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Introduction

In the flux and flow that constitutes one’s existing in finite realms people can come and go without creating or leaving to posterity much of a legacy.  That, however, has not been the case with Arius, even though in and of himself he was not a deeply significant character.  Ordained as an Alexandrian presbyter in A.D. 312 without any noteworthy controversy, at least as far as we know, he seems to have had a rather uneventful beginning to his ecclesiastical career.  This is true at least in the sense that extant documentation does not record anything exceptional until the fateful debate with his immediate superior, bishop Alexander.  A rather popular figure with a reputation for proficient oratory, Arius became embroiled in a conflict that escalated beyond the confines of its original context and the relative insignificance of the actual original combatants involved, and he was unfortunate enough to have had his name attributed to a dispute in which he had become largely irrelevant after A.D. 325.  As William Barry declares, “he exhibited no features of genius; and he was the product, not the founder, of a school.”
  

Yet the controversy that came to surround Arius brought into the open tensions that had lain underneath the theological surface for years.  An accurate assessment of his importance would find it difficult to admit that he served as little more than the catalyst for painfully uncovering this complex feature of particularly eastern Christian thought.  Therefore, the popular ecclesial description of Arius as ‘arch-heretic’, or as the founder of archetypal Christian deviation, something aimed at the heart of the Christian confession”, is largely an unfair one.
  


Stripped of the strong notes of polemic so characteristic of many theological nineteenth century histories of the period,
 the work of Richard Hanson has thrown more than a stone into the comparatively still waters of the belief that the achievement of doctrinal orthodoxy was a relatively early and painless accomplishment.
  Hanson has shown, somewhat echoing Elliger, that there was no clear cut black and white dispute, no neat and tidy development of Trinitarian and christological thought which culminated in Arius’ deviation as a final reaction.
  In A.D. 318 there was no universally recognised orthodox answer as to the question of how divine Christ is (e.g., Origen and Tertullian).  The frontiers of orthodoxy were not so rigidly demarcated as they later became, and important currents of thought flowed outside the main channel.
  This is one of the reasons why the controversy lasted for so long.  

Of course certain positions were declared untenable, for example Sabellianism, and adoptionism.
  But within these very broad limits no doctrine could properly be said to be heretical (Arius’ views were regarded as no more than a radical version of an acceptable theological tradition by Eusebius of Caesarea for example).  It must remembered that the majority of sources for this period are composed of writings of the eventually triumphant Nicene party.  

In these circumstances, to maintain that the Arian controversy was a contrast between known orthodoxy and manifest heresy is absurd.
  

According to Hanson, then, the controversy was less the story of the defence of orthodoxy than the search for orthodoxy conducted by the method of trial and error (for almost everybody changed their ideas in some ways during it).
  To reiterate, the Arian controversy was the situation which brought the existing diversity to the fore thus necessitating and indeed facilitating the development of theological orthodoxy.  

There is another, and even more important, reason why the appellation of ‘heretic’ is actually unbecoming to Arius:  the generally conservative nature of his theology.  It is always notoriously difficult to make assessments concerning anyone’s intentions, but because of certain features of the dispute one can make a good case for an Arius who intended to be a good Christian, thus not being involved in deliberate or conscious reinterpretations of the Gospel in the light of contemporary secular paradigms developed from Greek philosophy, for example.  After all, he was consciously reacting to the proposals of bishop Alexander from what he considered to have been a position of theological strength.  It was Alexander, Arius forcefully maintained, who was departing from the faith of the church.  He, in Arius’ eyes was the radical, introducing “woolly minded uses of a rhetoric of ‘substantial’ unity between Father and Son” “deeply damaging to orthodoxy, as Arius and Eusebius see it”.
  In other words, Arius, it would seem, had fundamentally conservative intentions which therefore disrupts the ease of assertions that he was a radical innovator who consciously determined to wrest the ‘orthodox’ Christ from ecclesial faith.  Such a negative assessment is derived more from ungenerously looking at Arius through Athanasian coloured spectacles.  

