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create vou?™® It is therefore not surprising that according to Irenacus,
the Son is God as well because he is born of God.*” He also calls the
Son and the Spirit God's hands.* For the fact that God reveals himself
in history as Father, Son and Spirit, Irenacus uses the term oikonomia,
which among other things can be translated as the *plan of salvation” that
God had in store for humaniry.*

So we sec that these witnesses from the second century believed in God
the Father, who through his Logos, or his Logos and Wisdom, creared
and arranged the world. We can conclude that where these church fathers
read about the LokD in the Old Testament, they as a rule interpreted this
name as the pre-existent Logos who appeared to the patriarchs and the
people of Isracl and became a human being in Jesus Christ. They therefore
made a distinction between God the heavenly Father and the Lorb,
through whom God had created the world and in whom he appeared
to people and became a human being. The implication of this view is
that the gnostic traditions of a high God, a lower, inferior Creator, and a
Saviour who had elements of both gods within himself were rejected. Sll,
although these *catholic’ authors assumed God’s unity, they distinguished
in their own way between God the Father and the LoRD as God's Logos
who became a human being in Jesus Christ.

This conviction was concisely put in words in the ‘rule of faith” which
was cssentially handed down orally, but which was sometimes also put
in writing. At the beginning of the third century, Tertullian of Carthape
formulates this rule of faith in these words:

that there is one only God, and thar he is none other than the Creartor
of the world, who produced all things out of nothing through his own
Word, first of all sent forth:

that this Word is called his Son, and, under the name of God, was seen
in diverse manncrs by the patriarchs, heard at all times in the prophets,
at last brought down by the Spirit and Power of the Father into the
Virgin Mary, was made flesh in her womb, and, being born of her,
went forth as Jesus Christ; thenceforth he preached the new law and
the new promise of the kingdom of heaven, worked miracles; having

26 [renacus, Agamnst Heresres IV, 10, 2; 31, 2 (5C 1004

27 Irenacus, Demonstration of the Apostolic Preaching 47 (SC 406).

2B Irenacus, Against Heresies 1V praefatio 4; IV, 20, 1 (5C 100). See for God’s hands Job
10:B and Psalm 119:73.

29 For example Irenacus, Agamst Heresies [0, 1, 1 (3 2114; see for the many meanings
of this term Jacques Fantino (1994}, La théologie d'Irénde: Lecture des Ecritures e
réponse @ Uexégese gnostigue: Une approche trimtaire. Panis: Cerf, pp. 79-126. The
term appears in the sense of “fulfilment” also in Ephesians 1:10; 3:9; as “divine training
{or plan]” in 1 Timothy 1:4. The word ‘economy’ is denved from i
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been crucihed, he rose again the third day; then having ascended into
the heavens, he sat at the right hand of the Father;

sent instead of himself the Power of the Holy Ghost to lead such as
believe; will come with glory to take the saints to the enjovment of
everlasting life and of the heavenly promises, and to condemn the
wicked to cverlasting fire, after the resurrection of both these classes
will have happened, together with the restoration of their flesh. ™

Although there might be much to say about the strong lines at the end of
this creed, we will now only examine the relationship berween God the
Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. With the formulation, ‘that there is
only one God and that he is none other than the Creator of the world’
and the mentioning of the activity of Gods Word (the Logos) in Old
Testament times, this rule of faith dissociates itself from other ideas of that
time. Apart from numerous gnostics, the followers of Marcion also had
litele appreciation for God the Creator, the creation of the world and the
O1d Testament. That is why they distinguished between the unknowable
hizh God from whom Jesus originated, and the lower, unreliable Creator.
This distinction is implicitly rejected by this rule of faith.

We sce that this creed is built up according to the threefold division
of God the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, and that most words deal
with the Son, Jesus Christ. On the one hand, the plurality in the one God
goecs back, as we have seen, to traditions which we encountered in the
Old Testament, in Philo, in other carly Jewish authors and in the New
Testament. On the other hand, philosophers from the second century
CE, who stood in the tradition of Plato and were not Christians, had
ideas which resembled this to a certain degree. Alcinous and Numenius
wrote about a first God and a deity subordinate to him who, instigated
by the ideas of the first God, formed the world.” Numenius called the
Creator (démiourgos) the second God. For him the world was the third
God.” Morcover, Stoic philosophy of that time knew the Logos as a
divine authority who guaranteed the order in the world.*® A Christian,
therefore, who in the second century professed to believe in one God, who

30 Tertullian of Carthage, Prescriphion against Heretics 13 CCSL 1; translatton ANF
). See also Irenacus, Demonstration of the Apostolic Preaching 6 (SC 4068); Against
Heresies 1, 10, 1(5C 264,

31 Alcinous, Didaskalikos 9-10; 27 [ed. Whitraker and Louis). See Roukema, Grosis and
Farittr in Early Christianity, pp. 88-91.

32 Mumenius of Apameia, Fragments 11-22 (ed. des Places).

33 See,e.g., Hermann Kleinknecht (1969, “The Logos in the Greek and Hellenistc World”,
in Gerhard Kiteel and Geoffrey W, Bromiley, eds, Theological Dictionary of the Newe
Testament 4. Grand Rapids MI: Eerdmans, pp. 77-91; Tobin, "Logos’, pp. 348-349 .
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through the Logos who came forth from God and was subordinate to God
had created the world seemed to concur with respectable philosophical
schools of that time. Thus this part of the Christian faith, being based on
older Jewish and Christian traditions could at the same time be presented
as philosophically justihable. ™

This second-century theology, however, contained some ambiguitics.
It Christians confessed that there was one God, but in fact distinguished
between God the Father and the Lorp, who was called his Logos and
Son and God as well, did they not then actually believe in two gods? Did
not this distinction remind one of the gnostic and Marcionite distinction
between a high and a lower god? And how did this Logos or Son come
torth from the Father? Could not the relationship between God the Father
and the LORD as his Logos and Son also be seen in another way? These
scem to be speculative questions, far removed from Jesus of Nazareth. In
catholic Christianity of the time, however, one did not believe so much
in Jesus as the inspiring rabbi of Nazarcth but rather that in him God
himselt had visited mankind. Carholic Christians wanted to account for
this conviction in terms that were current at the time. Whoever finds
this second-century theology unnecessarily speculative must realize that
it is a wonder of simplicity in comparison with the complex and very
divergent gnostic systems of the same time. We will see, however, that in
the Christianity of the time some attempts were made to cxpress more
simply belief in Jesus Christ as God’s manifestation on earth.

94 Adoptianism

The first attempt to be mentioned here was put forward around 190 cE
by Theodotus, a leather merchant from Byzantium. In fact, none of his
writings nor those of his pupils have been preserved. For our knowledge
of his ideas we must rely on the critical reproduction given by Hippolytus
of Rome (carly third century) and Euscbius of Cacsarca (carly fourth
century). In Rome, Theodotus declared that he considered Jesus a mere
man and not God. He believed that Jesus was born of the Virgin Mary by

34 Another question is whether the ideas of early Jewish authors like Philo and the author
of the Gospel of John, with regard to the Logos, were also influenced by Plaronic and
Stoic philosophy. In Philo, this influence is very clear, although he draws from Jewish
traditions in the first place. For the Gospel of John, this connection is found by George
H. van Kooten {2003}, “The *Truc Light which Enlightens Evervone™ {(Jobr 1:9); John,
Genesis, the Platonic Wotion of the “True, MNococ Light,” and the Allegory of the
Cave in Plaro’s Repubiic”, in George H. van Kooren, ed., The Creation of Heaven and
Earth: Re-interpretations of Genesis 1 i e Comfext of [ndarswn, Ancient Philosophby,
Chrizhianity, and Modern Physics. Leiden: Brll, pp. 149-194.,



174 Jesus, Grosss and Dogma

God's will, that he lived as a very devout man, and that the Spirit who at
his baptism in the river Jordan had descended upon him was the Christ.
Thanks to the Spirit, i.e. Christ, Jesus received powers that he did not
have before his baptism. Vicror, bishop in Rome, thought that this view
did not do justice to Christ as God and therefore he expelled Theodotus
trom the church. It goes without sayving that the faction gathered around
Theodotus by then did not, because of this, simply disappear. His pupils
thought that their view of Jesus had good credentials since it went back
to an old tradition. According to Eusebius they said, however, that with
that purpose they ‘*had corrected’ the Scriptures. A part of this faction,
for that matter, acknowledged that Jesus Christ became God after his
resurrection. ™

Because Theodotus and his disciples believed that the man Jesus
became Christ at his baptism and that God the Father then adopted him
as his Son, this faction is called *adoptianism’. According to Novatian of
Rome {around 240 cEg), its adherents turned against the impression given
by the catholic church that there were two gods, the Father and the Son,
and wanted to do justice to God's unity.*® Because at the time the term
monarchia was used tor God’s ‘unity’, and adoptianists assumed that
thanks to the Spirit God's power (dunamis) worked in Jesus, their faction
is also called *dynamic monarchianism’.

