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PREFACE

This study was occasioned by the ecumenical consultations between
Eastern Orthodox and Oriental Orthodox theologians over the past
fifty years. In their discussions they took Cyril of Alexandria and ‘his’
wio gvog formula as their starting-point. An initial study made me
doubt whether the interpretation given to the christological terms in the
ecumenical agreements was in line with what the archbishop himself
will have meant. I also found out that present-day commentators are
not in agreement on the meaning of the key terms in Cyril’s christology.
Besides, a systematic study into the meaning of these terms in Cyril’s
christological works has never been published. This volume is meant to
fill at least part of that lacuna.

It is my desire that the ecumenical movement will develop and
that Christian unity will grow. If, therefore, the conclusions of my
study undermine the abovementioned agreements, I hope that it will
lead to intensified consultations, also between Eastern and Western
churches.

An earlier version of this book was my doctoral dissertation at the
Protestant Theological University in Kampen, the Netherlands. I wish
to thank the three people who supervised the work and who, each in
her or his own way, have contributed to the improvement of the end
result. Prof. Gerrit W. Neven has been a continuous encouragement to
me for many years, and with his questions and remarks he made me
think through underlying assumptions and possible implications. Prof.
Adelbert J.M. Davids has introduced me into patristic theology and his
careful reading of the text has led to many improvements. With her
expertise on the christological developments in the early church, Prof.
Theresia Hainthaler was willing to read the manuscript with a critical
eye. I am also grateful to Prof. A.P. Bos for his valuable comments on
the chapter about Aristotelian logic.
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Finally, I would like to thank the editors of the series Vigiliae Chris-
tianae Supplements for the time they have given to reading and assessing
my lengthy manuscript. And also Ivo Romein and Mattie Kuiper of
Brill Publishers, who have helpfully guided me through the publication
process.

Culemborg
Hans van Loon
October 2008
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INTRODUCTION

During the past fifty years, representatives of the (Chalcedonian) East-
ern Orthodox and of the (Miaphysite)' Oriental Orthodox church fam-
ilies have met a number of times to overcome their doctrinal and eccle-
siastical differences, first unofficially, later officially. More than fifteen
hundred years after the Council of Chalcedon (451), which was the
dogmatic cause of their separation, there is a rapprochement between
these two traditions. In itself, it is certainly to be welcomed when the
unity of Christians is advanced by the overcoming of age-old differ-
ences. The way in which the agreed statements are phrased, however,
calls for some caution.

Irom the first meeting on, Cyril of Alexandria’s christology, and in
particular ‘his” pio @uowg formula, has been the starting-point for the
consultations. In the agreed statement of the first unofficial consultation
it says:

In our common study of the Council of Chalcedon, the well-known
phrase used by our common Father in Christ, St. Gyril of Alexandria,
mia physis (or mia hypostasis) tou Theou logou sesarkomene (the one physis

or hypostasis of God’s Word Incarnate) with its implications, was at the
centre of our conversations.?

And the agreed statement of the second official consultation declares:

Throughout our discussions we have found our common ground in
the formula of our common Father, Saint Cyril of Alexandria: mia
physis (hypostasis) tou Theou Logou sesarkomene, and in his dictum that “it
is sufficient for the confession of our true and irreproachable faith to say
and to confess that the Holy Virgin is Theotokos” (Hom. 15, cf. Ep. 39).3

The centrality of the uio g¥owg formula in these ecumenical agreements
and the reference to Cyril of Alexandria raise several questions.

! See for the terms ‘miaphysite” and ‘monophysite’ chapter 1, n. 12.

2 “An Agreed Statement”, GOTR 10/ 2 (1964-1965) 14; reproduced in Gregorios,
Lazareth & Nissiotis (1981), 3.

3 “Communiqué of the Joint Commission of the Theological Dialogue”, GOTR 34
(1989) 394-



2 INTRODUCTION

First of all, although Cyril of Alexandria’s christology has been the
subject of various studies over the past one hundred years, this has by
no means led to a broad consensus on the meaning of the key terms
and expressions in his christology. This is partly due to the fact that
his christological writings have not been studied systematically. Instead,
isolated passages and phrases are usually adduced as evidence for
particular interpretations. This study wants to address this deficiency
by an integral investigation of the archbishop’s christological works
of the first two years of the Nestorian controversy. This will lead to
conclusions about the meaning of the key terms and phrases.

Secondly, various, especially Western, theologians have repeatedly
warned that too much influence of miaphysite thinking within a Chal-
cedonian framework may lead to a christology in which the humanity
of Christ is curtailed. Although the ‘fully human’ is upheld theoretically,
in practice Christ’s passions and his human will do not get the attention
they deserve. Some have explicitly criticised the agreements between
the Eastern Orthodox and the Oriental Orthodox for alienating West-
ern Christianity by their emphasis on the wio @bowg formula.* There-
fore, the present study will pay special attention to the place which the
humanity of Christ gets in Cyril of Alexandria’s writings under investi-
gation.

CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA®

From his own time to the present day, Cyril of Alexandria has been
described as a saint by some and as a villain by others. No doubt, evi-
dence can be forwarded for either judgement. Like all of us, he had a
light side and a shadow side. What can hardly be denied, however, is
that he has had an enormous influence on subsequent theology, espe-
cially christology, through the Councils of Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon
(451), and in the West through Thomas Aquinas (ca 1225-1274). Since

* For example, de Halleux (1990a), 5o1: “Il serait extrémement regrettable que
le dialogue christologique des deux familles d’Eglises orthodoxes, que leurs tradi-
tions théologique, spirituelle et liturgique rapprochent singuliérement, puisse donner
Pimpression de se monnayer aux dépens de la chrétienté ‘occidentale’ en général et de
I'figlise catholique en particulier”.

5 Recent studies with considerable biographical material on Cyril of Alexandria
include: McGuckin (1994), 1-125; Russell (2000), 3-63; Wessel (2004), 15-111, 138-180.
See further: de Halleux (1981); Wickham (1983), xi—xxviii.
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this study focusses on Cyril’s christological language, a brief history of
his life is given in this introduction.

Cyril’s maternal grandparents were Christians, who died relatively
young, leaving two children, Cyril’s mother and her elder brother
Theophilus. They went to Alexandria, where Athanasius took them
under his wing and started to prepare Theophilus for an ecclesias-
tical career. When Athanasius died (in 373) Theophilus was still too
young for the episcopate, but in 385 he was consecrated archbishop
of Alexandria. Cyril’s mother married and moved to another town in
Lower Egypt, where Cyril was born in ca §78.

It is likely that, under the guidance of his uncle, Cyril received both
theological and secular education, including a detailed study of classical
literature. The later archbishop writes Attic Greek in an elaborate style,
with many obsolete words as well as neologisms.® There is a legend that
Cyril spent about five years in the monasteries of the Nitrian desert,’
but since there is no reference to this in his own writings its authenticity
is doubtful.

In the year 403, Cyril accompanied his uncle at the Synod of the
Oak in Constantinople, at which John Chrysostom was deposed as
archbishop. During the first years of his episcopate Cyril stood by this
decision and refused to re-enter John’s name into the diptychs, but in
430 he included a quotation from John in a florilegium of ‘the holy
Fathers’.® Theophilus’s episcopate was fraught with controversies and
disturbances, so that, when he died in 412, the secular authorities were
not keen to see him succeeded by his nephew, and they supported the
candidacy of the archdeacon, Timothy. Even so, after three days of
rioting, Cyril was consecrated as the new archbishop.’

Cyril of Alexandria has at times been depicted as a potentate with
a lust for power, who did not shy away from bribery, intimidation,

6 Cross (1950), 392, writes: “The material in our files has disclosed that Cyril coined
a highly distinctive vocabulary. There are well over 1,000 words which occur either in
Ciyril alone or in Cyril for the first time or in Cyril more frequently than in the whole
of the rest of Greek literature taken together. These Cyrilline words are compounds of
common words or verbal elements with prepositional prefixes. ... These words are so
characteristic that their occurrence is a sure test of Cyrilline authorship™.

7 Evetts (1907), 4271.

8 Or ad dom., ACO I.1.5, 67"+ 2. See chapter 7, n. 72.

9 During his lifetime Cyril was called ‘bishop’ or ‘archbishop’. It was not until the
sixth century that he was referred to as ‘patriarch’. Therefore, the title ‘patriarch’ is not
used for Cyril in this study.
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and even murder, to reach his goals. His writings, however, convey a
genuine concern for his flock and for the orthodoxy of their faith.!® It
seems to me that this concern was what motivated him above anything
else, although he will also have been engaged in power struggles,
especially at the beginning of his episcopate. But in order to protect
the Christians and the faith, he sometimes resorted to means which by
our modern standards are clearly unacceptable.

One of his first acts as bishop was to close the Novatianist churches
and to seize their property. This was probably backed up by imperial
legislation which had been renewed in 407. Pope Celestine did some-
thing similar in Rome, and Nestorius also clamped down on the vari-
ous ‘heretics’ soon after he had become archbishop of Constantinople.
During these first years (or possibly already before 412), Cyril composed
the Thesaurus against Arianism.'" Another group which Cyril regarded
as a threat was the large community of Jews that lived in Alexandria.
He continued the established custom to write yearly Festal Letters, by
which the church in Egypt was informed of the dates of Lent, Easter
and Pentecost, and which contained teachings and exhortations appro-
priate for the time. Festal Letters 1, 4 and 6 (for the years 414, 416 and
418)2 denounce the Jews for their impiety, for their disobedience, and
for honouring the letter above the spirit. And also in his Old Testament
commentaries, at least partly believed to have been written before 420,
we find polemical passages against the Jews.

10 For example, Letier to the Monks (¢p. 1), ACO Lr.1, 11''"2l: “But I was greatly
disturbed to hear that some dangerous murmurings had reached you and that certain
people were circulating them, destroying your simple [Gxhfjv] faith by vomiting out a
pile of stupid little words and querying in their speech whether the holy virgin ought to
be called Mother of God [9zotorov] or not. It would have been better for you to have
abstained altogether from such questions which are only contemplated with difficulty,
‘as if in a mirror and an enigma’, (1 Cor 15:12) by those whose intellects are prepared
and whose minds are advanced, or else they cannot be plumbed at all. For these most
subtle arguments exceed the mental ability of the simple [dxepawotépmv]. But since
you have now heard these arguments, ..., then I have judged it necessary to say a
few things about these matters to you”; trans. McGuckin, (1994), 246. This attitude is
confirmed by the fact that the Festal Letters for the years 430 and 431 hardly contain
any technical christological language. What 1s more, christology is by no means their
main subject, but they are more pastoral in content, and there is no reference to the
developing controversy; see sections 5.7 and 7.9.

1 Wessel (2004), 57-61, argues that there were still Arians in Egypt at that time. See
for the dates of the various writings, chapter 2, n. 128.

12 The traditional numbering of the Festal Letters skips number 3: the second letter
was for the year 415, the fourth for 416.
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The ancient historians Socrates and John of Nikiu recount clashes
between Jews and Christians, not long after Cyril had become arch-
bishop (possibly in 414)."* When the Jews were being informed of an
edict by the prefect Orestes in the theatre, they spotted Hierax, whom
they regarded as a spy of the bishop. On their complaint, Orestes
had him arrested and tortured. Cyril then warned the Jewish leaders
that more aggression against Christians would lead to reprisals. Shortly
afterwards, the Jews in one of the city quarters lured the Christians into
the streets by shouting that the church named after Alexander was on
fire. Then the Jews ambushed them and killed the ones that fell into
their hands. The following day, Cyril led a crowd to the synagogues,
which were then devastated. Jews were expelled from their homes and
their property taken. This probably applied to a limited part and not
to the whole of the city, as Socrates writes, since it is unlikely that such
a large part of the city’s population would have been driven out, and a
Jewish presence in Alexandria is attested to in the sixth century.!'*

Although the prefect was a Christian, their power struggle put him at
odds with the archbishop, and he did not respond positively to Cyril’s
attempts at reconciliation. Then a large group of monks from Nitria
entered the city “to fight on behalf of Cyril”.* They hurled insults
at Orestes when he passed in his carriage, and one of them, a monk
named Ammonius, threw a stone and wounded him on his head. Most
of his guards fled for fear to be stoned to death, but the people of
Alexandria came to the rescue of the prefect. When Ammonius was
arrested and interrogated so brutally that he died, Cyril declared him a
martyr, but the more sober-minded Christians did not accept this, and
then Cyril let it slip into oblivion.!'s

During Lent in the year 415, the murder of Hypatia took place.
She was a renowned philosopher who had good connections with
the authorities in Alexandria. According to Socrates, a rumour was
calumniously spread that Orestes’s unwillingness to reconcile himself

13 Socrates Scholasticus, Historia Ecclesiastica VIL.1g-14, SC 506, 48-56. John of
Nikiu, The Chronicle 84.89-99, in: Charles (1981), 101f. See for a discussion of the year in
which the clashes with the Jews took place: Davids (1999).

" Wilken (1971), 571.

15 Socrates, Historia Ecclesiastica V1114, SC 506, 54.

16 John of Nikiu, The Chronicle 84.94 (Charles, 101), only mentions the incident
in passing: “And Cyril was wroth with the governor of the city for so doing, and
likewise for his putting to death an illustrious monk of the convent of Pernédj named
Ammonius, and other monks (also)”.
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with the bishop was her doing. And “hotheaded men” waylaid her,
took her to the church called Caesarium, tortured and killed her there."”
John of Nikiu speaks of a ‘multitude’.!® The neo-Platonist philosopher
Damascius involves Cyril personally: seeing many men and horses in
front of a certain house, he asked what this was all about, and he was
told that the philosopher Hypatia lived there. “When he heard this,
envy so gnawed at his soul that he soon began to plot her murder—the
most ungodly murder of all”.!® Socrates condemns the deed as utterly
unworthy of Christians, and writes: “This brought no little disgrace on
Cyril and on the Alexandrian church”. And John of Nikiu declares that
the people called Cyril “the new Theophilus”, “for he had destroyed
the last remains of idolatry in the city”.

To what extent Cyril was responsible for Hypatia’s death i1s being
debated to the present day. Some regard him as a ruthless, power-
seeking individual who orchestrated what happened from behind the
scenes. Others look more favourably at Cyril, and view him as a young
bishop who did not know yet how to keep his more fanatic followers
under control. It seems to me that with his actions against the Jews
Cyril had set a sad example, and that he will have depicted Greek
philosophy—of which Hypatia was the embodiment—as baneful to
the Christian soul. Therefore, one can say that he was responsible for
creating an atmosphere in which hatred against the philosopher could
grow and could eventually lead to her brutal murder. But that Cyril
himself plotted her death, as Damascius suggests, seems unlikely to
me.?(]

17" Socrates, Historia Ecclesiastica V1115, SC 506, 58: dvdoeg 0 podvnuoa Evdeouo.

18 John of Nikiu, The Chronicle 84.100 (Charles, 102).

19 Damascius, The Philosophical History, 43E, in: Damascius (1999), 130f. It should be
borne in mind that Socrates (ca 380-450) was a contemporary of these events, while
Damascius (ca 460-540) and John of Nikiu (fl. ca 69o) wrote at a later date. And also
that Socrates was not particularly positive about Cyril of Alexandria, since he was
sympathetic towards the Novatianists, whose churches the archbishop had closed down.

20 Kingsley, Hypatia (1968), is often mentioned as a historical novel in which Cyril
is depicted as a scoundrel. However, Kingsley does not write that Cyril plotted the
murder, but that he refused to hand over Peter the Reader and his associates—the
perpetrators—to the lawful authority of the prefect (pp. 426f). And it is not Cyril’s
motives he criticises, but the means by which the archbishop tried to reach his Christian
goals: “And poor Arsenius submitted with a sigh, as he saw Cyril making a fresh step in
that alluring path of evil-doing that good might come, which led him in after-years into
many a fearful sin, and left his name disgraced, perhaps for ever, in the judgment of
generations, who know as little of the pandemonium against which he fought, as they
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There is one episode left of Cyril’s early years as bishop which
is worth telling. Just as several other archbishops, Cyril had his own
private militia, the parabalani (magapaiaveis), whose proper task it was
to attend to the sick. Following the clashes with the Jews, both the
prefect and the archbishop wrote to the emperor. An investigation was
launched, as a result of which new legislation was introduced in 416,
placing the parabalani under the prefect and restricting their influence.
However, as early as 418 Cyril’s authority over them was restored,
although some of the restrictions were kept in place.?’ Whether the
parabalami were involved in Hypatia’s murder is disputed.” It seems
that from this year on, the open animosity between the prefect and
the archbishop had been laid to rest.

Irom very early on in his episcopate Cyril wrote commentaries to
biblical books, starting with the Old Testament. De adoratione, a typolog-
ical exegesis of a number of passages from the Pentateuch in a different
order than that in the Bible, may have been his first commentary. The
Glaphyra 1s a complementary commentary on Pentateuch passages, this
time in the order in which they appear in Scripture. We also have com-
mentaries on Isaiah and on the twelve minor prophets.? And there are
fragments of commentaries to many other Old Testament books. All
together these books and fragments comprise more than four volumes
of Migne’s Patrologia Graeca.

In his Festal Letter 8 for the year 420 we encounter a first warning
against a two-Sons christology, while in the seven Dialogues on the Trinity,
possibly written between 420 and 425, Gyril continues his fight against
Arianism, which he had started in the Thesaurus. In the second half of
the 420s he turned to the New Testament and started with an extensive
commentary on the Gospel of John. This work, too, contains quite
some anti-Arian polemics, while the archbishop also denounces the

do of the intense belief which sustained him in his warfare; and who have therefore
neither understanding nor pardon for the occasional outrages and errors of a man no
worse, even if no better, than themselves” (p. 284).

2l Rougé (1987).

22 From the restoration of Cyril’s control over them, Wessel (2004), 561, concludes
that the parabalani were not involved in Hypatia’s death, but Wickham (1983), xvi—xvii,
does implicate them in the philosopher’s murder, and infers from the law of 418 that
“his [Cyril’s] authority could now be trusted or, at least, could not be challenged”.

23 On the basis of the frequency with which Cyril cites Isaiah and the twelve minor
prophets in the first ten of his Festal Letters, Davids (1997) tentatively suggests that the
commentary on Isaiah was written during the first five years of Cyril’s episcopate, and
that it precedes that on the minor prophets.
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separation of Christ into two Sons several times. Fragments are extant
from commentaries on the Gospel of Matthew and on several of the
epistles, and from a series of homilies on the Gospel of Luke. Part of
these will have been written before the Nestorian controversy, and part
after the controversy had started. The New Testament commentaries
fill the better part of three volumes of the Patrologia Graeca, about two
thirds of which is taken up by the Commentary on john.

Nestorius was consecrated archbishop of Constantinople in 428, and
in that same year the battle over the title theotokos started in the capital.
Without explicitly referring to that battle or even using the epithet
theotokos, Cyril already took up his position in Festal Leiter 17 for the
year 429, written at the end of 428. With his Letter to the Monks of
Egypt of early 429 he became involved in the controversy as one of the
key players. In his view, Nestorius’s understanding of Christ implied a
separation into two Sons,* over against which he emphasized the unity
of the incarnate Word. Cyril wrote a number of letters and treatises
against Nestorius’s christology in the period before the Council of
Ephesus.” The twelve anathemas which he attached to a letter from the
Egyptian synod to Nestorius in November 430 provoked widespread
indignation in the East. This prompted Cyril to write several more
christological works, both before and after the council.

The emperor, Theodosius II (408—450), had ordered the council
to begin on 7 June 431, the day of Pentecost. When John, the arch-
bishop of Antioch (429—441), and the bishops from the East were two
weeks late in arriving, Cyril opened the council and had Nestorius con-
demned before most of his defenders were there. Having received a
mandate from Celestine, pope of Rome (422—452), he felt secure to do
so. And indeed, the papal legates, who arrived in early July, ratified the
decisions. John and his party, however, set up their own council, known
as the ‘Conciliabulum’, and condemned Cyril and Memnon, the arch-
bishop of Ephesus.

Seeing that the council had not resolved the crisis, as he had hoped it
would, Theodosius placed both Nestorius and Cyril under house arrest
in Ephesus, and ordered a delegation from both parties to come to

2+ Since T have not investigated Nestorius’s writings in detail, I do not give an
assessment of his christology in this study. I merely describe what he writes in a number
of passages (especially in the quotations Cyril gives in Contra Nestorium; see chapter 6)
and discuss Cyril’s interpretation of his colleague’s christology:.

% See section 5.2.1 for a brief history of the first two and a half years of the
controversy.
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Chalcedon, near Constantinople, to work out a solution. The two sides,
however, did not come to a settlement. On Nestorius’s request to be
allowed to return to his monastery near Antioch, the emperor ratified
his deposition in September 431. In October, the aged Maximian, a
native Roman who had served as a cleric under John Chrysostom,
was consecrated archbishop of Constantinople in his place, while the
remaining bishops in Ephesus, including Cyril, were allowed to return
to their homes.

In 432, the emperor urged the leading bishops once more to come
to an agreement on the doctrinal matters. In the course of these
negotiations, Cyril sent ‘presents’ to the emperor’s entourage which
have become infamous as a serious attempt at bribery. Although such
presents were not uncommon at the imperial court, the scale of Cyril’s
donations was extraordinary. In 433, an agreement was reached. Cyril
accepted the Formula of Reunion, an altered version of a profession
of faith which the Antiochenes had drawn up during the colloquy at
Chalcedon, while John of Antioch condemned Nestorius’s teachings
and recognised Maximian as his successor. When the latter died in 434,
he was succeeded by Proclus (434446 /7), who had opposed Nestorius
from the very beginning.

Peace was restored in the church at large, but it could not be main-
tained without effort. Cyril had to defend his reunion with the Orien-
tals before the partisans of his own party, but he stood by it. Nesto-
rius was sent into exile, first to Arabia, later to the Egyptian desert,
where he died around 450, after having written the Book of Heraclides,
a sort of memoirs. In the East, attention was moved from Nestorius to
his teachers, Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia. Proclus
condemned several passages from Theodore’s writings without nam-
ing their author. Cyril, on the other hand, wrote explicitly against the
teachings of both Eastern theologians, but only fragments remain of
this polemical work. He was persuaded, however, not to condemn men
who had died in peace with the church.

The archbishop of Alexandria also wrote a treatise Contra julianum,
to refute the books Against the Galileans which the emperor Julian, ‘the
Apostate’, had written in the fourth century. Since Cyril sent a copy of
it to John of Antioch, it has been argued that he must have written it
after the reunion of 433. However, it may also have been composed
before the Nestorian controversy, and only sent to archbishop John
later. Towards the end of his life, Cyril wrote a dialogue containing
an overview of his christological views, On the Unity of Chrust. Besides the
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seven volumes with Cyril’s commentaries, the Patrologia Graeca contains
three more volumes with works by Cyril, which may be divided into
three parts: sermons and letters, christological works, (other) polemical
writings (two anti-Arian works and Contra Julianum).

Cyril of Alexandria died in 444, leaving the church re-united. Was
there reason for those who survived him to be glad that he had passed
away, as one of his contemporaries wrote?* That surely is too negative
an assessment. Gyril will not have been a likable man, but someone
who was aware of his power and used it where it deemed fit. At times
he overstepped the boundaries, not just of his authority, but also of
ethical behaviour. Especially his actions against the Jews during the first
years of his episcopate are to be condemned, and are a lamentable
episode of anti-Semitism in the early church. However, when I read
his letters and other publications I get the distinct impression that
his overriding motive was the protection and building-up of those
whom he regarded as entrusted to him and as people for whom he
would be held accountable.?” He did not seek power for power’s sake,

26 “At last and not without difficulty the villain’s life has come to an end. ... His
departure has indeed delighted the survivors, but it may have disheartened the dead.
And there is some fear that, burdened by his company, they may send him back to us”;
Theodoret of Cyrus, ep. 180, PG 83, 1489B-1492A (CPG 6287), preserved in Latin. It
was included as a letter from Theodoret to John of Antioch (which should have been
Domnus, since John had already died in 441) in the acts of the fifth ecumenical council
of Constantinople (553), as part of the “Three Chapters’; ACO IV (ed. Johannes
Straub, 1971), 135f. Theodoret’s authorship has been doubted by modern scholars.

27 When Ciyril is depicted less favourably, it sometimes goes beyond an estimation
of his motives. The events are then portrayed in ways which are not warranted by
the sources. So, Athanassiadi, in: Damascius (1999), 131, n. 96, writes: “Both in detail
and general spirit Damascius’ account of Hypatia is corroborated by Socrates, HE
VIL15, who also gives jealousy as the motive for her murder”. Socrates, however,
speaks of jealousy among the Christian population of Alexandria more in general,
while Damascius writes that “envy gnawed at his”, that is Cyril’s, soul, and makes
the archbishop responsible for her death. Socrates does not do this.

And Rubenstein (2003), 71, writes: “In the year 415, for reasons that remain obscure,
the archbishop incited a large crowd of Christians to attack the Jewish quarter”. In an
accompanying note (n. 40 on pp. 3071t) he refers to the entry on Cyril of Alexandria
in the Catholic Encyclopedia on the internet (www.newadvent.org) and comments: “The
official reason given for the pogrom was an alleged unprovoked ‘massacre’ of Christians
by Jews. ... The report is singularly unconvincing”. However much Cyril’s actions
against the Jews are to be condemned, to say that his reasons “remain obscure” and
to suggest that it was not a response to the murder of Christians by Jews, is not taking
the sources seriously. Both Socrates and John of Nikiu recount that on the previous day
the Jews in the city had lured the Christians into the streets and killed those whom they
could catch.
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and the extravagant presents were meant to gain secular support for
‘the truth’.®

Moreover, a theologian’s character or actions do not justify or dis-
qualify his teachings (nor the other way round). A man’s holiness is
no guarantee that his theological views are acceptable, and a man’s
crimes do not make the doctrines he holds objectionable. However one
assesses his behaviour from an ethical point of view, the contribution
Cyril of Alexandria made to the theology of the church at large is enor-
mous. In that light, he was rightfully declared a Doctor of the Church
by pope Leo XIII in 1882.

OuTLINE OF THIS STUDY

In the first chapter, the aim of the study will be elaborated on: to get a
better understanding of the meaning of the key terms and expressions
in Cyril of Alexandria’s christological works of the first two years of the
Nestorian controversy. Special attention will be given to the pio gpiowg
formula. In modern literature on Cyril, a distinction i3 sometimes made
between his ‘own’ christological language and ‘concessions’ he made
to the Orientals, which allegedly led to a different use of the terms.
Since any concessions to the Antiochenes will have come after his
twelve anathemas (written in November 430) were attacked, in Cyril’s
writings up to and including the anathemas the terms will have the
meanings he himself attached to them. This justifies a limitation to
the first two years of the controversy. The first chapter also contains
a discussion of the relevance of this investigation, in which the notion
of neo-Chalcedonianism and the issue of Christ’s humanity play an
important role.

In several recent publications, it has been pointed out that Cyril had
knowledge of the logical tradition of his time and that he used it in his
theological writings. Therefore, in the second chapter, a brief overview
will be given of Aristotelian and Porphyrian logic, after which it will
be discussed to what extent the Alexandrian archbishop employed
the logical categories in his trinitarian writings, the 7hesaurus and the

28 Wickham (1983), xxv, comments: “The bankrupting size [of the presents] is the
sincerest testimony to Cyril’s wish for a united Church and should, in fairness, bring
him credit”. It should be added that it was not a united church as such which Cyril
sought, but a united church that professed doctrines which in his eyes were orthodox.



12 INTRODUCTION

Dualogues on the Trimity. The meaning of the key terms and Cyril’s
metaphysics in these trinitarian writings (and to some degree in the
Commentary on jJohn) form the subject of the third chapter. This will
appear to be an important introduction to understanding the terms
in Cyril’s christology.

In the fourth chapter, the meanings given to the terms in the
archbishop’s christology by a number of modern commentators are
compared. To facilitate this, first a series of ‘small-capital terms—
like INDIVIDUAL NATURE and SEPARATE REALITY—are defined, into which
the terms in Cyril’s writings as well as those employed by modern
theologians are ‘translated’. It can then be examined whether, for
example, the word ¢@iowg in a Cyrillian text or the term ‘nature’ in
a modern publication refers to an INDIVIDUAL NATURE, tO a SEPARATE
REALITY, or to something else still.

After this preparatory work, Cyril of Alexandria’s christological writ-
ings can be investigated. Irom each publication a summary is made, the
occurrence and the meaning of the key terms are studied, and its chris-
tology is discussed. Chapter five covers the writings from the beginning
of the controversy up to and including Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius
(February 430). The sixth chapter is fully devoted to Contra Nestorium,
and chapter seven deals with the remaining works of the year 430.

In the eighth and final chapter, all threads come together and
conclusions will be drawn regarding the meaning of the terms. Two
things will be investigated in more detail, in that Cyril’s later works
will be taken into account as well: (1) the pia @oog formula; (2) the
notion of ‘in contemplation only’, which, according to some modern
commentators, Cyril applies to the natures in Christ, implying that
in reality there is only one nature of the incarnate Word. The way
in which Cyril speaks of Christ’s humanity will also be given due
attention.

LANGUAGE

Finally, a few words on the language employed in this study. In the body
of the text, quotations from Greek, Latin, German and French writings
have usually been translated into English. Even when an English trans-
lation of a Greek text has been published, I have generally produced
my own rendering, mainly to get a more precise understanding of how
the key terms and expressions are employed. In such cases, I have made
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use of the existing translations with gratitude. When a quotation is ren-
dered in a published translation, this is made clear by the reference
in the accompanying note. Italics in a quotation belong to the original
text, unless explicitly stated otherwise.

Since at times it may be rather awkward to use inclusive language
(for example, how to make ‘the Word made man’ inclusive?), often
male nouns and pronouns are employed when in the original the gen-
der is left open, or when both genders are meant. The word évav-
Yowmnows has been rendered by ‘inhumanation’, a term borrowed from
PE. Pusey. For Cyril of Alexandria, the word olxovopia refers to God’s
whole plan of salvation, including the Word’s incarnation and Christ’s
life, death and resurrection. It has been translated by ‘economy’, and
the corresponding adjective/adverb by ‘economic(ally)’.






CHAPTER ONE

AIM AND RELEVANCE

1.I. THE A1M OF THE STUDY

In response to a preliminary study into Cyril of Alexandria’s chris-
tology,! one scholar wrote that it “largely follows what is becoming
the current wisdom”.? This remark suggests that gradually a consen-
sus 1s developing regarding the interpretation of the various terms and
expressions that the archbishop of Alexandria uses in his christologi-
cal writings. This, however, does not seem to be the case. Even if at
times there is agreement about Cyril’s understanding of the incarna-
tion, the terminological foundation of that understanding may differ
considerably. So, theologians may agree that Cyril taught that in the
one person of Christ one can distinguish between divinity and human-
ity, while one theologian says that Cyril normally uses the word ¢ioig
to denote the one person, and another that he uses @uowg to denote
divinity and humanity. It is the aim of the present study, therefore,
to investigate in detail what the meaning is that in Cyril’s christologi-
cal writings 1s attached to terms and expressions like gpioig, vooTOOLC,
edowTOV, Evwols ot vrootaoy and pia @iolg tod Oeot Adyov oecag-
HOUEVY].

1.1.1. Varwous Viewpoints

A more detailed discussion of the various viewpoints will be given in
the fourth chapter, but in order to refine the aim of this study a broad
outline of them needs to be given first. At the beginning of the twen-
tieth century two opposing opinions were published shortly after each
other. First, there was the well-known dissertation by Joseph Lebon on

! Van Loon (2001). The present study will show that the meaning given to the terms
and expressions in this previous volume is not accurate enough. Neither would I call
the pio guoig formula “Ciyril of Alexandria’s Formula™ any longer.

2 Personal communication.
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the ‘Severian Monophysites’ (19og).?> He claims that the major ‘Mono-
physite’ theologians in the fifth and sixth centuries, Severus of Antioch
(ca 465-538) in particular, followed Cyril of Alexandria’s christology,
and that Cyril’s understanding of the terms was the same as that of
these anti-Chalcedonians. In Cyril’s own christological language, then,
the words gioig, vootaols and tpdowmov are always synonymous, and
they designate an individual being, subsisting separately from other
beings. Therefore, Cyril could never accept dyophysite language, since
‘two natures’ for him implied two separate persons. After the Council
of Ephesus he conceded to the Antiochenes that one could speak of
‘two natures’, but ‘in contemplation only’. And the famous formula pia
pLolg 100 Oeod Adyov cecaorwuévn means nothing else than ‘the one
incarnate person of the Word of God’.

Three years later, M. Jugie wrote an article criticizing Lebon’s find-
ings, taking up ideas from the seventeenth-century theologian Diony-
sius Petavius (Denis Pétau, 1583-1652)." Jugie cites several examples
from Cyril’s writings in which the term ¢voig is used for Christ’s human
nature. This implies that in these instances the word cannot mean
‘person’, but must be closer to obdoia. This is not to say that Christ’s
human nature is abstract—it is a real, concrete nature, which Cyril
also calls vnéotaoig. The archbishop of Alexandria would never call
Christ’s humanity a mpdowmov, which to him indicates a separate exis-
tence, an individual, a person. Thus Lebon’s conclusion that in Cyril’s
christology @voig is always synonymous with mpdowmov cannot be cor-
rect. Jugie emphasizes that Cyril was never opposed to distinguishing the
two natures in Christ, but to dividing them, since that would result in
two separate persons. But there are instances, according to Jugie, in
which the word @vowg is indeed synonymous with mpécwmov, namely,
when it is obvious that such a @iog is separated from other gvoeis.
This is the case when a phrase like ‘of the Word of God’ is added, and,
therefore, the word @voig in the pia @uowg formula means ‘a nature-
person’, a pUoLG-TEOCMITOV.>

These are the two basic positions which, with variations in details,
we find throughout the twentieth century, up to the present day. On the
one hand, Lebon’s view that in Cyril of Alexandria’s own christological
language @uoig is always synonymous with mpocwmov, so that in reality

3 Lebon (1909).
+ Jugie (1912a).
5 Jugie (1912a), 25.
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there is only one guoig of the incarnate Christ, while one can speak of
two @voes in thought only. On the other hand, Jugie’s understanding
that it is no problem for Cyril to speak of a concrete human guog, as
long as it is clear that this human guowg never existed separately from
the Logos. When used in this way, the word ¢voig is not synonymous
with mpoowmov, for that term always denotes a separate existence.
The real distinction of the two concrete gioeig in Christ was not a
problem to Cyril, as long as the two were not divided into two separate
TEOOWTTAL.

In 1939 appeared Joseph van den Dries’s dissertation on the pia
guolg formula.® His view is very similar to Jugie’s, and he backs it
up with much evidence from Cyril’s own writings. The term guoig is
not usually synonymous with medéowmov, but denotes an ‘impersonal
substantial reality’. And Cyril accepts the distinction of the two natures
in Christ, but rejects their separation. On the meaning of the word
@vog in the pia govog formula he is more specific than Jugie: “The
@oolg 18 a @ols-tpodcmmov, not because @uolg signifies “person’, but
because this @uoig is the nature of a Person, the Person of the Word”.”

When in 1951 the first volume of Das RKonzil von Chalkedon was
published,? these differing positions were still in place. Lebon reiterates
his view from forty years earlier, with only minor alterations.” And
Aloys Grillmeier defends a position which builds on the findings of
van den Dries.!® In a later article Grillmeier writes that “Lebon has
shown with masterly lucidity that the Severians are nothing else but
consistent Cyrillians. They do not want to hold anything else but
the pre-Chalcedonian, purely Alexandrian-Cyrillian terminology and
theology”.!! However, it seems that with this statement Grillmeier only
wants to stress the orthodoxy of the Miaphysites,'? and that he does

6 Van den Dries (1939).

7 Ibid., 132.

8 Grillmeier & Bacht (eds.), Das Ronzil von Chalkedon, vol. 1 (1951), referred to as
Chalkedon 1.

9 Lebon (1951).

10" Grillmeier (1951), esp. 164-182.

11 Grillmeier (1958), 380; see also n. 29 on p. 376.

12 Since ‘Monophysites’ was originally a polemical title for the non-Chalcedonians
by their opponents, and the non-Chalcedonians have never accepted this term as
an adequate summary of their view, because they confessed pio guowg, which was
compounded, more and more scholars nowadays refer to them as ‘Miaphysites’.
Therefore, this term rather than ‘Monophysites’ is used in this study, while ‘miaphysite’
is also employed as the counterpart to ‘dyophysite’.
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not imply that he now agrees that Lebon’s interpretation of Cyril’s
terminology is correct. For in Jesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche (*1979
and °1990) his description of Cyril’s christological terminology is almost
literally the same as that of 1951."

Meanwhile, unofficial ecumenical consultations between theologians
of the Eastern Orthodox Churches, who adhere to the definition
of Chalcedon, and the Oriental Orthodox Churches, the heirs of
the Miaphysites, had taken place from 1964 till 1971."* To come to
an agreement, the participants turned to the christology of Cyril of
Alexandria—the saint whom the two families of churches have in com-
mon and who had a profound influence on the christologies of both
families—, especially to the uio guowg formula. During these consulta-
tions Lebon’s interpretation of Cyril’s terminology is followed, not just
by the Oriental Orthodox, but just as much by the Eastern Orthodox.
So, according to Johannes N. Karmiris, “the terms ‘nature’, ‘hypostasis’
and ‘person’ were equated at that time [the time of Cyril and Nesto-
rius] since they were regarded as synonymous and identical”.’® And
John S. Romanides writes: “For Cyril Physis means a concrete individ-
ual acting as subject in its own right”.!°

The official consultations between representatives of the two fam-
ilies of churches took place from 1985 till 1993. There is hardly any
direct interpretation of Cyril’s christology—although there are refer-
ences to him—, but there are reminiscences of Lebon’s understanding;,
especially the emphasis that the two natures of Christ are distinguished
‘in contemplation only’."”

During the ecumenical discussions with the Eastern Orthodox, the issue was raised
several times by the Oriental Orthodox. See Samuel (1964-1965), 31f.: “In fact, the
term ‘monophysite’ has been coined by isolating the phrase ‘one incarnate nature of
God the Word’ from the rest [three other phrases] and substituting the word ‘mia’
in it by ‘monos’, a position which the non-Chalcedonian Orthodox Church has never
accepted”. And Verghese (1968), 196: “Mia physis would mean one nature, whereas moné
physis would mean one nature only, and there is a great difference. None of the so-called
Monophysite Churches hold that there is one nature only in Christ. Their view is that
two natures have, by union, become one”.

13 Grillmeier, 7dChr 1, '1979, 673-686; grd rev. ed., 1990, 673-686. See also: CCT 1,
11965, 400-412; *1975, 473483.

14 The papers, discussions and agreed statements of the unofficial consultations have
been published in: GOTR 10/ 2 (1964-1965) 5-160; GOTR 13 (1968) 121—320; GOTR 16
(1971) 1-209; GOTR 16 (1971) 210—250.

15 Karmiris (1964-1965), 64/ 32.

16 Romanides (1964-1965), 86/ 54.

17 “Communiqué of the Joint Commission of the Theological Dialogue”, GOTR 34
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During the past fifteen years several monographs on Cyril of Alexan-
dria’s christology and/or soteriology have been published. Although
not all of them discuss the meaning of the terms in question in detail,
most of them do express an opinion as to the meaning of the word
¢voig. First, there is John A. McGuckin’s study St. Cyril of Alexandra:
The Christological Controversy.'® For an analysis of the terms, he refers to
du Manoir’s study,'® who in turn bases his view on that of Jugie.? In
the uia goowg formula the word ¢vowg is synonymous with vroéotaos,
and “[b]oth are referring to individual and real personal subjectivity”,
according to McGuckin.?! But he adds that “Cyril was also (though less
frequently) capable of using physis to connote ‘natural quality’,” and
that “in the literature specifically relating to the Orientals ... he even
admits that there can be two physeis in Christ”, but that it is “only pos-
sible to speak of two natures after the union in a theoretical or deduc-
tive sense”.?? Despite the reference to du Manoir, and thus implicitly to
Jugie, we see here an interpretation which differs from the latter’s. Jugie
maintains that in Cyril’s christology @ioug i3 rather often (“assez sou-
vent”) used for the humanity of Christ, and that it is then synonymous
with ovoia, while giowg and Ondotaolg are sometimes (“parfois”) used as
synonyms of mpdéowmov, namely, when they exist separately from other
@voes or vootdoels.” McGuckin seems to say that Cyril himself uses
the word guoug in the sense of individual subjectivity, while he conceded
to the Orientals that it is allowed to speak of two gioeis after the union,
but ‘in contemplation only’. This, however, is closer to Lebon’s view
than to Jugie’s.

Gudrun Miinch-Labacher’s monograph deals more with soteriology
than with christology, and thus it is not surprising that she does not

(1989) 395: “the natures being distinguished from each other in contemplation (heoria)
only”. “Joint-Commission of the Theological Dialogue”, GOTR 36 (1991) 186: “The
Oriental Orthodox agree that the Orthodox are justified in their use of the two-natures
formula, since they acknowledge that the distinction is ‘in thought alone’ (“tf} dewoigq
wovy”). Cyril interpreted correctly this use in his letter to John of Antioch and his letters
to Akakios of Melitene (PG 77.184-—201), to Eulogios (PG 77.224-228), and to Succensus
(PG 77.228-245)".

18 McGuckin (1994).

19" Ibid., 176, n. 2; 193, n. 34.

20 Du Manoir de Juaye (1944). His explicit reference to Jugie’s article can be found
on p. 115, n. I.

21 McGuckin (1994), 2081.

22 [bid., 209.

2 Jugie (1912a), 20 and 24.
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give much attention to the meaning of christological terminology.*
However, she does discuss the interpretation of the word gvoig: it seems
that Cyril understands by @uolg something which exists by and of itself
(“in sich und fir sich selber”). Cyril does not deny Christ’s complete
and really existing humanity, but he does deny that it exists separately
from the Logos. “Conceptually [“Begrifflich”], on the one hand, one
can speak of two Physeis, but in the reality of the salvation of history,
on the other hand, there is only one Physis”.? This, again, is akin to
Lebon’s view: @uoigc means modommov, and therefore, two ¢uoeig in
Christ can only exist in thought.

Bernard Meunier does not discuss Cyril’s christological terminology
in detail either, in Le Christ de Cyrille d’Alexandrie.?® But in a section on
the wio @oog formula he writes that Cyril opposes ‘in contemplation
only’ to ‘two natures really subsisting’, for the latter would imply a
separation, and thus two subjects. “The purely intellectual distinction
which he admits places @uoig on the side of an abstract concept, that is,
of substance, and not of a concrete subject”, while Cyril himself usually
understands guvolwg In a concrete way.?’ Once more, we encounter an
understanding which is closer to that of Lebon than to that of Jugie.

The fourth and final monograph is that of Steven A. McKinion,
Words, Imagery, and the Mystery of Christ*® He states that “[w]hen Cyril
uses guoig to describe either the human or divine element in Christ he
does not do so in order to explain something about its individuality.
Rather, the human gvoig or vmdéotaog is the human condition, or a
human existence that the Word makes for himself”.? In the pio @iowg
formula, on the other hand, the word @boig means “individual, living
being”, which shows “the lack of a concrete christological vocabulary”.
The formula takes a lesser role in Cyril’s later publications.*® Thus,
McKinion interprets Cyril’s understanding of the terms @uowg and
vmootaols in a way similiar to that of Jugie, but he regards Cyril’s
utilization of the pia @vowg formula as inconsistent with this ordinary
usage.

2+ Miinch-Labacher (1996).
2 Jhid., 181,

26 Meunier (1997).

27 Ibid., 263.

28 McKinion (2000).

2 [hid., 176.

30 Ibid., 173, n. 180.
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1.1.2. Refinement of the Study’s Aim

The conclusion must be that there is by no means a consensus as to
the interpretation of the terms in Cyril’s christology. Despite the fact
that van den Dries has undergirded Jugie’s understanding with much
evidence, and that Grillmeier has been persuaded by their view, many
theologians still adopt Lebon’s view that in Cyril’s own christology
the word ¢uowg is synonymous with mpocwmov and means ‘separate
individual existence’ or ‘person’.

From the brief overview above, several factors may be gleaned which
probably have played a role in creating this state of affairs:

1. The importance of the pio @uowg formula. There is no doubt
that this formula was essential in the controversy between the
Chalcedonians and the Miaphysites. But it is often stated that it
was also central to Cyril’s own christology.*! And since even Jugie
is of the opinion that the word ¢@vowg in the formula indicates a
‘person’, it is not surprising that if the formula is regarded as a
summary of Cyril’s christology, this meaning of guoig is also seen
as belonging to his normal christological vocabulary. This study,
however, will question the importance that the formula had for
Cyril himself.

2. The difference between ‘distinguishing the ¢voeis’ and ‘separat-
ing the gvoeg’, and linked with this the use of ‘in contemplation
only’ (¢v Jewoig uévy). Lebon argues that givowg means “person’,
and that the two @uoeg of Christ may therefore only be distin-
guished in thought; otherwise there would be two “persons’, which
would entail Nestorianism. Jugie, on the other hand, emphasizes
that gpvowg does not usually mean ‘person’, but ‘concrete, natural
existence’. According to him, Cyril has no problem distinguishing
the concrete gvoeig in the one ‘person’ of Christ, but separating
them would result in two ‘persons’. Thus, ‘in contemplation only’
refers not to the two guoeig as such, but to separating them. We
have seen that in several recent studies the difference between ‘dis-
tinguishing” and ‘separating’ is not made: accepting the existence
of two guoeig as such already results in a separation, and therefore
one can speak of two @Uoeg ‘in contemplation only’.

31 See, e.g., Romanides (1964-1965), 86; Samuel (1964-1965b), 38; Kelly (1985), 320;
Gray (1979), 14-



22 CHAPTER ONE

3. The distinction made by Lebon between Cyril’s own christological
terminology and the terminology he conceded to the Orientals
as part of the reunion of 433. Cyril himself supposedly preferred
and continued to prefer pio goowg language, since @uolg meant
‘person’ to him. Therefore, before 432 he is said not to have
used dyophysite language, but since 432 or 433 he accepted the
Orientals’ use of ‘two guUosig’—even used it himself at times—, as
long as it was added that this was ‘in contemplation only’. This
view, too, is repeated in more recent publications, for example, in
McGuckin’s book.

In the light of these findings, the aim of the present study can be
narrowed down:

To investigate the meaning of the terms gioig, vmdotaols and medo-
omov, as well as the expressions évoolg xad” vmootaowy and pia guolg
tol Oeol Adyou cecoagrmuévn, in the christological writings of Cyril of
Alexandria in the first two years of the Nestorian controversy (429—430).
The limitation to this period makes it possible to study Cyril’s own use
of the terminology, before concessions to the Orientals allegedly made
him alter his language. Special attention will be given to the way in
which Cyril employs the notion of ‘in contemplation only’, particularly
whether he applies it to the (distinction of the) guoeig themselves or only
to the separation of them. In order to avoid the pitfalls of a “proof-text
method™—in which citations from various publications and differing
periods in Cyril’s life are brought together without giving attention
to their context—each publication will be discussed separately before
more general conclusions will be drawn.

1.2. THE STUDY’s RELEVANCE

When we consider the relevance of a study into the christology of Cyril
of Alexandria we may distinguish between historical, ecumenical and
dogmatic reasons why such an investigation is worthwhile.

1.2.1. Historical Relevance

From a historical perspective, such a study is already valuable in and of
itself: we try to get as accurate a picture of the theological views of Cyril
of Alexandria as possible, and thus to do justice to the man himself. But
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because of Cyril’s influence on theology throughout the ages, a proper
assessment of his christology goes well beyond the understanding of
one man’s personal theologoumena.*? His influence on present-day
theology is not so much direct, but it has come to us by at least
five important ways: 1. the Council of Ephesus (431); 2. the Council
of Chalcedon (451); 3. the Miaphysite theologians of the fifth and
sixth centuries; 4. the ‘neo-Chalcedonian’ theologians of the fifth and
sixth centuries; 5. Thomas Aquinas (ca 1225-1274). The relationship
between Cyril’s christology and the definition of Chalcedon as well as
the concept of ‘neo-Chalcedonianism’ have been widely debated during
the past century. Therefore, they will be discussed in more detail.

1.2.1.1. The Council of Ephesus (431)

From the two councils that met at Ephesus in 431, it is the one which
was dominated by the Cyrillians that was later to be acknowledged as
the third ecumenical council. The definition of Chalcedon states that
“we also stand by the decisions and all the formulas relating to the
creed from the sacred synod which took place formerly at Ephesus,
whose leaders of most holy memory were Celestine of Rome and Cyril
of Alexandria”.®® This council decided that Cyril’s second letter to
Nestorius was the proper interpretation of the Nicene Creed, while it
condemned Nestorius’s answer to this letter.** Sometimes, an ‘Ephesian
Symbol’ is spoken of.*> By this the Formula of Reunion is meant, which
formed the dogmatic basis for the peace between the Alexandrians
and the Antiochenes in 433. It is contained in Cyril’s letter to John
of Antioch, ‘Let the Heavens Rejoice’.%

The Formula of Reunion is an altered version of an Antiochene
profession of faith, which was drawn up—probably by Theodoret

32 As de Halleux (1981), 145, writes: “Die Spuren des Einflusses Cyrills von Alexan-
drien zu verfolgen wiirde bedeuten, die gesamte Geschichte der Christologie seit dem
5. Jahrhundert zu schreiben”. And according to von Campenhausen (1955), 153: “Kyrill
hat dem Strom der weiteren dogmatisch-kirchlichen Entwicklung das Bett so tief
gegraben, dass sie es, aufs Ganze gesehen, nicht mehr verlassen hat”.

33 The critical text of the definiton of Chalcedon is given in ACO IL1.2, 126-130.
The English translation is taken from DEC I; the Greek, Latin and English texts can be
found on pp. 83-87; the quotation is from p. 84.

3 ACO Li.2, 131625, 31317, 353066,

% See, e.g., Grillmeier, 7dChr 1, 687, and Ritter (1982), 252.

36 Ep. 39; ACO L1.4, 15-20; PG 77, 173-181; (the first part is left out in:) DEC 1,
70—74. The Formula of Reunion: ACO I.1.4, 17°%; PG 77, 176D-177B; DEC 1, 69—70.
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of Cyrus—for the discussions at Chalcedon in the autumn of 431,
following the Council of Ephesus.”” The first change can be found
in the second part of the phrase “born of the Father before the ages
according to the divinity, in the last days, the same one, for us and for
our salvation, [born] of the virgin Mary according to the humanity”.
The words ‘the same one’ (tov avtov) and ‘“for us and for our salvation’
are missing in the original version. The addition of ‘the same one’
points to an Alexandrian input, emphasizing that the one born from
the virgin 1s the same one as the only-begotten Son of God. The phrase
‘for us and for our salvation’ is, of course, taken from the Nicene Creed.
The second change consists of the last sentence, on the ‘evangelical and
apostolic sayings about the Lord’, and will have an Antiochene origin,
since 1t 13 phrased quite differently than Cyril’s fourth anathema.

The influence of the Council of Ephesus on later theology has partly
been indirect, in that its decisions have been taken over and elaborated
by the Council of Chalcedon. The latter synod once more declared
Cyril’s second letter to Nestorius to be orthodox, now mentioned
together with his letter to John of Antioch, containing the Formula of
Reunion.?® And, whether directly or indirectly, a large part of the text
of the Formula of Reunion has entered into the dogmatic definition of
Chalcedon.* Thus, it is also through Chalcedon that Cyril’s impact at
Ephesus is felt even today.

1.2.1.2. The Council of Chalcedon (451)

Despite the already mentioned fact that Cyril’s christology, as expressed
at Ephesus and in the two officially accepted letters, was affirmed at the
Council of Chalcedon, Western theologians for a long time regarded
this council as a victory of pope Leo the Great and of Western christol-
ogy. Harnack calls the council “a memorial of the enslavement of the
spirit of the Eastern Church which here, in connection with the most

37 The text of the original Antiochene profession of faith: ACO L1.7, 701522 In his
letter to the monks (ep. 151; SC 429, C 4, lines 85-94; PG 83, 1420A), Theodoret of
Cyrus gives a profession of faith which differs at significant points from this original
text. At the beginning the words ‘the Only Begotten Son of God’ are omitted, and at
the end the sentence containing the word 9eotorog is lacking. Interestingly enough, it
does contain the phrase “for us and for our salvation’.

3 ACO IL1.2, 129.

39 See for the relationship between the Formula of Reunion and the definition of
Chalcedon: de Halleux (1976); other references are given in this article. See n. 50.
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important doctrinal question, surrendered to the Western supreme
bishop allied with the Emperor”.** And Seeberg states: “Materially, they
supported the doctrine of the pope’s letter”, and: “Nothing has paral-
ysed Cyril’s influence in history more than the Council of Chalcedon,
although it praised him and condemned Nestorius”.*!

In the first volume of Das Konzil von Chalkedon (1951), however, other
voices can be heard. Ignacio Ortiz de Urbina discusses the sources
of the dogmatic definition.*” The majority of the text stems from the
Formula of Reunion, as contained in Cyril’s letter to John of Antioch
(ep. 39). Important phrases are taken from Leo’s Tome, the dogmatic
letter that pope Leo I sent to Flavian, archbishop of Constantinople, in
449. One phrase is an almost verbatim quotation from Cyril’s Second
Letter to Nestorius, and according to Ortiz de Urbina, the expression
‘and one hypostasis’ i3 the sole contribution that archbishop Flavian
of Constantinople has made, through his profession of faith. He stresses
that “the majority of the quotations stem from the letters of St. Cyril, so
that it seems fully unjustified when the Monophysites reject the Council
of Chalcedon as ‘anti-Cyrillian’”.** On the other hand, he adds that
“[t]he insertion of Leo’s phrases turns out to be decisive in order to say
the final word in the controversy over Eutyches and Dioscore”.*

Paul Galtier goes even further, when, in the same volume of Das
Konzil von Chalkedon, he examines the influence of Cyril and Leo at the
council.® Repeatedly, he emphasizes the authority that Cyril enjoyed:
“Thus from the beginning to the end of its doctrinal activity, the
Council of Chalcedon has shown itself intent to safeguard saint Cyril’s
authority”.* It is beyond doubt that Cyril’s conception of Christ is in
line with that of Leo’s Tome and with that of the council’s definition,
Galtier writes. Therefore, when the imperial commissioners made the
council choose between éx dVo @ioewv and &v dVo gioeot, this was
not a choice between the christology of Cyril of Alexandria and that

0 Harnack (1898), 215. The same assessment can still be found in the fifth German
edition, Harnack (1931), 390.

' Seeberg (1923), 260 and 265. Also a century ago, though, there were others who
assessed Cyril’s influence at Chalcedon differerently. For example, Loofs (1887), 50,
writes: “Das Symbol von Chalcedon ist cyrillischer, als es vielfach dargestellt wird”.

2 Ortiz de Urbina (1951).

3 Ihid., 400.

H Ibid., 400f.

¥ Galtier (1951).

6 hid., 562.
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of pope Leo of Rome. Although Cyril had not used the terminology
of &v dvo @ioeor—since his opponent was Nestorius, not Eutyches—
materially he was in agreement with its meaning.*’

After 1951, most scholars followed the assessment that Cyril of
Alexandria’s contribution to the Chalcedonian settlement was consid-
erable, while Leo’s influence was decisive. Two examples may suffice.
With an explicit reference to Ortiz de Urbina’s article, Jaroslav Pelikan
writes: “Even though it may be statistically accurate to say that ‘the
majority of the quotations come from the letters of St. Cyril,” the contri-
butions of Leo’s Tome were the decisive ones”.* And J.N.D. Kelly men-
tions several “points that underline the substantial truth of the verdict”
that Chalcedon was a triumph of Western and Antiochene christology,
but he adds that this verdict “does less than justice ... to the essential
teatures of Cyril’s teaching enshrined ... in the council’s confession”.*

In 1976, an important article by André de Halleux appeared, in
which he once more examined the sources for the doctrinal definition
of Chalcedon.” He points out that the backbone of the text is formed
by the phrase ‘we teach to confess one and the same’. This ‘one and
the same’, followed by titles like “Son’, ‘Lord’, ‘Christ’, ‘Only-Begotten’,
‘God the Word’, comes at the beginning, in the middle—linking the
first, more symbolic, with the second, more theological part of the
definition—and at the end of the text. It is further emphasized by a
repeated ‘the same’. The majority of the phrases is linked with this
backbone by adjectives and participles. De Halleux even postulates, not
a redactor, but a single author of this central passage, who has written
the text with the various sources in mind. He detects in the quotation
from Hebrews 4:15 in the first part (“like us in all things except for sin”)
and in the phrase ‘known in two natures’ in the second part influences
from the profession of faith which Basil of Seleucia had written at the
endemousa synod of 448, and which had been read at Chalcedon as part
of the acts of that synod a few days earlier.®! Basil had explicitly stated
that he based his profession of faith, including the phrase ‘known in two

47 Ibid., 3661, 385.

# Pelikan (1971), 264.

1 Kelly (1985), 341f.

50 De Halleux (1976). Besides Ortiz de Urbina’s article, he discusses and makes use
of the following publications: Richard (1945); Sellers (1953); Diepen (1953); Camelot
(1962); Sagi-Buni¢ (1964); Sagi-Buni¢ (1965).

51 De Halleux (1976), 17, gives credit to Sellers (1953), 122, for first pointing out the
possible influence of Basil of Seleucia.
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natures’, on the writings of Cyril of Alexandria. De Halleux suggests
that the whole backbone of the Chalcedonian definition with all its
clauses was written in a ‘Basilian” milieu and thus inspired by Cyrillian
christology.*?

There are three phrases which are not attached to this backbone by
adjectives or participles, but inserted as absolute genitives of feminine
nouns (while in the backbone the accusatives are masculine): “while
the difference of the natures is by no means removed because of the
union, the particularity of each nature rather being preserved, and
concurring into one person and one hypostasis”. De Halleux suggests
that these clauses, together with the four adverbs, were added to an
originally ‘Basilian’ second part of the definition, which read: “one and
the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-Begotten, known in two natures,
not divided or separated into two persons, but one and the same
Son, Only-Begotten, God the Word, the Lord Jesus Christ”. The
addition was the result of pressure by the Roman legates and the
imperial commissioners to include parts of Leo’s Tome. The Illyrian
and Palestinian bishops, however, had first wanted to make sure that
the Tome was in agreement with Cyril’s writings. In the redaction of
the addition de Halleux sees reflected the comparison of Leo’s Tome
with Cyril’s letters: it starts with an almost literal quotation from Cyril’s
Second Letter to Nestorius,”® while in the following citations from Leo’s
Tome several words from the standard Greek translation of the Tome
have been replaced by words from Cyril’s letters. In line with this
procedure, he regards the words ‘and one hypostasis’ as stemming from
the ‘union according to hypostasis’ in Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius, not
from Flavian’s profession of faith.

If de Halleux’s analysis is correct—in general, if not in every detail—
the definition of Chalcedon is much more Cyrillian than previously
had been accepted.”* Many scholars have taken over this conclusion,
but there are others who still regard Leo’s influence as decisive. So, for

32 Ihid., 156-160.

53 The Chalcedonian definition reads: o0dauod tiig TV @OV Siapodc Gvyonué-
g dut Ty Evoow (ACO 1112, 1293!1). Cyril writes in his Second Letter to Nestorius: ovy,
@g Tiig TOV phoewv dapods dvnonuévng St Ty Evwowy (ACO Li1.1, 27'F). The stronger
negative in the definition emphasizes somewhat more that the natures remain after the
union.

> Gray (1979)—this study was published in 1979, but completed in 1973—had
defended a similar conclusion, although he backed it up with much less evidence than
de Halleux.
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example, Friedhelm Winkelmann: although he refers not just to Ortiz
de Urbina’s article, but also to that of de Halleux, he writes: “The
essence of the actual christological expressions stemmed from Leo’s
Tome”.*® And Karlmann Beyschlag states: “For to be true, externally,
that is in view of the rejection of the threatening heresies from both
sides, Leo and Cyril are equal bearers of the Chalcedonian definition,
but as for the christological inner side, the Leonine (or Leonine /
Antiochene) position is clearly dominant, while the Cyrillian position
has been dogmatically reduced since 433 and thus is just as clearly
recessive”.%

Aloys Grillmeier, on the other hand, gives an extensive summary of
de Halleux’s article in Fesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche,”” and comes
to the following assessment of the various influences: “Certainly, Latin,
Antiochene, and finally also Constantinopolitan theology had already
prepared individual elements of the solution. It is remarkable how—
as the latest research has shown—the whole has been joined together
into a new synthesis only by the spirit of Cyril”.”® But he adds that
Cyril’s contribution was not recognized, which led to the Miaphysite
controversy.

Another scholar who accepts the dominance of Cyrillian influence
on the definition of Chalcedon is Adolf Martin Ritter. After giving
an overview of de Halleux’s findings he concludes: “Thus everything
seems to confirm that, when formulating the christological formula of
Chalcedon in its final form, they followed Cyril as much as possible
and Leo as little as absolutely necessary (in order to avoid an open
breach)”.®® In a later article he repeats this view, referring to more
recent literature that supports it, and criticizing Beyschlag’s rejection
of the results of the source analyses, accusing him that he “does not
seriously want to enter into this new discussion and to engage by
argument with the positions rejected by him”.%

% Winkelmann (1980), 48. The reference to the articles of Ortiz de Urbina and de
Halleux on p. 19.

% Beyschlag (1991), 130.

57 Grillmeier, FdChr 1, '1979 (also ®1990), 755-759.

8 Ihid., 761. See also Grillmeier (1984), 89T, a review article of Gray (1979).

% Ritter (1982), 267. See also Andresen & Ritter (1993), 91.

60 Ritter (1993), 462. Ritter also polemicizes with Ekkehard Miihlenberg, who in a
review of a Festschrift, containing an article by Ritter, criticizes the view that Cyril’s
influence was dominant at Chalcedon; Miihlenberg (1992). In a more recent article,
Miihlenberg (1997), 21, once more states his position that “posthumously Cyril is the
loser at Chalcedon™.
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The conclusion may be that even if theologians are not in full
agreement on the relative importance of Cyril of Alexandria and
Leo I, pope of Rome, for the Council of Chalcedon, it is obvious
that Cyril’s influence on the council’s decisions and through them on
christology throughout the subsequent ages up to the present day has
been considerable.

1.2.1.8. The Miaphysite Theologians of the Fifih and Sixth Centuries

It is virtually undisputed that Cyril of Alexandria was the champion
of christological orthodoxy for the Miaphysites of the fifth and sixth
centuries, especially for Severus of Antioch, who laid the foundations
for the christology of what are now called the Oriental Orthodox
Churches. Joseph Lebon concludes in his authoritative dissertation on
the subject, Le monophysisme sévérien: ““T'he Monophysite doctrine of the
Incarnation, even and especially in the scientific form which Severus
has given it, is nothing else than Cyrillian Christology”.%! In this study
he discusses in detail: Dioscorus I (t454), Timothy Aelurus (f477),
Philoxenus of Mabbug (ca 440-523), and above all Severus of Antioch
(ca 465-538).2 And in Das Konzil von Chalkedon he repeats his assessment
and calls these theologians “the heirs of saint Cyril of Alexandria’s
thought and language”.® Grillmeier accepts Lebon’s findings: “Lebon
has shown with masterly lucidity that the Severians are nothing else
but consistent Cyrillians”.* V.C. Samuel, himself an Oriental Orthodox
theologian, writes that “the anti-Chalcedonian side continued in the
Cyrilline tradition”, and refers with approval to both of Lebon’s works
just cited.% Thus, Cyril of Alexandria greatly influenced the christology
of the Miaphysite theologians in the century following the Council
of Chalcedon, and through them the present-day Oriental Orthodox
Churches. Whether not just their christology, but also their language is
Cyrillian, as Lebon states emphatically, will be discussed later on.

61 Lebon (1909), xxi.

62 Frend (1972) describes the history of the opposition against the definition of
Chalcedon and of the development of a separate Miaphysite church family. See also
Gray (1979).

63 Lebon (1951), 472.

64 Grillmeier (1958), 380.

65 Samuel (1968), 164; reference to Lebon on p. 160.
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1.2.1.4. The ‘Neo-Chalcedonian’ ‘Theologians of the Fifth and Sixth Centuries

The concept of ‘neo-Chalcedonianism’ was introduced nearly a cen-
tury ago and has since been a subject of debate: can a group of ‘neo-
Chalcedonian’ theologians be distinguished; if so, what are their char-
acteristics, and what has been their influence on Western theology? It
is generally believed that Lebon coined the term ‘neo-Chalcedonian’ in
his book Le monophysisme sévérien, although he mentions it twice in pass-
ing, without any explanation, as though it were an already accepted
term.® He calls Leontius of Byzantium (fl. ca 530—540) and John the
Grammarian (fl. ca 510-520) ‘neo-Chalcedonians’ and links their teach-
ing with the concept of ‘enhypostasia’.?’ In the conclusion of his book,
Lebon mentions the concept again in a debate with Loofs and Har-
nack.

Although Loofs regarded Cyril of Alexandria’s influence on the
definition of Chalcedon greater than it was often depicted,* he opposed
two possible interpretations of the Chalcedonian symbol: one Cyrillian,
the other Western-Antiochene. According to Loofs, Cyril of Alexandria
taught that the Word had assumed human nature in general, not an
individualized human nature, and Loofs used the term ‘anhypostasia’
for this. Thus, Cyril would have denied that Christ was an individual
human being, while the Antiochenes wanted to stress precisely this.
At Chalcedon, this main difference between the two schools was not
discussed. In order to solve it, it was necessary to reconcile the Cyrillian
and the Leonine phrases, accepted at Chalcedon, and this theological
task could only be tackled when, with the end of the Acacian schism in
519, the Chalcedonian symbol was officially accepted again, according
to Loofs. The theopaschite controversy, started by the Scythian monks,
was a beginning. The main work was done by Leontius of Byzantium
and contemporary theologians. Leontius’s concept of ‘enhypostasia’
made it possible to regard Christ’s human nature as individualized
in the hypostasis of the Logos, writes Loofs.® Harnack accepted this
outline of Loofs and sums up the result arrived at by “Leontius and
his friends”, called “new Cappadocians” or “new Conservatives”, with

% Lebon (1909), 409 (n. 2) and 411.

67 Following Loofs (1887), Lebon will have regarded Leontius of Byzantium and
Leontius of Jerusalem as one and the same person. The distinction between the two
men was made plausible by Richard (1944).

68 See n. 41.

9 Loofs (1887), 481, 521, 591, 68.
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the sentence: “It is possible to accept the Chalcedonian Creed as
authoritative and at the same time to think as Cyril thought”.”

Lebon thoroughly disagrees with Loofs regarding Cyril’s christology:
for Cyril, too, Christ was an individual human being. Although he did
not use the term ‘enhypostasia’, Cyril had exactly the same view of
the union between the Word and the human nature as Leontius.”! It
is dangerous to oppose a theory of ‘anhypostasia’, attributed to the
Cyrillians, to a theory of ‘enhypostasia’, attributed “to the group of
neo-Chalcedonians, whose chief would be Leontius of Byzantium”.
The Council of Chalcedon itself was following Cyril. The moment at
which the council could be presented as the legitimate interpretation of
Cyril’s views has been pushed forward, Lebon writes. And he sees it as
an important result of his study that it has moved this date backwards:
already at the beginning of the sixth century the dyophysites quoted
Cyril to defend their position. Leontius of Byzantium had predecessors:
John of Scythopolis (fl. ca 500) and John the Grammarian. “The neo-
Chalcedonians have not changed the christology of the Synod; on the
basis of its teaching and of its dyophysite formulas, they have erected—
thanks to Aristotelian philosophy—the dogmatic and scientific system
which is still ours”.”

Lebon briefly returned to the notion of neo-Chalcedonianism in
two later articles,”” and Charles Moeller took up and elaborated the
concept in an article about Nephalius of Alexandria (fl. ca 480-—510),
whom he calls “a representative of neo-Chalcedonian christology”.”
Marcel Richard then criticized the way in which Moeller defined neo-
Chalcedonianism and himself gave a definition which became a refer-
ence point for the developing debate.” He argues that the name ‘neo-
Chalcedonianism’ itself suggests that it concerns a new interpretation of
the theology of Chalcedon, over against an older interpretation, which
he calls ‘strict Chalcedonianism’.”® The difference between them lies in

70 Harnack (1898), 241.

I Lebon (1909), 408—411.

72 Ibid., 521t

73 Lebon (1914), 213f; Lebon (1930), 535. Besides the three theologians already
mentioned, he now adds the names of Heraclianus, bishop of Chalcedon (ca 537-553),
Macedonius, patriarch of Constantinople (496—511), and Ephrem, patriarch of Antioch
(526-545), as representatives of neco-Chalcedonianism.

7 Moeller (1944-1945).

75 Richard (1946).

76 Ihid., 156. Moeller (1944-1945), 97, had already used the expression ‘strict Chal-
cedonian’; he also spoke of ‘strict dyophysitism’ (p. 121).
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the attitude towards the writings of Cyril of Alexandria. The Council of
Chalcedon had officially accepted Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius (ep. 4)
and his letter to John of Antioch (ep. 39). Strict Chalcedonians wanted
to use only these officially accepted writings of Cyril as a basis for doc-
trinal decisions, while neo-Chalcedonians also used the other writings
of the bishop of Alexandria, ‘the whole Cyril’, as it came to be called
in the debate about neo-Chalcedonianism. Cyrillian formulas like éx
dvo gvoewv and évoolg nad’ vmdotaowy were accepted by both groups
of theologians alike, writes Richard. Other expressions, though, were
accepted by the neo-Chalcedonians, but rejected by the strict Chal-
cedonians. This applies to the pio guowg formula and the theopaschite
formulas.”

In his contribution to Das Konzil von Chalkedon, Moeller gives an
overview of neco-Chalcedonianism in the period from the Council of
Chalcedon to the end of the sixth century. He accepts—with some
minor alterations—Richard’s new definition.” Citation of the pia. @¥-
ows or the theopaschite formulas is an insufficient criterion, since some
of the strict Chalcedonians use these formulas as well. For the neco-
Chalcedonians it is essential to combine both christological formulas—
two natures and one nature—in order to avoid the extremes of Nesto-
rianism and Miaphysitism, according to Moeller. Strict Chalcedonians,
on the other hand, refuse to integrate into their dyophysite christol-
ogy the anathemas, the pia @vowg and the theopaschite formulas.”
From the fifth ecumenical council at Constantinople (553) on, neo-
Chalcedonianism is the standard christology in the East, according to
Moeller. The only strict Chalcedonian after that date whom he men-
tions is the author of De sectis.®

77 A typical representative of the strict Chalcedonians was Hypatius, archbishop of
Ephesus (531 — ca 538), who took part in the colloquy with the anti-Chalcedonians in
532. Richard counts among the neo-Chalcedonians: Nephalius, John of Scythopolis,
John the Grammarian, the Scythian monks (active from 518 on), Heraclianus of
Chalcedon, and also the emperor Justinian (483-565). But, other than Lebon, he
regards Macedonius of Constantinople as a strict Chalcedonian. And he distinguishes
between Leontius of Byzantium and Leontius of Jerusalem (f. ca 540): the latter was a
neo-Chalcedonian, the former was not.

78 Moeller (1951), 648.

79 Ibid., 658. In n. 58 on p. 660 Moeller adds that the strict Chalcedonians did not
object to the theopaschite formulas as such, but that they always demanded a proper
explanation, e.g. in ‘unus de Irimitate passus’, unus means ‘one hypostasis’ and passus means
‘suffered in the flesh’.

80 Others whom Moeller—Ilike Richard (see n. 77)—regards as strict Chalcedonians
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With Moeller’s article in Das Konzil von Chalkedon the notion of ‘neo-
Chalcedonianism’ had firmly established itself in the history of theol-
ogy of the fifth and sixth centuries.®! But it was not long before the
whole notion was called into question. One of the first (1953) and
most ardent critics of the distinction between ‘strict Chalcedonians’ and
‘neo-Chalcedonians’ is H.-M. Diepen. He writes that ‘strict Chalcedo-
nians’ have been called those

theologians who refuse to integrate into their christology the anathemas
of Saint Cyril and the Catholic ‘theopaschism’, which has been univer-
sally accepted in all times, the only exception being the patriarchate of
Antioch at the end of the fourth and the beginning of the fifth centuries.®

Thus, in Diepen’s view, theopaschism, as later expressed in the formula
‘One of the Trinity suffered in the flesh’, is part of Chalcedonian
christology, and after this had explicitly been established at the fifth
ecumenical council in 553, the light of the Chalcedonian faith “shone
in all its brilliance in the eyes of the Catholics, who are so unjustly
called ‘neo-Chalcedonians’”.8

Both Richard and Moeller responded, defending the notion of neo-
Chalcedonianism.?* One of the arguments forwarded was that when
some bishops at the Council of Chalcedon wanted to have read and
approved Cyril’s third letter to Nestorius with the anathemas (ep. 17),
the majority refused to do so.*> Diepen then published a lengthy article

are Macedonius of Constantinople, the akoimetor (the ‘sleepless monks’), Hypatius of
Ephesus, and Leontius of Byzantium.

81 Jugie (1929) used other titles to denote the various groups in the sixth century.
He called the Eutychians ‘real Monophysites’, Lebon’s ‘Severian Monophysites—
‘heterodox verbal Monophysites’, and the neo-Chalcedonians—‘orthodox verbal
Monophysites’. Sellers (1953), xvii, 293, calls those Chalcedonians who ‘were influenced
by the Alexandrian way of belief’ ‘neo-Alexandrians’. When discussing the various
names, Grillmeier (1958) 382/ 163, clearly prefers ‘neo-Chalcedonians’.

82 Diepen (1953), 1001.

83 Ibid., 106.

84 Richard (1954); Moeller (1954).

85 Richard (1946), 158, had already written that the council had refused to authorize
the reading of Cyril’s third letter to Nestorius with the anathemas and of his letters
to Eulogius and Succensus (epp. 17, 44—46). Moeller took over the argument that the
council would have refused to listen to the letter with the anathemas. In his article on
Diepen’s book, Richard modified his statement and declared that the council ‘ignored’
Cyril’s third letter to Nestorius, while it “positively refused to listen to the reading of
his letters to Acacius, to Valerian, and to Succensus, and it is on this refusal that those
whom we have called strict Chalcedonians later base themselves” (p. 91). The letters
from after the reunion with the Antiochenes, however, occur only once in the acts of
the Council of Chalcedon, in a quotation from the acts of the Robber Synod, where
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on the twelve anathemas.®® He refutes the assertion that the reading
of the letter with the twelve chapters was refused by the Council of
Chalcedon. What the acts of the council relate is that one of the Illyrian
bishops, Atticus of Nicopolis, was not convinced that Leo’s Tome was in
accordance with the christology of Cyril of Alexandria, and he wanted
to compare the Tome with Cyril’s third letter to Nestorius. The council
decided to suspend its proceedings for five days in order for “those who
are in doubt” to be convinced.?” The letter was not read, but that was
neither asked for nor refused.

According to Diepen, the reason why the Council of Chalcedon did
not give the same authority to Cyril’s third letter to Nestorius as it did
to his second letter, was “in order to imitate the prudence” of Cyril
himself:* The archbishop had never retracted his twelve anathemas,
but when Alexandria and Antioch had made peace on the basis of the
Formula of Reunion in 433, he passed them over in silence and did not
insist that the Orientals openly acknowledge their orthodoxy, Diepen
writes. And since some of the bishops at Chalcedon had bad memories
regarding the anathemas, the fathers of the council wisely followed
in Cyril’s footsteps and did not explicitly accept them as a standard
of orthodoxy. But when the participants in the Nestorian controversy
had all died, the anathemas could re-enter the stage. “This ‘neo-
Chalcedonianism’ will not be a new doctrine, but quite simply a change
of tactics”.® Implicitly, Diepen accepts here the distinction between
‘strict Chalcedonianism’ and ‘neo-Chalcedonianism’, but merely as a
difference in tactics, not a difference in theology.

In his 1962 dissertation, Siegfried Helmer gives a useful overview of
the history of the term and the concept of neo-Chalcedonianism until
the early sixties of the twentieth century. Helmer himself adopts the
definition of Richard, as further developed by Moeller.” The “actual
characteristic” of its theology is the assertion that both dyophysite and

Eustathius of Berytus points to the pia guowg formula in these writings (ACO IL.1.1,
112'0°28). At the Council of Chalcedon, no one asked to read these letters, so neither
was it refused.

8 Diepen (1955), 333-338. See also de Halleux (1992).

87 ACO IL.1.2, 82f.

% Diepen (1955), 337

89 Ibid., 338.

9 Helmer (1962). He calls neo-Chalcedonianism “the theological and church-polit-
ical group which, since the first decade of the sixth century, tried to build a bridge
between the moderate Antiochene (dyophysite) formulas of 451 and the Alexandrian
(monophysite) christology of Cyril” (p. 158).
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miaphysite formulas are necessary.” Another typical feature is that its
christology is based on the ‘whole Cyril’, including the anathemas, the
uia guotg and the theopaschite formulas.”? Helmer sees its theological
significance in the elaboration of the hypostatic unity of Christ’s person
on the basis of Chalcedonian dyophysite terminology.

A second critic of the distinction between ‘strict Chalcedonians’ and
‘neo-Chalcedonians’—besides Diepen—is Patrick T.R. Gray (1979). He
emphasizes that the majority at Chalcedon were Cyrillian, so that it
is incorrect to regard those who try to harmonize the Chalcedonian
and the Cyrillian language as belonging to an innovative school of the-
ology, called ‘neo-Chalcedonianism’.”* He rejects the concept of ‘strict
Chalcedonianism’; it is better to distinguish two traditions which differ
in their interpretation of the christology of Chalcedon: the Antiochene
and Cyrillian traditions.”* Although Gray prefers the expression ‘Cyril-
lian Chalcedonians’, he continues to speak of ‘neo-Chalcedonians’,
since the term has firmly established itself in historical theology.® But
he redefines the term. According to him, John the Grammarian is the
only one who insists that dyophysite and miaphysite formulas should
both be used—a demand which Moeller regarded as a criterion for
neo-Chalcedonianism. Gray himself then defines neo-Chalcedonianism
as

the tradition of thinkers who, as Cyrillians and Chalcedonians, interpret
Chalcedon as fundamentally Cyrillian, and in doing so address the
problems posed by the seemingly contradictory vocabularies of Cyril and
Chalcedon.”

Not unlike Helmer, Gray regards the development of the concept of
‘union by hypostasis’ in a dyophysite context as the “creative quality”
of neo-Chalcedonianism.

Fifteen years later, in the article ‘Neuchalkedonismus’ in Theologische
Realenzyklopaedie, Gray’s views have not fundamentally changed. He
now distinguishes a historical and a theological definition of neo-
Chalcedonianism.’” Historically, it signifies

I Ihid., 192. See also pp. 103, 166, and 183.

92 Ibid., 166. See also pp. 103, 192, and 207.

9 Gray (1979), 7-12, 104 L., 177.

9 Ibid., 174 1.

95 Ibid., 104, 169.

% Ibiud., 169.

97 Gray (1994). He may have adopted this distinction from Grillmeier; see below.
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the ideas of a group of theologians, mainly in the first half of the
sixth century, who developed a consistent interpretation of Chalcedon,
according to which the council expressed the conventional Cyrillian
christology in a new language.”

Theologically—not bound to a particular time in history—, it signifies

specific christological themes (especially the idea of a union by hypostasis,
typical of the later neo-Chalcedonians), which were canonized by the
church at the Second Council of Constantinople, and which would
stamp the Catholic tradition through the influence of Thomas Aquinas.”

Initially, Aloys Grillmeier accepted the findings from Richard and
Moeller without amendments. In the second volume of Das Konzil von
Chalkedon (1953), he writes, referring to Moeller’s article in the first
volume of that series: “We may assume the idea and the formulas
of neo-Chalcedonianism to be known”.'™ Like Richard and Moeller,
Grillmeier opposes it to strict (mostly ‘reiner’, sometimes ‘strenger’)
Chalcedonianism. Several times he mentions a ‘synthesis’ of dyophysite
and miaphysite formulas as typical of neo-Chalcedonian christology.!*!
In an article of 1958, Grillmeier elaborates on the notion of neo-
Chalcedonianism.!” Since according to Lebon, the christology of the
neo-Chalcedonians is still ours;'® according to Moeller, “through John
of Damascus and Saint Thomas, it has stamped, up to a certain
point, our modern treatises of the incarnate Word”;'** and accord-
ing to Grillmeier himself, “the lasting connection of Latin clarity and
Greek depth” “was given to Western theology by Thomas Aquinas”;!®
Grillmeier distinguishes in 1958 between neo-Chalcedonianism in the
sixth century and in our own times, and therefore between its termi-
nology and its theological content. Neo-Chalcedonianism in the sixth
century was characterized by the simultaneous use of dyophysite and
miaphysite terminology and formulas, but this double language was
temporary: “Terminologically and conceptually, we have become strict

9% Ihid., 290.

9 Ibid., 290.

100 Grillmeier (1953), 791 L.

101 hid., 8oo, 822, 838.

102 Grillmeier (1958). The following page references are to the reprint in Mt ihm und
in thm (*1978), which differs slightly from the 1958 original.

103 Lebon (1909), 522.

104 Moeller (1951), 666.

105 Grillmeier (1953), 839.
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Chalcedonians again”, although we still understand and do not reject
the pia gpvoig formula.'*

Theologically, however, a continuing change has been brought
about, says Grillmeier. Chalcedon was an important step forward, in
that it distinguished between nature and hypostasis and thus opened the
way towards a metaphysics of ‘person’. Besides, it stressed the abiding
difference between the two natures. Its weakness was that this could be
understood in rather static and symmetrical terms, in which the human
nature had the same status as the divine nature. From the Cyrillian—
i.e. the neo-Chalcedonian—side came the Alexandrian intuition, in
which two aspects may be distinguished: (1) it emphasizes the unity
of Christ (although ‘one nature’ was to be replaced by ‘one hyposta-
s18”); (2) it has a dynamic rather than a static view: in the event of the
incarnation, the Logos assumed flesh while remaining the same Logos-
person. This intuition, however, could be expressed with Chalcedonian
terminology. “That this synthesis was possible is shown by Thomas and
by the development of the later [neueren] christology, at least until a
decade ago”.!" Neo-Chalcedonianism, then, as a terminological syn-
thesis belongs to the past, but as a christological synthesis it is still our
concern.

Grillmeier here combines two notions of the Alexandrian or Cyril-
lian intuition which had been mentioned earlier by Moeller and Jouas-
sard. In his article in Das Konzil von Chalkedon, Moeller had written that
neo-Chalcedonianism had introduced into Chalcedonian christology
“Cyril’s brilliant intuition of the one person of the Word incarnate”.!%
And two years later, Jouassard spoke of Cyril’s ‘fundamental intuition’
that the divine in Christ is ‘primordial’, while his humanity is ‘added’.!®
The Word was God, and has also become man, while remaining what he
was, God. Cyril does not deny the full humanity of Christ, on the con-
trary, he stresses it many times, Jouassard writes, but the profounder
truth about him is that he is first of all God.

In a review article of Gray’s book, Grillmeier argues that strict
Chalcedonianism did exist, and he also defends the use of certain
formulas as a criterion to distinguish neo-Chalcedonians from other

106 Grillmeier (1958), 380f.

107" Ihid., 384 1. The phrase “at least until a decade ago” is missing in the 1958 original,
so it should be taken with 1975 as its starting-point.

108 Moeller (1951), 718.

109 Jouassard (1953), 179.
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theologians in the sixth century.!'® However, in an excursus in vol-
ume II/2 of Christ in Christian Tradition, Grillmeier relativizes the def-
inition of historical neo-Chalcedonianism, as developed by Richard
and Moeller.!'! His own research into the theologians of the sixth cen-
tury has taught him that the criterion of demanding the simultane-
ous use of both dyophysite and miaphysite formulas does not apply to
all neo-Chalcedonians. Therefore, he now distinguishes between ‘neo-
Chalcedonians in the extreme or integral sense’ and ‘moderate neo-
Chalcedonians’. The first group indeed regards the combined use of
the pia guoig formula and the two-natures formula necessary for a cor-
rect understanding of faith in the incarnate Son of God; the second
group does not.

More recently, Karl-Heinz Uthemann has rejected the concept of
strict Chalcedonianism and produced his own definition of neo-Chal-
cedonianism. According to him, the demand that both dyophysite
and miaphysite formulas should be upheld does not apply to any
of the so-called neo-Chalcedonians, including John the Grammar-
lan, the only exception being Theodore of Raithu.!'? Therefore, neo-
Chalcedonianism has to be defined differently than by reference to
certain formulas. Uthemann accepts the findings of de Halleux, that
the definition of Chalcedon itself was already Cyrillian. Neo-Chalce-
donianism, however, went beyond Chalcedon by ‘filling [auffillen]’ the
term hypostasis, regarding it as the one subject of the union, maintain-
ing the dynamic perspective of a Cyrillian christology and soteriology.
In his view, Helmer was right in seeing this as the theological signifi-
cance of neo-Chalcedonianism.!'® The alternative was not ‘strict Chal-
cedonianism’, but rather a Leonine interpretation of Chalcedon, writes
Uthemann.!"* This distinction is elaborated in a second article:

One could speak of a Cyrillian and a Leonine interpretation, depending
on whether it is emphasized that God the Logos, the one hypostasis from
the Trinity, becomes man, works miracles and suffers, or whether one
emphasizes that Christ, God and man in one person, works miracles in
his divine nature and dies at the cross in his human nature.!'

10 Grillmeier (1984).

1 Grillmeier, CCT 11/2, 429-434.
112 Uthemann (1997), 376 .

13 Ihid., 3781, g412f.

1% Ihid., 380, 413.

115 Uthemann (2001), 603.



AIM AND RELEVANCE 39

It is clear that no unanimity has been reached yet on the concept
of ‘neo-Chalcedonianism’.!'® For this study there is no need to take up
a position on this issue, but it is important to establish the influence
of Cyril of Alexandria’s christology on later theology. Whether one
sees this influence already implicitly present at Chalcedon, or whether
one regards neo-Chalcedonianism as a (further) Cyrillization of the
christology of Chalcedon, all scholars agree that the so-called neo-
Chalcedonian theologians of the sixth century used and developed
insights and terminology which they adopted from the Alexandrian
archbishop. Through the fifth ecumenical council at Constantinople
(558) such a Cyrillian interpretation of Chalcedon has become the
normative christology in the Eastern Orthodox Church. Its impact on
the West has not been as straightforward, and it is to the West that we
will now turn our attention.

According to Grillmeier, neo-Chalcedonianism came to the West in
two ‘waves’.!'” The first wave came with the Scythian monks.!* These
monks from the region south of the mouth of the Danube came to Con-
stantinople at the end of the year 518. They are especially known for
propagating the theopaschite formula, ‘one of the Trinity suffered’, but
their christology was neo-Chalcedonian in various respects. They com-
bined dyophysite and miaphysite formulas—‘from (éx) two natures’, ‘in
(8v) two natures’, the uio @uowg formula, ‘composite Christ’—, regard-
ing the first as a safeguard against Eutychianism, and the second as a
protection against Nestorianism. In the capital, they accused one of the
deacons of heresy, and when the papal legates were unwilling to listen
to them, they sent a delegation to Rome.

After an initial negative attitude towards the monks, Justinian, then
co-regent of the emperor Justin I (518-527), sent several letters in
their support to the pope. Nevertheless, pope Hormisdas (514-523)
was unwilling to accept the monks’ teaching, as was the senate, to
which they then appealed. It is noteworthy that at that time, in or-
der to support the cause of his compatriots, Dionysius Exiguus, him-
self a Scythian, translated several of Cyril of Alexandria’s writings
into Latin. Among these were the third letter to Nestorius, with the

116 See for an overview also Hainthaler (2004a), 237-243.
17 Grillmeier (1953), 792.
Y8 Ihid., 797-805. See also CCT 11/2, 317-343.
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anathemas, the two letters to Succensus, and part of the letter to Aca-
cius of Melitene.!"?

When the Scythian monks were unsuccessful in Rome, they turned
in writing to the African bishops who had been sent into exile to Sar-
dinia by the Vandals. These bishops took the monks’ request seriously,
and they responded by letter, written by Fulgentius of Ruspe (468—
533)-'2° They accepted the theopaschite formula on the basis of the com-
municatio idiomatum, but they added the word ‘person’ not ‘unus ex Trini-
tate passus est’, but ‘una ex ITrimitate persona’. For Fulgentius, his contact
with the Scythian monks meant a turn in his christological thinking
While so far he had used Antiochene terminology with concrete names
like ‘God’ and ‘man’ in his exposition of the two-natures teaching, his
understanding now became more Alexandrian. His christology became
less symmetrical and more centred around the divine Logos, but he did
not accept the pio guowg formula. As a result, Grillmeier concludes that
Fulgentius remained a strict Chalcedonian.

Despite the continuous support for the theopaschite formula by
Justinian, who became emperor in 527, for a number of years the popes
of Rome were unwilling to acknowledge the formula of the Scythian
monks. It was only after the colloquy between the Chalcedonians and
the anti-Chalcedonians in 532 that the highest Roman ecclesiastical
authority finally approved of it.

The second ‘wave’ of neo-Chalcedonianism to the West came with
the Three Chapters controversy, according to Grillmeier.'?! In 543/ 544
Justinian wrote his first edict against the Three Chapters—the writings
and person of Theodore of Mopsuestia, the writings of Theodoret
of Cyrus against Cyril of Alexandria, and the letter to the Persian
Mari, whose author, Justinian wrote, is not Ibas of Edessa, but an
unknown person. Since the emperor called for the universal church
to anathematize the Three Chapters, the African bishops took up a
position: they were unwilling to pronounce the requested anathemas.
The reason, however, was more ecclesiological than christological:'??
they felt that a condemnation of the Three Chapters implied that the

119 See also Haring (1950), 4, 61.

120 Hainthaler (2004a), 252258, gives a summary of the views of the Scythian monks
and of Fulgentius’s letter.

121 Grillmeier (1953), 806-834. See for the Three Chapters controversy also CCT
II/2, 411462, and Gray (1979), 61-73.

122 Diepen (1953), 99—101, stresses that the defenders of the Three Chapters had
ecclesiological, not christological, reasons for doing so.
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validity of the Council of Chalcedon was called into question, since
that council had reinstated Theodoret and Ibas after their deposition at
the Robber Synod in 449. This is clear from writings by the deacon
Ferrandus and by bishop Facundus of Hermiane (. ca 550). Both
accept the theopaschite formula, but emphasize that the decisions of
an ecumenical council cannot be annulled. According to Grillmeier,
Facundus “remained a true [echter] Chalcedonian”.!?

In 553 the Second Council of Constantinople was held, which
has become known as the fifth ecumenical council. It condemned
the Three Chapters, and the christology in its anathemas “proves to
be moderate neo-Chalcedonianism”.'** The Chalcedonian distinction
between vmootaos and @iowg is upheld. The pio @uowg formula is
accepted only if it is interpreted correctly, that is, if the word guog
in this formula is not understood as synonymous with ovoio: Christ’s
divinity and humanity are not confused, but each has remained what it
was. Some of the African bishops, who opposed the council’s decisions,
were deposed and exiled. In February of 554, pope Vigilius (537—
555) gave in to the pressures and wrote his second Constitutum, in
which he condemned the Three Chapters. He did not deal with the
christological questions of neo-Chalcedonianism. In 1953, Grillmeier
concludes from this “that the acceptance of the fifth council can be
combined with sticking to the purely [reine] Chalcedonian terminology
and ideology”.!%

Emphasizing the importance of the “four holy synods™—Nicaea (325),
Constantinople (381), Ephesus (431), and Chalcedon (451)—, which
were sometimes compared to the four Gospels, became a characteristic
of Western theology after 553, and illustrates that the Second Council
of Constantinople was not as influential in the West as it was in the
East.!” This is not to say that the popes refused to accept the fifth
ecumenical council. But in their writings they give much more attention
to the ecclesiological than to the christological aspects.

Grillmeier’s overall conclusion in his article ‘Vorbereitung des Mit-
telalters’ (1953) is that “the sober-simple, purely Chalcedonian chris-
tology remains the West’s preference”.'” In view of the acceptance of

123 Grillmeier (1953), 812.

124 Grillmeier, CCT 11/2, 461.

125 Grillmeier (1953), 823, n. 67.

126 This is also highlighted by Galtier (1959).

127 Grillmeier (1953), 837: “die niichtern-einfache, rein chalkedonische Christologie

bleibt die Vorliebe des Abendlandes”.
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the theopaschite formula by Western theologians, and of the reported
changes in the christology of men like Fulgentius of Ruspe under the
influence of Greek theology, it is not surprising that in his 1958 arti-
cle, ‘Der Neu-Chalkedonismus’, Grillmeier distinguishes between the
terminology and the christology of neo-Chalcedonianism.'?® One could
interpret the summary, just given, of the impact of neo-Chalcedonian-
ism on the West in the sixth century as follows: terminologically the
West remained strictly Chalcedonian, but theologically it moved in a
neo-Chalcedonian direction.

In the following centuries, Grillmeier sees only one chance for neo-
Chalcedonianism to gain more influence in the West, and that was
with John Scotus Eriugena (ca 810-877), since he had great inter-
est for everything Greek, and he emphasized the unity of Christ. He
does not seem to have had any knowledge of the ‘neo-Chalcedonian
system’, though.'” As to Early Scholasticism, Ludwig Ott concludes
that “[t|he council’s definition of faith played virtually no role in the
lively christological discussions of the theologians”. Nevertheless, Chal-
cedonian christology was transmitted through the symbol Quicumque
and the writings of the Fathers, “especially the Latin Fathers of the
fifth and sixth centuries, but also the work De fide orthodoxa of John
of Damascus (ca 675-749) in Latin translation”.!*® This work, a com-
pendium of Greek theology written in the eighth century, the chris-
tology of which is neo-Chalcedonian, had been translated into Latin
in the twelfth century. When discussing christological writings in High
Scholasticism, Ignaz Backes again and again mentions John of Dam-
ascus as a source for thirteenth-century theologians.”! Especially in his
treatment of Thomas Aquinas, Backes speaks a number of times of the
agreement of Thomas’s christology with that of John of Damascus or of
direct influence by the latter on the former.'s

In Grillmeier’s phrase, it is Thomas Aquinas who has given to West-
ern theology “this lasting connection between Latin clarity and Greek
depth”.!*® Therefore, although terminologically neo-Chalcedonianism

128 See above, n. 102.

129" Grillmeier (1953), 838. Gray (1994), 294, gives a similar assessment of John the
Scot.

130 Ott (1953), 921 and 922.

131 Backes (1953).

132 [bid., 929, 935-939-

133 Grillmeier (1953), 839.
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is something of the past, christologically it is still our concern.!®* Ac-
cording to Gray, “the typically neo-Chalcedonian doctrine of the hypo-
static union has become the normative christology in the West” through
Thomas Aquinas.'® Thus, Lebon’s original statement that, on the basis
of Chalcedon’s dyophysite doctrine and formula, the neo-Chalcedo-
nians have erected [élevé] “the dogmatic and scientific system which
is still ours”,'¥ is—at least partially—confirmed by later theologians
as to its theological content. And since it is the ‘Cyrillian intuition™—
which starts its dynamic christology with the divine Logos, as expressed
in the doctrine of the hypostatic union—which is the hallmark of neo-
Chalcedonianism, one can say that also through the neo-Chalcedonian
theologians of the sixth century Cyril has influenced Western christol-
ogy up to the present time. The criticism which during the past fifty
years has been uttered by various theologians with respect to neo-
Chalcedonian tendencies in Western theology and devotion—which
will be discussed in section 1.2.9—affirms rather than denies this influ-
ence.

Helmer points to the emphasis Luther laid on the unity of Christ’s
person and his use of theopaschite language like ‘God has suffered’.'¥’
Although Luther himself had mainly theological, not patristic, reasons
for doing so, it is noteworthy that the first quotations in the Catalogus
Testimoniorum, attached to the Formula of Concord (1577), are four of
Cyril’s anathemas—which are presented as canons of the Council of
Ephesus (431)—, including the [theopaschite] twelfth anathema.!®® So,
we see that also in early Lutheranism authority is ascribed to Cyril’s
christology.

1.2.2. Fcumenical Relevance

The christological struggles of the fifth and sixth centuries have led
to various schisms in the church. On the one hand, the ‘Miaphysites’
left the imperial church, since they adhered strictly to the pia @ioig
formula and refused to accept the Council of Chalcedon. Within this
group several splits took place, but the majority are what Lebon called

134
135
1
1

Grillmeier (1958), 385.
Gray (1994), 294f. See also Moeller’s statement, n. 104.
6 Lebon (1909), 522.
7 Helmer (1962), 245—247.
138 Die Bekenntnisschriften der evangelisch-lutherischen Kirche, Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1976 ('1930), 1104.
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‘Severian Monophysites’. Their present-day heirs are the ‘Oriental
Orthodox’, which include Armenian, Coptic, Syrian, Ethiopian, Eri-
trean and Indian churches.!® On the other hand were those churches
which were more Antiochene in outlook and did not accept Chalcedon
as an ecumenical council either. Their descendants can be found in the
Assyrian Church of the East.

During the past fifty years a number of ecumenical consultations—
partly unofficial, partly official—have taken place between represen-
tatives of several church families that differ over the reception of
the Council of Chalcedon. In a 1995 article, Dorothea Wendebourg
gives an overview of these consultations and the publications in which
their proceedings and agreed statements can be found.'* The Oriental
Orthodox Churches have been in dialogue with the Eastern Ortho-
dox Church, the Roman Catholic Church, and the World Alliance of
Reformed Churches. The Assyrian Church of the East has established
a dialogue commission with the Roman Catholic Church in 1994. And
the churches in whose traditions the Syriac language plays a major role
have been meeting in the ‘Syriac Consultations’.

It 1s especially the dialogue between the Eastern Orthodox Church
and the Oriental Orthodox Churches in which the christology of Cyril
of Alexandria has played an important role. During the first unofficial
consultation at Aarhus in 1964 ‘his’ pio oo formula was central to
the discussions, as is clear from the fact that it was the topic of several
key contributions,"! and as it is explicitly formulated in the agreed
statement:

In our common study of the Council of Chalcedon, the well-known
phrase used by our common Father in Christ, St. Cyril of Alexandria,
mia physis (or mia hypostasis) tou Theou logou sesarkomene (the one physis
or lypostasis of God’s Word Incarnate) with its implications, was at
the centre of our conversations. On the essence of the Christological
dogma we found ourselves in full agreement. Through the different
terminologies used by each side, we saw the same truth expressed. Since
we agree in rejecting without reservation the teaching of Eutyches as
well as of Nestorius, the acceptance or non-acceptance of the Council

139 The Armenian Apostolic Church (of Etchmiadzin and Cilicia), the Coptic Ortho-
dox Church of Alexandria, the Syrian Orthodox Church of Antioch and All the East
(the so-called ‘Jacobites’, after Jacob Baradaeus, ca 500-578), the Ethiopian Ortho-
dox Tewahedo Church, the Eritrean Orthodox Tewahdo Church, and the Malankara
Orthodox Syrian Church of India.

140 Wendebourg (1995).

141 Samuel (1964-1965b); Karmiris (1964-1965); Romanides (1964-1965).
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of Chalcedon does not entail the acceptance of either heresy. Both sides
found themselves fundamentally following the Christological teaching of
the one undivided Church as expressed by St. Cyril.'*?

In the ‘Summary of Conclusions’ of the third unofficial consultation
at Geneva in 1970, there is again an explicit reference to Cyril of
Alexandria: “It is the teaching of the blessed Cyril on the hypostatic
union of the two natures in Christ that we both affirm, though we may
use differing terminology to explain this teaching”.!*?

In the agreed statements of the official dialogue, the references to
the Alexandrian archbishop became even more pronounced. At the
conclusion of the second official consultation, at the Anba Bishoy
Monastery in 1989, it was declared:

Throughout our discussions we have found our common ground in
the formula of our common Father, Saint Cyril of Alexandria: mia
physis (hypostasis) tou Theou Logou sesarkomene, and in his dictum that “it
is sufficient for the confession of our true and irreproachable faith to say
and to confess that the Holy Virgin is 7%eotokos” (Hom. 15, cf. Ep. g9).1**

And in the joint declaration of the third official consultation it is stated:

The Orthodox agree that the Oriental Orthodox will continue to main-
tain their traditional Cyrillian terminology of ‘one nature of the incar-
nate Logos™ (“wia ¢@iolg tol Ogob Adyov oeoagrwuévn”), since they
acknowledge the double consubstantiality of the Logos which Eutyches
denied. The Orthodox also use this terminology. The Oriental Ortho-
dox agree that the Orthodox are justified in their use of the two-natures
formula, since they acknowledge that the distinction is ‘in thought alone’
(“vfj Yewolq nwovy”). Cyril interpreted correctly this use in his letter to
John of Antioch and his letters to Akakios of Melitene (PG 77.184—201),
to Eulogius (PG 77.224-228), and to Succensus (PG 77.228-245).'%

The emphasis lies on the pia gooig formula, the interpretation of which
is that of Joseph Lebon. Besides, miaphysite and dyophysite language
is confusingly mixed, so that the Chalcedonian two-natures formula
is said to be justified, because the distinction between the natures is
regarded as ‘in thought alone’."* If] in line with Lebon’s interpretation,
‘nature’ 1s understood as ‘person’, then indeed two natures can exist
‘in thought alone’, but if ‘nature’ is understood in the Chalcedonian

142 “An Agreed Statement”, GOTR 10/ 2 (1964-1965) 14.

143 “Summary of Conclusions”, GOTR 16 (1971) 3.

14 “Clommuniqué of the Joint Commission” (1989), 394.

145 “Joint-Commission of the Theological Dialogue” (1991), 186.
146 See van Loon (2001), 46-50.
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sense, as distinct from ‘person’, then the distinction between the two
natures must be upheld as real. It is the hypothesis of this study—to
be proved—that also for Cyril of Alexandria, the distinction between
the two @voewg in the one ‘person’ of Christ is real, not just ‘in
thought alone’; the separation of the two @uoeig must be ‘in thought
alone’. Thus, if the Eastern Orthodox and the Oriental Orthodox want
to follow the christology of the Alexandrian archbishop, they should
acknowledge a real distinction in (Chalcedonian) natures in the one
Christ.

The danger of the agreed statements—produced by representa-
tives of the two families of churches, not ratified by the churches
themselves—is that they would become the basis of a re-union of these
two families at the expense of their relationships, not just with the
Assyrian Church of the East, but also with various churches in the
West. This danger was signalled as early as the first unofficial consulta-
tion in 1964 by Eastern Orthodox theologian Georges Florovsky:

Eastern ecumenism is a contradiction in terms. The West also belongs to
the oitkoumene. We cannot forget the West—and the Tome of Leo. The
Christian tradition is universal. ... I have also doubts about agreement
on the basis of a one-sided Cyrillian formula. I think it is important to
come to terms with the later ecumenical councils.!*’

Commenting on the declaration drawn up at Anba Bishoy in 1989,
Roman Catholic theologian André de Halleux writes:

But wishing to subject the Chalcedonian doctrine to its ‘neo-Chal-
cedonian’ rereading is narrowing the christological faith in order to
force it into the theological mould of the ‘Alexandrian school’. And
by doing so it means compromising the full communion in this faith
between the Orthodox East and the Catholic Church, not to mention
this outstanding heir of the Antiochene christological tradition which
is the Church of the East, called ‘Nestorian’, as yet absent from the
dialogue, but which can only be neglected at the detriment of the
richness of the approaches to the christological mystery.'*

147 Florovsky (1964-1965), 8. The Eastern Orthodox accept seven ‘ecumenical coun-
cils’, of which the Oriental Orthodox recognize only the first three: Nicaea I (325), Con-
stantinople I (381), and Ephesus (431). By “the later ecumenical councils” Florovsky will,
therefore, have meant: Chalcedon (451), Constantinople II (553), Constantinople III
(680-681), and Nicaea II (787). The later councils formed part of the discussion at the
second unofficial consultation in Bristol in 1967. See GOTR 13 (1968) 121—-320.

148 De Halleux (1990a), 500f. Since de Halleux wrote this article, the Assyrian
Church of the East has been included in ecumenical consultations. First, a dialogue
with the Roman Catholic Church in 1994, which resulted in the mutual recognition
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Lutheran theologian Dorothea Wendebourg only mentions this dan-
ger explicitly when referring to de Halleux’s article,'*® but she is quite
outspoken about the one-sidedness of the agreed statements: there is
“an unambiguous preference for one of the controversial formulations”,
viz. the wia @vog formula. “Not that the Chalcedonian language of
‘two natures’ is to be excluded by this, but it is regarded as the specific
formula of only one side, while the ‘mia physis’ formula is what they
have in common ecumenically”. “Implicitly, the Chalcedonian defini-
tion itself is also corrected here”.’® The declaration of Anba Bishoy
(1989) can be regarded as ‘neo-Chalcedonian™—as de Halleux has
done—, since in it miaphysite and dyophysite language are accepted
side by side. But in the second agreed statement (Chambésy 1990) mia-
physite expressions form the common ground and thus dominate the
Chalcedonian language of ‘two natures’, so that this statement cannot
be called ‘neo-Chalcedonian’, Wendebourg writes. !

If—as this study intends—it can be shown that Cyril of Alexandria,
whose christology is said to play a central role in the consultations
between the Eastern Orthodox and the Oriental Orthodox, was not
the staunch defender of the pia o formula, for which he is usually
held, but that his understanding of Christ’s person is compatible with
speaking of two (Chalcedonian) natures, not just ‘in thought only’, but
in reality, this could have consequences for the ecumenical dialogues
between various churches.

1.2.3. Dogmatic Relevance

It is not the intention of this section to discuss the dogmatic relevance
of patristic studies in general, or of the study of dogmatic statements
which use ancient concepts like guotg, vootaoig and mTpdcwov in par-

that they are sister churches in the communio of the one faith in Christ; see “Déclaration
christologique commune” (1995) (Syriac text, French and Arabic translations). A Joint
Committee for Theological Dialogue met every year till 2004.

Secondly, also in 1994, the foundation Pro Oriente has started a series of unofficial
consultations for churches who share a common heritage in the Syriac language
and traditions, known as the Syriac Consultations. Invited are the Oriental Catholic
Churches, the Oriental Orthodox Churches and the Assyrian Church of the East,
while at times observers from other churches have also been present. From 1994 till
2004 there were seven consultations. They have resulted in several joint declarations.

149 Wendebourg (1995), 231, n. 124.
150 Ibid., 220f.
U Ibid., 227, n. 92.
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ticular. It is a presupposition of this study that the elucidation of what
the Church Fathers meant, when they tried to put into their own words
and concepts what they believed to be the content of the Christian
faith, is relevant to our present-day teaching and life in the Chris-
tian church. If we want to express our faith, in communion with those
who went before us, it is neither enough to simply repeat the ancient
phrases, nor to articulate our own understanding and experiences with-
out showing their continuity with the Christian tradition. Theology
is thus understood as a continuing conversation with our fathers and
mothers throughout the ages.!*?

The definition of Chalcedon has had tremendous influence on the
christology of later generations, both as a normative statement and—
whether accepted or rejected—as a reference point for further reflec-
tion. And since Cyril of Alexandria’s posthumous input at Chalcedon
was considerable, a better understanding of his christology is likely to
enhance our insight into important ideas that were present at Chal-
cedon when the fathers drew up the definition. On the one hand, Elert
1s right in stating that it is not enough to study the controversies that
preceded the Council of Chalcedon in order to understand its defini-
tion; the study of its reception in the centuries that followed it is just as
necessary.'”® But on the other hand, the reverse also holds true: with-
out adequate knowledge of the preceding controversies—including the
christologies of such key persons like Cyril of Alexandria and pope Leo
the Great—our understanding of Chalcedon’s definition will be defi-
cient as well.

As for the discussions in our own times, we have already seen some
of the dogmatic questions that have arisen during the ecumenical con-
sultations between the Eastern Orthodox and the Oriental Ortho-
dox, to which Cyril of Alexandria’s christology is said to be central.

152 Cf. Grillmeier (1957), 715: “Eine moderne Christologie wird sich auch nicht
einer Uberpriifung ihrer notwendig historisch gewordenen Sprache widersetzen. Sie
muf} sogar darauf bedacht sein, sich neu auszudriicken, wenn sie je fir ihre Zeit
verstanden werden will. Doch wird dabei die methodische Forderung gestellt werden
miissen, dal3 der Theologe, der Altes in Neues umdeuten will, nicht eine Auswahl
im auszusagenden Gehalt trifft.. Wenn ein Horror vor einer Zwei-Naturen-Lehre
besteht, so muf} sich der Theologe zuerst um ihren Aussagegehalt bemithen und
dann die Begrenztheit der geschichtlichen Aussage korrigieren. Sonst verliert die
Theologie ihre Identitit. Ein der Kritik geopfertes Mysterium Christi ist verraten, nicht
ausgedeutet”.

1% Elert (1957), 9.
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If the Eastern Orthodox “are justified in their use of the two-natures
formula, since they acknowledge that the distinction is ‘in thought
alone’ (“tf) dewoig novy”)”,'** the implication seems to be that the
distinction between the (Chalcedonian) natures in Christ is not real,
but ‘in thought only’. This could point to a deficient understanding
of the full humanity of Christ. And it is precisely such a deficient
understanding of Christ’s manhood which Roman Catholic theologians
during the past fifty years have criticized in their own church, in
the spirituality of many of its members, but also in its theology. And
they refer to neo-Chalcedonianism, and in its background to Cyril of
Alexandria (among others), as the source of such a spirituality and
theology. A few examples of such criticism may suffice.

1.2.3.1. Rarl Rahner

A first example is Karl Rahner. Over several decades, he repeatedly
stressed the need for a theology which does full justice to Christ’s
humanity. In the opening article of the third volume of Das Konzil von
Chalkedon, “Chalkedon—Ende oder Anfang”, he writes that Jesus Christ
may be called the ‘Mediator’ between us and God,

provided, of course, that the real initiative, in some true sense, of the man
Jesus with regard to God is given its genuine (anti-monothelite) meaning,
and Christ is not made into a mere ‘manifestation’ of God himself and
ultimately of him alone, such that the ‘appearance’ has no independent
validity at all with respect to the one who appears.!»

