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A NEW LOOK AT THE ARIUS’ PHILOSOPHICAL BACKGROUND

Abstract: The author could not disagree with Rowan Williams famous research
“Arius, Heresy and Tradition” that the possible sources of the Arian heresy lay mostly in
Neo-Platonic philosophy, especially in the attempt to harmonize Aristotle with the Platonic
tradition. Howsoever he adds to his arguments another one that he did not mention,
namely, the adoption of a specific hierarchical interpretation of the categories of Aristotle
and the refusal to apply them to God. He also does not agree with him that to Arius the
strictly philosophical issues are of small concern.
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It is well known that most of the historical research studiesareatury Christian
theology were done in the 1@nd in the first half of the 30centuries. However, even until
the end of the 20 century scholars have enjoyed the publication of remarkable works
dealing with fundamental theological problems of the Ancient Church. In theri® the
beginning of the 20 century the majority of the studies promoted the view that the earlier
Triadological debates are a reflection of the quarrel between the two main philosophical
schools — Platonism and Aristotelism. Most of the studies assume that the famous heretic
Arius takes the side of Aristotle while the Fathers of the Church follow Plato. The most
serious research study which puts Arius within the Aristotelian tradition is a text by J. de
Ghellinck! He accepts as a presupposition of his work that Arius is a staunch follower of
Aristotle. In the Orthodox academic milieu Fr. George Florovsky somewhat uncritically
adopts this positioh.But at the end of the #0century another opinion was raised by

1 Joseph de Ghellinck, “Quelques appreciations de la dialectique et d’Aristote durant les conflits trinitaires
du IVe siécle”.RHE 36(1930), p. 5-42. The same position we see in Adolf Harnaasbuch der
Dogmengeschicht®d. Il (4. Aufl., Tibingen, 1909) and T.E. Pollardshannine Christology and the

Early Church(SNTS Monograph Series 13, Cambridge 1970) and “The Origins of Arianlenrhal of
Theological Studies. N.s.(2958), p. 103-111; “Logos and Son in Origen, Arius and AthanaSusiia
Patristica 2(1957), 282-287.

2 George Florovsky,Collected Works, Volume 7: Eastern Fathers of the Fourth Century
(Buchervertriebsanstalt: Vaduz, Europa, 1987). On Bulgarian academic soil his point is uncritically
accepted by Totyu Koethe Dogmatic Formula of the First Fourth Ecumenical Cou&ifia: Synod
Publishers, 1968) (in Bulgarian). Much more moderate but again in the same direction are the thoughts of
a famous Orthodox theologian George Martzdloddaptiéhov, Ovaia kal évépyeia 100 Ocov Katd TOV

Méyoy Booieiov. Zoufoln eic v lotopikodoyuomixn)y digpebvnory g mepl ovoiog Kal EVEPYEIDY T

B0 didaokolias e OpBodoéov ExxAnoias (Oeocorovikn, 21993, p. 33). CfI. Maptiéiov, «H

&vvoua Trg BeotTog Kai 1) Evvotn g dnpovpyiag kot tovg Hatépeg g ExidAnociog. Avo onpeia
GUYKPOVGONG TG TOTEPIKNG OKEYNG W TV dpyaio EMNVIKT) eiocopio». In: T. Maptlélov, Opbodoéo
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Rowan Williams in his basic workrius, Heresy and TraditiohThe key points in his work
were developed in an earlier téxilliams’ work is currently widely regarded as the best
study on Arius’ theology. He identifies five ways where the Alexandrian presbyter Arius
could be considered as following contemporary Neo-Platonism. First, Arius, under the
influence of Porphyry’ssagoge critiqued one of Bishop Alexander’s phrases in relation to
the Son —rg 100 matpodg ovoiag idog, as reducing the Son to an impersonal property or
attribute of the Father and introducing in this way the heresy of Sabellianism. Second, if the
Father and the Son participate in some preexisting divine substangde)( it would be
divisible, i.e. it would destroy the divine simplicity and in this way the Son would be a
uépog ouoovoiov of the Father. Third, if the Father and the Son are equal by honor, it
would lead to existence of two ingenerate beings, of two beginnings. Fourth, R. Williams
also treats in a numerological way the use of the woéd in Arius, as applied to the Son
as “a second God”, finding some parallels with the numerological treatises of Anatolius and
lamblichus. Fifth, he finds Neo-Platonic roosnfiead Vof Plotinus) in the idea that the
Son does not know His own substance so that it is impossible for Him to have some
knowledge of the substance of the Father. In both texts Rowan Williams considers Arius as
an adequate thinker who does not initiate the dispute but keeps a principal philosophical
attitude towards his inadequate bishop. After his words, “it would be a mistake to accuse
him [Arius] of distorting theology to serve the ends of philosophical tidiness. On the
contrary: the strictly philosophical issues are of small concern to Arius and his
understanding of the completely undetermined character of God’s will allows him to bypass
the issue of how it is conceivable that plurality should come out of uhity”.

