all men, they were cpened sc that the divine Lcgcs, the
King of Glcery, might ccme in, Ch.44 pcsits an alternative
interpretaticn c¢f Christ's exaltation. This seccond
interpretation is nct, however, inconsistent with the
firset expesition, saying the same thing is a parallel
manner. According tc this alternative interpretation the
exaltaticn of Christ, spcken of in Phil.2.9-10, is not
spcken c¢f the divine Lcgcs. Fcr he himself is the
highest,like the Father. Rather, it is said in reference
tc the resurrecticn from the dead which the Lcgcs as
man experienced. Fcr while truly beccming man, the divine
Logcs remained the eternal and immutable Life cf Ged, as
the phrase hcs zce cn (23) implieg. Thus while the Lcgos
as man died, the Lcgecs as Gecd raised himself as man
frcm death to a new life; because he, who was Ged, the
Scn ¢f Gad, and the heavenly Second Adam, was in that
humanity in and thrcough which the Lcgos died, death did
nct rule over the Christ, but he was raised frcm death.

It is clear therefore that the Christ was nct raised and
exalted by Gcd as a reward fcr virtue or advance, in
respect of the rightecus life which Jesus had lived, as
the Arians supposed; he was raised solely because Chrict's
humanity was the divine Lcgcs!' and therefcore cculd nct but
be exalted.

It is netewcrthy that even in this alternative
interpretation of Christ, referred tc in Phil. 2.9-10,
where the emphasis i1s upcn the individual Christ and nct
upcn the exaltaticn of all men in Christ, there is nc
idea of Christ bettering himself. Fcr the Christ died nct
fcr himself, but in corder tc enliven all men thrcugh his
pcwer.

Frecm Athanasius' expcesition c¢f Chricst's ancinting,
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lcve cf rightecusress, receipt cf grace ard exaltaticn,

it is again ccrfirmed that the divine Lcges did nct
either ther ccme irtc existence, cr suffer an alteraticr
in his divirity when he became mar. He remaired his
eternally divire self, while yet beccming truly man.

He thus was able tc effect truly and securely the
csalvaticr cf mankind ir himself frcm sir and death tc Ged
and 1life.

It appears frcm the abcve interpretaticn cf the
human eccncmy c¢f the divine Lcgcs that sctericlcgy
prevades the whcle cf Atharasius' Christclcgy. It is
that which makes the incarraticr meaningful fcr a full
ard whclescme relaticrn cf Gecd tc mar, and man tc Gcecd,
by nct leaving the incarnaticn a mere thecpharny cf
Gcd's pcwer ard glcry. Indeed, the meaning cf every
aspect cf the incarraticr 1= made clear thrcugh this
dcectrine. Thus the truc Lcges beccmes man that man
may beccme divine; every passicn that the divire Lecgcs
made man suffers, every grace that he erjcys, he dces
rct fcr himself but fcr all mer, that all mer might
share in his triumph cver sir and its ccnsequernces,
and might thus be brcught in and thrcugh Christ tc Gcd.

While we have already glimpsed the cutline cf
Atharasius' understanding cf marn's salvaticn, as cut-
lined in C.Ar.1., we have yet tc rctice certair specific
pcintse in this ccnrecticn.

Cerntral tc Atharasius' understandirg cf the in-
carrnaticn is the fact that Gcd has given Christ grace;
the Father bestcwed grace upcn his Scn whc has beccme
man. Fcr as the Scr ¢f Man, the 5Scrn i1s said humanly
tc receive what prcceeds frcm himself, as the humanity
which ncre cther thar the divire Scr had assumed was
a natural recipient c¢f grace. The fact that the 5cn
as man received what prcceeds frcm himself as Gcd
dces rct, hcwever, ccntradict the belief cf Atharasius,
taker frcm Phil. 2.9, that it was Gcd the Father whc
bestcwed the grace upcn his Scr irn the ircarraticn.

It is,indeed, central tc Athanacsius' theclcgy that

what the Father gives, he gives thrcugh the Scn, ard
therefcre that what the Scn always had tc give, he
always had acccrdirg tc the Father's gcdhead ard
perfecticn,which was his. Thus while the Scn gave what

he had always had, he gave it tc himself as man frcm




his Father. Fcr all that the Father dces and gives, he
dces and gives thrcugh his Scr. Thus, fcr example,

when Gcd the Lcgecs ancinted himself as mar with the Hcly
Spirit, the divine Lcgcs bestcwed the gift c¢cf the Hcly
Spirit, which he had received frcm the Father, upcr
himself as man. In shcrt, therefcre the incarnaticn is
mar: .

Alsc permeating Athanacsius' understanding cf the
incarnaticn is the ccncept c¢f missicn. The divine
Lcgcs came to man in crder tc undertake his missicn
tc men; he was sent tc mar as the authcrised agent cr
representative c¢f the Father. Fcr he came tc man irn
crder tc effect as the seccrd Adam what had nct beern
effected in the first Adam. Focr althcugh being created
fcr a rightecus life in ccmmunicn with Ged, the firet
Adam, beirg mutable by rature, fell tc the temptaticnh
cf the Devil, and thus transgrescsed Gcd's law. Thus
came sin, and thrcugh sirn death, tc all whc were cf
Adam. Mer therefcre died and remained dead as death
ruled cver them. Christ was the seccnd Adam. He was,
hcwever, frcm heaver, being the bSen cf Gecd made man.
Thus while he cculd experience temptaticn as man, he
remained immutable in its face. Ccnsequently, he did
nct yield tc the attack ¢f the Devil, but defeated him,
and therefcre sin itself. A result cf this was that
i thus cverthrcwing the Devil, Christ gave tc all men
the pcocwer tc resist his assaults and thus tc live in
Christ the rightecus life in ccmmunicn with Ged fcr
which they had been created. Thus, whereas all men
were brcught tc sin in the first Adam, all men were
brcught tc rightecusness in the seccnd Adam, the Christ.

It is nct c¢cnly in rescuing man frcm his fallirng
intc temptaticn, but alsc in redeeming man frcm the
ccrsequences c¢f sgin in the first Adam - mcrtality and
ccrrupticn - that the rcle cf Christ as the seccnd Adam
ig unique and essential. Fcr whereas all died in Adam,
all were made alive ir Christ. Fcr, being the divire
Scn c¢f Ged in an assumed, mcrtal humanity, the Lcgcs
incarnate died fcr all in recspect cf his assumed
mcrtality, but alcrne rcse in integrity frcm the dead
fcr all men, in respect cf the Secn being the eterral

Life c¢f Gecd. Thus nc lcnger in Adam are men all dying |,
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but in Christ men all are being made alive.

This ccrntrast cf the first ard seccrnd Adam exterds
tc a ccneideraticn ¢f the c¢ld ard the new dispensaticrs.
As we have briefly ncted, in explaining Heb.1.4.,
Atharasiug expcurde the phrase, being made sc much better
than the angels, nct as referring tc the essernce cf the
Lcgee, in ccmpariscn with criginate things, but as
referring tc the enfleshed scjcurning c¢f the Lcgecs, in
ccempariscrn with the fermer dispensaticn ¢f the law and
the prcphets. Acccrding tc Atharasius, inasmuch as
Christ excelled in rature thcse whc were sent befcre
by him, sc¢ by that much alsc the grace which came frcm
ard thrcugh him was better thar the ministry effected
by the angels.

The new dispensaticn was better than the cld in
the sense that he whc effected the rew ministry was
better in rature than thcse whc effected the fcrmer
miristry. Fcr the true Scn cf the Father, the Demicurge,
whc was peculiar tc the inccrpcreal Father and cther
tharn all that is crigirate, was the cubject cf the new
dispencsaticn, while the "argels'" cf Gecd, the Prcphets,
whc were but men and essentially c¢f the criginate sphere,
being servants and thcse brcught intc being by the
Demicurge, were the'subjects cf the cld dispensaticn.
Christ, the Lcgcs incarnate, therefcre far cutshcre,
in nrature, thcse whc were sent befcre him.

Indeed, the essential supericrity cf the subject
cf the new dispensaticn cver thcse ¢f the cld is
witnessed tc by the use c¢f the very wcrd 'better'. Fcr
had it beer interded that the new dispensaticn was better
than the cld, but had been wcrked by a similar being tc
thcse whc wcecrked the cld, the Christ and the Prcphets
beirg cre in kind and there being a natural kincship
betweer the Scrn and the Prcphets, the new dispencsaticr
wculd have been =aid tc have been '"greater" cr '"'mcre
hcrncurable" thar the c¢ld. Thus a ccmpariscrn between
Christ and the Prcphets wculd have been made. A ccm-
pariscn, hcwever, is that ir which like things are ccm-
pared. Thus, by ccmparing Christ with the Prcphets cre
wculd be pcirting tc their kirchip. Hcwever, 'better!
was used, and thereby a ccritrast c¢f the Christ with the
Prcphets was intrcduced. Yet a ccntrast marks a dif-

ference, it being that irn which dissimilar things are




put side by side. Thus the ccmparative adjective 111,

'better' marks the essential distincticn between the
Scn and the tangels', the subjects ¢f the new and cld
dispensaticns respectively.

The csupericrity cf the new dispensaticn tc the

cld is alsc ncticeable as regards the grace which ccmes

frcm ard thrcugh thelr twc respective subjects. Ur.der
the first dispencsaticrn, whcse hall-mark is 'law', the
wcrld is feund guilty, being under the Law. Fcr men

walk acccrdirg tc the flesh, and nct acccrding tc Ged's
will; flesh, cr man in his creaturely frailty, being
bcund by sin, cannct receive the divine mind; and death
reigns over all. In chcrt, rnc cne is perfected by the
Law, but cnly Jjust punishmerts are meted cut. Mcrecver,
Gcd is kncwn only in Judaea, and even where the Truth

is krcwr, it is kncwn crnly irn a typclcgical and shadcwy
fecrm.,

The seccnd dispensaticn, that effected thrcugh
Christ, is marked by 'grace'. Fcr in and thrcugh it,
Christ tcck upcn himself the universal ccndemnaticn,
endured it, and sc saved all humarity frcm it; he
released flesh, cr frail man, frcm the ccnsequerces cf
ite transgressicrs, rendering it receptive cf the
Lcgecs; he destrcyed death. Thus the Christ perfected
the wcrk c¢f the Father. Fcr he rendered rightecus grace
tc all men, and thus effected that mern walked acccrdirg
tc the Spirit. Further, thrcugh Christ Gcd was Kkncwn
thrcughcut the whcle wecrld, and this Truth ncw kncwn
was rcw tctally revealed, and nc lcnger kncwn only
enigmatically.

Ir shert, the sacrifice, the hcpe and the prcmises
in Christ are better. Fcr "it is the functicn cf
gservantse tc demand the fruits ard rc mcre but cf the
scn and Master tc fcecrgive the debts and tc transfer the
vireyard" (24).

Here we have therefcre, in reference tc the
better ministry cf Christ cf Heb.1.4, an elabcraticrn
and expansicn c¢cf the rcle c¢f Christ as the Seccnd Adam,
thrcugh whcom the full calvaticn c¢f mar was truly effected.

As will have been ncticed already, Athanasius ccn-
tinues in the C.Ar.1 his idea that man's salvaticr is
related tc man being re-established ir bcth his kncwledge
cf God and in his rightecus life c¢f gracicus ccmmuricn

with his divine Creatcr.




Fcr man tc be re-established in the kncwledge
cf Ged the Father required the Lcgcs tc be essentially
divine. Fcr man cculd cnly kncw Gcd as his Father
thrcugh the real Scn thrcugh whem the Father was made
kncw. Thus, since men were tc be recreated in their
kncwledge cf Gcd as Father, and since the recreaticn
cculd cccur thrcugh the Scrn c¢f the Father alcrne, the
Lecges whe effected such a recreaticn was necessarily

e

rt

D
n
n

the eternal Scr c¢f the Father. Apart frcm this
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ial divinity with the Father, man's renewal irn

kncwledge cf Gocd was impcssible.
Similarly, the eternal divinity cof the Lcgcs
was imperative fcr the redempticn c¢f man's being.
Thise Athanasius stresses ir several places: had the
Leogecs, the Lcrd, nct beccme man, men wculd nct have
beer. saved; had the Lcgce whe had truly beccme in-
carnate for men nct beern truly Ged, the salvaticn cf
man, which was the Father's glcry, wculd nct have
been effectd. The Arian denial ¢f the eternal and
ratural divinity cf the Lcges c¢f the Father by their
suppcsing him tc be a creature therefcre amcunted tc
a denial cf the effectiveness cf man's salvaticn.
Indeed, had the Lcgcs been created frcm ncthirng, and cc
have been cne c¢f all cthers, he wculd nct have been
able tc bhe the Christ, the authcr c¢f their salvaticn.
Recsulting frcem these statements it is clear that

merni cculd nct have effected their cwn salvaticn.
Indeed, not cnly were they nct able tc effect their
cwn salvaticn, but alsc they were nct sufficient tc dc
sc, in that they had discbeyed Gcd's hcly will. Rather,

it was necessary that the eternally immutable Lcgcs cf

Ged effected their salvaticn. Fcr he alcre was csufficient
tc unite mar and Gcd in the Hcly Spirit. Fcr his alcne
was the Hcly Spirit tc give. Mcrecver, cnly the divire

Lcgcs cculd save, exalt, make scne cf Gecd, cr divinise
mern., Fcr men cculd be gcds cnly thrcugh participaticn
in the divine Lcgecs; it was cnly thrcugh the Scrn that
men cculd therefcre beccme the scns cf Ged.

Thus it was that the subject c¢f the incarnaticn
was truly Ged, being true Gecd c¢f true God; he was God

phusei kat'cusian (25); he was uralterable, after re-

semblance cf the unalterable Father.

Net cnly, hcwever, was the essential divirity cf




the Lcgcs necessary tc man's salvaticr; sc alsc was his
incarnaticn. Thus a divire fiaf was nct sufficient tc
guarantee man's recreaticn ir Gecd; a bestcwal c¢cf grace
upcn man frcm withcut was nct that which wculd secure
man's redempticn. Fcr it was cnly ir Christ, the divine
Lcgeces incarnate, that men left behind their fcrmer state
which was 1insecure as a result cf their mutable nature,
ard entered intc a secure state. Orly in Christ were
men redeemed securely to Gcd. Fcr it was crly by the
immutable Lcgces beccming mutable man, and yet remairning
truly immutable, and therein meetirg and ccurtering the
Devil cn behalf cf all mer, that mer were freed tc fulfil
the rightecusness c¢f Gcd's will. Only since the divine
Lecgcs, the Giver c¢f the Hcly Spirit, had himself been
ancinted fcr mer, have men truly shared cf the Spirit,
and have they been sanctified. Fcr men received the
grace cf participaticn in the Hcly Spirit securely cnly
csince the divine Lcgcs incarrate was ancirted. Human
flesh was first canctified in him, the Lcgcs as man
having received the Spirit; men ther received the =sequel
cf the grace c¢f the Spirit, receiving cf his fulness.
Again, cnly by the referring cf the "exaltaticn" cf
Phil.2.9 tc the true humanity, akin tc man's,but assumed
in Chrict by the very Lcgcs ¢f Gecd, was that exaltaticn,
the resurrecticr frcm the dead tc the very presence cf
Gcd, made secure fcr mer, and were sin and death ccr-

quered by Chriet fcr all.

[

Mar's csalvaticn therefcre was secured c¢cnly in Christ.

Thie thcught parallels DI.44 where it is seen that cnly
by the immcrtal Lcgcs' beccming intimately irvelved in
mar's mcrtal humanity, was mar guaranrteed true csalvaticnh
frcm death tc an eterral 1life in Gcd.

The idea cf man's salvaticn in Christ is stresced
ir C.Ar.1: because the Christ was washed ir the Jcrdan,
men were wacshed in him; because he received the Hcly
Spirit, mer received the Hcly Spirit; because he was
exalted frcm death irtc the presence cf Gcd, men were =sc
raicsed. There it here a very clcese ccnnecticn between
Christ ard thcse in Christ. Yet it dces nct amcurnt tc a
ccrpcrate humanity which the divine Lcgcecs assumed ir
beccmirg man, and in which all mer are. Fcr there is a
distinrcticn betweer Christ and the Christiars. Christ

i he tc whcm the divine Lcges gives his grace fcr all.

[9V]




Thue Christ is distinct frcm thcse c¢cn whese behalf he

is wcrking. Again, Chrict ie distinct frcm the Christiars
in that he is the cre in whcm all cthers are bapticsed,
ancinted, sanctified, and exalted frcm death tc Gcd.
Finally, he is the seccnd Adam, the man whc acts fcr all
cther men. There is therefore bcth a distincticn and a
cenrrecticn between Christ and thcecse in Christ. Fer
Christ is their Fcrerunner, leading like mer, and yet
distinct frcm them in that he is their leader. It is
interesting tc ncte that as we suggested in the chapter
crn the CG-DI, sc here the basis cf men's sharing in
Christ's redemptive wcrk is their ccmmen creaturelinescs.
Fcr men receive the Hcly Spirit which was giver tc Christ
in Jcrdan cn acccunt ¢f his bearing their bcdy, while mer
beccme in Christ Gcd's temple and the scrns c¢f Ged c¢r

acccunt of the kinship tc his bcdy. That the bcdy ,

n

man's ccmmen essentiality, is that whereby mern share in
Christ's reception cf Gecd's saving gifts cf grace seems
tc cernfirm cur view that 'bedy!' is nct tc be understccd
in Athanasius' thcught as that physiclcgical ertity
which separates cne bcdy frcm ancther, but as that
cemmer creaturelinese ir which all mer act and inter-act
upcr c¢ne ancther.

Ccnnected with the divine Lcgos!' effecting within
himeself the salvaticr c¢f man, is what we have fcrmerly
called the "internalisaticn” c¢f the Lcgcs. For in
beccming man, the Lcgcs had beccme lcgical, and the
Image c¢f Ged 'in the image c¢f Ged'. This same inter-
nalisaticn seemes tc cccur in the C.Ar.1, althcugh here
the emphasis ig upcn the redempticn aspects: the Bestcwer
cf the Hcly Spirit bestcwed the Spirit upcn himself; the
divire Lcgces canctified himeself; the Lcgces, the Life c¢f
Gcd, exalts himself. Yet, as with the Lcgces beccmirg
lcgical, sc with his csanctifying ard exalting himself,
he dces not beccme "internalised" fcr his cwn berefit,
but ¢cr man's acccurnt, and fcr his sake; this inter-
nalisaticn ig tc ensure that mar's salvaticr is secure.

An interestinrg aspect c¢cf the incarnaticr which
fcllcws frcem thie "interralisaticn” cf the divine Leges
in the incarnaticn it the reflexive nature c¢f his
beccming man. Fcr whereas men are acted upcn frcm withcut,
Gcd's grace tc men necescsarily stemming frcm its divire,

inccrporeal scurce, the Lcgecs acts upcn himself frcm




within. Fcr he as Gcd wecrks tcwards himself as man,
therein ensuring thatthe grace received, which ccn-
stitutes man's csalvaticn, is csecure. Fcr true tc man's
reedy nature, man and the man Jesus are passive, being
the recipients cof grace. The divire Lcgcs, c¢cn the
cther hand, remaing the active bestcwer cf Ged. Yet
mystericusly and miraculcusly, the active Lcgcs beccmes
the pacsive man, while yet remaining eterrally active;
in Christ the bestcwer and the recipient beccme crne,
thue securirg man's receipt cf grace in Christ.

The answer tc the questicn c¢f whether cr nct
Atharasius admitted a human scul in Christ has lcng
been disputed. Certainly, a human scul cf Christ is
nct menticned explicitly in C.Ar.1. That, hcwever, is
explicable. Athanasius dces nct think in strictly
physiclcgical terms; he certainly dces nct set cut tc
fermulate a list ¢f the ccmpcnent parts c¢f Christ's
humanity. Fcr him, as we have seen, 'bcdy', 'flesh'’
ard 'man', that which the divine Lcgcs assumes cr
beccmes in his ircarnaticon, are nct clcsed ccncepts,
but functicral and relaticnal; they are the means
whereby Athanasius explains the relaticrnship cf the

divine Lcgecs and his humanity, rather than the ccm-

pcesiticn cf the Lcgcecs!' humanity. Furthermcre, Athanasius
wcrke frcm a biblical standpcint. His expcsiticn ¢t the
Ircarraticn was therefcre scriptural. Like the New

Testamert, Athanasius was nct particularly ccncerned with
the physiclcgy cf Christ, but cnly with the fact that the
Lcges truly became man fcr men. Again, the existence cf
the scul cf Christ seems nct tc have been a matter cf
primary ccncern fcr the Arians. Certainly there is nc
menticn ¢f their ccncern with it in Ch. 5-7 where
Atharasius cutlines the Arian thcught which he aimed tc
ccunter. Rather, the emphasis there seems tc be their
belief in the ncn-escential divinity cf the Scn c¢f Ged.
Thus Athanasius was ccncerned tc shcew in C.Ar.1 nct
that the Christ has a raticnal, humar scul, but that the
Leges did not beccme Ged through betterment, but that he
was eternally the. immutable Scn c¢f the Father.

Certainly we carnct argue that Athanasius pictures
Arian thcught in ch. 5-7 as he wished it tc be pictured,
and sc¢ avcided having tc treat the questicn c¢f the human

scul cf Christ, suppcsedly because he did nct believe 1in




ite existence. It is clear frcm several pcintse that the
Arian prcblem was primarily a theclcgical cne. The
descripticns the Arians are givenpcint in this directicn:
the Ariane are thcee "whc have set themselves ir array
against the gcdhead cf Christ" (26) and whe "by all their
werds have attempted tc dc away with the gcdhead cf
Christ" (27); they are ''thcse whc separate the Scn frecm
the substance and divinity c¢f the Father, and alienate
the Lcgcs frcm the Father" (28) and sc '"deried the cnly-
begctten Scn cf Ged" (29). Meanwhile, Sccrates repcrts
ir the cpening chapters c¢f his histcry that Arianism
arcse thrcugh its leader's discussicn ¢f the unity "of
the Hcly Trinity" (30). Again, whether we lock at
repcrts cf the Arian theclogy, or the crthcdcx replies
to these reports, we find that Arianism was ccncerned
with the pre-emirence and pre-existence c¢f Gcd the Father
cver his Scon, and with the subcrdinaticn c¢f the Scn
thrcugh the allying c¢f the latter's nature with the rest
cf creaticn. Further, the ecumenical ccurcil cf Nicea,
called especially tc ccunter the Arian prchlem, demonst
rates bcth in its main statements and in 1ts anathemas
that fcurth century Cathclicism saw the Arian heresy
as emphatically centred upcn the questicr c¢f the Lcgces!
essential divinity. Mcrecver, the term hcmccusicg, which
was intrcduced intc the Nicene creed tc assert the tctal
cnenesse ¢f the Father ard the Scn, was fcr a lcng time
a bcre cf ccntenticrn. Indeed, Thecderet reccrds that by
the time of the syncd c¢f Nice in Thrace the phrases
cusia and hcmccusics were erased frcm the creed, ard

the term hcmcics inserted in their place (31). Whatever
this means fcr the relative merits c¢f these Christclcgical
terms, 1t dces mean that it was the divinity cf the Scn
which was the ccntenticus Christclegical pcint in the
years immediately after Nicea., It seems therefcre that
fcr the Arians the quecsticn of the divinity cf the Scn
wag central. Indeed, ever when the humanity c¢f Christ
was treated, it was nct treated fcr its cwrn sake. Fcr

as Alexander, the bicshcp cf Alexandria, wrcte in a letter
prcbably tc Alexander c¢f Thessalcnica, the Arians "have
ccnstructed a wecrkeshop fcr centending against Christ,
denying the gcdhead c¢f cur Savicur, ard preaching that he
ig cnly the equal cf cthers. Having ccllected the

passages which speak cf his plan cf galvaticn and his
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humilitation for our sakes, they endeavour from these to
collect the preaching of their impiety, ignoring altogether
the passages in which his eternal godhead and unutterable
glory with the Father are set forth..."(32). He later
continues, noting that the Arians, '"retaining in their
memories the words that came tc be used with resgspect of
his saving passion, and abasement and exanimation, and
what they call his poverty, and in short all those things
to which our Saviour submitted for our sakes, bring them
forward to refute his supreme and eternal godhead. But
of those words which signify his natural glory and
nobility and abiding with the Father, they have become
unmindful...."(33). To orthodox eyes therefore the problem
here was ncot that the Arians were denying the reality of
Christ's humanity, but that they were using this real
humanity of the Christ as a support for their theory of
the inferiority of the Son to the Father; they were
applying the weaknesses of the humanity of Christ to
his impassible divinity; they were confusing the two
economies of the Son of the Father. Even therefore where
the humanity is being treated, the matter firmly at stake
is the divinity of the Son, his impassibility and im-
mutability by nature, and not the true humanity of the
Son incarnate, upon the reality of which in fact the
sharpness of the Arian attack against the triune God
rested. Indeed, had the reality of the humanity of
Christ been open to question for the Arians, their use
of the same as a means of attack upon the divinity of the
"Son would have been questionable also. This, however,
certainly was not the case.

It seems therefore that it was Chrigt's divinity
which was the concern of the Arians and which Athanasius
therefore rightly concentrated upon in C.Ar.1. Indeed,
it was only later in the Arian controversy, when the
divinity of the Holy Spirit was called into question by
the Tropici that Athanasius was required to deal specifically
with the matter of the human soul of Christ; and that
Athanasius did in his Tome. An explicit treatment of
Christ's human soul was not therefore a primary concern
for him in his anti-Arian polemic.

Yet, for all this, there seems to have been an

element of the humanity of Christ which was open to dis-

pute, The element was not central to the Arian heresy.




Nor was it stated openly as an Arian belief. Rather it
must be inferred from the various creeds which were being
put around at the time of Nicea.

Prior to the formulation of the Nicene creed, the
church seems to have been somewhat indefinite, anthrop-
ologically speaking, in its credal statements regarding
the incarnation. The creed of Caesarea, for example,

"nT

merely recorded that the '"Logon sarkothenta kai en

anthropois politeusamenon' (34). The Council of Nicea,

however, seems deliberately to have altered this in-
carnational indefiniteness. For it asserted that the

Logos "for our salvation, kal sarkothenta kai enanthropesanta'

(35). This qualification of sarkothenta by enanthropesanta

seems to imply that the Council wished to rule out any
possibility of thinking that Christ did not assume a human
soul when he became incarnate, a position which the term

sarkothenta, when ungualified, allowed.

If such is the case, the exclusion of a denial of
Christ's human soul by an anti-Arian symbol may suggest
that Arius and his followers held the view that the
incarnate Son did not have a human and rational soul.
Indeed, this suggestion may be confirmed by the events
of 331. For in 331 Arius and his adherents were eager to
be received back into the communion of the Catholic Church.
Accordingly they submitted tc the emperor Constantine a
written statement of faith, upon the basis of which they
sought to show thelir oneness with the rest of the Catholic
Church. This recantation Socrates records in his
Ecclesiastical History. Besides the expected avoidance

of the term homoousios, in admitting that 'we believe

in one God the Father Almighty, and in the Lord Jesus
Christ, who was of him before all ages...." (36), Arius
fails to recall the Nicene phraseology concerning the
Incarnation, stating that ton (sc.Logon) katelthenta kai
sarkothenta kai pathonta (37).

Given, however, that Arius did not write his
recantation in a casual manner, but gave thought to that
which he admitted, and given the fact that he was at
least trying the give the impression that he agreed with
the Nicene Creed, and therefore would presumably have
used Nicean phrases whenever he could, it seems strange

that he did not use the Nicene clause '"for our salvation




he came down, kai sarkothenta kai enanthropesanta'(38),

unless he did not accept that formulation. If he did
not accept that, it would suggest that we are not so far
from the truth in seeing something in the particular
form of the creed as accepted by the council of Nicea.
For if there was not a particular nuance heing inferred
therein, there is no reason why Arius could not have
accepted the Nicence clause on this particular point.
All in all, it seems that it is right to see in this
clause of the Nicene creed an assertion of the totality
of the humanity assumed by the Son in his incarnation,
and to believe that Arius was not prepared to assert the
same .

The Arians seem therefore to have denied the human
soul of Christ through their description of Christ's

incarnation by sarkothenta and its cognates alone.

Orthodoxy, on the other hand, affirmed Christ's full

humanity through the Nicene creed's sarkothenta kai

enanthropesanta, the qualification of sarkothenta by

enanthropesanta excluding the seeming denial of Christ's

human soul. If therefore Athanasius describes Christ's
humanity in this, or a cognate manner, especially in an
anti-Arian context, it would seem reasonable to suppose
that the bishop is countering in the Nicene fashion the
Arian denial of Christ's human soul. It is true that if
Athanasius does use some such incarnational language it
might be explained as mere coincidence that both he and
the Nicene Creed use the same. But coincidence would not
be a very viable explanation in the light of the fact
that the creed of Nicea was propagated as the standard
and orthodox reply to Arianism, that,since it was a
formula that could be committed to memory very easily, any
reply to Arian heresy would probably have been formulated
in the terms of this same creed, and that Athanasius, the
great ecclesiast, who had been Alexander's right hand man
at the Council of 325, admits that the Council of Nicea
was called for the very purpose of countering Arianism.
As we have already noticed, Athanasius uses both
the Christological clause 'he became man' and 'he became
flesh'. Although generally used separately, they have

the collective meaning for the whole work of the Nicene
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sarkothenta kai enanthropesanta. A usage more like the

Nicene is, however, also found: 45.18-19 asserts that it
was ''not the Father, who became flesh, but his Logos,
who became man'". Thus 1t is of the divine Logos,'when
he became man...when the Logos became flesh'" (39) that
the ministry of Christ, referred to in HMHeb.1.4, ought to
be related. For it was while'"being the Logos, he became
flesh, and so having become man" (40) that his ministry
became superior. This is seen in the fact that'"as man
in his own flesh'"he endured death for all men (41) and
that there occurred the redeeming exaltation"of his
humanity, his flesh...when the Logos became flesh" (42).
It is in the light of the Arian refusal to admit the

enanthropesis, over against the ensarkosis, of the divine

Logos that we must also consider 45.11ff:"if therefore

he did not become man'", the exaltation of Christ is not to

be referred to the incarnate Logos. '"But if the Logos
became flesh, of necessity the resurrection, as in the
case of a man, must be ascribed to him...."

Even more interesting in this context is 53.38ff.
For there Athanasius asserts that in interpreting the
clause, the Logos became flesh, the Arians should either
interpret it aright, or deny that the Lord became even
man . ‘

It seems from the above therefore that the Logos'
incarnational state is described in Nicene terms,

sarkothenta and its cognates being qualified by

enanthropesanta and its cognates, and that the Johannine

Christological formula, the Logos became flesh, was to

be interpreted as the Lord became man. Both of these

stand in marked contrast with the Arian assertion, against

which the Nicene creed took its stand, that the Logos only

became flesh, and by that understanding that the Logos
took the place of the human soul in Christ's flesh.

That Athanasius seems to describe the incarnation

of the divine Logos in the Nicene manner whereby the Arian

[t
]

denial of a human soul of Christ is excluded is noteworthy.

Its noteworthiness is however increased when we remember
that the '"flesh'" and "man" which the Logos became in
his incarnation are not to be interpreted in a physio-
logical sense, but in a theological manner. Hence to

admit that the divine Logos became man is more than

merely to give, for stylistic reasons, an alternative
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to "became flesh'"; it is to qualify the latter. For it
is to assent to the fact that the divine Logos not only
became one with men in their common creatureliness, by
becoming men's flesh, but also that he became one with
men in that which distinguishes mankind from the rest
of irrational creaturelincss. For in becoming man, the
divine Logos became "in the image'" and rational. That
Athanasius admits that the divine Logos became man 1is
not therefore merely the ringing of the changes upon the
Logos' becoming flesh, but is the assertion in Nicene
terms of the fullness of Christ's humanity in the face
of the Arian denial of Christ's human soul.

Confirmation that Athanasius did not deny the
fullness of Christ's humanity seems to lie in two other
areas. Athanasius asserts that the divine Logos '"became"
man or flesh. If, however, one is to give any content
to the verb "became'", which Athanasius seems to do, it
must be seen over against "entered into...", and its
synonyms, the latter being the Arian understanding of
the relation of the Logos to his assumed humanity.
Consequently, in asserting that the divine Logos became
man, rather than entered into man, Athanasius seems to be
veering away from an Apollinarian understanding of the
incarnation, in which the Logos is encapsulated in the
body. Again, while in the CG-DI the majority of
incarnational statements took the form of 'he tock a
body', 'he put on a body', etc., 'he became flesh' not
appearing at all, and 'he became man' only comparatively
infrequently, in C.Ar. 1. the number of incarnational
phrases involving the assumption of the body has dropped
remarkably, while the majority of incarnational statements
appear as 'he became man' and 'he became flesh'. One
implication from the alteration of emphasis from the
assumption of body in the CG-DI to the becoming man or
flesh of C.Ar.1. seems to be the exclusion of an
Apollinarian Christology. For while the 'he took a body',
and similar statements, may allow for an Apollinarian
interpretation of Christ's humanity, the statements 'he
became man' and 'he became flesh' do not so readily.

For the verb 'to become', as we have seen already, does
not favour easily such an interpretation, and the noun

'flesh', qualified by 'man', in a Nicene fashion, and
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understood in a theological and not physiological
manner, seems to exclude such a Christological view.
This alteration in emphasis is all the more telling
when one notices the contexts of the two texts. The
CG-DI was concerned with Christ's presence amongst men,
and especially with the salvific conseqguences of this
presence. Since 1t was from the mortality and corruption
of the body of man that man needed saving, and since it
was 1in the creaturely cosmos, the great worldly 'body’',
that man was seeking for God, God the Logos assumed a
creaturely body that he might save men from the mortal
and corruptible nature of their bodies, and that he might
reveal himself in the material creatureliness in which
men were looking for God. That Athanasius emphasised

the Logos' assumption of a creaturely body is therefore
fitting for the context and the content of the CG-DI.
The aim of the C.Ar.1., on the other hand, was only
secondarily concerned with Christ's humanity, its
emphasis being upon the safeguarding of the Logos'
essential divinity. Where, however, Athanasius does
consider Christ's humanity, he does so in a Nicene manner,
and so excludes the Arians' denial of a soul in Christ.
To this end therefore he altered his emphasis in his
description of the incarnation from the Logos' assumption
of a body to his becoming flesh by becoming man.
Athanasius' stress therefore upon the divine Logos'
becoming man and flesh, and his playing down his assump-
tion of body, fits the context and content of C.Ar.1.
with its pro-Nicene, anti-Arian emphasis.

One further point requires treatment in this

context: Athanasius often asserts that the Logos sanct-

ified himself (43) and that he bestowed the Holy Spirit
upon himself (44), by which he means that the divine
Logos sanctified his assumed humanity by bestowing upon
it the Spirit. From this we cannot argue, however, that
Christ's humanity is therefore personal, body being the
synonym of himself. For the methodology here is suspect.
Consider the analogous situation, "I hit my nose'" and "I
hit myself". In this example 'nose'" and 'myself'" are
interchangeable. Yet their interchangeability does not

imply that 'mose' has here become a personal term, or a
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technical term for the whole person. Indeed, the
statement "I hit my nose'" means that I hit only my nose,
and no other part of my physiqgue. Certainly, it does
not mean that I hit my inper man. It is true that in the
"'nose'" the whole man is involved, but not comprehended.
It does not therefore clarify the picture to say that
the whole man 1is viewed '"under the aspect of" the nose.
In so far as the nose represents the whole man, that is
true. To say so without qualification, however, tends
to blur the picture by putting the emphasis upon unitary
wholeness where the emphasis belongs on a representative
part of the man. We are therefore dealing with a part
for the whole, and its being a part for the whole does
not imply that the part is the whole or has become a
technical term for it. It is simply too much to read
into a common figure of speech the fact that every time
an anthropological term alternates with a personal
pronoun, a holistic, or metonomical meaning occurs.
Thus in 46.24 and 26 we cannot argue from the alternation
of 'man' and a personal pronoun to the term 'man' being
personal. Again, in the passages where this alternation
occurs, '"himself" takes the place of '"body". Here the
former is rightly understood only in reference to the
latter for which it is a pronoun. Consequently, it is
enly in the light of our right understanding of 'body’,
Christ's assumed humanity, that we can discern whether
"himself" ought to be understood as referring to a full
humanity of Christ or not. For if 'body' is to be
understood literally, 'himself' does not do so; if, on
the other hand, 'body' points beyond a literal body to a
full creatureliness, 'himself', its pronoun, points to
Christ's full humanity. In fact, the second of these
two possibilities seems the more likely. For while the
Logos sanctifies himself in sanctifying his humanity, his
humanity is often described as 'man'- "I give to myself,
when become man, the Spirit; and I sanctify myself, having
become man in him" (45)- 'man' being a term which
qualifies 'myself', and points to the fullness of Christ's
personal humanity.

Given therefore that Athanasius does not mention
the human soul of Christ explicitly because that was not

of primary concern for the Arians, and therefore for an
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anti-Arian polemical work, and given that Athanasius
excludes the denial of a human soul of Christ by the
Nicene assertion that the Logos became flesh by becoming
man, it seems that Athanasius continues in C.Ar. 1. to
assert in his gquiet manner that Christ's humanity was
whole.

It but remains for us to consider the matter of
Christ's human will. Several scholars have recently
asserted that Christ's human will 1s not treated in
Athanasius' theology. R.V. Sellers, for example, asserts
that while the individual character of Christ's humanity
is implicit in Athanasius' teaching, Athanasius does
portray the Logos as so intervening in the human life of
Christ that "it is robbed of the individual character
which must belong to it if it is to be truly human". (46).
Prestige meanwhile maintains that Athanasius retained
little interest in Christ as a distinctive human being;
he felt that Athanasius disregarded the importance of
Christ's human consciousness, being thoroughly pre-
occupied with the thought of God in Christ reconciling
the world to himself (47).

In reply to these positions we should make the
following observations.

To search for an independent human will in Christ,
to seek that is for a double consciousness or a double
will in Jesus, the one human and beset with limitations,
the other infinite and divine, is to proceed, at least
to some extent, from a particular dogmatic stance which
is not entirely Athanasian. For such a search would
stem from certain a_priori tendencies, which really only
come to their fullness in the dialogue of monothelitism
and dyothylitism in the seventh century. In a sense
therefore this search is the imposing upon Athanasian
material of a dogmatic schematisation of a later origin.

Again, C.Ar.1. is concerned with rejecting the Arian
view that the divine Logos was of a mutable nature, that
he has free will and that he was not 1like a stone,
remaining by himself unmoveable. This view arose from
thelir particular theology: God the Son was seen as a
creature, created from nothing. This Athanasius countered
by pointing out that the divine Logos was he who was equal

to God; he was he who was one with the Father; he was
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peculiar to the Father's essence. Consequently he was
perfect, immutable andbunchangeable. For he was not at
all originate, the nature of which was open to change.
Rather he was of the immutable nature of the Father,
begotten of the Father of whose immutable essence it
was not right that a mutable Logos nor a changing
wisdom should be born. Moreover, being the eternal
Logos and true Son of God, very Wisdom and the Truth, he
could not alter or change, but had to stay in one and
the same condition. It is clear therefore that the
question of an independent human will of Christ was not
really raised in Athanasius' controversy with the Arians,
and was therefore not treated as a particular question
in the C.Ar. 1., for which the divine Logos' immutability
was one of the central issues.

