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NICENE TERMINOLOGY DEFENDED BY ATHANASIUS
OF ALEXANDRIA IN DE DECRETIS NICAENAE SYNODI
AND THE POSSIBLE INFLUENCE OF EUSEBIUS’
EPISTULA AD CAESARIENSES'

Only two longer ancient narratives can be found in the theological debates
at the Council of Nicaea (325) which preceded the subscription of the Nicene
Creed. There is firstly a letter by Eusebius, the bishop of Caesarea in Palestine,
addressed to Eusebius’ own diocese. In this letter written during the Council
or shortly after, Eusebius explained the conditions upon which he was able
to agree with the Nicene Creed. Eusebius’ Letter to his Diocese (Epistula ad
Caesarienses) contains the first extant theological comments on the Nicene
Creed?. Secondly, there is a treatise by the Alexandrian bishop Athanasius On
the Decrees of Nicaea (De decretis Nicaenae synodi), composed during the
350s, at least a quarter of a century after the Council at Nicaea®. In this writing,
Athanasius argued against the associates of Acacius, a successor of Eusebius
in the episcopal see at Caesarea’, and developed the detailed defence of the
Nicene terminology, not found in Athanasius’ earlier texts®. As the traditional
name of the Athanasius’ writing indicates, De decretis Nicaenae synodi is not
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5 Analyses of Athanasius’ De decretis Nicaenae synodi have been provided by Lewis Ayres
(Athanasius’ Initial Defense of the Term O0poo0010G: Rereading the De decretis Nicaenae synodi,
JECS 12 (2004) 337-359, and idem, Nicaea and its Legacy: An Approach to Fourth-Century Trini-
tarian Theology, Oxford 2004, 140-144). For a summary of Athanasius’ teaching cf. R.P.C. Hanson,
The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God: The Arian Controversy, 318-381, Edinburgh 1988,
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only a theological treatise, but also involves those documents concerning the
Council of Nicaea which Athanasius had at his disposal. In the corpus of the
documents on the proceedings and decisions of the Nicene council, which is
attached to the theological part of De decretis Nicaenae synodi, the above-
mentioned Eusebius’ letter is placed first and quoted in extenso®.

Eusebius’ Letter to his Diocese was therefore well known to Athanasius
and the Alexandrian bishop obviously attached a certain significance to it when
including it into his treatise. Within his theological narrative, he mentioned
Eusebius’ letter once explicitly’. We know that Athanasius sometimes incor-
porated texts of his opponents into his writings in order to polemize with their
teaching®. Is this the reason why Athanasius cited Eusebius’ letter in De decre-
tis Nicaenae synodi? In spite of serious divergences between the teachings of
both theologians, it seems that this is not the only reason. Athanasius seems to
have at least affirmed Eusebius’ overall outline of the debate at the Council of
Nicaea, and both theologians indicated the same terms of the Nicene Creed as
the most controversial. The intention of the following analysis is to consider if
there are traces of an implicit influence of Eusebius’ letter on the composition
of De decretis Nicaenae synodi’. 1 will initially focus on the chapters De decre-
tis Nicaenae synodi 19, 20 and 24 where Athanasius deals with the Nicene ex-
pressions “from the essence of the Father” and “opoovctog with the Father”,
the two most important and most controversial terms of the Nicene theological
debates which Eusebius also commented on. I will then briefly draw attention
to chapter De decretis Nicaenae synodi 25 where Athanasius listed the defen-
ders of o6poovolog before the Nicene council.

1. Abrief exposition of Eusebius’ arguments in Epistula ad Caesarienses.
I would like to introduce the arguments which Eusebius of Caesarea used in
the Letter to his Diocese. Eusebius presented two creeds in his account, first
his own and second the Nicene, and thereafter described the course of the

¢ Cf. Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae synodi 33.

" Athanasius in De decretis Nicaenae synodi 3, 3 mentioned not only Eusebius’ letter, but also
Eusebius’ explanations of “from the essence” and 6poovo10¢, the same expressions which Athana-
sius would be dealing with below; “di0 THg €mGTOARG TO OpO0VGIOV KOl TO €K THEG 0VOLOG [N
APVNOGEVOG PaveEP®DS ToVTO onpivot Bodieton”.

8 See e.g. texts of Arius and his supporters quoted in Orationes Contra Arianos 1 5-6 or De
synodis 15-18.

% The influence of Eusebius writings on some Athanasius texts has been occasionally considered.
See e.g. K. McCarthy Spoerl, Athanasius and the anti-Marcellan controversy, ZACh 10 (2006) 34-55.
McCarthy Spoerl shows that pieces of the anti-Marcellan polemic known from Eusebius’ writings Con-
tra Marcellum and De ecclesiastica theologia may have been used by Athanasius in 350s in order to
“build bridges with the moderate opponents of Nicaea in the face of more radical Anomoean thinkers”.
For Athanasius’ polemic against the Eusebius’ theology in Orationes contra Arianos 111 cf. H. Stru-
twolf, Die Trinitdtstheologie und Christologie des Euseb von Caesarea: Eine dogmengeschichtliche
Untersuchung seiner Platonismus-Rezeption und Wirkungsgeschichte, Gottingen 1999, 391-408.
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debate by the Nicene bishops on the Nicene Creed, focusing in particular
on the phrases “from the essence of the Father”, “begotten not made” and
“Opoovotog with the Father”.

