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11has been a matter of debate throughout the Christian centuries, and 

still is so.n1 lor is this a doctrine that lends itself easily to a 

simple solution. Accordingly, Knudson quotes Dr. South's classic 

statement: "As he that denies this fundamental article of the Chris-

tian religion may lose his soul, so he that much strives to understand 

it may lose his wits.n2 It is this basic problem of how God can be 

three-in-one or one-in-three which necessarily involves our further 

study. 

The problem of modern Trinitarianism is centered primarily in 

the question of the personality of God. There are some on the one 

hand who hold fir.mly to the view that the concept of personality is 

properly applicable to each of the three, Father, Son, and Holy 

Spirit as distinct Persons of the one Godhead. On the other hand, 

there are others who hold the position that the concept of personality 

is properly applicable only to the one God as a unitary divine being, 

God Himself. Leonard Hodgson is an outstanding representative on the 

one side of this controversy who speaks of the Father, Son and Holy 

Spirit as being individual persons, or as having sel.fhood, analogous 

to human personalities.3 On the other hand there is the position 

taken by Karl Barth that it is only proper to speak of God as one 

1tobert s. Franks, The Doctrine of the Trinity. (London: Duck­
worth and Company, Ltd. , 1953), p .1. 

2 
Knudson, op. cit., p. 385. 

3Leonard Hodgson, The Doctrine of the Trinity (London: Nisbet 
& Company, 1943), p. 85ff. 
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Personal Being, who has manifested or revealed Himself in three man­

ners or modes as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.1 Ultimately, the 

problem of the Trinity on the modern scene is whether personality 

should be properly applied to the unity of God, or to each of the 

distinctions within the Godhead. Hence it is to the examination of 

this problem especially as this doctrine developed in the teachings 

of Origen, Athanasius and Augustine, that our investigation is di-

rected for this thesis. 

B. Definition of Personality 

A precise definition of the concept of personality will per-

haps help clari.ty this basic issue in Trinitarian thought. We 

shall here establish a basic understanding of the meaning of per-

sonality as a preliminar,y tool to investigate broadly similar con-

cepts in the trinitarian views of the ancient writers. Borden P. 

Bowne has written that self-consciousness is of primar,y importance 

to the concept of personality when he writes: "The essential mean-

ing of personality is selfhood, selfconsciousness, self-control, 

and the power to know.•2 Knudson further emphasizes freedom as a 

second important aspect of the concept of personality when he 

writes: "Freedom and self-direction is an essential constituent 

of personality. Wherever we have freedom and selfconsciousness we 

1Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics (New York: Charles Scribner's 
Sons, 1936), I.l, 403ff. 

2Borden P. Bowne, Personalism (Boston: Houghton, Mifflin & 
Company, 1908), p. 266. 
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here that whereas Barth and Hodgson do differ considerablY regarding 

Trinitarian thought, that the difference does not lie within their 

definition of personality. Rather, their difference is in regard to 

their understanding of the ultimate category, being or personality. 

Barth would contend that the ultimate category is the being of God, 

to which he ascribes the concept of personality in total. On the 

other hand, Hodgson, while admitting the ultimate being as God, "for 

by 1God 1 we mean the transcendent Being,tt1 yet within this Being or 

God are three Persons, for "God has made himself known to us in three 

distinct yet interpermeating Persons.tt2 Hence the difference rests 

not in the definition of personality, but rather in the application 

of this concept to the ultimate category of the Being of God, or to 

the three-fold interpermeating divisions within the Divine Being, 

God Himself. Therefore, it is to the solution of this problem of 

whether personality defined as self-consciousness or individual self-

hood is properly to be attributed to the distinctions of the Trinity 

or to the unity of the one God. 

c. The Limitation of the Thesis 

The limitation of this thesis shall be to analyze our definition 

of personality in relation to the doctrine of the Trinity especiallY 

as this doctrine was taught among the early Church Fathers of the 

1Leonard Hodgson, How Can God Be Both One and Three? (Lon­
don: Society for the Promotion of Christian Knowledge, 1960), p. ll. 

2
Ibid. 









much the historical background of these periods, but rather we shall 

investigate the doctrinal development through the actual teachings of 

those men most prominently and significantly involved in this de­

velopment, namely Origen in the Ante-Nicene period, Athanasius in 

the Nicene period, and Augustine in the Post-Nicene period. It is the 

intention of this thesis that from the teachings of these outstanding 

representatives of Trinitarian thought there may come a better under­

standing of the concept of personality as they applied it to the 

Trinity, and thereby establish a basis !or further Trinitarian reflec­

tion. 
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to history. By God's free relation to nature or creation, .Knudson 

means to express the idea, as follows: 

The heavens and the earth were no necessary emanation 
from his being. They were his free acts, the work of 
his fingers. He spake, and the ordered universe began 
to be. Both animate and inanimate beings were the 
product of his word. And if so, it was self-evident 
to the Old Testament writers that he must be not only 
as free, but also as truzy conscious as the beings he 
has made.l 

Furthermore, regarding God's free relation to history, Knudson says: 

This free intelligence of tre Deity manifest in the 
work of creation was, if anything, still more manifest 
in his relation to history. For in history purpose 
reveals itself more readily than in nature. • • • It 
is in history that we are able to trace most easily 
a divine plan. And so it was here that the free guid­
ing hand of Yahweh manifest itself most distinctivel.y.2 

Thus we have a second significant criterion for determining whether or 

not the concept of personality is applicable to the idea of God, re-

gardless of whether He is the topic of discussion in the Old Testament, 

or among the early Church Fathers. As formerly, this criterion also of 

the freedom of God, both in His active relationship to nature and to 

history, is in complete agreement with the definition of personality as 

self-consciousness and free self-direction, which has alreaqy been pro-

posed as fundamental to t l:e discussion of. this Thesis. Therefore, this 

same criterion can be properly used among the Patristics to determine 

whether they did actually conceive of personality in relation to the 

one God, or rather in relation to each of the distinct hypostases of 

the Godhead. In any case, we might return to this one point, that in 

1Ibid., p. 62. 
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not only are these distinct hypostases which are evident in the Old 

Testament, but also Knudson admits that theses hypostases are per-

sonitied. More specifically, Knudson declares that to some extent the 

Spirit of God is personified in the Old Testament, even more so 11the 

word of God is in a number of instances personified. • • • Still more 

emphatically is this true of the Wisdom of God."l Hagenbach also 

speaks of the "personifications of the Divine Word and the Divine Wis­

dom found in the Old Testament.02 These personifications often took 

the form of anthropomorphisms, such as the Word is personified as go­

ing, returning, accomplishing, prospering, running and making.3 The 

Spirit is also personified as making or being sent,4 and Wisdom is 

personified in numerous ways as crying, standing, calling, speaking 

and dwelling.5 We see, then, that without doubt these anthropomorphic 

hypostatic distinctions of God have truly been personified. 

(a) Evidence by Definition.-Now we come to a fundamental problem 

of this thesis regarding the testing of our definition of personality 

against the evidence at hand to determine whether the concept of per­

sonality as here attributed to these anthropomorphic hypostases of God 

is fully intended to remain vested within the hypostasis itself as an 

individual personal hypostasis, or whether the hypostasis is more truly 

lKnudson, Religious Teachings of the Old Testament, p. 77. 

2x. R. Hagenbach, History of Doctrines. Trans. c. w. Buch, and 
Revised by Henry B. Smith. (New York: Sheldon & Co., 1861), I, 114. 

3Isaiah 55:ll; Psalms 147:15; 33:6. 

4Psalms 33:6; 104:30. -'Proverbs 8:lff. 

15 



a manifestation or mode of reflection of the very nature of the being of 

God the Father Himself. The solution to this problem comes from two 

areas, both in regard to the basic definition of the term "hypostasis", 

and also in regard to those very examples of hypostases which we have 

observed. First of all, we may particularly note that the term 

hypostasis in its original meaning refers to the 11 substance11 of God, 

or his nature, and as such it is used in the Old Testament to denote 

that which is of the essential, substantial nature of God.l Therefore, 

when the term hypostasis is used to denote those distinct aspects of 

God, it is actually only naming a distinction within the substantial 

nature of God, and nowhere in the basic definition of the word is there 

any implication for the concept of personality. Thus if the hypostasis 

has any hint of personality, it is actually the revelation of the per­

sonality of the one God of whom the hypostasis is identical in nature, 

am there is no individual personality belonging to the hypostasis alone. 

(b) Evidence by Example. -Secondly, however, we might notice that 

not only does the original definition of hypostasis, but also the actual 

examples of hypostases in the Old Testament point to the fact that the 

concept of personality is not an inherent meaning of the word hypostasis, 

but rather is properly attributed to the nature of God, and only mani­

fested in the hypostasis as a reflection or revelation of the divine na­

ture itself. For instance the hypostasis Divine Spirit is the transla­

tion of the Iebrew 11ruach11 which is a term according to Franks meaning 

lFranks, QP• cit., p. 20. 
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However, we must now turn to the third point regarding the New 

Testament doctrine of the Trinity, namely that wherein the Son does re-

veal the Father, he thereby reveals the personality of the Father. 

Hagenbach affirms that the Father is a personal God, and the Son is the 

revelation of that personal Being, for he declares: 

Christianity stood on the basis of the Old Testament 
idea of a God-now purified and carried beyond the 
limits of national interests,--as a Personal God, 
who, as the creator of heaven and earth, rules over 
the human race; who had given the law, sent the 
prophets, and manifested himself most perfectly, and 
in the fulness of his personal presence, in his Son, 
Jesus Christ.l 

That the Christian concept of God is definitely more personalistic than 

in Judaism is confirmed by Knudson, for he claims that it was the 

revelation of Jesus Christ which gave "the personality of God a depth 

and inwardness that it had previously lacked."2 Clarke also quite em-

phatically declares regarding Christ's revelation of the personality 

of the Father, that Christianity "assumes and affirms this more dis­

tinctly and positively than any other religion in the world has ever 

done.n3 Hence we can conclude that Jesus Christ as the mediator be-

tween God and man not only reveals the Father to us, but even more 

specifically He reveals the Personality of God, the one and only Divine 

Person, God Himself. 