The assertion of Theodotus' pupils that their view went back to an old
tradition is correct. In chapter 6 we saw that there were Jewish Christians
who belicved thar Jesus owed his special gift to the Spirit who had
descended upon him at his baptism. Moreover, there are some texts in the
Mew Testament which could be explained in an adoptianistic sense.’” For
lack of written sources, however, it is difficult to assess how widespread
these ideas were in the Christianity of the second century.® That they
continued to exist is apparent from Paul of Samosata. He originated
from northern Svria and became bishop of the church in Antioch in 261

15 Thus Hippolvtus of Rome, Refutation of all Heresies VII, 35 [PTS 25); Euscbius,
Chuerclr History ¥V, 28 (LCL 153); cf. also Epiphanius of Salames, Panarion 34 {NHMS
36). About Jesus” baptism in the river Jordan, see sections 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4, in particular
pp. 37-38 about Luke 322,

36 MNovatian of Rome, Trinity 30, 175 (ed. Weyer).

37 Apart from Luke 3:22, also Acts 2:36; 13:33; Romans 1:3-4. From this one might
conclude that Jesus was Lord, Christ and Son of God only after his resurrection,  See
seciion 2.1 {pp. 21-22) for Romans 1234, In Acts 236 and 13:33 15 not wniten,
however, that Jesus was not Lord, Chrst and 5on of God before his death and
resurrection; that he was so indeed 15 confirmed in his resurrection. See Rowe, Early
Marrative Christology, pp. 193-1%6.

18 Kelly, Early Christian Doctrimes, p. 117, believes that the adoptianists were an isolared
and unrepresentative movement in gentile Christianity,
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CE. He turned out, however, to have adoptianistic ideas. According to
him, Jesus Christ was a mere man who came ‘from below’ and not from
heaven.™ Although it was exceptional that the Logos came to live in him,
Paul did notr want to call the Logos, i.c. God's Son, a scparate figure or
manifestation of God; that would, after all, be in contlict with God's unity.
He considered the Spirit as the Spirit in the Logos, and not as a separate
higure either. Considering the later developments, it is remarkable that
Paul of Samosata said that the Logos was ‘of the same substance’ as God;
the Greek term for this was bomo-onsios. Thus Paul thought that the man
Jesus was tull of God in a special way. Because of his local popularity and
his good contacts with the authorities, it was quite difficult for the church
to remove him from his episcopal sce. After a long struggle, a local synod
definitely dismissed him as bishop in 272 cg.®

The adoptianistic or dvnamic-monarchianistic view on Jesus most
probably continued to have adherents in those centuries. In catholic
Christianity, however, it presumably remained marginal. In gencral,
Christians believed in Jesus Christ as God without any dithculey. The
philosopher Celsus confirms this {about 170 cg). He remarks thar it did
not occur to the Christians that their extravagant devotion to Jesus was
inconsistent with monotheism.*' For philosophically educated Christians
and for those who kept in touch with Jews or Jewish Christians, belief in
‘two gods’ could, however, become a problem. For this, the adoptianists
wanted to offer a solution.

9.5 Modalism

Another artempt from that time to present the relationship berween
God the Father and Jesus Christ more simply than was customary in the
church, stems from Noctus of Smyrna. Hippolytus reports that, according
to Noctus, the Father and the Son are one and the same God. In this way
Moctus strictly held on to God's unity, i.c. monarchia. His emphasis on
God’s unity entailed that in his view God the Father was born of the
Virgin Marv and had lived as a human being. He made himselt known
as God’s Son, but to those who could grasp it, he had revealed that he
actually was the Father. Thus, the Father died on the cross and had raised
himself on the third day.*

39 Euvsebius, Church History ¥I1, 27, 2; 30, 11 (LCL 265).

40 Thus Epiphanius, Pawarion 63, 1, 38 (NHMS 36). Also Kellv, Early Chnstian
Doctrmes, pp. 117-119; 140,

41 In Origen, Agamst Celsns VI 12 (5C 1300,

41 Hippolvtus of Rome, Refitation of all Heresres 1X, 7, 1 10, 9-12;: X, 27, 1-2 [PTS 25).
Also Pseudo-Hippolveus, Against Moeltus 1-2 [ed. Schwartz); Epiphanivs, Panarion 37
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We see that Noetus, like the adoptianists, offered an alternative for
the idea thar the Father and the Son both are God, and thercfore arc
two gods. He also dissociated himself from the Valentinian gnostics who
assumed cven more divine powers. Moctus acknowledged that Jesus
had made himself known as the LorD. However, he did not distinguish
between the LoRD as God’s Logos and God the Father, but he identified
the LorRD with God the Father. Noctus was expelled from the church
of Smyrna because of his views,** but they were spread in Rome by
one of his pupils, when Zephyrinus was bishop there (199-217 cEg).
Influenced by his deacon Callistus — an intriguer, according to Hippolytus
— Zephyrinus was not opposed to these views. After Zephyrinus died, he
was succecded by Callistus. In his capacity of bishop of Rome, he initially
turned against the idea that there were ‘two gods’. In his time a certain
Sabellius appeared in Rome. He harboured the same ideas as Noctus, but
seems to have formulated them more subtly. He assumed one God, the
Father, who could also manifest himself as Son and as Spirit. Callistus
initially went along with Sabellius, but later judged that his ideas were
not acceptable. He then expelled him from the church.

Around 213 cg, Tertullian of Carthage wrote a book in Latin against
the ideas of a certain Praxcas. Most likely this is a nickname which means
something like ‘busybody’. He probably referred to Noetus, or to one
of his pupils, or perhaps even to Callistus. The ideas which Tertullian
disputes correspond with the views that we just described: that there is
onc God, the Creator of the world, who was born of the Virgin Mary and
suffered on the cross. This means that the Father and the Son would be
onc and the same figure.** It is dithcult to imagine, however, thar a father
is his own son. In a discussion Praxeas thercfore admitted that the Son
was the man Jesus, and that the Father was identical with Christ and the

{HMS 36 ). Although the document Agamst Moetns has been attribured ro Hippolytus,
it in fact dates from the fourth century, according to Josef Frickel (1993, ‘Hippolves
Schrift Contra Moetum: ein Pseudo-Hippolyt', in Hanns Chrstoph Brennecke, Ernst
Ludwig Grasmiick and Chnstoph Markschies, eds, Logos: Fesischnft fiir Luisze
Abramowski ziom 8. fuli 1993, Berlin, New York: De Groyvter, pp. B7-123. For Noetus
see Reinhard M. Hidbner [1993), “Der antivalentimanische Charakeer der Theologie
des MNodt von Smyrna’, in Logos, pp. 57-80; also in Hiibner (1999, Der Paradox Eme:
Antignostischer Monarchianizmies im zreiten Jabrundert. Leiden: Brll, pp. 95-129,

43 Pseudo-Hippolytus, Against Moeties 1 (ed. Schwartz).

44 Hippolymus, Refutation of all Heresies IX, 11; IX, 12, 14-19 [PTS 25); cf. Epiphanius
of Salamis, Paranon 62 (NHMS 36). See for Sabellius; Wolfzang A, Bicnert [1993),
“abellius und Sabellianismus als historisches Problem’, in Brennecke, Grasmiick and
Markschies, eds, Logos, pp. 124-139.

43 Tertullian, Against Praxeas 1, 1; 3, 1;cf 10, 1; 10, 7 (CCSL 2).
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Spirit joining itself to Jesus. The Father would then have suffered with
the Son on the cross.* If Praxcas indeed meant it this way, then his view
would appear to be closely related to adoptianism.

Because it is said thar in the view of Noctus and Sabellius the one
God has revealed himselt in two or three modi (modes of existence),
this movement is called ‘modalism’. Because the modalists strongly
held on to God’s unity, i.c. monarchia, one also speaks of ‘modalistic
monarchianism'.*" The adherents of this view wanted to do justice to
God’s unity which is proclaimed in the Old Testament. It proves ditheule,
however, to imagine that God the Father is born of a woman as his own
Son and dies on a cross. With a term deriving from Tertullian's apology
Against Praxeas, onc also speaks disapprovingly of ‘patripassianism’,
which means that the Father has suffered.* The older view that not God
the Father but his Son or Logos became man and suffered had a solution
to this problem. Because the Logos, according to an old tradition, was
identificd with the Lorb, this led to the problem of belicf in ‘two gods®,
which did not respect God's unity.