In this regard G.C. Stead argues that Arius’ purpose was not to degrade the Son.  He did not begin with the aim of pushing subordination to an extreme conclusion, finding en route that he needed to say the Son is alien in substance from the Father.  It would be more accurate to say he was moved to attempt some clarification of the Son’s status in reaction to what he saw as the dangerous muddle-headedness of Alexander.
  This, then, is the reason why Arius was shocked when being forced to become a persecuted outcast.
  

Likewise, it is important to recognise that Arius was, by profession, a biblical exponent, at least in the sense that he intends to be faithful in his theological reflections to the spirit of the scriptures, as he presents himself in his letters to Constantine and Alexander.
  So firmly entrenched in the minds of the ‘orthodox’ has been the picture of Arius as a logician and dialectician that the tendency has been to overlook his concern for biblical exactitude.  Crucially, however, the ‘controversy’ began in the discussion of a disputed passage in the ‘divine law’, according at least to Constantine.
  Those who have insisted that the controversy was about hermeneutics have identified something important.  As Simonetti remarks, the history of theology itself, particularly patristic theology, is a history of exegesis (and so the ‘controversy’ was as much a crisis over principles of exegesis as it was explicitly theological).
  

This reassessment of Arius can clarify that the mode and manner of the intentionality of his secondary reflections on the grammar of Christian faith followed tracks already partially (and it is in this ‘partialness’ that the key to the theological problem with Arius approach does lies) well-trodden by a number of his theological predecessors:  not least Origenes Adeimantius, the thinker best described as to a great degree the father of eastern theology; Lucian of Antioch, the teacher of Arius and his ally Eusebius of Nicomendia; and Methodius.  One of the things that Arius appears unaware of, however, is the fact that Alexander, for all his theological differences (and they were by no means insignificant or incidental), was broadly treading an Origenist path also.  This means that the dispute was, so to speak, an ‘in house’ one.  After all, Arius admits that his own understanding of God and Christ had been “learned” from Alexander himself.
  

Now when put in this way an obvious question arises:  had the controversy more to do with political intrigue than the mere concern for Christian theology?  Several of the details of the course of the dispute could certainly suggest that this was the case.  After all, the eventual victory of the ‘Nicene party’ at the Council of Constantinople in 381 was made possible by the support of that group by emperor Theodosius I.
  However, while the political is by no means unimportant (people do not live, think, and work in a vacuum, and the securing of what were considered to be Christian truths had often more to do with ‘Caesar’ than ‘Christ’) it cannot account exclusively for what occurred.  Alexander and Arius both considered there to have been vital theological truths at stake, and the political strategies of certain protagonists were responses to this set of theological concerns.  What the recognition/admission of the political aspect does is, of course, enable one to be wary of, firstly, being too simplistic in speaking about the course of ‘truth’ with recourse to an uncritical theology of providence, and, secondly, attributing to Arius a position more prominent in the history of heterodoxy than his historical significance could legitimately permit.
  

Again, this is not to say there is no significant theological difference between Arius and Alexander.  On the contrary, as suggested earlier, the issues between them were highly significant in the grand theological scheme of things, and Arius’ position was regarded by the Nicene party as not being fully in accordance with the spirit of his theological past.  Indeed, after detailing Arius’ brand of Origenism (and it must be remembered even in Origen’s own thinking there were certain tensions waiting to be pressed in diverging directions) it will be argued that Arius was able to push Origen’s subordinationist trinitarianism to an unacceptable conclusion through encounter with the creationism of Methodius.  Thus, according to Grillmeier, 

the choice and interpretation of the scriptural passages was determined by a particular theological and philosophical premise.
  


This kind of admission, at least in terms of the figure after whom the later movement is named, is very different from the view popular until recent decades that Arianism, in the words of H.M. Gwatkin, “is almost as much a philosophy as a religion”.
  
