
Conclusion 

Arius* death, like most of his life, is surrounded by uncertainties, 
and is yet at the same time an unmercifully public affair. His life 
and death were not easy material for a conventional hagiography, 
and (if we can judge by Philostorgius) he was never unequivocally 
a hero for the parties associated with his name. However, this is 
not so puzzling a fact as the modern student is inclined to make it. 
'Arianism' as a coherent system, founded by a single great figure 
and sustained by his disciples, is a fantasy * more exactly, a fantasy 
based on the polemic of Nicene writers, above all Athanasius. Some 
anti-Nicenes may, in the early days, have been happy with the 
name of 'AriansV as a designation of their theological preferences 
- not their ecclesiastical allegiance; but it is most unlikely that they 
would have been content with such a name for long after Nicaea. 
'Arianism* was neither a church nor a 'connection', in its own eyes* 
'Allans' thought of themselves, naturally enough, as Catholics; or, 
more accurately, the very wide spectrum of non-Nicene believers 
thought of themselves as mainstream Christians, and regarded 
Athanasius and his allies as isolated extremists2 - though increas
ingly they also looked on the more aggressive anti-Nicenes (Aetius, 
Eunomius, and the like) as no less alien to the mainstream of 
Catholic tradition. It was not just ecclesiastical protocol which made 
the bishops at Antioch in 341 declare, by way of preface to a non-
Nicene confession of faith, that they were not 'followers of Arius; 
for how could we as bishops be followers of a presbyter?15 They 
meant exacdy what they went on to say, that they had accepted 
Arius as orthodox, but did not look on him as a factional leader, 
or ascribe any individual authority to him. It is because this is the 
case that Athanasius1 controversial energies, especially in de synodis* 
and (as Kannengiesser has recently and expertly shown)* contra 
Arianos I and II, arc dedicated to building up the picture of his 
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enemies as uniformly committed, explicitly or implicitly, to a specific 
set of doctrines advanced by Anus and a small group of confederates 
like Eusebius of Nicomedia and Asterius the Sophist. 

Nicene apologists thus turn *Arianism' into a self-conscious sect 
- as if the boundaries of Catholic identity were firmly and clearly 
drawn in advance. But the whole history of Anus and of Arianism 
reminds us that this was not so, and, indeed, that the fact that it 
was not so was one of the major elements in the controversy. Of 
course, the Christian Church had become fairly well-accustomed in 
the second century to reflecting upon its identity and its boundaries; 
yet the conventions then established were not universally or unam
biguously fixed. Against the gnostics, 'Catholic' critics maintained 
their commitment to a church in which authenticity and 
acceptability of teaching could be measured by some publicly avail* 
able standard. Ignatius, Irenaeus, Tertullian and others fix this 
standard (with varying emphases) in terms of a determinate number 
of sacred texts as interpreted within those chgrches which can 
demonstrate continuity of teaching with the first apostles of Christ 
- a continuity normally focused in the unbroken succession of 
presiding teachers from the apostles.6 However, the career of Origcn 
throws into sharp relief many of the loose ends left by the contro
versy with gnosticism. Normally the authoritative teacher is the 
bishop, even for Origcn;7 but there is no clear way of resolving the 
tensions set up when a bishop's ruling works against a teacher who 
believes himself to be (and is believed by others to be) a faithful 
exegete of the sacred text in the Catholic Church. Origen touches 
on the question in a famous passage from his second homily on 
Numbers:* ordo in the Church is above all a spiritual issue; there 
must be a true correspondence between institutional authority and 
spiritual stature. The truly spiritual person, 'free enough from 
worldly habits to search out all things and to be judged by no one*, 
may sometimes occupy a lower clerical rank, while the selfish and 
stupid occupy the cathedra JocUms (which may mean either presby-
teral or episcopal office, or, less probably, that of a licensed 
catechist).9 The implication is clear enough: like the apostle, the 
inspired teacher is entitled to rely on his own (scripturally 
grounded) authority when confronted with an unspiritual cleric 
seeking to decide for him what he shall do or say. 

As von Campenhausen observes,10 this is a 'pietist' critique of 
episcopal authority, not a wholesale denial of it; we do not end up 
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which were known in advance to God, that God made him 
become the kind of being he in fact is. 

(vi) Again, he has presumed to say that the Word is not true God 
(theos aielhinos). He may be called 'God1 but he is not %true 
God\ It is only by participating in grace, like all others, that 
he too is called by the name 'God'- All beings are, in respect 
of their substance {hot' ouiaa), alien to God and unlike him 
(xenon kai anomoidn)y and so too the Word is entirely different 
from and unlike the Father's substance and property {idiot-
etos). He is 'proper' to (idios) [the class of] made and created 
things and it is to this that he belongs. 