(b) The Spirit as Mediator; Reveals the Father.-Regarding the 

1Hagenbach, op. cit., I, 99. 
2Knudson, Doctrine of God, p. 380. 

3clarke, op. cit., p. 114. 
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1 whatsoever I have commanded you. 

Knudson suggests more than a score of New Testament passages which imply 

a Trinitarian formula, 2 and J. L. Neve especially emphasizes those 

Scriptural. passages which reveal the doctrine of the Trinity as "a 

conviction also which is in harmony with the self-consciousness of 

Christ.n3 Hence we see that a definite Trinitarian formulation did be-

gin to take shape among the Apostles in the New Testament period. As 

Richardson points out, there are many symbols for God, but all are re-

ducible to three: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, all of which does 

"point to the fact that early Christian thinking and experience cen-

tered itself in three dominant ways of considering God and his opera­

tion.n4 Therefore, with the Trainitarian formula established, and the 

Biblical. background to this doctrine complete, let us now turn our at-

tention to its subsequent development in the Patristic period. 

1Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom (New York: Harper 
and Brothers, Publishers, 1B77), n, :S:6. 

2Knudson, Doctrine of God, p. 384. 

3J. L. Neve, A History of Christian Thought (Philadelphia: 
The Muhlenberg Press, 1946), I, 123. 

4Richardson, op. cit., p. 28. 
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Father and of Jesus Christ the Beloved.n1 And also in his Epistle to 

St. Poqcarp he repeats the phrase: "God the Father and Jesus Christ, 

abundant greeting. 112 Hence the twofold distinction is clearly evident 

in the writings of Ignatius regarding the relationship of the Father 

and the Son. 

Justin Martyr, a great champion of orthodoxy in the second cen-

tury echoes this same theme of the distinction between the Father and 

the Son, perhaps even more clearly than Clement or Ignatius of the 

first century. Hageribach refers to an exact quotation from Justin in 

his Dialogue with Trypho where Justin explicitly states that 11The Father 

and the Son are distinct (c.56). 113 Shedd also quotes Justin further 

along in the same work (c.l28, 129) as declaring that the "Son is numer­

ically distinct" from the Father.4 Also Franks again refers to a state-

ment of Justin that the 8 Logos is a second God, other in number, though 

not in win.n5 According to Shedd, "Justin further affirms that the 

person who spoke to Moses out of the burning bush was the Logos or Son, 

and not the Father."6 Thus Justin carries on this same basic theme quite 

explicitly regarding the distinction of the Father from the Son. 

Others followed consistently within this tradition. Hageribach re-

fers to a statement of Theophilus regarding the Logos as "going forth," 

from the Father. 7 Franks mentions that Athenagoras in his Legatio (10) 

speaks of the Logos as being with the Father, alongside from the be-

1Ibid., p. 156. 2Ibid., p. 16o. 3 Hagenbach, op. cit., I, 130. 

4shedd, OE· cit., I, 272. 5rranks, op. cit., p. 71 

6shedd, o;e. cit., I, 268. 7Hagenbach, o;e. cit., I, 120. 
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It was precisely this distinction between the Son and the Spirit which 

became a major problem in the early Patristic period. Indeed, Hagen­

bach reports that many "historians of doctrines have supposed that the 

Fathers in genera!, and Justin in particular made no real distinction 

between the Logos and Spirit.n1 Wolfson deals extensively with this 

problem of the identification of the Spirit and the preexistent Christ. 2 

Richardson makes this identity a fundamental conclusion to his entire 

doctrine, declaring that "the idea of the Logos as God in his active 

relations with the world, covers all that can be said of the Holy 

Spirit.n3 Hence he concludes throughout that the Spirit is identical 

with the Logos. However that this is the only conclusion is not so 

readily accepted by others. Hagenbach strongly asserts that even 

though there is admittedly a confusion of the ideas and a lack of clear 

distinction within the teaching of the earlier Patristic period, yet 

this does not positively justify the alleged complete identification,4 

especially as accepted by Richardson. However, realizing that there is 

a real problem here, and a real confusion on this point in the early 

Church, let us examine the particular Fathers and their teachings more 

closely. 

The source of this confusion between the Son and the Holy Spirit 

had its origin as early as in the Old Testament. It will be remembered 

from our i"ormer discussion on the "Biblical Background, n that the hypos-

1Ibid., I, 127. 

3aichardson, op. cit., p. 62. 

2Wolfson, op. cit., I, 155ff. 

4Hageribach, op. cit., I, 127. 
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tases of the Word, Wisdom and Spirit were often interchangeably used in 

the Old Testament. As a result, according to Wolfson, St. Paul often 

equated the Spirit with the preexistent Christ or the Word, as well as 

with the Wisdom of God. He further points out this lack of clarity in 

Paul who assigned the performance of the same functions to both the Son 

and the Spirit, for instance, "indiscriminately he speaks of 'the Spirit 

of God' and of 'the Spirit of Christ 1 and of I Christ I as dwelling in 

Christians.•1 However Wolfson does further conclude that in spite of 

the lack of distinction between the Son and Spirit in the writings of 

Paul, yet the threefold formula is repeatedly expressed "consisting of 

God, the Holy Spirit, and the glorified body of Christ. It is to this 

Trinity that Paul refers whenever he happens to speak of God, Christ, 

and the Holy Spirit. 112 fherefore, we see in Paul, on the one hand 

this lack of clear distinction between the Son and Spirit, and yet on 

the other hand a precise threefold formula which does distinguish be­

tween the Son and Spirit. It seems apparent that such a confusion is 

perhaps more a lack of precision than an intentional contradiction. 

Let us turn to the Apostolic Fathers more specifically to see how this 

problem is handled in the later period. 

The earliest of the Apostolic Fathers were such as Clement of 

Rome, Barnabas, and Hermas. Scott reveals that these men lived early 

enough to know the Apostles personally and "from whom they received 

lwolfson, op. cit., I, 166. 2Ibid., I, 167. 
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orally the words of Christ and their own explanation of them."1 Barna-

bas was known to have travelled with Paul on part of his missionary 

journeys;2 Hermas is likewise possibly considered to have known Paul 

personally and the one whom Paul greets as a member of the Roman Church.3 

38 

Scott further asserts that Clement of Rome probably even wrote his 

Epistles before the death of the Apostle John.4 We might note further 

that these same three Apostolic Fathers, who knew the Apostles first hand, 

are likewise designated by Wolfson as especially confusing the relation-

ship of the Son and the Holy Spirit, the same theme we found in St. Paul, 

for Wolfson asserts: 

An identification of Paul's preexistent Christ with the 
Holy Spirit characterizes the harmonizations in other 
writings of the period of the Apostolic Fathers, namely, 
the First Epistle of Clement (ca. 93-97), the Epistle of 
Barnabas (ca. 130-131), the Second Epistle of Clement 
(ca. 150), and the Shepherd of Hermas (ca. 140-155). 

In all these works, there is mention of a preexistent 
Christ, but, as in Paul, he is identified with the 
Holy Spirit.5 

Franks likewise affirms this identification, especially in Hermas, of 

whom he says: "by identifYing the preexistent Christ with the Holy 

Spirit he sets the pattern for a doctrine of Two Persons only in the 

Godhead instead of three: this doctrine has been called Binitarianism."6 

However, Wolfson does not leave the issue here as a complete identi-

fication of the Son and Spirit, but further points out that it was only 

1scott, op. cit., p. 142. 

3Ibid., p. 293. 

Swolfson, op• cit., I, 187. 

2Lightfoot, op. cit., P• 139. 

4scott, op. cit., p. 143. 

6Franks, op. cit., p. 66. 











an inseparable fellowship with one another. The entire foregoing discus­

sion might perhaps be reread as an account on the unity of the relation­

ships within the Trinity, but even more can this unity be particularly 

emphasized in further investigation of the teaching of this patristic 

period. 

4.3 

(a) The Formula of the Father, Son and Holy" Spirit.-From the 

earliest Apostolic Fathers to the later Apologists a definite and pre­

cise Trinitarian formula was clearly expressed, signifying at once both 

the distinctions of the Trinity and also its unity. It will be remembered 

that the Trinitarian forula, according to Wolfson and others, had its 

origin in the baptismal formula and the doxology phrases of the Apostles.l 

It is to the Apostolic Fathers we now turn. 

Among the Apostolic Fathers, Clement of Rome was perhaps the 

earliest, knowing the Apostles in personal friendship for maey years. 

In his First Epistle to the Corinthians (c.46) he expresses the Trini­

tarian formula, according to Shedd, in this manner: 11Have we not one 

God, and one Christ? Is there not one Spirit of grace, who is poured 

out upon us.n2 The threefold distinction is self-evident, but also the 

unity is apparent in thi.s. formula, for Franks refers to this same 

passage as one which "combines the one God and the One Christ with the 

Holy Spirit."3 Thus we see that the Trinitarian formula is both an 

expression of the distinctness and the unity of the Trinity. 

lwolfson, op. cit., I, l4lff. 

3Franks, op. cit., P• 65. 

2 Shedd, op. cit., I, 267. 



Ignatius, a second Apostolic Father, is likewise quoted by Hagen-

bach as describing this same threefold formula where in his ipistle 

to the Ephesians (c.9) he writes: "We are raised on high to the Father 

by the cross of Christ, as by an elevating engine, the Holy Spirit 

being the rope. 111 Shedd quotes Ignatius from his Epistle to the 

Magnesians (c.l3) where he exhorts the people to "study, that whatso­

ever ye do ye may prosper both in body and spirit, in faith and charity, 

in the Son, and in the Father, and in the Holy Spirit. n2 Polycarp, also 

is quoted by Shedd as one of the last of the so-called Apostolic 

Fathers, in his Letter to the Smyrna Church (c.l4) as praying: 11For 

this and for all things, I praise thee, I bless thee, I glorify thee, 

together with the eternal and heavenly Jesus, thy beloved Son; with 

whom to thee and the Holy Ghost be glory, both now, and to all suc­

ceeding ages. Amen."3 Hence there was a definite and clear Trinitarian 

formula among the Apostolic Fathers. 