In his article “Was Arius a Neo-PlatonistZhristopher Stead argues against such
an interpretation. Without rejecting the whole idea about the Neo-Platonic influences on the
Christian thinkers of the"4century, he proposes a simpler explanation of the five points
sketched by R. Williams. However, as we shall see, there is a very important point of
dependence in Arian theology on the Neo-Platonic interpretation of Aristotle that seems to
have been missed in the above discussion.

*

Without separating the debates &f dentury from the discussions of the lafé 3
century we can point out that in 318 Arius, being already an old man started preaching that
the Son of God is created and therefore there was a time when He did not exist. He is

therefore not unbegottenix ayév[vlntoc). But the basic characteristic of God is that He is
not begotten dyév[vintoc).” In two of his letter, to Eusebius of Nicomedia and to
Alexander of Alexandria, Arius explains that while God is without beginning and is not
begotten, the Son has a beginning of His existedpgny éxet 6 Yiog 6 8¢ Oedg dvapyog
gotwv).B

doyua kol Beoloyikog mpofinuatioucs. Meletiuara doyuatikne Geoloyioc B” (Oeosoalovikn: Tlovpvapa,
2000, p. 56 sq.).

3 R. Williams,Arius, Heresy and Traditio(London: Darton, Longman and Todd, 1987); “The Logic of
Arianism”. JThSt 341983), p. 56-81.

4 R. Williams, “The Logic of Arianism”JThSt 341983), p. 56-81.

5 R. Williams,Arius, Heresy and Traditioq, 230.

6 Chr. Stead, “Was Arius a Neo-PlatonissP32 (2001), p. 39-51.

7 See E. Boularand, “Les débuts d'Ariuulletin de littérature ecclésiastiqu®5 (1964), p. 187;
Pollard, T. E., “The Origins of ArianismJThStn.s. 9 (1958), p. 103-104.

8 EpiphaniusAdversus haereses, 69,Hpistola Arii ad EusebiurtPG 42, 212B).
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In the letter to his bishop Alexander he puts the emphasis on the unity of God and
avoids very carefully calling God ‘Father’. When he speaks about the begetting of the Son,
he relates it not to the Father but to Gdthe only time when he calls God ‘Father’ he
quotes the words of Bishop Alexand@in his later works including the poefhaleia™
and theLetter of Arius and Euzonius to ConstantfiEather’ is used not in triadological
but in a cosmological context — as a Father-creator of everything.

At the beginning of his letter to the bishop Alexander Arius uses, in his own
words, some materialistic concepts to describe the relation between the Father and the Son.
In this context he refused the terbpoovciog as a possible expression of the relation
between the Father and the Son. The letter was signed jointly by a group of five presbyters,
sixth deacons and five bishops. They refused to use statements according to which the Son
is an emanationtpofoinv), as in the system of Valentinus, or a “coessential part”, as in
Manichean thought. They also refused to agree with Sabellius that one and the same is Son
and Fathenf(iondropa), as well as refused the statement of Hierax that the Son is light from
the Light. At the end of the paragraph they accept a preexistent Word, who is before the
material world and who came into existence after His begetting as Son of God.