(vii) On top of all this, as if he had become a pupil (diadochos) of 
the devil himself in recklessness, he stated in the Thalia that 
the Father is thus invisible to the Son, and that the Word 
can neither sec nor know his own Father clearly and exacdy 
{akribos), but what he knows and what he sees he knows 
and sees in proportion to (anatogos) the measure of his own 
capacities - just as we know according to our own proper 
capacity (kola ten idian dunamin). For not only (he says) does 
the Son not know the Father clearly and exactly, since he 
lacks comprehension (katataban)* but also the Son himself 
does not know his own substance (ten heautou ousian). 

(viii) (And he says that] the substances {ousiai) of Father. Son and 
Holy Spirit are separate in nature, alienated and cut off from 
each other, foreign to each other and having no participation 
{ametochoi) with each other. As he himself put it, "they are in 
substance and in splendour wholly unlike each other, 
infinitely (tp* apeiron) unlike.' So, as regards likeness of glory 
and of substance, the Word, he says, is quite other than the 
Father and the Holy Spirit. In words such as these did that 
godless man express himself He claimed that the Son is a 
distinct being in himself and has no kind of participation in 
the Father. 

1 . . . So God himself {katho estin) is inexpressible (arretas) to all 
beings. 
He alone has none equal to him or like him, none of like glory. 
We call him unbegotten (agenneton) on account of the one who 
by nature is begotten; 
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pamphlet or open letter responding to these new attacks on the 
faith. All that can be said is that Lucian's authorship cannot be 
ruled out in this case, any more than with the core of the Antiochene 
creed. But just as the creed has almost nothing to distinguish it 
from a number of comparable confessions,70 so the apology too is 
mostly standard stuff. If Lucian actually composed these texts, he 
did little more than make a collage of existing theological common* 
places* perhaps adding, in the creed, some specific metaphors and 
biblical allusions. 

The interest shown by the apology in God's inaccessibility to 
created understanding finds at least a faint echo in Philostorgius. 
As we have seen,71 Philostorgius knew of a tradition that Arius and 
the Lucianists disagreed about the Son's knowledge of the Father, 
with Arius maintaining (as in the Thalia) that God was incompre
hensible 'not only to human beings . . . but also to the only-begotten 
Son of God*.72 The Lucianists presumably held (or were remem
bered to have held) that God was fully known by the Son, who was 
thus able fully to reveal him - which fits well both with the creed's 
eikon theology and with the language of the apology. But even here, 
we do not have to do with a highly distinctive system peculiar to 
Lucian and his pupils: Eusebius of Caesarea says much the same/3 

What emerges is the distinctiveness of Arius in this period, and, as 
a corollary, the somewhat precarious nature of the alliance that 
bound him to the Lucianists. If he had indeed been a pupil of 
Lucian, this is unlikely to have been a determining factor in his 
intellectual development. All that the study of Lucian offers is some 
possible further insight into the lingua jranca of confessional state
ments around the year 300; and this is not a negligible contribution, 
since it explains a great deal about the mixed feelings of sympathy 
and suspicion with which Arius was received in many parts of Syria 
and Asia. Arius himself could use this idiom to good effect (as in 
his profession of faith to Constantine), but if the Thalia is anything 
to go by, it was not his native tongue. He can mention the Son's 
status as eikon in passing,74 but it is very far from central to his 
thought; and his obstinate, consistent and radical agnosticism as to 
the nature of the supreme God, even in respect of the Son's knowl
edge of him, remains unique. 

This is perhaps the point to repeat that Arius* role in *Arianism> 

was not that of the founder of a sect. It was not his individual 
teaching that dominated the mid-century eastern Church. 
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*Arianism\ throughout roost of the fourth century, was in fact a 
loose and uneasy coalition of those hostile to Nicaea in general and 
the hmoousws in particular; the pace was set for this coalition by 
those who looked to Lucian as their inspiration in theology, and 
the network of alliances only broke up when the descendants of the 
first Lucianists developed a theology more unacceptable in the eyes 
of the majority of the eastern bishops than the doctrines of Nicaea* 
Arius, idiosyncratic in his ideas, his death surrounded by discredi
table stories, was not an obvious hero for the enemies of Nicaea; 
nor, as the Antiochene synod of 341 declared,7* was a mere presbyter 
to be regarded as head of a party of bishops. The anti-Nicene 
coalition did not see themselves as constituting a single 'Arian* 
body: it is the aim of works like Athanasius' it synodis to persuade 
them that this is effectively what they are, all tarred with the same 
brush.76 If any comprehensive name could be given to at least the 
leaders of resistance to Nicaea, and perhaps also to the vague 
consensus on which they relied, 'Lucianist' and 'Lucianism* are not 
bad designations; but, since Lurian's own teachings seem in turn 
to have been little more than a crystallization of the non-Pautinian 
consensus in Asia and Syria, the terms say very little. Historically, 
they seem to have referred to not much more than a network of 
personal links. Later divisions among the non-Nicenes represent the 
inability of Nicaea*s opponents to hold together two key elements 
in this earlier consensus - belief in the Son's eternal hypostatic 
distinctness and dependence on the Father (leading to anomoc-
anism) and belief in the Son's perfect resemblance to the Father 
{pointing to homoiousianism). Athanasius1 triumph was to persuade 
so many waverers that Nicaea alone could do full justice to the 
second of these elements (ultimately more important from the soteri-
otogical point of view), though at the cost of some necessary modifi
cation, even *demythologixing\ of the first. And, in the skilful bands 
of the Cappadocians, even this price came to seem less alarming 
than it might have been to the eastern episcopate. 