Radical Innovator

History is written by the victors.  The history of Arianism advertises this truism in a very real sense:  throughout the centuries after the 4th Arius has been vehemently condemned as the arch-heretic who invented a novel theology that was eventually crushed by orthodoxy.  So Barry, for instance, describes Arius’ theology as “an Eastern attempt to rationalize the creed by stripping it of its mystery so far as the relation of Christ to God was concerned.”
  Consequently, it was “a view so unlike tradition [that it] found little favour”.  He even uncharitably puts down to providence the fact that Arius died on the eve of ecclesiastical reinstatement.  Leaving aside the gross underestimation of the strength of the Arian parties at various points during the 4th century, Barry here speaks for many scholars of Arianism until the last couple of decades of the C20th, and follows a story the introductory arguments have already given reason to be suspicious of.  

Now let us turn briefly to Gwatkin’s statement that Arianism was “almost as much a philosophy as a religion”.
  Detecting an overly strong dependency on non-Christian philosophical schemes has been a popular way of suggesting Arius’ theological radicality.  On the other hand, even if parallels were detected between Arius and various philosophical schemes what would actually be proven?  One of two logically possible accounts could be speculated:  either that Arius discovered in these particular philosophical schools themes that well expressed what he discovered to have been true of the Christian message (a strategy that Justin, for example, was engaged in); or that the influence was unconscious to the extent that it would be unfair to deride Arius as deliberately reinventing or undermining Christianity.  After all, Christian thinkers have always had some positive relation to philosophy and non-Christian culture.  Certain non-Christian philosophical themes are visibly present in all Christian thinkers, since these thinkers are also products of their environment whether they liked it or not.  Even the Tertullian who apparently did not like such an idea (famously asking “What has Athens to do with Jerusalem?”) developed a theology pervaded by, for instance, Stoic themes.  

While scholars line up to associate Arius with a background in Middle Platonism (Stead) or Neo-Platonism (Williams), this paper will move straight to a consideration of Arius’ theological ‘Alexandrianism’.  The reason for this is that it may be contended that there is enough in the tradition broadly associated with the city of Alexandria to account for a wealth of ideas, particularly those subordinationist models of the Godhead, that form the intellectual precursors of Arianism.  Moreover, the ‘Alexandrian’ (and here the term is being used loosely) thinkers themselves were deeply steeped in the various streams of Platonic ideas.  These would have inevitably been known and appealing to Arius and his various theological ‘descendants’.  Finally, serious attention needs to be given to the fact that Arius perceived himself as standing within strong developed lines of theological tradition, as has already been mentioned.  
What Sort of Conservative? 

Antiochene/Adoptionist Theory

Over a century ago J.H. Newman innovatively argued that Arius stood in a tradition that stretched back to Paul of Samosata through Lucian of Antioch.  The suggestion was that Arius was an adoptionist, just as he indeed had been accused of being by several C4th critics,
 entertaining a ‘low view’ of a Christ “exalted into a God”, and reading the title ‘son of God’ in the Old Testament sense of one specially chosen by God to perform some task.
  

Gregg and Groh, on the other hand, are wary of postulating too close a connection between Arius and the so-called Antiochene ‘tradition’ of Paul and Arius’ own teacher, Lucian.  Nevertheless, the results of their analysis tread the same broad path.  They argue that the centre of the Arian system was the incarnation rather than cosmology or monotheism as such,
 pointing to, for example, Alexander’s admission that the Arians 

remember all the passages concerning the Saviour’s passion, … but of those sayings [in scripture] which are indicative of his nature and glory and nobility and union with the Father, they are forgetful.
  

Certain scriptural passages (e.g., Jn.12:27-28) proved to the Arians that the Saviour was not the essential dunamis (power) of the Father, nor was the Logos proper.  Arius speaks of Christ as ‘divine’, 

for he has in mind the scheme of a perfected creature, who, after progress in virtue, has been raised by the Creator to the status of a huis [son], understood to mean theios [divine].
  