It is important to realize that, in order to understand the problem of Arius with the
termto opoodoiov, we need to examine the tewmoia in its philosophical context. First,
this term was systematically used by Aristotle in the fifth chapter ofChiegories™
Aristotle accepts two kinds ofbcial — primary one and secondary.

The primary substancestciol) are most properly called substancagi(cta
ovcim Aéyovrar)** and in the most strict way are substanegsigctar ovoiau... kupibrota
ovaiar),”®“in virtue of the fact that they are the entities which underlie everything else, and
that everything else is either predicated of them or present in tRei’td toig diloig
anaowv Urokelohot Kot Thvta Tor AL Kot ToOTOV Katnyopelohot 1) €v TavTolg elvon) ™.

They are indivisible, so that they are just one single b¥ing.

9 Sedbid. Epistola Arii ad AlexandrurtPG 42, 213-216). The same letter is preserved in the works of St.
Athanasius Epistola de synodi§G 26, 708D-712A).

10 Sedbid. Epistola Arii ad EusebiurtPG 42, 209-213).

11 The fragments @dieio see in St. AthanasiuBe synodis15 (PG 26, 705C-708C); cf. G. Bardy, “La
Thalie d’Arius”. Revue de philologie, de litterature et d’histoa® (1927), 211-233.

12 Preserved in Socratddistoria ecclesiastical, 26 (PG 67, 149B-152A), as well as in Sozomenus,
Hist. eccl II, 27 (PG 67, 1012A-1013A).

13 SeeCategoriae V, 2a 11-4b 19. AristotleSelected Works in 6 vols. Vol. |, The Organon, Part |
Translated with Introduction and Notes by Ivan Christov, “Zachary Stoyanov”, Sofia 2008, (bilingual
Greek and Bulgarian edition).

14 lbid. 2¢ 15-17.

151bid. 2c 37-38.

16 SeeCategoriag V, 2c 15-19; 2 37-3 4: én ol npton ovsion S 0 Toig &Mo1g Gractv Umokeiobat

Kol TAvToL Toe GALOL KOt TOVTOV Katnyopelobot 1) &v Towtoug sival dix 100To pdAtoto. ovoiat Aéyovrar

@G B¢ Y ol TpToL ovoion TPOG TAX &AL, Exovoty, OUTM Kol TO €60 TPOG TO YEVOG EYEL... £TL 0L TPWTOL
oveio dix O T0ig dAAolg dmactvv Lmokelohon kKupubdtota ovoion Aéyovtar wg 8¢ ye al mptol ovoiat

TPOG T AAAO, TAVTOL EYOVOLV, OVT® TAX £L61] KOL TX YEVT] TV TPATOV 0VUGLWV TPOG TX Ao TTAVTOL EXEL

KOTX TOVTOV YXP TAVTOL TAX AOUTX KOLTNYOPELTOL.

17 Ibid., 3b 10-12:Tlaca 8¢ ovoio dokel TOdE TL GNUOIVEV. €L HEV OV TV TPAOTOV OLCLWV
avapeopitov Kot dAndég oty Gt 10de T oNUAIVEL RTOUOV YaP Kok &V AP TO SNAOVUEOV EOTIV.
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In regard to the secondary substancassiot), they reside in all the beings in
which they are shared. For instance the concepts of man, horse, animal and so on are
secondary substances. They can be predicated in relation to single beings who participate
respectively in the kind of man, horse, animal and so on. On the contrary, a specific man as
an individual is a primary substance because there is not any other reality which is identical
with him as such. In such a way we discover the secondary substances in the primary ones
and, in this sense, they are not substances in a strict way. The result is that the secondary
substances are constituted by many primary substances and they are cotwplawj.

In the MetaphysicsAristotle examines in great detail the theory about the
substance but there, as well as in the other of Aristotle’s works, he does not discuss very
clearly the reality of a divine substance as stcRor that reason, on one hand, the
Peripatetic tradition had to interpret the difference between the primary substainges (
mp@ToLl OF ovoian pepwkai, Or katx pépog ovoial) and the secondary substancesocfou

devtépat or ovaion kaboAov). On the other hand, the Neo-Platonic interpretation had to put
them in the context of the speculation about the divitiity.