Given therefore that the problem of Christ's human
will was not really treated fully until the seventh
century, and that the C.Ar.i. is essentially concerned
with countering the Arian propositions that the very
nature of the Logos of God was mutable, it should no
surprise us greatly if Athanasius does not give much
thought to this question raised by Sellers and Prestige.

It is moreover to be noted that the question of
the human will of Christ as raised by Sellers and Prestige
is not really conceived in Athanasian terms. Sellers is
looking for the "individual character" of Christ, while
Prestige is searching for a distinctive human being.

They therefore seem to be seeking to break the marvellous
unity of impression created by Christ's person, by admitting
two separate persons in the Christ, and thus making nonsense
of the Logos' truly becoming man. Again, Sellers was
seeking for that individuality which was necessary if

Christ was truly human. Yet, for Athanasius humanity was

not totally individual, except in its inalienable response

to God's self-revelation. Indeed, even autexousios man

was properly subject to God's will or commands. For by
exXercising his will to remain obedient to God's will, man
remained truly human, thus living the life God truly
designed for him; by exercising his own will against God,

man turned ipso facto from God to idolatry, and thus lost

his humanity, which was dependent upon his relation in

grace to God. Humanity for Athanasius was therefore not

that which was marked by individuality, but by dependence
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upon God. Sellers also objects that the Logos so inter-

vened in the human life of Jesus that there was an ex-
clusion of a human will. This, as we shall see, is not so.
The human will was admitted, but it was taken up by the
divine Logos. For only thus was its salvation effected.
It seems, in fact, that any attempt to find in
Athanasius' Christ an independent human will which is
capable of opposing the divine will is likely to fail.
For the divine lLogos did not enter into man, as he did
the 01ld Testament prophets, in whose case there was the
possibility of a divine will and a human will, and there-
fore the possibility of human obedience or disobedience
to the divine will. Rather, in Christ's case, the divine
will became the human will in the divine Logos' becoming
the man Jesus. Again, even as the Logos as God gave grace,
the Holy Spirit and power, so the Logos as man received
the same, in order to ensure man's salvation; For in the
Logos receiving as man, man receives of him, as man is in
Christ. Similarly, the Logos as God reveals the will of
the Father, while the Logos as man receives this will,
and in receiving it, was obedient to it. For to be
disobedient, to exercise his own independent free will,
would have prevented him from receiving the revelation of
the will of the Father through the Logos as God. Yet it
is inconceivable that the Logos as man was not the
recipient of this revelation. For him not to be the
recipient of God's will would be to break the intimate
unity of the God-man, and so destroy the security of
man's. salvation in Christ from the temptation to sin, to
obedience to God. Indeed, to exercise a will independently
of the divine will was not proper to Christ. For he was
sinless, and necessarily remained so, for to sin meant to
turn away from God. For Christ, however, this would have
meant the disuniting of the Logos become man, or the
turning away from the divine Logos by the man Jesus who
existed only in and through the will of the divine Logos.
Sin therefore would have constituted the end of the saving
incarnation. Meanwhile, the human soul of Christ, like
man's, was not a self-existent entity, but depended upon
the Logos for its existence, since it lived and moved
and had its being in the Logos alone. It could not

therefore have an independent will. If it had asserted
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itself against the Logos, and thus shown its independence,
it would have turned from him in whom it existed, and
hence have lost its existence, and therefore its ability
to command or express 1ts own self. Again, sin for
Athanasius 1is a failure to be receptive; it is rebellion
and the selfish activity of the ego. Sinlessness, on

the other hand, is the reception of grace, and not
deliberately doing good, an activity which can so easily
degenerate into a Pharisaic boast. Receptivity is
therefore man's proper characteristic. In being sinless
therefore Christ was alone truly receptive of grace; he

as man was uniquely responsive to the ultimate ground of
his being, to the Logos as God, and as such was truly
human. For in the flesh, the Logos assumed all weak-
nesses apart from sin, namely the refusal to respond to
God's will. Thus the possibility of seeing in Christ an
independent human will, and opposing subject, is not
there. Further, the Logos incarnate would not have
remained immutably like the Immutable nor fully in the
Father if he had become mutable and changeable when made
man; he would not have been perfect, being open to change
and development; nor would the revelation of the immutable
Father have been secure if Christ had been open to an
independent human will. For unless the Logos had remained
immutable even when incarnate, he who had seen the Son
would not have necessarily seen the Father, nor he who

had known the Son have known the Father. Lastly, the
divine Logos, as we have seen, underwent no alteration
whatscever in becoming man. Thus being holy and righteous
by nature and not being altered on account of the flesh,
the Logos incarnate naturally loved righteousness and
hated iniquity; in other words, he could not have exercised
an independent human will.

There seems therefore to be no possibility of there
being a human will in Christ capable of opposing the Logos.
Any such opposition would cause the incarnate Logos to
cease to exist, with the '"becoming man" of the Logos
being brought to an end.

That does not mean that Athanasius disregarded
Christ's human consciousness, as Prestige suggests. On
the contrary, Athanasius recognised that the flesh assumed

by the divinme and immutable Logos was created from nothing.




Being originate, it had an alterable nature; it was
mutable and changing in its creatureliness. Yet
Athanasius also recognised that anything which was
mutable by nature could not secure man's salvation. For
as such, it was open to alteration, and consequently,
sin through temptation. For even Adam altered, became
open to sin, and through sin, introduced the whole world
ﬁo death. Rather, to ensure man's salvation from sin,
there was need of one whose innocence from such could
be guaranteed, and who might provide for men the
immutability of the righteousness of the Logos as an
image and type for virtue. It was proper therefore
that the Second Adam, the incarnate Logos, might be
immutable, that in the Devil's assaults against him
being powerless, the Devil's attacks against all men who
were in him might also be to no avail. Consequently,
the divine Logos, who was immutable by nature, assumed
mutable flesh. He was not, however, altered in his
immutability thus. Rather, it was in this mutable flesh
being assumed by the immutable Logos that he condemned
sin. Through his power the Logos rendered the assumed
flesh immutable in the face of temptation; through the
same power he rendered all men immutable before the
assaults of the Devil. Most interesting in this context
is the fact that the Alexandrian considers that by em-
powering the assumed mutable flesh, an empowering which
virtually amounts to a rendering the flesh immutable in
the face of temptation, the Logos rendered the same
flesh free, that henceforth it might fulfil the right-
eousness of the Law in itself. This freedom is not
therefore an abstract and philosophical freedom. It is
a freedom from sin to righteousness, for which flesh was
created; this freedom is a freedom to righteousness, and
a freedom effected, not through its own innate power, but
through the power bestowed upon it from without, from the
divinely immutable Logos. Both Christ's and men's true
freedom therefore is a qualified freedom; it is that
ensured by the gracious power of the divine Logos; it is
freedom from sin; it is freedom to effect God's righteous-
ness. Thus even as man's true freedom is seen in his
obedience to the righteous will of God, so Christ's true
freedom is seen in his rightful love of righteousness and

hatred of evil.
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That Athanasius allows for a human consciousness
which is manifest in his obedient life of righteousness
is clear. One must then, however, ask whether this
conception of Christ's human will by Athanasius rules out
Christ's suffering temptaticon even as men suffer it. To
answer this we must note how Athanasius understood man's
falling into sin. Certainly the cause of temptation
does not lie in that by which men are tempted. For all
such are good, being created by a God who is incapable
of creating evil. Rather, temptation stems from man's
attitude to these objects. Thus an objJject in itself is
good; but when man views it in a selfish manner, the same
object becomes the source of temptation to covetousness.
Similarly, a woman in herself is good, but when viewed
in a purely sexual manner, becomes the means of temptation
to lusi. In short, therefore, in place of viewing objects
through the divine perspective, man began tc view them
in the creaturely. In place of respecting creatureliness
as the creation of the divine Creator, man began to worship
creation. Thus arose temptation and sin. Christ was
faced with the same objects, which in themselves were
good, but which had through men's attitudes become the
source of their temptation. Yet because of the Logos'
truly becoming man while yet truly remaining the righteous
Logos of God,; the Christ never took an unrightecus
attitude to these subject. Thus while the assumed
flesh of the Logos was potentially open to temptation in
its being mutable by nature, it was saved from any such
temptation to sin through the immutable attitude of right-
eousness of the God-man towards God's creation; It was
therefore in this righteous relation of the Christ to
creation that the Logos incarnate defeated the Devil for
all men. Christ therefore met all potential temptations
to sin, and yet made them null and void as a result of
his nature. Thus was man's salvation truly and effectively
achieved in Christ.

It seems therefore that Athanasius recognises
Christ's human consciousness. It is, however, not the
independent will loocked for by such scholars as Sellers
and Prestige. It is the dependent will, which is truly
human, even as humanity is truly human in God. It is

truly free only when it is freed from slavery to sin in




130.

order to serve the living God; for in Christ above all,
the object of the ascetic life, the subduing of one's
own will and the allowing of the Logos to take over the
self, the submerging of the human subject as the receptive
instrument of the divine Logos, is truly effected.
Athanasius' Christology as portrayed in C.Ar.1. is not
therefore basically docetic; rather it rests upon the
receptivity of man, the quality which is the hallmark of
humanity. For Christ in his human nature was truly
receptive of grace alone; he alone was entirely sinless,
being entirely receptive of and obedient to God's will,
and in this uniqueness Christ was more truly human than
any other man.

The bulk of the C.Ar. 1 is concerned with countering
the heterodoxical interpretation of several biblical
texts which were taken by the Arians as suggesting that
the Logos was not eternally true God, but was a creature
that was adopted as divine as a result of its virtuous
life. The C.Ar. 1 is therefore mainly a theological
work. Yet it does cast some light upon Athanasius'
understanding of Christ's humanity. It is that which
the eternally divine Logos of the Father assumed in order
to guarantee in it man's salvation. For by becoming man,
Christ effected the re-union of the Creator and the

creature, God and man.
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have altered the incarnational indefiniteness of
such creeds as that of Caesarea, we do not mean to
imply that Caesarea was, or was intended by Eusebius
of Caesarea, to be the basis of the Nicene creed.
Indeed, J.N.D. Kelly, in his Early Christian Creeds,
3rd.ed. pp.220ff., points out that there is no
suggestion in Socrates'! Ecclesiastical History

that either Eusebius or Constantine thought that

the final document of the Council of Nicea should
be the actual Caesarean creed, with the Nicene key
words included. Rather, the alteration in the
incarnational formula in Nicea is probably more a
reaction on anthropological grounds to those local
creeds of which Caesarea is but one example than to
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CHAPTER 3.

CONTRA ARIANOS II

Like the C.Ar.1., Athanasius' C.Ar.2. is concerned
with countering the Arian doctrine that the Son of God
was a creature. Working from the texts Heb.3.1-2,
"consider Jesus, the high priest of our confession, who was
faithful to him who made him', Acts 2.36'"God has made him
both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom you crucified'and
Prov. 8.22,"the Lord created me the beginning of his
ways!y all of which the Arians used to support their case,
Athanasius aimed to demonstrate that these verses
referred not to the eternal existence of the divine Logos,
but to the assumption in time of a human nature by the
Son of God, in order to effect in it man's salvation.
This anti-Arian work is therefore essentially concerned
with the safeguarding of the increate and eternal being
of the Logos, the Son of God, from the heterodoxical
assertions of the Arians. It is consequently not
primarily an anthropoclogical work. Certainly it is not a
work which primarily sets out to treat the "how'" of the
incarnation, a question which for Athanasius is integrally
bound up in the mystery of God's becoming man. Even,
however, where the work does treat Christ's humanity, it
does so only in so far as it is necessary thereby to
protect the immutability and impassibility of the divine
Logos.

We must therefore approach our study of Christ's
humanity as portrayed in C.Ar.2 with the same caution as
that shown in our study of C.Ar.1. Certainly we cannot
rightly expect to 1ift a fully-fledged anthropology
from this work, such as will answer our every question.
Nor, however, can we safely conclude that the absence
of any part of an anthropology, which we now feel to be
vital to a satisfactory Christology, necessarily means
that Athanasius did not consider, or even denied, its
eXistence. For any argument from silence is dangerous,
and is even more so when the source of one's study is
not primarily concerned with the subject upon which the
work is silent.

As ever, Athanasius' starting point for his treat-
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ment of the Incarnation i1s the divine Logos. Against
every assertion of the Arians, and in line with true
orthodoxy, the Alexandrian asserted that it was the
eternally divine Son of God who became incarnate. 1t
was therefore the very Logos of God, who is from the
Father, the Logos, who by nature is Lord or the Wisdom
of God,who entered into the temporal and contingent
world through the incarnation.

In C.Ar.2 Athanasius again uses all the richness
and variety of the description of the Incarnation
available to him from both Scripture and Tradition. To
these we now turn our attention. As in our treatment
of Athanasius' incarnational phraseology in C.Ar.1.,
so here we shall divide these descriptions into groups.
Yet we must emphasise again that while we are going to
group these phrases in this matter, we are doing so merely
for ease of presentation.  Certainly we are not intending
to force Athanasius' thought in any way; nor do we mean
to imply that there is in Athanasius' thought any part-
icularly strict schematisation. Indeed, the various
phrases of each group qualify the meaning and sense of
those of other groups.

The first group of Athanasian descriptions of the
Incarnation is small. It covers those general phrases:
the incarnation of the Son of the Father, naturally

referred to as he enanthropesis (1), is also described

as he epidemia (2), a term which, with its connotation

of sojourning, implies that the divine Logos did not become
man as a consequence of his nature, and as the Logos'
coming to man (3), a description the missionary emphasis
of which comes out very clearly in 55.22-23,'"the Saviour
came both to raise men up, and to destroy the works of

the devil', and 55.2-5, '"for our salvation, to abolish

death, to condemn sin, to give sight to the blind, and

to raise all from the dead, has he come'". The Logos'

human economy (4)is another form of the general des-
cription of the incarnation, which brings out the saving
element of this Christ-event in creaturely flesh. Finally,
in this first group of incarnational descriptions there

is that whereby the Incarnation is spoken of as he ensarkos

parousia (5), the miraculous and mysterious reconciling

presence of God in the world.
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The second group of phrases used to describe the
incarnation covers those which speak of the divine
Logos' becoming something in himself. The most common
description of the incarnation occurs in this group.
About forty occurrences of the clause 'the Logos became
man' (6), with its soteriological qualification, are met
in C.Ar. 2. There are also two occurrences of 'the Logos
became the son of man' (7). Meanwhile, the Johannine
Christological formula 'the Logos became flesh' occurs
some fifteen times (8).

Central to the Logos' becoming incarrnate is his
becoming man. For in the Logos' becoming man there is
the atonement of the eternal Person of the divine Logos
and of the finite person of man, of which the term anthropos
is the hall-mark. For this atonement means the renewal
of man's personality which is personal only in its
gracious relationship to the Logos.

This atonement is not, however, solely one of
persons. For it involves activity in the essential

realm, as the phrase he somatike genesis (9) suggests.

We say "in the essential realm" because Athanasius did
not recognise a substantial alteration in the divine
Logos!' nature in the incarnation, as we shall see.
Indeed, this startling phrase, for startling it is,
given that Athanasius never thinks of the Logos becoming
a body, points to the Logos' incarnation being his
immediate entry into the originate world, created by
himself from nothing.

That the divine Logos' becoming man did not con-
stitute either his then coming into existence, or his
then undergoing a change in respect of his divine nature,
is stressed in C.Ar. 2.

That the incarnation did not constitute the begin-
ning of the Logos' being is clear from the fact that the
forming which the Logos underwent for man's salvation,
according to Prov.8.22, signified not the beginning of
his being, but the incarnation (10). That the incarnation
did not mean the coming into existence of the Logos is
then worked out in several areas, all of which confirm
the above statement. The Logos is the Creator God. He
therefore necessarily pre-exists all that which comes

into being through him, and of which his assumed,
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creaturely'body' is an essential part. Again, although
flesh is necessary for man's existence in that he cannot

exist in abstracto, the Logos did not assume flesh in

order to exist but in order to sanctify the flesh (11).
It follows therefore that the divine Logos was not
dependent upon the assumption of flesh for the beginning
of existence. Rather, even as God, when he becomes a

God and a defence to those to whom he has promised to be
a God, does not then become God more than before, nor
then begins to become God, but what he ever is, that he
then willingly becomes to those in need, so Christ, also
being by nature Lord and eternal King,''does not become
Lord more than he was when he is sent forth, nor then
begins to be both Lord and King; but what he is ever,
that he then is made according to the flesh'"(12). For
the incarnation did not constitute a beginning of being
of the Logos, but the beginning of the revelation of his
Lordship, and its extension even over the disobedient (13).
This same point 1s again made in a rather interesting
comparison of the Logos' becoming man with Aaron's becoming
high priest. For working upon the basis that the 01d
Testament is a foreshadowing of the New Testament,
Athanasius argues from the life of Aaron to that of Christ.
Aaron did not come into being when he became high priest.
Rather, being man, and remaining the same, he put on his
high priestly robes and took up his office (14). Thus
the '"became'" of "became high priest'" referred not to his
existence, but to his ministry. In the same manner, the
Logos did not come into being when he became high priest
for men. "For he did not become other than himself on
taking flesh, but was the same."(15). For the 'became"
and '"was made'" of the Logos' becoming and being made

high priest refer not to his essence, but to his ministry
as high priest, brought about by his putting on soma to

geneton kai poieton which he could offer for us (16). It is

clear therefore that the incarnation did not constitute
the coming into existence of the Logos, but only the
beginning of his redeeming ministry wherein he revealed
himself as Lord and Saviour to men.

Nor did the incarnation constitute a change in the
being of the divine Logos. "For being the Son of the true
God, he remained immutable and unaltered in his human

economy "(17) ;" the Son is faithful, being ever the same




and unchanging, deceiving neither in his essence nor in
his promise'"(18). 8.30 meanwhile reads 'he did not
become other than himself on taking flesh, but was the
same as before!'. Nor is this merely a nominal doctrine
mentioned where Athanasius' attention is drawn to its
necessity. Rather, it undergirds Athanasius' incar-
national theology at several points: even as the com-
parison of the Logos' becoming man's high priest with
Aaron's becoming Israel's shows that the coming into
being of neither was implied in their election to their
respective priesthoods, so it also reveals that their
election did not mean their alteration in nature. For
even as Aaron was truly man before he became high priest,
and remained - truly man even when he took on his priestly
office, so the divine Logos was truly God before he was
made the high priest of mankind, and did not become
other than himself in taking the flesh, but remained the
same, remaining truly God while fulfilling his priestly
role. Again,the use of the continuous present in such
clauses as '"being the Lord" (19), with its connotation

of eternal immutability, suggests the continued existence
of the divine Logos in his incarnation. This suggestion
seems corroborated by the facts that the Logos incarnate
was'"'not merely man, but God in a body, still being the
same Lord"(20), and that even when made man, the Logos
was the same yesterday, today and forever, being un-
changeable by nature (21). Several incarnational phrases
similarly point to the divine Logos' not having undergone
an essential alteration in his incarnation. Both the
phrase '"as man" and "in man'" are alternative ways of
referring to the human economy of the divine Logos in
such a manner as to stress the impassibility of the Son

of God. For the Logos remains God while truly acting

"as man" or "in man". Certainly the first of these two
incarnational phrases is not aimed at suggesting that

the Logos incarnate was docetic, the Logos merely
appearing '"as man". Nor does the second suggest
Nestorianism, the Logos being merely "in man". For both
of these two possible interpretations are excluded by the
ever-repeated 'the Logos became man'. The use of schema

in reference to Christ's humanity-~"Jesus, whanyou saw in

the shape of aman'(22-makes this same point. The use of
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'schema' naturally reflects Phil.2.8,"and being found
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in human form", a passage which is treated in C.Ar.1.
Yet the use of 'schema' goes further than merely recalling
Phil.2.8. 1Its use is intended to take into account the
fact that the Son of God was not changed into man in being
sent by his Father to mankind, but that he rather remained
truly himself, while still being found in the form of man.
The intention is not to call into question in any way, or
to water down the reality of Christ's humanity, but to
draw attention to the fact that while the Son of God
became man, he pnever became man and nothing more, nor
even man indwelt by the Holy Spirit and nothing more, as
though he had ceased being truly God in his becoming
incarnate. Statements such as 47.10-12,"hearing, the
Logos became flesh, we do not conceive the whole Logos
himself to be flesh, but to have put on flesh, and become
man'",make the same point. The Logos did not undergo
a change in divine nature by altering into mere flesh
in and through his incarnation, as is clearly stated.
Indeed, this point is stressed further in the latter part
of this clause, '"to have put on flesh....'". For there we
see that while the divine Logos had become man, he was
yet distinct in his divinity from the humanity with which
he had clothed himself.

The divine Logos therefore did not undergo either
a coming into existence, or a change of nature in and
through his incarnation. This was partly because the Logos
"is", while the creaturely, of which the Logos assumed
humanity, 'becomes'". For the Logos in the Godhead exists
in himself eternally, while the creature, which is
originate, is contingent and temporal, existing only in as
far as it participates in the enlivening grace of the
divine Logos. Given such, the non-contingent Logos
necessarily precedes the contingent creation. Moreover,
in that the world of "becoming'" exists only in and
through that of '"Being', the realm of "Being', the divine
realm, cannot be impalired through its contact with that
of "becoming'", the originate realm, while the latter can
be improved by contact with the former. Hence,the in-
carnation of the divine Logos necessarily entails a
saving entry of the non-contingent Logos into the contingent
world, but in which thé divine Logos cannot undergo either

a coming into existence, or a change of nature. Indeed,
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if the Logos did undergo any change of divine nature, and
SO0 cease to be the eternally non-contingent creator Logos
of God, the preservation and salvation of the contingent
world would cease to be. That the divine Logos of God
underwent no such alteration is also partly due to the
peoint of reference of the verb 'toc become'. For this verb
does not refer to the divine Logos. For while this verb
is used of the Logos, i1t is not spoken of him as if to
imply that he was a creature or wholly originate (23).

For it was not used of the divine Logos, of whom the verb
'to be' is proper (24). Rather, being peculiar to man,
the verb 'to become' is seen as signifying not the Logos'
essence, but his having become man (25), and his redeeming
high priestly role which was made possible by the

assumption of a soma to geneton kai poieton (26). The

Logos' becoming man therefore has its point of reference
in the saving economy in his originate humanity, and not
in his eternal being. It therefore does not imply an
essential alteration in the Logos' divine being.

Since the divine Logos underwent no change in becoming
man, but remained eternally fully divine, it follows that
the divine Logos underwent no belittling, nor any bettering
in and through his incarnation. It is clearly stated that
the divine Logos was not limited in and through the in-
carnation. " For the assumption of the flesh did not
enslave the Logos, who by nature is Lord"(27). Indeed,
Just as the being of the Logos was not impaired in his
becoming man, so his acting was not hindered. For his act
is in a sense his being. For he acts in accordance with
his nature, and his nature is known in his act, the one
existing in and through the other. Therefore, the in-
carnation meant no more and no less than the revelation of
the eternally immutable and omnipotent Creator Lord through
the veil of the assumed humanity: "though having become 1
man, he experienced no loss by that human passion, but
rather,in being made man, he is manifested as Lord of the
living and the dead"(28).

Similarly, being fully God, and remaining such while
truly becoming man, the Logos necessarily was above any
bettering as a result of the Incarnation, a point greatly
stressed in C.Ar.1. Hence Athanasius can truthfully say
that the divine Logos became man not on account of himself

but for our salvation. He therefore became man not for
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his own benefit, but for mankind's.

Despite the fact that the divine Logos suffered no
diminution in his divine being or act through his incarnation,
he did endure self-humiliation. Most common as descriptions
of this self-humiliation are those which are drawn. from
Phil.2.7, "he emptied himself, taking the form of a slave',
and which echo the same,'"being the Lord, he was in the form
of a slave"(29). This humiliation was not, however, one
imposed upon the Logos from without. For the willingness
of the Logos to undergo this humiliation is seen from the
fact that the Logos himself is the subject, as well as
the object of this humbling:'"the Logos taking upon him-
self this condescension and assimilation to the works of
creation'" (30).

Like other aspects of the incarnation, this self-
humiliation is seen in its soteriological context.

Indeed, the saving purpose of this humiliation is made
clear in such clauses as,"the Logos' condescension to the
creatures,according to which he has become the brother of
many'" (31), and the humiliation,"undertaken that we might
forthwith know his loftiness and his majesty, which is

the Father's'" (32), the latter of which still implies

that the Logos was humbled only in and through his human
economy, 1in himself being still the eternally omnipotent
Son of the Highest.

The third group of incarnational phrases which
deserve consideration are those which describe the logos'
assuming something from without to himself. The Logos
put on flesh (33) or a body (34). Consequently, the
divine Logos bore flesh (35) and was robed in it (36).
Having taken flesh (37) or a body (38), he was said to
have flesh (39) or a body (40). In short the assumed
flesh and body was now his (41).

Central to the understanding of the humanity which
the Logos assumed is the fact that it is essentially one
with man's creaturely humanity. Thus, while it was born
of the ever-virgin Mary, 1t was man's humanity. Con-
sequently Christ's humanity was like man's. For the Logos
had become like men through his incarrnation. It was
therefore creaturely, the humanity having been especially
prepared by the Father for the Logos, the Logos having
thus been made man. Related to the fact that the Logos'

humanity was created is the fact that while 7.16-17 notes




140,
that the assumed flesh was from the earth, the passage

continues '‘having Mary for the mother of his body as if

virgin earth'. This does not amount, however, to a
contradiction. For the points of the two clauses are
different. That the assumed humanity was 'from the

earth' 1s in line with the meaning of it being 'creaturely!',
namely that it shares in the creaturely weakness of man's
nature, created from nothing. The point of the second
clause is the revealing, albeit indirectly, of Christ's
peculiarity. For not only was he born of a virgin, but
also he was a second Adam, the first Adam having been
created from the untilled earth of the Garden of Eden.

All in all, therefore, Christ's humanity was genuine,
being one with mankind's.

Before we pass on to the fourth group of incar-
national descriptions, we ought to consider the verbs
used toc describe the relationship of the divine Logos
to the assumed humanity. These verbs are of four main
kinds; there are those which convey the idea of being
clothed in humanity, namely the verbs enduesthai,

ependuesthai, endiduskesthai, peritheinai, periballein

and kaluptesthai. With these must be connected the verb

phorein. There are then the verbs of taking, lambanein,
proslambanein and analambanein. Thirdly, there is the

verb of having, echein, and finally those of creating,

poiein and ktizein.

The image of being clothed with humanity, as we
have already seen in relation to the verb enduesthai,
does not imply that the incarnation was thought of as
docetic by Athanasius in any way whatsoever; it does not
bring into doubt the reality of either the subject of
the clothing or the clothing itself. Indeed, in non-
incarnational contexts in the C.Ar.2. the same verbs
are used where the point of issue is not the uncertainty
of the subject of him clothed, or of the clothing , but
the natural distinction between the two. Thus, for
example, Aaron put on the ephod, breastplate and robe;
he was clothed with the high priestly robes. Moreover,
periballein is used in 10.37-38 to state that man cannot

exist ip abstracto, but must be clothed in flesh, "men

being clothed in flesh, in order to be and to subsist'.
There is therefore not any intention here of suggesting

that man is docetic, and not truly fleshy. Nor does this
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image point to any uncertainty in the intimacy of relation
between the divine Logos and his covering of humanity.

For this image of clothing must be understood in the light
of the qualifying incarnation statement that 'the Logos
became man', with which the clothing metaphor is very
frequently connected. This metaphor, drawn originally
from Scripture, rather implies the putting on, or the
assumption of, that which is not natural to him who is

the subject of the assumption. Thus it is used in a
non-incarnational context in connection with the clothing
of mortal and corruptible man with divine grace:"being
clothed with immortality and incorruption'" (42), and in an
incarnational context of the immortal and incorruptible
Llogos with a mortal body. Further, the verb functions

fo distinguish the clothed and the clothing, while yet
preserving the closest connection between the two, as is

necessitated by the Logos' becoming that flesh. Only

once is ependuesthai used in C.Ar.2., "the Lord having put
over himself our flesh'" (43). Here, even more so than

with the other verbs of clothing, the distinction in
unity in the incarnate Logos is maintained. For the
addition of the prefix epi- stresses that the assumed
humanity was not natural to the divine Logos, but was
that taken from without to himself.

Of the verbs used to describe the Logos' being clothed
in flesh, the verb kaluptesthai is most likely to suggest

that the assumed flesh is but a velil to the divinity of
the Logos. For in 7.6 - 8.18, a passage to which we

have already but very briefly referred, Athanasius argues
that just as Aaron put on the robes of his office as

high priest, so the divine Logos put on the flesh of his
high priestly role. The point of the passage, however,
is that just as Aaron was a man prior to his becoming
high priest, and continued to be man when he had become
such, so the divine Logos was the divine Logos of the
Father before he became man's high priest in his human
economy, and remained the divine Logos even when ful-
filling this high priestly role. The point of the passage
is not therefore the reality, or otherwise, of the
humanity, or of the Logos' relation to it. Aaron was the
same, and did not change by putting on his high priestly
robes of his office, ‘'but remained the same, only being

robed' (44); he was man, and continued to be man even
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when he became high priest, the verb ''became'" here not

referring to his being, but to his ministry. In the same
way, the divine Logos did not come into being, nor become
other than himself on taking flesh,"but was the same,
having robed himself with flesh" (45), his "becoming" high
priest similarly not referring to his divine essence, but
to his ministry in the originate world. Indeed, Athanasius
draws out the parallelism between Aaron and the Logos to
such an extent that even as Aaron was clothed with the
robes that marked his high priesthood, so the lLogos was
clothed with the flesh which signified his more perfect
high priesthood. Yet in neither case is the reality of
the insignia of the two priesthoods in any doubt.

‘kaluptesthai is used, not to suggest docetism, but to

signify the immutability of the divine Logos in the
Incarnation; Through this verb the distinction of the
subject and the object of the incarnation is therefore
maintained, that their distinct and full natures might
be retained. Indeed, herein lies the thought that was
later to be expressed in Chalcedon as 'one and the
same Christ, Son, lLord, only-begotten, make known in
two natures without confusion, without change;....“
Similarly, the comparison of the Logos' having put
on man's flesh with a man's putting on a cloak in 52.13ff.
is not meant to suggest that Christ's humanity formed but
an envelope for his divinity. For, again, the point of
the comparison is to demonstrate that the incarnation did
not constitute either a coming into existence, or a change
of nmature of the divine Logos, and not to comment upon the
relation of Christ's humanity to his divinity. For if a
son were sent by his father to rescue some servants who
had, through their own carelessness, fallen into the hands
of enemies ; and if he were, before setting out, to put
on like dress to the servants', and were to fashion
himself like them, lest the capturers, recognising him as
the master, should take flight and so prevent his des-
cending to those who were hidden under the earth by them;
if then he were to reply to one asking him why he did the
above, that "thus my Father formed and prepared me for
his works'", he would not have intended this reply to be
seen as implying that either he was a servant, or one of
the works, or that he had just experienced the beginning

of his existernice. Rather, he would have intended the




reply to have been seen within the context of his mission
of rescue. In the same way, the Logos put over himself
our flesh, and was found in the form of a man, and having
therefore said '"the Lord founded me the beginning of his
ways for his works'", meant this to be understood of his
mission of salvation, and not as signifying either that
he was a work or that he had just come into being.

The point of this passage therefore is to show that
statements like Prov.8.22 ought not to have been referred
to the being of the Logos, but to his soteriological
mission. Indeed, if this passage, which finds its
paradigm in Scripture, says anything about the Logos'
incarnate state, it says that even as the son identified
himself totally with those whom he was sent to save, so
the Logos identified himself with men.

The point of the incarnational clause ''the Logos
assumed flesh" 1is much the same as that of the clothing
metaphor. It stresses the essential distinction between
the creator Logos and his assumed creaturely humanity.
Yet, unlike the clothing metaphor, in which there is a
feeling of intimacy within the essential distinction of
the Logos and his humanity, the lambanein formula
emphasises the distinction more than the union. This
emphasis is brought about by both the distinction implicit
in the incarnational statement in which there is a divine
subject who takes, and a human object which is taken, and

by the use of the prefix pros- in proslepsis tes sarkos

and in the verb proslambanein (46), a prefix which

stresses the distinction, and which therefore fulfils

much the same function as the epi- of gpenduesthai. Through -

this distinction between the divine Logos and the humanity
which is naturally external to him, but which became a
possession of his, Atharasius maintains the immutability
of the Logos in his becoming man.

Yet, for all this distinction implied in the above
Christological clause, the implication of union is not
absent. For it is naturally present both in the verb "to
assume'", and in the fact that the Logos takes this
naturally distinct humanity to himself, therein effecting
the miraculous union of the creaturely and the divine.

analambanein, a cognate of the above, also maintains

the distinction of the assumer and the assumed. Yet it

seems to point moreover to the saving identification of
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the above two. For in taking up man's nature, the Logos
raised it up again to God whence it had fallen. The
prefix ana- seems therefore to have the same force as

that prefix in the soteriological verbs anakainizein,

anaktizein and ananeein.

The clause 'tc have a body', like the clothing
me taphor and the clause 'to assume a body', also em-
phasises the distinction of the divine Logos and the
assumed humanity, thereby stressing again that in
becoming man, the Logos did not undergo an essential
alteration.

The incarnaticnal clauses poleisthai anthropos

and ktizesthai anthropos are both lifted from three

verses studied in C.Ar.2., namely Prov.8.22, Acts 2.36

and Heb.3.2. Like gignesthai, the verbs refer to the

human economy:"when he put on human flesh, then he is

said to have been created and made"(47). Certainly, these
verbs cannot be referred to the divine Logos, as though
implying that he was made or that he had experienced a
beginning of his being through his creation. For " 'to

be made' is peculiar to man' (48). Hence, the two verbs

in question, poieisthai and ktizesthai, point to the

Logos' involvement in the creaturely realm: through his
assumption of humanity, the Creator had become one with
his creation. Thus " 'he was made' must be understood
as if the Logos,being Framer of all, afterwards was made
High priest, by putting on a body which was made: there-
fore he is said to be made" (49).

Not only, however, was the verb 'to be made'
fittingly applied to the Logos' human economy in terms of
his assumed creatureliness, but it was also understood in
terms of the revelation of the divinity of the Logos.

For through reference to Acts 2.22, and through close
attention to the actual wording, Athanasius deduced that
'he made' in Acts 2.36 was synonymous with 'he manifested'.
Hence that '"God made him (sc.Jesus) both Lord and Christ"
is taken to mean that through the acts of Christ, and
especially through his passion, God has shown Christ to be
"not merely man, but God in a body, and Lord also, the
Christ'"(50). From this it is therefore clear what the

true nature of the incarnate Logos was. For in becoming
man, in entering into the creaturely world, the Logos

did not cease to be God which he was eternally. For the
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incarnation, the Logos' being created man, did not

constitute the Logos' beginning to be, but the beginning
of the manifestation of his Lordship, and its extension
even over the disobedient.

The fourth group of incarnational descriptions
concerns the Logos' human economy. Having come upon
man's humanity (51), the Logos indwelt man's flesh (52) and
was in flesh (53) or a body; he was found in the likeness
of man (54). It was in this respect therefore that the
Logos was created (55); he was said to have been created
bodily (56). Consequently, having come into being
according to the flesh (57), the Logos walked this earth
as man (58); he died and rose again as man (59). Thus it
was that salvation was effected in the flesh (60). For
God revealed himself in a man (61); he manifested his
rule bodily (62), or humanly (63); he received the con-
demnation of man through the flesh (64); he destroyed
the Devil in the flesh (65). Thus in his humanity the
Logos became the foundation of the Church and the Vine
of which Christians are the branches. All these, it must
be noted, are said of the divine Logos humanly in that
he has become man, and are not said of the divine Logos
as they, being human activities, cannot be said of God
who is not as man (66).

Christ's humanity, here described mainly as 'flesh'
and 'body', but occasionally as 'man', is the medium in
which man's salvation is effected; it is that in which both
the revelation of God to man, and the redemption of man
from the grip of the Devil to the freedom of God is
achieved.

The adverbial phrases ‘'as man', ‘humanly' and odily'
merely qualify those events and actions which belong
peculiarly to Christ's humanity, and which are totally
alien to his eternal divinity. The phrase 'according to
the flesh' and 'according to the humanity' have much the
same point. They may best be understood as meaning "as
a man" or "so far as his humanity is concerned". For
they relate to the Logos' assumed humanity, over against
his eternal divinity. By using these, Aﬁhanasius implies
that the fact of Christ's humanity, in respect of which
what has been said is true, is not the whole truth about
him. "The origination of the Son'" or 'the creation of

the Saviour" are valid descriptions of the Logos so far
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as they are applicable, but the reach of their applicability
is not coterminous with the fullness of the person of the
divine Logos. This, however, is not say that 'according
to the flesh' defines the Son's origination, or the
creatureliness of the Saviour as something belonging only
to his earthly, historical 1life. For so to interpret
them is to impose upon them, quite unjustifiably, a meaning
inconsistent with the truth of the resurrection of Christ.
For belief in the resurrection of Jesus necessarily
involves, for Athanasius, the belief that, as the risen
and exalted Lord, he still possesses the same human nature,
albeit glorified, as he assumed in the Incarnation. Hence
'according to the flesh' and 'according to the humanity!
refer to Christ's human nature, and not solely to his
earthly life.

Of those Christological phrases which describe the
incarnational state of the Logos, we have already treated
'in the form of a man' as revealing that the Logos did
not undergo any alteration in his divine being when he
became man. The phrase 'in the flesh' and 'in the body'
make the same point. Although sounding rather Apollinarian,
they are not. For their sense is qualified by the
Johannine Christological formula, 'the Logos became flesh'.
Rather, these phrases assert the Logos' relation to the
creaturely aspect of man's being, maintaining that within
this relation 'in the flesh', the Logos continues to be
distinct from the humanity in which he is, and therefore
that he was not converted into flesh as the Johannine
formula might suggest.

Closely tied in with the idea that the Logos was
'in the flesh' is the idea that he indwelt the flesh.
Although this verb can be used to describe a human soul's
indwelling its body (67), in Christian literature it is
more often used to describe God's taking up his abode in
man (68), or the Holy Spirit's indwelling people (69).
Given Athanasius'particular feeling for Scripture, and
his understanding of Christ's humanity, a matter to
which we shall soon turn, 'to indwell the flesh' would
therefore seem to point to the divine Logos' indwelling
of creaturely humanity, to the former's dominion over,
and lasting connection with, the latter, and yet to the
essential distinction ip unity of the indwelling Logos
and the indwelt flesh.
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Given the Logos' indwelling of his humanity, it is
easy to understand his indwelling '"amongst men" (70), a
thought that echoes John 1.14; For the Logos indwelt men
in that the Logos indwelt the flesh, through which (71)
men were like Christ.