As Eusebius relates, he brought forward his own creed at the Council as
proof of his orthodoxy. For the subsequent debate on Nicene terminology, Eu-
sebius’ statements on the Son’ origin from the Father mentioned in the Euse-
bius’ creed are of importance:

“We believe in [...] one Lord Jesus Christ, the Word of God, God from God,
Light from Light, Life from Life, only-begotten Son, first-born of all creation,
before all ages begotten from the Father, through whom all things have come
to being”?.

At the end of his creed, Eusebius stressed the actual existence of the Father,
Son and Holy Spirit: Each of them is and exists, “the Father truly Father, the
Son truly Son and the Holy Spirit truly Holy Spirit”!!.

In the discussion on Nicene terminology, Eusebius of Caesarea was deter-
mined to qualify the terms “from the essence of the Father” and 6poobotog in
order that the generation of the Son would not imply any material division in
the essence of the Father or any experience or alteration'?. This is the reason
why Eusebius himself preferred the formulation “the Son is from the Father”,

without mentioning the word “essence”:

“They (i.e. the bishops at Nicaea) professed that «from the essence» was in-
dicative of the Son’s being from the Father, yet without being as if a part of
him. We thought it good to assent to this sense, because «the pious doctrine
teaches that the Son was from the Father, not a part of His essence»”!.

In his comment on the Nicene expression “begotten not made”, Eusebius
agreed to reject any likeness of the Son to the creatures and expounded the
origin of the Son in the Father as the generation of essence superior (kpeitt@v
ovolw) to all creatures:

10 Eusebius, Epistula ad Caesarienses 4, DSP 1, 54: “ITiotebopev €ig [...] Eva kOprov Incody
Xp1oTov 1OV 100 00D AOYOV, B0V €k Be0D, A €k PwTOC, Lony €k (g, VIOV HOVOYEVT,
TPOTOTOKOV TAGNG KTIGEWMG, TPO TAVIOV TOV o0idvVmV £k 10D TarTtpdg YeEYEVVNHEVOV, 81 00 Kol
€yéveto T TavTo.

" Tbidem 5, DSP 1, 54: “t00t®wv £k00TOV €1Vl KOL DTAPYELY TLOTEDOVTEG TATEPXL GANODG
TOTEPOL KOl VIOV AANOMG VIOV Kol TVEDHO Gylov GANBAG drylov Tvedpo’”.

12 Cf. ibidem 12, DSP 1, 58: “«Opoobo10v €ivat 1o Totpog tov viovy» eEetaldpevog 6 AoYog
GULVIGTNOLY, 00 KATA TOV TOV COUATOV TPOTOV 003E Tolg Bvntolg Lolg mapamAncing, oite
YOp KOTO dlalpecty THg oVolog 0UTE KOTO GTMOTOUNY, AL 0V3E KoTé TL W&o 7| TPOTMV
1 GAAOL®GLY THG T0D TATPOG 0VOLNG TE KOl SUVAHE®DS”.

B Tbidem 9-10, DSP 1, 58: “koi 81 10 «€k THG 0VG10G» MHOAOYETTO TPOG OLDTAOV INAWTIKOV
elvo 1oV €k pev Tod matpOg elvat, 00 PNy Mg péPog Vrdpyely tod atpds. Torbtn 8¢ kol HUiv
£€30Kel Kaddg Exelv ovykototifecBot T drovole ThHg e0oePoDG dLdaoKAALNG DTOLYOPEVOVONG
£k 100 aTpOg elvat TOV VGV, 0D PNV PEPOg adTOD THE 0volog TVYYGvELY”.
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“In the same way we accepted «begotten and not made» because they said
that «made» applied to the other creatures which came to be through the Son
and to whom the Son had no likeness. Therefore the Son is not a creature
similar to that which was made through him and he has a superior essence
compared to every creature. This (essence) the divine Scriptures teach to have
been generated from the Father™'.

Eusebius attempted to explain 6ploovoiog as well (it is the only comment
on this term in all of Eusebius’ writings). According to Eusebius, 6poobc10g
may express only that the Son is likened in all things (kota vt TpOTOV
apwpol®odat) to the Father due to his unique generation from the Father:

“Opoovotog «with the Father» establishes that the Son of God bears no like-
ness to creatures which have come into existence, but is likened in all things
only to the Father who begot him”'5.

Eusebius explained the Nicene terminology within his monarchical view of
the Father and Son relationship. There is only God the Father whose divine
essence cannot undergo any corporeal experience when begetting the Son. The
Son’s essence is superior to all creatures, although the relation to the Father’s
is not clear. The generation of the Son from the Father does not establish a uni-
ty of essence, but only the complete likeness of the Son to the Father.