While the adoptianists could rightfully appeal to an old tradition, this
cannot be said of the modalists. Their view is more of an attempt at a
theological answer to the problem that was posed by belicf in ‘two gods’.
The modalistic view did not have general approval from the church of the
time, but it has always, here and there, found adherents.**

9.6 Tertullian of Carthage

For Tertullian it was not difficult to refute the modalistic view on
scriptural grounds. His views stand in the Logos tradition of the second
century.™ He states that God was alone before the creation of the world,
because he was everything himself, but that he did have his ratio, ic.
Logos or Word. Tertullian agrees that in the Scriptures the Logos is also
called Wisdom. In his view, Wisdom spcaks there as a secunda persona,
a ‘second figure’, created by the LORD before everything else {Proverbs

46 Agarust Praxeas 27, 1-4;, 29 5,

CE Agamnst Praxeas 10, 1z monarchiani, See Kelly, Early Chriztian Dodlrines, pp. 119-

123,

48 CF Against Praxeas 2, 1.

49 See, e.p., Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, pp. 133-136 about modalists in Libya, in the
mid chird century,

50 See Against Praxeas 16 for the appearance of the 5on, e the Logos, in the Old
Testament. More elaborate about Tertullians doctnine of tnimity and chnscology s
Oshorn, Tertullian: First Thealogian of the West, pp. 116-143.

e
-1
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8:22-25), When God said, ‘let there be light’ (Genesis 1:3), this implied
the birth of the Word that came forth from God. In this way this Word
was the first-born of all creation (Colossians 1:15), to whom God as
Father said, “You arc my son; today | have begotten you® (Psalm 2:7).
Because in Psalm 33:6 God’s Word and his Spirit are named parallel to one
another, Tertullian concludes that the Spirit was present at the creation
in the Word. Furthermore, Tertullian speaks of the Son as a substantia (a
separate being) who has been formed by the Spirit and by Wisdom. He
also calls the Son, like Wisdom, a persona, a separate figure.™!

It scems as if for Tertullian Wisdom and the Word were identical at
the very beginning, but he also distinguishes them. Rather inconsistently,
he then conceives Wisdom as God's Spirit. He says that the Spirit came
torth from the Father through the Son, and calls the Spirit a third figure
besides God and the Son. For the manifestation of God as Father, Son
and Spirit, he appeals to the inspiration of the Spirit who guides into the
truth {John 16:13) and to the traditional rule of faith {sce section 9.3).
He uses Irenacus’ term odkonomsia (plan of salvation}, by which he means
that God has thus, in three figures, revealed himself in the creation and
the salvation of the world. He is the first to use the Latin term trinitas
to indicate God's trinitv. As opposed to the modalistic monarchians, he
states that this distinction of three figures in God is not in conflict with
God's monarchia, i.c. unity. The three figures, according to Tertullian, are
distinguished indeed, but not separated.*

Tertullian has no problem acknowledging that the Son is subordinare
to the Father. Jesus, after all, acknowledged that he did not know when
the end of the world would come, which was something only the Father
knew {Mark 13:32). He also said, ‘the Father is greater than I' (John
14:28). Tertullian believes that the Spirit is third in order®® Despite the
subordination of the Son to the Father he can be regarded equally well
as Creator, according to Tertullian. Thus it is the Son who said, 1 am the
first, and until the things that are coming, [ am’ (Isaiah 41:4 LXX). God
has, after all, created the world through his Word, i.c. his Son.*

Was Jesus after all, according to Tertullian, no other than God on
carth? He does not consider it this simple. The Word of the Father *became
flesh’ ( John 1:14}, which means that in Jesus it ‘clothed itself in flesh’. He

1 Agamest Praxeas 5, 2-7, 9. Tertullian saw ne problem in the Lorp creating Wisdom
in Proverbs 8:22, whereas the Logp in other passages 1= often considered the Son who
manifests himself on carth; in this text however, it docs not concern an appearance of
the Lorp to people.

2 Against Praxeas 2, 1-4; 3, 1; 4, 1; 8, 7-9, 1; 11, 9-1d. See Kelly, Farly Christian
Doctrimes, pp. 110-115.

33 Agamest Praxeas 9, 2-3; 26, % cf. 14, 10.

¥4 Aganest Praxeas 19, 5-6.
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states that as a human being, Jesus experienced his feelings of hunger,
thirst and sorrow, just as he also died a human being. He concludes that
Jesus is God and man, and not something between. As God he partook of
God's substance, as human being he partook of human substance. Thus
he savs, “We see his double status, not mixed but united in one person,
God and the man Jesus (...}," and so the property of cach substance is
preserved.” About the name Christ he argues that this is not a separate
figure who is to be identified with the Father *Christ® means after all
*Anointed’, and indicates Jesus’ anointment by the Father. Therefore, in
the Scriptures Christ and Jesus are the same person.*®

We see that Tertullian introduced some new terms for the relationship
between God the Father and Jesus the Son. He calls the pre-existent Son
and Wisdom (or Spirit) each a separate persona (figure) next to the Father.
He speaks of a divine and a human subsrantia in Jesus, who nevertheless
was one persond. As Theophilus of Antioch spoke in Greek of God's trias,
so in Latin Tertullian calls the Father, the Son and the Spirit a trisitas.

9.7 Origen of Alexandria

Almost two decades later, Origen of Alexandria examines more closely a
number of questions to which, in his judgement, the ‘apostolic preaching’
—another designation of the rule of faith — did not give clear answers.” His
systematic work about the Christian faith is entitled Peri arcfrdn (*On First
Principles’). In addition to a large number of Greek fragments, it has been
preserved in a Latin translation of Rufinus of Aquileia (of 398 cg), who
sometimes presented Origen’s speculative thoughts in a more orthodox
way. In spite of this, Origen’s systematic observations are relatively casy
to recognize. Apart from this work, we will almost exclusively refer to
writings that have been passed down in Greek. Origen begins his work
One First Principles with a discourse on God the Father, the Son and the
Holy Spirit (I, 1-3). He explains that God is one or, as he says, a unit
{monas; [, 1, 6}. In the tradition of Justin, Irenacus and Tertullian, Origen
relates the passage in Proverbs 8:22-25 abour Wisdom, created before
all other things, to Christ. That is why Christ is God's only Son and the
first-born of all creation (Colossians 1:15). Origen considers it to be out

55 Against Praxeas 27, 6-11 (quote in 27, 11). Also The Flesh of Christ 18, 6=7 ($C
Ilal

56 Agarmst Praxeas 2B,1-13.

57 Origen, First Principles 1 preface; it dates from 229-230 ce (TF 24). See for this
work Lothar Lies (1992), Owigenes” "Peri Archon’ Eime undogmatische Dogmabil.
Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft; furthermore abour Origen, Kelly, Early
Chrizhian Doctrines, pp. 128-132; 134-15E.
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of the question that in the beginning God was ever without Wisdom. So,
in his view, Wisdom was not created at the beginning of time, as if before
that beginning there was a time when Wisdom did not vet exist. From
this he concludes that God has always been the Father of his only Son.
He therefore calls the begetting {or, generation) of the Son by the Father
‘eternal’.** According to a fragment attributed to Origen'’s Commentary
on the letter to the Hebrews, he thus refutes those who dared to say that
there was a time when the Son was not.*

So Origen is the first explicitly to declare thar the generation of the
Son did not occur at the beginning of time, bur takes place from cternity.
This implies that the relationship of the Father to the Son is eternal and
did not start at a certain moment in time. This manner of reasoning
stems from philosophyv based on Plato and Aristotle. In the same way,
Alcinous (sccond century) considered it unthinkable thar the world once
did not exist. He therefore said that the world was always in a process of
becoming {or, begetting, generation) from God. Alcinous also considered
that the soul of the world was always there, which is why God does not
create this soul, but only arranges it.*" In this view something that has been
created is perishable. Because Christ as Saviour could not be perishable,
his generation had to occur from eternity, according to Origen.