At the end of the 'S century the Neo-Platonist Porphyry of Tyrus publisied
Introduction and Commentarylsagoge) of Aristotle’s Categories In respect to the
substanceso{ciat) Porphyry clearly distinguishes the content of the individual substance
by giving a priority to theyévoc-eidoc structuré® In the worklIsagoge(VIl, 21-23) the
primary substances are always individual and isolated. They are the real substances. He
calls them particular substances¢io pepicai).”* The secondary ones are communicable
and in some way open to individuals, so that they are divisible.

The termopooveiog is introduced in the philosophic tradition by Plotinus in his
EnneadsFollowing Plotinus the neo-platonic writers as Porphyry and lamblichus interpret
the Aristotelian primary substances as individual and closed realities which can not be
oupoovotot. It turned out that nobody can h®&wobdoiog to his similar in his own

individuality. That is why the adjectivéuoovciog can be perceived only for beings who
share one and the same secondary substance. Their accidangefnkoto) mark their
individuality and can be different but, nevertheless, they share their coessentiapayt (
opoovoiov). In this respect it is important to point out the Neo-Platonic interpretation of the
substances in lamblichus’ bodBn the Mysterieslamblichus says that transcendental
realities can not be part of complex substances like in the world of sense perception. He
observes that in the empirical world different elements combine themselves in a whole
complex reality which he callsuoovciov (he uses also the wordgoegidég and opoeuéc).

The transcendent, he says, is unchangeable and could not be mixed. Therefore it could not
have parts and components. In the hierarchy of the substances the lower substance can
participate in the supreme one only indireély.

18 SeeMetaphysicaVIl, VIII, IX, XII, 1-5, 1028a 10-1041b 34; 1042a 1-1045b 26; 1045b 27-1025a 13;
1069a 18-1071b 2. And concretdlyid., VI, 1, 1025b 1-1026a 34 XII, 6, 1071b 3-1072a 19, he
encounters the unchangeable and invisible divine substance but without deepening in the subject.

19 A. Tuilier, “Le sens du terméupoovoiog dans le vocabulaire théologique d’Arius et de I'Ecole
a’Antioche”. SP 3(1961), p. 424.

20 Ivan Christov, “The termsvocio. and vndotacig in 38 Letter of St. Basil the GreatArchiv fir
mittelalterliche Philosophie und KultuHeft IV, LIK Verlag, Sofia-Munich 1997, p. 32. (in Bulgarian)

21 Porphyrii Isagoge ein Aristotelis Categorias commentarif@AG 1V,1, p. 88-100).

22 De mysteriis|ll, 21 [150.9], Transl. with Introd. and Notes by Emma C. Clarke, John M. Dillon,
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Following this logic it seems that for the Neo-Platonists God could be just a
primary substance because, if He is a secondary one and if the Son is a coessential part
(népog opovoiov) of the Father, this kind of complexity would make God changeable and
would lead to the existence of another, initial third substance.

We should not forget another very important element of the Neo-Platonic
interpretation of Aristotle. The Neo-Platonic commentators of Aristotle like Amméhius,
Olympiodorud* and Simpliciu® make a clear distinction between the first four categories
of Aristotle (ovoia, 10 moOv, O mocdv, mpog t) and the other six categorieso(eiv,
ndoyew, mov, Toté, Kelobat, €xewv) by pointing out that the second group of categories is
formed by means of combinations of the categories in the first group which are primary. In
this way they put them in a hierarchical system which is typical of Neo-Platonism and
which seems to create an artificial “harmony” between Aristotle and Plato. Such attempt to
put the categories of Aristotle into a Neo-Platonic hierarchy leads to the conclusion that not
all the categories could be applied to transcendent redfitiésnce in Neo-Platonism it is
impossible to use any of the Aristotelian categories in the case of the Divine.

In between we have to point out that the Peripatetic logic and teaching about the
substances was used by the six bishops who condemned Paul of Samosata in 268/9 in
Antioch. They acceptedvcio as an individual reality in order to expose the Sabellian

teaching of Paul and to unmask his understandinguedtoiov. The key point here is that

the peripatetic speculation in this period of time was subject to a very active reinterpretation
by the promoters of the emerging Neo-Platonism which probably made Aristotelian thought
come to Arius through a Neo-Platonic mediator.