All Eusebius’ theological statements in these comments (the Son is generated
from the Father, he bears no likeness to creatures, he is likened in all things to the
Father) are regarded as a constant part of Eusebius’ teaching and can be found in
his writings both before and after the Council of Nicaea'®. One distinctive feature
of his comments is that Eusebius often referred to the decision of the bishops first
and then added his own assent and explanation. This would seem important for
the comparison with Athanasius’ accounts of the same Nicene debate.

4 Tbidem 11, DSP 1, 58: “Katd 10 adtr 8¢ kol 10 Gyevvnoévio kol od mowndévian
KotedeE e, ETELON TO «TOLNBEV» KOLVOV EQPOOKEV €1vail TPOCPMUA TAV AOLTOV KTICHATWV
TOV 31 10D VIOD YEVOREVOVY, OV 0D8EV GpOLOV EXELV TOV VIOV 810 O pn elvor odTOV TToinpa
701G 81 aDTOD YEVOUEVOLG ELPEPESG, KPELTTOVOG OE 1| KOLTOL TALV TOINHOL TVYXGAVELY 0VGLOG, TV
€K 10D ToTPOg yeyevviicBan To Bela 818GoKel Aoy,

5 Tbidem 13, DSP 1, 58: “mopactatikov 8 kol elvat 10 «OpooD610v Td Tortpiy 10D Undepioy
ELLPEPELOLY TIPOG TOL YEVITOL KTIOHOTOL TOV VIOV T0D BE0D QEPELY, LOV® BE TA TOLTPL TG YEYEVVIKOTL
KOt TAvToL TPOTOV AQopHotdcOon”.

' For the rejection of any division in the essence of the Father cf. Eusebius, Demonstratio evan-
gelicalV 15,52 and V 1, 9, ed. L.A. Heikel, GCS 23 (Eusebius Werke 6), Berlin 1913, 181 and 211;
for the notion of the generation of the Son and the likening to the Father in all aspects see e.g. idem,
De ecclesiastica theologia 110, 1, ed. E. Klostermann — G.Ch. Hansen, GCS 14 (Eusebius Werke 4),
Berlin 1991, 68: “0 & &AnB&GS v1og T0D Be0D, €€ arDTOD Gte 81 £k TATPOG GmoteEYBELS, ElKOTOG
KO HOVOYEVNG KOL GLYONTOG XPNHOTICELEY GV T0D Tortpdg: 0VTm 3¢ kol Bg0g v €in. TL yop
v Yévolto Beod yévvnpo <fj 10> 1@ YeYEVVNKOTL dpwpotmpévov”; ibidem, 11T 21, 1, GCS 14,
181: “povov oTOV VIOV LOVOYEVT EYEVVA O TATNP KOTA TAVTo Appotopévov ovtd”. Cf. also
idem, Demonstratio evangelica V 4,12 and V 5, 10, GCS 23, 225-226 and 228.
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2. Athanasius’ answer in De decretis Nicaenae synodi. Athanasius in De
decretis Nicaenae synodi described the proceedings of the Council of Nicaea
as a discussion between the bishops and the Eusebians on the terminology
which might properly express the unique origin of the Son in the Father. Ac-
cording to Athanasius, the bishops were forced to include the new terminology
in the course of the debate, because the Eusebians were prepared to search for
passages in the Scriptures to demonstrate that the expressions describing the
Son’s relationship with the Father provided by the bishops could be applied
to the coming into being of creatures or to the adoptive sonship of men. The
bishops at Nicaea thereby initially offered the expressions of the Scripture,
then rejected the Eusebian misreading and used non-Scriptural terminology.
This is the exposition of the Nicene debate provided by Athanasius. Eusebius
of Caesarea in his Letter to his Diocese made mention of the intention of the
bishops to prefer the Scriptural wording during the composition of the Nicene
Creed as well"”, but in Athanasius’ narrative it was the crucial point of the
controversy at Nicaea.

a) Discussion on the expression “from God” — ¢x 100 8e0? (De decretis
Nicaenae synodi 19). Athanasius claimed in the first step that the Nicene bi-
shops intended to write scriptural words for the Creed:

“The Council wished to do away with the impious phrases of the Arians, and
to use the acknowledged words of the Scriptures: the Son is not from nothing,
but from God, he is Word and Wisdom, and not creature or work, but a proper
offspring of the Father®.

When writing about the words of the Scriptures, Athanasius obviously
meant expressions concerning the Son’s relationship with the Father which
did not contain the word ovcia (essence) and its compounds. In the quoted
passage, there are biblical expressions “not from nothing” (¢ 0Ok Gviwv)®,
“from God” (¢x 10V 8e0?), Word and Wisdom (Adyog and copia). At the end
of the quote a non-Scriptural formulation occurs, not found in the Scriptures
or in the Nicene Creed which Athanasius himself used to express his notion of
the Son’s origin in the Father: The Son is “the proper offspring of the Father”
({dwov €x 100 motpog YEVVNUQ). It would seem that Athanasius ended the
passage with a statement concerning the Son’s relationship with the Father,

17 Eusebius concerning the Nicene anathemas (Epistula ad Caesarienses 15, DSP 1, 58-60):
“And as to the anathemas published by them at the end of the Creed, they did not pain us, because
they forbade using non-Scriptural words, from which almost all the confusion and disorder of the
Church have come”.