By virtue of an obedient life, lived by grace (although the nature of the ‘join’ is unclear), Jesus, as the proto-typical human being and or representative creature, received divine grace and favour and was thus exalted at his resurrection, therein becoming a Son.  Thus, “Important aspects of the Arian Christology did nonetheless raise the spectre of primitive forms of adoptionism.”
  Nonetheless, this was no blatant adoptionism since Arius taught a pre-existent Logos.  And yet this belief was held more out of necessity given that it played no important theological role.  This Son was one with the Father not in essence but in will.  He was ontologically a creature and not God, and it was for this reason that the Arians stressed his mutability.
  

When Arius and his companions spoke of the Christ, they thought of a being called into existence by the divine will, a creature finite in knowledge and morally changeable.   By the steady choice of the good, this ‘certain one’ attained the favour which God, who foreknew his fidelity, conferred upon him, when he ‘advanced him as a son  to himself by adoption’ (Athanasius, De Synodis, 15.3). ... And as one who attained sonship by obedience ..., he was the champion and exemplar of that adoption which awaited other partakers of the heavenly calling.
  

This soteriology, according to Gregg and Groh, made Arian propaganda potentially appealing to the largest and most influential group of strivers for perfection in the 4th century - the monks.  
Arius’ Alexandrianism

The more popular perspective sets Arius within an Alexandrian context, although the actual details in working this out vary among scholars.  A popular approach associates Arius with an extreme outworking of Origenist subordinationism; with Middle Platonism; and Neoplatonism.  Apparently there are significant parallels between the extant materials from Arius’ Thalia and the writings of Philo, the Apologists (though these writers were not strictly ‘Alexandrian’ in any simple sense discernible from the third and fourth centuries), and Origen in particular.  

i. Philo 

Wolfson argues that Arius was responsible for “a reversion to the original view of Philo” on the Logos, after the popularity of a modalism which deprived the Logos of a real subsistence.
  On the other hand, Hanson, Williams and Kelly dismiss these claims.  

Philo, believed the Logos to have two phases of existence, as a quality of the divine essence and then as a separate being created in an act of divine will.  A number of Philonic texts speak of the Logos Platonically as the totality of the noetic creation, the ensemble of intelligible things.  In so far as this is ‘outside’ the mind of God, ‘Logos’ must designate something other than God in such a context.
  And in this sense the Logos is “firstborn” and “oldest of creatures”, a reality distinct from the unbegotten God.
  
In contrast, Williams and Hanson indicate that although Philo can be confusing, his Logos is God in relation to the world since Philo’s monotheism and stress on grace involve him in asserting unbroken continuity between God’s nature and his activity.  Thus according to Williams, Philo’s conceptual framework must be that of Judaism, and his language (paralleling some Platonic traditions) is mythological, a personification in the sort of the Jewish Wisdom tradition.  

This too easily evades taking seriously the pervasiveness of Platonism, however, something that surfaces in Philo’s occasional suggestion of a hard and fast distinction between God (the divine essence/being) and the Logos (the divine powers) when uppermost is the thought of God’s radical transcendence.  Thus, for example, since it is unbecoming for God to feel wrath or punish his creatures, since he is impassible and immutable, we should not understand such texts as references to God kat' ousian (according to essence) but rather to the intermediate ‘ministers’ who serve him in this capacity.  
Williams is on surer ground when identifying several points of striking correspondence between Philo and Arius:  

i. a concern for divine freedom and grace, signalised by the insistence on a beginning for creation and on the mind’s need to be raised up by God; 

ii. the idea of the Logos as essentially a mediator of God’s gifts and multiplicity, and also reflecting the divine simplicity.  

iii. the austerely apophatic tone stressing the radical difference between knowing the transcendent God in his gifts and knowing him as he is; 

iv. and the correlation of our incapacity to form a concept of our own ousia with our incapacity to know God’s ‘essence’.  

The terminological distinction between ‘proper’ and ‘transferred’ uses of theos in Philo is also suggestive.  