In this perspective it seems that Arius followed the counciliar experience of the six
bishops from the council of Antioch and attributed to each of the persons of the Trinity and
individual ovoia.?” Maybe he believed that opoovoiov makes the divine substance a
secondary one, i.e. a composite and changeable substance inside of the reality that is subject
to sense perception. Arius refuses to accept one single substance for the three persons of the
Holy Trinity because, in the logic of Aristotle, it would not be anymore a real substance,
but rather a secondary one. Within a Neo-Platonic perspective this would imply a complex
substance that could be observed in the world of the sense perception alone; it would be
also another substance, different from the Father and the Son but composed by them both.
Obviously he rebukes his bishop Alexander who preaches that the Son is a coessential part

of the Fatheé® becauseiépoc opoobotov is the exact phrase we find in the text of the letter

Jackson P. Hershbell, 2003, p. 170-172.

23 In Aristotelis Categorias commentari(@AG 1V, 5, p. 92,6-17).

24 In Categorias commentariufCAG Xll, 1, p. 54,4-26).

25 In Aristotelis CategoriasommentariunfCAG VIII, p. 295,4-296,1).

26 See V. Todorova&Chr. Todorov, “About the Other six categories. A problem of logic in the Neo-
Platonic interpretation of Aristotle’Archiv fir mittelalterliche Philosophie und KulfuHeft XV, LIK

Verlag, Sofia-Munich 2009, p. 7-32. (in Bulgarian)

27 According to St. Epiphanius, the bishops who excommunicated Paul of Smosata in 268/9 in Antioch,
were ascribing individual or primary substance to the 8dw.(haer, 78, 12. PG 42, 428A-C); he points

out that they understo@icio asvndotacig and refused the existence of only one single divine substance
(ovoia) on its own. This reference implies a theological reflection in which the logic of Aristotle plays a
very important role and which the Alexandrian presbyter Arius seems to have faithfully followed.

28 Probably the same objection raised the six bishops who excommunicated in 268/9 Paul of Samosata
because he merges the Persons of the Trinity. Later St. Basil says that opponents of Paul apprehended the
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of Arius to Alexandef?

What we could presume is that for Arius the Father and the Son are individual
indivisible substances which in Aristotle and in Porphyry are primary substances. But
within the context of an unquestionable monotheism this leads to nonsense since it implies
the existence of two deiti€ Therefore Arius rejects such teaching and emphasizes that it
destroys the divine monarchydvapyia). If both the Father and the Son existed together as
two components in relation to each other they, according to Arius, would be two divine
principles. The reason for that is that, according to the Aristotelian logic, the Father and the
Son must be two principles in order to be correlativertpépovta).® This is exactly the
reason why Arius said that God is before the Son Who did not exist before beingiorn (

v Tptv yévntaw).*? In his letter to Eusebius of Nicomedia Arius is absolutely direct in his
statement that the Son is “established”, “born” and “created” and that He did not exist
before being created by the will of God out of nothing but not out of God’s sub&tance.
Hence Arius presumes that God has to be regarded as God in Himself before the existence
of the Son and before the Revelation of God as Fatherthe quoted letter to Alexander
we find the following passage: “God, the first cause, is absolutely one, without beginning.
The Son, born by the Father out of time, is created and shaped before the ages and He did
not exist before being born. But already born out of the time, before all other things, He has
his existence from the Father. He is not eternal, neither coeternal with the Father, neither is
unbegotten together with Hins§vayévntog): He does not have being together with the
Father, as some people say, as being in relation, introducing in this way two uncreated
principles 08¢ apa 1@ IMatpt O givar Exel, O Tveg AEyouot Tax TPog L, dVO AYEVVNTOVG
apyog elonyovpevol). But as a monad and universal principle God is beyond everytfing”.