18 Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae synodi 19, 1: “Tfig cvv0800 BOLAOPEVNG TUG HEV TMV
"Apelav@v Thg doePelag AEEELG GvELETV, TOG 8E TAV YPAEAV OLOAOYOVUEVOG PWVOG Ypdyot,
6Tt e V1Og €0TLV ovk €€ oVK Oviwv, AL €k TOD Beod, Kol AdYOog €0TL Kal coplo, AAN
00 KTIoHO 0VE Tolnpe, 1810V 8¢ €k 10D TATPOG YEVVNHO.

¥ 2Mac 7, 28: “obk £€ vtmv £émoincey adTo O Be6¢”.
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which is close to those formulated in his Orations against the Arians (Oratio-
nes contra Arianos) in the 340s%,

Athanasius focused his argument below in chapter 19 on one of the quo-
ted biblical words, the expression “from God”. According to Athanasius, the
Eusebians accepted the sentence “the Son is from God”, because they found
passages in the Scriptures where the expression is used in the context of the
creation of the world from God (1Cor 8, 6: There is one God, “from whom”
all things, €ig 0e0¢ €€ ob ta mbvta)?. Therefore, as Athanasius relates, the
bishops at Nicaea expressed more distinctly the sense of the words “from God
and wrote that the Son is “from the essence of God”*. Athanasius made two
remarks concerning this description of the Nicene debate. Firstly, it was only
a “creature” which is from God and it could be stated that the creatures, not
the Son, are from God through his Word: “All things were brought into being,
not being before, from Him through his Word (mop” otd10d 810 10D Adyov) .
Eusebius in the Letter to his Diocese agreed with the notion that the Son is not
a creature and that he is not like creatures and explained that every creature
came into being through the Son (t& d1 T0d vViod yevopéva) and that only
the Son was “generated from the Father””*. Both explanations, Eusebius’ and
Athanasius’, correspond in that the created order (moinuo, kTicpo) came into
being “through the Son”. Athanasius polemically added that only in this case
was it appropriate to use the expression “from God”.

In the second remark, Athanasius provided the reason for the inclusion
of the non-Scriptural word “essence” into the Creed. “From the essence” ex-
pressed the uniqueness of the origin of the Word-Son from the Father:

20 See e.g. Athanasius, Oratio contra Arianos 19, 2: “{d1ov 1iig 10D [ortpog 0vGiag YEVVIULOL;
ibidem I 16, 4; ibidem 1T 24, 1; ibidem IIT 5, 1-2; ibidem III 62, 2. For the adjective {810¢ in Athana-
sius’ texts cf. A. Louth, The Use of the Term 1810¢ in Alexandrian Theology from Alexander to Cyril,
StPatr 19 (1989) 198-202, and Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, p. 114-115.

21 Cf. Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae synodi 19, 1: “€BoOAovto 10 €k 10D 0£0D KOLVOV
elvor TpOC MULAG Kol TOV ToD 820D Adyov Undév te v 1o0Tm drapépery”. Athanasius quoted two
biblical texts containing from God 1Cor 8, 6 and 2Cor 5, 17-18.

22 Cf. ibidem 19, 2: “ol matépeg [...] Mvaykdodncay Aotmov AeVKOTEPOV EINETV TO €K TOD
0e0D kol Yphwyot «Ek ThHg ovoiog tod 80D elvor tOv VIOVw”. The debate is clearly mirrored
in the Nicene Creed as well. It reads: “We believe [...] in one Lord, Jesus Christ, the Son of God,
begotten from the Father, the only Son, that is, from the essence of the Father (yevvnoévta €k toD
TOTPOG LOVOYEVT] TOVTESTLY €K THG ovotag ToD motpdc)”. The awkward formulation containing
both expressions “from the Father and from the essence of the Father” could be read as follows: the
only Son from the Father (éx T00 Totpog povoyevd, i.e. formulation preferred by Eusebius) means
from the essence of the Father.

2 Ibidem 19, 3: “10D 80D Gvtog T TAVTO O OOTOD S 10D AdYOL 0VK dvio TPOHTEPOV
elg 10 elva yYéyove, i TodTo ipnton 10 €k 10D Be0D”.

2 Cf. above, note 14.
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“As to the Word, since he is not a creature, he alone is called and is from the
Father and it is significant in this sense to say that the Son is «from the essence
of the Father»”?.