Elsewhere, Origen calls the Son and Logos ‘the second God™*' In
sections 8.2 and 9.3, we saw that this term was also used by Philo and
was in use in the Platonism of the time. Origen does not hesitate to speak
about ‘two gods' who are vet ‘one God'.** He also speaks of the ‘three
hypostases’, the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit;® bupostasis is the
Greck counterpart of the Latin swbstantia and here indicates something

38 First Principles 1, 2, 1=4; also L, 2, 9; IV, 4, 1 [TF 24}; Homilies on [eremiah 9, 4 (8C
232); Commrerntary on Hebrews in Pamphilus, Apology for Orgen 30 (5C 464).

39 ). A Cramer {1844}, Catenae Graecorum Patrios i Movam Testamewteom V1L Oxoni:
Typographeo Academico, pp. 361-362; rranslation in Hans Urs von Balthasar (2001,
Oirigen: Spirit and Fire: A Thematic Anthology of bis Writings (translated from German
by Robert |. Daly), Edinburgh: T&T Clack, pp. 77-78. In a footnote Daly adds that
this fragment probably onginates from the Greek text of Frest Prsciples IV, 1, 1, but he
probably means [V, 4, 1. Also in the fragment of Crigen's Commrentary on Hebrens by
Pamphilus (see the previows note) he savs that there never was a time in which the Son
Was not.

60 Alcinous, Didaskalikos 14 (ed. Whirtaker and Louis). Koseros (world) actually means
“arranzement’. CFf, Plato, Timaens 27c-25h.

61 Against Celsus ¥, 39 (SC 147); Commentary on Jobr V1, 202 (5C 157).

62 Dialogue with Heracledes 2 {SC 67). About God's unity also First Principles 1, 1,6 (TF
245

63 Commentary on Jobw 11, 75 (8C 120].
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that really and separately exists.® So, as opposed to the modalists, Origen
emphatically distinguishes the various figures in God. He states that the
Father ranks above the Son, and the Son above the Spirit.”® From this
hierarchy, Origen deduces in his book On Praver that it is acrually not
appropriate to pray to Christ, since praver ought to be addressed only
to God the Father. Prayer is, however, addressed to God by mediation of
Christ.* However, as opposed to the criticism of the philosopher Celsus
that the Christians displayed an extravagant devotion to Jesus, Origen
points to his pre-existence. He mentions the two hypostases of the Father
and the Son, but also their unity. Because of their unity, Origen then
considers it permissible nevertheless to worship the Father and the Son®”
Elsewhere, he even speaks of God’s trias to whom worship is duc.™
Origen distinguishes between a divine and a human nature {phusis)
in Jesus Christ,* although he emphasizes their mutual unicy at the same
time.™ Since he is strongly influenced by Platonism, he appears, however,
to have difficulty with the statement in John 1:14 that *the Logos became
flesh'. In his fundamental work Own First Principles, he does not quote
these words even once.” He does acknowledge, however, that Jesus Christ
was a real man (*flesh’), but believes Jesus® soul to be incarnated from pre-
existence into a human body. But because Origen assumes that all human
souls are pre-existent before they join an earthly body, the incarnation of
Christ's soul is in itsclf nothing special. He declares therefore that this soul
in its pre-cxistence was the only one to hold on to God, while all other
souls fell away from God. For that reason, the soul of Christ was not
subject to the fall from heaven which all other souls experienced before

64 In Hebrews 1:3 the Son s called the impring of God's bupostasis (*God's very being',
MRSV Hebrews 11:1 talks of faith as the assurance (buposiasis) of things hoped for
MRSV See for thas cerm Helmut Kbster (1972), Shapostasis’, in Gerhard Friedrich and
Geoffrey W, Bromiley, eds, Theological Dicticnary on the New Testament 8. Grand
Rapids ML Eerdmans, pp. 372=-589, in particular 373-577; 383

63 Commentary on Jobe 11, 12-18; 11, 75-78; X, 246-247 (5C 120; 1571

66 Prayer 13, 1 =16, 1 (GCS 3 Against Celsres VI, 13 (5C 150].

67 Agarst Celsws VI 12-13. In his sermons Ongen regularly addressed a shoro prayver
to Christ; see P 5. A, Lefeber (1997), Kenze e verlangen: Een onderzoek naar zim e
fenctie van bet gebed it Ovigenes’ prelen en zign frackaal Over bet Gebed. Gorinchem:
Marratio.

68 Commentary on Jobn VI, 166 (5C 137). In Greek texts Crod's frias also appears in
Commentary on Jobuy X, 270 (5C 157} and Commentary on Matthew XV, 31 (G5
4i.

69 Agarmst Celsns L 28 (5C 136); Commentary on John X, 24; XIX, 6; XXXII, 192 (5C
157; 200, 385).

70 Commentary on Jobn 1, 195-196 (SC 120} Agaiest Celsus 11, 95 101 41; VI, 47 (SC 132;
136; 147).

71 A quote from John 1:14a appears once in Rufinus’ Latin translation of First Principles
IV, 2, 7, but it 15 absent in the corresponding Greek text.
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their carthly life. According to Origen, the divine Logos subsequently
united himself with the ‘incarnate’ human soul of Christ. In this sense
only, he can acknowledge that the Logos *became flesh’.™ He repeatedly
writes that Christ with his human soul and body endured the fear of
death, suffered pain and died.”™ But because God cannot die, he considers
it impossible for God’s Logos to dic on the cross. He supposcs that after
Christ’s death, his soul and body were transtormed unto God.™

Origen’s most important contribution to the development of a view
of God's trinity is that he spoke of God's ‘eternal generation’ of the Son.
This idca sounds very speculative and theoretical in our time, but was
at that rime associated with the respected philosophy of the schools of
Plato and Aristotle. We sce that Origen, more than his predecessors, is
inclined to experimental and speculative ideas in order to speak sensibly
about God in his own dme. His view that Jesus Christ was composed
of a human soul, a human body and the divine Logos is reminiscent of
some Valentinian views.” In comparison with the gnostic speculations
of the time, his theology is, however, carefully formulated and rather
well arranged. It goes without saving that there were also Christians who
knew little of philosophy or did not want to use it in expressing the
Christian faith. They showed little appreciation of Origen's theology. For
this and other reasons a synod in Alexandria expelled him from the local
church in 231-232 ce.” He was, however, welcomed by the bishops of
Palestine, who had earlier ordained him priest. Thus he could continue
his work as a scholar and teacher in Cacsarca.

9.8 Arins

The appearance of Paul of Samosata in Antioch (section 9.4) suggests
that during the entire third century there was a Christian minority that
had adoptianistic views of Jesus. The same applics for Christians who
thought modalistically about God and Jesus Christ. Thus Dionysius,
bishop of Alexandria, had to deal with bishops in Libya who supported

71 First Pronciples 11, 6, 3-7; IV, 4, 4 (TF 24). See Uhng, ‘Und das Wort ist Fletsch
gewarder’, ppe M3-466. In other works, however, Onigen does quote John 1:14a
without his cautous interpresation. See for example Agamst Celzus W1, 9; VI, 68 (30
147). In Agarnst Celsus IV, 15 (5C 136} he says, however, that the Logos as it were
{tharamet] becomes flesh,

First Principles 1L, 8, 4 {TF 24); IV, 4, 4; Against Cefsns I1, 23 (5C 1320,

Commentary on Jobe XX, 8586 (5C 290}, Agamst Celss 111 41 [5C 1365

See, e.g., section 2,10 about Theodotus.

See Joseph A, Fischer (1979, “Dee alexandrnimschen Synoden gegen Origenes’
Distlirchiiche Studien, 18, 3-14.
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the ideas of Sabellius during the sixth decade of the third century.”™ From
the decades after Origen (he died about 254 cE), however, no important
new theological developments are known in this field. At the beginning of
the fourth century, during the reign of the emperor Diocletian, the church
suffered terribly under persecutions. From that time little is known of
discussions about the relationship between Jesus Christ and God the
Father.™ In 311 CE the emperor Galerius decided, however, to end the
persecutions and to tolerate Christianity. Thus it obtained the status of
a ‘permitted religion’. An important reversal subsequently took place in
313 ck. Then Constantine, one of the four emperors of that time, became
a Christian, although for the time being he was not baptized. Since then,
the church in the Roman Empire received the freedom to develop and
had room for aftairs other than surviving and dealing with persecutions.