Among the Apologists as well, there is both abundant and clearly 

defined Trinitarian formulation, which inherently implies both the 

distinctions a:rxi the unity of the Trinity. Hagenbach points out that 

Theophilus was the first Apologist to use the Greek word Trias in re­

lation to the Christian concept of the Trinity. 4 Irenaeus also mentions 

this Trinitarian formula, when according to Franks he says: "The 

Spirit prepares man for the Son,of God, the Son leads him to the Father, 

luageribach, op. cit., I, 129. 

3Ibid. 

2Shedd, op. cit., I, 267. 

4Hagenbach, op. cit., I, 129. 





who proceeded from him, by whom all things were made, 
and without whom nothing was made • • •• He thence 
did send according to his promise, from the Father, 
the Holy Ghost, the Paraclete, the Sanctifier of the 
faith of those who believe in the Father and the Son 
and the Holy Ghost.l 

Franks reminds us also that it was Tertullian who first used the word 

Trinitas in relation to the Christian doctrine of the Trinity, which 

Tertullian further defines: 11 The Trinity consists of Father, Son and 

Spirit, three not in status, but in degree. 112 Tertullian further 

points out according to Hagenbach that 11the Holy Spirit is the principle 

which constitutes the unity of the Persons, or the spiritual substance 

common to the persons,3 thereby recognizing the problem of the dis-

tinctions and how to relate them into an essential unity. Having 

demonstrated the patristic testimony regarding the distinctions, into 

a definite Trinitarian formula, let us note further how they attempted 

to unite them together. 

(b) The Unity of the Father, Son and Ho1y Spirit.-Regarding the 

express testimony of the patristic period on the unity of the Trinity 

there is an abundant source of material. This concept of unity might 

seem aimost too obvious from Judaistic monotheism to need further 

explanation, but it was precisely the addition of the Son and the Holy 

Spirit to the Godhead which required this further explication as ab-

solutely necessary. Even more, it was in defense against the charges 

alleging tritheism that the orthodox Fathers were earnestly striving to 

1Schaff, op. cit., II, 17-18. 

3Hagenbach, op. cit., I, 129. 

2Franks, op. cit., p. Bl. 
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Shedd comments that these anologies emphasize more the Unity of God, 

rather than the distinctions, although both are evident, for "a 

river which is never separated from its source11 and 11 a rcr:r which is 

never separated from the sun" certainly do illustrate, says Shedd, 

11the doctrine of the unity of the divine nature.n1 Thus Franks com­

ments that "the unity of God is preserved (monarchic), since there is 

no separation. n2 We might keep in mind that this same terminology as 

used by Tertullian regarding the "distinctness of the Trinity, yet not 

"separate" are to become watchwords of orthodoxy in all subsequent 

ages. Tertullian finally rounds out the full Trinitarian formula 

according to Franks, in this one concluding passage: 

And so the Trinity is complete. The Spirit is third 
from the Father and the Son, 11 as the fruit from the 
stem is third from the root, and the stream from the 
river is third from the source, and tm point of a 
ray is third from the sun • (Adv. Pr., cap. 8)3 

Thus we find in Tertullian a classical testimony regarding the dis-

tinctness of the Trinity, but even more so its unity; the same theme 

which again and again has been the major emphasis throughout all this 

Patristic period. While the Apologists were affirming the distinctions 

of the Trinitarian formula, they never lost sight of the unity of the 

Trinity; indeed it ever remained their chief emphasis. Therefore we 

now come to the main problem of this thesis, namely, having established 

the two fundamental themes of the differentiation and the unity of the 

llbid. 2Franks, op. cit., p. 82. 

3Ibid.' p. 81. 
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Trinity, to which aspect of the Trinity did the early Church Fathers ap­

ply the concept of personality. 

3. Regarding the Personality of the Trinity. 

Regarding the concept of the personality of the Trinity, we are 

primarily concerned with the problem of whether the Fat.hers of the 

early Church thought in terms of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit each 

having a distinct personality, each his own, or did they rather conceive 

of one Divine Person who distinguished Himself in three manners or 

modes. First of all may we keep in mind that a completely satisfactory 

answer cannot be expected from just this one short space of history, as 

crude as the doctrine was at this time. Yet that there were important 

implications and significant trends we cannot overlook. 

(a) Personality and the Unity.--That the concept of personality was 

applied to the total being of God was the conclusion of our investiga-

tion of the Biblical background to the patristic period. Not only in 

the Old Testament was there a firm conviction of the personality of the 

one God, but also in the New Testament this same theme was shown to be 

carried through consistently, in that the Son and Holy Spirit were 

mediators who revealed the personality of the one Divine Being, God Him-

self. Therefore it would seem reasonable for the Apologists to carry on 

this tradition. That such Apologists as Justin Martyr did ascribe per-

sonality to the One Divine Being can be seen, for as Scott remarks, 

Justin speaks as a Greek philosopher when he refers to the transcendent 

God, but "as a Christian he emphasizes the Divine Personality.ul 

1 Scott, op. cit., p. 173. 



This precise problem of the concept of personality was not at all a 

customary point of thinking, as such, for this early patristic period, 

and so the concept of personality as applicable to the unity of the One 

God usually must be arrived at indirectly. Rather than to find direct 

quotes on the concept of personality, it is rather the indirect method 

of looking for evidences of personality that we shall primarily have to 

pursue. Such evidences of personality include those normal activities 

of a person such as reveal him as a self-conscious free-willed, self-

directing person. This precise definition has been defined at the out-

set of this thesis, and it is evidences of personality consistent with 

this definition which need to be examined among the teachings of the 

early Church Fathers if the concept of personality is properly to be ap-

plied to the one Divine Being. 

In the First Epistle to the Corinthians by Clement of Rome, he 

freely repeats those anthropomorphisms of the Old Testament which sug­

gest the concept of personality as belonging to the one being of God.1 

Clement further speaks of the "willtt of God that we be obedient to Him; 2 

the "will" being an evidence of personality. Ignatius likewise refers 

to the "will of the Father and of Jasus Christ our God. n3 This passage 

especially points out the implication that the will of Christ is actu­

ally the will of the one God and does not belong distinctly to Christ 

alone. Polycarp speaks of "the will of God through Jesus Christn4 which 

lLightfoot, op. cit., p. 58. 

3Ibid.' p. 137. 

2Ibid., p. 61. 

4Ibid., p. 177. 
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again implies that it is the will of God alone, but expressed through the 

distinction of the Son, Jesus Christ., The implication here is clear that 

even as the "will n belongs primarily to the Father, then the personality 

which it represents is applicable to the Father, and the Son is a revela­

tion of that will and personality. 
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Moreover, among the Apologists, there is further expression of the 

personality of the one God in his unity. Schaff quotes Irenaeus in what 

is a form of a creed from his Adversus Haeresis (10.1) in which Irenaeus 

speaks of God as making heaven and earth, the 11 good pleasure of the 

Father. 111 Here again we see the implication of a self-directing activity 

of creation and good pleasure attributed to the Father specifically, ex­

clusive of the Son and Spirit. 

That the Christian concept of God demands the concept of personality 

is evident throughout the Biblical and patristic period. Also that per­

sonality is not attributed to the distinctions of the Godhead can likewise 

be shown. Let us turn therefore to the study of personality and the 

distinctions. 

(b) Personality and the Distinctions. -Regarding the concept of per­

sonality and the distinctions of the Trinity, we will remember that the 

hypostases of the Old Testament were personified, but this was actually 

their activity of revealing the Father. Furthermore in the New Testament 

period we saw that Christ primarily was viewed as the revelation to men of 

the personality of God. With this in mind let us now take a look at the 

1schaff, op. cit., II, 13-14. 



implications of the patristic period. 

Hagenbach reports that even with the first of the Apostolic Fathers 

we find repeated this sa.me theme of the Apostles, that Christ is pri-

marily the revelation of the Father. Clement of Rome writes that "the 

Logos is the face of God, by which God is seen,nl suggesting in analogy 

form that the Son is the mode or face by which God is revealed to man. 

Ignatius is quoted by Worcester as saying "that there is one God, who 

has manifested himself by Jesus Christ His Son, who is the eternal 

Word.n2 Hence, for Ignatius, the Son is the manifestation of the Father. 

Irenaeus likewise is reported by Franks as teaching the idea that 11the 

Logos was eternally with the Father, and revealed Him from the begin­

ning.n3 Thus we see the Son as the revelation of the Father, especially 

we might say, the revelation of the personality of the Father, and not 

at all is there any suggestion that the Son has a distinct personality, 

not even a distinct being, all his own. Irenaeus further affirms this 

theme, for according to Franks, he declares that "the Father is the in­

visibility of the Son, the Son is the visibility of the Father,n4 where-

by we again see clearly that the Son is viewed in the patristic period 

as the revelation, the manifestation, the visible mode of divine expres-
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sion of the personality of the Father, and the invisibility of the Father 

1Hagenbach, op. cit., I, 121. 

2Noah Worcester, An Impartial Review of Testimonies in Favor of 
the Divinity of the Son of God. (Concord: George Hough, Printer, 1Blo),p.5. 

3Franks, op. cit., p. 74. 4Ibid. 



is revealed to man through the Son. 

Shedd refers to an analogy of Clement of Alexandria that the Son is 

to the Father as a ray is to the sun, in that it is a light which 

streams forth revealing the source or nature from whence it comes.1 

Realizing the shortcomings of analogies when taken too far, yet this 

does seem to be a clear illustration that in Clements thinking he does 

mean to show the Son as the reflection or revelation or manifestation of 

the essence of the Father. Shedd further comments regarding this analogy 

t blt "in like manner the Reason or Wisdom of God manifests and mediates 

God 1s absolute essence, without any subtraction from it.n2 Therefore 

the conclusion seems to be clear that the Son and Holy Spirit have no 

separate personality of their own, but rather they are modes of revela­

tion, revealing the Father, even the personality of the Father to the 

world. 