We see that the Son has His beginning and there was a pre-time period when He
did not exist. According to Arius He is just a creatuwedua, moinua) similar to all other
creatures®

It should be pointed out that in this text there is a very important allusion to the
philosophical terminology and spirit of the time. According to this letter as well as
according to a statement of Theodoretus in the middle of'tteeBtury, Arius considered
the three divine persons as irrelative individual (primary) substdhdém fact that Arius
mentions the substances in their relation is not occasional. In the"laad3early #

ouoovotov would not introduce partition in the divine substanaesip) (EpistulaLll. PG 32, 393A).
According A. Tuilier this testimony is evidence that the bishops who judged Paul based their arguments
on Aristotle’s logic Op. cit, p. 424-425).

29 Interestingly enough in this letter the phragpog opoovoiov is ascribed to the Manicheans:
AthanasiusEpistola de synodid6 (PG 26, 709A); Epiphaniusdv. haer.69, 7(PG 42, 213B).

30 See Athanasiu€ratio | adversus Arianog,4 (PG 26, 40C-41D).

31 CategoriaeVIl,6b 28 sq.

32 Athanasiug;pistola de sententia Dionysii,(RG 25, 485A).

33 Epiphaniusidyv. haer. 69, 6Epistola Arii ad EusebiurtPG 42, 209-212).

34 Cf. AlexandrusQp. cit.(PG 18, 573AC).

35 Athanasiug:pistola de synodi$6 (PG 26, 709BC). Epiphanius also quotes the sameétbktHaer,
69, 8. PG 42, 216A). He refers this text almost word by word excepsutivgévvnrog instead
GLVOLYEVNTOG.

36 See Athanasiu§ratio | adversus Arianosj (PG 26, 24A)jbid. col 21AB:8eiicag [0 Oeog] Muag
ovpynoat, Tote ) Temoinkev Eva Tvar kol wvopacey avtov Adyov kat Zogiav kot Yidv.

37 See Theodoretus Cyrendisanistes, Diall (PG 83, 113A); cf. AthanasiuEpistola de synodig,6.
(PG 26, 709BC); Epiphaniuadversus haerese89 (PG 42, 216A).
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century Church the Aristotelian category “relation” (the technical termpds ) has had
probably become a conventional way of expressing the simultaneous existence of the
Father and Soff. At the beginning of the triadological debates some Christian thinkers
most probably have had already resorted to Aristotle’s help in using this category to explain
how the Father and the Son existed simultaneously (they are given togethes) [Tatpt

10 elvan £xet, ¢ Tveg Aéyovory) and eternally?

Obviously Arius as criticized the Church use of the Aristotle’s category of
“relation” as it is explained in chaptef” df the Categoriesand applied to transcendent
realities? Most probably the basic text in Aristotle that was used as a basis was: “It is
obvious that the sides in one relation are given by nature togethg€l §¢ tax npdc Tt

apo ) eooEt elvan).** Actually, for Aristotle this category is not very important because

for him the relative existence of two realities is not an absolutely universal principle; he
sees some obstacles in applying it in some particular &abesis later works it simply
disappears from the number of the categories. But in the Neo-Platonic interpretation of the
categories, as it was already mentioned, the category of “relation” appears to be very
important because it is in the group of the four primary categories in the specific hierarchic
order used by the Neo-Platonic interpreters of Aristotle. As it was already mentioned, for
the Neo-Platonists the combinations of these four categories shape the six secondary ones.
But according to Neo-Platonism all of them together are absolutely inapplicable to
transcendent realities. Obviously Arius, following the same logic, accepted that the
correlativity of two objects in relation could be applicable only within the context of the
reality of sense perception and does not apply out of it. As we have already seen, a similar
situation was found in the case of the teimpovciov. Following the same logic in their
theological speculation the defenders of Arius in 357 on the Council of Syrmium gave up
using the categoryucia, considering it as inapplicable to God.

*

In conclusion we could not disagree with Rowan Williams that the possible
sources of the Arian heresy lay mostly in Neo-Platonic philosophy, especially in the
attempt to harmonize Aristotle with the Platonic tradition. We could add to his arguments
another one that he did not mention, namely, the adoption of a specific hierarchical
interpretation of the categories of Aristotle and the refusal to apply them to God.