The last statement that we must consider here is
76.9: 'the Logos who came into our flesh', which ought to
be compared with 71.25: 'the Father has made me into flesh,
that I might become man'. This latter clause is not an
anthropological clause. For the clause appears in a
passage whose intention it is to show that Scripture
deliberately says that the '"Lord created me eis erga"
in Prov.8.22, in order to make clear that he who was
created was not one with creation. To say eis erga there
therefore is akin to saying 'the Father made me into flesh,
that I might become man'. That, however, is not to say
that the Logos was a 'work'. For even as he who enters
into a house is not part of that house, but is other.
than the house, so he who is created eis erga is by
nature other than the works. The point of the state-
ment of 71.25 1s therefore to maintain the essential
distinction between the divine Logos and the humanity
which he became. Meanwhile 76.9 appears in a soterio-
logical context, according to which man's salvation was
dependent upon the Logos' coming intoour flesh and being
created in it a beginning of ways for his works.

epibainein eis therefore is not meant to be interpreted

in a particularly physiological manner. Rather, it but
conveys the idea of the divipne Logos' taking control over
the flesh upon which he comes, in order to effect in it
man's salvation.

The fifth and last group of incarnational des-
criptions of the Logos are those general titles of the
Logos "as man'", most of which are taken from Scripture,
and all of which have a Scriptural sense. Having become
man, the Logos is the Vine, of which men in Christ are

the branches; he is the foundation upon which those in

Christ become a temple of the Holy Spirit, who indwells
them; he is man's brother,not in his divine nature, but
in and through the act of incarnation. For when he put
on creatureliness, and became like man in his body, he

became the brother of men. The Logos as man became man's
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guide, in that he led men to the kingdom of heaven, and
to his heavenly Father. Finally, the Logos as man was
the firsitt begotten. This he was only 1in his incarnate
existence, in his self-humiliation by his assumption of
temporal and mortal humanity. For in the context of his
eternal generation of his Father, the Logos was the
eternally only-begotten.

Athanasius entitles Christ both 'first begotten'
and'the first-begotten of creation, of many brothers,
and of the dead': Christ is 'first-begotten' in the un-
qualified sense, in that while all flesh was lost in and
through Adam, the flesh of the Logos, in that it was
the divine Logos', was saved. As such, i1t was the first
of others to be freed, men subsequently being incorporated
in . the Logos' humanity and therefore being saved through
it. The Logos was the first-begotten of all creation not
in the sense that he was essentially one with creatures,
and yet the first of them in time. For, as the divine Logos,
he was other than creation. Rather, the Logos was the
first-begotten of creation, not in the passive sense of
the epithet, but in its active sense. For he was such
because of the Father's love towards men through which the
Logos both created and recreated the whole universe. For
the Logos created and sustained all; indeed, originate
objects could not have endured the Logos' nature, which
was the untempered splendour of the Father, unless the
Logos, in the Father's love, had supported them, had taken
- hold of them and had brought them to existence. Further
the Logos recreated the originate world, delivering it
from corruption to liberty in God through his adoption of
it in and through the incarnation. Christ was also the
first-begotten amongst many brothers because of the
likeness of the flesh of Christ to men's and the con-
sequential kinship of men's and Christ's flesh. Finally,
Christ was the first-begotten or the first-fruit from the
dead, not because he was the first of men to die, but
because, having undergone death for men, Christ destroyed
it and was thus the first to rise from death. He having
risen from death, men also rose from him and on account
of him. They rose, however, only on account of him, and

therefore after him.
Just before we pass to the question of the reality,

or otherwise, of Christ's humanity, we may delay a moment
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to consider what appears to be two fundamental aspects

of the Christology of C.Ar.2. For here attention is drawn
to both that which the divine Logos becomes in himself,
and to that which the divine Logos assumed from without
himself as a possession. For while the divine Logos can,
and does, become man, he cannot take, put on or have man.
Meanwhile, the Logos can, and does, have a body, having
taken 1t, or having put it on, but he cannot become a
body. As regards flesh, this the divine Logos can become,
as the Johannine Christological formula suggests; he can
also, however, take, put on and have the same. It would
seem therefore that for Athanasius the Logos can be
something in himself, and the Logos can assume something
to himself, the first '"something'" being 'man' and 'flesh',
understood in a Johannine sense, and the second "something"
being 'flesh' and 'body' (72). These two aspects of
Athanasius' Christology become more meaningful, however,
in the light of Athanasius' understanding of man. As we
have already noted in our study of the CG-DI, man existed
under two aspects. He was corporeal, having a limited
and creaturely body which bound him essentially with the
whole of creation. Yet he was also rational through his
participation by grace in the divine Logos, and therein
was distinct from the rest of irrational creation. Given
these two aspects of man, one corporeal and the other
logical, we can understand the particular use of the verbs
in Athanasius' Christology. Man's rationality, to which
Athanasius often points with the term 'man', is a gift of
grace, being a true participation in the divine Logos.
Consequently, man's rationality cannot be a human posses-
sion, an object which man has of himself. Thus, it cannot
be said, in a Christological setting, that the Logos
assumed, or had, 'man', 'man' being still the dynamic
sharing in the divine Logos. Since, however, 'man' is
this dynamic gift of grace, the divine Logos can properly
become it. For such is the divine Logos becoming logical,
the Image of God becoming 'in the image of God'; it is a
not improper internalising of the divine Logos in his
becoming man. Man's corporeality, of which the body is
the hall-mark, is his essential sharing in creatureliness.
In that it is other than the Creator Logos, it can be an

object to be possessed by the Logos, and therefore it is




reasonable for Athanasius to assert in his Christological
statements that the Son assumed or had a body. It is not
reasonable, however, for the Alexandrian to assert that
the Logos became a body. For such would have been to
suggest that the Creator became creation, that God under-
went a change in his nature in his incarnation, and that

the essential distinction of Creator and creature, so

central to Athanasius' theology, was broken down. 'Flesh!
meanwhile finds itself in an ambivalent position. For it
corresponds with 'man', which the Logos becomes in

himself, and with 'body', man's creatureliness, which he
assumed to himself. This ambivalence is, however, under-
standable. For in flesh being frail and weak creature-
liness, 1t is naturally connected with 'body'; in and
through its use in John 1.14 it is, however, understandably
related to the man which the divine Logos becomes.

The question of the reality of Christ's humanity
must be considered in two spheres, the natural and the
physiological. By the natural, we mean the essential
onenegss with the rest of creation; was Christ's humanity
naturally one with all other men's ? By the physiological
we mean the completeness of Christ's humanity; was Christ's
humanity physiologically one with men's ?

The answer to the question as to whether Christ's

humanity was genuine naturally must be affirmative. For
the humanity was man's. Through his becoming man, he
became like men. For in his incarnation the divine Logos

received ta hemon (73), the oneness of nature between
Christ and men: being stressed in the subsequent clause,
"we being ibcorporated and compacted and bound together

in him thfough the likeness of the flesh';in becoming
incarnate the Logos,like us, himself took part in flesh
and blood (74), a thought which obviously stems from Heb.
2.14-18, with its stress upon the essential creaturely
oneness of the man Jesus and men. Further, in becoming
man, the Logos became man's brother and first-begotten,
'Brother',as we have seen, is not an anthropological term.
It points rather to the covenant fellowship between, and
the spiritual brotherhood of men and Christ, both effected
through man's being in Christ. 'First-begotten' continues
the same train of thought. Christ was the first to die

and the first to rise again for all. To call Christ man's




brother and first-begotten, however, is meaningless if
Christ is different from mankind. Hence to give these
terms their full meaning, i1t is necessary to assert that
the man Jesus was one with all other men. That Christ's
humanity was genuine is further stressed in two other
areas. Athanasius asserts in Ch. 7C that men would not
have been freed from sin and its curse unless the flesh
which the Logos put on was by nature human (75). For
otherwise man would not have had anything in common with
the divine Logos, who essentially was other, and from
whom salvation came. In other words, Christ's humanity
was one with those whom he had come to save. The second
area concerns Athanasius' rejection of certain relatively
insignificant errors of some heretics in 43.25ff: "these
errors lie against the truth in some certain respects,
either erring concerning the Lord's body, as if he did
not have flesh of Mary, or as if he did not die at all,
nor became man, but only appeared; and he was not truly,
and seemed to have a body when he had not; and he seemed
to appear as a man, as visions in a dream...".All these
heterodoxical positions support docetism, a theology in
which the incarnate Logos has no true, passible human
nature which is one with men's. Given therefore that these
statements are recognised by Athanasius as heterodoxical,
and that Atharnasius is trying to maintain an orthodox
position, it is reasonable to suppose that Athanasius
held the contrary of these views. Hence he believed that
the Lord had flesh of Mary, that the Logos wholly became
man and that he truly had a body.

According to Athanasius therefore Christ's humanity
is genuine in nature. It was therefore created and made.
Having been taken from the earth, it shared in the common
weakness of all animate creatureliness. It was frail and
weak and consequently mortal. The only difference between
Christ's humanity and men's was that while the latter
suffered from sin, the former was sinless. That, however,
did not affect the picture of the assumed humanity. For
as we have already seen, Athanasius thought of sin as an
action, and not as a state natural to that creatureliness

created of the good God.
Athanasius does describe Christ's humanity as to

arithropinon on occasions (76). This might be seen as

bringing into doubt the reality of Christ's humanity in
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that it seems to point to. an abstract and universal
concept, which is philosophically more important than

the particular human being who exemplifies and embodies
this universal. Yet, to see this term as pointing towards
a docetic Christology would be un-Athanasian. For not
only does Althanasius not hold with the philosophical

idea of the universal having a prior and independent
existence of its own, over against the particular, the

anthropinon, in this particular case having its existence

only in the concrete and particular person who exists in

God, in Jesus, but also to anthropinon is to be understood

in the light of the much more frequent incarnational
statement 'the Logos became man', '"man" being a particular

individual. The term to anthropinon does not therefore

introduce any idea of Christ's humanity being in any way
docetic. Rather it seems to be a bridge between the
terms 'man' and 'body' both in terms of grammar and of

meaning. For the root of anthropinon naturally points to

anthropos, while the form suggests to anthropinon soma.

In this general term therefore we have both the idea of

the individuality of the Christ, in and through his being
"in the image'"of the divine Logos, and yet his bond with
all men; for it is not according to the nature of the
divinity, but according to his humanity that men are knit
into the divine Logos. In that respect therefore his
humanity is not that which isolates him from his neighbours,
but that which binds them together in their creaturely
society. Here in the one term, therefore, we see both

the intensive and the extensive humanity of Christ.

The statement of 66.31-32, the perfect Logos of God
put around him an imperfect body could equally be seen as
suggesting that Christ's humanity was somehow docetic.
This, however, would not be right. For the assumption of
an imperfect body does not impair the perfect and sinless
being of the Christ. For by 'imperfect' is meant only a
lack of immortality and a path to Paradise (77), which is,
in short, an absence of grace. Nor indeed, is this wanting
of grace a state of sin, but the result of an act of sin,
but an act of sin on the part of man and not of Christ, the
turning by men from God, the source of all grace. The
assumption therefore of an imperfect body is not the

assumption of a docetic humanity by the Logos, but his

essential identifying of himself with man in his plight




of mortal corruptibility. It is the assumption of man's
mortality that he might recreate it in the enlivening
grace of the Father.

We turn now to the question of whether or not
Christ's humanity was complete physiologically. As we
have already ncted in earlier chapters, this was not a
central question for Athanasius. For C.Ar. i-3 are
concerned primarily with Christ's divinity, and not his
humanity; again, the anthropological terms in Atharasius
are to be seen in the light of their theological setting,
'body' and 'flesh' pointing to the essential oneness of

a person with the rest of creation, and 'man' and 'soul'

to the relation of a person to the divine Logos. However,
there are clues to the answer of this question. The
Christ was man's 'brother' and 'first-begotton'. 1If we

are to give these terms their full meaning anthropologically,
we must admit that the Logos assumed a full and real
humanity. For otherwise the Logos incarnate would differ
from other men, and therefore would not mearningfully be

men's brother and first-begotten. Again, the humanity
assumed by the divine Logos was a human body or human flesh.
Hence that assumed was not merely man's body over against

an animal's. For 'body' and 'flesh' are not urderstood
primarily ir this sense by Athanasius, they both being

that common creatureliness in which both men and animals
share. Rather the distinctiveness of the human body or human
flesh is theological. According to the CG-DI that which
distinguishes man from the irratioral anrimals is not his
creatureliness, but his rational soul, his being graciously
in the image of God. Hence, for the assumed body to be human,
as opposed to irrational, it had to be rational. Hence the
body which the divine Logos assumed 1s like men's in both

its relationship to creation and its relationship.to God.
Again, when the Logos became incarnate, the Logos of God

put on flesh and became man (78). This sentence does more
than merely summarise the mystery of God's becoming man.

It also serves as a bulwark against Arianism. For it

represents the kai sarkothenta kail enanthropesanta of

the Nicene creed, whereby the Arian tenet that the Logos
took flesh only, without a human soul, was excluded (79).
Athanasius preserves the same polemical point in the

above incarnatioral statement. Meanwhile, the Logos assumed

a body like ours; he was made similar to fellow mer in all




aspects. This the Logos became when he became man:vhe

was made like (mer) when he became man, having put on our
flesh" (80), a description of the Incarnation which again
is reminiscent of the Nicene clause which excluded the
Lucianic denial of Christ's human soul. Hence, 1t seems
that the Logos became man like men when he became fully
man. Finally, 47.10-12 is essentially concerned to stress
that the divine Logos did not undergo an alteration in

his divine being in becoming flesh. However, in main-
taining this position, Athanasius delivers an interesting
interpretation of John 1.14:"hearing'the Logos became flesh',
we do not conceive the whole Logos himself to be flesh,
but to have put on flesh and become man.".John 1.14 is
therefore to be interpreted in the Nicene fashion; it is
not to be understood as meaning that the Logos assumed

an irrational body, but a human body or ratiornal body.

It seems therefore that as in C.Ar.1., so here,
Athanasius still counters the Arians' denial of Christ's
human soul in the Nicene manner.

Of equal interest to this question is 70.39-1, which
asserts that'"we would not have been delivered from sin and
the curse, unless it had been truly human flesh which the
Logos put on. For we should have had nothing in common
with what was foreign.".In other words, man's salvation
depended upon the divine Logos' assumption of a truly
human flesh. This phrase, in the light of the thought of
CG-DI and of the anti-Lucianic phrase of the Nicene creed,
makes Christ's full humanity theologically important to
man's salvation. Here we find a statement, although not
expanded, of the importance of both Christ's ratiornal soul
and his body for man's salvation. Without his having the
former, man has nothing ir common with Christ in the realm
of rationality; without his having the latter, man has
nothing in common with Christ in the realm of creatureliness.
Without, however, anything in commen with Christ, men
could not be in Christ and therefore be saved.

There are hints therefore in the C.Ar.2 of Christ's
human soul being both a physical and a theological factor
in Athanasius' theology.

The incarnation meant not only the entry into space
by the divine Logos, but also his entry into time. Thus
the eternal Logos, who is beyond time, entered intoc time,

as the temporal clauses such as 9.24 ''then he was made




like (men) when he became man' and 13.4 "even before he
became man'" suggest.

As in the CG-DI, so in C.Ar.2, Athanasius still
maintains that the Logos did not become man as a con-
sequence of his nature, but by grace.

During Athanasius' exposition of Prov. 8.22, he
states that'when the Logos became men, he ther assigned
the reason why he took flesh"(81). Underlying this
statement is the thought that the divine Logos is self-
sufficient and totally free, and that it is orly in his
becoming man that this self-sufficiency becomes qualified;
thereby he enters into the contingent world. It follows
therefore that there was nothing in his self-sufficiency
that requires him to become a part of the contingent world
through his incarnation; he does not become man as a
result of his divine nature. Rather, that which causes
the divine Logos' becoming man lies outside his divine
being, and within the human and contingent realm.

This same point is made again in 10.37-39:"men are
clothed in flesh in order to exist....; but the Logos of
God was made man in order to sanctify the flesh.'".In order
to exist therefore, the Logos did not require to be a part
of the contingent and creaturely realm. Hence the Logos'
becoming a part of it resulted not from his incorporeal
and immaterial nature.

It is clear therefore that the divine Logos did not
become man on his own account. Rather the cause of his
incarnation lay in men:'"the need of men preceded his
becoming man, apart from which he would not have put on
flesh”(82); he was made man for us (83). While, however,
the divine Logos would not have become man but for the
need of man, men did pot have in themselves the ability
to coerce the Logos to become incarnate. Rather the act
was an act of grace, worked for men's benefit. "The Logos,
in grace towards us, became man'(84); he effected it
through his own free will and in his own mercy:'"the Logos
of God, who loves men, put on created flesh at the Father's
will"(85).

Thus, just as the original creation came into being
through the perfect goodness and mercy of God, so the
recreation, or salvation, of man occurred through the
benevolence and graciousness of God. Perhaps, however,

the clearest parallelism in motivation between the creation
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and the recreation of man by God lies in DI1.3 and C.Ar. 2.77.
For even as God was the very source of goodness and so
could not but create the cosmos, so God,"being good,
...being always good"(86), willed man's recreation and
salvation.

We turn finally to Athanasius' understanding of
man's salvation as outlined in C.Ar. 2. Soteriology, for
Athanasius, 1s a trinitarian event. For the Father wills
the Son to become man that the gift of the Holy Spirit
might be secured for all men in Christ. It is also a
predestined event. Basing his thought upon such passages
as Eph.1.3-5 and 2 Tim.1.8-10, Athanasius believed that
the saving incarnation of the divine Logos was predestined,
a predestination whose cause was both kindly and wonderful.
For it was not fitting for God to devise man's salvation
subsequent to his creation. For otherwise, God would
appear not to have known what was about to happen to man;
had man's salvation not been ordained beforehand, God's
omniscience would have appeared endangered. Thus God
formed man through his Logos; yet he also foresaw that
although created good, man would in time transgress his
will, and therefore be expelled from paradise. Being
loving and good, and not wishing to begrudge men their
existence, God therefore prepared salvation for men in
and through their Creator, the divine Logos. Therefore,once
having fallen, men did not remain ir death, but rose again
and remained immortal, their salvation and redemption having
been predestined in the Logos.

Having given this outline of the predestined
salvation of mankind, Athanasius turns to certain points
connected with this subject, and which arise from the
two biblical passages, Eph.1.3-5 and 2 Tim.1.8-10. Firstly,
men were elect even before they came into existence in
that they were represented in him beforehand; they were
predestined to adoption even before they were created, in
that the divine Logos, who was '"founded before the world"
had taken upon himself that economy orn man's behalf; they
had an inheritance predestined for them in that the divine
Logos was eternally destined to take, for man's sake, upon
himself through the flesh all that inheritance of judge-
ment which would lie against men, and so bring about their
becoming sons of God in Christ; they received grace 'before

the world began'" in that the grace later given to man was
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stored in Christ from eternity. ©Secondly, Athanasius
reiterates that it was right and proper that man's
salvation should have been predestined in the eternal
God. For God foreknew that man's weak nature would
need help and salvation, and it would have been unfitting
for the Father, who was eternally good to refuse to give
this succour. Moreover, even as the wise architect who
proposes to build a house, consults about repairing it
lest it should become dilapidated after its having been
built, and even provides the means of repair should the
need arise, so God founded in Christ man's recreation
even prior to man's existence.

Thus man's salvation, according to Athanasius,
was one whose will and purpose was prepared before time,
but whose effect only occurred when the need arose, and
when the Logos came amongst men to meet that need (87).

For the salvation of men to be effective, two
conditions were necessary: of paramount importance, the
Logos had to be truly God; again, the Logos had to become
truly man of men.

That the Logos was essentially divine is Athanasius'
main point of argument with the Arians. Its importance |
for man's salvation, however, Athanasius stresses in several
passages. None other but the Lord was able to be the source
of man's salvation. Indeed, salvation, or deification,
would be secure, and true man would be united to true
divinity only throdgh the divine Logos' becoming incarnate.
For had it not been the divine Logos who became man, man
would not have been made capable of divinity, as 1t was
only the Logos of God who had in himself the power to
bestow divinity.

Certainly, had the Logos been a creature alone,
man's salvation would not have been effected. For a

creature could not recreate creation;'"for a creature could

pot Join ereatures to God, itself seeking one to Jjoin it; .
nor could a portion of creation have been creation's

salvation, it needing salvation itself...(88). Moreover,

had the BSaviour of men, the Logos, been a creature, man

would have been ever in peril of death. For being caught

in the endless battle between the creaturely Son and the
creaturely Devil, man would have had none in whom and

through whom he might be saved both from the fear of
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death which stems from the Devil, and to live eternally
in holy communion with God.

Thus it 1is clearly true that for Athanasius man
would not have been deified if hé had been joined to a
creature; he would not have been saved unless the Son
was truly God; he would not have been brought into God's
presence unless the subject of the incarnation was naturally
and truly the Father's Logos; and he would not have been
made divine'"unless he who became flesh was naturally of the
Father and was his true and peculiar Logos..."(89).

It follows from the above that man therefore could
not have effected his own salvation. For in the origiral
creation men had been unfaithful to God's holy will, and
hence had brought about the fall of creation. In the face
of such weakness, it was necessary therefore to find
someone else to renew the original creation, and to preserve
intact this new creation. Again, man, being a creature,
would not have been able to rejoin man to God. "For how
had a work been joined to the Creator by a work ? or what
succour had come from like to like, when one as well as
the other need it?". (90)

Thus, mortal men could not undo God's sentence, nor
remit man's sin, both being works of God's doing alone.

It was not, however, sufficient for this divine
Logos to effect man's salvation from without the human
sphere. For while it would have been possible for God
to have recreated man in the image of God merely through his
creative word, such was not expedient. Rather his becoming
man was the only means of effecting man's salvatior which
would have been both profitable for man, and fitting. For
had God but undone the curse upon man by his creative
fiat, man would have been released from that curse. Yet
he would have become only a second Adam, such as Adam
was before the Fall, in that he would have received grace
from without, it not being united to the body; he would
have become even as he had been when initially placed in
Paradise, if even that, he having then learnt to transgress
God's will, a lesson which he had not experienced in his
initial creation. Moreover, his salvation would not then
have been secure. For had he been tempted again by the
Serpent, he would have yielded, and thus, remaining under

-guilt no less than before, man would again have stood in
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in need of God to undo yet again the curse of sin unto
death through his divine fiat. Indeed, as often as he
sinned, so often would he stand in need of forgiveness.
Under such a method of salvation man would have remained
ever in danger of being enslaved to sin and never free
from sin; moreover, being in themselves flesh, they would
have been worsened ever by the Law on account of the weak-
ness of the flesh.

Given therefore that salvation effected externally
to man's limited realm was not satisfactory, the divine
Logos, the source of man's new 1life, entered into the
creaturely realm. The divine Logos became man. Yet,
even then, had the Logos not become truly man, man would
not have been saved; he would not have been freed from
sin and the curse unless the flesh which the Logos put
on was truly human. For otherwise man would have had
nothing in common with what was foreign; there would have
been no point of contact between man in need of salvation
and the Saviour, the divine Logos. Indeed, this point of
contact is central to Athanasius' understanding of salv-

ation. For in the Logos' assuming man's flesh, man became
united to the Logos through the kinship of the flesh. By
the divine Logos' assumption of human categories, men were
incorporated,and compacted and bound together in him through
the likeness of the flesh. Thus the divine Logos assumed
through man's flesh all that inheritance of judgement
which lay against men, and man shared in Christ's resur-
rection and eterrnal life in God, abiding immortal and in-
corruptible. In short, Christ's humanity is that whereby
the divirne Logos, the Life of God, identifies essentially,
and securely, with men, and thereby man shares fully in
God's grace.

This same point, which incidentally echoes the
thought of DI.44, is made again in Ch.56, even though
under a different guise there. For Athanasius states that
"if he was not created for us, we are not created in him;
and if not created in him, we have him not in ourselves,
but externally...!91). For if the Logos was not created
for man, he would have remained but a teacher for men, and
sin would not have lost its reign over man's flesh, being
inherent, and not cast out of it. In fact, however, the
Logos was created for us. Hence, through his indwelling

the flesh, sin was perfectly expelled from it, and men
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received a free mind. In Ch. 56 therefore the centrality-
of the divine Logos' essential identification with man in
and through his assumed humanity for the security of man's
salvation is again stressed.

The identification of the divine Logos with man
through the creaturely body is again emphasised in Ch.61.
The Logos is"like man in respect of the body; he is man's
brother on account of the likeness of body'.(92). Therefore
as the body is the means of the divine Logos' identification
with men, so it 1s also the medium of his grace to men.
Thus through it came the revelation of God, and the
salvation of men. In short, the humanity of the divine
Logos was one with men's, but in its being the Logos',
it was saved. Yet ip that man's humanity was essentially
one with Christ's, man's humanity was saved in Christ's.
"Christ's flesh was saved and liberated, as being the Logos'
body; henceforth, we being incorporated with it, are saved
after its pattern'.(93).

It seems clear therefore that for Athanasius the
source of salvation was the essentially divine Son of
God. Equally, it seems certain that the outworking of

this salvation had to take place in intimate communion

with creaturely man. For this reason therefore the divine
Logos had to become fully man for all men. For in the
incarnate Logos, man's salvation was guaranteed. Here

therefore Athanasius gives a fuller meaning to the
entitling Christ's humanity to_organon.

As 1n the CG-DI, so here Athanasius still sees
man's salvation as being twofold; it is the renewal of
man's knowledge of God, ard the redemption of man from
the mortality and corruption natural to him, to a life
in God.

As a result of man's foolish wilfulness, he became
ignorant of the true God, preferring the non-existent to
the Truth. God, however, was not willing for this to
continue. Thus God,"in pity and desiring to be known by
all, made his own Son to put on a human body and become
man..... that in this he might deliver all from false
worship and corruption and might himself become Lord and
King of all".(94). The same point is made in 16.10-11,"ip
being made man he is manifested as Lord of the living and
the dead.". Thus was the renewal of man's knowledge of

God effected.




Two points must be made with reference to this
renewal in the knowledge of God: the Logos did not merely
effect a glorious theophany in his self-revelation. He
revealed himself in mercy, in a manner which men could
bear, and therefore appreciate, the Logos having become
one with those to whom he was revealing himself, and in
such a way that not the Father but men, who were truly
men only in their cogritive relationship to the Father,
might benefit. Again, statements such as 14.7,"he did
not make him simply man, but made him that he might be
Lord of all men",are not to be seen as suggesting that
the Father's lordship was in any way whatsocever dependent
upon the world. For 14.7 , and 1like statements, are
concerned with the revelation of God's lordship, and not
with his statements, are concerned with the revelation of
God's lordship, and not with his nature. "For the Christ,
being by nature Lord and King eternal, does not become
Lord more than he was at the time he 1is sent forth; nor
then does he begin to be Lord and King. For what he is
ever, that he is then made according toc the flesh".(95).

In other words, the Logos' lordship was not
dependent upon the recognition of it by man; for he was
Lord eternally. 14.7 therefore means that God's lordship
was revealed through the Incarnation in such a manner that
men recognised it, and rightly and willingly submitted to
it. In and through Christ men were brought to a right
realicsation of their true and glorious position as servants
of the true lord; they were brought to assenting to the
eternal kingship of God, which was his naturally from
eternity.

While it is the same Wisdom of God who formerly
manifested itself through its own image in creatures,
and who more recently revealed itself, and in itself the
Father, in its becoming man, the subsequent self-revelation
was more certain. For formerly God willed to be known
through a shadowy image of wisdom which was in creatures.
Now, however, the Father had made the true Wisdom to take
flesh itself, and to reveal the Godhead therein, that by
faith in him, all who believe might be saved. Incidentally,
it is worth noting here that while from elsewhere it is
clear that salvation 1s open to all men, this passage seems
to suggest that only those who truly respond to God's

redeeming activity towards man will be saved. Here again
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we have evidence that Atharasius does not accept universalism.

When treating Christ's salvation of man, Athanasius
in fact concentrates upon man's redemption from his
corruptible mortality.

Man was originally created perfect and complete by
God. However, through man's sin in Adam, he was expelled
from Paradise, paradise being synonymous with Jjoyous com-
munion with God; he was found wanting, that missing from
man being immortality, and the path to paradise; he became
dead through his sin.

Although such mortality was man's rightful reward
for his transgressing of God's will, God was not willing
to leave man in this state. For it was unfitting that
this work of God should remair imperfect. Therefore the
divine Logos, through his love for men, humbled himself
and became man. The perfect Logos of God assumed man's
imperfect body. Through this assumption, the Logos
therefore took upon himself the mortality and the curse
upon man, without, however, himself becoming mortality,
or curse and sin. This flesh, which he had assumed, the
Logos thern offered to death. In that the assumed humanity
of the Logos was mortal, God the Logos died in it. In,
however, that the body was that of the divine Logos, it
rose again, being liberated from death. Thus the very
flesh which through transgression the first Adam put to
death, the same flesh the Logos, the Second Adam, made alive.

The Logos' raising his own body had far-reaching
consequences. Men, who were incorporate with it, were
saved after its pattern. Thus since Christ offered his
assumed humanity to death on behalf of all who were liable
to death, all men died through it and the sentence was
completed. For in receiving on behalf of all men all the
inheritance of judgement against them, the Christ paid
the debt in their stead. In and through Christ's resur-
rection, men were raised; they were freed from sin, and
given a free mind. Moreover, the Christ perfected what
wasnmssing to man, namely immortality and the way to
paradise; in Christ men attained unto the perfect man and
remainred immortal and incorruptible. For he had been
in the Image of God, and his flesh had been sanctified by
its receiving the gift of the Holy Spirit. In short, the

Logos incarnate recreated man capable of godhead.
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As a result of the redemption of man in Christ,
man's relationship with God became more intimate. For
in and through the Logos' dwelling in men, the Creator
God became '"Father'" to them; in their receiving the Spirit
of the Son, men became children of God. Moreover, in the
divine Logos' becoming man, the divine Creator of man
became man's brother. So the reconciliation of God and
man was effected.

As we have seen, man had become imperfect through
his transgression of God's will and was recreated unto
perfect manhood, having been perfected in Christ. Con-
sidering that Athanasius asserts that man had been created
perfect originally and seeing that he was recreated perfect
in Christ, one might suppose that man had merely been
restored as he had been made in the beginning. Yet one
would be wrong to suppose such. For man had been recreated

meizoni chariti (96). For having risen from the dead, men

no longer feared death, but in Christ reigned in the
heavens. For whereas origirnally man had feared death, the
grace of God, nmamely the Law, which protected him from it
being external, now man no longer feared mortality, the
protective grace of God being internal. For God had made
that grace inseparably man's through his taking flesh and
bestowing grace upon it in Christ.

A few brief points, which arise from Athanasius'
understanding of the atonement of God's being and men's,
remain to be noted. As in his earlier works, so in C.Ar.2,
Christ's humanity is seen in both its intensive and its
extensive aspects. It is Christ's personally, taken to be
the organ in and through which the salvation of all other
men is effected. Yet it is also that humanity in which
all men are, in which all men die and in which all are
exalted. Again, the divine Logos incarnate is he who frees

man from sin and from the bondage of corruption. He it

is who gives man true freedom. This freedom is, hewever,
not an abstract freedom. It is a freedom with respon-
sibilities. For it is a freedom to God, and is con-
sequently the enigmatic freedom to serve man's true Lord,
God. In C.Ar.2 Jesus Christ was again both High Priest
and victim, he offering himself in his sacrificial death
to his Father for all men. Christ was not, however,
eternally High priest, but only everlastingly. For beiprg
the Logos eternally, he was later made high priest. As
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high priest, Christ was supreme. For whereas under the Law
there was a succession of high priests, Christ's high priest-
hood was without transition or succession; he was the
faithful high priest, remaining for ever. Similarly,
Christ's sacrifice far outpassed those of the period of

the Law. For the latter were effective for the cleansing
of the guilt that arose from a particular wrong doing.

Yet their effectiveness passed away with time, new wrong-
doing requiring new sacrifices to effect the cleansing from
guilt. Christ's sacrifice, however, was piste. For having
happened once, it perfected everything, and remained for
ever (97), not coming to nought. Lastly, man's salvation
was not solely a passive event. He did not merely receive
the grace of salvation automatically. Rather, as we have
seen, although salvation was available to all, it was
effected only in those who believed in Christ; for in
judgement each man shall receive according to his works,

In other words, for Athanasius, to be in Christ was not
merely a passive and receptive state. Rather, it was an
activity by all in the strength of Ged's grace. It
included an outward, active confirmation of one's state

of being saved in Christ.

As in the (CG-DI, so in the C.Ar.2., Athanasius
allows the various theological passages to dictate the use
of the various Christological formulae. Thus while
Athanasius was speaking in the CG-DI of the Logos'
revelation in creation, or his death, Athanasius referred
to the Logos' doing so in his assumed body,it being that
which particularly pointed to the Logos' sharing in man's
creatureliness and mortality. Similarly, when the Alex-
andrian was speaking of the Logos' healing of man in the
image, he referred the healing to the Logos' becoming
man, 'man' being the hall-mark of man's participation
in the Image of God. While this fitting of particular
Christological formulae to suitable contexts exists in the
C.Ar.2, it is not as obvious as in the CG-DI. This is
partly because the C.Ar. 1-3 aremore concerned with the
Sonship of the Logos tharn his incarrate state, and partly
because Athanasius is eager to qualify the individual
statements regarding Christology, and thus to exclude

elither the belief that the Logos alteréd in his eternally

divine nature in becoming man or flesh, or the denial of
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the Logos' assuming a rational human soul in his assuming
flesh or a body. Yet the fitting of Christological

formulae to particular contexts does exist in the C.Ar. 2.
Athanasius uses such clauses as ''the Logos assumed a body"
to maintain the essential distinction between the Creator
and creation, 'incorporeality' being the hall-mark of the
Creator God, and 'corporeality' that of creation. Again,
Athanasius uses body and flesh, the latter in its substantial
sense, in the context of Christ's death (98), the Logos
dying only in and through the mortality of man's creature-
liness. Further, 'body' and its cogrnates are used both

to emphasise the oneness achieved in the Incarnation

between the immaterial Creator Logos and the material
creation (99), and to explain the Logos' creation in respect
of his assumption of human creatureliness (100). 'Man',
with its personal overtones, 1s also used in fitting
céntexts. For when wishing to concentrate upon the fullness
of the human personhood of Christ, Atharnasius uses the
Christological formula 'the Logos became man' in order

to qualify other Christological statements which are

ambiguous upon that subject.
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CONTRA ARIANOS 3

C.Ar.3 is very like C.Ar. 1-2 in its purpose. It
sets out principally to counter the Arian threat to the
traditional trinitarian thought of the Church, and their
removal of the essential distinction betweer the divine
Creator Logos and the creaturely cosmos. It is true
that unlike the C.Ar. 1-2, C,Ar. 3 treats of certain of
the Gospel references to the human passions of Christ.

Yet C.Ar. 3 does not treat them for their own sake, as

it might have done, had it been a work particularly con-
cerned with expounding Christ's humanity. Rather, C.Ar. 3
treats the Gospel references to the human passiors of
Christ, by the misinterpretation of which the Arians

ranked in creation him by whom the creation was made and

s0 separated the unity of the Father and the Son, in order
to safeguard the true divinity which the Logos shared
perfectly with his Father. By attributing Christ's
mutability ard passibility referred to in the incarrational
verses of the Gospels to the human economy of the Logos,
C.Ar. 3 preserved intact the immutable and impassible

Logos in his divine economy. It seems therefore that
Athanasius, 1in answer to Arianism, sets out in C.Ar.3

to preserve the unity of the Godhead, and to maintain

the distinction of the divine Creator and creature, by
attributing the various Christological verses of the Gospels
to the appropriate economies of the Logos, either divine

or human.

It follows from this that Atharasius i1s not there-
fore attempting in C.Ar.3 to establish an anthropology
for the incarrate Logos. He only treats of Christ's
humanity as a means to an erd. Herce while we must
remember in our study of Christ's humanity as portrayed
in C.Ar.3 that the subject of our research is but a
means to arn end for Atharasius' work, we may yet, with care,
s tudy that meansc.

As throughout the earlier books of the C.Ar., so
here the divine Logos of the Father is the subject of the
incarnation. He who became man is always God, the Son,
the Logos, being both the effulgence and wisdom of the Father,

as witnessed by all of the divinely inspired Scriptures.
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As the divine Logos, the Son of the rFather, the Lord, he
is incorporeal, the mark of the true Godhead; he 1is
eternal and immutable as the use of aei and of the
continuous present tense of einai in such phrases as aei on
theos (1) suggests; he is he who orders the cosmos in
accordance with the Fatherfs will through his providential
creation. Being the creator of the uriverse, he is
dissimilar from originate beings, but similar to the
Father (2), being proper to the Father's essence. The
subject of the incarnation 1s therefore really and truly
one with his own Father.

It was this divine Logos of the Father who became
man, an incarnation which 15 described variously. To these
descriptions we now turn. For ease of presentation, and
no other reason, we shall use again the form of presentation
adopted in our earlier studies of C.Ar. 1 and 2.

In the most general sense, the Incarnation of the
divine Logos was described as the enfleshed presence of
the Saviour (3) ard as the sojourning of the Logos (4),
wherein the divine Logos sojourned amongst men in order
to effect their salvation, the soteriological motif being
particularly clear in 39.38ff and 39.3ff. epidemein is
also used in 30.28, in reference to heterodoxical
Christological thought. For there Athanasius warns his
readers not to believe that as in former days the Logos
came upon the variocus saints so even now he came upon a man.

epidemein eis is here used as a synonym with eis anthropon

elthe and eis hekaston torn hagion egeneto (5), and as opposed

ir meaning to anthropos gegone (6). epidemia and its cog-

nates therefore seem to have their point of reference in
the divine Logos, and not so much in his assumed humanity;
they seem to describe the sojourning of the eternal Logos
in the sphere of time and space - a sojourn which, as it
itself suggests, was not consequential upon his divine
nature - rather than to expound the particular relationship
of the divire Logos to the man whom he became by ertering
into the sphere of time and space. The description of the
ipcarnation as the enfleshed presence of the Logos and

the sojourning of the Logos have both beer met before in
C.Ar. 1 and 2. That of the incarnatior as the human

ministry of the Logos (7) is rew to C.Ar. Leitourgia

brings with it the idea of pious service rendered to God,

and to the community of man. For it encompasses both the
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cultic sense, drawn from 0Old Testament usage, and the idea
of doing things which are related, not to private concerns,
but to the rational commurity as a political unity, an
idea especially prevalent inr Homeric thought. The term
therefore picks up the idea of Christ being the Priest of
God acting for the salvation of mankind,

More particularly, the incarnation is described

as the divire Logos' becoming something in himself. He
became man (8); he became the Son of Mar (9). For he had
become humar, havirg endured human generation (10). The

incarnation is also spokern of in the Johannine manner;
the divire Logos of the Father became flesh (11).

Central to Atharasius' understanding of the
Incarnation 1is the belief that the divine Logos broke into
the originate realm in a urique marner. When he became
man, he truly became man. He did not merely enter (12)
into a man (13) or merely effect an epiphany (14) by coming
upon the man Jesus as he had formerly upon the saints and
prophets (15). Rather in becoming man, the divine Logos
experienced true becoming; he himself entered into the
originate world of becoming.