B. The Teaching of Origen 

Having reviewed the teaching of the earlier patristic period, in 

general, we shall now turn our investigation to Origen in particular, as 

perhaps the leading represeitative of Ante-Nicene thought regarding the 

doctrine of the Trinity. Shedd, in his treatment of the patristic period 

likewise deals with Origen more specifically than with the other Apolo­

gists, wherefor he writes: "The speculations of Origen mark an epoch 

in the history of the doctrine of the Trinity, and we shall, therefore 

1Shedd, op. cit., I, 276-276. 
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Wolfson gives this theme in Origen on the distinctions of the Trin-

ity considerable attention, for he quotes Origen in his De Principiis 

as definitely applying the term hypostasis to the preexistent Christ, 

as distinct from the Father.1 Also in another passage he points out 

Origen's explicit statement that the Father and Son are "distinct nu­

merically.n2 And still in another passage, Origen describes the Father 

and Son as 11two things in hypostasis."3 Hagenbach also refers us to a 

further passage in Origen where the Son is called "deuteros theos" or a 

second God, in distinction to the Father. Thus we see that Origen 1s 

writings abound in this sort of explicit statement regarding the dis-

tinct hypostatic relationship of the Father and the Son. 

Oulton as well, gives particular attention to this same theme in 

the writings of Origen, especially as it centers around the subject of 

prayer. According to Oulton, Origen in his Treatise on Prayer, char­

acteristically speaks of prayer to the Father alone, compared to Ter-

tullian, who, on the other hand, at the very outset of his own treatise, 

De Oratione (Ch. II)4 places prayer in the context of the Father and 

Son as one. To the contrar.y, Origen taught that prayer is to be offered 

to God alone, and not to Christ, for as Oulton says, "he does not allow 

1prayer 1 as he defines it to be offered to Christ, but to the Father 

only. 11 5 Origen clearly admits to just this sharp distinction between 

the Father and Son, for he writes: "the Son is different from the Father 

in person and in subject, we must pray either to the Son, and not to 

the Father, or to both, or to the Father alone. 11 6 

lwolfson, op. cit., I, 318. 3Ibid. 

4origen, Select Writings of Origen, ed. Oulton (London: Longmans, 
Green and Co., 1954). 

.5rbid. II, 188. 6Ibid. II, 269 • 
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Origen, of course, takes the final view, which he further defends: 

If we understand what prayer is, perhaps we ought not to 
pray to anyone born (of woman), nor even to Christ him­
self, but only to the God and Father of all, to whom 
also our Saviour prayed, as we have mentioned before, 
and teaches us to pray. For when he heard "Teach us to 
Pray, 11 he did not "teach" them 11to pray" to himself, but 
to the Fatheri saying "Our Father which art in heaven," 
and so forth. 

Hence the distinction between the Father and Son is clearly and defin-

itely explained, indeed more so than any other Apologist had yet 

dared to declare. Insofar as Origen does proclaim this distinction 

of Father and Son, he certainly is carrying forward the orthodox tra-

dition of the Church, but perhaps Origen has carried this emphasis a 

little too far. Let us investigate Origen further. 

That Origen has carried his emphasis on the distinctions of the 

Father and Son too far in one extreme is firmly attested to by Shedd, 

who notes that Origen had thoroughly shown the distinction, but at 

the same time he has subordinated the Son to the Father. 2 By dis-

tinguishing the Father and the Son too much apart, Origen saw the pos-

sibility of two Gods, and so he subordinated the Son to preserve the 

monotheism which was the prior orthodoxy of the Church. Gilson fur-

ther explains this subordinationism in Origen, as follows: 

Jesus Christ, who came into the world, was born of the 
Father, before all creatures, but since he was made 
flesh, and became visible, he cannot be said to be 
equal w-ith the Father. This is the reason why Origen 
says that God is higher than Christ and consequently 
that Christ is by no means comparable to the Father. 3 

2Shedd, op· cit., I, 293. )Gilson, op. cit., p. 38. 
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(b) Personaiity and Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.--The problem of 

the concept of personality for Origen is fundamentally the same as for 

the other Apologists. On the one hand, that Origen recognized the 

sharp distinction of the Father 1 Son and Holy Spirit is to be readily 

affirmed, but the question is whether these were actually for Origen 

each a personal being, that is three beings each with a distinct and 

separate personality of its own. On the other hand, a second alterna­

tive is the possibility of ascribing personality to the one divine being, 

to the primar,y essence or ousia of the one God and Father, who stands 

alone and above the Son and Holy Spirit. The solution to this problem, 

however, seems to stand out much more clearly in Origen than in any other 

Apologist of the Ante-Nicene period. 

Primarily this is due to a significant development that we £.ind in 

Origen regarding his application of the terms hypostasis and ousia in a 

definite way to the distinctions and unity of the Trinity. Scott 

affirms that "Origen first distinguished the words ousia and hypostasis 

to make the first apply to the one divine essence and the second to the 

personal mode of existence of Christ.nl Wolfson further corroborates 

this designation in Origen, for according to his usage of the term hypos­

tasis, it is suggested he understood this term to mean "a distinct in­

dividual species.n2 Also, according to Wolfson, the term ousia is 
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adopted by Origen to designate "the common unity underlying the Trinity.u3 

However 1 even though this designation is clear, yet the distinction in 

1scott, op. cit., p. 159 

3Ibid., I, 321. 

2 Wolfson, op. cit., I, 319-321. 
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unity or in a threefold distinct relationship, yet it is still the one 

essence which is meant and referred to. Therefore, whether the concept 

of personality is attributed to the ousia or the hypostasis of God, yet 

in either case it is being attributed in reality to the one essence, the 

basic meaning of both terms. To speak of personality in relation to 

ousia is to speak of the one personal essence, or one Person Himself. 

To speak of the personality of the three hypostases is actually to speak 

of the personality of the one and only essence that there is as seen in 

its threefold relationship, that is, to speak of the one Person in a 

threefold manifestation or revelation of Himself. Therefore, we can con-

elude, from the basic meaning of both terms, that whether speaking of the 

ousia of God or the hypostases of God, the concept of personality is ap-

plied in either instance to the one essence of God, that is to say, the 

one personal essence, or one Divine Person, God Himself. 

However, not only from the basic definition of Origen 1s terminology 

can we conclude that the concept of personality is properly applicable to 

the one Divine God, but a.lso, in his actual usage of these terms in ex-

plaining the Trinity the same conclusion is likewise inevitable. In his 

De Principiis Origen speaks of the power and operation of the Trinity be­

longing exclusively to the Father, and merely attributed under the various 

names of Son and Holy Spirit, for he declares: 

There are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit; 
there are diversities of administrations, but the 
same Lord; and there are diversities of operations, 
but it is the same God who worketh all in all •••• 
from which it most clearly follows that there is no 
difference in the Trinity, but that which is called 



the gift of the Spirit is made known through the Son, 
and operated by God the Father.l 

Hence, the operation of the Trinity is specifically designated to the 

Father alone. Although variously diversified under the names of the 

Son and Holy Spirit, yet it is all the one operation of the one God 

the Father. Again Origen asserts that "the power of the Trinity is one 

and the same"2 thereby emphasizing these characteristic indications of 

the concept of personality as operation and power as being properly 

attributed to the one God alone, the Father Himself. 

Also in the instance of creation, Origen understood this to be an 

act of the one God, for he declares that "there is one God, who created 

and arranged all things,-and who, when nothing existed, called all 

things into being." Although the Son and Spirit were present at crea-

tion, yet Origen specifically ascribes this creative activity, as well 

as all directive power of the Trinity throughout subsequent ages as be-

longing to the Father alone; for Origen explicitly declares: 

This just and good God, the Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, Himself gave the law, and the prophets, and 
the Gospels, being also the Gofl of the Apostles and 
of the Old and New Testaments. 

Hence, for Origen, the creative activity as well as all directive opera-

tion of the Trinity belongs to the Father alone, the one and only Divine 

Person, God Himself. 

lOrigen, De Principiis, Trans. Rev. Frederick Crombie, Vol. IV, 
of the Ante-Nicene Fathers (Buffalo: The Christian Literature Publishing 
Company, 1885), p. 255. 

2Ibid. 3Ibid, p. 240. 4Ibid. 
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Furthermore, not only can it be affirmed that Origen•s usage of 

these terms leads to the conclusion that he applied the concept of 

personality to the one Divine essence, but also that Origen did not 

apply personality to each of the hypostases separately can likewise be 

shown. First of all, according to the basic meaning of the term hypos­

tasis as essence, it would have been a contradiction of the meaning of 

the term to speak of three essences, and thereby three personalities. 

Essence is inherently a term which implies oneness, or unity; hypostasis 

refers to the threefold distinction, but yet always within the context 

of one essence. To speak of the personality of a distinct aspect of the 

one essence is a logical absurdity, and thereby, Origen could not have 

logically spoken of the personality of any one hypostasis of the one 

personal Being, God Himself. To put it plainly, God could not be One 

Person, and three Persons at one and the same time. That Origen did 

ascribe the concept of personality to the essence of God, that is to the 

one Personal essence, or God Himself has been demonstrated, and thereby 

he could not in any sense, due to the literal meaning of these words as 

lB understood and used them have possibly ascribed personality to any 

single distinct hypostasis separate from the Father. 

However, apart from the literal meaning of these terms, that Origen 

did not ascribe personality to any of the distinct hypostases of the 

Trinity can further be illustrated by two instances of Origen 1s actual 

usage of these terms in his writings. On the one hand, Wolfson points 
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out that according to the actual usage of this term hypostasis in the 

writings of Origen it is most accurately defined as meaning not 11 a distinct 





for he declares: 

We worship, therefore, the Father of truth, and the 
Son, who is the truth, and these, while they are 
two, considered as persons or subsistences, are one 
in unity of thought, in harmony, and in identity of 
will.l 

Origen has given us here an especially clear picture of his concept of 

the unity of the one God in three persons. Notice first of all that 

according to the grammatical construction of the sentence above, "per-

son" is equated with "subsistences" which suggests that "persons" does 

not refer to the concept of personality, but rather to the essential 

hypostatic nature of the Trinity. Thus we have one further evidence 

that for Origen the concept of personality is not applicable to each 

individual hypostatic distinction. Not only is this evidenced in the 

one passage above, but also this is the identical meaning of the use 

of the word "person" by Origen throughout his entire writings. 