For a christology in which Christ’s humanness is merely the disguise,
the livery which God uses to show his presence among us, instead
of receiving, precisely through the incarnation, its highest degree of
authenticity and self-determination [Urspriinglichkeit und Selbstverfii-
gung], 1s ultimately mythology. That even the theoretical formulation of
such a conception died hard in the history of theology should, accord-
ing to Rahner, make us aware of the fact that it “probably still lives
on in the picture which countless Christians have of the ‘Incarnation’,

15+ “Joint-Commission of the Theological Dialogue”, GOTR 36 (1991) 186.

155 Rahner (1963), 156; German original: Rahner (1954), 9. The word ‘initiative’
translates ‘Urspriinglichkeit’, which might better be rendered as ‘authenticity’. Essen
(2001), 67, writes that this article of Rahner’s has given the partly controversial
discussion of our times “ihre programmatische Zuspitzung”.
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whether they give it their faith—or reject it”.1¢ Christ’s humanity is, in
this view, merely an instrument of the divine subject.'’

In this 1954 article Rahner does not use the term ‘neo-Chalcedonian’
yet, nor does he mention Cyril of Alexandria. Instead, he asks whether
the “average Christian” can only make sense of Chalcedonian chris-
tology, if he is “tacitly thinking in a slightly monophysite way”; and
he speaks of “the existential undercurrent of monophysite tendency
in Christology”."”® He gives a number of suggestions how a christol-
ogy could be elaborated which would give more attention to Christ’s
full humanity and which might avert the danger of being rejected as
mere mythology. The first suggestion is a ‘transcendental deduction’ of
faith in Christ: a theological anthropology according to which a human
being is not only a corporeal, historical being, but also a being of abso-
lute transcendence, which looks out for and expects an epiphany. Other
suggestions include incorporation into christology of the mysteries of
Jesus’s life on earth, and a soteriology which gives due attention to the
actual content of Christ’s saving act, especially his death, instead of
restricting itself to its formal meritorious aspects, as is done in the usual
satisfaction theory.

In his book Grundkurs des Glaubens (1976), Rahner uses similar lan-
guage, not speaking of ‘neo-Chalcedonianism’ or of Cyril of Alexan-
dria, but of ‘monophysitism’:

In accordance with the fact that the natures are unmixed, basically the
active influence of the Logos on the human ‘nature’ in Jesus in a physical
sense may not be understood in any other way except the way this
influence is exercised by God on free creatures elsewhere. This of course
is frequently forgotten in a piety and a theology which are tinged with
monophysitism. All too often they understand the humanity of Jesus as

a thing and as an ‘instrument’ [allzu sachhaft als ‘Instrument’] which is
moved by the subjectivity of the Logos.!

And ‘s’-formulas like ‘Jesus is God’ are in themselves not unjustified,
but “we have to recognize that they are fraught with the danger of a
monophysitic and hence a mythological misunderstanding”.!%

15 Rahner (1963), 156, n. 1; Rahner (1954), 9f.,, n. 6. See also Rahner (1963), 1641,
1791, 187, 188 and 198; Rahner (1954), 17, 31, 37, 38 and 47.

157 Rahner (1963), 157 and 160; Rahner (1954), 10 and 13.

158 Rahner (1963), 179 and 188, resp.; Rahner (1954), 30 and 38.

159 Rahner (1978), 287; German original: Rahner (1976), 281.

160 Rahner (1978), 291; Rahner (1976), 285.
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In a few later publications, Rahner does use the term ‘neo-Chalce-
donianism’, but only within the restricted framework of theopaschism.
In Die Gabe der Weihnacht (1980), he briefly touches on the distinction
between neo-Chalcedonianism and strict [reiner] Chalcedonianism,
and himself opts for the latter. He elucidates the difference by discussing
two possible interpretations of the phrase ‘God has suffered’, which “we
say with everybody else and necessarily”. A neo-Chalcedonian will—
explicitly or unconsciously—mean by this phrase that Christ’s human
suffering

affects the Logos in such a way that for the Logos himself, this suffering
is also a reality, given to him, which is silently and unreflectedly different
from the suffering which takes place in the dimension of Jesus’s human
reality. ... The suffering has extended itself into the dimension of God
himself.'6!

A strict Chalcedonian, on the other hand, “has no appreciation for the
idea that God would have to be affected in himself and in his divine
dimension in order to really save us”. He rather regards salvation as
possible because God remains the impassible One, while “the worldly
expressions about God ... remain creaturely realities, without division,
but just as radically without confusion, [and] are accepted by God unto
[zu] himself”. A strict Chalcedonian does not try to solve these dialec-
tics, and ultimately destroy them, by amalgamating these creaturely
realities with God into ‘one physis’.!? In this context Rahner does not
refer to Cyril of Alexandria.

In his article “Jesus Christus—Sinn des Lebens” (1983), Rahner also
uses the distinction between neo-Chalcedonianism and ‘pure’ [reiner]
Chalcedonianism.!®® According to the former,

God has suffered, the eternal Logos of God himself has experienced
our fate and our death and it is in this way that this fate of ours
and our death have been saved and redeemed. ... Though aware that
this remains a mystery, it [the ‘neo-Chalcedonian’ interpretation] still
understands this affirmation of the ‘obedient death of Jesus’ as applying
to the divinity itself.!64

A strict Chalcedonian, on the other hand, will emphasize that the
union of divinity and humanity in Christ was without confusion:

161 Rahner (1980), 1.

162 Ihid., g1f.

163 Rahner (1988), 213—215; German original: Rahner (1983), 210—213.
16+ Rahner (1988), 213f; Rahner (1983), 211.
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Death and finiteness belong only to the created reality of Jesus; ...; the
eternal Logos in its divinily, however, cannot as such take on a historical
character and suffer an obedient death.!

The difference between the two is described in a way similar to that
in Die Gabe der Weihnacht. But this time, Rahner does mention Cyril
of Alexandria: neo-Chalcedonian theologians “rely on the theology of
Cyril of Alexandria”.!%

During the last century Karl Rahner’s position on the suffering
of Christ was by no means shared by all Western theologians. As
one of the many scholars who do write about God himself being
affected by the incarnation and by Christ’s suffering and death on the
cross, Reformed theologian Karl Barth may be taken as an example.

Barth writes (without any reference to neo-Chalcedonianism or Cyril
of Alexandria):

It is only the pride of man, making a god in his own image, that
will not hear of a determination of the diwwe essence in Jesus Christ.
The presupposition of all earlier Christology has suffered from this
pride—that of the fathers, later that of the Reformed, and also of
the Lutherans. Their presupposition was a philosophical conception of
God, according to which God was far too exalted for His address to
man, His incarnation, and therefore the reconciliation of the world with
Himself, to mean anything at all for Himself, or in any way to affect His
Godhead.!’

It should be noted that Barth distinguishes ‘determination’ from
‘change, alteration’. Barth adheres to the teaching that God is immuta-
ble, although he prefers the more actualistic term ‘constant’:

God’s constancy [Bestindigkeit]—which is a better word than the sus-
piciously negative word ‘immutability [Unverdnderlichkeit]—is the con-
stancy of his knowing, willing and acting and therefore of His person. ...

165 Rahner (1988), 214; Rahner (1983), 211.

166 Rahner (1988), 213; Rahner (1983), 211: “deuten also das chalkedonensische
Dogma aus der Theologie Kyrills von Alexandrien heraus”. The German is followed
by a colon, after which the abovementioned quotation, ‘God has suffered’ etc., follows.
The English translation replaces the colon by the words ‘which says that’: “the theology
of Cyril of Alexandria which says that God has suffered” etc. On this interpretation,
Rahner attributes the statement ‘God has suffered’ etc. to the Alexandrian archbishop,
which is grammatically possible, but it is more likely that the statement is meant to
describe the neo-Chalcedonian view.

167 Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics [CD], vol. IV/2, Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1958, 84f.
(revised translation). Words that are highlighted in the German original, have been
italicized. German original: Die kirchliche Dogmatik [KD], vol. IV/2, Zollikon-Zurich:

Evangelischer Verlag, 1955, 92f.
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The fact that He possesses selthood and continuity itself makes Him the
living One that He 1s.1%®

Throughout the Church Dogmatics, Barth emphasizes that God is free
and sovereign. When God becomes man, then, he does not cease to
be the sovereign God, but, according to Barth, it belongs to God’s
unchangeable nature that he can ‘determine [bestimmen]’ himself to
become man: “Even in the constancy (or, as we may say calmly, the
immutability) of His divine essence He does this and can do it”.'% God’s
self-revelation in the incarnation teaches us “the offensive mystery” that

for God it 1s just as natural to be lowly as it is to be high, to be near as
it is to be far, to be little as it is to be great, to be abroad as it is to be at
home ... it belongs to the inner life of God that there should take place
within it obedience.!”?

And, when speaking of God’s mercy, Barth writes:

But the personal God has a heart. He can feel, and be affected. He
is not impassible [unberiihrbar|. He cannot be moved from outside by
an extraneous power. But this does not mean that He is not capable of
moving Himself. No, God & moved and stirred, yet not like ourselves in
powerlessness, but in His own free power, in His innermost being. ...
It can be only a question of compassion, free sympathy, with another’s
suffering. God finds no suffering in Himself. And no cause outside God
can cause Him suffering if He does not will it so.!”!

If we compare Rahner’s and Barth’s views with that of Cyril of Alexan-
dria, it seems that the archbishop’s understanding of the suffering of
Christ is closer to that of the former than to that of the latter. Since
he was accused of teaching a passible divinity, Cyril repeatedly stated
that the divinity, the divine nature, is impassible. However, because the
incarnate Logos is one Lord and Christ, it is possible to say that the
Word has suffered, but it must be understood as: “he suffered in the
flesh (oapxi)”.'”? Expressions Cyril frequently uses in this context are
that the assumed flesh has become ‘the Word’s own (idia) flesh’ and

168 Barth, CD I1/1, 495; KD 11/1, 557.

169 Barth, CD IV/2, 85; KD IV/2, 93.

170 Barth, CD IV/1, 192 and 201; KD IV/1, 210 and 219.

171 Barth CD 11/1, g70; KD 11/1, 416.

172 This teaching can be found, among others, in the ‘theopaschite” twelfth anathema
(ACO L1.1, 42%% DEC 1, 61): “If anyone does not confess that the Word of God
suffered in the flesh and was crucified in the flesh and tasted death in the flesh, and
that he has become the first-born from the dead inasfar as he is life and life-giving as
God, let him be anathema”.
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that the Word ‘has appropriated the sufferings of his own flesh’.!'”® A
closer investigation of his writings will have to show whether it is possi-
ble to describe more accurately what Cyril means by ‘appropriation of
the sufferings of his own flesh’.

1.2.9.2. Piet Schoonenberg

A second example of a Roman Catholic theologian who criticizes a
deficient understanding of Christ’s humanity is Piet Schoonenberg. The
basic ideas of his christology, on which he builds in later publications,
can be found in his book The Christ.'™ His major concern is the
anhypostasia of the human nature in Christ,'” the corollary of the
neo-Chalcedonian theory of enhypostasia: the human nature does not
have its own hypostasis, but exists @ the hypostasis of the Logos.
Schoonenberg’s starting-point is the unity of Christ’s person,!’® which
1s concretized in three points. First, there cannot be a dialogue between
God and man within the one person of Christ; the dialogue in the New
Testament is between Christ and the Father. Secondly, Schoonenberg
rejects the assumption of two psychological subjects in Christ, because for
him this implies two ontological subjects. And thirdly, he emphasizes
the concurrence of the divine and human operations in Christ. He then
states that the image of Christ that comes to us through Scripture and
tradition is that of a human person: “[H]ere we are concerned with his
humanity and personhood. These must unhesitatingly be awarded to
Jesus Christ”.'77

173 See, e.g, ¢p. 17, 6 (ACO Lr1, 37712, DEC 1, 53): “We confess that the Son,
born out of God the Father, the only-begotten God, although remaining impassible
according to his own nature, himself suffered for us in the flesh (cagxi), according to
the Scriptures, and impassibly appropriated (v ... dmoddg oixewovpevog) the sufferings
of his own (idiag) flesh in the crucified body”.

174 Schoonenberg (1971); Dutch original: Schoonenberg (1969).

175 Schoonenberg (1971), 65; Schoonenberg (1969), 64: After mentioning six objec-
tions to the ‘Chalcedonian model’, he concludes: “First and foremost there is the ques-
tion of anhypostasia”.

176 Schoonenberg (1971), 68; Schoonenberg (1969), 63: “For that reason the personal
oneness [persoonseenheid] in Christ, or more accurately the oneness of the person
Jesus Christ, is the point of departure for our christological examination”.

177 Schoonenberg (1971), 73; Schoonenberg (19769), 73. The Dutch original reads:
“[H]ier gaat het om zijn menselijk zijn en persoon-zijn. Deze beide moeten zonder
aarzeling aan Christus worden toegeschreven”. IFrom the context it is clear that the
adjective ‘menselijk’ also applies to ‘persoon-zijn’, which does not come across in the
English translation. It is the Auman personhood that must be unhesitatingly ascribed to
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If Jesus Christ is one person, while he is a human person, can
he still be called a divine person, Schoonenberg then asks. In this
context he refers, not only to neo-Chalcedonianism, but also to Cyril
of Alexandria. From the fourth century on, more and more the pre-
existence of the Logos came to be regarded as a personal existence.
“Cyril and the Alexandrian theologians speak of the Word that assumes
flesh (and not merely becomes flesh)”. We find this view also with pope
Leo. In the definition of Chalcedon the one person of Christ is not
described as pre-existent, but rather as the result of the concurrence of
both natures.

Shortly after this, however, especially in neo-Chalcedonism, the Alexan-
drian influence became stronger, and since then, as we have already seen,
both the problems of the theologians and the unreflected expressions of
faith on Christ have been controlled by the pre-existent divine person,!'’®

Schoonenberg writes. Jesus Christ is regarded as a divine person, who
is the same one as the eternal Son of the Father, the second person of
the Trinity.

Schoonenberg’s initial solution is to reverse the neo-Chalcedonian
enhypostasia: the human nature is not enhypostasized in the divine
person, but the divine nature is enhypostasized in the human person.'”
Later, he speaks of mutual enhypostasia: the human nature is passively
enhypostasized in the person of the Logos, while the divine nature is
actively enhypostasized in the human person of Jesus Christ.!®

What is important for the present study is that Schoonenberg links a
deficiency in the understanding of Christ’s humanity directly with neo-
Chalcedonian christology, and indirectly with Cyril of Alexandria and
other Alexandrian Fathers. Schoonenberg’s focus is on the concept of
‘person’. He takes up a position in the discussion whether it is enough
to say that Christ has a full human nature in the hypostasis of the

Jesus Christ. This study cannot discuss Schoonenberg’s argumentation, nor his use of
the various terms ‘hypostasis’, ‘person’, ‘subject’. It merely gives a brief description of
his views.

178 Schoonenberg (1971), 75; Schoonenberg (1969), 75.

179 Schoonenberg (1971), 87; Schoonenberg (1969), 84: “The concept developed here
regarding Christ’s being-person is a reversal of the Chalcedonian pattern insofar as
it is influenced by neo-Chalcedonism [Dutch original: voorzover het alexandrijns is
beinvloed, van het neo-chalcedonisme], which has become our current christology. ...
However, it is primarily not the human nature which is enhypostatic in the divine
person, but the divine nature in the human person™.

180 Schoonenberg (1991), 187, n. 7, where more literature references are given.
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Logos in order to express his full humanity, or whether a human nature
that does not have its own hypostasis cannot be regarded as a full
humanity. This discussion is burdened by the fact that the modern word
‘person’ has a different meaning than the words vmoéotaowg or persona in
the fifth and sixth centuries, in that concepts like ‘consciousness’ and
‘freedom’ have come to determine the content of what it is to be a
‘person’. !

The distinction between ‘person’ and ‘nature’ was explicitly made at
Chalcedon and was maintained in sixth-century neo-Chalcedonianism.
It is not so clear to what degree that distinction was already present
in Cyril of Alexandria, and what ways he used to express it. It is often
said, with Lebon, that the word gioiwg in Cyril’s pia gpvowg formula has
the same meaning as vootaolg at Chalcedon and is synonymous with
‘person’. Although there is no doubt that the archbishop of Alexandria
used the pio gvowg formula to emphasize the oneness of Christ, the
implication is not necessarily that he meant ‘one vmootaos’ or ‘one
person’ by this. In fact, it is a hypothesis of this study that he did not.
It will be investigated what words and concepts Cyril of Alexandria
used to denote the oneness and the distinction in Christ, and what are
the consequences of such language for the understanding of his full
humanity.

1.2.3.9. Georg Essen

Georg Essen (2001) assesses Rahner’s and Schoonenberg’s christologies
and their criticism of neo-Chalcedonianism, and he himself gives an
evaluation of neo-Chalcedonian christology as well. Essen is positive
about the ‘Alexandrian intuition’, which emphasizes the unity of Christ
and also Christ’s identity with the pre-existent divine Logos.!*? Contra
Schoonenberg, he upholds that the Logos, the eternal Son, is a ‘person’
in the immanent Trinity, and does not become one in the incarnation.'®s
He cites Cyril of Alexandria who wrote that “God the Logos did
not come into a man, but he ‘truly’ became man, while remaining
God”, but adds that this intuition was made unclear again by “the
henosis model on the basis of a natural composition”. And it is the

181 See for a recent study of these issues: Essen (2001).
182 Ihid., 121-124.
183 Ihid., 107-109.
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“conceptual achievement of neo-Chalcedonianism™ that with the the-
ory of the hypostatic union it could “give conceptual expression to this
‘Alexandrian intuition’”.1%*

Although he sympathizes with Schoonenberg’s concern for the onto-
logical status of Christ’s human nature, Essen questions his analysis. It
seems to him that Schoonenberg does not take into account that neo-
Chalcedonianism differentiates between hypostasis and individual: that
which is united to the divine hypostasis is an individual human nature,
which is idiomatically determined. And this nature includes the soul,
and therefore, according to the anthropology of the Fathers, also con-
sciousness and freedom. Thus, the neo-Chalcedonian doctrine of anhy-
postasia does not imply that Christ’s was not a full human nature. But
Essen does agree with Rahner that it degrades Jesus’s humanity to a
mere instrument of the divine Logos. The human nature lacks auton-
omy, is “ontologically passive”.'®

More explicitly than Rahner and Schoonenberg, Essen speaks of the
influence of Cyril of Alexandria on neo-Chalcedonianism, especially in
a section on the Logos-sarx schema. This term is used for christologies
which regard Christ as a substantial unity of the divine Logos with
human ‘flesh’, based on John 1:14, “The Word became flesh”.**¢ To
what extent ‘flesh’ includes a human soul, and what soteriological
significance is given to the “flesh’ varies from one theologian to another.
But in general the Logos is seen as dominant. In this section Essen
writes:

It is indeed with Athanasius that, properly speaking, the triumphal march
of Alexandrian christology begins. But there 1s no need to discuss him
further. In the context of my historical investigations into the concepts
of hypostasis and enhypostasia, attention has already been drawn to Cyri/
as that prominent representative of this tradition who would dominate
the Nestorian controversy and whose significance for neo-Chalcedonian
christology can hardly be overestimated. At the moment, it is therefore
only important to point out that in the history of theology the christolog-
ical statements of the early, pre-Ephesine Cyril-—apparently unimpressed
by the Apollinarian controversy—are fully in line with the Athanasian
hegemony of the Logos. Cyril represented a Logos-sarx schema, which

184 Jhid., 122f.

185 Ihid., 125-129.

186 See for the concept of ‘Logos-sarx christology’: Hainthaler (1997a); Grillmeier,
JdChr 1 (*1990), 494497, 605-609, 619-622, 673-679; idem, CCT (*1975), 341343,
414417, 426428, 473-478; Grillmeier (1983).
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was under the spell of Alexandrian Logos-centricity and which left no
room for the anthropological and theological dignity of Christ’s human
soul.!¥

The present study will investigate whether in Cyril’s christology of
the years 429 and 490 the Logos is indeed so dominant that there
1s not enough room for Christ’s humanity. More specifically, it will
examine whether the roots of the later distinction between hypostasis
and individual nature are already present in Cyril’s writings of that
period, and if so, what language he uses to express this.

1.2.9.4. Aloys Grillmezer

A final example of a Roman Catholic theologian who warns against the
dangers of a neo-Chalcedonian christology is Aloys Grillmeier. When
he discusses the theology of neo-Chalcedonianism in his review article
of Patrick Gray’s book (1984), he focusses on the ground of the union
(8vwoug) between the Logos and the human nature in Christ. Grillmeier
himself favours a view in which it is God’s creative power which brings
about the divine-human unity. But in neo-Chalcedonianism he detects
a different ground, the $¢wouwg: the more Christ’s humanity is deified,
the stronger the union is. Grillmeier also speaks of “a Cyrillian / neo-
Chalcedonian temptation”, namely, that “the spiritual autonomy of
Christ’s humanity” is violated.

Here a road from Cyril of Alexandria via pseudo-Dionysius to the
doctrine of the one energeia and the one thelema in the seventh century
1s opened up, while, of course, in each case the intensification of a
one-sidedness which with Cyril is still subdued, has to be taken into
account,'®

Grillmeier writes. He gives a long citation from pseudo-Dionysius,
which ends with the “totally new theandric operation”, and comments
that the Areopagite’s “dependence on Cyril cannot be denied”.'** He

187 Essen (2001), 1131,

188 Grillmeier (1984), g2 f.

189 Ihid., 93. The end of the citation is: nawniv Tva v deavdounv évégyeiav fuiv
nemolrevpévog, which Grillmeier translates as: “eine ganz neue gottmenschliche Wirk-
samkeit vollfithrt”. Grillmeier sees pseudo-Dionysius’s dependence on Cyril (1) in the
context (the co-operation of divinity and humanity is shown in healings and the raising
from the dead—in Cyril—, or in miracles in general—in pseudo-Dionysius), and (2) in
that “in beiden Texten der Begriff der Energeia vorkommt, und dies mit einer starken
Hervorhebung der Einzigartigkeit der theandrischen Wirksamkeit. Diese Singularitit
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then compares this with the christology of Severus of Antioch, and
finally concludes:

When, therefore, according to Gray, neo-Chalcedonianism should be charac-
terized as special guardian of the tradition, one should be aware of the fact
that one places oneself in the current of the mia physis theology between
Cyril and Severus, and that, though striving to cling to the Chalcedonian
post, one is always in danger of being swept away by the water.!®

With this conclusion Grillmeier leaves historical neo-Chalcedonianism
as a phenomenon in the history of theology, and applies his lessons to
contemporary christological approaches, in a way similar to Rahner.
Over against these approaches, he places a Chalcedonian christology,
which upholds the autonomy of Christ’s human will, and which incor-
porates the image of the suffering Christ.

In this study attention will be given to the ground of the hypostatic
union, as the archbishop of Alexandria discusses it in his writings of the
period 429—430. And it will be examined whether the road to the one
energeia starts indeed with Cyril of Alexandria, and whether its corollary
is a lack of human autonomy in Christ.

1.3. CoNcLUSION

We have seen that up to the present day theologians interpret the terms
guolg and vmootaows in the christology of Cyril of Alexandria differ-
ently. And yet, Cyril’s christology has had a tremendous influence on
the understanding of Christ’s person throughout the ages, due to its
authority at the councils of Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon (451), and
during the Miaphysite controversy following the Chalcedonian council,
and, especially for the West, due to Thomas Aquinas who incorpo-
rated thoughts from Cyril into his own theology. Its importance in con-
temporary theology is highlighted by the references to the archbishop’s
christology in the ecumenical discussions between Eastern Orthodox
and Oriental Orthodox theologians, and in the debate over Christ’s full
humanity in the Western church. One may say that Cyril’s christology
lies at the roots of much theological debate, both in the century fol-
lowing his death and in the twentieth century. A better understanding

st im griechischen Text durch ein hinzugefiigtes twva betont, was eine emphatische
Bedeutung hat”.
190 Ihid., 95.
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of his christology will, therefore, shed some light on these debates and
may help them move forward.

The contribution this study wants to make is a clarification of the
terms @Uowg and vmoéotaows and related expressions, as they appear
in Cyril’s writings during the first years of the Nestorian controversy,
before his rapprochement to the Antiochenes. Recent studies suggest
that Cyril had a grasp of Aristotelian logic and that he used this
knowledge not only in his trinitarian writings but also in those on
christology. In the next two chapters we will investigate to what extent
the archbishop utilized this logic in his works on the Trinity in order
to facilitate the assessment of the influence of logical categories and
terminology in his christological writings. In the fourth chapter some
language tools will be developed with which the various interpretations
of Cyril’s vocabulary will be compared. And in the following chapters a
number of Cyril’s own writings will be investigated with the aid of these
tools, which will lead to an assessment of the interpretations found in
twentieth-century literature.



CHAPTER TWO

CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA'S USE
OF ARISTOTELIAN LOGIC

2.1. INTRODUCTION

While Cyril of Alexandria has often been depicted as an exegete and
a theologian with little knowledge of philosophy, recent studies have
made it plausible that he was quite familiar with Aristotelian logic
and that he combatted Arianism with the same logical tools that
his opponents used. There are also indications that he continued to
employ logic during the Nestorian controversy. In this chapter, then,
the archbishop’s knowledge and utilization of Aristotelian logic in his
trinitarian writings will be investigated, in order that in later chapters
it can be assessed what bearing this logic has on the terms and phrases
he uses in his christological writings. In the third century, Aristotelian
logic was incorporated into neo-Platonism by Porphyry, which makes
it possible that Cyril acquired his knowledge of it not directly from the
Peripatetic tradition, but from Porphyry or other neo-Platonic authors.
Therefore, attention will be given, not just to some writings of Aristotle
himself, but also to two important works by Porphyry! After that,
Cyril’s use of logical terminology and reasonings in the Thesaurus and
in his Dualogues on the Trimity will be investigated. But we begin with a
brief overview of contemporary literature about the archbishop’s grasp
of philosophy in general and of logic in particular.

! Labelle (1978 / 1979) searched Cyril’s works for references to and quotations from
philosophers and could not find any philosopher later than Porphyry (pp. 149f.).
Cyril did use later sources, like Eusebius’s Pracparatio Fvangelica, and probably also
doxographies—manuals giving summaries of certain views of different philosophers—
(p- 156), but for the present purposes a summary treatment of the two main figures in
the area of logic, Aristotle and Porphyry, will suffice.
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2.2. CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA AND ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY

2.2.1. Varying Assessments

The assessment of Cyril of Alexandria’s knowledge and use of philoso-
phy varies. By some he is depicted as lacking philosophical depth. For
example, G.M. de Durand, who has edited several of Cyril of Alexan-
dria’s texts, is not too positive on the archbishop’s use of philosophical
terminology. He calls the variation in meaning of the word id0tng in
these texts “one sign among others of the fact that, although he is not
tully ignorant of the technical vocabulary, Cyril hardly cares to strictly
delimit the area of use of these terms”.? And in a note on the second
dialogue on the Trinity he states:

So, we might as well say that a development of a strongly arid tech-
nicalness, borrowed from an elementary textbook on logic, interrupts,
between 424d and 431a, an investigation which takes place more on the
level of religious realities, brought to bear by the alleged supremacy of
the ayévvnrog.’

De Durand apparently regards the philosophical passages in Cyril’s
works as alien to the archbishop’s own thinking; he has not fully
incorporated them into his theology. A similar assessment is given by
Lionel R. Wickham:

Cyril’s Christology, at the level of philosophical explanation, will always
seem thin. It lacks the barrage of technical jargon to be developed over
the next century ... Cyril’s innocence of jargon, his simplicity over
against the sophistications of his opponents and even of his interpreters,
1s his strength.*

Jacques Liébaert is more nuanced in his judgement. In an article on
Cyril of Alexandria and ancient culture he concludes that the arch-
bishop’s “erudition is biblical, not profane”.’> He is an exegete and
a theologian, but his knowledge of profane culture is limited. The
only work which engages more thoroughly with pagan culture is Con-
tra Julianum, the refutation of Adversus Christianos, which the emperor
Julian had written in the year 365. But even about this work Liébaert
writes: “Not being a philosopher, at least much less so than Eusebius

2 De Durand (1976), 51.

3 De Durand, SC 231, 3781, n. ** to Dial. Trin. 11, 419.
* Wickham (1983), xxxiv.

5 Liébaert (1955), 16.
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and especially Origen, it was more difficult for Cyril to tackle Julian’s
philosophy and Greek philosophy in general”.® Even so, although Cyril
has borrowed from earlier Christian works like Clement of Alexan-
dria’s Stromateis and Eusebius of Caesarea’s Praeparatio Evangelica, he has
used a more recent version of Plotinus’s Enneads, and he cites works
from Porphyry, to which there are no references in his predecessors’
works. Therefore, Cyril must have consulted the original writings him-
self. Besides, the Alexandrian bishop quotes Hermetic books, while
Eusebius does not mention Hermes Trismegistus. Cyril probably bor-
rowed several Hermetic quotations from [pseudo-|Didymus’s De Trini-
late, but here again, some of his citations are not to be found in any
other work. Liébaert concludes that, if Cyril had these texts at first
hand, he must have had a considerable knowledge of Hermetic liter-
ature, but he regards it more likely that the archbishop used a flori-
legium.

Cyril does not always attack philosophy, he also looks for philo-
sophical views that are in line with Scripture in order to support his
argument against Julian—tactics not uncommon in apologetic works.
According to Liébaert, Cyril can be positive about Platonism, neo-
Platonism, Pythagoreanism, and even Hermetism, while he is more
critical of Aristotelianism and Stoicism. On the other hand, he can
cite the Aristotelian philosopher Alexander of Aphrodisias, who is not
found in Eusebius’s Praeparatio Evangelica. And

the polemics against Arianism have led Cyril to employ sometimes
principles of logic and definitions borrowed from Aristotelian dialectic,
but in a rather casual way, and undoubtedly under the influence of
earlier polemicists (Didymus and the Cappadocians).”

Voices that attribute to Cyril a more thorough knowledge of contem-
porary philosophy, however, are increasing. Robert M. Grant exam-
ined the archbishop’s use of non-Christian sources in his treatise Con-
tra Julianum.®* His findings are in line with those of Liébaert, but his
assessment is more positive. It is his conviction that “following leads is
characteristic of Cyril’s work as a whole”.” He means to say that when
Cyril finds references to certain non-Christian authors in writings by
Eusebius of Caesarea and pseudo-Didymus, he not only makes use of

6 Ibid., 14.

7 Ibid., 19.

8 Grant (1964).
9 Ibid., 272.
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the quotations by these Christian writers, but he goes back to the orig-
inal sources and through them finds other writings of the same non-
Christian authors, which he also quotes. This holds particularly true for
books by Porphyry.

Even more positive about Cyril’s philosophical knowledge is Jean-
Marie Labelle.’* He has browsed the entire extant ocuvre of the
Alexandrian archbishop for references to philosophers and comes to
the conclusion that especially in the 7hesaurus Cyril shows dexterity in
handling Aristotelian logic. He discusses a few passages from this work
in more detail, and comments that “the subtlety and the accuracy of
Cyril’s argumentation should be underlined”, and that the author of
such passages “possesses a real philosophical skill and a perfect mastery
of Aristotelian analytics”.!!

Building on the findings of these people, in 1984 Ruth M. Siddals
wrote her dissertation, Logic and Christology i Cyril of Alexandria.'® She
investigated how Cyril starts to apply “the tools of logic” in his anti-
Arian writings; how he “learns to use” them; how, in his christological
writings, he analyses John 1:14 “with great precision in accordance with
the rules of logic”; and how, in the course of the Nestorian controversy,
“Ciyril goes on to specify, with technical skill, the precise ways in which
humanity and divinity are seen to be both one and different within
the person of Jesus Christ”."® According to Siddals, Cyril is well aware
that the theologian is dealing with mystery, and that there is a tension
between logic and mystery, so that for him, “logic is a tool to be used
with flexibility and creativity”.!* So, here we find a much more positive
assessment of Cyril’s knowledge and application of at least the logical
tradition in philosophy.

More recently (1994), Marie-Odile Boulnois, in her thorough study
of Cyril of Alexandria’s trinitarian doctrine, also discusses the arch-
bishop’s use of philosophical methods and concepts.!> She traces Cyril’s
application of Aristotelian argumentation, especially the syllogism,'®
and investigates in some detail Cyril’s utilization of Aristotle’s cate-

10 Tabelle (1978 / 1979).
" bid., 27.

12 Siddals (1984).

13 Ihid., i.

4 Ibid., 22.

15 Boulnois (1994).

16 Ibid., 181-185.
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gories.!” In this context she speaks of “the technical mastery which
Cyril shows” in several passages that have parallels in pseudo-Basil’s
Adversus Eunomium, a mastery which goes beyond that of pseudo-Basil.!®
And she writes that Cyril “not only knows the general rules of Aris-
totelian logic, but also its subtleties”.! With respect to Cyril’s sources,
Boulnois thinks that he may have been inspired by Porphyry’s lost com-
mentary on the Calegories or by a post-Porphyrian commentary, but she
regards it equally probable that Cyril has read Aristotle’s Categories him-
self.?0

Irom these findings it may be concluded that there is a distinct
possibility that Cyril of Alexandria was familiar with Aristotelian logic,
more than has often been admitted. Therefore, an investigation of the
archbishop’s terminology in christology should reckon with possible
influences of the logical tradition on the meaning he attached to the
terms. For this reason, we will now turn to a discussion of that tradition
and to the use Cyril made of it in his trinitarian writings.

2.2.2. Ancient Logic

In Antiquity the various philosophical schools developed their own
forms of logic.? In the Platonic tradition it was called ‘dialectic’, and it
consisted mainly in a method to rise from the specific to the general by
classifying things under their proper genus. The Peripatetics regarded
logic as a tool to assess the argumentations employed in any discipline.
And for the Stoics, logic was an independent branch of philosophy,
besides ethics and physics.

Aristotle (384-322Bc) gave an enormous impulse to the development
of logic by a series of works which his followers later combined into the
Organon: the Categories, On Interpretation, Prior Analytics, Posterior Analytics,
the Topics, and On Sophistical Refutations.® These six treatises deal with
an increasingly complex subject-matter: the Categories deals with terms,
On Interpretation with propositions, the Prior Analytics with syllogisms, the
Posterior Analytics with demonstrations, and the Zopics and On Sophistical

17" Ibid., 189—209.

18 Ibid., 194.

19" Ihid., 199; see also p. 202.

20 Ibid., 206.

21 See for a brief introduction: Chadwick (1990), 108 fT.
22 See, e.g., Aristotle (1973), ix.
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Refutations with dialectical practice.” Already in Antiquity there was a
longstanding debate about the status of the Categories: does it belong
to logic, and so, is it concerned with words and terms only, or does it
belong to metaphysics, and so, does it speak of beings in reality??* The
title Organon, ‘tool’, refers to the first position. If; on the other hand,
the Categories is regarded as belonging to metaphysics, it bears the anti-
Platonic stamp of much of Aristotle’s writings: the particular is primary,
the universal is only derived from the particular.

Porphyry (ca 232—305), the neo-Platonist disciple of Plotinus (ca 205
270), did much to reconcile Platonic and Aristotelian philosophy. He
must even have written a treatise with the title Concerning the [Dis/agree-
ment belween Plato and Aristotle, which is lost in Greek, but whose main
content has been preserved in an Arabic work of the tenth century.®
This reconciliation made it possible for Porphyry to make use of
Aristotle’s categories within a Platonic framework.? He wrote two
commentaries on the Categories, one dedicated to a certain Gedalius
(probably one of his students), which is lost,” and the other in the form
of question and answer, which is still extant.” Even more influential
was his Isagoge, an introduction into the ‘predicables’, which denote
the various ways in which a term may be predicated of many things
(see section 2.3.2).” The reconciliation of Plato with Aristotle “became
accepted wisdom after the work of Porphyry”.3

2.2.3. Christian Authors and Aristotelian Logic

What was the attitude of Christian authors to Aristotelian logic? Ac-
cording to Stead, Christian writers of the second and third centuries
who can be positive about Plato generally dismiss Aristotle. Although
the Categories was familiar in philosophical circles it seems that

23 Strange, in: Porphyry (1992), 71.

2+ Stead (1977), 56. Stead adds that this controversy over the status of the Categories
has been revived in the past two centuries.

% Chadwick (1990), 125.

26 Modern commentators differ in the way in which they see Porphyry reconcile
the Categories with Platonic philosophy. See, e.g., Chadwick (1990), 56, and Strange, in:
Porphyry (1992), 10-12.

27 Strange, in: Porphyry (1992), 2.

28 Porphyry (1887). English translation by Strange in Porphyry (1992).

29 Porphyry (1998). English translation by Warren in Porphyry (1975).

30" Chadwick (1990), 121.
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Christian theologians had little knowledge of Aristotelian logic. The
distinction between substantial and accidental predication became
widely accepted, and rhetoricians used a system similar to that of the
categories, but otherwise Aristotle’s logic had little influence on Chris-
tian writers of that period.”!

Improving on an earlier study by A.J. Festugiére, David T. Runia
has investigated explicit references to Aristotle in the texts of the Greek
Fathers from the second century till the Council of Chalcedon.** An
initial observation Runia makes is that the list of references is relatively
small. A similar list for Plato would have been very long indeed, while
Runia suggests that lists for Epicurus, the Stoa, and Pythagoras would
probably be longer as well. He concludes that the Greek Fathers were
not that preoccupied with Aristotle and his philosophy.** On the other
hand, a lack of explicit references to any philosopher does not necessar-
ily indicate that the Fathers were not interested or knowledgeable, for
“it appears that there was a tacit understanding not to discuss ‘outside
wisdom’ in an explicit way”.%

As to the nature of the references, Festugiére has written that some-
times Aristotle is commended for anticipating Christian doctrines, but
mostly he is criticized by the Fathers for teaching views that contradict
the Christian religion, notably in three areas: providence, the nature
of the soul, and the goods that contribute to blessedness (ebdapovia).®
According to Runia, this is too narrow a view of the Fathers’ treatment
of Aristotle. They dealt with more doctrinal issues, also with themes
“in the area of logic and dialectic”, and they associated Aristotle with
the origin of heresy? Runia regards Aristotle’s association with hereti-
cal thought as so important that he devotes a separate section to this
issue. In the fourth century this aspect of Aristotelianism “tends to
dominate the discussions”. Orthodox theologians see the “reliance on
the over-subtlety (hemtohoyia, texvohoyia, dewvdtng) of Aristotle’s dialec-
tic and syllogistic” as a major source of the errors of their heretical

31 Stead (1977), 110-113.

32 Festugiere (1932).

33 Runia (1989).

5 Ihid., 13,

5 Ibid., 16.

36 Ibid., 2, 201.

37 Ihid., 3, 20-23; quotation from p. 3.
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counterparts.®* But, with a reference to J. de Ghellinck, Runia states
that “these Fathers, in order to combat the devil, had to know what he
knew”.%

In 1930, de Ghellinck wrote an article on the dialectic of Aristotle
during the trinitarian conflicts of the fourth century, and he elaborated
on this in a 1948 book.” He says that from all the passages by these
Fathers on dialectic (dwahextint}) “one gets the impression that, among
the philosophical works, the ecclesiastical writers have especially, if
not exclusively, in view the logic of Aristotle”.*! They reproached the
Arians—Aétius (f. ca §50) and Eunomius (T ca §93) in particular—for
turning Christian theology into a technical skill. But at the same time,
while combatting their Arian opponents, gradually the Fathers learnt
to use and to appreciate Aristotelian logic (with some Stoic logic mixed
in). De Ghellinck sees a progression from Athanasius (ca 293-373) and
Epiphanius (ca 315403) through the Cappadocian Fathers (ca 30—
400) and Didymus the Blind (ca 313—398), which leads to “the eulogy,
by St. Augustine, of dialectic and its usefulness for the defence of the
Christian dogmas”.*? Athanasius and Epiphanius had little knowledge
of Aristotelian logic, but the Cappadocians were well-versed in it, as
was Didymus, and in the latter we already encounter a more positive
tone with regard to dialectic.

De Ghellinck devotes a few lines to Cyril of Alexandria and sees a
similar attitude in him: although he “had been so severe on Aristotle”,
“he certainly does not renounce using Aristotle against the heretics”,
and he “teaches explicitly that one can refute the heretics by Aristotle
himself”.** Since the period which Runia investigated runs until the
Council of Chalcedon, Cyril is also mentioned in his study. Together
with Eusebius of Caesarea (ca 269-340) and Theodoret of Cyrus
(ca 393-466), the Alexandrian archbishop is portrayed as one of the
worst examples of “the practice of raiding the collections of placita”; he
is “merely copying out Ps.Plutarch”.* In his list of references, Runia

3 Ibid., 23—26; quotation from p. 23.

39 Ibid., 25,

10 De Ghellinck (1930); de Ghellinck (1948), 245-310.

' De Ghellinck (1930), 25; de Ghellinck (1948), 275.

# De Ghellinck (1930), 32; de Ghellinck (1948), 298.

# De Ghellinck (1930), 39; de Ghellinck (1948), 306. For Cyril’s being ‘severe on
Aristotle’, de Ghellinck refers to Thesaurus, PG 75, 148. We will discuss whether Cyril is
indeed ‘severe on Aristotle’ in this passage of the Thesaurus in section 2.5.4.

# Runia (1989), 19.
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gives six passages in Cyril’s writings in which Aristotle is referred to by
name—one in his commentary on the Psalms, one in the 7hesaurus
(the same passage that de Ghellinck mentioned), and four in Contra
Julianum. Three of the latter passages he identifies as coming from
pseudo-Plutarch.®

Runia himself calls attention to the limitations of his procedure.
Since there seems to have been among the Fathers “a tacit under-
standing not to discuss ‘outside wisdom’ in an explicit way”, restricting
the list of references to those places where Aristotle is mentioned by
name may leave out many other passages that deal with philosophical
issues without explicitly naming the philosopher.* Besides, the num-
ber of patristic texts to be examined is so vast that a complete list can
only be drawn up when all the texts are digitized and, thus, can be
searched by computer.”’ As a result, quite a number of places in Cyril’s
Thesaurus and Dialogues on the Trinity where he employs Aristotelian cate-
gories are not included in the list. And, for example, two passages in the
T hesaurus are missing where Aristotle is mentioned by name.* Runia
also provides an index in which the references are linked to a num-
ber of topics. The references to Cyril are linked with various doctrinal
issues: with ‘dissensio philosophorum’, ‘exegesis’, ‘heretics’, and ‘relations
with Plato’. None of the references to Cyril are linked with the topics
‘dialectic/syllogistic’ and ‘logic’.*

We have already seen that according to Siddals and Boulnois, on
the other hand, the archbishop of Alexandria was quite familiar with
Aristotelian logic and used it in both his trinitarian writings and in his
christology.”® After a brief overview of what Aristotle and Porphyry have
to say on logic we will turn to a number of passages in Cyril’s Thesaurus
and Dualogues on the Trinity in which the categories play an important
role.

 Ihid., 11.

¥ Ihid., 4, 151.

7 Ibid,, 5.

¥ Thesaurus, PG 75, 16D and 444D.
# Runia (1989), 271.

50 See section 2.2.1.
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2.3. ARISTOTLE AND LocIc

2.3.1. The Categories

For about half a century Werner Jaeger’s theory of a development
in Aristotle’s thought from Platonism to empiricism dominated most
scholars® thinking about the chronology of Aristotle’s works.”! Within
this framework, the Categories (Katnyopiar)? was regarded as an early
work of Aristotle.”® Nowadays, however, the development hypothesis
1s more and more abandoned, so that the dating of the Categories
1s open to debate again.* The ancient discussion of whether the
treatise belongs to logic, and thus deals merely with words and terms,
or to metaphysics, and thus deals with beings in reality® has been
revived over the past two centuries.’® According to Warren, “J.L. Ackrill
represents the contemporary consensus”.”” ‘Consensus’ may be too big
a word, but it seems that the majority of commentators would agree
with Ackrill’s assessment: “[I]t is important to recognize from the start
that the Categories 1s not primarily or explicitly about names, but about
the things that names signify”.’® At the same time, however, it is good
to keep in mind that Porphyry and the neo-Platonic tradition had to
downplay the metaphysical aspect of the Categories in order to establish
its agreement with Platonic philosophy. Stead sums up Porphyry’s
compromise as follows:

[TThe Categories is concerned primarily with words, ..., it considers the
natural divisions of our language as reflecting a corresponding division
in the order of nature; indirectly, therefore, it contributes to our theory of
the universe.*

51 Jaeger (1948).

52 Greek text and French translation: Aristotle (2002). Older edition of the Greek
text: Aristotle (1949). English translation: Aristotle (1990).

53 Ackrill, in: Aristotle (1990), 69; Stead (1977), 55, 63.

> Barnes (1995), 15-22; Bos (2003), 13-30.

% See section 2.2.2.

% Stead (1977), 56 f.

57 Warren, in: Porphyry (1975), 14.

% Ackrill, in: Aristotle (1990), 71.

% Stead (1977), 56. In Porphyry’s own words: “So our inquiry is incidentally (3usmi-
atovoa) concerned with the generic differentiae of beings, while primarily (moonyov-
uévn) it is about significant expressions”, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium (1887),
582729, See for a more thorough discussion of Porphyry’s view, Strange, in: Porphyry

(1992), 1-12.
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When compared with other works in the Organon, the Categories does
not contain some of the terminology and the elaborations found in
the other treatises, so that it was probably written before these other
treatises. Besides, there are several loose ends in the whole of Aristotle’s
argumentation. Stead mentions several of them.*® The Categories can be
divided into two parts, chapters 1 through g, and chapters 10 through
15. The second part, the so-called Postpraedicamenta, though authentically
Aristotelian, may originally have existed separately, and may later have
been added to the first part by an editor.”!

The brief first chapter introduces ‘homonyms’ (when the name is the
same, but the definition differs), ‘synonyms’ (when the names differ, but
the definitions are the same), and ‘paronyms’ (words that are derived
from other words, like ‘grammarian’ from ‘grammar’). In chapter 2
Aristotle creates four groups of things (t@v dvtov) by means of two fun-
damental distinctions: ‘said of something as a subject (xad’ Doxewévouy
Tvog Aéyetan) and ‘is in a subject (Ev vmoxewéve éotiv)’. In chapter g
he speaks of ‘differentiae (dwaogai)’, which make distinctions within
‘genera (yévn)’.%? For example, ‘terrestrial’, ‘winged’, and ‘aquatic’ are
differentiae of the genus ‘living being (Cpov)’. Chapter 4, then, lists
the ten categories,” each with two or three examples: substance (ovoia:
man, horse), quantity (mrocov: two or three cubits), quality (mowdv: white,
grammatical), relative or relation (mpog w: double, greater), where or
place (wo®: in the Lyceum, in the market-place), when or time (moté:
yesterday, last-year), position (xetodou: is lying, is sitting), having or state
(8xew: has shoes on, has armour on), doing or action (rotelv: is cutting,
is burning), and being affected or affection (mdoyew: being cut, being
burnt).

While the first four chapters are each quite short, chapters 5 through
8 are much longer. They discuss the first four categories in detail. The
short chapter g begins with a few words about the categories action
and affection. According to Ackrill, the remainder of the chapter and
the first sentence of chapter 10 form a transition from the first part to

0 Stead (1977), 62f.

61 Minio-Paluello, in: Aristotle (1949), v—vi; Ackrill, in: Aristotle (1990), 69f.

62 Tn Greek, the same word dagogd. is used for the more technical term ‘differentia’,
by which a genus is subdivided, and the more general term ‘difference’. In this study
dagopd will be translated by ‘differentia’ or ‘difference’, depending on the context.

63 In chapter 4 itself they are not called ‘categories’. In fact, the word =atnyoola is
hardly used in the Categories (it is in 3a%2 7). Mostly the verb notnyogeiodou is employed,
and sometimes the participle derived from it, xatnyogoduevov.
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the Postpraedicamenta, and are not written by Aristotle himself.** Of the
second part of the work, chapter 10 is long, the other five chapters are
short. They deal with various forms in which things can be opposites
of one another (chapters 10 and 11); ways in which things can be prior
to (chapter 12) or simultaneous with (chapter 13) each other; several
kinds of change (chapter 14); and a number of meanings of ‘having’
(chapter 15).

Chapter 5 is devoted to the first of the categories, ‘substance (ovoia)’.
It is defined on the basis of the two fundamental distinctions: a ‘primary
substance (oot ovoia)’ is neither ‘said of something as a subject’, nor
Is it ‘in a subject’. It is an individual being, which has its existence
independently from other beings; for example, a particular man or a
particular horse. A ‘secondary substance (devtega ovoia)’ is a species
(eldog) or a genus (yévog), it is not ‘in a subject’, but it is ‘said of
something as a subject’. To a species belong the individual beings, to
a genus the species. So, ‘man’ and ‘horse’ are species, for one can say
that a particular man is a ‘man’, and a particular horse is a ‘horse’.
And ‘living being’ is a genus, for the species ‘man’ and ‘horse’ belong to
the genus ‘living being’. The formula (Adyog) of a secondary substance
(which defines it) applies also to the primary substances of which it is
the species or a genus. So, the formula of the species ‘man’ and of the
genus ‘living being” apply also to the individual man.

The formula of things that are ‘in a subject’, however, does not apply
to the subject, although the name may be predicated (rotnyogeioton)
of the subject. For example, a particular man may be called ‘white’,
but this does not mean that the formula of ‘white’ applies to the man:
‘white’ is not part of the formula of the man. Aristotle does not use
the later terminology vet, but one could rephrase this as follows: ‘white’
is not one of the substantial (odowwdng) characteristics of a man, but it
is an accident (ovufepnrog).® Therefore, in Aristotle’s understanding,
primary substances, that is, individual beings, form the basis of all
existence: “So if the primary substances did not exist it would be
impossible for any of the other things to exist” (2b®).

64 Ackrill, in: Aristotle (1990), 69 and g1.

65 Later in the Categories, Aristotle does use the word ovuBepnxos and various forms
of the verb oupfaivew. Although it does not seem to be a technical term yet, it conveys
the meaning of ‘contingent’. For example, in 5b% 10 xatd ovupepnnds is used as the
opposite of xa®’ adtd. Porphyry, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarum (1887), 73313,
links the two fundamental distinctions from the Categories with ‘substance’, ‘accident’,
‘universal’ and ‘particular’. See section 2.4.1.
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A primary substance signifies “a certain ‘this’ (10de w)”, for what is
indicated is “individual and numerically one (dtopov xai &v doudud)”.
A secondary substance, however, signifies “a certain qualification (wowdv
)", but not in the same way as ‘white’, for ‘white’ signifies nothing but
a qualification, while a species and a genus “mark off the qualification
of substance—they signify substance of a certain qualification (meoi
ovolav 1O ToWV Apopiler—roldv yaQ Twvo ovotov onuoaiver)” (gb'02%).
Aristotle adds three characteristics of substances. The first is that there
1s nothing contrary (évavtiog) to them; for example, there is nothing
contrary to an individual man, nor to ‘man’ or to ‘living being’. This
characteristic also applies to definite quantities, like ‘two cubits’ or ‘ten’.
Then also, substances do not admit of a more or a less (¢émdéyeodon o
warlov xai 10 frrov). For example, one man is not more or less man
than another, or than himself at another time, as one might say that a
thing is more pale or less hot than another. But what is most distinctive
of primary substances (udhota 8¢ dov tig ovoliag) is that they are
able to receive contraries, for this does not apply to anything else but
primary substances. For example, an individual man may be pale at
one time and dark at another, or hot at one time and cold at another.

Chapter 6 of the Categories deals with quantity (mooov). This need not
be discussed in too much detail, since in Cyril of Alexandria’s writings,
there is not nearly as much reference to quantity as to substance.
However, a few remarks are worthwhile. Numbers, language (that is,
as measured by the number of syllables), lines, surfaces, bodies, time,
and place are called quantities strictly (vvoiwg). Other things are called
so derivatively (ratd ovufepnrog): so we can speak of a large amount
of white, when its surface is large, and an action may be called long,
because the time it takes is long. Further, ‘large’, ‘small’, ‘much’, and
‘little” may seem to be quantities, but they are not. Rather, they are
relatives (ta meog ), for nothing is called ‘large’ or ‘small’ in itself, but
only by reference to something else. A quantity, strictly speaking, does
not have a contrary, nor does it admit of a more and a less. But “most
distinctive of a quantity is its being called both equal and unequal ([{dtov
0¢ udhota tod ooov To loov Te kal dvicov Aéyeodar)” (6a%%), for things
that are not a quantity are not called equal and unequal. For example,
a condition (dwddeolg, which Aristotle reckons among the relatives) is
not called equal and unequal, but similar (6uolog), and likewise, white
(a quality) is called similar.

Chapter 7, which discusses the relatives (td modg ), starts with the
following sentence:
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We call relatives all such things as are said to be just what they are, of or
than other things (étépwv), or in some other way w relation to something
else (mpog €tepov) (6a0 37).
So ‘greater’ is a relative, since something is said to be greater than
something else, and ‘double’ is a relative, since it is called double of
something. Aristotle then mentions six sorts of relatives, but they are
not relevant to this study. Some relatives have contraries, others do
not. And some relatives admit of a more and a less, while others
do not. A characteristic to which Cyril of Alexandria refers is that
“all relatives are spoken of in relation to correlatives that reciprocate
(mévto 8¢ ta TEAS T TEOG dvtioteéovta Aéyetan)” (6b%). Thus ‘slave’
and ‘master’ are correlatives, and so are ‘double’ and ‘half’. But it
is important to state the correlatives correctly. For it is improper to
correlate ‘wing” and ‘bird’, for there are other winged beings which are
not birds. Therefore, the proper correlatives are ‘wing’ and ‘winged’.
Aristotle goes so far as to suggest that sometimes new words need to be
created in order to express the correlation properly. For example, ‘boat’
is not a correlative of ‘rudder’, since there are boats without a rudder;
the correct correlative of rudder would be the neologism ‘ruddered’.
Another characteristic is that “relatives seem to be simultaneous by
nature (dpo tf] @voey)” (7b¥): they exist at the same time, they also
perish together, for if, for example, there is no longer a double, neither
1s there a half. But there are exceptions to this rule: the knowable seems
to be prior to knowledge of it, and similarly, the perceptible seems to be
prior to the perception of it.
In discussing whether substances can be relatives Aristotle introduces
a stricter definition of relatives. He remarks that under the first defini-
tion a hand and a head could be regarded as relatives, since one can
say that a hand or a head is someone’s hand or head. According to
the new definition, relatives are things “for which being is the same as
having some relationship (oig T0 elvar TadTév €0t 1@ TEOS TL TG ExELy)”
(8a%2). If this stricter definition applies, definitely (woiouévwg) knowing
one relative implies also knowing its correlative definitely: if one knows
that something is the double of another thing, one also knows the other
thing of which it is the double. And since we can know substances like
hand or head definitely without knowing whose hand or head it is, they
are not relatives according to the stricter definition. Aristotle adds that
it is perhaps hard to make firm statements on such questions.®

56 Aristotle, Categories, 8b2172%. Ackrill, in: Aristotle (1990), 101103, discusses some
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The subject matter of chapter 8 is the category of ‘quality (rowotng)’,
“that in virtue of which things are said to be qualified somehow (v’
v motoi tveg Aéyovrar)” (8b%¥). Aristotle distinguishes various sorts of
qualities or qualifications, but this classification is not relevant to the
present study. Examples are: hotness, sickness, justice, knowledge, the
capacity to run, sweetness, paleness, madness, curvedness. These are
called ‘qualities’ (mowdtnteg), “while qualified (moud) are things which are
called paronymously because of these, or which in some other way
[derive their name] from them” (10a”%). In most cases, things are
called paronymously from the corresponding quality; for example, ‘the
pale man’ from ‘paleness’, or ‘the just man’ from ‘justice’.

Most qualities have contraries; for example, justice and injustice,
whiteness and blackness. This also applies to the things that are qual-
ified in virtue of them: ‘the just’ and ‘the unjust’, ‘the white’ and ‘the
black’. However, not all qualities have contraries: there is nothing con-
trary to red or yellow or such colours. Qualifications also admit of a
more and a less; for example, more pale or less pale. This, too, does
not apply to all qualifications: one shape is not more of a triangle than
another. What is distinctive of quality (idtov mowdtnrog) is that only qual-
ities are called “similar and dissimilar (Suowo nai dvouow)”.% Finally,
some qualities are also relatives. This applies especially to the genera
(td yévn), not to the particular cases (td o’ &xaota). For the genus
‘knowledge’ is said ¢f something, but particular cases of knowledge,
such as grammar or music, are not said to be ‘grammar of something’
or ‘music of something’.

From the remaining chapters of the Categories only a few thoughts
need to be mentioned. Firstly, in one of his logical discussions, Cyril
of Alexandria uses the word ‘privation’ (otéonoig), which in the Post-
praedicamenta 1s a technical term. Aristotle states that there are four
ways in which things are said to be opposed (évtixelodar) to each other
(11b!7"19): (1) as relatives (g T& wEOG T); (2) as contraries (Mg T Evavtic);
(3) as privation and possession (g otéonoig xai €Eig); (4) as affirmation
and negation (g xotdgaols xai dxdgpaots). Privation is defined as the
absence of something which naturally should be present at the time; for
example, when a living being has no teeth at a time when naturally it

of the problems surrounding the interpretation of Aristotle’s treatment of the stricter
definition of relatives.
67 Ibid., 1121716,
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should have them. Toothlessness, blindness and baldness are privations.
The change is always from possession to privation: becoming toothless,
blind, bald. Privation and possession are not opposed to each other in
the same way as relatives, for they are not correlatives that recipro-
cate. For instance, blindness is privation of sight, but sight cannot be
expressed in a similar way in relation to blindness.

Since ‘unchanged’ (for which various Greek words are used) plays
an important role in the christological discussion of the fifth century;, it
may be noteworthy what Aristotle has to say about the different kinds
of change. He distinguishes six sorts of change (xivnoig): generation,
destruction, increase, diminution, alteration, and change of place (xaza
tomov petaforn). Alteration (dhhoiwoig) 1s defined as “change in quali-
fication (petapolr) xatd to mowdv)” (15b!12). ‘Becoming white” and ‘be-
coming black’ are instances of such change; they are also an example
of two changes in qualification that are opposed to each other.

Finally, Aristotle does not give a clear-cut definition of man in the
Categories, but he states that man belongs to the genus ‘living being
(Coov),® and he calls ‘terrestrial (meCov) and ‘two-footed (dismouv)’
differentiac of man (ga?" %).

2.9.2. The Topics

The Topies™ is part of the Organon; it deals with dialectical practice. In
Book I Aristotle mentions the ten categories. He uses the same names
as in the Categories, except for the first one: instead of ovoia he now
speaks of ti éon (103b* ). In several other places he does not give the
whole list, but mentions some of them, mostly substance—mnow called
ovola—, quality, and relative.” In the 7Topics we also encounter the
distinction between ‘said of something as a subject (xa)” vmoxewwévou
Ttwvog Aéyetar) and ‘is in a subject (év Omoxewévy €otiv)’, in accordance
with what Aristotle writes about this in the Cafegories. When discussing
the relationship between a genus and a species he writes that a genus
can only be said of a species as a subject, and cannot be said to be i a
species as a subject.”!

68 Ihid., 1b12715, 0a16-19,

9" Aristotle (1958).

0 Aristotle, Topics, 103b%7-39, 120b% 1212, 146bH20-30.

7 Ibid., 127b" . See also 144b%1—145a% where it is stated that a differentia can never
signify existence i something,
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According to the 7opics, dialectical practice consists of propositions
and problems, which can be expressed in terms of what later have
been called the ‘predicables’ (101h*!9). Aristotle introduces them at the
beginning of the Zopics, and it is those which Porphyry considers in the
Isagoge. A predicable is a term which may be predicated of many things.
Aristotle distinguishes four kinds of predicables: genus (yévog), property
({dtov), definition (6pog), and accident (ocvpfefnrog). He also mentions
differentia (dwaqopd), but states that it is generic in character and can,
therefore, be ranged with the genus (101b'® %). A definition is “a formula
(Moyog) indicating the essence (t0 Tl 1v elvaw) of something”.”? A property
1s something which does not indicate the essence of a thing, but,
nevertheless, belongs to this thing alone and is predicated convertibly of
it (dvteatnyopetton Tod modynatog). For example, ‘capable of learning
grammar’ is a property of man, for it does not indicate the essence of
man, but a man is capable of learning grammar, while, conversely, that
which is capable of learning grammar is a man. When understood in
this way, the term ‘property’ is used absolutely (dnh@®dg); in English the
word ‘proprium’ could be used for this. In a second sense, the word
is used for something that belongs to a thing at a certain time or in
a certain relation, for example, when ‘sleeping’ is called a property of
man, for man only sleeps at certain times, while not everything that
sleeps 13 a man (102a'® ).

A genus is that which is predicated with respect to essence (&v t® Tt
gotL natnyogovuevov) of many things which differ in species (102a% %),
Here it is implied what later is made explicit: a species is defined as a
genus with a specifying differentia.” ‘Living being’ is the genus of man,
and if it is also the genus of an ox, then man and ox are in the same
genus. An accident is something which can belong and not belong to
one and the same thing. For example, ‘being seated’ is an accident, for
sometimes it will apply to a person, and at other times it will not apply
to the same person. An accident will never be a property absolutely, but
it can be a property temporarily or relatively.

A definition consists of genus and differentiae (6 6giopnog &x yévoug
rnal daood®v €otiv),”* which implies that a definition applies to a
species. And a definition is necessarily convertible with its subject, for
it indicates the essence (to Tl Mv elvan) of its subject. As we have seen,

72 Ihid., 101b**—102a'. See also 101b!? 23 and 154a%! 32,
73 Ihid., 143b% %: mdoa ydg eidomoldg duapogdt netd 1ol yévoug e100g Tolel.
" Ihid., 103b1> 16, See also 139a%% 2.
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a property in the absolute sense, too, is convertibly predicated of its
subject. If something is not convertible, it is either one of the terms
of the definition, 1.e., the genus or the differentia, or it is an accident.
Having come this far in his treatment of the predicables, Aristotle then
mentions the ten categories and states that the accident, the genus, the
property, and the definition will always be in one of these categories
(10gb*%). In the Zopics, genus (and then also species) is not restricted to
the first category, as it seems to be in the Categories,” but can be applied
to all the categories.

One of the recurring examples is the definition of man.”® In the
"Topics, Aristotle defines man (dvdowmog) as ‘two-footed terrestrial living
being (Cpov mweCov dimovv)’, in which ‘living being’ is the genus and ‘ter-
restrial’ and ‘two-footed’ are differentiae. ‘Mortal living being receptive
of knowledge’ is, then, not part of the definition, but it is a property, as
is ‘by nature a civilized living being’. In the formula of man, there-
fore, the addition of ‘receptive of knowledge’ would be superfluous.
Of course, the example ‘man’ is a substance, but Aristotle also speaks
of genera and species with respect to other categories. He explicitly
mentions relatives and qualities.”” The examples he gives include the
genus ‘knowledge’ (¢motiun) with species ‘grammatical knowledge’ and
‘musical knowledge’, and the genus ‘change’ (or ‘motion’, zivnoig) with
species ‘increase’, ‘destruction’ and ‘generation’ (111a%-b'!).

Aristotle’s use of the expressions odoia, 1o T 2ot, and 0 T Tv
givaw needs some clarification. The expression 1o i v elvar seems to
be reserved to indicate the ‘essence’ of a species, what a species is
essentially, its quiddity. Thus, a definition is a formula—containing the
genus and the differentiae of a species—which indicates 1o tt Mv etvou,”
and a property in the absolute sense does not show to t v elvon of
a thing, but belongs to it alone and is predicated convertibly of it.”
Sometimes 10 eivar is used instead of O Tt v elvau (13520 12).

For the ‘essence’ of a genus, rather than a species, Aristotle uses a
different expression: ti éott. We have seen that in the Zopics he applies
the term ‘genus’ to all the categories, and it is defined as “that which
is predicated with respect to essence (¢v t@ ti €0t xatnyogovuevov) of

75 Aristotle, Categories, 3b'0-23.

76 Aristotle, Topics, 101b3031) 10322527, 128a%> %6, 128b%* 36 130al 2 132b%-133a,
13425 17, 138a10 13, 1402% 3.

7T Ibid., 120b%6—12129.

78 Ibid., 101b%, 103b7 10, 15423132, See also 143a!> 18,

79 Ihid., 102a'% 19, 131b%7—1g92a".
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many things which differ in species” (102a’' %?). The same expression,
‘predicated with respect to essence’, also occurs elsewhere in relation
to ‘genus’® And in order to check a definition, one must see if the
genus “is predicated, not with respect to essence (un &v t® T €omt
rotnyopeltar), but as an accident”, for then it is not given properly
(120b?"2). For example, ‘white’ cannot be stated as the genus of snow,
nor ‘moving’ as the genus of the soul.

In the enumeration of the ten categories Aristotle has replaced otoia
by ti ¢on. This is not as surprising as it might seem at first sight.
In the Categories Aristotle distinguishes between ‘primary substance’
and ‘secondary substance’. While in ‘primary substance’ the notion of
individual and independent existence dominates, although the notion
of ‘essence’ (the what, quiddity) is by no means absent, in ‘secondary
substance’ the emphasis lies on ‘essence’, but it is restricted to the
essence of primary substances. The 7opics are all about the predicables
and about what, making use of them, is a proper argumentation. Since
a predicable is a term which may be predicated of many things, the
secondary substances have a much larger role to play in the Zopics than
the primary substances. Consequently, for the first category the notion
of ‘essence’ takes priority over the fact that it is the essence of things
that can exist individually and independently. And since ‘essence’ at
the level of genera is denoted by t €¢om, the name ti éot for the first
category may be regarded as a sign of this emphasis on essence.

In a number of places the word ovoia is employed to denote sec-
ondary substance.?! Several times in Book VI, however, the meaning of
ovota 1s broadened to indicate the essence of a species, irrespective of
category, and it is then synonymous with 1o t v eivar.”? So, Aristotle
speaks explicitly of the ‘essence of a relative’: “For the essence (ovoia)
of every relative is relative to something else, since for each of the rel-
atives ‘being’ (10 elvon) is the same as ‘having some relationship’ (o
1eog Tk mwg Exewy)” (146b%**). Here, Aristotle applies the stricter defini-
tion of a relative.®* He mentions this definition also elsewhere in the
Topics, and then calls such relatives ‘relatives in themselves (zad’ avtd
71e0og ) (1422%%). Similarly, he speaks of ‘a property in itself (10 »od’
avto dwv)’, which is assigned to something and which sets it apart

80 Ihid., 122a%-b7, 128a13 29,

81 Ibid., 10gb?7 2%, 120b%—1212% 1312%5, 13520719, 143232733,

82 Jpid., 13922 31, 140a%3-b7, 143al7 19, 144b% 52, 14527 12, 150b22 2.
83 See section 2.3.1.
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from everything else. Examples of properties in themselves of man are
‘by nature a civilized living being” and ‘a mortal living being receptive
of knowledge’ (128b'018:33) " A ‘property in itself’, then, seems to be
synonymous with a ‘property in the absolute sense’.

Finally, something needs to be said about genera and species. We
have seen that a species is regarded as a genus combined with one
or more differentiae. Thus, the genus ‘living being’ combined with
the differentiae ‘two-footed’ and ‘terrestrial’ forms the species ‘man’.
But Aristotle is aware that sometimes more levels than three—genus,
species, individual—can be distinguished. He speaks of “the genus of
the assigned genus, and so in succession the genus next above”, and
“all the higher genera must be predicated of the species with respect to
essence (&v td ti gott)”.% Also, “the genus is always said of more things
than the species” (121b**). It is implied that the species is the lowest of a
list of successive genera, and that it is the first level above the individual
things.

2.3.9. The Metaphysics

In the other works of the Organon and in the Metaphysics, it seems that
the definitions and distinctions laid down in the Categories and the Zopics
are presupposed. Sometimes they are elaborated on or modified, but
the ‘proprium’ seems to be missing in the Metaphysics. We will look at
some places in the Metaphysics® in particular. The work is a compilation
of texts. Although the development hypothesis is being abandoned,* an
overview based on this hypothesis gives some idea of the contents of the

Metaphysics:*

Books I, III, and IV belong together; II is probably the report of a
lecture. Book V is a philosophical dictionary. Books VII, VIII, and IX
form a unity and may have been meant to update the discussion of I,
III, and IV, while Book VI forms a transition between the older and the
newer version. The connection of Book X with the other parts of the
Metaphysics 1s debated, and Book XI is regarded as a summary treatment
of the content of III, IV, and VI. Book XII is an independent treatise,
while XIIT and XIV contain two criticisms of Plato’s theory of ideas.

84 Aristotle, Topics, 122a” 3. See also the paragraphs that follow: 122a%-b!!.

85 Aristotle (1957).

8 See the beginning of section 2.3.1.

87 See, e.g., Stead (1977), 63-66; and Tredennick, in: Aristotle (1980), xxxi—xxxiii.
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The full list of ten categories is missing in the Metaphysics: a list of
eight categories is given, in which ‘position’ and ‘having’ are left out.®
In the dictionary, Book V, the first category is referred to as ti éot,
as in the Topics. In various other places there are references to the
categories, but then only two or three are mentioned as examples.®
The teaching about the predicables, too, is presupposed. Species and
genera are predicated of individual things, there are higher and lower
genera, species is lower than genus.” Essence (10 ti nv elvar) belongs
to those things the formula of which is a definition, and therefore, it
belongs only to a species of a genus.”’ The definition consists of the
genus and the differentiae.”? An accident (ovufefnxog) is something
which is neither always nor usually the case.”® ‘Property’, as discussed
in the Topics, seems to play little role in the Metaphysics.

Book VII is devoted to ‘being’ and discusses various terms and
expressions related to it. Aristotle starts with the meaning of ‘being (10
6v)’: first, it signifies “what something is and a certain ‘this’ (ti €0t »oi
t6de ©)”, and then a quality or a quantity or one of the other categories.
It appears that with the phrase “what something is and a certain
‘this’” Aristotle wants to indicate the first category, more precisely, what
in the Categories is called ‘primary substance’, of which he mentions
two characteristics. ‘A certain “this”’ denotes the individuality. ‘What
something is’ denotes the essence, the quiddity. Aristotle then adds that
it is clear that from the various senses of ‘being’, “the primary one is
‘what something is’, which indicates the substance (ovoic)”. Examples
are ‘man’ and ‘god’, as opposed to ‘white’, ‘hot’ and ‘three cubits’
(1028a!®%). Substance is primary in definition and in knowledge and
in time. For none of the other categories can exist separately (ymototdg),
only substance (1028a% %),

88 Aristotle, Metaphysics, Book V, 101722 %7, Cf. Posterior Analytics, 83a%1"%3, 8gb!13 17,
where ‘position’ and ‘having’ are also missing; the Greek text in: Aristotle (1964).

89 Ihid., Book V, 102422 1> (xi ¢om and mowdv); Book VII, 1028a!% 13 ‘being’ (1o &v)
indicates ti €0t xoi TOde T or ;moOWOV or mooov or any of the other categories. See also
1026a%-b!, 1030a!? 20, 1032a!5, 1094b? 19 and Posterior Analytics, 96b'* 2" moodv and
TOLOV.

90 Ibid., Book III, 9g98a?°—ggga?’.

9 Ihid., Book VII, 1030a5 3.

92 Ibid., Book VII, 1037b?%31.

93 Ibid., Book VI, 1026b3! 33, See also Book V, 1025a* 3% here, Aristotle adds ‘another
sense’ of cupfepnroc— whatever belongs to each thing in itself (xa®’” attd), not being
in its substance (ovoia)’. Porphyry will later distinguish the two kinds of accidents as
‘separable’ and ‘inseparable’ accidents; see section 2.4.2.
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Aristotle discusses several meanings given to the word ovoia (starting
in 1028b% %), and argues that some uses are more appropriate than
others. So, if ovota is used to indicate the substrate (10 vmoxeipevov), it
should refer to the form (or essence), rather than to the matter or to the
combination of both. And if it is used for the essence (10 Tl v elvaw),
it applies to the first category in the absolute sense (Gmh®dg), and to the
other categories in a secondary sense (wwg). Further, obota in the sense
of ‘form’ or ‘essence’ is individual, but its defining formula is universal
(to »aBolov). Matter, too, is universal, but the combination of matter
with essence is individual. Of a particular individual (t@v zod’ éxactd
twvog), whether sensible or intelligible, there is no definition.

Aristotle devotes quite some space to the question of whether a
universal (1o zadokov) may be called ‘substance’ (ovoia). His argument
1s largely a rejection of the Platonic Ideas—which are universals and at
the same time regarded as substances—, and, therefore, he concludes
that “none of the things called universals is a substance” (1041a®?).
This implies that he now restricts the term ‘substance’ to what in
the Categories are called ‘primary substances’, the individual things.
The main understanding of ‘substance’ in the Metaphysics, then, is
also different from that in the 7Zopics. Since the 7Topics is about the
predicables, in that book obolo is mainly used for universals, but in
the Metaphysics, where ontology is more important, its primary sense is
the individual form.

We now turn to some of the entries in the dictionary, Book V.
Chapter vi deals with ‘one’ (gv).”* Since ‘to unite’, “‘union’ and ‘unity’
are crucial notions in Cyril of Alexandria’s christology, it is interesting
to look at Aristotle’s treatment of ‘one’. At the beginning of the
chapter Aristotle expresses a major distinction by the terms ‘accidental
(rata ovuPepnrog)’ and ‘in virtue of itself (wad’ adto) (1015b17). As
a concrete example of accidental unity he gives ‘cultured Coriscus’,
which is one, because both ‘cultured’ and ‘Coriscus’ are accidents of the
same individual, of one substance. Most things, then, are accidentally
one, but some are called ‘one’ in a primary sense, namely, when their
substance (ovola) is one, and the substance can be one in continuity
or in form or in definition (1016b°*). Something is one ‘in continuity’
when its parts are linked with one another, like a leg or an arm; this
is a quantitative unity. The parts of a shoe could be put together in a

9% Ibid., 1015b16—101725.
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random way and thus be one in continuity, but they are more truly one
when they are one in form, that is, if they are put together to be a shoe.
Things are also called ‘one” when the definition stating their essence is
the same.%

Chapter vii concerns ‘being (10 8v)’ (1o17a’-b’). Aristotle distin-
guishes between accidental being (ratd ovuPefnnog) and being in itself
(rad” abt0), and gives several examples of accidental being: ‘cultured’,
‘being a builder’, and ‘white’, when said of a human being. Another
important distinction is that ‘to be’ and ‘being’ can be employed, not
just when something is actually (évteleyeiq), but also when it is poten-
tially (duvduer).” Tor instance, we can use ‘is seeing’ for someone who
is capable of seeing and for someone who is actually seeing. Chap-
ter viil briefly sums up four ways in which ‘substance (ovtoic)’ is used
(ro17b'2). After discussing each of them, Aristotle concludes that ov-
ola has two (main) senses. First, it 1s the ultimate subject (Umoxeipevov),
which is not said ¢f something else. And second, it is that which is indi-
vidual (t0de w) and separate; this is the shape and the form of each
thing.

Chapter xiv of the dictionary describes ‘quality’ (called both mowov
and mwowdtng; 1020a%-b?). Quality in the primary sense is “the differen-
tia of the substance (1| tfig ovoiag dagod)”’; for example, ‘two-footed’
for a man, and ‘four-footed’ for a horse. In the secondary sense, it
denotes the affections (wddn) of substances, according to which they
are said to change, such as heat and cold, whiteness and blackness,
and especially, goodness and badness. It is remarkable that, once again,
Aristotle does not mention the properties in the absolute sense, since
they belong to neither of the two senses, and yet they are qualities; for
example, ‘receptive of knowledge’ in a human being.

‘Relative’ (mpog ) is the subject of chapter xv.”” Three kinds of rela-
tives are discussed. (1) Numerical relatives, such as ‘half” and ‘double’.

9 At first glance, it seems that Aristotle, when speaking of unity in definition, has
secondary substances in mind: various individual men are one, because they all belong
to the species ‘man’. But it is clear from the context that here, too, he is thinking of
primary substances, for he argues that what increases and decreases is one (Metaphysics,
1016a%36), i.e., a thing remains the same (‘one’) in time, even when it changes by
increasing or decreasing, because the definition of its essence remains the same.

9% The difference between actuality and potentiality is one to which Aristotle refers a
number of times throughout the Metaphysics. Actuality is mostly called &vépyeia instead
of évtehéyela, and dvvapug can also mean ‘potency’ besides ‘potentiality’. See especially,
Book Vxii and Book IX.

97 Ibid., 1020b%6—1021b!1.
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(2) The active in relation to the passive; for instance, that which heats
and that which is heated. This does not only apply to actuality, but also
to potentialities: that which can heat is called relative to that which can
be heated. (3) Relatives like the measurable and the measure; the know-
able and knowledge; and the sensible and sensation. Aristotle further
distinguishes between relatives in themselves (xa9’ éavtd)—which cor-
respond to the relatives according to the stricter definition in our discus-
sion of the Categories—and accidental relatives (xata cuppepnxrog). He
also calls ‘equal’, ‘like’ and ‘same’ relatives, and adds: “For ‘the same’
are those things whose substance is one, ‘like’ those things whose qual-
ity is one, and ‘equal’ those things whose quantity is one” (ro21a!"'?).

The above presentation of some of Aristotle’s views on logic and
metaphysics contains aporias and raises questions. It is, however, not
the intention of this study to give a detailed discussion of Aristotelian
logic, but it is only meant as a means to a better understanding of
Cyril of Alexandria’s christology. Therefore, any discussion of aporias
in Aristotle’s writings will be subject to its use for the elucidation of the
Alexandrian archbishop’s theological views.

Finally, a few words about the way ‘man’ is defined in the Metaphysics.
Although it 1s generally implied rather than clearly stated, the definition
of ‘man’ in this work is ‘two-footed living being (Cdov dimouvv)’.%

2.4. PorrHYRY AND LoOGIC

Since Porphyry’s major commentary on the Categories is lost, we will
look at his smaller extant commentary, and after that at his Isagoge,
which can be regarded as an introduction to Aristotle’s Topics.

2.4.1. Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories®

Porphyry’s commentary covers the first part of the Categories, up to
and including chapter 9, not the Postpraedicamenta. Although the text
breaks off at the end, it is possible that also the original text did not

9% See, e.g., Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1006a%" 32, 1006b% 30 1020233 3 102022 35,
10232% %, 1037b!1 13, 1038230 33, 103920 %,
9 Text: Porphyry (1887); English translation: Porphyry (1992).
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go beyond the ninth chapter.!® Even so, there are two references in
the commentary to the second part, once with the words ‘hereafter
(ueta tavta)’, which suggests that Porphyry regarded the Postpraedica-
menta as belonging to the Categories.'® In order to reconcile Aristotle
with Plato, Porphyry argues that his enquiry into the Categories ““is inci-
dentally (éumimtovoa) concerned with the generic differentiae of beings,
while primarily (moonyovuévn) it is about significant expressions”.!*? In
general, he follows the text of the Categories closely, but at times his treat-
ment is much more elaborate than Aristotle’s, and sometimes his views
are different from those of the Stagirite. We will pay special attention to
some of the places where Porphyry goes beyond Aristotle.

First of all, Porphyry brings Aristotle’s phrases in line with what
has become traditional language in his time. He explains that ‘said
of something as a subject’ refers to a universal (t06 »adokov), and
that ‘being in a subject’ refers to an accident (16 ovupepnroc). ‘Not
said of something as a subject’, then, belongs to a particular (10 &mi
uéoovg), and ‘not being in a subject’ to a substance (1} ovoic). We thus
get four classes: particular and universal substances, and particular
and universal accidents.'” In the introduction, before he discusses
the categories one by one, Porphyry deals at greater length with the
terms ‘genus’, ‘species’, and ‘differentia’ than does Aristotle. The ten
categories are the highest genera. And since a definition consists of
a genus and a differentia, the categories cannot be defined; one can
only give examples and properties. Between the highest genera and the
individuals there are other genera, species being the lowest of them,
just above the individuals. We thus get a list of genera, from the highest
genus to the species, for example: substance—living being—rational
living being—man.

100 Chadwick (1990), 125.

101 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 118'2 (a reference to chapter 13, about
things that are simultaneous by nature) and 1180 (a reference with the words ‘hereafter
[ueta tatta]’ to chapter 12, about ‘prior’ and ‘posterior’).

102 Ihid., 582729, See also 86%5 37, In 752+ 3!, Porphyry states that the question of why
universals are not said to ‘be’, but to ‘be spoken of”’, is beyond the beginning student. In
90'2—91%7, he nevertheless returns to the issue, trying to explain why Aristotle calls the
individuals primary substances and the genera and species secondary substances. Here, he
declares that “with respect to significant expressions sensible individuals are primary
substances, but with respect to nature (mpog v @uow) intelligible [substances] are
primary” (91> 27).

103 Ihid., 7230742,
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Porphyry calls a differentia a ‘substantial quality’ (toldtng odotmdng;
95'), which is reminiscent of Aristotle’s speaking of the primary sense
of quality as ‘the differentia of the substance’ (1} tfjg ovoiag diapoed).!*
Porphyry explains that a differentia is neither a mere quality (for then
it would be an accident) nor a mere substance (for then it would belong
to the secondary substances), and he adds: therefore, it is not predicated
“with respect to essence (év @ ti ¢on)”, but “with respect to quality (év
@ motov Tt gotwy)”.!% Since he also writes that secondary substances do
not indicate a certain ‘this’ (v6de w), but rather ‘such’ (10 toldvde),'®
this may need further explanation. In my own words, not Porphyry’s, 1
might say: secondary substances signify primarily a potentiality for indi-
vidual existence—which is actualized in the primary substances—and
secondarily the substantial qualities of the primary substances.!”” Thus,
the highest genus, ‘substance’, indicates the potentiality for individual
existence. But with the lower genera, through to the species, a grow-
ing number of differentiae, that is substantial qualities, are added to
the significance of the secondary substances. The secondary substance
‘living being (Coov)’, then, which Porphyry defines as ‘animate, sensi-
ble substance (ovoia Eupuyog atodnmxi)’ (682, indicates not only the
potentiality for individual existence, but also the substantial qualities
‘animate’ and ‘sensible’. Porphyry also calls the differentiae ‘comple-
ments’ (ovumknownrd) of substances, since their loss would mean the
destruction of the subject. For example, if the differentia ‘rational’ is
taken away from ‘man’, it is no longer ‘man’ (95% %).

Porphyry discusses three meanings of the word ‘property’ ({dtov): (1)
that which belongs to all the members of a kind, but not to them alone
(in this sense, ‘two-footed’ is a property of man, for it is not only men
who are two-footed); (2) that which belongs only to members of a kind,
but not to all of them (e.g., ‘to be a rhetorician’ is such a property of
man); (3) that which belongs to all the members of a kind, and only
to them (e.g, ‘capable of laughing’ is a property of man in the third

104 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1020b!* 15,

105 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 95'7 2°. See also 8222 The expression
‘predicated with respect to essence (&v 1@ ti €om)’ is used for genera by Aristotle in the
Topics, 102a%! 32,

106 Jhid., 962728, See also 9124, 967 8.

107 The use of the word ‘potentiality’ here is not meant to say anything about the
metaphysical status of universals; that question has been bracketed out. In his Isagoge,
1145 and 14%° 2!, Porphyry himself states that the genus possesses the differences under
it ‘potentially (duvduer)’, not ‘actually (vepyeiq)’.
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sense). The latter is a property in the strictest sense (xvountaTov; 9427),
in English also to be called ‘proprium’. Of the first four categories,
which, like Aristotle, he discusses in detail, Porphyry gives a property
in the strictest sense. What is most of all a property of substance is to
be receptive of contraries while being numerically one and the same.
For example, the same man may be foolish and wise, healthy and sick
(98%°). And of quantity, the property in the strict sense of the word
is: to be called equal and unequal. If equal and unequal are said of
qualities, like ‘white’, they are used improperly, instead of ‘similar’;!®
and if they are said of substances—e.g., when two men are compared—
they are used accidentally (vata oupBepnxog), for they then pertain to
the accident of size (110%-111%). The proprium of quality is similarity
and dissimilarity (139'7 ). With respect to the properties distinctive of
substance, quantity and quality, Porphyry, then, is in agreement with
Aristotle.

It is a property of relatives to be said in relation to correlatives
(dvuoteégovta), Porphyry states (1157 '%). And he takes up various
discussions about relatives from the Categories: what proper correlation
is (rudder and ‘ruddered’), whether being simultaneous by nature
applies to all relatives, and whether substances can be relatives. On
the latter issue he is much more outspoken than Aristotle. He calls
the implication of the initial quasi-definition (otov 6guondg; ‘quasi’,
because, being the highest genera, no real definition can be given of
the categories), that substances could be regarded as relatives, ‘absurd
(dtomog)’, since relatives are accidents, and substances can never be
accidents (121%-122'%). Therefore, he adheres to the stricter definition:
relatives are things for which being is the same as being somehow
related to something.

Porphyry writes in general that nothing prevents the same thing
considered in different ways from falling under several categories, but
he applies this statement only to relatives. The concrete example given
is that of virtue and vice, which are qualities as well as relatives. We
have seen that he dismisses the possibility that substances are also
relatives. Substances are rather the substrate (Umoxeiuevov) for relatives;
for example, a substance like Socrates can be the substrate for relatives
like father or child, and master or slave.'®

108 Thid., 1102 32; ol nugimg GAMG noToyeduUevog vl ToD duolov.
109 Jhid., 11422, See also 13922141
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As regards quantity, Porphyry accepts the same seven sorts of quan-
tity that Aristotle mentions: numbers, language, lines, surfaces, bodies,
time, and place (105°'%). But he has a different attitude towards ‘much’,
‘little’, ‘large’ and ‘small’. Whereas Aristotle explicitly states that they
do not belong to the category of quantity, but to the relatives, Por-
phyry writes that they are not merely relatives, but that taken absolutely
(mhdg) they signify an indefinite quantity.!'’ In the context of quantity,
Porphyry also declares that nothing prevents there being several divi-
sions (dawpéoelg) of the same genus from different points of view (1o1*9).
And he applies this also to substance. For example, the substance ‘liv-
ing being’ can be divided into mortal and immortal, into rational and
irrational, into footed and footless, and also into winged, terrestrial and
aquatic.

Finally, Porphyry defines ‘man’ in another way than does Aristotle.
According to the latter, man is a ‘two-footed (terrestrial) living being’,
but the former defines man as a ‘mortal rational living being’ (Cdov
hoywov dvntdv).!!t Early on in his commentary, Porphyry even says
that man is a ‘rational mortal living being receptive of intelligence and
knowledge’,''? while in the Zopics Aristotle calls ‘receptive of knowledge’
a property of man, which is not part of the definition.!

2.4.2. Isagoge!!*

Porphyry wrote the Isagoge in response to a request from the Roman
senator Chrysaorius, who had been reading Aristotle’s Categories and
did not understand it. Despite its incidental beginnings, the Isagoge
became one of the most influential philosophical writings during Late
Antiquity and the Middle Ages. Grant, who investigated Cyril of
Alexandria’s use of Greek literature in his Contra Julianum, does not
mention the Isagoge among the various Porphyrian writings quoted
by the archbishop.!’> But seeing that Cyril quotes passages and works
that are not found in his main sources—FEusebius’s Praeparatio Evangelica

10" Jbid., 1081516, According to Strange, in: Porphyry (1992), 107, n. 281, the view that
‘much’, ‘little’, ‘large” and ‘small’ are indefinite quantities derives from Andronicus (first
century Bc; he published many of Aristotle’s works), and was also adopted by Plotinus.

L Thid,, 6312, 752325, 8018, 02730,

12 1hid., 60'8: Thov hoywdv 9vntdv voi #aob Emotiung dentindv.

113 Aristotle, Topics, 103a?7 28, 128b% 36 13421417 140a% 36,

4 Text: Porphyry (1998); English translation: Porphyry (1975).

115 Grant (1964), 273-275.
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and pseudo-Didymus’s De Trinitate—he probably examined Porphyry’s
ocuvre himself, and, therefore, it is not unlikely that Cyril knew the
Isagoge as well.

In the first paragraph of the Isagoge, Porphyry writes that for the
teaching regarding Aristotle’s categories it is necessary to know what
genus (yévog), difference (duapood), species (eldog), property ((dwov), and
accident (ovpPefnrog) are (1°°), and it is to the elucidation of these
predicables that the work is devoted. First, the author declares that
he will leave more profound questions, such as the reality status of
genera and species, aside, and that he will try to make clear what
the ancients (ot molawoi), and especially the Peripatetics, understood
by these terms in a more logical sense (hoywmtegov) (1'*'°). He then
proceeds to discuss each of the five predicables in some detail, and
ends with an enumeration of the common characteristics of and the
differences between the various predicables.

We have seen that in the 7opics, Aristotle treats four kinds of pred-
icables: genus, definition, property, and accident; and that he includes
differentia in genus. Thus, Porphyry leaves out definition, makes dif-
ference into a separate predicable, and adds species; the discussion
about the validity of this change does not concern us here.!'® Every
class under a genus he calls a species, and every class above a species
he calls a genus. Thus, the highest genus (yevixmtatov) is only a genus,
not a species; the lowest species (eldwmtatov) is only a species, not a
genus; all the classes in between may be called both genera and species.
There are ten highest genera, Aristotle’s ten categories, which in this
case Porphyry does not mention by name.!”” The resulting system has
later been called the Tree of Porphyry: from a highest genus a num-
ber of species branch out, each of which in turn branch out to a lower
class of species, etc., down to the lowest species. Porphyry gives one
example of the intermediary classes from a highest genus to a lowest
species and its individuals: substance (ovoio)—body—animate body—
living being—rational living being—the species man—particular men
(ot »ato uégog dvdommou), like Socrates or Plato (42'%).

116 See for some brief remarks about this discussion: Warren, in: Porphyry (1975),
1112, n. 3.

17 Porphyry, Isagoge, 6> 1°. He adds that the ten categories are not species of a higher
genus ‘being’ (10 6v), for when ‘being’ is applied to the various categories, it is said
homonymously, not synonymously.
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Porphyry distinguishes three types of difference: ‘difference’ may be
said commonly (rowag), properly (idiwg) and strictly (idwaitata) (8°). It
is said commonly when things differ from one another by otherness
in any way. Things differ properly when they differ because of an
inseparable (&ywowotov) accident. And ‘difference’ is said strictly when
things differ because of a specific (eidomoidg) difference. By the specific
differences—also translated as ‘differentiac’—genera are divided into
species; they are comprehended in the (defining) formula, and they
are part of the essence (t0 t 7Mv elvaw).'"® Another way of putting
it is that specific differences complete (cupmineotv) the formula or
the substance, they are complements.'” An inseparable accident is a
difference which is not part of a definition, but which nevertheless
always belongs to an individual thing, for example, greyness of the eyes,
‘being hooked’ of the nose, or even a scar (8! ).

As in his Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, Porphyry declares that
genera and species, i.e. secondary substances, are predicated ‘with
respect to essence (&v 1@ ti €¢onv)’, while specific differences are pred-
icated ‘with respect to quality (v 1@ motov ti ¢onv)’. He now adds a
third type of predication: mdg &xov.'? It seems that with this term Por-
phyry groups together all the remaining eight categories, besides sub-
stance and quality, so that it could be translated as ‘with respect to the
other categories’.!?! Differences of the first two types, then, are predi-
cated ‘with respect to quality’ or ‘with respect to the other categories’.

With regard to the propria Porphyry now writes: a property strictly
(nvoiwg) so called belongs to an entire species, only to it, and always.
And they are convertible (dvtiotoégel). For example, the species ‘man’
is capable of laughing, and when something is capable of laughing, it
belongs to the species ‘man’. This also applies to ‘capable of neighing’
and ‘horse’.

In this context, Porphyry uses the term mequxéva, the perfect infini-
tive of the verb gvewv, from which guoig is derived. ‘Capable of laugh-
ing’ is a property of man, not because man is always laughing, but
because it is natural (1@ meguxévar) for him to laugh. And this capacity

118 The expression 10 T v elvar occurs only twice in the Isagoge, both times in this
context: a differentia is part of the essence of a thing (12! * and 129 19).

19 Thid,, ¢18-20, 10910, 1259, 141920,

120 Jpid., g17-19, 81012 g5-6 171018 51910,

121" See also the discussions by Warren, in: Porphyry (1975), 33-34, n. 24, and by de
Libera, in: Porphyry (1998), 44, n. 34, and 56, n. 72.



ARISTOTELIAN LOGIC 91

always belongs to him as natural (ovugutov).'”? The same term mequ-
xévon 1s applied to ‘the natural capacity to sail’, of which it is explicitly
stated that it is not a difference in the strict sense, but a property of
man (12" ). Thus, words that are related to gvoig are not just employed
for the essence of a thing, but also for ‘natural’ properties.

A few other terms in the Isagoge deserve attention. The word idudtng
occurs several times. It is used both for the characteristics of an indi-
vidual like Socrates, and for the characteristics of a species like ‘man’
(7127, It 1s also employed for the unique characteristics of the predi-
cables, in contrast to those characteristics that two or more predicables
have in common, the xowotteg (22!''1%). In one passage, the term oyé-
og is used for the relation between genera and species.'” And finally,
the word Umootaoig can be found once in the Isagoge, when Porphyry
states that one difference combines (ouvvtidetar) with another differ-
ence, like ‘rational’ and ‘mortal’ are combined “into the hypostasis of
man”.'?* Various forms of the related verb vgiotaodar are encountered.
They seem to stress the reality of existence over against something
purely noetic. So, it is said that it is common to proprium and insepa-
rable accident that those things in which they are observed do not exist
(bootijvan) without them. Examples are ‘being capable of laughing’ in
man and ‘being black’ in an Ethiopian (21’-22!'). And in the passage
on accidents, Porphyry writes that it s possible to conceive (Emvondijvon)
of an Ethiopian who has lost his colour apart from the destruction of
the substrate (bmoxewévov).'* In the same passage, in one of the defi-
nitions of ‘accident’, he says that it “always exists in a substrate (del ¢
gotv &v Vmoxewévy vglotduevov)” (13°°). Thus, Porphyry uses the verb
vpiotaodou not just for substances, but also for accidents.

In Table 1, an overview is given of how various terms and concepts
in the logic of Aristotle and Porphyry relate to each other. The table
is structured by the two main divisions: (1) (not) said of something as a
subject (universal vs. particular); (2) is (not) in a subject (substance vs.
accident).

122 Porphyry, Isagoge, 12'7 2. See also 197 °. In the Topics, 134a% 7, Aristotle makes
a similar distinction between ‘belonging naturally (10 ¢uoel dmdoyov)” and ‘belonging
always (to del Vmdoyov)’.

123 Ihid., 5715, In the Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 112" %3, oyéog is used for the
relation between two relatives, like father and child, or perception and the perceptible.

124 Ihid., 182*-19'.

125 Jbid., 13" 3. Warren, in: Porphyry (1975), 27, n. 11, writes that “bdgiotacdal becomes
a strong word in neoplatonism and frequently denotes what ‘really’ exists”.
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ARISTOTELIAN LOGIC 93
2.5. GYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA AND LogIc

In order to get an impression of Cyril of Alexandria’s knowledge of
logic at the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy, we will look at the
use he makes of logic in two of his trinitarian writings: the 7hesaurus'®
and the Duialogues on the Trinity.'”” The Thesaurus is the older of the
two, possibly already composed round the year 412, while the terminus
ante quem of the Dialogues is 425.'% In literature about Cyril’s use of
logic, it is mainly these two writings which are discussed.'* Both works
are polemical, directed against Arianism in a rather broad sense. In
the Thesaurus Arius, Eunomius and Aétius are mentioned by name,
while the references in the Dialogues are more general. There do not
seem to have been any contemporary Arian writings, which Cyril was
opposing.'*

In section 2.5, first, the broader context is sketched in which Cyril’s
more logical passages are placed, then a general idea is given of the way

126 CPG ge15. Cyrillus Alexandriae Archiepiscopus, Thesaurus de Trimitate, PG 75,
9-656. There is no critical edition nor a translation into any Western language
available.

127 CPG 5216; PG 75, 657-1124. Critical edition and French translation: Cyrille
d’Alexandrie, Dialogues sur la Trimité: Introduction, texte critique, traduction et noles, vols. 1-5
(SC 231, 237, 246), ed. Georges Matthieu de Durand, Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1976,
1977, 1978.

128 Jouassard (1945) dates the Old Testament commentaries before 423, the Thesaurus
and the Dialogues on the Trinity between 423 and 425, and the Commentary on jJohn after 425.
Charlier (1950), 64f. and 8of., places the Thesaurus at the beginning of Cyril’s episcopate
(412), while he regards the Commentary on jJohn as the first of Cyril’s commentaries. De
Durand (1976), 39, even suggests that Cyril wrote the Thesaurus before he succeeded
his uncle as bishop of Alexandria, that is, before 412. And he expects the Dialogues on
the Trinity to have been written before the year 420, also before the Commentary on John
(p- 40). Liébaert (1951), 12-16, discusses the chronology and rejects Jouassard’s view. In
a second article, Jouassard (1977) defends his earlier position.

My investigations into the contents of the writings suggest a better understanding of
Aristotelian logic in the Dialogues on the Trinity than in the Thesaurus (see section 2.5.5),
and therefore, some time between the earlier 7hesaurus and the later Dialogues. And they
suggest a somewhat more developed christology in Cyril’s Commentary on John than in
the trinitarian writings (see section 3.5), and therefore, a later, rather than an earlier,
date for the Commentary.

129 De Durand (1976), 29, writes that Book I of Cyril’s Commentary on John contains a
number of syllogisms (see chapter g, n. 212), while his Festal Letter 12 of 424 has many
similarities with the second dialogue from the Dialogues on the Trinity. Siddals (1984) refers
to the Commentary on John a number of times.

130" Charlier (1950), 65f; de Durand (1976), 32—37, 52f. Wessel (2004), 5762, writes
about Arians in Cyril’s time, also in Egypt.
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in which the Alexandrian archbishop deals with logic in the service of
theology, and finally, a number of passages are discussed in more detail.

2.5.1. Logic in Context

Cyril of Alexandria 1s first and foremost a biblical theologian. This is
clear from the many commentaries on Bible books that he has written.
But also in those parts of his writings in which logic plays a role, the
underlying questions are often exegetical. What does it mean when
Christ is said to be ‘the only-begotten Son’ of God,"" and by contrast
God the Father is called ‘unborn’ (&yévvntog)?'®? Christ says that “no-
one is good, except God alone”, and that the Father is ‘greater’ than
himself; he calls the Father ‘my God’, while in the letter to the Hebrews
he himself is called ‘apostle and high priest—does all this not imply
that Christ is a creature, albeit the highest of all?'3 A series of similar
questions might be added.

Logic, then, is a set of tools for Cyril. On the one hand, he stresses at
times that it is not himself who has introduced these tools into theology.
His opponents “attack us on the basis of Aristotle’s teachings”, and
they “make full use of the cleverness of worldly wisdom”.’** With an
implicit reference to Isaiah 36:6, he writes that they “support their own
souls with worldly wisdom as with a staff of reed”, while they “count
as nothing the duty not to go astray from dogmatic orthodoxy”."> At
times, Cyril suggests that he is not an expert in logic.'* But on the other
hand, he is quite confident that his opponents use Aristotelian logic
‘unlearnedly’,’¥” and so, he himself applies these tools to refute them.!

In these anti-Arian works, then, logic is not a tool to build a
dogmatic system. Especially in the 7Thesaurus, the polemical goal is
dominant; in Charlier’s words: “What he [Cyril] wanted above all was

131 John 1:14, 18; 3:16, 18; 1John 4:9.

132 Cyril employs both &yévvnrog and dyévnrog. At times they are used synonymously,
so that it has to be deduced from the context whether they should be translated as
‘unborn’ or as ‘uncreated’. Something similar applies to other words derived from the
verbs yevvav and yiyveodou. See also de Durand, SC 231, 369—371, n. * to Dial. Trin. 1,
396.

133 Mark 10:28, John 14:28, John 20:17, and Hebr. g:1, respectively.

134 Thesaurus, 145B.

135 Dial. Trin. 11, 418c. Cf. Thesaurus, 148AB.

136 Dial. Trin. 1, 408d; 11, 427bc.

137 Thesaurus, 145B, 152B.

138 Dial. Trin. 11, 451b—d.

w
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not so much to expose the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity, but to
warn the faithful against the error of Arius and Eunomius in multiple
forms”."** In order to achieve this, he can place side by side different
reasonings or different interpretations of the same Bible verse, which
give varying meanings to the words of the text, but which are all in line
with orthodox teaching and contradict the Arian argumentation. For
example, he can say that Christ could call the Father ‘greater than I,
because within the Trinity the Father is the origin (doyn) of the Son.'*
But within the same chapter (XI), he can also reason that the ‘greater’
refers to the economy: because the Son is made man, and the Father is
not, the latter is called ‘greater’.!*!

The Thesaurus consists of many short sections, each with a separate
subtitle, often not more than the word ‘Another’ (dAho), which means
something like ‘another argument’.!” Many of these sections contain
conditional clauses with the conjunction ‘if (i), to which Cyril regu-
larly adds an argumentation by reduction to the absurd (8w tiig €ig dto-
mov dmarywyfg), sometimes explicitly.'*® De Durand warns that it may be
dangerous to come to conclusions about Cyril’s own theological views
on the basis of these ‘syllogisms’.!** They do, however, give an impres-
sion of the way in which he employs logical terminology.

One of the questions Cyril returns to on various occasions is to
what extent human words are capable of saying something about God.
According to the Eunomians, the substance of God can be known by
the human mind. Cyril describes their view in the 7hesaurus as follows:

‘Uncreated’ (&yévnrog), then, is indicative of the substance (ovoia) of
God. If this is so, God knows himself as uncreated. And if someone else
knows this, he will certainly know God as he knows himself.!*3

The Alexandrian archbishop stands in the tradition of the Cappado-
cian Fathers when he rejects such a view, maintaining that the

139 Charlier (1950), 78.

10 Thesaurus, 141D, 144D.

Y Thesaurus, 144B, 149D, 156B.

142 According to Charlier (1950), 55, these subtitles were probably assigned by Cyril
himself.

143 Charlier, wid., 73-80, regards employment of reduction to the absurd and condi-
tional argumentation the two main characteristics of the Thesaurus, a “work in which
Scripture, while ceding some enclaves to philosophy, occupies a pre-eminent place”
(p. 80).

14 De Durand (1976), 26.

Y5 Thesaurus, 445D.
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substance of God is unknowable, incomprehensible (Gxratdinmrog).!*®
One of the arguments of the Eunomians is that there is nothing
accidental in God (00d¢v tfj Oeig ovuPépnrev ovoiq). In response, Cyril
distinguishes between the ontological and the noetical. It is wise of
them to say that there is nothing accidental to the substance of God,
he says. But there is plenty of reason that necessitates us to think
(vogtv) of ‘such things’ as accidents. Besides ‘uncreated’, other examples
of ‘such things’ are ‘Father’, ‘incorruptible’, ‘immortal’, ‘invisible’, but
they are only thought to be accidents in language (ovufepnxota, uéyot
novng goviig ottw voovueva). The Eunomians, however, do not regard
anything as an accident in God, not just in reality, but also in thought
(wat’ Emivolay).!¥

With respect to the ontological, he reasons elsewhere: if it is most
proper for a substance to be a substrate (bmoxeipuevov) to accidents, and
there is no accident to which God is a substrate, then God 1s not prop-
erly called a substance. He is rather beyond substance (bmegovotog).!*
In our thinking and speaking, however, we, as human beings, are lim-
ited, while God surpasses the creatures, also in understanding. When
the Eunomians say that they know God like he knows himself, it seems
that they are afraid of having limited knowledge, Cyril argues. But not
knowing completely, like God does, does not imply that we do not know
truly. For example, if someone does not know how the moon’s eclipses
come about, this does not render the knowledge he does have about
the moon false. Similarly, our knowledge of God is not false, even if
the knowledge he has about himself is far superior to ours. We can
only speak humanly about God, and we use human things as a model
(brdderyua) of greater things.!* In the Dialogues, Cyril calls our speaking
of ovoia and vrdotaowg with respect to God a sort of image (g év elxdvi
tuyov) of the divine transcendence in its sublime heights.!°

When names (évouata) are applied to things (modypoto) properly
(nvolwg), they are not the same as their substances—in this Cyril
agrees with Eunomius—, but they do signify (onuaiver) the substances.
For example, the name ‘man’ signifies the @uowg of man. The proper

16 Ibid., 28A.

YT Ibid., 445D-449A. In Dial. Trin. 11, 421bc, Cyril argues that nothing would be
thought (vooit’ dv) to be an accident with God. He then speaks of ‘naturally inhering
attributes’. This will be discussed in chapter 3.

148 Ihid., 36B. Ciyril also uses the term in Dial. Trin. 11, 434c¢.

149 Ihid., 449A—452B.

150 Dial. Trin. 1, 408de.
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meaning (xvolorovyia) of the names should not be thrown out. But in
applying words to God, we should realize that he surpasses human
things, and thus that the words refer to God in a different way than
to us. So, a human word does not have a hypostasis of its own,
but that does not mean that the divine Word does not have his
own hypostasis either. And words like ‘just’ and ‘good’ and ‘holy’
are attributed truly and properly (xvoiwg) to God, but improperly
(ratayonotn@s) to human beings, when they participate in God’s
justice, goodness and holiness.!”!

In the Dialogues, Cyril accuses his opponents of regarding the names
of ‘sonship’ and ‘generation’ as attributed figuratively (xotdmhactov)
to the Son."”? Instead of being Son by nature (xatd guow) he would
then be son by adoption and son by grace, just as we are, and he
would belong to the creation. The words ‘sonship’ and ‘generation’
would be applied rather improperly (xatayonouxmrtegov) to Christ. In
opposition to this, Cyril bases himself on John 10:35-46 and 17:10, and
concludes that Christ is more truthfully (G¢An9éotegov) ‘God’ and ‘Son’
than human beings. The Father is ‘Father’ because he begot the Son,
and the Son is ‘Son’ because he is born of the Father.!® The Father
and the Son share in equal names, like ‘life’, ‘light’, ‘incorruptible’ and
‘invisible’, which prerogatives are attached substantially to the divine
nature. By these words we come to a moderate knowledge (eig petoiav
yviowv) of the divine nature. The names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’, however,
indicate the mpoéowmov of each separately.

In the last of the dialogues, Cyril argues that we know something well
on the basis of what it is by nature (xatd gvow), on the basis of what
it really (GAnd@mg) is, not by its name, for names may be used homony-
mously.** The name ‘man’ is also applied to a statue of a human being,
and ‘god’ is said of angels and human beings, although only as a gift.
Definitions, however, like that of man—a rational, mortal living being,
receptive of intelligence and knowledge—, indicate what things really
are. And by his properties—Ilike incorruptibility, indestructibility, eter-
nity, and immutability—we have a better indication of who God is than
by his names.

15U Thesaurus, 321A—325D.

152 Dial. Trin. 1, 413d—416d.

153 See also ibid., 11, 424a, 432a—¢, 436ab, 438cd.
5% Ihid., VII, 634d-635d.
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2.5.2. Gynil’s Grasp of Logic

We have already seen that Cyril works with the distinction between
substance and accidents. Besides the places mentioned in section 2.5.1,
it can be found in various other parts of the two trinitarian writings.'*®
When a substance acts as substrate (Vmwoxewwévng tijg ovolag) the acci-
dents are received by it and are predicated of it.!*® Properties, too, are
attached to substances."” The Alexandrian archbishop makes use of
the four categories that both Aristotle and Porphyry discuss in more
detail: substance, quantity, quality, and relative. The word ovoio can
be found numerous times in the two trinitarian works, especially in the
Thesaurus. Just as in Aristotle, it has the double meaning of (1) (poten-
tiality to) independent and separate existence, and (2) essence. Some-
times the aspect of separate existence is emphasized,'*® more often the
term has the meaning of a secondary substance, for example, when
a number of beings are said to be of the same substance,'™ when
‘the formula of the substance’ (6 Adyog tijg ovoiag) is mentioned,'®
or when different things are compared ‘according to substance’ (xatd
™V ovotav).!'! For the archbishop of Alexandria, the authority of the
Nicene Creed is beyond doubt, and thus he strongly upholds that
the Son is consubstantial (opoovoiog) with the Father. However, when
he explains this word in terms of Aristotelian logic the unity of the
Godhead is jeopardized. For when the consubstantiality of Father and
Son is compared to that of men like Paul, Peter and James, the two
divine hypostases might seem to be separate to such an extent that
they become two gods. When Cyril makes this comparison in the 77e-
saurus, he does not emphasize the unity.!®> But when he repeats it in
the Dialogues, he adds that there is not a total separation (tnv &iod-
mav datopnv) between the hypostases, like with us men, but that there

155 See nn. 147 and 148. Also, e.g., Thesaurus, 144BC, 232B, 256A—C, 506A-D; Dial.
Trin. 11, 421b—d, 433e—434a, 451de.

156 Thesaurus, 444AB. See also Dial. Trin. 11, 451de.

57 Thesaurus, 445B.

158 Thesaurus, 36A, 101BC; Dial. Trin. 11, 430e¢.

159" Thesaurus, 109A, 316A.