Nor need the phrase hote gégonen eis auto (soma) (16)

cause us to doubt the reality of the Logos' becoming.

There is here no intention whatsoever to deny the true

becoming of the Logos by a suggestion of latent Apollirarianism,
For, as we have already seen, Athanasius asserts that the
divine Logos became man, and did not enter into a man, and

it is in the light of this that we must understand 39.40-41.

Again, gegonen eis auto (soma) is paralleled by the phrase

tes eis ten sarka kathedou (17), the latter phrase being

qualified in turn by the Joharnine Christological formula
"the Logos became flesh'" (18). Indeed, the clauses "when
he came into it (sc.body), then he received those things
from the Father" and '"those things which he =says that he
received when he became flesh” (19) are virtually syronymous,
with the latter ruling out a literal, and Appollirarian
interpretation of the former. Indeed, "body" is one of
the anthropological terms which Atharasius does not use
as a complement to the verb '"become'" ir any Christological
statements; he never asserts that the Logos '"became a body'",
since such a statement i1is openrn to the heterodoxical idea

that the divine Creator Logos ceased to be Creator through




172,

an essential alteration in his nature in being made a

creature. Given therefore that gegonen eis is a form

predetermined in this context by particular theological
considerations, oneought to be wary of taking too literal
an interpretation of this formula. It seems better
therefore to interpret the clause in terms of the Logos'
self-abasement, effected in his coming down to man's

frail flesh. BSuch would fit in with the use of kathodos
in 39.1. Moreover, the expression introduces an ironical
tone which befits the anti-Arian polemic. For, by the use
of this phrase, Atharasius makes the Arians assert the
rather foolish statement that the Logos humbled himself

in order to better himself through receiving the Father's
benevolence. Moreover, this interpretation of 39.40-41
preserves the magnanimous feeling of thé incarnation
itself. In a manner very reminiscent of Phi.2., the great

5 £

Pauline Carmen Christi which Athanasius so often uses,

this passage then asserts that the All-glorious Son

humbled himself even unto men's mortal flesh ir order to
meet men in the depths to which they had brought themselves,
and in order to exalt men in himself to the very presence
of his Father, their Creator.

In truly becoming man, the divine Logos became true
man. For in becoming human, he became one of men, and
shared in their frail creatureliness. In becoming man, he
became like us, being weak, needy, corruptible and
mortal. He became passible, the passions themselves
being confirmation of the reality and ron-docetic rature
of the assumed humanity. Through the Logos' becoming man,
he bore and shared man's infirmities; men's passions
became his through his being bound together with all men
in their common frailty. Thus it is clear that the divine
Logos truly became one with the creaturely realm which was
opposed, essentially, to him through the incarration. For
he became one with creatiorn in his assumption of'"human
flesh, it being whole with the affections proper to it.'(20).

The incarnation of the Logos therefore seems not
to be docetic on the natural level. Given this, therefore,

it seems that we ought not to interpret ta hemon emimesato

cf 57.4-5 in a literal fashion. This supposition is con -
firmed by a consideration of the context of this clause;

for Athanasius notes in 57.2f that it was not proper for
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men's flesh to be corruptible and to remain naturally
mortal. Therefore the Logos put on that flesh and thus
rendered it incorruptible. It 1s this thought of which
57.4-6 is an explanation, as the "for..." of 57.4 reveals.
For even as he, namely the Logos of 57.3, who was in man's
creatureliness "imitated our condition'", namely the putting
on of man's mortal and corruptible flesh, so men received
of him and partook of that immortality which is from him.
In the light of 57.2-3, "imitated our condition'" must
therefore be seen in terms of the Logos' putting on man's
corruptible and mortal flesh. Further,the balancing

57.4-6 will not allow the verb 'imitated' to be understood
in a docetic fashion. For the sense of 57.4-6 1s that even
as the divine Logos was in man, and hence shared in humanity,
so man was in the divire Logos and shared in his divinity.
Man's true indwelling in God was therefore dependent upon
the true indwelling of the divine Logos in man; God's
coinherence in man effected man's in God.

'Imitated' must therefore be understood as not
casting doubt upon the reality of Christ's humanity. This
can be done, however, without forcing the sense of the
verb, For in Heb.13.7, for example, we read "imitate the
faith". The verb 'imitate' does not call into question
here the reality of that imitated. Rather, it points to
the making one's own the faith of those being imitated in
all its force. 3 John 11 reads "do not imitate evil, but
good". Here again there is no question of the reality of
the evil or the good. Rather, 'imitate' points to the
making one's own ''the good". Even so in C.Ar. 3.57.4-5,
where there is no reason to doubt the reality of "our
condition'", we ought to interpret 'imitate' in the serse
of making one's own.

The verb 'imitate' does not therefore serve the
purpose of casting doubt upon the reality of Christ's
passions, as Richard suggests (21). It rather seems to
serve the purpose of "form'" in the phrase '"having taken
the form of a slave'" and of '"likeness'" in the phrase
"being in the likeness of man'" (22). It points to the fact
; the

human condition which the divine Logos imitated was truly

that the humanity was not naturally the divine Logos'

his, in that he appropriated it, and yet it was not his

as a consequence of his nature. Such seems to be the point
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of the clause ''he imitated our condition!", and not the
denial of the reality of Christ's human passions.

It is clear therefore that the Logos had a body,
not in appearance, but in truth; Christ's humanity was
not docetic in the physical sense. Yet despite such
assertions, Atharasius never mentions Christ's human
soul explicitly in C.Ar. 1-3. That, however, does not
mean that Christ's humanity was docetic on the physiological
level. For to assert that the Logos truly had a body is to
assert that the Logos had a body, not in abstracto, but

existing only in and through the Logos, in his creative act.
Only there does it remain, and apart from the divine Logos,
it would cease to exist (23). The assumed humanity
participates vitally in the divine Logos. For Athanasius,
however, man in his creatureliress, his body, is personal
through his sharing in the Logos through the grace of

being "in the image'". Thus it seems that through Christ's
body sharing vitally in the divine Logos, it becomes truly
personal.

This conclusion seems to be confirmed by several
other points. Through the Incarnation, the divine Logos
became as we are, a comparison, the point of reference
of which need not be limited to Christ's human passions
alone. Then, to describe the incarnation Atharnasius not
only uses the laconic Christclogical clause '"the Logos
became man'", but also the fuller "having taken flesh, he
became man" (24), the similar "having assumed a body, he
became man" (25) and their more abbreviated forms "“a whole
human flesh" and "a human body" (26). These Christological

phrases recall the clause of the Nicene creed: sarkothenta

kai enanthropesanta, which was included to exclude the

Lucianic tenet, later taken up by the Arians, that the
Logos had assumed a soulless body. Again, the assumed
humanrity was human; but it was so only in so far as 1t was
'in the image' of God the Logos (27). Hence, in saying
that Christ's humarity was human, as opposed to that of
the irrational creatures, one was making a theclogical
statement, in asserting that the humanity was rational,
and so personal. Again, according to ch. 30, the
Christological formula '"the Logos became flesh" was to be
interpreted as '"he became man'". It seems therefore that

Jn. 1.14 is to be interpreted in a Nicene, and anti-Lucianic




fashion, the clause '‘he became man' qualifying "he became

flesh" even as 'enanthropesanta' of the Nicene creed

qualifies 'sarkothenta'. Voisin, indeed, wishing to show

that the anthropdogical terms 'flesh' and 'body' ought not
to be understood literally in Athanasius' incarnational
passages, but '"comme des expressions consacrées par
l'usage, servant a désigner la nature humaine du Sauveur"
(28), invoked as his first reason for this thesis the fact
that, with respect to John 1.14, 'the Logos became flesh',
Athanasius remarked that it was the practice of Scripture
to call man "flesh, it being the custom of Scripture to
call man 'flesh'' (29). Richard is, however, probably
right in seeing the above interpretation as being too
absolute (30). For it is unlikely that by "“it being the
custom of Scripture" Athanasius meant that everywhere and
always Scripture calls man 'flesh', "I1 est donc gvident
qQu'lil ne veut pas insinuer ici que chaque fois qu'il
(sc. Athanase) emploiera le mot 'chair', il faudra
l'entendre au sens qui'il a dans les textes cités de Joel
et de Daniel, c'est a dire du genre humain".(31). While,
however, we may agree with Richard against Voisin that the
Christological use of "flesh'" is not always to be inter-
preted as '"man", we may still believe that 3 C.Ar.30 gives
yet one more reason for asserting that the Logos became
man in the fullest sense of man, understood in the sense
of the anti-Lucianic formula of the Nicean symbol.
Certainly the fact that the theme of ch. 30, that of the
Logos becoming man, and his not entering upon man, is
typical of the works ''de tous les partisans d'un Schéma
christologique Verbe- sarx contre ceux du schéma Verbe-
homme' (32), need not make onereject this Nicene inter-
pretation of John 1.14, as though Atharasius must have
been, on the basis of 3 C.Ar.30, a supporter of a Logos-
sarx Christology. For whether or not the theme of
Ch. 30 is typical of a Logos-sarx Christology, that theme
is of utmost importance to Christiarn orthodoxy. For the
Logos did not enter upon man, but became man. It is there-
fore within this latter context that we must understand
3 C.Ar.30.

Indeed, the supposition that 3 C.Ar.30 ought to be
understood in this fuller, Nicene sense seems to be con-

firmed by the context of the passage. For this passage
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critique a leur faire". (34) This Richard stresses by
referring to Ch. 26-28, and especially by quoting: "if
ther he is an ordinary man as the rest, then let him,
as a man, advance. This, however, is the sentiment of
the Samosatene, which indeed you virtually entertain,
though in name you denry it because cf men" (35). This
lack of difference between the anthropologies of the
Arians and Athanasius stemmed, according to Richard, from
the fact that Athanasius was '"sinon platonicien, du moins
platonisant'" (36). Accordingly, for Athanasius "1'ame

spirituelle de 1'homme a toujours été plus ou moins dtange

égaré dans la chair. L'idée d'un esprit fait par nature
pour s'unir a un corps, si elle avait déjé quelques
adeptes, Stait en tout cas fort peu répandue”.(37). 1t

was from this philosophical background therefore that
"selon notre docteur, le Christ des Ariens était vraiment
un homme et mgme un homme ordinaire puisqu'il avait
apparemment perdu toutes ses prérogatives celéstes. C'Stait
un esprit incarné et cela suffisait".(38).

For Richard, this common FPlatonic anthropoiogy of
Athanasius and the Arians meant therefore that Athanasius
recognised that the Arians' incarnate Logos was truly man,
and consequently did not counter their denial of Christ's
human soul, seeing their Logos as fulfilling the role of
that soul. Indeed, Athanasius' reaction points to his
not recognising a humanr soul in his own Christ.

With this position we must disagree.

For,on a general level,even when Atharnasius says
that the Arians conceived of the Logos incarnate as but
a "man'", he is thinking of "man" over against God. What
is at 1issue for Athanasius i1s the divinity cf the Logos,
whereby man 1s redeemed. Had the issue been anthropological,
Athapasius' general comment would have been telling. Given,
however, that the cause of concern is Christ's divinity,
this general treatment of the Arians' conception of man is
not very importart. On a more particular level, it seems
that Athanasius did find fault with the Arian understanding
of Christ's humanity. For some fifteen times at least
Atharnasius describes the Incarnation in the anti-Arian
manner of the Nicene creed (39). Thus Athanasius does not
recognise the Ariarn Christ as an ordinary, rational, or
personal man. Again, while Athanasius may show occasional

Platonic traces in his thought, and more oftern than not
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was written against those who believed that "as in former
times the Logos was used to come upon each of the saints,

50 now he sojourned in a man'. To establish this, these
men employed John 1.14, which allowed for the Logos to
become the directive force of the flesh, which by im-
plication of 3. C.Ar. 30, was understood literally. These

men were hoi asebeis, a title often used of the Arians,

who, on the baslis of their view that the Logos merely
appeared in a man, would ask of Christ '"why do you, being
a man, make yourself God?'".

The title, hol asebeis, the belief that the Christ

was but mar, and that the Logos but camcupon man, that is
flesh, all seem to point to the Arians.

It seems therefcre that this passage was rnot only
written against those who believed that the Logos only
came upon man, but also, by implication, against those who
thought that the Logos took the place of the soul in that
man.

Athanasius' emphasis in 3 C.Ar. 30 therefore
concerns the true becoming of the Logos. By implication,
it is suggested that in ”becomibg” man, he did not take
the place of the soul of the assumed flesh, but took flesh
in becoming truly man. Becoming "man'" therefore for
Athanasius was more than the assumption of mere flesh; the
Logos incarnate was more than the divine Logos and a
soulless flesh. Hence we seem to have here an indirect
denial of the Logos' assuming a soulless body.

Lastly, to assert with Grillmeier (33) that the
divine Logos took the place of the human soul in the
assumed humanity requires there to be not a becoming man
by the Logos, but an entry into creatureliness. Yet it
is the contrary that Athanasius maintains in 30.24-25: "he
became man, and did not enter into man'.

It seems therefore that the divine Logos became fully
human: he mysteriously became human in all senses of that
word. Moreover, it seems that Athanasius therefore did
counter the Arians' derial of Christ's human soul.

Richard, however, not only denies that Athanasius
refuted the Arians' denial of Christ's human soul, but
also asserts that Athanasius believed that the Arians'
Logos incarnate '"était véritablement devenu homme et mgme
qu'il avait tout a fait figure d'homme ordinrnaire. Autrement

dit, du point de vue anthropologique, il n'avait aucune
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these are but superficial traces, he does not believe that
man was "une sorte d'ange égaré dans la chair" (40). For
Athanasius, the human soul was not ap object as Richard
suggests. It was much more a relationship between God
and man; it was man in hig rationality, or "in the image',
sharing by grace in the Godhead through the lLogos, the
Image of God. Further, the soul was not “égaré”. It was
distinct from the body; yet it was created for mar by a
good and benevolent God, and was thus proper to its body.
Had it been ”égaré”, as Richard suggests, it would have
created a theological problem for Athanasius, the good
Creator being made the author of an improper creation,
Again, to suggest that Athanasius' anthropology was
Platonic, and that the spiritual soul of man was "une czorte
d'ange égaré dans la chair", is to suggest that properly
the soul and the body belong apart, and that they will
separate to their proper and respective states at death.

For Athanasius, however, both in creation and in re-creation

to a blessed post-mortem existence, the soul and the body

are seen together. Indeed, for them tc be apart is death,
and to be united true living. It is not right therefore to
say that Athanasius believed the Arian Christ to be "un
homme ordinaire" because he saw man as an '"ange égaré

dans le chair". Indeed, Richard's argument here is

rather prejudged. According to him, Athanasius was Platonic;
he therefore believed that man was a soul imprisoned in a
body, and that Christ was a Logos, who was divire, and not
creaturely as the Arians suggested, bound in a body.
Because, however, Richard has already Jjudged Athanasius to
be Platonic (41), he must necessarily decide that the soul
of Christ, the subject of his enquiry, does not exist.
Finally, 51.17-21 does not assert that Athanasius accepted
the Arian understanding of Christ's humanity. For this
passage which Richard sees as asserting that Atharasius

saw the Arian Christ as "un homme ordiraire'", is a
conditional, and not an absolute statement. If the Christ
was'a man, as all other men,"(42)...., if he was'"ar ordinary
man as the rest"(43)...., he would be said to advance'as man.".
He, however, was not such a man. He was rather God bearing
flesh (44), the Logos who became flesh (45) and who had
become man (46). He therefore advanced only in his human

economy. One cannot base one's understanding of Athanasius'




conception of Christ's humanity upon a conditiocnal
statement which he then rejects. Nor can one derive a
belief in Atharnasius' acceptance of the Arian Christ
as "un homme ordinaire' from such a statement. Rather,
one must derive one's understanding of Athamasius' view
of Christ's humanity from the various qualifications of
that humanity, as we have above. Nor is it sufficient
to take only the protasis of 51.16-17 or of 51.17-18, and
to assert that Athanasius believed that the Arian Christ
was a man as all other men, or an ordinary man as the rest.
To do so is to forget again the very important point
that one is basing one's argument upon a conditioral
statement which is later rejected. Moreover, the
contrast in Ch. 51 is between Christ as a man ard as God
bearing flesh. It is therefore a theological contrast
between Christ as a creature, and Christ as true God
incarnate, between Jesus as man, Jjust man and no more,
and the man Jesus who is God incarnate, urderstood in a
Nicene fashion, the Christological phrases of 51.17, 21, 22,
27 qualifying one another. To understand Ch. 51 in an
anthropological and physiological sense is therefore
forced, if not in fact illegitimate.

Final confirmation that Athanasius does not
accept the Arian Christ as "un homme ordinaire' (47)
comes through a comparison of 51.16-18 with 54.2-3. For
the former "is Jesus Christ man as all other men, or is

he God bearing flesh ? If then he is an ordinary manr as

the rest..... " is picked up by the latter, "if the
speaker 1s mere man..... ; but if he is the Logos in the
flesh...." For these similarly-used clauses demonstrate

that '"man as all other men" 1is understood as "ordinary

man' or '"mere man', over against '"God bearing flesh'", or
"the Logos in the flesh". Yet it is clear that Athanasius
denies that when the divine Logos became man, he became
ordinary man or mere man (48). Rather,he became God
incarnate (49). It seems clear therefore that in 51.16ff
Athanasius did not accept the Ariar understanding of the
manhood of Christ. For rot only did he assert the fullness
of Christ's humarity in Nicene language, but he also defined
the Arian Christ as altogether man from earth, and not from
heaven (50) - a doctrine with which he disagreed clearly

by stressing that Christ was from heaven (51).
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Although therefore the divine Logeos truly became
man, he did not cease to be truly God; he did not experience
elther a coming into existence or an alteration in his
divine nature in his incarrnation. "For when he became man,
he did not cease to be God,; nor, since he was God, did
he shrink from what is man's. God forbid. Rather, being
God, he assumed flesh."(52). The same point is made
explicitly ir 32.25-27 where it is stated that when the
natural and true Son from God became man, he was no less
Lord, and God and Saviour. Such a becoming of the divine
Logos in his incarnation is confirmed severally: the
Logos did not begin to exist, or cease to be truly God
when he became incarnate. For he was ever God, and is ever
God, despite his incarnation, as 29.38 f:'"he who was ever
God, and is the Son, being the Logos..... became man" and
31.17:"always being God, he later became mar',suggest.

For the use of "always'",of the present "is" in "is the
Son...", and of '"being God...", the continuous present
participle,all point to the divine Logos' eternal im-
passibility and immutability, and stand in marked contrast
with the perfect terse of "became...'", which marks the true
event of the incarnation which is now already a part of
past history. Again, in becoming man the Logos did not
become some ordinary man (53) or mere man (54). For God
the Logos was not injured in becoming mar;'being impassible
by nature, he remains as he is, not being harmed by
affections"(55). Again, it was not the divine Logos, but
the assumed humanity which was bettered in and through the
incarnation (56).

Because there was no coming into existence nor
alteration 1n his divirne being in the Logos' incarration,
it was the divirity which indwelt the flesh; because the
divine Logos became man without ceasing to be very God,
the Logos'"received as man the power which he always has
as God"(57), the Logos being both the man whom he had
become, and also the eternal God whom he was eternally,
as the perfect tense '"received", in contrast with the
present "always has'", poignantly shows; because Christ was
truly God, the Logos was still worshipped as Christ, being
Lord, and not an originate thing, no ordinary manr (58).

Indeed, the use of the Johannine Christological
formula, the Logos became flesh, seems to point to the

same conclusion regarding the Logos' becoming man. For
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hearing it, one is not to believe that'the whole Logos
himself is flesh, but that having put on flesh, he became
man..Jt(59). Rather, the divine Logos truly became man
while truly remaining God.

The other manner in which Athanasius explains the
relation of the divine Logos to his humanity is that in
which the humanity is seen as an assumption of something
from without the Logos to himself. Thus the divine Logos
assumed flesh or a body (60); he bore flesh or a body (61),
for he had put on flesh or a body (62). Thus the divine
Logos has flesh or a body (63).

Through this assumption, the assumed humanity
became the Logos'. Thus he indwelt i1it; he was not outside
it, nor the humanity outside the Logos. For through the
incarnation came about a mutual indwelling of the assumed
humanity and the divine Logos. "For he was very God in
the flesh, and it was true flesh in the Logos"(64). This
humanity which the divine Logos had assumed to be his organ
was thus the temple of God.

These descriptions of the Logos' assumption of
humanity convey, to varying degrees, the concept of unity
in diversity, of the one Christ of two natures, human and
divine; they maintain the distinction of the Logos who is,
and the humanity which he has. For the Logos is God,
while he has humarnity, the divinity being natural to him,
while the humanity is assumed from without. The incorporeal
Logos stands over against the assumed creatureliness, body
being the mark of creatureliness in its contrast with the
incorporeal Creator. It follows, moreover, from this
essential distinction that the assumed creatureliness was
not natural, nor necessary, to the divine Creator Logos.
Hence the Logos did not become man as a consequence of his
divine nature.

While, however, the assumed humanity was ecsentially
distinct from the divine Logos, 1t was his very own. Indeed,
the closeness of the urnion of the two is brought out in
31.32-33: "the body which in him (sc.Logos) bore them (sc.
sins) was his own (autau idion) body'" where idion cannot be
interpreted as the casual equivalent of autou, without
its becoming tautological with the preceding word. It must
therefore be given its full meaning of "belonging to" and
of “own'.

We have already noticed with reference to'body 'that




the assumed humanity is that creatureliness which is
essentially distinct from the divine Creator. That the
assumed humanity ise this commonr creatureliness in which
all men share is confirmed in respect to'flesh'. For
Ch. 20 falls in that section of C(.Ar.3 which deals with
Jn. 17.11, and especially the clause '"that they may be
one as we are'. It is there argued that men should learn
from the invisible nature of the Godhead to live together
in agreement. It should not, however, be argued from this
verse that men are essentially one with the Father and
the Son. For only like things are ranked with like, and
the Logos is unlike men, but like the Father. Hence the
Logos is linked essentially with the Father, and all flesh
is ranked together in kind (65). Here flesh is therefore
that common, uniting creatureliness of man. Moreover,
Athanasius notes that it is the custom of Scripture to
denote 'man' by the term ‘flesh'. Indeed,'both Daniel
and Joel call mankind 'flesh' " (66). Flesh here is
therefore the equivalent of the human race; it is the common
creatureliness which urites and binds together man with man.
'Flesh' 1s thus an alterrative epithet for that common
creatureliness which was essentially opposed to the divine
Creator Logos, and which the Logos assumed to effect by
the mystery of grace the atonement of creature and Creator.
Given therefore that the divine Logos assumed man's
common creatureliness, his indwelling humanity meant his
indwelling man. Indeed, by the Logos' making his humanity
his 'temple of God', he rendered all men the temple of God.
With reference to the Logos' becoming incarnate
through his assumption of humanity, there remain three
topics tTo be treated, each of which if wrongly inter-
preted can give a wrong understanding of the fullness of
Christ's humanity.

Athanasius uses the verb 'periballein' and its

cognates (67) to describe the relation of the divine Logos
to his assumed humanity. There is, however, no intention
here of using any of these words in the Platonic sense

of the body clothing the immortal soul. For the contexts
will not allow this. Ip both cases Athanasius has re-
phrased Jn.10.38 to fit the Ariar controversy:'though you
believe not in me, seeing me clad in a human body, yet
believe the works, that you may know that'I am in the

Father, and the Father in me' " (68) and "if you do not
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believe in me because of the clothing of the body, yet
believe in the works, that you may know that 'I am in the
Father, and the Father in me' " (69). If the Arians will
not acknowledge the Logos as Logos, but seeing his humanity,
suppose him to be a creature, they should look to his works,
which witrese tc his divinity, and thus recogrnise that the
Logos 1is in the Father, and the Father in the Logos. The
contexts of these passages are therefore primarily theological.
The assumed body is not that which stands over against
the soul, but is Christ's weak creatureliness which stanrds
over against the Logos' divinity. Indeed, even anthrop-
clogically speaking, the body is the human body or rational
and personal. It thus seems better to understand 'to clothe'
along the lines of enduesthai,being used metaphorically,
and therefore not implying any docetism with regards to the
humanity of Christ,

Christ's humanity is once described in C.Ar.3 as
'the temple of God' (70). This is not meant to suggest
that the assumed humanity 1is but an envelope in which
the divine Logos is. It is rather a title taken from
John 2.,19,21, and used to stress that the body of Jesus
is the focus of God's power amongst men. Indeed, this
epithet picks up the idea lying behind the verb 'to tabernacle'
as used in the quotation of Jn.1.14 in 29.7 and 30.23-24.
For that verb is related to the noun the tabernacle
being the place where God was believed to make his presence
felt.

In and through the incarnation, the assumed humanity
became the organ of the Logos (71). This epithet is not
an anthropological one, as Grillmeier implies (72), but
a soteriological one. It does not therefore point to an
impersonal Christology. Indeed, according to 31.19 that
humanrity which the Logos uses as an organ is the body which
the Logos had as a result of becoming man, the 'he becoming
man' qualifying 'he had a body', after the manner of the

anti-Arian Nicene creed. Moreover, it was to anthropinon

(73), humanity which was ratioral, and therefore personal,
which was the Logos' organ. The humanity of Christ was
rather'"the organ of Wisdom or the operation and the
shining forth of the godhead'"(74). Yet it was not merely
the medium of an epiphany, but also that through which
soteriological acts were effected, which in turn witnessed

to the divinity of their agent, the Logos. Indeed, not
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only was the humanity not solely the medium of revelation,
but it was properly not such solely. For the incarnation

was more than a mere epiphany; it was a becoming man for all.

The incarrnation of the Logos is further described
in terms of Christ's human economy. In that the divine Logos
appropriated to himself the creatureliness of man's Tflesh
by the transference of man's weakness to himself, he
hungered and thirsted as man or in the flesh; he suffered
as man, humanly, or in the flesh; he was ignorant as man,

humanly, or in the flesh, and therefore asked questions

as man, humanly or in the flesh. He was afraid as man,
humanly or in the flesh. The Logos, however, also received
of God's grace in his human economy. He developed in grace

as man, humanly or in the flesh; he received power and
glory from the Father as man, humanly or in the flesh; and
he was exalted as mar or in the flesh.

It is in respect of the Logos remaining eternally
God, while yet becoming truly man that Athanasius views
Christ in terms of this human economy, over against his
divine economy, as God, divinely or in his divinity.

Thus while as God, the Logos is beyond the finite and
creaturely world in his person and power, being the
impassible Son, one with the Father in being and act,

as man the Logos 1is limited and weak, sharing totally in
man's creatureliress.

To Athanasius' mind, the recognition of these two
economies of the divine Logos incarnate is not the result of
the imposing a later view upon an earlier biblical thought;
it is not the result of reading Scripture in terms of his
particular presuppositions. For Athanasius believed that
the scope and character of holy Scripture witnessed to
these two economies of Christ. Indeed, while not quoting
all the available Scriptural passages in support of these
economies, he refers to Gen.1.3,6,26, Jn.1.1-3 and Phil.2.6.
as pointing to Christ's divine ecornomy, and to Mt.1.23,
Jrn.1.14 and Phil.2.7-8 as pointing to his human economy.

There certainly is no intentior in the use of the
phrase'as man' to suggest a docetic Christology. For the
divine Logos truly became man, as we have noted, and as
the passions which he suffered as man show: '"these passions
were manifested because he had a body, not in appearance,
but in truth.(75). Further the lLogos only entered upon

his human economy when having assumed flesh, he became man;
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he only spoke and suffered humanly when bearing flesh,
he became man (76). Hence, the divine Logos only suffered
ag man or in the flesh when he became marn, the description

of which recalls the Nicene clause sarkothenta kai enanthropesanta

which was inserted into an anti-Arian creed in order to
exclude the mjection of Christ's human scul. Hencc, it
seems that Christ as true man truly suffered as man.

While there are two economies in Christ, equivalent
to his two natures, there is but one subject, as befits
the "becoming" of the Logos as man. A clear example of
the singleness of subject in the Christ occurs in Athanasius'!
treatment of Mt.26.39, where Athanasius notes that 'human
was the saying, '"let this cup pass'"....and divine was the
act whereby the same caused the sun to fail'(77).

Hence, even where the two economies are clearly

differentiated by the use of men..... de..... , we find the
common subject stressed by the ho autos, '"the same'". This

point is again succinctly put in 35.22-28:"if we see him
deing or saying anything divinely through the instrument
0of his own bedy, we may know that he so works, being

God; and if we see him speaking or suffering humanly, we
may not be ignorant that he bore flesh and became man, and
thus he so acts and speaks. For if we recognise what is
proper to each, arnd see and understand that both these
things and those are done by one, we are right in our
faith.", The subject of the two distinct economies is the
one Christ, the Logos become man.,.

It is worth noting that Atharasius' treatment of

Christ's economies support our conclusions that in becoming
man, the Logos truly became man, while yet not suffering
any essential alteration in his divine pnature. That the
subject of both Christ's divine and his human economies is
one points to the reality of the divine Logos' becoming
man. That what the Logos does divinely is distinct from
what he does humanly, being proper to his divinity, points
to the Logos!' still being truly God, while yet having
become man.

In becoming man, the divine Logos was not drawing
near to man from the far distance. "For in place nothing is
far from God, but in nature only all things are far from
him....(78). He never played the role of the metaphysically-
distant deity of the Epicureans, which existed in grand

isolation from the world that he set in motion. Rather,
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the divine Logos who became man was he who was ever
concerned for his creation through his providence. He
who was concerned for the cosmos from without as its
creator became, through the incarration, he who was concerned
for it from within, as the man Jesus, its Saviour.

Tt was this philanthropic Logos of the Father who
became man. This meant therefore the unique irruption of

the eternal Logos,who is beyond time, into the contingent

realm of time. "He who was ever God, and is the Son, later
assumed flesh and became man"(79). Yet this entry into
time was not a chance entry. It was that effected at the

end of the age, in the climactic momernt of history,
climactic above all in the sense that his entry effected
the termiration and consummation of the ages which prepared
men for the long-awaited Messiah, the Christ.

Through his entry into the sphere of space and time,
the divine Logos humbled himself. For ir becoming man, the
Logos of God humbled himself in taking the form of a slave.
For as man, the divine Logos was subjected to human passions;
the same Logos, who as God was beycnd passibility, suffered
in and through that humanity which he assumed. For he
suffered those sufferings which were true to his humanity,
and which therefore pointed to the fact that the eternal
God was truly incarnate, because 1t became the divine Logos,
in putting on human flesh, to put on it whole, with the
affections proper to it, and not to remain external to the
flesh that suffered. Thus while the Logos as God remained
eternally one with God, the same Logos as man was humbled
in his being in passible flesh.

One of the consequences of this self-abasement of
the divine Logos of the Father was his receipt of power
from the Godhead. It was not, however ,the divine Logos
who received this power. For he was not needy himself,
being the Giver and Bestower of grace to others; he
always had had that grace which he had eternally from the
Father, the Son having all that the Father has from his
exact likeness and identity to the Father. Rather, the
Logos received this grace as man, on account of the body
which, being man's fallen flesh, was in need of glorification;
he received it in his assumed humanity, and in the flesh
that he became. Thus the Logos received as man what he
always had as God. He who glorifies others glorified

himself as man (80).




It is noteworthy that it was only through the
intimacy of a true incarnation that it could be said that
the divine Logos received of the bounty of the Godhead.
It was only in that it was his flesh, which he had
assumed when he became man, and in which he was in and
through his incarnation, that received this grace, that
it could be said that the Logos received this grace.

While it is true that the divine Logos bestowed
grace upon himself as man, he did not do so on his own
account, but that of the flesh. For the Logos received
this grace as man that henceforth men in Christ might have
the power to withstand evil, having become in Christ
partakers of a divine nature (81), and that they might
reign everlastingly in heaven, having been delivered
from their natural corruption. Indeed, not to recognise
that the Logos bestowed grace upon himself for all men
would be to strip human nature of the grace which men
received in and through Christ, and thus rather than to
see men bettered through the incarnation, to see the
Logos bettered thereby. Consequently, not to recognise
the truth of the Logos incarnate receiving grace, not
on his own account, but flesh's, is to destroy man's
salvation.

The bestowal of this grace upon men could not have
been effected properly otherwise than in Christ. For
the bestowal had to be internalised within man's sphere.
Indeed, for the transcendent God to have bestowed such
grace upon man from without would have left man's salv-

ation insecure. For while man would have been able to
receive this grace, he would also have been liable to lose
it again, as the case of Adam reveals. Thus, in order
that the grace given might be irrevocable, and secure for
man, (82), Christ made his own that grace, receiving as
man the power which he always had as God. The Logos
received as man in order that, flesh having received in
him, the gift of grace might henceforth abide through

that flesh securely for us.

To Richard, Athanasius' explanation of Christ's
receipt of grace 1is not entirely satisfactory. For,
"sans doute la chair ou le corps, au sens strict, ne

. . . P . a7 ~
semblent pas constituer le receptacle ideal, méme comme

instrument du Verbe, pour les dons de gloire et de
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puissance'" (83). Certainly, it 1s true that the Logos
receives the grace of his Father on account of his body
or on account of his flesh (84). For man's flesh, which
the Logos assumed, was in need of glorification. Yet the
Logos also received humanly, as man or when he became man
(85). The divine Logos therefore received the grace of his
Father on account of his body. That body is , however,
to be understood in the light of the other incarnational
clauses, which complement and clarify Athanasius' thought
here.

Of particular interest is the fact that this so qualified
body, on account of which the Logos received the gift of
grace, is to be understood in terms of a theological
distinction from the incorporeal and immaterial Logos of
God, and not in terms of a physiological distinction from
the human soul. For the body, on account of which the
grace 1is bestowed, 1s contrasted with the divine Logos
who 1is beyond need; the flesh, on account of which the
bestowal is made, is contrasted with the divine Logos
himgelf. The flesh which receives the grace, since it is
in need of glorification, stands in contrast with he who

glorifies others, the Logos of God; the receiving humanity

is contrasted with the deity of the Logos. The Christ
receives as man what he always had as God. The context
is therefore theological. It is therefore in this

context that we must see the humanity which receives.
That body, on whose account the grace was bestowed upon
the Logos incarnate, is therefore to be seen as man's
creatureliness, of which 'body' is the traditional
Athanasian hall-mark, in its contrast with the Creator
God, and not as man's body, over against his soul.

That the body or flesh on account of which the
bestowal was made was not to be understood '"au sens strict"
(86) is established in 38.24-26 where Athanasius explains
how the Logos was said to have received of God: the flesh
itself received; but since that which received was in the
Logos, and since he had assumed that flesh by becoming
man, he is said himself to have received. The clause
"having assumed flesh, he became man'" (87), which is part
of this explanation, echoes the Nicene formula which
excludes the Arian denial of a human soul in Christ. It

seems therefore that the humanity on whose account the

grace was bestowed was full, its totality being asserted
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in the Nicene manner.

The humanity which received The grace in Christ
was fully human. Yet its creatureliness was stressed
by its being referred to as body and flesh. This
Athanasius stressed partly because the grace was given
to man in his creatureliness, because he was therein
naturally needy, and partly because it was man in his
creatureliness who required deification from his natural
corruption and mortality through his receipt of grace;
it was in his creatureliness, in his mutable and cor-
ruptible mortality, that man needed the stability given
by the grace of recreation worked by God in Christ.

The use of body in the context of the explanation
of Christ's receipt of the gifts of glory and power 1is
therefore most suitable for both its theological and
soteriological context. Indeed, given Athanasius'
understanding of body as that in which one cannot act
in isolation from one's fellow man, being bound together
in common creatureliness through one's body, 'body' is
also suitable as the organ in and through which the Logos
effected the salvation of man in his creaturely need.

During his life as a man, Christ asked several
questions: he asked of the whereabouts of the dead
Lazarus; he asked his disciples whom men thought that he
was; and on the occasion of the feeding of the five
thousand, he asked his disciples how may loaves they had.
None of these questions can, however, be applied to the
divine Logos, thus suggesting that the divine Logos was
ignorant, and therefore not the Wisdom of God, but a
creature.

Athanasius begins to show that these questions are
not thus applicable by asserting that questions do not
necessarily imply ignorance on the part of him who asks
the question. Thus, for example, God can ask where Adam
is and where Abel, Cain's brother, is while yet knowing
the answer. Indeed, when Christ asked his disciples
how many loaves there were, he asked although he knew.
For he asked, to prove Philip, as he knew what he would do.
Converting these paradigms to the other problem areas,
Athanasius therefore maintained that the Lord can ask
where Lazarus was and whom men thought that he was, and

yet not be ignorant of the answers.

Not only therefore do these questions not
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necessarily imply that the divine Logos 1is ignorant of

the answers to his questions, but also that ignorance 1s not
proper to the divine Logos, who, being omniscient, knows
all even before it comes to be, prescience beling proper

to the Creator Logos, and ignorance not proper. For he
was the medium of God's revelation of knowledge to man.
Hence, for example, if the Father revealed to Peter the
answer to the question that the Lord put at Caesarea
Philippi, it is plaih that through the Son that revelation
was made. For no-one knows the Son save the Father,
neither the Father save the Son and he to whomsoever the
Son reveals him. If then, 1t 1is certain that the Lord

who asked Peter whom men thought that he, the Christ, was,
having first revealed to Peter from the Father that he was
the Christ, the Son of the living God, next asked the
question, 1t is clear therefore that while Christ asked
the question, he knew divinely what Peter would reply.

Thus Athanasius felt that these gquestions properly
did not imply an ignorance on the part of the divine Logos
of the Father. For the ignorance which was implied by
them referred not to the Godhead,but to his assumed
humanity. For ignorance is proper for the flesh (88).

The Son of God only inquired of his disciples as man, when
he had been clad in flesh. Thus he asked, for example,

of the whereabouts of Lazarus humanly, and of man's
opinions of himself humanly or in the flesh.

It is worth noting here that the fact that Athanasius
asserts that Christ's guestions do not necessarily imply
Christ's ignorance does not mean that Athanasius is in
doubt about the reality of Christ's ignorance. Nor does
it mean that Athanasius holds a view in ch. 37 that is
contrary and contradictory to that held elsewhere, as
though ch. 37 did not allow for Christ's ignorance, which
was elsewhere recognised. For the point of ch. 37 is not
that qguestions do not imply ignorance, but that questions
do not necessarily imply ignorance. This, however, is
true only in the case of the Lord, or the Son, but not in
the case of the man Jesus, the Logos incarnate. In short,
the aim of Ch. 37 is to defend the omniscience of the divine
Logos, and not to question the reality of the ignorance of
the Logos become man.