A further instance illustrating that Origen did not ascribe per-

sonality to the distinct hypostases of the Trainity is pointed out by 

Oulton, the translator of the actual text of Origen 1 s writings. Ac-

cording to Oulton, whenever Origen does speak of the Father, Son and 

Holy Spirit by the term hypostasis, which is translated person, thereby 

suggesting a Trinity of three persons; this usage of the term does not 

actually imply the concept of personality. 2 Even though each distinc-

tion or hypostasis is translated by the word person yet Oulton asserts 

libid., p. 643-644. 

20ulton, op. cit., II, 269. 
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the one individual person who reveals the Father, but rather the very 

embodiment of that revelation itself, revealing the personality of the 

Father, as His express image, the brightness of his majesty, and not 

the representative, but the very representation of His substance or 

essence. 

Thereby we can conclude, that for Origen, the concept of person­

ality is applicable to the one supreme divine essence, God Himself, the 

Father, and not in aQY particular sense properly applied to the Son or 

Holy Spirit. This same tendency has been evident in'the Old Testament; 

the implication was similar in the New Testament; and the earlier 

Apologists likewise continued this same teaching. In Origen we find 

its first fairly definite formulation. Let us now turn to the subject 

of Origen's influence upon his successors. 

c. The Influence of Origen on His Successors 

The influence of Origen followed in two very divergent directions, 

one being orthodox and the second being heterodox. Concerning Origen' s 

emphasis on the unity of the Trinity, and the distinctions of the hypos­

tases, he was acclaimed as orthodox throughout all the later ages. 

Nevertheless, where Origen did carry the emphasis on the distinctions 

too far until he resorted to subordinationism, he has ever since been 

proclaimed a heretic. However, Gilson offers this evaluation of the 

total work of Origen: "Despite his maQY errors, Origen has always been 

considered one of the great names in the history of Christian thought. 

Let us notice further the influence of these trends in Origen as they 

take shape in his successors. 
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Origen's emphasis on the distinctions of the Trinity, the influence of 

this concept was especially feLt upon his successors. As we have seen 

in the case of Dionysius of Alexandria, a pupil of Ori.gen, this em­

phasis on the distinctions appeared to be his central theme. And even 

though he clarified his position in regard to the unity of the Trinity, 

yet this did in no sense negate his stand on the distinct relationship 

of the hypostases within the Trinity. Scott asserts that this doctrine 

of the hypostatic distinctions between the Father, Son and Holy Spirit 

indeed became a point of general agreement throughout the orthodox 

Christian Church.l Hence this second main emphasis of Origen, who 

stressed it perhaps as far or farther than any other Christian Apologist, 

has become a further safeguard for orthodoxy in the ongoing development 

of the doctrine of the Trinity. 

2. Heterodox Influence of Origen 

The work of Origen in regard to the doctrine of the Trinity was 

accepted by the later Church Fathers as orthodox on at least two points. 

However, that a heterodox influence also was inherent in Origen's teach­

ing likewise became evident. Indeed, as Franks points out, "The day 

came when the great theologian was adjudged a heretic."2 Let us examine 

further this heretical influence of Origen upon his successors. 

(a) Negative value of Origen's heteroda;y.--That Origen was ortho­

dox on some points has been clearly confirmed, but that he was heterodox 

on other points cannot be denied. The major influence which Origen had 

1scott, op. cit., p. 191. 2Franks, op. cit., p. 96. 
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Origen 1 s statements, taken apart from his teachings as a whole and in 

expressions like those of Dionysius of Alexandria."1 Therefore we 

see that in a very real way the influence of Origen did have a definite-

ly negative value, especially as that influence became clearly spelled 

out eventually in the great Arian controversy of the fourth century. 

(b) Positive Values of Origen's Heterodaxy.--Having established 

Origen as orthodox on the one hand, and heterodox on the other hand, 

it remains to be shown that Origen 1s heretical tendency was not alto-

gether negative in its influence upon the sbusequent development of the 

doctrine of the Trinity. Whereas some have aimed at establishing the 

sole orthodoxy of Origen, and others have roundly accused him of heresy, 

yet according to Oulton, neither of these is entirely accurate. Rather 

Oulton would caution us that before branding Origen thoroughly as a 

heretic, we should remember at least this one thing: Origen was a 

pioneer and a daring one at that. 2 Gilson likewise exhorts: "In judg-

ing Origen let us not forget that he was doing pioneering work in 

theology.n3 Oulton further explains this pioneer concept: 

Origen lived before the constroversies and the great 
conciliar decisions of the fourth and fifth centuries 
had given formal expression to the Catholic Faith. 
At the beginning of the third century thought was 
fluid on these matters.4 

Hence we see that a strict orthodoxy in all points is more than ought 

1Neve, op. cit., I, 114. 

3Gilson, op. cit., p. 39. 

20ulton, op. cit., p. 189-190. 

4oulton, op. cit., p. 189. 
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fairly to be expected of Origen. Schaff insists even further that ••in 

strictness not a single one of the ante-Nicene fathers fairly agrees 

with the Roman standard of doctrine in all points."1 Therefore it is 

evident that wherein these early Church Fathers were lacking in 

thoroughgoing orthodoxy as subsequently developed, it was due primarily 

to their work as pioneers and not an intentional deviation from es-

tablished standards. 

Furthermore, we might observe that Origen 1s influence did have a 

definite positive for the ongoing development of the doctrine of the 

Trinity. For according to Hagenbach, the Trinity was a doctrine which 

was shaped characteristically by the controversies with heresy.2 That 

heresy has often been a positive factor in the formulation of correct 

doctrine can clearly be illustrated. Hordern offers a prime example 

regarding the 11Apostle 1 s Creed, which is still repeated in many Churches, 

arose at this time, and can best be understood as a refutation of 

Gnosticism."3 Likewise the Nicene Creed, according to Nagler, was 

written with specific reference against the Arian heresy.4 Even in the 

early patristic period throughout, Shedd observes that "the orthodoxy 

of the Primitive Church is demonstrated by the heterodoxy which it 

combatted and refuted. n5 Hough offers this especially delightful 

lphilip Schaff, Histon of the Christian Church. (New York: 
Charles Scribner 1s Sons, 1B92 , II, 628. 

2Hagenbach, op. cit., I, 242. 

3william Hordern, A Layman • s Guide to Protestant Theologz (New 
York: The Macmillan Compaey, 1955), p. 19. 

4Arthur W. Nagler, The Church in History (New York: The Abing­
don Press, 1929), P• 343. 

5shedd, op. cit., I, 252. 
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analogy: 

Men once thought of heresies as undiluted evils, in­
spired by the Prince of Evil. Now we have learned 
better. A heresy is usually a genuine hunger ea;ting 
the wrong fruit.l 

Thus, heresies contain great truths, only with an imperfect bent. Bet-

ter than flatly to condemn Origen, or his teachings, it is rather far 

better to realize the positive value and influence, both orthodox and 

heterodox, which Origen exerted upon his successors. We might say that 

it is equally as important to understand a heresy as to condemn it. 

Shedd offers this final sketch of the importance of Origen•s influence 

on his successors in the words of Meier: 

The meaning and importance of Origenism in the history 
of the doctrine of the Trinity does not lie in the 
intrinsic worth of the system, so much as in its con­
nections, and relations, and general influence.2 

lAthanasius, Athanasius, the Hero, biography of Athanasius by 
Lynn Harold Hough (Cincinnati: Jennings & Gralun, 1906), p. 44. 

2Shedd, op. cit., I, 303. 
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identification, so also Arius likewise affirmed the unity of the one 

God, and denied any hypostatic distinctions within the Godhead. 

Whereas on the one hand, Arius preserved the unity of God similarly 

as the Dynamic Monarchians had done, by subordinating the Son to a 

place of inferiority beneath the primary Godhead, yet on the other 

hand, he differed from the Dynamistic Monarchians by not allowing 

Christ to have been merely a human being, but rather said the Son 

was an intermediate being between God and man. Furthermore, whereas 

Arius on the one hand was in agreement with the unity of God· as held 

by the Modalistic Monarchians, yet on the other hand he differed 

here also in that the Son and Spirit were not merely temporary aspects 

or modes of God, but rather for Arius the Son and Spirit were actual 

beings, though subordinate, and were held to have been eternal since 

before the world began. Thus we see that the smallest intricacies of 

detail between one heres,y and another, or more so, between heresy and 

orthodoxy are often so slight as to be nearly inconspicuous, yet in 

full consequence they can reveal any two similar views to be actually 

and literally poles apart. This was precisely the case between Arian­

ism and Athanasianism. Let us examine now the Athanasian doctrine of 

the Trinity. 

B. Emphases of,Athanasius 

It was especially due to the Arian heresy that the Roman Emperor 

Constantine called together in A.D. 325 the first so-called Ecumenical 

Council of the Christian Church to meet at Nicea. As Neve describes 
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this event: "To the scene of battle journeyed Alexander, and with him 

came his archdeacon Athanasius who was to become the mighty champion and 

bulwark of orthodoxy in the Arian controversy .nl Indeed it was just 

three years after the Council that the Bishop of Alexandria died, 

succeeded by Athanasius in A.D. 328, being less than thirty years of 

age, and according to Franks from this time on Athansius became un-

disputably the central figure for the orthodox position during the many 

years of Arian controversy. 2 It was due to this prominent place of 

Athanasius as the outspoken representative for the orthodox position 

of the Church that Hagenbach refers to him as the "father of Orthodoxy. n3 

1. Emphasis on the Son 

(a) Deity of the Son.--The emphasis of Athanasius upon the deity of 

the Son, was in direct contrast to and defense against those Monarchian 

and Arian concepts which preserved the unity of God by subordinating the 

Son to the Father. However, in turn Athanasius realized that in af­

firming the equality and deity of the Son, he was simultaneously faced 

with the problem of how yet to preserve the unity of God. That both 

sides of the coin must be equally affirmed was precisely the problem. 