Eusebius hesitantly accepted “from the essence” in the Nicene Creed on
the condition that it did not express any division in the Father. The Son cannot
be part of the Father’s essence. This is only a negative explanation, merely
describing what this expression should not mean. Athanasius in De decretis
Nicaenae synodi added an affirmative definition. “From the essence” stressed
the unique origin of the Son in the Father, the Son is “the only” from the Fa-
ther (LOvog €k 10D TatpdG)?, or — as Athanasius put it in the next paragraph
— the Son is the only who is from God “actually” (Lévog OV AANODS €K TOD
0e0?)?. Although the notion of the unique generation of the Son from the
Father was discussed by Eusebius in his theological writings as well*®, the em-
phasis on the uniqueness of the Son’s generation from the Father, uttered with
the phrase “from the essence”, is an expression for the unity of essence for
Athanasius. It is Athanasius’ phrase that “the Son is the only who is from God
actually” where we may conjecture a polemical allusion to Eusebius’ letter.
The Nicene terminology emphasized the actual unity, in spite of the Eusebian
claim to a difference in hypostases which Eusebius expressed at the end of his
own creed in the claim that the Father, Son and Holy Spirit actually are and
exist (etvor kot mipyewv [...] AANODG).

b) Discussion on the term “like” — 6pLo1o¢ (De decretis Nicaenae synodi 20).
In De decretis Nicaenae synodi 20, Athanasius introduced the second set of terms
and formulations which were introduced by the bishops at Nicaea:

“Again the bishops said that the Word must be described as the true power
and image of the Father, in all things exact and like the Father, inalterable,
always existing and in the Father without division. For there never was when
the Word was not, but he was always, existing everlastingly with the Father
as the radiance of light”%.

% Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae synodi 19, 4: “6 8¢ A0Yo0g, £mel PN KTIoHO €6TLY, elpnTon
kol €671 pOVOg £k 1oV martpOs, ThG 88 TolohTNg dlovoiag Yvdpiopo TO elvat TOV VoV éx Thg
obotlog Tod ToTpdg .

26 Cf. also the occurrences of this expression in De decretis Nicaenae synodi 19, 2 and 22, 5.

27 Cf. ibidem 19, 5: “31& T0010 Yop kod M Ayio 6Ovodog Aevkdtepov elpnkev éx ThHe ovolog
o0TOV €lvar ToD Ttatpde, Tvor ko BAAOG Tapd TV TOV YEVNTOV @OoLY 6 AdY0G €lval ToTEVOTR
HOVOG BV AANBAG €K TOV BE0D”.

28 Eusebius used this formulation in his treatise De ecclesiastica theologia, written after the
Council at Nicaea. Cf. ibidem I 11, 6, GCS 14, 70: “the Father generated the Son from himself (¢§
€ovtod €yévva)”; ibidem II 6, 3, GCS 14, 103: “povag 8¢ dv ddroipetog 6 BEOG TOV HOVOYEVH
010D VIOV €€ EQVTOD EYEvva”.

2 Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae synodi 20, 1: “T@v 8¢ ¢mokOTOV TEALY AEYOVTOV delv
YpaeTivorr SOVOULY dANBLYVIV Kol €1KOVOL TOD TATPOG TOV AOYOV OHOLOV TE KO ATOPOAAOKTOV
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In the previous chapter De decretis Nicaenae synodi 19, the generation of the
Son and his origin in the Father was at issue. Now the intention of the bishops
to express the divine status of the Word of God is related to by Athanasius.
The majority of the expressions used in the quoted passage are not found in the
Nicene Creed, with only the Nicene anathema “there was when he was not”
being alluded to. In the first section of the quoted passage, the expressions “im-
age of the Father” and “in all things exact and like the Father” are mentioned.
They are particularly common in texts by theologians of different teaching in
the period before De decretis Nicaenae synodi was written. The phrase that the
Word is “like” (6potog) the Father is too loose and it was the Eusebians who
expressed the relationship between the Son and the Father with the language
of “likeness”. As we have seen above, Eusebius of Caesarea in the Letter to his
Diocese expounded opoovotlog as the term for the Son “being likened” to the
Father. The other adjective used in the quote above, “exact” (dnopdAlokTog),
is attested to in the expression the “exact image” (dnapdAioktog ik@V) of
the Father in the fragments of Asterius of Cappadocia, a supporter of Arius
and one of the main opponents in the Athanasius’ Orationes contra Arianos™.
The expression dpolov e kot dropdrioktov would seem to belong to the
terminology of opponents as Athanasius understood their position.

Inthe middle part of the above quoted passage, the Word is referred to as “in-
alterable, always existing and in the Father without division”. These terms, used
for the Word of God, may have been an implicit polemic with Eusebius’ argu-
ments, defending the inalterability and indivisibility of the Father. For Athana-
sius, the Son Logos is inalterable in the same way as the Father is and the gene-
rated Son is in the Father without division. At the same time it seems that Atha-
nasius made a step forward beyond the results of the Council of Nicaea using the
expression “always existing”: Eusebius in his own creed used the phrase “the Son

was begotten from the Father “before all ages” (1tp0 téviov TdV aidvov)™!,

oDTOV KOTA TAVTOL TQ TOTPL Kol BTpemTov kKol del kol &v odTd elvor AdLopETmg — 00SETOTE
YOop 0OK AV, AAAL AV 6 AOY0G el DIapy oy d1dimg Tapd 1@ TOTpl MG ATADYUCHO MTOS” .