Grear tumult arose in about 320 cE, when Arius, originating from
Antioch and a priest in Alexandria, stated his view of Christ.™ Certainly,
we arc only informed about this by the writings of his opponents, but they
quote his views and texts sufficiently to give a good idea of them. Arius’
principal point was, it scems, protest against an cxisting theology of his
time. He indicates that he believes in one God who alone is begotten,
cternal and without beginning. He disputes, however, thar the Logos,
who became flesh in Jesus Christ, was God’s Son from eternity. He points
to Proverbs 8:22, which states that in the beginning the Lord created his
Wisdom. As was usual at the time, Arius identifies Wisdom with God's
Logos. He argucs that if the Logos was created by God in the beginning,
he could not have been begotten by God from eternity, as Origen had
proposcd. Arius concludes that the Logos, i.c. the Son, was a creature
and therefore not truly God like the Father. This means that God was
initially alone. One of Arius’ mottos was, ‘there once was when he (the
Son) was not”. That the Son is the first and highest of all God's creatures
and is not a part of God himself Arius also deduces from Colossians
1:15, where Christ is called ‘the first-born of all creation’. He thinks that
the Logos cannot see and know God the Father perfectly and accurarcly,
because in essence he is different from God himself. Arius acknowledges
that the Son can indecd be called *God’, but in his view he is God in name
only, because he participates in the Logos and Wisdom who belong to
God’s own substance. Arius distinguishes the Logos and Wisdom who

Thus Athanasius, Deferce of Diomysins 5, 1; cf. Defence of the Niceme Conncil 26, 1

(AW IL, 1). See Kelly, Early Christian Docrines, pp. 133-136.

78 Luocian of Anooch, however, who died a martvr in 312 ce, was called a disciple of Paul
of Samosara and influenced Arius. See Kellv, Early Christian Doctrines, p. 230.

79 See Rowan Williams (2000, Arws: Heresy and Tradifior [2nd edn}. London: Darton,

Longman and Todd, pp. 4E-66.



154 Jesus, Grosss and Dogma

belong to God's own substance from the Logos and Wisdom who have
been created by God and became flesh in Christ. Like Origen, Arius docs
speak of the three ‘hypostases’ (substances) of Father, Son and Spirit.
He emphasizes, however, not their unity but their mutual difference in
substance.”

With his theology, Arius wanted ro do justice to God’s unity and perfect
transcendence, which surpasses everything. He therefore considered the
Son, being the first of the creatures, subordinate to God the Father. Arius’
theology is related to that of the adoptianists, but differs from it in that
he does not hold that Jesus is adopted as God's Son at his baprism, but
in eternity before the creation of the world. Apart from Arius’ polemic,
many catholic Christians of the second and third centurics probably
could have apreed with him. His theology, after all, clearly has some
archaic traits. Thus Tertullian could write in passing, in a polemic against
a philosophically reasoning Christian, *{God) could not be Father before
the Son, nor a Judge before there was sin, There was, however, a time
when there was neither sin nor the Son to make God Judge and Father.™!
Arius’ motto, ‘there once was when he (the Son) was not’, appears here
inconspicuously. As we saw, Origen rejected this idea.

If onc accepts thar the passage aboutr Wisdom in Proverbs 8:22-25
deals with the Logos, God’s pre-existent Son, there is little to argue
against Arius' conclusion that the Son is a creature. This means thar,
in his view, the Son is God's first creature in pre-existence, when God
had not ver created the material world. As we have seen in Origen, this
reasoning is derived from contemporancous philosophy and not from the
Scriptures.® On the one hand Arius appealed ro the Scriptures, but on the
other hand he used — like his opponents did — the philosophical categories
of the time. Because in those terms he emphatically and explicitly rejected
the idea that the Son was with the Father from eternity, he nevertheless
propagated something new. Arius® attitude, at least, challenged the church
of his time to a reaction.

This reaction came quickly from his bishop Alexander. About 321 cE
he organized a synod in Alexandria which condemned the ideas of Arius

B0 Thus Athanasius of Alexandria, Disconrses against the Arans [ 3-0; 1, 9; 11, 37; To
Bishops of Exypt 12 (AW 1, 1} The Sywods of Ariminuer and Selencia 13-16 (AW 11,
11; Epiphanivs, Pamarion 89, 6-8 (MHMS 38); Theodoret of Cyrus, Church History 1,
3,3 (5C 5010

B1 Against Hermogenes 3, 34, See H. G Thiimmel {1999), “HM TIOTE OTE OYEK
HM', in W. A Bienert and UL Kithneweg, eds, Ongeniana Septima; Origenes in den
Ansermanderseizungernr des 4. Jabrlinderts. Leuven: Peeters, pp. 109-117.

B2l Ser also Willams, Anws, pp. 181=-229; (. . Stead (1999}, “Philosophy in Origen and
Arius’, in Bieners and Kithneweg, eds, Origermang Septima, pp. 101-108,
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and his followers.* As often happens afrer decisions made at synods, this
did not settle the case. It appeared that Arius' argument aroused much
recognition. This means that many believers and their leaders did not
understand or in any case did not accept the philosophical reasoning on
the eternal generation of the Son. In the following section we will further
examine the reaction of the Nicene Council in 325 CE, but it is worth
mentioning here that afrerwards many Christians remained Arians. For
them, Christ was subordinate to the Father. They shared Arius® view that
in the beginning, before the creation of the world, but not from eternity,
Christ became God's Son. Several Germanic tribes, for instance, were
initially christianized by Arians.™

9.9 The Nicene Council

The controversy about Arius' belicfs brought about much turmoil in
the church and therefore in the Roman Empire as well. Euscbius of
Cacsarca remarks that a small spark had ignited a large fre.* Because
the emperor Constantine considered it his task to further unity in the
church, he besought Arius and bishop Alexander in a letter to become
reconciled with cach other — at least, as Eusebius reports. Constantine
clearly made known that he, in fact, found the question unimportant and
not worthy of so much controversy. He therefore did not regard Arius’
belicts as heresy, and thought that Christians could disagree on derails.*
Because this letter did not provide the outcome he hoped for, he convened
a broad {*ecumenical’) synod in 325 cE at Micaca in Bithynia. According
to Eusebius, more than 250 bishops and numerous priests, deacons and
others answered his call.*” According to another tradition, there were
318 bishops present. This synod endorsed the following creed:

We believe in one God the Father all powerful,
maker of all things both scen and unseen.

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God,
the only-begotten from the Father,

that is from the substance of the Father,

53 Theodoret of Cyrus, Chirclr History 1L 4, 6; cf. 1, 3, 3 [5C 301); Williams, Anws, 56,

24 See for example Alain Chavuvor (2001), “Les migranons des Barbares et leur conversion
au chostanisme’, in Jean-Marie Mayeur et al., eds, Histoive du Christianisme: Des
origines a wos jowrs 1L [Pans]: Desclée, pp. 861579,

53 Euoscbius of Caesarca, Life of Constantine 11, 61, 4 {GCS Neue Folge 210

86 Life of Constamtine 11, 62-73,

57 Life of Constamtine 111, 4-14. *Ecuomemical’ here means something like “worldwide’.
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God from God,

light from light,

true God from true God,

begotten not made,

consubstantial with the Father,

through whom all things came to be,
both those in heaven and those in earth:
for us humans and for our salvation

he came down and became incarnate,
became human,

suffered and rose up on the third day,
went up into the heavens,

is coming to judge the living and the dead.
And in the holy Spiric.*™

The structure of this text is similar to thar of the rule of faith, which we
quoted in Tertullian’s version. There also, and in the baptismal confessions
of that time, was successively declared what catholic Christians believed
concerning the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. The Nicene Creed
contains a few important focal points, however. Although Constantine
himself — at least according to Eusebius — had made known that he had
no preference for or against the beliefs of Arius, this text shows that
Arius’ opponents won the dispute. This is apparent from the formulation
that Jesus Christ is not created, but was begotten from the substance of
the Father, as God from God and Light trom Light. For a moment, the
creed has a hymnic character in the repetitions ‘God from God, Light
from Light, true God from true God’. So tar, mainly biblical language
has been wsed. This language is, however, abandoned when it is explained
that Jesus Christ, as the Son of God, is from the substance (ousia) of the
Father and consubstantial {homo-ousios) with the Father. These phrases
underline that Christ was divine from eternity. It proves, thercfore,
that Origen’s view of the eternal generation of the Son by the Father
triumphed in Nicaea. It is not known for certain if Origen himself used
the term honro-ousios for the relationship of the Son to God the Father.®

B8 Translation by Nomman P Tanner (19900, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils L
London: Sheed and Ward, Washingron: Georgerown University Press, p. §; see also the
introduction on pp. -4, The so-called MNicene Creed which is sung or read in church
services 15 in fact the supplemented creed which was drawn up in 381 ci by the council
held in Constantinople,

B9 Pamphilus, Apofogy for Origen 94, 99 (SC 464), mennons a fragment of Origen's
Commentary on Hebrews in which the term bowro-omsios appears to designare the
relationship of the %on to the Father, but this Commentary is only known in Rufinee’
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We saw that — remarkably enough — Paul of Samosata used this term.
He said that the Logos was one in substance with God, but ar the time
the synod of Antioch had rejected this formulation (section 9.4). The
followers of Sabellius in Libva had also called the Son ‘one in substance’
with the Father*

The facr that the Holy Spirit is named without any addition proves
that at that time there was no debate about it. As stated earlicr, the
discussion about the divinity of the Spirit did not arise until the second
half of the fourth century.