160 Thesaurus, 116B, 140C, 144A—C, 324B; cf. Dial. Trin. 1, 407c.

161 Thesaurus, 140B, 596D.

162 Thesaurus, 316A—C.
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is a natural and ineffable union between them (puowny »oi doontov
évoowy).' In the sixth dialogue he even adds: otherwise there would be
two gods.!%

Cyril’s knowledge of several Aristotelian characteristics of ‘substance’
will be discussed in section 2.5.3. The other categories are mentioned
not nearly as often as substance. ‘Quantity’ and ‘relative’ both play an
important role in 7/esaurus, 145B—-152A, which is the subject of section
2.5.4. ‘Quantity’ is hardly used elsewhere, but ‘relative’ occurs also in
other places in the Thesaurus (see section 2.5.4), while two passages in
the Dialogues on the Trinity are devoted to it, which are examined in
sections 2.5.5 and 2.5.6. ‘Quality’ and its derivatives can only be found
a few times in the two anti-Arian writings. The terms are mentioned,
but hardly discussed, while in several cases they should probably not
be regarded as technical terms.'® We will look at one of the more
important occurrences of ‘quality’ in section 2.5.4.

According to Aristotle, to be equal or unequal (foov / dvicov) is
the proprium of quantity.!®® Scripture, however, speaks of Jesus Christ
as being “equal to God”.'” For Cyril of Alexandria, this means that
the Son is consubstantial with the Father: things that are naturally
(puowmdg) in equality with one another are consubstantial;'® “the Son,
being equal to the Father according to the formula of the substance”;'®
“because he i1s God by nature (pvoet), he 1s equal to God the Beget-
ter”.!”" Conversely, he is unequal to the prophets,'”! and to created
things.!”? Something similar applies to ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ (Suotog / &vo-
uotog). For Aristotle, it is the proprium of ‘quality’ that things are called

163 Dial. Trin. 1, 408bc. See also 409b—d. In his Commentary on John, Cyril writes that
‘consubstantial’ does not apply to us men in exactly the same way (év low ton) as to
the Father and the Word, In Jo. IX.9g, 698 (972d).

16+ Ihid., V1, 592b—d.

165 Thesaurus, 149B, 361C, 452C, 496A, 596A; Dial. Trin. 11, 429ab, 434c¢.

166 Aristotle, Categories, 6a*027; Metaphysics, 1021a'%. Cf. Porphyry, Commentary on Aristo-
tle’s Categories, 110*—111%.

167 John 5:18: “making himself equal to God (foov 1@ ©e®)”; Philippians 2:6: “who,
being in the form of God, did not consider it robbery to be equal to God (ioa ©e@)”.
Ciyril refers quite often to the verse in Philippians. One place in which both verses can
be found side by side is Thesaurus, 140D.

168 Thesaurus, 140D.

169" Ihid., 141D.

170" Ibid., 156B; see also 157A.

171 Ibid., 320AB.

172 Dial. Trin. 1, 414¢d.
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‘like” and ‘unlike’ only with reference to a quality.!”® Thus, two differ-
ent substances may be called ‘like’ each other with respect to a certain
quality, for example, tin and silver with respect to ‘being white’, gold
and fire to ‘being yellow and flame-coloured’.'’* In the Thesaurus, Cyril,
however, speaks of ‘(un)like by nature (vata @Oow) and similar expres-
sions,'” or of ‘natural and substantial likeness (puowny xai ovoLOON TV
ouoiwow)’,'7¢ which, for him, implies consubstantiality. In the Dialogues
he attributes the teaching that the Son is 6uotoov0otog to his Arian oppo-
nents.!”’

Cyril of Alexandria also makes use of the predicables. According to
Labelle, one of the passages in which the archbishop does this “almost
suffices by itself to show how much Cyril is soaked in Aristotelian-
ism”.'7® Labelle gives a French translation of the section, 7hesaurus,
444D—445B, and adds a brief exposition.”” The Arian opponents have
said that dyévnroc—which, as we shall see, in this context should be
translated as ‘uncreated’—is the substance of God. Cyril responds that
everything that is predicated of something else, signifying the essence
(to 1l éotw), 1s either a genus, or a species, or a differentia, or a defini-
tion. This 1s in line with both Aristotle’s and Porphyry’s logic. There-
fore, if ‘uncreated’ is the (secondary) substance of God, it should be one
of these four predicables. Genus and species, however, are predicated of
many things which differ either in species or in number, while only God
is uncreated (since God is not the only being that is unborn,® dyévnrog
must mean ‘uncreated’ here). Therefore, ‘uncreated’ cannot be God’s
genus or species, Cyril argues. The third possibility is that ‘uncreated’
is a definition. But every definition is a formula (Adyog) which tells what
the signified is according to substance (to ti éott »ot’ ovoiav). ‘Uncre-

173 Aristotle, Categories, 11a'> 19 Metaphysics, 1021a't 12, Cf. Porphyry, Commentary on
Aristotle’s Categories, 1397 2.

174 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1054b'13.

175 Thesaurus, 29A, 104D, 109B (puowiis duowdmrog), 316C (puowiy dpowdmta); see
also 132B, 141D, 152CD.

176 Ibid., 232C.

Y77 Dial. Trin. 1, 392d—393a, 394€—395b, 410b. Cyril now distinguishes between ‘natu-
ral likeness’—which corresponds to 6poovotog—and ‘external resemblance’—which he
equates with opoloovotog.

178 Labelle (1979), 29.

179" Ibid., 29—32.

180 In Dial. Trin. I, 427de, Cyril states explicitly that there are many things unborn
(&yévvmrog), which he then uses as an argument why dyévvntog cannot be the substance
of God. See section 2.5.5.
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ated’” is not a formula, but a word (dvoua); therefore, it cannot be a
definition either. The remaining option is that ‘uncreated’ is a differ-
ence, a ‘substantial difference (dtagpood ovouwdng)’, Cyril specifies. But a
differentia only applies to something which is compounded (c0vdetog),
and God is simple and uncompounded (Gmhodg te xai dovvietog). ‘Un-
created’, then, cannot be a differentia of God. The conclusion must be
that ‘uncreated’ fits none of the four predicables, and that, therefore, it
cannot signify the substance of God.

Labelle may be overstating the case, when he infers from this passage
that Cyril is soaked in Aristotelianism, but the archbishop is certainly
playing with the logical concepts. And if he were asked whether it
is proper to apply these rules of logic to God—whom, somewhere
else, Cyril himself has called ‘beyond substance’®—he could rightly
respond that it was not himself who initiated this debate, and that he
is merely refuting the position of his opponents. De Durand takes a
very different stance with regard to Cyril’s understanding of logic, as
we have already seen.'® He regards the Thesauwrus as a work of the
young Cyril, probably from before he became a bishop, and suggests
that the whole work was copied from various older sources.'®® For this,
he bases himself on Liébaert’s research who found that Cyril made
extensive use of the Contra Arianos of his predecessor Athanasius for
about one third of the Thesaurus. Encouraged by this result, Liébaert
searched for other sources for the remaining two thirds of Cyril’s work,
but he could find none. He did find that another third of the 7hesaurus
is directed against Eunomius and that it shows some similarities with
pseudo-Basil’s Adversus Eunomium, which has been attributed to Didymus
the Blind, but these similarities were not sufficient to regard this work
as a source for the 7Thesaurus. He then postulated that the parts of the
Thesaurus that are anti-Eunomian, were borrowed by Cyril from a lost
work of Didymus.'** Since Eunomius made use of Aristotelian logic,
it is not surprising that most of the more logical reasonings of the
Thesaurus are located in the parts written against Eunomius, which—
on Liébaert’s postulation, followed by de Durand—could imply that
Cyril copied his logical arguments from Didymus. However, since this

181 See n. 148.

182 See nn. 2 and 3.

183 De Durand (1976), 25.

18+ Li¢baert (1951). The first chapter (19—43) investigates the borrowings from Contra
Ananos, the second chapter (44-64) the parts that are directed against Eunomius. Some
useful tables can be found on pp. 24f. and 54f.
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train of thought contains several unproven hypotheses, it seems a rather
thin basis for a conclusion about Cyril’s knowledge of logic. More
specific comments from de Durand about the Alexandrian archbishop’s
utilization of logic will be discussed later on in this chapter.

Labelle could have strengthened his case, if he had included the next
two sections of the Thesaurus, 445BC, in his investigation. In the first
section, Cyril argues that ‘uncreated’ signifies ‘not having been created’,
and that it is to be compared to ‘capable of laughing’ in man and
‘capable of neighing’ in horse. They are propria, and if a proprium
(to0 éxdotou dwov) 1s not itself a substance, but is attached (mgoodv)
to a substance, then ‘uncreated’ is not a substance either, but one of
God’s propria. In the second section, Cyril states that ‘uncreated’ is
predicated of God as something inseparable (éymototov), like ‘white’
with a swan or with snow. And substances are not understood on the
basis of their inseparable attributes, but on the basis of what they are
themselves. Therefore, when someone knows that God is ‘uncreated’
he does not know God’s substance, but he knows that ‘not having
been created’ is attached to his substance. Here, the archbishop makes
correct use of several notions that we have come across in Porphyry’s
writings: the proprium, with laughing and neighing as examples,'® and
the inseparable attribute.!®

Already in chapter II of the 7hesaurus (28B—32B), Cyril of Alexandria
has referred to some predicables in his argumentation. There, he
gives another reason why it is not helpful if ‘uncreated’ is regarded
as a differentia: a differentia only makes sense if it is added to a
substance, for example, the differentiae ‘rational, mortal, receptive of
intelligence and knowledge’ are added to the substance ‘living being’
in the definition of man. If, then, ‘uncreated’ would be a differentia of
God it would be more useful to search for the substance to which the
differentia is added.'® As for the suggestion that ‘uncreated’ could be a
definition, he here states that a definition should consist of a genus and
a differentia or differentiae. Thus, ‘uncreated’ cannot be a definition
for two reasons: (1) there is no genus to which it could belong; (2) a
definition cannot consist of only one word.!® Besides, according to the
philosophers, definitions should not be given on the basis of opposites

185 Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, 94> 3; idem, Isagoge, 121022,
186 Porphyry, Isagoge, 812 1%, g7 11, 1224135,

187 Thesaurus, 28CD.

188 Ibid., 29BC.

® ® ©
S 3
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(8w TV dvuxewévov), but on the basis of what they are. For example,
one should not define ‘white’ as ‘not black’. And since ‘uncreated’
means ‘not created’, the indication would be based on opposites, and
this i3 not sound, Cyril writes.!® This reasoning is reminiscent of a
passage in the Topics, in which Aristotle—using different terminology—
states that it is better not to divide a genus by means of a negation
(dmogdoe). Thus, a line should not be defined as ‘length without
breadth’. But an exception should be made for privations, such as
‘blind’, which is ‘not having sight, when it is natural to have it’.!** Once
again, then, the archbishop of Alexandria applies logic correctly.

In the last section of chapter II, however, Cyril seems to inter-
pret his opponents’ position, which is that ‘uncreated’ is a definition,
strangely.!"! First, he says that if it is a definition it must be convertible
(&vtioteéper). For example, if the definition of ‘man’ is ‘rational, mortal
living being, receptive of intelligence and knowledge’, then, conversely,
someone who is a rational, mortal living being, receptive of intelligence
and knowledge, must be a man. This is indeed in line with Aristotle’s
logic.'? But then he concludes that “uncreated’ cannot be a definition,
since not all substances are uncreated, only God is. This seems illogical,
for it presupposes that ‘uncreated” would be regarded as the definition
of ‘substance’, while his opponents no doubt meant it to be a definition
of ‘God’.

In the Dialogues, too, Cyril speaks of the predicables. The most rel-
evant passage will be discussed in section 2.5.5. Twice, we have seen
Cyril define ‘man’ as a ‘rational, mortal living being, receptive of intel-
ligence and knowledge’. This is the longer of Porphyry’s definitions of
man, which he mentions at the beginning of his Commentary on Aristo-
tle’s Categories.'* Cyril repeats this definition several times in both anti-
Arian writings.'"* He also uses Porphyry’s shorter definition, ‘rational,
mortal living being’,'* sometimes after he has first given the longer
definition.!* The Alexandrian archbishop, thus, consistently employs a

189 Ibid., 29D.

190 Aristotle, Topics, 143b"—144a*.

U Thesaurus, 32AB.

192 Aristotle, Zopics, 103b7 12 (Gvtieatnyopeiodan); 154a%7—h? (dvriotoégew).
193 See n. 112.

9% Thesaurus, 109A, 444A; Dial. Trin. 11, 425¢; VII, 634de.

195 See n. 111.

196 Thesaurus, 444AC, 596B; Dial. Trin. 1, 408¢; 11, 427c.

©
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neo-Platonic, rather than the original Aristotelian definition of man,
‘two-footed (terrestrial) living being’.'”

De Durand regards the fact that Cyril applies the word idtotg both
to the particularity of Father and Son and to the divine attributes
they have in common, “one sign among others” that the archbishop
does not care to delimit his terms properly.!”® Since we have seen that
Porphyry in a similar way uses id16tg for the particular characteristics
of Socrates and for the attributes of man in general,' de Durand’s
argumentation is flawed.

2.5.3. Thesaurus, Chapter 111

Chapter III of the 7hesaurus (32B—36D) is discussed in some detail by
Boulnois, as one of the texts of which she has not found an equivalent
with Cyril’s predecessors.?® According to the title, the chapter’s aim is
to defend the position “that ‘uncreated’ (dyévnrog) is not [a] substance
(ovota), but that it only signifies that God has not been created”.
Boulnois selects four of the syllogisms, each of which deals with one
of the characteristics of substance.

(a) “There is nothing contrary to a substance”.”! Since, then, ‘cre-
ated’ i1s contrary to ‘uncreated’, ‘uncreated’ cannot be a substance,
Cyril argues. Boulnois simply restates the argument, without further
comment. The examples given by Aristotle are ‘a particular man’, the
species ‘man’, and the genus ‘living being’. In order for the argument to
hold, ‘uncreated’ must be regarded as the name of a substance, similar
to ‘man’.

(b) “A substance is predicated synonymously of all things” of which it
is predicated.?”? If ‘uncreated’ is ‘substance’ it must, therefore, be pred-
icated of all substances or of all things under ‘substance’, says Cyril.
And he asks the rhetorical question: if ‘uncreated’ is not predicated of
all things, while ‘substance’ is, how can they be the same thing? This
argumentation presupposes a different understanding of the sentence

197 See nn. 76 and ¢8.

198 See n. 2.

199 Porphyry, Isagoge, 7' 7.

200 Boulnois (1994), 195-197.

200 Thesaurus, 32B. Cf. Aristotle, Categories, 3b>*25; Porphyry, Commentary, 96°°.
202 Thesaurus, 32D. Cf. Aristotle, Categories, 3a% 3.
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“‘uncreated’ is ‘substance’” than under (a)—something that Boulnois
does not note. Here it refers, not to the name of a substance (similar to
‘man’), but to the highest genus ‘substance’ itself. For only if it is under-
stood in this way can one say that it is predicated of all substances and
of all things under ‘substance’. This example shows once again that
in the Thesaurus the polemical goal is dominant, and that Cyril is not
building a dogmatic system. He refutes side by side two different ways
in which the sentence “‘uncreated’ is ‘substance’” may be interpreted.
That it is highly unlikely that his opponents had the highest genus ‘sub-
stance’ in mind when they wrote this phrase, does not seem to bother
him.?® We have seen a similar case with regard to the last section of
chapter IL.2*

39

(c) “One substance is not more or less a substance than another”.2% If
‘uncreated’ were a substance, it could not be more, and something else
could not be less than it. But what is uncreated transcends everything,
and therefore, ‘uncreated’ cannot be a substance, according to Cyril.
Boulnois rightly comments that Cyril lets himself be carried away in
trying to refute Eunomius. For from ‘more of a substance’” he jumps to
‘superior perfection’. Aristotle merely wants to say that God, insofar as
he is regarded as a substance, is not more of a substance than man,
or for that matter, any other substance. This does not imply that God
would not be more than man or than other creatures in another sense.

It might be added that Cyril does not use Aristotle’s vocabulary,
which is repeated in Porphyry’s Commentary: The two philosophers
speak of “not admitting (émdéyeodar) a more or a less”, while Cyril
states that “one substance is not more or less than another substance
(ovola 8¢ ovotag ovn Eom wdrhov xai Mrrov)”. Using the words of
the latter phrase, Aristotle even writes explicitly that he does not
mean that one substance cannot be more or less of a substance than
another substance. This refers to his view that primary substances are
more properly called substances than secondary substances (genera and
species), as also Porphyry explains. It appears, then, that Cyril did not
have the Categories in front of him when he wrote this syllogism. One
may even wonder whether he understood what Aristotle wanted to say.

203 Cyril himself even says so towards the end of chapter III: “If ‘uncreated’ is only
with respect to God substance, as they say, ...” (Thesaurus, 36D).

204 See n. 191.

205 Thesaurus, 32D-33A. Cf. Aristotle, Categories, 3b* 3%, Porphyry, Commentary, ¢7°% 2.
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(d) “It is a property of substance to receive opposites”.?®® Therefore,
if “‘uncreated’ were a substance, it would be receptive of opposites.
It seems that in a brief and somewhat cryptic sentence, Cyril then
reasons as follows: ‘to create’ and ‘not to create’ are opposites which
are received by God,*” but the opposite of ‘uncreated’ is not received
by him, for ‘having been created’ does not apply to God. Therefore,
‘uncreated’ is not a substance. Boulnois hails this as an example of
Cyril’s knowledge of Aristotelian logic: not only does he reproduce
Aristotle’s argument, using his vocabulary, but also Cyril rightly calls
this characteristic the proprium (idwov) of substance. This may be true,
but one can ask questions about Cyril’s application of this characteris-
tic. For although a substance can receive opposites, this does not imply
that it can receive the opposite of all its attributes. For example, a sub-
stance cannot receive the opposites of its propria: it is a proprium of
man to be capable of laughing, therefore, a man cannot be ‘not capa-
ble of laughing’. Thus, from the fact that ‘uncreated’ cannot receive its
opposite, ‘having been created’, one cannot conclude that it is not a
substance.

Besides the four syllogisms considered in this section, chapter III of
the 7hesaurus contains another one which is worth mentioning, since it
touches on the category of relative. It will be discussed in more detail
towards the end of section 2.5.4.

2.5.4. Thesaurus, Chapter X1

In this section we investigate part of chapter XI of the Thesaurus:
140B-156B. Both Labelle and Boulnois devote several pages to Cyril
of Alexandria’s use of Aristotelian logic in this chapter. Labelle gives
a French translation of 145B-148A, Boulnois of 144D-149C, in which
she incorporates Labelle’s text.?® Boulnois starts with Eunomius’s first
objection and Cyril’s response to it (140B—-144D). Eunomius argues that
things of the same substance and the same nature are not greater
or smaller according to nature (puow@s). In an example he replaces

206 Thesaurus, 33D. Cf. Aristotle, Categories, 4a'°''; Porphyry, Commentary, 98%.

207 This is in line with his argumentation in Thesaurus, 448A: although God is Creator
according to substance, before the constitution of the universe he did not actually (tfj
éveQyelq) create; in our thinking, then, it is an accident to God.

208 Labelle (1979), 24—29; the translation on pp. 26—27. Boulnois (1994), 197—209; the
translation on pp. 206-209.
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‘according to nature’ by ‘according to the formula / principle of the
substance (xatd TOV THg ovoiag Adyov): one man is not greater than
another man according to the formula / principle of the substance, nor
one horse greater than another horse. Since, then, the Son says that
the Father is greater than himself, he cannot be of the same substance,
Eunomius concludes. Cyril first uses several scriptural and metaphysical
arguments against the Arian position, and ends with a logical argument
(144A-D), at which we will have a closer look.

Cyril begins by turning Eunomius’s reasoning upside down: it is only
things that are consubstantial that are properly (xvoiwg) compared, for
it would be foolish to say that an ox is greater than a man, or the
other way round. Therefore, if the Son compares himself with the
Father, calling him greater, they must be consubstantial. The general
rule that only consubstantial things are properly compared is not in
accordance with Aristotle’s logic: as we have seen, the philosopher
himself compares things of different substance, as long as one of their
qualities is similar, like fire and gold.?” Boulnois shows, however, that
the Thesaurus shares this reasoning with pseudo-Basil’s De Trinitate.*'

Then follows the logical refutation of Eunomius’s argumentation.
Cyril agrees with his opponent that one consubstantial thing is not
greater or smaller than another consubstantial thing according to
the formula of the substance. But they do differ with respect to the
accidents (megl ta ovpPepnrota). Thus, one man may be greater than
another man in bodily size or strength, in greatness of soul, or in
sharpness of mind, but the formula of the substance is the same for
both. Similarly, the Father and the Son have the same substance, but
the Father is called ‘greater’ as the origin (Goyn) of his co-eternal
offspring.

Boulnois interprets this reasoning in terms of the major, the minor
and the conclusion of the syllogism. Eunomius’s major contains a
restriction—"greater’ does not apply to consubstantial things ‘according
to the formula / principle of the substance’—which does not return
in his minor—the Father is greater than the Son. Therefore, his
conclusion that Father and Son are not consubstantial is invalid. Cyril
shows that the minor without the restriction—the Father is greater than
the Son—-can be interpreted in a different way: while consubstantial,

209 See n. 174.
210 Boulnois (1994), 193.



108 CHAPTER TWO

the Father i1s the origin of the Son.?!' Cyril merely, but correctly,
gives the argument, without employing the technical terminology of
syllogisms.

In his second objection, Eunomius argues that if the Father is greater
than the Son, the Son is unlike the Father, and the two are not
consubstantial. A large part of Cyril’s response consists in showing
that Eunomius employs “the art of Aristotle (1} Agiototéhovg téxvn)”
unlearnedly. Within the space of one column of Migne’s Patrologia
Graeca (145B-148A), the philosopher is mentioned by name seven times,
while the initial description of a relative in the Categories is quoted
verbatim.””> And Cyril 1s by no means “severe on Aristotle”, as de
Ghellinck writes;*”® as “the inventor of such an art” the Stagirite
is rather referred to as an authority. It is his Arian opponents on
whom Cyril is severe, because they have worldly wisdom in higher
esteem than divine Scripture, and because they apply Aristotle’s art
unlearnedly. It is on the basis of this passage that Labelle concludes that
its author “possesses a real philosophical skill and a perfect mastery of
Aristotelian analytics”,?'* and that Boulnois writes that Cyril “not only
knows the general rules of Aristotelian logic, but also its subtleties”.?!
We will follow Cyril’s reasoning step by step and discuss Labelle’s and
Boulnois’s comments.

The archbishop of Alexandria is astounded that from a statement
about ‘greater’ (uetCov) his opponents should conclude that Father and
Son are ‘unlike’ (dvopoiog), since ‘unlike’ and ‘greater’ are not classified
in the same genus. ‘Greater’ and ‘smaller’ are said of things that have a
relation (t@v meodg © éxdvtwv), while ‘like” and ‘unlike” belong to another
category (ratnyoopia), which Cyril does not specify at this point. Both
Labelle and Boulnois accept this argumentation, which is surprising,
because for Aristotle ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ do belong to the category of
relative:

211 Boulnois, idem, 198, gives another interpretation of the ‘greater’: the economy, that
is, the incarnation of the Son. Cyril does mention this as well, in the previous syllogism.

212 The beginning of the seventh chapter of the Categories, 6a%6-b', is quoted verbatim
in Thesaurus, 148A, with the exception of the clause ‘for it is called larger than
something’, which is omitted. This is not to say that Cyril had a copy of the Categories in
front of him; the text may have come to him through a third party.

213 See n. 43.

214 See n. 11.

215 See n. 19.
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Relatives seem also to admit of a more and a less. For a thing is called
more similar (uowov) and less similar, and more unequal (Gvioov) and less
unequal; and each of these is relative (mpdg m 8v), since what is similar
is called similar /0 something and what is unequal unequal f something.
But not all admit of a more and a less; for what is double, or anything
like that, is not called more double or less double.?!®

We will return to this misunderstanding shortly, but first, we will follow
Cyril’s reasoning.

The archbishop continues with an alternative, which he does not
borrow from the Eunomians, but which he makes up himself: it would
have been better to conclude from the ‘greater’ to ‘not equal’ or ‘not so
great’. This, however, would imply that ‘greater’ and ‘smaller’ belong
to the category of quantity (to moodv), Cyril argues. As part of this
fabricated alternative he writes: “For Aristotle framed the law that,
not relatives (ta mdg T mwg €yovta), but ‘greater’ or ‘smaller’ are
subordinate (bmoxelodar) to quantity”.?” He does not mention it, but
the underlying argument may be that the proprium of quantity is ‘being
called both equal and unequal’, which might suggest that ‘equal’ and
‘unequal’ and, therefore, also ‘greater’ and ‘smaller’ belong to quantity.
He then sums up the seven kinds of quantities that Aristotle gives—
number, language, line, surface, body, time, and place?'*—and comes to
the conclusion that ‘greater’ is not among them, so that this alternative
is not a solution either.

Labelle regards this second argumentation as clear evidence that
Cyril knows Aristotle very well. In discussing it, Boulnois makes a
category mistake herself. By assigning ‘greater’ to quantity Cyril places
it in the same category as ‘equal’, she writes. And in a note she
adds: “Not only does ‘equal’ belong to the category of quantity, it
is even the distinctive characteristic which allows this category to be
recognized and defined”.?"? It is correct that ‘equal’ is the distinctive

216 Aristotle, Categories, 6b'9 27, in the translation of Ackrill: Aristotle (199o).

21700 yao 10 RO TL mwg Exovra, GALG TO peiCov 1§ Fhartov Vmoxelodal TG TOOGH
vevopodétnuey 1| "Agtototéhovg téxvn (1 hesaurus, 145D). The translation of Labelle (1979),
26 (copied by Boulnois), seems incorrect: “La doctrine d’Aristote fixe alors le ‘plus
grand’ et le ‘plus petit’, non comme des choses se rapportant de quelque fagon a autre
chose, mais comme sujet de la quantité”. Not td 10dg ti mwg €ovta and vmoxeiodar 1@
moo@ are placed in opposition to each other, but ta 7dg T mwg Eovra and to peiCov
i| €hattov. And although the technical meaning of vmoxeioda is ‘to underlie’ or ‘to be
subject to’, it makes more sense to translate it here as ‘to be subordinate to’.

218 Aristotle, Categories, 4b%3 2. See also Porphyry, Commentary, 105 1.

219 Boulnois (1994), 199, n. 89.
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characteristic of the category of quantity, but ‘equal’ itself belongs
to another category, that of relative, as we have just seen in the
quotation from the Categories. Porphyry must have realized that this
may be confusing and spends some time in his Commentary explaining
the difference.?

This same difference between a category itself and the category of
its proprium may be the reason that Cyril as well as Labelle and
Boulnois think that ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ do not belong to the relatives.
Cyril does not say so directly, but Labelle and Boulnois are probably
right in deducing that he regards ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ as qualities.?!
This may be due to the fact that Aristotle and Porphyry both regard
being called ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ as the proprium of quality,?? and to the
misconception that the proprium of quality is itself also a quality, and
not a relative.

We return to Cyril’s text. He now starts a series of argumentations to
show that ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ do not belong to the category of relative,
and that, therefore, one cannot logically move from ‘greater’ to “unlike’,
as Eunomius does. He first quotes Aristotle’s initial description of a
relative.? Then he discusses the different ways in which ‘greater’ and
‘smaller’ on the one hand, and ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ on the other hand
are opposed to each other (&vtirerray): ‘greater’ is said as greater than
the ‘smaller’, but ‘like’ is not said as greater than the ‘unlike’ (148AB).
Boulnois rightly comments that Cyril should have said: “but ‘like’ is
not said as like the ‘unlike’”. He then elaborates on this and refers
to one of the properties of relatives that Aristotle mentions: they are
‘simultancous by nature (duo ... tfj @voel).?** ‘Great’ cannot exist
without ‘small’; neither ‘double’ without ‘half’. But ‘like’ can very well
exist without ‘unlike’. ‘Unlike’, then, is a privation (otégnoig), and a
possession and its opposite privation do not exist simultaneously, but a
privation is secondary to the possession. Therefore, ‘like’ and ‘unlike’
do not belong to the relatives, Cyril concludes.

220 Porphyry, Commentary, 114*—115'%. He also writes that relatives cannot be con-
ceived without some other category, and that ‘equal’ and ‘unequal’ also belong to the
category of quality (114% ', 115+ 12).

21 Labelle (1979), 29; Boulnois (1994), 202—204. Boulnois makes plausible that Mig-
ne’s text needs to be corrected: in Thesaurus, 149B, dvenidexta must be replaced by
énidenta.

222 Aristotle, Categories, 112516, idem, Metaphysics, 1021a''1%; Porphyry, Commentary,
1201721

3977

223 See n. 212.

224 Aristotle, Categories, 7b'.
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Boulnois accepts this last reasoning insofar as she interprets the
criterion ‘simultaneous by nature’ as belonging to the strict relatives:
although ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ might be called relatives according to
the initial broader description, they are not relatives in the strict
sense.”” However, she fails to recognize the mistakes the Alexandrian
archbishop makes in his argumentation. It is true that, according to
Aristotle, possession comes first and may be followed by privation. The
philosopher writes this in the Postpraedicamenta—of the content of which
Cyril thus shows knowledge.?”® But ‘unlike’ does not necessarily follow
‘like’, for two things may also change in the opposite direction: from
being ‘unlike’ to being ‘like’ each other. ‘Unlike’ and ‘like’, then, are
not a privation and a possession.

More importantly, from the fact that ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ are not
simultaneous by nature, one cannot conclude that they are not relatives,
as Cyril does. The proper conclusion is that they are not correlatives
(dvuotoégovta). Just as the correlative of the relative ‘knowledge’ is
not ‘ignorance’, but ‘the knowable’,?”” so the correlative of ‘like’ is not
‘unlike’, but something like ‘like in return’. In the Dialogues Cyril is more
aware of the importance of proper correlation,”® to which Aristotle
gave special attention with neologisms like ‘ruddered’, but here in the
T hesaurus he does not seem to realize it, and neither does Boulnois.

In the course of this discussion, Cyril makes another logical mistake
which is not noted by Boulnois (148D-149A). He writes regarding
the names that have a relation with each other (that is, correlatives,
although Cyril does not use this term): if one of them is taken away
the other will be taken away with it. This is in line with Aristotle’s
logic: it is a consequence of their being simultaneous by nature. It is in
the example he gives, however, that the archbishop errs. He suggests
that there is a man and something which is unlike that man, and then
says: when this something is taken away, “the being, that is, the man
(to 6v, tovtéotv 6 dvdowmog)” is not taken away with it; therefore,
‘like” and ‘unlike’ do not belong to the things that are said to have a
relation to each other. Besides the error of treating ‘like’ and ‘unlike’
as correlatives, Cyril also does not distinguish between the relative and

225 Boulnois (1994), 201 f.

226 Aristotle, Categories, 12b' 2% 1323136, Again, Cyril’s knowledge of Aristotle’s teach-
ing about possession and privation does not necessarily imply that he has read the
Postpraedicamenta; he may know it from a secondary source.

227" Jbid., 6b33 36,

228 Dial. Trin. 11, 431¢-433a. See section 2.5.5.
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the substance to which the relative belongs as an accident.?”” When
something which is unlike a man is taken away, not the substance, the
man himself; is also taken away, but merely one of its accidents, namely,
the relative which could be described as ‘unlike that something’. That
the man himself is not taken away, then, is not an indication that
‘unlike’ is not a relative, as Cyril suggests.

A final characteristic of relatives that Cyril employs as an argument
why ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ are not relatives is that—according to him—
they do not admit of a more and a less (149AB). He reasons that
‘greater’, ‘smaller’, ‘double’ and ‘half” do not admit of a more and a
less, while ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ do, just as ‘virtue’, and that, therefore, ‘like’
and ‘unlike’ are not relatives. Labelle and Boulnois are probably right
in interpreting a difficult sentence of Cyril’s in such a way that ‘like’,
‘unlike’ and ‘virtue’ are regarded as qualities.”’ But they fail to mention
that Cyril’s reasoning is not in agreement with Aristotelian logic. As
we have seen, Aristotle himself declares that some relatives admit of a
more and a less, while others do not. He even gives ‘like’ as an example
of a relative that does admit of a more and a less, while ‘double’ is one
which does not.?! Thus, from the fact that ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ admit of
a more and a less one cannot conclude that they do not belong to the
relatives, as Cyril does.

This is as far as Labelle and Boulnois comment on chapter XI
of the Thesaurus. Our analysis shows that the Alexandrian archbishop
certainly did have knowledge of Aristotelian logic, but that in these
passages he does not display the kind of mastery of subtleties which
both modern commentators suggest.

In these passages, Cyril employs a number of expressions to indicate
relatives. Five times he uses Aristotle’s term [ta] meog T, but we also
encounter ta mEog T &xovra (145C), T mds T mwg Exovia (145D),%
0 meog T Exovta v dvoudtwv (148A, B and D), [ta] moog Etegov
© heyoduevo (148C) and td meog dMnho Aeyoueva (149A). Boulnois
comments that Cyril does not use the technical term oyéows, employed
by Aristotle’s commentators.?** Although this may be an indication for

229 We have seen in n. 109 that Porphyry calls the substance the substrate (bmoxei-
uevov) of the relative.

230 See n. 221.

231 See n. 216. Ackrill translates 8potog with ‘similar’ instead of with ‘like’.

232 This is reminiscent of an expression Aristotle uses in his stricter definition of a
relative, Categories, 8a%2: oig 1O eivan TadTOV £0TL TG TQEOS TL TTWG FYELV.

233 Boulnois (1994), 205.
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the sources to which the archbishop turned for his knowledge of logic,
it is not likely that he will have used Aristotle’s Categories itself, for then
he probably would not have made some of the mistakes that we have
encountered. It should be added that, before Cyril mentions the next
objection from the Arians, he does use the term oyéows once (149C). He
reasons that, when the Father is called ‘greater’ it brings along “that
which is in relation to him (t0 év oyéoer ) mEoOg avtdv)”, that is, the
Son. We find a similar argumentation in response to the next objection,
which states that the Father is always (éet), while the Son is not:

For what is called greater than something would not be greater if not
something else, which is smaller, will certainly accompany it, in relation
to which (moog 8) it being measured, it will appear as greater in relation
to it (weog avto) (153B).

Without using the technical terminology, Cyril applies the rule that
correlatives are simultaneous by nature.

Chapter XI is the part of the Thesaurus in which relatives are treated
most extensively. The syllogism in chapter III, already mentioned at the
end of section 2.5.3, reads:

If ‘the uncreated’ has a relation (dvagopd) to ‘uncreatedness’, but the
substance of God does not have a relation (oyéoig) to anything, how can
that which somehow has a relation (10 mpdg i mwg € ov) be the same as
the substance which does not have a relation to anything (tf] mpog undév
éyovon ovoiq)? (330).

It appears that the three terms for relatives are employed synonymously
here. Since the above quotation is the whole content of the syllogism
and the surrounding syllogisms do not touch on relatives, not too much
should be read into Cyril’s use of these terms here.

We encounter the term oyéolg also in several other places of the
Thesaurus. It is used for the relation between the Father and the Son,
between God and creatures, and of creatures with each other. Creatures
have an external relation with God ‘by participation (uetoyuxdg)’,**
while the Son has a relation with the Father ‘naturally (puowdg)’, ‘a
natural relation (oyxéolg guown)’.?

234 Thesaurus, 200B. See also ibid., 45A, 65CD, 184A, 452B. See for the difference
between ‘by participation” and ‘by nature’, section 3.2.2.
235 Jbid., 120B. See also ibid., 92D, 101C, 117A.
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2.5.5. Dialogues on the Trinity //

According to de Durand, part of the second dialogue—mnamely, 424d—
431a—1is “a development of a strongly arid technicalness, borrowed
from an elementary textbook on logic”, which interrupts a discussion of
a more religious nature about &yévvnrog.?* The end of this intermezzo
is allegedly signalled by a return to the baptismal formula in 431b,
which was already cited in 422c. However, when we examine the
context of this passage in more detail, it appears that the flow of
Cyril of Alexandria’s argumentation is not interrupted, neither at the
beginning, nor at the end of this section.

The title of the second dialogue is: “That the Son is both co-eternal
with God the Father and born (yevyntdg) from him by nature” (417a).
Soon the discussion turns to the status of the terms ‘born’ and ‘unborn’
(&yévvnrog).?” B (or Hermias), A’s (or Cyril’s) partner-in-dialogue, says
that being ‘unborn’ and being ‘born’ are not the same thing, and that,
therefore, Father and Son must also be different (419d). A answers that,
although they are different, this does not mean that they are different
as God, which evokes B’s question: is ‘unborn’, then, an accident of God
the Father (421b)? A denies this, with a reference to naturally inherent
attributes, which are neither independent substances nor accidents, but
he leaves open how ‘unborn’ fits into this metaphysics (this will be
discussed in chapter g). He rather stresses that Christ did not call God
‘unborn’, but ‘Father’, and gives several biblical quotations, including
the baptismal formula in 422¢, which de Durand mentions.

In 423b, B responds that ‘they’—the opponents—say that by the
word ‘unborn’ the nature of God the Father is defined (6oiCeotau),
and since the Son is born, he must be of a different nature than the
Father. This question starts off a whole debate whether ‘unborn’ can
be regarded as the definition of the Father’s nature, which lasts until
429b, where B admits that indeed it cannot. A’s first counter-argument
is that if ‘born’ is the definition of the Son’s nature, he must be on
the same level as others who are born, and thus a creature, while he
himself has said that he is from above (John 8:23). Then, in 424d—
where, in de Durand’s view, the technical development starts—he says

236 See n. 3.

237 It is clear from the opposition to the birth of the Son that &yévvntog means
‘unborn’ here, and not ‘uncreated’. This is confirmed by Cyril’s statement in 427e that
there are countless things dyévvnrog, something which would not apply to ‘uncreated’.
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that a definition (6pog) is something that has the power of limitation (1o
ootopod dvvauv €yxov), and he implies that it is impudence to suggest
that we could speak of God’s boundaries.

A’s next argument is one that we have already encountered in the
Thesaurus, but on which he now elaborates: a definition is not given
by one word, but by a formula. The definition of man is given as an
example. He then states that a definition starts with a genus, to which
a substantial difference or differences (odowwdn dagoedv, #tor dua-
odc) are added (425¢). Besides ‘substantial difference’ Cyril also uses
the expressions ‘natural (guown) difference’ and ‘specific (eldomoldg)
difference’. The latter term can be found both with Aristotle and with
Porphyry.?* A now starts an argumentation based on Aristotelian logic.
If “‘unborn’ is a definition, it must be either a genus or a differentia. To
speak of a genus with regard to God, who is unlike everything else, is
hardly proper, but let us suppose ‘unborn’ is his genus, says A. A genus
does not indicate in what way it differs from something else; in this
case, then, ‘unborn’ cannot mean ‘not having been born’. What is then
the difference between Father and Son? On the other hand, if ‘unborn’
is a differentia, they should say to what genus it is added, which once
more they cannot. Therefore, ‘unborn’, being neither a genus nor a
differentia, cannot be a definition, A concludes (427b).

He continues with another argument: according to those who are
well-versed in these things, to every definition the so-called conversion
(v zahovuévnv dvuiotgogiiv) is applicable. For example, if a man is
a rational, mortal living being, then, conversely, a rational, mortal
living being is a man. And similarly for a horse and a living being
capable of neighing. We have already come across this argument in
the Thesaurus.*® In a note to this passage, de Durand writes that
avtioteogn seems to be used more for propositions than for definitions,
but that a certain Stoic author affirms its use for definitions.?! He
does not refer to Aristotle’s Zopics, which does state that a definition
must be convertible.?*? Once again, de Durand’s assessment of Cyril
of Alexandria’s knowledge of Aristotelian logic is inaccurate. A applies
this rule to ‘unborn’: if it is the definition of God the Father, it should

238 Thesaurus, 28B-32B, 444D-445B. See section 2.5.2.

239 Aristotle, Topics, 143b% 9. Porphyry, Isagoge, 6'3 1 (with a reference to Plato), 8122
101819 19510,

240 See n. 191.

241 De Durand, SC 231, 380, n. * to Dial. Trin. 11, 427.

242 See n. 192.
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be convertible, that is, if something is unborn, it must be the substance
of God. This, however, is not the case, for there are countless things
unborn. Thus, ‘unborn’ cannot be a definition of God.

Cyril still adds another reason why ‘unborn’ may not be regarded
as a definition, one which, in different words, he has also applied
to ‘uncreated’ in the Thesauwrus (29D): a definition is based on what
something is, not on what it is not. For example, fire is defined as a
hot and dry body, and water as a wet and cold body. We do not define
fire by saying that it is a body which is neither wet nor cold, nor water
by saying that is a body which is neither hot nor dry. Therefore, since
‘unborn’ means that God the Father is not born, it cannot be regarded
as a definition (428a).

Cyril’s next argument is that definitions do not have an opposite
(dvtdiaotol)) and do not belong to the relatives (tdv mdg ), of
which mentioning one always evokes the other. So it is with left and
right: when one is mentioned, the other also comes to mind. And
this also applies to someone born and the person who gave birth or
begot. But this does not hold for substances and their definitions. A
man is ‘man’ and a stone is ‘stone’, and these indications are not the
opposite (dwaotol)) of anything. But the term ‘unborn’ calls to mind
‘born’. How, then, can it be a definition, Cyril asks. Here, he combines
two characteristics of substances and applies them to definitions and
secondary substances: (1) they do not have opposites; (2) according
to the stricter definition of relatives, substances do not belong to the
relatives. Again, Cyril does not use the technical term ‘correlatives’
(&vtiotoépovta), but his examples of left and right, and of ‘someone
born’ and ‘the person who gave birth or begot’ form two sets of
correlatives. ‘Unborn’ and ‘born’ are not correlatives, but they are
contraries.

By now, B concedes that ‘they’—Cyril’s opponents—are willing to
drop the term ‘definition’, and he replaces it by ‘substance’: ‘unborn’
is the substance of the Father, ‘born’ that of the Son, and “the quality
of the names defines for us very well the substantial difference” (429b).
A responds that this ‘correction’ does not help. His first argument is
that if ‘unborn’ is the substance of God, then everything unborn is
God’s substance, “or has ‘unborn’ as formula (hoyog) of the substance”,
and there are countless things unborn, for example, the sun, the moon,
and the stars, for these things have not come into being by birth (dua
vevvnoews; 430a). As first interpretation of the phrase ‘“unborn” is
God’s substance’, then, boils down to the same thing as ‘“unborn”
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is the definition of God’, since the formula is the expression of the
definition. And he re-employs the argument of convertibility without
using this technical term.

A second interpretation of the phrase ‘ “unborn” is God’s substance’
is that ‘unborn’ does not refer to genus, species or differentia, but
that it is merely a name indicating the substance. If similarly ‘born’
is a name for the substance of the Son, what is then the difference
between the two, A asks, for there is no distinction between one
substance and another “insofar as we say and think that substances
are” (430¢). This is resuming the argument of Thesaurus, 32D—93A,
using different terminology, and now applying Aristotle’s characteristic
that “one substance is not more or less a substance than another”
correctly?® A continues: on this interpretation, “‘unborn’ no longer
means that the Father has not been born, nor ‘born’ that the Son has
been born. It can then be asked: “What argumentation will set out the
difference in person and hypostasis (tv év mQ0O0MTW TE %Ol VTOOTACEL
dwagopadv) of the Father in relation to (mpdg) the Son, or of the Son in
relation to (mpdg) the Father?” Because the teaching of the faith is at
stake, we do not admit that in these things the meaning of the words
is destroyed, A adds. In this context, A refers to the baptismal formula
again: we were really not far away from the knowledge of God, when
we were baptised in the Father, the Son and the holy Spirit (431b). This
reference has a clear function in the course of Cyril’s reasoning, and it
is not an indication of the end of an intermezzo, at which the thread of
422c¢ 1s picked up again, as de Durand suggests.

Leaving the notion of substance aside, B now responds to A’s latest
point: the opponents do not drop the meaning of ‘Father’. For them,
it means that God is the Creator; as creatures, we too call him ‘Our
Father’. A first asks whether we call God ‘Father’ because we have been
created by him, or because we have been adopted as sons, and then
turns to a logical exposition, making use of the category of relative.
This is another indication that there is no logical interruption which
ends at 431a: Cyril continues to make use of Aristotelian logic after
his reference to the baptismal formula. He argues that a father has
a relation to (| oyéows meodg) a son, and a product to its producer.
When we associate ‘father’ with ‘product’ instead of with ‘son’, we
are “unskilfully degrading the value of the so-called relatives (v t@v

243 See section 2.5.8, point c.
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rohovuévmv meodg Tt duvawy atéyvog dtpdatovees)”. Cyril does not use
the technical term davuiotoégetv, but it is clear that he is speaking of
proper correlation.

B answers that ‘they’ say that we, human beings, are fathers really
and by nature, while God is called ‘Father’ improperly (xatayonotindg).
A counters this with a biblical rather than a logical argument: the
apostle Paul attributes the principle of fatherhood to God, not to
any of the creatures (Eph. 3:15). But he immediately returns to logic.
After establishing that God was always unborn, and not just since
the creation of the world, he asks in relation to what he was unborn
(b T YA dyévvnrog; 432¢). And he concludes that the Son, who is
born, must have always co-existed with the Father. Cyril uses the rule
that correlatives are simultancous by nature without mentioning the
technical terms. Strictly speaking, though, he employs it incorrectly by
applying it to ‘unborn’ and ‘born’, for the correlative of ‘born’ is ‘that
which gave birth’ or ‘that which begot’, not ‘that which is unborn’. It
would have been better if he had stuck to the terms ‘Father’ and ‘Son’,
for they are indeed correlatives.?*

B now repeats the view that ‘Father’ is applied improperly to God,
and A’s response is the same as the previous time: Paul writes that
the name of fatherhood extends from God, as the first one, to every
rational creature, who has it as an image and by imitation. When B
asks whether being in the image of the Unborn means that creatures
are robbed of the attribute of being born, A (of course) denies this. He
then returns to the phrase, ‘“unborn” is God’s substance’, and starts
an interesting examination of the distinction between substance on the
one hand and accidents and inhering attributes on the other hand. This
passage will be discussed in chapter 3.

It is clear from this investigation that de Durand’s view that a
debate of a religious nature is interrupted by a technical intermezzo
does not hold. The boundaries that he suggests appear to be no
boundaries at all: there is a continuous flow from one argument to
another, both references to the baptismal formula fit well within the
argument at hand, and Cyril’s utilization of Aristotelian logic does
not end after the second mentioning of the formula. Moreover, the
reasoning cannot have been “borrowed from an elementary textbook
on logic”, since it not merely reproduces logical statements, but it

24 Porphyry, Commentary, 115823, mentions ‘father’ and ‘son’ as an example of
correlatives.
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applies them to the subject under discussion, whether ‘unborn’ can
be called God’s definition or substance. Besides, Cyril appears to have
improved his knowledge of logic since he wrote the 7hesaurus. He uses
the technical term ‘conversion’ for definitions and their substances. He
applies correlation of relatives more, though not fully, correctly than in
the older work. And he shows a better understanding of the rule that
“one substance is not more or less a substance than another”.

2.5.6. Dialogues on the Trinity IV and VII

In the fourth dialogue, Cyril of Alexandria briefly takes up the subject
of relatives again (509c—510b). This passage is also interesting because
de Durand comments on it in a note.?” A, the teacher in the dialogue,
starts with the statement that those names that have relations receive
their meaning through both of the names (t¢ 7medg T mwg Exovta TV
dvoudtmv avtd 0L dpgotv onuaiveta). He explains this with the follow-
ing example: if someone learns what ‘right’ means, he will through this
also know what ‘left’ is, and the other way round. He then adds that
‘father’ and ‘son’ belong to the relatives (6vopo t@v medg ), and he
asks “with what something will make a relation (&vagoed) with respect
to these [names], while (xai) the relation (oyéows) [they have| to each
other and the notion (Adyog) that belongs to them is by no means aban-
doned”.?® In other words, could ‘“father” have a relation with something
else than with ‘son’® And B responds that it is thought and said that a
father is in relation with (7wpdg) a son, and a son with a father.

A now applies this to the view of his opponents: how can they call
God ‘Father’ and say that the Son is a creature? Is it not unlearned
to say that the Father is joined to a creature according to the notion
of relative (xatd ye tov 100 O T AOYov)? B agrees: it certainly is,
unless we would say that the Father himself is also a creature, who has
a natural relation to (oxéow guownv v meds) one of the creatures.
A then applies the rule that correlatives are simultaneous by nature,
without stating the rule as such. If there is no Father, who has begotten
naturally, one cannot admit that a Son exists either, he argues. And if

245 De Durand, SC 237, 413416, note * to Dial. Trin. IV, 509. See also: idem, SC 231,
380383, note * to Dial. Trin. 11, 428.

246 Tn his translation, de Durand interprets “the relation they have to each other” to
belong to the first part of the sentence, but it makes more sense if it belongs to the
second part.
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there 1s no Son, who has been born, neither is there a Father. It is the
truth, then, that each exists together and disappears together with the
other one (rai ovvvgeoTdvar xai ouvavaigeiotar d” dupotv éxdtegov). It
is typical for Cyril of Alexandria that he introduces this argument by
(a free rendering of) a Bible verse which, in his view, says something
similar: “He denies the Father as well as the Son; and he who denies
the Son, does not have the Father either” (1 John 2:22-23).

Cyril’s whole argumentation in this passage is in line with Aris-
totelian logic. And the terminology is similar to that in the Thesaurus.
Relatives are called mpog T or T mEOg Ti WG EYovia TOV dvoudT®V,
while the relations between them are indicated by the words dvagopd
and oyéoug, which seem to be used as synonyms. Besides, he speaks of a
‘natural relation’ between beings of the same nature.

In his notes, de Durand discusses briefly the ways in which the
Church Fathers have made use of the relation between a father and
a son in their teaching about the divine Father and Son, and how
gradually technical terminology began to play a role in it. He notes
that Cyril of Alexandria employs the Aristotelian mdg w, but also the
later oy¢oig, and regards a Stoic influence on his use of td mEdg T TG
éyovta unlikely. He sees, however, a clear difference between oyéowg and
avagood in the Dialogues. While oyéowg supposedly has an ontological
value, dvagood—which he consistently translates with ‘référence’—is
a relation which does not need to have an ontological basis, but is a
relation produced by the mind. To support this view, he refers to a
passage in the seventh dialogue, where the term dvagood occurs four
times (636c—6g7a).2"

The starting-point is the story about Peter and Ananias in Acts 5,
where it first says that Ananias has lied to the holy Spirit, and later
on that he has lied to God. B suggests that this may be interpreted in
the same way as Jesus’s words, “He who receives you, receives me”:
this does not mean that the disciples are gods by nature; similarly,
the verses in Acts do not imply that the Spirit’s nature is divine. In
his response, A speaks four times of a relation (&vagopd). (1) When
two beings are consubstantial talk about a relation to what is better is
superfluous. (2) When two beings are separated by natural inequality it
is not inappropriate to speak of a relation to what is excellent. (3) Let

247 The word é&vagopd can be found in only three passages of the two trinitarian
writings, all of which are discussed in this chapter: Thesaurus, 33C (once); Dial. Trin. IV,
509d (once); Dial. Trin. VII, 636¢—¢ (four times).
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them search out the relation to him who sent him. (4) When we speak of
a man, it is reasonable to introduce a relation to God, who is his leader.
In none of these four cases it is obvious that Cyril is merely speaking
of relations in the minds of human beings. On the contrary, the third
mstance, which is an exhortation to examine the relation between the
Spirit and the Father, seems to presuppose an ontological relation.?*

2.6. CONCLUSION

Having studied several passages in which Cyril of Alexandria makes use
of Aristotelian logic we may now come to an assessment of his knowl-
edge of such logic. It seems clear that the archbishop was much more
knowledgeable and skilful in this area of philosophy than de Durand—
and others with him—purport him to be. Cyril deftly applies the teach-
ing on predicables to the doctrine of God. He even refers to the rule
that definitions should be convertible with their subjects—a rule that
de Durand does not know to be Aristotelian. And the archbishop also
shows some understanding of the four major categories—substance,
quantity, relative and quality—and their characteristics. On the other
hand, he does make mistakes in applying the properties of the cate-
gories to the terms in his debate with the Arians. Therefore, it appears
to be an overstatement when Labelle and Boulnois write that Cyril
masters the subtleties of Aristotelian logic.

A comparison of the passages in the Dialogues on the Trinity with
those in the Thesaurus creates a distinct impression that the Alexandrian
archbishop improved his knowledge of logic in the time between the
two writings. Although not flawless, his understanding of the properties
of the categories and how they can be applied in the debate with his
opponents seems to be better in the later work.

As for his sources, although the initial description of a relative given
by Aristotle in the Categories can be found verbatim in the 7hesaurus, it

248 De Durand comments that Cyril’s understanding of évagod in his christological
writings 1s in continuity with that in the Dialogues. However, the archbishop hardly uses
the word &vagogd in christological contexts. In his description of Nestorius’s view he
does speak of an (external) ‘relation” between the Word of God and a separate man,
but he usually employs the term oyéows for this (see, e.g., section 6.3.7). In the Schola
on the Incarnation, ACO Lg.1, 225337 we find the word dvagogd in the same meaning
of a relation between the Word and a man. Here too, then, dvagogd does not mean
‘reference’, but signifies an ontological relation.
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is unlikely that Cyril had the philosopher’s book at hand. Otherwise
he could hardly have missed the extensive passage on the importance
of correlation,”® he would probably have used the technical term
‘correlation’ in his discussion of relatives, and he would have realised
that the Stagirite regards ‘like’ and ‘unlike’ as relatives. That the
term ‘correlatives’ is also missing in the Dialogues on the Trinity seems
to indicate that also when he wrote this later work, Cyril did not
consult the Categories. For similar reasons, it is improbable that Cyril
had (recently) read Porphyry’s Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories when he
wrote both trinitarian works.?°

Since the Alexandrian archbishop may well have read various works
of Porphyry by the time he composed his Contra Julianum,®' it is possible
that in the meantime he had also become acquainted with the neo-
Platonist’s logical works. This may have increased his knowledge of
logic even further. Be that as it may, the use he makes of logic in his
trinitarian works is sufficient reason to reckon with the possibility that
Aristotelian (or neo-Platonic) logic may also shed some light on the
terms and the argumentations he employs in his christological writings,
which will be investigated in the following chapters of this study.

249 The passage on correlation stretches from 6b%® till 7b'* in Aristotle’s Categories.

250 Porphyry, too, devotes several pages of his Commentary (115'7—117%!) to the property
of relatives that they are said in relation to correlatives. And, as was mentioned earlier
(see n. 220), he also explains that the terms which indicate the proprium of a category
do not necessarily belong to that same category (for example, ‘equal’ and ‘unequal’
indicate the proprium of quantity, but they themselves are relatives and qualities).

21 Grant (1964), 273-275.



CHAPTER THREE

MEANINGS AND METAPHYSICS
IN THE TRINITARIAN WRITINGS

3.1. INTRODUCTION

In our investigation into Cyril of Alexandria’s knowledge of Aristotelian
logic we have come across the terms ovoto and guowg many times, while
also other key terms from the christological debate can be found in
his earlier works. Although in christology the words do not necessarily
have the same meaning as in trinitarian theology, it is useful to get
an idea of the various meanings they have in the anti-Arian works,
since it 1s likely that at least part of those meanings will recur in Cyril’s
christology. Besides, it is worthwhile to investigate what metaphysical
notions these terms express, since the metaphysical framework will
probably be very similar in both parts of Cyril’s oeuvre, even if the
terminology varies at times. Thus, his utilization of certain notions in
his earlier works will shed light on the meaning of words and phrases
in his christological writings. This chapter will, therefore, be devoted
to a discussion of the meaning of some key terms in the archbishop’s
trinitarian writings, in debate with several modern scholars. The main
sources for this discussion are the Thesaurus and the Dialogues on the
Trinity, but passages from other works from before 428 will also be used,
especially the Commentary on John." Jacques Liébaert’s well-documented
book on Cyril’s christology before the Nestorian controversy provides
many useful references.?

I'T am aware that this procedure brings along the dangers of the ‘proof-text’
method, which I mention in section 1.1.2, but it is not possible to include a full-scale
investigation of works from before the Nestorian controversy in this study.

2 Liébaert (1951).
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3.2. Ovota

Before we look at a broader overview of how the Alexandrian arch-
bishop employs the word ovoia in his trinitarian writings, it is interest-
ing to see how he introduces and develops this term in the first of the
Dualogues on the Trinity.

3.2.1. Dialogues on the Trinity 7

In the first dialogue, after a brief introduction, A (Cyril) cites the
symbol of faith accepted at the Council of Nicaea (325), including
the anathema (380e—g9o0a), and asks what the heterodox have against
it. B (Hermias) responds that they object to the word ‘consubstantial’
(ouoovotog), since it is an innovation and non-scriptural (391a). A
points out that there are other terms used to describe God’s nature,
which cannot be found in Scripture either, for example, ‘bodiless’,
‘without form’, ‘without quantity’, and asks why, then, they denounce
the strangeness of such a clear and philosophical (éuguldcogog) term
(391¢). Without being induced by his opponents to do so (at least explicitly), Cyril
then uses logical terminology: although it is true that the divine transcends
genus (yévog) and specific difference (duagopd eidomotds), we would be
unfaithful and unlearned if we were to reject the things through which
one is called to some, albeit little, knowledge of the substance (ovoia)
that transcends everything (391d). If we totally reject the seeing, albeit
it in a mirror and in a riddle, and the knowing in part, we are like
unperceptive stones.

When B repeats the question where ‘consubstantial’ can be found in
Scripture, A adds a new argument. When God reveals himself to Moses
he says: “I am he who is (¢yo ew 6 @v)” (Exodus 3:14, LXX). ‘He
who 1s” is used strictly and properly (xvoiwg te xai iddg) of God only,
but improperly (g év xatayonoey) it is also employed with respect to
others (392b). Since ‘substance’ (ovoia) and ‘consubstantial’ (buoovotog)
are derived from ‘he who is (0 @v)’, there is nothing innovative about
these terms, but they have their foundation in Scripture.

B now introduces another term, ‘similar in substance’ (6puotoovotog).
A does not miss the opportunity to point out that, if his opponents
dismiss ‘consubstantial’ as non-scriptural, they should dismiss ‘similar
in substance’ for the same reason. But then he refutes the term on
material grounds. By using this term, they deny the natural relation
and intimacy (oxéoewg te noi olxewdtnrog guowxiic) of the Son with



MEANINGS AND METAPHYSICS 125

the Father (393b). They rank him among the creatures, who do not
have a substantial (ovowdng), unchangeable (duetdototog) and natural
resemblance (Eugégeia guown) to God the Father. They attribute an
external likeness (tov 9vgadev é€eidviouov) to the Word (395a). The
Son himself, however, said: “I am not from this world; you are from
this world”, and: “You are from below, I am from above” (John 8:23
and 3:31), which indicates that he is not connatural (6uogurg) with us.
B answers that, according to ‘them’, the Son is not consubstantial with
the Father, because he is below him, but neither is he connatural with
created beings; he occupies a middle region. A, however, emphasizes
that a being is either God by nature or a creature; there is nothing in
between these two options.

B states that this is how they interpret the phrase ‘mediator between
God and men’ (1 Timothy 2:5). After some elaboration, A concludes
that the word ‘mediator’ does not define the substance (o0y 6oLoTOV
tiig ovotag) of the Only-Begotten; it rather refers to his obedience
(398de). B would like to receive more information on the how of the
mediation, to which A responds with a very interesting exposition. In
it, he employs words related to guog rather than to ovoia, so that we
will return to this passage in section $.4. At the end, B is convinced
that it is right to say that the Son is consubstantial with the Father, and
the discussion turns to the meaning of this phrase (405¢). B suggests
that the unity of the Father and the Son is like that between human
beings. A dismisses the idea sharply. Then, the union between Father
and Son would be one of choice (mpoaigetnnv) rather than natural
(puowenv), and similar to that between God and the saints. A turns, once
again unsolicitedly, to the terminology of logic to explain the difference. We, human
beings, do not differ in substance, but we are somehow separated,
each in his own hypostasis. “For we are of the same species, and the
definition and formula of the substance of all is one, which is predicated
of all in equality”.® But besides this natural union, there is another unity
for us, human beings: while we are separated in our own individual
(v »ad’ €xaotov) hypostasis, as Peter, John, Thomas and Matthew, we
have become concorporeal (cvoowpor) in Christ, fed by the one flesh,
and sealed into unity by the one holy Spirit (407¢). So we are all one
(8v) according to body and according to spirit.

3 Dial. Trin. 1, 407bc: *Eouév yao 6uoeldeis, zal Tijg arndvtmv odotog 80og te xai Mdyog
£ig, 6 Tdviwvy &v {ow #aTnyoQovuevog.
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B restates his question: is the Son united with the Father in the same
way as we with each other, or does their union go beyond that? A
now responds: both at the same time, like us and beyond that. They
are absolutely consubstantial, and the Son is in his own hypostasis.
But we are fully separated from each other, according to the law of
bodies, and this does not apply to Father and Son. The Son has a
natural and ineffable union with the Father, although the hypostases
are not mixed: the Father is not the same as the Son, but each is and
subsists (OUpeotrotog), and is said to have his own existence (408c).
It is the identity of substance which determines the union. A admits
that he is not very familiar with these matters either, but continues his
exposition. It seems, he says, that ‘substance’ refers to some common
reality, while the word ‘hypostasis’ is predicated and said of each of
the things under this common [reality].* And he explains this by taking
man as an example. Man is defined as a ‘rational, mortal living being’.
This is the definition of the substance, which extends to those who
subsist separately (t@v xotd uégog vgeotnrotov). Under that which
is common, that is, under man, or under the definition of man, fall
Thomas, Mark, Peter and Paul. They are both in a species and in their
own separate hypostasis. The substance applies to every man, for it
contains the common notion of the genus, while the hypostasis is said
of one. The commonality is not denied, but neither is the individuality
obscured by mixture or confusion.

Having outlined the difference between substance and hypostasis in
more general terms, A then applies this to the divine Father and Son.
By confessing that the Son exists both as consubstantial with the Father
and in his own hypostasis, we say that they are united in a way that at
the same time conjoins and divides (ovvogp®dg te dua %ol dLWULOUEVOS
nvaodai gauev). When B suggests that it might be better to speak of
two substances, one of the Father and another of the Son, A rebuts this
idea. For if the nature of the Son is different from that of the Father, we
are bound to think that a reasonable ground (Adyog) separates them into
two. Also in the case of two people, who are consubstantial, we should
not speak of two substances. If we did speak in this way, the universal
(to obumav) would disappear into nothingness, that is, they would be
presented as different in substance, rather than as having a common
substance (410a).

* [bid., 408e: Tig ovolag 1| dMAwolg, xatd xowoD Twvog Eowev évar TEdyHaTog * TO 8
Tijg VITOOTACEMS EXAOTOV TUXOV GVOUA TOV DITO TOUTL TO XOLVOV RATIYOQETTUL ®ail MEYETAL.
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From this argumentation in the first dialogue we get a first impression
of Cyril’s use of ovoio in his trinitarian writings. Although he roots
the legitimacy of employing words like ovoio. and 6poovotog in the
divine name given in Exodus 3, in his explanation of these terms he
has no qualms about using Aristotelian logic. He introduces logical terms
without being (explicitly) induced to do so by his opponents. And though ‘He
who is’ is only ‘improperly’ said of human beings, Cyril does not
hesitate to use the definition of man and the existence of individual
men as an example to shed light on the relationship between Father
and Son. ‘Substance’ refers to some common reality (xotd xowvod Tvog

. modyuarog), while ‘hypostasis’ indicates the individuals. 1t appears,
then, that here Cyril utilizes ‘substance’ for Aristotle’s secondary substance rather
than for his primary substance, while this secondary substance is said to denote a
reality (modyua). And ‘hypostasis’ seems to be his word for a primary
substance. But it should be added that when Father and Son are
called ‘hypostases’, there is no full separation between them, as there
is between individual men.

3.2.2. The Trinitarian Writings

We will now investigate whether this first impression is borne out by the
way Cyril employs words related to ovoia elsewhere in his trinitarian
writings. When one reads the Thesaurus, it is obvious that its author uses
ovoia not just for secondary but also for primary substances. When he
speaks of the differentia,’ or the definition® or formula’ of a substance,
when things are said to be of ‘the same substance’ or to have ‘identity
of substance’,’ the word ‘substance’ must be interpreted as ‘secondary
substance’. However, when he regards ‘substance’ as a substrate,'* or
when ‘substance’ and ‘hypostasis’ are placed side by side as synonyms,'!
it rather indicates a “primary substance’.

In the Thesaurus, the ovoia to which the word 6uoovolog refers is a
secondary substance. This becomes particularly clear in §16A—-C. Here,
Adam is called consubstantial with Abel, who is born from him. They

> Cf. Thesaurus, 28CD, 116D.

5 Cf. Thesaurus, 32A, 109B, 596B.

7 Cf. Thesaurus, 140C, 141D, 144A-C, 1524, 324B.
8 Cf. Thesaurus, 109A, 140B, 144A.

9 Cf. Thesaurus, 132C, 316A.

10°Cf. Thesaurus, 36B, 444AB.

1L Cf. Thesaurus, 101BC.
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have identity of substance. And this is taken as an example for the
consubstantiality of Father and Son. Also, the word ‘man’ indicates the
human genus or ‘the substance itself’. The names Paul, Peter, James
or Cephas divide humanity into individuals, into many men, but they
are consubstantial and fall under the same species. Similarly, although
different names are used for the Father and the Son or the Word, this
does not mean that they are not consubstantial.'”> As we have seen in
the previous chapter, Cyril does not tackle the question of the unity of
Father and Son as going beyond the unity of individual men in this
passage, but he does so in the Dialogues on the Trinity."

Thus, although Cyril of Alexandria is aware that ‘substance’ may mean
‘primary substance’ and sometimes uses it in this sense, when appled to God it
generally means ‘secondary substance’, although the unity between the hypostases
is stronger than that between individual men. This is also how he employs
the word ‘substance’ for God in the first dialogue (see section g.2.1).
And it applies to the second dialogue, too: on the basis of the names
Father, Son and holy Spirit, mentioned in the baptismal formula,
that which is the same with respect to substance is distinguished in
particular hypostases, and the language (MOyog) places the things that
are united substantially in particular hypostases.!* In the debate with
his opponents Cyril employs phrases like ‘the definition of a substance’'®
and ‘substantial difference’,'® which indicate that the substance involved
1s a secondary substance. And when B suggests that ‘unborn’ is the
substance of God, A responds that there are countless things unborn,
which again implies that ‘unborn’ is regarded as the substance of many
particulars and thus denotes a secondary substance.!’

Let us take a final example from the fifth dialogue, where B quotes
1Cor. 15:27-28, which states that “the Son will subject himself to
him who subjected all things to him”. From this subjection Cyril’s
opponents conclude that the Son cannot be consubstantial with the
Father. According to the Alexandrian archbishop, however, subjection

12 In the eleventh chapter of the Thesaurus, especially in 144AB, the Alexandrian
archbishop also explains the term ‘consubstantial’ by using examples from the created
world. Here, too, ‘substance’ indicates ‘secondary substance’.

13 See section 2.5.2.

4 Dial. Trin. 11, g422de: 10 ... dayvdonetan Tadtov glg odolav v dmootdoeow idmog,

.., %0l &V 10olg TWEVTOG VITOOTAOEOL TG 0VOLWOMDG NVWUEVAL.

15 Cf. ibid., 425¢, 426b, ¢ and d, 428e.

16 hid., 425€, 429b.

17 Ibid., 429b—430a. See also section 2.5.5.
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is not a characteristic of a substance, but it resides in the will (584a).
He compares the Son’s submission to the Father with that of Isaac
to his father Abraham, and infers that just as Isaac is not of another
substance than Abraham, so the divine Son is consubstantial with God
the Father (582b—d). Once again, the same substance is attributed to
two beings (the general word odou can actually be found in 583e) and,
thus, it denotes a secondary substance.

There is one series of expressions in which ovoia, applied to the
Father, does not indicate a secondary substance. These expressions are
all related to a phrase in the Creed of Nicaea (325). In the creed, as
quoted by Cyril of Alexandria himself, it is said of Jesus Christ that
he is “Only-Begotten, born (yevvndévta) of the Father, that is, from his
substance (éx tig ovoiog avtod)”.'® Cyril writes several times that the
Son is born from or has come from the substance of the Father. He may
vary the verb, but the preposition is always €x, while he sometimes adds
words like adtiig or idiag to odoiac.' It seems that the main reason that
the archbishop speaks in this way is his loyalty to the Nicene Creed.
The use of the word oveia in these phrases does not fit well with Cyril’s
general understanding of the Godhead as one secondary substance and
three ineffably united hypostases. In these expressions, the meaning
of ovota is closer to that of primary substance. This is affirmed by a
passage in the fourth dialogue, where Cyril stresses that the Son is not a
creature, but God’s own ‘fruit’ (508de). More in general he then writes
that that which is born is superior to a work of art, since it is “the fruit
of the hypostasis of the begetter”, while an invention of the will or a
work of wisdom is not “offspring of a substance”. Since ‘hypostasis” and
‘substance’ are placed side by side, one may conclude that here ovoia
means ‘primary substance’.?

18 Dial. Trin. 1, 389e. The phrase ‘that is, from his substance’ is absent from the
Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed of 81, but Cyril always refers to the original creed
of 325.

19" Thesaurus, 232C. Dial. Trin. 1, 391c; 1, 413d; 11, 424a; 11, 436ab.

20 See also Dial. Trin. V, 558d: “the hypostasis [of the Father] from where he [the
Son]| is (tfg 6%ev &otiv vmootdoems)”. That ‘substance’ in the expression ‘from the
substance of the Father’ refers to the hypostasis of the Father, not to the common
substance of the Godhead, is corroborated by a passage in the Commentary on John,
where Cyril’s opponents reason on the basis of Hebr. 1:3—which calls the Son the
‘imprint of the hypostasis’ of the Father—, that he is “not from his hypostasis (ovx éx
il brootdoewg)”, implying that Cyril himself does teach that he is from the Father’s
hypostasis (fn fo. 11.8, vol. 1, 341 [231c]). It may also be added that the Nicene Creed,
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We have seen that in the first dialogue Cyril of Alexandria writes that
ovota refers to “some common reality (xowvod twvog . .. medyuatog)”.2! It
is not just the substance of God that he is speaking about in this way,?
for he immediately explains what he means by giving the example
of several individual men who all fall under the common designation
‘man’ and its definition, by which the substance is indicated. Substance,
then, seems to be more to Cynil than an abstract universal; it is a common realily.
In this context he also uses the word ‘containing’ (megiextinog): “the
substance contains the individuals” (408d). We find this term also with
Porphyry, in a similar meaning: the species contains the individuals,
while it is itself contained by the higher genera.?

According to Ruth M. Siddals, Cyril of Alexandria’s ‘basic christolog-
ical model’ depicts the incarnation as the divine subject of the Word
acquiring the humanity as an accident, or a property, an inherent fac-
tor.?* And John Henry Newman (1801-1890) writes in a tract on the
uiae guolg formula that the Word’s humanity is “recognised as a perfect
nature”, but that it exists “after the manner of an attribute rather than
of a substantive being”.? In order to assess these views it is important to
have a better understanding of the way in which the Alexandrian arch-
bishop regards the relationship between a substance and its properties
and accidents.

To describe the relationship between a substance and its charac-
teristics, Cyril uses various terms. Often it is a form of the verb ‘to
be attached (mpooetvaw)’, which is employed by Porphyry in similar

as cited by Cyril in Dial. Trin. 1, 390a, anathematizes those who say that he is “from
another hypostasis or substance (¢ £tépag vmootdoeng f ovoiag)”.

21 See n. 4.

22 The following sentence from the second dialogue shows that the ovolo and
the @iowg of God are regarded as realities by Cyril: “For, to put it in this way,
common to the whole Godhead may be called the things that are attached naturally
(mpoomepurota) to the supreme substance (ovoiq), and if someone mentions the divine
nature (pvow) he directly indicates to us, as in one signified entity (bg év &évi t@®
onuawvouévy), the whole holy Trinity, regarded in one Godhead, but not yet the person
(mpdowmov) of one [of the three] separately by itself” (Dual. Trin. 11, 422cd).

23 Porphyry, Isagoge, 5'°16; cf. ibid., 13%!. See for further uses of the verb ‘to contain’:
ibid., 13%3 %5, 19%1—20%; Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1023b?% 25,

24 Siddals (1984), 66, 67, 77, 78, 124, 132. See also pp. 72, 82, 122, 135, 136, 137.

2> Newman (1924), 381.

%6 TIgoogivar can be translated by, among others, ‘to be added to’, ‘to belong to’,
and ‘to be attached to’. However, as we will see shortly, Cyril distinguishes ‘mooogivau
by nature or substantially’ from ‘to be added to’; therefore, ‘to be added to’ is not
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ways.” Mostly, Cyril applies it to God, but the logical parts of chap-
ter g1 of the 7Thesaurus show that it is for him a more general term, also
to be employed for created beings. A proprium (idwov) is not itself a sub-
stance, but it is attached (wpoodv) to a substance, for example, laughing
to man, and neighing to horse. And the substances are not understood
on the basis of the things that are inseparably attached to them (éx
OV dywolotwg mpoodvtmv), like whiteness to the swan or to snow, but
on what they are themselves.” Elsewhere, accidents like ‘greater’ and
‘smaller’ are said to ‘be attached’ to individual pieces of wood or stone
or to individual men.?

In the same way, “‘uncreated’ (&yévnrog) is not itself the substance of
God, as the Arians say, but it is one of the things that are inseparably
attached to the substance of God, it is a proprium of him.* Further on,
Cyril reckons other attributes of God, like ‘incorruptible’, ‘immortal’
and ‘invisible’, to the ‘things that are said to be attached to God by
nature’. They are not his substance, but in language they may be called
‘accidents’, though they are not accidents in reality, for God is without
accidents.’!

Elsewhere, the Alexandrian archbishop distinguishes between things
that are attached by nature, naturally or substantially (xatd guotv,
puowds, ovowwd®ms), and things that have been added.* The latter can
be lost again. Cyril uses this distinction to rebut the views that the
Son and the Spirit are not God by nature. Eunomius says, according
to Cyril, that Christ is called ‘sanctification’ and ‘righteousness’, not
because he is these things by nature, but because he sanctifies and
justifies. Cyril argues that things that are not attached by nature
(uf) xatd @uowv meoodvta), but have been added (émyeyovota) from

chosen as its translation. He also stresses that things that mpooéott to a substance are not
themselves that substance; this comes across more clearly in ‘to be attached to’ than in
‘to belong to’. That’s why; in this context, mpooeivar s translated by ‘to be attached to’.

27 Porphyry, Isagoge, 19'8°19, 21273, 2267,

2 Thesaurus, 445BC.

2 Ibid., 152BC.

30 Ihid., 445BC.

3U Ihid., 448C—449A. See also section 2.5.1. Other places where Cyril states that
characteristics are not themselves substances, but that they are attached to a substance,
include: ibid., 33B, 444BC.

32 In Thesaurus, 244D, ‘naturally’ and ‘substantially’ are employed side by side (mgoo-
€lval ... Quowds Te xal ovowddg), mostly we find only one of the three qualifications,
‘naturally’, ‘by nature’ or ‘substantially’. In the context of ‘being attached’, they seem
to be used synonymously. The relationship between ‘nature’ and ‘substance’ will be
discussed in section 3.4.
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outside, are easily taken away. Eunomius’s position would, therefore,
imply that Christ could lose righteousness and sanctification, which
is unacceptable.®® A similar argument applies to the holy Spirit. Only
things that are attached substantially (t¢ ovowwddg mooodvta) to their
possessors appear to be united inseparably (dywoilotwg ovumepurota). If
sanctification belongs to the Spirit in the order of addition and accident
(&8v moooIMung TdEeL nai ovuPepnxotog), it can be taken away. To suggest
that there was a time that the Spirit was without holiness, however, is
impious. Therefore, the Spirit is naturally from God.**

Since the archbishop of Alexandria also writes that accidents like
‘greater’ and ‘smaller’ can be said to be attached, the emphasis in
the phrase ‘to be attached by nature or substantially’ lies on the
qualification ‘by nature or substantially’. Thus, things can be attached
in two ways: either by nature or substantially, or as an addition from
outside. Those that are attached by nature or substantially, are attached
to the secondary substance. Those that are added from outside are
accidents; they are attached to individuals. Although one can speak
in language of accidents in God, in reality there are no accidents in
him, and, therefore, all God’s characteristics are attached to him by
nature or substantially. If, then, the Scriptures teach that the same
characteristics are attached to the Father and the Son, “except only
for the name and the reality (mpoonyopiag te xai modyuatos) of Father
and Son”, they have the same formula of the substance and are
consubstantial.®

In the Dialogues on the Irinity, the verb moooeivar is used less often.
In a way similar to that in the Thesaurus, Cyril writes that there are
many words that interpret the goods that are attached (mpooodvra) to
the divine nature, words that are said of the Father and the Son alike,
but ‘fatherhood’ and ‘sonship’ are not among them. Briefly afterwards,
he speaks of “the prerogatives that are substantially attached (obo1wddg
mooodvta) to the divine nature”.* A little further, however, he employs
the verb for what is attached, not to the divine nature or substance, but
to Father and Son in their particularity (to? éxatéow mEOTOVTOG 1dHMS

. TV OMNhwowy).?’

33 Thesaurus, 325CD.

5 Ibid., 506AB.

35 Ibid., 116B-D. Cf. ibid., 109B, 145B, 244D.
36 Dial. Trin. 1, 415ab.

37 Ibid., 416d.
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The metaphysical image emerging from these texts is that of a substance that
includes only the substantial differentiae, which form part of its definition. The
characteristics which are not part of the definition, but which are nevertheless
inseparable from the substance are said to be attached “by nature’ or ‘substantially’
to the substance. They include the propria—ithose properties which belong to only
one secondary substance, such as ‘capable of laughing’ to man—, but also all other
inseparable characteristics, such as ‘being white’ i the swan or in snow. In the
examples given, Cyril speaks of ‘man’, ‘swan’ and ‘snow’ in general,
and, therefore, by ovoio he means secondary substance: the characteristics
are attached to the secondary substance, which, as we saw, Cyril regards as a
reality. And also when he says that ‘uncreated’, ‘incorruptible’, etc., are
attached to the ovoia of God, the word indicates what is common to
Father, Son and holy Spirit, and thus denotes a secondary substance.

However, the properties that are attached to a secondary substance, may also be
said to be attached to each of the individuals that fall under that substance. So
the divine attributes are said to be attached to Father and Son alike.®
And also the separable accidents, such as ‘greater’ and ‘smaller’, are
‘attached to’ the individuals they belong to. Similarly, the things that
are particular to the divine hypostases (their being Father and Son,
unborn and born) are attached to them. We will now turn to other
terms that Cyril uses to describe the relationship between a substance
and its characteristics.

In two of the passages from the Thesaurus just referred to, the arch-
bishop of Alexandria uses derivatives of the verb ‘to participate’ (ueté-
xew) to describe the more accidental possession of characteristics. In
Eunomius’s view, Christ participates (uétoxog) in righteousness and
sanctification, rather than being these things by nature. Over against
this participation, Cyril places ‘being attached by nature’.* And the
Spirit s not holy by participation (¢« petoyfg), for that which is added
by participation can be taken away, while things that are attached sub-
stantially are united inseparably.*® Also in other places, participation in
something is opposed to being that something by nature or substan-
tially.*" At the beginning of the Thesaurus, Cyril states explicitly that
“that which participates is something else than that in which it par-
ticipates”, and he concludes from this that, since creation participates

38 Thesaurus, 116C. Cf. ibid., 109B, 145B, 244D.

39" Thesaurus, 325D.

10 bid., 596A.

4 Ihid., 232A-D, g24BC. Dial. Trin. V, 560bc, 562¢, 564¢; VI, 5903b—594d.
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in the Son, the Son himself is different from creation, and “by nature
separated from it”.*

Another verb which the Alexandrian archbishop applies in a way
very similar to mpoogivay, is évumdgyewy, ‘to exist in’. In chapter 31 of the
Thesaurus (448CD), Cyril says of ‘uncreated’, ‘incorruptible’, ‘immortal’
and ‘invisible’, not only that they “are attached naturally to” God, but
also that they “exist in God by nature (xatd @oow évumaoyovta)”, while
they are not themselves substances. And things can exist substantially
in human beings.* This verb, too, not only indicates the relationship
between secondary substances and their properties, but also between
individuals and their attributes. It can denote that ‘will’, ‘knowledge’
and ‘wisdom’ exist in created beings like men or angels.** It is used
for things that exist in something else through participation.” And we
find it several times in contexts in which Cyril argues that the Word is
not something that exists in God like, for example, a word in a human
being, but that he has his own hypostasis. This will be discussed in
section 3.3.

Both verbs, mooogivar and &vumdoyewv, may be regarded as meta-
phors of place. Cyril of Alexandria also utilizes other terms of this
genre to describe the relationship of a substance with its characteristics,
most notably the verb ‘to lie’ (xetoYou) and the prepositions ‘round’
(meol) and ‘in’ (8v). A passage in which several such other metaphors
of place come together is Thesaurus, 156AB. The question is how it is
possible that in Philippians 2 Christ is called ‘equal to God’, while at
the same time he is regarded as smaller, since he has suffered death.
It 1s impossible that both ‘greater’ and ‘smaller’ apply to “one and the
same [subject]” naturally (puowdc). Therefore, it must be investigated

2 Jhid., 28B: #reedv Tl dom 1O uetéyov mad 1O peteyouevov, and: xatd QOO
adtiis duponuévog. After an investigation of the concept of participation in Cyril
of Alexandria’s New Testament commentaries—especially his Commentary on fohn—,
Keating (2004), 162, comes to similar conclusions. He sees three basic principles of
participation at work: “(1) that which participates is necessarily distinct (and distinct in
kind) from that which is participated in; (2) that which participates possesses the quality
it receives only in part and from without; that which is participated in necessarily
possesses that quality fully and by nature; (3) that which participates can lose what it
has by participation; that which has a quality by nature cannot lose it”.

3 Dial. Trin. 11, 421bc: “For although we have our being in time, we are born
together with the things that substantially exist in us and that are inseparably attached
to us by nature (0po? tolg 0VOLWOMG EVLTTAQYKOVOL ROl B WELOTOS TQOCTEPUROTLY GITOYEV-
voueda)”.

¥ Thesaurus, 101D, 452A.

¥ Ihid., 232B: 814 Tiig petoyiis EvumdoEa.
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how we can maintain both with respect to God the Word, and how we
can hold that “the two lie round one single [subject]”.* The answer
is: he is equal to his Begetter, insofar as (xa90) he i1s God by nature
(pvoey), and he is said to have been made smaller, insofar as he has
become man. Cyril then asks: if someone takes equality away from his
natural existence, where will it further lie, or what place will that which
has been taken from the Son have?* In other words, if the Son is said
not to be equal naturally to the Father—as Cyril’s opponents do—what
will be the metaphysical place of the ‘equal’ to which the apostle Paul
testifies?

Another example can be found in the Diwalogues on the Trinity. Here,
Cyril of Alexandria writes that accidents or also the things that nat-
urally inhere the substances of certain beings* do not have an inde-
pendent existence, but they are seen round (repi) the substances of the
beings, or in (¢v) them. And he asks what place (rotov ... témov) ‘un-
born’ is presumed to have in God. If it is something that lies (xeipuevov)
by itself in its own existence, while it 1s, as ‘they’ say, a property of God,
it is something else than the one whose property it is (421d). The sim-
ple nature of God would then be doubled, composed of the Father and
the unborn. And the archbishop of Alexandria concludes that we had
better not listen to these seemingly wise men.

As with the things ‘attached to’ or ‘existing in’ substances, Cyril
distinguishes clearly between the things round the substances and
the substances themselves. ‘Incorruptible’, ‘immortal’ and ‘uncreated’
do not signify the substance, but one of the things round (meoi) the
substance.* Natural properties are said to lie round or in a (secondary)
substance,” but also round or in individuals, while separable accidents

6 Thesaurus, 156B: megl TOV Evo ol povov 1 dvo xeiodou.

Y7 Ibid.: ot ) howtov neloetar and molov ... oV Tomov. A similar expression can be
found in Dial. Trin. 11, 451e.

4 Dial. Trin. 1, 421¢: t& ovuPePnrota 1} nal puomdg évovia taig Tvov odotalg.

Y Thesaurus, 452BC. A little further: “Therefore, the substances will not be known
on the basis of the things round (neoi) the substances, but on the basis of what they are
by themselves (xa9’ éavtdg)”.

50 Ibid., 344D: the things that lie in the same nature (t¢t év tf] adtf] @doel xelpeva)
[natural properties] are common to all the things of the same species, but the preroga-
tives that are added [separable accidents] are not fastened (Gmtetan) to the [secondary]
substance. See also ibid., 144C, 4494, 452C. An interesting verb is applied in Dial. Trin.
II, 433de: the things that do not have their own hypostasis, hover round (reputotdueva)
the substances of the beings.
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lie round or in individuals.’! The verb xeioor and the preposition mepi
are also employed in relation to other metaphysical notions, but it is not
relevant to discuss these at the moment.>?

While poogivar is found more often in the 7hesaurus than in the Dia-
logues, the reverse holds true for évetvou, ‘to inhere’. Although this verb
is also applied to separable accidents,* it seems that it is mostly used
for natural characteristics, which are inseparable from the substances.
Twice, ‘accidents’ (ta. ovuPepnrota) and ‘inherent factors’ (T évovia)
are mentioned side by side as together forming the group of things that
do not have their own existence, but are regarded as round the sub-
stances, existing in them.”* The ‘inherent factors’ then indicate the nat-
ural properties. This is made explicit in one of these cases, where the
adverb ‘naturally’ is added: guowds évovta. Elsewhere, the participle
‘inhering’ is placed parallel to ‘substantial’, which once more indicates
that it concerns a natural characteristic.”

The way in which Cyril of Alexandria employs the various terms
confirms and elaborates the image of his metaphysics that was painted
after the discussion of the verb moogivan. There is a core which consists in
a substance, including its differentiae. ‘The natural properties, which are inseparable
Jrom the substance, and which include the propria and the inseparable attributes,
‘are attached to’, ‘exist w’, ‘lie round’ or w’ both the secondary substance and the
primary substances that fall under it. The (separable) accidents ‘are attached to’,

St Thesaurus, 156B: both the equality by nature and the being smaller because of the
incarnation lie round the (incarnate) Word. Ibid., 449C, 452D, 596AB. Dial. Trin. 11,
421cd.

52 Thesaurus, 120A: the words that are fitting to a slave lie round (megueiueva)
the mpdowmov of the inhumanation (tfjg évavionmioews); see section 3.5. fbid., 320C,
324AB, 595CD; Dial. Trin. 11, 434bc.

% A clear example in which &vetvou applies to a separable accident can be found in
Dial. Trin. V1, 620a. Christ is called “the giver and ruler of the strength that inhered
(¢vovong)” the apostles, when they healed the sick and raised the dead. It is obvious
that this strength is not a natural attribute of the apostles, while it is nevertheless said to
‘inhere’ them.

o Dial. Trin. 11, 421¢ (see n. 48), 433¢: 10 &v TdEeL TOV ovpPenrotov f| xai Evoviov
anhdg natnowunuéva. The word ‘accident’ is taken in a narrower sense, here, to
indicate only the separable properties. Cf. chapter 2, n. g3.

% Dial. Trin. 1, 414¢: Tiig évovong te nai odoiddovg vmepoyfic. CL. ibid., 396a: natd ye
ToVg &vovtag Tf) guoel Adyouvs. In one place (ibid. VII, 635¢) Cyril even writes that the
differentia ‘rational’ inheres (¢veott) man. A somewhat different use of the verb is its
application to ‘unborn’ as a characteristic of the hypostasis of the Father, rather than
of the substance: [10 dyévvnrov] évetvai pauev @ Aoy T@ megl ye Tiig VTooTdoEmS TOD
Oeot zai Mateds (ibid. 11, 433¢).



MEANINGS AND METAPHYSICS 137

‘exust i’y “lie round’ or m’ the primary substances. The natural characteristics, even
the differentiae, and sometimes the separable accidents, are also said to “inhere’ the
substance.

3.3. “Ynootaolg

Neither Plato nor Aristotle used the word bvmoéotaows as a philosophi-
cal term.’® In Aristotle’s scientific works we encounter the word in the
sense of ‘sediment’, a meaning which it also had in medical writings.”
Its introduction into philosophy is usually attributed to the Stoics, for
whom the word indicated the actualization of the primal matter (also
called ovoia) into individual things, or the result of this actualization:
the existence of individual beings.”® The Peripatetics were less inter-
ested in the dynamics of actualization and employed the word for the
existence and reality of individual things.”” In relation to the different
metaphysics of neo-Platonism, Porphyry adapted the meaning of the
term. He distinguishes between perfect (téhetow) and divided (ueoiotad)
hypostases. Only the three highest ones are called ‘perfect’, while the
One is regarded as beyond hypostasis. All the other beings which come
into existence as a result of the overflowing of the three perfect ones,
belong to the divided hypostases.®

Hammerstaedt emphasizes that, although vnéotacg and ovoia were
not completely synonymous during the period from Origen to Athana-
sius, there was a close relationship between the two notions, in that
a different hypostasis implied a different substance; it did not indicate
individual realities of the same substance.® According to him, the trini-
tarian controversy in the fourth century led to a new understanding of
the word bmootaois: it was now applied to the individual existence of

% Studer (1974), 1256.

57 Dérrie (1955), 581, n. 1; Koster (1977), 573 L

% Dorrie (1955), 48-58; Studer (1974), 1256; Koster (1977), 575 However, Hammer-
staedt (1992) argues that, until Porphyry introduced its neo-Platonic meaning, there was
no specific Stoic understanding of vmootaos, to be distinguished from that of other
philosophical schools.

% Dorrie (1955), 58-61; Studer (1974), 1256; Koster (1977), 576.

0 Dérrie (1955), 73L; Hammerstaedt (1994), 996.

61 Hammerstaedt (1994) 991f., 993, 996, 1005. See also Hammerstaedt (1991). In
these two articles Hammerstaedt refers to other authors, who maintain that already
before the fourth century there were Christian writers who spoke of more than one
vméotaoig that share the same ovoio.
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Father, Son and holy Spirit, who do not each have their own substance,
but who are consubstantial.®> However, it took some time before this
new meaning of vmwootaog was accepted in other areas of theology as
well, most notably in christology.® Other authors differ from Hammer-
staedt in their assessment of the meaning of Vmdotaolg in various times
and contexts, but two aspects frequently recur: (1) it denotes real exis-
tence; (2) it indicates separate existence. This very brief overview goes
to show that there was no fully unambiguous definition of the term,
which Cyril of Alexandria could adopt. We will have to distil from his
own writings what he understood by the word.

A relevant passage can be found at the beginning of the eighth
chapter of the Thesaurus.®* Cyril writes against those who say that the
Son 1s not like the Father, but like his will (Bovinoiws). He asks whether
the will i1s something that exists by itself (bméotn avt) =ad’ Eavtiy;
101B), or not. If it were, then it would be a third besides the Father
and the Son, and the Son would not be only-begotten. But if it is
not, then they would compare the Son, who exists by himself, with
something which does not exist by itself, but exists m some of the
beings (évumdoyel ... t@v Ovtwv Toiv; 101D). The technical term that
occurs most frequently in this passage is ‘enhypostatic (évvmootatog)’:
that which exists by itself is enhypostatic, that which does not exist by
itself is ‘anhypostatic (dvvmootatog)’.”

What is notable is that obvoio and its derivatives are placed side by
side with vméotaocg and its derivatives, which implies that the two
terms have a close relationship. Cyril speaks of regarding the will as
“substantial and hypostatic (obouddn »oi vwootaTiviv)” (101B), or as not
existing hypostatically (xad’ vmdotaowy) nor being a living and existing
substance (ovoiav; 101B). He asks how that which has not attained the
status of a substance (gig ovoiav éveydév) could be likened to that which
is hypostasized (1@ vpeomnoty; 101C). In this passage, he even employs
gvovolog as a synonym of évumdotatoc.®® The word évovoiog is found

62 Hammerstaedt (1994) 1020-1023.

63 Ibid., 1002, 1031.

6 Thesaurus, 101A—105C.

65 It is clear from the whole argumentation that here ‘enhypostatic’ does not have
the meaning it will later receive: being hypostasized in the hypostasis of another being.
It simply means: existing by itself, not i another being as an attribute.

66 Thesaurus, 104A: Aédewmton yap 8L Tolg &v 0volg ol VmooTdoer mEoOg T¢ évolold Te
%ol EvurdoTtaTa 1) OUOLOTNG 1) RUTA TODTO OMTETAL, OV QOGS TG £TEQOYEVT] %Ol &V ETEQOLG
#rovta 10 elvar. The meaning of the sentence is not immediately obvious. It seems that
by “things in a substance and a hypostasis” are meant things that are hypostasized. And
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in five other places in the Thesaurus, in all of which the Son is called
the living and &vovoiog will (Bovinows or Povin) of the Father.5” The
meaning of the word in this phrase could be similar to ‘consubstantial’,
in which case it would be related to ‘secondary substance’, not to
‘primary substance’.®® But Cyril’s commentary to John 8:28 suggests
that in this phrase, too, &vovotog is synonymous with évurdototog. For
here, he places both ‘enhypostatic’ and évovotog in parallel with ‘living’,
while évovotog is also opposed to ‘anhypostatic’.®® Thus, it is likely that
in all these nstances évovolog is synonymous with évurdotartog and is
related to ‘primary substance’.

In chapter 8 of the Thesaurus, then, vaootaois s employed synonymously
with the Aristotelian primary substance. Its use is consistent with Cyril of Alexan-
dria’s understanding of the Trinity as one substance and three hypostases. However,
his use of ovoio as primary substance, as synonymous with ‘hyposta-
sis’, 18 not in line with the archbishop’s usual trinitarian terminology.
According to Liébaert, several of the terms in this chapter are charac-
teristic of Didymus the Blind’s vocabulary, by whom Cyril may have
been influenced when he wrote it.”

In the twentieth chapter we find a passage which speaks in a similar
way about ‘hypostasis’.” In an objection from Eunomius it is stated that
the Son cannot be the wisdom and the word of the Father, for wisdom,

the same applies to t& &vovold te nai évundotata. Thus, it says that hypostasized things
should only be compared with other hypostasized things, not with things from another
genus, that is, from one of the other categories than primary substance, things that have
their being in other things.

57 Thesaurus, 105C, 257C, 260D, 261B, 360B. The word is not found in the Dialogues
on the Trinity.

8 In line with this, Liddell & Scott (1996) gives as the primary meaning of &vovotog
= ovpgung” (and as a second meaning: “= molvrtuwv”). The word is also found in
Athanasius, Contra Arianos 11, c. 2, in a similar context: “..., then it is not ambiguous
that he is the living will of the Father, and the évovoiog évépyewa, and the true Word”,
Oratio II, 2%, in: Athanasius (1998). Archibald Robertson translates it in NPNF, second
series, vol. 4, 349, by ‘essential’, and refers in a footnote to c. 28 (p. 363), where the
Son is called ‘essential Wisdom (0dowhdng cogla)’, Oratio II, 28?*, in: Athanasius (1998).
Lampe, however, gives as the first meaning “= évuvmootatog opp. dvovolog, existing as
a substance, really existing”, and as a second meaning “opp. €tepoyevig, of the same
substance”.

59 In Jo. Vg, vol. 2, 47 (527b) and 48 (527d). Pusey translates évovoiog here with
‘inbeing’. Athanasius writes in De Synodis, 41.8, something very similar: he is not
anhypostatic, but “the living Word and the évotolog Wisdom™, in: Athanasius (1935—
1941), 267>+25. Stead (1978), 38, translates évotolog cogia by ‘essential Wisdom’.

70 Liébaert (1951), 60.

"1 Thesaurus, 321D—324B.

«
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knowledge and word are not enhypostatic (¢évvmdotatog), nor are they
living beings, while the Son is a living being. Cyril responds that with
man a word is indeed anhypostatic (Gvvmootatog), and although we use
the same term ‘word’ for the Son, this does not imply that the divine
Word is also anhypostatic. He is rather “living one from living one,
and hypostasized one from hypostasized one”.”? And similarly, although
with us wisdom and knowledge do not lie in a hypostasis by themselves,
this does not imply that the wisdom that exists in God also misses being
enhypostatic by itself.”® In this context the word ovoia is employed
twice. First, Cyril says that Eunomius forgets that he is speaking about
the divine ovoia, and that he defines the things that are attached
(meooodvta) to that substance on the basis of human standards. And he
concludes that the things of God surpass human things as much as he
differs from man with respect to the formula of the substance. Here
ovota should be regarded as the one divine substance, in accordance
with the archbishop’s usual trinitarian terminology.

There are various other places in the 7hesaurus where évvmootatog
and avvmoototog are used, always carrying the same meaning of (not)
having existence by itself.”* It is noteworthy that Cyril writes that the
holy Spirit 1s “the natural and living and enhypostasized operation
(¢véoyewa) of the divine substance”, thus making clear that the Spirit
has his own existence, just as the Father and the Son.”™

When we turn to the Dialogues on the Trinity we see that the distinction
between substance and hypostasis is much more clear-cut than in the Thesaurus,
except_for the expression that the Son ts born or has come from the substance of the
Father. In the first dialogue Cyril of Alexandria is quite explicit about
this. When B asks whether the Son is in his own substance besides
that of the Father, A responds that the Son is not in another substance
besides the substance of God, but rather in the hypostasis of the Son.”™

72 Thesaurus, 324A: ToV &x LivTog vl Dpeomrag € DpeotnoTog EoTi.

73 Ihid., 324AB: ovn gmeldfimeg 1) &v Huiv copia xai Emotiun ovx év Ymootdoel xelton
7ad Eautiy, dLd TolTo xal 1) Evumdyovoo T Oed copio TO EvumdoTaTog eival %ad’
govtv Tnuodmoeta.

" In Thesaurus, 101A—105C, &vumdotatog occurs eight times, and dvvrdotatog three
times. In ., 321D-924B, both adjectives are found two times. In ., 80C, the
Son is said to be “the enhypostatic Word”, while in ibid., 297C, it is stated that the
word of men is not enhypostatic. See for two references where the Spirit is called “the
enhypostatic operation” the next note.

75 Thesaurus, 596C; similarly, in tbid., 580A.

75 Dial. Trin. 1, 408cd: Odx év ovolg uddhov Etéoq mad TV ©g Ogod, AN &v
VrootdoeL T g Yiod.
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When B infers from this that substance and hypostasis are two different
things, A confirms it: the separation and the space between them are
great, since the substance contains the individuals.”” And he illustrates
it by taking man as an example: ‘substance’ applies to all individual
men, who each are in their own separate hypostasis (409ab). It is clear
that here Cyril applies the meaning of hypostasis that, according to
Hammerstaedst, evolved during the trinitarian controversy in the fourth
century: individual beings that are consubstantial.

In the second dialogue we encounter the same distinction between
substance and hypostasis: that which is the same with respect to sub-
stance is distinguished in particular hypostases.”® But now the arch-
bishop of Alexandria elaborates somewhat on his metaphysics. When
discussing the status of the word ‘unborn’ as applied to the Father, he
distinguishes between two sorts of beings (t@v dvtwv). On the one hand,
there are those which are in their own stations and which are assigned
to be what they are enhypostatically.” On the other hand, there are
those without station, which are not founded in their own natures, but
hover round the substances of the beings.** Because the latter ones can
join themselves (cuupijvar) to one or another of the beings, they almost
seem to exist hypostatically together with the things that possess them,
and falsely present another’s nature as their own.*! Cyril goes on to
explain that it is the accidents and the inherent attributes that do not
exist in themselves but in others.®? This is in line with what we saw
in section g.2.2: natural properties inhere secondary as well as primary
substances, while separable accidents lie round primary substances, that
is, hypostases.

In the sixth dialogue, too, we find a passage in which odoia refers
to what is common and vmootaolg to what is distinct in Father, Son
and holy Spirit. According to Cyril, his opponents regard the Son as an
instrument of the Father, since he is called the ‘power’ of God (see, e.g.,

7T Ibid. 1, 408d: Nai - mohd vy T0 dieipyov xai dut péoov ymeodv, eimeg Eotiv 1) odoia
TOV ROVERAOTO TEQLEXTIRY).

8 See n. 14.

7 Dial. Trin. 11, 433d: ta pév domeo &v idlaws domug ol xal wiy ol o eivon Tovd’
OmeQ €0Tiv EVUITOOTATWG dLEXANQMOATO.

80 Ihid., 433de: t& 8¢ Dde pev odn Eyer modév, EEedoa 8¢ parhov Eoti, xai &v idloug uév
00 £QNEELOUEVA PUOEDL, TAG OE Ve TMV OVIMV 0VOLOG TEQLTOTMUEVAL.

81 Ihid., 433€: povovouyl nal cuvVPETTAVOL TOlg ExovoL doxel, idlav 8¢ Momeg Pvow TV
alotoiav Ppevdetat.

82 Ihid., 433¢ (see n. 54).
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1Cor. 1:24). But the archbishop himself argues that this power, being
the Son, is living and enhypostatic (¢évumdotatog), issuing forth from
the Father as from a source, and pre-eminent by the properties of the
divinity, not adventitiously, but substantially (ovowwddg; 618b). A asks
whether the Word, being regarded as existing in its own hypostasis
(t0 givaw ... »od’ Omootaow iduv), is not another (fregog) besides
the Father, and B responds that he certainly is another, and that he
exists separately, although he is consubstantial.®* A then broadens the
discussion to include the holy Spirit. He says that the nature of the one
Godhead is known in the holy consubstantial Trinity, and that Father,
Son and holy Spirit are perfect with respect to their own hypostasis
(rad” vmootaowv Owny). The divine operation may be regarded as the
work of the one substance, as something common, but also as fitting to
each of the three hypostases separately.®!

We encounter the word dmootaoig also a number of times in quotations
from or references to Hebr. 1:3: “the imprint of his hypostasis”, both
in the Thesaurus and in the Dialogues.®> In these contexts vmootaols does
not necessarily have a technical meaning, but in the fifth dialogue Cyril
argues, over against certain opponents (557de), that the Son is not an
anhypostatic imprint, nor an accident, but rather hypostasized by himself
(558de). In the fourth dialogue (537a—5444), Vdotaols occurs a few times
in a discussion on the status of the Son in the work of creation. It
seems that here Vméotaoig is used as a synonym for vmap€lg, without
emphasizing that this existence is separate, by itself (and once in a clearly
non-technical sense; 540c).

It may be concluded that when the archbishop of Alexandria employs the term
dmootaos in a technical sense, he denotes something that exists by itself—to
be distinguished from accidents and inherent attributes.** Although in the The-

83 Dial. Trin. V1, 618c: “Yopéotue yao idwmdg, &l xai oty duoototog.

8 Ihid., 618de: &AL’ 1 Evog TOV dvopacuévov dnwoveyxy déknos, ¢’ Stomee Av
Aéyorto yevéodar tuydv, EvéQynua uev ovtod, sty dd mdong €oyetar Tig YedTNnTog %ol
Tijg VEQ ®Tiow €0Tiv ovolag ATOTELEOUA, OOV UEV (HOTEQ TL, TANY %ol OmdS EXAoTE
TQOOMITW TEETOV, TO TOWVLV &% WAS PUOEMG EVEQYOUUEVOV (BG Ol TOLDY VITOOTACEMV
neémol v xal g Exdoty, mavieheing éxovon xad’ éavtiv. The same view is repeated
somewhat further down in the same dialogue: 620e-621a.

8 Xagaxnte Tiic dmootdoemg adtod. See, e.g., Thesaurus, 49D, 132D, 240D, 476A;
Dual. Trin. 1, 398bc; 11, 452¢; 111, 467a; V, 550e; VI, 629b.

8 This is also the sense that Galtier (1952a) gives to the word, which, according to
him, was its every-day, ‘primitive’ (366, 375) meaning: “une consistance distincte” (358);
other expressions employed by him are “réalité en soi” (359), “réalité subsistante™ (361),
“réalité propre et distincte” (365), “un étre réel et distinct consistant et subsistant en
lui-méme” (382).
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saurus we encounter passages in which vmootaoig and ovoia (understood
as primary substance) are used synonymously, in the Dialogues Cyril
emphasizes the distinction between the two terms: ‘substance’ indicates
what the members of a genus or a species have in common, it con-
tains the individuals, while ‘hypostasis’ denotes the individual beings,
which may belong to the same substance. In both works ‘enhypostatic’
means ‘existing by itself”, while ‘anhypostatic’ refers, not to ‘being non-
existent’, but to an existence which does not have its own hypostasis,
but is attached to a hypostasis as an accident or an inherent attribute.

3.4. PVoIg

3.4.1. Vo and ovoia

The word guowg and other derivatives of the verb @vewv abound in Cyril
of Alexandria’s trinitarian writings. And they can have various mean-
ings. Most commonly, g¥oig is closely related to ovoia. Often the two
words or related terms are found side by side, not just in direct ref-
erence to Father and Son, but regularly also in more general state-
ments, from which conclusions with respect to the divine hypostases
are inferred. First, some examples from the 7hesaurus. Things of which
the formula is the same are of the same species and necessarily like
each other naturally (dAMhowg €owota guowmdg); and they are of the
same substance (109A). Things that are naturally (guowdc) in equality
with each other are also consubstantial (140D). Things that are of the
same substance (odoiag) and nature (pOoewg) are more properly com-
pared to each other (144A). The Son is all the things that are said to be
attached to the Father naturally and substantially (puowdg te ®ai ovot-
®d@g), such as truth, power and wisdom (244D). In many other places
where the relationship between a substance and its characteristics is dis-
cussed we see that terms related to gUoig and terms related to ovoio are
to some extent interchangeable (see 3.2.2).

The picture we get from the Dialogues on the Trinity is no different.
The Son may be called “connatural and consubstantial (6uogud te
noi opoovotov)” with the Father®” ‘Consubstantial’ indicates identity of

87 Dial. Trin. 1, 392c.
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nature.®® The Son is consubstantial with the Father, since he is truly
out of him and in him by nature and substantially®* And A puts the
question: If ‘begotten’ defines the nature of the Son, and they say
that he is, thus, of a different nature and foreign to the substance of
the Father, what then?® Further, Scripture calls the Son light and life,
wisdom and power, but we do not say that these names enclose his
nature and that he is composed out of them, for he is simple, but
on the basis of these attributes which are attached to him by nature
and substantially (mgoomepurdtov odowwddg), we arrive at a feeble
contemplation of him.”!

It is clear, then, that in many places of Cyril of Alexandria’s trinitar-
ian writings @uolg and ovoia are closely related notions. They are often
employed in contexts in which the ontological relationship between two
beings is discussed, the question whether they are consubstantial or not.
Thus, the meaning of oboio to which @boig is linked is that of sec-
ondary, not primary, substance. Does this imply that in these instances
@voig has a meaning close to secondary substance? The fact that some-
times Cyril even speaks about ‘defining the nature’ instead of ‘defining
the substance’,” suggests that this is the case. Even so, Labelle comes to
a different assessment. He points to the parallel between xatd tov Tijg
@uoeng Moyov and xatd TOV 10U g givar Mdyov,” he regards mwg eivon
as referring to ‘how’ a substance is actualized, and concludes that ¢uv-
ol denotes the real, concrete being, synonymous with ‘hypostasis’.** He
explicitly distances himself from the interpretation given by Grillmeier
and Hebensperger.® Hebensperger summarizes Cyril’s understanding
as follows: “essence = 6 100 mwg eivon Moyog = being such = physis”,”
while the usual expression for ‘essence’ is ovoio.”” It may be added that,
in Hebensperger’s view, guoig is essence considered as the principle of
operation.”® And this principle of operation is the will (BovAnoig) of God

8 Ihid., 394€: TO GLOOVOLOV, XOATOL TEVTOTNTO QUOLATY €D Udha %aTadNhoDy.

89 Ihid., 405€: notd UOW 1Al 0VOLWODS.

90 Ihid., 11, g423bc: éregogud 8¢ Tavty ToL nol GAAOTOLOV glval oot Tig ovolag Tob
TToteog.

N Ibid., V, 558¢cd.

92 Thesaurus, 444C. Dial. Trin. 11, 423bc; VI, 587de.

93 Thesaurus, 152CD.
* Labelle (1979), 36-39.
9% Ibid., 37, n. 9.
9% Hebensperger (1927), 85: “Wesenheit = 6 100 ntwg eivon Adyog = Sosein = Physis”.
97 Ibid., 75.
9% Ihid., 83.

©
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for the creature.” One might say that Labelle regards ¢uowg more as
hypostasis, while Hebensperger interprets it as secondary substance.

In order to come to a conclusion, let us examine the passage in
which @ioig and mog eivon are placed side by side, to which Labelle
refers:

The things that are deprived of natural likeness (puowrilg 6poldtTnTog) to
one another, and that are separated xotd 1OV 100 oG eivar hoyov, are
distinguished rather by ‘like’ and ‘unlike’, and certainly not by ‘greater’
and ‘smaller’. If] therefore, xata tov tig @uoeswg Adyov, the Father in
relation to the Son is one, let the hostile fellow-inquirers say to us in what
way ‘greater’ and ‘smaller’ apply to them. But if the Son is introduced as
in every way separated and divorced from the substance (ovotag) of the
Father and understood by you [to be] of another nature (¢tépag gioewg),
how do the things that are in every way separated xotd TOv T00 mTwg glvon
Aoyov admit of comparison with each other?!%

The structure of this passage is as follows. First, Cyril gives the general
rule that ‘greater’ and ‘smaller’ apply to things that are similar by
nature. The other two sentences are opposed to each other by pév ...
6¢. The middle sentence gives the position in which, according to the
rule, comparison is possible: Father and Son are one with respect to
¢voic. The last sentence gives the opposite view: they are of a different
¢gvog. The wording in each of the three sentences pleads against
Labelle’s interpretation. If gvoig would merely indicate a real, concrete
being, and not include the notion of essence, the expression ‘natural
likeness’ in the first sentence does not make sense. In the second
sentence, the word guog is used to express Cyril’s own opinion: Father
and Son are one with respect to guowg and can be called ‘greater’
and ‘smaller’. Since Father and Son are one with regard to ovoio and
not regarding hypostasis, gpvoiwg should be interpreted as ovoio rather
than as hypostasis. And finally, in the third sentence, ‘separated from
the ovoia’, ‘of another guowg’, and ‘separated xatc TOV 10D 7TWG Elvon
LMoyov’ apparently indicate the same view of the ontological relationship
between Father and Son. If odoio stands for ‘essence’, as Labelle
himself states, it is more plausible that @vows and mog eivar refer to
‘essence’ as well instead of to a concrete being

In his discussion, Labelle regards mwg eivar as synonymous with
touode elvar, and he links them with ‘quality’. But ‘quality’ is more

9 Ihid., 21, 53, 60.
100 T hesaurus, 152CD.
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related to secondary substance, which includes the substantial qual-
ities,'*! than to hypostasis, which denotes individual existence. Cyril
of Alexandria even applies Toi®ode eivan to the proprium ‘uncreated’,
which shows that there is no notion of separate existence involved in
this expression, for ‘uncreated’ applies to the substance of God, not just
to one of the hypostases. ‘Uncreated’ is not itself a substance, he writes,
but it signifies that the substance which is ordered in opposition to the
uncreated substance “is not such”, that is, is not uncreated, but cre-
ated.'” Similar to the propria of man and horse, ‘uncreated’” does not
signify what God 1s by nature, but that he “is such”.! The phrase mwg
givan, then, which Labelle rightly links with @ioig, designates an essence
or a secondary substance, not a hypostasis or individual existence.