In a very real sense, then, Philo’s cosmology mapped out the ground for the Alexandrian theological tradition to build on, and Arius’ theological problematic appears to be rooted firmly within that tradition (certainly Eusebius of Caesarea took refuge in Philo’s more unguarded statements).
  Where Philo was concerned precisely to hold on to the idea of God’s active involvement in the world through his Logos, later thinkers would purge his thought of its inconsistencies, driving an absolute and unambiguous wedge between God and the Logos as a distinct subsistence and ‘personal’ agent, thereby projecting God himself (the Father) into an unqualified and uncompromising remote transcendence; unknowable, unable to be spoken of, uninvolved in either the creation or the redemption of the world.  Here one must disagree with Hanson’s claim that “we cannot claim Philo as an ancestor of Arius’ thought.”
  

ii. The ‘Apologists’ 

The beginnings of such a theological move lay in the Greek second century Apologetic tradition linked with Alexandria.
  Here the philosophical notion of the absolute transcendence of God finds clear expression.  So we find Athenagoras rhetorically asking 

Is it not absurd to level the charge of atheism against us, who distinguish God from matter, and teach God is one and  matter another, and that they are separated by a vast chasm?  For the Deity is unoriginate and eternal, to be apprehended by understanding and reason alone, whereas matter is originate and perishable.
  

Such an extreme view of God’s transcendence necessarily requires an intermediate agent for the purposes of creation and revelation.  This agent was conceived of as the Father’s intelligence or rational thought, the Logos, and was according to Justin, not only in name distinct from the Father – as light is from the sun – but was “numerically distinct too”.
  So the Logos, “having been put forth as an offspring from the Father, was with him before all creatures, and the Father had converse with him.”
  

This Logos, albeit originally one with the Father, thus God being alone with the Logos immanent within him as his potentiality for creating all things, was generated or emitted for the purposes of creation, revelation and redemption by an act of the Father’s will.
  And although Justin argued that this emission does not entail any separation between Father and Son (as the analogy between human reason and its extrapolation in speech makes clear), we can perceive here the rudiments of Arius’ doctrine, minus the two-stage Logos (the first stage would have appeared Sabellian to him).
  

Consequently, even though the Logos is “also God”
 he is only so as a “second God”, worshipped “in a secondary rank”, subordinate to the Father.
  In this way the Apologists preserved their philosophical (Middle Platonic) doctrine of God as one and transcendent.  The creating, revealing and incarnate Logos “must necessarily be limited as compared with the Godhead Itself; and it was important to emphasize that there were not two springs of initiative within the Divine Being.”
  

iii. Origen  

Origen pursued these theological suggestions further.  As Kelly indicates, at the apex of the Origenist system, as the source and goal of all existence, transcending mind and being itself, stood God the Father, “altogether Monad, and indeed, if I may so express it, Henad.”
  He alone is God in the strict sense, being alone ingenerate (agennētos); and it is significant that Christ spoke of him as “the only true God”.
  
Origen’s stress on the absolute transcendence of God and his impassibility (albeit not as exaggerated an impassibility as was postulated by many philosophers of the day)
 made it necessary, as with the Apologists, to postulate some sort of mediator between God and the world.  Middle Platonism’s second principle was Origen’s Logos, the second divine hypostasis, the necessary link between the Father and the world, between the Father’s “absolute unity” and simplicity and the spiritual souls’ “multiplicity” (the Logos’ generation was linked with the creation of spiritual beings).
  Thus while the Logos/Son is his express image, the meeting place of a duality of ‘aspects’ which explain his twofold relation to the Father and the world,
 he has to be a distinct entity or hypostasis from the Father so as to mediate between God and the world.
  