'Lucianism', then, is little more than a convenient label for the 
kind of pluralist *tik5n theology' for which the language of Nicaea 
appeared dangerously eccentric. If Arius called himself a Lucianist 
and was able on occasion to present his views in conventional 
Lucianic terms, this does not mean that he saw himself as a member 
of a clearly-defined school, but that he rapidly learned to tap the 
rich resources of anti-'monist', anti-Paulinian feeling in Asia and 
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likely ihat Methodius himself drew no such conclusion; but he 
certainly provides the conceptual raw material for Anus* argument 
from 'all those passages referring to the economy of salvation and 
the low estate Christ took on himself for our sake'.97 Arius would 
be familiar with objections in Alexandria to Origcn's anthropology, 
and probably shared the common view that the Word acted as a 
soul in Jesus; Methodius shows us that this could be linked with a 
critique of Origcn's doctrine of creation and of the 'aMTelativity* 
argument. If Arius is philosophically inclined to make a sharp 
distinction between Father and Word, theologically inclined to 
reject Origen's view of the soul, and thus exegetically inclined to 
read scriptural imagery about the 'creation' of Wisdom in a 
temporal sense and to ascribe the sufferings of Jesus directly to the 
Word, his conclusion as to the Word's nature and status is pretty 
well inevitable. His theology is clearly the result of a very large 
number of theological views converging towards a crisis at the end 
of the third century; but Methodius' special interest is that he 
witnesses to the existence at this juncture of just such a broadly 
based and wide-ranging attack upon Origen's cosmology as would 
make sense of Arius' own many-sided critique of the Alexandrian 
consensus of his day. 

A word must finally be added about one further influential writer 
of the ante-Nicene period, Eusebius of Caesarea. There has been 
much dispute over whether he can rightly be called an Arian in the 
years immediately before and after Nicaea;9* but, as Colm Luibheid 
admits, in his very sympathetic essay on Eusebius," the question 
may be mat postt. As has been several times emphasized in these 
pages, we are not to think of Arius as dominating and directing a 
single school of thought to which all his allies belonged. In the light 
of what can be known about Arius* relations with his episcopal 
supporters in general, Eusebius of Caesarea is no more and no less 
correctly called an 'Arian' than is his namesake of Nicomedia. He 
is not a 'Lucianist*; yet nearly everything he has to say about 
the Father's relationship with the Son is paralleled in the various 
fragments and documents associated with Lucian and his pupils* 
Eusebius' theology is, from first to last, quite heavily marked by 
the tikon theme:100 the Son is thtos because he is image, because the 
Father has given to him an unparalleled share in his own 
godhead.101 What clearly distinguishes Eusebius* version of this 
theology from Origen's is the reiterated stress on the Father's gift 
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'Isolation' is a word that recurs in discussing Anus, both in his 
career and in his thinking; and we constantly find a paradoxical 
mixture of the reactionary and the radical in this. In Alexandria he 
represented not only a conservative theology, but also a conservative 
understanding of his presbyteral role vis-e-vis the bishop, and a 
traditional Alexandrian confidence in the authority of the inspired 
contemplative and ascetic teacher. In philosophy, he is ahead of his 
time: he recognizes the mythological and materialist elements in a 
loosely Middle Platonist account of God's relation to the world and 
the world's participation in God, and presses the logic of God's 
transcendence and inedibility to a consistent conclusion - that 
'what it is to be God* is incapable of conceptual formulation, and 
of imitation or reproduction by any natural process of diffusion. In 
many ways * and here is a still stranger paradox - his apophaticism 
foreshadows the concerns of Nicau theology later in the fourth 
century, the insights of the Cappadocians, or even Augustine. If he 
had his problems with the Lucianists, he would have found the 
'neo-Arians* of later decades still less sympathetic. 