The conclusion may be that in many cases in which o and its related
terms are placed parallel to ovaia and its related terms, pvows has a meaning
which s close to secondary substance. However, when it is applied to living
beings, as it mostly is, the fact that g¥ois is derived from the verb guewv
adds a connotation which ovoia does not have: a bemng has its nature, its
secondary substance, because it has recetved it by birth from its parents. Thus,
Cyril writes: “For further, being the same in substance may in this
way, according to the law of nature, extend from him [the Father]
to the Son”.!" Tor this reason, it i3 important for Cyril that Christ is
truly the Son of God the Father by nature, and not by grace or by
adoption, for ‘Son by nature’ implies consubstantiality.!® There are a
number of expressions containing the word guoig in Cyril’s trinitarian
writings which he employs to denote that the Word is consubstantial
with the Father: ‘Son by nature’,'® ‘out of him by nature’,'” ‘God by

101" See section 2.4.1.

102 Thesaurus, 28C: Tob W) TOOOSE €lvaL . .. TO ONUOVTIKOV.

103 Ibid., 445B: 0b i éon onuaivov xatd @uow Oeog, GAL’ 8T TOWOdE EoT.

104 Dial. Trin. 10, 434de.

105 See chapter 2, nn. 152 and 153. In Thesaurus, 104B, Cyril states that not even the
things that have a created nature are known to have as accident the bringing forth of
something inferior (t6 yeigova), for a man does not beget something else than what he
is himself. On this, neo-Platonism has the opposite view. For example, Plotinus writes:
“What is always perfect, begets always something eternal, and it begets something less
(8hattov) than itself” (Enneads V.1.6). Christianity’s doctrine of the consubstantiality
of the divine hypostases is, then, incompatible with neo-Platonic thought. See also
Meijering (1974), 21 and 26.

106 Thesaurus, 189C, 320B; Dial. Trin. 1, 418¢; cf. 11, 418¢ (each time »oatd guow).

107 Thesaurus, 116B ((€ odtod natd qiow); 241D (€ adtod notd guow); 316C (8E
adtob guowds meoehdovrog). Dial. Trin. 1, 405¢ (Gnddg €€ avtod te xai &v adtd xatd
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nature’,'® ‘of the same nature’ or ‘natural identity’,'” ‘not of another
nature’,'? ‘like him by nature’ or ‘not unlike him by nature’.!!!

‘By nature’ (xatd @oow or guoet), then, has two meanings. First, it
can be synonymous with ‘substantially’ (obowwd@s) and indicate that a
being is something because that something belongs to the substance
of that being, either as differentia, or as proprium, or as inseparable
attribute. In this way the words ‘God’, ‘Lord’, ‘incorruptible’ and ‘king’
are applied, not just to the Father, but also to the Son; he is these things
‘really and by nature’.!? In this sense, Cyril can also speak of what the
swan or the snow,''* the human body,!"* or we as human beings'"® are
by nature.

The second meaning of ‘by nature’ is applied, not to something
that belongs to a being substantially, but to (the result of) a ‘natural’
process by which a being produces a second being with the same
secondary substance. This is the case when the Word is called ‘Son
by nature’. ‘Son’ is not something that belongs to the divine substance
as differentia, proprium or inseparable attribute, for in that case it
would be a predicate of the Father and of the holy Spirit as well. It
rather refers to the natural process by which the Word is born from the
Father, thus receiving the same substance as the Father. Similarly, in the
Dralogues, the Father is called ‘Father by nature’ to indicate a process by
which the divine Son is born, who has the same substance as the Father.
‘Father” does not belong to the divine substance, for it applies only to

@oow rot ovowwd®dg); 11, 417a (€ adtob xatd givow yevvntog); 11, 422¢ (gnmequrdta »ai
YEYEVVIUEVOV).

108 Thesaurus, 109C, 116A, 149D, 153A, 156B, 316C, 496C, 496D (¢voer or xata
@Uvow).

109 Thesaurus, 141C (81 tawvtdmTog uowmis); 501C (duoguiic); 517D (6uogug). Dial.
Trin. 1, 391d (6poguiic); I, g92¢ (dnogua); I, 405d (6poguigc); 11, 429b (in B’s argumenta-
tion: xatd QOO 6 0OTAG).

10 Cf. Thesaurus, 517A (Etegoguiy); cf. 552B (tegoguiic). Dial. Trin. 1, 395¢ (ovy étéoog
eivan pooemg); cf. I1, 418b (Erepogud); cf. I1, 423bc (Etepogud); cf. 11, 438d (étegoiwg Exwv
ROTA TNV PUOWV).

WL Thesaurus, 20A (Gvdpolog xatd goow); 101A (notd gvow EEopoodv); 104D (rata
@vow Spowog); 109C (Tiv Eugéoetav fiv Exer zatd @uow); 232G (puowiy TV opoiwoty);
316 (ot Eoton TV @oow dvouowog). Dial. Trin. 111, 498a (Gvopowdtnta guowiv); cf. 'V,
584b (dvouotog notd guowy).

12 Thesaurus, 109B: oty dviwg oltw »ai xata gdow. See also ibid., 121C, 149D, 153A,
256B (puowrdc), 320D; Dial. Trin. 1, 392a; VI, 592de (the Spirit is holy by nature).

113 Ihid., 446C.

14 Ibid., 452C.

15 Dial. Trin. 1, 393e; 11, 431d (creatures by nature and sons by grace).
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one of the three hypostases. ‘Father by nature’ is distinguished from
being called ‘Father’ improperly, which applies when ‘Father’ indicates
that he is the cause of created beings.!''®

The archbishop of Alexandria employs various forms of the verb @vew
to express this process. The Father is called 6 guoag, ‘the Begetter’, in
relation to the Son,'” who 1s ‘born’ (&vagug) out of (the substance of)
the Father.!"® The verb meguzévar and its derivatives is found much more
often in both trinitarian works. It can denote the natural process itself
by which one being produces a second being with the same substance.
Thus, it is said of the Word that he is born (requxota) out of God.!'? But
often, it 1s used to indicate that a particular property is not a separable
accident, but that it is a differentia, a proprium or an inseparable
attribute, handed down from one generation to the next. It can be
translated by ‘it is natural’ or by the adverb ‘naturally’.'”* We have come
across a similar usage in Porphyry’s Isagoge.!!

This understanding of ¢@uowg is reminiscent of, though not identical
to, that of Aristotle in Book II of his Physics.'” Aristotle distinguishes
between beings that exist by nature (guoe), and beings that exist as
the result of another cause. To the first group belong living beings
(Coa) and their parts, plants, and the elements of bodies (such as earth,
fire, air, and water). They have in themselves a principle of movement
and rest.'” Things in the other group are the result of craft-work (o
téyvng), like a bed or a coat. They have no inherent (8ugutov) tendency
to change, although the elements out of which they are composed (like
stone or earth) may change, which means that things like beds and
coats have the capacity to change, not inherently, but as an accident
(ouupéPnrev).

Thus, all things that have such a principle have a gtoug, and all these
are a substance (ovoia), for it is a substrate, and a gvowg is always in
a substrate.!” ‘According to nature (zatd @vow)’ are these things and

16 Ihid. 11, 432a—c.

Y7 Thesaurus, 157A, 472B; Dial. Trin. VI, 622b; VII, 654d. In Dial. Trin. V, 582c,
Abraham is similarly called 6 gVoag of Isaac; cf. Dial. Trin. 1, 402b.

18 Dial. Trin. 1, 391c, 405¢. CL. ibid. 111, 465¢.

19 Thesaurus, 521A, 553D. CL. Dial. Trin. 1, 411b, and II, 422¢.

120 Ihid., 164B, 200D; Dial. Trin. 11, 422¢; V, 565b. See also n. 43.

121 See section 2.4.2.

122° Aristotle, Physics, Book II, c. 1, 192b%-193b?!. Greek edition: Aristotle (1979).

123 [bid., 192b'3 1 rovtv ugv yao éxaotov &v autd doyny &l vvioemg xol 0TdoEmG.

124 Jhid., 192b32 3% giow 8¢ el Boa TolovTy Exel Geyav. ok ot mavta TadTo odota.
- DIOREIUEVOV YAQ TL, %al &V DITOrEWEV® E0Ty 1) gUos Gel. Presumably, the ‘it” which is a
substrate, is the substance mentioned in the previous clause.
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everything that belongs to them by themselves (xad’ avtd), that is,
inherently, as rising upwards belongs to fire. For this (rising upwards)
s not nature, nor does it have a nature, but it is ‘by nature’ (pioey)
and ‘according to nature’ (xatd quow). Aristotle adds that it is not the
matter of beings, nor the four basic elements, that should be regarded
as their nature and substance, but their form (nogg) or essence (€idog),
according to their defining formula.'® Finally, @bow is that towards
which something grows (gpveTow).

We see here that for Aristotle, too, gpioig and ovota are closely related
notions, without being fully synonymous. ®voig is applied, not to all,
but to a particular group of substances—those which have a principle
of movement and rest within themselves.'” And although both giowg
and ovoia are identified with the essence of a thing, with the word guog
the emphasis lies on the inherent development of the thing involved,
while with odola the emphasis lies on the place the thing has in the
whole order of realities.

Hebensperger rightly points out that, when Cyril of Alexandria
applies the term @iowg to God, its connotation cannot be the inherent
growth toward a future goal, since God is regarded as immutable.
Hebensperger, then, describes the guowg as the essence regarded as
the principle of operation. The examples given are God’s goodness
and the Spirit’s sanctification.!? He explains this by stating that God’s
operation, not just within himself, but also towards creation, is an
image of his inner nature. He refers for this to two passages in the
Thesaurus (188C and 189D).

One may say that in Cyril’s view a ¢uoig indeed contains a principle
of operation, but he describes the relationship between the nature
and the operations in different terms than Hebensperger suggests.
First of all, the nature or the substance itself is unknowable; thus, the
operation is not an image of the nature itself. A few times he states this
explicitly,'® but it is also quite clear from his metaphysics, in which the
propria and the inseparable attributes do not indicate the substance or
what something is ‘by nature’, but the things ‘round the substance’.!*

125 Ihid., 19323031,

126 Cf. Aristotle’s treatment of @voig in the dictionary of the Metaphysics, Book V,
1014b'6-10152!%.

127 Hebensperger (1927), 83. For the examples of God’s operation he refers to
Thesaurus, 116A and 596D.

128 Thesaurus, 28A; 441D.

129 See section 8.2.2.
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As he writes in Thesaurus, 452BC: Each of the words that we apply to
God, like ‘Father’, ‘uncreated’, ‘incorruptible’ and ‘immortal’,

is not indicative of the substance of God, as I already said above, but
signifies one of the things round the substance. If then, on the basis of
these words and significations, we are led to the knowledge of God, how
shall we know his substance, when we learn only the things round it, and
are not taught what he is by nature?!?

But although the divine substance or nature itself is unknowable, God’s
properties are distinctive enough to draw conclusions regarding the
consubstantiality of Father, Son and holy Spirit from the properties they
have in common. Thus, from the fact that both Father and Son are
called, and really are, ‘God’ and ‘Lord’ and ‘incorruptible’ and ‘king’,
it may be inferred that there is ‘natural likeness’ between them, which
in the Thesaurus amounts to consubstantiality.”®! In the Dialogues Cyril
reasons similarly with regard to the divinity of the holy Spirit. In order
to find out whether the Spirit is God, is in God, and naturally out of
him (¢§ adtod guowdg), he investigates whether the Spirit “is honoured
substantially with the properties (dwbpaow) of the divinity”.!s2

For Porphyry, ‘god’ is a species whose definition is ‘rational, immortal
living being’.!® It is obvious that this definition will not do for the
archbishop of Alexandria, especially since, in the Tree of Porphyry, the
genus ‘living being’ (Coov) falls under ‘body’. There is even a passage
in the 7hesaurus (324BC) in which Cyril denounces Eunomius for calling
the Son a living being (Cov, written as C@ov). The Son calls himself ‘life’
(Cam), which 1s the reality (modyua) that makes alive, Cyril argues, while
a living being participates in that which makes alive. Cyril’s primary
distinction is that between God and creation. In Thesaurus, 140C, he
reasons as follows. If the whole cosmos of created beings is as it were
one genus, with species under it, and the Son is a created being, then
he would be a species of this genus, that is, of the cosmos. But the
Son is said to exist before the cosmos, and species cannot be prior
to their genus;'** therefore, the Son is not out of the cosmos, but out
of the maker of the cosmos, and consubstantial (with God). In the

130 Knowledge of God, then, does not imply knowing God’s substance (or nature),

but knowing the things round the substance. Cf. Dialogues, 415ab: through the words
“we have come to a moderate knowledge regarding it [the divine nature]”.

31 Thesaurus, 109B.

132 Dial. Trin. VII, 635c¢.

133 Porphyry, Isagoge, 1011713, 14173; cf. also 112324,

13% That species cannot be prior to their genus is mentioned by Aristotle in Zopics,
123214 15,
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Dualogues, Cyril expresses this by means of the word ¢ioig: “Among all
the beings, then, we observe two natures”.!” One nature of the being
that exists always in the same way, the other nature is that of the things
that have their being by creation. Here again, ¢boig is more or less
synonymous with secondary substance, but when all created beings are
said to have one nature it denotes the secondary substance, not of a
particular species, but of one of the highest genera. In line with Aristotle,
Cyril applies the word guoig a few times to sorts of matter, like fire and
water,'* but also to stones or snow.'”” And occasionally, gioiwg acquires
the meaning of ‘essence’ in an even broader sense.'*

The main meaning of guowg in the trinitarian writings, then, is that
of a common nature, the reality which a number of consubstantial
individuals have in common. Sometimes, however, the Alexandrian
archbishop gives an even more concrete sense to the term: it then
denotes all the individuals that belong to the same secondary substance.
In such instances, the word ‘whole’ (mdoa or 6kn) is often added. For
example: “The divine Scripture subjects the whole nature of created
beings (mdoav ... v @vow) to the rule of servitude to God, saying: ‘All
things are your servants’ [Psalm 118 / 119:91, LXX]”.!* ‘Human nature’
can thus stand for all human beings together, for the human race. We
find this especially in soteriological contexts. For instance: “I'or he has
become man, not bestowing his grace to some, and not to others, but
having compassion on the whole (8Anyv) fallen nature”.!” We will return
to this in section 3.4.4.

When this meaning is applied to God, ‘the divine nature’ does not
merely signify what Father, Son and holy Spirit have in common, but
it refers to the whole Trinity. And since the unity of the Godhead is
stronger than that between all human individuals, and God is really
one, ‘the divine nature’ and ‘God’ are then virtually interchangeable.
So, Cyril can write that the mediator indicates “to the people that
which seems good to the undescribable and ineffable nature”,'*! that

135 Dial. Trin. 1, 4112: Ao toryagodv &v 8hoig Toig ovol natademueda guoeg. CL. In fo.

1.6, vol. 1, 78 (52b).

156 Jhid, 11, 428a.

137 Thesaurus, 344B and 445C.

138 Jbid., 256A (“the nature of an accident”, to which it belongs that it can be taken
away); Dial. Trin. 11, 451d (“the nature of colours”, by which he means that they are
accidents).

139 Thesaurus, 485C. See also idem, 521D, and In Jo., V.4, vol. 2, 18 (507d).

10" In Jo. VL1, vol. 2, 233 (654a).

Y Dial. Trin. 1, 4o01d.
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“the divine nature was roused to anger”,'*? and that one “shall worship
the one and consubstantial nature, the Queen of all”.!*3

Some further considerations with regard to the meaning of ¢ioig
in Cyril of Alexandria’s trinitarian writings can best be discussed with
reference to the publications by Ruth M. Siddals and Jacques Lié¢baert.

3.4.2. Ruth M. Siddals’s Dissertation'**

In her dissertation, Ruth M. Siddals points to the importance of the
term ‘nature’ in the treatment of ‘inherent factors’ and of things that
are radiated from substances, such as fragrant scent from a flower, heat
from fire, or sweetness from honey.'* By ‘inherent factors’ she under-
stands all the properties of a substance, both the separable accidents
and the ‘naturally inherent factors’, which include the propria and the
inseparable attributes. In her initial discussion of ‘inherent factors’, a
passage in the Dialogues which we have looked at before,!® plays an
important role.!” The word guioiwg appears three times in this passage:
inherent factors “are not founded in their own natures”, they “falsely
present another’s nature as their own”, and such a factor “has the
nature of its possessor as its own”. !

In her interpretation of this passage, Siddals writes that qualities “do
not possess the nature of substances, but simply the nature of qualities”.

And:

This picture of ‘borrowing nature’ strictly depends upon the ambiguity
of the term ¢@uowc. As we have seen, the nature of an inherent feature
like a quality is different, é@ihotoia, from the nature of a substance.
Nonetheless, the inherent feature so inheres within the nature of the
substance, that it 1s regarded as having acquired this substantial nature
as its very own, albeit in a qualified way, &g idiav and idiav domep.'*?

It seems, however, that a more consistent interpretation of the word
@uos in these phrases makes more sense. Cyril is not really speaking

12 Ihid., 402d.

13 Ihid. 11, 423ab.

14 Siddals (1984).

M5 Jbid., 27-90 and 52-58.

146 See nn. 54 and 79-82.

7 Dial. Trin. 11, 433¢—434a. See Siddals (1984), 27fT.

U8 Ibid., 433d: &v idloug pév odx éonoewopéva gioeot; 433¢: dlav 8¢ domep guow v
dhhotolav Pevdetay; 434a: @Uowy 8¢ TV Tol hayoviog Mg idiav ExeL.

149 Siddals (1984), 53 1.
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of ‘the nature of qualities” here, but in all three cases givog may be
regarded as ‘substantial nature’. When he writes that inherent factors
“are not founded in their own natures”, he adds: “but (uév ... 6¢) they
hover round the substances of the beings”. Thus, this phrase could be
interpreted as: they do not have substantial natures of their own, in
which they could be founded.’® When they “falsely present another’s
(&Motpiav) nature as their own”, once again, giolg can be read as
‘substantial nature’: they do not have a substantial nature themselves,
but because they are attached to a substantial nature, it looks as if
that substantial nature is their own. And the third phrase, “has the
nature of its possessor as its own”, may be interpreted in the same
way: an inherent factor does not have its own substantial nature, but
the substantial nature to which it is attached, which ‘possesses’ it, is
regarded as that of the inherent factor.

On this interpretation, the term ¢uoig remains linked with substan-
tial beings, as it is in the vast majority of cases in the trinitarian writ-
ings. But even then, its meaning in this passage cannot be the usual
one, which is close to secondary substance. For in this case, it is not the
essence of the substance that is envisaged, the secondary substance, but
rather its separate existence. It is not the substantial qualities of the sub-
stance that the inherent factors seem to adopt, but its stable existence.
This is underlined by the fact that the whole argumentation is applied
to ‘unborn’, which is said to exist in the Aoyog of the hypostasis of God
the Father, not in the substance of God. In this exceptional case in the
trinitarian writings, ¢Uowg has a meaning similar to hypostasis rather
than to secondary substance.

Siddals points to the fact that the examples Cyril uses to illustrate
the relationships between the divine hypostases often concern things
that are radiated from substances.’! The Father and the Son may be
compared to the sun and the light that is sent out by it; to a flower
and the scent that it gives off; to a fire and the heat that comes from
it. A word that issues from a mind is described by Cyril in the same
way. ‘Radiated factor’ will be used as a general term to cover all these
examples. In later writings Cyril applies the analogy of a flower and
its scent a few times, not to the relationships between the hypostases of

150 Just as the sentence “John does not live in his own house, but he rents it from a
corporation” does not imply that John has a house of his own, besides the one he lives
in

151 Siddals (1984), 57.
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the Trinity, but to the relation between the divinity and the humanity
of the incarnate Word. According to Siddals, this analogy provides
an “analytical precision” which “marks the high point of Cyrilline
christology”.!®? In order to be able to evaluate Siddals’s treatment of
these christological passages—which will be done in section 6.4.2.1—
we will now have a closer look at Cyril’s understanding of radiated
factors in the trinitarian writings.

First of all, it would be better to make a sharper distinction between
inherent factors and radiated factors than Siddals does in her disserta-
tion. For the way in which Cyril describes their relationship with the
corresponding substance is rather different.”® As we have seen, inher-
ent factors are said to be attached to, to exist in, and to inhere sub-
stances, either ‘by nature’” or ‘naturally’, which implies inseparability, or
by addition, in which case they are separable from the substances.'>
The passage in the Dialogues just discussed, which also speaks about
inherent factors, is an exception in that the word guowg is applied in
a different way: by being attached to a substance, an inherent factor
(whether separable or inseparable) has real existence, and it seems as if
it has the nature of the substance.

What an inherent factor and a radiated factor have in common
is that both are said to be attached to, to exist in or to inhere a
substance,'® although Cyril seldom uses this terminology in connection
with radiated factors. More often a radiated factor is said to be (elvav)
or to exist (Umdgyew) in (&v) a substance, while at the same time the
substance is said to be in (év) the radiated factor.!®® The reason that
substances are said to be in radiated factors, but not in inherent factors,
is that a radiated factor goes out of (éx) the substance,'*” while inherent

152 Ihid., 137.

153 Ellis (1990) discusses the way in which several philosophers from Porphyry to Elias
(fl. 541) wrote about the ontological status of fragrance. According to Aristotle, Categories,
1a?+25 what is “in a subject”, that is, an accident, “cannot exist separately from what
it is in”. Fragrance, however, travels from the substance to which it belongs. Is it not an
accident, then? If not, what is it? Various solutions have been proposed.

5% See section 3.2.2.

195 Dial. Trin. 11, 453¢; In Jo. 1.1, vol. 1, 19 (12b and 12¢); IL1, vol. 1, 191 (128a).

156 Thesaurus, 181B; Dial. Trin. 11, 450e, 452b, 453b; In Jo. 1.3, vol. 1, 44 (28e—29a); IL1,
vol. 1, 191 (128a); II1.5, vol. 1, 444 (302b); XL1, vol. 2, 635 (930b).

157 Thesaurus, 100D; Dial. Trin. 11, 450d, 451a, 452ab, 453ab; III, 469d, 475¢; In Jo. L1,
vol. 1, 19 (12b and 12¢); I.3, vol. 1, 44 (29a); .5, vol. 1, 68 (45¢); L5, vol. 1, 71f. (48¢); IL.1,
vol. 1, 191 (128a); 1.4, vol. 1, 255 (170¢); 11L.5, vol. 1, 444 (302b); VII, vol. 2, 259 (671b);
XI.1, vol. 2, 635 (930ab).
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factors never leave the substance. The radiated factor is regarded as
oflspring (yévvnua), and the substance as begetter (yevviioog, texmv).!
The substance may also be called ‘root’ (0iCa)** or ‘mother’ (utne),'*
the radiated factor ‘shoot’ (BAdotnua),’® “fruit’ (ropmodg)!*? or ‘embryo’
(wUmua).'% Stating that the substance is in the radiated factor is one way
of emphasizing that, despite its going out, the radiated factor is never
fully separated from the substance. This is also expressed by the word
‘co-existence’ (ovvimagEg) and similar terms.'™* The substance and
the factor that has gone out from it co-exist.'> Cyril regularly writes
that in thought (¢mwvoig, and similar expressions) radiated factor and
substance seem to be separated and to be ‘another and another’, but
that in fact there is no separation or emanation (éoQQon) or passion.'®
Therefore, the substance does not suffer a loss and does not become
inferior, when the radiated factor goes out of it.!” The substance is
never without (dixa) the radiated factor, nor the radiated factor without
the substance.!

Through radiated factors we may have knowledge of their sub-
stances'® or we may participate in their substances.'’”” The radiated
factor acts on the senses of human beings, whether the eyes (light),!”!

198 Dial. Trin. 11, 450d—451a; In Jo. 1.1, vol. 1, 19 (12b and 12¢); L5, vol. 1, 72 (48¢).

159 Dial. Trin. 11, 450e, 453a; 111, 469e, 475b.

160° Dial. Trin. 111, 469e.

161" Dial. Trin. 111, 47bc.

162" Dial. Trin. 11, 450e; 111, 475b.

163 Dial. Trin. 11, 450e.

164 Dial. Trin. 11, 451b, 452b, 453¢; In Jo. L1, vol. 1, 19 (12b and 12¢); L5, vol. 1, 68
(45¢); L5, vol. 1, 71 (48¢).

165 Cyril is not fully consistent in his use of these terms. Mostly, ‘co-existence’ contains
both aspects of distance and proximity, in which case it is applicable to radiated factors,
not to inherent factors (e.g., fn Jo. L.1, vol. 1, 19 [12¢]). In another case, however, he
applies ‘co-existence’ to the inherent factor of ‘colour’ (Dial. Trin. 11, 452c).

166 Dial. Trin. 11, 450d, 452b, 453ab; In Jo. 1.3, vol. 1, 44 (29a); L5, vol. 1, 72 (48¢);
IL1, vol. 1, 191 (128ab); IL.4, vol. 1, 255 (170¢); 1I1.5, vol. 1, 444 (302b); XI.1, vol. 2, 635
(930ab).

167 Dial. Trin. 1, 451a, 453b; 1L, 475bc; In Jo. 114, vol. 1, 255 (170¢); 117, vol. 1, 333
(225€).

168 Dial. Trin. 11, 450¢ (the mind is not &hoyog, the word is not dvovg), 451a; In Jo. L1,
vol. 1, 19 (12b); I.5, vol. 1, 72 (48¢).

169 Dial. Trin. 11, 452¢—453a; In Jo. X1, vol. 2, 635 (930a). Cf. In Jo. 1.4, vol. 1, 255
(1712).

170 Dial. Trin. 111, 469b: uédetwv, explained by way of the example of the sun’s rays
which impart heat to the senses.

71 Dial. Trin. 11, 452¢—453a.
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the nose (scent),'”? the tongue (sweetness),'” or the skin (heat), and thus
communicates knowledge about the substance to human beings, and
lets them participate in it. Through the radiated factor we may know
what the substance is by nature (zata goow).!”* This is possible because
radiated factor and substance are connatural (cuuguiig),'”® they are one
in nature (though separable in thought),'”® not of a different nature
(¢regogung),'”’ they have a natural intimacy.!'’”® One may even say that,
as it were, one nature has been allotted to them,'” one may speak of
‘substantial identity” with respect to substance and radiated factor,'®
and say that they are the same as regards substance.'®!

From the whole argumentation it is clear that with ‘one by nature’
and ‘identity of substance’ Cyril envisages, not the substance’s separate
existence, but its essence, its substantial qualities. It is those that are
communicated to the senses. Occasionally, the archbishop of Alexan-
dria makes this even more explicit. Thus he says that when the mind
begets a word, the quality and form of its begetter is allotted to the
word as its own nature.'® And a ray has ‘the whole quality’ of the sub-
stance of the sun in itself.'®® It seems that the word mowdtg in these sen-
tences does not merely mean ‘a quality’; it appears to indicate the com-
bined natural properties.'®* After giving the examples of a human being
and its child, and of fire and heat, Cyril even writes that “the descen-

172 In Jo. XL1, vol. 2, 635 (930a).

173 In Jo. 1.3, vol. 1, 44 (28e).

17+ Dial. Trin. 11, 453a.

175 Dial. Trin. 11, 452b, 111, 469b.

176 Thesaurus, 100D: &v notd @oow bmdoyov; In Jo. 1., vol. 1, 44 (29a): &mwvoig
uepLotov, &v 8¢ tij guoey; 1.5, vol. 1, 72 (48¢): v 8¢ ot ol ToVTOV THj PUOEL.

177 Dial. Trin. 111, 469d; In Jo. VIL, vol. 2, 259 (671b).

178 Dial. Trin. V1, 593bc: mhv guowiv olxewdtta. It is not a matter of participation
and separation: ot Tov 0 Mg év pedéEel dinonuévmg.

179 In Jo. L1, vol. 1, 19 (12¢): ol plav dg 1005 adTd TV UOWY xANQWOGUEVQL.

180 Dial. Trin. 111, 469b. In a not too lucid paragraph Cyril argues that if ‘other things’
participate in a substance through a radiated factor, this is possible because the radiated
factor is connatural with the substance, it operates as if it were equal to the substance,
and by a necessary law they (substance and radiated factor) are assigned substantial
identity (ovowhdn tavtotnta). See also In Jo. 1115, vol. 1, 444 (302b).

181 In Jo. 1.3, vol. 1, 44 (29b): tadtdv elowv Soov eig odotav dugdteoa.

182 Dial. Trin. 11, 450¢: 6 8¢ v 10D Tendvtog mowdmTa *ol 1déav guow dHomeg idiov
dexlnpmwaoarto.

183 Dial. Trin. 111, 469e: tiig to0 mooévtog odolag 8y &xov év fautd v modtnTa
diengaivorto. Cf. In Jo. XL1, vol. 2, 635 (930a): the scent receives from the flower
“the substantial and natural energy, or quality (tf)v oboumdn zoi Quowmny évégyelav, ftot
odtTa)”.

184 This also applies to mowdtng in Dial. Trin. 582b (they say that the mowdtng of the
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dants may, so to speak, be regarded as a particular natural quality of
the begetters”.!® The ‘particular’ in this phrase does not single out one
quality from among several, but rather indicates a particular ‘descen-
dant’, which shows the whole mowdtng, that is, all the natural properties.
It is probably also in this way that we should understand it when Cyril
calls the holy Spirit “a particular quality of the Godhead”.!®

When these images are applied to the holy Trinity, the Father is
regarded as the substance, while the radiated factor mostly refers to
the Son,'"” and sometimes to the Spirit.'* From time to time, however,
Cyril emphasizes that “the power of the example is little”, and that
“the nature which is above everything surpasses this too”;'® that God is
“beyond substance”, so that any example taken from creation is never
fully accurate.'® “And if we see through a mirror and in an enigma,
and we conceive in part, how much weaker shall we be in the words
through the tongue?”’, Cyril asks.'”! Elsewhere he states: We say that
the Father and the Son co-operate,

not conceiving them separately as two, in order that we do not conceive
of two gods, nor [conceiving] both together as one, in order that neither
the Son is compressed into the Father, nor the Father into the Son.!??

3-4.8. Jacques Liébaert’s La doctrine christologique'*®

It is worthwhile to devote some attention to Jacques Liébaert’s study
of Cyril of Alexandria’s christology before the Nestorian controversy.
First of all, because an insight into the archbishop’s earlier christology

substance of the Son can be known from the fact that he is subjected to the Father), and
VI, 603d (a sunbeam is thought to be like the sun dud tijg ... tadToEWdODG TOLWOTNTOG).

185 In Jo. IL4, vol. 1, 255 (171a): guow) s, W oftwg elnw, mowme. Obviously, a
human being and its child are not to be regarded as a substance and its radiated factor.
Cyril also writes that fire gives to the heat that proceeds out of it, the property of its
own nature (tfjg idlag guogmg To dimpa) (170€).

186 Dial. Trin. V1, 593d. Cf. Thesaurus, 596A.

87 Dial. Trin. 1, 450c¢, 452¢; 111, 475bc; In Jo. 1.1, vol. 1, 19 (12bc); 1.3, vol. 1, 43 f. (28d—
29a); L5, vol. 1, 68 (45de); L5, vol. 1, 71f. (48bc); 1.1, vol. 1, 190f. (128ab); IL.4, vol. 1,
254f. (170de); I11.5, vol. 1, 444 (302ab); VII, vol. 2, 259 (671b).

188 Thesaurus, 596A; In Jo. X1.1, vol. 2, 6351. (9g0ab).

189 In Jo. 1.5, vol. 1, 68 (45¢).

190" Ihid., 1.5, vol. 1, 72 (48¢): vmegovotog.

19V bid., 114, vol. 1, 255 (r71ab). In Cyril’s view, then, our thinking and contemplation
of God are less inaccurate than our speaking of him.

192 Ihid., 1.5, vol. 1, 71 (48b).

193 Liébaert (1951).
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will help us in assessing his later christology and in marking both
the continuity and the changes. Secondly, because Liébaert gives a
rather debatable interpretation of ‘human nature’ and related terms.!*
And thirdly, because Liébaert has received a wider audience in that
Aloys Grillmeier, in his influential series Christ in Ghristian Tradition, has
adopted several of the French theologian’s conclusions.'*> And since for
Cyril christology and soteriology are closely related, we will also look
at several aspects of his soteriology, including the notion of deification,
because they shed some light on his utilization of the terms.

According to Liébaert, Cyril’s anthropology is Platonic in the sense
that a human being is defined as a spirit in a body, an incarnated spirit,
not as a substantial composition of a body and a soul. Any spirit, then,
can be said to ‘become man’ as soon as it is united with a human
body. Thus, when the divine Word ‘becomes man’, it means that he
unites himself with a human body. The human soul is not absent, but
is irrelevant for the process as well as for the result. Cyril’s christology
before 428, then, is of the type Word-flesh, in which ‘flesh’ indicates the
body rather than the composition of soul and body, in Liébaert’s view.

On this understanding, ‘human nature’ (1 dvdommov @iolg) is a
condition, a state, namely, the condition of a spirit united to a human
body.!¢ It is not one of the elements out of which the incarnate Word
is composed. The human element is the ‘flesh’ (060E), understood as
the body. When the human nature is said to be assumed by the Word,
it means that the Word has assumed the human condition of being
united to a body. The term ‘humanity’ (dvBowmotmg), too, does not
indicate the assumed human element, but refers to the state of being
incarnated.!” But while the ‘flesh’, the element, is not called ‘humanity’
in Cyril’s christology, conversely, the ‘humanity’, the condition, the
state, is at times indicated by the word ‘flesh’. A second meaning that
‘humanity’ may have in Cyril’s writings (at least before 428), according
to the French theologian, is ‘le genre humain’, humankind in the sense

9% Ihid., 174-178; see also pp. 148, 158.

195 Grillmeier, CCT 1, ond rev. ed., 1975, 414—417. This is still the case in the third
revised German edition of 1990: 7dChr 1, 31990, 605-609.

196 Liébaert (1951), 177L.: ‘La nature humaine est donc la condition d’un esprit uni a
un corps humain’.

97 Ibid., 174. Liébaert asks whether ‘humanity’ does not have a more concrete sense,
‘désignant ’élément assumé, la chose prise par le Verbe et pas seulement son état
nouveau’? And he answers that in Cyril’s conception of the incarnation ‘cela ne parait
pas possible’. See also p. 175: ‘En somme pour Cyrille la chair est la chose assumée par
le Verbe; 'humanité est ’#tat du Verbe incarné’.
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of all people together.!” One of the consequences of this view is that
the divine Word is the acting subject, also in his incarnated state. The
Word himself @ the man.!* In this sense, one can even speak of “an
extremely vigorous realism of the incarnation”.?® But this is possible
only, because the human soul of Christ, though confessed to be present,
does not play any significant role.?!

Liébaert can arrive at his conclusions only by downplaying a num-
ber of observations he himself, nevertheless, makes, or by giving them
a disputable interpretation. Possibly his most influential choice is that
in the vast majority of cases he interprets the word oc€ as indicating
the body only, not the whole human being, including his soul. Sev-
eral scholars have criticized Liébaert’s study for this.?*** Jean Daniélou
stresses that Cyril of Alexandria is first and foremost a biblical theolo-
gian, who prefers the biblical word ocE, which often does not indicate
the body, but the whole human being, body and soul, in its state of
weakness.

Liébaert’s interpretation is all the more remarkable since he himself
points to a passage in the Commentary on John in which Cyril explains
that ‘flesh’ means ‘man’, not just the body, but also the soul; the whole
is designated by the part.?® Cyril refers to Joel 2:28, where it says: “I
will pour out my Spirit on all flesh”, and he comments that the Spirit
is not bestowed on soulless flesh alone. He adds that, while man is
a rational living being, he is composed (ovvdetov) of soul and body.
And he suggests a reason why in John 1:14 it says that “the Word
became flesh”, rather than “the Word became man”. Death has come
to man through the flesh only, since the soul was kept in immortality,
Cyril writes.?* The evangelist chose the word ‘flesh’, “indicating the
living being especially from the part affected”,*® in order to emphasize

198 Ibid., 175, n. 1: ‘Le mot dvdowmotg n’a pratiquement que deux sens chez Cyrille:
condition humaine ou genre humain’. See also pp. 226f.

19 Ibid., 177: ‘Lhomme dans le Verbe, c’est donc en définitive le Verbe lui-méme en
tant qu’uni a une chair’.

200" Jhid.

201 Diepen (1956) takes issue with Liébaert’s view of the soul in Cyril’s early christol-
ogy. See also Welch (1994a) and Welch (1994b), 40-60.

202 See the reviews of Liébaert’s book by Danié¢lou (1952), Galtier (1952b) and Giet
(1953). See also: de Halleux (1981), 141f., and Welch (1994b), 45f.

203 Li¢baert (1951), 175L. In Jo. 1.9, vol. 1, 138-140 (94¢—96a).

204 This is not the place to comment on Cyril’s view of the immortality of the (not
pre-existent) soul.

205 In Jo. Lo, vol. 1, 139 (95d).
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that it was the body in particular that needed to be restored to life.
Liébaert, however, states that Cyril does not draw the conclusion that
the Word has also assumed a human soul, and that in the explanation
which follows he only speaks about the assumed body, which, in his
assessment, makes sense when the Word united with the assumed body
realizes the definition of man. Saying that the Word has assumed flesh,
then, is saying that he has assumed humanity (which means: the human
condition), according to Li¢baert. Against this interpretation, however,
it may be argued that, given Cyril’s explanation why the word ‘flesh’ is
used, there is no need for him to explicitly state that also a human soul
was assumed, while it is implicitly present in the phrase “indicating the
living being especially from the part affected”. Cyril’s argumentation
might be summarized as follows: in the expression ‘the Word became
flesh’ the word ‘flesh’ refers to the whole human being, body and soul,
but for theological reasons the whole is indicated by the part.

Liébaert writes that “we cannot find any somewhat developed an-
thropological text” of Cyril’s.?* In a note he admits that the archbishop
of Alexandria at times gives the formula of man as: ‘a rational, mortal
living being, receptive of intelligence and knowledge’.”” But he states
that Cyril merely employs it as an example of a definition and that he
does not make it his own.?”® He adds that in one place in the Commentary
on John Cyril speaks “in passing” of man as a being composed of a body
and a rational soul,*® and then he says that besides this the texts keep
absolutely silent.?!® Does he mean to say that nowhere else in Cyril’s
writings we can find anything about man as a being composed of soul
and body? But we just saw a second place in the Commentary on john
where this is the case, while others can be mentioned.?!!

206 Tiébaert (1951), 174.

207 Ibid., n. 2. See for places where Cyril defines man in this way: chapter 2, nn. 194
and 196.

208 Grillmeier, CCT 1, 21975, 416, and JdChr 1, 31990, 608, writes that Aristotelian
definitions of man are indeed used, “with reference to Didymus™, but that they do not
imply a transference of an Aristotelian anthropology to christology. In a note (n. 10) he
adds that “these definitions occur in the dispute with Eunomius, who was trained as
an Aristotelian”. Against this, it should be said that Cyril does not refer to Didymus,
Liébaert does this, and that the definitions are not only found in the chapters of the
Thesaurus where Cyril counters Eunomius and his followers as his opponents, but also
in other places. To the ones already mentioned may be added Cyril’s commentary on
John 8:55 (In jo. VI, vol. 2, 128 [582d—583a]).

209 In FJo. 1.1, vol. 1, 219 (147¢).

210 Li¢baert (1951), 174, n. 2: ‘Hors de 1a les textes sont absolument muets’.

211 For example, In Jo. V.5, vol. 2, 64 (538¢). See also n. 209.
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What is more, in his exegesis of John 1:9 in the Commentary, Cyril
takes several pages to refute a christianized Platonic anthropology.?!?
After a depiction of the rejected view, he deals with it in 24 syllogistic
sections, not unlike the ones in the Thesaurus. The view that he opposes
may be summarized as follows:

The human souls were pre-existent in heaven, where they spent a long
time in bodiless blessedness and enjoyed the good more purely. But they
declined to strange thoughts and desires, they sinned. Therefore, God
sent them into the world, to be entangled with bodies of earth, through
which they are in bondage to death and corruption. He chose to instruct
them by this experience.

John 1:9 is one of the biblical verses on which this view is based: “He
was the true light, which enlightens every man that comes into the
world”. The most important theme for Cyril of Alexandria, to which
he returns in most of the sections, is that the body is not a punishment
for previous sins, but that it belongs to God’s good creation. If the
body were a punishment, death would mean salvation, he argues; we,
however, believe in the resurrection of the flesh, and we rightly thank
God for it. But in the course of his argumentation, Cyril gives us some
further insight into his anthropology. We have no other time of being
than this one, he writes, and we come into the world with the body.
Before that, there was non-being, out of which we pass to a beginning
of being.?"® For Cyril, then, becoming man is not the entering of a pre-
existent soul into a body, but the whole man, body and soul, comes into
existence at the beginning of his earthly life.

The terminology Cyril employs in this passage, compared with that
in the Thesaurus, the Dialogues on the Trinity, and the remainder of the
Commentary on John, is telling as well. The verb ‘to embody’ and the
noun ‘embodiment’, which contain the word o®ua, are not used in
the first two works, and in the Commentary only in reference to a

212 Ibid., 1.g, vol. 1, 115-126 (77¢-86b).

213 Jbid., 1.g, vol. 1, 118 (79e—80a): wdvov &ovreg Toitov 10D €lvar TOV ®auQdv, nod’
v petd oopatog elg TOV wdowov doydueda, TO i elvor TEdTEQOY, HOMEQ T TOTOV
rotahurdvovtes, wai €€ avtol meog vmaoEewg doynv uedotauevol. Later, in the year
429, in his Letter to the Monks (ep. 1, ACO L1.1, 153 20), Cyril writes that a man receives
his flesh, his body, from his mother, while God introduces the spirit (mvedua) in a way
unknown to us. From his argumentation, it is clear that he means to say that God
introduces the soul, but he says ‘spirit’ because he quotes Zechariah 12:1, where this
word 1s used. Although in his Commentary on fohn, Cyril does not describe man’s coming
into existence in this way, it may already have been his view at that time, for it fits well
with the text we are analysing.
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Platonic understanding of the embodiment of pre-existent souls: 13
times in total, 10 of which in the passage under investigation.?* Thus,
in the three writings mentioned, Cyril never applies these terms to
the incarnation of the Word of God. Conversely, in the three writings,
terms like ‘inhumanation’ and the corresponding verb, containing the
word dvdowmog, are only, and quite often, applied to the Word of
God, not at all to human souls.?"® This is another indication that Cyril
of Alexandria’s understanding of the incarnation is different from a
Platonic embodiment of pre-existent souls. The souls are not said to
become man, by Cyril, while the Word of God is not said to become
embodied.

Terms containing the word odgg, like ‘incarnation’ and ‘to incar-
nate’, are applied both to the embodiment of souls and to the inhuma-
nation of the Word of God.?'® Not only is there a biblical precedence for
the use of 0dE in connection with the inhumanation of God’s Word,
also in the Creed of Nicaea (325) caprwdévta is placed side by side
with évaviowmnfoavta. Besides, Cyril adds several times that by ‘incar-
nation’ is meant that the Word of God is made man. “When we say
‘having been made flesh (oecaprdodon) we mean that he was com-
pletely (6hoxinowg) made man”.?" Liébaert comments that, in the pre-
428 christology of the archbishop of Alexandria, expressions like ‘fully
human’ or ‘perfect man’ denote that the Word of God has entered the
human condition by uniting himself to a human flesh (understood as a

214 Five times owudtwolg, twice évooudtoolg, and six times a form of the verb
owpatotv. The adjective évompatog can be found twice in the Commentary on jJohn, 11.5,
vol. 1, 284 (191b) and VL1, vol. 2, 153 (600a); both times, it refers to embodied souls, not
to the incarnate Word.

215 The noun &vavdedmmows is employed 19 times in the Thesaurus, 11 times in
the Dialogues on the Trimity, and g8 times in the Commentary on jJohn. The participle
évaviowmnoog 11 times in the 7hesaurus, 4 times in the Dialogues, and 7 times in the
Commentary, while the infinitive évavdomnijoo is used twice, once in the 7Thesaurus and
once in the Dialogues.

216 Saonwotg is applied to the Word of God 4 times in the Thesaurus, once in the
Dualogues, and 7 times in the Commentary, while it is used for the embodiment of souls 8
times, all of which in the passage under investigation, In Jo. I.g, vol. 1, 115-126 (77¢—
86b). Forms of the verb cagrodv are not found in the Thesaurus, only once in the
Dualogues (and that in the full quotation of the Creed of Nicaea; I, 39oa), and 8 times
in the Commentary, 7 times in reference to the Word of God, once in the passage under
investigation, for the embodiment of souls, In Jo. I.g, vol. 1, 119 (81a). The adjective
#voagrog is only used for the Word of God, 7 times in the Thesaurus, not once in the
Dialogues, and once in the Commentary on jJohn.

217 In Jo. TV.g, vol. 1, 537 (366¢). See also V.2, vol. 1, 713 (486a).
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body), without necessarily implying a human soul.?* This is not con-
vincing. The French theologian himself refers to several places in which
Cyril indicates that by these expressions he means the combination of
body and soul.?’? It is not likely that elsewhere they would mean ‘the
human condition of being united to a body’.??

If, then, Cyril of Alexandria’s anthropology is not Platonic (in the
way that Liébaert writes about it), and he does not describe the
incarnation as a divine spirit that unites itself to a human body, what
does he mean by ‘human nature’ and ‘humanity’ in the christological passages? Frst
of all, it s important to note, pace Liébaert, that Cyril does employ these terms to
denote the human element, which the Word of God assumes in the incarnation.

The I'rench theologian acknowledges that Cyril writes that ‘human-
ity (Gvdowmotns) or ‘the human nature (| dvdommov @uolg) is ‘as-
sumed’, ‘put on (as clothing)’, or that the Word ‘has united’ himself
to it.”?! And although he says that Cyril speaks of “a ‘union’ of the
Word with the assumed element”,?”? he nevertheless regards ‘humanity’
and ‘the human nature’ as the human condition of a spirit united to
a body (and sometimes as ‘le genre humain’), not as the assumed ele-
ment. For the assumed element, Cyril uses the words c@ua and odQE,
according to Li¢baert. One may admit that to speak of ‘the assumption
of the human condition’ is no problem; ‘putting on the human con-
dition (as clothing)’ is a less plausible phrase, but it is possible; what,
however, would be the meaning of ‘the Word united himself to the
human condition’, if that condition is defined as a spirit united to a
human body? And yet, as Liébaert himself indicates,??* Cyril writes that
the Word united himself to the human nature.?”* It makes more sense

218 Tiébaert (1951), 179L; see also p. 171.

219 Ibid., 179, n. 3. Besides the references in nn. 203 and 209, he mentions the
following two places: In Jo. VL1, vol. 2, 200 (632a) (PG 73, 1012A) and In Mal., Pusey 11,
5967 11,

220 Tt may be added that the word téhewog and its derivatives often refer to the
perfection of man in contrast to his sinful state; it then combines the notions of ‘sinless’
and ‘without corruption’. See, for example, Thesaurus, 281CD, 424CD, 584D; Dial. Trin.
VII, 653a; In Jo. 1.1, vol. 1, 175f. (117a—d). “The whole nature’—rather than ‘the whole
man’—sometimes refers to the whole human race; see nn. 254-256.

221 Liébaert (1951), 1701, 175, 199, 201 {.

222 Jhid., 201.

223 Ihid., 201, n. 3.

24 In Jo. TV.1, vol. 1, 487 (3316-332a): “You see how the human nature (1) dvodmov
@gvou) is powerless, even in Christ himself, insofar as it is by itself, while it is brought
back to God-befitting boldness through the Word which is united to it (8 Ttod
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to regard ‘humanity’ and ‘the human nature’ in all three expressions as
the assumed element.

This is corroborated by various passages in which ‘that which is
human (t0 dvdonmvov)’, ‘temple (vaog)’, ‘the humanity’, ‘the human
nature’, ‘our nature’, and ‘flesh’ are used more or less as synonyms. For
example, in Thesaurus, 428B—429D, where Cyril discusses Luke 2:52,
which in his version reads: Kai ‘Incotg mooéxomntev €v copig (a reading
also found in codex Vaticanus, B), “And Jesus grew in wisdom”.?®
Cyril regards ‘wisdom’ as a name of the Logos, and thus interprets
it as: “Jesus grew in the Word”.?”® And he argues that Wisdom itself
is something else than that which grows in it. It is not Wisdom which
grows, but “that which is human (t6 dvdodmvov)” in it. And in the next
section he continues:

That which is human (to avdodmvov) grew in Wisdom in this way:
The Wisdom which is clothed with the human nature (tiv dviowmov
@oow), that 1s, the Word of God, through the works and the marvellous
effects gradually deifying (9eomorotoa) the assumed temple (vaodv), makes
it (adtov) to grow accordingly. In this way the humanity (1) dvdowmdng)
grew in Wisdom, being deified through it. Therefore, according to the
likeness to the Word who was made man for us, we too are called sons
of God and gods. Our nature (j gvowg Mudv), then, grew in Wisdom,
moving from corruption to incorruption, from [the dignity of] humanity
to the dignity of the divinity in Christ.?

Thus, that which grows is called ‘that which is human’, ‘the temple’,
‘the humanity’, ‘our nature’. It is not the human condition that grows,
but the assumed element.?

evotévrog avtf) Adyov)”. In jo. X110, vol. 2, 724 (991a): “the Only-Begotten ..., having
united himself ineffably to our nature (dd0MTwg E0vTdV Evdoag Tf NUeTEQQ PUoEL)”.

225 Sometimes, Clyril writes v tf) cogig instead of év cogiq. This alternative reading
is attested to by codex Sinaiticus, X. It does not have any consequences for Cyril’s
exegesis: both readings are interpreted as ‘in Wisdom’.

226 The validity of Cyril’s exegesis does not concern us here; we are merely interested
in the way in which he uses the various terms. In later writings, Cyril gives a different
interpretation of this verse (see chapter 5, n. 136).

227 Thesaurus, 428B-D.

228 Liébaert (1951), 142, concludes from this passage that the progress Cyril speaks
about is not in the order of human development, but consists in a progressive
manifestation of the divinity. This may very well apply to other syllogisms in chapter 28
of the Thesaurus, it does not apply to this syllogism. This passage does not speak of a
gradual revelation that Christ is the Word of God, who has assumed the flesh, but it is
‘our nature’ that is said to grow, from corruption to incorruption.
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A few sections further down, Cyril compares the ‘naked (yvuvog)
Word with the Word ‘clothed in the flesh (tv odoxa meoepinuévog)’.
And he writes:

Do not apply to the Word that which is fitting to the flesh only and to
the human form (t® dvdowmnive oxfuat), but give to the nature of the
flesh (tf) guoeL Tob capxrdg) the things that are in debt to it (429BC).

Therefore, he continues, when ‘growing’ is mentioned, it is not Wisdom
itself, as Wisdom, that grows, but ‘that which is human (z0 dvdowmvov)’
in Wisdom. The growing element is again called ‘that which is human’,
and Cyril’s reasoning makes sense when ‘flesh’ stands for the whole
man, and ‘the nature of the flesh’ indicates ‘the human nature’, being
the element assumed by the Word of God.

As Cyril often implies, and sometimes writes explicitly,” when the
Word of God assumed human nature it assumed everything that per-
tains to that nature. It assumed the possibility to grow, the passions, and
also the possibility to die. When, then, Cyril speaks of the assumption
of the body this is not to deny that the Word also assumed a human
soul (as he sometimes states expressly), but the body is one of the parts
of the human nature that has been assumed.

But what does Cyril mean by this human nature’? In the quoted
passage from the Thesaurus it looks like the ‘human nature’ and the
‘humanity’ that grow, are not—or not just—the individual humanity of
the incarnate Word, but the common human nature, which is shared
by all people. It 1s ‘our nature’ that grows in Wisdom, moving from
corruption to incorruption. It has effects for us, too, who may be called
sons of God as a result. It is not likely that Cyril would mean that the
Word assumed the whole of humankind, all people. In other passages,
Cyril writes that the transformation, the deification, took place ‘in
Christ first’, thus pointing to an interplay of Christ as an individual
human being and the common human nature. We will investigate some
of those texts further down, but let us now look at a passage in the first
dialogue which Liébaert discusses in detail.**

229 Thesaurus, 281C: “For since it is his flesh and not somebody else’s, he makes
the things that accidentally belong to it his own (idiomotettan td eig adtv cvpfai-
vovta)”. Ibid., 400D: ‘And since he has suffered, he is regarded as making his own
(idromotovpevog), with the assumed temple, the things in it’. See also wid., 401B; Dial.
Trin. V1, 623e; In Jo. XI.10, vol. 2, 7231. (991a).

230 T iébaert (1951), 207 L., 224-—227. Dial. Trin. 1, 403c—405¢.
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It is part of a longer argumentation about the meaning of the phrase
that Christ is ‘mediator between God and men’ (1 Tim. 2:5). First, Cyril
has described Moses as a type of Christ, being mediator between God
and the people of Isracl. Then, he refers to the story in Numbers 16—
17, in which Aaron stands with incense “in the middle of the dead and
the living”. Similary, Cyril writes, Jesus is called high priest, and has
offered himself as incense, and has become mediator between God and
men (404a). Christ has come in between (uecohafotvrog), the battle has
stopped, and “those who were formerly separated, that is, God and
humanity (&vdowmndtg), were joined (ouvépn) to each other” (404b).
Liébaert seems right when in this case he interprets ‘humanity’ as ‘le
genre humain’ in the sense of the whole human race, all people, and
that it concerns a moral bond between God and men.

Cyril, however, goes on to say that there is still another reason,
ineffable and mystical, why the name and the reality (6vopo te »oi
xofjua) of ‘mediation’ apply to Christ, and this will appear to concern,
not a moral bond, but a union of natures. He turns to Phil. 2:5-7,
the kenosis: the Word of God emptied himself, became man, while
preserving the dignity of his own (the divine) nature. He

economically assumed that which is human (10 avdowmvov), and is
conceived as one Son out of both, in that the divine and human
natures have run together and have been brought together indescribably
and ineffably into one (gv), and have been composed into unity in an
inconceivable way.??!

The Word of God was not changed into the nature of earthly flesh, nor
into the flesh of the Word himself.*** But, while each remains, so to say,
in its own definition and formula,?® what is called ‘joining’ (ovupdoewc)
here indicates the coming together (cuvdoounv) into an extreme and
unbreakable unity.?* For the same one is God as well as man.

B Dial. Trin. 1, 405ab: noi elg € dugolv voovuevog Yidg, ouvvdedooumzotov xol
ovveveydéviov elg &v gioemg te delag xal dviowmivng dpedotws Te ®al AmoQQNT™S, *al
g ovx 0Tl VOETY glg Evotnta ouvtedelévav.

232 “The nature of earthly flesh’ refers to the human nature, common to all people,
while ‘the flesh of the Word himself” refers to a view in which the Word’s flesh was
different than that of ordinary men. Cf. Dial. Trin. 1, 395e.

233 Jbid., 405b: &v 1diw uévovrog dow te nal Moyw. Liébaert (1951), 207, translates: “dans
sa limite et son caractére propre”, not aware that Cyril employs terms here that belong
to Aristotelian logic.

234 Jbid., 405b: 10 Tiig Aeyouévng évidde cvufdoswg Svoua dmhol.
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According to Lié¢baert, the word oVppaoig refers to ouvépn in 404b,
which deals with the relationship between God and all people. There-
fore, he argues, it does not indicate the union of the natures in Christ,
but the moral union between men and God.?® This seems an unlikely
interpretation, since the whole context, both before and after the word
ovupaotg is mentioned, discusses the person of Christ, not yet his work
as mediator.”® And for several sentences Cyril continues to speak of his
person, before he returns to the issue of mediation, which he does as
follows:

Therefore, he is also in this way conceived as mediator, showing that
the things that were widely separated by nature and had an immense
interval between them (uecolaBo®v), that is, divinity and humanity, have
been brought together and united in him, and connecting (ouveigwv) us
to God the Father. For he is connatural (6pogung) with God, since he is
also out of him and in him, and [connatural] with men, as out of us and
in us.?’

Liébaert rightly states that the archbishop of Alexandria places himself
alternately on the moral and on the ontological plane, but his con-
clusion that ‘humanity’ and ‘human nature’ mean sometimes ‘le genre
humain’ and at other times ‘the human condition’ is debatable. He
points to two passages in the Thesaurus, which we will examine as well.
First, Thesaurus, 241D:

If the Son is mediator between God and men, as joining (cuvdmtwv) the
extremes into natural (puowijv) unity, it is necessary to say that, just as
he is joined naturally (ouvijpdn guowrdc) to men, having become man, so

o

also 1s he fastened (fjotnto) to the divine nature, being God by nature.

And then Thesaurus, 504A—C:

For there is one God, and one mediator between God and men, the
man Christ Jesus, who gave himself as a ransom for all. If Jesus Christ
is mediator between God and men, without being joined naturally
and substantially to God and men (o0 @uoeL zol ovowwddOS Oed Te xoi
aviommolg cuvamtouevog), but only reconciling (dwahhdttwv) and bringing
to friendship the things that were far away from fellowship with each

235 Li¢baert (1951), 208, n. 1: “Svupooig n’est donc pas un terme désignant P'union des
natures dans le Christ comme I’a compris Ed. Weigl (...); le mot désigne simplement
ici 'union morale entre les hommes et Dieu”.

236 One could also point to another text (cited by Liébaert (1951), 223, n. 1), from
Festal Letter 17 (for the year 429), 31237126 (SC 434, p. 282). See for a discussion of this
passage section 5.4.2.2.

237 Dial. Trin. 1, 405d.
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other, that is, man and God, how can Paul call him ‘one’® Since
many other saints were deemed worthy of such a ministry. [Then, Cyril
gives several examples: Paul himself, Moses, and Jeremiah.] How can
Christ be one mediator, if there is nothing unusual about him? But
he is [the only] one, as Paul rightly says. In an unusual way, and not
in a way similar to the others, and it needs to be said how. Since,
then, that which lies in the middle of two things (t0 dVo Tvdv xatd
uéoov xeipevov), touches (épdmtetan) both by its own extremities, holding
together (ouvéxwv) into unity the things that are separated, and Christ
is mediator between God and men, it is clear that he naturally touches
(Gtetan uowris) God as God, and men as man. For he is our peace,
through his likeness to us binding the human nature (v dvdodmov
@vow) into the unity and fellowship of the divine substance. How else
could we be found to be partakers of the divine nature?

Liébaert comments that ‘the human nature’ towards the end of this
passage should be interpreted as ‘le genre humain’, since it concerns
the moral aspect: Christ joins the two extremes, God and men.?* ‘Le
genre humain’ is understood by him, not as the genus of man, but as
all men together.

Cyril, however, makes a similar distinction here as in the first dia-
logue: Christ is not just mediator by reconciling God and men as a
third party, just as Aaron, Moses, Paul and Jeremiah, but he is unique
in that he is also mediator in a more profound way. He alone is “natu-
rally and substantially joined to God and men”. Jesus Christ—and he
alone—is ontologically united to both God and men. The juxtaposition
of guoer and ovowwddg suggests that @ooig in this passage has a mean-
ing close to that of ovoia, indicating the human nature common to all
people. This is confirmed by Cyril’s argumentation about the deifica-
tion of man. We are made partakers of the divine nature, because ‘the
human nature’ is bound by the incarnate Word into unity and fellow-
ship with the divine substance. By Christ our common human nature is
brought into contact with the divine nature or substance, and because
our common nature is deified this has an effect for each individual
human being.

All these passages, then, make sense when ‘human nature’ is interpreted in
line with our previous observations of how Cyril employs the term @vows in the
trinitarian writings: it s a notion close lo ‘secondary substance’, indicating the
essence of a species. But just as ovoia, as that which ts common to the individuals

238 Li¢baert (1951), 223.
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of a species, is not an abstraction, but a reality (wodyua),” so also 17 avdowmov
oo is a reality, common to all indwidual men, including Christ. The Word
of God is God by nature, because he is born naturally from God the
Father. He is connatural with the Father. But when he became man, he
also became connatural with us men. Since the incarnation he ‘touches’
both natures.?* By assuming the common human nature, the Word of God became
an indiwidual human being**' That Cyril regards Christ as an individual
man is particularly clear in those instances when he says that the flesh
1s not somebody else’s, but his own,*? and when he calls the incarnate
Word ‘one of us (glg £€ fudv)’.2#

Cynil uses a metaphor of place again. The divine and the human common natures
are represented as at a distance from each other. Christ, however, stands in the middle,
he belongs as it were to both natures. On one side he belongs to the divine nature and
touches God the Father, on the other side he belongs to the human nature and touches
us men. Thus, through him we are united to the Father. The ontological and the
moral relations are closely connected, but they can and should be distinguished. Jesus
Christ is the only one in whom both natures are present—ontologically. The ‘natural
unity’ is_found only in ham,*** he only s ‘one out of both’. The relationship between
God the Father and individual men, however, s not ‘natural’ but external.**> In one
place Cyril even writes that Christ’s own flesh i3 united with the Father
‘relationally, not naturally’:

239 See section g.2.2. Dial. Trin. 1, 408e.

240 Cf. also In Jo. I3, vol. 1, 393 (266¢): Christ, “naturally (puow@c) touching
(¢mdryydvovrog) the things mediated, reaching out (dujrovtog) to both, I mean, the
mediated humanity and God the Father”.

21 Toofs (1887), 49, and Harnack (1898), 176, explicitly deny that Christ was an
individual human being. See p. g0.

242 Thesaurus, 281C: “For since it is his flesh, and not somebody else’s, he makes his
own the things that pertain to it”. Ibid., 333A: “For the body is not somebody else’s, but
his”. Ibid., 384D: “It [the assumed flesh] became, not somebody else’s, but his”. In Jo.
IV.2, vol. 1, 530 (361d): “For the body is really his own, and not someone else’s”.

243 Especially in his Commentary on John, but also in other Old and New Testament
commentaries. For example, In Jo. IL.1, vol. 1, 184 (123d); V.2, vol. 1, 694 (473de).

24 Tiébaert (1951), 222, criticizes Ed. Weigl for regarding ‘natural unity’ in 7hesaurus,
241D, as lying on the ontological level, and himself stresses that ‘the extremes’ that are
joined into this natural unity are God and men. Because of the brevity of the pertinent
section it seems that Liébaert is right, but in light of the whole of Cyril’s trinitarian
writings it 1s more likely that the ‘natural unity’ refers to the ontological presence of
both natures in Christ, as a result of which he is mediator between God and men.
Whether such a ‘natural unity’ would not result in confusion is not an issue at this
stage. Possibly the first instance that the union of the Word with the flesh is called
dovyyitwg is found in In Jo. XIL.12, vol. 3, 2 (1001d). See for a discussion of the phrase
‘natural unity’ section 5.4.2.2.

245 See also section 6.3.7.
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Through a union with the Spirit, according to the ineffable manner of
the bond, the flesh is evidently sanctified, and so it ascends to a union
without confusion with God the Word, and through him with the Father,
evidently relationally and not naturally.?*6

And precisely because the union between the Father and the flesh of
Christ is relational rather than natural, the Father can ‘give’ glory to it.
It is given by the Father, through the Son, in the holy Spirit.*

This picture of Christ is similar to the one depicted by Daniel
Keating:

More precisely, in Cyril’s view the Word has taken on our fallen human-
ity from the Virgin, and has become fully a human being like us; but
because it is the Word who has assumed this humanity, in his capacity as
Second Adam his humanity is representative of the whole race.?*

Keating writes that “Cyril draws upon these biblical resources and
restates them in the more abstract language current in his day”.?*
He contends that the way in which Cyril describes the soteriologi-
cal function of Christ’s humanity is not indebted to any particular
philosophical framework. I would agree that Scripture is not only
the most important source, but also the norm for Cyril’s theology,
but I would add that when the archbishop employs non- or hardly
biblical terms like ‘humanity’, ‘nature’, ‘substance’ and the like, it
helps to try to understand his own philosophical framework. That
framework is not pre-given, whether by Platonism, Aristotelianism or

246 In Fo. XL12, vol. 3, 2 (1001d): oyetimis dijhov &t xod 00 quowds. This passage is
also referred to by Boulnois (2003), 109, and Keating (2003), 181f. Keating comments
that Cyril “rejects what he understands the Nestorian position to be, namely, that
a man is said to be joined to the Word by an external or participatory relationship
(oyemr@c)”, but that “he appears to be committed to the view that, once joined to
the Word in an ineffable union, Christ’s own flesh, his assumed humanity, remains
ever in a oyxeuxdg relationship with the Godhead as such”. See also Keating (2004),
186f. It seems to me that one comes to a better interpretation of this passage when
‘relationally, and not naturally’ is applied to the union between Christ’s humanity with
the person of the Father, not with ‘the Godhead as such’. Just as the phrase ‘by the
Father, through the Son, in the Spirit’ indicates a difference in the way the three divine
persons are involved in their united operation towards creation in general, so also the
union of Christ’s humanity with each of the three hypostases of the Trinity is described
differently. Chadwick (1951), 154, n. 2, also applies the phrase oyetxdg dfjhov Stu nai
ov guowdg to the union of Christ’s flesh with the Father, and he translates: “though
obviously the union with the Father is one of moral relation and not of nature”.

247 In Jo. X112, vol. g, 2 (1001c): dodév 8¢ &M mdvtog mad Iateos 8 avtol év
ITvevpot.

248 Keating (2004), 49.

249 Jbid., 51.
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Stoicism (the three options Keating mentions), but it is Cyril’s own,
which has been informed by the eclectic neo-Platonism of his time, and
which he adapts to his theological needs, where necessary.

3.4-4. Christology and Soteriology

The interplay between the common human nature on the one hand
and the incarnate Word regarded as an individual man on the other
hand 1s important in Cyril’s soteriology. Iirst, the divine Word assumes
the common nature and in doing this himself becomes an individual
human being. During Christ’s life on earth the common human nature
was gradually deified.?® But this was apparent first of all in the indi-
vidual man Jesus Christ, as Cyril points out on a number of occasions,
already in the 7hesaurus, for example:

Therefore also he says: “I am the way”, through which, as it were,
the divine grace has come down to us, elevating and sanctifying and
glorifying and deifying the nature in Christ first.2’!

Cyril does not mention it in the Dialogues on the Trinity, but it recurs in
the Commentary on John, for example, concerning the reception of the
holy Spirit: “Christ first received the Spirit as first-fruits of the renewed
nature”.??

Cyril works with the New Testament notions of ‘recapitulation’ (Eph.
1:10) and the ‘last (or second) Adam’ (1 Cor. 15:22, 45-49; Rom. 5:12—
21).%* And in doing so, he regularly uses the word ¢vows to denote that
in Christ, as well as in Adam, the whole of humanity is affected. In

250 Thesaurus, 428CDj see for a quotation n. 227.

21 Thesaurus, 333C. See also wid., 264D (‘for the evangelical life lit up in Christ first’,
as an interpretation of Prov. 8:22, LXX, “The Lord created me as the beginning of his
ways unto his works’), 273C, 281B (‘for these things started in Christ first, and thereafter
came to us’), 336CD, 368B, 405B.

22 In Jo., V2, vol. 1, 692 (472a). See also ibid., IV.2, vol. 1, 520 (354d): “For we
reckon that the mystery will extend to the whole humanity through the resurrection
of Christ, and we believe that in him, and in him first, our whole human nature (xai
£v a0T® ®ol TEOTW Aoy ... TV fuetéoav @iow) has been liberated from corruption”.
Other places in the Commentary on John, in which Cyril speaks of a change in human
nature that has first taken place in Christ, include: In Jo. IL.4, vol. 1, 257f. (172de); V.2,
vol. 1, 694 (473b), 697 (475d); IX, vol. 2, 474 (814d), 482f. (820e—821a); XI.10, vol. 2, 724
(991ab).

253 Welch (1994b), 61103, has shown that these two themes, according to which
Christ is at once an individual human being and the representative of the whole human
race, recur frequently in Cyril’s Commentary on John. Meunier (1997), 23-157, also devotes
much attention to both themes.



172 CHAPTER THREE

these particular contexts, ‘the human nature’ tends to refer to the whole
human race, all the people together, Li¢baert’s ‘le genre humain’. For
mstance: “Since those who believed received it, because of them the
grace of the resurrection was transferred to the whole (6Anv) nature”.?*
At times, it should be taken in a Pauline mystical sense, as ‘all in Christ’.
So, the incarnate Word

died for our sakes according to the flesh, in order that he would conquer
death for us and would raise the whole (6Anv) nature with himself, for we
were all in him, insofar as he has become man.?”>

But also in such soteriological contexts the Alexandrian archbishop
sometimes employs more philosophical terminology. For instance:

For all will rise from the dead, because it has been given to the whole
nature (mwdoy ... tf] gvoey) as a result of the grace of the resurrection,
and in the one Christ—who from the beginning as the first one destroyed
the dominion of death and was brought to unending life—the common
definition of humanity (6 ®owog tfjg dvdowmdtnrog dog) is transformed,
just as in Adam—as again in one who is first—it is condemned to death
and corruption.?%

Here, Cyril apparently regards man as a substance whose definition
includes the notion of mortality. It is likely that he has the formula in
mind that he mentions a number of times elsewhere: ‘rational, mortal
living being, receptive of intelligence and knowledge’. This definition
is as it were changed by the resurrection of Christ, since all will rise
to an unending life, and thus ‘mortal’ will no longer belong to man’s
definition.*’

Also in his commentary on John 1:14, “and he dwelt among us”,
Cyril speaks explicitly about “that which is common”. The evangelist
reveals to us a very deep mystery:

We are all in Christ, and that which i1s common of humanity rises to his
person (1o ®owov Tiig dvdowmdTnrog €lg To adTod Avafaivel TEOCWITOV),
for which reason he is also called ‘the last Adam’, giving richly to the

2% In Jo. TV.7, vol. 1, 636 (434¢; see also 435b and 435¢), and see ibid., VL1, vol. 2, 233
(6542).

25 In Jo. 1.1, vol. 1, 185 (124a). See also ibid., IX, vol. 2, 378 (745¢cd); XL.12, vol. 3, 4
(1003a).

256 Ihid. VL1, vol. 2, 220 (645¢cd).

257 Since Cyril emphasizes repeatedly (also in the passage at hand) that it is by
grace that humankind receives immortality, strictly speaking, it would be better, not
to say that man’s definition is changed, for i principle man remains mortal, but that
immortality is now being added as a new inseparable attribute.
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community of the nature (tf) ®xowotm tijg @ioews) all things that lead
to joy and glory, just as the first Adam [gave] the things that lead to
corruption and dejection.?®

The phrase ‘that which is common rises to his person’ means that the
human nature, which is shared by all, 1s, in Christ, united to the person
of the Word, as Cyril makes clear a few lines further down: “That
which is enslaved, then, is truly liberated in Christ, rising (dvafoaivov)
to a mystical unity with him who has borne the form of a slave”
(96e). In the passage from the first dialogue that we looked at in
some detail, Cyril calls the second, more profound understanding of
mediation ‘mystical’, which he then describes as a union of natures.?”
And because of this mystical union in Christ, all people who share
the human nature—*“the community of the nature”—also share in the
benefits that result from this union, “all things that lead to joy and
glory”'zﬁ()

One could say that Cyril utilizes a variety of tools to describe the
incarnation of the Word and man’s salvation through him: biblical
language, including biblical images; non-biblical images; and also more
philosophical concepts and notions. The latter do not tell the whole
story, but they are important because of the influence they have had on
later theology. Therefore, it is worthwhile to try to understand what the
archbishop of Alexandria meant by them.

In christological contexts, the word odg is used by Cyril in three
ways: (1) it may refer to the common human nature that the Word of
God assumes; (2) it may denote ‘Christ’s own flesh’, which is either his
individual humanity or his individual body; (3) and it may stand for
the whole human race, all people (‘all flesh’). Similarly, dvowndtng can
have three meanings: the common human nature, Christ’s individual
humanity, or all human beings. But it seems that in the trinitarian
writings, Cyril speaks of the human @vowg only in two ways: it may
indicate the common nature that is assumed, or the whole human race.

28 In Jo. 1g, vol. 1, 141 (96d). Cyril is not speaking of ‘the common person of
humanity’, as Janssens (1938) 239 and 245, translates, basing himself on the text in
Migne (PG 73, 161C: 10 ®owov tijg dvdommdtros eig avtov dvaprot mpdommov), which
here follows a reading from the catenae (see Pusey’s critical notes, vol. 1, 141).

259 See n. 231. Cf. In Jo. 1113, vol. 1, 393 (266c¢).

260 Cyril adds (In Jo. 1.9, vol. 1, 141 [96¢]) that “in us [it is liberated] by imitation of
the one, through the kinship (ovyyévewav) according to the flesh”, indicating not only
the importance of connaturality, but also of the moral aspect. The combination of the
ontological and the moral aspects will be discussed shortly.
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He does not apply the word to the individual humanity of the incarnate
Word. This corresponds to the way in which he speaks of the divine
pvoug: this is either the divinity which Father, Son and holy Spirit have
in common, or it refers to the whole Trinity, to God himself.

With respect to the salvation of man, the union of natures in
Christ does not account for the whole process of salvation. Cyril of
Alexandria’s soteriology is not simply a physical doctrine of salvation,
as nineteenth-century German theologians have argued. On such a
view, man is as it were automatically restored in his relationship with
God through the incarnation (and through partaking of the Eucharist):
because the Son of God assumed the human nature, the whole nature
and therefore all men have become partakers of the divine nature. Over
against such an exclusively physical soteriology, Lars Koen emphasizes
in his dissertation 7he Saving Passion, based on Cyril’s Commentary on john,
that for the Alexandrian archbishop Christ’s suffering and death are
not merely consequences of the incarnation, but essential to his salvific
work.?! Gudrun Miinch-Labacher, too, has dealt with this question
of a physical doctrine of salvation in her thesis, and she comes to
the conclusion that there is both an ontological and a historical /
moral side to Cyril’s soteriology.??> Bernard Meunier also sees a moral
dimension in Cyril’s description of salvation, although he regards the
more physical dimension as dominant.?® Daniel Keating has even
made it one of the explicit aims of his study “to bring a corrective
to certain readings of Cyril which, in my view, exaggerate the ‘somatic’
or ‘physicalistic’ character of his understanding of divinization”, and he
points to “the importance of pneumatology” and to “the requirement
for an ethical aspect of divinization”.?*!

In fact, Gyril himself asks the question whether his understanding of
Christ’s mediation does not lead to universalism, in his commentary on
John 10:15.2% He uses language similar to that in the Thesaurus:

261 Koen (1991), 105-127. The title, ‘the saving passion’ (10 cwtjowov nddog), is actually
an expression which Cyril of Alexandria employs several times in his Commentary on John
and other works: for example, In fo. IV.5, vol. 1, 582 (397b); V.3, vol. 2, 1 (496¢); IX,
vol. 2, 393 (756¢); Contra Nestorium, ACO 1.1.6, 102'°.

262 Miinch-Labacher (1996).

263 Meunier (1997), 111, 122, 125, 138, 141-144, 211, 283.

264 Keating (2004), 19.

265 Miinch-Labacher (1996) discusses this passage on pp. 133-135. See also Janssens
(1938), 243-245.
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For just as he [the Son] is intimately related (Gxeiwta) to the Father, and
the Father is intimately related to him because of the identity of nature,
so [are| also we [intimately related] to him, insofar as he has become
man, and he to us. And through him as through a mediator (ueottov), we
are joined (ovvamtopeda) to the Father. For Christ is, so to say, a border
(uedootov) between the highest divinity and humanity, being both at the
same time, and as it were holding together in himself the things that are
separated so much, and as by nature God, he is joined to God, and again
as truly man to men.

But perhaps someone will ask: “Do you not see, dear friend, to what risk
your argumentation, in turn, leads? For if we shall think that, insofar as
he has become man, he knows those that are his, that is, that he comes to
an intimate relationship (otxewotta) with his sheep, who will stay outside
the flock? For they will all be intimately related, msofar as they too are
men, just like he”.266

And Cyril answers that the intimate relationship applies indeed to all
men, since “he had mercy on the whole fallen nature”.?” But it will be
of no use to those who are disobedient, only to those who love him. It is
like the resurrection: the whole human nature, that is, all men, will be
raised, but some to go to Hades, while others will participate in goods
that are beyond understanding;

It is clear from this passage that, in Cyril’s view, the restoration of
the common human nature by the incarnation is an important part
of salvation, but also that a personal appropriation of God’s grace in
Christ by the individual is necessary. The holy Spirit plays a decisive
role in this. On Cyril’s interpretation, Gen. 2:7, “And he breathed into
his face a breath of life”, means not only that man “became a living
soul”, but also that he received the holy Spirit, by whose power he
is perfected according to the image (xat’ eindva) of the Creator.?® As
a result, man is a partaker (uévoyov) of God’s own nature. Without
that, man would fall back into non-being.**® But man is self-choosing
(adtompoatpetog) and entrusted with the reins of his own will, for that
is part of the image. And man changed and fell.?* The only way to
escape death was that the ancient grace would be restored, and man

266 In Jo. VL1, vol. 2, 232f. (653d—654a).

267 Ibid., 233 (654a). Here, ‘the whole fallen nature” indicates all men.

268 Ihid. IX.1, vol. 2, 484f. (822a—e). Cf. In Jo. IL.1, vol. 1, 182f. (122bc); ibid. XI.10,
vol. 2, 719f. (988a).

269 Jbid., 484 (822a).

270 Ihid., 485 (822¢). CL. In Jo. 111, vol. 1, 183 (122c—¢).
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would partake (netéoye) of God again in the Spirit.”! For this reason,
the Word became man, in order that the corrupted flesh would be
restored, and would once more be able to partake of God.?”? Christ
prays that the human nature (v dvdowmov gvow) will be restored to
the original image through the participation (uetovoiag) of the Spirit, in
order that, clothed with the original grace, we will be stronger than the
sin that reigns in this world, and be dedicated to strive for everything
good.?

It is also in this context that Cyril speaks of the deification of man.
In the Thesaurus he writes:

If the Spirit deifies (Deomoiet) those in whom he comes, and makes them
partakers (uetoyovg) of the divine nature, he is God, and [is], naturally
out of the divine substance, being given through the Son to the creature,
and transforming it as towards himself.?"*

And in the seventh dialogue: Only God can deify,

who introduces into the souls of the saints the participation (uéde€wv) of
his own properties (idtotnrog) through the Spirit, through whom we are
conformed to him who is Son by nature, and are called gods and sons of
God after him.?”

Thus, the Alexandrian archbishop describes deification in terms of par-
ticipation in the divine nature, in God, in God’s properties, which is
brought about by the holy Spirit. Often, Cyril employs the word uéto-
xog rather than the word xowwvdg, which is used in 2 Peter 1:4, and we
have seen that pétoyog refers to an accidental possession of attributes,
over against a possession by nature.?® Deification, participation in the
divine nature, is given by grace, and never becomes man’s naturally
inherent property?” It is illustrated by the image of iron, which is
heated by fire, without becoming fire itself.?”®

271 Ihid., 4851, (823a).

272 Ibid., 486 (823ab).

273 Jbid. X110, vol. 2, 720 (988bc). Keating (2004) assigns a central place in Cyril’s
soteriology to ‘the narrative of divine life’ (p. 52 and passim) as he calls the story of
man’s reception of the holy Spirit at creation, the loss of the Spirit through sin, and the
re-acquisition of the Spirit through Christ.

274 Thesaurus, 592D.

275 Dial. Trin. VI, 644cd.

276 See section g.2.2.

277 Keating (2004), 191-196, also emphasizes that Cyril was concerned to keep the
distinction between the human and the divine clear, and suggests that this is the reason
why the archbishop used the verb ‘to deify’ and its derivatives sparingly.

278 Thesaurus, 200B.
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Finally, according to Lebon, Cyril himself does not use the word ¢0-
ows for the humanity of Christ; if he does so, it is only as a concession
to the Orientals.?’? Since before 428, there was no Nestorian contro-
versy yet, this would imply that during that early period the archbishop
would never have referred to the humanity of the incarnate Word by
the word @ios. We have, however, seen several examples of the con-
trary. It is true, though, that Cyril does not often use guoig to denote
the humanity of Christ. Part of the reason may be that he prefers bib-
lical terminology like odog and % dovdov woogn, and language that
stems from the Creed of Nicaea, like &vavdowmmijoou, but that would not
explain why he does quite regularly speak of ‘assuming to dvdpmmvov’
and of avdowmoTng.

In Lebon’s view, Cyril refrains from using guoiwg in these cases,
because in christological contexts the word would indicate a separate
being, and the archbishop denies explicitly that the Word assumed a
separate being, a human being that already existed before the incarna-
tion. However, before 428, Cyril does at times employ the term @iowg
for Christ’s humanity, and its meaning is then not that of a separate
being, but it is closer to secondary substance. Therefore, there must be
another reason why he uses it so seldom. It seems likely that the reason
is to be sought in the anti-Arianism of his writings at that time. What
he wanted to stress over against the Arians was that Christ was ‘God
by nature’. Applying the word ‘nature’ also for Christ’s humanity could
confuse his argumentation, as if Christ was ‘man by nature’, and thus a
created being. It is to safeguard his ‘fundamental intuition’ that Christ
is first and foremost the divine Word of God, who has also become
man,?’ that Cyril prefers to reserve the term ¢vowg for his divinity. In
the course of his anti-Arian argumentation, Cyril may even say that
Christ is not connatural (6uogung) with Moses,?! although we have seen

279 Lebon (1909), 251: “Quand Cyrille emploie le langage propre a sa christologie,
jamais, sans doute, il ne donne a ’humanité du Christ le nom d’&ypostase, mais jamais
non plus il ne l'appelle une nature, une nature humaine.” He adds in n. 2: “Nous
entendons excepter les cas d’emploi des formules dvo guoes év ewoiq ou éx dvo
@voewv. Elles n’appartiennent pas a la terminologie propre a la doctrine de Ciyrille,
mais elles constituent des concessions aux Orientaux unis.” Thus, Cyril is alleged
to have employed the term @uowg for Christ’s humanity only as a concession to the
Orientals.

280 See for this “fundamental intuition’ n. 109 in chapter 1.

281 Thesaurus, 496B. See also Dial. Trin. 1, 395de. Similarly, he speaks of the Word’s
kenosis as “coming down, because of his love for mankind, to what is against his nature
(mapa @vow)” (Thesaurus, 561C), and conversely, he may describe man’s deification as
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that in christological contexts, the archbishop can write that Christ is
connatural with God and with men.??

3.4.5. Summary

It may be concluded that in the vast majority of cases in Cyril of
Alexandria’s trinitarian writings, the word guoig has a meaning close to
secondary substance. It is the reality that individual beings of the same
species have in common. Applied to God, ‘the divine nature’ indicates
that which Father, Son and holy Spirit have in common. Cyril’s most
basic distinction of reality is that between God and creation. He can
express this by stating that there are two natures: the nature of God
and the nature of created beings. Like Aristotle’s notion in Book II
of his Physics, the term is usually, though not exclusively, applied to
living substances, like angels, men, animals, and plants; and also to
the materials that bodies are made of, like fire, earth, water and
air, but also stone, wood or snow. In the case of living substances,
the verb ¢@uewv, from which @vowg is derived, and related terms are
used for the process by which the same nature or essence is handed
down from one generation to the next. The verb meguxévar and its
derivatives are employed for this process, too, but often they denote
that characteristics belong ‘naturally’ to a substance, that is, as a
differentia, a proprium or an inseparable attribute, rather than as a
separable accident. ‘By nature’ (xatd guow or gioet) basically has two
meanings: (1) it may indicate that a characteristic belongs naturally to
a substance, as differentia, proprium or inseparable attribute, rather
than by participation (e.g., God is invisible by nature); (2) it may denote
the process by which the same essence is handed down to another
generation (e.g., the divine Word is Son of God by nature, while human
beings may be sons of God by grace or adoption).

dvolg 1s also, but less often, used to indicate all the individuals
that fall under a common substance. ‘Human nature’ then stands
for the whole human race; we find this especially in places where
the relationship between Christ as the second Adam and humankind,
which is recapitulated in him, is mentioned. “The divine nature’ then
refers to the whole Trinity, and since the unity of the Godhead is

rising by grace to a dignity “above our nature (bmgo @vow)” (In jo. I.g, vol. 1, 133 [91c]).
See for a discussion of these expressions: Liébaert (1951), 233-236.
282 See n. 237.
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stronger than that of all people, and there is really only one God, in
such cases ‘the divine nature’ and ‘God’ are virtually interchangeable.

When the word @ioug is used in relation to the humanity of Christ,
it also indicates the secondary substance of man. It is the reality that
all people have in common. By assuming this human nature the Word
of God has become man, an individual man. The incarnate Word 1s
God by nature and has also become man. He is connatural with God
the Father, and has become connatural with us men. He is one out of
both, out of divinity and humanity. In him, and only in him, the two
that were widely separated according to nature, divinity and humanity,
are united. And as a result there can be a moral union between God
the Father and individual men.

In exceptional cases, guog has still other meanings in Cyril’s trini-
tarian writings. It indicates the essence of other categories besides sub-
stances, when he speaks of the ‘nature of accidents’ or the ‘nature of
colours’. It refers to the existence as such of correlatives in the expres-
sion ‘simultaneous by nature’. And in one passage in the Dialogues its
meaning is closer to that of hypostasis than to that of secondary sub-
stance.

3.5. ITpdowmov

In the Thesaurus, the word mpdownov occurs round about fifty times.
In about half of the cases it has the meaning ‘face’, in literal quota-
tions from Scripture,?? or in allusions to biblical texts.?®* Besides these
references to Scripture, the meaning of ‘face’ is not to be found in the
Thesaurus. Several other senses also only occur in citations from or allu-
sions to Bible verses, such as the expressions ‘respect of persons’,?> and
‘in appearance’.?®

283 For example, Thesaurus, 165D (Luke 1:76), 276B (Prov. 8:30), 329D (Hebr. 9:24),
564A (Ps. 103/ 104:90, LXX), 628D (Ps. 43/ 44:3, LXX).

284 For example, Thesaurus, 229C. (the angels see God’s face), 577B (the Spirit is called
the face of God, referring to Ps. 138/ 139:7, LXX).

285 In Thesaurus, 628A and 648B, quotations from 1Esdras 4:38f (haufdvew modo-
wona). And in id., 509C and 636A, James 2:1 is cited (év mooowmoln|u]pioug). Accord-
ing to Prestige (1952), 158, and Nédoncelle (1948), 282f., in these expressions the word
npdommov already has the sense of ‘particular individual’, which is close to the mean-
ing it has in Cyril of Alexandria’s own language. Nédoncelle (1948), 282, agrees with
Michel (1922), 376, that in 2 Cor. 1:11 tpéowmov already means ‘individual’.

286 Thesaurus, 468A, where 2 Cor. 5:12 is quoted.
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Cyril of Alexandria himself uses the term modowmov in the descrip-
tion of his exegetical procedure.”?” When we investigate Scripture, we
should observe the time (tov nawpodv) about which the passage speaks,
the “person (mpoéowrmov) by whom or through whom or about whom it
is said”, and the ‘subject matter’ or ‘the event’ (16 modyua) at hand. The
archbishop frequently applies this to Jesus Christ: it must be established
whether a statement refers to the time before or after the incarnation,
to the Word ‘without the flesh’, or ‘with the flesh’.?*® When it says that
“he sat down at the right hand of the majesty on high”, and that “he
was made better than the angels” (Hebr. 1:3f.), this does not refer to the
@voig of the Son, as if he had a created nature, capable of change, but
it refers to the mpdyua that happened at the time (¢v xoue®) of his inhu-
manation (337D). The comparison of Christ and the angels concerns
their ministry and their glory, not their nature (341B); it is made on the
basis of the rank of the ‘persons’ (&m0 g OV mEOooOITWV dElag; 340A).25

Although in such a context, the primary meaning of mpdéowmov is
that of a grammatical person, Cyril easily switches between the gram-
matical and reality, and it is not always easy to tell in a particular
instance whether mgoowmov denotes the grammatical or the real per-
son, or both. The archbishop does not elaborate on his exegetical pro-
cedure, so it is from the examples that we learn more about his view.
In another interpretation of Hebr. 1:1fl., he comments that, when it
is shown that the Gospel teaching is better than the covenant given
through Moses and than the proclamations of the prophets, “the sepa-
ration is made on the basis of the difference of the persons”, after which
Cyril compares the prophets with the Son.?” Elsewhere, in describ-
ing his opponents’ interpretation of Mt. 11:11, “Yet he who is least
in the kingdom of heaven is greater than he”, Cyril writes that they
apply ‘who is least’ to the person of the Lord (10 Kvgioxov modo-
omov; 157D). In similar ways, the archbishop speaks of “the person

287 Cyril describes this procedure, with several examples, in Thesaurus, 337B-D. See
also Siddals (1987), 358-361.

288 T jiébaert (1951) discusses the application of the procedure to the incarnation in
detail in the section “La distinction des ‘temps’ et la double condition du Verbe”, 158—
169.

289 The same expression, ‘the rank of the persons’, can be found in Thesaurus, 353C.

290 Thesaurus, 492BC: &md Tijg 1OV mEoohRWY drapoeds moweiton TV dudmgiowv. The
same expression, with the same meaning, but with the preposition éx (gn tijg tdV
mpoomrmv dagoods) can be found in the following section of the Thesaurus (492D).
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(modowmov) of Moses” and of “the great person (mpdcwmov) of the Ruler
of all things”.2!

From these examples it seems that we may conclude that the word mooowmov is
employed to indicate a rational being, either in a text, or in reality. It may refer
lo people, to angels, to the divine Word, to God. Tlpéowmov has a related
meaning in instances where one or more persons are represented by
somebody else. Often, Cyril employs the expression ®dg & mpoowmovy
for this. In the Thesaurus this is found once: When Isaiah says, “Lord,
give us peace, for you have given us all things” (Is. 26:12, LXX), he
does so “as in the name of (g éx wpoowmov) them who have believed in
him”; he represents the persons of the believers (484D). A less frequent
phrase to express representation is voxiveotal 16 meoécwmov. This is
also encountered once in the 7hesaurus.>”

A christologically interesting occurrence of mpéowmov can be found
in Thesaurus, 120C. Commenting on the words, “I am going to my
Father and your Father, to my God and your God” (John 20:17),
Cyril writes that, after the Son has assumed the form of a slave,
“the words that are fitting to a slave concern his humiliation, they
do not rise to his substance, but are lying round the person of his
inhumanation (t® tijg évavionmmoews mpoonhrw megureineva)”. He uses
the metaphysical language ‘lying round’ in combination with the term
mpbéowmov, which in this case denotes the Word ‘with the flesh’, the
incarnate Word.

Twice only in the Thesaurus, the Alexandrian archbishop employs the
word mpdowmov for one or two of the hypostases of the Trinity. When
discussing Acts 2:36, “Let, therefore, the whole house of Israel know
with certainty that God made this Jesus, whom you have crucified,
both Lord and Christ”, he draws a conclusion from the fact that his
opponents let the name ‘God’ in this verse refer “to the person of the
Father”.?® This seems to be an instance in which the more general
meaning of mpdowmov—an indication of a rational being—is applied
to God the Father. The second place in which mpdécwmov is applied to
divine hypostases is 7hesaurus, 141C:

21 Ibid., 496B, in a discussion of Hebr. g:5f, and wbid., 544C, with reference to
Is. 45:21. See also ibid., 224B. where Cyril speaks of Christ’s ‘own person (10 oixelov
TEOCWITOV) .

292 Thesaurus, 117C. See also In Jo. IV, vol. 1, 51°F (33d).

293 Ihid., 364D: "Eqv ... v 100 Ogol mooonyogiav &g 10 100 Matedg medowmmov
AvapeQng.
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Therefore, while the nature of the Godhead is simple and uncomposed,
it would not be divided by our thoughts into the dyad of Father and Son,
if not some difference were posited, I mean, not according to substance,
but thought to be external [to the substance], through which the person
(medowmov) of each is made (elogépetan) to lie in a peculiar (Idalovon)
hypostasis, but is bound into unity of Godhead through natural identity.

It looks like here mpdowmov indicates the grammatical distinction be-
tween Father and Son, which is then said to be a distinction in reality
in that each has its own hypostasis.?*

In the Dialogues on the Trinity, the use of mpdowmov is comparable to that
in the Thesaurus, except that the word is now applied to the persons of
the Trinity more often. The total number of occurrences is again round
about fifty, while in about half of them it concerns citations from?»
or allusions to** biblical verses, in which the meaning is ‘face’. In the
majority of the other cases, modéowmov indicates a rational being, in a
text and/or in reality. When Cyril describes the form of the dialogues,
he says that the argumentation runs by way of question and answer
between two persons.?” Elsewhere, he writes that Moses applies to the
simple and uncomposed nature of God language that is fitting to a
person (mgoownw) who is not simple.?”® In his elaboration of this, he
states that ‘Let us make” and ‘in our image’ in Gen. 1:26 are not
fitting to one person, but rather to more than one or two.?” In the
fourth dialogue, he points again to the importance of distinguishing the
times and the persons with respect to the Word of God,*® who was
first without flesh and later with flesh. Later on in the same dialogue,
he cites Prov. 8:22, “The Lord created me as the beginning of his
ways for his works”, and comments that Solomon says this, “painting
beforehand the person (mpoéowmov) of the Son” (533d).

29 Twice the name of Sabellius is mentioned in the 7hesaurus: in 181D and in 481AB.
In neither case do we encounter the word mpoéowmov in the refutation of his views, but
rather the terms dvopa and vmootaots.

295 For example, Dial. Trin. 1, 402¢ (Numbers 16:22 and 46, LXX); V, 479¢ (Is. 50:6);
VII, 638a (1 Cor. 14:25).

296 Yor example, Dial. Trin. IV, 521a (the face of the Lord); V, 554c (the Son is the face
of the Father, referring to Ps. 138/ 139:7, LXX, and Ps. 4:7); VI, 604d (again, the Son
as the face of the Father, with a reference to Ps. 16/ 17:15, LXX).

297 Dial. Trin., Prologue, 384a: Gg moog mebow 8¢ %ol dmoéngLow St dvolv TeoommoLY
goyetar. The word medowmov returns in §84b.

298 Ihid. 111, 471¢cd.

299 Ihid. 111, 472€: ody, &vi TQoommw, TeémoL 8’ dv udlhov tolg Omteg Eva nai dvo.

300" Ibid. TV, 5154, 516b, 516¢ (2).
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In the Dialogues, the term modowmov is also employed several times
to indicate representation. Four times we find the expression ‘as in
the name of (bg éx mpoodmov) which we also encountered in the
Thesaurus.®™ And Paul is said to “assume the person of Christ” when
he writes in 2 Cor. 5:20: “We ask you on behalf of Christ: Be reconciled
to God”.? Another related sense is found in the third dialogue, when,
quoting Song of Songs 1:3, Cyril says that here “the church out of the
nations speaks as in the person of the bride”.*

Ten times mpdéowmov 1s used for one or more of the hypostases of
the Trinity. It is placed in a position parallel to dvoua or vmocTaOLS
or YmapEs,*™ or in opposition to the unity of nature and substance,*”
or in various combinations of these possibilities.®® And sometimes
without a clear reference to any of these other terms.*” It is probably
not accidental that when ‘name’, ‘person’ and ‘hypostasis’ all three
occur side by side, ‘name’ and ‘person’ are linked more closely with
each other than with ‘hypostasis’. Thus, Cyril can speak about “the
distinction of the persons or the names, and the otherness of the
hypostases”.*® And he can write that “the nature which is above
everything is simple and uncomposed, broadened by the particularities
of the hypostases as well as (uév ... 6¢) the differences of the persons
and the names”.*® It seems that de Durand is right when he states
that mpoéownov and vroéotaos denote two different aspects of the same
entity: mpoowmov the external aspect, as an interlocutor, to whom
one relates; Umdotools the internal aspect, as a centre of existence.’!
‘Internal’ may not be the best designation for hypostasis, though.
One could say that modowmov refers to the (indeed) external aspect of the

301 Ihid. 11, 455ab; V, 554¢; VI, 599¢, 604d.

302 Ibid. 1, 399b: 10 Xowtod ngdowmov dvarafmv.

303 Ihid. 111, 502b: (g &v meoowme Tiig VOUENS.

304 Ibid. 11, 431a.

305 Ihid. 11, 422d.

306 Ihid. 1, 409c; VI, 618¢; VI, 621a and b; VII, 641a.

307 Ibid. 1, 416¢; 111, 481d; VI, 598e.

308 Ihid. 1, 409c: TOV TQOOHOTOV TToL TOV dvoudTOV THV SLoTOMY %oi THY TOV
VTOOTAOEWV ETEQOTNTAL.

309 Ihid. VII, 641a: dmootdoswv pév idomot, meochrwy 8¢ %ol dvoudtov diapoais
£Eguguvouévn).

310 De Durand (1976), 82f.: “La résultante se situe donc, semble-t-il, a P'intersection
des deux champs sémantiques de ‘prosopon’ et d’‘hypostase’, sans qu’il y ait un
troisiéme terme ol s’amalgament les deux points de vue, I'un plutét interne (hypostase
= centre d’existence), I’autre plutdt externe (prosopon = interlocuteur a qui I'on fait
face), sans qu’on doive non plus privilégier I'un par rapport a I'autre”.
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possibility of having a ‘personal’ relation with another mwooowmov (face to face),
while vwéoraows indicates that the entity has its own real existence, in relative
separation from other hypostases. Marie-Odile Boulnois comes to a similar
conclusion.?!!

Apart from the passages in which Cyril speaks of the times and
the persons, mpdéowmov is not used in specific christological contexts in
the Dialogues. In neither of the two anti-Arian works (nor in his Old
Testament commentaries) the archbishop uses the word mpdéowmov to
emphasize that the incarnate Word is one Son, and not two. We do
find this usage in his Commentary on jJohn. In his exposition of John g:13
Cyril writes that Christ, “after the incarnation, refuses to be divided
into two persons (wpoowmna)”.*'? And he repeats it when he discusses
John 6:69: Christ is “indivisible after the union, and he is not severed
into two persons (rgoowma)”.5

In the Thesaurus and in the Dialogues, the unity of the incarnate Word
1s expressed by phrases like ‘the Christ is one’,’'* ‘one Christ’,’"® ‘one
Son out of both’*!% ‘a coming together of both as in one’.*’” Similar
expressions recur in the Commentary on John: ‘one out of both’*"* ‘one
Son’.*" In the commentary Christ is once called ‘one and the same’
(with flesh),* an expression not found in the two trinitarian writings,
but present in the Festal Letter for the year 420.2! More often, Cyril
writes that Christ is not to be divided ‘into a duality of Sons’.%%?

311 Boulnois (1994), 309: “Alors qu’méotaols insiste sur le fait que les person-
nes divines subsistent réellement par elles-mémes, moéowmov manifeste davantage
qu’il s’agit de sujets rationnels, qui agissent et communiquent entre eux ou avec les
hommes”.

312 In Jo. I.1, vol. 1, 224 (150€).

313 In Jo. IV.4, vol. 1, 577 (393¢). CL. also bid., XI.10, vol. 2, 725 (992b).

34 Thesaurus, 333AB: “For the Christ is one, mixed out of humanity and the Word of
God, not by having been changed into what he was not, but by assuming the temple
from the virgin”. Before 429, Cyril still employed the verb ‘to mix’ and its derivatives
for the union of the Word with his humanity. Later he dismissed it.

315 Ibid., 388D.

316 Dial. Trin. 1, 405a: €ig &€ duepolv vootuevos Yios. See also De ador., PG 68, 345C.

317 Ibid., 1, 5o1a. See also bid., 1, 405d (see n. 231); VI, 605d.

318 In Jo. 1.9, vol. 1, 140 (96a); ibid., IL.1, vol. 1, 224 (150¢); ibid., IIL5, vol. 1, 442 (301b);
hid., IV.2, vol. 1, 532 (363b); ibid., IX, vol. 2, 381 (747¢).

319 Ibid., TV.g, vol. 1, 550f. (375¢€): ‘one Son’; ibid., V.2, vol. 1, 713 (485¢): ‘one and a
single (gig xoi povog) Son’. Cf. ibid., IX, vol. 2, 377 (744d); X, vol. 2, 505 (836d); XIL.12,
vol. 3, 2 (1001¢).

320 Ibid., XIL.1, vol. 3, 152 (1110a).

321 Festal Letter 8, 63250 (SC 392, 102 and 104).

322 In Jo. 114, vol. 1, 265 (178¢): ‘Do not divide the one Christ into a duality of Sons’.
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We may come to some conclusions regarding Cyril of Alexandria’s
use of mpoowmov in his trinitarian writings. Although the word has
the meaning ‘face’ in many instances, this sense is restricted to biblical
language. In Cyril’s own terminology modcwmov rather has the meaning
of a rational being which is capable of having a ‘personal’ relation,
face to face, with other mpdéowma: a human being, an angel, God, the
Word of God. It may refer to persons in reality, but also in texts. The
word ‘hypostasis” indicates the real existence of the persons. Apart from
metaphorical biblical expressions like ‘the face of the earth’, mpéowmov
is not used for any other than rational beings.

It seems that there is a development over time in Cyril’s usage of the
word mpocwmov. In the Thesaurus, he hardly applies it to the hypostases
of the Trinity, while in the Dialogues the divine hypostases are indicated
by this term at a number of places. In the christological passages he
only uses the term to indicate the difference of the times and the
persons: the Word without the flesh before the incarnation, and after
it the Word with the flesh. Since mgoowmov is employed to stress that
the incarnate Word is one, not two Sons, neither in the 7/hesaurus nor
in the Dialogues, while it 1s so used in his Commentary on John, this may
imply that the Commentary is of a later date and contains a somewhat
more developed christology.

3.6. “Id10g, idtov, 1dL0TNS

In Cyril of Alexandria’s christology, words related to idwog play an
important role. He often emphasizes that the Word has made his own
(idwomoteiotar) the flesh that he has assumed, that it is now his own
(tdrov). Ruth M. Siddals discusses Cyril’s use of these terms in her
chapter on his ‘basic christological model’.’> We will now look at the
way in which Cyril employs these words in the trinitarian writings, as
a preparation for a discussion of their meaning in the christological
works, which will follow in later chapters.

In section 2.5.2, it has already been mentioned that Cyril of Alexan-
dria employs idt6tng both for the particularity of Father and Son and

Cf. ibid., IV.2, vol. 1, 533 (363¢); V.2, vol. 1, 713 (485¢); VL1, vol. 2, 200 (631¢); IX, vol. 2,
381 (747¢); X, vol. 2, 505 (836d); XIL1, vol. 3, 152 (1109e). Similar expressions are found
in Glaphyra, PG 69, 129C and 576C, and Festal Letter 8, 4, SC 392, 92.

323 Siddals (1984), 68—72; see also pp. 1351.
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for the characteristics they have in common; and also that we see such
an ambiguous usage of the term in Porphyry’s Isagoge as well. The same
ambiguity pertains to 1o idtov and to the adjective idtog. In the trini-
tarian writings, ©0 dwov is used for the technical term ‘proprium’, and
also for ‘property’ in a more general sense. Thus, Cyril can speak of
the proprium ((dwov) of substances, which is that they can receive con-
traries," or about the propria of laughing in man and of neighing in
horse, while ‘uncreated’ may similarly be called a proprium of God.?
He can also say that it is a property (idwov) of creatures that they can
sin,*% or a property of the human nature that it can receive something
from God,*” or a property of bodies that they are in a certain place.’
Quite regularly, the plural ta idwo denotes the whole set of natural prop-
erties belonging to a particular secondary substance. For example, it is
uneducated to apply the properties (& idua) of bodies to a bodiless sub-
stance.’® The properties (to idwer) of horse are foreign to man, and the
other way round.* At times, it is part of Cyril’s reasoning that, since
the natural properties (ta idwa) of the Father (or of the divinity) apply
to the Son as well, the Son must be consubstantial with the Father.?!
And when he became man, the Word assumed the natural properties
(td o) of humanity. 3

Sometimes, the singular 10 {dwov stands for ‘that which is (naturally)
proper’ and also implies the whole set of natural properties. So in the
fourth dialogue: “Therefore, having become like us, he is not like us in
some way in which he has discarded that which is [naturally] proper
(to 1dwov)”; in other words, he has retained all the divine properties,
when he became man.* Several times Cyril writes that the Son has

324 Thesaurus, 33D and g6A.

325 Ibid., 445B.

326 Ihid., 305A.

327 Ibid., 3g2D.

328 Dial. Trin. IV, 511c. Perhaps ‘being in a place’ should be regarded as a proprium of
bodies.

329 Thesaurus, 44BC.

330 Ibid., 117A. In order for Cyril’s statement to be correct, according to Aristotelian
logic, ta idio must mean ‘the whole set of natural properties’, for the statement does
not apply to the properties individually, since man and horse, both being living beings
(Coa), have several natural properties in common.

31 Ibid., 117AB; cf. 209C, 357AB. The reverse reasoning is found as well: since the
Son is born of the Father, he has the same natural properties (td idw): bid., 233B; cf.
381C.

332 Ibid., 269D, 332D, 561C.

333 Dial. Trin. IV, 517b.
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(or is) o 1dwov of (the substance of) the Father, thus indicating their
consubstantiality.®** Occasionally, Cyril uses to dwov for that which is
proper to one of the divine hypostases, not to the substance which is
common to all three of them. Thus, he ends a sentence in which he
discusses the oneness and the threeness of God as follows: “so that
in each [of the three] the whole nature is conceived, to which is also
attached that which is proper to it (10 ©dwov attod), with respect to
hypostasis, obviously”.3%

Both in the Thesaurus and in the Dialogues, the noun id10tng is used
with regard to the common nature of the Godhead, but also to indicate
the peculiarity of each of the hypostases. When it is applied to the
divine nature it is a collective noun, denoting the whole set of natural
properties.®*s It would, therefore, be best to translate it by the plural
‘properties’,*” but in order to retain the singular, in the following
examples it will be rendered by ‘property’. So, the Son is called “the
imprint and likeness of his [the Father’s|] property (idwdtnrog)”.?* The
fullness of the properties is sometimes emphasized by the addition of
the word ‘whole’. It is said of the Spirit that he “has the whole property
(BAnv ... Ty Wwta) of God the Father substantially in himself™,
and similarly of the Son that he “has the whole property (mv ...
idotta wdoav) of the Father in himself™ .5

As has been said, idwotng can also indicate the peculiarity of each
of the hypostases. For example, in the Thesaurus: “For the Father is in
his peculiarity, and the Son is in his own peculiarity”.**! More often in
the Dialogues: the peculiarity of the names,**” or the peculiarity of the
hypostases.**

334 Thesaurus, 96D, 181A, 181B, 185A, 185B, 204C, 225D, 396C, 421C, 461C.

335 Dial. Trin. V11, 641b.

336 While Cyril of Alexandria usually employs the singular idwmg to denote the
properties of a substance, there is one place in the Thesaurus (244A) in which we find
the plural.

337 De Durand translates it with the plural ‘propriétés’ in Dial. Trin. 111, 484b; 1V,
534b; VI, 502d; and VII, 644d.

338 Thesaurus, 80C.

339 Ibid., 576C.

340 Dual. Trin. VI, 592d.

34 Thesaurus, 100D: "Eotu yag 6 Tt £v tf) adtod ididtme »al fotwv 6 Yiog év Tij idig
dLotnL.

342 Dual. Trin. 11, 421a (Father and Son); VIL, 640d (Father, Son and Spirit).

343 Dial. Trin. 11, 423a (‘the peculiarity of the three hypostases’); VII, 641a (‘the
peculiarities of the hypostases’).
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The adjective idtog, mostly translated as ‘proper’ or ‘(one’s) own’,
also has various meanings in Cyril of Alexandria’s trinitarian works.
First, it denotes the natural relationship between Father and Son: he is
the Father’s own Son,*** his own offspring (idtov vévvnua),** his own
radiance (idwov amavyaoua),’*® while God is his own Father®*’ This
implies that they are consubstantial, that they have the same nature. In
the Dialogues, Cyril elaborates on the meaning of idiog. He distinguishes
between the myriads of men who have been called to become sons
of God and the one who is truly God’s own Son, since he shares
with the Father the nature which is above all things. The word dwov
applies strictly and truly (xvoiwg te xal dnddg) only to one.’* Similarly,
when the holy Spirit is called ‘the Son’s own Spirit’, it indicates “the
substantial and natural intimacy” which the Spirit has with the Son,
which is not a matter of participation.®*

Secondly, idiog is applied to the Word’s humanity after the incarna-
tion. The suffering body was his own,*" which is also called ‘his own
temple’.®! But while he is God’s own Son by nature, he made the flesh
his own.?? And since it was his flesh, and not somebody else’s, the
things that belong to the flesh are also made his own (idomotetrar),*?
the things in it and round it:** its weaknesses,*® its passions.*® The verb
‘to appropriate (oixeotv)’ is applied in the same sense.’ It is not that
the Alexandrian archbishop is not aware that he employs the term dtog
in various senses. In the first dialogue, he brings the two meanings of
dtog together into one sentence:

34 Thesaurus, 381C, 477C, 516B. Dial. Trin. 111, 498d.

345 Thesaurus, 48A, 125D, 184D, and passim. Dial. Trin. 11, 460¢.

346 Thesaurus, 40A, 444, 381A.

347 Thesaurus, 408D, 485B.

348 Dial. Trin. 111, 498d—499a.

349 Ihid. V1, 59gab; cf. VII, 640e.

350 Thesaurus, 429A; cf. ibid., 540C; Dial. Trin. V, 563d; VI, 600d.

35U Thesaurus, 333A. Dial. Trin. V1, 60oe. In Dial. Trin. V, 565b, and VI, 596d, oixelov
1s used instead of {dtov.