In a sentence subsequent to the creed the belicfs of Arius and his
tfollowers are emphatically rejected. Anathemarized are those who said
about Christ, ‘there once was when he was not’, *before he was begotten
he was not’, *he came to be from things that were not’, *the Son of God
is of another substance (hupostasis) or of another essence (ousia)’ or that
*he is subject to change or alteration’.”!

The bishops' reason for rejecting the view of Arius and his followers
was that in their opinion he did not do justice to the divinity of Jesus Christ.
Because the church believed in Christ as the Saviour, and salvation from
sin and death could only come from God, it was necessary that the man
Jesus Christ fully came from God and also was God himself. It was and is
common in the Greek church to consider the salvation of people even as
their deification. The argument is that only God can deify mankind. Later
this was claborately explained by Athanasius, Alexander’s successor as
bishop of Alexandria.**

910 Conclusion

Whoever in our time examines the developments which have led to the
Micene Creed, with its focused view of God’s unity and trinity, is soon
overcome by amarzement. Whoever feels any affinity with the church
of that time might regret that so much theological dispute took place
regarding the identity of Jesus Christ as the Son of God. One may question
whether deviant representations of his person were indeed justihably

Latin translation. It s quite possible that Bufinus added this term oo bring Origen, who
at thar time [about 400 cg] was quite controversial, more into conformity with larer
orthodoxy. Williams, Aries, pp. 132-137, concludes that Ongen could not have used
the term.

) This 1s apparent from Athanasius, Defence of Drowysins 18, 2 (AW 1, 10

91 Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils 1, p. 3.

91 Disconrses agaist the Arans [, 35-39; see also, ez, 1L 145 10, 47, 10, 55-56; I, 65-70;
I, 33 000, 39 (AW L 1).
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rejected. The position of Paul of Samosata, for instance, has met with
sympathy from various theologians from the beginning of the twenticth
century.” A tew vears ago, the Dutch systematic theologian G. D. |.
Dingemans emphatically fell back on Paul of Samosata.™ If onc assumes
the existence of God who is Spirit, one might say that the man Jesus was
full of God's Spirit in an cxceptional way. In the language of that time,
one can also speak about the Spirit of God's Logos who came to live in
Jesus. For the precise connection of the Logos in Jesus with God, Paul of
Samosata even used the term — rejected at that time, but later adopted in
Micaca — ‘consubstantial’, homo-ousios. In a similar manner, Arius has
tound recognition, not only in his own time, but also in later centuries.*
The ‘orthodox' belicf that Jesus was not only a human being, but also
God, as eternal as God the Father, could and can not persuade every
Christian.

It was not the intention of this chapter to discuss and assess the entire
history of dogma up to and including the council of Micaca; for that
purpose it is much too concise. Therefore, I will stop at a few evaluating
remarks about Arius. Like the adoptianists and Paul of Samosata, he
regarded Jesus Christ, the Son of God, as a creature in whom God’s Logos
and Spirit were active. Differently from his predecessors, he situated the
creation of the Son in eternity before the creation of the world. Although
he thus recognized the very exalted position of Jesus Christ, the question
is if, in his view, it is also justified to worship this exalted creature in
hymns and praver, as Christians were accustomed to. Because since the
beginning of Christianity Jesus Christ as God’s Son has been regarded
as God next to God the Father, it is understandable that the church in
Arius’ time was not satished with his idea that the Son was ‘God” in name
only. There is a case for the reasoning of John Calvin. He was convinced
that the church had to present its focused formulations about the deity
of Jesus Christ becauwse of the challenge made by Arius. If Arius had to
acknowledge on the basis of Scripture that Christ was God’s Son and
God himsclf, then why did he proclaim so emphatically that Christ was
in fact a creature and God in name only? — so Calvin,”

93 Van de Kamp, Prenma-cresstologre, discusses Adolf von Harnack, Reinhold Secberg,
Friedrich Loofs, Piet Schoonenberg, Geoffry W, H. Lampe, Otro A Dilschneider and

Hendrikus Berkhaf.

4 G I | Dingemans (2001}, De stem van de Rocpende: Prewmatheologie (3nd ednl.
Kampen: Kok, pp. 21-22; 478479,

B3 Sec Hendrikus Berkhof (1986), Christran Faith: An Imtroanction fo the Sindy of the
Faith {revised edn). Grand Rapads MI: Eerdmans, pp. 284-294,

D6 Insteterion 1, 13, 4-5. This does not justify, however, Calvin's part in the conviction of
the ano-trinitarian Michael Servet to be burned at the stake.
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In particular, I would like to deal with the question of whether
the Nicene Creed of 325 CE offers a proper interpretation of the New
Testament writings. In my opinion this is definitely the case. In the first
place we can refer to the prologue of the Gospel of John, where the Logos
is described as God next to God the Father. The evangelist even writes
that with the Logos evervthing came into being (1:1-3). This implics
that God's Logos is considered the Creator of the world, which, by the
way, corresponds with an early Jewish tradition. In that case, however,
it would be very strange if a creature, even though it is the very first and
highest of the creatures, became the Creator himself. In our discussion
of the Gospel of John it came to light that the Logos, who ‘became
flesh’ in Jesus Christ, is in fact equated with the Lorp, the God of Isracl
{section 2.5). It became apparent that Jesus was considered as the Lorp
not only in the Gospel of John, but also in Paul and in the synoptic
sospels (sections 2.1-4). This implics thar this is a very ancient view on
Jesus. The modalists concluded from this that God the Father, whom they
considered the LorD, had become a human being in Jesus. In the Gospel
of John, however, a distinction was made between Jesus as the Logos and
LorD on the one hand, and God the Father on the other hand. Here God
the Logos is explicitly put nexr to God the Father. In this gospel, nothing
points to the idea that the Logos is actually a creature. To be sure, Arius
did not conclude this from the Gospel of John, but from Proverbs 8:22,

We saw that it was common in catholic Christianity of the second and
third centurics to make this distinction between God the Father and God
the Logos. This evoked the criticism that Christians believed in ‘two gods”.
Origen introduced a solution to this problem, which implied that God
cternally generates his Son. In this way, he wanted to do justice to God's
unity — the Son is after all erernally the Son of the Father, and therefore
they are one — and to the distinction between the Father and the Son. In
our time, Origen’s proposal comes across as alicnating. MNevertheless, it
can be established that the authors of the Nicene Creed tried to do justice
both to the distinction in God, and to God's unity. Aside from the terms
they used, they stood in an old Jewish tradition of *logos theology'.*

This docs not mean that we can cstablish historically that Jesus
considered himselt the eternal Son of God and the Lorp. To be sure, various
testimonics from the gospels do indeed point to this, but it is incvitable
that these testimonies are biased by the faith of Jesus® disciples after his
death and appearances. Although Jesus certainly had a high awareness of
his own calling and mission, and may have considered himself to be the
unique Son of God, this does not prove that he considered himself the

97 See Boyann, Barder Limes, pp. B9-147.
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second person of the triune God.* Yet we can conclude that Jesus himself
gave ample cause to the exalted view of his person. But since we do
not have his personal testimonies, the question of Jesus' view of himself
cannot be definitely answered on the basis of historical arguments.

Meither can we conclude from our biblical-theological and dogma-
historical overview that after Jesus® life on carth it became apparent that
he is the ‘incarnate’ Logos and the eternal Son of God. In historical respect,
we can only determine that this view, which is expressed in the Nicene
Creed, stands in an old tradition. One can either accept this tradition,
or reject it — but that is a question of faith, about which onc can reflect
theologically. We can, however, demonstrate on historical grounds that
this theological belief has old, even Jewish roots.

OF An interesting, but not convinang attempt to prove that Jesus did regard himself as
such was made by J. O O Medll (1995}, Wiko Did Jesus Think He Wasfé. Leiden: Bnll.