A corollary to Origen’s identification of Christ with the second divine hypostasis of Middle Platonism is the Son’s inferiority to the Father toward the utter multiplicity of the world, representing a lower stage on the cosmological scale.  The second hypostasis is, necessarily, less perfect than the first.
  As a result of this, Origen, while insisting on the Son’s eternity and utter difference from all lesser beings, was unwilling to ascribe to the Son the same dignity he ascribed to the Father.  Only the Father is truly God (ho theos); the Son is only so by participation in the Father (simply theos),
 and is the archetype of all rational creatures.  In a sense, what we are in relation to the Son, the Son is in relation to the Father.
  As such the Logos is in effect a third party, belonging to the realm which constitutes a tertium quid between God and creation.  Thus knowledge of the Father is superior to knowledge of the Son, and it is the former, arrived at through the Son, that distinguishes spiritual Christians who know only the Son.
  Similarly it is appropriate to pray to the Father through the Son, but not to the Son himself.  Hence Origen could call the Son a deuteros theos (second God),
 a dēmiorgēma;
 even a ktisma (“creature” – so also Clement before Origen);
 and as “having come into existence” at a period when nobody distinguished genētos from gennētos, albeit Origen did not intend to describe the Son in a manner akin to Arius.
  

Origen was so anxious to preserve the characteristic Christian distinction of Father, Son and Spirit within the notion of deity, that he used language unfortunate and self-contradictory in itself but yet traditional to describe the Son.  For instance, on some occasions Origen represents the unity through using moral and relational categories, and on others he draws on scriptural images of marital union and of the union of Christ with believers.  Hanson and Williams argue that by themselves such texts hardly do justice to the whole of Origen’s theology, but nevertheless they do provide an important theological ethos that provides the intellectual atmosphere which Arianism later breathed.
  Consequently, Origen’s “fumbling theology [and language] afforded great encouragement to the Arians.”
  As Kelly recognises, “For Origen the oneness of the Son with the Father is important, but His independence is theologically prior.”
  

Father and Son are different not just because they are different Persons but because they have different natures.  Consequently, the Son merely shares in the Godhead itself instead of possessing it absolutely.
  

iv. Dionysius of Alexandria 

By the 340s there existed a small dossier of extracts purporting to be from the works of Dionysius of Alexandria which the Arians were using in support of their position.
  

Dionysius, himself possibly a pupil of Origen, insisted that the Son was a creature and agenēton, a thing made and generated, not ‘proper’ (idion) to the nature of God but “alien in substance” as the vine-dresser is different from the vine and the shipwright from the boat:  “and … he did not exist before he was generated.”
  Dionysius of Rome, implicitly referring to his Alexandrian namesake, denounced those who in their eagerness to avoid Sabellianism spoke of 3 separate hypostases or ‘divinities’.
  

However Dionysius may have refined his later theology
 it is impossible to avoid seeing some influence upon Arius being exerted.  The damning passage from his Letter to Euphranos and Ammonius is altogether too like Arian doctrine for one to regard it as insignificant.  

v. Methodius 

Williams, Stead, Grillmeier, and Hanson perceive Methodius as being crucial for an understanding of Arius.  Methodius seems to assume that Origen’s doctrine of the eternity of creation implies the eternity of matter as a rival self-subsistent reality alongside God.
  He takes the Origenist assumption that God cannot ‘begin’ to be the creator of a world of ordered matter (as Plutarch and Atticus suggest) and turns it against Origen by pointing out that an eternally passive material principle cannot but be a self-subsisting principle.
  Throughout his attack on the ‘father of Greek theology’ he is challenging (as a good Aristotelian or a good Plotinian might) the idea that form and matter can exist as separate things:  that there can be matter independently of what organises it as intelligible matter, and that there can be form which has nothing to ‘inform’ and act upon. 

If form and matter imply each other, and if matter comes into existence at a punctillar beginning, at God’s will, then the corollary is that the world of forms also comes to be at God's will.  This in turn means that the world of forms must not be understood as in any way internal to the being of God.  The self-subsistent God is what he is quite independently of his being the source of a rational creation.  