352 Dial. Trin. V1, 598e: idov éoujoaro.

333 Thesaurus, 281C. Mostly, the verb idiomoteiodau is utilized by Cyril to express that
the things of the flesh have been made the Son’s own. In ., 540B, however, he argues
on the basis of his opponents’ view that Christ is a mere man, and asks how, then, he
can “make the common Father of all his own (idomowettan)”, that is, how he can claim
for himself alone a natural relationship with God.

354 Ihid., 384D; cf. ibid., 400D.

395 Ibid., 376D.

356 Ihid., 396D.

57 Ibid., 69A, 333A, 429A; Dial. Trin. VI, 627b.
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And just as the name of ‘Only-Begotten’, being proper (idwov) to the
Word, is also preserved for him when united to the flesh, so ‘First-born’,
not being strictly his, has become his own with the flesh.35

‘Only-Begotten’ and ‘First-born’ seem to contradict each other, but,
Cyril argues, they are applied to the Word in different ways. ‘Only-
Begotten’ is a name that is truly and strictly his own, because it refers
to his divine nature. But he has become ‘First-born’ among many
brothers, after the Word was united to the flesh. ‘First-born’, then, does
not strictly apply to the Word, but it has become his own name.
Besides these two meanings related to the Word of God,** Cyril also
employs idtog in a more general sense: the prophets’ own words;*® to
be troubled is a passion proper to the flesh;*! those who combat the
truth follow their own wills;*? each being is subjected to some laws
of its own, while the nature of each debars it from being the same as
something else;* those who have perverted their own mind.**

3.7. CONCLUSION

We may now briefly summarize the metaphysical notions which are
denoted by the key-terms in Cyril of Alexandria’s trinitarian writings.
Usually, ovota indicates a secondary substance, although there are also
instances in which a primary substance is meant. Such a secondary
substance 13 not an abstraction, but it is itself a reality (modyna) that
applies to all the individuals that fall under that substance. Ovoia is
also used for what Father, Son and holy Spirit have in common. The
term @voig is mostly applied to secondary substances of living things
(‘living beings’, plants, angels, also God) and of the material elements
(air, water, earth and fire, but also stone, bronze, etc.). While ovota tells
something about the place a substance possesses in the whole order of
things, guouwg indicates the principle of operation of a substance. The

358 Dial. Trin. 1, 405¢d: obto 10 Mpwtdtonog, adtod xuimg ovx dv, yéyovev idov adtod
HeTd ThG 00QrOG.

359 See for a brief discussion of Cyril’s double use of (dtog within the context of Greek
patristic thought: Louth (1989).

360 Thesaurus, 180C.

361 Ihid., 400B.

362 Ibid., 524D.

363 Dial. Trin. 11, 448d.

364 Ihid. VII, 634a.
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human nature which is assumed by the Word of God in the incarnation
is the common nature of all human beings. But by assuming this nature,
the Word becomes an individual man, whose flesh is not someone
else’s.

The substance or nature of a thing is unknowable. We can have some
knowledge of a thing by knowing the things ‘round’ the substance, espe-
cially the natural properties, that is, (the differentiae,) the propria and
the inseparable attributes. To describe the relationship between these
characteristics and the substance, Cyril employs various metaphors of
place: to be attached to, to exist in, to inhere, to lie in or round. Besides
these inherent factors, there can also be radiated factors, such as the
scent of a flower or heat from a fire. While inherent factors are char-
acteristics that are attached to the substance, radiated factors have the
same nature as the substance, and go out from it without being sep-
arated from it. The latter serve as an illustration for the relationship
between the Father and the Son, and between the Father and the Spirit.

An vmootoois is a being that really exists, and that has its existence
in itself, over against natural characteristics and accidents, which need
for their existence a substance or a hypostasis to be attached to.
A hypostasis, then, is very much like Aristotle’s primary substance.
Father, Son and holy Spirit are also called hypostases, to emphasize
their individual existence, although their unity goes beyond the union
of several individual human beings: they are one God. The word
nmpoowmov indicates a rational being (man, angel, God, the Word, the
incarnate Word), in a text and/or in reality. The three divine hypostases
are also called mgoéowma to indicate their distinctness, but because
npoowmov may denote a person in a text only, their real individual
existence is better expressed by the word vmootaog.

"Idtog and related terms can have various meanings. They may
be used to express that natural characteristics belong to a substance,
or that Father, Son and holy Spirit have a natural relationship with
each other. But they may also indicate the particularity of the divine
hypostases individually. Further, the flesh that the Word assumed in the
incarnation, has been made his own ({dwog), with all the characteristics
that pertain to that flesh, and they are now his own ({dt0g). Besides,
idtog can simply have the non-technical meaning ‘(one’s) own’. “Iduotng,
td dua, and even the singular to idtov may denote the whole set of
natural properties of a substance.

Before we turn to the christological writings of the Alexandrian
archbishop, one further preparation will be executed. A set of terms
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will be developed for the various metaphysical notions, into which the
terms used by Cyril himself and by ancient and modern commentators
can be translated, so that a comparison of their respective views is made
easier. This will be the subject of the next chapter.






CHAPTER FOUR

COMPARISON OF INTERPRETATIONS

4.1. INTRODUCTION

Part of the problem during the Nestorian and Miaphysite controversies
in the fifth and sixth centuries was that terms like ¢gvoig and vrdoTOOLg
carried different meanings for different authors, even within the writ-
ings of one and the same author. This was bound to lead to misunder-
standings. But when these terms or their translations, like ‘nature’ and
‘hypostasis’, are employed in present-day literature about these contro-
versies the ambiguities often return, which adds more misunderstand-
ings. And the use of terms like ‘person’ and ‘subject’ in this literature
compounds the problem, due to the modern connotations these words
carry. In order to reduce the equivocality, a number of terms will be
defined in this chapter, which can be recognized by their being written
In SMALL CAPITALS. In the remainder of this study, these small-capital
terms will be used to facilitate a comparison of statements of various
authors, both from ancient and from contemporary times. For this pur-
pose, more ambiguous terms like @uols, vmooTaolg, ‘nature’, ‘person’,
‘subject” will be ‘translated’—if possible—into the small-capital terms.
In the second part of this chapter, such a translation of words into
small-capital terms will be executed for the interpretations of Cyril’s
christology by modern authors, so that it will become more obvious
where they are in line with each other, and where they diverge.

4.2. SMALL-CAPITAL TERMS

4.2.1. Definition of the Small-Capital Terms

Cyril of Alexandria’s metaphysics, as described in the previous chapter,
can be a starting-point for developing a set of small-capital terms.
One of the most basic terms would be ReEaLITY, which can be used
to denote anything that has real existence, whether Cyril’s secondary
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substances, his common natures, individual substances and natures, dif-
ferentiae, propria, inseparable and separable accidents, radiated fac-
tors. A REALITY is not an abstraction, it does not exist merely in
thoughts, in contemplation.! A Greek word which may have a similar
meaning is mpdyua,’ while sometimes yofjua is used in this sense.’

As we have seen, Cyril considers the secondary substances and the
common natures as realities. For these, the terms cOMMON SUBSTANCES
and comMMON NATURES will be employed. A COMMON SUBSTANCE is a
secondary substance which is not regarded as an abstraction, but as
really existing, as a REALITY. It denotes only what belongs to the
definition of the substance, that is, the essence, which includes the
differentiae, and the potentiality for individual existence. The propria
and the inseparable attributes are not part of the substance, but they
are things round the substance. Virtually synonymous with common
SUBSTANCE 1S COMMON NATURE. It, too, indicates a REALITY which is
common to all individuals of the same species or genus, and does
not include the propria and the inseparable attributes. The difference
between the two terms is that COMMON NATURE is reserved for materials,
plants, ‘living beings’ (Cda), angels, and God, while cOMMON SUBSTANCE
1s also applied to works of craftsmanship; and coMmMON NATURE has the
connotation that a principle of operation is at work.

! Strictly speaking, this would imply that, if ‘nature’ denotes a REALITY, ‘two natures
in thought only” would be a contradiction in terms. According to common parlance,
however, this expression means that in reality there are not two natures.

2 See, for example, Thesaurus, 116C: the divine attributes apply equally to Father
and Son, “except only for the name and the reality (mpoonyopiag te xai modypotog) of
‘Father” and ‘Son’”; iid., 120D: “if someone wants to apply the words and the realities
(ofjuatd te nai modypota) of the humanity to the naked God the Word, before the
inhumanation (évavdommioemg), he acts severely impiously”. A very clear example can
be found in :bid., 321AB, where a distinction is made between the names (dvopata)
and the realities (modyuata) they refer to. For instance, the heaven (in the sense of
firmament) is a visible reality (modypo 6patdv), while the name ‘heaven’ cannot be seen,
but only heard (uévov éxovotov). The same applies to a man and the name ‘man’.
Other examples include bid., 324B, 325B, 448A; Dial. Trin. 11, 438d; 111, 485d.

Hadot (1980) writes that in ancient Greek philosophy the word moayua, as opposed
to &vopa or AéEg, often means ‘sense’, ‘concept’ or ‘notion’. Especially from the
example in Thesaurus, 321AB, it is obvious that with Cyril it can also have the meaning
of ‘reality’ in opposition to ‘name’ or ‘word’. In each case, the context will have to be
taken into account in order to come to a good rendering of modypa.

3 Dial. Trin. 1, 404¢: “the name and the reality of mediation”: 1o Tijg peotteiog dvopd.
te nai xofina; id., I, 413d: “the reality (yofjua) of birth” (of the divine Son); ., 11,

993,

419b: “the name and the reality of ‘Father’”: to ITatio 6voud te xai xofjua.
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The set of all the characteristics that are substantially or naturally
attached to a really existing substance will be referred to as NATURAL
ouaLITy. It is a collection of REALITIES which include the differentiae,
the propria and the inseparable attributes. Not everybody will consider
the secondary substances as realities, and therefore, two other terms are
needed. ABSTRACT SUBSTANCE and ABSTRACT NATURE signify a secondary
substance that is not regarded as a reality, but merely as an abstract
description of a set of characteristics that individual substances have in
common.

INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCES are the individual REALITIES that fall under a
secondary substance.* For them the potentiality for individual existence
has become an actuality. They are to be distinguished from other NpI-
VIDUAL SUBSTANCES that fall under the same secondary substance, but
they all have the same essence. Here again, the propria and the insep-
arable attributes should not be regarded as part of the INDIVIDUAL sUB-
STANCE, but rather as lying round it. Also separable accidents may be
attached to an INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANGE. Similarly, an INDIVIDUAL NATURE
is a REALITY that falls under a common nature, it is distinguished from
other INDIVIDUAL NATURES under the same common nature, it has indi-
vidual existence and possesses the essence of the common nature. The
propria, the inseparable attributes, and also the separable accidents lie
round the INDIVIDUAL NATURE.

Both INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE and INDIVIDUAL NATURE combine two
characteristics: (1) individual existence; (2) possessment of the essence
of a secondary substance. For each of these two characteristics, small-
capital terms may be defined. INpDIvIDUAL REALITY will be used to
denote an INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE Or an INDIVIDUAL NATURE without
any reference to the essence involved; it merely indicates individual
existence. And EsseNce will be applied to what in Aristotelian logic is
called the essence of a species (t0 ti v elvaw) or the essence of a genus
(to tt éomv). For all those really existing attributes that cannot exist by

* The expression ‘to fall under (mimrewy m6)’ is employed by Cyril to describe the
relationship between a secondary substance and its individuals: Dial. Trin. 1, 409a;
cf. Thesaurus, 36A, 316B. Other expressions are: a secondary substance ‘contains
(meouextinn))’ the individuals (Duwl. Trin I, 408d); an individual ‘has (&ovtog) the
secondary substance (Thesaurus, 144C; cf. ibid., 140B); with respect to several individuals
one can speak of ‘identity of substance (1| tijg ovotag tavtomg) (Thesaurus, 316A; Dial.
Trin. 1, 408¢; cf. ibid., V1, 592b), of ‘sameness of substance (10 tijs odoiag Tadtov) (Dial.
Trin. V11, 637a), and of ‘being of the same substance (tij abtijs ovotag etvar) (T hesaurus,
1094, 132D, 144A, 152D).
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themselves, but need an INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE to be attached to—that
is, the propria, the inseparable attributes, and the separable accidents—
the term DEPENDENT REALITY will be employed.

Another notion that is needed is that of a SEPARATE REALITY, a REAL-
1Ty that exists separately from other SEPARATE REALITIES. An INDIVIDUAL
REALITY may be a SEPARATE REALITY, but this is not necessarily the case.
If a human being is regarded as a composition of an individual soul
with an individual body, then the soul and the body may be viewed as
INDIVIDUAL REALITIES, but not as SEPARATE REALITIES. Only the whole
human being, composed of two INDIVIDUAL REALITIES, is then a sEpa-
RATE REALITY. And similarly, if the incarnate Word is described as a
composition of the divine Son and a human INDIVIDUAL NATURE, which
never existed separately from the Word, then the divine hypostasis was
a SEPARATE REALITY before the incarnation, but after the inhumanation
there is only one SEPARATE REALITY, the composition of the Word with
the human nature; his human INDIVIDUAL NATURE never was a SEPARATE
REALITY.

According to Stephan Otto, Leontius of Byzantium describes the
individuation of the human nature that is assumed by the Logos as a
two-stage process (Zweistufenindividuation).® First, an individual (&to-
wog, indivisible) nature (Einzelnatur) is marked off from the common
nature. This individual nature has the same natural characteristics as
the common nature. In small-capital terms it may be called an NDIVID-
uvaL NATURE. The next stage (logically, not chronologically) is that this
individual nature is incorporated into the hypostasis of the Word. The
resulting composition exists by itself (xa®’ éavto elvan, Fiirsichsein), and
the human individual nature is part of this SEPARATE REALITY.S

Otto calls the natures and the hypostases ‘bearers’ (Trager) of prop-
erties. An individual nature bears the natural properties and also the
marking properties (idwwpata dgpogiotnd), which mark the individ-
ual nature off from the common nature. When a hypostasis incor-
porates two natures, as is the case with a human being or with
the incarnate Logos, the properties of the natures remain their own
properties, but they become also properties of the hypostasis. Besides
these, the hypostasis has its own distinctive properties, by which it is

5 Otto (1968), 791L; see also pp. 52f. and 59.

6 Otto’s terminology is somewhat different in that he calls the individual nature
‘Einzelnatur’, while he speaks of an ‘Individualnatur’ only when an ‘Einzelnatur’ has
been hypostasized (ibid., 8of.).
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distinguished from other hypostases. The hypostasis bears all these
properties. A nature cannot bear opposing properties, but a hypostasis
can. So, the divine nature is invisible, the human nature is visible, and
the hypostasis of the incarnate Logos bears both properties, ‘invisible’
and ‘visible’.”

In Otto’s interpretation of Leontius of Byzantium’s christology and
anthropology, ‘nature’ and ‘hypostasis’ are distinguished, since both
have their distinctive properties, but one might say that the two con-
cepts remain at the same level. The hypostasis is not a metaphysical
container for the two natures (the divine and human natures in Christ;
soul and body in a human being), it is the SEPARATE REALITY which
consists of the combination of these two natures. Although Leontius of
Byzantium does not employ the expression ‘composite hypostasis (076-
otaolg ovvdetog)’, which we find in Leontius of Jerusalem’s writings, it
1s Otto’s understanding that the Byzantine author works with this con-
cept without employing the term.® In the following chapters we will
investigate to what degree such a conception of the incarnate Logos
is present in the writings of Cyril of Alexandria, even if for him the
terms @Uolg and vméotaols have a different meaning than for Leontius
of Byzantium.

There are other conceptions of the incarnate Word, in which ‘na-
ture’ and ‘hypostasis’ no longer belong to the same metaphysical level.
In his first contribution to the unofficial consultations between the
Eastern Orthodox and the Oriental Orthodox, Johannes Karmiris
writes that by the ‘one nature’ in the pio @iog formula Cyril of
Alexandria means the ‘hypostasis’, the ‘person’, who is the ‘bearer of
both natures’.® This ‘bearer’ is not simply the composition of the two
natures, as in Otto’s conception of the hypostasis, but it is another
metaphysical entity, which is as it were regarded as the container of the
two natures. In the first agreed statement of the official consultations
between the two families of churches we find a similar conception,
although the word ‘bearer’ is not used:

It is not the case that our Fathers used physis and hypostasis always inter-
changeably and confused the one with the other. The term hypostasis

7 Ibid., 25, 63, 69f., 82f.

8 Ibid., 63f., 85. Leontius of Byzantium rejects the miaphysite expression uio @iolg
ovvietog, but, according to Otto, could have accepted the expression pio vooTaog
ouvdetog.

9 Karmiris (1964-1965), 65, 66, and 72.
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can be used to denote both the person as distinct from nature, and also
the person with the nature, for a hypostasis never in fact exists without a
nature.'?

On this view, the ‘person’ can be regarded ‘as distinct from nature’, but
also ‘with the nature’. It seems that the person as distinct from nature
can be interpreted as the ‘bearer’ of the nature. For such a notion
the small-capital term BEARER will be used, and it will be investigated
whether the archbishop of Alexandria works with such a notion, as
Karmiris suggests.

It can already be added that before 429, Cyril uses the verb gopeiv
in conjunction with ‘flesh’, ‘body’ and ‘our nature’ for the incarnate
Word,"! but in these instances it i3 not a metaphysical concept (the
Word ‘bearing’ the flesh), but a metaphor: the Word wears the flesh like
a garment. This becomes particularly clear when derivatives of goeiv
are placed side by side with other verbs associated with clothing. So,
in his commentary on John 17:1 Cyril includes the phrase: “wearing
(meogenmg) this most ignoble body and, out of love, having put on
(bmodvg) the likeness of human smallness”.'”” And in his exposition of
John 6:27 he writes:

For Christ is really one for us, wearing (meouxeipevog) his own clothing
(poonua) as the royal purple, I mean the human body, or the temple out
of soul and body, of course, if indeed Christ is one out of both.!3

When, then, the Word is said to gopeiv his flesh, the flesh is regarded
as a garment which is worn by the divine Son. In the pre-429 writings
there is no hint of the hypostasis of the Son ‘bearing’ the human nature,
in the sense that Karmiris writes about it.

Based on our analysis of the word mpdéowmov in the trinitarian writ-
ings, we can add some more concepts. First, a PERSON; this is a rational
being—a man, an angel, God, the Word, the Word incarnate—in a
text and/or in reality, which is capable of having a ‘personal’ relation-
ship with other PERsoNs. A ‘personal’ relationship is expressed by way
of communication and by feelings such as love and hatred. Whether

10 “Communiqué of the Joint Commission of the Theological Dialogue” (1989), 395.

T Li¢baert (1951), 199, gives many examples. Two references in which the Word is
said to wear the human ‘nature’ are: Thesaurus, 424B: ol gUow mepdonxre Ty TovTOU
dextunnv (that is, capable of growth); In Jo. IX.1, vol. 2, 486 (823d): meqpdonxre d¢ v
NUETEQV UOLY.

12 In Jo. X1.g, vol. 2, 660 (947c).

13 In Jo. 1L5, vol. 1, 442 (301ab).
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this rational being exists in reality or not, is left open when the term
PERSON is employed. If the real existence of the PERsSON is emphasized or
clearly implied, this can be made explicit by speaking of an oNTOLOGI-
cAL PERSON. If; on the other hand, the emphasis lies on the role of the
PERSON In a text, the term GRAMMATICAL PERSON may be applied. An
ONTOLOGICAL PERSON is always a SEPARATE REALITY. The relationship it
has with other ONTOLOGICAL PERSONS is external.

It should be noted that when the term PERsON is applied to the
debate about Cyril of Alexandria’s theology, various distinctions that
were made later in the history of thought are not taken into account.
Thus, no side is taken in the monothelite and monenergistic contro-
versies when the small-capital term PERsON is used: the one PERSON of
the incarnate Word may have one or two wills, one or two energies.
Neither does PERSON by itself imply anything about human conscious-
ness and other aspects of the modern notion of ‘person’. However, one
further concept is helpful in the discussion of Cyril’s christology, and
this 1s based on the abovementioned distinction between ‘a person with
the nature’ and ‘a person as distinct from nature’. We have applied the
term BEARER to ‘the person as distinct from nature’. The word BEARER,
however, merely indicates a metaphysical entity at a different level from
that of natures, to which one or more natures may belong. It does not
in itself imply that such a BEARER is a PERSON. The term METAPHYSICAL
PERSON will be employed for a BEARER which is an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON,
that is, a BEARER that is a really existing rational being. A METAPHYSICAL
PERSON, then, may ‘bear’ one or more natures, but is metaphysically
distinct from those natures.

The English word ‘subject’” may indicate a PERsON. Thomas Wei-
nandy applies it in this way when he employs ‘subject’ and ‘person’
as virtual synonyms, which indicate ‘the who’ of the incarnate Word.!
‘Subject’ may also be a grammatical term, to be distinguished from
‘verb’, ‘object’, etc. Such a subject may be referred to by GRAMMATI-
cAL SUBJECT. In a sentence like ‘Paul and Barnabas were appointed’,
‘Paul and Barnabas’ is the GrRAMMATICAL suUBJECcT, but it refers to
two ONTOLOGICAL PERSONS. If, then, the incarnate Word is called one
GRAMMATICAL SUBJECT, this does not necessarily imply that he is only
one ONTOLOGICAL PERSON. If the Greek word vmoxeiuevov is applied in
a merely linguistic, not a metaphysical, sense, it could be translated

14 Weinandy (2003). See for a discussion of Weinandy’s views sections 4.8.9 and 4.3.4.
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by crammATICAL SUBJECT. If; however, its meaning is more metaphysi-
cal, ‘substrate’ is the better rendering, as that which ‘underlies’. In this
sense, it is especially used for a substance which ‘underlies’ its proper-
ties.

The meaning of the various small-capital terms may be summarized

as follows:

ABSTRACT NATURE

ABSTRACT SUBSTANCE

BEARER

COMMON NATURE

COMMON SUBSTANCE

DEPENDENT REALITY

ESSENCE

GRAMMATICAL PERSON
GRAMMATICAL SUBJECT

INDIVIDUAL NATURE

INDIVIDUAL REALITY

an ABSTRACT SUBSTANCE—and thus not a REALITY—
of substances in which a principle of operation is at
work, such as materials, plants, ‘living beings (Cda)’,
angels, and God

a secondary substance which is not regarded as a
REALITY

a metaphysical REALITY at a different level than
INDIVIDUAL NATURES, which is regarded as a sort

of container for one or more of such natures, for
example, a human BEARER ‘contains’ a soul and a
body

a cOMMON sUBSTANCE—and thus really existing—with
the connotation that a principle of operation is at
work; it, therefore, applies only to materials, plants,
‘living beings (C@a)’, angels, and God

a secondary substance which is not regarded as

an abstraction, but as really existing, as a REALITY;

it denotes only what belongs to the definition of

the substance, that is, the essence, which includes
the differentiae, and the potentiality for individual
existence

a really existing attribute that cannot exist by itself,
but needs an INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE to be attached
to—that is, a proprium, an inseparable attribute, or a
separable accident

what in Aristotelian logic is called the essence of a
species (10 Tt v eivaw) or the essence of a genus (o Tt
goTLY)

a PERSON 1n a text, not necessarily also an
ONTOLOGICAL PERSON

a subject in the grammatical sense of the word, to be
distinguished from verb and object

an individual REALITY that falls under a common
nature; it combines the essence of the common
nature with individual existence

an INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE OI an INDIVIDUAL NATURE
without any reference to the essence involved; it
merely indicates individual existence
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INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE ~ an individual REALITY that falls under a secondary
substance; it combines the essence of the secondary
substance with individual existence

METAPHYSICAL PERSON  a BEARER which is an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON, that is,

a PERSON regarded to be at a different metaphysical
level than the nature(s) it ‘contains’

NATURAL QUALITY the set of all the characteristics that are substantially
or naturally attached to a really existing substance;
it is a collection of REALITIES which include the
differentiae, the propria and the inseparable attributes

ONTOLOGICAL PERSON  a PERSON which really exists; it is always a SEPARATE
REALITY

PERSON a rational being—a human being, an angel, God,
the Word, the Word incarnate—in a text and/or
in reality, which is capable of having a ‘personal’
relationship (communication, love) with other PERsONs

REALITY anything that has real existence, whether Cyril’s
secondary substances, his common natures, individual
substances and natures, differentiae, propria,
inseparable attributes, separable accidents, and
radiated factors; a REALITY does not exist merely in
thought

SEPARATE REALITY a REALITY that exists separately from other SEPARATE
REALITIES; for example, a human being, composed
of two INDIVIDUAL REALITIES—soul and body—is one
SEPARATE REALITY

The interrelationships between the small-capital terms are depicted in
figure 1. We are now in a position to translate the terminology and
metaphysics in Cyril of Alexandria’s trinitarian writings, as described in
the previous chapter, into language containing the small-capital terms.

4.2.2. Cynl’s Terminology and Melaphysics before 429

We have seen that in Cyril of Alexandria’s trinitarian writings, the usual
meaning of ovoia is coMMON SUBSTANCE. The term denotes what a num-
ber of individuals have in common. It is not an ABSTRACT SUBSTANCE,
but the substance under which the individuals fall is itself regarded as a
reality. It includes the differentiae, but the propria and the inseparable
attributes are viewed as lying round the COMMON SUBSTANCE as DEPEN-
DENT REALITIES. When this more general metaphysical understanding
is applied to God, it is in line with the language of the Cappadocians:
ovota indicates the reality which is common to Father, Son and holy
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Spirit, while each of them is an vmdotaows. For Cyril, it is this meaning
that ovoto has in the credal term 6poovolog. At times, Cyril empha-
sizes that the unity of the three divine persons is stronger than that
between three individual men. Sometimes ovola designates an INDIVID-
UAL SUBSTANCE, most notably in Cyril’s interpretation of another phrase
from the Nicene Creed, ‘born from the substance of the Father’, and in
related expressions.

When vdndotaog is used as a technical term, it denotes a being
that exists separately from other beings, that is, a SEPARATE REALITY.
Normally, it refers to the individuals that fall under a comMoN sus-
STANCE, that is, to INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCES. In such cases Cyril may
also employ ovola to denote such a primary substance, especially in
the 7hesaurus. The word vméotaos is explicitly employed for individ-
ual men and for the three persons of the Trinity. And a number of
times Cyril writes that human properties like ‘wisdom’, ‘knowledge’ or
the ‘will’ are not ‘in a hypostasis’ by themselves, or enhypostatic, but
they are anhypostatic, that is, they are DEPENDENT REALITIES. In the
works from before 429, I have not come across an instance in which
two substances or natures are said to form one hypostasis. Thus, the
incarnate Word is not called ‘one hypostasis’, and although an indi-
vidual man may be referred to as a hypostasis, and in other places
man is said to be composed out of soul and body, it is not expressly
stated that, therefore, the hypostasis of man is a composition of soul
and body.

In the anti-Arian works, @Uoig usually has a meaning related to
ovoia. It denotes a COMMON NATURE, the REALITY which a number of
individuals have in common. It is also in this sense that the word
is applied to the Godhead. The divine gioig designates the common
reality of Father, Son and holy Spirit. Once only have we come
across an instance in which guoig is employed to denote the individual
existence of a substance, a SEPARATE REALITY.

When the Logos is said to assume the human nature or to unite
himself to the human nature, here too, this guoig is the cOMMON NATURE
that is common to all people. By assuming this nature the Word
becomes (also) an individual man. The archbishop of Alexandria does
not, however, use a technical term for this individual human being.
Instead, he refers to the incarnate Word by expressions like ‘one of us’
(el 8€ u@v). In the trinitarian writings, the word dmootaoig is used for
the Logos in relation to the Father and the Spirit, not for the incarnate
Word, nor for the flesh of the Word.
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The word guoug is also employed for the totality of all the INDIVIDUAL
NATURES that fall under one common NATURE. We find this usage applied
to the human nature in soteriological contexts, where Christ is regarded
to recapitulate the whole human race, the human ‘nature’, as the
second Adam. When this understanding of ¢uows is applied to the
divine nature, because of God’s unity, gvoig can stand for God himself]
as a GRAMMATICAL SUBJECT (which is also a ReaLITy). Cyril does not
refer to the one trinitarian God by the term mpdowmov, which is rather
reserved for each of the three divine hypostases. Nevertheless, the one
God acts toward his creation as a unity, since “all things are by (or
from) the Father, through the Son, in the holy Spirit”,"” which is the
archbishop’s way of expressing that opera trinitatis ad extra indivisa sunt.

In Cyril of Alexandria’s trinitarian writings, the term mpdécwmov
denotes ‘face’ in many biblical quotations and allusions, but otherwise
it normally indicates a GRAMMATICAL and/or an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON,
a rational being. It is also employed for the three persons of the Trinity,
more so in the Dialogues than in the Thesaurus. It seems to indicate their
possibility of having relations with each other and with other rational
beings, while the term ‘hypostasis’, as applied to the divine persons,
emphasizes their real and relatively separate existence.

When in the Commentary on John, Cyril starts to express the unity of
the incarnate Word by writing that he is not two mpdécwmo—implying
that he i3 one mpdéowmov—, this is not just a grammatical statement,
but one with ontological implications. The incarnate Word, more often
indicated by ‘one Son’, ‘one Christ’ or ‘one out of both’, is one
npoowmov. He relates to other rational beings as one rational being, not
two. In small-capital terms, one might say that the Word made flesh is
not just one GRAMMATICAL SUBJECT, but also one ONTOLOGICAL PERSON
(which—as was noted above—still leaves open the questions of one or
two wills, one or two energies, and modern consciousness).

Before we turn to the twentieth-century interpretations of Cyril of
Alexandria’s christological terminology, it is useful to discuss some
christological ‘models’, that have been ascribed to the archbishop
during the last decades, because they can help us to get a better
understanding of Cyril’s christology.

15 Already in Thesaurus, 580D, also in Dial. Trin. V1, 596d, and a number of times in
his Commentary on John, e.g., In jo. 1.9, vol. 1, 128 (87¢): mavta yae mapd IMoteog & Yiod
év ‘Avyiwp IIvevpat.
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4.9. GHRISTOLOGICAL ‘MODELS’ OR “T'HEMES’

We will look at the view of three theologians who have discussed Cyril’s
christology in terms of two ‘models’, ‘themes’ or ‘viewpoints™ Richard
A. Norris, Ruth M. Siddals and Thomas G. Weinandy. We should
bear in mind that they base their understanding, not just on the pre-
429 works, but also on the archbishop’s christological writings. After a
brief presentation of their respective views, they will be compared and
assessed.

4.3.1. Richard A. Norris

Dissatisfied with the classification of Cyril of Alexandria’s christology in
terms of the Logos-Flesh versus Logos-Man dichotomy, R.A. Norris
presented in 1975 the suggestion that the archbishop’s christological
writings contain two ‘models’ or ‘themes’, which in his estimation are
difficult to combine.'® The first may be called the ‘subject-attribute’ or
‘kenotic model’. It is related to two scriptural passages that were central
to Cyril—]John 1:14 and Phil. 2:5-8—and to the Nicene Creed. These
three texts have in common (at least in Cyril’s interpretation) that it is
the divine Son who is the subject, to whom the incarnation is added
as a predicate: (1) it is ‘the Word” who ‘was made flesh’; (2) it is ‘he
who was in the form of God’ who ‘emptied himself, taking the form of
a slave’; and (g) it is ‘the Son of God, the Only-Begotten, born from
the Father’ who ‘came down and was made flesh and became man’. It
is this logical and grammatical structure that Cyril adopts and makes
his own in what Norris also calls a ‘linguistic model” or a ‘model of
predication’.’” In many varying ways Cyril expresses that the divine
Son remains the same when he becomes man and thus enters upon a
new condition of existence.

The subject-attribute model also finds expression in Cyril’s usage of
idwog and its derivatives: the humanity is ‘appropriated’ by the Word, it
now ‘belongs to’ him."® And according to Norris, the uia gioig formula
and its alternative with the word vméotaocig belong to the first theme,

16 Norris (1975).
7 Ihid., 268.
18 Jbid., 264. See also his earlier article, Norris (1966), 70.
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too. They assert that “there is only one concrete nature or subject in
question: that of the Logos”.! In an earlier article he writes:

We are drawn therefore to the interesting conclusion that what, in the
first instance, governs Cyril’s distinctive understanding of the formula
‘one substance’ [= one hypostasis] (and therefore the formula ‘one
nature’) is not a physical or metaphysical definition of either term but
a perception of what he takes to be the normative grammatical (and
logical) form of statements about Christ.?’

The term ‘hypostasis’™—and also ‘nature’ when used as a synonym of
‘hypostasis™—refers

to the ‘real subject’ of statements about Christ. In other words, it specifies
the general form of an answer to the question “Who?” as that is asked in
connection with sayings and doings of Christ.?!

It appears that Norris interprets the words @uolg and dmoéotaolg in
the pio oo and pic dmoéotaows formulas, not as referring to the
ontology of Christ, but as a GRAMMATICAL SUBJECT, more precisely, as
a GRAMMATICAL PERSON.%

Besides the subject-attribute model or theme, Norris recognizes a
second one, the ‘composition’ theme: “it pictures the Person of Christ
as the result of the ‘putting together’ or ‘composition’ of two different
realities”.? Words associated with it are oOvdeols, ovvdpour], cuppaots,
évoolg, and their cognates. Cyril can describe the incarnation as the
“ineffable concurrence into union of two unequal and unlike natures”.?!
And a number of times he writes that Christ is ‘one out of both
(el €€ dugoiv).” According to Norris, Cyril tried to express his first,
and more important, theme by way of the physical terminology of
the second theme, which resulted in confused and confusing language.
Thus, although Christ can be said to be composed out of two things, his
person is not constituted by the union. His personal unity is as it were

19 Norris (1975), 261.

20 Norris (1966), 71. In this article, ‘substance’ is Norris’s translation of dootaots.

2L Ibid., 7o.

22 Because of Cyril’s influence on the definition of Chalcedon, Norris (1966), 77,
applies the same principle to the council’s doctrinal statement: “it insists that all
language which refers to Christ (that is, to the incarnate Word) is language about a
single, individual subject”.

23 Norris (1975), 261.

2 On the Incarnation, SC g7, 688d. Cf. Scholia 8, ACO L5, 221°F and First Letter to
Succensus, ep. 45, 6, ACO L.1.6, 153'7.

25 For example, Festal Letter 8, 6, SC. 392, 100; Festal Letter 17, 3, SC. 434, 282. See
further chapter g, nn. 316 and 318.
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extended to embrace the humanity. This notion is made even more
explicit by the phrase &vwolg »ad’ vmoéotaowy, Norris writes, implying
that in this expression VO0TOCG Means PERSON.

To this second theme also belongs the analogy of soul and body.?
And Norris notes that when this analogy is employed to elucidate
the pla @oowg formula, the word giowg gets “a slightly different sense”
than when the formula is understood as part of the first theme: “it
suggests, that is, that the one nature may be the product of the ‘putting
together’ of Word and Humanity”.” Irom this brief statement, it is
not quite clear how this second meaning of ¢ioig might be translated
into a small-capital term. It is Norris’s opinion that in his usage of
the composition theme, Cyril does not “actually succeed in saying
quite what he wants: he cannot in practice make it work for him”.?
The main reason for this he locates in the incompatibility of the two
models: Cyril’s primary model is a linguistic one, while the composition
theme works with physical models, which are of a different order.
Finally, Norris suggests that it may be “fundamentally misleading” to
understand Cyril’s christology in terms of a conflict between the Logos-
Flesh and the Logos-Man models, since both of them belong to the
second theme.?

4.3.2. Ruth M. Siddals

In the fourth chapter of her dissertation, Ruth M. Siddals discusses
what she calls ‘Cyril’s basic christological model’.*® She herself writes
that it is Norris’s subject-attribute model, expressed with different
terminology, but adds that perhaps

Norris fails to distinguish fully between Cyril’s analysis of christological
predicates (a linguistic exercise) and his formation of a model illustrating
the ontology of Jesus Christ (an exercise in metaphysics).?!

% Norris (1975), 267, adds that the analogy of soul and body can be and is also
employed by Cyril within the subject-attribute model: just as the soul is the principle of
life in a human being, so the Word is the one subject in Christ.

27 Ihid., 264. He refers to the occurrence in the Second Letiter to Succensus, ep. 46, 3,
ACO I.1.6, 16025,

28 Jbid., 265,

2 Ibid., 268.

30 Siddals (1984), 63-89. See n. 24 of chapter g for pages where the term ‘basic
christological model’ can be found.

3U Ihid., 1741, n. 2.
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According to Siddals, Cyril does distinguish between the two,
although this is not always very clear, since the ancient terminology
is at times ambiguous with respect to the linguistics / ontology issue.

In his basic model, Cyril interprets the sentence ‘the Word became
flesh’ in the same way as the sentence ‘a man became a carpenter’,
Siddals states.** She acknowledges that Cyril himself does not actually
place the two sentences in parallel with each other, but in his exegesis of
John 1:14 she sees the same sort of argumentation which the archbishop
elsewhere applies to ‘a man became a carpenter’.’® This means that,
for the purposes of analysis, Cyril treats ‘flesh’ as an inherent factor
which is acquired by the subject, which is the Word, as a new accident.
He uses four verbs from the logical tradition for this acquisition: occa-
sionally ovuffivan and mpooyevéotar, more often mpochaupdvesdou (and
TEOoANYI5), most frequently idromoietodou (as well as idiog and drov). All
four, the British theologian argues, are also employed to describe the
relationship between a subject and its accidents or properties.

In her view, Cyril even utilizes purposefully the ambiguity of the
term 1dtov. It can merely indicate that something belongs to something
else, is its property. But in a more strict sense, it denotes a natural
property, one that adheres to a substance by nature. When pressed,
Cyril will deny that the flesh is a natural property of the Word, but
in the meantime he makes use of this connotation of the term idiov
to suggest that the flesh is more to the Word than a mere separable
accident, according to Siddals.*

She also acknowledges Norris’s composition theme, which she tends
to refer to as the ‘picture’ of composition.* She introduces it as Cyril’s
way to “indicate the correct notion of oneness while yet giving sufficient
weight to the difference”.* A compound is one thing (v ), but it is
made up of parts, which are different in nature and which retain their
difference within the compound. The phrase ‘one out of both (eig 8&
auepotv)” sums up what has taken place. Cyril gives several examples,
but the most frequent by far is the analogy of man, compounded of

32 Ibid., 65.

33 Ibid., 177, n. 17. See also p. 86, and p. 194, n. 126. The word ‘carpenter (téxtov)’
occurs in two passages of the Thesaurus, 313C and 341B. In neither, the phrase ‘someone
became a carpenter’ is adduced to clucidate the sentence ‘the Word became flesh’.

3% Ihid., 1.

3 Ibid., 128-132. The term ‘picture’ for this theme can be found on p. 174, n. 2, and
on pp. 131 and 182. The phrase ‘compound model’ is used on p. 133.

36 Ihid., 128.
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soul and body. Siddals states that Cyril employs the analogy only to
stress that the components unite, not fow they unite. With a reference
to Cyril’s Second Letter to Succensus, she adds that the archbishop suggests
that the distinction between the components, body and soul in man, is
essentially a theoretical one. And she concludes: “The key value of the
analogy is that it includes the necessary concept of oneness, while at the
same time allowing considerable weight to the differences”.”

Although Cyril often adduces the compound analogy to illustrate his
basic christological model, the two themes are ‘not of a piece’, accord-
ing to Siddals.*® In the basic model, the Word is the one subject, who
acquires a new property. But in the compound model, as elaborated so
far, the subject Jesus Christ is the sum of both components, divinity and
humanity. The British theologian, however, pieces together from var-
ious remarks in Cyril’s writings an understanding of the composition
which she labels &tegov &v étégw, ‘one thing [residing] in another’.®
Just as the soul can be said to be ‘in’ the body, so also the Word can
be said to be ‘in’ the flesh. But this is not an indwelling similar to that
of the Spirit in the prophets, but Christ is one out of both. Since the
language of €tegov &v étéow 1s applied to an inherent feature, a prop-
erty, that resides in a substance, Cyril interprets the composition theme
of soul and body in a way which is in line with his basic christological
model, Siddals concludes: the soul is in a body, and the Word is in the
flesh, just as an inherent feature is in a subject. This leads her to the
analogy of a flower and its scent. We will leave that until the discussion
of the appropriate passage in Contra Nestorium in section 6.4.2.1.

4-3-8. Thomas G. Weinandy

Thomas G. Weinandy explicitly rejects Norris’s understanding of Cyr-
il’s christology in terms of two different models which cause conceptual
chaos.” He rather sees the archbishop state two different truths about
his one conception of the incarnation, although he admits that Cyril
not always distinguishes the two in an unambiguous manner. The
first truth, expressed by the soul/body analogy, is that Christ is one

ST Ibid., 131.

38 Ibid., 132. On p. 230, n. 66, Siddals gives some credit to Norris’s assessment that
the two themes are incompatible, but she adds that some of the mist may clear when
one of the components is regarded as residing within the other.

39 Ibid., 133-137.

10 Weinandy (2003), 40.
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existing reality, one ontological being or entity. The second truth,
related to Norris’s subject-attribute ‘model’, is that this one existing
reality is the same as the divine Son of God, now existing as incarnate;
it is the person of the Word existing as incarnate.! According to
Weinandy, Norris is right in regarding the subject-attribute model as
of primary importance (although he objects to the term ‘model’), but
by interpreting it as merely a linguistic tool, Norris misses Cyril’s
metaphysical understanding of Christ’s ontological constitution.* In
small-capital terms one may say that Weinandy’s first truth states that
the incarnate Word is one SEPARATE REALITY, and the second truth that
he is one ONTOLOGICAL PERSON.

More strongly than Siddals, Weinandy emphasizes that the compari-
son of soul and body only denotes #hat divinity and humanity are united
in the Word, not Aow they are united.” In his view, also the pio @iowg
formula underlines his first truth: it indicates that the incarnate Word is
one entity.* The word guoig in the formula is not to be understood in
the sense of quiddity, but it stands for SEPARATE REALITY. Cyril’s usage
of gvows 1s ambiguous, Weinandy adds, for he does speak of soul and
body, and of divinity and humanity, as a guoig in the sense of quiddity.

It is in the terms vmootaog and medowmov that Weinandy sees his
second truth—that the one ontological reality is the person of the
Word existing as incarnate—enunciated. He usually translates them by
‘subject’” and ‘person’, and regards them as synonymous.* He explicitly
alters Wickham’s translation of ‘union / united xa®’ dméotaowv’ into
‘union according to the person’ and ‘united personally’.* And he writes
that Cyril distinguishes between ‘the level of natures” and ‘the level of
the person’.*” The person indicates the who, while the person’s nature
indicates the manner of the who’s existence: as God or as man.* The
union of the Word with humanity is not a composition of two natures,

' See also wbid., 32.

2 Ibid., 47.

3 Another article, Weinandy (1996), is fully devoted to this issue.

 Ihid., 63-65. Weinandy (2003), 32-39.

¥ See, e.g., Weinandy (2003), 38: with reference to Cyril’s speaking of the incarnate
Word as uio vndotacis or &v mpdommov: “Here the customary term physis has been
substituted by the terms prosopon and hypostasis which acquire the more Chalcedonian
sense of person or subject”. See also p. 39: “the one divine person / subject (prosopon /
hypostasis)”; and p. 42: “the vmootdoe pig is highlighting who the one subject is”.

6 Ihid., 41f. Weinandy (1996), 66, n. 17.

#7 Weinandy (1996), 66.

¥ [hid., 61. Weinandy (2003), 42.
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but it is the person of the Word taking on a new mode or manner of
existence. Weinandy refers to this view as the “personal / existential
understanding of the Incarnation”* and calls Cyril’s achievement “a
true christological breakthrough”.>

From this brief summary, it is clear that Weinandy interprets both
vrootools and meoowmov in Cyril’s christology as a METAPHYSICAL
PERSON. It is an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON who ‘bears’ the divine and the
human natures (although Weinandy himself does not use the verb ‘to
bear’). This PERsON belongs to a different metaphysical level than the
natures. This PERsoN of the Son lives eternally in a divine mode or
manner of existence, and since the incarnation he (also) lives in a
human mode or manner of existence.”® This METAPHYSICAL PERSON Iis
the ‘who’, the ‘identity’ of the man Jesus, and this PERsON is the eternal
Son of God. Weinandy also speaks of the human ‘I’ of the Son, which
is “the human psychological centre of the one ontological person or
subject of the divine Son”, but these elaborations are not pertinent to
the present discussion.*

4.3-4. Discussion

When the views of the three theologians—Norris, Siddals, and Wei-
nandy—will now be compared and assessed, this will mainly be done
on the basis of our findings so far, as we have gathered them from the
trinitarian writings. However, in a few cases passages from later writings
will enter into the discussion, when the theologians adduce them for
important parts of their argumentation.

What 1s striking, first of all, is that all three are in agreement about
Cyril’s primary christological theme, albeit that they employ different
language to express it. Norris’s subject-attribute model, Siddals’s basic
christological model, and Weinandy’s notion of a personal union all
give expression to what Jouassard has called the ‘fundamental intuition’
of Cyril of Alexandria’s christology: Christ’s divinity is primordial,

¥ Ibid., 61. Weinandy (2003), 43f. He already described this view and employed this
expression in an earlier book: Weinandy (1985), 53-55.

50 Weinandy (2003), 41.

51 In Weinandy (1996 / 1997), 264 and 265, he writes twice that “that is the manner
in which the Son now exists”, but presumably he means that the Son now exists in two
modes, a divine and a human one.

52 Ibid., 264.
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while his humanity is added.>® Norris regards this as a linguistic rule,
which governs our language about Jesus Christ. Although this may be
a useful contribution to present-day systematic theology, it does not
seem to be historically correct to attribute such a merely linguistic
understanding to the fifth-century archbishop of Alexandria. Both
Siddals and Weinandy rightly comment that for Cyril there were
ontological truths underlying the words. These truths were more easily
expressed in narrative structures, such as the biblical language of
John 1:14 and Phil. 2:5-8 and the text of the Nicene Creed, than in
metaphysical concepts. Yet, we see Cyril trying to put them into more
conceptual language as well. “The Word became flesh’ is translated into
‘the Word has assumed the human nature’ or ‘humanity’.

His problem, however, was that there were no metaphysical concepts
available to express precisely what he learned from the Scriptures: the
Son of God assumed human nature, but in doing this he remained
one and the same Son, now with the flesh. What concept could be
applied for that which remained the same, also after the assumption of
the flesh? It is not surprising that the structure of his language 1s similar
to that of a substance which acquires a property, since there, too, the
substance remains the same, both before and after the acquisition. But
Cyril was well aware that the assumed humanity was not an accident
(see below). So, he looked for other ways to put his understanding
into concepts. He employed the metaphysical language he was familiar
with: ovoia, @lolg, vmootaog and meocwmov. But these terms had
connotations which could easily lead his readers to conclusions that
he did not intend. The composition theme and the soul/body analogy
gave him a possibility to illustrate how two things that come together
can form a single being. However, in this illustration it is not clear
how the result of the composition is ‘the same’ as one of the two
elements that constitute the compound. Thus, Cyril’s attempts to state
his understanding of the incarnation in metaphysical language are
confusing at times, as Norris states. Nevertheless, they confirm that
Cyril was concerned for the ontology of the confession that ‘the Word
became flesh’.

Weinandy, no doubt, is right in searching the development of Cyril’s
ontology in a growing insight that two metaphysical levels need to
be distinguished, those that were later to be labelled ‘person’ and

%3 Jouassard (1953), 179. See chapter 1, n. 109.
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‘nature’.®* It is very doubtful, however, that Cyril already applied the
conceptual language in the way that Weinandy describes it: vmdota-
og and mpdowmov both signifying a METAPHYSICAL PERSON at another
metaphysical level than the natures, which can exist in two different
modes, a divine and a human one. We have seen that in the trinitarian
writings the technical meaning of Vméotaoug is that of a SEPARATE REAL-
1Ty, which often is also an INDIVIDUAL sUBSTANCE. This suggests that in
his christological works Cyril would mean by pia dootaois ‘one sEpA-
RATE REALITY’, in other words, he would confirm by it Weinandy’s first
truth—that the incarnate Word is one existing reality, one ontological
being or entity—, not his second truth—that this entity is the divine
person of the Word. And although mpdéowmov does have the meaning
of PERsON in the anti-Arian works, and Cyril infers in his Commentary on
Jjohn that the incarnate Christ is one mpdowmov, there is no hint that
Cyril would regard such a PERsON as representing a different metaphys-
ical level than the natures. It seems that Weinandy is reading a later
theological development back into the writings of Cyril of Alexandria.
A more final assessment of his views, however, can only be made after
we have looked at a number of Cyril’s christological writings in the
following chapters.

It is also too early to evaluate the conflicting interpretations of
the pia @vog formula. That, too, will have to wait until we have
investigated a series of writings from after 428.

Siddals interprets Cyril’s primary christological theme in terms of
the Word as a subject acquiring the flesh, the humanity, as a new
inherent feature, a property, an accident. When she first introduces
these thoughts, she adds the qualifying phrase ‘for the purposes of
analysis’, and although she repeats the word ‘analysis’ and its cognates
several times,” nevertheless the suggestion is raised that Cyril regarded
Christ’s humanity ontologically as an accident. Siddals does state that
in his exegesis Cyril applies the rules of logic, especially Porphyrian
logic,” but since logic is for Cyril not just a linguistic exercise, but
an expression in language of underlying ontological structures, stating
that the flesh “actually has the status of an accident” has ontological

5 Moeller (1951), 718, already spoke of “Iintuition géniale de Cyrille sur lunique
personne du Verbe fait chair” (see chapter 1, n. 108).

% Siddals (1984), 66, 67, 73, 77, 88.

56 Ibid., 78.
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implications.”” This may unduly (and probably unintentionally) pro-
mote the idea that Cyril insufficiently values Christ’s humanity.

When we have a closer look at Siddals’s argumentation, it appears
that there are indeed similarities between the Word’s acquiring the
flesh and the acquisition of an accident by a substance, but that Cyril
does not actually refer to the humanity in terms of an accident. First
of all, Siddals herself admits that Cyril does not use the sentence ‘a
man becomes a carpenter’ as a paradigm for the interpretation of John
1:14.°° It is the British theologian herself who makes the comparison.
Secondly, the four verbs by which she links Cyril’s christology with
the relationship between a substance and its accident, do not point
unambiguously in the direction she suggests. Siddals herself notes that
ovupijvar 1s also employed by Cyril in a less technical sense.” He not
only writes that the humanity is joined to the Word, but also that the
Word is joined to the flesh, while the verb is also used to denote that
the Word and humanity come together in a more symmetrical picture.!
And Cyril does not actually call the flesh ‘an accident’” of the Word.
Therefore, when the humanity is said to cvuffjvar to the Logos this
may be understood in a more general, non-technical way.

Something similar applies to the verb mpochaupdveotor and the
related noun mpdohmyus. To begin with, Aaupdvewrv and its derivatives
are often used by Cyril, because the apostle Paul employs this verb
in Phil. 2:5-8: “taking (hapov) the form of a slave”. It seems that Cyril
adds the prefix mpdg to emphasize that this ‘taking’ does not involve any
change in the nature of the Word. As he repeats many times, the Word
remained what he was, God, when the flesh was added.?? Furthermore,
Siddals writes that the concept of addition, treated in terms of a new
accident being added to a subject, allows us to say strictly that the
subject is still numerically one. This, however, only holds when the
addition is an accident not only ‘for the purposes of analysis’, but in
reality. And Cyril is quite aware that the added flesh is not an accident
in reality. It is not something that can only exist when it is attached to

ST Ibid., 0.

% See n. 33.

%9 Siddals (1984), 179, n. 22.

60 E.g., In Jo. IV.2, vol. 1, 520 (354b).

61 E.g., Contra Nestorium, ACO 1.1.6, g3'3 4.

62 For example, in the first citation that Siddals (1984), 68, gives containing the
verb mpoohapfdvewv: not having changed into flesh, by no means, rather having added
(mooohafdv) it, and not having neglected being God (Or. ad aug., ACO L1.5, 27114,
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a substance; the flesh is itself a substance, a nature, which could exist by
itself, but which, in the case of Jesus Christ, never existed apart from the
Word. It is precisely because the flesh could exist by itself that Cyril sees
a danger in Nestorius’s teaching: in Cyril’s perception Nestorius taught
that the flesh, the man Jesus, lived as a separate individual besides the
Word.

For the same reason Siddals’s interpretation of €tegov év €tépw, as
applied to the incarnate Word, in terms of a subject and its accident is
flawed. All the examples of compositions that Cyril adduces to illustrate
the union of the Word with his flesh, which Siddals mentions,* are
compounds of two substances; they do not consist of a substance and a
property.5* That the notion of &tegov év étépw applies to body and soul
as well as to the Word and his flesh, is not because Cyril would regard
them as a subject and its accident, but because they are compositions of
an incorporeal with a corporeal substance. The incorporeal substance
can be said to be i the corporeal substance.” Besides, when the Word
is said to be in the flesh, the Word would be regarded as the accident
and the flesh as the substance, which would be altogether unacceptable
to Cyril.

The composition theme is ascribed to Cyril of Alexandria by Norris
and Siddals, but Weinandy rejects it because for him it implies that the
divine and human natures in Christ are changed and confused.®® For
neither Norris nor Siddals, however, speaking of a composition implies
confusion of the natures, on the contrary. Norris writes that one reason
for Cyril to use the picture of composition is precisely his concern to
maintain the completeness and reality of the human nature of Christ,
in an anti-Apollinarian sense.®” And according to Siddals, Cyril turns to
the notion of compound to meet two requirements at the same time: to
indicate the correct notion of oneness while yet giving sufficient weight

63 Siddals (1984), 226, n. 49.

5 In On the Incarnation, SC: 97, 705¢, Cyril himself even writes that the Son is not i
“this one” (in Jesus) as &tegog év étéow, for that would imply that the Son and “this
one” stand apart (Gvapéeog), a duality. So, also, in Or ad Theod., ACO I.1.1, 667 °.

65 McKinion (2000), 6779, too, interprets the comparison in terms of the union of
an incorporeal entity with a corporeal one: “these images illustrate that the Word, who
is incorporeal, 1s intrinsically linked to his body” (p. 74).

% Weinandy (2003), 40 (rejection of Norris’s composition model), 44 (“the incar-
national act, the ‘becoming’, is not the compositional union of natures which would
demand change and confusion”). See also Weinandy (1996), 59f., 62.

67 Norris (1975), 262.
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to the difference.®® It may be added that for Aristotle the notion of
composition (ouvdeolg) is by itself rather vague. In the Zopics he writes:
If someone says that a whole is a composition of things, for example,
that a living being is a composition of soul and body, then one must
first investigate whether he has indicated what kind of composition it
1s.% There is, then, no reason to avoid the term ‘composition theme’ as
though it would infer confusion or change of the natures.

More importantly, Weinandy emphasizes repeatedly that Cyril uses
the soul/body analogy to illustrate that the Word and the assumed
humanity are one entity, and that it does not say anything about the
type, manner, and nature of the union.”” As we just saw, both Norris
and Siddals add that Cyril also employs the analogy to stress that the
divinity and the humanity in Christ remain different, that they retain
their integrity. That in the application of this comparison the difference
of the natures is indeed upheld by Cyril can be shown from his use
of the analogy in his Commentary on John, that is, already before the
Nestorian controversy:

But [we say] that, according to our holy and God-inspired Scripture,
Jesus, Christ and Son, then, is one, considered to be out of the divine
temple, which has the whole definition of humanity, and out of the living
Word. The same is also with respect to us considered to be true and to
apply by nature in the same way. For we are composed into one man out
of soul and body, while the body is different and the soul in the body is
different, according to the formula for each, but they concur to show one
living being, and they will not suffer to be divided altogether after being
combined with each other.”!

Since Cyril speaks of ‘the soul i the body’, it seems that he has a
remaining difference in mind, and that not just in thought. In his Letter
to the Monks of Egypt, at the very beginning of the Nestorian controversy,
we find an even clearer expression of this:

For, as I have said, [a mother] has given birth to a living being skilfully
composed out of unlike things, and to one human being, albeit out of

% Siddals (1984), 128.

9 Aristotle, Topics, 151220 2. McKinion (2000), 59-63, does not mention this passage
in the 7Zopics. According to McKinion, Aristotle’s composition is a juxtaposition,
certainly not a mixture. It is obvious, however, that Cyril would not want to compare
the union of the Word with his flesh with a juxtaposition, the position he attributes to
Nestorius.

70 Weinandy (1996), 61, 64, 65; Weinandy (2003), 33.

U In Jo. XIL1, vol. 8, 155 (1112bc).
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two things, each of which remains what it is, while they concur, as it
were, Into a natural unity, and mingle, as it were, with each other that
which is attached to each as its own.”

“Two things, each of which remains what it is”. What is said to mingle
here is not the natures of soul and body, but their properties.

Siddals quotes a passage from Cyril’s Second Letter to Succensus, in
which “at first sight” she reads the “quite extraordinary” claim that
“the distinction between body and soul is theoretical and not real”:"

But they overlook that those things which are usually divided (dtonet-
odar) not just in contemplation (xatd povny v Yewoiav), will split apart
from each other fully and in every manner separately into diversity
(tadta maving xai elg T1eQdTnTa TV Gva (1EQOg OAOTEOTMS %al WiV dro-
goutnogtev Gv dAiwv). Let a man like us once again be an example to
us. For also with respect to him do we consider two natures, one of the
soul, another of the body. But, dividing (dtehdvteg) them in mere thoughts
and taking the difference (dwagopdv) as in subtle reflections or imagina-
tions of the mind, we do not set the natures apart (&va puégog), nor do we
grant them the power of a radical separation (datoudc), but we regard
them to be of one [man] (évog), so that the two are no longer two, but
through both the one living being is completed.”

Although Cyril does indeed employ the word ‘distinction (diagpogd)’,
it i3 clear from the whole context that what he opposes is a total
separation into two SEPARATE REALITIES. If such a separation would
apply, not just in the mind and in contemplation, but in reality, then
body and soul would no longer constitute one man (and similarly the
incarnate Word would no longer be one). Cyril is here not denying the
remaining ontological difference between body and soul in man (and
by implication between divinity and humanity in the incarnate Logos).
It is their separation which should take place in the mind only.

Siddals herself elsewhere gives a quotation from Contra Nestorium in
which this becomes even clearer:”

For the Word from God the Father, not without flesh, is not twofold,
but [the] one and only Lord and Son. For I myself would also hold that
the difference (duagopdv) or the interval (dudotaowy) between humanity
and divinity is vast, for other with respect to their mode of being

72 Ep. 1, 12, ACO L1.1., 15°0 33, See for a further discussion of this passage, section
5.5.2.2.

73 Siddals (1984), 130.

" Ep. 46, 5, ACO L.1.6, 1622 9. See further section 8.4.

75 Siddals (1984), 127.
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(vatd ye 1OV 100 mwg eivow Mdyov) and unlike each other are plainly the
things that have been mentioned. But when the mystery regarding Christ
is brought into our midst, the principle (Adyog) of the union does not fail
to acknowledge (&yvoet) the difference (duapopdv), but it puts aside the
separation (dwaigeowv), not confusing the natures or mingling the natures,
but because the Word of God participated in flesh and blood, he is, then,
also in this way [that is, incarnate| regarded as and called one Son.”

The difference of the natures is acknowledged, but their separation is not
accepted. And this confessed difference is not just in thought only, for
confusion and mixture of the natures are explicitly rejected. We will
return to the distinction between ‘difference’ and ‘separation’ in section

4.4.1.

The distinction Weinandy makes between the two ways in which Christ
1s one in Cyril of Alexandria’s writings is helpful: (1) he is one entity;
(2) this one entity is the person of the Word existing as incarnate. For
it helps to show the problems that Cyril faced when he tried to put
his understanding of the incarnation into metaphysical language. The
usual non-metaphysical way of emphasizing the unity of Christ consists
in stating that the incarnate Word is ‘the same’ with and without flesh,
that he is ‘one (gig)’, ‘one and the same’, ‘one Son’, ‘one Lord’, ‘one
Christ’, ‘one out of both’, ‘not a duality of sons’. This unity 1s the result
of a ‘union (vooig)’ or a ‘coming together (ouvdooun)’ of the Word or
the Only-Begotten with the flesh,”” with that which is human,” with
the temple,” with our nature.** When the Word is the subject we are
still close to the subject-attribute theme, but when the Word himself
is said to be united,’’ and when the terms for the elements of the
union become more technical and philosophical, we move from the
subject-attribute theme towards the composition theme: a union or

76 Contra Nestorium 11.6, ACO 1.1.6, 423037,

T Dial. Trin. V1, 605d.

78 Ibid., 6o1b.

79 Ibid., 608d.

80 In Jo. XL1o, vol. 2, 724 (991a): éavtov évidoag i) fuetéoq gioel. CL ibid., 734
(998b): dvapuyvig domeo Eavtov ti) Nuetéoq guoet. In the Commentary on John, before the
Nestorian controversy, Cyril still employed the verb ‘to mingle’ for the Word’s union
with the flesh, albeit with the addition of ‘as it were’.

81 Many times Cyril writes that the Word is ‘united with the flesh’. See, e.g, Dial.
Trin. 1, 396e. In the Commentary on jJohn, this is especially the case in passages that speak
of the life-giving flesh in the Eucharist, for example, In fo. IV.3, vol. 1, 553 (377d).
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coming together of divinity and humanity,® of the divine and human
natures.”> There is no clear separation between the language of the
subject-attribute theme and the terminology of the composition theme,
but there is a whole spectrum of expressions from pure subject-attribute
phrases on the one side (‘the Word became man’) to pure composition
language on the other (‘two natures have come together’). While in
the trinitarian writings Cyril already starts using more metaphysical
language for the elements that come together, he does not have a
metaphysical term yet for the resulting entity or for that which is ‘the
same’ before and after the incarnation.

The unity is further indicated by what later came to be called the
communication of idioms:* both the divine and the human properties
and actions are ascribed to one grammatical subject, which refers
to one ontological being, Jesus Christ. We find this already in the
eighth Festal Letter for the year 420: Christ says that the Son of Man
came from heaven (John 3:13) and he speaks of the Son of Man
ascending to where he was before (John 6:62)—although it was the
divine Word who was in heaven, not his flesh—because he wants us
to confess “one (gig), both before the flesh, and with the flesh”.® This
reasoning returns in the Commentary on john, but this time he adds that
the incarnate Word “refuses to be divided into two mpdowmo after
the inhumanation (évavdodmnow)”.*6 We find a similar phrase in his
exposition of John 6:69: the incarnate Word is “indivisible after the
union, and he is not severed into two persons (teécwma)”.t

The introduction of the word mpdéowmov seems to be an important
step towards a more metaphysical understanding of the unity of Christ.
The Word made flesh is not two persons; it is implied that he is one
person, that is, one PERSON—one GRAMMATICAL PERSON, but also one
ONTOLOGICAL PERSON. Christ is regarded as one rational being, who
is capable of having personal relationships with other rational beings.
One cannot say, however, that Cyril views him here as a METAPHYSICAL

82 Dial. Trin. 111, 501a.

83 Ibid. 1, 405ab; see chapter g, n. 231.

8 0DCC (32005), s.v. ‘Communicatio idiomatum’ “The term, in its Greek form
[Gvtidools tduwudtwv], was first regularly used in the 6th cent. by theologians who
defended the Chalcedonian Definition; the Latin form, which derived from it, seems
to have become a technical phrase in the Middle Ages”.

85 Festal Letter 8, 5, SC. 392, 98.

86 In Jo. IL1, vol. 1, 224 (150€).

87 Ibid. TV.4, vol. 1, 577 (393¢). Cf. also ibid., XI.10, vol. 2, 725 (9g2b).
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PERSON, as a bearer of natures. What the relationship is between this
one person and the divine and human natures is not indicated. Nor is
there any reflection on what it means that this one person is ‘the same’
as the ‘naked” Word. That in Cyril’s trinitarian theology the ‘naked’
Word is also called a mpdowmov raises the question what the relation
is between this divine mpoéowmov and the mpoéowmov of the incarnate
Word, but the archbishop does not answer this question. He just argues
that Christ is not to be divided into two mpdéowma. It is a first step on
this metaphysical road. We will have to see what other steps will follow
during the Nestorian controversy.

4-4. VARIOUS INTERPRETATIONS

Now that the small-capital terms have been defined, Cyril of Alexan-
dria’s metaphysical terms in the trinitarian writings have been trans-
lated into these terms, and we have discussed various christological
themes, we can turn to the modern interpreters of Cyril and trans-
late their concepts into these terms. A few times an initial assessment of
their views, mainly based on the analysis of Cyril’s pre-429 writings as
given in the previous chapters, will also be given. First, the two scholars
will be discussed who almost a century ago put to paper their opposing
views and who have influenced the debate since then: Joseph Lebon
and Martin Jugie. Then follow a number of other theologians who
have contributed to the study of the Alexandrian archbishop’s chris-
tology. Not all those who have written a monograph on Cyril’s chris-
tology and/or soteriology during the last fifteen years have given much
attention to the terms, formulas and concepts that are the focus of this
study. Because their contribution in this area is minimal, Lars Koen,®
Lawrence J. Welch,* and Daniel A. Keating® are not included in this
overview.

8 Koen (1991).
89 Welch (1994b).
90 Keating (2004).
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4.4.1. Joseph Lebon

In 1909 Joseph Lebon’s influential dissertation was published,” in which
he maintained that the ‘Severian Monophysites’ were traditional Cyril-
lians, who in their theology and in their terminology faithfully followed
Cyril of Alexandria, whose authority was unquestioned by them. In his
study he investigates the key terms and expressions in the Miaphysite
works in the period from 451 till 543, and comes to the conclusion that
especially Severus of Antioch ascribes the same meaning to them as did
the archbishop of Alexandria. Therefore, although his book is about
the Miaphysite theologians in the fifth and sixth centuries, it also con-
tains an interpretation of Cyril of Alexandria’s christology, which at
least partly has been followed by others. Forty-two years after his disser-
tation, in his contribution to the first volume of Das Konzil von Chalkedon,
Lebon reiterated his views on the Miaphysites and Cyril of Alexandria,
with only slight alterations.”

The Louvain scholar starts his discussion of the terminology by
arguing that for the Miaphysites guoig, vmootaols and mpdcwmov have
exactly the same meaning.® In their christology, these words signify an
individual being, really existing, separate from other beings.”* They do
not specify the essence of that being or classify it within a species,
they merely denote a being as individually existing.® In other words,
¢voig and the two other terms signify a SEPARATE REALITY. They do not
include a reference to a particular substance or essence, neither divinity
nor humanity.

When Lebon discusses the uio gvowg formula, it appears that Severus
of Antioch has written that the term oecagxwuévn indicates the com-
position, and the Louvain scholar concludes that ‘the one nature (uia
pooLg) ... 1s exclusively the divinity’.%

91 Lebon (1909).

92 Lebon (1951).

9 Lebon (1909), 242 (“ils sont employés comme équivalents”), 250 (“il n’y a, entre
ces mots, aucune différence de sens”). Lebon (1951), 461.

9 Ibid., 255 (“un étre concret et existant individuellement”), 256 (“il est 'exact
synonyme de notre expression: individu, ou: étre individuel”), 257, 274. Cf. Lebon
(1951), 461 (“parfaitement synonymes” et “le sens de réalité concrete, individuelle,
existant a part et de son existence propre”), 4631, 483.

% Lebon (1909), 274 (“non pas une essence spécifique ou une forme abstraite™),
275 (“Dire d’une chose qu’elle est une nature (hypostase, personne), ce n’est pas encore
déterminer son essence et la classer dans une espéce”). Lebon (1951), 465.

9 Ihid., g10f. Cf. Lebon (1951), 482.
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The whole mystery of the incarnation takes place in the order of nature
and hypostasis, that is, in the order of individual existence. It is a union
(8vwoig), a natural and hypostatic union, which operates by reduction
to the unity of subject, and by appropriation to the unique pre-existent
hypostasis or nature of the Word, in other words, to the Word himself,
of a humanity which only exists in and by the union. The incarnation
has not at all modified the individual reality of the Word; after as well
as before the mystery, he is ‘one and the same’ (individual), the Word, the
Son, the second Person of the Trinity. If the nature of the Word is the
Word himself, his hypostasis, his individual, it is not at all modified,
this understanding of nature, by the union with the flesh. From then on, the
incarnation only places the Word in a new state, that of the hypostatic
union with the flesh, by reason of which it is mcarnated.”’

Lebon speaks of ‘a new state’ (un état nouveau) in which the Word
is placed by the incarnation. ‘State’ presumably is his own term,
not Severus’s. If we try to give this concept a place in the pertinent
metaphysical framework it should be regarded as an accident. ‘State’
(or ‘état’) is one of the usual translations of Aristotle’s category of €yewv,
or of &g, which is one of the subclasses of accident.” And if ‘the nature
of the Word’ is the SEPARATE REALITY of the Word, and it denotes the
divine nature, which is ‘one and the same’ before and after his becoming
man, then what is added in the incarnation cannot be regarded as
another substance, for the addition of a second substance would lead
to a composite reality, which is no longer the same SEPARATE REALITY.
Lebon’s argumentation, then, seems to imply (though probably not
intentionally) that Christ’s humanity is viewed as an accident.

Yet, there is some tension in Lebon’s description of Severus of
Antioch’s terminology. For the identification of the guowg with the Word
himself might suggest that Lebon’s guoig signifies a PERsoN. Tension is
also felt in what he writes about composition:

the one incarnate nature and hypostasis is the term for it [for the composi-
tion], and, as such, truly resulls from [the fact] that the divinity and the
flesh subsist in a single individual (= nature, hypostasis), of which they are,
as it were, the parts.%

97 Ibid., 3141

9% In Aristotle (2002) &ew is translated by ‘tenue’ (pp. 6, 52), and &g by ‘état’
(Pp- 39—41). In Aristotle (1990) éxewv is translated by ‘having’ (pp. 5 and 31), and &g by
‘state’ (pp. 24—25). In Aristotle (1973) €xew is translated by ‘state’ or ‘condition’ (pp. 17
and 81), and &g by ‘habit’ (pp. 63, 65).

9 Lebon (1909), 297, n. 2: “la divinit¢ et la chair subsistent en un seul individu
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He quotes Severus as saying that in the incarnate Word the divin-
ity and the body both “have the rank of a part (uégovg td&w)”. Three
interpretations are possible. (1) If, indeed, the single individual is the
@voig, the SEPARATE REALITY, of the divine Word, then the humanity
that subsists in it must be regarded as an accident. (2) The humanity
is not regarded as an accident, but as a substance—an understanding
which better fits with the term ‘part’. In this case, the resulting single
individual, viewed as a @uolg, a SEPARATE REALITY, cannot be the divine
Word, but must be the combination of the two INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCES,
divinity and humanity. (3) The phrase ‘subsist in a single individual’
would also make sense when this individual were interpreted as a META-
PHYSICAL PERSON, which acts as a sort of container for the divinity and
the humanity. However, in his explicit description of the meaning of
o, Lebon is quite unambiguous: it denotes a SEPARATE REALITY. The
notion of a METAPHYSICAL PERSON is nowhere to be found in his eluci-
dation of the Miaphysites’ christology. The tension cannot be properly
solved.

So far, this is Lebon’s description of the meaning of these terms in
the christology of the Miaphysites, Severus of Antioch in particular.!®
He, however, is insistent that this is also how Cyril of Alexandria
utilized this terminology in his christology. “Cyril employs the terms
nature and hypostasis absolutely in the same sense”, synonymously, he
writes.!”! And the archbishop does not shrink from using medécwsmov
as a synonym of vmootaolg either. The meaning of these terms in his
christology is what we nowadays call an tmootaou: it is the real being,
insofar as it is individual, existing independently, a separate subject.!?
In other words, it is a SEPARATE REALITY. The upio gioig formula is
also interpreted by the Miaphysites in the same way as did Cyril
of Alexandria, according to Lebon. For Cyril, too, the @vow in the
formula is the nature of the divine Word, regarded as existing reality,

(= nature, hypostase), dont elles sont comme les parties: uéoovg ta&wv éméyel 1 dedtng »ai
uéoovg 1o odua, dit Sévere”. On p. 325, n. 1, he adds that it is not qua guog that the
‘incarnate nature’ may be regarded as the resull of the composition, but because the
divine nature is incarnated. The composition does not constitute the nature.

100" Philoxenus of Mabbug at times speaks of ‘the human nature’ in the sense of “le
genre humain, c’est-a-dire, I’ensemble des hommes”. Lebon (1909), 402-405; quotation
from p. 405. Also Lebon (1951), 529.

10U Thid., 277.

102" Ibid., 278 (“T’étre réel en tant qu’individuel, existant indépendant et sujet distinct™),
280.
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as individual entity. The incarnation has not altered this nature, but has
placed it in a new state.!*

Lebon goes so far as to say that “when Cyril employs the language
proper to his christology, without a doubt, he never gives the name
hypostasis to the humanity of Christ, but neither does he call it a nature,
a human nature”.'** The expressions dvo @ioelg &v Jewpiq and éx dvo
¢gvogwv, in which the humanity of Christ is referred to by the word
pvoig, are not part of Cyril’s ‘own (propre)’ christological language, but
Lebon regards them as concessions to the Orientals, to dispel their
accusation that Cyril confused and mixed the natures.'® The phrases
did not belong to Cyril’s own terminology, but they were used by
the Antiochenes with whom he reunited in 433. When he had been
convinced that they did not mean to separate the incarnate Word into
two sons, he ‘conceded’ to them the use of these formulas, but with one
restriction: one can only speak of two natures ‘in contemplation only
(8v Yewoig uovy)’. Since gpvog meant an independently existing reality
for Cyril, Lebon argues, accepting two natures in reality would amount
to two Sons. Therefore, the qualification ‘in contemplation only” had to
be added. And accepting ‘from two natures’ in reality would amount to
an independent human being before the incarnation, which would then
have been united to the eternal Word—an understanding which Cyril
fiercely rejects, since, in his view, that could only result in a relational,
external union, not in a real unity.

In Lebon’s interpretation of Cyril’s christological vocabulary the
qualification ‘in contemplation only’ should always be applied to the
pvoelg themselves—or, more accurately, to the human guowg. The

103 Cf. Lebon (1951), 483.

104 Lebon (1909), 251. He repeats it in Lebon (1951), 466: “car nous persistons a croire
que l'illustre Pére [Cyril of Alexandria], dans le langage propre a sa christologie, a
toujours employé quoig et vméoTOog comme synonymes et que, s’il n’a jamais donné a
I’humanité du Christ le nom d’/ypostase, il ne I’a jamais non plus appelée une nature, une
nature humaine”.

105 Ihid., 251, n. 2. See also pp. 279f., 358360, 377-379, 390f., and Lebon (1951), 506,
516, 528, 558. Lebon (p. 280, n. 1; p. 359, n. 2) derives the term ‘concession’ from the
word ovyxeymonrauev in the Letter to Eulogius: “Since all the Orientals believe that we
orthodox follow the opinions of Apollinarius and think that a mixture or a confusion
has taken place, ..., we have allowed (ovyzeymonrauev) them, not to divide the one
Son into two, far from it, but only to confess that neither confusion nor mixture has
taken place” (¢p. 44, ACO IL1.4, 35'8-36'; Lebon quotes from PG 77, 225BC, which
reads ovveymonoapev). See for a discussion of this passage section 8.4. The idea of a
concession to the Orientals stems from Severus of Antioch, who employed the word
ovyratdpaots for it: Lebon (1909), 157, 5291
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divine @voig existed as a SEPARATE REALITY already before the incar-
nation, the human @uowg did not. But also after the incarnation, there
is only a divine guolg, no human gioig; Christ’s humanity has been
added to the divine g¥ois. When one speaks of a human ¢toug, not just
before the incarnation (in the éx Vo gpivoewv formula), but also after the
incarnation, this is to be taken ‘in contemplation only’. An alternative
interpretation, however, which Lebon rejects, applies ‘in contemplation
only’ after the incarnation, not to the @uoeig, or to the human gvoug,
but to the verbs ‘to separate’, ‘to divide’. On this view, the guoeig them-
selves are real—that is, they are INDIVIDUAL NATURES—but because of
their union they should not be separated, for that would result in two
Sons. If we separate or divide them, it should be done ‘in contempla-
tion only’. The two INDIVIDUAL NATURES form not two, but only one
SEPARATE REALITY. For Lebon, a ¢ioig is not an INDIVIDUAL NATURE, but
a SEPARATE REALITY and, therefore, two guoeis is equivalent to two SEP-
ARATE REALITIES.

Lebon notes that Cyril describes Nestorius’s position by means of
such terms as duougetv, datépvery, xaTaduotdva, i, Avd HEQog, XatTd
uovasg, g, etc., all indicating division and separate existence. And
he asks the rhetorical question:

If the Nestorian affirmation of two natures seems to Cyril to be the
division of Christ into two distinct individuals, should one not say that,
in his eyes, the term ¢voiwg has, in christology, the sense of something that
exists separately and independently?'%

My answer to this question, however, is: Not necessarily so. As has
already been argued in section 4.3.4, Cyril objects to separating the
natures, while he acknowledges the real distinction of the natures,
also after the union. This argumentation is not new; already John the
Grammarian used it against the Miaphysites of his time. But Lebon
comments that the Chalcedonians alleged in vain that Cyril only
forbade to diwide the natures after the union, since for the Miaphysites
‘two natures inseparably united’ was a contradiction in terms: for them,
speaking of two natures implied that there are two individual entities,
two SEPARATE REALITIES.!"” Lebon adopts Severus’s interpretation of
Cyril, not John the Grammarian’s.

It has already been argued (towards the end of section 3.4.4) that
even before the Nestorian controversy Cyril speaks of two natures

106 1hid., 279.
107 Lebon (1951), 494496, 501.
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that come together, or of the Word assuming the human nature.'®
Therefore, Lebon’s reasoning that in the language proper to him, Cyril
never calls the humanity of the Word a guoug, is flawed, and in Cyril’s
christology the term @vowg cannot always have the meaning of an
independently existing, individual being, a SEPARATE REALITY. We will
see in the following chapters whether it ever has this meaning in Cyril’s
writings of the years 429 and 43o0.

If the term @¥oig merely indicates a separately existing, individual
reality, what term do the Miaphysites and Cyril of Alexandria use
to denote the difference between divinity and humanity, according
to Lebon? Severus of Antioch was induced by his correspondence
with Sergius the Grammarian to elucidate the issue of the remaining
difference in the incarnate Word.!” Severus’s standard expression for
this difference is d10tg ®g &v mowdtnur quowxi), ‘the property as in
natural quality’, or briefly, mowotng guow, ‘natural quality’.!'® ‘Natural
quality’ is a synonym for 6 Aoyog tod mis elvar, and it denotes ‘I’essence
spécifique’, the essence of a species.!'! In his dissertation, Lebon regards
this essence as abstract!'>—that is, an ABSTRACT SUBSTANCE—, and he
writes that Severus denotes it also by the term ovoia.' However, in
his article in Das Konzil von Chalkedon, he corrects himself and points
out that, for the Miaphysites, oboio has a concrete sense, signifying
“the reality which is necessarily encountered, one and identical, in all
human beings: mortal body and rational soul, gifted with intelligence
and with the capacity to know”!"*—this is a COMMON SUBSTANCE. It is
not “the abstraction which we call essence of a species”. !

108 Lebon (1909), 251, n. 2, explicitly states that one should also guard oneself against
attributing the expression dvdowmneio or avdownivn giois to the christological language
of Cyril. When he employs them, he is merely reproducing the language of his
Antiochene adversaries.

109 Ihid., 433 1T.

110 See also bid., 272, n. 2; 274£., n. 2; 292, n. 1. Other, synonymous, expressions are
1dL0TNG Puown, LTS 1 *atd guoty, dagoed Mg év modtntt guowxi) (all mentioned in
Lebon (1951), 5371.), dragoed »at’ odoiav (ibid., 538, n. 12), and duagood &v odoiq (ibid.,
541, n. 22; Lebon (1909), 440).

U Ihid., 292, n. 15 438, 441. Lebon (1951), 539.

12 Ihid., 261 and 274.

13 Ibid., 257; 2741, n. 25 440.

11+ Lebon (1951), 457—460; quotation from p. 457. See also pp. 512f. Lebon corrects
himself on p. 460, n. 23.

15 Ihid., 460, 1. 23.



COMPARISON OF INTERPRETATIONS 227

It seems that Lebon is not consistent in working out this notion. On
the one hand, he writes that Severus denotes the abstract essence by
the expression 6 Adyog 100 mdg eivon.'' And, just as in Le monophysisme
sévérien, he equates 6 Mdyog tod mdg eivon with wowdtng guown,''” which
would imply that mowdtng gpuow), too, is an abstract concept. And while
he reiterates that ovoia is not abstract, he also states that Severus calls
the difference in natural quality sometimes diogoga v odoiq or xat’
ovotav,'® which would suggest that the mowwtg guown, like ovoia, is
not abstract but concrete. So, it is not quite clear whether in the end
Lebon regards the ‘natural quality’ as abstract or as concrete. One may,
however, wonder what is ‘remaining’ in a difference, if it is defined only
in terms of abstract notions.'"

For the present study, it is important that, according to the Louvain
scholar, Severus derives both his understanding and the terminology
concerning the remaining difference from Cyril of Alexandria. Refer-
ences are given to Cyril’s Second Letter to Succensus,'™ to his Letter to Acacius
of Melitene,”®" and to Contra Nestorium,'?* while also the fragments of Con-
tra Diodorum are said to be a source for the expression ‘as in natural
quality’.'> When we look at Cyril’s writings from before the Nestorian
controversy, it appears that he employs the phrase mowdtng guow for

116 Ihid., 458, 18.

U7 Jbid., 539.

18 Ibid., 541, n. 22. The reiteration that odoia is not abstract can be found on p. 539,
n. 18.

119 There are other inconsistencies in Lebon’s presentation of the Miaphysites’
christological terminology. For example, while he insists that gvow, tnéotaos and
mpdowmov are absolutely synonymous, he also writes that both Severus and Cyril
adhere to the principle that “a nature (kypostasis) that exists separately is a person”, “une
nature (hypostase) existant a part est une personne” (Lebon (1909), 375, n. 3; cf. Lebon
(1951), 512, n. 162), and that Severus, therefore, rejects the formula éx dVo mpoodmwy.
This suggests that the three terms are not as synonymous as Lebon would have it. It
might be worthwhile to investigate whether the Louvain scholar has drawn the right
conclusions regarding the Miaphysites’ terminology.

120 Lebon (1909), 435; Lebon (1951), 537, n. 10. Second Letter to Succensus, ep. 46, 3,
ACO L1.6, 159*'-160'; PG 77, 241B: v id16tm Tfj »atd @uow éxatéov uévovtog te xal
VOOUUEVOD.

121 Lebon (1951), 541, n. 21. Letter to Acacius of Melitene, ep. 40, 14, ACO 1.1.4, 26%6; cf.
PG 77, 193BC: 00 ydgtoL tadtov g &v modtn guowi] 9edtng te nol dviowmdng.

122 Lebon (1909), 488; Lebon (1951), 541, n. 21. Contra Nestorium 11.6, ACO L.1.6,
423037 Here, the expression 6 hdyog tod mwg eivaw is found. An English translation
of this passage is given In section 4.3.4; see n. 76.

123 Lebon (1909), 434, 540. It concerns passages that are only available in Syriac.
Specific references to Contra Diodorum are not given.
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the whole set of natural properties, what we have called NATURAL
QUALITY.!? We have come across this usage when we investigated how
Cyril treats radiated factors.!” Radiated factors receive the ‘natural
quality’ from the substances to which they belong. And the offspring
may be called ‘a particular natural quality (puown g wowdtg)’ of its
begetter, that is, a particular descendant which contains all the natural
properties of the original substance. In the writings from before 429
the phrase is not utilized to indicate the remaining difference between
divinity and humanity in the incarnate Word. Instead, the difference
finds expression in sentences like: “each remains, as it were, in its own
definition and formula”,'” or “each remains what it is by nature”.'”’
The way in which it is expressed during the first two years of the
Nestorian controversy, will be a focus of our attention in the following
chapters.

Although, on the one hand, Lebon insists that the Miaphysites are
faithful to the terminology of Cyril of Alexandria, on the other hand,
he himself points to another influence, which may be of more impor-
tance: the pseudepigraphic Apollinarian writings. As has been widely
accepted, when the Apollinarian teachings had been condemned by
various synods, the followers of Apollinarius tried to preserve his works
by falsely attributing them to orthodox theologians, like Gregory Thau-
maturgus, Julius and Felix of Rome, and Athanasius.'* Cyril of Alexan-
dria was not aware of this fraud, and neither were the Miaphysite
theologians Lebon writes about. Severus of Antioch was influenced

124 A computer search in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) with ‘author = 4090
(Cyrillus Alexandrinus)’—which includes virtually all of Cyril’s writings from before
429, but only few of the writings from after that date—, looking for passages with
the strings wowotn and guow within a proximity of one line, yields fourteen hits, ten
of which contain the phrase mowtg guowy. Of these ten, one is found in a spurious
publication, two in De adoratione, two in the Thesaurus, one in the Dialogues on the Trinily,
and four in the Commentary on John.

In TLG, those writings of Cyril’s which are included in ACO are not attached to the
author ‘Cyrillus Alexandrinus’, but to ‘Concilia Oecumenica (ACO)’ = 5000. The same
search in ACO L1.1 through L1.7 plus L5.1, 219231 (the Scholia) yields only two results,
both in Cyril’s Letter to Acacius of Melitene, ep. 40, ACO L.1.4, 26% (the place Lebon refers
to; see n. 121) and 27'3F (which is a repetition of the first place: ) Tadtov, Og Egnv, év
TodTnTL Puorf) Yedtng Te nat AviowmoTNG).

125 See section §.4.2, especially notes 182-186.

126 Dial. Trin. 1, 405b: éxatégov 8 Homeo v idlw pévovrog dow te nal Aoyw.

127" In Jo. IV.2, vol. 1, 532 (363b): uéver v éxdtegov, 8meo £0Ti i) (pooeL.

128 Lietzmann, in: Apollinarius (1904), 82.
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by Cyril more directly than the other Miaphysites,'” who were more
dependent on the Apollinarian writings.

According to the Louvain scholar, it is from the Apollinarian litera-
ture that the Miaphysite theologians borrowed the meaning they gave
to the term ¢Uow in their christology.!*® And when he discusses the
analogy of soul and body, he says that the Miaphysite Syrians “do not
seem to have had numerous and intimate relations with the whole of
Cyrillian literature”, so that one is led to look for the “immediate ori-
gin” of their frequent use of this analogy “in the pseudepigraphic Apol-
linarian writings”."*! Also with respect to other aspects of their christol-
ogy, Lebon regards these forgeries as their main source: the use of the
word ‘embodiment (cwudtwolg)’ for ‘incarnation’,'® not distinguishing
between the principium quod (the ‘who’) and the principium quo (‘by what’)
of the actions of the incarnate Word,'* the unity of will in Christ,'**
and, more in general, why they employed the terms in christology in a
different way than in trinitarian theology.'> Severus points to pseudo-
“Julius of Rome” as someone who also acknowledged the “difference
and property in natural quality”.'® And, of course, the Miaphysites
found the pia gvoiwg formula not just in Cyril, but also, and more so, in
the Apollinarian works.!¥” Lebon, however, emphasizes that, although
the Miaphysites use the Apollinarian terminology, they do not share the
Apollinarian understanding of the incarnation nor their christology.!*

129 Lebon (1909), xxiv. Even so, in Lebon (1951), 466, n. 33, he writes about Severus:
“il manifeste, lui aussi, dans ses diverses oeuvres, une grande dépendance a I’égard des
écrits pseudépigraphiques apollinaristes”.

130 Ibid., 264: “C’est aux écrits apollinaristes que nos auteurs ont repris, comme leurs
prédécesseurs alexandrins, le sens qu’ils donnent au terme @uowg en christologie”. Cf.
Lebon (1951), 466.

81 Ibid., 230.

132 Ibid., 187. Cf. pp. 305L, n. 4. Lebon (1951), 480. See for Cyril’s use of the term
oopudtwolg chapter g, n. 214.

133 Ibid., 454. Lebon (1951), 557.

134 Ihid., 459.

195 Jbid., 277, where he adds that others before them had equally undergone the
influence of these writings, and then continues with an exposition of Cyril’s use of
the terms in christology.

136 Ihid., 542.

137 Ihid., g02f. Lebon (1951), 479.

138 Ihid., 187; 200—202; 306, 1. 4; 459f. Lebon (1951), 578.
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4-4.2. Martin Jugie

Three years after the publication of Lebon’s dissertation, Martin Jugie
wrote an article in which he argued that the words giowg and vrooTa-
os do not have one consistent meaning in Cyril’s christology, as the
Louvain scholar alleged, but that their meaning differs from one con-
text to the next.!* And in his book on Nestorius, which appeared in
the same year, he defends the same position.'* Cyril of Alexandria was
concerned about ideas, not about words, he states.'*! He was willing
to adapt the terms to his interlocutor, as long as the understanding of
the incarnation and of the incarnate Word remained the same. Jugie
comes to conclusions that are similar to those of Dionysius Petavius, the
seventeenth-century theologian (Denis Pétau; 1583-1652).'%

First, Jugie gives several passages, from both before and after the
Council of Ephesus, in which the Alexandrian bishop uses the word
@volg for the humanity of Christ, thereby denying Lebon’s claim that in
his own christological language Cyril did not call the Word’s humanity
a @uowg. IFrom these examples Jugie concludes that giowg at times is
synonymous with ovoia, 6 Adyog o0 midg eivar and mwowdtng Quow,
in the sense of ‘essence spécifique’, the essence of a substance, that is
ESSENCE. He does not elaborate on the contents of this concept. But
he adds that already in his Second Letter to Nestorius, Cyril spoke of two
@voeig: “not that the difference of the natures has been annulled”.'*
If the difference of the natures persists, it is clear that the natures
themselves, too, persist, he argues. What is important is that they are
not separated. Cyril does not forbid to distinguish two natures after the
union and to call them ‘natures’, but only to separate them from each
other in a way that makes two subjects of them.!* In a note, Jugie also
refers to the passage in Contra Nestorium that we have looked at before,'®
and to the Letter to Eulogius.'*®

139 Jugie (1912a).

10 Jugie (1912b), 174-190.

1 Jugie (1912a), 17: “Ciyrille, en effet, ne tient qu’aux idées et nullement aux mots”.
Literally the same in Jugie (1912b), 178.

12 Ihid., 14f. and 16. Jugie (1912b), 176 f. Petavius (1866), 505-510.

143 Ep. 4, 3, ACO L1, 272t DEC 1, 4136738,

14 Jugie (1912a), 20: “Cyrille ne défend pas de distinguer deux natures aprés 'union, et
de leur donner ce nom de nature; il interdit seulement de les séparer I'une de I'autre, de
maniére a en faire deux sujets”. Literally the same in Jugie (1912b), 182.

145 See n. 6.

16 Ep. 44, ACO L1.4, 35912 it is not a problem that Nestorius speaks of two natures
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Speaking about two natures after the union, then, belongs to Cyril’s
natural language, Jugie maintains. The reason that Cyril used ¢ioig
also in another sense was that he wanted to combat an error. First, Jugie
stresses that the Word did not assume human nature in general, but
a concrete, individualized nature. It is a hypostasis, which signifies “a
reality, something existing, in opposition to pure abstractions or to appear-
ances, but without determining the mode of existence”.'*” It seems that
Jugie defines vmootaog here as a REaLITy. In Contra Theodoretum Cyril
writes about “a coming together of hypostases or natures”. Cyril rejects
a union of mpdowma; therefore, tmdotaolg cannot be synonymous with
mpdowmov here, Jugie adds.

In the famous expression ‘hypostatic union (Evwolg xad’ vwocTaoLy)’,
the word tmootaos has the same meaning, according to Jugie. It is
synonymous with modypo and denotes real existence. A ‘hypostatic
union’, then, is a real union; it does not have the meaning which the
expression later received: that of a personal union, a union in the
person of the Word (although the two unions are related: the hypostatic,
real union of divinity and humanity is realised in the person of the
Word). This ‘hypostatic’ or real union is opposed to Nestorius’s ‘union
of persons (évwolg mooownwv)’, which Cyril regards as an external,
merely relational, and therefore not actually real union. When ¢iog
1s employed side by side with OméoTaolg, as a synonymous term, it also
indicates something that is really existing, but which is not a mpdéowmov,
in Jugie’s view.

The Irench theologian goes on to say that the word guowg gets a
third meaning in Cyril of Alexandria’s christology when it is not only
synonymous with vmootaoig, but also with modéowmov. The three terms
then denote a being with its own, independent existence, an individual,
a person, in other words, a SEPARATE REALITY. This is the meaning that,
according to Lebon, the three terms always have in Cyril’s own chris-
tological language. Jugie, however, distinguishes between a guoig or an

to indicate the difference between the flesh and the Word of God, but the problem is
that he does not confess the union. Jugie (1912b), 183, n. 1, also refers to a passage in
the Scholia, which he dates before the controversy with the Orientals. Other scholars,
however, have suggested a later date for this work (see section 5.2.2), so that it cannot
be adduced to get an understanding of Cyril’s own christological terminology.

7 Jugie (1912a), 21. ‘Mode of existence’ apparently refers to the essence (and is
probably a rendering of 6 Aéyog tot mwg elvaw): saying that something is a hypostasis
defines it as really existing, but it does not say anything about the essence of that
something.
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vrdotaolg that indicates a REALITY, and such a gioig or vmootaols when
it exists separately. By its separate existence it becomes a modowmov, that
1s, a SEPARATE REALITY. Because in Nestorius’s theology the two natures
or hypostases of Christ have their own separate existence, they are also
persons, mpdowma, and their union is relational, external. Over against
this, Cyril emphasizes that the incarnate Word is not two persons, not
twoO SEPARATE REALITIES, but that he is one REALITY, that is, one Vmo-
otaolg or one @uots. This is the one incarnate Vmootaolg or guolg of
the Word of God. But since it is the ReaLITY of the Word of God, this
REALITY 18 necessarily separate, Jugie argues. Therefore, one can say
that in this formula both terms, vméotaoig and giowg, in fact indicate
a person, a SEPARATE REALITY. This one nature is a nature-person, a
PUOLG-TTQOCMITOV.

Jugie continues by stating that it is quite natural that, in reality, every
individual being—for example, an angel or a man—is at the same time
a nature or essence, a hypostasis or reality, and a subject (supp6t) or
person. Christ’s humanity, however, is different, in that it is

an essence, @volg, a reality, bmootaolg, but it is not a nature-person,
puos-tpdommov, because it does not exist by itself (ne s’appartient pas)
and it has been, from its origin, the property of God the Word.!*

By calling the Word’s humanity both ‘an essence’ and ‘a reality’, the
Irench theologian presumably wants to indicate what he wrote earlier:
that it is not a general nature, but a concrete and individualized nature,
in other words, an INDIVIDUAL NATURE Or INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE. And
by stating that it is not a guowg-nedowmov he underlines that Christ’s
humanity is not a SEPARATE REALITY, but that it belongs to the SEPARATE
REALITY which is the Word.

Just as in the wia @owg formula, also in the expression ‘out of two
natures’ the @uolg denotes a nature-person, according to Jugie. That’s
why Christ is regarded to be out of two natures ‘in contemplation only’,
for two nature-persons before the incarnation in reality would amount
to the Nestorian union of mpdowmo.

Jugie’s interpretation of the word guowg in Cyril of Alexandria’s
christology may be summarized as follows. Explicitly, he gives the term
three different meanings: (1) it may signify the essence of a substance, an
ESSENCE, in which case it is synonymous with ovoia; (2) it may indicate
something that really exists, a REALITY, in which case it is synonymous

18 Ihid., 25. Literally the same in Jugie (1912b), 188.
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with dmootaoig; (3) it may indicate a nature-person, that is, a SEPARATE
REALITY, in which case it is synonymous with mpocwmov. Implicitly,
@voig receives a fourth meaning: that of an INDIVIDUAL NATURE or
INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE.

In an earlier section of his book on Nestorius, Jugie seems to allow
yet another meaning of vméotaols and mpéowmov. He speaks repeatedly
of ‘the divine I (le moi divin)’, and says that after the incarnation “the
divine hypostasis has remained immutable in itself”, and:

It is the same divine I, the same hypostasis, the same prosipon, before
and after. There has not been a single moment at which there was a
human I, since from the first instant of the conception, the divine I has
appropriated the humanity.!*

Here, the terms vndotaog and mpdcmmov seem to have the meaning of
PERSON.

4-4-3. Joseph van den Dries

Joseph van den Dries’s dissertation on the the pia @iowg formula
was published in 1959. He starts with an overview of how various
theologians through the ages have interpreted the formula. He then
analyses Cyril of Alexandria’s utilization of the term ¢uowg in his
christological writings, and compares it with vméotools and medowmoV.
And he ends with a discussion of the meaning of the formula.

In a summary of his conclusions regarding the meaning of @ioig
in Cyril’s christological works,"*® van den Dries writes that the term is
also used for the humanity of Christ, and this cannot be a concession
to the Orientals, since it is already done in works that were written
before the Nestorian controversy. At least in these instances the word
cannot denote a ‘person’, since Cyril does not allow Christ’s humanity
to be called a ‘person’. His research leads him to the more general
conclusion that “both in Cyril’s Trinitarian and Christological works
guous, therefore, never signifies ‘person’” (112). He leaves open the
possibility that dmdotacg may at times signify a ‘person’. But, when
@vog and vméotaols are used synonymously, as they are on a number
of occasions in the christological writings, the meaning of both terms is
“that of an objective singular substantial reality” (111), or, as the Dutch

149 Jugie (1912b), 165-167.
150 Van den Dries (1939), 111f.
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theologian calls it more often, “an impersonal substantial reality”.!>!
This is van den Dries’s term for an INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE, which may
be, but is not necessarily, a SEPARATE REALITY.

‘Person’ is van den Dries’s translation of mpéowmov. The distinction
between @uioig and vdéotaols in the sense of INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE, on
the one hand, and mpdowmov or ‘person’, on the other, is defined in
terms of separation and of ‘subject of attribution’:

A vréotaos s, therefore, equivalent to a mpdowmov if it 1s separated from
another vmoéotoowg, and is itself made a subject of attribution. Taken
by itself, the term vdmdotaows, it would seem, signifies an impersonal
substance; the division of both constitutes them persons.!%?

A ‘person’, then, is a SEPARATE REALITY, but it may also denote a GRAM-
MATICAL SUBJECT In such a way that it implies an ontological unity.
When van den Dries discusses passages where the terms ¢@uowg and
vrootoolg are juxtaposed to ‘Son’, ‘Only-Begotten’ and similar words,
especially when they are said to be adored (78f.), one gets the impres-
sion that ‘person’ also denotes PERSON, or even an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON.
However, towards the end of his dissertation he briefly discusses the
concept of ‘person’ explicitly, and states that, while several theologians
in the fourth century regarded such notions as intelligence and liberty
as constitutive for a ‘person’, Cyril, like Athanasius, says that Christ’s
humanity is not a person, because it does not exist apart, separately.'>3
In the end, then, van den Dries defines Cyril’s mpoowmov or ‘person’ as
a SEPARATE REALITY.

Our investigation of the trinitarian writings led to the conclusion
that for Cyril the word mpoécwmov rather indicates a rational being,
capable of having personal relations with other such beings. These
personal relations, however, are always external, and a mpdowmov is
always separate from other mpéowma. Being separate, then, does not
so much constitute a mpdowrov, but it is an important characteristic of
a ‘person’. We will have to see whether this interpretation also holds
good for the writings during the first years of the Nestorian controversy.

b1 See, e.g., 1hid., 50 (“the impersonal concrete substantial reality”), 65-67, 70f.

152 Ibid., 71. See also p. 65.

153 Ibid., 163f.: Basil the Great identified the notion of individuality with that of
personality. Gregory Nazianzen mentions totality, independence and intelligence as
constituent elements of personality, while Gregory of Nyssa added the notion of liberty.
According to Apollinarius, a person is a complete nature, intelligent and free, existing
by itself and ‘suz wris’. Athanasius emphasized that a person has a separate existence.
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The Dutch theologian spends a number of pages (93-111) argu-
ing that Cyril of Alexandria opposed Nestorius’s two-nature-language,
not because he objected to two gioeg after the union as such, but
because the archbishop of Constantinople separated these two natures,
and thus made the two impersonal substantial realities—or INDIVIDUAL
SUBSTANCES—Into two ‘persons’™—or SEPARATE REALITIES. “The quoeig
are the object of the division and not the subjects which divide” (94).
The remaining difference of the natures is acknowledged, but their divi-
sion or separation is rejected.

In the pia @oow formula, the word guoiwg has the same meaning
of impersonal substantial reality or INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE, but by the
addition of ‘of the Word of God’ the separate existence 1s indicated, so
that the whole phrase ‘the one nature of the Word of God’ denotes the
person of the Word, van den Dries argues (131f)). The ‘one nature’ is
the divine nature, which remains the same during the incarnation.”* In
the formula, the humanity is indicated by the participle ‘incarnated’.

4-4-4. Aloys Grillmezer

In his important, lengthy contribution to the first volume of Das Konzil
von Chalkedon, Aloys Grillmeier gives an interpretation of the terms and
phrases in Cyril of Alexandria’s christology,'® to which he adhered till
the end of his life: it is still, for a large part verbatim, to be found in
the third edition of Jesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche.">® He builds on
the studies by Hebensperger'™ and van den Dries, but he goes beyond
them.

Grillmeier, too, points to the fact that Cyril employs the word gioig
for the humanity of Christ, and not just when he reproduces the views
of his opponents, but even before the Council of Ephesus. He suggests
that the word ovyxeywonrauev in the Letter to Eulogius does not indicate
a concession by Cyril to the Orientals with regard to their terminology
(as Lebon holds), but an acknowledgement that the ideology and

5% Jbid., 152. Van den Dries does not fully rule out the possibility that the word ‘one’
indicates, at least in some instances where the formula is used, a unity of composition
(p- 144).

195 Grillmeier (1951), 164-182.

156 Grillmeier, JdChr 1, *1990, 673-686. See also: CCT 1, '1965, 400—412; CCT 1,
21975, 473-483; FdChr 1, 1979, 673-686. References will be given to each of these
publications, while the citations are taken from the second edition of CCT 1.

157 Hebensperger (1927).
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the terminology of the moderate Antiochenes does not imply a real
separation.’ And he states that Cyril does not reject speaking of
two @voewg as such, but that it is their division which he opposes: “A
distinction of the natures is necessary, a division is reprehensible”. !>

The concepts of guoig and vmoéoTaOLS are “not so much synonymous
as associated one with another”.!®" ®vowg refers, first of all, to the
essence of a thing, to 6 tod mdg elvan Adyog; in this sense one may
also speak of mowotng guowt}, the German scholar writes. A second
connotation is that of ‘actuating’ and ‘giving life’, while, thirdly, a giowg
can only operate when it is ‘rounded off’, that is, when it is a hypostasis.
The term vmootaows refers to existence and reality; the corresponding
verb vgotdvor “is to produce from nothing, to root in being”. The
relationship between the two terms may be further expressed as follows:
an vmootaolg is a basis for the real existence of a guoig, while it needs
a @uows for there to be real existence. A hypostasized @iowg is also
called an vmootaois.'t Cyril can even identify hypostasis with modyua,
Grillmeier states. If we translate these concepts into small-capital terms,
we may say—more or less—that a @Uolg 1s an INDIVIDUAL NATURE Or
INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE, while an 0760t001g is an INDIVIDUAL REALITY.

So far, Grillmeier follows Hebensperger and van den Dries, but
in his interpretation of the pio @uog and pio vwootaog formulas he
goes beyond them. The words @uowg and vmootaocs by themselves
denote the divine substance, that is, the INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE of the
divine Son. But when “of the God-Logos” is added, then the “subject,
the personal bearer” is mentioned, to which this nature / hypostasis
belongs. Only the whole phrase “nature of God the Word” indicates

198 Grillmeier (1951), 178, n. 35; CCT 1, '1965, 408, n. 3; CCT 1, 21975, 480, n. 23;
JdChr 1, '1979 / 31990, 681, n. 23. Grillmeier consistently, but incorrectly, writes cuveyw-
onrauev, which seems to be a conflation of ovveywonoapev (the reading in PG 77, 225B)
and ovyzeymofrauev (the reading in ACO I.1.4, 35%!). See for Lebon’s view n. 105, and
for a discussion of the passage in the Letter to Eulogius, section 8.4.

159 Ihid., 178; CCT 1, '1965, 408; CCT 1, 21975, 479; FdChr 1, '1979 / 31990, 681.

160" Ibid., 180; CCT 1, '1965, 410f; CCT 1, 21975, 481; JdChr 1, '1979 / 31990, 683. In
volume 11/2 of Jesus der Christus, Grillmeier nevertheless states repeatedly that the words
@uoig and vmootaolg are synonymous in Cyril of Alexandria’s christology: CCT 11/2,
430, 448, 492 (n. 56), 505; JdChr 11/2 (1989), 450, 469, 513 (n. 56), 526.

161 These thoughts about the relationship between drdotaots and guoig are borrowed
from Hebensperger (1927). Grillmeier quotes Hebensperger (p. 95): “Die Unterlage
verlangt eine Auflage in einer Physis, @iowg vgeot@oa, die als solche wieder den
Titel Hypostasis fithrt”, which sentence is preceded by: “Die nichste Bedeutung der
Hypostasis ist demnach die Existenzgrundlage”. This word ‘Existenzgrundlage’ is also
employed by Grillmeier, on the next page.
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a “natural prosopon” and “designates the substance with its bearer”.
Christ’s human nature has its hypostasis, that is, its “ground of existence
and being”, in the Logos; it has no separate existence. And the German
scholar concludes:

So in the end the formula of the one physis-hypostasis necessarily leads to
the idea of a unity of person, even if Cyril does not bring the element
of person sufficiently into play, and in particular does not distinguish it
either in language or concept from the concept of nature. ... From all
this, then, it is clear that Cyril in fact transfers the unity in Christ into
the ‘personal’ realm while ascribing a duality to the natures. Here he has
anticipated the distinction of the Council of Chalcedon and has helped
to lay its theological foundations.!%2

When Grillmeier speaks of a personal unity, and especially of a bearer
of the divine nature, he introduces a second metaphysical level, besides
that of nature and hypostasis. One may say that it amounts to a BEARER
and a METAPHYSICAL PERSON. But, although he uses Jugie’s and van
den Dries’s term ‘nature-prosopon’, one cannot say that he gives this
meaning of METAPHYSICAL PERSON to Cyril’s term mpdowmov. He rather
emphasizes that the Alexandrian archbishop had this understanding of
the incarnation, but was not able to find the right terms and phrases to
express it.

4-4-5. The Ecumenical Consultations between
the Eastern Orthodox and the Oriental Orthodox

When the unofficial consultations between theologians from the East-
ern Orthodox Church and the Oriental Orthodox Churches started in
1964, Cyril’s pia ool formula was regarded as a good starting-point.
For the Oriental Orthodox the formula had always been at the heart of
their christology, while the Eastern Orthodox Church had given it an
interpretation which made it possible to accept it besides the dyophysite
definition of Chalcedon. During the consultations several participants
presented papers in which they gave their view of Cyril’s christology in
general and about the pia @uowg formula in particular. We will have a
closer look at two of these papers now.

162 Grillmeier (1951), 180f; CCT 1, '1965, 411f; CCT 1, 21975, 482; FdChr 1, '1979 /
31990, 684.
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4.4.5.1. jJohannes N. Karmiris

The Greek Orthodox theologian Johannes N. Karmiris gives an inter-
pretation of Cyril’s terminology in a paper on the pia guowg formula.!®
He asks the question how Cyril and the later Orthodox Fathers under-
stand the phrase, and answers that “they interpret the term ‘one nature’
as one hypostasis, as one person of the God-Logos, who became incar-
nate”. According to Karmiris, “the terms ‘nature’, ‘hypostasis’ and
‘person’ were equated at that time since they were regarded as syn-
onymous and identical”.'®* As for the meaning of these three terms,
Cyril “understands the one person to be the bearer of both natures”,'®
that is, of divinity and humanity. The phrase ‘nature of the God-Logos’
testifies to the divine nature, the word ‘incarnate’ testifies to the human
nature, and the term ‘one nature’ testifies to the one hypostasis or per-
son of the incarnate Word (66). We may conclude from these brief
quotations that the Greek theologian interprets the terms guoig, ¥mo-
otaog and mpdowmov in Cyril of Alexandria’s christology as denoting a
BEARER of natures, at another metaphysical level than the divinity and
humanity which the person of the Logos ‘bears’. Irom this article, it is
not quite clear into what small-capital terms the two elements may be
translated that are borne by the one hypostasis.