30 Cf. Asterius of Cappadocia, Fragmenta 10 (ed. M. Vinzent, Asterius von Kappadokien, Die
theologischen Fragmente, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 20, Leiden 1993, 86). The same ex-
pression was defended by Acacius too; see Acacius’ fragments in Epiphanius, Panarion 72, 6-10, and
the so-called Second Creed of Antioch (341) in De synodis 23, 3. In the writings of Eusebius of Cae-
sarea the expression &mopdAloktog ikmy is not found. Athanasius himself used dropdrioktog
elxdv in his treatises written earlier than De decretis Nicaenae synodi (see Contra gentes 41 and 46;
Oratio contra Arianos 126, 4; ibidem 11 33, 3 etc.) in the meaning identical image and the term exact
likeness in De decretis Nicaenae synodi 24, 1 (see below, chapter 2.c). Later, in De synodis (probably
written in 357), Athanasius rejected the expression “exact image” in the polemic with Acacius and
Eusebius of Nicomedia; cf. De synodis 36, 6. For a discussion on the term exact image see M. Del-
Cogliano, Eusebian Theologies of the Son as the Image of God before 341, JECS 14 (2006) 459-484.

31 Eusebius, Epistula ad Caesarienses 4, DSP 1, 54.
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in the Nicene Creed, the eternity or everlasting origin of the Son in the Father
is not expressed with any proper word*.

It seems that in De decretis Nicaenae synodi 20 Athanasius again pro-
vided two sets of terms, one that would seem to be acceptable to the Eusebians
from the Athanasius’ point of view (the Word is “like” and an “exact” image)
and the second nearer to the position of Athanasius himself (the terms “in-
alterable”, “always existing”, “in the Father without division”). Athanasius
claimed below in chapter 20 that the Eusebians searched in the Scriptures for
the passages containing the words “like”, “always”, “in him” (i.e. the Father),
“inalterable” and “power” which could be interpreted as expressions applied
to the Son of God as well as to men as the adopted sons of God. The bishops at
Nicaea therefore must have expressed their belief more clearly and wrote that
“the Son is 6poovotog with the Father”.

“[Bishops] wrote that the Son is 6poobolog with the Father to signify that
the Son was not merely like, but the same in likeness from the Father, and to
demonstrate that the Son’ likeness and inalterability was of a different kind
than imitation as is ascribed to us”*.

According to Athanasius, the phrase indicates that the Son is not only like,
but “the same in likeness from the Father” (ta0tov th OpoldOEL €K TOD
motpog) and “demonstrates that the Son’s likeness and inalterability was of
a different kind” than the imitation ascribed to men. The implication of the
uniqueness of the Son’s generation is that he is “not only like, but also insepa-
rable from the essence of the Father and that he and the Father are one™*. We
can once again see how Athanasius expounded the Nicene term — in this case
Opoooog — with his own expressions, thereby clarifying the meaning?®.

32 Cf. Symbolum Nicaenum, passage quoted in the note 22, without any expression for eternity
of the Son’s generation. The Nicene Creed rejected certain unacceptable formulations regarding the
Son’s being with the Father (“there was when he was not” and “he did not exist before he was begot-
ten”) and on his inalterability (he is not “mutable” or “changeable”), but there is not any affirmative
expression in the Creed for the Son’s eternal existence. Cf. also Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, p. 91.

33 Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae synodi 20, 3: “todt0. TGV AeVKOTEPOV €IMETV KOl
Yoo, 611000610V lval 1@ TaTpl TOV VGV, Tvar un povov Spotov tov vidv, GAAY TadTOV
TH OpOLOCEL €K TOD TOTPOG Elvol oNPaivect Kol GAANY odooy THY 10D VoD Opoimoly Kol
atpeyiov deléwot mopd TV €V NIy Aeyopévny Hipnowy”.

3 Ibidem 20, 5: “énedn 8¢ N €k ToTPOG TOO VIOD YEVVNOlg GAAN Topd TNV AVOPOTW®V
QOO €0TL kKOl 00 PLOVOV OHOL0G, OAAG Kol GdLolpeTdg €0TL THG TOD TOTPOG 0VOLOG KO €V
HEV €OV ALDTOG KO O TorTnp”.