Methodius’ polemic makes it necessary to distinguish very sharply between the primal divine unity in itself and as the ‘one-as-many’, the unifying structure of the cosmos, and to treat the latter as the issue of the divine will.  For Origen, amongst others, the Logos’ role is closely tied to the beginning of the universe:  his contemplation of the Father is the means by which the plurality of the world of ideas comes into being so as to make a cosmos out of what the Father has produced from nothing.  It is no very great step from this to the conclusion that the Logos, qua mediator, principle of plurality, source of intelligible structures, exists for the sake of creation, and has no discernible role prior to the Father’s decision to create.  The Logos, identified with the intelligible world, has a beginning like the universe itself – not identical with that beginning, not in the same time-continuum, but a temporal beginning none the less.  The Logos as condition of plurality must exist in some sense ‘between’ God’s eternity and the chronos of the universe (albeit this was not Methodius’ explicit conclusion, nor even congenial to his thought, contra Patterson who views Methodius as a proto-Arian
 – but is a plausible deduction from his view of creation).  

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 the day.  Even if Arius was not directly indebted to Methodius, this author provides an interesting example of how one who begins with the theology of Origen may develop in a direction which points to Arianism.  Such is what can happen to Origenian cosmology stripped of its assumptions about the co-eternity with God of rational subsistents.  The Logos as the container of all logikoi is far more manifestly bound up with the voluntary act of God in creation when the necessary connection of intelligible and material reality is affirmed.

Conclusion

Tracing intellectual genealogies can a hazardous undertaking at the best of times – there are exacting difficulties in tracing precise lines and times of influence.  In relation to Arius, the process is complicated further by the paucity of extant materials revealing his thought (a consequence of the mass burning of the writings of the early Arians) and the fact that what information has survived comes from the writings of Arian critics, (critics, of course, are notorious for making their opponents’ thinking sound more extreme).  Deciphering the thin hints of influence here is consequently an imprecise exercise in academic historical archaeology, not helped by the disputation over whether Arius fits the picture of the traditional adoptionist.  

There certainly seems to be a number of detectable problems with the Antiochene theory (the ability to so easily identify separable Antiochene and Alexandrian schools is itself distinctly difficult, as will be noted below).  Most pressingly, Gregg and Groh neglect the cosmological side of Arius’ thought and the vehement Arian insistence on the radical difference between the Son and other creatures.  Early Arianism was not distinctive because of its voluntarism or adoptionism, and it was not on these soteriological grounds that the controversy raged.  Gregg and Groh’s admission of Arius’ pre-existent (albeit not eternal) Logos is, in fact, a key to the disruption of their generally rather speculative thesis.
  The parallels between the Arian position here and that of the various thinkers associated in some broad way with Alexandria, and certain guises of Platonism, is crucial.  

Significantly, it would have been highly unlikely that Arius could have so trenchantly claimed to be following tradition, and to have been quite so shocked at being cast out had he been following a tradition declared heterodox over half a century before.  

The sharp distinctions once drawn between Antiochene and Alexandrian exegesis/theology have come increasingly to look exaggerated according to relatively recent scholarship.  Newman, for instance, could write as if the disputes of the 5th century were already foreordained well in advance of Nicaea; but in fact the pre-Nicene period is a good deal less polarised.  Nor can we speak of a ‘school’ of succession at Antioch comparable to that of Alexandria.  It now seems highly doubtful that there was anything like an Antiochene ‘tradition’ in the first 3 centuries:  Ignatius, Theophilus and Paul of Samosata are too startlingly different to justify supposing any clear theological style in the Antiochene church.  

What can be said with reasonable certainty is that Arius drank from a large pool filled before him, and came, for whatever reason, to possess a subordinationist doctrine of God.  

Arianism in its characteristic form always assumed that a revelation and redemption on the part of God necessitated a reduction or lowering so that they had to be undertaken by a being who, though divine, was less than fully divine.... This was not a new idea, but in Arianism it took a particularly drastic form.
  

What pushed a certain broad (or, better, unclarified) subordinationism into its intolerable version in Arianism was the fusion of this cosmology with the ‘biblical’ doctrine of creation.  Arius rejected the idea that the unchangeable must always have had a creation over which he was Father.  If the idea of the monad was taken absolutely and the statements about the Logos were understood one-sidedly in a cosmological way, this idea of creation inevitably led to the conclusion that the Platonic middle sphere had to be assigned to the creaturely realm.  This is already true of the Middle Platonic statements about the Logos as the bearer of ideas.  In Arianism here Methodius’ influence no doubt plays a part.  