4.4.5.2. jJohn S. Romanudes

John S. Romanides, another Greek Orthodox theologian, also pre-
sented an essay during the first unofficial consultation in 1964, in which
he interprets Cyril’s christological terminology.! Like Karmiris, he
regards the terms @vog, vmootaog and meoowmov in Cyril’s christol-
ogy as synonymous, although he adds the qualifying phrase that Cyril
does not speak of two mpdowma before the union, as he does with the

163 Karmiris (1964-1965).

164 Jpid., 64. Cf. p. 66: “Being used interchangeably, the terms ‘nature’, ‘hypostasis’
and ‘person’ become synonymous”.

165 Jhid., 65. The word ‘bearer’ recurs several times: “The unity of the person, i.e., the
bearer of both natures” (p. 66), “the worship cannot be related to the nature in itself,
but only to the one bearer of both natures” (p. 72). Obviously, when Karmiris calls ‘the
one nature’ “the bearer of both natures”, he uses the term ‘nature’ in the latter phrase
in a different sense than in the first phrase, but he does not elaborate on the precise
meaning of this second term ‘nature’.

166 Romanides (1964-1965).
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other two terms.!” In trinitarian theology, however, Cyril uses guoig
and ovola as synonymous, he writes. ®Voig and ovoia are regarded
as synonyms in christology by theologians like Flavian, the later arch-
bishop of Constantinople, and the archimandrite Eutyches, and in the
definition of Chalcedon, according to Romanides.!*

In Cyril’s christology, then, guolg “means a concrete individual act-
ing as subject in its own right and according to its own natural proper-
ties”. “To speak about two natures in Christ would be somewhat equiv-
alent to a Chalcedonian speaking about two Hypostases in Christ” (86).
Romanides employs the word ‘subject’ rather more often than ‘per-
son’.!® But since he writes about an acting subject it denotes more than
a SEPARATE REALITY, it refers to a PERSON, an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON. The
Greck theologian does not work out the relationship between this sub-
ject and Christ’s divinity and humanity in the same way as Karmiris.
Romanides does not speak of a ‘bearer’. And he explicitly rejects the
view that the pia @oowg formula can be harmonized with dyophysite
language by regarding the ‘one nature’ as (also, besides the ‘subject’)
indicating the divine nature, and the word ‘incarnate’ as indicating the
human nature. Speaking of two natures in Cyril’s terminology leads to
two hypostases or mpdowmna, he declares (97). In line with this interpre-
tation of the word giowg, Romanides writes that Cyril allows a distinc-
tion of the two natures after the union ‘in contemplation only’ (84, 86).

4-4.6. John A. McGuckin

In his 1994 book St. Cynil of Alexandria: The Christological Controversy, John
A. McGuckin concludes that by his insistence on the single subjectivity
of Christ, Cyril introduced a new, Christian anthropology, besides the
Semitic, Platonic and Aristotelian anthropologies.!” The new definition
of ‘person’ is “the one who has the potential to transcend”.!'’! And in
the introduction to his translation of Cyril’s On the Unity of Christ, he
states that, over against the modern understanding of personhood in

167 Ihid., 99, 100. See also: “Discussion: Concerning the Paper of Father Meyendorff”,
GOTR 10/ 2 (1964-1965), 31.

168 Jhid., 861, 96, gg—101.

169 See, e.g., thid., 86 (“the Logos Who is the sole subject incarnate and acting”), 87
(in Leo’s Zome “the natures seem to be acting as separate subjects”), 95.

170 McGuckin (1994), 224 f.

71 Ihid., 225,
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terms of consciousness, the Alexandrian archbishop does not “reduce
the notion of person to those psychic experiences” or to “brain act”.!”?
A person, then, is not fully conditioned by his nature; he is able to
transcend that nature. McGuckin describes this transcendence in terms
of “divinization”, “divine transfiguration” and “an ever deepening
communion with God’s transforming grace”.!” This implies that the
notion of ‘person’ does not coincide with ‘nature’, but that both
concepts belong to two different metaphysical levels. Thus, McGuckin’s
‘person’ is a METAPHYSICAL PERSON.

That it concerns two levels becomes especially clear when he writes
that “there is only one individual subject presiding over both”, that is,
over divinity and humanity in Christ, “the one person of the incarnate
deity”.!™ It is further confirmed by other ways in which McGuckin
writes about Cyril’s understanding of the unity of Christ:

The human nature is, therefore, not conceived as an independently
acting dynamic (a distinct human person who self-activates) but as the
manner of action of an independent and omnipotent power—that of the
Logos. ... There can only be one creative subject, one personal reality,
in the incarnate Lord; and that subject is the divine Logos who has made
a human nature his own.!”

The ‘subject’, the ‘personal reality’, is the Logos; it is this ‘subject’
that has made human nature his own. The ‘subject’ and the ‘nature’
do not belong to the same metaphysical level. To indicate the unity
of Christ, McGuckin often uses the phrase ‘single subject’ or ‘single
subjectivity’,'”® but he also speaks of the (one) ‘person’ of Christ, and
of the ‘personal subject’, while he applies other phrases containing the
adjective ‘personal’, too.!”” When discussing the attribution of both the
divine and the human expressions (povai) to one subject, McGuckin
at times adds a word like ‘referent’,'”® which leans more toward a
GRAMMATICAL PERSON, although the notion of an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON
is implied.

172 McGuckin (1995), 41. Cf. McGuckin (1994), 206 L.
173 Ibid., 42f.

174 McGuckin (1994), 212.

175 Jhid., 186.

176 Ihid., 186, 1911, 208, 211, 219, 224.

177 Ibid., 186, 194, 195, 202, 205, 206, 208, 210, ctc.
178 Ihid., 193 1., 196, 205, 208.



COMPARISON OF INTERPRETATIONS 241

On McGuckin’s interpretation, the word vméotaowg has two mean-
ings in Cyril’s christological writings (212). Primarily, it denotes “indi-
vidual reality”, which refers to the “single divine subjectivity”, or the
“direct and single personal subject of the incarnation and every incar-
nate act”. The term then stands for a METAPHYSICAL PERSON, ‘presiding
over’ divinity and humanity. But Cyril was aware, the author argues,
that vméotoowg had a second meaning, that of “concretely realised exis-
tence”, or simply “real”. And the archbishop “delights in running the
two associations together in his use of ‘hypostatic union’”. This expres-
sion indicates (a) that the union is effected by one personal subject, and
(b) that it is a real and concrete event, “a substantive reality”, not a
cosmetic exercise. Thus, the first meaning of ‘hypostatic union’ is that
it 1s effected by a METAPHYSICAL PERSON, while the second indicates that
it is a real union, a REALITY, rather than an abstraction, and, therefore,
resulting in one SEPARATE REALITY.

When McGuckin discusses the pio guoig formula he comes to similar
conclusions regarding the word ¢vows. First, it signifies the reality of
the union. There is only one reality to be affirmed henceforth. “This
concrete reality (physis) is what stands before the christian observer”
(208). The real union results in one SEPARATE REALITY. But, what is
more, this concrete reality is the Word of God. By using the formula,
“Ciyril i3 attributing the person of the Word as the single subject of the
incarnation event” (208). In this latter sense, gvolg is synonymous with
vrootaols, McGuckin states. “Both are referring to individual and real
personal subjectivity” (208f), that is, to a METAPHYSICAL PERSON.

The British theologian adds that “Cyril was also (though less fre-
quently) capable of using physis to connote ‘natural quality’” (209). He
did this especially in his correspondence with the Orientals, after the
Council of Ephesus. The Antiochenes understood by ¢uowg a “physi-
cally constituted nature” or “defining natural qualities”. In his letters
to them, Cyril could even speak of two gvoeg in Christ. This, how-
ever, was a concession to them; he allowed the Antiochenes to speak in
this way, but he had no intention to do so himself, McGuckin writes
(228). Dyophysite language was applicable in two ways: (1) the @uv-
oewg meant natural properties (iduwpota), not independent subject enti-
ties (“in the way he habitually preferred to regard the connotation of
physis”; Cyril’s habitual understanding of guoig is said to be that of an
independent subject); (2) their continuing co-existence should be radi-
cally qualified, so that it would be clear that they were really made one.
They are only “notionally” separable; a proper understanding does not
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deny that the two natures endure within the one Christ, but it only
denies that they endure separately; notionally, or “in theory”, one can
speak of two natures; it is “only possible to speak of two natures after
the union in a theoretical or deductive sense”.!”

Translated into small-capital terms, the primary meaning of gioig in
Cyril’s christological writings is, on McGuckin’s view, that of SEPARATE
REALITY, which in the case of Christ amounts to a METAPHYSICAL PER-
soN. The Antiochenes, however, regarded a guoig as “defining natural
qualities”, as natural properties. According to McGuckin, Theodoret
considered a vouwg that is not hypostasized as “simply a notion, not a
reality” (214). Apparently, guows denotes an abstract set of natural qual-
ities when it is not hypostasized, but when it is hypostasized, a @ioig
is a set of really existing qualities, that is, NATURAL QuaLITY. Cyril con-
ceded to the Antiochenes to speak of two such @uoeig, two sets of nat-
ural properties, two different NATURAL QUALITIES, in Christ. The British
theologian does not consider the possibility of an INDIVIDUAL NATURE
that is not a SEPARATE REALITY, but he does emphasize that in Cyril’s
christology Christ was individual, and not “merely generic” (216). He
also mentions another way in which the Alexandrian archbishop would
admit two @uoelg after the union: when these @uoelg indicate SEPARATE
REALITIES, they are allowed ‘in contemplation only’. As to Cyril’s uti-
lization of ‘in contemplation only’, McGuckin is not quite clear. Some-
times he writes that the qualification applies to the natures themselves,
at other times that it only applies to their separation.

In his exposition of Cyril of Alexandria’s christology, McGuckin
hardly mentions the word mpoécwmov.

4.4.7. Gudrun Miinch-Labacher

In her study on Cyril of Alexandria’s soteriology in his Commentary on
John, Gudrun Minch-Labacher briefly discusses the meaning of the
word @Uoig in his christology.!® When the archbishop takes the term
seriously, he means by it something that exists by and of itself (“in
sich und fiir sich selber”), that is, a SEPARATE REALITY. Cyril does not
deny the really existing and full humanity in Christ, but he does deny

179" Ibid., 228, 239, and 211, resp.

180 In ibid., 212, he writes that Cyril “clearly regarded” dméoracig “a much better
term with which to replace Nestorius’ preferred concept of prosopon”.

181 Miinch-Labacher (1996), 18-21.
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that this humanity exists by itself, separated from the person of the
Logos.'®> By accepting the Formula of Reunion he admitted that it
was possible to speak of two natures, but also after 433 he did not
like to use the concept of @voig for Christ’s humanity. According to
Miinch-Labacher, Cyril accepted that one could speak of two gioeg
conceptually (begrifflich), while in reality there was only one guoig
of the incarnate Word."®® The German theologian thus applies ‘in
contemplation only’ to the guoeg themselves, not to their separation,
which 1s understandable, since in her view the uUoelg are SEPARATE
REALITIES and, therefore, separated from each other by definition.

In later publications we see the same view recur. In 1998, she writes
that the later Cyril has kept his reservations about using the concept of
@voig for Christ’s humanity, that he only wants to speak of two @uoeig
in the order of thought, because, when he takes the concept seriously,
he means by it something that exists by and of itself (“in sich und fiir
sich”), that is, a SEPARATE REALITY.'® And in 2002, she repeats several
of the phrases almost verbatim.'®> Miinch-Labacher does not explicitly
discuss the meaning of the terms tnootaolg and mtpdcmmov, and it seems
better not to deduce too much from passages in which their meaning is
given more implicitly.

4-4.8. Bernard Meunier

In his monograph, Le Christ de Cyrille d’Alexandrie, Bernard Meunier
emphasizes the priority of soteriology over christology in Cyril of
Alexandria’s works and, therefore, takes the way in which the arch-
bishop speaks about man’s salvation as the access route to his under-
standing of the humanity of Christ.'® Meunier stresses that Cyril’s lan-
guage lacks precision and constancy (275), and does not spend much
time investigating the key concepts of Cyril’s christology, with the
exception of ‘appropriation’ and related terms, which he calls “the
corner-stone of Cyril’s thought, both for his soteriology and for his
christology”.!®” He hardly devotes any attention to the definition of the

182 Thid., 18.

183 Ibid., 19.

184 Miinch-Labacher (1999), 151.

185 Miinch-Labacher (2001), 124f.

186 Meunier (1997).

187 Ibid., 264—275; quotation from p. 268.



244 CHAPTER FOUR

terms vmdotaolg and medowmov, but the word @uoiwg is discussed on
various occasions. In a footnote, Meunier takes the position that when
Cyril attributes all the expressions in the Gospels to one mpocwmov, this
word retains its literary, almost theatrical sense: it concerns the ‘role’ to
which the Gospel words refer, a human role or a divine role.!® A few
times, the meaning of vmdotaog is said to be the same as one of the
senses of guoig, which will be discussed below.

According to Meunier, even after 433, Cyril was repugnant of apply-
ing the term @vois to the humanity of Christ—although he confessed it
to be a true and integral humanity—because in this context the word
ool “evoked for him the hypostasis, and thus a ‘subject’ besides the
Word”. This repugnance crystallized in the pio goowg formula.'® The
words @iog and vmootaowg are often practically equivalent for Cyril,
the IFrench theologian writes, especially during the first phase of the
Nestorian controversy. This holds for the pio gvowg and pia vooTAOLG
formulas in particular. Although @toig also keeps a kinship with ovoia,
the two formulas are virtually equivalent, especially in exegetical con-
texts, where they indicate the subject of attribution.!® But the one sub-
ject in Christ is not just a logical one, it is also an ontological one (242).

What does Meunier mean when he calls the incarnate Word one
‘subject’ Although it may at times indicate a GRAMMATICAL SUBJECT Or
a GRAMMATICAL PERSON, it usually refers to an ontological entity. At the
least, it then refers to a SEPARATE REALITY, for Cyril is said to emphasize
that Christ is one ‘subject’ and not two ‘subjects’. Is it also an onTO-
LOGICAL PERSON? Meunier does not use the word ‘person’, but always
speaks of ‘subject’. He stresses that the connotations of the modern
word ‘person’ do not apply to the concept of the fifth century. A discus-
sion on one of the last pages of his book sheds more light on this:

This notion of nature-subject (or hypostasis) is ontological rather than
moral (in the broad sense), in which it differs from our modern percep-
tion of the subject, which implies conscience and liberty; in Cyril, these
latter things are placed elsewhere than in the subject: they belong to ‘that
which is proper’ to the subject, and which the Word appropriates without
denaturing it (283).

188 Ihid., 257, n. 7.

189 Ibid., 255. Elsewhere (ibid., 275), Meunier even states—incorrectly—that Cyril
never designates the humanity appropriated by the Word by the term ‘nature’. Cf.
hid., 280.

190 Jpid., 258, n. 9.
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This comparison with the modern understanding of subject suggests
that Meunier’s ‘subject’ is indeed an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON without
modern connotations like conscience and liberty.!"!

There are even hints that Meunier implies a METAPHYSICAL PERSON,
but he is not very explicit about this. His assertion, in the passage
just quoted, that conscience and liberty reside not in the subject, but
elsewhere, namely in Christ’s appropriated humanity, intimates that the
subject and the humanity belong to distinguishable metaphysical levels.
One way of defining these two levels would be to regard the subject
as a substance and the humanity as an accident. However, since he
expressly rejects Siddals’s subject-accident model, but emphasizes that
the Word’s individual humanity could be a subject in its own right, while
it 1s not (276-278), the notion of a METAPHYSICAL PERSON seems to be
implicitly present. This is confirmed in that he calls the one subject
in Christ ‘divine’, a few lines further down on the same page,'*? but
also elsewhere.!” If the subject would be the SEPARATE REALITY of the
incarnate Word, it could not be called ‘divine’, since it would include
the humanity, and not just as an accident.

It may be concluded that when @uoig and tmdotaolg are employed
synonymously—for example, in the pia formulas—they denote a ‘sub-
ject’, that is, an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON (and sometimes imply a META-
PHYSICAL PERSON). Meunier does not speak of Uméotaoig in another
sense than ‘subject’, but he allows for other meanings of ¢vowc. He
speaks of the ambivalence of the term, which is “sometimes equiva-
lent with substance (especially when he [Cyril] uses it in the plural),
and sometimes equivalent with subject or hypostasis” (261). In this
context he writes that Cyril “conceded” to the Orientals two natures
after the union, but this is a purely intellectual distinction (xatd uéovny
v dewoiav), which “places giowg on the side of an abstract concept,
that is, of a substance, and not of a concrete subject”. Thus, the arch-
bishop allows ‘two natures’ only when ‘nature” has “a different meaning
than the more concrete one he usually gives to it”.!"* This alternative
meaning seems to be ABSTRACT NATURE O ABSTRACT SUBSTANCE. Meu-
nier’s reasoning differs from that of Lebon. The latter argues that gioig

191 His remark that ‘human nature’ would suggest a subject, while ‘earthly nature’
does not (ibid., 280, n. 37), also points in this direction.

192 Ihid., 283: “poser un unique sujet (divin) dans le Christ”.

193 For example, ibid., 114, 130, 288 (cach time “sujet divin”).

194 Ihid., 263. Meunier refers to a similar distinction in meaning on p. 280, n. 7.
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retains its meaning of a concretely existing reality, and that, therefore,
‘in contemplation only’ must be added when one speaks of two natures.
According to the French theologian, however, the word gioig itself has
a different meaning when one speaks of two natures; it is not a concrete
subject, but an abstract concept.

This is not to say that Meunier makes Cyril deny the real distinction
of the two elements in Christ after the union. He declares that the
archbishop avoids the word guoug for Christ’s humanity, while he agrees
with its concrete substantiality.!”> The appropriation by the Word of the
acts of his flesh manifests a distance, which 1s a sign that the human
factor has a real consistency (284). But it is not quite clear how this
concrete substantiality can be expressed. Meunier briefly discusses, but
rejects, a view in which the humanity is “a substance, which is not a
subject”, a set of human substantial attributes that do not have their
own hypostasis, but for which the Word acts as a substrate—something
like a NATURAL QuALITY (279). The conceptual tools of the christology
of that era (and in Cyril in particular) were too imprecise to allow
for a lucid distinction between the status of the divine and that of
the human in Christ, the French theologian writes (284). He does not
seem to account for the possibility that Cyril may have had in mind an
INDIVIDUAL NATURE which is not a SEPARATE REALITY.

What Meunier also terms ambiguous in Cyril is that, when he
speaks of the Word and humanity; it is often unclear whether he means
Christ’s individual humanity, which the Word assumed and has made
his own, or humanity in general, to whom the Word has come to bring
salvation.'” But in a footnote Meunier adds that this does not apply to
Cyril’s usage of the word guoug, which he refuses to employ for Christ’s
own—that is, individual—humanity.!*’

4-4.9. Steven A. McRinion

Steven A. McKinion’s study focusses on Cyril of Alexandria’s use of
images, which, he says, the archbishop employs, “not to analyse or
to describe the Incarnation, but to clarify some particular component

195 Jbid., 280. Cf. ibid., 255 and 287.

196 bid., 156. Cf. p. 142, n. 22.

197 Ibid., 157, n. 5: “A ceci prés quil utilise volontiers le mot ‘nature’ pour désigner
I’humanité commune, alors qu’il I’évite, et méme le refuse, pour désigner I’humanité
propre du Christ”.
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of it, which he has already described in his various descriptive formu-
lae”.1% McKinion examines both biblical images and those taken from
natural phenomena, which he places in the philosophical context of
such (Aristotelian and Stoic) notions as ‘composition (cOvieoig)’, ‘mix-
ture (uikwg)’, and ‘blending (rpdows)’. He gives little attention to Cyril’s
christological formulae and the key terms in them. He interprets the
expression &vwolg xad’ vmootaowv as indicating “a real union of the
Logos of God and human odgg, which means nothing other than that
he has become a genuine and real dvdpwmog” (162). Elsewhere, he ren-
ders &voolg xod’ Vmootaow by “true union” and Nvdodar rad’ Vwo-
otaow by “to unite truly” or “to unite naturally”.!” There is no dis-
cussion of the meaning of the terms vmootaos and mpdowmov. When
Cyril says that Nestorius divides Christ into two mpdowmo xal HTooTd-
oeig, McKinion translates this as “persons and individuals” (91), while
in another quotation vrwootdoels is rendered by “natures” (111).

In a section on the complete humanity of Christ, McKinion writes
that the Son 1s as perfect in his humanity as in his divinity, and adds:

This does not mean that the human @voig or vmdotaolg is a human
individual whom the Logos has joined to himself. ... When Cyril uses
@voig to describe either the human or divine element in Christ he does
not do so in order to explain something about its individuality. Rather,
the human @voig or vmdotaos is the human condition, or a human
existence that the Word makes for himself.2%

However, “the lack of a concrete christological vocabulary is readily
seen”, since in the pia @vowg formula the word @ioig has a different
meaning, namely, “individual, living being”.?*! Other translations of pia
@volg include “one individual”, “one living individual”, and “one living
reality”.?? It seems, then, that in the formula McKinion understands
(¥olg to mean, not just a SEPARATE REALITY, but, in view of the addition
of the word ‘living’, an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON. It is not quite clear how
the other sense of @uowc—condition or existence—could be translated
into a small-capital term.

There are a few passages which suggest that the notion of ‘in
contemplation only’ is applied to the natures themselves rather than

198 McKinion (2000), 188.

199 Ihid., 9o (a true union), 95 (truly united), 102 (true union), 167 (naturally united).
200 Ihid., 176. See also p. 175.

201 Ihid., 173, n. 180.

202 Jhid., 118, 124, 173, 196, 201.
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to their separation, but since it is merely mentioned and not discussed,
they should not be given much weight.?*

4-4.10. Overview

In table 2 an overview is given of the meaning—as translated into
small-capital terms—of the various key terms in the publications of
the authors discussed in section 4.4, to whom Richard A. Norris and
Thomas G. Weinandy from section 4.9 have been added. The the-
ologians are ordered by the chronology of their publications. Even a
brief look at this table shows that we are still far from a consensus
with respect to the interpretation of the key terms in Cyril of Alexan-
dria’s christological writings. It appears that Jugie, van den Dries and
Grillmeier are in a minority position, stating that Cyril did not concede
to the Orientals their speaking of two ¢¥oeig, but that it was part of his
own christological vocabulary. What he consistently opposed was the
separation of the @voews. It was not the @uoeg themselves that had to
be regarded ‘in contemplation only’, but their separation.

The majority of the modern commentators on Cyril’s christology
interpret guotg, just as Lebon did, as a SEPARATE REALITY, or even an
ONTOLOGICAL PERSON. This implies—and some state this explicitly—
that Cyril himself would not speak of two natures in Christ, but that he
allowed the Antiochenes to speak of two guoeig, provided these natures
themselves—more accurately, the human nature—were regarded to
exist ‘in thought only’. Several go beyond Lebon by interpreting either
vrdotaolg alone, or both vmootaog and guolg in the pio formulas as
indicating a BEARER of natures or a METAPHYSICAL PERSON, at a different
metaphysical level than the @ioes.

4.5. CONCLUSION

With this chapter the first part of this study comes to an end. In earlier
chapters, we have seen to what extent Cyril of Alexandria makes use of
Aristotelian logic in his trinitarian, anti-Arian writings. He works with
the logical concepts, which to him refer to underlying metaphysical
realities, but he freely adapts them to his theological needs. So, the

203 Ibid., 109, 113.
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concept of secondary substance is applied to people and the triune
God alike, but Cyril adds that, God being one, his unity is of another
kind than the union of various individual people. And Cyril’s secondary
substance, as well as his common nature, are not abstractions, but
realities which the individuals that fall under them have in common.
And while in his trinitarian theology the word gioig usually signifies a
common nature, especially in his soteriology it may also denote the
combined individuals that belong to a common nature. Thus, ‘the
human nature’ may indicate the reality which all human individuals
have in common, but it may also stand for humankind, the human
race, all people.

In this chapter, small-capital terms have been defined into which
the various terms and concepts—in writings from both ancient and
modern times—may be translated, in order to facilitate a comparison
of the different interpretations. After a discussion of three classifica-
tions of Cyril’s christological expressions into models or themes, the
key terms in a number of writings on the archbishop’s christology from
the last one hundred years were translated into small-capital terms. It
appeared that no consensus has yet emerged regarding the interpreta-
tion of Cyril’s christological key terms and phrases.

Building on the findings of the first part, we may now turn to Cyril’s
writings of the first two years of the Nestorian controversy in order to
see whether there is a shift in meaning of the terms, when we move
from trinitarian writings to christological works.
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CHAPTER FIVE

THE FIRST YEAR OF THE
NESTORIAN CONTROVERSY

5.1. INTRODUCTION

In the first part of this study we have investigated the meaning of key
terms and expressions in Cyril of Alexandria’s trinitarian writings from
before 429, and the influence of the logical tradition on his thought,
and we have compared the interpretations of the key terms in modern
publications on the archbishop’s christology. We are now ready to
embark on the second part, the investigation of the meaning of the key
terms and expressions in Cyril’s christological writings during the first
two years of the Nestorian controversy, 428 through 430. This is the
period in which Cyril responded to Nestorius’s views as he read them in
the archbishop of Constantinople’s sermons, letters and other writings.
He did not have to defend himself yet against the attacks of Theodoret
of Cyrus and Andrew of Samosata on his own christological views. His
Contra Theodoretum and Contra Orientales are both from the spring of 431.
It is, therefore, in Cyril’s writings up till then that we may encounter
his own christology, without any alleged concessions to the terminology
of his Antiochene opponents. According to Joseph Lebon and other
theologians after him, Cyril conceded to the Orientals certain ways
of speaking about the incarnation and the incarnate Word, which he
himself did not apply in his own christology.! We will examine whether
indeed such terms and phrases are absent in these earlier works of the
archbishop.

In an initial section it will be established which of Cyril’s writings will
be taken into account in the following chapters. In the present chapter,
his publications from the very beginning of the Nestorian controversy
until the spring of 430 will be studied. Chapter 6 will be devoted to
Contra Nestortum, while chapter 7 will cover the remaining works of the

I See chapter 4, n. 105.
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year 430, especially the three Orationes Cyril sent to the imperial court
and his Third Letter to Nestorius with the anathemas.

5.2. SELECTED WRITINGS

In order to give a context and a chronology to the various writings of
the period to be investigated a brief history of the Nestorian controversy
up to the Council of Ephesus will be given. Then a few writings will be
discussed whose date or authenticity is disputed. After that a list will
be produced of those writings which we will examine in the following
chapters.

5.2.1. A Brief History?

On 10 April 428, Nestorius, a monk that stood in the Antiochene
tradition of Diodore of Tarsus (bishop from 378-390) and Theodore
of Mopsuestia (ca 350—428), was consecrated as archbishop of Con-
stantinople, following the death of his predecessor Sisinnius. Nestorius
had a reputation as a preacher and as a rigorous ascetic. Soon after his
enthronement he started a programme that should bring more disci-
pline to the ecclesiastical life in the capital. He took measures against
a number of heresies, and induced the emperor Theodosius II (408—
450) to issue anti-heretical legislation. He alienated the monks by order-
ing them to stay in their monasteries and to refrain from the many
ministries they had accumulated in and around Constantinople. He
also clashed with Pulcheria, the emperor’s elder sister, who had been
a regent when her brother was a minor, and who still had considerable
influence at the court. At Easter, she used to communicate alongside
her brother in the sanctuary of the cathedral, but Nestorius forbade her
to do this. Her longstanding alliance with the monks in the capital was
strengthened by these acts of the archbishop.

Two influential men were also allied to the monks. The first was
Proclus, who already twice had been a candidate for the see of Con-

2 See, for example, McGuckin (1994), Wessel (2004), and Fraisse-Coué (1995).
Unless stated otherwise, Eduard Schwartz’s chronology will be followed which he
gives in Schwartz (1929), 6-9. In the text, besides the usual numbering of the letters,
Schwartz’s numbering in the Collectio Vaticana (V), the Collectio Atheniensis (A) and
the Collectio Vallicellianus (U) is given, for example ‘¢p. 11 = V 144’. Cf. for the
chronology also McEnerney (1987a), 6f.
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stantinople. When Atticus died (425), Proclus was bypassed and Sisin-
nius appointed. Sisinnius consecrated Proclus to become archbishop of
Cyzicus, but the local clergy chose a bishop of their own, and Proclus
remained in the capital. In 428, Proclus was a candidate in the capi-
tal for the second time, but Nestorius was elected. It was not until a few
years after the Council of Ephesus that Proclus finally did become arch-
bishop of Constantinople (434—446/7). The other ally of the monks
was Eusebius, the later bishop of Dorylacum. In 428, he was still a lay
lawyer in the capital city.

The issue of the title ‘Mother of God (%eoténog) for Mary, the
mother of Jesus Christ, was brought before Nestorius by the monastic
party under the archimandrite and deacon Basil. They had clashed
with a group, possibly that of Nestorius’s own chaplain Anastasius, that
regarded deotonog to reflect a defective christology, and that applied
the title ‘Mother of man (&viowmotorog)’ instead. Nestorius ruled that
strictly speaking (dzoipdg) both titles were inadequate, but that they
allowed for an orthodox interpretation. Therefore, the two parties
were not to brand each other as heretical. But he forbade the use of
both titles and proposed ‘Mother of Christ (xowototénog)” as a better,
since more accurate, title. The monastic party was not satisfied and
concluded from the archbishop’s refusal of the epithet 9eotonog that he
taught that Christ was a mere man, and accused him of the heresy of
Paul of Samosata (who was condemned at a council in 268/ 269 for
teaching that Jesus Christ had not come down from heaven, but that he
was from below, and that the Word of God dwelt in a human being).®

Through his own contacts in the capital city Cyril of Alexandria will
have known what was happening there, but he kept his distance. In
his Festal Letter for the year 429, probably already written at the end of
428, which was sent throughout Egypt and Lybia, he warned against
a dualistic christology, but there is no explicit reference to Nestorius.
Towards the end of 428, Nestorius’s chaplain Anastasius preached a
sermon in which he clearly denounced the title ‘Mother of God’. This
troubled many, both of the clergy and the laity, since the term belonged
to common piety. But Nestorius followed it up by starting his own
series of sermons on Christmas day which continued through the early
months of 429. These homilies, in which he attacks the theotokos title,
were published and distributed in the neighbouring churches.

3 Grillmeier, CCT 1, 165; 7dChr 1, 297.
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When the monks in Egypt had become acquainted with the sermons,
in the spring of 429 Cyril wrote his Letter to the Monks of Egypt (ep. 1 =
V 1), in which he writes to be amazed that some people would put
in doubt the validity of the title theotokos, and in which he emphasizes
the unity of Christ. He also made sure that copies of this letter
reached Constantinople, and when Nestorius had read it he was clearly
annoyed. Some people from Nestorius’s entourage wrote to Cyril that
he should have kept silent; Cyril’s response is still extant (ep. 8 = V 21).
In this letter, Cyril recounts that Dorotheus, bishop of Marcianopolis,
was allowed to say in the cathedral of Constantinople: “If anyone says
that Mary is the Mother of God, let him be anathema”. And Nestorius
not only remained silent, but had communion with him afterwards.*

In the meantime, pope Celestine I in Rome (422—432) was not
unaware of what was going on in Constantinople. It seems that Marius
Mercator was already in a monastery not far from Constantinople at
that time, and he and other agents will have informed pope Celestine
and his archdeacon Leo—the later pope Leo the Great (440—461).
Also, the lawyer Eusebius arranged a public display of his accusation
against Nestorius (V 18), and sent four sermons, parts of which were
included in the display, to Rome and (probably) Antioch.> And finally,
Nestorius himself sent a letter to the pope containing a complaint
about his adversaries and an exposition of his own teachings. The
Constantinopolitan archbishop also made some moves which seem to
have been motivated by a desire to assert the authority of his own see,
but which only backfired on him in that they irritated both Celestine
and Cyril. He wrote to the pope that he was in touch with several
bishops who had been excommunicated by Western synods on charges
of Pelagianism, implying that he might formally review their cases.
The pope did not respond;® instead, he wrote to Cyril that he was
deeply disturbed by Nestorius’s teachings. And Nestorius started an
investigation into the cases of certain clerics who complained that they
had been wronged by Cyril’s court in Alexandria—a move which Cyril
could only interpret as a defiance of his authority. This, however, does
not mean that we should adopt Nestorius’s reading—as does Eduard

+ Ep. 8, ACO L1.1, 109; quotation from line 13. See section 5.6.1.

5 Fraisse-Coué (1995), 510, scems less convinced that Eusebius is the author of the
display and of the letter sent to Rome.

6 That Nestorius sent his letters in Greek without Latin translation may also partly
explain why Celestine did not respond.
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Schwartz—that Cyril only started the dogmatic controversy to divert
attention from his investigation into the complaints of these clerics.’
Such an understanding does no justice to Cyril’s genuine concern for
the christological issues underlying the quarrel over the title theotokos.

When Nestorius, through Anastasius, tried to persuade Cyril’s clergy
in Constantinople to dissociate themselves from the teachings in the
Letter to the Monks, they wrote a draft of a petition to the emperor
concerning Nestorius, and sent it to Cyril for his approval. But Cyril
responded (¢p. 10 = V 22) that the wording of the petition was too
negative about Nestorius and that he withheld it. He also promised to
send letters to the proper people. Schwartz believes that among these
promised letters, sent at more or less the same time, are the one to
a devotee of Nestorius (¢p. 9 = V 20) and that to the Nestor of the
Oriental bishops, Acacius of Beroea (¢p. 14 = V 16), whose response to
Cyril 1s also extant (¢p. 15 = V 17).° And after Cyril had received the
letter from Celestine, he wrote his First Letter to Nestorius (ep. 2 = V 2),
stating that not only he himself, but also the pope of Rome and the
bishops with him denounced the sermons that were circulating. Cyril
leaves open whether these sermons are from Nestorius or not. When
Nestorius did not reply, Cyril urged him to do so through the priest
Lampon. Then Nestorius wrote a very brief response (¢p. 3 = V 3),
merely indicating that he was not pleased with Cyril’s actions.

All these letters were written in the course of 429. At the end of
that year Cyril composed his Festal Letter 18, in which, surprisingly,

7 Schwartz (1928). With a reference to the Leiter to the Apocrisiaries (¢p. 10; see section
5.6.2) he writes: “Wer es versteht, das politische Dokument politisch zu lesen und zu
deuten, wird zugeben miissen, dass Nestorius recht hatte, wenn er es im Herakleides
zum Beweis dafiir anfiihrt, dass fiir Cyrill die dogmatische Polemik den Zweck verfolg-
te, die gegen ihn in Konstantinopel vorgebrachten Anklagen beiseitezuschieben und
den Streit auf das Gebiet der Lehre hiniiberzuspielen” (p. 6). Schwartz suggests that
it was Cyril’s apocrisiaries who, therefore, renewed the battle over the epithet theotokos,
which Nestorius had already put to rest (pp. 4f.). This interpretation, however, overrates
the influence of the Alexandrian apocrisiaries and underestimates the opposition
against Nestorius in the capital by the monks, Pulcheria, Proclus and Eusebius. See
also chapter 7, n. 194.

8 Schwartz, ACO 1.1.8, 8. McGuckin (1994), 41f., places Cyril’s letter to the clergy
in Constantinople (¢p. 10) and that to Acacius of Beroea (¢p. 14) in the (late) summer
of 430, rather than in 429. Jouassard (1955), 362, suggests that ep. 10 was sent to
Constantinople several days before his Second Letter to Nestorius, that is, in the beginning
of 430. However, in ¢p. 10, ACO Li.1, 111'9, Cyril writes: “So far, there has been no
word by me to him about these things (éuoi toivuv mOg avTOV TTEQL TEAYUATWV TEWS
L6yog o0de €ig)”, which suggests that ep. 10 was written before Cyril’s First Letter to
Nestorius, that s, in the year 429.
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there is little to be found in relation to the developing crisis. Then,
in February 430, followed one of the most important documents of the
whole controversy, Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius (ep. 4 = V 4), which
was to be canonized at the Councils of Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon
(451). Nestorius’s response (ep. 5 = V 5) was written in June 430. Epp.
6 and 7, which are only extant in Arabic and Latin translations, are
probably not authentic.” In the meantime, Cyril had sent his deacon
Posidonius to Rome with a letter for the pope (¢p. 11 = V 144) and
a dossier of documents: several sermons from Nestorius, and his own
Furst and Second Letters to Nestorius, all of which translated into Latin. A
memorandum from Cyril to Posidonius (¢p. 11a = U 4) is extant as well.

In the spring of 430, Cyril was very productive. He composed
his ‘five tomes against the blasphemies of Nestorius’, Contra Nestorium
(V 166), in which he refutes passages from the sermons that Nestorius
had published the previous year. And he wrote three treatises which
he sent to the imperial court: to the emperor (Oratio ad Theodosium
= V 7), to the empresses, that is, Theodosius’s wife Eudocia and his
elder sister Pulcheria (Oratio ad augustas = V 149), and to the princesses,
the emperor’s younger sisters Arcadia and Marina (Oratio ad dominas =
V 150). By sending three separate treatises rather than only one, Cyril
showed that he was aware of the various factions within the palace.
But Theodosius was not amused; in the later letter of invitation to the
Council of Ephesus (V 8), he rebuked Cyril for suggesting that there
was no harmony at the court.

Nestorius was acting more and more boldly against his opponents.
He deposed several of the monastic leaders, who then appealed to
the emperor, asking for an ecumenical council that would review their
cases. Nestorius himself wanted an international synod, too, to be held
in Constantinople, since he had good hopes that he would be the
victor, and he felt that the emperor was on his side. For the time being,
however, Theodosius IT wavered.

After Posidonius had arrived in Rome with Nestorius’s sermons and
Cyril’s letters, pope Celestine called a council, at which he and the
Italian bishops, in August 430, anathematized Nestorius’s teachings.
Immediately, he sent letters to Cyril (ep. 12 = V g), Nestorius, John,
archbishop of Antioch (429-441), Juvenal, bishop of Jerusalem (ca 422—
458), some bishops in Macedonia (who fell under the jurisdiction of

9 See section 7.6.
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Rome), and to the clergy and the people of the church in Constantin-
ople. The pope gave Cyril a mandate to execute the decisions of the
Roman synod on his behalf. After receiving the pope’s letter, John of
Antioch cautioned Nestorius not to act too rashly. And when Celestine’s
letter had arrived in Constantinople, the emperor decided in November
430 to hold an ecumenical council, which should start at Pentecost
431 (7 June). Possibly due to Pulcheria’s influence the location was
changed from Constantinople to Ephesus. Since the bishop of Ephesus,
Memnon, was an ally of Cyril, and the city had the largest shrine
dedicated to the virgin Mary, Nestorius could only be displeased with
this change of venue.!

In November 430, Cyril was still unaware of the emperor’s decision
to convene an ecumenical council, and he called his own Egyptian
synod. Cyril’s Third Letter to Nestorius (ep. 17 = V 6) was sent on behalf
of the synod, and the archbishop attached to it the twelve anathemas,
which summarized in stark language his own christological insights.
The archbishop and the synod also sent letters to the clergy and the
people in Constantinople (¢p. 18 = V 24), and to the monks in the
capital (ep. 19 = V 145), while Cyril sent copies of Celestine’s letter to
John of Antioch and Juvenal of Jerusalem, adding to each a letter of his
own (epp. 13 and 16 = V 19 and 15).

Towards the end of the year 430, Cyril will have written his Festal
Letter 19, in which there is even less reference to the christological
controversy than in the previous one. After Nestorius had received the
letter with the anathemas in December 430, he preached two sermons,
now allowing deotoxog to be used, provided it would not be interpreted
in an Arian or Apollinarian sense, but adding that yowototorog was the
better title. It seems that the archbishop tried to gain more support
by loosening the reins, and not without result, for the congregation
applauded him. It is possible that for the same reason he let Proclus
preach in the cathedral later that month. In his monograph on Proclus,
Nicholas Constas suggests that the bishop of Cyzicus held his famous
sermon on the virgin Mary on 26 December 430, as part of the cycle of

10 McGuckin (1994), 40f., regards the choice of Ephesus as the city where the
council would be held as disadvantageous to Nestorius. Iraisse-Coué (1995), 517,
suggests that Nestorius saw it as an opportunity to manifest the authority of the see
of Constantinople over the diocese of Asia. According to the Syrian tradition, Nestorius
himself selected Ephesus as the place for the council, but there is no corroborating
evidence for this assertion; Wessel (2004), 142, n. 15.
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celebrations surrounding the Nativity of the Lord.!! Proclus defended
the title theotokos and proclaimed views to which Nestorius, who was
present in the service, felt constrained to respond, especially since
Proclus’s homily was received with enthusiastic applause.

Cyril’s anathemas changed the atmosphere among the Oriental bish-
ops. Nestorius sent them to John of Antioch, Theodoret of Cyrus,
and Andrew of Samosata. When the archbishop of Antioch received
the anathemas he immediately had copies dispatched to the bish-
ops throughout Asia Minor and the Orient. Both Theodoret and
Andrew of Samosata wrote treatises against the anathemas, to which
the Alexandrian archbishop responded in the spring of 431 with Contra
Theodoretum (V 167-169) and Contra Orientales (A 24).* After that he set
off for Ephesus, to play a decisive role at the council that the emperor
had convened.

5.2.2. Disputed Writings

We will now look at several writings of which it is disputed whether
Cyril of Alexandria wrote them during the period under investigation,
either because a different date has been suggested, or because they are
said to be pseudepigraphic.

First, the Scholia on the Incarnation of the Only-Begotten."* According
to Jugie, the Scholia is regarded as the first work of Cyril’s after the

1" Constas (2003), 57L; the Greek text and an English translation of the sermon on
pp- 136-147. Schwartz, ACO 1.1.8, 7, places the sermon on 25 March, and adds that
it is more likely to have been held in 430 than in 429, since Nestorius’s response is
not included in the sermons that Cyril of Alexandria discusses in the spring of 430.
According to Constas, however, 25 March did not become a Marian feast-day until the
sixth century. The “Virginal Festival’ about which Proclus speaks in his sermon was still
linked to the feast of the Nativity. In choosing the year, Constas follows Richard (1945),
255-257, who argues that, because in his response Nestorius speaks of two hypostases
regarding Christ, a later date is more likely than an earlier one. Richard places the
sermon on 25 March 431, Constas on 26 December 430. McGuckin (1994), 30, sticks
to the older tradition that the sermon was delivered on the Sunday before Christmas
428. The eighth-century chronicler Theophanes, Chronographia, ed. Carolus de Boor
(Greek text in vol. 1), Leipzig: Teubner, 1883, 88, dates it in the year of Nestorius’s
consecration, that is, 428 (dnno Mundi 5923). So does the twelfth-century historian
Georgius Cedrenus, Compendium historiarum, PG 121, 644C—645A.

12 McGuckin (1994), 49. Fraisse-Coué (1995), 520, doubts whether Cyril was able to
write the responses to the two treatises before the Council of Ephesus.

13 Only part of the Greek text of the Scholia on the Incarnation of the Only-Begotten (CPG
5225) is extant, published in ACO Lg.1, 219231 (cf. PG 75, 1369-1412). The whole text
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Nestorian controversy had started.'* In 1950, Haring could still write
that the Scholia was composed in 429."° But Richard has argued that
it was only written after Cyril had realised that the theology of the
anathemas had to be attenuated, and he suggests a date of composition
of 432-433.'° De Durand follows him in this,'” and so do Quasten'® and
McGuckin,' who both state with respect to the Scholia: “Composed
after 431”°. G. Jouassard, however, sees similarities between the Scholia
and Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius and his Letter to the Apocrisiaries (ep. 10),
and dates them at the beginning of the year 430, although he does not
categorically dismiss Richard’s suggestion.? It seems that the majority
of scholars have accepted Richard’s re-dating of the Scholia and regard
it to be a work from after the Council of Ephesus. Therefore, it will not
be discussed in the following chapters.

The date of the dialogue On the Incarnation has also been a matter of
dispute. Before developing his own understanding, de Durand briefly
mentions the views of several earlier theologians.?’ Pusey,? Mahé?
and Schwartz** regard it as an edited version of Oratio ad Theodosium,
intended for a greater public, which implies that it should be dated (in
or) after the spring of 430. But Dorner, Devreesse and Kunze propose a
reverse order: the dialogue was the earlier work and Cyril re-worked it
into the treatise for the emperor. De Durand analyses the differences
between the dialogue and the treatise and comes to the conclusion
that the language of the Oratw is more cautious than that in On the
Incarnation, which suggests that the dialogue was written first and that
Cyril changed those terms and expressions which could be interpreted

is available in a Latin translation, ACO Lj5.1, 184215 (cf. PL 48, 1005-1040; Pusey VI,
498-579). An English translation is given by McGuckin (1994), 294-335.

14 Jugie (1912b), 183, n. 1. Richard (1951/1952) 122, writes that since Jean Garnier
(1612-1681) the majority of the historians considered the Scholia to be a work from the
beginning of the Nestorian controversy.

15 Haring (1950), 5.

16 Richard (1951 / 1952), 124 f.

17 De Durand, SC 97, 35L, n. 1.

18 Quasten (1960), 128.

19 McGuckin (1994), 294, n. 1.

20 Jouassard (1957a), 223, N. 44.

2l De Durand, SC 97, 43. This volume contains the critical text and a French
translation of On the Incarnation (CPG 5227: De incarnatione unigenite).

22 Pusey VII, viii-ix.

23 Mahé (1938), 2490, where he explicitly refers to PE. Pusey.

2+ Schwartz, “Praefatio”, in: ACO Li.1, xvii, n. 1.
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in a Nestorian or an Apollinarian way.” For example, while in On the
Incarnation the humanity of Christ is referred to as ‘man’, this has been
replaced by ‘humanity’ in the treatise. Also words like ‘mingling’ have
disappeared in the Oratio. Since the word Yeotonog is absent from the
dialogue, while it is found four times in the treatise, de Durand suggests
that On the Incarnation was written before the Letter to the Monks.

But the French theologian goes one step further.?® In his First Letter to
Nestorius, Cyril speaks about a book on the Trinity, which, he says, was
written when Atticus, archbishop of Constantinople, was still alive (who
died in 425), and which included a treatise about the incarnation.?” He
has read this book to bishops, clergy and eager laity, but he has not
given a copy to anyone. It is generally accepted that the archbishop
refers to the Dualogues on the Trinity. It was traditionally thought that
by the treatise on the incarnation Cyril means the sixth dialogue.
De Durand, however, forwards several arguments for his hypothesis
that this treatise is On the Incarnation, written shortly after the seven
dialogues on the Trinity and added to them as an appendix. This would
imply that the work was composed several years before the Nestorian
controversy.

It appears that the priority of On the Incarnation has gained the sup-
port of other scholars. Edward R. Hardy writes in 7RE that Oratio ad
Theodosium is a re-working of the dialogue.” André de Halleux adds that
the treatise, “which mainly opposes a christological dualism, naturally
follows” the Thesaurus and the Dialogues on the Irinity, suggesting a date of
composition before 428.% And Gudrun Miinch-Labacher says, with an
explicit reference to de Durand, that On the Incarnation “seems to belong
to the early period”, and that it was for Cyril a text which he could use
after the Nestorian controversy had started.*

If indeed the dialogue stems from before 428 it would strictly fall
outside the boundaries of the second part of this study. Since, however,
it is not only a work explicitly devoted to christology, but also one which
in 430 obviously has been adapted to be sent to the emperor, it will
nevertheless be investigated, and well at the very start, even before Festal

2 De Durand, SC 97, 44-—51.

% Ihid., 51-57.

27 Ep. 2, ACO L1.1, 242%—25%

28 Hardy (1981), 257.

% De Halleux (1981), 139.

30 Miinch-Labacher (2001), 120f.
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Letter 17. A comparison with the Oratio will follow in chapter 7, and on
the basis of our findings de Durand’s hypotheses will be assessed.

A work whose authenticity has been put to doubt is Against Those
who Refuse to Confess the Holy Virgin to be the Mother of God*' In 1956,
Lavaud and Diepen, who published a French translation of it, could
still write that its authenticity was beyond doubt, since it is guaranteed
by the manuscript tradition, its vocabulary, the style and its ideas,
while Justinian cites two passages from it in his Contra Monophysitas,
ascribing them to Cyril of Alexandria.”> And they add that it must
have been written in the first two months of the Nestorian controversy.
Quasten, too, refers to Justinian’s testimony that it is a genuine work
of Cyril.¥ But in an excursus in SC g7, de Durand forwards a number
of arguments why this writing should not be regarded as a work of
Cyril. He rather suggests that the archbishop is once again the victim
of pseudepigraphy, this time because a work is attributed to him which
is not his.** De Durand’s argumentation is convincing. Hardy® and
Miinch-Labacher,* too, accept his conclusion. The work will, therefore,
not be examined in the following chapters.

5.2.9. The Whitings to be Investigated

We will restrict ourselves to the works that are directly related to the
Nestorian crisis, and therefore the fragments of Cyril’s New Testament
commentaries, including the homilies on the Gospel of Luke, will not
be taken into account. The Festal Letters for the years 429, 430 and 431,
however, will be included. In fact, Festal Letter 17 for the year 429 is
regarded as Cyril’s first work against Nestorius’s christology, although
the Constantinopolitan archbishop is not explicitly referred to. Based
on the brief history of section 5.2.1, the following writings of Cyril will
be discussed:

31 ACO 117, 19-32 (CPG 5226; PG 76, 256—292).

32 Lavaud & Diepen (1956), 688; this article contains a French translation of the
treatise with a two-page introduction.

33 Quasten (1960), 128.

3% De Durand, ‘Excursus III", SC 97, 522-524.

35 Hardy (1981), 257, with an explicit reference to de Durand.

36 Miinch-Labacher (1999), 149.
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title date

in the present chapter:

On the Incarnation before 428
Festal Letter 17 end of 428
Letter to the Monks of Egypt (ep. 1) beginning of 429
1o the Accusers (ep. 8) spring 429
1o the Apocrisiaries (ep. 10) 429

1o a Devotee of Nestorius (ep. 9) 429

1o Acacius of Beroea (ep. 14) 429

Furst Letter to Nestorius (ep. 2) 429

Festal Letter 18 end of 429
Second Letter to Nestorius (ep. 4) Febr. 430
in chapter 6:

Contra Nestorium spring 430
in chapter 7:

Oratio ad Theodosium spring 430
Oratio ad augustas spring 430
Oratio ad dominas spring 430
To Celestine (ep. 11) spring 430
Memorandum to Posidonius (ep. 112) spring 430

To Nestorius (epp. 6-7) [probably not authentic] ~ summer 4307
Third Letter to Nestorius (with anathemas) (ep. 17)  Now. 430

1o John of Antioch (ep. 13) Nov. 430
1o Juvenal of Jerusalem (ep. 16) Now. 430
1o the Clergy and the People of Constantinople (ep. 18) Nov. 430
1o the Monks of Constantinople (ep. 19) Now. 430
Festal Letter 19 end of 430

5.3. ON THE INCARNATION®

As has been discussed in section 5.2.2, On the Incarnation was probably
written before 428 and attached as an appendix to the Dialogues on the
Trinaty. If this is correct, it is Cyril of Alexandria’s only work from before
the Nestorian controversy that is dedicated to christology. Therefore,
it will be studied in detail. It will be interesting to see whether the
archbishop’s christology and terminology in this work are in line with

37 The critical text and a French translation can be found in G.M. de Durand, Cyrille
d’Alexandrie: Deux dialogues christologiques, SC g7, 188-301. References in parentheses are
to the Aubert pages which de Durand gives in the margin of the text. See also PG 75,
1189-1253, and Pusey VII, 11-153 (CPG 5227).
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what we have found in other writings from before 428, or whether it
contains a further development in his thought.

5.3.1. Summary of the Conlents

On the Incarnation (Ilegl tig évavdowmnoewg) is written in the form of a
dialogue, similar to that in the Dialogues on the Trinity: Cyril’s interlocutor
is the same Hermias, and the two partners are indicated by the letters
A and B. A (Cyril) starts with the question whether their discussion
on the divinity of the Only-Begotten has been thorough enough, and B
(Hermias) answers affirmatively (678b). This might be a reference to the
Dialogues on the Trinity, in which an anti-Arian emphasis on the divinity
of Christ 1s the dominating theme. A then suggests to describe the
mystery of the inhumanation, insofar as that is possible for people who
see In a mirror and in an enigma, and who know only in part (678c).

In response to a question from A, B gives a brief description of six
heterodox views on the incarnation:*

1. First, there are those who say that indeed the Word appeared
(mépnve) as man, but that he did not wear (megogexe) the flesh
from the virgin. They falsely allow only the appearance (86xnoc)
of the mystery (679a).

2. Others allege to be afraid that they will worship a man. They
say that the Word of God was changed (nagatetodgdar) into the
nature (quows) of bones, nerves and flesh, and they laugh at the
idea that Emmanuel was born from the virgin (679ab).

3. A third group believes that the Word came into existence when he
was born according to the flesh (67gb).

4. Still others say that the Word of God is anhypostatic (Gvvmoota-
tov), that it was a word regarded as a mere utterance which has
become man (697c¢).

5. Then there are those who do believe that the Only-Begotten has
truly become man, but not that the assumed flesh was animated
with a rational soul that possesses a mind (Yuyij Aoywxf) nai vodv
éyovon). Rather, the Word of God inhabits the temple from the
virgin and takes the place of the rational and intellectual soul

(679¢d)”

3 The word £1e0od6Ewv can be found in On the Incarnation, 68oc.
39 Ihid., 6g7d: Yuyig 8¢ adtov Tiig Aoyudic Te %ol voeQds AvamAngoby TOV TOTOV.
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6. A last group has views opposed to the previous one: Emmanuel is
composed (ouveotdvar) of (¢x) the Word of God and a rational soul
and a body, or an absolutely perfect (telelag amhds) humanity, but
they divide the one Christ into two, virtually setting each of them
apart (dvopépog). They do not merely distinguish (6 Tl moté &otv
... Owaxptvovteg) the nature of the Word and that of the flesh,
but they place the one (tov uév) apart as man, and call the other
(tov 8¢) God by nature. While the latter is truly called Son, the
assumed man is called so only homonymously. And they apply
one expression from Scripture to the one who is Son of the Father
by nature, and another expression to the man (679d-68oc).

After stating that he does not agree with these views, B asks A to teach
him a better understanding. A then proceeds to discuss each of the six
christologies that B has presented, giving by far the most attention to
those who separate the Logos and the man Jesus, just as B has done
(group 6). Throughout, he cites many Scripture passages, which form
the basis for his argumentation.

A starts with the Docetists (doxnrai) (68od—682d). He points to the
shepherds who were told by the angel who announced the Saviour,
Christ the Lord, that they would see an infant lying in a manger. If this
were just a shadow and an appearance (oxwd zat d6xnoig), he would not
have become like his brothers, for we are visible and tangible. Neither
could he “help those who are tempted in that he himself suffered, being
tempted” (Hebr. 2:18). He would not have died, nor have been raised,
and our faith would be void.

A then moves on to the second group, who teach that the Word was
transformed into earthly flesh (682d-684¢). He states that rather the
Word of God was born of a woman (Gal. 4:4) in order that, just as
the children, that is we, share in blood and flesh, he similarly would
partake of them, and through his death would liberate those who were
in slavery by their fear of death (cf. Hebr. 2:14). A emphasizes that
God’s nature is immutable, while the created nature, which comes into
existence in time, suffers change.

According to the third heterodox view, the Word of God came into
existence at the same time as his flesh. Over against this (684¢-685¢), A
upholds that the Father was always Father, so that the Son is co-eternal
with him. And that all things were made through the Word, so that he
must pre-exist (mpotpeotavar) them. To back this up, he adds several
quotations from the Gospel of John and from John’s first letter.
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A calls the next view “related” (ovyyevrg) to the previous one: the
Only-Begotten did not exist by himself before the incarnation. He is
regarded as an utterance from God which inhabits a man, thus having
composed Jesus (cuviévieg 0¢ oltw TOv “Incodv), who is more holy than
the saints, but who is not God. In his refutation (686a—688a), A starts
with a reference to 1John 2:22—23, and argues that the Father cannot
exist if there is no Son, and vice versa. Therefore, if they teach that the
Son does not subsist, the implication is that the Father does not exist
either, which is bare nonsense. And A asks: What is special about God’s
love for us, if the Son whom he gives does not have his own existence?
Then he will not have destroyed the power of death, and our faith has
lost its stability.

Another argument is that the Son is called the image of God: if an
image does not subsist by itself, then the prototype of which it is an
image cannot have a separate existence either. And A elaborates on this
in an exegesis of John 14:9-10 and 10:30. A continues by arguing that
existence is better than non-existence, and that it, therefore, is absurd
to suggest that he through whom all things have come into being would
not subsist himself. B adds that “he himself”—that is, the Son—has
said to Moses: “I am he who is”.

The fifth view that is rejected by A—and thus by Cyril of Alexan-
dria—is the Apollinarian one: the eternal Word of God has united
himself to human flesh which was not animated by a rational soul;
the operation (évégyeiarv) of mind and soul is attributed rather to the
Word. The name of Apollinarius is not mentioned anywhere in the
treatise, but the refutation of his views is almost as long as the previous
ones taken together (688a—694a). A gives two reasons why they deny
that Christ’s humanity is perfect (téhelog), that is, it does not consist
of a body and a rational soul. First, they hold that in general things
that are composed into a perfect entity are themselves imperfect parts;
therefore, the temple united to the Word cannot be a perfect man.
Secondly, they consider it inevitable that, if Emmanuel is composed of
a perfect man and the Word of God, they will end up with two Sons
and Christs.

After having stressed that one should not try to get to the bottom
of things that are beyond understanding, A points out that even on the
heterodox’ own understanding one cannot speak of a coming together
of two imperfect things with respect to Emmanuel, since the Word of
God can hardly be called imperfect. And to their second argument A
merely states emphatically that even though the Word of God is said
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to be united to a perfect man,* the result is not a duality of Sons, but
“one and the same” is by nature God and has become man.

B then asks whether it would not have been enough for the Word to
assume flesh without a rational soul in order to be seen and to show to
humankind the evangelical way of life (6gocd). A responds that if this
is what they believe, they are ignorant of the goal of the inhumanation.
If they were right, it would be better to think like the Docetists: the
Word did not really assume flesh at all, but only appeared to have done
so, making himself visible to man. But if the Logos would not have
added (mpooetider) anything else to the human nature than becoming
visible, he would not have profited (dvivnou) it at all. After quoting
two Scripture passages, A concludes that the Only-Begotten became
a perfect man in order to liberate our earthly body from corruption,
and in order to make the human soul, which he made his own, stronger
than sin by impregnating it as it were with the stability of his own divine
nature. Christ has become the first man who did not know sin, the root
and first-fruits of those who are renewed in the Spirit, and he transmits
the incorruption of the body and the stability of the divinity to the
whole human race by participation and by grace (év uedéEer nai xata
xGOLV).

Also, with his own flesh he payed for the flesh of all, and he made
his soul a ransom for the soul of all, although he came to life again,
since he is God by nature. A then discusses several biblical verses about
Christ’s death, his descent into Hades, and his resurrection. And he
ends with an exhortation that the mode of the union between the Word
and his humanity is ineffable, and that it is very unwise to investigate
things that are beyond understanding;

Before Cyril of Alexandria turns to the final heterodox view, he
briefly summarizes the five that he has already rejected (694a—¢). The
refutation of the sixth view takes the remainder of the dialogue (694¢—
714a) and is longer than the treatment of the five previous ones taken
together. It is started off by a question from B: Who, then, has the holy
virgin borne—the man or the Word of God? A is very clear from the
outset: Do not divide Emmanuel nor, separating him into a man by
himself (idwdg) and into God the Word, represent him as denoting

10 bid., 6gob: avdodme terely. This is one of several places where Cyril speaks of a
‘man’ with whom the Word of God is united. In Oratio ad Theodosium the word ‘man’

has been replaced by terms like ‘humanity’. See for the present instance: ACO L1.1,
532426,
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two persons (dutgoowmov). It is true that the mind contemplates a
difference of natures (tva guoewv dwagopdv), for divinity and humanity
are not the same thing, but it also accepts the coming together of
both into unity. He was born from the Father as God, and from the
virgin as man. When he became man, he remained what he was,
God.

A compares the unity (8v) of the incarnate Word with the compo-
sition (ovvdeowv) of a human being: it is woven out of things which
are dissimilar by nature, out of soul and body, but both together are
regarded as one man (696¢). And just as the whole living being is some-
times called ‘flesh” and at other times ‘soul’, so Christ is in some Scrip-
ture verses designated as the Son of God and in others as a man—
of which Cyril gives many examples. But Christ is neither the Word
separately, nor the man born from the virgin by himself, but he is the
Word united with humanity. He who is the only-begotten Son as God is
the first-born among many brothers as man (700a). The archbishop of
Alexandria also employs the language of composition to the incarnate
Word himself, for example, when he comments on John 4:22: the Lord
Jesus Christ is ineffably composed (ovyxeiuevog) out of the worshipping
humanity and out of the worshipped divinity (702a).

Another indication of the unity is given, A argues, by those Bible
verses in which the Son of God is said to be seen in Christ, while it
is the humanity which is visible and the divine nature is invisible.*! He
does not mind repeating that Jesus Christ is not the Word, naked and
by himself, but after he has assumed that which is human (705b). We
are baptised in the name of Jesus Christ (Acts 2:38), that is, not into a
mere man, but into the incarnate God (706¢). And the holy Spirit is
called ‘the Spirit of Christ” (Rom. 8:9), that is, the Spirit of the Son of
God who has become man. He not only vivifies us by participation
in the holy Spirit, but also by giving us the assumed flesh as food
(707¢). How could Paul say that all things are through one Lord Jesus
Christ (1Cor. 8:6), if there was a division into two Sons after the union
(709cd)? And how could Jesus Christ be said to be the same not only
today and for ever, but also yesterday (Hebr. 15:8), unless he is the pre-
existent Word united with his own flesh (710cd)? A adds several other
Scripture verses which attribute an existence to Jesus Christ before
the incarnation. And he explains the title ‘Christ’ as meaning that

1 With a reference to 2 Cor. 4:6 and John 14:9 in id., 702d, and to John 9:35-38 in
ibud., 703de.
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the Word, who was born according to the flesh, was anointed for his
mission into the world (711¢).

On the other hand, there are passages in which the one who died
and was raised is called “My Lord and my God” (John 20:28) or the
Lord for whom we live (Rom. 14:7-8). Thus, the Word is Lord, not
without the flesh, but with the flesh (712¢). After stating clearly once
more that we confess one and the same Son, out of two things (¢« dvotv
moayudrow), Cyril points to the benefit by quoting 1 John 4:15: “He who
confesses that Jesus is the Son of God, God remains in him, and he in
God”. And he ends with a doxology to the triune God (714a).

5.9.2. Terminology

5.3.2.1. Odoia

The word ovoio. and its derivatives occur relatively seldom in On
the Incarnation: six times ovoio itself; twice odoundng; Guoovolog and
ouoovaototng each only once. Their usage is comparable to that which
we have come across in other writings from before 428. It is said that
“the corruptible and changeable, that is, the created nature will not
acquire the substantial immutability”.*? In his refutation of those who
teach that the Word has been changed into the flesh, A suggests that
then one could also say that the flesh “can rise to the nature of the
divinity” and “take on the consistence of the substance which is above
all [substances]”,* or that it is “changed into the divinity and into the
highest substance”.* The Son is not less than the Father, in that he is
“the same in substance”.* He is the “consubstantial offspring” of the
Father.*®

We see that ovota is used more or less synonymously with guoig, and
that the divine substance and the divine nature are placed side by side
with ‘divinity’ (9edtg). The concept is also applied when divinity and
humanity are compared with each other: they are far removed from
consubstantiality with each other.” As in the other pre-428 writings,

12 Ihid., 68ge: ovouddn Ty droepiov.

B Ibid., 684b: tiig dvwtdtw maodv ovolag yevéodar ovoTaowy.

H Ibid., 684c¢: elg odolav TV dvotdto.

5 Jhid., 698d: natd ye TO &v odolg TadTOV.

16 [hid., 707a: Guoovoie yevviuatt.

Y7 Ibid., 695d: ta mOAD Thg GAMNA@V SpoOVOLOTNTOS dleoTNrOTA ..., FedTnTd TE ol
aviommoTnTa.
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then, odoia i1s employed to denote a secondary substance, and it may
reasonably be assumed that here, too, it is a COMMON SUBSTANCE which
1s intended, rather than an ABSTRACT SUBSTANCE.

Also the relationship between an individual being and its charac-
teristics is described in similar vocabulary as in the trinitarian works.
The substantial transcendence is ‘attached to’ the Word.* And when
A emphasizes that all the characteristics of the divine Son remain
his when he becomes flesh, they are summed up as “the things that
exist in him both naturally and individually”.* The adverb idwdg here
indicates the properties that distinguish the individuals with the same
nature from one another, in this case the properties that are the Son’s
and not the Father’s and the Spirit’s.

Just as in the Thesaurus and in the Dialogues on the Trinity, we encounter
the familiar phrase that the Word is ‘out of the substance’ of the
Father, which can be traced back to the Nicene Creed.”® Here, odoia
has a different meaning; it is closer to INDIVIDUAL SUBSTANCE and it
indicates the vméotaows of the Father. And Cyril quotes Hebr. 1:3 with
the expression ‘imprint of the hypostasis’, but speaks shortly afterwards
of the ‘imprint of the substance’.’!

5.3.2.2. ‘Yrnooraos

The noun vmootaos itself occurs only four times in On the Incarnation,
but various forms of the related verb vgeotdvar recur frequently, mainly
in the parts that deal with the view that the Word was anhypostatic
before the incarnation. The word dvvrdotatog is applied with the same
meaning as in the anti-Arian works:*? it does not denote something that
does not exist at all, but a REaLITY that does not have its own stability,
its own hypostasis, but is for its existence dependent on the hypostasis
of a substance; it 1S a DEPENDENT REALITY. Thus, when the Word is
regarded as anhypostatic, it is for its existence dependent, first on God
the Father, as his utterance, and then on the man in which it has come.
The same understanding of a DEPENDENT REALITY is put into various

¥ Ihid., 697¢—-698a: tijg avTd TEoo0VONG 0VOLDdOVG VITEQOYTiG.

4 Ihid., 709d: T¢ @ioeL e nol i EVuTdeyovTa T@ ... Adyw.

0 Ibid., 688d; 69oc.

S Ibid., 697c¢: the quotation from Hebr. 1:3; ibid., 697¢: Tijs ovolag 6 yapaxtio.

52 All four times that the term d&vvmdotatog occurs are related to the fourth
heterodox view. First, in B’s initial description of that view (679c), twice in A’s refutation
of it (687 a and b), and a last time in the brief summary of the first five views (694c¢).
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other expressions: (1) ‘not enhypostatic’;>® (2) ‘not subsisting by itself”;**
‘not in a hypostasis by itself’;* (3) ‘not in an existence by itself’.

Having said this, it should be added that Cyril of Alexandria is
not fully consistent in his reasoning. For besides the phrases which
emphasize that the Logos is not a DEPENDENT REALITY, but that he
existed by himself also before the incarnation, A also reasons as if his
opponents deny the Word any real existence at all before he became
man, and in doing so he applies, not only the verbs vmdoyew and elvau,
but also vgeotdvar:

Therefore, I think it necessary and right to say that if the Son 1s without
existence (Gvomagxrtog), we should not regard the Father as real (xata to
awndéc) either. For where is still a Father, if he has not begotten in reality?
Or if he begot something that does not subsist and that does not exist at
all (to u1 veotmdg unte Lideyov Ohwg), that which is born will be nothing.
For that which does not subsist (Ogpeotmg) 1s equal to nothing, rather, it is
absolutely nothing. Then God will be the Father of nothing.%

It seems, then, that the primary meaning of vgeotdvar in On the
Incarnation is ‘to exist in reality’, while it is used especially of the real
existence of substances, and that an additional phrase like ‘by itself’
(rad’ Eavtov or dwds) is employed to indicate that it concerns a
SEPARATE REALITY.*®

The noun vméotaog is found once in a quotation from Hebr.
1:3 (“the imprint of his hypostasis”, 69g7c), while in the three other
occurrences ‘by itself” or ‘own’ is added to emphasize the separate
existence.”® Thus, the fundamental meaning of Umdéotoowg appears to
be ‘a really existing being’, belonging to the Aristotelian category
of substance, while the notion of ‘separate existence’ is indicated by
additional words. It should be noted that both the noun and the verb

3 On the Incarnation, 687a: uiy évumdotaTog.

5 Ibid., 686a: idunig oty VepeoTnnoTO.

% Ihid., 686a: odx eivow pév &v dmootdoet T nad’ Eautdv; 688a: o &v dmootdoel xod’
£0VTO.

6 Ihid., 687a: wite pv &v drdoEel vooito Tij »ad’ Eavtdv; 687¢: &l un Eotv & Adyog &v
07doEel T 2o’ EquTov.

57 Ibid., 686¢d. A few lines further down: “And if he has given the Son for us, who
according to you does not subsist (00y Vgpeomxota), he has given nothing for us” (686d).
And further still: “If, then, the Son is nothing, seeing that he does not subsist (un
vpeomrag)” (687b).

% Similarly, mootigpeotdvan (ibid., 685b and 694c) seems to be used synonymously
with mpotindoyew (ibid., 710d) and merely to mean ‘to pre-exist’.

9 Ihid., 686a and 688a (see n. 55); 694d: dvtog Te ®ai voovuévou xat’ idiav HrdoTaowy.
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are not applied to the incarnate Word, but in discussions regarding the
existence of the Word as such, independent of the incarnation.

5.3.2.9. Pois

Other than ovoia and vrdotaows, the word @iowg and its derivatives
abound in On the Incarnation. They can be found on the majority of
its pages. It is all the more remarkable that precisely in those passages
where Vnéotaoig and vgeotdvar are frequent—those that deal with the
fourth heterodox view®—qvowg and its cognates are virtually absent.
In these passages they are found twice only. That it is better to exist
than not to exist 1s called a matter of nature.”! And the Word is said
to be life by nature.”? Conversely, vnootaolg and its cognates occur
only four times outside of these passages.”” Nowhere, throughout this
christological treatise, are they placed side by side with guowg and its
derivatives as synonyms.

In section 7.3.2.1, we have already seen an instance in which guoig
is used beside ovoia in the sense of coMmoN sussTance. In that case
@vog denotes the coMMON NATURE. In the oft-recurring phrase ‘by
nature’ (ratd guow or [tfj] @uoey) it either has the same meaning
COMMON NATURE—s0 in ‘God by nature’,%* ‘life by nature’,” ‘not visible
by nature’,®® ‘corruptible by nature’*™—or it refers to the process by
which the common NaTURE is handed down to another generation—so
in ‘Son by nature’,” ‘out of God by nature’® and ‘Father by nature’.”
Especially in the second meaning, ‘by nature’ is regularly linked with
‘and truly’ and similar phrases containing a cognate of &indng. This

60 Thid., 679c, 686a-688a, 6g4cd.

61 Ihid., 687¢: "Exou yao v Hde T yofjua Tfj guoeL.

62 Ihid., 687€: notd @uow.

63 Ihid., 685a: €ig 10 eival te nai dpeotdvon; 685b: mootpeotdvar; 696a: eig oy dg ToD
vpeotava, 6g7¢: xooaxte Tig trootdoens (quotation from Hebr. 1:3).

64 Ibid., 688e (vatc guow); 69oc (puoet); 698c (pioen); 701c (@uoel); 701c (ratd @UoW);
702d (pooer xoi dAndag); 703a (rotd @vow); 706a (zatd gvow); 709e (pvoey); 711b (rota
@Uow).

05 Ibid., 687¢ (vatd gpuow); 692d (votd guow); 697a (wotd goow).

66 Ibid., 690d (natd giow idiav).

57 Ihid., 693b (tij @voer).

68 Ibid., 680a (pvoel te ol dAnddg); 680a (in a quotation from his opponents: gvoe
®ol aANdadg); 713e (vatd guow ol andag).

89 Ihid., 680b (in a quotation from his opponents: @ioel T ol dhndeiq); 688c (natd
@UOow); 707b (ratd o).

70 Ihid., 699e (pvoe).
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usage of @uowg is in line with that which we have seen in the other
pre-428 writings. It is remarkable, though, that its synonyms wat’
ovotav and obowwddg are rare in comparison with their frequency in
the Thesaurus and in the Dialogues on the Trimity. In an interesting case
of »nata gvowv, Cyril describes the Word as “having himself become
man by nature”.”! While he usually calls the incarnate Word ‘God
by nature’ and employs other terminology like ‘flesh’ or ‘humanity’
to refer to Christ’s human nature, here, he unreservedly says that the
Word became ‘man by nature’. Elsewhere he says of the man who
the Word has become that “in his own nature”, that is, in his human
nature, he is deprived of the properties of the divinity.”

Then there are those instances in which the word @uoig 1s used when
the relationship between the Word and his flesh is discussed. To begin
with, it is noteworthy that we find dyophysite language in On the Incar-
nation. In his presentation of the sixth heterodox view, B states that they
not merely distinguish the nature of the Word and that of the flesh—
with which there is nothing wrong, since the nature of the flesh and that
of God are not the same’—, but that they set one as man and the other
as God apart.” In his refutation of those who deny Christ a rational
soul, A writes that he is convinced that “some coming together (o0v-
odov) and concurrence (ocvvdgounv) beyond understanding into union
(el évoow) has been brought about of unequal and dissimilar natures
(pvoewv)” (688d). And elsewhere A states that the mind contemplates a
difference of natures (twva gpioewv dwagopdv), for divinity and humanity

" Ihid., 695¢: Og adtodg nath @uow dviowmog yeyovas. The same phrase is still
present in Oratio ad Theodosium, ACO L.1.1, 587. In In Jo. XII, vol. g, 69?22, he writes
similarly: “What else could that which was born out of the virgin be but a man like
us as far as outward appearance and nature of the body is concerned (6oov &ig v T0U
ompotog S te xai gvow)? For together with being man he was also truly God”.

72 Ibid., 707a. Although in Oratio ad Theodosium, ACO L.1.1, 67'% 17, the phrase before
this has been deleted and ttopevog has been replaced by hewtouevog, it still says that
the man who the Word has become is bereft of the properties of the divinity in his own
[the human] nature. De Durand, SC g7, 278, n. 1, reads ov instead of 6, and concludes
from this that the sense has been “profoundly modified”: the text now allegedly states
that the Word is not bereft of the properties of the divinity in his own [the divine]
nature. Although there are indeed several manuscripts that read 6 uf (so Schwartz,
ACO L1.1, 67, n. to line 16) or ov (so Pusey VII, 124, n. to line 2; also in PG 76, 1189A)
instead of 6, both Schwartz and Pusey regard 6 as the original reading. It is not unlikely
that later editors changed it into 6 uy or ov, in order that év idig givoer would no longer
apply to Christ’s humanity, but to the divine Word.

3 Ihid., 679¢e: ody, 8 Tl ot Eomv 1 Te ToD Adyou @UoLg %ai Tiig 000%dg dlamgivovTeg.

™ Ibid., 680oa: &mel w) guoig 1| adT) caxdg TE nai Oeod.

75 Ihid., 68oa: idig idévieg nol dvauégog.
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are not the same, but that it [the mind] also accepts, together with the
notions about these, the concurrence of both into unity.”® From this last
sentence it cannot be concluded that Cyril of Alexandria regards the
natures ‘in contemplation only’. The word ‘only’ is not added. Besides,
also the concurrence into unity is an object of the mind here, while
Cyril freely speaks of concurrence or coming together without any ref-
erence to contemplation or the mind.” It is, therefore, also unlikely that
‘only’ is implied. In fact, the whole notion of ‘in contemplation only’ is
absent from this work. Towards the end of the treatise, there 1s another
mention of two natures: A remarks, with a reference to 1John 1:1-2,
that the biblical author all but gathers together the natures and leads
the power of the properties that belong to each [nature] into a conflu-
ence (712a).

When the two natures are distinguished, this has to do with their
essence, not with their existence. Cyril explains the difference of natures
by adding that divinity and humanity are not the same. It is not quite
clear from the passages themselves whether he has cOMMON NATURES
or INDIVIDUAL NATURES in mind. In light of what we have seen in the
other writings from before 428, it is likely that here, too, the word guoig
indicates a commoN NATURE. When the two natures are said to have
come together, this does not imply, however, that the Word’s humanity
is not individual. In the concurrence of the natures, the humanity is
individuated.

In On the Incarnation, the archbishop of Alexandria at times uses very
concrete language for the assumed element. He can speak of “the
concurrence into unity out of a perfect man and the Word of God”,”
of “the divine soul which has a concurrence and a union with him”,”

76 Ibid., 695b: elodiEeTan 8¢ 6pOT Tadg TEQL TOVTOV Evvoioug #al TV dugolv elg Evdtnra
GUVOQOUN V.

77 See for the places where these notions can be found in On the Incarnation, nn. 118
and 119.

78 Ihid., 6goa: 8€ dvdoodmov tekeiov xal éx Oeob Adyou Ty gig Evomra cuvdgowiv. In
Oratio ad Theodosium, ACO L.1.1, 53%!, this sentence has been replaced by: “we believe
that the temple that was united with the Word was animated with a rational soul”. The
idea of a concurrence of ‘a perfect man’ and the Word leads too easily to a conception
of two Sons.

79 Ibid., 693b: Yuyn 8¢ N Vela, TV TEOG adTOV hayoloa cuvdgow|v Te %ol Evwouy.
In a similar way, Cyril calls Christ’s flesh ‘divine’ in Contra Nestorium, ACO 1.1.6, 46%,
explaining that by this he means that the flesh has become the Word’s own: just as the
flesh of a man is called ‘human’, so the flesh of God the Word may be called ‘divine’
(see also section 6.2.2). By ‘the divine soul’, then, Cyril means that the soul belongs to
the divine Son, not that Christ’s soul is different by nature than any other human soul.
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or of “the body which is united to him”.*" In Oratio ad Theodosium, he
has removed the phrase ‘a perfect man’, but the words ‘soul’ and ‘body’
remain (although he has dropped the adjective ‘divine’, which is open
to misunderstanding). It is also possible, then, that the human ¢ioig
that is mentioned as an element of the union is an INDIVIDUAL NATURE.

Also when the view is discussed that the Word of God changed
into the nature of bones, nerves and flesh, it is the essence which 1s
referred to, not the existence (679b). In his refutation, A applies the
word @uotg both to the Word and to the flesh. They think that the
nature of the Word has changed into earthly flesh, but the nature of
God is fixed in its own goods and has an unshakeable permanence,
while the created nature suffers alteration (68gab). From the more
general expressions ‘the nature of God’ and ‘the created nature’ we
may conclude that here @uolg denotes a cOMMON NATURE rather than
an INDIVIDUAL NATURE. This is corroborated by the fact that it is in
the course of his argumentation against this second heterodox view
that Cyril employs the cognates of ovoia in parallel with those of
puotg.t!

Four times Cyril speaks explicitly about ‘the human nature’. The first
two instances occur within the same argumentation (6god—6g91a). If the
Only-Begotten had no other reason for the incarnation than to become
visible for humankind, and he did not add anything else to the human
nature (tf] dviowmeig gioey), then it would be better to hold the view of
the Docetists. And if the Logos was of no use to the human nature (tiv
avdowmov guowv) when he became flesh, would it not be better that he
would be freed from the impurity of the flesh? In both cases ‘the human
nature’ may either stand for the comMoN NATURE of humanity, or for the
whole human race. In the third instance, the kenosis is described as the
descent of the eternal Son “into the human nature (eig v dviowmou
@vow)”, which is best understood as ‘into the human race’ (696b). The
fourth and final occurrence concerns a comment on Hebr. 15:8, “Jesus
Christ is the same yesterday and today and forever”. Cyril asks how
the human nature (1 dvdommov @iows) could be immutable and have
continuity of identity, although it is subject to change, especially change
from non-being into being and life (710c). Here, guowg does not refer
to the whole race, but rather to the coMmON NATURE of humankind, or
possibly to the human INDIVIDUAL NATURE of Jesus Christ.

80 Ihid., 708¢: 100 Evwdéviog 0dTd 0OUATOG.
81 See nn. 42-44.
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A few occurrences of the word @uowg deserve special attention. First,
the one in which being called ‘Lord of glory’ is said to be a privilege
that must be ascribed to the nature (gpvoe) which reigns over all (697d).
This is similar to those instances in the Dialogues on the Trinity in which
‘the divine nature’ is virtually interchangeable with ‘God’.#? Here, it
can be understood in the same way: it is a privilege of God, who reigns
over all. A second special case concerns a comment on Acts 2:91: “his
soul was not left in Hades”. According to Cyril, the apostle Peter does
not say here that it was the nature (puotv) which cannot be grasped by
death, “that is, the divinity (%eotnta) of the Only-Begotten”, which was
brought back from the inner parts of the earth (693a), but rather the
soul united to the Word, for by nature the Word fills all things, so there
would be nothing astounding in the Word not remaining in Hades.
There is a reference to a natural property (immortality) and also to a
concreteness (being brought back); in the following sentence he even
switches to “the Word”, who does not remain in Hades. This suggests
that here @¥oig denotes the divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE of the Word. One
may wonder, however, whether the concept of an INDIVIDUAL NATURE of
the Word has a place in Cyril’s trinitarian theology, as he has developed
it in his anti-Arian writings. For there the word ¢vowg is employed for
what Father, Son and holy Spirit have in common, and he emphasizes
that there is only one divine gvoiwg. There 1s, then, a tension in Cyril’s
usage of the term here, which he does not seem to have been aware of.

In a third instance in which the word gioig is used in an unusual
way, Cyril writes: “The nature (gvowg) of the Word, having assumed
(mooohapotoa) that which is human, ..., preserves his God-befitting
reputation” (7o1d). Here, again, we find the combination of a nat-
ural property (his God-befitting reputation) and concreteness (having
assumed that which is human). Where Cyril normally says that ‘the
Word’ assumes, he has probably replaced it by ‘the nature of the Word’
here, because he wants to emphasize that his divine nature is not
altered by the incarnation, that it still bears the same glory, and that,
therefore, the Word is worthy of adoration, also after having become
man. With respect to the specific meaning of the term guoug in this sen-
tence, similar comments may be made as in the previous case: it seems
that guois indicates the divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE of the Word, but that
raises questions regarding Cyril’s trinitarian theology.

82 See chapter 3, nn. 141-143.
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Is Lebon’s interpretation (see section 4.4.1) a better one in these
two instances: Uolg is synonymous with Uméotoog and mpdowmov
and denotes individual existence, without any reference to the essence
involved, it is a SEPARATE REALITY? Although in both passages ‘the
nature of the Word” may be replaced by ‘the Word’ as the subject of the
concrete verb, an understanding of @ioig as a SEPARATE REALITY does
not do justice to the references to natural properties, which are relevant
to Gyril’s argumentation in both cases. It is these divine properties
that the archbishop wants to emphasize. They are the reason that it
is the soul, rather than the divine Word, which is said to be brought
back from Hades, and that the Word is still to be adored after the
incarnation. A meaning of guoig that includes this reference to the
natural properties—such as INDIVIDUAL NATURE—better fits the context.

We find a fourth special case of the use of guows in a description of
the communication of idioms:

It may be seen, then, that he [the Word] grants the glory of the God-
befitting operation (évepyeiag) to his own flesh, while, on the other
hand, he appropriates the things of the flesh, and as it were somehow,
according to the economic union, places them round his own nature (tf
dig megrndévta guoer) (7o7ab).

In Cyril’s metaphysics properties are attached to, exist in or lie round a
substance, a nature, or an individual being (see section 3.2.2). By stating
that the Word places the properties of the flesh “round his own nature”,
Cyril emphasizes the union of the divine Son with his flesh; we will
return to this in section 5.3.3. It is clear that in this case @Uolg cannot
denote the common NaTURE of the Godhead, since it is only the Son
who became man. It is most likely that here, too, guoiwg indicates the
INDIVIDUAL NATURE of the Logos, although in this case there is no direct
reference to his natural properties and, therefore, SEPARATE REALITY
might be possible as well.

It may still be added that derivatives of guowdg,® @vew® and
megurévar® have meanings similar to those in the trinitarian works.

83 On the Incarnation, 700a (the opposition between guow@s and natd xdow, twice),
700d (‘natural property’; see section 5.3.2.5), 692¢ (here, guowd does have a different
meaning: it refers to ‘physical’, that is, bodily ailments).

8% Words derived from ¢iewv are used to denote that the Word is born from the
Father (679b, 682d, 702c, 707a), from the Father as God and from the virgin as man
(695b), and out of the seed of David (695¢).

8 The term meguzdg occurs three times in the sense of ‘naturally, by nature’: id.,

683c, 684b, 694b.
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5.3.2.4. [Tooowmov

Although we encounter the word mpdowmov relatively few times in On
the Incarnation, the term plays an interesting role in Cyril of Alexandria’s
developing christological terminology, so that it is worthwhile to study
the occurrences in some detail.

At the very beginning of his refutation of those who divide Christ
into two, he employs the word dutpécwmov: “Do not divide Emmanuel
for me, nor, separating him into a man by himself (idx®g) and into God
the Word, represent him to us as denoting two persons (dtwedowmov)”
(694€). De Durand suggests that durpoéowmov might indicate a slightly
weaker division than ‘two mpdéowmoa’. He refers to a passage in Oratio
ad augustas, where the same adjective is used with regard to biblical
language.® There, Cyril writes: often, with regard to one person our
way of speaking introduces two persons.”” The archbishop opposes
reality and speech. Although in reality there is only one person, we
speak as if there are two: a man and his spirit, or a man’s heart and
his spirit. There is one ONTOLOGICAL PERSON, but we speak of two
GRAMMATICAL PERSONS, who seem to have an external relationship to
one another. The word dumpdowmnov, then, does not seem to express a
‘slightly weaker’” division than ‘two mpdécwma’, but the two expressions
rather seem to be identical. Just as he does in his Commentary on
John in On the Incarnation Cyril rejects a division of Christ into two
TEOOMTITAL.

The only other place in the treatise where we find the term moo-
omov 18 in a discussion round 2Cor. 4:6: God shone in our hearts to
enlighten us with the knowledge of his glory in the face (¢év mpoowno)
of Jesus Christ (702c—703c¢). Besides the quotation of the biblical verse
the phrase év mpoowny is employed four times. Although most of the
modern Bible translations render mpdowmov in this verse by ‘face’, it is
doubtful whether Cyril of Alexandria understood it in this way. Once,
he virtually repeats the statement in the verse, but in the other three
cases he links the phrase év mpoowme with faith:

1. The faith is not directed at one of us, at a man, but at him who is
God truly and by nature év mgoommw Xototod.

8 De Durand, SC 97, 241, n. 2.

87 Oratio ad augustas, ACO 1.1.5, 372021: ¢’ &vog 8¢ mpoodmov moAldug SimedomTOV
Nuiv elogéoeton Adyou oxijua. See section 7.4.2.3.

8 See chapter g, nn. g12 and g13.
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2. Christ directs the faith to the nature of the Godhead, ®g év
mpoowrnw [Tateog.

3. You could learn in another way that he [Christ] does not reject
the faith, but that he accepts it without separation and distinction
wg &v iy meoommw, also when he has become flesh.®

Since he also speaks of the modowmov of the Father, it is clear that
at least once he does not mean ‘face’ in a literal sense. Neither is it
plausible that in the second case it would mean ‘the representative
of the Father’, as de Durand has it, since representation is indicated
by Cyril through the expression g &x mooommov. It is more likely
that Cyril understands mpdowmov as ‘person’, PERSON, In this case an
ONTOLOGICAL PERSON. And the person of Christ is both God and man,
but in this person the faith is directed, not at a man, but at him who is
God. Cyril lets Christ say:

You who put your faith in myself, who is seen in the flesh, should know
that you have not believed in a mere man, but in the Father himself]
through me, who is equal and indistinguishable in all things (703bc).

Through himself, then, Christ directs our faith to the divine nature in
the person of the Father.

Cyril speaks of seeing Christ and quotes parts of John 14:9, 12:45
and 9:37, but he does not link this directly to the word mpdécwmov.
He explains that the divine imprint is not bodily, but that it exists in
God-befitting power and glory. Christ wished that his hearers rose to
thoughts about himself (¢’ att®), while the visible body somewhat
diminished him (702e¢). The body diminishes his divine glory, but this
glory nevertheless shines through in his deeds (Cyril quotes John 10:97—
38a: believe my works; 709a). Therefore, when he writes that the
enlightenment shone through (duéhawpe), he does not say that it shone
through the—bodily—face (mpoowmov) of Christ, but that it shone in
the person (¢v mpoommw) of Christ (702d).

8 De Durand, SC g7, 264267, renders the expressions by: “Dieu dont par nature et
en toute vérité le Christ nous présente le visage” (gpvoer xai dhnddg, however, is linked
by tov to ©edv); “en représentant du Pere quil est” (we have seen in section 3.5 that
Ciyril rather uses the expression g &« mpoodmov to indicate representation); and “a son
personnage véritable”, resp.
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5.3.2.5. “Totog

Just as in the trinitarian writings, idtog and its derivatives are used
for that which is common as well as for that which is particular. The
phrase ‘one’s own nature (idia @uols)’ occurs quite regularly, usually
in reference to natural properties, and, therefore, indicating something
which the being in question has in common with other beings of the
same nature. It is applied to the Word, whose ‘own nature’ is his divine
nature,” to ‘that which is divine’,”! and to created beings.”” Also the
Word’s ‘own glory’, that is, his divine glory, which he has in common
with the Father and the Spirit, is mentioned a few times.”” And the
natural relationship between the Spirit and the Word is expressed in
that he is called the Son’s ‘own’ Spirit.”* All the natural properties
together are referred to by id10tng guown.”

On the other hand, the Word ‘makes his own’ the flesh, the body, the
soul.” They are then called his ‘own’ flesh, body or soul.”” That which
has been assumed is not ‘foreign to him (dAhétorov avtov)’, but truly his
own (696¢). Here, idtog denotes particularity. This is also the case when
Cyril speaks of Christ’s ‘own existence’ (685d), his ‘own hypostasis’
(694d), or his ‘own person’ (705¢c). The adverb idiq occurs once and
then means ‘individually’ or ‘separately’.” The term idw@dg indicates
specificity in a broad spectrum of applications. It may indicate separate
individuality.” When the Word “with the flesh and in the form of a
slave” is said to be truly povadudg te nai idwmdg the Father’s Son (705d),
uovadin@s denotes that the Word with the flesh is one entity, and idundg
emphasizes that this one entity is the Father’s own Son. However, when
Hermias 1s advised to observe in Jesus Christ the antiquity that belongs
g to the Word, it is precisely not the separate individuality of the

90 On the Incarnation, 683c, 684¢, 69oa, 691d, 706d, 710b, 711b.

I Ibid., 690d (to Deiov).

92 Ihid., 684c (the flesh), 6goa (a perfect man), 707a (the man who the Word has
become; see n. 72), 708¢ (the earthly flesh).

93 Ihid., 695¢, 700b, 701d.

9 Ihid., 706a, 706cd, 7072.

9 Ibid., 700d. See also section 3.6.

9 Ibid., 691d, 703¢, 707b, 712bc. In his description of the Apollinarian view, B also
uses this language: 679d.

97 Ibid., 692¢, 693d, 707b, 708b, 710d, 711b.

9 Ihid., 68oa: idlq Tévteg nal dvapuéoog.

9 Ibid., 686a: iduids ody, DgeoroTa (see n. 54); 694e: undé diiotds els dvdommov
iduig nal. . .
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Word which is meant. Rather, that which specifically belongs to the
divine Word, and not to his humanity,—his pre-existence—is attributed
to Christ—the Word made man—because of the economic union.!®
And when dw@g is placed side by side with guoet it signifies what is
specific for the Son, while gvoel points to the attributes which the Son
has in common with the Father and the Spirit.!"!

We have already come across the communication of idioms in the
sense that both the divine and the human properties are attributed to
one subject, and that, therefore, the Son of Man may be said to have
come down from heaven (see section 4.3.4). In On the Incarnation, we
find the same references to John g:139 and 6:62 (708ab), but also other
examples. Insofar as he is God, he is the Lord of glory, but insofar as
he has become man he asks: “Father, glorify your Son” (702a). Being
consubstantial with the Father, the Son has the Spirit as his own,
but he is said to receive the Spirit, when he has become man (707a).
And although he is life because of his birth from the living Father,
he is said to be made alive with us (707a). We find these paradoxical
statements sometimes in a condensed form: “For the bodiless one has
become visible, and he who cannot be touched has become tangible”
(712b).

In this treatise, Cyril of Alexandria also uses the term dov to
describe the exchange of properties. Just as in Christ ‘being called
only-begotten’ has become a property ({dtov) of the humanity, because
it has been united to the Word according to the economic coming
together, so ‘being said to be among many brothers’ and ‘being called
first-born’ have become a property (idtov) of the Word because he has
been united to the flesh.!®? Cyril does not say that ‘being only-begotten
(0 eivaw povoyeviig)” has become a property of Christ’s humanity, but
‘being called only-begotten (10 povoyevég)’, and similarly for the other
properties. The exchange of properties that he mentions here is not an
ontological exchange, but it is a matter of linguistics. At the ontological
level there is a union of the only-begotten Word with humanity, by
which he has become a man who is the first-born among many
brothers.

100 Jhid., 711d: "Adoer &1 ovv &v Xolotd ‘Incot xad’ Evoowy oixovouuxiy 1o iduwdg Tod
Adyov moeofuTtaTov.

01 Ibid., 709d; see n. 49.

102 Jhid., 700b: “Qomeg odv yéyovev iov tiig dvionmdtnrog v XoLotd T0 novoyeveg Sid.
0 Mvdodar 1@ Adyw ratd ovufaocty olxovowxny, ovtwg dLov Tod Adyou TO év ohhoig
Adeholg %ol TO TEWTOTOROG Ot TO VOOV COQXL.
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Cyril also employs other words to describe the exchange. Antiquity
must be attributed (&dvadetéov) to the Word, “also with the flesh”, as
to him who is God by nature, who is united to the flesh, and who
customarily communicates (xotvomotetv) the things of his own (idiag)
nature to his own (idiw) body (711b). In his Commentary on John, Cyril
employs the verb xowomotelv for the sharing of earthly wisdom by
teaching, of a prerogative or a dignity of the Only-Begotten, and of
spiritual goods by the Samaritan woman.!” It usually goes beyond the
sharing of a name; something real is imparted. This is not to say,
however, that in the particular example of ‘antiquity’ or pre-existence
the flesh participates in such a way that it itself also becomes pre-
existent. The Word, who was made man, existed before the ages,
but he was born according to the flesh only in the last times (711de).
And Cyril writes regularly that Christ received his flesh from the
virgin.!*

In the context of the Eucharist, the communication of idioms re-
ceives a special importance for Cyril of Alexandria. When he has
written that “it may be seen that he grants the glory of the God-
befitting operation (éveoyeiag) to his own flesh” (707ab), Cyril starts
an elaboration on the Eucharist with several quotations from John 6.
Christ has said that they who do not eat his flesh and drink his blood
do not have life in themselves, and that he himself is the bread that
has come down from heaven. Yet, on the one hand, it is not his flesh
that has come down, and on the other hand, one cannot eat the Word.
“But through thousands of words he is seen to gather both [the Word
and the flesh] into one (¢v) and, as it were, to mingle the properties
(iduwwparta) of the natures with each other” (708a). It should be noted
that he does not say here that the natures are mingled, but rather the
properties of the natures.'® He writes that Christ calls his own flesh
life-giving, but he comments that, as far as its own nature is concerned
(8oov frev el diav @vow), the flesh cannot give life. It is only life-giving

103 In Jo. 1.g, vol. 1, 110 (74a); L.10, vol. 1, 159 (107a); IL.2, vol. 1, 242 (162¢); IL5, vol. 1,
288 (194b).

104 E.g., On the Incarnation, 708a: ‘Is it not correct to say that the flesh did not descend
from the heavens, but was from (éx) the virgin, according to the Scriptures?’

105 In the earlier Festal Letter 8 (SC 392, 1007) for the year 420, Cyril writes about a
mixture (Gvaxpaoi), which seems to be a mixture of the two elements. And still in Festal
Letter 17 for the year 429, he speaks of the Word who mingles his own nature with blood
and flesh, although it is clear from the context that he does not have a ftertium quid in
mind (see section 5.4.2.2).
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because of the union (xa®’ &vwouwv) with the living Word who is from
heaven (708c).

On two other occasions, the archbishop speaks in a similar way of
the dwpata.'®® First, the incarnate Word “is composed (ovyxeipgvog)
by both human and super-human properties (idwwuaotv) into one thing,
which is in between”.!'”” And he immediately adds a quotation from
1 Tim. 2:5: He is “mediator of God and men”, explaining that also with
the flesh the Word is God by nature, and truly man, though not a mere
man like us. By ‘in between’, then, Cyril does not mean a tertium quid,
which would imply ‘neither God nor man’, but both sets of properties
remain intact; Christ is God and man.

In the other instance where idimpa appears in a similar context, Cyril
expresses a conclusion based on 1 John 1:1—2 in metaphysical language:
the author all but gathers together (ovvayeiowv) the natures and leads
the power of the properties (idiwudtov) that belong to each nature
into a confluence (woydyxewav).!®® Here again, it is not the natures
that flow together—an expression which looks like mingling—, but the
properties; the natures are gathered together, which does not imply
mingling.

5.3.3. Christology

On the Incarnation 1s not a treatise which gives a positive exposition of
Cyril of Alexandria’s christology. It is a refutation of six ‘heterodox’
views. But from his argumentation against these other positions we
do get a picture of his own understanding of the person of Christ.
Just as we have seen in other writings, the basis for Cyril’s reasoning
is Scripture. He quotes many verses, which for him form the final
authority. But on this basis he reasons, utilizing the metaphysical
terminology we have become acquainted with in the previous chapters.

106 Besides these, there is only one other place in which we find the term idlwua,
namely, On the Incarnation, 707a; see n. 72.

07 Ihid., 709e: dvdowmivolg Te ab %oi Tolg v dviommov idtbdpaoty g Ev T To petakd
ovyzeiuevos. It does not say that the incarnate Word is composed ‘out of (éx)” the two
sorts of properties, which is the usual way of expressing the components, but Cyril uses
a dative, here translated as ‘by’. When he does use éx he designates the components as
“not divinity and flesh only [that is, body only]”, but “humanity [that is, including the
soul] and divinity” (694de), or “humanity and divinity” (702a).

108 [bid., 712a: povovouyi xal ovvayelpmv Tag QUoeLS, ol oydyrewo dywv Tdv Exatéoy
TQETOVIWV IOLWUATOY TV dUVOULY.



THE FIRST YEAR 283

We find language which belongs to the kenotic model, but just as much,
if not more, language which belongs to the composition model (see
section 4.3.1).

Not surprisingly, Cyril repeatedly speaks of the Word who has
become flesh or man. He is also said to exist in the form of God (696e),
to have emptied himself,'” to have come down,!"® and to have assumed
the form of a slave.!'! Cyril also writes that the Logos has assumed
(hafetv, also with the prefixes dva-, émi- and mpoo-) the flesh,''? the seed
of Abraham (681c), that which is human,'”® ‘being less’ (697¢), and the
birth according to the flesh (710b).""* And he emphasizes that the Word
remained the same when he became man. Further, in section 7.3.2.5
we have seen that he applies the language of appropriation and that
he speaks of the Word’s ‘own’ flesh, body and soul. All this fits in the
kenotic or subject-attribute model.

But the language of the composition model is richly present in
the treatise as well. Especially the noun ‘union (évwoug)’, the related
participle ‘united (évodeic)’, and the infinitive ‘to have been united
(Mv@odar)’. The Word is said to be united to the flesh,!™ but also the
flesh to the Word (688b, 692e). In On the Incarnation, Cyril writes several
times that the Logos is united to a perfect or a complete man, but
in Oratio ad Theodosium he has rephrased it each time in such a way
that the word ‘man’ no longer appears.!'® Undoubtedly, the reason for
this alteration is that a union with a ‘man’ is too easily interpreted as
an external connection, which is what Cyril wanted to refute in his
writings against Nestorius. Further, instead of flesh, we also find that
the body (693b, 708c), the soul (6g93b and d), the humanity (700b), and
the temple (698bc) are united to the Word. In virtually all the cases

109" Ihid., 682¢; cf. 695¢ and 696d.

10 Ihid., 691d (vatafefnumg), 695¢ (ratagortoag), 696b (xatafépnxev). Similar terms
occur in the description of the second heterodox view (684b), and in quotations from
John 3:15 (708b) and 6:33, 51 (707¢).

M Ibid., 681a, 694d, 705d.

112 The phrase mv é&valngdeioav odoxa is used by B in his description of the
Apollinarian view (ibid., 679c; and in 679d odua 10 dvaingdév), but also by A in a
reference to the Eucharist (707c¢).

13 Ibid., 696bc, 701d, 705b.

11* Tn a quotation from those whom B accuses of teaching two Sons, we find twice
the expression ‘having assumed a man’ (dvahafetv dvdommov); thid., 68oab.

15 Ibid., 700b, 709c¢, 711b.

116 7hid., 688b, 69ob, 692b. Cf. Oratio ad Theodosium, ACO L.1.1, 52'5, 532+ 25, 5514, Cf.
also On the Incarnation, 6goa with Oratio, 532!
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the English preposition ‘to’ is a translation of the dative. Only once the
Greek preposition mog is used.!!’

Besides ‘union’ and its cognates, other terms are employed to de-
scribe the relationship between the Word and the human element:
‘concurrence (ouvdgour)’,''* ‘coming together (ovvodog),'' ‘to have
come together (ouvevnvéydar),'* ‘to be composed (ovyxeiotar)’,'?! and
‘composed (ovyxeipevog)’.'? And the divine element is not always indi-
cated by ‘the Word’ or ‘the Son’, but Christ is also said to be composed
of humanity and divinity. Once, Cyril explicitly speaks of “unequal and
dissimilar natures”, while a second time, in “the concurrence of both”,
the word ‘natures’ is implied by the context. As we have seen in section
5.3.2, we find dyophysite language also in other places in the treatise,
while the notion of ‘in contemplation only’ is absent. Further, gvoug is
never juxtaposed to vmootaols as a synonym, but it is placed side by
side with odoia a few times. It may be added that the Word with his
flesh 1s never called a gvowc. When Cyril speaks of ‘the ¢iowg of the
Word’'?* or of the Word’s ‘own gioig’,'** he means the divine nature of
the Logos, either the cOMMON NATURE or his INDIVIDUAL NATURE (whose
mutual relationship raises questions regarding Cyril’s trinitarian theol-
ogy). It may be concluded that there is no miaphysite language to be found in On
the Incarnation.

17 Ibid., 693b: yuyh 8¢ 1 Vela, Tv mdg adTOV hayxodoa ocuvdgopv te xol Evwory
(see also n. 79). The reason that mpog is added probably is the presence of the noun
ovvdpoun before évoois. Liébaert (1951), 2011, argues that the use of mpdg and similar
prepositions indicates an active union or coming together, and that such expressions
are practically another way of affirming the assumption of the flesh. In other words,
they are not really part of the composition model, but they, too, belong to the subject-
attribute model. De Durand, SC g7, 220f., n. 1, points out that in On the Incarnation
there are several examples in which the Word and the assumed element are placed
on the same level. I would add that another argument against Liébaert’s suggestion is
the fact that the flesh, etc., are not only said to be united to the Word, but also that,
conversely, the Word 1s said to be united to the flesh, etc. Logically speaking, in the last
instance, the flesh would be the active agent, if Liébaert’s reasoning were correct.

118 Ihid., 688d, 6goa, 693b, 695b, 701d.

119 Ibid., 688d, 698a (in a remark by B).

120 Ihid., 6gob (see also n. 117), 698c.

121 Ihid., 688c (composed out of the humanity and the Son).

122 Ipid., 694¢, 702a, 709¢ (see n. 107).

123 Ihid., 679¢, 683a (in a description of the second heterodox view), 684a, 701d (see
section 5.3.2.3).

124 Jhid., 684¢ (in a remark by B), 6goa, 691d, 706d, 707b, 710b (said by B, approved
of by A), 711b.
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It should still be added that the terms mentioned or their cognates,
especially ovvdeols, abound in the description of the Apollinarian view
in 68ga and b,'* and also occur a few times in other places where this
view 1s indicated.!'?

Cyril of Alexandria himself uses the anthropological analogy twice.
In the first instance he writes that that which the Son has assumed is
considered to be one (gv) with him, just as the composition (ovvieotv)
of man, who is woven out of things dissimilar by nature,'” that is, soul
and body, while both together are regarded as one man. And just as
the whole man is sometimes called ‘flesh’ or ‘soul’, so the incarnate
Son may be designated by his human properties (696c). In the second
case, Cyril gives an exposition of the conversation between Jesus and
the man born blind in John 9:35-38, where Jesus says that the man has
seen the one in whom he is to believe. Cyril concludes that the divine
Word designates himself by the visible body, and he asks how else he
could be (Gv &in) the flesh, if he himself is not regarded as that which
is his own (g adtog mdEywv O Wov avtod), according to the union
(na®’ &vwouv), just as is the case with us. For, he adds, if someone points
out a man—out of soul and body—by his flesh only, he does not regard
him as divided and imperfect (704a). In both cases, then, Cyril utilizes
the analogy to demonstrate that the communication of idioms in the
linguistic sense is valid: it is no problem to say that the Word can be
seen after his incarnation, since he is one with his visible humanity,
although he is and remains invisible in his divinity.

The metaphors of a garment (mepifAnuo and gpoonua)'? and a temple
(vadg; 698b, 712bc) are employed a few times in On the Incarnation.
That the Word ‘puts on’ human nature as clothing returns in later
works as well.'* The word ‘temple’ is also found in references to
the Apollinarian christological position (68gb and e). In his initial
presentation of this view, B says that they bind the Word together with
the temple, that the Word inhabits (vatowfoor) it, making the body

125 “Hvdoda, ovvevodévra, ovvieols (3), ovviideuev, ouvdedoaunrdta.

126 On the Incarnation, 689e (o0vodog), 69oa (cuvdgoun).

127 Ibid., 696¢: mémhenton név yao € dvopolmv Ty guouy.

128 Ihid., 693d (pdonua), 703c (meoifinua) and 712b (mepifAnua). In the description
of the heterodox views, we find verbs related to clothing: wid., 679a (neq@dgexe), 688b
(Gurevvivreg), 6god (Ruméoyeto), 694d (Auméoyeto).

129 We find it twice in Oratio ad augustas: 28%%: “if he who is rich as God would
not have put on (Guméoyero) the nature which is poor”; 42'9 22 the Word “put on
(Murtéoyeto) the nature that was liable to death, that is, the [nature] like ours or the
human [nature]”.
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his own, but taking the place of the rational soul (679d). Because the
terms ‘temple (vaog)’ and ‘to inhabit (ratowfioar)’ are applied to Christ
in Scripture (John 2:19—21 and Col. 1:19), Cyril freely uses them in
works before 428, even in a context where he emphasizes that the
incarnate Word should not be divided into two Christs.”*! The Word
is said to inhabit his own flesh or his body as a temple. But here, in
On the Incarnation, he rejects the position that the divine Son would
dwell in a man: “not as dwelling (ratownoog) in a man, but as himself
having become man by nature” (6g5c). Such a phrase, apparently, Cyril
regards as too vulnerable to an interpretation that does not sufficiently
express the ineffable union. As if this man and the Word would be two
separate beings with an external relationship.

Cyril’s use of the word mpoowrmov is in line with what we have seen in
the previous chapters. The meaning of the word is PERSON, and, just as
in the Commentary on John he writes that Christ should not be separated
into two mpoowna, he now warns that he should not be represented
as denoting two persons (dutpocwmov). And in relation to 2 Cor. 4:6 he
speaks of the mpoéowmnov of Christ, denoting by it the PErRsoN who i3 God
and man at the same time.

Especially from the passages where Cyril speaks of the idwwporta, a
picture emerges regarding his metaphysical understanding of the union
(see the end of section 5.3.2.5). In the remainder of this study we will
have to see whether this picture is compatible with the way in which
he describes the union in the writings of the years 429 and 430. It is
important to realise that the archbishop clearly distinguishes between,
on the one hand, the substance or nature of a being and, on the other
hand, the properties—whether natural properties such as propria or
inseparable attributes, or separable accidents—which are attached to
or lie round the substance, nature or individual being (see section §.2.2).
He speaks of the mingling or the flowing together of the properties, not
of the Word and the flesh, not of the natures.

Since Cyril uses metaphors of place, one might illustrate this view by
the picture in figure 2. The natures have come together without being
mixed, but the properties belonging to both natures now lie round the
combination of the INDIVIDUAL NATURE of the Word and the INDIVIDUAL
NATURE of the flesh. This may be contrasted with two positions which

130" Thesaurus, 397D, 429B, 540CD. In Jo. IL.1, vol. 1, 212 (142¢—143a); IL.3, vol. 1, 250
(167d); IL5, vol. 1, 316 (214b); IX, vol. 2, 402 (762e-763a); XI.10, vol. 2, 726 (992€).
B In Jo. IV.g, vol. 1, 550T. (375d-g76a).
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Cyril rejects. First, one in which not just the properties, but also the
natures themselves are mixed. This is shown in figure 3. It results in
a tertium quid: according to Cyril’s metaphysics, Christ would then be
neither fully God nor fully man, not both God and man. In the second
rejected position, the natures are not mixed, but also the properties
remain attached only to one of the natures. They do not lie round the
combination of both natures, but each set of properties lies only round
the nature they belong to, as is depicted in figure 4. This results in two
Sons and Christs: each nature with its properties lying round it may
be regarded as a separate person, and the two persons only have an
external relationship with each other.

This image is consistent with Gyril’s writing that the Word places the
things of the flesh round his own nature, that is, round the INDIVIDUAL
NATURE of the Word (707b). And it also explains his use of the communi-
cation of idioms. Since the properties of the divine Word also lie round
the individual human nature of Christ, it is possible to say that the
property ‘has come down from heaven’ is attached to the man Jesus, or,
as Scripture has it, that the Son of Man has come down from heaven.
And conversely, since the human properties also lie round the individ-
ual divine nature of the Word, it is possible to say that the property ‘has
been crucified’ is attached to the Logos, or, as it is written in 1 Cor. 2:8,
that the Lord of glory has been crucified. Cyril even goes so far as to
say that the Word grants (yaowouevov) the glory of the God-befitting
operation (&vepvyeiag) to his own flesh (707ab). He explicitly states that
the flesh is not life-giving in its own nature (708c). Thus, the source
of this operation is and remains the divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE of the
Son—the natures are not mixed—, but by the grace of the union this
operation is now also attached to the Word’s own flesh.