35 Cf. D. Gonnet, La réception de Nicée I par Athanase: quels types de langage utilise-t-il pour
parler du Verbe?, in: Christus bei den Vitern: Forscher aus dem Osten und Westen Europas an
den Quellen des gemeinsamen Glaubens, ed. Y. de Andia — P. Leander Hofrichter, Innsbruck 2003,
157-163, espec. p. 159: “[O]n peut constater la prudence d’Athanase par rapport au langage méme
du Concile. Dire qu’il le soutient ne I’empéche pas de chercher d’autres moyens et expressions pour
dire la teneur d’un mot — homoousion — qui n’est pas tire directenment de 1’Ecriture”.
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Athanasius expounded opootoiog as the term for the Father’s essence
which is fully shared (i.e. without division: &dwaipetog) by the Son. What
is surprising is that Athanasius did not completely abandon the compounds
based on the adjective “like” as a consequence of the acceptance of the Nicene
terminology®®. In his definition of opootolog, Athanasius used the term
opoiwotg both when he emphasized the sameness of the Son with the Father®’
and when he stressed the difference of the Son from men who can acquire their
likeness to God from virtue on the grounds of observance: Only the Son has
both a likeness and inalterability (Opol@woly kol &tpeyiay). As we saw in
Eusebius’ letter, the Caesarean bishop used the language of likeness in the pas-
sage explaining 6poovotlog as well, but an influence on Athanasius’ exposition
containing the expression for likeness seems to be improbable. A polemical
hint to Eusebius’ letter seems to be more evident from another word: For Atha-
nasius 6poovotog does not threaten “indivisibility” in the Godhead (un [...]
droupeoelg The Be6TNTOG), as Eusebius feared. It, on the contrary, expresses
the indivisible unity of the Father and Son.

c¢) Athanasius’ definition of opoovclog in De decretis Nicaenae syno-
di 24. Another clarification of 6pootolog can be found below in De decre-
tis Nicaenae synodi 24, 1-2. Athanasius first used three biblical metaphors
to qualify the relation of unity between the two divine persons, the metaphor
of the Father and Son, God and his Word and light and its radiance: “leaving
every corporeal reference aside [...] let us apprehend genuine relation of the
Son to the Father, the proper relationship of the Word toward God and absolute
likeness of the radiance toward the light”. Athanasius consequently explained
the term o6poovG10G:

“When we hear 6poovotog, let us not fall upon human senses and imagine
partitions and divisions in the Godhead, but as having our thoughts directed
to things immaterial, let us preserve undivided the oneness of nature (tnv
£votnta Thg eboemg) and the identity (trv TavtoTnTa) of light’8,

36 Cf. occurrences of the language based on the adjective like in his earlier writings: Athanasius,
Oratio contra Arianos 139, 5: “Tévvnuo yop Thg 100 ITatpog 00GI0G VRAPYEL, DOTE UNSEVOL
AULEPAALELY, OTL KB OpotdTnTaL 10D drtpéntov [Matpog Gtpentog €0t kol O Adyoc”; ibidem
I0I 36, 1. 3: <0 &idiog Yi0g €07tl, dud pev v opotdtnta Tod Iotpog Exwv didlog Gmep €xel
mop’ avtoV”; ibidem, 11T 44, 4, etc.

37 For the expressions of sameness (to0tov and towtotng) cf. also ibidem 122, 1: “Exwv €k 10D
IMotpog v TorvTodTNTE)”; With the interpretations of John 10, 30 and 14, 10 in: ibidem III 3, 3 and
11 4, 2; and of John 17, 23 in: ibidem III 22; with a rejection of Sabellius’ heresy in: ibidem III 36, 1.

3 1dem, De decretis Nicaenae synodi 24, 1: “vo®dpev V10D TPOG TATEPQL TO YVNGLOV KOL AOYOV
VY TPOG TOV B0V 1816TNTaL KoL TNV ATOPEAAOKTOV OPOLOTNTO TOD ATOVYAOIATOS TPOG TO
O®AC. [...] TV AEELV TOD OHLOOVGIOV AKOVOVIEG [T €1G TAG AVOPOTIVOG AiCONCELS TLMTOVTEG
HeplopoVs Kail dtopécelg Thg 0e6tnTog Aoyilmpeda: AAL O €Ml ACOUATOV S10LVOOVHLEVOL
TNV EVOTNTO THG PVOEMS KOL TNV TOLTOTNTO TOV PMTOG [T SLUIPDUEY”.
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The term opoovotog is expounded here once again as the expression for the
oneness of nature and identity. The two-stage definition (first negative, than af-
firmative) in Eusebius’ letter is also apparent. In spite of the fact that Eusebius’
affirmative definition (likeness in all things) was unsatisfactory for Athanasius,
the argumentation in the De decretis Nicaenae synodi 24, when compared with
Eusebius’ letter, seems to have preserved the structure and correspondences in
terminology in the negative part of the definition.

3. Nicene terminology as rooted in the teaching of the Church scholars
(De decretis Nicaenae synodi 25). Athanasius defended the Nicene termino-
logy as traditional in chapter 25 and not having been invented in the course
of the Nicene council. The Nicene bishops used expressions which they “took
over from their predecessors (Topd T@V TPO AVTOV TopaAoBovtec)” and it
was important for Athanasius to demonstrate this, “so that (the opponents) had
no excuse’’. Athanasius may have found instigation for this in Eusebius’ Let-
ter to his Diocese. When defending his subscription of the term 6pooto10g,
Eusebius wrote:

“To that term (i.e. Opoovo10¢), thus interpreted, it appeared well to assent.
Since we were aware that even among the ancients, some learned and illustri-
ous bishops and writers have used the term 6poovotog in their theological
teaching concerning the Father and Son™.