Athanasius full well realized that insofar as God is one being, 

this very concept of the Monarchians was both Scriptural and orthodox. 

Indeed, Shedd reports that ttAthanasius insisted as earnestly as ever 

Sabellius did, that there is but one Essence in the Godhead; that there 

1Neve, op. cit., I, 11S. 
3Hagenbach, op. cit., I, 231. 

2Franks, op. cit., p. 103. 
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is but one Divine Substance, or Nature, or Being. n1 It was i.ndeed this 

recognition by Athanasius that the Monarchians were not so far from the 

truth so far as they went, that led him to employ the same term used by 

Sabellius, namely the term uhomoousios," denoting the conception of the 

unity of God, but also including for Athanasius the concept of the 

deity of the Son as of the same essence with the Father. Hence the 

introduction of the term homoousios into the Nicene controversy. 

The importance of this single word to the Nicene doctrine of the 

Trinity can hardly be over-emphasized. Hagenbach declares that this 

term was essential to the affirmation of the equality and deity of the 

Son. 2 Shedd further points out that it was here in the formation of 

the Nicene Creed that the terminology became prominent regarding 

"homoiousios" of the Ariana, who claimed that Christ was only similar 

to the Father, and the Athanasians with tthomoousios" by which they 

firmly declared that Christ was of the same substance as the Father.3 

Blackburn makes this comment: 

A Satirist might say that the words differed only in 
an iota. But the difference between homoousian 
and homoiousian convulsed the world for the simple 
reason that, in that difference lay the whole ques­
tion of the real truth or falsehood of our Lord's 
actual divinity.4 

Thus the importance for the deity of Christ rested not just on a single 

word, but on a single letter as well. Baillie contends that this was 

not just a hair-splitting theological point, but more so it determined 

lshedd, op. cit., p. 309. 

. 3shedd, op. cit., I, 310. 

2Hager.bach, op. cit., I, 256. 

4Blackburn, op. cit., p. 76 • 
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precisely the deity of Christ.1 Whereas the Arians had believed in the 

divinity of Christ as a heavenly being, the term "homoousios11 now 

established the full deity of Christ; not subordinate to the Father, 

but equal with him, not similar to him, but the same as the Father, of 

the same identical essence, nature, and being. The Athanasian view 

became the accepted doctrine of the Nicene Council, where according to 

Hagenbach, "a confession of faith was adopted, in which it was estab-

lished as the inviolate doctrine of the Catholic Church that the Son 

is of the same essence (homoousia) with the Father. 112 Hence, in the 

words of Hough, the biographer: 11As a theologian Athanasius lives as 

the great defender of the doctrine of the deity of our Lord. 113 

(b) Unity of the Son with the Father.-Athanasius emphatically 

declared that the Father and Son were One in essence, nature, being. 

Neve observed that according to Athanasius, "If Christ is in any sense 

divine, as Arius taught, then he belongs to the unseparated and un­

divided monad of the deity.n4 Athanasius, while clearly recognizing 

the three hypostases of the Godhead, yet firmly insisted that they are 

not to be separated from one another. The homoousios doctrine was 

important in a twofold sense, observes Baillie, "not only because of 

what it tells us about Jesus, but because of what it tells us about 

God."5 Not only was the deity of the Son affirmed by the homoousios, 

1Baillie, op. cit., p. 70. 

3Hough, op. cit., p. 156. 

Ssaillie, op. cit., p. 71. 

2Hagenbach, op. cit., I, 251. 

4Neve, op. cit., I, 117. 
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but also the unity of the Father and the Son. Atha.nasius resorted to 

a.n anology to illustrate further this concept of the unity of the 

Father and the Son in his Contra. Arius (III,4) where according to Neve: 

The relation between the Father and Son is like that 
between a fountain and stream that gushes from it. 
Just as a river springing from a fountain is not sep­
arated from it, although there are two forms and 
two names so neither is the Son from the Father, nor 
the Father from the Son.l 

Athana.sius further illustrates the unity of the Father and the Son by 

the analogy of light and its brightness, for Athanasius himself declares 

in his work, On the Opinion of Dionysius, as follows: 

But what can it mean to call him Prince of Life, Son 
of God, brightness, express image, on an equality 
with God, Lord, and Bishop of Souls, if not ·that in 
the body He was Word of God, by whom all things were 
made, and is as indivisible from the Father as is the 
brightness from the light?2 

Thus, even as the brightness is of the same essence as the light itself, 

so also is the unity of the Father and Son a.n essential unity, entirely 

indivisible from one another. Also in his Discourse Against the Ariana 

Athana.sius further declares: 

But let the other heresies and the other Manichees 
also know that the Father of the Christ is One. • 
•• the only Son proper and genuine from His Essence, 
and having with His Father the oneness of Godhead 
indivisible, as we said many times, being taught it 
by the Saviour Himself .3 

lNeve, op. cit., I, 117. 

2Athanasius, Select Works and Letters, trans. Archibald Robert­
son, Vol. IV of Nicene and post-Nicene Fathers (New York: The Christian 
Literature Company, 1B92), p. 179. 

3Ibid.' p. 370. 
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However, although both sides of the issue were recognized by 

Athanasius, yet the emphasis was more so on the unity of God. Due to 

the Arian view on the one hand emphasizing extreme distinction and 

leading to subordination; Athanasius on the other hand was forced to 

emphasize especially the unity of the Trinity. Shapland explicitly 

declares that "his concern is not so much with the equality of the 

Three Persons in the Godhead as with their unity.nl Hough likewise 

asserts that primary for Athanasius was his belief in "one God, n the 

one to whom he ascribed all possible qualities of greatness, might, 

righteousness and beneficence.2 It was not quite so important to 

Athanasius that each hypostasis was precisely distinct according to 

Shapland so much as that "each person is God and Lord and the divine 

unity is maintained by the coinherence of each Person in the rest. 113 

It is particularly against those who would declare three separate Gods 

that Athanasius writes: 

But let this never even come into our mind. For there 
is but one form of Godhead, which is also in the Word; 
and one God the Father, existing by Himself according 
as He is above all, and appearing in the Son according 
as He pervades all things, and in.the Spirit according 
as in Him He acts in all things through the Word, For 
thus we confess God to be one through the Triad.4 

For there is One God, and not many, and One in His 
Word, and not many; for the

5
word is God, and He alone 

has the Form of the Father. 

lshapland, OE· cit., p. 97. 2Hough, op. cit., P• 145. 

3shapland, o;e. cit., p. 42. 4Athanasius, o;e. cit., p. 

5Ibid.' p. 403 

402. 
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Thus, Athanasius is quite clear in his defense of the unity of the 

Trinity, even to where the Father alone is God who acts alone in all 

things through the Son and Spirit. Hence, while Athanasius recog­

nized the threefold distinctions of the Trinity, yet his primary 

emphasis was on the unity of the Trinity, and from here Athanasius 

leads us directly to the problem of the personality of God. 

(b) Personality of the Trinity.-Regarding the personality of 

the Trinity, may it be suggested first that the emphasis of Athanasius 

on the unity of the Trinity certainly does imply in a definite di­

rection the solution of the problem of personality. It will be re­

membered that the homoousios doctrine signifies the sameness of es­

sence of the Son and also that the A thanasian doctrine of the Holy 

Spirit emphasizes his unity with the very being of God Himself; as 

Hagenbach himself points out, "he must be one with the divine being,nl 

and again, "nothing that is foreign to the nature of God, but one and 

the same nature, which is in perfect accordance, identical with it­

self.112 Thus, for Athanasius the Son and Holy Spirit are united to the 

Father, God Himself, in essence, even so as to be identical to his be­

ing. Athanasius understood that there was only one essence, even one 

being, indeed only one individual being in the Godhead, even God Him­

self. Athanasius was explicit in his denial that the Son was a second 

being or creature from the Father. This view of a second being was 

precisely the Arian view which in his Discourse Against the Ariana 

1Hageribach, op. cit., I, 260. 
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did hold just such a view. However, in the final analysis Hough finally 

adds: "The present writer •••• at present does not feel certain that 

he did.nl Hence one further shadow of doubt, from one qualified to 

make just such a subjective analysis, that Athanasius did not conceive 

of three individual persons in the Godhead. 

One further observation is yet to be made in regard to the con­

clusion that for Athanasius the concept of personality is properly 

applicable to the one Divine Being, God Himself, and not to the hy­

postatic distinctions. It is in regard to a basic difference between 

Athanasius and Arius that we see further implication for the theme 

that the concept of personality is not properly to be attributed to 

the Son as a distinct personal hypostasis of God. It will be remembered 

in Arianism that the Son was viewed as an intermediate-being; a being 

neither God, nor man, but an individual being just the same. The basic 

difference between Athanasianism and Arianism is here seen in the fact, 

as Baillie points out, that Athansius did hold the Son to be a Mediator, 

yet not an intermediary being. 2 The precise difference here is that 

for Arius the Son is an individual being separate from the Father, where­

as for Athanasius, the Son is not an individual and separate being or 

separate essence, but rather one in being and essence with the Father 

and inseparable from Him. It only follows therefore, that since the Son 

is not a distinct individual being, he is also not a personally distinct 

being, and the concept of personality is not properly applicable to the 

lHough, op. cit., p. 155. 2Baillie, op. cit., p. 80. 
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were preoccupied with the office and work of the Son of God. 111 This 

absence of serious speculation on pneumatology is explained further 

by Mellone, who declares that "the explicit formulation of the doc-

trine of the Holy &pirit, with s.ystematic consideration of the 

theological problems involved could hardly have been undertaken until 

the doctrine of the Person and work of Christ had been carried at 

least as far as the Nicene declaration of A.D. 325. tt2 Hence the 

established orthodox doctrine of the Son was necessarily a prerequisite 

to speculative development on the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, and 

thereby prior to Nicea the doctrine had been largely a neglected theme. 