Once, the word mpdyuota, that is, REALITIES, is applied to indicate
the elements that together constitute the incarnate Word: “confessing
that one and the same Son has ineffably shone forth out of (éx) two
realities into one thing, which is out of (¢§) both of them”.!"? The
preposition ‘out of” (&x or €E) occurs in various other expressions that
indicate the union of the Word and his humanity: the mediator is

132 On the Incarnation, 713d: &va noi 1OV adTOV Sporoyodvreg Yiov, &x dvolv moaypdrowy,
el #v 1 10 € duepolv amogontws énseqnvota. In Festal Letter 8, SC 372, 6% (p. 100),
Ciyril already writes that a coming together (ovvodog) has taken place of two realities
(moayudtwv) that are dissimilar by nature, divinity and humanity, and that Christ is one
out of both. He there attributes this view to Athanasius. See chapter 8, n. 127.
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composed out of the humanity and the Son (688c); the concurrence
into unity out of a perfect man and the Word (6goa); he is not just
composed out of divinity and flesh only, but bound together out of
two perfect things, humanity and divinity (694de); ineffably composed
out of the worshipping humanity and the worshipped divinity (702a).'**
And it is also used for the soul and body out of (éx) which a perfect
man is composed.’®* It is nowhere added that this ‘out of” is in
contemplation only. It seems that at least at this stage, Cyril employs
the preposition without thinking it through: does the use of ‘out of”
imply that the elements mentioned existed in reality before the union; if
this 1s implied, should it, therefore, be added that it is in contemplation
only; or do the elements indeed exist before the union (for example, the
COMMON NATURE of humanity and the Word of God); or should ‘out of”
be understood in the sense of ‘in’, just as one can say in English: ‘a man
consists of a body and a soul’, and does it refer to the situation after the
union? In On the Incarnation, it is not quite clear what Cyril’s position on
these issues is, and it is probably best to leave them unanswered until
we have investigated other christological writings.

Besides his faithfulness to Scripture, another important reason for
Cyril of Alexandria’s christological position is soteriological. In response
to the Docetists, he argues that, if the incarnation was a mere appear-
ance he cannot help those who are tempted, since he did not suffer
himself when he was tempted (681cd; Hebr. 2:18). If he was not mani-
fested in real flesh, how can he have died and been raised again? Then
our faith is emptied (681¢). Over against those who teach that the Word
was transformed into the nature of the flesh, A quotes Hebr. 2:14f:
Since

the children have shared in blood and flesh, he too participated in them,
in order that through his death he would destroy him who has the power
over death, that is, the devil, and liberate those who were subject to the
fear of death all their lives (682¢—683a).

And those who regard the Word before the incarnation as anhypostatic,
he asks what is extraordinary about God’s love if the Son he gave for
us does not have his own existence. If the Word has not become flesh,

133 In ibid., 688c, 69goa and 702a, &« is repeated before the second element, for
example: out of the humanity and out of the Son. The four occurrences given in the
text are found in Cyril of Alexandria’s own christological statements. Similar phrases
are also found in the descriptions of various heterodox positions.

134 Ihid., 688b, 68ge, 6gob, 696¢, 704a.
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he did not endure the cross, he did not destroy the power of death, nor
come to life again (688de).

In his refutation of the Apollinarian view, Gyril goes into more detail
about the soteriological goal (onomdg; 69od) of the incarnation. The
Word did not just give us a good example of the evangelical life; for
that, it would have been sufficient if he had become visible, either by
assuming a body only (and not a soul), or by merely appearing to be in
a body, as the Docetists say. That, however, would not have been of any
use to us. No, he became a perfect man, in order to liberate the earthly
body from corruption, and to give stability and strength to the human
soul, so that it would be stronger than sin (6g1cd). Christ was the first
man in whom this was the case, and he transmits the incorruptibility
of the body and the stability of the soul to the whole human race by
participation and by grace (6gie—692a). Though both these aspects of
salvation could also be described in terms of deification, Cyril does not
employ this terminology here. He does add another aspect: Christ paid
(évtamotivvig) his own flesh as a gift, truly of equal value (dvtdErov),
for the flesh of all, and he made his soul a ransom (&vtilvtoov) for the
soul of all, although he came to life again, being life by nature as God
(692cd).

When in the final lengthy part of the treatise Cyril denounces the
separation of Christ into two Sons, he adds another reason for his
christological position: Christ gives his flesh as food, and this can only
be life-giving if it 1s united to the living Word (707c, 708¢). And he ends
with describing the benefit for those who confess one and the same
Son out of two realities according to the highest union, in the words of
1 John 4:15: God remains in him, and he in God.

5.4. FESTAL LETTER 17'%

Cyril of Alexandria’s seventeenth Festal Letler, for the year 429, probably
written at the end of 428, is generally regarded as his first work in
the Nestorian controversy. He does not mention Nestorius by name,
nor can we find the title 9gotonog in this work, but most of the letter

135 The critical text and a French translation can be found in Cyrille d’Alexandrie,
Lettres Festales XII-XVII (SC 434), 251299. References are to the chapters and line
numbers from this edition. See also PG 77, 768—789. A Dutch translation has been
published in Costanza (1946), 45-66.
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is devoted to christology, and especially to the affirmation that the
incarnate Word is one, not two Sons, and that, therefore, Mary may
be called the mother (ujtnoe) of God.

5.4.1. Summary of the Conlents

After a preliminary sentence, Cyril writes in the first chapter that
he wants to encourage the faithful to lead a holy life, just as young
wrestlers are urged on by their trainer. Chapter 2 starts with a quota-
tion from Luke 22:7-12, in which Jesus sends two apostles to the city
to prepare the Passover. They are to follow a man with a jar of water.
With a reference to this water, the archbishop exhorts the faithful that
they should purify themselves and cleanse their souls from sins, adding
a citation from Is. 1:16-18. He who lives like this may enter the upper
room and celebrate the feast with Christ.

Cyril then starts the christological part of his letter (2%) by describing
the incarnation in subject-attribute terms, including language from
John 1:14 and Phil. 2:6-8. He who is out of God by nature has come
down and subjected himself to a voluntary kenosis. This is not to say
that he abandoned the glory of his pre-existence. On the contrary, by
remaining what he was, God, he enriched us by his poverty, and in
himself he brought the human nature to a God-befitting dignity (2%7-%).

But soon the archbishop adds terminology of the composition model
to this: we bind the Word of God together with our nature into union,
and weave them into one thing out of both, in order that he is not
regarded simply as a God-bearing man, but as God made man (2% 11).
He is not divided into a man separately and God, but although the
nature of the concurring things is regarded as different, he is accepted
as one Son. He is like a precious stone and its light, which are not to
be separated, but which are regarded as one subject (bmoxeipevov) out
of both. Likewise, he is regarded as a man like us and as God above us
at the same time, and he is both only-begotten and first-born.

From this, Cyril draws conclusions for the way Mary is to be called.
Since even as a baby Christ retained the purity of the divinity, the virgin
that bore him is not just mother (ujtne) of flesh and blood, but rather
of the Lord and God who put on our likeness (2'**'**). He underlines
this with Gal. 4:4: “God sent his Son, born of a woman, born under
the law”. The Word of God, then, did not descend into a man who
was born through a woman, as into the prophets. He dwelt among us,
somehow as it were mixing his own nature with blood and flesh in a
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God-befitting and ineffable way (2'%61*%). And just as the flesh became
his own, so also all the things that belong to the flesh, except sin. More
than anything else, it belongs to the flesh to be born through a mother.
But if we regard the divinity apart from the flesh, then it is without
mother (dGuntwe; 2'%1%%). In the course of this argument, in a few brief
remarks Cyril also denounces two other christological positions: the
Apollinarian view (again without mentioning the Laodicean’s name),
and the view that Christ’s divinity was called to a beginning of being,
when he became man.

In chapter g, Cyril of Alexandria continues his argumentation. The
virgin did not bear the naked divinity, but rather the Word of God
made man and united to the flesh. She who according to the flesh
bore God, who appeared in the flesh on behalf of us, may be called
mother of God (ujtne Geo?; 3°). The archbishop then quotes Is. 8:1—4
and applies it to Christ (3'*9). Isaiah must write down on a large tome
words similar to the name of the son born of the prophetess. Cyril
argues that just as the tome is large, so the mystery of Christ is great;
and that the divinity by itself is indescribable, but that a human pen
can write about the Word after he has become man.

Then follows a brief exegesis of Luke 2:52: “And Jesus grew in
wisdom and stature and grace before God and men” (3%79). It is not
the Word of God who grew in wisdom, for he is the wisdom of God,
Cyril writes. But neither should one ascribe this growth to ‘the man’,
for that would imply a division of the one Christ into two. He is said
to grow in wisdom in that he assumes the properties (ta ) of the
humanity.'*

Another question might be how the human nature could contain the
majesty of the ineffable divinity, for God said to Moses that no one
shall see his face and live (3%%%). How this is possible is a mystery, but
an illustration of it is given in the burning bush in Ex. 3:1-6a, which
Cyril quotes in full (3°1%). Just as the fire did not destroy the bush,
so in Christ the majesty of his divinity has become bearable for our
nature. According to our understanding, divinity and humanity could
not come together into a natural unity (3'*'%), and yet, they did come
together in Christ, and Emmanuel is one out of both.

136 Here, Cyril applies the growth to the incarnate Word’s humanity, that is, to his
individual body and soul. He does this even more explicitly in On the Unity of Christ,
SC 97, 759e—760c. See for a different interpretation of this verse, Thesaurus, 428B—429D,
section 3.4.3, n. 226.



THE FIRST YEAR 203

This leads the archbishop to a discussion of Christ’s kingship (g!%*19),
which he continues in chapter 4 (4"%). God ruled over Israel through
Moses and the prophets, but in the time of Samuel they asked for a
human king. The Lord gave them Saul, although according to Hos.
13:11 it was in his anger that God gave them a king. Christ, however,
is not king as a mere man, but as God who has appeared in humanity.
His rule 1s not under God’s wrath, but rather liberates us from our sins.

With a reference to Rom. 1:23, the Alexandrian archbishop warns
that we should not rank Christ as merely belonging to our nature, but
preserve for the human nature the inseparable union with the Word,
in order that we worship him as God (4***). We honour him because
as God he has become man. And he did this in order to make the
corruptible body incorruptible. Tor just as iron takes on the colour of
the fire in which it is held, and is in labour of its power, so the nature of
the flesh has become stronger than corruption, after it has received the
life-giving Word of God (4574).

Christ calls all to the light through his teaching and through his
miracles. And he freely gave up his own soul, in order to preach to
the imprisoned spirits in Hades (1 Peter 3:19). In the brief chapter 5
(129, Cyril exhorts the faithful once more to be obedient to the one
who bought them with a price, and to care for those in need, for that
is fasting in purity. And after giving the dates for Lent, Easter, and
Pentecost, he ends with a doxology:.

5.4.2. Terminology

5.4.2.1. Ovota, dwooTaots, TEOTWTOV

It is striking that ovoia, Vrdotaows, Tedowmov, and their cognates hardly
appear in festal Letter 17. There are only two places where such a
word is found, and neither is of relevance for Cyril of Alexandria’s
christological terminology. Once, the divine Son is said to be coexistent
(ovvugeotnrmg) with his eternal Father (29). And elsewhere, the word
TEOCoWITOV occurs In a scriptural quotation, where it means ‘face’: ‘No-
one shall see my [God’s] face and live’ (Ex. g§5:20; 3*%). The reason for
this lack of technical terms probably has to do with the audience of the
Festal Letters: it is not just fellow-bishops and theologians, but also less
educated clergy and monks.
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5.4.2.2. Pioig

®vowg and related terms, on the other hand, occur frequently. First, we
have the well-known phrases »zata guow and @uoe, used to indicate
that the Word, Emmanuel, Christ is ‘God by nature’™” or ‘life by
nature’ (4*°), and that the Word is ‘out of God by nature’.!* Also, ‘he
who is God by nature’ says that no-one shall see him and live (3-%).
As has been argued before, a reference to the secondary substance
is implied, and to the process by which this secondary substance is
handed down from the Father to the Son. And when in Christ God
1s said to render his own nature bearable, even to the weakest (3%%),
Cyril refers to the natural properties that are attached to the divine
substance, he does not refer to Christ’s separate existence.

We find a similar usage of the word @ioig in relation to birds (10 1°).
Some fly high according to the law of their nature (vouw guoeng),
others are also aquatic. Their nature marks each in a different way,'®
and by the art of the creator their genus (to vévog) is broadened into
a blooming class of colours. It is clear that here, too, @iois is related
to the secondary substance, and not at all to SEPARATE REALITY. The
nature of the birds determines what sort of animal they are.

The notion of secondary substance, and with it that of natural
properties, is also present when Cyril writes that two properties which
conflict with each other by nature (tf} gvoet) cannot exist together in the
same being (2% %); that a baby cannot yet discern the nature of things
(tdv moayudtov tag @ioelg), that is, whether they are right or wrong
(2124126): and that Christ should be regarded as higher than the created
nature (4. And it is present in the adjective guowog when the Father
is said not to ban his own Son from the [divine]| natural privileges that
inhere him, when he has come in the flesh.'*

If we move to contexts in which both the divine and the human ele-
ments in the incarnation are mentioned in relation to or in comparison
with each other, then we find one instance of a dyophysite considera-
tion, although the word gvos is employed in the singular: “the nature
of the things that have concurred into unity is thought to be differ-
ent” (2'%1%) In such a comparison @volg must once more indicate the

137 Fystal Letter 17, 2130, g5%, 361, 464, 481,

138 [hid., 26566 59192 3128,

139 Ihid., 1%*: yodper 8¢ dhhov dAhwg 1) giog.

10 Ihid., 281-83; 16v Evovimv adtd Quomdv dELwUdTWwY.
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secondary substance. It is interesting that in most of the other cases,
the term @uois is used, not for the divine, but for the human element.
So Cyril writes that—presumably in our thinking—we are “binding
together into unity the Word born out of God with our nature” (¢gvogt
T vad’ Nuag; 2°°%). And the divinity of the Word “is woven together
with the flesh or our nature, which is perfect according to its own prin-
ciple”.!"! Several other examples could be added.'

In chapter 2 Cyril says that in himself Christ “brought the human
nature (tfjg dvipwmeiog gpvoeng) to a God-befitting dignity” (287 %). In a
note, Meunier states that this “concerns the human nature in general,
which receives its salvation in Christ, not the individual nature of
Christ, an expression which one never finds in Cyril”,'* a view which
he had already presented in his book Le Christ de Cynlle d’Alexandrie.'**
It seems indeed reasonable to interpret ‘the human nature’ in this
instance as the human nature in general, which in this particular case
probably refers to the human coMMoN NATURE, not all human beings
combined.

We have, however, seen that when it comes to salvation Cyril regu-
larly uses the notion of ‘in Christ first’, and that there is an interplay
of Christ’s individual humanity and human nature in general (see sec-
tion 3.4.4). In another instance in the same chapter, then, it is more
likely that guoet tfj »ad’ Nuag denotes the human INDIVIDUAL NATURE of
Christ: he was “allowing the nature like ours to move (8oyeodau) accord-
ing to its own laws, while at the same time preserving the purity of the
divinity” (2'%'%). Here, this moving according to its own laws refers
to Christ’s personal knowledge of right and wrong as a human being,
not to any property of human nature in general. This is a clear and first

141 Thid., 21517152 vamheydeioa oagxi fyouv Tf xad’ fHudc @ioel, tehelng gxovon xatd
TOV 1010V Aoyov.

142 Tn ibid., 98081, Cyril asks “how the human nature (/| dvdommov guoig) contained
the majesty of the ineffable divinity”. And he comes to the conclusion that “just as the
fire became bearable for the bush, so the majesty of the divinity for the nature like
ours” (tfj »ad’ fudg gooey; 3'29122). Further down, the archbishop argues that if the
Word “would not have come together into union with our nature (tf) xa9’ Nuag @ooer)”,
our situation would not have improved (3'* 1), And in the fourth chapter, he warns
that we should not rank Christ as simply “belonging to our nature (tfj xod’ fuag @voey),
but we should preserve for the human nature (tfj dvdowmeig @ioel) the inseparable
union” with the Word (4*' #). And in a final instance he writes that having received the
Word, “the nature of the flesh” was made stronger than corruption (47" 74).

143 Meunier, SC 434, 266, n. 2.

14 See section 4.4.8, esp. n. 197.
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example of Cynl’s willingness to attribute particular actions (Eoyeodar) to Christ’s
individual human nature, as long as its union with the Word s unambiguously
maintained.

In most of the cases where guoig is employed for the human element
in the incarnation, it may indeed be regarded as human nature in
general, as the human commoN NATURE, with which the Word is bound
or woven together, or has come together. It is not stated explicitly, but
it would be in line with Cyril’s christology as we have come across
it in the previous chapters, to add: this union of the Word with the
human coMMON NATURE results in an individual man, in whom the
salvation takes place first, and from whom it is transferred to the rest of
humankind.

Only once the divine element is indicated by the word guow in a
sentence where both elements are mentioned in their relation to one
another: “For he has dwelt among us, as it were somehow mingling
(évaxigvag) his own nature with blood and flesh, in a God-befitting and
ineffable way” (2'614%), It is somewhat surprising to see Cyril apply the
verb ‘to mingle’ again to the union of the Word’s nature with blood
and flesh, after the distinction he makes in On the Incarnation between a
coming together of the natures and a mingling of their properties. But
it is clear from what follows that he does not intend a tertium quid, when
he emphasizes that the divinity of the Word accepts a birth like ours
without disgrace and in no way being injured “with respect to being
what it is” (292 1%%). In other words, the Word’s divine nature and his
divine natural properties are not at all changed or impaired as a result
of this ‘mingling’.!*®

Another interesting phrase which Gyril applies to the union of the
Word with his flesh is ‘natural unity’:

Therefore, as far as our understanding and our words are concerned,
divinity and humanity could not come together into a natural unity
(évomra uowmnv), and yet, they did come together in Christ, and
Emmanuel is one out of both (23126,

When the expression ‘natural unity’ is employed in the Dialogues on the
Irimty, it always refers to the relationship between the hypostases of the
Trinity: though they are distinct with respect to hypostasis, they are one

145 That Cyril does not always use the verb dvaxovav (and its equivalents) in the
technical sense of ‘to mix’ (as water and wine are mixed) is quite clear from In Jo. XI.9g,
vol. 2, 6972023 (g72a), where he speaks of the disciples being mingled (&vaxiovauévoug)
in soul and spirit and in the bond of peace and mutual love. See also chapter 6, n. 42.
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with respect to nature.!*® This same usage is found several times in the
Commentary on jJohn,'*” where also the spiritual unity of the believers is
said to be an image of the natural unity of the three divine hypostases.!*
And once, Cyril calls the natural properties of two individual men, Paul
and Peter, “bound into a natural unity”.!* In all these examples from
before the Nestorian controversy the ‘natural unity’ is brought about by
a COMMON NATURE.

In the Thesaurus we once find a similar expression: the Word is
naturally bound into unity with the Father.!® But in chapter g we have
already come across a passage in this early work of Cyril’s where—just
as here in Festal Lelter 17— matural unity’ is applied to the elements in
Christ,”! in which case the unity is not that of a COMMON NATURE, since
the elements are different by nature. There is another passage in the
T hesaurus which may shed some light on Cyril’s understanding of this
other type of ‘natural unity’. When explaining that the verb ‘to create’
does not always imply the beginning of a new substance, Cyril refers to
Eph. 2:15 (“in order to create in himself one new man out of the two”)
and comments that Paul does not intend to say that “through Christ
two men are re-created into a natural unity, as receiving a beginning of
being”."? The archbishop opposes two ways of creating. One indicates
the substance in that it points to the beginning of its being. This is
certainly the case for creation out of nothing. The other indicates a
change (uetdotaoig) of an existing being. From the examples Cyril gives
we may conclude that he has separable accidents in mind: (1) a people
that changes from error to knowledge of God; (2) a heart which is
cleansed; (3) the ‘two men’ denote that the Israelites and the Gentiles
both receive a new understanding (yvaun).

It seems, then, that in this context Cyril means by ‘natural unity’
the coming together of two primary substances into a unity which is so

16 Dial. Trin. 1, 406a; 11, 475¢ and 476¢; VII, 634¢, 641ab and 642d.

Y7 In Jo. XLg, vol. 2, 6681 (952¢); XL.6, vol. 2, 675! (957b).

18 Ihid., XI.9, vol. 2, 6972926 (g72ab); XI.11, vol. 2, 7312>27 (996b), 734 (997¢—998b).
On p. 735 (998d—999a) Cyril speaks of a ‘natural union (puowiis évioeng) between
believers, because they all partake of the one body of Christ; they are oVoomuot.

9 Ihid., IX.1, vol. 2, 4511519 (798a).

130 Thesaurus, 520A. In 141C, 201B and 201C the phrase ‘natural identity’ is applied
to Father and Son.

51 Ihid., 241D. See section 3.4.3, €sp. n. 244.

152 Ibid., 264B. It is part of a demonstration that Prov. 8:22 (“The Lord created me
as the beginning of his ways”, LXX), as applied to Christ, does not mean that the
substance of the Word has been created.
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tight that it results in a new primary substance—which Cyril reckons
to the first type of creation. Even if the two original substances already
had their being it may be said that this new substance has a beginning
of being because of the union. Such a natural unity Cyril denies for
Paul’s ‘new man’ in Eph. 2; this new man is not a new primary
substance, but the phrase indicates that Jews and Gentiles share the
same understanding, the same separable accident. Only a few months
after Festal Letter 17 Gyril will apply the phrase ‘natural unity’ to the
concurrence of body and soul in a man, in his Leilter to the Monks,'
which is also a coming together of two substances or natures, not a
change in a substance or nature due to a separable accident.

When the phrase ‘natural unity’ is applied to the incarnate Word it
1s, therefore, likely that Cyril implies by this two things:

(1) Both elements out of which a new entity is formed belong to
the (Aristotelian) category of substance. It is not the unity of one
substance and an accident.

(2) The new entity really is a unity, one single being, a SEPARATE REAL-
Ity. It is not merely a matter of an external relationship between
the two clements. But although the resulting entity belongs to the
category of substance, this does not imply that it is one exemplar
of a corresponding secondary substance. The incarnate Word is
unique.

This leaves several other questions unanswered regarding the status of
the human element before the incarnation. Of course, there is no doubt
that the divine Word pre-existed the incarnation in Cyril’s theology.
And from his writings from before the Nestorian controversy we get
the impression that Cyril regards the human coMMON NATURE, really
existing, as the element that comes together with the Word, while the
result of this union is that the Word also exists as an individual man.
We will have to see whether this view is consistent with his writings
from 429 onwards, and also what role the notion of ‘in contemplation
only’ plays in this.

Finally, it may be added that once again there are a few instances in
which derivatives of guewv and megurévar are employed with the same
meanings as were discussed in section §.4.1.%*

153 Fp. 1, ACO L1.1, 15%2. See section 5.5.2.2.
5% Festal Letter 17, 235736 (mequndrog), 2% (pivta), 45067 (mequndg).
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5.4.2.8. “Iotog

The word 1dwog and its cognates present a familiar picture. Sometimes
idwog indicates what is proper to a being by nature: the Word’s own
transcendence or majesty,”® our nature’s own laws,'*® the Son’s own
honours (4%). It is also used for the natural relationship between Father
and Son: his own Son (2°%), his own Father (2°)). And td dwa is
employed for all the natural properties of humanity (37). Twice we
find the expression ‘his own nature’ for the divinity of the Word, as
distinct from his humanity.’*” On the other hand, {dtog may denote that
the Word has made his own the flesh and all that pertains to it,'*® and
that it is now his own flesh (2!°%), his own body (3'*), his own soul (4%%).
We encounter the adjective (duxdg once in the sense of proper, fitting:
a name fitting for God (3*). And the corresponding adverb iduxdg, also
once, to indicate individual, separate existence (3'%). The noun dimpa
is absent from this Festal Letter.

5.4.8. Christology

Although there are no explicit references to Nestorius, Constantinople,
or Antioch in this letter, it is not surprising that it is generally regarded
as Cyril of Alexandria’s first writing pertaining to the Nestorian contro-
versy. A large part of it is devoted to christology, especially to a refu-
tation of a division of the one Christ into two Sons. And while the
term Yeotonog is not mentioned, Cyril takes some time to exposit the
view that the Word of God has been born from the virgin according to
the flesh, and that she may, therefore, be called ‘mother of God (ujTne
Oco0)’. It seems that in the earliest stages of the controversy, Cyril was
concerned with the underlying christological issues rather than with the
title Yeotonog as such, an epithet that he hardly used himself before
429.

He starts his discussion of christology with a brief description of the
incarnation in subject-attribute terms, but apart from the recurring use
of ©dog (terminology that belongs to it), the composition model occurs
more frequently in this letter: most often the noun ‘union’ (Evooig),

155 [hid., 286 87, 963,
156 Jhid., 2127-128; also these laws” own principles (Aoywv; 2!98). Cf. 2152,
157 Jhid., 2147; 588,

15 Jhid,, 2158 159, 575, 466,
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but also ‘interweaving’ (cvumhoxnyv; 2!%°), ‘coming together’ (cvvodog;
3%), the participles ‘having been united’ (¢vwOévta; g°*47), ‘having
concurred’,' ‘woven together’,'®® and the well-known expression ‘one
out of both’;!®! once the confusing phrase ‘having mingled’ is applied.'®?
It seems that Cyril regards the composition model a better tool to
emphasize the unity in diversity of the incarnate Christ, over against
the tendency to separate him into two distinct beings.

To describe the view of his opponents, Cyril employs verbs that
indicate separation or division,'® adverbs that denote individuality
and separate existence,'® and the numeral ‘two’.'® Also the adjectives
‘mere’ (Yihog) and ‘only’ (uovog) may express a view in which the union
of the Word with his flesh is not properly confessed. We do not lower
him to a mere humanity (2%), Cyril writes. The child was not just in a
mere likeness to us (3'°). Christ should not be ranked as merely and only
belonging to our nature (4**). And if he is regarded as a mere man
(Yuhog ... dvdowmog) like us, he cannot improve our situation (g 1%).
The theme of the ‘mere man’ is also expressed in different ways. One
should not think of Christ as simply a God-bearing man.'® The Word
of God has not come down in a man who has been born through a
woman, just as in the prophets (2!%%). We do not serve a man, but
God made man (3'% *!). And Christ is not a king as a man like us, like
Saul, but he reigns as the Word in human form (4% %).

The issue of the attribution of actions and properties to the divinity
and the humanity of Christ, whose role would grow during the con-
troversy, is present in this letter as well. The growth in wisdom, stature
and grace from Luke 2:52 should not be ascribed to ‘the man’ (t® év-
Yownw), for that would be nothing else than dividing the one Christ
into two, according to Cyril (3%7%). Instead, the Word has assumed the
properties of the humanity because of the tight union and, therefore,

159 Ihid., 2'%% (ovvdedoaunrotov). Cf. 215116 (Guvdedoaunraot, and immediately be-
fore that, but then in relation to the illustration of a precious stone and its light:
OUVEVIVEYUEVQ).

160 Ihid., 2151 (Gvamheydeioa). CL 2% (dvamhéxovreg), 29 (ouvdotvteg).

161 Ihid., 2% (elg &v T 10 € dugotv), 2!'2 (about a precious stone and its light: &v €&
apgoiv), g% (glg &€ dugpotv 6 "Epuavounh).

162 Jhid., 2148, See section 5.4.2.2.

163 Ibid., 2195 (¢mtépvew), 372 (Suehelv), and in the example of a precious stone and its
light, 2''* (duotdvar, and on the previous line the noun tour).

16+ Ihid., 210% (Gvér uégog), 3127 (dva uéoog and idundog).

165 [bid., 372 diehelv eig dvo TOV Eva XQLoTov.

166 [hid., 299-100: fvo, uny dog dvBowmog duthivg Yeopogroag vooito.
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he is said to grow in wisdom, although he is the wisdom of his Begetter
(3777).17 For Cyril it is a matter of what later came to be called the
communication of idioms. He does not put it as accurately as in On the
Incarnation, but there is no reason to doubt that he would not mean the
same thing: the humanity is and remains the source of its own proper-
ties, but after the union these properties are also attached to the divine
Word (see figure 2 in section 5.3.3). We have seen that the archbishop
does not flinch from attributing an action to the human ¢@uog of Christ,
as long as its union with the Word is secured: as God in humanity he
allows the nature like ours (p¥oel ) ®ad’” fudg) to move according to its
own laws (2'%1%%) and, therefore, the child did not yet know right from
wrong.

There 1s no miaphysite terminology to be found in Festal Letter 17.
‘Natural unity’ is not a miaphysite phrase: it does not indicate the
unity into one nature, but it indicates the union of two natures—
two elements that belong to the Aristotelian category of substance—
into one entity. The word guoiwg usually has a meaning related to
secondary substance, to essence and to the natural properties. Nowhere
does it signify a SEPARATE REALITY. Moreover, when it is employed in
a context where divinity and humanity are spoken of in their mutual
relationship in Christ, it is normally the humanity which is indicated by
the word guoig, only once the divinity. This contradicts Lebon’s claim
that, in his own christological language, Cyril of Alexandria never calls
Christ’s humanity a nature, a human nature.'® When ‘his own nature’
is employed for the Word, it is in contradistinction to ‘blood and flesh’
(2110 14%) "and thus it indicates his divinity, his divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE,
not the Word as a SEPARATE REALITY. And a statement like “the nature
of the things that have concurred into unity is thought to be different”
(21%°197) belongs to a dyophysite rather than to a miaphysite way of
thinking.

167 Wessel (2004), 133, incorrectly adduces this passage for her claim that “Cyril could
say only that Christ’s advance and increase were merely apparent™: “In his Festal letter
for the year 430 [it should be 429; in the accompanying note, Wessel refers to Festal
Letter 17, PG 77, 781A], Cyril had similarly said that Jesus’ progress in stature, wisdom,
and grace did not render the Word of God wise by accession, for the Word was
merely said to increase in Wisdom, in order that the Word may exhibit the properties
appropriate to its human nature”. Cyril, however, does not speak of merely ‘exhibiting’
the properties, but of actually ‘assuming (dvorafdv)’ them. The Word can be said to
increase, because the human properties are ontologically—and not just apparently—
attached to the (incarnate) Word because of the tight union.

168 See chapter 4, n. 104.
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The notion of ‘in contemplation only’ is absent from the Festal Letter.
The verb voeilv (‘to regard’, ‘to think’) is frequent, as it is in many of
Cyril’s writings, but the restriction ‘only’ is not added, while it is not just
the coming together of the elements or their difference that is ‘thought’,
but also their oneness.'® And since Christ’s oneness is certainly not
‘in thought only” according to the Alexandrian archbishop, one cannot
simply suggest that ‘only’ is implied in cases where voeiv occurs without
an explicit restriction like ‘only’.

In her dissertation, Ruth Siddals refers to Cyril’s illustration of a
precious stone and its light (2!%1'%) and regards it as comparable to that
of the scented flower.'”’ She, however, fully concentrates her analysis
on the latter analogy and, therefore, a discussion of her interpretation
will be postponed until section 6.4.2.1, in which Cyril’s treatment of
the scented flower in Contra Nestorium will be investigated. The passage
on the precious stone in the Festal Letter is one of the few places
in which the archbishop uses the word Umoxeinevov: “the subject is
regarded as one out of both”.!”! Thought and reality are somewhat
mixed up in Cyril’s argumentation, since he begins with a division in
the mind and ends with a destruction of the beauty, when the stone
and its light are separated, presumably in reality. The sentence with
the word vmoxeipevov stands in the middle. There is, however, no
reference to predication, and therefore, vmoneiuevov probably has the
ontological meaning SEPARATE REALITY, rather than the grammatical
meaning ‘subject of attribution’. While the stone and its light can be
distinguished, they are one SEPARATE REALITY, and this illustrates the
unity in diversity of the incarnate Word.

Soteriology plays only a small role in this letter. There is a brief
reference to it when Cyril starts his christological exposition: in Christ
the human nature is brought to a God-befitting dignity and placed at
the right hand of God (2% %). Elsewhere, he emphasizes that Christ
is king, not as a mere man, but as the Word who has come together
with our nature, and he adds that otherwise our situation would not
have improved, while now we are said to be renewed to what is

169 Festal Letter 17, 2'°7: “he is admitted and regarded to be in one Son (geig Yiév éva
naadeydels nai voovuevog)”’; 3131132 the Word is “regarded (voouvpéve) as one (v) with
his own flesh”. Cf. also 4**4%: “as God”, Christ “should be regarded (voeiotw) as higher
than the created nature”.

170 Siddals (1984), 137 and 232, nn. 81 and 88.

71 Festal Letter 17, 2'125: iy &v €€ dugotv vositow O moxeipevov.



THE FIRST YEAR 303

incomparably higher (3'41%). Somewhat further down, Cyril writes that
we have been liberated from all our sins through faith, but he does
not develop Christ’s role in this (4*%). And towards the end of the
letter he asks explicitly what the reason is for the incarnation (4%). His
first answer is that when the nature of the flesh received the life-giving
Word, it became stronger than corruption, just as iron receives power
when it is held in the fire. A second reason is that as the light of the
world, he introduces into the minds of all the rays of true knowledge of
God, thus calling them to the light, using both teachings and miracles.
And he freely gave up his soul in order to preach to the imprisoned
souls in Hades, so that he would be Lord over both the living and the
dead. The language of deification is not applied.

5.5. LETTER TO THE MONKS'"

Cyril of Alexandria’s Letter to the Monks of Egypt shows another stage in
the developing controversy, in comparison with Festal Letter 17. Although
once again, neither Nestorius nor Constantinople are mentioned by
name, the allusions to what was happening in the capital have become
more obvious. While the title 9eotdnog is absent from the Festal Letter,
it features prominently in the Letler to the Monks. And there are other
aspects of Nestorius’s christology, as they can be found in the Constant-
inopolitan archbishop’s sermons that were circulating at the beginning
of 429, which his Alexandrian colleague discusses disapprovingly.!”? The
Letter to the Monks may have been written in the month of February of
that year.

5.5.1. Summary of the Contents

In the first two chapters, Cyril speaks to the monks who are involved
in ascesis (Goxnoig) as their trainer. He quotes 2 Peter 1:5-8, according
to which faith leads through various intermediary steps to love, and he
adds that above everything else there must be an unadulterated faith

172 Ep. 1 (CPG 5301; PG 77, 9—40). The critical text can be found in ACO L1.1, 1023
(= V 1). References are to the chapters, pages and line numbers in this edition. An
English translation has been published by McGuckin (1994), 245-261.

173 Liébaert (1970), 3448, compares Cyril’s christology in his Letter to the Monks with
that of Nestorius’s sermons.
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in them. In the third chapter he comes to the point: he is greatly
disturbed to hear that some people query whether the virgin Mary
should be called theotokos or not. He would rather let such subtle matters
rest, but now that others have brought them to the fore, he wants to
give the monks some answers with which they can oppose such foolish
ideas.

In chapter 4, Cyril starts with the rhetorical question how the virgin
would not be theotokos, if Jesus Christ is God, and he states that this
is also what the Fathers have taught. He gives two quotations from
Athanasius in which the epithet is found.'* In the fifth chapter he
mentions as an argument of his opponents that the word theotokos is
absent from the Scriptures and from the Creed. Cyril announces that
he will show that the one who is born from the virgin is God by nature,
and that should suffice as evidence that she may be called theotokos.
After giving the Creed of Nicaea (325) in full (without the anathema)
in chapter 6, he bases his argumentation in the next three chapters
on several of its confessional statements. He speaks of some ‘inventors
of heresies’ (13° who regard the Son as the mediator between God
and men in such a way that he is lower than God but higher than
creation.'” Cyril counters this view by referring to the Creed: the Son
is born from the substance of the Father, he is light from light, God
from God by nature. And he states that according to the holy synod,
the only-begotten Son of God himself descended from heaven, became
incarnate and was made man, suffered and died, and will return as
judge. Besides, the Creed calls him “One Lord Jesus Christ”.

In the chapters 10 and 11, Cyril discusses the title yolototonog, which
was preferred by Nestorius (see section 5.2.1). He gives several examples
of Bible verses in which the term ‘christ’ is applied to men who have
been anointed with the holy Spirit. And he argues that their mothers
might equally be called christotokos. This title does not distinguish the
virgin as the mother of Emmanuel from those other mothers, while
Emmanuel is the only christ who is truly God. Only the virgin, then,
may be called both christotokos and theotokos.

In the twelfth chapter, Cyril compares the birth of the incarnate
Word with that of an ordinary man. A man receives his flesh from
his mother, while God introduces the spirit into this living being in

17+ Athanasius, Contra Arianos 111, 29.1* and g3.2%, in: Athanasius (2000), 340 and 344.
175 Cf. Dial. Trin. 1, g96bc.
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an unknown way.!”* But although the woman only contributes the
flesh, she nevertheless bears the whole living being out of soul and
body. Therefore, she should not just be called cagrotorog, but also
Yuyotoxog, Cyril argues (152212, For flesh and soul are reckoned
as one (£v), even though they are thought to be and are different by
nature. In the same way, the Word who is born from the substance
of God the Father, was united in the last times to flesh endowed with
a rational soul. There is, then, nothing absurd in saying that he—the
Word-—was born through a woman according to the flesh.

In chapters 19 and 14 follows an exegesis of Phil. 2:6-8. Some
separate the one Lord Jesus Christ into two, Cyril writes, placing the
man born from the virgin beside the Word of God, and they say that
it 1s this man who emptied himself. But how could he beforchand be
in the form and the equality of the Father, Cyril asks, for no creature is
by nature in the equality of the Father. And if he already was a man,
how can he be said to have descended into being a man? Someone else
may say that it is indeed the Word of God who emptied himself, but
that he did this by dwelling (xatowfjoon; 16°-2?) in a man. Cyril then
quotes John 14:23, where it says that both Christ and the Father will
come and make their abode in those who love him, and asks whether
the Father empties himself as well, since he dwells in men. And does
the same apply to the Spirit, who also dwells in us? The Alexandrian
archbishop dismisses these interpretations as nonsense.

Having established that it is the Word of God who emptied himself,
the question to be answered in chapters 15 through 18 is how the Word
can be called Christ. For the name ‘Christ’ refers to the anointing by
the holy Spirit. If they say that it is the Word of God by himself (idwxdg;
17") who was anointed, this will lead to various inconsistencies. Does it
mean that the Word was lacking in holiness before he was anointed?
Then he would be changeable by nature and susceptible to sin. Or
does it imply that, since he was equal to the Father, he is now, after
this anointing, greater than the Father? And is the Spirit who does the

176 Ep. 1, ACO L1.1, 15'%. Cyril speaks of ‘spirit’ (mvedua) rather than ‘soul’, because
he quotes Zech. 12:1: it is God who “fashions the spirit of a man in him”. Liébaert
(1970), 40, points out that Nestorius has the same anthropology: a child is formed in the
womb, but without a soul; it is animated by God. According to the Constantinopolitan
archbishop, it would, therefore, be incorrect to call the mother of a man uyotoxrog.
Similarly, the virgin is not to be called 9gotoxog, although she bore a man with whom
the Word of God passed along. Nestorius (1905), 352° 3. The passage is quoted by Cyril
in Contra Nestorium 1.4, 23%173%; see section 6.2.1.
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anointing greater than the Son? Cyril rejects these considerations and
asserts that the consubstantial Trinity is holy by nature, and that thus
the Father, the Son and the Spirit are holy.

An alternative view would be that only the man born from the virgin
is anointed. But this raises the question whether such an anointing
would be enough to be shown equal in glory as God and to sit with
him on the throne. We, too, have been anointed with the Spirit—are
we then in equality with God as well, and should we be worshipped
by the angels? No, Cyril responds, for though we are called ‘gods’, we
remain servants by nature, while he is Son by nature and Lord over all.
He is not a mere man, but the Word of God who made the body from
the virgin his own, so that because of the union he has also become
man. He is not a man who has been made god, just as those who are
gods by grace, but he is the true God who has appeared in human form
for our sake. Cyril undergirds his position by quoting several Scripture
verses. Since, then, he is God by nature and has come together with his
own flesh, the holy virgin may be called theotokos.

In chapters 19 through 21 the notion of an ‘instrument’ is central.
The Alexandrian archbishop argues that Emmanuel was not a God-
bearing (Yeopogog) man or an instrument (3pyavov) of the Godhead,
but truly God made man (19'° -2 29). He gives quotations from Isaiah
and various New Testament books to substantiate this. And he illus-
trates it with a man who has a son playing the lyre: the lyre does not
rank as a son, together with the son. One might call the prophets ‘in-
struments’ of God, and Moses more so than all the others, but does
Christ not surpass them all?

The comparison between Christ and Moses 1s worked out in chap-
ters 22 and 2g. Cyril quotes Hebr. §:1-6, in which Moses is called a
servant in the house, while Christ is faithful as a son over the house,
who is worthy of greater honour than Moses, just as the builder has
greater honour than the house. The archbishop points out that both the
human limitations and the God-befitting glory are attributed to Christ.
For on the one hand he is called ‘high priest” and ‘apostle’ and ‘faithful
to him who appointed him’, and on the other hand he is said to be
so much more honoured than Moses as the builder is above the house.
Moreover, the author of Hebrews writes that “God is the builder of all
things”, thereby indicating that as builder Christ is God.

But how to understand the difference between Moses and Christ, if
both have been born through a woman? Cyril answers: the first one
was a man, under the yoke of slavery, but the other one was free by
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nature as God. He voluntarily underwent the kenosis for our sake,
but that did not deprive him of his God-befitting glory. For just as we
remain human beings by nature when we are enriched by the Spirit
and say to God ‘Abba, Father’, so the Word remained God when he
honoured our nature by assuming that which is human.

At the end of chapter 23, Cyril starts to speak about Christ’s death,
which means salvation to the world, and he elaborates on this in the
next chapter. For he is life by nature, and how can life be said to
die? Cyril takes our own death as an example: no one will doubt—
he writes—that when we die our souls are not destroyed together with
our bodies, and yet we call it ‘the death of a man’. It is like this with
Emmanuel. For he was the Word, who gave his own body, born from a
woman, over to death, although he did not suffer anything in his own
nature. But he appropriated the things of the flesh, in order that the
sufferings could be said to be his, and he could buy those on the earth
with his own blood.

This leads to a discussion of the soteriological reasons behind the
incarnation in chapters 25 and 26. He laid down his life, allowing
death to pull down his flesh for a short time, but then as life abolished
death. If he had not suffered on behalf of us as man, he would not
have brought about the things for our salvation as God. Then our faith
would be in vain, and we would still be in our sins (cf. 1Cor. 15:17).
If, however, Christ were not God by nature, but a mere man and an
instrument of the Godhead, then we would not have been saved by
God. Tor if Christ had died like one of us and would have been raised
by someone else’s powers, how would he have abolished death? But he
who did not know death, went down into death with us through his
own flesh, in order that we would rise with him to life. In him first, our
nature is enriched with incorruptibility. And he ascended to his Father
in heaven in order to render heaven accessible to those on the earth.

In a final chapter, Cyril sums up the conclusions before he ends with
a doxology. Since the crucified one is truly God and king by nature,
how can anyone have doubts about calling the virgin theotokos? Worship
him as one, not dividing him into two after the union, Cyril urges his
readers. That will stop the mouths of both Jews and Greeks, when it
becomes clear that Christ is not a mere man, but God himself.
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5.5.2. Terminology

5.5.2.1. Ovola, VwooTaots, TEOTWITOV

The word odota and two of its derivatives are found several times in the
Letter to the Monks, but in all cases it concerns the relationships within the
Trinity. The terms are not employed in discussions regarding Christ’s
humanity. Mostly, ovoia occurs in phrases like ‘born from the substance
of the Father’, which Cyril uses in his faithfulness to the Creed of
Nicaea (325)."7 The only other time that ovoia 1s used, the Son is said
to be united with the Father ‘by identity of substance’ (13%). Here, as
mostly in the trinitarian writings, it signifies the COMMON SUBSTANCE of
the divine hypostases. It has the same meaning in 6uoovotog, which is
said of the Trinity and of the Son in his relationship to the Father.!'”®
And finally, the Son is called ‘substantially (o0owwddc) holy’ (17%!), which
indicates that holiness is attached to the commoN suBsTANCE of Father,
Son and holy Spirit.

Similarly, the word Uméotaows and its cognates are only applied—
three times—to the Son in reference to the Father. The Son is to
be conceived of in his own hypostasis (8v idig uév vmootdoey; 13%).
The living and enhypostatic (évvmootatog) Word is born out of the
substance of the Father; he does not have a beginning of existence
(brtogEw) in time, always subsisting together with (cuvuvgeotraog) his
Begetter (15° 1%). This usage is in line with what we have seen in previous
writings. The word mpécwmnov is completely absent from the Letter to the

Monks.

5.5.2.2. PVoug

dvog is prominently present, also in this letter, especially in the well-
known phrase ‘by nature’ (rata @iow, @ioe, or v @Uow). It is
discussed whether Christ is God by nature,'” in the course of which
it is questioned whether or asserted that the Word is God by nature,'®
or out of God by nature (13%)—also after he has become man—, that

177 Ibid., 1234, 1924 3%, 15824 20%, 2177, See also section 3.2.2.
178 Ihid., 122, 131, 131, 145, 17%0.

179 Ibid., 12%9, 22%5. 2319,

180 Ihid., 157, 19!, 2220
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he is Son,'! Lord,'® free,'® life (21%), king (23") by nature. As has
been argued before, in these contexts it is the notions of essence and
natural properties, and not that of SEPARATE REALITY, that play a role
and, therefore, giowg indicates a secondary substance or the process
by which this substance is transferred from the Father to the Son.
This meaning is even clearer when Cyril writes that “the holy and
consubstantial Trinity is united in one nature of divinity” (13%3!), where
gvoig stands for the commoN NATURE of the Godhead, and that “the
consubstantial Trinity is holy by nature” (17%).

When those who hold that the Word of God by himself has been
anointed are said to have wronged the nature of the Only-Begotten
(17°), guolg again points to (one of) his divine natural properties: because
they attribute the anointing to the Son they deny implicitly his holiness.
And every time that Cyril speaks of the Word’s ‘own nature (idia
@uotg)’, it 13 in a context where the divine natural properties are part
of the argumentation, not his separate existence. For example, as far
as his own nature is concerned, the Word of God by himself is not
sanctified (1722).1%

In all these cases the word @uoig refers to the divine nature. But we
find a similar usage of the term for the human or other created natures.
So Cyril states that none of the created beings are in equality with the
Father, if they are considered “according to their own nature” (16').
And he adds: How could he have been emptied out, if he was born
from a woman, just like us, while he was a man by nature (16%)?!% In
these instances, also with respect to human beings and other creatures
the term guow indicates the essence and the natural properties, the
secondary substance, not a SEPARATE REALITY. We find such usage not
just in the phrase ‘by nature’, but also in the sentence: “we are not
unaware of the limitations of our own nature (tfjg éovtdv guoemg)” (18%),
where the limitations are properties of our human nature. The adverb

181 Ihid., 1618, 18*,

182 Jbid., 14%0, o1'8.

183 hid., 181, 2121,

184 So also: he did not suffer in his own nature (ibid., 225), rather he suffered in his
own flesh (21%%). And: he who is life by nature only allowed his own flesh to undergo
death for a short time, refusing to suffer [longer| what is against his own nature (bg Com
modelv odn veyouévn T Taed gvowy idiav; 2215 16).

185 Cf. dbid., 16'518: someone who by nature (pioet) belongs to the servants; 17719
that which is deprived of sanctification is unstable by nature (xatd gdow); 202 *: that
which is born by nature (xatd giow) out of a man or out of any of the other living
beings; 212> 26: we are men by nature (xatd gOow).
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‘naturally (puow@g)’, too, is employed to denote the essence: “For if he
is regarded as a mere man like us, how did he take hold of the seed of
Abraham as naturally different from himself?” (18'2°14).

A few cases deserve special attention. First, when Cyril wants to
emphasize that the virgin is not the mother of the deity, he writes
that “the nature of the divinity has not been born through a woman
before it assumed that which is human” (18°°). Although his intention
seems clear, there is an ambiguity about his terminology. The way in
which it is phrased suggests that the nature of the divinity was born
through a woman gffer the Word had assumed his humanity, in which
case ‘the nature of the divinity’ must refer to the Son only, and not to
the comMmoN NATURE of the Trinity. At the same time it is obvious that
it is not the SEPARATE REALITY of the Son that Cyril wants to highlight,
but rather his divine essence. Thus, the word @uvolg seems to indicate
the divine mNpivipuaL NATURE of the Word. But even then it has to
be interpreted in terms of the communication of idioms: because this
divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE is united with the Word’s own flesh, and this
flesh is born through the virgin, this divine nature may also be said to
be born through a woman.

In a second special case we find dyophysite language applied, not
directly to the Word and his flesh, but to the soul and the body of
an ordinary man, which is used as an illustration of the unity of the
incarnate Word. The soul, Cyril says, “is regarded to be and is different
from it [the body] by nature according to its own principle”.'*¢ A little
further he employs the expression ‘natural unity’: the living being is
artfully composed out of two dissimilar things, yet it is one human
being, while each remains what it is, “having concurred, as it were,
into a natural unity”."” According to our discussion in section 5.4.2.2, a
natural unity is a union, not of a substance and an accident, but of two
substances, which together form one single being. This applies to a soul
and a body which together form one human being. And since Cyril
adduces this as an illustration of the incarnation, it seems that he wants

186 Ihid., 152829 w|v iow étéa ma’ adTd vooupévn Te nol Drdeyovon kot TV 1dlov
Aoyov. A few lines earlier, Cyril has already said the same thing without the word giog:
g1e0og O¢ 00onOg nal Ouoiwg Etegog 6 PYuyig ot hoyog: the [natural] principle of the
flesh is different and likewise that of the soul, in other words, soul and body have
a different natural principle. McGuckin (1994), 251, incorrectly translates: “the Word
is different to the flesh, and equally different to the soul”, for within the immediate
context the argumentation concerns an ordinary man, not the incarnate Word.

187 Ihid., 15%032; cuvdedgaunudtmv 8¢ dHomeg &l EvoTnta Quownv.
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to say that Christ, too, is one ontological being, one SEPARATE REALITY,
which is the result of the coming together of two elements that belong
to the Aristotelian category of substance. The questions raised towards
the end of section 5.4.2.2, however, cannot be answered yet.

Then there are two instances in which the human nature occurs in a
soteriological context. First, Cyril writes that the Word of God, having
assumed that which is human, “has honoured the nature” (21%7%). In
this case, ‘the nature’ can be understood as the whole human race.
Further down, it says: “The nature is enriched with incorruptibility in
him as the first” (23'?%). Here, we have the interplay again between
Christ as an individual man and the rest of humankind. Through the
operation of the divine Word, who is life by nature, his own flesh is
made incorruptible (22'317), but he is the first, and this incorruptibility
extends to the whole nature. “The nature’ can again be regarded as the
human race, all human individuals.

Nowhere in this letter does Cyril apply the term guowg to the
incarnate Word as such. When he does use it with respect to the Word
after the incarnaton, it always refers to his divinity, in contradistinction
to his humanity. And ‘natural unity’ is not a miaphysite phrase, but it
rather functions in a dyophysite context: it indicates that two elements
that belong to the category of substance and that are different by
nature, soul and body, come together to form one human being. In
the Letter to the Monks too, then, there is no miaphysite terminology to
be found.

5.5.2.3. “Iotog

Once again, the Alexandrian archbishop uses idtog in two different
ways: on the one hand, to indicate properties or relationships that
belong to a being by nature, or the nature of that being itself, on the
other hand properties or relationships that belong to a particular being,
and not to other beings of the same nature. Under the first category
fall: their own principle (Aoyog; 15%), that which is attached to each
as its own,'® his own majesty (21%). And since the word gvoig in the
expression ‘his own nature’ denotes, not a SEPARATE REALITY, but a
COMMON oOr an INDIVIDUAL NATURE, the use of idiog in this phrase also
fits in this category.'® Following a quotation of Rom. 8:32 (“he who did

188 Ihid., 15°%: it concerns the natural properties of body and soul.
189 See section 5.5.2.2.
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not spare his own Son”; 19%), the word 1d10g appears several times. First
Cyril argues that that which is born out of God’s substance is God’s
own in the same way as that which is born out of a man by nature
is his own. Then he adds that, given the union, the one born from the
virgin is God’s own Son, because the body born from her belongs to the
Word (20'"!"). Here, 1d10g refers to the process by which the secondary
substance is transferred through birth.

In the second category we find phrases like ‘his own hypostasis’
(13%), ‘his own flesh’,'* ‘his own body’,'*! ‘he laid down his own life
(Youymv)’,'? ‘his own blood’ (22°), in all of which ‘his own’ refers to the
divine Son. It is also said of a man’s soul that it is formed together with
its own body (157). Further, Cyril speaks of the Word ‘having made his
own’ the flesh, the body, and the things of the flesh.!*

Twice, we find the term dwdg. In the first instance, Cyril asserts
that the word ‘christ’ does not only and specifically (uove te nai (duxd)
apply to Emmanuel (14" ). And in the second case, he writes about
those who say that it is God the Word by himself (idw®dg)—apart from
the incarnation, that is—who has been anointed, that they wrong the
nature of the Only-Begotten (177).

5.5.3. Christology

The primary aim of the Letter to the Monks is to defend the title
Yeotonog, and Cyril of Alexandria’s main argument is that the one who
was born from the virgin was not a mere man (Ywhog dviowmog),'*
but the Word of God who has become man. In the course of his
reasoning he employs terminology from both the subject-attribute and
the composition models. Thus on the one hand, the Word is said to
have become flesh or man, to have assumed the flesh or the form of
a servant, to have made his own the flesh or the body, to have been
emptied out, or to have subjected himself to a kenosis,'*> while on

190 Ep. 1, ACO L1, 19!, 213, 2231, Once, ‘his own flesh’ belongs to the first, rather
than to the second, category. When discussing Hebr. 2:14-17, Cyril argues that if Christ
were an ordinary man he could not be said “to have partaken of his own flesh” (181%),
since it already was his own flesh by nature (first category).

91 Ibid., 20'° (to which it is added that it “was not of someone else like us™), 22°.

192 Ibid., 2132, 221*. Cf. 22%.

199 Thid., 152425, 1817, 907,

194 Jhid., 153, 181213, 222526 9319,

195 Especially in chapters 13 and 14 (ibid., 16" %?), but also elsewhere: 181011, 2121,

©
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the other hand, terms like ‘union’,'* ‘united’,'” and ‘to bring / come
together’® are employed. A few times, terms belonging to both models
occur side by side. So CGyril writes that, according to Scripture, “the
Word out of God has become flesh, that is, has been united to flesh
endowed with a rational soul”.!%

When we consider the way in which Cyril denotes the elements that
have come together in Christ, we just saw that the Word is said to
have been united to the flesh.?® With these terms for the elements,
the archbishop stays close to the biblical language (John 1:14). But he
also writes that Emmanuel is out of two realities (moayudtwv), divinity
and humanity, though one Lord Jesus Christ (18'% ). And he states that
we “bring together into union the Word born out of God and the
man which is perfectly out of the holy virgin” (18°%). As we will see
in a minute, Cyril is cautious in using the word ‘man’ for the human
element, so it is somewhat surprising that it is so designated in this
sentence. One possible explanation is that, here, it 1s ‘we’ who bring
them together, that is, it is an operation of the mind, not in reality. But
this 1s not made explicit, and the notion of ‘in contemplation only’ is
absent also from this letter.

In certain contexts, Cyril rejects explicitly the use of the word ‘man’
for Christ’s humanity. It is no problem for him to say—with the
Creed—that the Word has become man, nor that ‘as a man’ Christ
does certain things.””! But he argues that the kenosis is not properly
expressed by stating that the Word dwelt in a man,? while he does
say that Emmanuel was the Word in (¢v) his own body (22°%). Also, one
should not call Christ a God-bearing (Yeogogog) man,* nor a man
who has been made god (Jeomomdeig), just as those who are gods by
grace (1822). Similarly, Christ is not to be called an ‘instrument’ of the
Godhead,** although in later writings Cyril finds no problem in calling

196 Ihid., 161, 18718, 208, 2g13.

7 Ihid., 133, 151,

198 Ihid., 18% (ouveveyndvieg), 19! (cuvevnveypévo).

199 Ibid., 133733, Also in 15'171% “he has become flesh, that is, he was united to flesh
endowed with a rational soul”. These are two out of three places where without any
elaboration the Apollinarian view is contradicted. The third, less explicit, place is 186 7.

200 The same elements are mentioned in id., 19': “the Word is God by nature and
has come together into a unity, I mean that with his own flesh”.

201 Jbid., 22!9-20: Christ is said to have died as man (dg dviowmnog).

202 Jhid., 162122 chapter 14 (ibid., 16'® 32) is dedicated to this issue.

208 Ibid., 19'0. Cf. 192829,

204 Ihid., 197112830 the whole of chapter 21 (20'2?7), 2129, and 222> 26,
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the body an instrument of the Word.?® The reason that the archbishop

rejects these ways of speaking is because he detects in them a division
of Christ:

severing (téuvovteg) the one Lord Jesus Christ into two, I mean, into
a man and the Word out of God the Father, they say that he who is
from the holy virgin underwent the kenosis, separating (&moduotdveg)
the Word out of God from him (16 !1).

Even so, verbs that indicate division are employed relatively seldom.
The only other occurrence is in the conclusion at the end: “Worship
him as one, not dividing (dteAwv) him into two after the union” (23%).

Once the verb ‘to put on’ is employed in a context where the
dwelling of the Word in a man is rejected: “is it safe to say that
he put on (Omédv) the form of a slave in this way?” (16%). Because
Cyril does not mind the metaphor of clothing for the incarnation in
later writings,?* his opposition in this sentence probably concerns the
qualifying phrase ‘in this way’ (obtwg), not the verb as such.

When in chapter 12 the Alexandrian archbishop works out the
illustration of the unity of body and soul in a human being, he employs
terminology which in earlier writings he has applied to the incarnation
as such (152%%). A human being is one out of both (v €€ duegoiv), the
soul is reckoned as one (8v) with the body, although it is regarded and
is different from it by nature.”” The living being to which a mother
gives birth is composed (ovvtedewévov) out of unlike things, out of
two, although it is one human being. Each [element] remains what
it is, while they have concurred, as it were, into a natural unity and
sort of mingle with one another that which is attached to each as its
own.?® This description fits very well with the picture in figure 2 of
section 5.9.9. The two elements are two INDIVIDUAL NATURES, that of
soul and body, which have come together, but which do not mingle—
they remain what they are. That which is attached to them, however,
the properties that belong to soul and body, do mingle. It seems that—
contrary to what Weinandy asserts (see section 4.5.3)—the comparison

205 Contra Nestorium 11.8, 462831, In On the Incarnation, SCi 97, 692bc, and still in Oratio
ad Theodosium, ACO L.1.1, 55719, he is said to use “his own flesh” as well as “his own
soul” as an instrument.

206 See n. 129.

207 See n. 186.

208 Fp. 1, ACO Li.1, 153133 pévovrog uév Exarégov todd’ dmeg dotiv, ouvdedoaunxo-
Twv 8¢ Homeg elg EvoOTNTa QuOLY kol 0lov Gvarvavtov dlhowy dmeg dv hg (dtov
EXATEQW TTQOOT).
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of soul and body not only emphasizes that the Word and his flesh are
one, but also gives an idea of fow this unity can be seen.

In the first sentence of chapter 13, Cyril states that it is easy to show
that in the case of Christ the union is “utterly necessary” (dvayxowotd
Mav; 16Y). Especially coming briefly after the expression ‘natural unity’,
this assertion could easily raise the suspicions of his opponents. For the
Antiochenes, ‘nature’ implied necessity: a being cannot go against its
own nature. For them, a ‘natural unity’, therefore, sounded as if the
elements of the union were imperfect by themselves and needed each
other for their completion.® Although in the Letter to the Monks such
a natural unity is only attributed to the incarnate Word indirectly—
through the illustration of body and soul—we have seen instances in
which the Alexandrian archbishop applies it directly to Christ (see
section 7.4.2.2). But Cyril did not mean to say that the incarnation
was a natural necessity in this sense. That the divine Word would be
imperfect and in need of completion by something else is far from his
theological understanding.?’® And in this very same letter, he makes it
quite clear that the Word underwent the kenosis voluntarily.!!

What, then, may he have meant when he called the union utterly
necessary? When we examine his reasoning following this sentence, we
see that he first quotes Phil. 2:6-8, then refutes the views of those who
separate Christ into two beings, and of those who speak of the Word of
God dwelling in a man. Cyril argues that these interpretations lead to
inconsistencies. It seems, then, that the necessity Cyril has in mind is a
logical one.

The soteriological argumentation comes in the last chapters, from
the end of chapter 25 onwards.?'? If Christ had not suffered as a man,
he would not have achieved our salvation as God. Just as in Adam
all die, so in Christ all are made alive. The Word allowed his own
flesh to be pulled down by death for a short time, and then, as life, he
abolished death, in order that the power of death would be dissolved in
the bodies of all. Besides, he bought us with his own blood, and we have
the forgiveness of sins through his blood. Then follow the christological

209 See Theodoret of Cyrus’s criticism in Contra Theodoretum, ACO 1.1.6, 1162, Cf.
Contra Orientales, ACO 1.1.7, 38512,

210 Tn his refutation of the Apollinarian view in On the Incarnation, 69oa, he states it
explicitly.

210 Ep. 1, ACO L, 181011 9121-22 Cyril also stresses that the Word of God is free by
nature: ibid., 18'1, 1829, 212!, Cf. ibid., 16'0°21, 1834,

212 Ihid., 21322310,
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consequences: if Christ were a mere man, or an instrument of the
Godhead, how could his death have abolished death? But he who
does not know death descended into death with us through his flesh,
in order that we would rise with him to life. Our nature is enriched
with incorruptibility in him as the first. Especially this last notion could
easily have been phrased in the terminology of deification, but once
again this language is absent.

5.6. SEVERAL LETTERS FROM 429

In the course of the year 429, Cyril wrote several short letters in relation
to the developing controversy: 7o the Accusers (ep. 8), To the Apocrisiaries (ep.
10), 10 a Devotee of Nestorius (ep. 9), 1o Acacius of Beroea (ep. 14), and his First
Letter to Nestorius (ep. 2). Each of these letters will be briefly discussed.

5.6.1. To the Accusers (ep. 8)21®

The title of the letter states that Cyril wrote it “to those who accused
him that he had not kept silent” after hearing that Nestorius’s teaching
was getting worse. From the letter itself it is clear that the accusation
concerns the Letter to the Monks, by which “the most pious Nestorius
had been grieved”. Cyril responds that it is Nestorius’s own fault,
since he let “the good bishop Dorotheus” [of Marcianopolis] openly
say “in the catholic church of the orthodox”: “Anathema, if someone
says that Mary is theotokos”. And afterwards Nestorius and Dorotheus
had communion together. Cyril concludes that by this act, not only he
and the bishops throughout the world, but also the deceased Fathers
have been anathematized, since all have confessed Mary to be theotokos.
Therefore, he could have written the opposite: “Anathema, if someone
does not say that Mary is theotokos”, but for the time being he has not
done this, he adds. Cyril ends with the remark that he would have sent
many books of the Fathers, in which Mary is often called theotokos, if it
weren’t so tedious to do so. The epithet deotonog occurs five times in
this short letter, but there is no christological discussion and the more
metaphysical key terms are absent.

213 Ep. 8 (CPG 5307; PG 77, 60—61). The critical text can be found in ACO L1.1, 109
(= V 21). An English translation in McEnerney (1987a), 51-52.
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5.6.2. To the Apocrisiaries (ep. 70)*"

This is Gyril of Alexandria’s response to a letter he had received from
his apocrisiaries, his envoys, in Constantinople, as can be gleaned from
the contents and from the title it carries in several of its manuscripts.

5.6.2.1. Summary of the Contents

Through the apocrisiaries’ letter Cyril had learned that Nestorius’s
chaplain Anastasius had pretended to befriend them by stating that
he agreed with what was written in the Letter to the Monks. But he had
added that in that letter Cyril, too, had written that the holy synod (at
Nicaea) did not know the word theotokos. The Alexandrian archbishop
now responds that at the time of the council there was no need to
employ that title since its usage was not an issue, while its correctness is
clear from the council’s thoughts.

That they speak falsely is clear from two documents that were
dispatched to a certain deacon, Cyril continues. The first was put
together by Photius, or by someone else, against the Letter to the Monks.
The other is a pamphlet with the “extraordinary” title: “To those who,
because of the connection (cuvdgewa), either kill the divinity of the
Only-Begotten, or divinize (dmodeotvrag) the humanity” (1102 2%).21° It
stresses that it i3 the body that suffered, not the Word, as if someone
would be so mad as to say that the impassible Word of God is passible,
Cyril comments. Rather, the synod says that the Word does suffer, but
he suffers in the flesh. He is said to suffer himself, when his body suffers,
because also the soul of a human being is said to suffer when its body
suffers, although it suffers nothing in its own nature.

Then follows an interesting sentence about his opponents’ views:

But since it is their aim to say that there are two Christs and two Sons,
the one a man by himself (idw®g), the other God by himself dwdg), they
then make the union be of persons (ropocwmwv) only (1102931).

Cyril quotes Nestorius?'® as saying that the teachers in the capital did
not have the opportunity to expound the doctrines more precisely,

214 Ep. 10 (CPG 5309; PG 77, 64-69). The critical text can be found in ACO Li.1,
110-112 (= V 22). An English translation in McEnerney (1987a), 55-59.

215 This is the title of Nestorius’s tenth homily (CPG 5699). See Nestorius (1905), 265.

216 The name of Nestorius does not appear anywhere in the main text of the letter
in ACO L1.1, but at this place it is mentioned in two manuscripts (see note to 1115
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which Cyril takes to be arrogance, as if Nestorius regards himself better
than his predecessors John and Atticus. And he adds that so far he has
not approached Nestorius on the matter, in the hope that he will repent
and confess the true faith.

Cyril returns to the terminology: since they accuse ‘Mother of
God (Veotonrog)” of being an unaccustomed word, let them be asked
where the titles ‘Mother of Christ (yowototonog) and ‘Receptacle of
God (9e000y0c)” can be found. And Nestorius literally writes: “Let
us not speak of the virgin, who 1s the receptacle of God, as God
(ouvdeohoyduev) together with God”,*” to which Cyril replies: If she
did not give birth to God, nor had Christ, who is God, in her womb,
how can she still be the receptacle of God? Nestorius employs the title
Yeotonog—in the sense of God-begetter—to the Father. Cyril says that
he does not know from where he gets these terms.

The archbishop then turns to a petition to the emperor that his
apocrisiaries have drafted, but he regards it as too aggressive “against
the one there or my brother or how shall I call him?” (112%), and
withholds it. Instead, he wants them to write to Nestorius, asking him
for a decision, and warning him that, if he insists, the matter will be
transferred to other authorities. If Nestorius continues on the same
road, they are to inform Cyril immediately, who already has elected
several bishops and monks to be sent to Constantinople in that case.
He will also write the necessary letters to the necessary people. And he
ends with the assertion that he is willing to suffer anything for the faith
in Christ, until death.

5.6.2.2. Terminology and Christology

It is clear from the summary that the epithet Yeotorog and Nestorius’s
alternatives yoototdrog and Ye0ddyog are the focus of the attention, but
the underlying christological issues are mentioned as well. The terms
ovota. and vmootaog and their cognates do not occur in this letter.
Ipoowmov is employed once to describe the position of Nestorius and
his friends: they regard the union to be one of mpdcwma only (110%),
and that implies two Christs and two Sons, one being a man, the other

also in PG 77, 65C). McEnerney (1987a), 57, translates: “T'hus speaks Nestorius”. The
quotations are part of Nestorius’s fourteenth homily (CPG 5703); see Nestorius (1905),
2821921 and 283 8.

217 This is taken from Nestorius’s tenth homily. See Nestorius (1905), 276
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God. This understanding of mpoowmov is in line with that which we
encountered in the trinitarian writings: it is a (rational) being that exists
by itself and that is capable of an external relationship with another
such being.?!8

The word ¢@uoug is used twice, in familiar ways. Once the Word is
said to be born from the Father by nature (110'), at another time
Cyril writes that the soul does not suffer in its own nature, when
the body suffers (110%). In the latter case it is the soul’s essence and
natural properties that are referred to, and in the former case it is the
process by which the secondary substance is transferred from Father to
Son. The two applications of dtog are found in this letter, too. In the
expression ‘its own nature’ (110%), it is linked to the nature, to what is
shared with other beings of that nature. And when Cyril speaks of the
Word’s ‘own body’ it is the particularity of the Son that is envisaged
(110'%). The Word also appropriates (oixeiottar; 110'%) the suffering of
the body. The adverb dw@g 1s employed in the sense of ‘by himself” to
indicate Nestorius’s view: the one person is a man by himself, the other
is God by himself (110%3").

The verb ‘to unite’ is used for the coming together of the two
elements in Christ: the Word is united (évwdeig; 110°) to the flesh.
And Nestorius’s christology is described as a union (Evooig; 110%) of
two persons. The noun olvodog only has the sense of ‘synod’ in
this letter; it does not denote the coming together of the divine Son
with his humanity. In the title of the Constantinopolitan pamphlet we
encounter the typically Nestorian word ‘connection’ (cuvdgeia; 110%),
but Cyril does not comment on it yet. Another word in this title
to be remembered is ‘to divinize’ (dmodeodv; 110%): the Antiochenes
accused Cyril of teaching that Christ is a divinized human being. At this
moment, the Alexandrian archbishop does not react to it, but already
in the Letter to the Monks (18°°?") he had written that Christ is not a
divinized man (dv9owmog Yeomowdeis), in the way that we are divinized
by grace.

218 The meaning that Nestorius attached to the word is not relevant to the present
discussion.
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5.6.3. To a Devotee of Nestorius (ep. 9)**

According to the title, Cyril of Alexandria wrote this letter to a devotee
(tnhwtng) of Nestorius, which explains the more positive words he
speaks about the archbishop of Constantinople. From the body of the
text it is clear that Cyril and the addressee knew one another. If he
could stop the distress of a brother by a loss of possessions, he would
gladly do so, Cyril writes. But the faith is at stake, and all the churches
in the Roman empire have been scandalized. On the day of judgement,
laymen will only have to give an account of their own lives, but those
in the ministry also of those whom they have introduced into the
mysteries. Cyril writes that he does not regard the pain and the insults
that some disreputable men have hurled against him; God will judge
them. But let the things of the faith be kept safe, and he will yield to
no one “in the obligation of showing greater love to the most God-
loving bishop Nestorius” (108 ?')—whose name is mentioned explicitly
by Cyril for the first time. He wants him to be of good repute and to
show that the rumours about his faith are slander and not at all truth.
If the faith is weakened by some, we will not abandon their souls, he
adds, even if we have to face death. For if we are afraid to speak the
truth, with what countenance (rpoowsn) can we recount the praises of
the holy martyrs before the people? Except for the word mpdowmov at
the end—where it has the meaning of ‘face™mnone of the key terms
appear in this letter. Neither does it contain any christological content.

5.6.4. To Acacius of Beroea (ep. 14)**

By this letter, Cyril of Alexandria tried to gain the support of Acacius of
Beroea, the oldest of the bishops in the East, over a hundred years old,
renowned for his holiness, who had sided with his uncle Theophilus
in condemning John Chrysostom at the Synod of the Oak, 26 years
earlier, where Cyril himself had been present as well.??!

Cyril writes that he hopes to find comfort by sharing his grief with
like-minded people. He is grieved because “the most pious bishop

219 Ep. 9 (CPG 5308; PG 77, 61-64). The critical text can be found in ACO Li.1,
108-109 (= V 20). An English translation in McEnerney (1987a), 53-54.

20 Ep. 14 (CPG 5314; PG 77, 97-100). The critical text can be found in ACO Li.1,
98-99 (= V 16). An English translation in McEnerney (1987a), 73-74.

221 Ciyril refers to their presence at the Synod of the Oak in a later letter to Acacius

of Beroea, ¢p. 33 (CPG 5333; PG 77, 157-162), ACO L1.7, 148%0-%9,
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Nestorius”—who is thus mentioned by name—not only spoke words
that scandalized the church and weakened the faith in Christ, but also
allowed a certain bishop Dorotheus to say openly in the church: “If
someone calls Mary theotokos, let him be anathema” (98!*!%). And so,
Cyril concludes, we have been anathematized together with the holy
Fathers. For Athanasius, Theophilus, Basil, Gregory, Atticus, and many
other bishops call her theotokos, which is possible if indeed Emmanuel is
God. Moreover, the minds of the people have been perverted, for some
no longer confess Christ to be God, while others call him God only in
the way that we are ‘gods’, that is, by goodwill and grace—which is
lamentable.

The archbishop then asks what the advantage is of openly discussing
such subtle doctrinal matters. Would it not be more useful to give moral
expositions? But since I have written a letter to the monks, who had
been disturbed by reading such matters, he—that is, Nestorius—has
become hostile and has gathered some hopeless cases, who have run
away, and is preparing false accusations against me, Cyril adds.

In his response,?? Acacius emphasizes that it is better to let such
difficult doctrinal matters rest, referring to Apollinarius of Laodicea
and Paulinus.?”® And he suggests that those who grieve with Cyril
repress “the reported word” (100')—that is, theotokos—so as not to give a
pretext to those who are prepared to tear apart and divide the church.
Acacius himself sets the example by not using #ieotokos once in his letter,
but twice speaking of “the term in question”.??* According to Acacius,
many of those coming from Constantinople to Antioch, both clergy and
laity, do not have any problem with the term’s orthodoxy. He advises
Cyril to strive for the peace of the universal church. He adds that
John—who had just become archbishop of Antioch in 429—also read
Cyril’s letter and is in agreement with him, Acacius, on this matter.

It is once more clear from Cyril’s letter that for him the issues
underlying the epithet theotokos are christological, but he does not go
into detail and none of the key terms are present.

22 Fp. 15 (CPG 5315; PG 77, 100-101). The critical text can be found in ACO Lr.1,
99-100 (= V 17). An English translation in McEnerney (1987a), 75-77.

223 Paulinus was bishop of Antioch during the Arian controversy. He opposed Mele-
tius. McEnerney (1987a), 76, n. 4.

24 Fp. 15, ACO L1.1, 10071 10 dndévu ond.
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5.6.5. First Letter to Nestorius (ep. 2)**

When Celestine, pope of Rome, had written to Cyril that he was
disturbed by Nestorius’s homilies, Cyril wrote to the archbishop of
Constantinople himself. He starts by stating that some men have come
from the capital to Alexandria with the message that Nestorius was
annoyed by the Letter to the Monks. Cyril points out that it was not his
letter that created confusion, but that it was rather an attempt to allay
the confusion which had resulted from what Nestorius had said, or
what he had not said. He adds that he does not trust the documents—
that is, whether they were really written by his Constantinopolitan
colleague, thus somewhat alleviating the tension.

But the contents of the circulating writings irritated him, Cyril
writes, because the faith is damaged by them. Some have come close
to denying that Christ is God, he explains, confessing rather that he
is an instrument (dgyavov) and a tool (¢oyaleiov) of the Godhead,
a God-bearing man (dvdonmog Yeopogog; 24° )—briefly repeating to
Nestorius some of the christological arguments that he had worked out
in his Leiter to the Monks. How could we remain silent, since we will have
to give account before the judgement seat of Christ, he asks.

Then Cyril announces that Celestine, the bishop of Rome, and the
bishops with him, have written that they were scandalized by some
documents they had received, and that he—Cyril—must consult with
Nestorius, whether they are his or not. And further, he has to take
care of those that have come from the East who are murmuring
against the circulating writings. If Nestorius himself is the cause of these
murmurings, how can he accuse him, Gyril asks. Would it not be better
if he amended his language, after having studied the issue, and called
the holy virgin theotokos (24> %), in order that those grieved could be
healed, and the peace in the church restored?

In the final paragraph, Cyril makes it clear that he is not planning
to change his position: he is willing to undergo imprisonment and even
death for the faith in Christ. Besides, when Atticus was still alive, thus
even before Nestorius was appointed, he wrote a book on the holy
and consubstantial Trinity, in which is also included a treatise on the
inhumanation of the Only-Begotten, which is in harmony with what he

25 Ep. 2 (CPG 5302; PG 77, 39—42). The critical text can be found in ACO Li.1,
2325 (= V 2). An English translation in McEnerney (1987a), 34-36.
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has written now. With the remark that when this treatise is published,
he will probably be accused again, Cyril ends the letter.??

This letter contains much information about the history of the
controversy, but only a few lines about its doctrinal content. Those
lines highlight some of the christological points that Cyril had raised
in his Letter to the Monks. None of the key terms occur. Nestorius did
not react to this first letter. Only after Cyril sent the priest Lampon
to urge Nestorius to do so, the latter wrote a brief response.?”” Apart
from several sentences about Lampon’s insistence, its message can be
summed up in the following quotation:

As far as we are concerned, even though many things have been done
by your reverence not in keeping with fraternal love—for one must speak
mildly—we write with long-suflering and love in salutation (25'>74).

5.7. FESTAL LETTER 18

Towards the end of 429, Cyril will have written Festal Letter 18 for
the year 430. About two thirds of it consists of an exhortation to
fast and pray and live a virtuous life during the time before Easter.
The remainder is devoted to christology, but there i1s no reference to
Nestorius’s teachings. Cyril only gives a brief exposition of what he
regards to be the orthodox understanding, without elaborating on any
heterodox views. The title theotokos does not occur, and although Ciyril
writes that Emmanuel i3 “one out of both” (813C), he does not speak of
those who divide the incarnate Word into two Sons or Christs.

5.7.1. Summary of the Contents

After a brief introduction, in which Cyril emphasizes that it is the con-
tent of his words which is important, not fluency of speech, follow five
chapters. Once again, there are many references to and quotations
from Scripture, from both the Old and the New Testaments, through-
out the letter.

226 If de Durand’s hypothesis is correct, this treatise is On the Incarnation, and it was
sent, in a slightly altered form, to the emperor in the year 430. See section 5.2.2.

27 Ep. 3 (CPG 5303; PG 77, 44). The critical text can be found in ACO L1.1, 25 (=
V 3). An English translation in McEnerney (1987a), 37.

228 PG 77, 800D-820D. No critical text has been published yet, neither a translation
in one of the modern languages.
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In the first chapter, the archbishop urges his audience to strive to
live a virtuous life, rather than gratify the passions of body and soul.
He employs several illustrations to encourage them to persevere in this
spiritual struggle, pointing to the reward that lies ahead: a farmer, a
seaman, a warrior, a physician, and those who stand up against enemies
who ravage the land. In the second chapter, Cyril discusses several
biblical examples. David put on sackcloth, fasted, and prayed (Psalm
34/ 95:13, LXX). The three young men, Ananias, Azarias, and Misael,
fasted (Dan. 1), and they were able to prevail against the flames (Dan.
3). Ezra prayed and fasted to obtain a safe journey (1 Esdras 8:50—53; cf.
Ezra 8:21-23).

In the third chapter, Cyril states that fasting should go hand in
hand with prayer. He then gives two Old Testament examples of
the importance of prayer. First, the story of Israel’s battle against the
Amalekites (Ex. 17:8-16). As a hermeneutical guideline, the archbishop
quotes 1Cor. 10:11: “These things have happened to them as a type
(tvmrdcg); they have been written as a warning for us, over whom the
end of the ages has come” (812A). The second example is 1Samuel
7:6-10: while the Israelites are fasting, Samuel prays.

This passage in 1Samuel leads Cyril into the christological part of
the letter, which starts in chapter 4. The people pour out water on the
earth, and Samuel sacrifices a lamb. Cyril asks what sort of sacrifice
this is. He responds: “We will find them saved and conquered in Christ,
although that which took place was still in types and enigmas, neatly
showing the power of the mystery concerning Christ” (819A). Water is
a symbol (cvupohrov; 815C) of life, and earth of the flesh. The pouring of
water on the earth, then, indicates that the Word has become flesh, that
the life-giving divinity and the humanity from the earth have ineffably
concurred into union. In this way, Cyril adds, we regard Emmanuel
as one out of both. For since he was going to die in the flesh in order
to trample on the power of death by rising from the dead, he made
a mortal body his own. And so he leads the human nature to life. He
did it not for his own nature, but for us; therefore, he is also called
“first-fruits (dmaoyn) of those who have fallen asleep” and “first-born
(mowtotorog) from the dead” (816A). And Samuel offered a lamb as an
image and a type of the true sacrifice, which is Christ, who is God.

Towards the end of the fourth chapter, the Alexandrian archbishop
turns to another Old Testament story, whose interpretation he gives
in chapter 5: one of the signs that Moses did before the Israelites at
the beginning of his ministry is that he took water from the river, and



THE FIRST YEAR 325

poured it on the dry ground, where it became blood (Ex. 4:8—g). Cyril
likens the Father to the river, out of which the water is taken, which
indicates the Son. That the water is poured on dry ground shows
that the Word has become man. And that, having been mixed with
the earth, the water became blood, points to his death. The Word
appropriated the death of his own flesh, and—as if he himself died—is
said to have died on behalf of us. Cyril concludes the christological part
of his letter with a summary of Christ’s deeds, not unlike that in the
Creed.

After a final exhortation to fast, to live virtuously, and to show love
and compassion, Cyril gives the dates of Lent, Easter, and Pentecost,
and ends with a doxology.

5.7.2. Terminology and Christology

The christology of IFestal Letter 18 1s, as it were, a brief summary of
what we have encountered in the previous writings. Language from
both the subject-attribute and the composition models is found side by
side. The Word has become flesh, he “has descended into a voluntary
kenosis” (813B), divinity and humanity have concurred into union
(813C), Emmanuel is one out of both (813C), the Word has made
the body his own (813D), he appropriated the death of his own flesh
(817D). In a type of the incarnation, water and earth are said to be
mixed (uéwwntay; 817C), but Cyril does not apply this verb directly to
the Word and his humanity. Given the smouldering controversy, it
is remarkable that a division of the one Christ into two Sons is not
explicitly repudiated.

Noteworthy, also, is the emphasis on Christ’s death and resurrection
as the way to salvation, including the notion of sacrifice. The saving
passion gets relatively more attention in this letter than in many other
writings of the Alexandrian archbishop. In this context, Cyril also uses
the word ¢vois: the Word made a mortal body his own in order that
he would lead the human nature (v dvdonmov @uow) to life, having
abolished the corruption (813D); ‘the human nature’ refers to all human
beings taken together. We also find the conception that salvation—
especially the change from corruption to incorruption—took place ‘in
Christ first’, expressed in the nouns ‘first-fruits’ and ‘“first-born’ (816A).
Towards the end of the letter, Cyril repeats this: he has become “a way
and a door and first-fruits to incorruptibility for the human nature (tf)
avdowmov gioer)” (820B).
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In the other instances where the term @vowg occurs, it has the by
now familiar meanings. Sometimes, it refers to the divine nature, which
is the nature of the Father and the Son and the holy Spirit (816D
and 817C), their comMoN NATURE. The true God is called “God by
nature” (812A); the Word is said to be life by nature (813B), and to
have been born out of God by nature (817C). In the remaining cases
@uois indicates the divine nature of the incarnate Word, in distinction
from the flesh.?®® It is the properties of the nature that play a part
in Cyril’s argumentation, and therefore, @vowg indicates the divine
COMMON NATURE or the INDIVIDUAL NATURE of the Son, not the Word’s
SEPARATE REALITY. There is, then, no miaphysite language in Festal Letter
18.

The terms ovoio. and vmoéotaows, and their cognates, are absent
from this letter. TTpdowmov occurs twice, but not in connection with
Christ. Once, it says that the three young men looked good before the
nooowmo that saw them (808C). Here, it may denote either ‘face’ or
‘person’. The second time it appears in a quotation of 1Sam. 7:7, in
an expression which simply means ‘before’ (812C). And the word idiog
exhibits the double meaning that we have seen before.

5.8. SECOND LETTER TO NESTORIUS (EP. 4)**

Cyril of Alexandria’s Second Letter to Nestorius was later canonized by
the Councils of Ephesus (481) and Chalcedon (451). It was probably
written in February 4go0. It follows a period of several months of silence,
from which no letters or other documents relating to the Nestorian
controversy are extant. It seems that the Alexandrian archbishop used
that time to study christology more in detail, on the basis of both the
Scriptures and the Church Fathers. During the spring of 430, he wrote
his Five Books against Nestorius and the three Orationes he sent to the court.

229 Festal Letter 18, 813C: the Word “does not undergo change from his own nature
into flesh from the earth, for the nature of God stands firm in its own goods”; 813D:
the Word leads the human nature to life, “for he has not been raised for the sake of his
own nature”; 817C: as long as the Word was not yet flesh, he did not become blood,
“for the living and life-giving nature is completely beyond death”.

230 Ep. 4 (CPG 5304; PG 77, 44—49; Pusey VI, o—11; DEC 1, 40—44). The critical text
can be found in ACO L1.1, 2528 (= V 4). Many English translations of this canonized
letter have been produced, for example: McEnerney (1987a), 38—42; McGuckin (1994),
262—265; Wickham (1983), 2—11; Stevenson (1989), 295-298; Bindley & Green (1950),
200-211.
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But already in this letter we see, besides familiar terminology, the new
expression ‘union according to hypostasis’.

5.8.1. Summary of the Contents

The first chapter is devoted to the men who complained in Con-
stantinople that they were unjustly condemned by a court in Alexan-
dria. Cyril briefly mentions the reasons why they were condemned,
then states that the matter is of no great account to him, and that they
will have to answer to the Judge of all. In the second chapter, he turns
to the christological issue and reminds Nestorius that he should teach
the people steadfastly, and that he should let himself be guided by the
holy Fathers.

In chapter g, Cyril writes that according to the great synod—at
Nicaea in g25—the only-begotten Son of God himself came down, was
made man, suffered, rose again, and ascended into heaven, and that it
is necessary to understand what incarnation means. The nature of the
Word did not become flesh by changing, nor by being transformed into
a complete human being of soul and body. Rather, in an incomprehen-
sible way the Word became man by hypostatically uniting (évaoag ...
nod’ vmootaow) to himself flesh animated with a rational soul. It was
not just a matter of will or approval, nor the assumption of a person
(modowmov) only. For although the natures that come together in unity
are different, there is one Christ and Son out of both. The difference
of the natures is not cancelled, but divinity and humanity make up the
one Christ through the ineffable concurrence into unity.

Chapter 4 deals with the Word’s birth ‘according to the flesh (zota
odgra)’. Although he has his existence and was born from the Father
before the ages, in this way he is also said to be born according to the
flesh, from a woman. His divine nature did not receive its beginning of
being in the virgin, nor did he need a second birth. He is said to have
been born in a fleshly manner, because he came forth from a woman,
having hypostatically united to himself that which is human, for us and
for our salvation. It is not so that, first, an ordinary (zowdg) man was
born from the virgin, on whom subsequently the Word descended, but,
having been united from her womb, he is said to have undergone a
fleshly birth, since he appropriated the birth of his own flesh.

In chapter 5, Cyril applies the same hermeneutical principles to the
verbs ‘to suffer’ and ‘to rise’ from the Nicene Creed. The Word did
not suffer in his own nature, for that which is divine is impassible,
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but because the body that had become his own suffered, he himself
is said to suffer for us. Also, the Word of God is immortal by nature
and incorruptible, but because his own body tasted death on behalf of
all, he himself is said to have suffered death. And because his body was
raised, the resurrection is said to be his.

In the sixth chapter, the division of Christ into two Sons, which may
also be expressed by the term ‘together with (10 ouv)’, is rejected. We do
not worship a man together with (ovumpoorvvotvteg) the Word, Cyril
writes, lest by saying ‘together with’ the image of a separation (toufig
gpovtaoia) 1s introduced. If we reject the union according to hypostasis
as unattainable, we fall into saying ‘two Sons’, for then it is necessary to
distinguish one who is man by himself (idwdg), who is honoured by the
title of Son, and another who is the Word of God by himself (idwxdg),
who possesses the name and the reality of sonship by nature.

In the seventh and final chapter, Cyril refers to Nestorius’s use of the
word mpoommov and to the epithet 9eotoxog, while he repeats some of
his arguments. Dividing the one Christ into two Sons does not benefit
the correct exposition of the faith, he states,

even if some speak of a union of persons (mpoowmwv), for the Scripture
did not say that the Word united himself to the person (mgéowmov) of a
man, but that he became flesh (28'>714).

This expression, ‘to become flesh’, means that he made our body his
own and came forth as a man from a woman, while remaining what
he was, God. This is also what the holy Fathers thought, and therefore,
they confidently called the virgin theotokos. The holy body, animated
with a rational soul, was born from the virgin, and the Word, who is
hypostatically united to it, is said to have been born according to the
flesh. Cyril ends by exhorting Nestorius to think and teach these same
things, and thus to preserve the peace in the churches.

5.8.2. Terminology

5.8.2.1. Ovaia and vwooraog

The word ovota is not found in Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius, nor
any of its derivatives, not even opoovowos. In this letter, dmootaolg is
applied in reference to the incarnate Word for the first time in Cyril’s
writings. Although the term and its cognates appear a number of times
in On the Incarnation, they are there only applied to the Word apart
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from the incarnation (see section 7.3.2.2). According to Richard, Cyril
re-introduced the word into christology after it had been dropped,
following the Apollinarian controversy. And he suggests that in doing
so, Cyril was influenced by the Apollinarian forgeries.?!

None of the cognates of vmootaoig is present in the letter, but the
word itself occurs four times, each time in the phrase ‘united / union
according to hypostasis’. For example, the Word became man “by
hypostatically uniting to himself (¢vioog 6 Adyog Eavtd nad’ HrdcTAGLY)
flesh animated with a rational soul”.?”> What does Cyril mean by
a union zod’ Vméotacw? In our study of his previous writings we
have seen that the primary meaning of tmootaos is ‘a really existing
being’, belonging to the Aristotelian category of substance, that is, an
INDIVIDUAL REALITY. It may also include the notion of existence ‘by
itself’, in which case it is a SEPARATE REALITY. This suggests that the
primary meaning of ‘union according to hypostasis’ is: a really existing
union, a union of really existing elements. But it goes further than this,
since Cyril writes that when this union is denied, we end up with two
Sons. Thus, it 1s not an external union between two individual beings,
but it is a union which results in one SEPARATE REALITY.

When later challenged by Theodoret of Cyrus that this expression
is an innovation, Cyril admits this, but adds that it was necessary to
oppose Nestorius’s unity of honours, and that

rnod’ vmwootaowy does not bring to light anything else than only that the
nature or the hypostasis of the Word, that 1s, the Word himself, having
really been united (xata didelav évodeis) to [a] human nature without
any change and confusion, as we have often said, is regarded as and is
one Christ, the same [being] God and man.?*

This corroborates the conclusion that a union according to hypostasis
indicates two things: (1) that it is a real union; (2) that it results in one
Christ, in one SEPARATE REALITY.

231 Richard (1945), 243f. In PG 74, 24A, the expression ‘one incarnate hypostasis of
the Word’ is included in Cyril’s commentary on John 10:30. However, Pusey has already
noted that this fragment has wrongly been attributed to the Commentary on John, since it
is a passage from Cyril’s Third Letter to Nestorius; see In Jo. VII, vol. 2, 254, n. 18.

232 Ep. 4, ACO L1.1, 26%7. McGuckin (1994), 263, inadvertently leaves zad’ vootaowy
untranslated (or renders it by ‘ineffably’). The other three places are 27'°!! (évdoag
goavt® nad’ vmoéotaow), 287 8 (thy nad’ dnéotacy Evoow), and 28222 (xad’ dnéoTaOY
evieig).

233 Contra Theodoretum, ACO 1.1.6, 115'> 16, This passage is further discussed in section
8.2.4 (n. 18).
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Neither in this letter, nor in Cyril’s previous publications, is there a
hint that Vnéotaog might have the sense of ‘person’, as denoting an
individual, rational being capable of external relationships with other
such beings. It is, therefore, better to translate it by ‘hypostatic(ally)’, as
McGuckin does, than to fill it with more meaning than it actually has
in this letter and render it by ‘personal(ly)’.?**

5.8.2.2. ITpéowmov

The word mpdéowmov occurs three times in Cyril’s Second Letter to Nesto-
rus, in each case to describe a view which he rejects. The Word became
man, “not just according to will or approval, but neither by the assump-
tion of a mpdowmov only” (26%"). And dividing the one Christ into
two Sons does not benefit the correct exposition of the faith, “even
if some speak of a union of mpdowma, for the Scripture did not say
that the Word united himself to the mpdéowmov of a man, but that
he became flesh” (28'*'). It is clear from the last quotation that, for
Cyril—whatever meaning the term may have had for Nestorius—, a
union of mpdowma is an external union, which does not annul the sep-
aration into two Sons. This is in line with the sense the term mpocwmov
has in his writings before 429: an individual rational being, a PERSON,
and therefore also a SEPARATE REALITY.

In our study of earlier writings we have seen that Cyril is cautious
with the word ‘man (dv8owmog)’ in his description of the incarnate
Word. He may be said to have become man, and to do certain things
‘as man’, but he is not to be called a God-bearing man or a man
in whom the Word dwells (see sections 5.3.9 and 5.5.3). These latter
expressions imply a division into two Christs. Here, we find a similar
reluctance with respect to the word mpoécwmov: the incarnation should
not be described as the assumption of a mpoéowmov, and the Scripture
does not say that the Word united himself to the mpocwmov of a man.
Given the meaning of PERsoN which Cyril attaches to mpocwmov, such
phrases would imply that a separate human being already existed

234 The translation ‘personal(ly)’ is given quite deliberately by Weinandy (2003), 41
(see sections 4.3.3 and 4.3.4). Stevenson (1989), 295-298, also renders xod’ vmootaowv by
‘personal(ly)’; and he translates idwdg by ‘in his own person’. Bindley & Green (1950),
209211, has ‘hypostatical(ly)’ three times, but once ‘in His Own Hypostasis’, which
seems to read more into the expression than Cyril intends. McEnerney (1987a), 3842,
translates ‘hypostatical(ly)’ three times, and ‘in actual fact’ once, which expresses one of
the two aspects of the phrase. Wickham (1983), 211, has ‘substantial(ly)’ each time.
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before the incarnation, with whom the Word was subsequently united.
And according to Cyril, such a union of the Word with a human
PERSON could only be external, so that there would still be two Sons. He
explicitly repudiates such an understanding of the incarnation when he
writes that the Word did not descend on an ordinary man who had first
been born from the virgin (27'%5).

It may be added that in this letter the term modowmov is not
juxtaposed to vmootaols. On the contrary, while vootaois is applied to
express Cyril’s own understanding, mpdowrov is employed to describe
the views of his opponents. This underlines that the two terms are
not synonymous, and that xad’ vwoéotaocwy should not be rendered by
‘personal(ly)’.

5.8.2.9. ®vog

Cyril of Alexandria’s usage of the word guiowg in this letter is not
different from what we have come across so far. The Word is said to
be immortal, incorruptible, life and life-giving by nature (xatd @iouv;
27", and he is born out of God the Father by nature (xatd @iow;
26%). Similarly, Cyril speaks of the Word as naturally (puowdg) having
the name and the reality (dvopd te »ai yofjua) of sonship. We also find
the expression ‘the nature of the Word’ and similar phrases.?® In these
instances, Cyril wants to distinguish the Word’s divine nature from his
humanity. In the sentences which speak of his suffering and death, it
is clearly not the Word as a SEPARATE REALITY which he envisages, but
his essence and natural properties. In these cases it can be understood
as his divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE. But also when there is mention of a
change or a beginning of its existence, ¢uvoiwg is more likely to mean
INDIVIDUAL NATURE than SEPARATE REALITY, for it is the qualities of
immutability and eternal existence which Cyril wants to safeguard.
Besides, ‘his divinity’ is juxtaposed to ‘the nature of the Word’, and
in Cyril’s writings the term ‘divinity’ either means the divine comMmmon
NATURE, or the Godhead (as virtually synonymous with ‘God’), or a
divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE, NOt a SEPARATE REALITY. It is likely, then,

25 Ep. 4, ACO Li1.1, 26%° (“we do not say that the nature of the Word has become
flesh by changing™), 27% 7 (“the divine nature did not receive the beginning of being in
the holy virgin”), 27'5 (“the Word of God did not suffer in his own nature”), 27%? (“he
did not enter upon the experience of death with respect to his [own] nature”), 281920
(“the nature of the Word or his divinity did not receive the beginning of being from the
holy virgin”™).
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that in the case at hand both phrases—‘his divinity’ and ‘the nature of
the Word™—indicate the Son’s divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE.
In two related sentences we find dyophysite language:

We say ... that while the natures that have come together into a true
unity are different, there is one Christ and Son out of both, not as if the
difference of the natures has been annulled (dvnonuévng) because of the
union, but divinity and humanity rather have made up for us one Lord
and Christ and Son through the indescribable and ineffable concurrence
into unity (27'7).

The notion of ‘in contemplation only’ is absent in this passage. Not
even the verb voeiv 1s used. It is stated that the natures are different,
and that their difference is not annulled through the union.”® In other
words, also after the union the difference of the natures remains.
There is no mention of ‘the property as in natural quality’ or simply
‘the natural quality’, whose difference Cyril would maintain according
to Lebon (see section 4.4.1). Cyril speaks of the natures themselves.
It seems likely that the natures whose difference remains should be
interpreted as INDIVIDUAL NATURES, certainly not as SEPARATE REALITIES,
for that would imply a division into two Sons. This description fits well
with the picture of figure 2 in section 5.3.3. We may conclude that also
in this canonized letter; Cyril of Alexandria employs dyophysite, not miaphysite,
terminology.

5.8.2.4. 10106

Although we find both usages of idtog in this writing—indicating what
is common or what is particular—the latter is by far the most frequent.
Only once, idog is applied to what is natural, and therefore, shared
with other beings, namely, when the Word’s ‘own nature’ is mentioned
(27%). In all the other cases it denotes the particularity of Christ’s own
flesh or body,*” while Cyril also writes that the Word appropriates
(oinerovuevog) the birth of his own flesh (27'%), and that he made our
body his own (idwov ... émoujoato; 28%).

236 McGuckin (1994), 263, translates: “This did not involve the negation of the
difference of natures”. This could be taken as a noetic difference only, but Cyril’s
language implies an ontological change, which is rejected: the difference of the natures
is not annulled, that is, it remains after the union. McEnerney (1987a), 39, and DEC
I, 41, translate ‘destroyed’; Stevenson (1989), 296, has ‘done away’; Bindley & Green
(1950), 210, and Wickham (1983), 7, have ‘abolished’.

27 Ep. 4, ACO L1, 2714 17:20, 287,



THE FIRST YEAR 333

5.8.3. Christology

The christology of Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius is not really different
from that which we have encountered in his previous writings, but
his response to Nestorius’s views influences the way he expresses it.
The most important change is the introduction of the expression
‘union according to hypostasis’. As we have seen, by this phrase Cyril
emphasizes that it concerns a real, not just a notional, union and that
it results in one SEPARATE REALITY. He does not use a metaphysical
term for this SEPARATE REALITY—neither vmootaolg, nor @iolg, nor
mpoowmov—, but it is denoted by terms like ‘unity’ (évotng), ‘one
Christ’, ‘one Son’, ‘one Lord’, ‘one and the same’ (28" 7).

We find some language belonging to the subject-attribute model—
‘the Word became flesh’, ‘assumption’—but that of the composition
model is dominant. Over against what he sees as a division into two
Sons Cyril emphasizes the union, the concurrence, the coming together
of the Word and his flesh, of the natures, of divinity and humanity, into
one Christ and Lord. He rejects a division (tour); 28%) as well as the
distinguishing (dtopioow) of a man by himself (idwxdg) and the Word by
himself (idwdg; 28%7). One should not divide (o0 dwapetéov) the one
Christ into two Sons (28!°!'"). But he says that the difference (diagpood)
of the natures is not annulled. In this letter too, then, it is not the
difference between the natures after the union that Cyril opposes, but a
separation into two Sons.

His starting-point is the Creed of Nicaea (325), and he unambigu-
ously regards the divine Word as the grammatical subject of the whole
section on Jesus Christ. It is, therefore, the Word who is said to have suf-
fered, died, and risen. And for the sake of the controversy with Nesto-
rius he adds: it is the Word who 1is said to have been born from the
virgin. And he undertakes to explain how this should be interpreted.
He does not understand the ‘who is said (Aéyeton)’ in a docetic way, as
if it were only said, while there was no true birth, suffering, death, and
resurrection. No, they truly happened, but it was Christ’s body or flesh
that underwent them, and because of the hypostatic union he appropri-
ates all things that pertain to the flesh, and therefore, the Word himself
can be said to have undergone them.

In response to Nestorius’s writings, Cyril denounces his understand-
ing of the union in terms of will or approval (xvata 9éknow udvnv 4
evdoxiav)—which he mentions but does not elaborate on—or in terms
of the assumption of a human mpdowmov or of the union of two mo-
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oomo (see section 5.8.2.2). He also opposes the use of the prefix ovv
to indicate that ‘a man’ is worshipped ‘together with’ the Word. In all
these expressions Cyril sees a division of the one Christ into two Sons,
one of which is a man ‘honoured (tenunuévov; 28 with the title ‘Son’,
while the other is the Word, who is Son by nature. Only towards the
end, the Alexandrian archbishop mentions the epithet theotokos, stating
that the Fathers called the virgin by this name. This shows that the title
‘Mother of God” was not an end in itself for Cyril, but that he regarded
it as a symptom of important underlying christological issues.

5.8.4. Nestorius’s Response

Nestorius replied to Cyril’s Second Letter in June 430.2%% He begins by
briefly stating that he “will pass over the insults against us in your
extraordinary letter”, and that a reply will present itself “through the
events themselves” in due time—probably indicating that he plans to
pursue the charges against Cyril of those who were condemned by an
Alexandrian court. But then he immediately turns to the christological
question.

First, Nestorius gives a different interpretation of the Nicene Creed.
Cyril had emphasized that the council had said that it was the only-
begotten Son of God himself who had suffered and risen. His Con-
stantinopolitan fellow-bishop, however, regards the names ‘Lord’, ‘Je-
sus’, ‘Christ’, ‘Only-Begotten’, and ‘Son’ as common to divinity and
humanity—which for the name ‘Only-Begotten’ seems to be a dubi-
ous procedure. The suffering and the resurrection are then said, not
of the divine Son, but of the names which include his humanity: “I
believe, they say, also in our Lord Jesus Christ, his only-begotten Son”
(29?"t). Nestorius gives many examples from Scripture where one of
these names is applied to the incarnate Word. He infers that it is better
to call the virgin yowototonog than deotonog (31%7).

Secondly, he concludes from Cyril’s letter that, despite the explicit
assertion of the impassibility of the divinity, his understanding implies
that the Godhead has become passible. Nestorius applauds the phrase
that the nature of the divinity appropriates (oixetottau) the things of the
body (té tovtov), but if in the name of this appropriation the properties

28 Ep. 5 (CPG 5669/ 5305, PG 77, 49-57; DEC 1, 44—50). The critical text can be
found in ACO L1.1, 2992 (= V 5). English translations in McEnerney (1987a), 4348,
and McGuckin (1994), 364-368; an abridged version in Stevenson (1989), 298-300.
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(idwotntag) of the conjoined flesh are attributed (moootoifew) [to the
Godhead] this is either the error of a Greek mind or the insanity of
Apollinarius and Arius, or rather, worse.

Not surprisingly, the Constantinopolitan archbishop uses dyophysite
language several times in his letter, and he praises Cyril for doing the
same, but he does not notice the distinction Cyril makes between ‘the
difference (duagopd) of the natures’—which endures after the union—
and a division, which in his view results in two Sons. Thus, Nestorius
can write that “I approved of the division (dwaigeowv) of the natures
according to the principle (Aoyov) of humanity and divinity, and the
connection (ouvdgeiov) of them into one person (rgoowmov)”. >

This quotation contains two other interesting terms. First, Nesto-
rius’s typical word for the coming together of the elements in Christ,
ovvdagewa, connection, which, together with the corresponding verb
ovvamtewy and the related mpoodattewv occurs several times in this let-
ter.”* The noun &vwoig is absent, while the verb évotv is used once,
together with the word ovvdgeia in one sentence: “a temple which is
united (vouévov) [to the divinity] in a sublime and divine connection”
(31%). The second interesting term is todowmov, which is only employed
twice. Both in the quotation above and in the other occurrence, it is
used for the result of the connection of the two natures. In the second
instance, the title ‘Christ’ 1s called “a name signifying the impassible
and the passible substance (ovoiag) in a single person” (30'%). In this
letter, Nestorius does not speak of a connection of two mpdcwrmoa.

The quotation from 30'? is also the only occurrence of the word
ovoia (6uoovolov in 29?). Just as often in Cyril’s writings, ovola has a
meaning here which is closely related to that of gpvoig; in several English
translations it is even rendered by ‘nature’.?!!

239 Ibid., 90'% 20, The critical text reads: Tv Tobtov &l £vdg TEOOMMOV CUVAPELRV.
Schwartz postulates &v mpdowmov, which is followed by DEC I, 46, McEnerney (1987a),
45, and McGuckin (1994), 366, in their translations, which have ‘in one person’, ‘into
one person’, and ‘in one persona’, respectively.

20 Jhid., 50192026 120.26,28 512,

24 Ihid., 30'2713: (g Tijg dmadots xal madntiig odolag &v povadmd meoohrw TEooNYO-
otav onuavuv. DEC 1, 46, translates: “a title that expresses in one person both the
impassible and the passible natures”; McEnerney (1987a), 44, has: “a name signifying
the substance capable of suffering and the nature incapable of suffering in one person”;
and McGuckin (1994), 365: “a term that applies to both the impassible and the passible

natures in a single persona”.
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5.9. CoNcLUSION

Cyril of Alexandria’s christological writings up to and including his
Second Lelter to Nestorius show continuity with his christology in earlier
publications, but there is also a development in terminology. We find
language from both the subject-attribute and the composition models,
but it seems that the archbishop regards the composition model more
suitable to counteract what he sees as a two-Sons christology. Just
as in the previous writings, Cyril does not hesitate to use dyophysite
language, while there is no miaphysite language in any of the works that
we have looked at so far. The phrase ‘natural unity’, which is applied
once to the incarnation and once to body and soul,** indicates that
two elements that belong to the Aristotelian category of substance—or
two INDIVIDUAL NATURES—are united to form one individual being. The
implication i3 by no means that the resulting individual being should
be called ‘one nature’. Therefore, it belongs to dyophysite terminology.
It is noteworthy that the word ovoia is virtually absent, but in general
the terms have the same meanings as in the trinitarian writings. New
are the expressions ‘hypostatically united’” and ‘union according to
hypostasis’, which show up for the first time in the Second Letter to
Nestorius. They will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter, since
they appear quite often in Contra Nestorium.

Apart from these two expressions, vmootaols is not applied to the
incarnation or the incarnate Word yet. It is used in trinitarian contexts
to denote the persons of the Trinity, and in On the Incarnation its cognates
are frequent in the discussion of a view which regards the Word before
the incarnation as anhypostatic, but the Word made man is never called
a hypostasis. Also, there is not a single place in these writings in which
vmootaolg and @uolg are employed as synonyms. While tmootaoig
indicates real existence, and sometimes separate existence, the meaning
of gvowg 1s more closely related to that of ovoia, and it varies from
COMMON NATURE and INDIVIDUAL NATURE to ‘all the individuals that
belong to a coMMoON NATURE together’, and in the case of the divine
nature: the Godhead, God himself. ®Voig does not take on the sense of
SEPARATE REALITY.

The expressions ‘union according to hypostasis’ (Evmoig xad’ vrdota-
ow) and ‘natural unity’ (¢votng guowy), both applied to the coming

242 Festal Letter 17, SC 434, 8'%3'20 (divinity and humanity); Letter to the Monks,
ACO L1.1, 15% %2 (soul and body).
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together of the Word and his humanity, do not imply that Ymoota-
owg and @Uog are synonyms. While both expressions emphasize that
the result of the union is one SEPARATE REALITY, they do this each in
their own way. ‘Union according to hypostasis’ stresses the reality of
the union, and since brooTaolg may also denote separate existence, the
result of such a union might be called ‘one hypostasis’, but so far the
Alexandrian archbishop has not employed this phrase. ‘Natural unity’
indicates a union of two natures, that is, two entities that belong to the
category of substance, the result of which necessarily also belongs to
this category. In the case of the two natures body and soul the result is
an entity which may be designated as a human INDIVIDUAL NATURE. Up
till now, however, Cyril has not used the phrase ‘one nature’ for this. In
these conceptions vmdotaols and guog retain their distinct meanings of
(SEPARATE) REALITY and (COMMON Or) INDIVIDUAL NATURE.

Cyril’s use of @uowg with respect to the Logos reveals an aporia,
which he himself may not have been aware of. In his trinitarian writ-
ings, guolg is reserved for what Father, Son and holy Spirit have in com-
mon, while vndotaog and medowmov indicate the three divine persons.
But when Cyril speaks of ‘the @iow of the Word’ in his christological
works, it cannot always mean the divine cOMMON NATURE, but must at
times be taken to mean something like the divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE of
the Son. It is not so easy—if at all possible—to give a place to this INDI-
vIDUAL NATURE in Cyril’s trinitarian theology, but the archbishop does
not dwell on this problem.