However, it would be hard to agree with him that to Arius “the strictly
philosophical issues are of small concethThere are very few of original texts of Arius
currently available. Even R. Williams agrees that we can not reconstruct his philosophical
education because of the lack of his writiff§Fhe prominent common perception that he
was trained in dialectics has a later origin: it comes from the church historians Socrates,
Church History (I, 5)and SozomenusChurch history (I, 15) It would be therefore
impossible to make firm conclusions. But what we see from Arius’ texts and from the

38 See R. Arnou, ,Arius et la doctrine des relations trinitaifésg 14 (1933), p. 269.
39 See Athanasiukpistola de synodis, 1®G 26, 709C).

40 Cf. AristorelesCategoriae VII, 6a 36 sg.

41 lbid. VII, 7b, 15 sq.

42 lbid. VII, 7b, 20-30 et sq.

43 R. Williams Arius, Heresy and Traditiop. 30.

44 \bid. p. 31.



references to his texts made by others is that Arius is not a systematic in his philosophical
Neo-Platonism (at least we have not enough evidences); but he was engaged to defend
principle positions of the philosophical convention of his time without being innovative
enough as a philosopher. As a Christian thinker he is inclined to neglect some of the
unquestionable elements of ti@hristian tradition in order to preserve some of the
fundamental logical principles in the Neo-Platonic interpretation of Aristotle. This approach
was reconsidered very successfully by the Cappadocian Fathers who, after realizing the
slippery character of the Nicene terfisoodciog andéx g ovciog o0 matpog from the
symbol, succeeded in using the philosophical (mainly Neo-Platonic) presuppositions of
their time to express the mystical experience of the Ecclesiastical tradition in transmitting
the Gospel. They, in a creative and innovative way, transformed the semantic meaning of
some of the conventional philosophical terms to provide an authentic articulation of the

apostolic faith. They succeeded in promoting the userné&tacic in the case of primary

substances and left the wosdoia to be used in the case of common substances alone.
They made this by emphasizing the communicative character of the internal life of the Holy
Trinity as anepyydpnotig of the three divinenootdoeig, in which the divineovosia exists,

and out of which there is no divine substance as such. In the thought of the Cappadocian
Fathers the identification of the divin@cio with the relations among théroctdocelg

allows them to think philosophically about the eternal relations in the divine substance and
life. By putting on the foreground therostdoeis of the Trinity they preserved, even within

the terminological context of contemporary philosophy, the oneness of the divine substance
by thinking of the Father as of the only source of the whole divinity and as a beginning of
the divinepovapyio. Their main contribution as Christian thinkers could be found in the
overcoming of the deadlock of the prolonged Post-Nicene quarrel in the middle &t the 4
century when the defenders of Arius used to find his understanding of the Trinity as the
only logically and philosophically adequate one.
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CserociaaB PubdojioB
HOBMH ITIOTI'JIEJI HA APUJEBY ®NJIO30PCKY INO3A/IUHY

AyTop cnenyje Te3W W3HETOj y 4yBeHO] cTynuju Poyanma Bummjamca ma moryhm
U3BOpU ApHjeBe jepecH JIe)KE yTIIaBHOM y HEOIUTATOHHCTHYKO] (puio30¢huju, mocedbHo y
BCHOM HACTOjamby Ja yCKIaau ApHCTOTEeNa ca IIATOHHCTHYKOM TpaaunujoM. Mehyrum,
ayTop HU3y BuimjamcoBux aprymenaTa Jnojaje joul jelaH, Koju Bunmjamc He nommume, a
KOJH ce THYE yCBajama oJpel)eHOr xujepapxujckor TymMademha APUCTOTEIOBUX KaTeropuja,
Kao ¥ 0/10Mjama Jla ce OHe MpuMeHe Ha bora. u ogbujame na ux npumewyjy y bory. Ayrop
ce, Takohe, He cnaxke ca Bunmjamcom na cy crporo ¢uinozodceka nurama Oe3HayajHa Win
0J1 MaJlor 3Ha4aja 3a Apuja.
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