However, this lack of precise and thorough formulation on the 

doctrine of the Holy Spirit does not also mean that there was a com-

plete absence of belief on this doctrine prior to Athanasius. Quite 

to the contrary Hagenbach indicates that for the early church "the 

doctrine concerning the Holy Ghost, like that of the Son was con-

sidered important from the practical point of view, in reference for 

his prophetic agency, to the witness which he bears in the hearts of 

believers, and in fine, to his living power in the church.n3 There-

fore, that an established doctrine to a certain extent was gradually 

under development is further confirmed by Bethune-Baker who asserts 

lAlexander V. G. Allen, Christian Institutions (New York: 
Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1892), p. 347. 

2Sydney H. Mellone, Leaders of Early Christian Thought 
(Boston: The Beacon Press, 1955), p. 162. 

3Hagenbach, ?P• cit., I, 125. 

104 



that from earliest times, the Church "has had no hesitation in de-

claring that in the Christian conception of the existence of the One 

God there are included three persons--that Father, Son, and HolY 

Spirit are alike and equallY essential to the idea of the one God­

head.nl Hence, with this basic starting point of departure for the 

doctrine of the Holy Spirit, let us notice more specifically how it 

developed in the period immediately after the Nicene Council under 

the Athanasian influence. 

(a) Heterodox Concepts Proposed.--Of all the heterodox specula­

tions in the Early Church regarding the Holy Spirit, none was so 

damaging as Arianism. Even as Arianism had denied the deity of the 

Son, so likewise had it denied the deity of the Holy Spirit. This was 

almost an inevitable conclusion for the Arians, for as Birkhaeuser ex-

plains: "Arianism, in rejecting the consubstantiability of the Son, 

necessarily led to the denial of the Divinity of the Holy Ghost.n2 Thus 

we see that this doctrine of the Holy Spirit as well as the whole 

Trinitarian concept was in danger of being fundamentally undermined at 

its roots by Arianism. The Nicene Creed did not settle the doctrine 

of the Holy Spirit; rather it was on this doctrine that attention was 

now focused as the battleground for orthodoxy. According to Orr, it 
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was directly 11as a consequence of the Arian controversy that the doctrine 

lJ. F. Bethune-Baker, An Introduction to the Early History of 
Christian Doctrine (London: Methuen & Co., Ltd., l9Sl), p. 197. 

2J. A. Birkhaeuser, History of the Church (New York: Fr. 
Pustet & Co., 1888), p. 19 • 







Hence, the Athanasians and the Arians were clearly and finnly opposed 

to each other. 

It was exactly this extremely divergent point of view between the 

Athanasians and the Arians which led to numerous hostilities between 

the two groups. Moeller reports that "in the stormy episcopal elec-

tions of Constantinople, which had often led to tumult and bloodshed, 

this Macedonius had frequently played a part as rival to the orthodox 

candidates. n1 Bethune-Baker also records that "the chief representa-

tive known to us of the Arian teaching with regard to the Holy Spirit 

is Macedonius, who had been appointed Bishop of Constantinople after 

the deposition and subsequent murder of Paul (a Nicene). 112 Blackburn 

informs us that actually 11Macedonius was not confirmed as bishop until 

a later time, when the soldiers cut their way into the Church through 

a dense crowd, rode over hundreds of dead bodies, and secured his in­

stallation.113 

However these acts of violence on the part of the Arians to gain 

ascendency in the church did mt get far and Macedonius ''himself in 

turn was deposed by the Synod of Constantinople in 360. 11 4 According 

to Neve, a short while later, "a synod at Alexandria (362), presided 

over by Athanasius, established the homoousia of the Holy Spirit who 

was declared to be a person like the Father and the Son."-' Shapland 

4Moeller, op. cit., p. 392. 

)Blackburn, op. cit., p. 84. 

-'Neve, op. cit., I, 119. 

2Bethune-Baker, op. cit., p. 212. 

4Bethune-Baker, op. cit., p. 212. 
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further declares that in 362 the Council of Alexandria anathematized 

those 'who say that the Holy Spirit is a creature and separate from 

the essence of Christ."l Birkhaeuser offers this concluding comment 

in regard to the Athanasian influence upon this heretical conflict: 

Under his presendency, the Council of Alexandria, A.D. 
362, declared the "consubstantiality of the Holy Spirit 
with the Father and the Son." This doctrine was con­
firmed by the Roman Synods held later under Pope 
Damasus, which declared the Holy Ghost to be increate, 
and of one essence and power with the Father and the 
Son; and anathematized Arius, Macedonius, and all 
others who refused to assert the Holy Spirit's eternity, 
His procession from the Father, and His perfect unity 
with the Father and the Son.2 

Hence the Athanasian inrluence is officially established, to which 

McSorley adds that this position was even further strengthened a few 

years later in A.D. 381 when "these bishops--'Macedonians' after 

their leader, Bishop Macedonius of Constantinople--were condemned by 

the Second Ecumenical Council."3 Therefore we have this prime example 

of major importance to the doctrine of the Trinity in which Athanasius 

exerted an immediate influence for the preservation of orthodoxy re-

garding the doctrine of the Holy Spirit. 

2. Influence on the Trinitarian Doctrine of the Cappadocians 

The influence of Athanasius upon his Cappadocian successors is 

evidenced on the one hand by the praximity,of their theological con­

clusions regarding the doctrine of the Trinity, especially the Holy 

Spirit, and on the other hand, also due to their proximity in time. 

1shapland, op. cit., p. 19. 

3McSorley, op. cit., p. 96. 

2Birkhaeuser, op. cit., p. 195. 
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the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, Hager.bach affirms that 11He himself de-

veloped it principally in his controvers.y with Macedonius, and showed, 

in opposition to him, that the Holy Spirit is neither a mere power nor 

a creature, and accordingly, that there is no other alternative except 

that he is God Himself."l 

The doctrine of the Holy Spirit for Basil the Great was likewise 

patterned after that of Athanasius as well as Gregory of Naziansen, 

his elder by a few years. According to Shapland, Basil wrote his 

Epistle in A.D. 360 in which he directly attributed credit for his views 

to both Athanasius and Gregory of Nazianzen.2 Furthermore Basil wrote 

under the same circumstances as his two predecessors, for according to 

Hagenbach, his chief importance is his role as defender against the 

Arian and Macedonian heresies.3 Shapland further declares that Basil's 

eighth Epistle was directly written against those as the Ariana and the 

4 Pneumatomachi who held the Son and Spirit to be mere creatures, and 
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throughout his Epistle he finds no difficulty in extending the homoousian 

concept to the Holy Spirit.5 Hagenbach offers this detailed statement re-

garding the theological position of Basil as follows: 

He too maintained that the name God should be given to 
the Spirit, and appealed both to-scripture in general, 
and to the baptismal formula in particular, in which 
the Spirit is mentioned together with the Father and 
the Son. He did not however, lay much stress upon the 

libid. 2shapland, op. cit., p. 21. 

3Hagenbach, op. cit., I, 231. 4shapland, op. cit., p. 19-23. 

5Ibid., p. 21. 





familiarity that Gregory of Nyssa probably had with the writings of 

Athanasius. Hence, that each of the Cappadocians reflects an in-

fluence from the teachings of Athanasius regarding the doctrine of 

the Holy Spirit is readily seen. Let us turn now to investigate this 

influence further regarding the Cappadocian doctrine of the entire 

Trinity. 

(a) Doctrine of Trinitarian Distinctions.--The Cappadocians have 

been interpreted by and large as having emphasized far more the 

distinctions of the Trinity than its unity. Whereas on the one ham 

they were orthodox in affirming both the distinctions and unity alike, 

yet on the other hand they have frequently been presented as being 

the great champions of the past in regard to the Trinitarian distinc-

tions almost to outright Tritheism. Franks for instance, refers to 

the Cappadocians 1 emphasis on the distinctions as a departure from 

the Athanasian emphasis on the unity, an emphasis which was again re­

turned to us by Augustine and John of Damascus. 1 Baillie likewise 

confirms this allegation that the Cappodocians were extremists in 

their emphasis on the distinctions of the Trinity, for he asserts: 

In the Patristic age it was the Cappadocian Fathers, 
the two Gregories and Basil, that went farthest in 
this direction, illustrating the Trinity by the 
analogy of three individual men, and thus we might 
speak of the "ultra-Cappadocian move100nt in modern 
Trinitarian thought.2 

Hence the Trinitarian emphasis on the distinctions would seem to be 

positively confirmed. 

1Franks, op. cit., p. 114. 2Baillie, op. cit., p. 100. 
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However, we must not lose sight of the fact that the Cappadocians 

did in actuality never deny the unity, indeed on the whole they equal-

ly emphasized the unity and furthermore always meant to qualify their 

admittedly direct emphasis on the distinction by likewise safeguarding 

the unity as well. For instance the ver,y description by Baillie of 

the Cappadocian analogy "of three individual men," is based on such 

expressions as Franks points out as when Gregory of Nazianzen declares: 

There are three individuals, but only one human 
nature.l 

May it first be noted here that both distinction and unity are likewise 

affirmed at the same time, and neither one to the denial of the other. 

To see this statement as primarily ultra-triteistic is to take the 

first portion out of its context. Also it needs to be shown further 

exactly what Gregory of Nazianzen actually meant by the phrase "three 

individuals." Franks explains that Gregory means "three indivlduals" 

in the sense that Adam, Eve, and Seth are three individuals or hy­

postases having one common unity in their humanity or human nature.2 

The very use of the term hypostasis which was translated "individual" 

suggests that Gregory is using the term "individual" in the sense of 

individual or single distinctions of one nature, and not as three 

separate individual personalities with three human natures. The use of 

11individual11 is similar in this instance as to where Wolfson points out 

that Origen used this same term "individual" as meaning "individual 

1Franks, op. cit., p. 115. 
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that its context was in relation to the phrase of 11three individuals, 11 

which is a phrase denoting the distinctions within the common unity of 

essence. Therefore the use of the analogy Adam, Eve, and Seth like-

wise is meant to illustrate only how three individuals can have a 

common unity of essence, namely in this case, a common humanity. To 

interpret more than this and ascribe personality to each is to commit 

the fallacy of carry:lng the analogy too far, as well as to take it out 

of its context. Furthermore, the fact that the analogy does include 

such three individuals who are so closely identified in their humanity 

as to be Father, Mother and Son is significant in comparison to any 

other three such unassociated individuals who could have been named. 