This serves as a necessary reminder of the point made at the 
conclusion of Part I: there was no such thing in the fourth century 
as a single, coherent 4Arian* party. Those who suspected or openly 
repudiated the decisions of Nicaea had little in common but this 
hostility — certainly not a loyalty to the teaching of Arius as an 
individual theologian. The protestation made at Antioch in 341 
(4We are not followers of Arius1) was no doubt perfectly sincere: 
bishops are not going to be marshalled as a faction by a presbyter, 
even if that presbyter's teaching is generally acceptable. Arius 
evidently made converts to his views, many Libyans, the Illyrian 
clerics Ursacius and Valens, perhaps others; but he left no school 
of disciples. The way in which Athanasius in dt synodis introduces 
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the Thalia and other fragments suggests that they were not well-
known in the 350s, certainly not treasured by the anti-Nicenes; the 
bishop relies on such texts being a positive embarrassment to most 
of his opponents. Actual quotations from Anus in polemical works 
(as opposed to histories) are seldom found outside the writings of 
Athanasius (Victorinus has a Latin version of U.l and 8).1 Philo-
storgius knows that Anus wrote popular songs,2 but is not recorded 
as quoting any texts; his hero is Eusebius 'the Great* of Nicomedia, 
not Anus, of whose theology he, as a 'neo-Arian1, is critical- The 
textbook picture of an Arian system, defended by self-conscious 
doctrinal dissidents, inspired by the teachings of the Alexandrian 
presbyter is the invention of Athanasius* polemic; most non-Nicenes 
would probably have been as little likely to call themselves Arians 
as Nicenes were to call themselves Athanasians.1 

This book has attempted to view Arius without the distorting 
glass of Athanasian polemic intervening and determining our 
picture of the heresiarch. Although such an enterprise can probably 
never be entirely successful, it is, I think, worthwhile; if Athanasius1 

account does shape our understanding, we risk misconceiving the 
nature of the fourth-century crisis. It is very far from being a 
struggle by 'the Church1 against a 'heresy1 formulated and propa
gated by a single dominated teacher; rather it is, in large part, a 
debate about the kinds of continuity possible and necessary in the 
Church's language. Both Arius himself and the later critics of 
Nicaea insist on the catholic and scriptural nature of their language, 
and sec themselves as guardians of centrally important formulae -
God is the sole anarckosy he begets the Son 'not in appearance but 
in truth*, there is a triad of distinct huposlmeu, and so forth. But 
Arius was suspect in the eyes of the Lucianists and their neo-Arian 
successors because of his logical development of the traditional 
language in a direction that threatened the reality and integrity of 
God's revelation in the Son;4 hence the attempts in the credal 
statements of conservative synods in the 350s* to bracket the whole 
Nicene discussion by refusing to allow ouui-terms of any kind into 
professions of faith. 

This rather desperate obscurantism proved to be itself in need of 
philosophical elaboration, and, notoriously, opened the door to the 
eccentricities of Eunomianism and a doctrine of the knowledge of 
God that threatened to deliver too much rather than too little. It 
was, in fact, impossible by the middle of the century to pretend 
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Anus since 1987 

Between 1975, when Manlio Simonetti published Ln crisi ariana net IV 
seeofo, and 1988, which saw the publication of R. P. C. Hanson's The 
Search Jar the Christian Doctrine qfGodJ studies of the doctrinal crisis of the 
fourth century proliferated2 By 1990, in the wake of several substantial 
monographs and a very large quantity of articles, some elements of a 
new scholarly consensus were slowly emerging, though debate in many 
areas remained vigorous. During the 1990s, research priorities moved 
away from questions about the origins of the crisis and the sources and 
character of Arius' teaching towards other matters - the development 
of non-Nicene theologies in the West and the relation of these, for 
example, to the thought of Augustine and Ambrose,3 issues around 
asceticism4 and liturgy,1 studies of other doctrinal conflicts interwoven 
with the Nicenc controversies6 and so on. But certain features of the 
discussion that reached its peak in the eighties unmistakably helped to 
shape these studies. 

Two points in particular can be noted in this respect, First, there is 
the growing sense that 'Arianism' is a very unhelpful term to use in 
relation to fourth-century controversy. There was no single *Arian' 
agenda, no tradition of loyalty to a single authoritative teacher. 
Theologians who criticized the Creed of Nicaea had very diverse 
attitudes to Arius himself, and p a n of the continuing difficulty of iden
tifying the main lines of Arius* theology arises from this fact. 
'Arianism* is the polemical creation of Athanasius above all, who was 
determined to show that any proposed alternative to the Nicene 
formula collapsed back into some version of Arius' teaching, with all 
the incoherence and inadequacy that teaching displayed.7 If that is the 
case, any quest for the essence of Arianism is doomed to failure. 
Second, there is a far sharper awareness that the doctrinal crisis was 
part of an enormous upheaval in how the Christian Church under
stood itself, exercised power, located the sacred and managed its 
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