CHAFTER 10

Conclusions and Evaluation

In section 5.1 we drew some preliminary conclusions from chapters 2
to 4 with regard to the relationship between Jesus and the gnosis of the
gnostics. We concluded there thar a greater degree of historical reliability
must be attributed to the New Testament testimonies about Jesus than
to the various gnostic views on him. According to the Mew Testament
sospels, Jesus was in line with the Old Testament and relied on the God
of Isracl. He preached the coming of God’s kingdom and acted with
divine authoritv. He considered himself the Messiah, the Son of Man
and God’s Son. His death on a cross did not end the movement which he
started. His disciples experienced that he had been raised from the dead,
appearcd to them and instructed them again. In their view, his place was
henceforth in heaven at God's right hand. There he could be called upon,
which points to the divine status ateributed to him.

In comparison to this, it became apparent that most gnostic testimonics
offered far more complex blueprints to explain Jesus® origin and divine
status. Gnostics distinguished between various gods and knew a greater
number of heavenly powers from which the person of Jesus Christ came
forth. It is very important that, in their view, he did not act on behalf
of the Old Testament God, but proclaimed a higher God. For gnostics,
Jesus' death was problematic since in their view, as divine figure he could
not suffer and dic. They therefore thought that the divine clement in
him had already withdrawn from him before he died a human being.
Afterwards, he again appeared to his disciples and ininated them more
tully into his secret teaching. In spite of some similaritics with the beliefs
of *catholic® Christianity, we concluded that many of the gnostic views
on Jesus were secondary to the older testimonies which were preserved
in the New Testament.,

In chapters 6 to 9, we broadened our examination, and ‘Jewish
Christianity’ was the first to be discussed. We saw thart different factions
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cxisted among Jewish Christians and that people of other nations also felt
attracted to their belicfs. In these groups, Jesus was scen as Messiah and
Son of God, but not as God alongside God the Father. Sometimes his pre-
cxistence was acknowledged, although more often it was not mentioned.
Jesus® baptism in the river Jordan was considered an important event,
because ar that time the Spirit of God descended upon him and he was
proclaimed Son of God or Son of the Spirit. Jewish Christians usually
did not attribute a redemptive value to Jesus® death and resurrection,
although the MNaroreans seemed closer to the catholic Christians in
this respect. From the sccond century onward, the Jewish forms of
Christianity had a marginal position in Christianity in its broader sense
and remained primarily limited to Svria. Nevertheless, Jewish Christianity
still influenced the church as a whole, because during the first centuries
there have always been catholic believers — including a bishop such as
Paul of Samosata — who were inspired by it. They came to adoptianistic
(or, dynamic monarchianistic) ideas abourt Jesus as an exceptional human
being who was inspired by God’s Spirit.

It is very possible that this Jewish Christianity, with its simple view
on Jesus Christ as an exceptional prophet who was filled with God’s
Spirit, gocs back to the beginning of Christianity. At the same time, we
must establish that besides this, other views of Jesus also existed quite
carly, as is apparent from the New Testament writings. From a historical
perspective we cannot say that these other views were maore true or more
valuable because later on they were included in the Mew Testament.
This would be a circular argument, because the New Testament reflects
preciscly thar form of Christianity which saw in Jesus much more than
an exceptional prophet who was inspired by God's Spirit. However, on
the basis of our investigation of the Old Testament and carly Judaism in
chapter 8, we can establish that those Christians who saw in Jesus Christ
the incarnate Logos or the LorD and the Son of God could draw on an
old Jewish pattern. Besides Christians who saw Jesus as an exceptional
human being who was inspired by the Spirit, there appeared to be even
more or at least more influential Christians who considered Jesus as LorD
and God alongside God the Father. We can establish that Jesus apparently
left behind this impression, and that the New Testament holds evidence
of this. So, from a historical perspective, Jewish Christianity can indeed
appeal to ancient ideas about Jesus, but from a theological perspective,
the question ariscs whether this branch of Christianity does justice to the
way in which he manifested himself. In any case, the proclamation of
Jesus as God's Logos, God's Son and as God alongside God has reached
and appealed far more people than Jewish Christianity, which remained
oricntated to the Mosaic law. Certainly, the majority is not necessarily
right from a theological viewpoint. However, because the majority of
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those who believed in Jesus as the Saviour coming from God and also
being God himself could draw on the Old Testament and carly Jewish
traditions, their conviction can be called justihable not only on historical
but also on theological grounds.

It Jesus Christ was rightly called upon as God and one could believe
in him as God, then his relationship with God the Father still had to be
described in more detail. This is exactly what took place from the second
to the fourth centurics. During that time the modalistic, or modalistic
monarchianistic view arose, which implies thar Jesus Christ és God the
Father. This was an attempt to do justice to God’s unity and clearly and
plainly to express the position of Jesus — an attempt which has been
rejected by the church as being too simple.

We are not only concerned about an evaluation of the Jewish Christian,
the adoptianistic, the modalistic and the catholic views on Jesus, but we
also want to include the gnostic movement. It is striking that gnostics
were often very interested in the origin of the heavenly world and of
the creation of the material world. They spoke of numerous heavenly
powers by whose doing the physical world came into being. They had
their own ideas about the figures of Jesus and Christ and abour the gods
from whom they originated. It proves that not only catholic Christians
occupied themselves with the beginning of the world and with what
happened in the timeless cternity which preceded the creation of the
material world. At thar time, it was assumed that what had occarred
at the primordial beginning determined life on carth and the end of the
existing order. Whoever examines gnostic myths must conclude that in
comparison with these, the view on Jesus Christ in catholic Christianity
was much less complicated. So, we sec on the one hand the Jewish
Christian, adoprianistic and modalistic views, with their very clementary
forms of theology and Christology. On the other hand, there were
the complicated gnostic views of God and Christ and the many other
heavenly powers. It proves that the catholic church took a position in the
middle of these two extremes. It acknowledged that the questions about
Christ's origin and his relation to God the Father preceding the creation
of the world were legitimate, but it rejected the far-reaching mythological
speculations of the gnostics. For this position, the church appealed to the
Old Testament, to the oral tradition of the apostles, and to those written
testimonies about Jesus which it acknowledged as being authoritative,
i.c. the — ultmarely canonized — New Testament. On the basis of this, the
church also dissociated itself from the views of the Jewish Christians, the
adoptianists and the modalists, which it regarded as too simplistic.

In comparison with the gnostic speculations, the Nicene Creed is
a concise, orderly account of the catholic faith. Too orderly, gnostic
Christians would say; after all, nothing is said about the origin of evil
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and about the imperfection of the world. They found it implausible that
the one God created heaven and carth. In their view, the story of creation
and salvation was more complex — even very complex, as is evident from
various complicated myths and discourses. For the Jewish Christian,
the adoptianistic and the modalistic believers, the Nicene Creed was,
however, too highly engrafted on philosophical distincrions that were not
found in the Scriptures.

If we now posc the guestion of the continuity between Jesus, the
gnostic pnosis and the dogma of God's trinity, we must establish an
important discontinuity between Jesus and ‘gnosis’. Although there were
gnostic groups who continued to attribute a certain importance to the
(O1d Testament, nevertheless in various degrees gnostics cut Jesus Christ
off from his Old Testament and Jewish background. Although the Old
Testament and carly Jewish books testify to a plurality in the one God,
the gnostics went much further and introduced a contrast between a
lower and a higher God. They belicved that Jesus® preaching implied how
the soul of a human being can return to the heaven of the high God from
which it once fell. In this persuasion, the influence of Platonic philosophy
is clearly recognizable. Here we see a Hellenistic interpretation and
adaptation of Jesus’ preaching of the coming of God's kingdom.

With regard to catholic Christianity, it is not easy to determine the
continuity or discontinuity between Jesus and the dogma of God's trinity.
In any case, Jesus was not a philosophically schooled theologian who
thought in categories of cternity and time. One problem is that it can
no longer be determined with complete certainty how Jesus saw himself
cxactly. We may assume that he considered himself as the Son of Man, as
Messiah and as God’s Son, in addition to which must be remarked that
the title *God’s Son® can be understood in various ways. If Jesus indeed
considered himself the Son of Man, this means that he was conscious
of his heavenly provenance. The Son of Man was, after all, a heavenly
figure. In that case, it can be assumed that Jesus was in some wav aware
of his heavenly pre-existence. If he also considered himself the Son of
God, this can be interpreted as one of the sons of God, the angels, in
whose midst he was the Son of God par excellence. This title, then,
points to Jesus’ heavenly origin. It is quite doubtful whether he also saw
himself as the LorD, and therefore as God. This can nort be recovered
with certainty, but considering the accumulation of other titles which he
alrcady had — Son of Man, Messiah, i.c. Christ, Son of God — it is not
probable; many scholars will say that it is out of the question. Yet we do
sce that in the carlicst written testimonics, which have been preserved in
the MNew Testament, he is described in terms of the LorD and God. We
cstablished carlicr, thatr Jesus in any case left this impression behind. If
Jesus as the Son of God could, at the same time, be called God’s Logos
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and the LorD, he was not only pre-existent, but also God alongside God
the Father.