The insufficiency of this claim is apparent. Eusebius did not mention any of
those “learned and illustrious bishops and writers” in his letter to the Caesarean
diocese*!. On the contrary, Athanasius in De decretis Nicaenae synodi 25 listed
the names of bishops who assented to “from the essence” and 6poo0G10¢ be-
fore the Council of Nicaea and even cited passages from the texts of Theognos-
tos and Dionysios of Alexandria. He introduced the statements of Dionysios of
Rome and Origen below in De decretis Nicaenae synodi 26-27 concerning the
terms used in the Nicene Creed. Athanasius seems to have used a loose state-
ment from Eusebius’ letter as an impulse for his own investigation**.

¥ Ibidem 25, 1-2: “611 8¢ ovy €avtolg TAGoavVTEG Emevomoay TordTOG, EMELdN Kol TOVTO
mpogociloviol, GAL BveBev Topd TOV TPO OTAOV TOPOAXPOVTES EipHKOCL, PEPE KOl TOVTO
SieréyEopev, Tvar pnde abTn avTolg M TPOPAOLG TEPLAELTNTONL .

4 Eusebius, Epistula ad Caesarienses 13, DSP 1, 58: “® xoi adT@® T0DTOV £PUNVEVOEVTL
TOV TPOTOV KOADG EXELV €QAVN CLYKATAUOESHOL, ETEL KUl TOV TOANLDY TIVAG AOYLOVG KOl
EMPAVETG EMOKOTOVG KOl GVYYPOUPELS EYVOUEY €T THE ToL TOTPOg Kol VIoD Beoroyiog Td
700 OLOOVGLOV YPNOOUEVOVG dVOPOTL .

4 Cf. L. Abramowski, Dionys von Rom und Dionys von Alexandrien in der arianischen Streitig-
keiten des 4. Jahrhunderts, ZKG 93 (1982) 240-272, particularly p. 245 and note 21.

42 Athanasius mentioned the Eusebius’ remark explicitly in his later treatise Epistula ad Afros
episcopos, PG 26, 1040.
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A comparison with Eusebius’ account demonstrates that Athanasius in De
decretis Nicaenae synodi affirmed an overall exposition of the debate on the
Nicene Creed and indicated the same Nicene terms (“from the essence of the
Father” and “Opootoiog with the Father”) as the most controversial. In cer-
tain passages, the impact of Eusebius’ letter on De decretis Nicaenae synodi
may have been evident in the details. Only indirect and not easily discernable
polemical hints to formulations from Eusebius’ letter can be found (possibly
phrases with the words &An6d¢ and &diaipetoc) in De decretis Nicaenae
synodi 19 and 20. In De decretis Nicaenae synodi 24, Athanasius may have
preserved the two-stage structure of the definition of 6poovcl0g, having in
mind Eusebius’ letter where 0pooto10g is first qualified negatively and then
a positive explanation is offered. In De decretis Nicaenae synodi 25, an im-
plicit hint to the mentioning of Nicene predecessors in Eusebius’ letter can be
encountered. In spite of the fact that Eusebius was not the main opponent of
Athanasius in De decretis Nicaenae synodi, we can nevertheless determine an
implicit polemic with Eusebius’ arguments in certain instances. It seems that
Athanasius carefully considered Eusebius’ arguments and the weak points in
Eusebius’ comments as impulses for his own theological narrative.

OBRONA NICEJSKIEJ TERMINOLOGII W DE DECRETIS
NICAENAE SYNODI ATANAZEGO ALEKSANDRYJSKIEGO
I MOZLIWY WPLYW EPISTULA AD CAESARIENSES
EUZEBIUSZA Z CEZAREI

(Streszczenie)

Celem artykutu jest porownanie dwoch narracji teologicznych — zawartych
w Epistula ad Caesarienses Euzebiusza z Cezarei i De decretis Nicaenae synodi
Atanazego Aleksandryjskiego — prezentujacych orzeczenia Soboru Nicejskiego
i majacych na celu doprowadzenie do uznania Credo nicejskiego. W niniejszym
opracowaniu zostala dokonana przede wszystkim analiza rozdziatéw 19. i 20. De
decretis Nicaenae synodi, w ktdérych moga by¢ obecne sugestie polemiczne w sto-
sunku do sformutowan z listu Euzebiusza. Obiektem badan jest takze zawarta
w De decretis Nicaenae synodi 24 dwustopniowa struktura definicji 6pLoovotoc,
ktora moze mie¢ swoje zrodla w liscie Euzebiusza. Godny przesledzenia jest tak-
ze fragment 25. dzieta Atanazego zawierajacy ukryte aluzje do wzmianki o nicej-
skich poprzednikach w pismie Euzebiusza. Na podstawie analiz tych fragmentow
wydaje si¢, ze Atanazy doktadnie rozwazyt argumenty i stabe punkty wywodow
Euzebiusza i stato si¢ to podstawa do jego wlasnej narracji teologicznej broniacej
nicejskiego wyznania wiary.
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