It seems therefore that Richard's argument that




Christ's ignorance was not genuine must fall. Having
noted that the flesh was indeed ignorant, while the
divine Logos knows all even before it comes into being,
Richard asked whether one should therefore conclude

. v . .
"gue le Verbe a ignore, non en tant que Verbe, mais en

tant que devenue homme ?" (89). To Richard's mind,
however, "S.Athanase évite visiblement de dire cela.
On sent que cette idee lui repugne" (90). Rather, he

gsays that the Logos inquired as man, or in the flesh.
However, Richard has already noted that for Athanasius
a question "n'impliquait pas une ignorance réelle" (91).
Richard therefore notes that not only does Athanasius
not say that the Logos incarnate was ignorant, but also
that he asked questions, and those questions do not
imply ignorance. He concludes therefore that Athanasius
was not ready to admit true ignorance in Christ. This
conclusion Richard supports from two other positions.
Firstly, he quotes 38.7-10: "He asked questions; for the
all-holy Logos of God, who endured all things for our
sakes, did this, that, so carrying our ilgnorance, he
might vouchsafe to us the knowledge of his own only and
true Father....'". "Tout ceci est bien subtil. I1
fallait que le Verbe porte notre ignorance pour la
détruire. C'est pourquoi il a posé quelgues questions,
c'est a dire des actes spécifiquement humains dont la
raison d'etre est l1'ignorance de la chair, mais qui
n'impliquent pas necessairement une ignorance réelle
dans le sujet qui questionne''. (92). Secondly, Richard
refers to ch. 50 where Athanasius referred the Arians

to the questions of God to Adam and to Cain. "Puis il
ajoute que logiguement s'ils veulent accuser le Christ
d'ignorance 3 cause de ses questions, ils doivent, avec
les manichgens, attribuer le méme faiblesse au Dieu de
1'A.T. Cecl confirme notre interpretation du ch.38.

Ce sont en effet les interrogations humaines du Saveur

qu'il compare la avec celles de Dieu dans la Genese "(93).

Richard's thesis concerning Christ's ignorance
must, however, fall. In the first place, as we have
already noted, the argument of Athanasius that questions
do not necessarily imply ignorance has its point of
reference in the divine economy of the Logos, and not in

the human. Moreover, central to Athanasius' argument

that questions do not necessarily imply ignorance is the
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qualifying term ''mecessarily" (94). For while questions
do not necessarily imply ignorance, they can do so. Thus
for Athanasius, while Christ's questions do not imply
ignorance on the part of the divine Logos, they do on the
part of the Logos incarnate. Consequently, this argument
that questions do not necessarily imply ignorance should
not be applied to the statements of the Logos inquiring
humanly, or in the flesh, as though it was to be inferred
that Christ's ignorance was not entirely genuine. Indeed,
the questions of the Logos as man seem to be taken as
pointing to ignorance on the part of the incarnate Son.
For, having shown that the questions of the incarnate
Logos do not imply ignorance in the divine Logos, Athanasius
continues "if they still persist on account of his asking,
then they must be told that in the Godhead indeed ignorance
is not, but to the flesh ignorance is proper; " (95).

The Arians insisted that Christ's questions point to
his ignorance; from this they concluded that the Logos
was lgnorant, and therefore not divine. Athanasius'
reaction to this was not, however, to deny that Christ's
questions implied ignorance. Indeed, he stressed the
connection between '"to ask" and '"ignorance' (96). Rather,
he admitted the ignorance, but stressed that it was not
the divine Logos',but that creatureliness' in its essen-
tial distinction from the divine Creator Logos who assumed
it. It seems therefore that Athanasius allows Christ's
questions to imply a true ignorance on the part of the man
Jesus. Secondly, Richard suggests that Athanasius visibly
avoids saying that the Christ was ignorant "en tant que
devenu homme" (97). Yet, in his treatement of Christ's
knowledge of the last day, Athanasius states that "“since
he had become man, he is not ashamed, because of the flesh,
which is ignorant, to say, 'I do not know'...'" (98). 1In
other words, Athanasius does admit that the Logos was
ignorant "en tant que devenu homme'". Moreover, the state-
ment of 38.7-10 does not suggest that Christ's ignorance
was in any way docetic. For the subject of 38.7-10 is
the all-holy Logos of God, who endured all for our sake;
that the Logos endured '"all" points to the fact that not
only need true ignorance not be excluded from Christ's

experience, but also that true ignorarnce is not imcompatible
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with the human economy of the Logos; that the Logos

endured all implies that the divine Logos underwent an
experience which was degrading for himself. Such true
ignorance would have been, he being God's Wisdom. However,
had a feigned ignorance been part of that "all'" which the
Logos endured, that humiliation implied in the verb
hupomenein would have been non-existent. For to endure
docetic ignorance is not to endure; it is therefore not

to suffer the implied humiliation. Further, 38.9 includes
the clause '"and so carrying our ignorance'. This clause
may be understood either as to be interpreted in the light
of '"he asked", or as an interpretation of the same. It
might be seen as meaning that the Logos bore man's

ignorance in that he asked questions. Those questions

did not, however, necessarily imply ignorance. Thus the
ignorance which Christ bore was not entirely real. This

is how Richard understands this clause (99). On the

other hand, it might be seen as meaning that the Logos
asked questions, and thus bore man's ignorance, the

latter clause confirming that in asking questions Jesus
showed his true ignorance. Given, however, that, in

terms of the human economy of the Logos, questions do,
according to Athanasius, imply ignorance, and given that

the 'so' (houto) of the clause '"and so carrying our ignorance"
not only points to this clause being the qualification of
the verb "to ask'", but also acts as positive confirmation
of the fact that Christ bore man's flesh, it seems better
to accept the second interpretation suggested above.

Indeed, not to accept this interpretation would mean the
acceptance of an interpretation which was self-contradictory.
For while Christ would be said to have borne man's ignorance
which was real, Christ's ignorance would not have been real,
it being suggested only by questions which did not imply
ignorance. In short, therefore, Christ would not have borne
man's ignorance. That Christ necessarily experienced
man's true ignorance in order to effect man's salvation
from it to the knowledge of the true God seems confirmed

in 57.26 where Athanasius remarks that the Christ abolished
by human means all human failings, that the Christ redeemed
man from his ignorance by assuming man's own ignorance

and thus defeating it in himself.

It seems therefore that since the Logos asks questions

humanly or in the flesh, questions being a mark of ignorance,
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since he assumed flesh that was ignorant, and since he
bore man's ignorance, the Logos of Athanasius was ignorant
as man. Indeed, that Christ's ignorance 1s real is con-
firmed from other points: if the ignorance of Christ were
not real, it would not have been necessary to defend the
divine, omniscient Logos from it; Athanasius mentions
that the Logos did not shrink from the ignorance which
was man's, If, however, that ignorance had not been
genuine, there would have been no point in mentioning
this fact, nor any reason for the Logos' shrinking from
the non-existent. Finally, ignorance was one of those
bodily affections which showed that the Logos had a true
body and that the body was his own. Had the ignorance
of Christ been false, that ignorance would have been no
such evidence.

Christ, the incarnate All Holy Logos of God, endured
this ignorance for man's sake; he bore man's ignorance
that he might vouchsafe for men the knowledge of his
own only and true Father, and of himself. As therefore
with his receipt of grace of the Father, so here, the
Logos endured his human economy to ensure and guarantee
man's salvation.

Christ's statement of Mk. 13.32 to the effect that
"concerning the day, and the hour no-one knows, neither
the angels, nor the Son' receives a rather lengthy
treatment in C.Ar.3. Yet its interpretation is much in
line with the above exposition of Christ's questions.

Central to Athanasius' exposition of this statement
is the fact that the Creator Logos, the divine Son who
knew the Father, knew all things. "For it is proper for

the Logos to know."(100). Thus the divine Logos of the

Father knew the time of the last day. For it was proper
for the Son to know the day from the Father, the Son
being in the Father, and knowing all things from the
Father through his likeness to the Father.

Christ therefore did not say that the Son was ignorant
through a deficiency in the divine Logos, but on account
of his flesh (101). For having become man for man (102),
by assuming ignorant flesh, with men, as man the Logos
was ignorant. Indeed, it was right that this statement
of human ignorance should be attributed to Christ's

humanity. For not only was this statement made not

before the Logos became man, but also while it was proper



for the divine Logos to know,it was proper for man not
to know (103).

Thus it is clear that the same person, ho autos,
(104), both knows and does not know. For as God, as
Logos and as Creator he knows divinely(105). Meanwhile
he is ignorant as man, humanly or in the flesh, on account
of his assumed humanity (106).

Evidence that Mk. 13.32 does not imply an ignorance
on the part of the divine Logos Athanasius finds in two
areas. He finds an analogy to Mk. 13.32 in the Pauline
statement of 2 Cor.12.2 that he knew a man in Christ,
about fourteen years ago, whether in the body he knew not,
or whether out of the body he knew not, God alone knowing;
for while Athanasius recognises that Paul asserts his
ignorance here, he believes that this assertion was
rhetorical, with Paul in fact truly knowing the facts.
From this analogy Athanasius concludes that he who gave
Paul the power to know, must, for that very reason, have
known himself. Thus, while the divine Logos said, '"No,
not the Son....", he said so, while yet knowing himself.
Again, when Christ ascended, his disciples asked him again
when the end would be. In reply, he said that it was not
for them to know, but did not say humanly, "No, not the
Son....", as he had previously. This he did not answer
since, his flesh having risen, having shed its mortality,
and having been deified, it was not fitting for him to
reply after the manner of the flesh, that is, admitting
his ignorance as incarnate Logos, but to teach divinely,
that is, revealing his knowledge as divine Logos. From
this post-resurrection event, 1t seems therefore clear
to Athanasius that the divine Logos was not amongst that
group of people from whom the knowledge of the time of
the end was rightfully withheld, but that with the Father
he knew of that date.

The statement '""No, not the Son..... " is not, however,
a lie: '"he said, 'no, the Son did not know'; and in saying
this, he did not 1lie" (107). This Richard understood as
showing ''que notre Docteur avait parfaitement conscience
d'avoir présentg comme apparante l'ignorance du Sauveur,
car l'objection qu'il s'est cru obligé d'écarter, a ce
point de sa démonstration, de l'esprit de ses lecteurs

c'est: "Donc le Christ a menti" (108). Athanasiug'

intention in asserting that the statement '"No, not the
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Son...." is not a lie is not, however, to qualify the 196.
presentation of Christ's apparent ignorance. For Christ's
ignorance was real, as we shall see. Rather, it was to

counter a possible implication of his exposition.
Athanasius had insisted many times that the Son of God,
the divine Logos, was in no way ignorant. Yet Mk.13.32
asserted that Christ said that no-one knew of the end
time, not even the Son. From these two statements it
might therefore be supposed that one was untrue. If the

Son of God was truly omniscient, was Mk.13.32 a lie ?

To this Athanasius replies, no. It was not the Son of
God who was ignorant, but the Logos as man. For 48,26-27
was not said divinely of the Logos. Rather, it was said

'humanly...as man'(109), having its point of reference in
the Logos'!' human economy. Indeed, that this is the point
of reference is emphasised in 43.39-1 where Athanasius
draws attention to the fact that it was not the Son of
God who is the subject of the ignorance of Mk.13.32, but
simply the Son (110), an epithet which Athanasius
interprets as the Son of Man (111).

Given therefore that Mk.13.32 is not a lie,. the
ignhorance implied there must be genuine. Indeed, the
ignorance is shown to be real by two facts. The ignorance
is that of which the Logos could be ashamed, but as man

was not. If however that ignorance had been in any way

docetic, this statement would have been meaningless.

Again, the Logos as man was ignorant in order to show the
reality of his humanity, a point which would not have

been made had the ignorance not been genuine. We may
therefore reject Richard's view that Christ's ignorance
was '"une ignorance de droit, non de fait"(112), which he
experienced as a right of his assumption of ignorant flesh.

Mk.13.32 was therefore nothing more than an admitt-
ance of the true ignorance concerning the last day by
the Son of Man, the Logos as man. It has no meaning for
the divine Son of the Father.

It must moreover be stressed that the use of the analogy
of 2 Cor.12.2 is not to call into question the reality of
Christ's ignorance. It does not establish that "l'ignorance
du Christ n'etait qu'apparente™(114). Rather, it is to show
that a statement of ignorance by the Logos as man need not
mean an admittance of ignorance by the Logos as God. Even
as Paul can say that he is ignorant, while yet knowing

that which he denies, so the Logos can say that he is
ignorant as man, while yet knowing as God that which he



denies as man. Indeed, were the intention of this
analogy to deny the reality of Christ's ignorance, man's
salvation from ignorance to the knowledge of God, through
the Christ's conguering of the assumed ignorance of man,
would be denied.

It was ftrue ignorance which the Logos assumed in
and through his incarnation for men's profit. For in
that the incarnate Logos knew of and revealed to men the
penultimate events in the history of the cosmos, men were
forewarned of the end events, and so saved from fear of
them. Moreover, men were saved from the possibility of
being deceived by false prophets and false Christs in the
last days. Yet, even as it was beneficial for men to know
this, 1t was expedient for them not to know the end. For
had men known the time of the end, they would have become
lax in their Christian practices in the time before the
end, only living a godly life at the very time of the end.
As it was, however, being ignorant of the time of the end,
men were preserved in the Christian life; they reached for
that before them and forgot that behind. Thus, being
always prepared for the return of Christ, men were secured
unto salvation.

The last aspect of Christ's knowledge of God that
Athanasius treats in C.Ar.3 is his advance in wisdom, in
stature, and in grace with God and man. {(115)

The subject of this advance was not the Logos the
Wisdom of God. For he was perfect, being in the Father;
he was the Son of God who was equal with the Father. He
was therefore beyond progress.

Rather the Logos advanced humanly; his assumed
humanity advanced. For advance belongs to men (116).
Indeed, that it was in his human economy that the Logos
advanced is confirmed by the fact that Lk. 2.52 refers
to Christ's increase in stature, an increase which can
have its point of reference only in Christ's humanity.

For the divine Logos, who was incorporeal, was not open
to measurement of stature which is peculiar to bodies.
Yet, while it was the humanity of the Logos and not the
divine Logos which advanced, it could still be said that
the Logos advanced in the flesh. For the advance did not
take place when the Logos was external to the flesh that

advanced. Rather, the flesh that advanced was in him,

and was therefore called his. Its advance was therefore
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his advance.

This advance of Christ in stature was his natural
growth as man; the progress in wisdom and grace was the
advance of the Logos as man in himself, as God, the Wisdom
of God (117); it was the gradual transcending of the
assumed human nature through its being deified in and
through the divine Logos; it was the revelation to all
of the assumed humanity's role as the instrument of Wisdom
for the activity and manifestation of the Godhead. For
the divine Logos revealed himself in his assumed body,
thereby manifesting the Godhead in the assumed humanity
to all men, and causing man to recognise that Christ's
body was the temple of God, God being in it. In short,
therefore, the more the divinity of God was revealed in
Christ, the more the grace of the lLogos as man increased
before all men (118).

As we have seen, Christ's development in stature
was referred to his body. From this fact Richard deduces
therefore not only that "Athanase entend evidemment le
corps au sens strict'" (119), but also that all Christ's
development is to be referred to this strictly conceived
body. This deduction is not, however, entirely fair to
Athanasius' intention. For while it is true that Athanasius
notes that "the advance is of the body" (120), he does so
for no anthropological reason. Rather, he does so for a
theological cause. For the immediate context is that in
which Athanasius stresses that it was not the divine
Logos, but the Logos incarnate who advanced. For this is
made clear by the fact that Luke has mentioned'stature!
in Lk.2.52. The divine Logos however, being God, is not
measured by stature. Only bodies are. Thus the advance
mentioned in Lk.2.52 cannot be referred to the incorporeal
Logos of God, as the Arians wished, but only to the body
assumed by the Logos.

It is clear from this theological context therefore
that body 1s intended only to mark the creaturely and
material aspect of man, over against the creative and
immaterial aspect of God. To understand 'body' in any
more of a physiological manner, as Richard does, is to
stress the writing of Athanasius.

That to understand body, the point of reference of
Christ's advance, in a strictly literal and anthropological

sense is unfair to Athanasius' intention is confirmed
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elsewhere. For Athanasius explains Christ's advance not
only in terms of Christ's body, but also in terms of his
humanity and of his flesh; he advanced as man, humanly

or in the flesh. In fairness to Athanasius one must allow
all these explanations to qualify the explanation of
52.27-28, and allow the latter to qualify the former.
Moreover, in 53.9-13 Athanasius notes that Christ's
passions, which include his advance, point to the fact
that the Logos became man and bore true flesh, a clause
that recalls that of the Nicene creed which excludes the
denial of Christ's human soul. Thus 1t seems that rather
than Christ's advance being referred only to his body,
understood literally, it is referred to Christ's full
humanity, of which the advance 1is evident.

This advancement of Christ, whose reality is seen
from the fact that it was evidence that the Logos became
man and bore true flesh, the Logos underwent, not for
himself, but for men. For the Logos advanced as man in
order that men's advancement might endure, and, on account
of Tthe accompanying Logos, fail not. For Christ's advance
meant the imparting from Wisdom to men through Christ of
deification and grace. For, through the Logos' having
taken man's flesh, the sin and natural corruption of men
was obliterated in Christ according to men's likeness
and kinship to the flesh of the Logos; for in having assumed
man's humanity, Christ's advancement in grace and wisdom
in and through his humanity was man's advancement in grace
and wisdom. Even in this respect therefore the Logos'
incarnation was saving.

While Richard acknowledges thal Athanasius explains
Christ's advance in wisdom in terms of soteriology, he
sees this as an Athanasian attempt to avoid attributing
to Christ 'une croissance intérieur de la grace'" (121).
This same process Richard sees in the fact that this
same progress '"notre Docteur....définit extrinséquement
par son effet sur les spectateurs" (122). While it is
true that Athanasius did explain Christ's advance in
wisdom in terms of its soteriological effect upon others,
this is not to be seen as pointing to an avoidance of
Christ's true development. For we must see this exposition
against three points: in C.Ar.3 Athanasius' aim was primarily
to defend the divine Logos from the heretical assertions

of the Arians, and not to explain Christ's increase; again,




Athanasius emphasises the soteriological effects of
Christ's 1life, that he might stress, against the views
of the Arians, that Christ's increase in wisdom was not
for the benefit of the divine Logos, but men; lastly,
the increase of others has as 1ts presupposdstion the
increase of the Christ. For men progress in Christ in
that their humanity, which was assumed by the Logos,
progressed. The first two points are manifest in 52.31ff.
For there Athanasius notes that as the man Jesus grew,
so the manifestation of the wisdom of God increased, the
result beling the gradual realisation by all that Jesus
was the Son of God. It was thus to be seen that to
advance in wisdom was not the advance of Wisdom itself,
but manhood's in it. Hence to explain Christ's advance
in wisdom and knowledge in terms of the redemption of
man from ignorance to the Truth of God is not to avoid
admitting Christ's intrinsic, or personal, development
in wisdom, but to stress that it was not the divine Logos,
the Wisdom of God, who developed, but the man Jesus, for
the sake of all men. The third consideration in the
light of which Christ's development is to be read is
manifest in Ch.53. For 52.36 notes that the advance
mentioned in Lk.2.52 is that of men according to their
likeness and kinship to the flesh of the Logos; 53.22ff.
reveals that while Christ's humanity advanced, that
advance had wide soteriological effects. In both these
references Christ's intrinsic development preceded the
extrinsic; his personal development preceded that of all
men in Christ. For while the Logos did advance personally,
or intrinsically, in that it was his humanity, from which
he was not external, which advanced, he advanced for all.
It therefore necessarily had an extrinsic, or soteriological,
result.

Christ's personal advance is not stressed in Ch.52-53.
Yet Richard is wrong to deny its existence. Nor does the

fact that Athanasius transformed the proekopte sophia of

Lk.2.52 into proekopten en sophia, and then into proekepton

en_te sophia (123) point to the Alexandrian's intention

"d'écarter toute interprétation psychologique de ce texte"
(124). For this transformation does not alter the sense
of the gospel verse for Athanasius. For the source and

the centre of all knowledge for Athanasius is the Truth,

the Wisdom of God. Hence, for one to develop personally
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in wisdom, is for one to develop personally in one's
knowledge of the Wisdom of God. This fact also, incid-
entally, explains why the other side of the coin to
developing in wisdom is the manifestation of God, the
Wisdom, in revelation (125).

The last of Christ's human passions which Athanasius
treats at length in his C.Ar.3 is his fear in the face of
death. Working particularly from such texts as Mt.?26.39
and Mk.15.34, Athanasius maintains that they must be
understood in the same way as those verses concerning
Christ's growth in grace were. Thus, even as it was
Christ's flesh which increased, and yet he was said to
have develcoped on account of the body being his own, so
it was Christ's humanity which was afraid, and the Logos
was afraid only in so far as his was that humanity.

For the divine Logos did not fear, as he was
eternally God, being ever in the Father, and never being
deserted by him; he was eternally Life; he was impassible
by nature; Hence it would have been unseemly and irreligious
to have said that the divine Logos feared death. For fear
was not proper to the nature of the Logos in himself.
Indeed, it would have been ridiculous to have suggested
that the Logos who rescued others from death was afraid of
that same death.

Rather, it was the assumed humanity which suffered
this fear; the Logos suffered humanly or in the flesh.
That this fear was to be referred to the assumed humanity
is made clear. For, i1t was not said that the Logos was
afraid prior to his taking flesh; it was said humanly,

only when the Logos had become flesh by becoming man; it

was said on account of his human body. ©Secondly, fear
was one of Christ's human attributes. It was one of his
human qualities. Hence 1t was proper to his body, his

flesh or the humanity (126) that the divine Logos assumed.
Again, it was the flesh, and not the divine Logos, which

was passible, and therefore open to fear. Indeed, fear

of death and the 1like, which were qualities of the body,
were not to be related to the incorporeal Logos of the
Father unless and until the same incorporeal Logos

assumed a mortal and corruptible body. This he did of

Mary. Thus, it was only when he had become incarnate,

that he was in a suffering, weeping and fearful body, that
those things proper to the flesh were ascribed to the Logos,

in his body.
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It is clear therefore that the Logos did not fear death
in his divinity but only humanly. A corollary of this is
that it is the same person, the Logos who is both above
fear, and yet who fears. For as God he is beyond fear, but

as man he shares man's fears.

An interesting point arises in 55.32-34, where Athanasius
notes that the Logos permitted his body to weep and hunger,
and to show those things proper to a body. This is not,
however, to be interpreted along the lines of 58.14 where
Athanasius notes that the Logos let his own body suffer.

For, in this latter case, the allowing the body to suffer
is the opposite of preventing those who were conspiring
against him, even though he was able to prevent them.
In the former case, however, permission for his body to
suffer is effected in order to reveal his passible body,
the clause '"by his permitting it to weep..." acting as
an epexegetical clause to the clause "he who shewed that
his body was passible'". This is the same idea as that
put forward in DI.18 where it is noted that it is said that
the Logos incarnate was born, ate and drank in order to
show that the Logos had, not a fantasical, but true body.

The Logos did not suffer, however, in and for himself.
For even as contumely came upon Christ, that it might no
longer touch those in Christ, since it had been destroyed
in him, so0 fear came upon him on all men's account. For
the Logos became man and suffered as man in order that he
might lighten the passions of the flesh, and might free
the flesh from them. For by assuming fear, Christ
joined his divine will, or courage, to human weakness,
the result of which was to destroy this fear, and to
render men courageous and fearless in the face of death.
In short, Christ suffered in the flesh in order that he
might render flesh impassible and immortal.

One point which arises from Christ's redemption of
man from fear, and which we must consider, is that
Athanasius notes that men were rendered undaunted in the

face of death te nomizomene deilia (127); even as the

Logos destroyed death with death, and all man's human

weaknesses humanly, so he removed man's fear te nomizomene

deilia (128). This phrase has been seen by Richard,
amongst others (129), as fighting shy of admitting the

reality of Christ's psychological passions, and hence

as a move towards a docetic Christology. The conclusion,
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however, that this phrase questions the reality of Christ's
fear of death is dubious. For the phrase must be seen
against the background of an admittance of Christ's fear.
Athanasius' admittance of the reality of Christ's fear
appears from the very outset of Ch.54. For in the first
ten lines Athanasius reports that Christ was troubled and
wept; he notes that "Behold, he went, and said 'now is my
soul troubled' and he besought that the cup might pass
away'"; he continues,'"'yes, it is written, that he wept....
and that he said 'I am troubled', and on the cross he
said....'why have you forsaken me?' and he besought that
the cup might pass away. Thus certainly it is written"
(130). The repeated use of the verbs "to be troubled"
and "to weep", the twofold reference to Mt.26.39, the
mention of the cry of dereliction, the emphatic ''yes, it
is written" and "thus certainly it is written",and the
inclusion of the particles "behold" and "yes..." all point
strongly to a recognition by Athanasius of Christ's fear.
That Christ's fear is real is confirmed by the fact that
the characteristicsof the body, of which Christ's fear is,
exlst to demonstrate the Logos' incarnation in a passible
humanity (131). This point is made again in 55.34-36.
For whereas the miracles of Christ reveal that it was God
who was incarnate, his passions show that it was a passible
flesh which that God assumed. Had Christ's fear therefore
not been recognised as genuine, the basis of these two
arguments would be non-existent. Further, Athanasius is
eager to safeguard the divine Logos from this fear:"it
was not the divinity which was fearful"(132);"it is not
right to say that the Lord was afraid"(133). That
Athanasius was so keen not to allow this fear to be
attributed to the divine Logos would seem therefore to
suggest that the reality of that fear was truly recognised.
It is against this background of the reality of
Christ's fear in the face of death that the phrase te

nomizomene deilia should be seen. It seems, moreover,

that even within the immediate context of the phrase,
the reality of Christ's fear is recognised. For while

Athanasius refers to te nomizomene deilia in 57.27, he

refers to Christ's fearing humanly in 57.29,31-33. Further,
Athanasius' soteriological thought seems to support its

reality. For while the Logos destroyed death by undergoing

death, and every human passion by suffering in his humanity,
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he destroyed men's fear by te nomizomene deilia (134).

Given the two precedents of death and of every human
passion being destroyed by the Logos enduring truly
these very things, and given that the fear was one of
these human passions which were destroyed by the Logos!'

t seems 1ikely that man's fear

b2

truly enduring them,
was destroyed by the Logos' truly enduring the same.

This is especilally likely given the use of the hos gar....
houto...... (135) which emphasises the similitude between
the destruction of death by true death and the destruction

of fear te nomizoméne deilia. Indeed, this likelihood

is made virtually certain by 57.11-13. For therein
Athanasius notes that the divine Logos assumed fearful
flesh in order that thereby he might combine his own
will, the divine courage, to human weakness, man's fear.
Having thus destroyed this affectlion, he rendered men
undaunted in the face of death. In short, it was by the
assumption of man's fear into his divine will in Christ
that man was redeemed from fear. The reallity of Christ's
fear, emphasised by the use of '"fearful flesh", and of
"human weakness'" and by the fact that fear had to be
destroyed, is therefore necessary to the true redemption
of man from fear.

It seems therefore that te nomizomene déeilia, used in

the context of the rendering man fearless of death, is not
to be interpreted in a docetic manner; it is not to be
taken to mean '"feigned fear'". Rather, it seems that the

phrase should be interpreted in the light of hos hos meta

deilian lalein nomizousin hoi Christomachoi..... (136),

the subordinate clause of the sentence in which the

disputed phrase occurs. Seeing nomizomene of the phrase

te nomizomene deilia as picking up the preceding nomizousin,

we arrive at the following sense for 57.14-16:"he, whom
Christ's enemies consider to have spoken in fear, has by
that fear considered as his by the Arians rendered men

undaunting and fearless...!The phrase te nomizomehe deilia

does not therefore imply that the fear was feigned, but
that it was consideredthe Logos' by the Arians. The phrase
is therefore but a taking up of an Arian phrase in an
anti-Arian polemic. There may be also the idea present in
the use of this phrase that the fear was not the Logos',

not not his in the sense that the fear was feigned, but in

the sense that it was not the divine Logos', being his only
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through his incarnation. While, however, this idea is in

keeping with Athanasius' Christology, if it does underlie

the phrase te nomizoméne deilia, it does so only in a

very subordinate way to the other, better established
interpretation.

That te nomizomene deilia ought to be interpreted

as '"that fear considered as his by the Arians'" seems
confirmed by 37.34-35, '"he who 1s considered by them
as ignorant, is he who foreknew the reasonings of his

disciples....". For here nomizesthai fulfils the same

function as that which we suggest it fulfils in ch.57;

it points out that the Arians considered the Logos
himself to be ignorant and fearful. The verb actually
does not bring one to the conclusion that Athanasius
"n'était pas du tout disposeé a4 lui attribuer un sentiment
psychologique de crainte'", as Richard suggests (137).

Nor need the reference in chapter 57 to the Logos
"lightening" the sufferings of the flesh, and to him
"destroying'" its terror, lead us to a similar conclusion.
For the reason for this alleviation by the Logos of the
human passions was not to undermine the full humanity.
Rather the reason lies in the fact that in the Christ
the divine Logos and the human body are in continuous
interaction, the former continuously redeeming the latter.
For the Logos-body relation is dynamic, and not static.
Hence, suffering not being proper to the blessed state of
the saved, the divine Logos redeems the suffering body by
relieving the sufferer. This suffering however, is not

docetic. For it 1s only genuine suffering that needs

"lightening". The saving Logos similarly delivered the
fearful body by imparting to it knowledge that it was
acting in the will of God in facing death, thereby removing
the fear that stems from ignorance. Fear, for Athanasius,
was natural to the body, and resulted from doubt. Over
against that, man was confident when fully in the will of
God. For he knew then that what he was doing was right

and fitting, and so not to be feared. The will of God,

or revelation, removed fear and gave confidence. This

was what happened in the case of the Logos incarnate: the
body naturally feared its death, but the Logos' revelation
that the death was right and proper for that body '"destroyed"
that fear;

This release from suffering and fear must not therefore
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be seen as a minimising of the human individuality of the
Christ, but as the natural consequence of the saving Logos
being incarnate, a consequence that rebounds in man's
salvation from such passions, leaving him to live in
courageous Jjoy and peace in God.

As regards Christ's fear Richard notes that Athanasius
asserted that the Logos was afraid because he had a
"fearful flesh" (138); He never, however, asserted that
the "Christ was afraid". Moreover, to explain Christ's
fear, Athanasius resorted to "1 'argument sotériologique,
donc extrinséque” (139). From these several points
Richard then concludes that "il semble bien admettre la
possibilité d'un mouvement physioclogique de peur dans la
chair du Sauveur. Il ne va pas plus loin". (140). This
is tantamount to suggesting that Athanasius was afraid of
attributing true fear to Christ himself, personally; This,
however, was not the case.

Athanasius explained Christ's fear in terms of his
assumed humanity, not because he was afraid of saying that
Christ was fearful, but because he wished to make very clear
that the Logos did not fear as God. For by stressing that
the Logos suffered thus only as man, or in the flesh,
because he had assumed a body of which fear was proper,
Athanasius made very clear that the Logos as God in no
way was fearful. Had, however, Athanasius merely asserted
that the Logos had feared, the point of the Logos as God not
being fearful would not have been made so certainly. Hence
it was through an appreciation of how best to counter the
Arians' assertion that the divine Logos suffered fear
that Athanasius stressed that the Logos suffered thus only
through his assumption of flesh to which fear was natural.
It was not because he was afraid to attribute fear to Christ
personally that he explained the fear in that manner.

Richard also remarks upon the fact that Athanasius
explains Christ's fear soteriologically. This he sees as
an extrinsic explanation, the implication being that
Athanasius was afraid to attribute fear to Christ intrin-
sically, or personally. The soteriological explanation
of Christ's fear is extrinsic. Yet that is only natural.
For, as with all of the Logos' human economy, so with
Christ's fear, he suffered it for the sake of all. Indeed,

because the Logos became man on behalf of men, there is

nothing which the Logos thereby suffered which he could
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have suffered for his own sake, or intrinsically. Rather,
that which the Logos suffered personally, or intrinsically,
he suffered for all, or extrinsically; In the context of
Athanasius' explanation of Christ's fear, and in the face
of the Arian thesis, the Logos' intrinsic suffering is
therefore explained as that which the Logos suffers as

man, or in the flesh, and his extrinsic suffering as that
which he suffers on behalf of all.

There is therefore, despite what Richard says, an
admission in C.Ar.3 of the personal experience of fear
by Christ for all men.

Certainly since the publication in 1947 of Richard's
study of the human soul of Christ, attention has been
drawn to two considerations which arise from Athanasius'
treatment of Christ's passions. Firstly, Athanasius
seems not to distinguish Christ's psychological passions
from his physical, but refers both to the assumed flesh.
Secondly, Athanasius does not invoke a human soul of
Christ to explain Christ's psychological passions, but
is content tc refer them to the assumed humanity. The
conclusion drawn from these two considerations is that
Athanasius certainly fails to allow for a theological
function of a soul in Christ, and may fail even to allow
for its physical existence whatsocever.

These considerations and conclusions we must reconsider.

Athanasius certainly relates both the physical and
psychological passions to Christ's flesh; he hungers,
thirsts and toils in the flesh; he also deprecates the
cup of death and was afraid in the flesh. The reason,
however, why Athanasius does not distinguish Christ's
physical from his psychological passions is not because
of a defective humanity in Jesus, but because of theological
considerations. Athanasius was primarily concerned in
C.Ar.1-3 with the safeguarding of the divine Logos from
those creaturely categories which the Arians sought to
apply to him; he was concerned to distinguish clearly the
divine from the human. Working therefore within this
framework of the divinity and the humanity, or the divine
economy and the human of the Logos, Athanasius was not
concerned to distinguish Christ's physical passions from
his psychological, but only to distinguish them both from

the divinity of the Logos. Thus it is that he can combine

them both under the label of tas dia ten sarka legomenas
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astheneias (141), them both being human, in its contrast

with to apathes tes tou Logou phuseos (142). Moreover,

within this context 'flesh' is not that seen over against
the 'soul', but creatureliness over against divinity.
Thus it i1s that Athanasius uses 1 Pet.4.1: "thus Christ
suffered for us in the flesh'" as the form of explanation
of all those passions, both physical and psychological,
which are natural to the creatureliness of man, but which
are utterly alien to the impassible nature of the Creator
Logos.

Moreover, why Athanasius feels that it is proper to
attribute both the physical and the psychological passions
of Christ to his assumed body or flesh is because of
Athanasius' particular anthropology. For it is clear
from Q§.4l;1b—12 that the body, being composed of parts,
and being created from nothing, is naturally unstable, and

is weak and mortal when considered by itself. In his

being in the image of God through the grace of God,
however, man enjoys a life without sorrow, pain or care.
Further, man in his corporezality is ignorant. For he

is not capable'"by himself of knowing the Creator, or of
taking any thought of God in that he was uncreated, whereas
man had been made from nothing, and he was incorporeal,

but man had been fashioned here below with a body...!(143);
in his body man is ignorant of the divine Logos, the

Wisdom of God, from whom stems all knowledge. However,
through the grace of being in the image and likeness of

God (144), men know God, the source of all wisdom. It
seems therefore that man in his corporeality is by nature
passible, mutable and ignorant, whereas, in his logicality,
in his being in the image of God, he is by grace impassible,
constant and wise. It is therefore to the corporeality

of man that weaknesses are to be attributed. It is
therefore fitting that Athanasius attributes Christ's
passions to Christ's assumed creatureliness, his body or
flesh.

That, in fact, Christ's body to which Christ's passions
are attributed is his creatureliness, and not that
physiological object over against the human soul, is clear
from Athanasius' treatment of Christ's passions. For, in
his description of Christ's reception of the gifts of grace,
it is clear that while it is not the divine Logos who is

wanting, it is the body which is; he received as man what



he always had. In his description of the questions

asked by Christ, Athanasius notes that it was the flesh
that was ignorant and not the divine Logos; Christ
inquired in the flesh of what he knew in his divinity.

As regards Christ's ignorance of the day of Jjudgement,
Athanasius remarks that Christ admitted his ignorance

on account of his human flesh, although as God he was

not ignorant; for he knew as Logos but was ignorant as
man. In his exposition of Christ's growth in grace and
wisdom, Athanasius states that the Logos advanced not in
himself as the divine Son, but humanly, as the Logos was
not open to increase, while the body was. Finally, in his
treatment of Christ's passions Athanasius says that 1t

was not the divine Logos who suffered, but the Logos
incarnate. For while the divine Logos was impassible,

his assumed humanity was passible. These are but a

sample taken from the many examples from which it is

clear that Christ's humanity to which his passions are
attributed is that over against the divine Logos; it is
man's creatureliness over against God's divinity, and not
man's body over against his soul. This is most clearly
confirmed in 34.38-39,'" the passions are not proper to the
very lLogos by nature, but proper by nature to the very
flesh...M145). For, in this passage where Logos and flesh
are clearly opposites in a theological contrast, the
passions referred to are both the physical and psychological
passions that Christ suffered (146), the Logos is the
eternally divine Logos of the Father, and the flesh is man
in his creaturely weakness. The soterioclogical consequences
of Christ's passibility further confirms that 'flesh' can
be that creatureliness to which, theologically speaking,
all passions belong. For through Christ's passion all

men are made alive, the flesh no longer being earthly,

but henceforth being made rational (147); they no longer
remained true to their creaturely, passible nature, but
were made rational in their flesh, their creatureliness,
by being redeemed from the passions proper to the flesh

in its finite creatureliness.

Confirmation that the body to which Christ's passions
are attributed is not to be seen as the human body over
against the soul is found in the use of the anthropological
language which is used in those passages in which Athanasius

treats these passions. For, Athanasius not only asserts
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that Christ suffered in his body or flesh, but also that
he did so humanly or as man. Christ's body, to which
his passions are referred, must therefore be understood
in the light of this "anthropic" qualification. Again,
Athanasius explains Christ's passions in terms of Christ's
humanity, which is described in a manner which echoes
the Nicene formula whereby the denial of Christ's human
soul was excluded. For in his description of Christ's
receipt of the gifts of grace, 1t is clear that the Christ is
said to have received humanly, on account of the body; he
received having assumed flesh, and become man. In his
description of the questions asked by Christ, Athanasius
notes that it was the Son who, even now being clothed in
flesh, as man asked these questions. As regards Christ's
ignorance of the day of Jjudgement, Athanasius remarks
that Christ did nct admit this ignorance''before he became
man..... but when the Logos became flesh...".Nor was he
ashamed of his ignorance when he became man, on account of
his ignorant flesh. For he admitted his ignorance, in
that he had flesh 1like men's, and he had become man. In
his exposition of Christ's progress in grace and wisdom,
Athanasius states that Christ's advance points to the
truth of the fact that the Logos had become man, and
bore true flesh. Finally, in his treatment of Christ's
passions, Athanasius says that the Logos only suffered
these when the Logos became flesh and became man; he
therefore feared as,having become man, he had a fearful
flesh. It seems clear from the above therefore that
Athanasius is keen to assert, through Nicene language,
the fullness of the humanity to which Christ's passions
were attributed.