Initially, the catholic Christians lived with a somewhat naive view
of God's trinity. No speculation was made abour the question how the
Son was begotten by the Father. In reaction to some who said that the
Son once, in the beginning, was not, Origen proposed to speak about
the eternal generation of the Son. With this he meant that God's pre-
existent Logos is the Son of the Father from cternity. This argumentation
is based upon contemporaneous philosophical categories, which were
derived from Plato and Aristotle. Not until Arins distinguished berween
the Logos and Wisdom of God’s own substance and another Logos and
Wisdom which God created and whom he also called his Son did the
church take a position on this matter. One may regret that Arius, after
he came forward with his protest against the cternal divinity of the Son,
did not reconcile himself with his bishop Alexander as — according to
Euschius' report — the emperor Constantine had hoped. Since his view of
a twofold Logos had an artificial character and he wanted to acknowledge
the Son, as a creature, only as God in name, he evoked the reaction of
the Nicene Council. The creed that was tormulated there declared that
the Lord Jesus Christ is God from God, born from the substance of
the Father and consubstantial with the Father. Since Jesus was early on
considered as the LorD, and — in the conceptions of thar time — it was
inconceivable that the LORD had ever been begotten and therefore was
not cternal, the decision of the Nicene Council is understandable. There
is an important degree of continuity between these early beliets about
Jesus and the dogma of Gods trinity. What is more, these belicts have
their roots in the Old Testament and in early Judaism.

However, this conclusion does not alter the fact that we nevertheless
have to speak of a broken continuity, much as a stick stuck in the water
optically no longer scems to be straight. Perhaps it would have been
desirable if the church had retained its initially more naive belief in God's
trinity. In Nicaca, however, it felt compelled to a more precise and more
speculative formulation. Yet, on the basis of the New Testament writings
the theological motive of the council of Nicaca can be called justihable. In
the creed then formulated it was stated that the one God has manifested
himself in Jesus Christ, who ook the way of the cross and resurrection.
Thus, God himself came in the person of Jesus, however paradoxical this
may sound. In its confession of God's trinity, the council pointed to the
plurality of God and rejected rigid monotheism. This implies that God
not only resides in a high heaven, but counts as the Creator of heaven and
carth, knows what it is like to be a human being and with his Spirit wants
to live in people. If one accepts the oldest written testimonics about Jesus
of Mazareth, who, filled with the Spirit, acted on behalf of God, then it is
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justified in the terms of that time to speak of him in the way the Nicene
Council has done.!

This conclusion raises the question of whether it is still necessary in
our time to speak about God and Jesus in the way the council of Nicaca
did. The answer is in part dependent on one's evaluation of the history of
the church and of the tradition that was formed at that nime. To be sure,
not every tradition from the history of so many centuries of Christianity
has to be maintained forever. With regard to speaking about the trinity
of the one God, however, we have seen that this goes back to the oldest
traditions in the NMew Testament. Since its beginning after all the church
has believed in Jesus as the Son of God who himself is also LORD and
God. Thar is why since the beginning of the church, praver was not only
offered in the name of Jesus Christ to God the Father, but also to Christ
himsclf. This means that in life and death it is possible to trust in Christ.
This conviction is solidly anchored in the Christian religious life and is
cxpressed in hymns and confessions.* Whoever would like to remove this
tradition from Christian spirituality also touches the heart of the New
Testament testimony.

The guestion of whether it is still necessary in our time to speak about
God and Jesus in the way the council of Nicaca did calls for a personal
answer. Obviously, this answer is intended as a recommendation to
the church ar large. As for myself, 1 consider the value of these ancient
formulations, the intention of which goes back to early traditions of the
MNew Testament, great enough to hold them in esteem. Otherwise the ties
with the church of all ages would be broken. A person who no longer
wants to sing hymns to the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit positions
himself on the edge of the world-wide catholic church. We must at the
same time realize, however, that — paradoxically enough — it was never
the intention of such formulations to define God to the last detail. Human
words are not adequare to that purpose, because God is always greater
and escapes our expressions and formulations — as the church fathers of
the first centuries knew very well.* This does not mean, however, that
Christians should no longer say anything about the mystery by which

Cf. Gerald Bray {1997, Creeds, Comnals and Chrst |2nd edn). Fearn: Mentor.

See, €.g., the beginning of the Hedelberg Catechism {of 1563], “What is thy only
comfort in life and death? - That 1 with body and soul, both in life and death, am
not my own, but belong unto my faithful Saviour Jesos Christ; who, with his precious
blood, has fully satisfied for all my sins, and delivered me from all the power of the
devil; and so preserves me that without the will of my heavenly Father, not a hair
can fall from my head; vea, thar all things must be subservient to my salvation, and
therefore, by his Holy Sparit, He also assures me of eternal life, and makes me sincerely
willing and ready, henceforth, to live unto him,”

3 Viadimir Lossky {1937), The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church. Cambridge,
London: James Clarke & Co, pp. 7-68.

frd i
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they have been touched, or that it does not matter what is said about it.
This mystery concerns the man from Mazareth who proves not to be a
enostic teacher and inexpressibly more than an inspired rabbi. That is
why Stephen, the first martyr, for his belief in Jesus, could dic with the
invocation ‘Lord Jesus, receive my spirit’ on his lips.?

Gloria Patri et Filio et Spiritii Sancto

4 Aces Froi,
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Origen of Alexandria 116, 122,
123, 124, 156, 179-82,
183, 184, 186, 187, 189,
195

133

B, 13-14, 15, 18-24, 31,

440, 44, 45, 48, 58-9, 60,

83, §8-92, 94, 97 100,

101,111,113, 114, 115,

117,122, 126, 128, 129,

130, 135, 142, 143, 161,

165, 166, 167, 189

Paul of Samosata 1745, 182-3,

187, 188, 192

914, 25, 32, 50-1, &2,

Bi—h, 82, B34, 92, 99

125-7, 1334, 136

Philip {Gospel of) 48, 167-8

Philo of Alexandria 75, 107,
1514, 155, 156, 157, 161,
172,173, 180

Plato, Platoniam 75, 82 106-7,
112-13, 116, 117, 152,
172,173, 180, 181, 182,
194, 195

Pliny the Younger

Praxcas 176-7

pscudo-Clementine writings
125-7, 131

Prolemacus (the Valentinian) 53

Papias of Hicrapolis
Paul

Peter

168-9

Qumran 27, 148, 157, 158,
159, 160, 162

Rufinus of Aquileia 125, 179,
181, 1867

Sabellius 176, 177, 183, 187

Saklas 81, 85

Satan 12, 141, 146

Satornilus of Antioch 107

Secret Gospel of Mark 137-8
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Simon of Cyrene 15, 94,
108-10, 111, 113, 118

Simon the Magician 126

Sophia (see also: Wisdom)
49_50, 53-5, 57, 58, 85,
103, 103, 116

Stoic philosophy 83,172, 173

Talmud 158

Targum 155-6

Tertullian of Carthage 134-3,
171-2, 176, 177-9, 184,
186

Theodotus {the leather merchant)
1734

Theodotus (the Valentinian} 13,
53-5, 57, 58, 60, 104-7,
110-11, 116, 168, 1582

Theophilus of Antioch 170, 179

Thomas (also: Gospel of) 2, 8,
9_14, 15, 434, 45-9, 58,
T1-80, 83, 84, 83, BA—7,
99, 102, 105, 110, 111-12,
115-16, 124, 128, 132,
143, 144, 167-8

231

Tripartite Tractate 15, 55-8, 84,
87, 107-8, 110, 112, 11s,
162, 168

Trypho the Jew 122

Uricl 156-7

Valentinus, Valentinians 17,
53-5, 57-8, 59, 102,
104—a, 11011, 112,
167-8, 176, 182

Victor of Rome 174

Wisdom (sce also: Sophia) 343,
49,123, 149, 153, 154,
161, 169, 170-1, 177-9,
180, 1834, 195

Yaldabaoth 49-50, 52, 55, 83,
103, 109, 110

Zephyrinus 176
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