Hence I find it necessary to conclude that the specific use of the 

phrase three individuals or three individual men, according to the 

basic meaning of the term, namely hypostasis, suggests the inseparabil-

ity of the distinctions within the unity of essense, or by comparison, 

humanity or human nature. Furthermore it seems evident that the 

analogy of Adam, Eve, and Seth, according to its context implies no 

more than to illustrate by comparison how three individuals can have 

a common essence or unity of nature; only in this instance, human nature. 

Therefore, although a brief glance at this analogy could be misleading, 

yet a careful analysis of its context and basic meaning of terms leads 

to the inevitable conclusion that for the Cappadocians, as expressed by 

Gregory of Nyssa, 

There are not three Gods with a common divinity but one 
God with three modes of being.l 

lGraef, op. cit., p. 188. 







And one final example, Gregory offers, namely: 

If thou overthrow any one of the three, thou wilt have 
overthrown the whole. Better to take a meagre view of 
unity, than to venture on a complete impiety.l 

Thus it is that Franks concludes that "they stressed the unity in God 

as well as the distinctions.n2 Although at times they did speak ex-

elusively of the one emphasis or the other, yet in actuality they never 

lost sight of the two emphases as inseparable to each other. 

Furthermore, regarding the concept of personality, the Cappadocians 
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rermrined consistent with the tradition which came down to them from their 

predecessors. Even as the earlier Patristics had ascribed the concept 

of personality to the one Divine Being, God Himself, so likewise did the 

Cappadocians. We have seen in regard to the discussion of the analogy 

of Adam, Eve, and Seth, that the distinctions of the Trinity are not 

individual separate personalities, but rather united into one common 

essence or being as one God. That the Cappadocians understood the one 

God to be one being or one nature or one essence is seen for instance 

in the Theological Orations of Gregory of Nazianzen who writes concern-

ing the nature of God: 

We are inquiring into a nature whose being is absolute 
• • • .being is in its proper sense peculiar to God, 
and belongs to him entirely, and is not limited or 
cut short.3 

Gregory of Nazianzen not only speaks of the one being of God in this 

1Ibid., p. 322. 2Franks, op. cit., p. 116. 

3Gregory of Nazianzen, Christology of the Later Fathers, ed. 
Edward R. Hardy and Cyril c. Richardson (London: SCM Press, Ltd., 
1954)' p. 190. 



passage but also Gregory of Nyssa entitles an entire treatise That We 

Should Not Think of Saying There are Three Gods, in which he corrob-

orates the unity of the divine nature or being, as follows: 

But the divine nature is in every way understood to be 
without distinction or difference. For this reason 
we rightly say there is one Godhead and one God, and 
express all the other attributes that befit the divine 
in the singular .1 

Thus observing the Cappadocian view of the one nature or one being of 

the one God, and having already observed that the concept of person-

ality is not applicable to each of the individual distinctions of the 

Trinity, let us now observe that the concept of personality is ex-

plicitly attributed to the one divine being, God Himself. For instance, 

Gregory of Nyssa conte rrls that the unity of the Godhead is not only a 

unity of essence or being, but also a unity of operation, for he 

asserts: 

The Father is God and the Son is God; and yet by the 
same affirmation God is One, because no distinction 
of nature or of operation is to be observed in the 
Godhead.2 

Even more specifically regarding the precise hypostasis of the Trinity, 

Gregory of Nyssa yet contends for a complete unity of operation, as he 

writes: 

It is for this reason that the word far the operation 
is not divided among the persons involved. For the 
action of each in any matter is not separate and in­
dividualized. But whatever occurs, whether in refer­
ence to God's providence for us or to the government 
and constitution of the universe, occurs through the 
three Persons, and is not three separate things.3 

libid., p. 267. 2Ibid., p. 266. 3Ibid.' p. 262 
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Thus the holy Trinity brings to effect every opera­
tion in a similar way. It is not by separate action 
according to the number of the persons; but there is 
one motion and disposition of the good will which 
proceeds from the Father, through the Son, to the 
Spirit.l 

Hence, according to the Cappadocian view of the unity of being as well 

as unity of operation it would seem conclusive that the concept of 

personality as evidenced by the divine action is thereby attributed 

to the one divine Being, even God Himself. 

libid., p. 262. 
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comment that "Trinitarian thought did not rest content until every 

trace of subordination on the part of the Son and Spirit was removed 

•••• which Augustine did."l 

Hence the conclusions arrived at by Athanasius and the Cappado­

cians in the Nicene Period were by no means completely satisfactory 

to Augustine. Franks refers to Augustine's writings as "a highly orig­

inal and largely independent treatment of the doctrine of the Trinity 

in Latin theology. 11
2 Augustine was not content with easy answers, but 

rather earnestly sought to understand the Trinity from a point of view 

which was not only philosophical, but also religious. Neve asserts that 

"even Augustine, a rea.L. philosopher and a dialectician, in discussing 

the Trinitarian •relations 1 was prompted after all not by the specula­

tive but by the religious interest. This is an unfailing impression 

received from the reading of his De Trinitate.•l3 It is particularly 

regarding Augustine's concept of the Trinity in relation to the accom­

panying terminology that we face head on one of the knottiest problems 

of semantics perhaps ever to have occurred in the history of the Church. 

Therefore, let us first of all trace the development of this terminology 

as it relates to this problem, regarding the concept of personality 

as Augustine ascribed it to the Godhead. 

1. Terminology of the Greeks 

It was during the debates at Nicea in A.D. 325 that the Greek word 

lKnudson, Doctrine of God, p. 404. 

2Franks, op. cit., p. 123. 3Neve, op. cit., I, 106. 

124 



homoousia first came into historical prominence, as when Athansius 

used it to describe the Son as same-natured with the Father, thus em­

phasizing the equality and deity of the Son with the Father. However, 

it was the Arians who stressed the word homoiousia to describe the Son 

as not same-natured, but only like-natured with the Father, thereby 

allowing for the Son 1s subordination and inferiority to the Father. 

It ought carefully to be noted here that homoousia when referring to 

the identical nature of the Father and the Son actually is describ­

ing their substance or essence as the bond of unity which binds the 

Father and the Son together. 

Now the Greeks also had another significant term of similar mean­

ing, namely hypostasis, which in its literal Greek meaning was under­

stood as that which underlies as substance or essence of being, and 

thls it is little wonder according to Knudson that at the Council of 

Nicea the term hypostasis was used synonymously with homoousis in 

reference to the Son as being same-natured with the Father.1 Also this 

identity of meaning between hypostasis and ousia was not only apparent 

in the Council of Nicea but also is frequently evident according to 

Graef in the personal "Writings of such men as Cyril of Alexandria, 

Chrysostom, Epiphanius and Athanasius himself. 2 

However, subsequent to the Nicene Council there occurred a sig­

nificant new development in which the term hypostasis took on a new 

lKnudson, Doctrine of God, p. 3'72. 

2writings of St. Grego;r of Nyssa, Edited by Graef, p. 188. 
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and distinctive meaning of its own. Athansius was among the first to 

recognize the confusion of these two terms having nearly identical 

meanings, and so after the Council was over, he became somewhat instru­

mental in the clarification of this terminology by associating the term 

hypostasis with the number three when he referred to the distinctions 

within the Godhead, and the term ousia was associated as formerly with 

the number one referring to the essence or unity of the Godhead. 

Even more so, the greatest development came with the Cappadocians 

of whom Franks declares: tiThe great technical advance of the Cappado­

cian theology over that of Nicea is in the separation of the terms 

ousia and hypOStasis. No longer are they to be used interchangeably: 

ousia applies to the Divine unity and hypostasis to the threefold 

distinction within the unity. nl Hagenbach further summarizes this new 

development, which became generally accepted throughout the entire 

Eastern Church in this manner: "According to this usage the word 

ousia denotes what is common to the Father, the Son and Holy Spirit •• 

• • The word hypOstasis denotes what is individual, distinguishing one 

from another.n2 Thus Knudson concludes that in regard to the Greek 

terminology we herein see the Trinitarian formula of one essence and 

three hypostases.3 

2. Terminology of the Latins 

However, this transition of meaning, although well understood in 

lFranks, op. cit., p. 114. 

3Knudson, loc. cit. 

2Hagenbach, op. cit., I, 264. 
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Medalists viewed it could still have a threefold distinction within the 

one essence as the orthodox maintained. That the word persona desig­

nated the distinctions within the essence of God is shown further not 

only in its historical use, but in its very etymology. Barth reports 

that the basic meaning of this Latin term persona means n substantia 

individua11 suggesting the idea not only of substance or essence, but 

also including the concept of individual substance or individual es­

sence.1 Hence persona is a term which basically means essence, but it 

further designates a single aspect or a distinct individual relation­

ship within the one essence. 

The similarity between this Latin use of Persona and the Greek use 

of hypostasis seems apparent. Both terms basically mean essence, and 

yet they are designated to show the distinctions within the one essence. 

Barth also mentions the ancient meaning of persona as used by the 

Sabellians to indicate an actor on a stage who changed different faces, 

but the actor himself remained the same. As such these Medalists were 

pronounced as heretics for this concept implies that a fourth entity 

exists behind the three masks, and Barth adds that this meaning of per­

sona was never used by the orthodox.2 Rather, persona was used to 

designate not the one essence behind and different from its threefold 

distinctions or manifestations as the Medalists, but rather to desig­

nate that one essence which was itself individually distinguished and 

manifested in three eternal modes, not successively as masks being put 

lsarth, op. cit., I.l, p. 409 2Ibid., p. 408-409. 

130 


























































