Given therefore that Athanasius attributes Christ's
passions, both physical and psychological, to a full
humanity, one might wonder why he does not refer Christ's
psychological passions explicitly to Christ's soul. The
reason that Athanasius is content to leave the question
of Christ's humanity here seems to be that Athanasius
was concerned only to safeguard the divinity of the Logos,
as we have noted, and not to give an exhaustive analysis
of the passions, both physical and psychological, of the
Christ. There are, however, two further reasons as to

why Athanasius probably left the matter where it stood.
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The first is to do with the Logos' '"becoming'" man. To
have attributed such to Christ's soul would have destroyed,
for Athanasius, the "becoming" of the incarnation, through
the introduction of two subjects in the one Christ, the
impassible Logos and the passible, human soul. The second
reason is soteriological: it was only by the immutable and
impassible Logos' truly suffering in Christ man's weaknesses
that the former secured the latter's redemption; only by
the Logos' implanting his divine will upon man's weakness,
and thereby triumphing over 1t was salvation truly effected.
Had the psychological passions of Christ been applied to
Christ's human soul, this salvific combination of God and
man would not have been made so certainly in Athanasius.

It seems therefore that in Athanasius' treatment of
Christ's passions, Athanasius does recognise ”une'veritable
psychologie humaine" (148),despite Richard's Views; These
passions, both physical and psychological, Athanasius
attributes to the assumed humanity of Christ, of which

the creaturely body or flesh is the anthropological hall-

mark; for they are naturally those of Christ's full
humanity, andnot of his impassible divinity.

Athanasius again casts a little light upon the question
of Christ's human will in C.Ar.3. For, in keeping with
ch.62 where it is noted that the divine Son was good by
nature, and that it was of rational nature, or man, to
choose either evil or good, ch.57 witnesses that Christ,
as God, 1is naturally faithful to the divine will of the
Father, and yet fearful, as man, of completing that divine
will; For while as man the Logos was pleading for the
removal from himself of the cup of death, as God, the Logos
was willing God's will, Thus, he willed that which he
deprecated. As is common with Athanasius' Christological
thought, the thought here is further explained in soterio-
logical terms. For by the divine Logos, who was secure
in his courageous obedience to the Father's will, becoming
fearful man, the divine will was combined to the weak,
human will, that the weak human will might be destroyed
in Christ. By the divine Logos giving courage to his assumed
human will, the Logos effected the salvation of man's will.
A corollary to this is that had the assumed human will of
Christ persisted in its fear, and therefore exercised its
own independence, its salvation by its union to the divine

will in Christ would not have been effected. In other



words, the salvation of man's will was dependent upon the
Logos' human will being obedient ultimately to the divine
will or command.

It is interesting to note that the conflict of wills
in Christ was not that between the divine Logos and the
assumed human soul of Christ. It was that between the
Logos in himself and the Logos as man; it was that between
the divine Logos and the Logos incarnate, who 1is personal
as the clause "having become man, he possessed a fearful flesh",
reminiscent of the Nicene creed, shows. The subject of
both is therefore the same (149). For the distinction in
wills lies in the economies and not in the person of Christ,
the Christ being one person in two economies.

Here indeed, is a more realistic interpretation of
the internal conflict of Christ than that sought by those
who believe that the conflict ought to be seen in terms
of that between the divine Logos and a human soul, between
a divine and a human principle. For the latter belief,
which incidentally requires of Athanasius an Antiochene
Christology in which the becoming man of the Logos is
not true, seeks for a conflict which is not a truly
internal conflict, as man knows and understands an internal
conflict. For the conflict otherwise sought is that
between two essentially distinct entities; However,
Athanasius' conception of Christ's internal conflict fits
man's understanding of internal conflict because, for
Athanasius, the same Logos is both afraid and courageous.

Meanwhile, for man the internal conflict is that experienced

by the same one person: "I wish to do something'" but "I
know that it is wrong'". It is the same 'I' who wishes to
do it, and yet wishes not to do so. There are not two

principles battling against one another. Rather, in terms
of Christian theology, I as flesh, in my creaturely weak-
ness, wish to do something, but I as a new man in God
through Christ do not wish to do it (150); Athanasius'
picture of the one Christ wishing one thing in the flesh,
or as man, but wishing another thing as God, tallies much
more closely with this experienced internal conflict than
the more philosophical Antiochene theclogy.

Christ's weak human will, exemplified in his fear of
death, is real, as 57.4,7,8-9,11 et al. suggest. Yet it

is lost in Christ's constant and courageous divine will.

That the will of the Logos as man is lost in the will of
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the same as God need not make one suppose, however, that
there is not a satisfactory human psychology here. For
the passive role of the human nature of the Saviour is
not only close to the traditional affirmations about the
salvific obedience of the incarnate one, but is also
consistent with the claim that man is only free when he
is freed from slavery to sin to serve the living God.
For, for Athanasius, the object of asceticism was to
subdue one's will,and to allow the Logos to take over the
self; this was expressed pictorially in the belief that
the monk became the battle-ground fought over by the
Logos and the devils. Indeed, in the true ascetic, the
human subject is submerged as the receptive instrument
of the Logos: 'this was Antony's first triumph against
the Devil; or rather, it was the first triumph of the
Saviour in Antony.'"(151). In terms therefore of this
understanding of man, the Alexandrian's Christology is
not basically docetic. Rather, in Christ's human will
being lost in God's, Christ was supremely human.

We next turn to Athanasius' portrayal of Christ's
death in C.Ar. 3.23. The belief that the Saviour suffered
death in his descent to Hades is further treated in 57.32ff.
For having quoted John 10.18, and having said that this was
not spoken by the Logos humanly, Athanasius states that
"the Lord himself being immortal, but having a mortal flesh,
had power, as God, to be separated from his body, and to
take it again, when he would'"(152). For this Richard notes
firstly that '"tout le monde concédera volontiers qu'ici
le mot 'corps' est employé au sens le plus strict" (153),
and secondly that while "toutes les philosophies
spiritualistes'" understand death as the separation of the
soul from the body, '"ici S.Athanase nous décrit la mort
du Christ comme 1la séparation du Verbe et de son corps,

autrement dit il attribute au Verbe la fonction d'gme du

Christ. Celle foilis nous le prenons pour ainsi dire sur
le fait. Le Christ mourant qu'il nous présente est Verbe
et corps (au sens strict). Il n'y a pas place en lui

pour une Ame humaine" (154).

While we would not disagree with Richard's statement
that death is here usually understood as the separation of
the soul from the body, we would disagree with him about

his implied understanding of this separation, with his

belief that the 'body'of 57.39 is used 'au sens 1le plus




214,

strict", and with the conclusions that he draws from this
for Athanasius' Christology.

Man's death is seen in Athanasius as the separation
of his soul from his body. Yet that soul is not conceived
in a Platonic sense. It is not a possession of man;
it is not a self-existent source of 1life in a mortal body.
Rather it is a relationship of creaturely man in the
divine Logos through grace; it is man's sharing in the Image
of God; it is his participation in the Son of the Father
whereby through grace man's corruption and mortality is
blunted. Hence death, the separation of soul from body,
is the ceasing of creaturely, corporeal man from sharing
in the gracious, enlivening relationship with God. It is
the breaking of the gracious relationship in which and
through which man's corruptibility and mortality is blunted.
Ultimately therefore death for man is his removal from his
relationship with the divine Logos and his subjection to
his natural mortality. To say therefore that the divine
Logos, Life, separated himself from his assumed humanity
is not necessarily to exclude a human soul from Christ.
Rather, it is to say that ultimately Christ's assumed
body died in the same way, theologically speaking, as does
man in his creaturely, bodily existence. Indeed, to seek
for an explicit mention of Christ's human soul in this
context would amount to seeking for a second subject in
the incarnate Logos, thereby destroying the oneness of
the Logos become man, and to expect the Alexandrian
Athanasius to propound an Antiochene theology. Certainly,
to expect the Alexandrian to write''that the Lord, himself
being immortal, but having a mortal flesh, had power as
God to separate the soul from his own body'" would be to
expect the improbable.

That the 'body' of 57.39 ought to be understood
literally we find difficult. For we do not believe that
57.32ff. is an exposition of Christ's death in an anthropo-
logical fashion, and we are therefore wary of lifting a
major anthropological position from it. Moreover, we
believe that 'body' here is used to signify not the body
over against the soul, but creatureliness over against
divinity.

That 57.32ff. is not an anthropological exposition of
Christ's death seems clear. Athanasius 1s treating here

the Arian interpretation of John 12.27, 'now is my soul




troubled...", from which it was argued that the Logos was
mutable, and so a creature. Against this Athanasius noted
that while the Logos voiced such fears, the same Logos
also had the power to lay down, and to take up his life
when he wished; it was the same Logos who showed both
fear and power, fear in his human economy and the power
in his divinity. Athanasius' aim in 57.32ff. is therefore
to safeguard the oneness of the person, and the fullness
and wholeness of the two natures, both human and divine,
in the incarnate Logos. It is to this end that 57.32ff.
therefore appears, and not to establish an anthropology.
In order to safeguard the one Christ in two economies,
Athanasius stresses the one person and the two economies:
the Logos acts humanly and yet divinely; 1t is of the
flesh to fear while it is of the divine Logos to have
power; man does not have the power to die when he wishes,
dying through the necessity of his mortal nature; the
divine Logos, on the other hand, dies when he wishes
through his removal of himself from his assumed body.
The emphasis here is theological, being upon the power of
the divine Logos, and the weakness of man in his flesh.
For through this emphasis, it is made clear that John
12.27, with its implication of weakness, cannot be applied
to the divine Logos, in his enlivening power, but must be
applied to the weak humanity which he assumed. 57.32ff.
is not therefore setting out to establish a particular
anthropology.

Athanasius' use of Ps.15.10 seems to confirm this
conclusion. For this verse, under the influence of
Acts 2.31, was often applied to Christ by Christian
antiquity. For those who asserted the assumption of a
full humanity by the divine Logos used it not only to
prove that during his time in the tomb the Christ did
not undergo corruption, but also to prove against the
Arians, and later against the Apollinarians, that the
Logos had truly assumed a human soul. This Didymus the
Blind (155) and Theodoret (156) did. Athanasius, however,
was interested only in the verse's point regarding non-
corruption, seemingly understanding the "you shall not
leave my soul in Hades'" not in an anthropological sense,
but as meaning that Christ was not left in Hades to
suffer corruption. It seems therefore that while

Athanasius could have used Ps.lS.lO in an anthropological
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sense, he did not, as it was not to his mind required by
the context.
That 'body' ought to be understood as the assumed
creatureliness of the Logos, over against the divine
Logos, fits the theological context, which we have out-
lined above. For it fits the theoclogical contrast of
'flesh' and 'man' with 'the Lord' much better than would
the anthropological understanding of 'body' as that over
against 'soul. Moreover, that 'body' ought to be under-
stood as ''creatureliness'" fits the thought of 57.37ff.
For Athanasius begins by saying 'the Lord himself being
immortal, yet had mortal flesh'. This 'flesh' which the
Logos has seems to be man in his creatureliness. For
firstly, the 'flesh' of 57.38 seems to recall the 'flesh!'

of 57.34, which is understood as mutable, weak and passible
creatureliness; secondly, it is that over against the
immortal Creator Logos, and therefore presumably creation;
again, it is mortal flesh, 'flesh' being, with 'body!',

one of Athanasius' theological epithets for man in his
weakness and mortality; again, given that the context is
that of Christ's death, and given that the immortal Lord
had this mortal flesh in order that he might die through
it, 57.38 recalls DI.9:'being immortal and the Son of the
Father the Logos was not able to die; therefore he took

to himself a body which could die...', in which the assumed
body 1s that mortal creatureliness in and through which
the incorporeal Logos might die for all. It is from this
creatureliness which the divine Logos assumed that the Logos
had power to separate himself, and which he could take up
again. The clause 'to be separated from the body, and to
take 1t again' echoes 'to lay down my life....and to
take it again' (157). From this parallelism it is clear
that the emphasis here is upon life and death, and upon
their centres, the divine Logos and mortal creatureliness
respectively. For the humanity of Christ to live required
it to be assumed, or reassumed by the divine Logos. For
the body of Christ existed only in and for the Logos; it
came into existence through the Logos' requiring it; he
made and moulded it for himself alone. Further, 1t only
continued to exist in so far as it was in the Logos, its
Life, as indeed any creature continued to exist only in so
far as it lived and moved and had its being in God, the

providential Creator. On the other hand, however, for the
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body of Christ to die meant the separation of the body
from the l1life giving grace of the Logos of the Father. ‘
Given therefore that 'body' of 57.39 picks up 'flesh! ‘
of 57.38, and that the sense of "mortal and weak
creatureliness'" for 'body' fits the theological
context of the life-death contrast of 57.39, it seems
likely that 'body' ocught not to be interpreted in a
strictly anthropological sense. Further, the phrase
'and to take 1t again' points to the resurrection of man's
corruptible mortality in the Christ, rather than to the
resurrection of man's body over against his soul. This
again suggests that 'body' of 57.39 ought not to be inter-
preted in a strictly anthropological sense.

57.40 continues the explanation of 'and to take it
again'. This it does by quoting Ps. 15.10, with its
statement that the Christ did not experience corruption
in death. This he did not experience because while his
assumed humanity was corruptible, it did not remain mortal
in accordance with its own nature, but on account of the
Logos who put it on, rose incorruptible. Here the flesh
spoken of is again man in his corruption and mortality

which is natural to his creatureliness. Given therefore

that 57.40-44 is a soteriological explanation of 'and to
take it again', and that the flesh which the Logos raised
is man in his creatureliness, the 'body' of 57.39 seems
to be the same.

One further point seems to suggest that 'body' of 57.39
is not to be interpreted in a strictly anthropological
sense. The flesh which the immortal Lord assumed, the
body which he assumed again in resurrection is that
flesh which remains incorruptible as a consequence of its
being clothed with the Logos. Yet it is also because the
same Logos 1s in the same body that men, receiving him,
share in his immortality. There seems therefore to be
a distinct correlation between the naturally mortal body
which in its assumption by the Logos is graciously clothed
in immortality, and mortal men who through their recept of
the Logos share in his immortality; That correlation seems
to lie in their common creatureliness which is naturally
mortal and corruptible;

From the point of view of both context and content

therefore 'body' of 57.39 seems not to be a physiological
term. Rather, it seems to be that theological epithet



which Athanasius uses to suggest man in his frail
creatureliness, that exists only in and through the
life-giving, providential Logos.

The aim of 57.32ff. is therefore not to provide a
detailed exposition of Athanasius' anthropological
conception of Christ's death. It merely sets out to
explain that the divine Logos, unlike man, has the power
to lay down his own 1life. Through thus showing the power
of the Logos as God, Athanasius reveals that John 12.27
cannot be referred to him in that economy. It refers
rather to the Logos in his human economy. This theological
explanation is the aim of 57.32ff; certainly an anthropo-
logical exposition is not its purpose.

We turn now to Christ's cry of dereliction. Referred
to in 54.37-38, 56.23-24 and 57.29, Athanasius only
explains that it is said by the Logos incarnate, and not
by the divine Logos as the Arians supposed. He does not
actually explain how Christ's humanity was abandoned
by the Father, For such does not require treatment in
this anti-Arian context.

M. Richard, however, denies that Athanasius conceded
""gue le Verbe incarné ait pu, mgme en tant qu'homme, %tre
abandonné du Pere" (158). Firstly, Richard notes that
Athanasius admits only that the Christ said that he was
abandoned; secondly, this saying that he had been abandoned
was explained ”extrinséquement” only; thirdly, Richard
believes that the Athanasian text only requires Christ to
express the cry of dereliction to effect man's salvation
for God. “"Rien ne nous permet d'ajJouter que, selon notre
Docteur, pour %tre efficace, cette parole ait dﬁ traduire
un sentiment personnel du Christ mourant'" (159). Finally,
the manner in which Athanasius presented the miracles
which happened at Christ's death appears to Richard to
exclude the reality of Christ's dereliction by the Father.

With Richard's position we must take issue again. For,
while admitting that Athanasius only notes that Christ said
"My God, my God, why have you forsaken me ?", we do not
believe that this meant that Christ was not thought to have
been forsaken. For the point of dispute with the Arians
was not as to whether or not the saying pointed to a true
event, but as to whether or not the divine Logos was 1its

subject. Indeed, that the Alexandrian bishop was so eager

to relate this saying to the assumed flesh, and not to
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the divine Logos, seems to suggest that behind the words
lay a true dereliction. Again, Richard, quoting 56.26-29,
maintains that Christ's cry of dereliction is explained
extrinsically, the implication being therefore that the
Christ did not experience the dereliction intrinsically,
or personally. Certainly Athanasius explains the cry

in a soteriological fashion. Yet, that explanation,
"that he might himself lighten those very passions of the
flesh, and free it from them' (160),rests upon the main
clause "since the Lord became man and these things are
said and done as .from a man...." (161). From this main
clause it seems that Christ's dereliction was not merely

that spoken of (cf. legetai tauta) but was also that which

took place (cf. ginetai tauta) in Christ's humanity. It

therefore took place intrinsically; and it was upon this
intrinsic experience that the extrinsic, or soteriological,
explanation depended. The redemption of the flesh from
this dereliction therefore depended upon more than the
mere pronouncement of the cry of dereliction, as Richard
suggests. It depended upon the Christ's overcoming that
dereliction in his own flesh for all men. Indeed, that
man's salvation from this dereliction depends upon Christ's
suffering the same as man seems to be confirmed by the
statement 'by human means he destroyed all human weak-
nesses' (162). Finally, Athanasius notes that 'behold,
when he says, why have you forsaken me?, the Father
showed that he was ever, and even then in him. For then
the earth, knowing its Lord who spoke, straightway trembled,
and the vell was rent, the sun was hidden and the rocks
were torn asunder..."(163). The point of this passage
is not to cast doubt upon the reality of the dereliction
experienced by the Logos incarnate. Its point is rather
to show that while the Logos as man was abandoned by the
Father, the same Logos, but as God, was not. Thus, in
this passage, Athanasius notes that the Logos as man
admitted his dereliction, and yet that the Father was ever
with the same Logos in his divine economy, as Master.
This for Athanasius is the miracle of the incarnation:
that the same person, the one Logos, can be both forsaken
by the Father, and yet eternally one with him, the former
in his human economy, and the latter in his divine.
Certainly Athanasius does not explain Christ's abandon-

ment by the Father, as Jouassard rightly notes (164); For




such an explanation is not necessary to his anti-Arian
thesis. Yet it is tempting to suppose that the abandoning
by the Father which the man Jesus experienced 1s that
which Christ's full humanity experienced in the divine
Logos' relinquishing it to death.

As is clear from Athanasius' treatment of the life of
Jesus, soteriology pervades his Christology; the salvific
mission dictates his incarnational thought. For him, the
Logos did not become man on his own account, but that of
flesh's, or man's, such being the philanthropic good will
of the Father.

This general pervasiveness of soteriological thought
within Athanasius' Christology we have already seen. It
does, however, remain for us to emphasise certain points
of Athanasius' soteriology which have not yet been made
very plain.

Christ's saving incarnation stands in marked contrast
with God's presence to man in previous times. For while
formerly the divine Logos came upon individual prophets,
more recently, he became one with all men through truly

becoming man; formerly the Logos merely appeared to men
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through theophanies, while recently he has become incarnate.

The results of these two different types of presence of

the divine Logos to men is equally contrasted. For while
in Adam all die, in the divine Logos who has assumed

man's creaturely weakness, men rise from their weakness,
are released from the curse of sin, the mark of the

former dispensation of Law, and are made alive; while in
Adam all die, in Christ, the second Adam, all are made aliv

Central to this successful salvation in Christ is both
the true divinity and the true humanity of Christ.

Man's salvation was dependent upon the truly divine
Logos becoming man: "for whence is this their perfecting,
but that I, your Logos, having borne their body, became
man...."(165). For it was through men's passions sharing
in the Impassible one that men became impassible and free
from those passions (166); through man's corruptible
mortality participating in the divine Logos, men rose,
to abide ever immortal and incorruptible in the presence
of God (167); it is from the Logos that men are divinised.
Indeed, that this grace to man depended upon the divinity
of the Logos was because this same grace originated in
the Father, and was given through the Son, because of their

oneness, and the oneness of their giving (168).

e.
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Salvation was also dependent, however, upon the
humanity of Christ. "For unless I had come and borne this
their body, not one of them would have been perfected,
but all would have remained corruptible. (169).

Indeed, it was in the Logos' being born of Mary that
he transferred man's origin to himself, that man, no
longer remaining as mere earth, and returning to the
earth from which he had been created, might, being knit
to the divine Logos, be carried to heaven by him. It
was in the Logos' assuming man's passions that man, no
longer as being man, but as proper to the Logos, might
share in 1life eternal. It was through the Logos as man
receiving grace, advancing in knowledge and triumphing
over fear that men were truly saved, being the recipients
of grace and divinisation"according to their likeness
and kinship to the flesh of the Logos'"(170).

As we have already noted, the humanity in which the
Logos suffered for all was whole. The implication of this
is therefore that a full humanity in Christ was necessary
to man's salvation. This is confirmed in the more explicit
statements of 23.3-5:"when is this their perfecting, but
that I, your Logos, having taken their body, became man..."
and 34.18-20:"as the Lord, having put on the body, became
man, so we men are deified by the Logos...."

For here man's perfection and deification are gaid
to be dependent upon the divine Logos' assuming humanity,
which is described in terms similar to the Nicene formula
whereby the Arian denial of the human soul of Christ was
excluded. Christ's full humanity was recognised as necessary
for man's full salvation.

Athanasius' treatment of the soterioclogical conseqguences
of Christ's passions has already revealed that it wds not
only necessary for Christ's humanity to be a full humanity,
but also that it was necessary for it to be the Logos'
very own humanity for the salvation effected in and
through it to be guaranteed. For the Logos received grace
that,'"the flesh receiving in him, henceforth from it the
gift might abide surely for us"(171). This point is
further stressed as a point in its own right in ch.31-33.
For"being external to the body,and only healing it, as he
had always done, he should leave men subject still to
death'(172). Had God but thought to redeem men by the

divine fiat whereby he had originally called them into
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existence, men would have been left still subject to sin,
and its consequences of corruption and mortality, and
still liable to those affections proper to their
creaturely nature.

Christ's humanity has importance not only in its
intensive, or personal, but also in its extensive, or
redeeming aspect. For it is clear that the Logos, as
an individual man, received that which he always had as
God; in so receiving, however, he also safeguarded that
received as irrevocable, and secure for men. It seems
therefore that men share somehow in Christ's humanity
which receives. Similarly, Christ's individual advance-
ment ensured that men's advancement might abide, and fail
not, because of the Logos which is involved. Christ's
advance therefore has become man's. For as the Logos
reveals himself to his humanity, and thereby advances it
in knowledge, so as he reveals himself through his humanity
to all men, he advances them in knowledge. Further, by
overcoming his fear of death, Christ rendered men brave
and fearless. By destroying man's cowardice through
conquering his own fear through his will, Christ has
rendered all men fearless of death. To explain this
mysterious sharing in Christ by all men, it is not
sufficient merely to see Christ as an example. For
that would not explain men being in Christ; moreover,
tomake Christ but an example would be to put the Logos
outside that in need of salvation, and thus to render
that salvation insecure. Rather, it must be explained

in terms of the Logos' assumption of man's flesh, that

common creatureliness in which all men share essentially.
For, in the Logos' assuming and in bearing man's flesh,
"men were assumed by the Logos through his flesh, and all
were borne" (173). It was only by the divine Logos, the
Life, becoming involved with that which was subject to
corruption through his assuming a mortal body that
corruption was blunted. It seems therefore that while
the humanity of Christ is intensive, being peculiar to
Christ, it is also extensive, being that in which all
men are.

Salvation is made secure in Christ for men, as we
have seen. This 1s because the Logos incarnate is in

microcosm what mankind in his creaturely relation to his

divine Creator is in macrocosm. For in his divinity the
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Logos gives what he always has from the Father to his
humanity which, being needy, receives, even as in his
divinity the Logos has always given what he has had
eternally to all mankind in their need. In Christ
therefore is focussed most perfectly the gracious action
of God to all men. Yet, whereas in other cases there is
a radical distinction between the Giver and the receiver,
God and all mankind, here there is a perfect atonement
of the Giver and the Receiver. For the Giver and the
Receiver are the one person, the Logos, but in his two
economies, as God and as man respectively; Given there-
fore that the Giver and the Receiver are the one person,
the giving and receiving, or God's salvation of man in
Christ, 1is guaranteed.

Man's salvation was therefore effected by the divine
Logos in man's humanity. Of this salvation from the curse

which the perfect Logos became in man and for man and from

the sin which he bore in his sinlessness, two points require
comment; Firstly, the incarnation effected the perfect
unity of God and man. It was perfect in that it was a
union in which mankind was freed from corruption and
mortality and was full of God. It was a union in which
all mankind was borne in Christ, all therefore being one
body and one spirit, and thus growing into a complete man;
all had oneness with the Logos' body, and had become one
in it. For the divine Logos was in man on account of his
body, men therefore becoming one according to the body in
the Logos, and all men becoming one body as they shared

in the one Christ, having the one Lord; This perfect
union of God and man was not, however, one of nature, but
of grace and of love. Man's perfect union in God was
dependent therefore upon the true Logos assuming true
humanity, in and through which men were bound essentially
with Christ's body, and through it, in grace, with the
divine Logos. For as the assumed body of Christ partook
of the divine Logos by grace, so men in Christ partook of
the divine Logos. Secondiy, the confirmation, or first-fruit,
of man's salvation was the resurrection of Christ's body,
a concept completely alien to the Platonic thought of the
purification and release of the soul from its bodily
imprisonment. For in the resurrection was the fulfilment

of that movement whereby Christ entered upon his active

ministry as true God and true man in one person, in a union
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which penetrated into man's sinful humanity, and created
room for itself in the midst of man's estrangement, at

once gathering sinful man into one body with the Saviour,
and opening up a new and living way into the Holiest.
Herein was witnessed the complete atonement of the covenant
faithfullness ¢of God and the unfaithfullness of man.

Like its predecessors, C.Ar.3 concentrates upon the
true divinity of the Logos, the very Son of the very Father,
rejecting the Arian denial of such. Against this divinity,
the treatise posits Christ's humanity, generally described
as flesh or body, these being the theological epithets of
Athanasius for humanity, the common creatureliness in
which all men share in their essential distinction from
the incorporeal and immaterial Logos of God. This
humanity is however total, despite any implication that
the above epithet may give. For it is described even in
those passages where Athanasius is treating Christ's
passions in terms of the Nicene incarnational statement
whereby the Arian denial of the human soul of Christ is
excluded. This humanity was not, however, assumed by the
divine Logos for his own sake, but for all men's,
soteriology pervading the Christological thought of

Athanasius.
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CHAPTER 5

TOMUS AD ANTIOCHENOS

Like many of the previous works studied, the starting
point of Athanasius' incarnational theology in the "Tomus
ad Antiochenos'" i1s the essential divinity of the Logos of
the Father; it was the Logos who was very God, who
became man. It was the Logos himself, the Lord, the Only-
begotten Son of God, the Saviour who became incarnate.

As the divine subject of the incarnation, the Logos was
naturally in the form of God, and was the Son, '"who is of
the Father's essence, being consubstantial with the Father"(1).

He it was who became man. Generally described as
the economy according to the flesh (2) and as the Logos'
incarnation, and becoming man (3), the incarnation was
that becoming man by the Logos of the Father at the con-
summation of the ages (4), a phrase drawn from Hebrews
9.26 which designates the consummation of the ages of
preparation through God's law and prophets for Christ's
coming. DMore particularly, the incarnation is described
as that which the divine Logos both becomes in himself,
and assumes to himself from without. For firstly, the
divine Logos became man or the son of man (5); he became
flesh (6), a clause drawn from the Johannine Christological
formula; he became the first-born of many brethren (7), a
clause which, with the "became the son of man'" of 7.25-26,
seems to emphasise the essential filial union of the man
Jesus and all men. Secondly, the divine Logos had a body
(8), having assumed the form of a slave (9) of Mary (10).

This self-abasement of the glorious Logos of the
Father through the incarnation, a humiliation signified by
the use of the 'taking the form of a slave' of the Carmen
Christi of Philippians, is a genuine self-abasement. For
the incarnation of the divine Logos, whereby it occurred,
was a true incarnation. For "the Logos did not, as he
came to the prophets, so dwell in a holy man at the con-
summation of the ages...."(11). The divine Logos did not
merely come upon and overshadow the man Jesus, as he had
upon his previous messengers to mankind, his prophets.
Rather, he became man, thus effecting truly in himself the
complete atonement of God and man. Indeed, the reality

of the divine Logos' becoming man is stressed by the
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contrast of the disjunctive sense of '"he dwelt in a holy
man" of 7.15-16, in which the separation of the divine
Logos and the creaturely man is emphasised, with the
cumulative sense of ‘'the Logos became flesh, and...
having taken the form of a slave, became man from Mary
after the flesh'" of 7.16-18, in which the union of the
divine Logos with the creaturely man is underlined. The
reality of the incarnation is further emphasised by the
fact that as man the impassible Logos suffers (12).
Although the divine Logos truly became man, he did
not cease to be truly divine. For he did not undergo either
a coming into existence, or an alteration in his being in

becoming man. Admittedly, this is not made clear explicitly

in the Tome. Yet it 1s implied. For the use of the
continuous present tense of the verb einai in contrast

with the perfect tense of gignesthai in such clauses as

"being the true son of God, he became also the son of man,
and being God's only-begotten Son, the same also became
the first-born amongst many brethren"(13), suggest the
eternity and immutability of the divine Logos. Again,
the use of "the Logos had a body'", in contrast with
“"the Logos became man/flesh', stresses the essential
distinction between the divine Creator Logos and the
assumed creaturely body in the Christ, thereby pointing
to the continuing divinity of the Logos incarnate.
Moreover, the incarnate economy of the Logos is ''the
economy according to the flesh". Over against this there
is "the economy according to the divinity'" of the Logos
in which the Logos acts divinely (14); and it is this
divine economy of the Logos which again stresses, and
witnesses to, the eternal divinity of the Logos incarnate.
These implicit references to the divine Logos' remaining
very God while becoming very man is confirmed as orthodox
in the appended letter of Paulinus. For, in it, Paulinus
notes that "concerning the Logos of the Father becoming
man for us, I hold as it is written that....the Logos was
made flesh, not in the sense of those most impious persons
who say that he has undergone a change but that he has
become man for us..."(15).

Given therefore that the divine Logos became very man
while remaining truly God, it follows, as we have briefly
noticed, that the Christ acts in accordance with both his

divine and his human natures. Thus, while he raised
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Lazarus from the dead divinely (16), opened the eyes of
a man born blind divinely (17) and opened the graves and
raised the dead divinely (18), he yet had to inquire
humanly as to where the deceased Lazarus lay (19), to spit
as man, in the body (20) in order to make the clay with
which to anoint the eyes of the man born blind, and to
suffer in the flesh (21). These two economies, each
genuine in itself, and each proper to the respective
natures of the divine Logos incarnate. are both witnesses
to the veracity of the divine Logos become man, while
yet remaining fully divine.

While, however, the two economies are essentially

distinct, as the use of the contrasting '"men....de" in

"anthropinos men....theikos de..... ", "somatikos men
theikos de....", sarki mén..... theikos de...." of 7.30-34

reveal, the subject of both are the same. For "there was

not one who raised up Lazarus,and another who asked con-
cerning him; but the same it was that said as man 'where
does Lazarus lie ?',and as God raised him up....." (22).
For the eternal Logos was the one subject of both economies
in that while the becoming of the incarnation was neither
a beginning of existence, nor an alteration, it was real,
the divine Logos truly becoming the man Jesus.

This incarnation was not undertaken for the benefit
of the immutable Logos, who by nature was beyond any
increase. Rather, it was undertaken for men. For in the
Logos incarnate the whole of humanity is perfectly and
wholly freed from sin, quickened from the dead and intro-
duced into the kingdom of heaven. Three brief points are
noteworthy here: firstly, man's salvation in Christ was
perfect and complete (23); it was completely guaranteed
in the action of God in Christ, nothing being left to the
chance of having been left to man's insecure and weak will.
Secondly, man's salvation was that received from God, the
passive words '"was delivered', '"was enlivened" and "was
given access' (24) pointing to the action of the Godhead.
For salvation was received from God in that only God could
forgive sin, and as Life itself revitalise man in the king-
dom of heaven. Lastly, man's salvation was effected in
the incarnate Logos (25). For while the gift of life to
man necessarily had to stem from the divine Logos, Life

itself, that gift was only secured for man in its being
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given to man in Christ, by its bestowal upon the humanity
of Christ, which was one with all humanity.

We turn now to the much vexed guestion of the existence,
or otherwise, of Christ's human soul. The central passage
in the Tome for the answering of this question is 7.21-25:
"they confessed also that the Saviour had not a body
without a soul, nor without sense nor intelligence: for
it was not possible, when the Lord had become man for us,
that his body should be without intelligence: nor was the
salvation effected in the Logos himself that of a body
alone, but of a soul also" (26).

This passage is not an interpolation into Chapter 7,
the omission of which would make the text more of a unity
in its answering of the gquestion as to whether the
incarnation of the Logos was to be regarded as the Logos'!
becoming man, or his coming into man. For the only
argument in favour of the interpolation hypothesis is that
the omission of 7.21-25 would make the chapter more of a
unity. That argument 1s, however, insufficient, especially
as the statement about Christ's soul has a completely
Athanasian ring about it, as we shall see. Rather, this
passage 1is one which Athanasius composed and addressed
to the Antiochenes. Indeed, even though it is written in
the third person plural, "they confessed this also..... "

27), it i1s that with which Athanasius agrees, as is made
clear: Athanasius writes to his readers, ''these things
then being thus confessed, we exhort you not hastily to
condemn those who so confess, and so explain the phrases
which they use, nor to reject them, but rather to accept
them...."(28); Athanasius requests his readers not to
condemn those who confess the orthodox statements of
chapter 7. Again, Athanasius exhorts the recipients of
the Tome to read it in public to their congregations (29).
Both of these points imply that Athanasius accepted the
sense of the Christological declarations of the Synod of
Alexandria, as recorded in Tome 7.

7.21-25 falls into three parts, all of which deserve
our attention. There is the proposition: "the Saviour
had not a body without a soul, nor sense, nor intelligence";
there are then two substantiations, "for it was not possible,
when the Lord became man for us, that his body should be
without intelligence'" and '"mor was the salvation effected

in the Logos himself that of a body only, but of a soul
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also'. That these two latter clauses are substantiations
is clear from the explanatory word "for'" in 7.23 which
introduces both clauses,and which acts as the conjunction
between these two clauses and the main clause of 7.22.
That these are two substantiations, and not one, 1is clear
from the fact that the clause 'mor was the salvation....etc."
is not dependent upon the clause "for it was not possible...",
the verb of the former being finite, gegonen, and not an
infinitive.

The proposition '"the Saviour had not a body without a
soul (apsuchon) nor sense, nor intelligence'", we shall
study first. On first appearances, this proposition
seems to admit clearly the existence of a human and
rational soul in Christ. With this, however,Kelly disagrees.
For, working from the thesis that the divine Logos 1is the
hegemon in Christ, the final source of all forms of life
in the human nature of Christ, he interprets apsuchon as
lifeless' and understands 7.22 as meaning, not that the
Logos incarnate possessed a created mind, but that the
Logos himself was the vivifying principle of his body,
and served as the intelligence or soul of the God-man (30).
This understanding of 7.22 Kelly corroborates by noting
three points: the formula was evidently put forward at
Alexandria by the adherents of the Logos-sarx Christology
in order to counter objections to the suggestion that that
Christology implied a maimed humanity, by asserting that
it was misleading to represent Christ's humanity as being

incomplete on the Logos-sarx theology, as the Logos, the

archetype of the mind or soul, had united himself tobhis
flesh; Apollinarius understood these words in this sense;
and, this interpretation of 7.21-25 accords much better
than the immediate impression with the Alexandrian
Christology in general and with the Alexandrian conception
of the mind, or nous, as the image of the divine Logos.
With Kelly, however, we must disagree. For firstly, even
if this Christological statement was put forward only by
adherents of a strict Logos-sarx Christology, which is
doubtful, it is not therefore the case that Athanasius
would have understood it in a strict Logos-sarx manner.
For Athanasius did not, as we have seen, expound his

doctrine of Christ simply in terms of a Logos-sarx schema.

He also used a Logos-sSoma and a Logos-anthropos framework,

each formula complementing and clarifying the others. It
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is within this wide, Nicene perspective that Athanasius
understood the Tome. Indeed, that it is through this
wide, Nicene perspective that the Tome is to be read is
clear, moreover, from the fact that the credal statement
that 1t contains is the product of an Alexandrian council,
at which representatives from the Latin West were present,
and which was designed to satisfy and encourage Nicene
supporters in Antioch, people of another area and another
Christological tradition. The formulae of the council

are therefore most likely to be carefully considered
statements of the theology of the Catholic Church as a
whole, as represented by such anti-Arians as Eusebius

of Vercelli. It i1s therefore according to this broader,
Nicene perspective, rather than in line with the narrow
Logos—-sarx Christological schema of Kelly's thesis, that
Athanasius' personal theological opinions must be seen here.
Secondly, the simple fact that Apollinarius understood the

Tome in a strictly Logos-sarx fashion in no way means that

Athanasius understood it similarly. Again, the fact that
the Alexandrian theologians generally thought of ftThe divine
Logos as ultimately the hegemon in Christ, and of man's
mind,or nous, as the image of the divine Logos does not
mean that a human soul in Christ is thereby excluded. For
this seems so from the parallels between the individual
human nature of Christ and human nature in general. More
importantly, ecclesiastical tradition will not allow us

to follow Kelly and interpret _apsuchon as"lifeless". For

Socrates, in his Ecclesiastical History, notes that at

the synod of Alexandria '"they also declared that the Logos
in being made man, assumed not only flesh (ensarkon),but

also a soul (empsuchomenon), in accordance with the views

of the early ecclesiastics...Irenaeus, Clemens, Apollinarius
of Hierapolis, and Serapion who presided over the Church

at Antioch, assure us in their several works, that it was
the generally received opinion that Christ in his incar-
nation was endowed with a soul (empsuchon)...... Origen also
everywhere in his extant works accepts that the Incarnate

God took on himself a human soul (empsuchon)..... "o(31).

From the contrast of ensarkéon with empsuchomenon, it seems

clear that apsuchon of the Synod of 362 is not to be under-
stood as "lifeless'" but as "without a soul'". This point is
driven home yet more clearly by the contrast of soma with

psuche in Sozomen's Ecclesiastical History: "the bishops
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of many cities had assembled in Alexandria with Athanasius
and Eusebius, and had confirmed the Nicene doctrines...
They declared that the human nature assumed by God the
Logos 1s to be regarded as consisting of not a perfect

body only (ou mono to somati....), but also of a perfect

soul (psuche), even as was taught by the ancient church
philosophers...." (32).

It seems therefore that Kelly's argument is a case of
special pleading,and that the initial impression of Tome
7.22, that the Christ had a rational human soul, must be
allowed as that which Athanasius accepted as orthodox.

The first substantiation of the main proposition reads
that "it was not possible, when the Lord had become man
for us, that his body should be without intelligence".