The temptation to this take this route became stronger for terminological reasons.  Before Nicaea no distinction was made between agennētos (unbegotten) and agenētos (uncreated).  Both meant the uncreated, intransitory and ideal being with which the world of coming into being, passing away and doxa is contrasted.  If the divine monad was considered ‘uncreated’, the Logos (as mediator of creation) had to be transferred into the realm of that which had ‘come into being’.  But in that case the Son could no longer come forth from the Father as one who was in truth ‘begotten’.  Despite this, Origen had the courage to speak of an ‘eternal begetting’, an option not available to Arius with his particular conception of the relation between the Monadic divine and the creature.  Consequently, within Arianism the Logos was created for the purpose of creating all things, out of the Father’s will to create (especially since concepts of emanation, or separation of the Father’s being would have been rejected by Arius as Sabellian – the Logos can have no share in the divine essence), and thence beginning time.
  

Arius’ theology is most likely the result of a large number of theological views converging towards their crisis point at the end of the third century.  Williams sums up the logic of Arius’ thought:  

The Logos of God is the ground and condition, the rational or intelligible structure, of the world:  But that structure has no existence independent of the world which it structures; Therefore the Logos does not exist prior to the divine decision to make the world.  

Interestingly Arius is prepared to concede that the Son’s generation is not in time (presumably, the Son, as the mediator between God and creature, is the creator of time itself as the frame within which the creature is given existence).  On the other hand, he clearly conceives of the generation as in some sense a momentary event (ontologically speaking, of course), a position which has an obvious basis in Plato’s Timaeus (38b), and especially Middle Platonism.
  It follows that, on contemporary assumptions, Athanasius is justified in observing (Or. C. Ar.1.14) that the Arians postulate a state of being ‘when’ the Father ‘was’ without his (distinct and generated) Word, something which Arius himself seems to affirm, as far as we know.  

The Thalia is conservative in the sense that there is almost nothing that could not be found in earlier writers.  He inherited from his Alexandrian predecessors a strongly accented doctrine of God’s incomprehensibility, combined with the idea that God alone could overcome the distance that necessarily separated the divine life from the contingent order.  And this is done by a doctrine of God’s will – God’s simplicity had to be preserved.  Even the notion of a hierarchy of distinct hypostases, the criticisms of Origen’s doctrine of an intelligible realm independent of the cosmos we now know, are none of them themes unique to Arius.  

These take on a distinctive colouring because of their particular combination, and therefore Arius’ attempt to state them with new rigour.  He appears to be something of a radical in the way he combines and reorganises these traditional ideas and presses them to their theo-logical conclusions.  Consequently, it becomes difficult here to disagree with Stead’s notion of “a Platonic tradition evolving from within the church”, such as is exemplified in the Apologists, Clement, Origen, etc.
  Being an educated theologian Arius no doubt drew upon philosophical literature in defence of his Christian themes.  For this reason he was early described as an able logician (hence his use of terms such as monas and duas).
  But that is not his intention, as far as we can ascertain.  He is “no philosopher” according to Williams.
  Rather, he is following in the footsteps of his predecessors, using the tools of philosophy as far as he is able to sharpen his understanding of scripture.  

Gwatkin admits that “Arius never deliberately set himself to lower the Person of the Lord.”
  It might be said that there were enough tensions and loose ends in C3rd theology to make it predictable that the C4th would produce some sort of doctrinal crisis.
  There is reason, then, to conclude with Williams that “Arius was a committed theological conservative; more specifically a conservative Alexandrian.”
  Nonetheless, Kelly avers, 
rius had, of course, discarded certain of Origen’s ideas, notably his doctrine of eternal generation, and he had carried his subordinationism to radical lengths, reducing the Son to creaturely status.  In doing so he was following, despite his consciously Biblical starting-point, a path inevitably traced for him by the Middle Platonist preconceptions he had inherited.
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