To Grillmeier's mind the key to the right understanding
of this clause lies in the "when the Lord..... for us", in

which he places the emphasis upon 'the Lord" (33). He

therefore reasons that 7.23-24 means that since he, the
Lord or the Logos, had become man, his body could not

have been without intelliigence. Approaching this question
from the presuppositions present in the thought of a
Logos-sarx Christology, and not in the light of'any of the
later controversies, Grillmeier then concludes that this
intelligence in Christ is not grounded in Christ himself
primarily and exclusively in a created principle, in a
creaturely soul, since for Christ, as for all men (34),
the divine Logos was the ultimate principle of intelligence.
However, although Grillmeier reckons that the intelligence

acknowledged in Christ's ou anoeton soma derived from the

divine Logos and not primarily from a created soul, he does
allow that the fact that even though in Christ the intel-
ligence 1is ultimately grounded in the Logos, a human soul
is not therefore excluded (35). With Grillmeier's general
conclusions here we would not disagree; but certain
qualifications must be noted. While we acknowledge that
the emphasis here is upon the Logos as the ultimate source
of rationality, we do not believe that the "...had become
man for us" is redundant. Again, as we have noted in
reference to Kelly's thesis, we do not think that Tome
7.23-24 is to be interpreted solely in terms of a Logos-
sarx framework, in order to arrive at a correct under-

standing of Athanasius' comprehension of Tome 7. Rather,

Tome 7 is to be understood in the light of the several
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Christological frameworks that Athanasius uses. Moreover,
while admitting that man's reason stems ultimately from
the divine Logos,we would hold that for Athanasius that
rationality is made manifest in man's rational soul.
Hence it seems that Tome 7.23-24 means that since the

divine Logos, the source of rationality, became man, the

(

body that he assumed in becoming man was not "without
intelligence" or without a rational soul, that manifestation
of rationality. Herein lies a substantiation of the main
proposition of 7.22.

Noteworthy here is the fact that while the sub-
stantiation of 7.23-24 helps establish the presence of
a physical soul in Christ, it does not attribute a
theological role to that soul. That, however, does not
mean that the soul of Christ has no theological role;
but even if it has, that role has no place in the
argument of 7.22-24; For the point of the substantiation
of 7.23-24 is to establish the fact of Christ's soul, the
point of the proposition of 7.22. To establish that,
mention of that soul's theological importance was not
necessary.

The second substantiation reads '"nmor was the

salvation effected in the Logos himself that of a body

alone, but of a soul also'. From this Grillmeier notes
two things. Firstly, only the object to be redeemed, man
and his soul, is mentioned. "Nothing is....said about

the being of Christ himself'" (36). Secondly, the salv-
ation of the whole man 1s worked out in the Logos

himself. For "the communication of the Logos is....

the cause of the redemption of the whole man. Here.....
the 'soul' of Christ is no theological factor" (37).

Upon this latter point we must comment. It is true that

the salvation of the whole man stems en auto to Logo,

from the divine Logos. For he alone has the divinity
to give in grace to man, in order to deify him, and to

save him from his mortal and corruptible nature. Yet

that does not mean that a human soul is absent from the
Christ. For, from elsewhere in the Athanasian corpus,
we have learnt that man's salvation is guaranteed only
in Christ. Only in God's grace being bestowed upon the
man Jesus whom the divine Logos has become, and upon all

men in Jesus, was salvation for all secured. It seems

clear therefore that for Athanasius, while salvation
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originates in the divine Logos, it is mediated and.secured
for all men. in the humanity of Christ.

One other point needs to be made with regard to
Grillmeier's thoughts upon this substantiation. Grillmeier
studies Tome 7.24-25 in itself, and not as a substantiation
of a proposition. For if he had done the latter, he would
not have said that the soul of Christ is no theological
factor in man's salvation. For when 7.24-2% is seen as
the substantiation of 7.22, we discover that Athanasius'
argument is that in that men are wholly saved, Christ's
"body" is not "without a soul, nor without sense, nor
intelligence". There is therefore an implied connection
between men's souls and Christ's soul. That is not to say,

however, that the soul of Christ is the source of the

salvation of men's souls. Rather, it is the means, or
organ, of that salvation. For, even as the wills of men
are secured to God in that the divine Logos assumed a
human will in becoming man, and so preserved it unto
righteousness, so the soul, the hegemon in man, is
secured to God by its having been assumed unto salvation
in Christ.

It seems therefore that, contrary to the views of
Kelly, Tome 7.21-25 does assert the physical existence
of Christ's soul, and that contrary to the views of
Grillmeier and Roldanus (38), it acknowledges, albeit
only implicitly, the theological function of that soul.

Confirmation of this conclusion is found in Tome
7.13-21. For the "for they confessed this also....."
(39) looks back to the '"what these confessed......" of
7.13-14, as the explanatory "for" of 7.21 suggests.
Indeed, that 7.21-25 ought to be understcod in the light
of 7.13-21 seems corroborated by a parallelism between
the two passages: the "what they confessed" of 7.13-14
is paralleled by the "they confessed this also" of 7.21;
the admission. of the divine Logos!' truly becoming man,
and fully man, the cumulative effect of "the Logos
himself became flesh, and, having taken the form of a
slave, became man of Mary, after the flesh" (40), both
marking the reality of the manhood, and in its

echoing the Nicene sarkothenta kai enanthropesanta,

excluding the denial of a human soul in Christ, is paralleled

by the explicit assertion that '"the Saviour had not a
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body without a soul, nor without sense, nor intelligence"
(41); the recognition of the full salvation of man in the
statement "in him the human race was perfectly and wholly
delivered from sin" (42) is paralleled by that of '"nor
was the salvation effected in the Logos himself a sal-
vation of body only, but of the soul also'(43).

Given this parallelism, it is noteworthy that
while in 7.21-25 we find that since men are wholly saved
in Christ, Christ has a soul, in 7.13-21 we find that
since the Christ has a full humanity, the presence of the
soul being asserted in the Nicene manner, men are saved

fully. 1Indeed,the connection between the divine Logos (44)

truly and fully becoming man, and the full salvation of
man is stressed by the use of "in him" in "from Mary after
the flesh he became man for us, and thus in him the human
race was perfectly and wholly delivered...." (45). The
implicit acknowledgement of the theclogical role of
Christ's human soul of 7.21-25 is therefore made explicit
in 7;13—21,in the opposite side of the coin to the former.

It is worth remembering, however, that, according
to 7.13-21, man's full salvation is not dependent solely
upon Christ's having a human soul, as though that soul
were the source of salvation. Rather it was dependent
upon the divine Logos truly remaining eternally divine,while
yet becoming, rather than coming upon, true and whole man
(46). Both a full and eternal divinity and a full and
genuine humanity in the one Christ were necessary for man's
full salvation.

It only remains for us to consider what kind of
soul it was that Athanasius admits that Christ has.
Christ's soul is described adjectivally, and not nominally,
in the Tome. For it is not an object in itself. This is
because 1t exists only in and through grace, being man's
personal relation in grace to the divine Logos. For
Athanasius therefore the human soul is not a possession
of a human creature,but a dynamic gift which is maintained
by the Creator Logos.

It is noteworthy here that the admission of the
soul of Christ as adjectival, and as bound up with the
mystery of grace, ties in with the idea found earlier in
the Athanasian corpus, that man was "in the image of God"

or personal only in the person of the divine Logos, the



Image of God. Christ's soul 1s therefore one in kind
with man's, his soul being personal only as man's is
"in the image of God'".

Connected with the fact that the soul of Christ
is not an object in itself, is the fact that there is
only one subject in Christ (47). That one subject is
not, however, the divine Logos in himself, nor the
humanity itself, which the Logos assumed. It is the
Logos incarnate, or the Logos become man, both body and
soul. It follows from this therefore that while the
soul of Christ takes part in the salvific work of Christ,
in that it is of the man whom the divine Logos became in
his 1ncarnation, the soul of Christ does not have a role
in itself in the same. For it is not an independent and
self-existent object in the Logos incarnate. The soul
of Christ cannot act in itself over against the divine
Logos in Christ in that it is that which exists only in
the divine Logos, and is that which the divine Logos has
become in his incarnation;

Christ's soul is therefore similar to man's being
'in the image' in that i1t cannot exist or act in itself;
it exists in the grace of the Providential Creator alone
and acts only through its body;

In the chapter upon C.Ar.1l, when treating the
question of the human soul of Christ, we noted that that
human soul was not explicitly mentioned there. The main
reason for this seemed to be that it was Christ's divinity
which then was the main concern of the Arians, and that
it was that upon which Athanasius therefore rightly con-
centrated in his anti-Arian polemic. TIndeed, it was only
later in the controversy, when the divinity of the Holy
Spirit was called into question by the Tropici, that
Athanasius was truly faced with the guestion of whether
or not to admit a human soul in Christ. It is therefore
of great lmterest that the Tome, a work written in this
later stage of the controversy, and in which there is
reference to the council of Alexandria of A.D.362 - whose
aims included the profession of the Nicene creed, the
condemnation of the Arian heresy, and the solution of the
question of the consubstantiality of the Holy Spirit wit
God the Father - does answer the question regarding the

human soul of Christ in the affirmative. Its reference

to Christ's soul, explicit in Ch.7 and implicit in the use

238,
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of the Nicene incarnational formulae which exclude a
denial of a human soul, thus confirm our findings in
the chapters upon C.Ar.1-3. The Tome 1s then the
measure by which Athansius' earlier works, and especilally
the anti-Arian ones, are rightly Jjudged.

From Athanasius' Tome it secems therefore that
the true Logos of the Father, while remaining God, became
truly and fully man in order that in Christ men might be
saved from corruption unto the life in holy communion with
God the Creator.
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EPISTOLA AD EPICTETUM

The Ad Epictetum deals with the relation of the

historical Christ to the eternal Son. Questions had been
raised at Corinth, similar to those which had troubled

the Eastern Church generally, and which were to come to a
head in the system of Apollinarius, whose distinctive
tenets are not, however, mentioned in this letter. Some
of the Epictetus' flock had been anxious to place the
Nicene doctrine in intelligible connection with the
matter of the Gospel narrative,and had debated the issue
before their bishop. Their tentative solutions had fallen
into two classes, both of which proceeded from the
assumption, incidentally countered by Athanasius, that the
manhood of Christ was such that, if invested with divine
attributes, it would introduce a fourth aspect to the
Trinity. To avoid this difficulty, one party identified
the Logos with the manhood,by assuming either that the

Logos was changed, in his incarnation, into flesh, or that

241,

the flesh itself was unnatural, being of the divine essence.

The other party excluded the man Jesus from the Trinity,
explaining his relation to God along the lines of Photinus.

It was in the face of these tentative suggestions
that Epictetus wrote to Athanasius seeking his opinion,
and that Athanasius duly gave his views.

Fundamental to Athanasius' reply to Epictetus is
his belief that he who became incarnate was very God. The
Logos was the impassible and incorporeal Logos of God (1);
he was by nature God (2); he was the Lord, the Omnipotent
One; and he was, contrary to the belief of some, the true
Son of the true Father, he who was consubstantial with the
Father, but was not the Father himself (3). As such
therefore he was essentially God, being like the Father in
all things but his fatherhood (4).

The divine Logos was consequently naturally distinct
from creation, in that he was naturally distinct from his
body (5), which was an integral and natural part of the
whole of creation (6). Indeed, this essential distinction
of the divine Logos from creation is brought out even more

clearly in contrasting those statements which describe the

divine Logos as one who, being of the Father's essence (7),
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is immaterial, intangible, and impassible (8), with those
that picture his body, that integral part of creation, as
that which, being of Mary or '"from the earth'"(9) is naturally
material, tangible and passible (10). It follows therefore
that the subject of the incarnation, for Athanasius, 1is

very God, and as such is distinct in his lordly role as
Creator from creaturely man.

It was this very God, the Logos, who bridged the
otherwise unbridgeable gulf between God and man in
becoming incarnate.

Generally being described as the sojourning of the
Logos (11), and as the 'coming of the line of David '(12),
a description in which the eternally divine sonship of
the Logos is contrasted in a very Pauline manner with the
temporal and human sonship of the Logos of the Davidic

line (13), the incarnation is understood under two aspects:

that which the divine Logos becomes in himself, and that
which he takes to himself to be his own possession.

The divine Logos became man (14) or flesh (15), the
latter being the well-known Johannine Christological formula.

These two Christological clauses which Athanasius,
arguing upon the basis of Joel 2.28, sees as synonymous,
are not, however, to be understood as meaning that the
divine Logos thereby ceased to be truly divine by becoming
man. For even as it was said that the Logos became
accursed in that''he took upon himself the curse on our
behalf'" (16), so it is also said that the Logos became
flesh "not by being changed into flesh, but....in assuming
living flesh, and becoming man'" (17). Indeed, the assertion
that the Logos did not undergo an alteration in relation to
his divine nature through his incarnation is confirmed
elsewhere; for '"in becoming flesh the divine Logos did not
turn into it'"(18). Rather, by remaining truly divine the
Logos remained impassible and incorporeal, hallmarks of
true divinity, while yet in a passible body (19). He
remained God, the Lord of glory while being in the body
which was ingloriously nailed and dishonoured. He remained
the universal Creator whom the sun, a creature, recognised,
even when the Creator was in the outraged body upon the
cross(2)Moreover, that this divinity lost none of its power
in the incarnation is confirmed in Ch.6, where Athanasius
notes that the Logos incarnate could have checked his
passions, an act only possible for a superhuman being.

o
Rs
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Yet he did not, refraining not by force of circumstance,

but through deliberate choice (22). Finally, the usages
of the verbs "to become'" and '"to be'" corroborate the above
findings. For "to become'" is not used in connection with
"body" lest it imply that the divine Logos changed in his
own nature (23). Again, in connection with the post-
resurrection meeting of Thomas and Christ, Athanasius
notes that Christ did not say 'as you see me to be flesh
and bone'", but "as you see me to have'", in order that it
might not be thought that the Logos himself was changed
into these things, but that he had them (24). Athanasius thus
recognises the immutability of the divine Logos even in
his incarnation. Indeed, the eternal immutability of the
divine Logos while yet incarnate is demonstrated by the
use of the continuocus present of the verb "to be'". This
continuous sense of '"to be'" is especially evident when

used over against "to have become', the latter being an

infinitive which can have the sense of '"coming into
existence" or '"being born'. The verb "to be'", then, 1is

a properly continuous tense, implying neither beginning
nor end of existence. It asserts that the Logos belongs
to the eternal, heavenly world, and that he is the first
and the last, the eternal Lord, wherein he is one with the
Father.

Given then that the divine Logos did not undergo any
alteration in his being as God in and through his incarn-
“ation, and given, moreover, that the assumed body of
the Logos was not consubstantial with his divinity, it

follows that the reference in 2.15 to to kuriakon soma is

not to be understood to mean that the assumed body became
divine by nature. Rather it ocught to be understood as an

alternative to the to soma tou Kuriou of 7.32 et al.

The incarnational becoming of the Logos did not,
however, entail his coming into being; for since the assumed
humanity was not co-eternal with the Son, as Athanasius'
strong disavowal in Ch.2 demonstrates, the Logos himself
must necessarily pre-exist it, being eternally God, the
Son of the Father. Indeed, while the Logos exist eternally
in and with the Father and Holy Spirit, the body which he
assumed in becoming man only came into being when the Logos
took it to himself; for it exists only in and through him:
"They all will reasonably condemn themselves who have
thought that the flesh derived from Mary existed before her,
and that the Logos, prior to her, had a human soul, and
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existed in it always even before his coming " (25).

Despite all these qualifications Athanasius never-
theless asserts that the becoming is real and can ask
incredulously: '"Who ever heard in the Church, or even from
Christians, that the Lord wore a body putatively, and not
in truth?" (26); or again, "How can they wish to be called
Christians who say that the Logos had descended upon a holy
man as upon one of the prophets, and has not himself
become man, taking the body from Mary; but that Christ is
one person, while the Logos of God, who before Mary and

before the ages was Son of the Father, is another?'" (27).

For Athanasius, "becoming man" is very truth (28); it is
not a mere fantasy, being but theoretical (29). On the
contrary, the birth was genuine. Indeed, .that "becoming

man' 1is not merely incidental and external, but truly real,
is stressed by Athanasius' explicit denial that'"the Logos
came upon a holy man, as upon one of the prophets" (30),
and his affirmation that he became man, having assumed
a body from Mary (31). In short, the Logos did not merely
touch the man Jesus from without, as he touched the 01ld
Testament prophets by grace; he became that very man Jesus.
Consequently, there is in the Christ but one subject, the
Logos; it was '"the very Logos'" who, although impassible,
endured the marks of the nails; it was '"the same" who,
while being "intangible', was beaten and scourged (32).
Yet, since the divine Logos did not undergo any alteration
in his divine being when truly becoming man, that one
subject of the incarnation, the Logos, endured two economies,
one relating to his immutable divinity, and one to his
assumed humanity. For, as God, the Logos was impassible,
but, as man, he suffered; "in the body which was circumcised,
and carried, and ate and drank, and was weary, and was
nailed on a tree, and suffered, there was the impassible
and incorporeal Logos of God'" (33). Hence one arrives at
the paradoxical situation wherein the one subject, the lLogos,
is both impassible and passible: "the same it was who suffered,
and yet suffered not" (34).

Before we pass on to consider the other understanding
of the incarnation, we must note how it is that the im-
passible Logos 1s seen to be the subject of the sufferings
of Christ. The body, as we have already seen, 1is passible

and therefore suffers naturally. However,in that the

impassible Logos has made his own the body and its
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categories, and in that he has united himself to 1it, he

has referred its passions to himself as their subject:
"for what the Logos' human body suffered, this the Logos,
dwelling in the body, ascribed to himself" (35). Thus,
for example, when the body is smitten, the Logos, who
has assumed that body, views himself as having been
smitten, and thus as suffering. Yet it must be stressed
that it is only in and through this assumption of the body
that those categories natural to the body, and essentially
alien to the divine Logos, are applicable to the impassible
Logos. Herelin the humanity remains the natural subject of
its passions, while the Logos becomes its subject only in
the incarnation, and not in and through himself. This is
confirmed in 6.13-17, part of which we have already cited:
"it 1s strange that he it was who suffered and yet suffered
not. Suffered, because his own body suffered, and he was
in it, which thus suffered; did not suffer, because the
Logos, being by nature God, is impassible. And while he,
the incorporeal, was in the passible body, the body had
in it the impassible Logos...". Here we then find
succinct witness to the Logos having become truly passible
man, while yet being truly impassible God, having endured
no change in his divine being through his incarnation.

The incarnation was also seen as a transitive act in
which the Logos took humanity to himself from without.

Historically, at the optimum point in time (36), the
divine Logos assumed humanity, an assumption which is

variously described by the verbs lambanein and its cog-

nates (37), enduesthai (38), phorein (39), idiopoiein (40),
dechesthai (41) and metapoiein (42). The divine Logos
therefore had humanity (43), and was thus en_somati or en

anthropino somati (44) and en sarki (45), the humanity

then being the Logos'.

These verbs used to describe the relationship of the
Logos to his assumed humanity, and indeed, the generic
term epidemia, and its cognates (46), with its implication
of the divine Logos not being native to the creaturely
realm, all stress the distinction of the divine Logos from
the creaturely body, and so emphatically deny the alteration
of the divine being in its incarnation. For all of these
verbs, and especlally that prefixed by epi- (47), point to
the humanity being that which was taken from without the

divine Logos, and which was therefore unable to affect the
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Logos in his divine essence. Indeed, the distinction of

""The who assumed'" and '"that assumed" in the incarnation is \

stressed explicitly on several occasions. 4.18-19, with
its statement that "God came in a human body'", seems to
point to the distinction. For it is found in the context

of an argument against the consubstantiality cf the divine
Logos with the creaturely humanity. In this context, the
phraseology of 4.18-19 stresses especially the otherness

of the divine Logos to the humanity assumed. 5;30—32,

"in the circumcised body....there was the impassible and
incorporeal Logos of God'", in the context of an argument
that the divine Logos' essence did not undergo any alter-
ation in and through its incarnation, again stresses the

distinction of the divine assumer and the creaturely

assumed. 8.9-10, perhaps more so than 5.30-32, stresses
this distinction: '"the Logos himself was not changed into
bones and flesh, but came in the flesh'". Had the latter

part of this sentence been the Johannine Christological
formula, the immutability of the divine Logos in becoming
man would not have been made so clear. The use, however,
of "“came in the flesh", stresses the otherness of the
divine Logos to his creaturely flesh. Further, 7.2-4
stresses, through the use of a transitive verb, the fact

that the divine Logos was unaffected in his being in the

incarnation. For '"he did not say 'As you see me to be
flesh and bones' but 'to have', that it might not be
thought that the Logos himself had changed into those
things, but that he had them". The transitive verb '"to
have'",in contrast with the intransitive verb '"to be",
emphasises the natural distinction between the eternally
divine Logos and the assumed creatureliness.

Yet, within the context of this natural distinction
of "he who assumes" and '“that assumed",there is also an
emphasis upon the unity of the immutable Logos and the
mutable body. The divine Logos was 1in complete fellowship
with it through his making it his own (48). The Logos is
related to the body in such a manner that that relationship
is described by the verb suneinai, a verb used in DI 17.26
of the Son's relationship to the Father, and in DI 8.23
of a husband's to a wife. Moreover, there are statements
suggesting the intimacy of the divine Logos and his assumed
humanity. 6.16-17, '"the incorporeal One was in the passible

body; and the body had in it the impassible Logos" stresses
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such a unity explicitly. Meanwhile the various uses of
the verbs "to have" and "to be clothed" imply such a unity.
For the former verb is used to describe the relationship
of both the Logos to his body and the body to the Logos (49);
the latter verb is used similarly. For it describes the
relationship both of the Logos to his assumed humanity,
and of man's humanity, that assumed by the divine Logos
on behalf of all, to the Logos (50).

In these descriptions of the incarnation therefore
the mystery of God made man 1s again asserted; it 1is
described to the same end as by the descriptions, according
to which the Logos became something in himself, but by
different means. For here again the divine Logos 1s seen
as remaining Logos, and as such is viewed as totally dis-
tinct from the creaturely body . Yet that incarnation so
seen is also thought of as totally genuine. Hence the
haturally distinct Logos is closely related to the body.
Indeed, the whole mystery is summarised in the sentence
""the incorporeal One was in the body" (51).

The humanity assumed by the Logos wasg born of Mary,

of the seed of David. Here we come across one of the
few references to Christ's messianic qualifications
through the Davidic descent. Yet there is no intention
in this reference to rule out the virgin birth through the
use of the phrase '"of the seed of David'", as the statements
of the Davidic descent themselves reveal: "after the flesh
of the seed of David, and of the flesh of Mary" (52).
Moreover 5.6-23 witness clearly to the centrality of the
virgin birth for Athanasius' theology. For birth of the
Virgin, in Athanasius' mind, precludes docetism (53).
Noteworthy however in regard to the fact of the virgin
birth is the passivity and obedience of Mary, which points
to the divine initiative in the creative act of incarnation,
and which counters any form of synergism, of the co-
operation of man with God, in the divine becoming.

As we have already noted, the virgin birth is used
in Athanasius' argument to preclude a docetic Christology.
Indeed, the body assumed in the incarnation is not to be
considered docetic in any sense of the word. For that
body 1is similar in all respects to man's, as 5.7-8 reveals:
"it befitted him to be made 1like his brethren in all

respects, and to take a body like us " (54). It is '"the

same as man's" (55), and is therefore alethinon (56), an
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adjective which conveys the sense of true or genuine in
a more essential manner than alethes. Consequently, 1in
common with every man's humanity with which Christ's
humanity is similar, that body is creaturely, being by
nature from the earth. It is therefore not consubstantial
with the godhead, being but similar to man's for whose
sake it was created. Nor is it co-eternal with the
eternal Logos of God. Rather, it stems from the point
of its assumption of Mary. Being taken of her, it was
passible and mortal. This same anti-docetic position
is stated in 2.6-8 and in Ch.5 passim. For in the former
passage Athanasius counters the view that the Logos was
incarnate putatively only by asking: "Who has ever heard...
that putatively, and not in reality the Lord wore a body'".
For him therefore the incarnation was genuine, being real.
The latter passage re-emphasises this. For Athanasius
notes with regard to the virgin birth that Gabriel
announced to Mary '"what is born of thee" that "what was
born might be believed to be naturally from her, inasmuch
as Nature clearly shows that it is impossible for a virgin
to produce milk unless she has brought forth, and im-
possible for a body to be nourished with milk....unless it
had previously been naturally brought forth" (57). Docetism
is hereby eliminated.

Yet in respect of this anti-docetic stance we must

raise two points. Firstly the body which the Logos assumed,
he assumed without sin (58). 5in, however, is sometimes
seen as integral to weak humanity. Was therefore Christ's

humanity truly human ? The answer to this question must
be positive. For the view that sin is integral to man's
creatureliness does not coincide with Athanasius' theology.
For him, man is truly human as he is created by and in God.
Yet God, being good, cannot create that which is evil. Man
as created by him is in his origin therefore good. For
Athanasius therefore sinless man is in fact true man. Thus
in assuming sinless humanity, the Logos was assuming true,
and not docetic humanity. Secondly, Christ's humanity is

described as kuriakon soma. This, however, does not bring

to question the reality of that humanity. For, as we have

already noted, that very kuriakon soma is not consubstantial

with the divinity of the Logos, but is only by grace the

body of the Lord; kuriakon is simply an epithet used to




qualify that particular body assumed by the Logos, ho
Kurios, and to identify and single out that body from
all other bodies. This second point therefore does

not question the reality of that assumed humanity of the
Logos.

Another topic,closely related to the question of
docetism, must now be considered, namely, whether or not
Christ's humanity was true in a psychological sense.

In 7.29-30 man is seen as bipartite: '"not the body
alone, but the whole man, body and soul....". Yet there
is no explicit mention in this letter of Christ having
a human soul, as well as a body, in his becoming man.
Rather, the lLogos, and not the human soul, 1s seen as the
subject of the assumed body in 6.3-4; the body is con-
sidered as the temple of God (59); and the Logos seems
to be that which alone stands over against the mortal
body in the description of Christ's death in 5.32-6.1.
Such has therefore led some to deny the existence of a
rational soul 1in the theandric Christ, as portrayed in
the ad Epict. To this denial therefore we must now turn
our minds.

That Athanasius does not explicitly mention Christ's
human soul in this tract need not concern us too much.

Had Athanasius been setting out to counter Apollinarian
thought in this letter, and had he not mentioned a rational
soul of Christ in the face of the Apollinarian denial, it
might reasonably be supposed that he accepted that denial;
but this letter is not setting out to counter Apollinarianism,
but to respond to the views either that Christ's humanity
was not real, being consubstantial with the divinity of the
Logos, or that the divine Logos had undergone an essential
alteration in respect of his divine being through his in-
carnation, and had altered to bones and flesh. Given such
purposes, the question of the existence or otherwise of a
rational human soul of Christ is very much secondary, and
the omittance of either an explicit affirmation or denial
of its existence is insignificant.

6.1-2, "it is shown to all that the body was not the
Logos, but body of the Logos" gives a clue to the tenor
of Ch.6, and to the light in which such statements as'the
incorporeal One was in the passible body'"(60) are to be

understood. They are not to be understood as anthropological,

but as theological statements. For the purpose of the




chapter is to argue against the view that the divine
Logos, in becoming incarnate, changed into bones and
flesh. It is in the 1light of such a theological, and not
anthropological argument, therefore, that 6.2ff. 1s to be
comprehended.

Given this theological argument, in which Athanasius
wants to demonstrate the essential distinction of the
assumed humanity, and of him who assumed it, the divine
Logos, how are we to understand that assumed humanity and
that divine Logos ? The assumed humanity is what is
weak, open to touch and suffering, mortal and corruptible.
It is that material creatureliness which 1is essentially
over against the immaterial Creator Logos. The divine
Logos who assumed that creatureliness is, on the other
hand, he who 1is incorporeal, and who is not open to touch
and to passion, both of which are properties of the '"body'".
It seems therefore that within the context of the theo-
logical argument that the divine Logos did not alter into
bones and flesh in and through his incarnation, the
distinction between the divine lLogos and the assumed
humanity 1is duly pressed. The particular Christological
clauses of Ch.6 therefore seem not to serve an authro-
pelogical but a theological purpose.

That Ch. 6 does serve this theological purpose is
confirmed by the fact that the Logos does not act as the
subject of the assumed humanity in his true divinity. For
as the immaterial, intangible and impassible Logos he
cannot be so. The Logos is not the subject in Christ in
and by himself. He is the subject in so far as he has
become incarnate. As divine Logos he is anything but
subject in Christ, being eternally impassible and incorp-

oreal, and is thus essentially distinct from the passible
body. In so far, however, as the Logos has made the body
his own, he 1is the subject of his own body, but only in
his human economy; he is subject in that he has assumed to
himself a body which is the sphere of such passions. The
subject of Christ therefore is the'"Logos in a human body",
where "human body" must be understood in theological terms
as that human creatureliness essentially over against the
divine Logos.

It is therefore mistaken to understand such passages
as 6,3ff. as portraying the Logos, and not a human soul, as

the subject of the assumed body. For in the first place
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this is not an anthropological but a theclogical passage.
Secondly, the subject in Christ is not the Logos, but the

"Logos in the body", where "body" i1s not to be understood

in an anthropological manner as that over against the
human soul but in a theological manner as that passible
and frail creatureliness over against the immaterial
Creator Logos.

Nor need the fact that the assumed humanity is the
"temple of the Logos' concern us in our inguiry into the
reality of Christ's humanity. For it probably has its
point of reference in John 2.21: "he spoke of the temple
of his body'" (61), rather than in an anthropological
statement which suggests that the Christ is but the
divine Logos indwelling the assumed humanity, like a
temple, and which therefore implies the absence of a
human soul. Indeed, the qualification of "temple'" by
"filled full of the Godhead" (62) recalls the 0l1d
Testamental concept of the glory of the Lord filling the
Temple (63), and thus indirectly suggests that the body
of Christ is the temple of the New Covenant, and that this
clause therefore is not a veiled anthropological reference.

5.32-6.1, the brief description of Christ's death in

the ad Epict., has been seen as clear evidence of the
absence of a rational human soul in Christ. Yet the force

of the passage is not such as has sometimes been supposed.
For the context of the argument here is theological and
not anthropological; the reference to Christ's death is

to explain not Christ's humanity but to show that the
divine Logos in becoming man did not alter in himself into
bones and flesh. Moreover, the body which the divine
Logos lays in his tomb is again not to be understood
anthropologically, but theologically. For that body is
not set over and against the human soul, but over and
against the impassible and incorporeal Logos of God (64).
The body 1s therefore to be understood as that creature-
liness which is open to passion and death, the complete
antithesis of the impassible, asomatic Creator Logos.
Confirmation that "body" here is to be understood as man
in his creatureliness is found in 6.38-1, where there is
reference to the body as that which Joseph wrapped in a
linen cloth, and laid in the tomb at Golgotha. That body
therefore is not to be seen as that anthropological entity

over against the human soul, but as man in his physical
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being and his mortality. It is in the light of these two
considerations therefore that we must look at Athanasius'
argument that the Logos did not become the body in the
incarnation. This Athanasius demonstrates through
reference to Christ's descent into hell. It was the body
which was laid in the tomb when the Logos went to preach
to the souls of the departed in Hades. Yet had the Logos
become "body" in his incarnation, there would have been no
need for a tomb. For the body itself would have descended
to Hades to preach (65). Such, however, was not the case.
Hence there cannot have been a "becoming a body'" by the
Logos.

That the body was buried as the mortal aspect of
Christ is indisputable (66). That it was the Logos who

went to preach to the souls in Hades 1s also indisputable,

and in keeping with 1 Peter 3.19 (67). That he who went
to preach to the souls of the departed is distinct from
that humanity laid in the tomb (68) is very much in keeping
wilth the purpose of the argument, that the Logos did not
become '"body'" in becoming incarnate. Yet that the Logos'
separation from the body in death is akin to that of the
soul from the body in its last hour (69), and that the

Logos has taken the place of the soul in Christ, are not

at all clear. For this separation, upon which the whole
case stands or falls, is not itself established. For the
"he went forth..... to preach" of 5.33 (70) is but the

equivalent of the '"he went and preached" of 1 Peter 3.19.
Meanwhile the '"was separated" of 5.33, which almost appears
to be parenthetical in the reference to 1 Peter 3.19, and
which verbally seems connected with the separation of the
soul and body in death (71), is in fact in the negative,
and not positive. TFor the Logos leaves the body in its
grave, 1in order to complete his descent into hell, and
yet'"'was not separated from it (sc.body)" (72). Hence this
passage seems to mark not a similarity between the Logos
and the soul, but a difference. For in the case of the
death of Christ, the Logos 1is not ultimately removed from
the assumed humanity, while in the case of any other man
the soul is removed from its body. Underlying the clause
which contains "was separated'", therefore, is probably

not the idea that the Logos has taken the place of the soul
in the life and death of the assumed '"body'", but that by not

being separated from the body even when he was in Hades,
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the Logos, the Life, effected the continuous existence
of his assumed humanity through its resurrection for all.
Moreover, in this context in which 1 Peter is being
mentioned, that which departs to preach to the souls
of the departed must be the '"Christos' of 1 Peter 3.18, or
the Logos incarnate of ad Epict. 5 - 6, and not a human
soul. 1Indeed, that Logos 1incarnate of ad Epict. 5-6 may
be given meaning by the very phrase '"was not separated
from it" (73). For traditionally that phrase has been
taken to have its point of reference only in the separation,
and therefore distinction, of the divine Logos from his
assumed humanity. Yet it may also have its point of
reference in the fact that the divine Logos did not depart
to preach in Hades as divine Logos, but only as Logos'not
separated from his body" or as incarnate. For certainly
this secondary point of reference would fit into the
context of the argument that the impassible Logos of God
did not undergo any essential alteration in regard to his
divine essence in and through his incarnation, an alter-
ation which would be implied if one allowed Christ's
death to be interpreted along the lines of a 'Logos-sarx"
Christology, in which the divine and impassible Logos
would relinquish his assumed body, and himself descend to
Hades, so suffering mortality. If, however, one allows
this secondary interpretation, Christ's death is to be
seen as the burial of the assumed body, and the procession
of the Logos incarnate, ''not separated from his body'" to
the souls of the departed, the procession being that of
the Logos in that he alone had that divinity necessary
for the salvation of the departed, but of the Logos in-
carnate, as the divine Logos, being impassible and
immortal, was not able to endure death in himself (74),
even for man's sake.

Thus the saving work of the Logos in Hades 1is not
to be seen as '"un oeuvre exclusivement divine", executed
by "la présence du Logos seul', as Roldanus supposes (75).
Rather it is to be seen as the saving work of the divine
Logos, mediated through his humanity, to the incarcerated
souls of the departed.

All in all, therefore, 5.32-6.1 seems to aim at
commenting upon the distinction of the Logos from his
assumed humanity, and not upon the place of a rational

and human soul in Christ.




These four points whereby the denial of Christ's
human soul has been argued are thus to be interpreted
otherwise than anthropologically. Moreover, there seem
to be hints elsewhere, the cumulative effect of which is
to suggest that the Christ as portrayed in the ad Epict.
is empsuchos.

As we have noted, the divine Logos became man, oOr
flesh. Yet he did not enter into, nor come upon one

.

particular man. Consequently, to expect Athanasius to

admit that Christ had a soul distinct from the Logos, as

we find in Antiochene theology, is unlikely. For to do

so would not only be to call into question the reality

of the becoming of the Logos, but would also be to act

in a manner contrary to the statements of 2.27-29 and

11.2-5.. For if Athanasius were to admit that the Christ

was composed of soul plus body plus Logos, he would be

admitting that the divine Logos had come upon a man, and

not become man. It seems therefore thatQAny human soul

in Christ will be portrayed not as a self-existent

physiological entity, but as intimately related to, and

integrally bound up with, the Logos truly become man.
Three points seem to suggest that the Christ had

a rational human soul: echoing Hebrews 2.16-17, Athanasius

asserts that the divine Logos was made like man in all

respects, the all inclusive phrase "in all respects"

not reasonably being cut short of implying 1likeness to

men in having common rational souls. It should be noted

here, however, that such clauses as ta hémon autos

dechomenos (76) are not to be interpreted in this an-
thropological manner. For ta hemon which are assumed are
nothing but men's passions, corruption and mortality which
namely his impassibility, incorruption and immortality.
Again, Athanasius uses in the ad Epict. those clauses that

echo the Nicene formula sarkothenta kai enanthropesanta,

whereby the denial of Christ's rational soul was excluded.
Athanasius asserts that "he assumed living flesh, and
became man' (77) and "assuming flesh, he proceeded forth
as man'"(78). Lastly,that humanity assumed by the Logos was

a 'human body' (79), the 'body' being not that of the
"irrational creatures', but of rational man, the hall-mark

of which was the rational soul.

These three points may be confirmed elsewhere. For




B -
255,
in Ch.8, again arguing against the view that the assumed
humanity was consubstantial with the Godhead, Athanasius
states that: "they all will reasonably condemn themselves
who have thought that the flesh derived from Mary existed
before her, and that the Logos, prior to her, had a human
soul...."(80). While being cautious lest we force the
passage too far, we may note that Athanasius denies the
pre—-existence of either a human flesh or soul. Yet
Athanasius admits that Christ had a human flesh from
Mary. Perhaps we may therefore see in the latter half
of the above statement a hint to the effect that Christ
had a human soul, but not one which was pre-existent.
The second passage which may provide confirmation
for the above conclusion again lies in Ch.8. Working from
Joel 2.28, Athanasius asserts that tTo say 'the Logos
became flesh' 1s equivalent to saying, 'the Logos became

man' (81). Yet the "flesh" of the LXX text of Joel upon

the basis of which the above equation is made is understood

not as ta aloga zoa, but anthropoi. In other words, there

seems tc be a connecticn between the "flesh" that the Logos
becomes, and rational humanity. Indeed, this is confirmed
in 8.19-20, where it 1s stated that the promise recorded
in Joel 2.28 was not made "to the irrational animals but
to men'", for whose sake the Logos became man also; there
is therefore this connection between the man whom the
Logos became, and those for whom he came, rational man,
the hall-mark of whose rationality is the '"rational soul".

Ch.7 asserts that the divine Logos truly became man,
as the salvation of the whole man reveals (82). Implied
in this argument therefore is the belief that there is
some connection or inter-relation between Christ's and
man's humanity. Yet man's humanity is seen as not "body
only, but the whole man, body and soul" (83). Given
therefore that there seems to be a correlation between
man's humanity, which is redeemed, and Christ's humanity,
through which the Logos redeems man, and that the term "man",
that which the Logos becomes (84), is interpreted in a
related passage as soul and body (85), we may not be so
far from the truth if we conclude that Christ's humanity
is empsuchos.

It seems therefore that that humanity assumed by the
divine Logos was truly creaturely, and truly human. Hence

it was that the divine, incorporeal Logos assumed to himself



a creaturely body, without becoming it, when he became
critical, rational and logical man. His incarnation
therefore was natural 1in the sense that he assumed true
human nature, but not in that of his having altered in
his very divine being; 1t was personal in that the
divine person truly became a human person.

Despite the fact that the humanity assumed by the
Logos was marvellously whole, and despite the fact that
the divine Logos incurred no alteration in his being as
God, the incarnation was seen by Athanasius as an
humiliation. This was partly because the divine Creator
Logos was united with a mere creaturely body, partly
because it was in the passible body that the impassible
Logos suffered, and partly because the divine Logos
thereby suffered great insult. For "God, even the Lord
of glory, was in a body which was ingloriously nailed
and dishonoured" and the '"Creator was in an outraged
body" (86), two statements in which attention is drawn
to the disgraceful and unjust treatment of Christ by the
Jews, and by the Roman forces of first century Palestine.
That the Logos underwent humiliation in and through his
incarnation is certain. Yet Athanasius has not really
explained that humiliation in relation to the immutable
and eternal Logos who became man.

Soteriology dominates Athanasius' incarnational

theology. For the Logos became man for man's sake.

Consequently it was not the Logos who was bettered through

the incarnation; it was not the Triune God who was bene-
fitted through the Logos' becoming man. For the Triune
God, being always perfect, was not open to either
addition or diminution (87). Rather, it was humanity
which benefitted through the incarnation of the perfect
Logos, who was incapable of betterment, a great addition
accruing to the human body itself from its fellowship and
union with the Logos (88).

The salvation which effected that betterment was no
mere fantasy, but genuine, and extended to the whole man.
For the Logos himself, in becoming man, worked man's sal-
vation. Through offering that human incapacity which
he received in becoming man, in his sacrificial death to
the Father, the Logos effected man's ransom. He put an

end to our bodily passions by destroying them through his
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divine impassibility. He clothed our mortal and corruptible
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frames in immortality and in incorruption; he made our
sensual bodies spiritual, and led our earthly bodies unto
the gates of heaven. Therein the Logos' body was raised
from the dead, to be the forerunner in the general
resurrection. In short, therefore, the divine Logos, the
Life-Giver, enlivened the mortal humanity of men by
clothing it in his divine capacity (89), and by making it
to participate by grace in his divinity.

As we have noted, the Logos assumed humanity for the
sake of all. Hence it was that the Logos worked man's
salvation in that assumed from men to himself. Man's
mortal humanity was made immortal in Christ's humanity
through the divine Logos' dynamic presence in it. Hence
Christ's humanity is to be seen both intensively and
extensively; it is that humanity proper to the Logos
through his incarnation, and yet it is that in which all
men share in the Logos become man; it is Christ's own

humanity, and yet that creaturely humanity common to all

men.
In his statement that the Logos assumed humanity
for all, Athanasius implies that Christ's humanity is an
essential part of the soteriological process. This is
borne out in Ch.7. For in answer to the guestion of
whether man's redemption to incorruptible immortality
was but putative, Athanasius notes:'the Saviour having in
very truth become man, the salvation of the whole man was
brought about'" (90). Indeed, had the Logos been incarnate
putatively, or in an imaginary way, the salvation and
resurrection of man would have been but imaginary. It
seems therefore that Christ's humanity is that in and
through which man's salvation is effected and guaranteed.
The fact, however, that man's genuine salvation, that of
the whole man, soul and body (91), was that effected in
the Logos himself (92) need not cause us to alter our
opinion. For, that that salvation was effected "in the
Logos himself" does not mean that Christ's physicality
did not play a soteriological role. Indeed, the preceding
sentences, 7.24-28, maintain that it did. Rather, the
phrase '"in the Logos himself'" is but to be understood to
mean that the salvation effected in and through Christ's
humanity has its origin and socurce in, and only in, the
truly divine Logos of tThe Father. Moreover, the fact that

the salvation of '"the whole man'", interpreted as "soul and



body", was guaranteed by the Logos becoming in truth man,
and that the salvation of '"the whole man, soul and body"
points to the reality (93) of the "human body of the Lord"
(94), a phrase which in itself suggests Christ's human
rational soul, both suggest that not only Christ's body,
but also his rational soul, play an active part in the
redemption of man.

Given that Christ's humanity plays an important part
in the salvation of men, it is interesting to note that
Athanasius recognises a continuity between the pre- and
post-resurrection Christ (95). For Athanasius, belief in
the resurrection of Jesus necessarily involves believing
that, as the risen and exalted Lord, he still possesses
the same human nature, albeit glorified, as he assumed in
the incarnation. Indeed, it is this very continuity which
underlies man's salvation. For in that it is Christ's
mortal flesgh, assumed for all, that dies, and that it is
the same mortality clothed in incorruptible immortality
that rises from the dead, it is man who dies in Christ,
and yet rises again in Christ.

Since it seems to be the case that the oneness of
Christ's humanity with men's is necessary for a real and
full salvation, it must be asked whether the fact that
the Christ was sinless (96) threatens the reality and full-
ness of that salvation. Can Christ be really one with men,
if he is sinless, and they sinful ? For Athansius, the
answer to this question is affirmative. In the first place,
for Athanasius, sin is not a state, but an action, and so
does not affect the reality or otherwise of the incarnation.
Moreover, sin, although very much part of the human ex-
perience, is not natural to humanity. Mortality and cor-
ruption on the other hand are. Thus, when the divine Logos
became man, he truly took to himself that which was natural
to man, corruptible mortality, but not that which was
essentially alien to humanity, sin. Hence the divine Logos
incarnate did truly become one with all men, for their
salvation, so that the Logos might exchange their natural
mortality for his natural immortality, and that he, as God,
might, as only God might do, forgive their sins.

In the ad Epict. therefore we again find that the
divine Logos became man, while yet remaining God, in order
that the divine Logos might bestow in grace his own divinity
upon that humanity for all men. As such therefore, he is

unigue, being totally distinct from the former prophets and

messengers of God.
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CHAPTER_7

EPISTOLA AD SERAPIONEM 1-4

Athanasius' letters ad Serapionem 1-4 need not delay

us long, for they are largely concerned with the divinity
of the Holy Spirit. Yet we must pay them some attention
since even 1in treating that subject Athanasius covers some

Christological matters, and especially in the Ad Serapionem 2.

Central to the Christology even here 1is the divinity
of the logos, the Son, Wisdom and Power of the Father, the
eternity and immutability of which is stressed by the em-
phatic use of the continuous present tense of the verb
einai (1).

He it was who, without undergoing any alteration in
his very Godhead, became incarnate at the completion of
the ages (2), a phrase taken from Hebrews 9.26 to signify
the climactic entry of God into the realm of time and space
to effect the long awaited redemption of man. This in-
carnation, described in Ad Ser.l as the 'sojourning' or
'fleshly presence'(3) of the Logos of God, whereby he came
to attend and stand by man's side, epithets paralleled
elsewhere in the Athanasian corpus, is seen at once from
an intransitive and a transitive perspective. For it is
that in which the divine Logos beth became that which is
other than himself,and assumes that which is alien to
himself; he becomes 'man' (4) or 'flesh' (5), the latter
phrase echoing the famous Johannine Christological formula.
The Logos, however, also had a 'human body' (6), a creature-
liness which the Creator Logos in his Holy Spirit had
moulded and conformed to himself of Mary, and which the
divine Logos, having assumed, wore.

Through these descriptions of the incarnation, des-
criptions common from other Athanasian works, the
Alexandrian bishop relates the entry of the Father's
Logos into man's realm. It is, firstly, the entry of the
infinite Logos of God into the sphere of time past, present
and future. Indeed, the boundless eternity experienced
by the Logos in his immutable divinity, and the tempor-
ality of the finitude of his incarnation, are stressed in
the contrast of the continuous present and past tenses.

For while the Logos is (7) God, he has become (8) man.

Similarly, while man knows that the Logos is God (9),




ard knows that the same ‘became man' (10). Secondly,

the incarnation involves the entry of the incorporeal
Creator Logos into corporeal, creaturely being. For
thereby the divine Logos has assumed a body,that being,

as we have seen,Athanasius' common description of man in
his limited and frail humanity, whose creatureliness is
stressed by its having been "moulded" and '"conformed",

verbs common to creation narratives. Again, the incarnation
involved the assumption of a full humanity; for the body
assumed was 'a human body' (11), the human quality of

which is seen in theological terms: the body 1s human in
that it is rational, or that it is directed by a rational
soul. Indeed, in Ad.Ser. 2.9.26f Athanasius seems to

want to stress that the humanity assumed was 'human' or
rational. For in explaining the verb ektise of Prov.

8.22, Athanasius does not refer it merely to Christ's
body'which naturally connects with the verb 'to found’',
'body!' being for Athanasius a hall-mark of man's
creatureliness, but relates the verb to '"his human (body)...

as he became man, and was created" (12), to anthropinon

and its cognates referring to rational man, over against
irrational animals. Further, at the end of Ch.7, in
explaining John 1.14, Athanasius makes reference to both

John 8.40, and 1 Tim. 2.5, in both of which the noun 'man'
appears, in order to assert that to say "'the Logos became
flesh' is to say 'he became man'' (13). Certainly Athanasius

does argue that to say that "the Logos became flesh" is to

say that '"the Logos became man' in order that he might use
John 1.14 to support his assertion that the eternal Logos
became man. Yet that he is so concerned to interpret

John 1.14 in terms of 'he became man' seems to suggest
that it was of great importance to Athanasius that the
Logos did not become mere flesh, but truly man.

It seems clear therefore that the divine Logos truly
became man, a man who did not exist apart from the Logos'
incarnation. Indeed, through the act of self-humiliation
the impersonal humanity became personal in the person of
the Logos. Yet, while the divine Logos truly became man,
the divine Logos did not cease to be very God, as the use
of the cortinuous present tense of the verb "to be', with
its connotations of eternity and immutability, and as the
use of the transitive verbs, such as 'to have!', 'to assume'

and 'to bear', with the implied separation of their Creator



263,

subjects and creaturely objects, suggest. In short,
being truly God, the Logos became man, without ceasing
to be true God.

Having become man, human qualities were referred to
the Logos. Hence it was that it was said that the
incarnate Logos was baptised, and that 'humanly' he hungered,
thirsted, was smitten, wept, slept and finally endured death
upon the cross. Moreover, 1t was in relation to this human
economy that both Prov. 8.22 and Mark 13.32 are to be related,
and not to his divine economy. For in respect of Prov.
8.22, 1t must be remembered that 'he founded' refers to the
Logos' humanity, which was one with all men's, and which
therefore was naturally created and made, and not to his
divinity, to which the act of creating 1is appropriate.
Prov. 8.22 does not therefore deny the Godhead of the
Logos, as the Arians supposed, but asserts that he who is
God truly became man in his full creatureliness. 1In
respect to Mark 13.32, meanwhile, the verse admitting the
Son's ignorance regarding the time of the Last Day,
Athanasius asserts over against the Arians that this was
not said by the divine Logos as though he were by nature
a creature. Indeed, that this admittance of ignorance
was not made by the divine Logos was made clear by the
quoting of Mt. 11.27 and John 16.30, whence the Alexandrian
feels that it is clear that there was not anything of
which the divine Logos was ignorant, in that he is the
Logos through whom all things came to be; and as "all
things" include the Last Day, it will come to be through
him. Rather, Mark 13.32 was said to have been spoken by
the Logos "as man'". For it belonged to man to be ignorant(14);
therefore inasmuch as the Logos was made man, the Logos
incarnate displayed that ignorance which belonged to men(15).
For he had truly become man. It is noteworthy that
Athanasius here asserts a corollary of the above, that
the Logos displayed human ignorance in order to show that
he really had a human body. In ch. 9 therefore Mark 13.32
is here clearly and immediately connected with the fact
of the incarnation, as it is not in 3 C.Ar.48, a connection
which counters Richard's suggestion that Christ's ignorance
was but feigned. For not only was that very ignorance that
which proved that Christ's humanity was not at all docetic
(16), but also the ignorance of Christ was that assumed in

order than men might be saved from it (17).
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Just before we pass on to the matter of salvation
as described in the letters to Serapion, it is worth
noting what it is to which Athanasius attributes Christ's
ignorance, an ignorance whose reality we have already
noted. Christ's ignorance is that which is admitted
humanly' and 'as man' (18). For when the divine Logos
became man, to whose nature ignorance properly belonged,
he truly revealed human ignorance. It seems therefore
that when Athanasius explains Christ's ignorance here,
he attributes it to the Logos as man, the term for
Athanasius of rational man, made in the image of God.
Even when Athanasius refers ignorance to Christ's body,
he does so by referring it to a human body, over against
an irrational body of an animal. In.2 Ad Ser. therefore
it seems that Christ's ignorance, whose reality is ac-
knowledged, is attributed to a fully human and rational
body; there seems To be no psychological docetism here.

In 3 C.Ar., however, as we have already noted,
Christ's 1ignorance has been referred to his flesh. Does
2 Ad Ser. therefore mark a development in Athanasius'
thought 7 It 1s a development in so far as the passage
in 2 Ad. Ser.is more explicit than that in 3 C.Ar. But

it is not a development inthought. For in the former

passage the humanity to which Christ's ignorance belongs
is understood as that over against the divine Son, who
knows all; the contrast here is between humanity , or
creatureliness, and the Son, or the Creator. In the
latter passage, the flesh to which Christ's ignorance

is referred, and which, as we have tried to show, is

to be seen as full humanity, is understood as that over
against the Creator Logos, who is omniscient. Thus in
both passages the ignorance of Christ is referred not to
the Creator Logos of God, but to his assumed creatureliness,
a creatureliness which is, however, fully human. In the
two passages therefore Mark 13.32 is explained in the same
way, but through different terminology; the thought is

the same but the vocabulary different.

Even though touched upon only briefly in 1-4 Ad Ser,
salvation is the main cause and consequence of the in-
carnation; the divine Logos became man on account of man's
salvation. His was not the benefit. For, as we have
already hinted, the divine Logos neither came into existence,

nor experienced a change in being in and through the
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Incarnation; when the divine Logos became man, he neither
ceased to be the eternal Son of the Father, nor did he
only then come into being. As regards the Logos himself,
he became man only for the sake and benefit of sinful man.

Generally speaking, the incarnation effected the
reconciliation of all things (20). For, by assuming a
human body, the divine Logos effected the joining and
presenting of all creation to the Father, since by taking
to himself a body, the divine Logos effected a perfect
union between creation, of which the body was an essential
part, and God, with whom the Son was one. More particularly,
the divine Logos effected in and through his incarnation
the reconciliation of part of that creation with God; in
becoming man, the Christ endured our death and destroyed
it. Thereby he redeemed humanity, and presented it perfect
and holy to the Father. S50 man was restored to his
original relationship of pure and unimpaired communion
with the Father.

It seems therefore that by refaining his divinity, the
Logos remained ever one with God the Father; yet by
assuming humanity, the Logos established a oneness
through it with all creation. Thus in the case of the one
Christ, the full and perfect reconciliation of Creator
and creation was effected and guaranteed. Indeed, in
the exalted Christ, the whole of creation was offered to
the Father, thereby achieving the redemption of all.

Once again, in Athanasius' letter to Serapion, it
seems that there is the one person, the Logos, in the
Christ, and two natures, the divine and the human, both
being personal in the Logos himself; it also seems that in
this Christ the atonement of God and man, of Creator and
creation, 1s secured. For creation has been assumed into
divinity in the assumption of humanity by the divine

Logos in the Christ.
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CONCLUSION

For Athanasius the assumption of creatureliness by
the Creator Logos in the Incarnation was the result not
of natural necessity, but of the loving goodness of God.
That creatureliness was therefore not an infinite, non-
contingent and self-existent part of the Godhead. Rather,
like the rest of God's creation, it was finite, contin-

gent and existent only in the gracious and continuous

creation of the divine Logos. Consequently, like the
rest of creation, it was kept from slipping into ultimate
dissolution and maintained in existence only through
being enabled to participate in the creative grace of God.
Similarly, in the work of salvation, it was saved only by
being graciously taken by the divine Logos to participate
in the infinite source of Life, the Godhead. Thus, in
both the work of creation and redemption, the humanity
of Christ reflected its finite and contingent nature.
While, however, the humanity of Christ was limited in
itself, it was not limiting. For even as the whole
creation was limited, and yet did not limit the God who
held that creation in existence, so the humanity, which
was an essential part of that creation, was limited, but
did not 1limit the infinite Creator Logos who had assumed
it, and who redeemed it to life.

Christ's humanity was therefore an essential part of
the whole creation. Indeed, as such, 1t was naturally
set over against the Creator God. Yet that did not make
for an impropriety in respect of the Creator God's assump-
tion of that which was essentially other than he. For
even as it was right and proper that God should be in-
volved in the whole creation, maintaining it in existence
through his providential care, so 1t was proper that the
same God should be involved in a part of that creation,
the assumed humanity, effecting through it the redemption
of the whole creation. Thus Christ's humanity, though
one with the limited and contingent universe, was a medium
appropriate for the Son of God's redemptive work.

That humanity of Christ, as we have seen, is described

by three main anthropological terms, by anthropos, soma

and sarx. These terms do not, however, give a strictly
mechanical picture of Athanasius' understanding of man.

For while each term signifies a particular general truth,

each term alone does not signify that truth. The terms
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are used to fit the particular context in which they
are used, qualifying each other in order to portray man

in his dynamic relationship with God, homo religiosus.

The term anthropos tends to signify man in his individuality,
an individuality which lies in his relation to God. In
that, man's individuality 1is not something innate to
himself, but something bestowed upon man through grace.

It is by participation in the Logos, the Image of God,

that man is made an individual in his '"logicality" and

his being "“in the image of God". Consequently, 1t 1is

in man being "anthropic'" that he is rational and spiritual,
two qualities which Athanasius hardly distinguishes. It

is in this that man is distinct, through grace, from the
rest of irrational creation, with which he is naturally
one, and is responsible to God. BSoma, meanwhile, suggests
man's creaturely and originate mortality. It is that
which distinguishes man, by nature, from the incorporeal
God, and relates him to the whole of creation. Christ's
body 1is therefore that through which he is one with the

rest of men. This is not to say, however, that Christ's

humanity is a corporate one, for there i1s a distinction
between his and other men's. Yet there is a common
essentiality, Christ's body being seen not in that

which separates one body from another, but as the common
creatureliness in which all men act and interact upon one
another. In that sense Christ's humanity is not therefore
truly Platonic. Sarx is sometimes used to signify mankind
in general. More frequently, however, it refers to man in
his weakness and need, being synonymous in this usage

with soma as that common creatureliness which unites and
binds all men together.

For Athanasius therefore man is not understood in the
strictly Platonic fashion. Man does not consist of two
distinct elements, a soul and a body; he is not the sum of
two parts. Rather he is bipartite in so far as in his
humanity he is man in his relation to God, while in his
body he is man in his relation to the rest of creation. He
is bipartite in a relational sense, being man in his
gracious relation to God, and body 1in his natural relation
to creation.

It is with this understanding of the anthropological

terms therefore that we must interpret the incarnational

thought of Athanasius.



Part of Athanasius' incarnational thought is the
bestowal of gifts by God upon the assumed body. That the
bestowal was upon the body has been understood by Richard
both as being inappropriate, and as suggesting a deficient
humanity in Christ. From our study, 1t seems that neither
of these two points are correct. For what was Inapprop-
riate was the bestowal of gifts upon the Logos, as the
Arians would have; and what was appropriate was the
bestowal of gifts upon the "body", which was understood
not as that in contrast with the soul, but as that which
was in contrast with the incorporeal Logos. Indeed, the
propriety lay in the bestowal of these gifts of knowledge
and wisdom,and immortality and incorruption by the divine
Logos, who was not needy, upon the needy body, which was
naturally ignorant, moral and corrupt. Nor need such a
bestowal of grace signify a deficient humanity in Christ.
For that body represents man in his creatureliness, in
opposition to the divine Creator Logos, and not man in
his corporeality,over against his soul. Again, that body,
upon which the gifts were rained, was qualified in the
Nicene manner, whereby Athanasius seems to exclude a
denial of a human soul.

Christ's passions, which are of both a physical and
a psychological nature, are attributed by Athanasius to
his body or flesh. From this Voisin has argued that
the flesh therefore has a human soul, the subject of
these passions. Richard, on the other hand, has explained
this attribution on the grounds that the passions had to
be attributed in this manner, as there was no human soul
to be their subject. Neither of these positions seems
really plausible, as it would appear that Athanasius
attributes all Christ's passions to his body or flesh, as
they represent man in his finite creatureliness, or man
in his passibility. Moreover, they are attributed to
this body which is understood, not in terms of that which
is over against the soul, but that which is over against
the incorporeal Logos. As with the bestowal of the gifts
of grace upon the Christ, so here, the body which suffers
is to be seen in the context of the anti-Arian safe-
guarding the impassible Logos of God from being the
subject of the passions. Indeed, it seems that it is
because of this attempt in 1-3 C.Ar. to preserve the

divinity of the Logos from creaturely categories that
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Athanasius makes no attempt to distinguish the physical
from the psychological passions. It follows from the
above, therefore, that this attribution of passions to
Christ's body bears no anthropological meaning. Any
anthropological meaning that there may be must be drawn
not from the fact that the psychclogical passions are
referred to Christ's body, but from the facts that the
body is generally described in a Nicene fashion, and that the
element to which the psychological passion of ignorance
belongs in 2 Ad Ser. is not the body of 1-3 C.Ar. but man.

Christ's death, meanwhile, is seen as the separation
of the Logos and his assumed body, in which the Logos!'
withholding of providential and creative care leads to
the physical disintegration of man in his mortality. It
is the laying aside of the assumed body, understood not
as that over and against the soul, but as over and against
the incorporeal Logos. It is the necessary response to
the initial "taking of a body", whereby the divine Logos
became incarnate. Having laid aside in death the assumed
humanity, the divine Logos was not separated from it. For
as the incarnate Logos, or the Christ of 1 Peter 3.18,

the Logos me choristheis somatos descended to Hades to

preach to the souls of the departed.

From the above, however, it is not clear whether or
not the incarnate Logos actually had a human soul. From
other areas of study, however, there seem to be hints
to suggest that he had. That soul would seem to be not
the independent soul of Platonism, but that which exists
only in and through the gracious mercy of the divine
Creator Logos.

Prior to A.D. 362 it is readily admitted by all sides
that a human soul of Christ is not mentioned explicitly.
But that may be explained, partly by the fact that then
the problem was not so much a psychological as a theological
one, 1in which the true divinity of the Logos was being
debated, and partly by the fact that Athanasius' works
tend to avoid doctrinal speculation.

While there appears to be no explicit reference to
the human soul of the Christ in Athanasius' writing prior
to 362, there seems to be implicit reference. For Athanasius
does not, apparently, accept the Arian Christological model,
in which the divine Logos takes the place of the human soul.

Neither his anthropology nor his Christological formulae




will allow this. His anthropology
acceptance of the Arians' Platonic
soul is an independent element, to

improper, while his Christological

will not permit the
thought in which the
which the body is

formulae seem to be

such. that they qualify one another after the manner of

Q

the Nicene creed, accor

ing to which the Arians' denial

of the human soul of Christ is countered. This implicit

reference to the human soul of Christ by Athanasius seems

to be confirmed by his use of Joel

2.28 and John 1.14. For

in 3 Q.Ar.SO, where Athanasius is arguing against the

4

Arians' denial of Christ's full humanity, it is asserted

that the divine Logos did not enter upon man, but became

man, and "man" qualified after the

manner of the Nicene

creed. This is interesting, given that in the Ad Epict.,

a work in which the human soul of Christ is admitted,

there is agaln a connection between''the Logcs became flesh!

and "the Logos became man'" through the use both of Joel

2.28 and of anthropological qualifications along the lines

of Nicea. O

14

Arguments against the present of a human soul in

Christ have been advanced. These,

however, are not very

telling. Indeed, when they are seen in their contexts,

wherein the Nicene qualification of Christ's humanity

often occurs, they are not at all telling.

Arguments from assertions that the Logos "wore',

"indwelt" and "had'" a body are not

convincing. For the

body which the Logos wore was a "human body'", "human'" not

as a result of its essential nature, but of its being

made '"in the image of God", in which lies its rationality

and spirituality. Indeed, these verbs are but traditional

bibilical terms, which the church had adopted in its

Christological exposition, and which asserted not an-

thropological truths, but divine truths of the real

presence of God to a person; "to be clothed" with God,

""to be indwelt'" by God emphasised God's nearness to man.

The verbs of '"taking" and "having",

meanwhile, stressed

the distinction between him who took and what was taken,

between the divine Creator Logos and the created body, in

a way that the formulae of '"becoming'" man or flesh could

not. Nor need arguments from the assertions that the

divine Logos took a '"body" worry us. For that body was a

human body, qualified after the manner of Nicea. Moreover,

such statements as '"the Logos took a 'body'" seem to have
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been used in a contextual manner. Thus, in those contexts
in which Athanasius wanted to write of the divine Logos'
involvement in creation, in death, and in corruption, he
tended to refer to the Logos' body, which was naturally
part of the creaturely world of death and corruption.
Indeed, Athanasius can use 'man' in a similar contextual
manner. Thus, for instance, when Athanasius 1is treating
the re-creation of man in the image of God, he tends to
use the term 'man' in his Christological formulae, a term
which particularly suggests man sharing in the Image of God.
From the fact that Athanasius sees the Logos as the
enlightening and directive principle in his assumed body,
it has been concluded that the Logos had taken the place
of the human soul in Christ. Such, however, is not the
case. For that body, which, incidentally, is qualified
in the anti-Arian manner of the Nicene creed, is to be
understood not in contrast to a human soul, but in
contrast to the divine Creator Logos. It is an essential
part of creation, which, 1like the rest of creation, is
maintained by the enlivening creativity of the Logos
from slipping to that state of non-being whence all
initially came. Moreover, while the Logos who conserves
the whole of creation, of which the assumed humanity is a part,
and who prevents. it from slipping into non-existence,
is the same Logos as he who directs the assumed humanity,
that Logos effects these two offices in respect of two
different economies. For as God the Logos holds the
universe in order; and as man the Logos 1s the directive
principle in the Christ. A distinction in Christ needs
therefore to be made. The Logos in Christ is the

principium quod in his being Logos incarnate: as man he

acts, fears and dies. He 1is, however, the principium gquo

in his divinity: as God the Logos leaves the assumed
humanity, in order to allow it to die; he enlivens the
mortal body; and he raises it from the dead. Indeed,
not to make this distinction would be to risk seeing the
Logos as the principle in Christ in such a way that more

than an appropriation after the manner of communicatio

idiomatum was implied; it would be to risk making the
impassible Logos passible.

Often coupled with the argument against the presence
of a human soul in Christ of the Logos being the directive

force in Christ is that drawn from the description of the
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assumed humanity as the 'organ' of the Logos. This need
not delay us. For this term is not an anthropological
term. Indeed, Athanasius can refer to the sun or the

moon as being an 'organ' of the activity of the divine
Logos. The term merely alludes to the assumed humanity
being the medium, or vehicle, through which the divine
Logos effected his saving incarnation. Again, the
humanity referred to by Athanasius as the 'organ' of
the divine Logos is qualified in the manner of the
Nicene creed, a qualification which seems to exclude
the idea of a deficient humanity.

Also connected with the idea of the Logos being the
directive force in the assumed humanity 1is the con-
ception of the passivity of that humanity. That passivity
is explicible in two ways. Firstly, the fact that the
divine Logos always remains the active bestower of grace
upon the assumed humanity preserves the important dis-

tinction of the non-contingent Logos of God and the

contingent humanity, which is ever in need of enlivening
grace. BSecondly, that passivity represents the true
humanity of man. For, for Athanasius, man 1is truly man

in his responsible relationship of receptive obedience to
God. He is most truly fulfilled when fulfilling the will
of God. Indeed, for Athanasius, a man who is not passive
in his humanity 1is he who asserts his own will against
others',including that of God. That assertion is self-
assertion, which is egocentric, and therefore sinful.

That passivity in which humanity actively submits its will
to God's is that in which man is truly free in his service
of God.

Those “individuating characteristics", for which
Sellers(l)is searching, and that "distinctive human being',
for which Prestige (2) is looking, are not to be seen as
self-assertive actions. Rather they are to be found in
man's willing and selfless assent to the divine will: they
are to be understood in Christ's total and positive re-
sponse to God's word. For in that response lay his dis-
tinction, both from God to whom he was obedient, and from
men for whom he was obedient.

After A.D. 362 Athanasius seems to make explicit the
implicit acceptance of the human soul of Christ. This
he does in both his Tome and his Ad Epict. For, both

from internal linguistic and from external historical
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evidence, the presence of a human, rational soul in the
Christ seems asserted.

It seems therefore that not only the incarnation,
however conceived, is real, but also the full humanity
assumed in and through that incarnation.

That full humanity, in which the rational soul 1is
not stressed, plays a most important role in the salvation
effected through the incarnation. For that humanity is
an important point of contact between the Saviour and that
saved. For, inasmuch as that humanity was our humanity,
which the Logos assumed, it is that in and through which
our salvation was effected; and insofar as that humanity
is inseparable from the divine Logos, it is that in and
through which that salvation 1s ever guaranteed. Through
the Logos' countering in his assumed humanity our frailty,
he countered our frailty in our humanity. Indeed, the
importance of that humanity to Athanasius' soteriological
thought is made plain in his assertion that had the
incarnation been but a '"phantasy", so would the salvation
effected through it.

The question of the human will of the Christ seems not
to have been treated by Athanasius in his works to any
great extent; yet what hints there are, are very much in
keeping with his understanding of man as a being who in
his frail body is created from nothing, and who in his
soul is not independent of the directive and effective
grace of God. For Athanasius, the assumed flesh is
mutable in itself. That flesh does not, however, exist
in the Incarnation in itself, but only in and through its
assumption by the Logos. 1In its assumption by the im-
mutable Logos, that flesh, which is by nature mutable,
becomes immutable by grace. Therein lies the redemption
of the mutable will of man. There seems therefore to be
two wills in the Christ, the will of the flesh, which is
man's frail will, and the will of the Logos, into which
that will is assumed for redemption. In practice, however,
there is only one effective will. For the will of the
flesh is made in Christ the will of God. Indeed, not to
have this one effective will, but to find an individual
will in Christ, in opposition to the divine, would be
a violation of Athanasius' theological principles, as the

assertion of an individual human will is egocentric, and
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therefore sinful. Rather, the human consciousness 1in
the true man, Christ, is buried in its total obedience
to the divine will, being free in its service of God.
The human will in the true Christian, or indeed in
Christ himself, exists, but is so submerged in its
compliance with God's will that it is not emphasised.
The object of true asceticism was to subdue one's own
will, and allow the Logos to take over the self. In the

true ascetic, the human subject becomes submerged and

is transformed into the receptive instrument of the Logos.

Receptivity was therefore man's proper characteristic.
For Athanasius, Christ was in his human nature alone
truly receptive; he alone was entirely sinless, and in
this uniqueness he was most truly human. He was the
Man for all men.

For Athanasius, then, the humanity of Christ, which
existed only in the continuous creative care of the
divine Logos, was truly and fully human; that true
humanity was that through which man's full humanity

was redeemed and reconciled to God.




CONCLUSION

Footnotes

1. Sellers oc. 44
2. Prestige oc. 115
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APPENDIX

The concept of the soul in Athanasius'

Contra Gentes and De Incarnatione -

two different estimates 7

In his article '"The concept of the soul in Athanasius'
Contra Gentes - De Incarnatione"” (1) Louth maintains that
in the CG the concept of the soul has prominence in the
light of the Neo-platonic idea of contemplation; he asserts
that the idea of contemplation and interest in the soul
as such go together. He suggests, however, that in the
DI the concept of the soul sinks into comparative unim-
portance, the neo~Platonic notion of contemplation having
been removed. "In the De Incarnatione Athanasius......
(makes) his anthropology turn on man's relation to God

through the Word - man Kat' eikona and logikos - rather

than on the soul and contemplation. It is in fact a
complete break with the approach of the Contra Gentes".(2).
The basis for the recognition of this complete break,
which, incidentally, would make impossible the corroboration
of the duality of man as portrayed in the DI by reference

to the CG, is primarily a comparison of the accounts in
the two parts of the CG-DI of the primal state and the
fall. According to Louth the account of CG 2f. '"turns

on man's contemplation of God, and his falling away from
this by turning to the contemplations of the body and its
sensations'" (3). Man's fall was that from a state of con-
templation to a state subject to sensual passions and
pleasures. In that latter state mortality was seen as

the "mere thneta phronein" (4), and as the fear of losing

attachment to the sensual pleasures to which man had
turned. Redemption is therefore the "restoration of pure
vision....by purification....'"(5). This interpretation
of CG 2f. Louth finds supported by the idea in CG 8 and
34 of the soul as a mirror in which, when pure, the Word
is reflected and can be contemplated. The parallel
account of the primal state and the fall in DI 3ff. is,
according to Louth, 'quite different" (6). Rather than
being a timeless account, it is historical; it is about

how first men disobeyed God, and so marred their state of

being created "in the image'. Rather than using allegorical
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exegesis, the account in the DI is realistic, turning
not on intellectual contemplation, but on the obedience
and disobedience of man. The consequences of the fall
are death and decay, and are embedded in reality. Here
man, of whom there is a '"very pessimistic view'" (7) can
be redeemed only by the Legos incarnate. Indeed, the
development of the idea in DI 7 that repentance would
not suffice for man to return toc incorruption contrasts
markedly with CG 30-34, where '"Athanasius sees the soul
even of a fallen man as rational, immortal and capable
of the vision of God, and where redemption is, apparently,
within the power of every man" (8).

That there are these different estimates of the soul
in the CG and the DI is however debatable. The idea that
CG 2f. turns on man's contemplation of God and his falling
away from this, and that the parallel account in the DI
is quite different is very moot. For according to the
CG man was made in the image of the Logos (9); he was
made perceptive of reality through his similarity to the
Logos {10). 1Indeed, as long as man kept that likeness (11)
he would never abandon the concept of God (12), but would
contemplate in purity the Image of the Father, and thus
the Father (13); he would thus live an idyllic, immortal
and blessed life in communion with God and all the saints
(14). According to the DI, meanwhile, man was created in
the image of God (15). Being so made, he was rational (16),
and so was to remain in felicity, living the true life in
paradise, in communion with all the saints (17). Indeed,
had man continued in the grace of the holy participation
in the Logos, man would have escaped the consequences of
his mortal nature (18); had he kept his likeness to God
through contemplating him man would have blunted his
natural corruption and would have remained incorruptible (19).

Yet man did not continue in that grace. According to
the CG man turned from the reality of God to closer,
creaturely objects (20). According to the DI man dis-
obeyed the will of God by which he would have been secured
in paradise (21). That disobedience, however, is ex-
plained in terms of man disregarding God (22), of him
turning from the understanding of God (23) and of him
inventing wickedness (24), an explanation whose similarity
to that of the CG is noted (25). Indeed, this similarity
to the CG is explicit in DI 4.21-25, where it is noted




that
"because men were deprived of the understanding
of God,and had turned to things which do not
exist....then they were also deprived of
eternal existence".

and in DI 5.2-5, where 1t says that

"men, turning away from things eternal, and
by the counsel of the devil turning towards
things corruptible, were themselves the cause
of the corruption in death'.

It seems therefore that the inter-relating of man in
the image of God and his contemplating God in purity
plays an important role in the accounts of the creation
and the fall in both the CG and the DI. Certainly the
emphasis upon man knowing God through contemplation is
great in CG 2f. Yet that is explicable in terms of the
aim of the CG, which is to instruct men in the knowledge
of religion and of the truth of the universe (26), and
to refute the ignorance of unbelievers (27). Similarly
the emphasis upon man's relationship to the Logos in
DI 3f. 1s understandable in terms of the work's aim of
telling of the incarnation of the Logos (28).

The suggestion that the view of man in the DI 1is very
pessimistic, and that it contrasts with the hopeful view
of the CG is also open to question. Certainly in the DI
man is seen as weak and unstable in nature, and so as
needing divine pity. He is open to death and decay, the
consequences of the fall. He is to be redeemed only by
the Logos incarnate. Yet man is also seen there as having
extra grace (29), as sharing in the power of the Logos (30)
and as being created to remain in joyful incorruption.
Hence the pessimistic view of man is countered by an
optimistic one. The passage in the DI therefore echoes
the tension of the Psalmist, according to whom man is
nothing and yet is little less than God (31). This
pessimistic view, however, is understandable. For the
aim of the reciting of the creation narrative in a work
concerned with the Logos' incarnation is to reveal the
reason for the incarnation, a reason which does not lie in
the Logos himself. For he became man on account of man (32).
Equally the emphasis on obedience and disobedience in the

account of the primal state and the fall in the DI fits
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this context. For by so stressing the culpability of man

Athanasius emphasises that the divine Logos became incarn-
ate for man's salvation in mercy, and not as a con-

sequence of his nature. Meanwhile the optimistic view

of man in the CG is equally understandable. For by

allcwing such a view Athanasius contributed to his per-
suading the unbeliever that he could know God his creator.

Yet this optimistic view of man 1s also coloured by more
sobering thoughts. For that man is seen as weak, and
naturally unstable (33). He was created in the image of

God that he might never abandon the concept of God (34).

He was given special power by the Logos that he might
converse with God and might live the life immortal (35).

Yet for all that he gave himself up to bodily desires (36).
Rather than living the immortal life of God, he came to

fear death and separation from the body (37).

_Louth draws a distinction between the concept of
mortality in the CG and that in the DI. Certainly the
consequences of the fall, death and decay, are seen in
the DI as embedded in reality. Yet in the CG they are

not seen as '"the mere thneta phronein" (38) as Louth

maintains. For that thneta phronein is the turning from

God and the relinquishing of that grace and special power
given by the Logos to man that thereby man might live the
immortal and blessed life in the company of God and his
saints. It is the actual turning from him in whom man
lived and moved and had his being. The reality of death
so conceived 1is confirmed in Ch.41-42 where Athanasius
draws attention to the transient nature of mortal man.
Finally Louth draws attention to seemingly different
conceptions of man's redemption. According to him
redemption i1s seen in the CG as the restoration of the
pure vision of God by purification; it is that within
the power of every man. For, according to CG 30-34
"Athansius sees the soul even of a fallen man as rational,
immortal and capable of the vision of God" (39). According
to the DI redemption is only by the Logos incarnate;
repentance is not sufficient. Certainly Athanasius does
admit that all men are capable of the vision of God. Yet
such an admission is set not within the context of an
explanation of the doctrine of redemption, but of that of

creation and natural revelation. Indeed, this is made
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clear in ch. 47. For in this concluding chapter of
the CG Athanasius mentions this '"road of truth'" whereby
man could know God, and yet mentions that within the
context of the argument of the CG, that men have
rejected the knowledge of God (40) and have failed to
recognise him (41) despite the fact that God is revealed
in his creation (42). The reference to the 'road of
truth" both here and in ch. 30-34 points therefore to
the foolishness of man in not recognising God the creator,
a folly for which man is culpable. It seems therefore
that according to the CG the recognition of God the
creator, and not redemption, 1is within the power of every
~man, albeit a power bestowed upon man by God. Meanwhile
the emphasis of the DI upon redemption by the Logos
incarnate occurs within an exposition of the doctrine of
the incarnation, and within a recognition of man's in-
secure knowledge of God. For the DI recognised, in the
light of the CG, that man, although created to know God,
was not secure in his knowledge of God. Hence it
admitted that only by the Logos becoming man was man
secured in that redeeming knowledge of God.

It seems therefore that the estimates of man in the
CG and in the DI are not so different. Rather, the
emphases are different, and these are dictated largely

by the differing contexts.
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