Especially in Festal Letter 17, the human element which comes to-
gether with the Word in the incarnation is referred to as gvoic. In line
with Cyril’s previous works, in these instances @Uoig can be interpreted
as the human commoN NATURE: the Word assumes the cOMMON NATURE
of humanity, but in this assumption he becomes an individual man. It
is true that the Word’s individual humanity is not explicitly called ‘the
human nature of the Word’, but in various expressions the existence of
such a human nature is implied. This is the case in On the Incarnation
(707a) where it says that the man who the Word has become “is
deprived of the properties of the divinity in his own nature”. Also in
Festal Letter 17 (2'%71%%), when Cyril writes that the Word lets the nature
like ours (pvoel tf) ®ad’ fudg) move according to its own laws, by which
he means that as a small child Christ had no knowledge of right and
wrong yet. And every time the archbishop speaks of two natures with
regard to the incarnate Word, he must refer to a divine and a human
nature. Especially when he insists that the difference of the natures
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remains, this implies the existence of a human nature in Christ after
the union.*

These two natures in Christ are not separate so as to allow only
an external relationship. Their unity is so tight that together they are
regarded as one SEPARATE REALITY, but in such a way that within this
one reality the two natures retain their difference. The natures are not
mixed, they do not form a tertium quid, in which part of their natural
properties has been lost. The Word is and remains perfect in his own
nature, also when he becomes a perfect man. But their remaining
difference is real, not just in thought. The notion of ‘in contemplation
only’ is completely absent from the writings investigated in this chapter.
What Cyril rejects is the separation of the natures into two Sons or
Christs, not their enduring difference.

The word mgocwmov i1s employed by the archbishop in his refuta-
tion of a two-Sons christology. A separation of Christ into two Christs
may be expressed by the phrase ‘two mpdowma’ or by dunpdowmov. But
also the assumption of a human npécwmov by the Word is denounced,
because the union with a mpéowmov can only be external and automat-
ically implies a division into two Sons.

In On the Incarnation, Cyril does speak of a mixture, not of the natures
themselves, but of their properties (and in Festal Letter 17 similarly with
respect to body and soul in a human being). After the union, the
divine and the human properties do not lie only round their respective
natures, but round the SEPARATE REALITY which is the result of the
concurrence of the two natures. Therefore, the human properties may
be said to be attached to the divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE of Christ, or to
the Word; and the divine properties may be said to be attached to the
human mpivibuaL NATURE of Christ. This is the metaphysical picture
underlying Cyril of Alexandria’s understanding of what we call the
communication of idioms (a phrase which he does not use himself). It is
depicted in figure 2 in section 7.3.5. In the next chapter we will examine
whether this picture is consistently present also in Contra Nestorium,
and whether new terminological developments can be detected in the
largest of Cyril of Alexandria’s christological works.

243 Fstal Letier 17, SC. 434, 21967197; Second Letter to Nestorius, ACO L1.1, 2775



CHAPTER SIX

CONTRA NESTORIUM

6.1. INTRODUCTION

In the course of the year 429, Cyril of Alexandria will have studied the
christological issues that arose from his dispute with Nestorius in more
detail. He investigated the Constantinopolitan archbishop’s sermons
that were circulating, as is clear from the quotations in Contra Nestorium.
And he went through a number of writings from the Fathers, as is
witnessed by the florilegium contained in Oratio ad dominas. His studies
issued into four major christological works which Cyril wrote in the
spring of 430: the two writings just mentioned, Oratio ad Theodosium—as
we have seen, a re-working of On the Incarnation—and Oratio ad augustas.
The present chapter is devoted to Contra Nestorium.

In the manuscripts, the full title of the work reads: “Refutation
in five books of the blasphemies of Nestorius by Cyril, the most
holy archbishop of Alexandria, or the fives tomes of saint Cyril”.!
The author himself writes that he “has come across a certain book,
compiled by someone, containing a large collection of homilies”, and
that “a multitude of blasphemies has been heaped into this book, and
a great accusation has been made which barks against the doctrine
of the truth”, so that he could no longer remain silent.? Throughout
the five tomes, Cyril quotes passages from Nestorius’s sermons, and

I The critical text of Contra Nestorium (CPG 5217; PG 76, 9—248) can be found
in ACO L1.6, 13106 (= V 166; see chapter 5, n. 2); references in the text are to
this edition. See for the Greek text also Pusey VI, 54-239, and for Pusey’s English
translation: GV ET. A more recent translation of part of the text (ACO L.1.6, 16'—
o1t gob-g49; 39*—4831; 58196216, 8330-85%7; 883—g1%) is given in Russell (2000), 131—
174.
Pusey often inaccurately renders vméotaoig by ‘person’, xad’ vmootaowv by ‘person-
ally’, and both &vdowndtg and 10 dvdodmvov by ‘human nature’. Russell is more
careful in the translation of these terms, although once he renders xa9’ vméotaowy by
‘in a concrete and personal manner’ (p. 153; ACO L.1.6, 44%3).

2 GN 1, 142803335,
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then discusses them. Cyril mentions Nestorius by name only once,’
but also for his contemporaries there could be no doubt that it was
the archbishop of Constantinople whose views are denounced. Cyril
switches constantly from the second to the third person and back
again, now addressing Nestorius directly, now speaking about him to
others.

He complains several times that Nestorius ascribes views to him that
he does not hold. He asks him: “Who are you opposing?” (9o'#), and
he writes that “he sets himself up against those who do not exist at all”
(99'7"; cf. 90®). The views that Nestorius attacks and from which Cyril
distances himself include the following: that the virgin gave birth to
the divine nature from her own flesh (31?7%); that the natures of divinity
and flesh are mixed into one substance (9o?' #); that the Only-Begotten
could undergo change (9g* *); that the divine nature would not be
impassible (cf. g6%" and 105" %); as well as particular interpretations of
specific Bible verses.!

In order to do justice to Nestorius, or, as the Alexandrian archbishop
himself puts it, not to give “a mere condemnation, but rather a
wise and true refutation”,’ he quotes passages from his opponent
before he comments on them.® There is no hint that Cyril is aware
that he may nevertheless misinterpret Nestorius’s understanding of the
incarnation. As in his previous writings, Scripture forms the basis for
Cyril’s refutation: he quotes and alludes to many biblical passages. But
he also reasons in metaphysical terms, further developing the concepts
and terminology he had used before the Nestorian controversy started,
along the road he had already taken in his Second Letter to Nestorius.

3 CGN 10, g22": “And 1 say this, having read Nestorius’s words”. Schwartz adds To®
Neotopiov before the second quotation (GN 1.2, 18%%), but this stems from the margin
of the codex (see Pusey VI, 65%7). When the name of Nestorius and titles like ‘the
archbishop of Coonstantinople’ recur in the summary in section 6.2, they are added for
clarity’s sake.

* GN 1L1g, 51111 (Gal. 4:4); L1, 564" (Hebr. 4:14L); V.6, go' 3 (Mt. 24:30).

5 GN IV, 783638,

6 All the quotations from Nestorius in Contra Nestorium are brought together in

ACO L.1.6, 3-13 (= V 165).
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6.2. SUMMARY OF THE C.ONTENTS

6.2.1. Book I

Cyril of Alexandria starts by stating that writings on doctrinal matters
should be tested, and that the Scriptures are the touchstone. In line
with this, he begins his material argumentation with a quotation from
John 1:1, 3, 14. “The Word was made flesh” indicates the force of
the true union, which is “thought to be according to hypostasis (zod’
vrootaowy)”’, and “he made his dwelling among us” forbids us to think
that the Word was changed into flesh (15° ). Immediately, then, Cyril
introduces the expression ‘union according to hypostasis’, which he had
first used in his Second Letter to Nestorius, and which he employs a number
of times in Contra Nestorium.

Before he turns to Nestorius’s views, he gives a brief summary of
his own understanding of “the mystery”, in terminology that we know
from his earlier writings: The Word, who is God by nature, emptied
himself voluntarily, taking the form of a servant, that is, he became like
us in all things, partaking of blood and flesh. He underwent a birth like
us, not to receive being, for “the Word was in the beginning, and he
was God”, but in order to recapitulate the human race, as a second
first-fruits. Through the flesh, which is united to him, he has all in
himself, and it is in this way that we have been buried with Christ in
baptism, that we have been raised with him, and that we have been
made to sit with him in the heavens. For a proper understanding of our
faith in the mystery, then, Cyril concludes, “the reality (10 yofjua) of the
true union, I mean that according to hypostasis” is necessary (15%*).

Book I is further devoted to the defence of the title Yeotdrog, and,
more in general, of the understanding of the incarnation as a birth
of the Word according to the flesh (xatd odoxa; 15%). Before citing a
passage from one of Nestorius’s sermons, Cyril summarizes the position
he is going to denounce as a rejection of the epithet deotonog and as a
division of the one Christ into two Sons.

In the first quotation from Nestorius (16%%), the archbishop of the
imperial city acknowledges that his opponents recoil at the idea that
the divinity (9edtg) would have been born from the virgin. If that is
so, he asks, why is it a problem when we advise you to flee the word
[Oeotomog] and apply a term which is indicative of the two natures,
instead? Cyril strongly emphasizes that he indeed rejects the thought
that the Word would have the beginning of his existence from the
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virgin. But, he adds, we nevertheless call her theotokos, since she has
borne Emmanuel, who is God by nature, for the Word has become
flesh, that 1s, “has been united to the flesh without confusion and
according to hypostasis”.” And just as our body is our own, in the same
way the body of the Only-Begotten is his own, and not someone else’s.
And thus he was also born according to the flesh, for a human body
comes into existence through birth, according to the laws of humanity.
These laws are determined by the nature () @uoug; 177), or rather by the
nature’s Creator.

The Word could have fashioned a body for himself out of the dust of
the earth, as he had done for Adam, but that might have given some a
reason to regard the incarnation as mere phantasy, as the Manichaeans
do, Cyril writes. However, he has partaken of blood and flesh like us,
in order to free the human nature (tv dviommov @vow; 17%) from
the accusations, the decay, and the curse. The Word came down from
heaven, not to indwell someone, as with the prophets, but he has made
a body his own. And by being born from the virgin he recapitulated
(évenegpohrowotto; 18°) the birth of man through himself. Christ is the
one and only [Son| of God the Father, not severed into a man by
himself and God, but the same one is both God and man.

Cyril now addresses Nestorius directly: that you are an advocate
of two Sons and divide the one Lord Jesus Christ will be shown
from your own words. Then follows the second quotation (18** %), in
which the archbishop of Constantinople says that he does not begrudge
the word—from Cyril’s response it is clear that the title deotonog is
meant®—to the virgin, who is yotototorog, but he knows that she
through whom God passed (maofihdev dud)’ is august (oepfaocuiav). He
adds that ‘passed through’ should not be taken to mean ‘was born’; the
Scriptures do not say that ‘God’ was born out of the yoiwototdnog, but
that Jesus, Christ, Son, Lord was born.

7 CN L1, 16*2: dovyyitwg te noi nad’ dmdotacy Evaodijvar cogui.

8 Russell (2000), 136, translates: “I do not begrudge you the expression ‘Virgin
Christotokos’.” This seems to me to be incorrect. When in his response, Cyril writes,
“How, tell me then, do you not (00) begrudge such an expression to the holy virgin,
although (zaitor) you deprive her of the dignity of the divine birth and say that she is
not theotokos?” (19' %), Russell leaves out the word ‘not’ (p. 137). Cyril’s argumentation,
however, 1s: if you yourself do not call the virgin theotokos, because it implies a heretical
view, how can you allow others to use this title (not begrudge this title)?

9 Cyril gives the word mapiidev, though Nestorius (1905), 277%!, has moof\dev. See
also ACO L.1.6, 3, n. to lines 14-16. The accompanying prepositions, dud in line 18%
and éx in line 1828, are uncontested.
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Cyril asks how Nestorius can allow others to use the epithet theotokos,
while he accuses those who do use it of heresy. If the term were
indicative of heretical views, it would be better not to employ it.
Besides, if he permits the title to be applied to Mary only, and not
to Elisabeth and other women, let him acknowledge that the virgin
has indeed borne God and that the Only-Begotten underwent a fleshly
birth.

Next, the Alexandrian archbishop turns to the expression ‘passed
through’, and he suggests that Nestorius would explain it with the
words: “The Word is God, both connected with a man and indwelling
him”.'* This, however, 1s understood by Cyril as implying an ordinary
(rowdg), God-bearing (Yeopdgoc) human being, who cannot be called
‘Lord of all’ and “‘Sun of righteousness’, titles which, in the quotation,
Nestorius applies to the one who passed through the virgin. If a
relational (oxetxijv) indwelling is meant, then there is no difference
between Mary and Elisabeth, for the Word indwelt the latter as well,
through the Spirit, when John was in her womb (cf. Luke 1:15), Cyril
adds. He also rejects an understanding according to which the Word
‘passed through’ the virgin by himself (xa®’ €éavtov), without the flesh.

You yourself have confessed quite often that the Word has been
made flesh, and you have added that the divinity has been made man,
Cyril continues, giving another quotation (21'9?!) to back this up. In it,
Nestorius cites Hebr. 1:2-9 and Acts 17:30-31, and concludes that the
‘Son’ is both appointed heir—according to the flesh—and called the
radiance of the Father’s glory—according to the divinity. “For, having
been incarnated (caoxrwdeis), he has not departed from the likeness
to the Father”, he explains. And in the text from Acts, Nestorius
emphasizes that the word ‘man’ precedes ‘having raised him from the
dead’, “in order that no one would suppose that the divinity, having
been made man (évavdowmioacav), had died”.

Cyril asks who it is who has been made man. He argues that it
cannot have been a human being, since someone who already is man
cannot be made man.'" If] then, the Word has been truly made man, he
is not just connected to a man by indwelling only, or by an external
relation or connection, as Nestorius says. And if the Fathers have
sometimes spoken of a mixture (xodowg) with respect to the incarnate

10 CN L1, 20% 9e0g yao fv 6 Moyog dvdodmm e cuvnuuévog xal vourdv adtd. Loofs,
in Nestorius (1905), 278%F, takes this, too, to be a genuine word of Nestorius.

1 Cf. Letter to the Monks (ep. 1), ACO Lr.1, 161415,
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Word, there is no need to be afraid that they meant a confusion
(&vayvoug), in the way that liquids are mingled with one another, for
they used the word improperly (xataxéyonvtay), in order to emphasize
the extreme union. The Alexandrian archbishop gives an example in
which Scripture itself also employs the verb ‘to mix’ ‘improperly and
simply’: Hebr. 4:2 speaks of those ‘who were not mixed in faith with the
hearers’. This does not refer to a confusion of hypostases, as with water
and wine, Cyril explains, but to a union in soul.

Cyril then turns to three short quotations (22% %), related to Is. 9:6:
‘A child has been born to us, a son has been given to us”, in which
Nestorius writes that “this baby which is seen, ..., [is] eternal Son
according to what is hidden”. Even though he is said to be the eternal
Son ‘according to what is hidden’, you called the baby, which you, as
it were, pointed out with your finger, the Son of God, Cyril reasons.
Maybe you think that it is enough that the natures are connected, not
according to hypostasis, but in unequalled honour and in equality of
rank, as you constantly say, he suggests. This argument will be refuted
in due time, he adds.

In another quotation (25%%), Nestorius takes the example of a
mother who bears the body of a baby, while God creates the soul in
it.!> Therefore, a mother is not to be called Yuyotdrog, he states, but
rather dvdowmotorog. Similarly, the virgin Mary should not be called
theotokos. Ciyril counters that a mother is said to bear the whole man,
although she does not contribute anything to the soul, and that in the
same way, the virgin has borne the Word who is truly united to the
flesh, and may, therefore, be called theotokos. The epithet does not imply
that the Word has his existence from the flesh.

Nestorius has also asked the question whether Elisabeth should be
called mvevpototoxog, since John the Baptist was filled with the holy
Spirit, while still in her womb (25° 7). Cyril responds that the Scriptures
do not say that the Spirit was made flesh. John rather received the
Spirit as an anointing. “Why do you put the reality (xofjnc) of the
incarnation on an equal footing as the grace of participation?”; he asks
(25%). The virgin gave birth to Emmanuel, who is God with us, but
Elisabeth to a prophet, who went before the face of the Lord. Elisabeth,
then, is not pneumatotokos, but Mary is theotokos.

12 Cf. Letter to the Monks (ep. 1), ACO L1.1, 152 33, See section 5.5.1.



CONTRA NESTORIUM 345

The Alexandrian archbishop then recounts the story that ‘a certain
man’—believed to be Eusebius, the later bishop of Dorylacum—stood
up in the church in Constantinople and cried aloud that the Word
from before the ages had undergone a second birth, one according
to the flesh, out of a woman. Nestorius immediately interrupted him
and declared that if there are two births, there are also two Sons, while
the church knows but one Son, the Master Christ (26'1%). Cyril admits
that this argumentation holds for ordinary human beings: if there are
two births, there are two human beings. But it does not apply to the
mystery of Christ: the Word was born out of the Father before the ages,
and in the last times, when he had emptied himself, out of the virgin,
and yet he 1s one Son.

And Cyril continues: I am amazed that, first, he confesses that the
church knows only one Son, but then he separates the things that
have been united and places them apart, not just to examine what the
Word is by nature, and what the flesh, but he gathers them into one
in an equality of honour only, by which the mystery is cast down. To
substantiate this claim, Cyril quotes another passage in which Nestorius
cites parts of the Nicene Creed and points out that it says that we
believe ‘in one Lord Jesus Christ’, not ‘in God the Word® (27%17).
The word ‘Christ’ 1s indicative of both natures, he argues, so that the
death, the crucifixion and the burial are not said of the divinity. Gyril
postpones his discussion of whether the title ‘Christ’ signifies the two
natures, and states that the one Lord Jesus Christ is none other than
the one who is Son by nature, who has been made man, by birth from
a woman. As evidence he quotes John 12:44—45 (“he who has seen me,
has seen the Father”) and 14:1 (“believe in me and believe in God”),
commenting that the faith in God and the faith in Christ is one faith,
not two.

Cyril already mentions that Nestorius may regard ‘Christ’, ‘Lord’
and ‘Son’ as homonyms, titles that apply to the Word without the
flesh as well as to the temple that came forth from the virgin, but
does not investigate it yet. Instead, he turns to another passage from
the Constantinopolitan archbishop, in which the latter emphasizes that,
when the Gospel of John mentions ‘the Word’ it does not speak of
a birth, but rather says that he has become flesh, while a birth is
mentioned in the Gospels and by the apostles only in reference to the
‘Son’.

Cyril then quotes the Creed of Nicaea (g25) in full, without the
anathema (29 '°). One of Nestorius’s arguments was that the Creed



346 CHAPTER SIX

states that Christ was “incarnate of the holy Spirit and the virgin
Mary” (29''*), and that it does not say that he was ‘born’ from them.
Cyril points out that the Nicene Creed does not contain Nestorius’s
phrase.”® But it does say that the Word out of God, the Only-Begotten,
was incarnate and made man, suffered and rose. What does ‘incarnate’
and ‘made man’ mean, other than that he was born according to the
flesh, he asks. Although the word ‘birth’ itself is not used, the nature
of the reality (#} ye to0 mpdyuatog guotg) does not know another way to
become incarnate.

Nestorius, however, writes that being made man means, “not that
his own nature underwent a change into flesh, but the indwelling in a
human being”. Cyril praises him for upholding the Word’s immutabil-
ity, but he denounces the concept of ‘indwelling’, because it is also
employed for the inhabitation of the Spirit, and even of the Father,
in the believers. If incarnation and indwelling are the same thing, then
God has been incarnated many times, he argues. But Bible verses that
speak of indwelling with respect to the Word should be interpreted dif-
ferently. If the Word is said to have made his dwelling among us (John
1:14), this stresses that he did not change into flesh, while ‘the Word was
made flesh’ indicates that he was united hypostatically to flesh. And
when Paul writes that “all the fulness of the Godhead dwelt in him
bodily” (Col. 2:g), this emphasizes that the indwelling is not simple or
relational (GmAfv 7j YoOv oxetxiiv), but true and according to hypostasis,
for the apostle was fully aware that the divine nature itself is bodiless,
but by the phrase ‘dwelt bodily’ he tried to describe the mystery accu-
rately in human words.

In another quotation, Nestorius reasons that what is born of a
mother is consubstantial with her (31°%). Therefore, one cannot speak
of a mother of God—for then she would be a goddess—and if one
does employ the word ‘mother’, that which is born from her is the
humanity, not the divinity. Cyril responds that no one says that the
virgin has borne out of her own flesh the nature of the divinity, so
that Nestorius is fighting non-existent enemies. In a final quotation,
Nestorius repeats that he does not have a grudge against the word
theotokos, but he adds: don’t let them make the virgin a goddess (uf
motettm Yéav; 919234, Cyril declares emphatically that “we who call her
theotokos have never divinized (teeomoujropev) any one of those that

13 The enhanced creed, which has become known as the Niceno-Constantinopolitan
Creed, does contain the phrase, but Cyril always refers to the original creed of g25.
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belong to the creatures” and “we know that the blessed virgin is a
human being like us” (31%-32%). And he ends with the announcement
that Nestorius himself will soon be shown to represent Emmanuel as a
God-bearing man.

6.2.2. Book II

With a reference to several verses from Scripture, the archbishop of
Alexandria states that our words can build people up, but also harm
them. Then follows the one sentence in Contra Nestorium in which
Nestorius is mentioned by name: “I say these things, having read
Nestorius’s words” (32%!). For, Cyril continues, he not only denies that
we should call the virgin theotokos, but he wants to show us Emmanuel as
a God-bearing (9eogpogov) man, not as truly God, but as a man who is
connected (cvvnuuévov) with God in equality of rank (&&iag)—this sums
up the contents of Book II. Quoting the first lines from the Nicene
Creed, Cyril emphasizes that we confess ‘one Lord Jesus Christ’, and
that it was the Word himself who was made man by receiving a body
from the virgin and making it his own.

Nestorius, however, separates (duatoel) the natures and places each
apart (ava péoog), Cyril declares. Then he devises some mode of con-
nection (ovvogelag), that according to equality of rank, and he makes
the Word dwell in a common man, by participation. And he divides
the expressions from the Gospels, ascribing some to the Word by him-
self only (uove te not Wdwrdg), others to the one from the virgin by him-
self (idig). But the Word is made man, not simply according to a con-
nection, thought to be external (Vgadev) or relational (oyenniv), Cyril
adds, but according to a true union, ineffably and beyond understand-
ing. In this way he is regarded as one, and all the things are said as of
one person (wg €€ évOg TEOTHITOV).

At this point, we encounter the pio gpiowg formula for the first time in
the Alexandrian archbishop’s writings:

For now, after the union, there is thought to be one nature, the incarnate
[nature] of the Word himself] just as is reasonably thought with respect
to ourselves too. For a man is truly one, composed (ovyxeipevog) out of
unlike realities (moayudtmv), I mean soul and body (33°9).

And Cyril immediately gives two additions in order to distance himself
from heterodox views that were attributed to him. One, the body
united to God the Word is animated with a rational soul. Two, the
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flesh is different from the Word according to the principle of its own
nature, and, conversely, the nature of the Word himself is different
substantially (o0owwdd@g). But then he reiterates his point in other words:
but although the things named are thought to be different and scattered
into natural otherness, Christ is regarded as one out of both, divinity
and humanity having come together according to a true union.

Cyril then gives three examples of the union, which he has taken
from Scripture. First, the coal mentioned in Is. 6:6: wood and fire have
come together into union. Second, the pearl from Mt. 13:45f.: the pearl
itself and the radiance in it. Third, the lily from Song 2:1: the flower
itself and its fragrance. And he concludes that Scripture binds the Son
into a true union and leads us in faith to one person (gig TpdoWTMTOV €V).
But, he continues, Nestorius severs him, because he is afraid that when
the virgin is called theotokos a mixture of the hypostases is implied—
though no one thinks this, he adds.

In the first quotation in Book II (342 %!), Nestorius writes that he does
not oppose the title theotokos if someone employs it in simple faith. But
he objects to it, because he detects the heresies of Arius, Eunomius, and
Apollinarius in it: the two natures are not divided (dtowgovuévamv), but
a mixture (xpdoews) has taken place, while the lowly attributes are not
attributed to the humanity, but all things are said of one [subject], not
according to the rank based on a connection, but according to nature.

Cyril comments that Nestorius severs Christ into two persons and
hypostases, which are completely separated from each other, while he
attributes the sayings that belong to them to each separately. And in ter-
minology reminiscent of Nestorius’s own words, he writes: “And, con-
versely, he calls Christ Jesus, the Lord, one, in that a man is connected
to God according to rank only, not according to a true union, that
1s, according to nature” (34*°—35'). The Alexandrian archbishop argues
that things that are in equality of rank do not for that reason part
with their individual existence (to Umdoyewv doovotdtwg). For exam-
ple, Peter and John were both apostles and shared the same honours,
but should we, therefore, regard them as one man, and does this suffice
for a true union, a union in the hypostases?

Cyril then asks what mode of connection Nestorius is talking about.
Those who have equal dignity are separate from one another in
individual being and in not willing to think and do the same things.
But if the mode of rank were a certain forceful (&vayxaiog) bond which
gathers them together into unity, just like a natural coming together,
they would not part from each other with respect to hypostases and
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wills (yvououg) in being one and another by themselves. A man who is
connected to the Word of God, however—is he in his own hypostasis
not another besides the Word? How can there be one Lord, if each
has his own person (mpdéowmov idwov) and also a hypostasis which
withdraws into otherness?

In a second quotation (56%'%?), Nestorius reasons that the words
‘Christ’, ‘Son’ and ‘Lord’ indicate the two natures, sometimes the
human nature, at other times the divine nature, and at times both
natures together. But ‘God’ is reserved in the Scriptures for the divine
nature. Therefore, when the birth from the virgin is referred to in Gal.
4:4 (“God sent forth his Son, born out of a woman, born under the
law”), the word ‘Son’ is employed; it does not say: “God sent forth
God the Word”. In his response, Cyril stresses the unity of Christ by
referring to 1Cor. 8:6, which says that there is one Lord Jesus Christ,
through whom all things have come into being. And he repeats once
more that the Word was made man, was united hypostatically to the
flesh, and born according to the flesh. The word ‘Christ’, then, should
be attributed to the one incarnate Word, not to the naked (yvuve) Word
outside of the flesh, for he has not been anointed according to his own
nature, but with respect to that which is human.

A third brief passage from Nestorius contains a similar argument,
also based on Gal. 4:4 (37'%-98?). Cyril states that it was the Word who
was sent forth, and undergirds this with several other biblical passages.
This does not mean that God moves from one place to another, but
our speech about God is framed in a human way, while it should be
understood in a way that befits him alone. And that it says that he
was made under the law is consistent with his incarnation, for is not
the measure of the human nature (tfjg dvdommov @uoewg) defined by
having to be subject to the law?

In the fourth quotation, Old Testament verses are cited in which
Moses is called ‘god’, Israel God’s ‘first-born son’, and Saul and Cyrus
‘christ’ (39'°17). In this way (obtw) we say that also the Master is Christ
and God and Son, but while they have the titles in common, the rank is
not the same, Nestorius explains. Cyril retorts that Moses was by nature
a man, and that he was honoured with the title ‘god’ only, while Christ
is God by nature. Similarly, the Word is God’s only-begotten Son by
nature, while Israel may be called God’s son by grace. How, then, can
he say that Christ is Son ‘in this way’? And if the Saviour is God in the
way that Moses was god, Son in the way that Israel was son, and Christ
in the way that Cyrus was christ, how will their rank not be equal?
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In the next quotation (41*%), Nestorius speaks of him who assumes
(tov avahafdvra) and of him who has been assumed (tov dvaingdévia),
he says that the dignity (&&iwua) of connection must be added, since
the sovereign power (atvdevtia) is common to both, and that the unity
of rank (&Eiag) must be confessed, since the dignity of both is the same,
while the natures remain. Cyril immediately concludes that Nestorius
divides Christ into two, and that he does not know what union is
and what rank is, since he attributes the power of union to rank. If
the dignity of the natures is the same, should we infer that the Word
has the same nature as Moses, he asks. Or, if equality of rank does
not imply that the natures are the same, how can two natures that
substantially (o0owwd@®g) stand so far apart, have equal rank, honours,
and dignity?

The Alexandrian archbishop writes that Nestorius presumably un-
derstands the connection to be according to proximity only and to
juxtaposition, or as relational, and that he thus contradicts himself. As
evidence, he quotes a passage in which Nestorius says that there is no
separation (dwaigeolg) of the connection, the dignity, and the sonship,
nor of being Christ, but that there is a separation of divinity and
humanity, to which he adds that there are not two Christs and two
Sons, but that the Son himself is twofold, not by rank, but by nature
(42"%). Cyril points to a biblical verse in which the verb ocuvdsmrtewy
is applied in terms of proximity (Ex. 26:6), and declares that such a
connection does not apply to Christ, since the Word made the body,
assumed from the virgin, his own.

Cyril also objects to the expression ‘twofold by nature (duwhoUg T
pvoel)’, emphasizing that the incarnate Word is one, not twofold. For,
he reasons, if someone kills a human being, he is not accused of killing
two, although a human being is regarded as being from soul and body,
and the nature of the things that have been brought together is not
the same. Similarly, Christ is not twofold, but the one and only Lord
and Son. There is indeed a vast difference between humanity and
divinity, for they are different according to the mode of their being
(ratd ye TOV 10D g eivar Adyov) and not like each other at all. In the
mystery of Christ, however, the separation (dwaigeow) is abolished, while
the difference (diagodv) i1s not denied, and the natures are neither
confused nor mingled.'*

14 See for an English translation of this passage chapter 4, n. 76.
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But although Nestorius says that there are not two Christs and two
Sons, Cyril writes, he nevertheless separates a man and a God in their
own otherness, the one who is operated upon (tov évepyotuevov), the
other who operates (tov évnoynxrota). And he gives a quotation (43%7)
in which the archbishop of Constantinople stresses that, according
to Scripture, it is sometimes the Father who glorifies the Son (John
8:54), and sometimes the Spirit (John 16:14), while at other times
the glory is attributed to the power of Christ (Mark 16:20). Cyril
argues that, if by the term ‘attributed” Nestorius means to say that
Christ receives the glory, and the receiver is not the same one as the
giver—the incarnate Word—, then he confesses that there are two, not
one.

In the following passage (44°'%), Nestorius declares that the Word
was called ‘Son’ before the incarnation, but that after the assumption
he may not be called a separate Son (xeyxwoiouévog), since that would
imply two Sons. And after the connection, a separation according
to dignity, which is something else than a separation according to
the natures, is not allowed. And since the Word has an unbroken
connection with Christ, he himself is also called Christ, and he does
nothing without his humanity. It is a very close connection, not an
apotheosis, as the learned teachers of new doctrines maintain, the
archbishop of the capital adds.

Cyril states: “Separating the natures, you gather them into a union
according to the dignity of sonship” (45°), and he asks whether identity
of names or homonymy and the dignity that goes with it is enough
for a true union. Would that not imply that all those others who are
called ‘christ’ or ‘son’ or ‘lord’ are also inseparable from each other
and from the Word? Therefore, cease to sever the natures after the
union, he urges. That the divine and the human natures are different,
is necessary knowledge, but in the case of Christ, having brought them
together into a true and hypostatic union, reject the separation. And if
the Word is called ‘Christ’ by himself (idudg), because of his connection
with Christ, there are certainly two and not just one, since they are
connected by relation (oyetindg).

And if he says that the Word cannot do anything without his
humanity, Cyril continues, he is speaking of two Sons who are of one
mind. But if you speak of one Son and of one hypostasis, the incarnate
[hypostasis] of the Word (46*"), he is not himself an instrument of
the divinity; rather, he uses his own body as an instrument, just as
the soul of a human being does that. Confess him, therefore, as
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one, not separating the natures, while knowing that the principle
(Moyog) of the flesh and that of the Word are different. For we do not
say that the flesh has become the divinity of the Word, but rather
that it has become divine in the sense that it has become his own,
just as the flesh of a human being is called human. Why, then, do
you virtually accuse the orthodox of divinization, the Alexandrian
archbishop asks.

In a brief quotation, Nestorius writes that the magi did not see
a mere baby, but a body ineffably connected with God (46* "), and
Cyril comments that despite this confession of an ineffable connection
Nestorius severs Christ again into a human being and God, separately
and by themselves. As evidence he cites another passage (477 '%), in
which the archbishop of Constantinople says that Christ is not a mere
man (Yhog dvdowrmog), but both man and God, otherwise he would
have said: “Why do you seek to kill me, a God who has told you the
truth?” (cf. John 8:40), and then adds: This is he who was encircled
with the thorny crown, who endured death, whom I worship together
with (o¥v) the divinity as partner/advocate (ouviiyogov) of the divine
sovereign power.

Cyril concludes that although Nestorius asserts that Christ is not a
mere man, he does intend a human being by himself and separately, to
whom he attributes the sufferings and who is not himself the Word of
God, but his partner/advocate. And he assigns the sayings of those who
speak about God and of Christ himself to two persons and two distinct
hypostases. The issue of co-worship is then discussed on the basis of two
other quotations. In the first one, Nestorius cites Phil. 2:9-11 and writes
that he venerates (0¢pw) Christ as the image of the almighty Godhead
(48%%9). If he co-worships (ovumpoorvveiohon) Christ with the Word,
Cyril comments, then he makes a human being, other than the Word,
an object of worship by heaven and earth, and Nestorius himself has
divinized (teVeomoinzev) a human being like us.

The other quotation reads: “Because of the wearer (pogotvta) I
venerate the worn (gpogovuevov); because of the hidden one I worship
the visible one” (50°%). Cyril counters that the worn and the wearer
are the same one, in a coming together of divinity and humanity. He
reverts to the anthropological analogy again, and argues that neither
does one say that he reverences a king’s body because of his soul,
for the ruler is one human being, though composed of two [things],
of soul and body. While the Word is impalpable by nature, he has
been made palpable through his own body. But Nestorius separates the
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natures, while uniting the worship.'® But if you separate the natures, the
properties that naturally belong to each of them will diverge along with
them, and they will be two, Cyril argues.

In a quotation from the same sermon (51°%), Nestorius states that
that which was formed in the womb, that which was created by the
Spirit, that which was buried in the tomb, is not by itself (xad’ éavto)
God, for otherwise we would be man-worshippers. But because God is
in the assumed one, the assumed one is co-named God, as connected
with the assumer. According to Cyril, however, it is the Word’s own
flesh, and he should be regarded as one with it, just as the soul of a
human being is one with his own body. No one will assert that the body
by itself is a human being, but neither does one sever soul and body
and place them apart, and say that the body is co-named with the soul.
But having brought them together according to a natural union (xa9’
évoolv guowiy) into the constitution (ovotaow) of one human being, he
will then call him a human being. If, then, one is God by nature and
another co-named with him, there are two, Cyril reasons.

Nestorius writes that the assumed one i3 co-named God “as con-
nected with the assumer”, and Cyril asks what the mode of that con-
nection is. If it is a true union according to hypostasis, cease severing
what has been united. But if you say that the assumption or the con-
nection is external and relational, do you not know that God is in us,
too, and that we are relationally connected with him and have become
partakers of his divine nature, he adds. Should every knee bow for us,
too?

After a final quotation (52%* %), in which Nestorius speaks again about
the connection of the natures and about a human being who is co-
worshipped with God, Cyril writes:

If you separate the natures, not just to know which is the human and
which in turn the divine [nature], but rather severing them from their
concurrence into unity, you are undoubtedly a man-worshipper (52%73%).

15 According to Loofs, in Nestorius (1905), 262, “I separate the natures, but I unite
the worship” is part of the same sermon by Nestorius, and comes in between the
quotations in GV, 508" and 5158,
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6.2.3. Book II1

In Book III, Cyril of Alexandria discusses at length several passages
from Nestorius’s sermon “On Hebrews 3:1”.!¢ But he starts by citing
1 Tim. 3:16: “Beyond question, the mystery of godliness is great”, and
adds that the mystery of Christ is divine rather than human wisdom,
lying in ineffable depths and incomprehensibilities. Therefore, faith
that holds the tradition uncorrupted is needed, rather than subtle
investigations. And this is what has been taught: God the Father sent
his own Son, who 1s God by nature, having been made man and having
been born out of a woman according to the flesh, in order that he
would justify those who believe in him, would make those who are
under death and decay partakers of the divine nature, and would teach
who the true God and Creator of all things is.

Applying Is. 45:14 (“Because God is in you, and there is no God
but you”, LXX) to the incarnate Word, Cyril argues that by “God is
in you” the prophet does not imply two Gods, since he immediately
adds: “There is no God but you”, rather than: “There is no God but
the one in you”. Hebr. 3:1—2a is then cited: ““Therefore, holy brothers,
partakers of the heavenly calling, consider the apostle and high priest of
our confession, Jesus, who was faithful to the one who appointed him”.
And Cyril comments that the Word of God himself descended to the
measures (uétooig) of humanity, and that it belongs to these measures
to seem'’ to be sent—and thus to be an apostle—and to esteem the
ministry of high priest. He then gives a quotation (54*—55%), in which
Nestorius reproaches others who think that the Word was an apostle,
and the divinity a high priest, and emphasizes that it was a man who
was high priest, and that it is not the substance (ovoiav) of divinity
which was high priest. And the Constantinopolitan archbishop adds:
“The possessor (xttoe) of divinity is taken ‘from among men, ordained
for men in things pertaining to God’” (cf. Hebr. 5:1).

In his response, Cyril cites several biblical verses in which Christ or
the Son is said to have been sent, which in his interpretation means

16 Nestorius (1905), 230—242.

7 CN 110, 54 doxeiv. Cyril does not teach a form of Docetism here (he has
repudiated that clearly enough in On the Incarnation; see section 5.3.1). The verb ‘to
scem’ 1s added in order to underline that the Word is apostle and high priest, not as
God, not according to his own divine nature, but as man, according to the flesh. Cf.

CN Vs, 101°.
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that the Word has been sent, since he possesses, with the measures
of the kenosis, also the name and the reality (dvoud te nai yofjuc) of
being sent. And he reasons: if, as Nestorius suggests, the apostle and
high priest was a human being besides the Word, born of a woman,
having a mere connection with the Word and equality of rank only,
then we will no longer have access to the Father through the Word.
And if the Logos would have regarded the office of high priest too low
for himself, it would have been better if he had refused the incarnation
altogether. One may marvel that the Word endured such an abasement,
but Nestorius is ashamed to acknowledge it, Cyril writes. And when he
stresses that it is not the substance of divinity that has become high
priest, he beats the air, for there is no one who says this.

The archbishop of Alexandria then turns to the expression ‘the
possessor (xttwe) of divinity’, and interprets the word xtitwe as an
active form of the verb xtdoba, ‘to acquire’, therefore, as ‘acquirer’.
And he argues that it is to be spurned to say that the Word has become
a possessor of divinity, as if he received it from outside. It is as laughable
as when one says that a human being is an acquirer of humanity, and a
horse of horseness (immétnrog). But, he continues, Nestorius, severing
the one Christ into two, probably means that a human being has
acquired divinity. That would imply that he has become God by nature,
which is to be rejected. Rather conversely, the Word has become man
by assuming flesh, he has taken hold of Abraham’s seed (Hebr. 2:16).

Cyril then gives a quotation in which Nestorius comments on Hebr.
2:16-18 (58" %): is the divinity Abraham’s seed, and did God the Word
have brothers who were like his divinity? And the Constantinopolitan
archbishop adds: “Therefore, he who suffers is a merciful high priest,
and it is the temple that is passible, not the life-giving God of him
who suffers”. Cyril responds that the seed of Abraham is by no means
the nature of the divinity, but it has rather become the body of the
Word, his own [body]. Before the incarnation, one could not speak of
brotherhood with regard to the Word, but when he became man he
partook of flesh and blood, and now he may be called our brother. The
Word has been born according to the flesh (xotd odona), Cyril writes,
in order that we might be enriched by the birth out of God, through
the Spirit, being transelemented (uetaototyetovpuevor) into what is above
our nature (ta Ve @Uvow), and being called sons of God by grace.'®

18 CN 1.2, 59'% 13, The verb ‘to transelement’ is discussed in section 6.4.3.
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Cyril elaborates on the notion of ‘conformation to Christ’ (ubpgwotg,
with reference to Gal. 4:19; 2Cor. 5:18; Rom. 8:29) and states (6o'™*):
“The reality (xofjuc) of conformation to the Son, then, is not only
conceived to be according to the nature of the flesh or of the humanity,
but also in another way”, as Paul says: “Just as we have borne the
image of the earthly one, we will also bear the image of the heavenly
one” (1 Cor. 15:49). The image of Adam includes an inclination towards
sin, and being subject to death and decay. The image of Christ, on the
other hand, includes not knowing transgression, not being subject to
death and decay, but rather sanctification and righteousness—that is,
things that are fitting to the divine nature. And the Word restores us to
being partakers of the divine nature. He, then, has brothers like himself,
who bear the image of his divine nature according to the mode of
sanctification. And Cyril adds that the Son does not change (uediotnov)
the whole (t0 magdmav) of the creatures into the nature of his own
divinity, but the spiritual (vont) likeness with him is imprinted on those
who have become partakers of his divine nature, through participation
in the holy Spirit.

He then asks Nestorius: Why do you accept only the likeness to the
flesh, dismissing the divine and spiritual conformation? For this is the
implication if it is not the Word who has become our brother, but a
mere man like ourselves. By speaking of the passible temple and the
God of him who suffered, Nestorius severs Christ into distinct (idwdg)
hypostases and two persons (rodowma), Cyril argues: the Word and a
God-bearing man. And with reference to the expression ‘the God of
him who suffered’, Cyril asks where the Word has been called the God
of Christ—*I shudder at saying it” (60°*)—, for there is one Lord Jesus
Christ. “Emmanuel, then, is both at the same time, and [he is] one,
both God and man” (61?).

Next, the archbishop of Alexandria argues that, because of the
condemnation by the law, a compassionate and merciful high priest
was necessary. The Word is compassionate and merciful by nature,
always, but he is said to have become a merciful high priest because
of the economy. He then quotes Nestorius again, in order to show
that, although he says that Christ is one, he divides the indivisible
one and sets up two Christs by the force of his thoughts. Nestorius
writes (62%4%%) that he who was yesterday and today (Hebr. 13:8) is the
seed of Abraham, not the one who says: “Before Abraham was, I am”
(John 8:58). And like his brothers in all things is he who has assumed
the brotherhood of human soul and body, not the one who says: “He
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who has seen me, has seen the Father” (John 14:9). To which he adds:
The one who is consubstantial with us has been sent, and he has been
anointed to preach.

Cyril responds that the one who was yesterday and today and forever
is the same one as he who was before Abraham in a divine way,
and afterwards has become man. But, he argues, Nestorius does not
understand that by ‘yesterday, today and forever’ the whole of time
is divided into three periods, in order to show that the eternal Word is
superior to change. When he applies ‘yesterday’ to an ordinary man, he
does not realize that he existed before his own birth, since ‘yesterday’
indicates the past. That he who was yesterday and today and he who
says, “Before Abraham was, I am”, are the same one, is made clear by
John the Baptist, Cyril continues. For he said: “He who comes after me
has come before me, for he was before me” (John 1:15). He calls Jesus
a man who comes after him (John 1:30), having been born later, but
also one who pre-exists him. This pre-existence does not make sense if
Christ 1s just a man like us, but the Son who appropriates the birth of
his own flesh, is pre-existent as God.

And when he says to Nicodemus that “no one has ascended into
heaven than he who came down from heaven, the Son of Man” (John
3:13), he attributes the descent to himself, who is from above, although
he indicates himself by ‘the Son of Man’ as one with the flesh which
is united to him. “The things of the humanity, then, have become
the Word’s own, and, conversely, the things of the Word himself have
become the humanity’s own” (63*21).

Cyril turns to the next phrase in Nestorius’s quotation, “he who has
assumed the brotherhood of human soul and body”, and asks who this
is. For a man like us already is a brother and, therefore, does not need
to assume brotherhood. It is, then, the Word, who was in the form of
God, who became man and our brother, while at the same time, in
his own nature, showing the one who begat him. Nestorius writes that
the one who is consubstantial with us has been sent and that he has
been anointed to preach. By this one he means someone other than the
Word, Cyril states. It would be better to say that the Word has been
made consubstantial with us, while remaining consubstantial with the
Father. If another one than the Word has been sent, we have not been
made partakers of the divine nature.

The Alexandrian archbishop also points to the story of the patriarch
Jacob who wrestled with a man, yet said that he had seen God face to
face (Gen. g2:22-32), which Cyril takes to be a type of the mystery of
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Christ. And he repeats: he who is consubstantial with us, insofar as he
has been made man, and [consubstantial] with the Father, insofar as
he remained God, also in the humanity, has been sent to preach. He
then counters another objection of Nestorius, namely, that he who fills
all things cannot be sent as if there were a place where he was not.
Cyril cites several biblical verses which speak of a movement of God
or the Spirit, and concludes that they speak about God in a human
way. And when the Only-Begotten is said to have been anointed, one
should realise that he was anointed humanly, while the same one was
anointing divinely.

In the next long quotation (68°%), Nestorius cites Hebr. 5:7—9 (“Al-
though he was Son, he learned obedience from what he suffered, and
having been made perfect, he has become the cause of indissoluble
salvation for those who obey him”), and concludes that he advanced
little by little towards the priesthood. He also refers to Luke 2:52: “Jesus
grew in stature and wisdom and grace”. And he writes: this is the one
who 1s compared with Moses, who is called the seed of Abraham, who
is like his brothers, who has been made high priest in time, who was
perfected through sufferings, who can help others, in that he suffered
himself, being tempted. And he finishes with the question: Why, then,
do you mingle the impassible Word with the earthly body and make
him a passible high priest?

Cyril counters him by using another quotation of his: “But this one,
..., who is man according to what is visible, ..., is by connection God
Almighty”. He reasons: if he is God Almighty, how can he advance
to the priesthood? Can God advance to something better? And if
Nestorius would ask whether it is not an insult to the Godhead to
become a high priest, Cyril will answer that the Word has been made
man, and the reality (yofjuc) of the priesthood is not unfitting for the
measures of the humanity. In fact, he endured lower things for our
sake: he gave his back to the scourges, and his face to the shame of
spittings. The Word, then, did not advance to the priesthood, rather he
descended into it.

The archbishop of Alexandria then turns to Luke 2:52, and gives
another interpretation than the ones discussed in sections 3.4.2 and
5.4.1. Emmanuel, being God, came forth from the womb of the virgin,
full of the wisdom and grace that inhere in him naturally. The growth
‘in wisdom and grace’ is an increasing manifestation of the divine
goods, an increase which the Word lets go hand in hand with his bodily
growth, so that he would not display an extraordinary wisdom as a
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baby. How, Cyril asks, can he be said to advance little by little to the
priesthood, as being perfected in virtue? Would that not imply that at
one time Christ was lacking in virtue, and thus that he has sinned? But
Scripture says that he committed no sin (1Peter 2:22). The Lord has
indeed been made perfect through sufferings, he adds, but not in the
sense that he had to be made perfect for the priesthood.

And in response to Nestorius’s question why the impassible Word is
mingled with the earthly body, Cyril raises a counter-question: Why do
you set up as priest a man honoured with a mere connection, while
we hear (in Hebr. 8:1) that the same one is both high priest and co-
throned with the Father? It is clear that the Word is impassible, but he
has suffered for us in the flesh. If he did not give up his own body to
death, he neither died nor came to life again, and our faith is in vain.
But the Word united an earthly body hypostatically to himself, tasted
death for everyone by the grace of God (Hebr. 2:9), and is called the
first-fruits of those who have fallen asleep, Cyril declares.

In the following quotation (7133, Nestorius writes:

Since, then, this one alone is high priest, co-feeling and akin and
steadfast, do not turn away from the faith in him. For he has been sent
for us, the promised blessing, out of the seed of Abraham, as bringing the
sacrifice of his body for himself and the race.

Cyril reasons that, if Nestorius sets this high priest, consubstantial with
us, apart from the Word, and urges us to put our faith in him, then
a problem arises. For Scripture tells us to have faith in the Only-
Begotten (John 3:16-18). Therefore, it is necessary, he concludes, to bind
[them] together into one Lord and Christ according to a hypostatic
(ra®’ bmoéoTaowy) union, in order that the same one is regarded as only-
begotten and first-born.

Cyril gives a final quotation (72* %), not taken from the sermon on
Hebrews,"” in which Nestorius states that he separates® the natures:
Christ 1s twofold in nature, but single in rank; because of the connec-
tion, the sovereign power of the natures is one, while the natures remain
in their own order. The Alexandrian archbishop acknowledges that
divinity is one reality (xofjua), while the humanity like ours is another,
according to the principle that inheres in the natures, but he states that
the Christ 1s one out of both by a coming together according to a true

19 Nestorius (1905), 354! 18
20 Schwartz, ACO L.1.6, 72%, and Loofs, in Nestorius (1905), 354'*, read dwoxoivov,
while Pusey VI, 171!, reads dwaxgotovti, and translates (CN ET, 118) ‘refusing’.
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union. And he asks: If the hypostases are separated into two, as you
say, and are conceived of as separate and by themselves, how can a
coming together into one person (mpdowmov) have taken place, unless
the one thing is said to be somehow the other’s own (idwov €v &vdg),
just as a body is the human soul’s own, although of a different nature
(¢regoguég) than it? After a brief intermezzo about the one nature and
the three hypostases of the holy Trinity, he adds:

As for Emmanuel, since divinity is something else than humanity, if we
do not say that the body has become the Word’s own according to a
true union, how can one person (rpdowmov) be effected by both, when
each hypostasis brings along its own [person], as lying separately (dva

uégog)??!

Cyril then discusses Nestorius’s phrase, “bringing the sacrifice of his
body for himself and the race”. Citing many Scripture verses (such as
John 14:30 and Hebr. 7:26-28), he argues that Christ was without sin,
and that he offered himself for the sins of others, not for himself. He
also turns to some Old Testament types, and asks whether the Passover
lamb and the young bull (Lev. 4:13-14) were slain for the Israelites, or
for themselves, too. In the course of his argumentation, he speaks again
of the two Adams. The human nature (1) dviommov giog) was brought
down to curse and death because of the transgression in Adam, but the
last Adam did not suffer the sickness of the first one. Rather, he freed
the human nature in himself first from the accusations based on that
ancient transgression.

6.2.4. Book IV

In Book IV, Cyril of Alexandria mainly discusses two topics: (1) Christ
1s not a God-bearing man who has the Spirit from without, like the
prophets and the believers, but the Word made man, who himself
works through his own Spirit; (2) the status of the body of Christ in

2l Like Schwartz (ACO L1.6, 73'%), who adds a comma after dugoiv, I regard this
word as belonging to the clause which starts with néc. Pusey VI, 17127 % (CN ET,
119) interprets it as belonging to the following clause, and translates: “when either
hypostasis, apart by itself, brings before us the property of both” (which does not seem
to make sense). With both Schwartz (in ACO) and Pusey (in his translation), I ignore
the word 10 before dugoiv. Liébaert (1977), 53, translates: “comment s’accomplirait
un seul prosdpon des deux, chaque hypostase portant alors a nos yeux son propre
(prosipon?) comme si elle était a part?”, thus also including dugotv in the first clause,
and suggesting that prosdpon is implied in the second clause.
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the Eucharist. The quotations from Nestorius in this Book are drawn
from various sources. Cyril begins by depicting the bronze snake, which
Moses had to raise in the desert, as a type of Christ’s crucifixion (cf.
John 3:14). And he writes that if we look with the eyes of our heart to
the snake, that is, if we search out the mystery of Christ, we will escape
the damage done by the prince of evil. Then we will confess that the
Word has been made flesh, while remaining God, so that he is both
God and man.

Introducing the first quotation, Cyril declares that Nestorius only
attributes to Christ the human measure, saying that he is glorified by
the Spirit, not as using his own power, but receiving it from without.
The archbishop of Constantinople first writes (76**): God the Word
was made flesh, the Father co-seated with himself the assumed human-
ity, and the Spirit consummated the glory of that which had been
assumed. And he adds: Would you like another operation (évégyeiav)
of the Trinity? The Son indwelt (évoxnoev) the body, the Father com-
mended him who was baptized, the Spirit fashioned him in the virgin.
And concerning the disciples: The Son chose them, the Father sancti-
fied them, the Spirit rendered them orators.

Cyril first states his understanding of the trinitarian operation (évég-
vewa): all things are done by (apd) the Father, through (dud) the Son, in
(&¢v) the Spirit. Although the three subsist by themselves (idwdg), the
operation and the will go through the whole Trinity. But Nestorius
describes the incarnation as an operation of the Word, he adds, and
the indwelling of the body as another such operation, suggesting that
he dwelt in a man just as in ourselves. And rather than saying that the
Father co-seated with himself the assumed humanity, one had better
say that the Word sits on his throne, also after having become man, for
otherwise his humanity might be conceived of as another besides the
Word.

The archbishop of Alexandria stresses that the Son is not glorified by
the Spirit as a God-bearing man, as if he received glory from an alien
nature, but it is his own Spirit. This is shown by the fact that he supplies
the Spirit to others (John 3:34), and that the demons were subject to the
disciples in his name (Luke 10:17). And when Christ said that power
had gone out from him (Luke 8:46), this showed that he did not receive
it from without; this power is his Spirit.

Cyril gives another brief quotation (78*")—“And the proof of synergy
is evident: the Son has been made man, the Father commended
him, the Spirit honoured him with signs”—and argues that, although
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Nestorius uses the term ‘has been made man (évivdodmnoev)” he means
a mere indwelling. Christ calls the Spirit “the Spirit of truth, who
proceeds from the Father” (John 15:26), and he himself is the truth; it is,
therefore, his own Spirit, Cyril writes. If he is “a man having a divine
indwelling as an operation (évégyewav)” (80%, how can he promise to
send the Spirit of the Father as his own, he asks.

Cyril then elaborates on the divine operation, and repeats that
everything is done by (mapd) the Father, through (did) the Son, in (&v)
the Spirit. In Nestorius’s writings, however, he detects a distribution of
the operations of the one divinity over the hypostases separately and
by themselves, as if one hypostasis does something in which the other
two are not involved. This is nothing else than to introduce three gods,
separately and completely severed from each other, Cyril declares. Each
hypostasis 1s then regarded as external and isolated from the others, not
in respect of individual existence (xatd ye 10 VmAQYEW IOLOOVOTATWG),
for that is correct, but in an utter diversity that finds no place for the
principle that gathers them into natural unity.

The Alexandrian archbishop introduces another quotation by saying
that Nestorius is a supporter of the Spirit at the expense of the Son.
Nestorius writes about some Arians that they sever from the divine
nature the Spirit who has fashioned his humanity, who has reformed
it according to righteousness, who made him to be feared by demons,
who made his flesh a temple, who granted him to be taken up; they
make the Spirit who gave so great glory to Christ his slave. Cyril agrees
that it is sinful to sever the Spirit from the divine nature, but he asks
whose humanity the Spirit has fashioned. Is it not that of the only-
begotten Son of God, whom you just called ‘the divine nature’, he
suggests. “For you said that the flesh is the Word’s own, while evidently
a rational soul inheres in it, for in this way will it be his humanity”
(81%'%). How can you say, then, Cyril argues, that the Word, united to
flesh, needs the aid of the Spirit, just like an ordinary man, rather than
using him as his own Spirit?

Besides, it is unsafe, Cyril continues, to say that the Spirit made his
flesh a temple, for it was the Word’s own flesh, as you yourself just
acknowledged, for you said that the humanity is his. But it is wiser to
call the body the Word’s temple, and the flesh his own. And also, being
taken up was not given to him by the Spirit as to an ordinary human
being, but he himself ascended, while the Spirit was in him as his own,
and he presented himself to the Father as a first-fruit (mowtokeiov) of the
human nature (tfig dvdowmivng uoewg), renewed into incorruptibility.
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It is true, though, that it is impious to call the Spirit Christ’s slave, Cyril
adds.

Next, he discusses Nestorius’s phrase that the Spirit gave Christ glory,
and he argues that from this one cannot deduce that Christ was a
creature. For in John r17:1, Christ says, “Father, glorify your Son, in
order that your Son will glorify you”, and if the same reasoning were
applied to the latter part, this would mean that the Father would need
glory from someone else. But he says “Glorify your Son” as man, while
he 1s life by nature as God. When, therefore, the Son is said to be
glorified by the Father, consider the measure of the humanity, Cyril
msists, and do not sever the one Christ into two after the union, but
confess the same one as Lord of glory as God, and as receiving glory
humanly.

The following quotation (83"-84°) concerns the Eucharist, more
specifically John 6:56—57: “He who eats my flesh and drinks my blood
remains in me, and I in him. Just as the living Father has sent me and
I live because of the Father, so he who eats me will live”.?? Nestorius
writes that according to “the heretic”—that is, Cyril—the one who
has been sent is the divinity, the Word of God, while he himself says
that it is the humanity. And he asks: “What do we eat, the divinity or
the flesh?” Cyril concludes that according to Nestorius, since the flesh
alone has been sent, it suffices by itself to bring to life that which is
tyrannized by death. What do we need the Word for, he demands, if
the human nature (tfjg dviowmnivng gpioewg) suffices, alone and by itself,
to destroy death?

Commenting on John 6:53 (84'% %), Nestorius says that Christ spoke
about his own flesh, but that his hearers thought he was introducing
cannibalism. And Cyril retorts: Is it not indeed cannibalism, unless we
confess that the Word has been sent and that the mode of the sending
is his inhumanation (évavdoammouw)? For if perceptible fire infuses into
materials the power of the natural operation (guowiis évepyeiog) that
inheres in it, and changes water, which is cold by nature, into something
contrary to its nature (moapd gvow) and makes it hot, what is strange
about the Word, who is life by nature, rendering the flesh united to
him life-giving? But if you detach the Word from his union with the
flesh, Cyril adds, how can he still make the flesh life-giving? And he
concludes that, out of excessive reverence, Nestorius apparently blushes

22 Nestorius leaves out ‘because of me” at the end of verse 57.
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at the measures of the kenosis and cannot bear to see the Son, co-
eternal with the Father, descend into abasement.

As for Nestorius’s question whether we eat the divinity or the flesh,
Cyril calls the idea that we would eat the divinity folly. We will be made
alive, he says, when the Word remains in us divinely through the holy
Spirit, and humanly through the holy flesh and the precious blood.
He then cites a number of Scripture passages on the Eucharist—or
‘the blessing (evhoyia)’, as Cyril often calls it, after 1Cor. 10:16—and
comments on them.

In another long quotation (87%°*), Nestorius discusses 1Cor. 11:26:
‘“As often as you eat this bread and drink this cup, you proclaim the
Lord’s death, until he comes”. He does not say, “As often as you eat
this divinity”, the archbishop of Constantinople reasons. And he speaks
of “the Lord’s death”. Now, the word ‘Lord’ sometimes stands for the
humanity, sometimes for the divinity, and sometimes for both. In this
case, the meaning is made clear by what follows, “until he comes”,
for who i1s coming? Scripture says that they shall see the Son of Man
coming (Mt. 24:90), and they shall look on him whom they pierced
(John 19:37). The side that was pierced, is it the side of the body or of
the divinity, Nestorius asks.

Cyril replies that it is Nestorius’s aim to present two Christs, to
whom the title ‘Lord” applies separately (Gva uégog). If you say that
Christ is both humanity and divinity, you acknowledge the truth against
your own will, he continues. Stop, therefore, saying that ‘Lord’ is
sometimes said of the humanity, sometimes of the divinity, sometimes
of both, but confess with us one Christ and Lord. The unbloody
sacrifice (dvoipaxtog Yvoio) is of very little use, if it merely consists in
proclaiming the death of a human being. But proclaiming the death
of Christ and confessing his resurrection, we become partakers of his
divine nature. And he who will come is the one who suffered death
humanly and was raised divinely, who sits on the throne with the
Father. If he is a God-bearing man with a pierced side, how can he
sit on the divine throne, Cyril asks.

And as for Nestorius’s question whether it is the body’s side or the
divinity’s, Cyril says that, if there were those who would hold that the
Word came to those on earth in the naked divinity or in appearance (&v
donnoer) and as if in shadow, as some of the heretics thought, he would
have a point. But according to the proclamation of the truth, the Word
was made flesh and was called Son of Man and is said to have suffered
in the flesh—who, then, are you opposing, Cyril asks.
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In a final quotation (9o**!), the archbishop of Constantinople writes:
If both are mingled, why did the Lord say “This is my body” and “This
is my blood”, and not rather “This is my divinity”? Cyril rejoins that
one is beating the air, if he is opposing something which no one thinks.
If someone believed the Word to have been transformed into the nature
of the body, Nestorius’s question would be valid. But the Word made a
body from the virgin his own, without undergoing alteration or change,
and, therefore, he rightly said: “This is my body”.

6.2.5. Book V

In Book V, the relationship between the sufferings of Christ and the
Word of God is central. Cyril of Alexandria starts by citing Gal. 6:14
and Rom. 1:16, in which Paul says that he boasts in the cross of Christ,
and that he is not ashamed of the gospel. But some, he continues, blush
at the cross, which has become a stumbling block to them. Just as the
Pharisees, who regarded the crucified one simply as a man, there are
now those who seem to be Christian teachers who do not believe that
he is one only (glg te zai povog), God by nature. Their pretext is that he
chose to suffer death in the flesh, although it is because of this that he
descended economically, in order that, suffering for us in the flesh, he
would destroy the power of death.

For the human nature (1) dvdodmov @ioig) was sick with corruption
in the first-fruits and the first root, that is, in Adam, Cyril explains. But
the Creator wanted to transelement the human nature (v advdowmov
@vow) into what it was in the beginning, and he let a second root grow,
which is not overcome by death, the one Lord Jesus Christ. For we do
not say that he is simply a God-bearing man, but the Word of God,
united with flesh, in order that, having laid down his own life (yuynv)
and given his body up to death, and having been raised, he would
guarantee the resurrection to all who believe in him.

In a first quotation (92°"%), Nestorius states that the Scriptures use
the word ‘Son’, not ‘God’, when they speak of the birth from the virgin,
xoototorog, and of his death, citing Rom. 5:10 (“the death of his Son”).
Cyril responds that Nestorius confirms what is confessed by all when he
says that the Word is beyond suffering and death in his own nature, but
that he attacks the doctrines of the Church, completely neglecting the
economy with the flesh, and not considering the depth of the mystery.
For, while impassible as God, he suffered death in his own flesh, in
order that he might transelement into incorruption that which was
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tyrannized by death, that is, the body; and this power extends to the
whole human race.

Through him we have been rendered partakers of the divine nature
and we are united relationally (oyenxdg) with the Father and also
with each other by participation in one Spirit, Cyril continues. He is
naturally (puowx@g) in his own Father, but he has been made mediator
by becoming like us, and he is in us through his own flesh, which gives
us life in the Spirit, and through participation in his holiness, which
again 1s through the holy Spirit. In the course of his argumentation,
Cyril cites John 17:20—-23, and because of the phrase ‘the glory that you
have given me’ contained therein, he reasons once more that it is not a
man apart who is speaking here, but the Word having been made man.

Cyril then states that Nestorius does not want to confess that the
Word of God has suffered for us in the flesh, but that he uses the
homonymy of the word ‘Son’ to allot the things in which he is glorified
to a man like us, who is another besides the Word. In an interesting but
rather intricate sentence, Cyril argues as follows: if something which
belongs by nature to certain beings—Ilike ‘Son of God’ belongs by
nature to the Word—is said homonymously of some other beings—
like believers who may also be called ‘sons of God—, one should
not disregard the distinction between ‘by nature’ and ‘by adoption or
imitation’ (95°7). Thus, the good deeds by the Son by nature (probably
the reconciliation “through the death of his Son”, mentioned in an
carlier reference to Rom. 5:10; 94%) should not be attributed to a
separate man who is homonymously named ‘Son’. The Word is life
by nature and beyond suffering, but by the grace of God he tasted
death for every man (Hebr. 2:9), in that the flesh united to him suffered,
and he became the first-fruits of those who have fallen asleep and the
first-born from the dead.

In a second quotation (95°*), Nestorius comments on “a heretic
with an ecclesiastical mask (mpoowmeiw)”, who allegedly says that in
1Cor. 2:8 (“for had they known, they would not have crucified the
Lord of glory”), not the humanity but the divinity is called ‘the Lord
of glory’. The archbishop of Constantinople declares that in this way
the accurate connection is severed, and Christ is made a mere man.
And he asks: “Is the man Lord, too, or not?” He then cites 2 Cor. 13:4,
“He was crucified out of weakness”, and demands: “Who was weak,
heretic, the Word of God?” Cyril answers that Nestorius once more
phrases it in such a way as no one would even endure another saying
it. Acknowledging that the Word is inseverable and one with the flesh
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united to him, having a reasonable soul, we say that it is he who offered
himself through his own body, he adds.

Cyril then cites Phil. 2:6-9 and reasons again that what is high can
descend, what is free can assume a servant’s form, what is not already
a human being, can be made man. In this way the Word, impassible as
God, chose to suffer in the flesh for our sakes, he continues, for no one
says that he suffered in his own nature, nor that the Lord of glory,
who was crucified, is the divinity, not the humanity, for we confess
one Christ and Son and Lord of glory, the Word made man. From
Nestorius’s question, “Is the man Lord, too, or not?”, Cyril concludes
that he severs Christ into two, the Word by himself, who is Lord, and a
man who is also Lord. But we, he says, mean by the person (rpocwmov)
of Emmanuel the Word of God who has assumed the form of a servant.

As for the weakness Paul refers to, Cyril declares, though the Word
has no part in weakness whatsoever, being rich he became poor, and
there is nothing unreasonable to see the Lord of hosts in weakness as
we, for also because of this is the mystery to be marvelled at. Cyril has
found something in a passage from Nestorius which he can agree with:

Being the form of God, I have put on the form of a servant; being God
the Word, I am seen in the flesh; being Lord of all, I have put on the
person (mpdowmov) of a poor one on behalf of you; hungering visibly, I
supply food to the hungry (97+*4).

Cyril argues: Is ‘hungering’ not a form of weakness? Either put such
passions round a mere man, keeping the Word at a distance, or
consider that, while being God, he has been made man, and confess
him to be impassible according to the nature of divinity and to have
endured weakness in our behalf according to what is human.

In this context, the archbishop of Alexandria introduces Christ’s
words in Gethsemane: “Father, if it is possible, let this cup pass me
by. Yet, not as I will, but as you will” (Mt. 26:39). He says that Christ
made the weakness that was unusual and unwilled by him voluntary, to
the good-pleasure of God the Father, in order to save all under heaven.
He also cites John 6:98: “I have come down from heaven, not to do my
will, but the will of him who has sent me”. And he asks how Christ can
speak of his own will as another one than that of the Father. Cyril does
not say that this ‘own will’ of Christ is ‘according to his humanity’ or
something like that, he merely emphasizes that this will is good, since
to die in the flesh is ignoble, unusual and repugnant to him, but that he
endured this also for our sakes.
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He then gives another quotation (99* %), in which Nestorius asks
“the heretics who mix up the nature[s] of the divinity and of the
humanity into one substance (odoiav)”, who it is who is handed over
to the Jews. “For if a mixture of both has taken place, both were held
by the Jews, God the Word and the nature of the humanity”. And
who endured the slaughter? Cyril unambiguously declares that anyone
who speaks about a mixture of the natures and a confusion, or who
says that the nature of the Word could change into flesh, or the other
way round, is in error, for the nature of the Word is steadfast, and
having partaken of flesh and blood, he remained the same one. And he
answers Nestorius that it was the one Lord Jesus Christ who was held
by the Jews, the Word incarnate, who was held humanly, because he
was also man, while remaining God, and who divinely put to shame
the weakness of them who held him, when they fell to the ground after
he had said: “I am [he]” (John 18:3-6).

Cyril invokes the anthropological analogy by referring to the mar-
tyrs: when their bodies were torn by steel or wasted by fire, or when
they were held prisoner, were their souls held together with their bodies,
and were they affected by steel and fire, too? He reasons that the souls
did not suffer in their own nature, but they were not out of reach of (ovx
€Ew) the suffering, since they suffered the things of their own bodies, not
those of other bodies. Similarly, the Word appropriated (dxewwoaro) the
sufferings of his own flesh, while he remained impassible as God, but
not outside (o0x Ew) the suffering body.

Nestorius maintains, he continues, that a man by himself was cruci-
fied and endured death for the life of the world, for he says: This is the
one who wore the thorny crown, who said, “My God, my God, why
have you forsaken me?”, and who endured death for three days (101'?).
But we say, Cyril declares, that the Word has become flesh, making his
own a body that could suffer death, and he gave it for us. This is the
one who wore the thorny crown, this is he who was crucified humanly
(dviowmivag), and who said, “My God, my God, why have you for-
saken me?”, but who divinely (9ewm@g) restrained the light of the sun
and made it night at midday—mnot a man simply honoured with a mere
connection with the Word of God. The sun held back its rays, the veil
of the temple was torn, signs of man’s darkness and of the way to God
which was opened by Christ—are such achievements not God-befitting
and beyond human nature (bméo dvdommov giowv), Cyril asks. And has
man not been brought back into paradise by the saving passion (1o
owtoov madog)?
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Nestorius, however, Cyril continues, constantly stresses that the Word
is impassible, but takes away the economy and regards it as improper
to say that he suffered for us, while the Scriptures say that he suffered
in the flesh (1Pet. 4:1). Then follows a quotation (1037, in which the
archbishop of Constantinople cites part of Acts 2:32 (“God raised this
Jesus”), speaks about the exaltation of the visible nature by the divinity,
and declares that God did not die. He also refers to Thomas, and he
comments that, having touched the crucified body, the disciple glorified
the wonder-working God, “not calling ‘God’ that which he touched, for
not by touching is the divinity discerned”.

In his response, Cyril states explicitly: “We believe that the Word
made man is Jesus himself” (103*). And when the Father is said to
have raised Jesus, we should realize that the Word is the life-giving
right hand and power of the Father. Besides, he himself has said:
“Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up”. Therefore,
the Father raises the body through the Son, and the Son raises it,
not without the Father, in the Spirit. For the nature of the Godhead
is one, conceived of in three hypostases by themselves, having its
operation with respect to all the things done, Cyril argues, applying
his understanding of the divine operation to the resurrection. The
Word, who was hypostatically united to the body, allowed it to yield
to the laws of its own nature and to taste death, for profit’s sake, while
it was raised by his divine power. For when Peter says, “God raised
this Jesus”, “we conceive of the whole (6hov) Emmanuel” (104%), and
when Thomas touches the crucified one, we have the Word incarnate
in mind, and we confess one and the same Son, the Alexandrian arch-
bishop adds.

In a final quotation (105* %), Nestorius reasons that the Nicene Creed
does not say “We believe in God the Word”, but “We believe in Christ
Jesus”, introducing a common term, by which the Fathers signified both
the one who died and the one who did not die. And he adduces the
anthropological model: although the soul is immortal, one can say that
a ‘human being’ has died, since the term indicates both natures, soul
and bodys; it is like that with ‘Christ’. Cyril takes him up on the analogy
of soul and body, and argues: just as ‘human being’ indicates the soul
with the body, although they are of different natures, and the whole
(6hog) human being is regarded as having died when the body dies,
while he has a soul that 1s incapable of dying, so it is with Christ. Ior
since the Word participated in blood and flesh, and made a body his
own, the principle of the true unity fastens (Gvdmrey) the suffering to
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him, when the body dies, but it knows that he remained out of reach of
(88w) the suffering, because he is both God by nature and life.?

The archbishop of Alexandria adds several citations from Scripture,
and asks the rhetorical question whether someone who tries to shut up
the power of the mystery within the confines of the humanity, should
not be repudiated. And he ends with a confession of the one Son, Jesus
Christ the Lord, that is, the Word made man, and him crucified and
raised from the dead, which issues into a doxology.

6.3. TERMINOLOGY

6.3.1. Ovoia

The word ovoio. and two of its derivatives, opoovotog and ovoLwdMG,
occur more often in Contra Nestorium than in Cyril of Alexandria’s
writings of the first year of the Nestorian controversy. Their meaning
is in line with that in his previous works. A number of times they are
employed to describe the inner-trinitarian relationships. The Son is said
to be ‘out of the substance’ of the Father, as the Nicene Creed (325) has
it,* to have been born substantially (ovowwddg @ivte) from the Father
(52%), to have ‘identity of substance (tiv Tovtomta tijg ovoiag) with
him (65%), or, of course, to be consubstantial with him.* We encounter
the phrase ‘the (holy and) consubstantial Trinity’ several times,” while
Cyril also speaks of ‘the identity with respect to substance (0 tovtov
elg ovolav)’ regarding the whole Trinity (73!%). The word 6uoovoiog is
further employed for the Spirit, who is said to be consubstantial with
the Son, or with both the Father and the Son.?” In these trinitarian

23 CN, 1052°F. Cyril is not fully consistent in his terminology here. Earlier he wrote
that the souls do not remain out of reach of (86w) the suffering of their bodies (GN V.4,
100%3%). According to the analogy, this would imply that the Word does not remain out
of reach of the suffering of his body, while here he states that it does remain out of reach
of the suffering. In the first instance, Cyril uses odx €€ to indicate the appropriation of
the suffering, in the second case, he employs €Ew to emphasize that the Word did not
suffer in his own nature.

2 CGN 1.8, 29°; 1.8, 291385 T1.g, 98% 17; TL.11, 49*0 42 TIL.g, 632 365 TV, 928 25

% CN Ly, 27'! (in a quotation from Nestorius); 1,7, 28% (a repetition of Nestorius’s
quotation in 27'); 1.8, 2¢%; TV.2, 80*!; IV.g, 8236

2% CN 17, 283 1113, 52208; 1113, 67'0; IV.1, 770 TV.2, 80%0.

27 CGN 1V.g, 81%, 821%; 8112,
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contexts, ovoia has, once more, the meaning of COMMON SUBSTANCE
(except for the phrase ‘out of the substance of the Father’).

In Contra Nestorium, it is, first of all, Nestorius who uses ovoia and
especially opoovotog also for creatures, human beings in particular, and
who is followed in this by Cyril, although we have seen in chapter g
that it is not uncommon for Cyril to do this. Towards the end of Book I
(31'"1), Nestorius argues that it is a property of every mother to bear
what 1s consubstantial with her, so that either she is not a mother—
namely, when she does not bear something consubstantial with her—or,
when she 1s indeed a mother, what is born from her must be like her
according to substance (xot’ ovoiav duowov). In his brief response, Cyril
does not employ ovoia and its cognates.

In a quotation in Book III, Nestorius writes that “he has been sent
who is consubstantial with us and who has been anointed to preach
freedom for the prisoners and recovery of sight for the blind”.?® This
time, Cyril does apply the same terminology. He reasons that the arch-
bishop of Constantinople intends someone else who is consubstantial
with us, besides the Word of God. It would be better, he writes, to say
that he has become consubstantial with us, that is, man, while he also
remained consubstantial with the Father.? This teaching of double con-
substantiality is not totally new to Cyril; he already mentions it in the
Dralogues on the Trinity.* Obviously, in these comparisons of individual
beings, too, the reference is to secondary, not primary substances. Such
a comparison of two secondary substances also applies to two uses of
ovoLwdMC.?!

Ovowwdds 13 employed three times to denote that characteristics
are natural properties, that is, that they adhere to certain substances
inseparably. For instance, Cyril speaks about “its own goods, which
substantially adhere to it [to the divine nature]”.®? It is clear that,

2% CN IILg, 62%7, repeated in 65'2 and in IIL5, 71

29 CN 1IL3, 652427; cf. 66+6: 39" and III.5, 727" 25,

30" Dial. Trin. 1, 405¢—406a.

31 GN 11, 332 (the nature of the Word is called substantially different from the flesh),
IL5, 413 (things that are substantially far off from communion and equality with each
other).

32 CGN 1, 1513t (0doiwdids avti meoomequrdtwy). See also IL.1, 3613 (what is special
about being God by nature, if the creature can be rich, and substantially so, with
respect to the goods that are in God, Cyril asks—in other words, if the creature can
have the divine characteristics as natural properties, God is no longer unique), IL11,
49*" (the risen Christ is said to come again into the heights in which he exists always
and substantially).
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here too, the adverb ovowwddmg is associated with ovoio in the sense
of secondary substance.

There is one passage left in which Cyril himself uses the word
ovota. It 1s part of his argumentation that a human being cannot
have acquired the divinity and have become God by nature. He asks
whether this man has been enriched with the excellence of the highest
substance, which is above all things (57?°%). Once more, ovoio refers
to the commoN suBsTANCGE of the Godhead. Finally, ovoia is found in
several quotations from Nestorius and in allusions to them by Cyril.®
Since it 1s the aim of this study to come to a better understanding of
Cyril of Alexandria’s christological vocabulary, not Nestorius’s, we will
not dwell on the precise meaning of ovoio in these instances.

The conclusion may be that the meaning Cyril gives to odoio and
its cognates in Contra Nestorium—the use of which is partly induced by
Nestorius—is virtually the same as in his previous works. Otoia signifies
a secondary substance, which in the light of his earlier writings may
be interpreted as a COMMON SUBSTANCE, rather than as an ABSTRACT
SUBSTANCE.

6.3.2. ‘Yadoraog

Having added the term vmootaows to his christological vocabulary in
his Second Letter to Nestorius, Cyril of Alexandria makes extensive use of
it in Contra Nestorium. But first, we will look at more familiar ways in
which Cyril employs the word in this volume. A few times we find it
in a citation of Hebr. 1:3 (“imprint of the hypostasis”) or in an allusion
to it.’* Then there are three passages in which vmootaois s used in a
trinitarian context and denotes (one of) the three divine persons.* The
Father is also said to “subsist by himself (bpéotnxe 8¢ iddg)”, as are the
Son and the Spirit (77%%). And once, in a more christological context,
Cyril argues that to be born according to the flesh is the only way to
become man for “him who subsists (bgeotnrdty) outside the flesh and
according to his own nature” (29%°%). Then, there is a passage in which

33 CN 1.4, 2221 (“the just-born according to the [secondary] substance that is seen”);
II1.1, 55° (who would regard the high priest as the substance of divinity? It is repeated
literally in 56'°, while Cyril includes a similar phrase in his response in 56!°20d 16);
V.4, 992°F (those “who mingle the nature[s] of the divinity and the humanity into one
substance”).

3 CN 111, 35%2%; 1113, 64%°; V.2, 96211

35 CN IL6, 78% 10; 805 12: 326 36,37 (on the one operation of the Trinity); V.6, 103%.
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three forms of the verb mpovgeotnrévan occur: Christ is said to pre-exist
John the Baptist, he pre-exists as God (63'7-1%2%). In all the other cases,
the word bvmootaois is directly related to christology (and all the places
where its cognates are found, have already been mentioned).

What is noteworthy, first of all, is the sheer number in which the
expression ‘according to hypostasis (xad” vootaowy)’ occurs: eight times
with ‘union (Evwoig)’,** nine times with a form of the verb ‘to unite
(évodv)’, mostly passive,’” once with ‘unity (§votng; 42'°"), once with ‘to
be connected (ovvdmtesdar; 23, once with ‘indwelling (xatoixnoig;
30%t), and once with the verb ‘to partake (xowwvelv; 79')’, twenty-
one times in total, spread over all five Books. What Cyril means by
this expression becomes clearer when we look at the other instances in
which he employs dmoéotaows in an incarnational context.

Mostly, the word 1s found in the plural, often to describe the view
which Cyril attributes to Nestorius: that the one Christ is severed into
two Sons, into two hypostases and persons. In most of these cases,
vmootdoels and mpoowma occur side by side,* but sometimes Cyril
uses only vmootdoelg (never only modowna).* In one case, the Greek
seems to be corrupt, but the meaning probably is in line with the other
passages: Nestorius cuts the one Christ asunder, the hypostases part
from each other, while the persons are severed into their own diversity.*
A few times, the division into two is expressed by a sentence in which
vmootaots in the singular is used to denote one or each of the separate
entities.!

36 CN 1, 15%537; Ty, 243% 11.6, 42715 118, 45°0; TL.13, 5124, 5ol; 1115, 7229F.

3T CN L1, 16%2; 1.4, 2429F; 1.8, 30%2; 112, 36%%; 11.8, 44%3, 46%; 110, 47°°; TL.4, 7123F;
V6, 104

3 CN 11, 4% “severing [him] into two persons and hypostases which are
completely separated from each other”, 35'6: “separating the one into two persons and
hypostases”; IL.10, 48%f: “assigning the sayings of those who speak about God and of
[Christ] himself to two persons and two distinct ({dwaic) hypostases™; IIL.2, 6031-33: he
separates him “into distinct (idudg) hypostases and also two persons”, the Word and a
God-bearing man; I1L.5, 72*: “separating him completely into hypostases and persons”.

39 GN 1IL1, 35% %5: “they would not part from each other with respect to hypostases
and wills (yvépoug) in being one and another by themselves (idwac)”; II1.6, 73 “the
hypostases having been separated into two, as you say”.

10 CN IL2, 36'7%: téuvovra dixa (uetd) Tod ®ol adtag GAMMwv Tag OmOOTAOCE
ATOQOLTAV %ol g NV £TeQoTNTA TOV TROoHTTWV dieotaluévov. Schwartz has added
ueta in order to make this passage agree with the other passages in which Cyril speaks
about Nestorius’s separating the hypostases and persons. I follow him in this. Pusey (GNV
ET, 48) translates: “even though the hypostases themselves part not one from another”,
but this would contradict Cyril’s usual argumentation.

-GN 111, 35%: is “he who, according to his own hypostasis (xat’ idiav VmdoTaow),
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Three times, Cyril speaks of a mixture or a confusion of hypostases.
In the first instance, he is reasoning that the verb ‘to mix’ is often used
in an improper way, not with the exact meaning of a philosophical
mixture, as of water and wine.”? As an example, he points to Hebr.
4:2 (“those who were not mixed (cuyxexpopévoug) in faith with the
hearers”). This does not refer to a confusion of hypostases (advdyvoiv
Twva TV vootdoewy; 22'7), as with water and wine, Cyril explains, but
to a union in soul. Here, it is the human individuals who are denoted
by the word vmootaows. The other two instances relate to Nestorius’s
statement that according to certain heretics “a mingling (xpdoewg) has
taken place and the two natures are not divided” (34*%). Cyril re-
phrases this and speaks twice of “a confusion and a mixture of the
hypostases with each other”.* Here, he must be referring to the Word
and his humanity.

In the discussion following this quotation of Nestorius, Cyril first
accuses his colleague of severing Christ into two persons and hypo-
stases, completely separated from each other, and attributing to each
of them by themselves sayings that are fitting to them." He then asks
how there can be one Christ and Son and Lord, if these names apply
to both of them separately (dva pégog), because “the hypostases by
no means come together according to union (xod’ &vwouwv), but are
united (évobodar) according to rank or sovereign power or authority
only” (35%°). Cyril gives the example of Peter and John, who were
both apostles and were adorned with equal honours, and asks whether,
because of their shared rank and sovereign power, the two can be called
one man, and whether this suffices “for a union, I mean, [a union] in
the hypostases”.*

And finally, there is the one passage in which the archbishop of
Alexandria speaks of “one Son and one hypostasis, the incarnate

has been truly separated from the unity with him” not another besides the Word?; II.2,
3679 “for how is there still one Lord and Christ and Son, if each has its own ({duov)
person and principle (Adyog) and also hypostasis, which withdraws into diversity”; I11.6,
78135 “how can one person (mpdowmov) be effected by both, when each hypostasis
brings along its own [person], as lying separately (évd uéog)?” (see n. 21).

12 See McKinion (2000), 59-67, for a brief description of the philosophical concepts.

# In his introduction of Nestorius’s quotation, Cyril speaks about a quoudv xai
avdmoaowy, Ty elg dhMihag gnui, Tdv Vmootdoewv (GN 11, 34191, and immediately after
the quotation he re-states it as: T@v Vmootdoewv gig GANAag Evdyvols T Yodv ovyrQaolg
(CN IL1, 34%%).

M CN 111, 34%7 %, mentioned in n. 38.

B CN 1L, 35"30: moog Evaowy, T g &v ye taig dmootdoeot Aéyw.
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[hypostasis] of the Word”.* In the context of this sentence he argues
that, since Nestorius says that the Word does nothing without his
humanity, the connection means to him that the pair of sons are
likeminded and of the same will. But, he continues, if you speak of
one Son and of the one incarnate hypostasis of the Word, Christ is not
himself an instrument of the divinity, but he uses his own body as an
instrument, just a human soul does that.

Before we turn to the meaning of the word vVmdotaows in Contra
Nestorium, it is worth remarking that neither the term itself nor any of its
cognates is found in the quotations of the archbishop of Constantinople.
This confirms Richard’s conclusion that it was Cyril of Alexandria who
introduced the word tmootaows into the christological debate of the
fifth century.*’ And it suggests that the term takes on a meaning fully
inspired by Cyril himself, and not influenced by the way his opponent
employed it.

In chapter 5, it was concluded that the primary meaning of vmoota-
ol 1s ‘a really existing being’ belonging to the category of substance,
that is, an INDIVIDUAL REALITY, while in a more pregnant sense it may
signify something that exists by itself, that is, a SEPARATE REALITY." And
the expression xad’ vndotacwy added to the verb ‘to unite’ and to the
noun ‘union’ seemed to indicate that a real union has taken place,
which results in one SEPARATE REALITY. When we look at Cyril’s use
of the term in Contra Nestorium, there is no reason to infer that he now
attaches a different meaning to it. When human beings are referred to
as ‘hypostases’, as in his interpretation of Hebr. 4:2, it may be under-
stood in its fuller meaning of sEPARATE REALITY. When Cyril describes
the view he attributes to Nestorius, he sometimes makes it quite clear
that he has SEPARATE REALITIES in mind by using such expressions as
‘completely separated from each other’, or ‘in being one and another
by themselves’. And when he speaks of ‘two hypostases’ he sometimes
adds the adjective idwog to emphasize their separate existence, as he
does in On the Incarnation, once more suggesting that vmootaoig itself
may indicate a SEPARATE REALITY, but can also be used for an INDIVID-
UAL REALITY which does not exist by itself.

6 OGN IL8, 46285 &N el pév &va @ig Yiov xal plov dmdotaowy mv 108 Adyou
OGECUQUWUEVNV.

#7 Richard (1945), 244, 255.

8 See especially sections 5.9.2.2 and 5.8.2.1.
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Then, there are those instances in which Cyril speaks of two or more
hypostases that come together. In a mixture in the philosophical sense
of the word, as of water and wine, the two elements already exist and
then come together, that is, it is separate hypostases that are mixed.
In the example of human beings—Hebr. 4:2 and the apostles Peter
and John—once again, it is separate (in this case, human) hypostases
that come together. And in Cyril’s description of Nestorius’s view, it is
two separate beings—the Word and a God-bearing man—who form a
connection. This leaves the two times that Cyril rephrases a statement
from Nestorius into “a confusion and a mixture of the hypostases with
each other”. Since this describes a view which is not Cyril’s own,
while he does not elaborate on this expression, one cannot draw any
conclusions from this regarding the status of Christ’s humanity before
the incarnation according to Cyril’s own understanding (as if the word
‘hypostasis’ would indicate that the Word’s humanity was a hypostasis,
and therefore an INDIVIDUAL REALITY before the incarnation).

When he calls the one Christ ‘one hypostasis, the incarnate [hyposta-
sis] of the Word’, however, this does indicate his own view, and his
intention is clearly to posit, over against Nestorius, that Christ is one,
not two SEPARATE REALITIES. In christological contexts (in Contra Nesto-
rium), Cyril does not call the Word a hypostasis before the incarnation,
when he expounds his own view.* But, no doubt, he would regard the
‘naked’” Word as a SEPARATE REALITY, and he argues that after the incar-
nation the Word with the flesh is still one SEPARATE REALITY. The word
vrootools, here, does not signify the METAPHYSICAL PERSON of the Word
which remained the same, also when the humanity was added. There is
no hint in Contra Nestorium nor in Cyril’s previous writings that vmwoota-
ol can take on this meaning. Nor does it signify an ONTOLOGICAL PER-
soN. Although Cyril regards the incarnate Word as one ONTOLOGICAL
PERSON, which—as will be discussed in section 6.5.3—is expressed by

¥ Grammatically speaking, it is possible that the word ‘hypostasis’ in the phrase
‘one hypostasis, the incarnate [hypostasis] of the Word® refers to the hypostasis of
the Word only, without the flesh, in which case the term ‘incarnate’ adds the flesh.
However, in light of the fact that the meaning of vnéotaocwg in Cyril’s previous writings
tends from INDIVIDUAL REALITY towards SEPARATE REALITY, it is more likely that here
‘hypostasis’ refers to the one sEPARATE REALITY of the incarnate Word. That he uses the
expression ‘united / union according to hypostasis’ to emphasize that the result of the
union is one SEPARATE REALITY also points in this direction. And that in christological
contexts the ‘naked” Word is not indicated by the term vmootaows confirms this
interpretation.
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the term mpdowmov, this is not the meaning of ‘one hypostasis’. When
Cyril calls the incarnate Word ‘one hypostasis’, he merely wants to
emphasize that he is one SEPARATE REALITY, not two, as, in his view,
Nestorius teaches.

What does Cyril of Alexandria mean by ‘hypostatically united’” and
‘union according to hypostasis’ He places this over against Nestorius’s
‘connection by rank or sovereign power’, which in his understanding
consists of two separate Sons, who have an external relationship with
each other® The union Cyril has in mind is a ‘real’ union, not just a
relational (oyetzn) one, and it results in one Christ and Son and Lord,
in one hypostasis, that is, in one SEPARATE REALITY. The conclusion
drawn in our investigation of Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius (section
5.8.2.1) still holds, although it may be somewhat elaborated. ‘Union
according to hypostasis’ means (1) that a real union has taken place,
which may be understood as: not just a relational one, in which case
two separate entities remain; (2) the result of this union is one SEPARATE
REALITY, not two, and for the first time Cyril has now called this one
SEPARATE REALITY ‘one hypostasis’.

6.3.3. llpdowmov

On the one hand, Cyril uses the term mgoocwmov in Contra Nestorium
in ways which are familiar from the trinitarian writings, as described
in section 4.5, on the other hand, the development of its use in
christological contexts, which set in in his Commentary on jJohn, continues.
First, we encounter mgéowmov a number of times in the sense of ‘face’,
in citations of biblical verses or in allusions to them.! We also find
the expression g &éx mpoommov a few times, indicating that someone
renders the words spoken by another person.>? In Contra Nestorium, Cyril
does not employ mpocwrmov to indicate the persons of the Trinity, only
VITOOTOOLG.

We have seen a first, isolated use of mpdowmov in a christological
context in the Thesaurus (120C), where Cyril writes that “the words
that are fitting to a slave” “are lying round the mpdowmov of the

%0 The concept of an external relationship will be discussed in section 6.8.7.

S CN L, 25% (Luke 1:76); I1.3, 382 (Ps. 103/ 104:30, LXX); IIL.2, 59%° (2 Coor. 3:18);
IIL.g, 66%% 34 (Gen. g2:30); I11.3, 67'7 (Ps. 103/ 104:30, LXX); II1.4, 69°7 (Is. 50:6); V.5,
ro1'"13 (Is. 50:6-7).

92 CGN 10, 53315 IV.3, 83%9F; V.2, 9740k



378 CHAPTER SIX

inhumanation”. Thus, here already moécwmov indicates the incarnate
Word, although it is not quite clear what the exact meaning of the
word is. In his Commentary on John, Cyril starts to write that Christ may
not be severed into two mpdowmna. By then, the meaning of the term
has been established as a rational being, in a text and/or in reality, that
1S, & PERSON—a GRAMMATICAL PERSON and/or an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON.
When Christ is not to be severed into two mpdéowma, this means that
he is not two ONTOLOGICAL PERSONS.”® In On the Incarnation, the same
understanding is expressed by the term dutpécwmov, while in the phrase
&v mpoownm Xowotod the word mpdowmov denotes the ONTOLOGICAL
PERSON of the incarnate Word.**

In the Letter to the Apocrisiaries, Nestorius’s view of Christ is described
as a union of mpdowma only, of a man by himself and God the Word
by himself.> Here again, mpéowmov may be regarded as ONTOLOGICAL
PERSON. And in Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius, he employs the word
ngoowrmov three times to express a view which he rejects: the Word
did not assume a moécwmov only, he did not unite himself to the
nooowmov of a human being, and the incarnation is not a union of
mpodowna. These statements, too, make sense when mpdowmov refers to
an ONTOLOGICAL PERSON, which implies a SEPARATE REALITY.

Based on Cyril’s use of the word ‘only’—‘a union udévov t@v moo-
onov’ and ‘the assumption mpoodmov uoévov’—and the absence of the
word ‘hypostasis” in such cases, Liébaert suggests that Cyril applied two
different meanings to mpdcwmov:

Yet, one notes that Cyril does not completely align his usage of the word
prosdpon with that of the word hypostasis. Maybe in the end, he remains
sensitive to the innate ambiguity of the first term, capable of designating
a figure [le personnage], an individual, in a sense a subject or a person,
but also—in accordance with its etymology—a simple mask, a face, an
external form or appearance.®’

3 See section 3.5.

> See section 5.3.2.4.

% See section 5.6.2.2.

% See section 5.8.2.2.

57 Liébaert (1977), 61: “Toutefois, on le constate, Cyrille n’aligne pas tout a fait ici
son usage du mot prosipon avec celui du mot hypostase. Peut-étre en définitive reste-t-il
sensible & 'ambiguité congénitale du premier terme, apte a désigner le personnage,
I'individu, en un sens le sujet ou la personne, mais aussi—conformément a son
étymologie—le simple masque, le visage, la forme ou I'apparence extérieure”.
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When Cyril speaks of ‘a mpéowmov only’ or ‘mpdowmna only’, mpdowmov
would indicate “the external form, the totality of characteristics and
properties manifesting the individual”, according to Liébaert.*

There 1s, however, no reason to believe that in these instances the
archbishop of Alexandria gives to mpécwmov a meaning different from
the one it normally has in his own language: person, rational being.
For what counts in the course of his argumentation is that persons
are entities that are capable of external relations with each other only.
And in this respect, persons are, as it were, deficient in comparison
with other entities, such as natures, and therefore, one can speak of
the assumption of ‘a person only’.* This also explains why the word
‘hypostasis’ is not juxtaposed in these cases. For, as we have seen,
vrootaots does have a certain ambiguity about it in Cyril’s metaphysics:
it may indicate a SEPARATE REALITY, but it seems that it may also refer
to an INDIVIDUAL REALITY, which is capable of a stronger relationship
with another such reality.

It may be added that in Contra Nestorium mpécwmov occurs only once
in the quotations from Nestorius, namely, when he lets Christ say: on
behalf of you, I have put on the mpoéownov of a poor man. Cyril does
not comment on Nestorius’s use of the word.® The absence of the term
in the quotations i3 a clear indication that for the meaning that Cyril
attaches to the word modowmov in this volume, it is necessary to look
to his own previous works rather than to Nestorius’s writings. Also, the
only occurrence of the word ‘mask’ (mpoowmelov) is found in a quotation
from the archbishop of Constantinople: “a heretic with an ecclesiastical
mask (mpocwmelw)” (95%).

% Ibid., 60. This, however, is not Cyril’s but Nestorius’s understanding of the term.
See Grillmeier, 7dChr 1, *1990 ('1979), 655L; CCT 1, 21975, 460: “According to Nestorius,
each nature has its own prosopon, its own characteristics, its own appearance, through
which it is characterized in its individuality”.

% If mpoowmov had the meaning which Liébaert suggests—the external form,
the characteristics and properties manifesting the individual—‘the assumption of a
npdommov only’” would imply that Christ’s humanity were deficient, merely external.
This is not what Cyril accuses Nestorius’s christology of. Rather, he constantly insists
that the archbishop of Constantinople teaches a separate human being, a separate
nodownov, besides the Word of God. In Oratio ad dominas, Cyril speaks of ‘a mere union
of persons’ (rather than ‘a union of mere persons’), which more clearly expresses that
the union of persons, that is, PERSONs, is not strong enough. See chapter 7, nn. 109 and
110.

60 CGN Vg, g7*3. It is surprising that, after renouncing the assumption of ‘a mpdowmov
only” in his Second Letter to Nestorius, Cyril does not comment on Nestorius’s phrase “I
have put on the mpdowmov of a poor man”.
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In Contra Nestortum, Cyril repeats a number of times what he already
wrote in his Gommentary on john: Christ is not to be divided into two
persons. As we have seen, he now usually adds: or into two (distinct)
hypostases,’! and he also expresses the same view in a sentence contain-
ing the word mpoowmov in the singular.®? In all these cases, Cyril’s argu-
mentation is based on the same understanding of mpoéowmov: it means
PERSON, more specifically ONTOLOGICAL PERSON.

More clearly than ever before, however, the archbishop of Alexan-
dria now confesses the incarnate Word to be one mpdowmov. Twice he
writes that the sayings about Christ should be attributed to one mpdo-
omov,” and once that Scripture leads us in faith to one mpoéowmov.*
Although the immediate meaning of the term is here a GRAMMATICAL
PERSON, Cyril implies that Christ is one ONTOLOGICAL PERSON. This is
more explicitly stated in another passage, where also the unambigu-
ously ontological word vmootaois occurs:

When the hypostases are divided into two, as you say, and conceived of
as existing separately and by themselves, how could a coming together
into one person (mpdowimov &v) have taken place, unless the one thing is
somehow said to be the other’s own (idiov &v &vdg), just as, of course,
the body is regarded as the human soul’s own, although it is of a
different nature (étepouég) than it? For soul and body are not the same
thing. [Then follow a few sentences about the one nature and the three
hypostases of the holy Trinity.] But with respect to Emmanuel, since
divinity is something else than humanity, if we do not say that the
body has become the Word’s own according to a true union, how can
one person be effected (v dmotehoito mpdowmov) by both, when each
hypostasis brings before us its own ({dwov) [person], as lying separately
(Gvar uégog)?e

The oft-repeated claims that there is one Lord and Christ and Son,
and that Christ is one out of both, are here translated into the more
metaphysical statement that he is one person (mpoéowmov). And Cyril
argues that, if the hypostases are separated—as he believes Nestorius’s
view to be—, this will result in two persons. But when the body is
regarded as the Word’s own, the result is one person—and it seems

61 See nn. 38 and 40 for the references.

62 CN Il.2, 367 9. See n. 41.

3 GN 1L, 33° (g £E évog mooowmov); IL.1, 3658 (8vi mpoodme).

t CN L 34! (eig modowmov V).

5 CN 1IL6, 7239731, See also n. 21. Towards the end of the quotation, »ewévng
has been translated by ‘lying’, because Cyril often works with metaphors of place (see
section §.2.2).

o> D o
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to be implied that the hypostases are then not separated. Cyril does not
employ the phrase ‘one person’ to declare that the Word has remained
‘the same’ during the incarnation. The Word before the incarnation is
not called a mpoowmov, but there is a ‘coming together’ (cOufaotg) into
one person, and one person is ‘effected’ (dmotehoiro).

In the only remaining place in which the word modécwmov is found,
Cyril speaks of “the person of Emmanuel (to mpoodmov 1ot "Eppovov-
MA)” as a matter of fact, and he maintains that, although someone may
call him a human being, “we regard him as the Word out of God the
Father who has assumed the form of a servant” (g7'%2").

6.9.4. Pvowg

While for odoia, dmdotacs and medowmov it makes sense to mention
all the places where the term and its cognates occur, the word guog
abounds in Contra Nestorium to such an extent that for the more common
usages it suffices to give some examples. Not surprisingly, we see Cyril
of Alexandria employ gvowg in ways that by now have become all too
familiar. The Word, Christ, Emmanuel is said to be God,* Son,*’ life,%
wisdom (35*), Creator (35%), power (35'%), invisible,” good,” holy (101%%),
impassible” by nature (xatd govow or gioel or v goowv). Once, we find
similar language in a quotation from Nestorius.”? Several times, Cyril
says that the Word is free, etc., according to his own nature (xatd givow
diav),”® or according to the principles (Adyovg) of his own nature.”
The Word is also out of (¢x) God (the Father) by nature,” while the
Spirit is the Father’s by nature, and the Son’s naturally (puowdg), and
consubstantial with him, from (magd) him and in him by nature, and
his own.” The same expressions are also, though less often, employed

86 CN L1, 16%37; La, 207; 1L11, 49°% 1115, 72%1; IV.6, 897; V.6, 104%%; and passim.

57 CGN 1.6, 26%7; 1.7, 28% 11 114, 40%7; 112, 59'%; TV.3, 83'%; V] g2%.

68 CN 111, 35%% TV.g, 8316%; TV.5, 8521,

59 CGN 1112, 50%% V.6, 104°.

OGN 1V, 76% V.3, 99°.

1 CN 112, 37%%; V.2, 96%7; V.5, 102!

72 CN 1.4, 24773 (puoeL Oedg).

73 CN 113, 9835415 114, 40%1; 116, 42%%; 1111, 57% 1112, 5833 Vi1, 9239F.

7 CN 1L1o, 48'25; 11Lg, 6415 TV.g, 83161

5OCN T, 1551022, 1.6, 2622 111, 5323 V1, 94!%. Quite often, the Word is also said to
have been born (¢ig) out of the Father, for example, CN 1, 14%; 1.7, 282%; 11.2, 36%7; 1113,
64'"; V.6, 897; Vi1, 95'.

6 CN IV, 8213 15,56,

)
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in regard to human beings and other creatures.”” In all these cases,
pUog has a meaning similar to that of ovoia and is related to secondary
substance.

In trinitarian contexts, it is undisputed that the word ¢@vowg has
this meaning of cOMMON NATURE, the divine reality which Father, Son
and holy Spirit have in common.” But how does Cyril employ the
term in christological contexts? In chapter 5, it has been argued that
the Alexandrian archbishop uses dyophysite, rather than miaphysite,
language in the writings discussed. In Contra Nestorium, we do find one
miaphysite phrase, but it is surrounded by many dyophysite expressions.
That there is an increase in dyophysite terminology is undoubtedly
influenced by the fact that Nestorius speaks regularly of ‘the natures’ or
‘two natures’ in his quotations. But the way in which Cyril speaks about
the natures of Christ is not really different from the way he does it in
the earlier christological works. Nowhere, throughout Contra Nestorium, is
there even a hint that Cyril would object to Nestorius’s speaking about
two natures. What he is constantly repudiating is the separation of the
natures into two distinct hypostases and persons.

Let us look at several examples to substantiate this claim. In the first
quotation, Nestorius already speaks of ‘the two natures’: over against
the title theotokos he suggests a term ‘indicative of the two natures’ (16*!),
by which he means yowototorog. Cyril does not attack this dyophysite
language in any way. On the contrary, in his response he himself makes
extensive use of the word guowg, and by no means just for the divine
nature. He states that Emmanuel is God by nature. In an argument
that he phrases on behalf of his opponent, he writes: “If you say that
the nature of the Word is not the offspring of the flesh, ...” (16%). Then
follows the argumentation that in order to become man the Word had
to be born according to the flesh. Cyril reasons that (the) nature (1)
pvoig) has determined the laws regarding us, or rather, nature’s Creator.
The Word necessarily proceeded through the laws of human nature
(tiig avdommivng gvoewg; 17'%) and, the virgin acting as a mediator to
this end, he partook of blood and flesh like we do. Cyril then gives a
soteriological reason for the incarnation, in which he uses three times
the phrase ‘the human nature’ (| dviodmov @ioig; 1721 and in
which we see the interplay, discussed earlier, between the whole human

7T CN 1L1, 36%; Ty, 3925 cf. 40%; 118, 44%6%; TV.5, 84%; IV, 9ot
78 CN 1116, 73%¢ (how is the Trinity effected as one nature of divinity, while it is
distinguished in three hypostases?); IV.1, 7725 TV.2, 80%0; V.6, 103%".
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race, the human commoN NATURE, and Christ as an individual human
being.” “But in Christ we see the human nature have free access to
God, as in a second first-fruits of the race” (17°*!). And before Cyril
goes on to a second quotation, he accuses Nestorius of maintaining that
there are two Sons and of dividing the one Lord Jesus Christ.

It is true that in these pages gvowg does not refer to Christ’s human
INDIVIDUAL NATURE, but at the same time he does not object to Nesto-
rius’s speaking of two natures, while he does denounce his alleged sepa-
rating of Christ into two Sons. For this, Cyril adduces the second quo-
tation, which does not mention the natures. The next time the word
@uotg occurs in the plural it is in a statement of Cyril himself:

But perhaps you think that for all this that worthless argument (Ldyov)
suffices, according to which the natures must be connected (cuvdnteoton)
with each other, and that not according to hypostasis (xad’ vooTaOWY),
but rather in indistinguishable honour and in equality of rank, for this is
what you are always unlearnedly telling us (23'%21).

Once again, Cyril does not attack Nestorius’s speaking of two natures,
but rather the way in which he regards the union: it is a connection in
honour and rank only, and not one according to hypostasis. In order to
show that this is indeed Nestorius’s understanding, Cyril gives another
quotation in which the word ¢gvous is absent.

Elsewhere in Contra Nestorium, too, Cyril does not find fault with
dyophysite language, but with Nestorius’s connection between the na-
tures, which, according to Cyril, is external and relational, and there-
fore implies two Sons. So, he writes in the introduction to Book II
that Nestorius, “though pretending to say that Christ is one, divides
the natures completely and sets each apart, saying that they did not
truly come together” (32% ). And when Nestorius states that the titles
‘Christ’, ‘Son’, and ‘Lord’ can indicate either of the two natures, or
both together, and argues that Scripture says that God sent his Son,
not that he sent the Word, Cyril again does not have a problem with
the two-nature language. Instead, he chides Nestorius for teaching that
a man, severed from the Word and set apart, has been born from the
virgin. He emphasizes that the Christ is one, the Word made man, who
has been anointed, not “according to his own nature (xat’ dilav ¢v-
ow)”, but the anointing happened to him “with regard to that which
is human (reot 10 dvdodmvov)” (3779). And although Cyril avoids the

79 See sections §.4.4, 5.4.2.2 and 5.5.2.2.
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word ‘nature’ for Christ’s humanity, the phrase ‘his own nature’ implies
that he is aware of another nature which is involved.

Cyril’s response in Book II, section 5, is even clearer (41%*"). Nesto-
rius calls the one who has assumed ‘God’, and the one who has been
assumed ‘the servant’s form’; he confesses the unity of rank because
the dignity of the two is the same, while the natures remain. Cyril’s
first comment is that Nestorius divides Christ into two again, and that
he does not understand what union is and what rank is. If the dig-
nity of the two natures is one, Cyril argues, then the Word and Moses
have equal status in nature, and the principle (Adyog) of their nature
will not be different. Cyril is speaking about their secondary substance,
their essence, not their individual existence, as Lebon understands ¢u-
o in christological contexts.”” He intends to say that if the Word and
a human being have the same rank, they must have the same common
NATURE.

But, he continues, maybe Nestorius wil say that rank is not a matter
of nature—in other words, that the Word and the human being are not
of the same nature. In that case, how can you crown things that are sub-
stantially (obowwddg; the use of this word is further evidence that Cyril
has coMMON NATURES and COMMON SUBSTANCES in mind) so far away
from each other, with equal rank, he asks. And from ‘substantially’ he
switches back to ‘nature’ when a nature is inferior to another, which
is superior, how can it receive equal honours and dignity? This reason-
ing has as its basis Cyril’s understanding of Nestorius’s position as a
separation of Christ into two Sons, two separate beings. For him, the
word @vowg does not denote these separate beings themselves, but their
COMMON NATURES oOr their INDIVIDUAL NATURES, in either case with spe-
cial reference to their essence and their NATURAL QuaLITY. Since their
natures are so different, these separate beings cannot receive equal hon-
our. Cyril implies that it is only when the same being is both God and
man, this ‘man’ can receive the honours due to God alone.

In the following section 6, Nestorius says that “the Son himself is
twofold, not in rank, but in nature”, and Cyril denounces it (42°% ).
This might suggest that in this instance the Alexandrian archbishop
does reject dyophysite language. However, a further investigation of
his argumentation shows this not to be the case. Cyril starts with
the question how Nestorius understands his notion of an indivisible

80" See section 4.4.1.
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connection: is it a union according to hypostasis, or a juxtaposition
(mapddeos) and proximity (8yyvtng)? If it is a union according to
hypostasis, there is no division in Christ, he is one and not two. How
can you say, then, he asks, that the Son is twofold, not in rank, but in
nature? Cyril introduces the anthropological analogy: when someone
kills a man he is not accused of harming two people, although the man
is conceived of as being out of soul and body, and “the nature of the
things that have come together is not the same, but different” (42%%);
in this way one must conceive of Christ as well. Although the word
@uowg appears in the singular, Cyril is speaking of the two natures of
soul and body. In his application of the image to Christ he is even more
explicit.

First, he reiterates that the Word, not without the flesh, is not
twofold, but the one and only Lord and Son. But then Cyril adds
that he, too, acknowledges that the difference between divinity and
humanity is vast, since they are different with respect to their mode
of being (xatd ye 1OV 100 g eivar Mdyov).?! In the mystery of Christ,
however, while (uév) the principle of the union does not deny the
difference, it does (8¢) put aside the division, not confusing or mixing
the natures, but, having partaken of flesh and blood, the Word is still
regarded as one Son.*” Unambiguously, Cyril speaks of the natures
of Christ, who are not confused or mixed. And he explicitly states
that their difference is not denied, but it is their division (daigeotv)
which is to be repudiated. This makes sense when these natures are
regarded as INDIVIDUAL NATURES, which each remain the source of their
Own NATURAL QUALITY, their natural properties—for there is no mixture
or confusion—, but which are not SEPARATE REALITIES—for that would
imply two Sons—but which together form one SEPARATE REALITY. This
is the conception depicted in figure 2 of section 5.5.9. Cyril does not
object to Nestorius’s speaking about two natures, but to his alleged
separating them into two SEPARATE REALITIES.

This picture is confirmed by another passage in Book II, where Cyril
argues that if you sever the natures, the properties that naturally belong
to them will also part,®® the principle of the difference will cut right
through, and therefore, with certainty there will be two. In figure 2,

81 See for the expression xotd tov 100 Mg elvar Mdyov and its near relationship to
®oTa QoL section 3.4.1.

82" A translation of this passage is given in chapter 4 (n. 76).

8GN 1111, 50%* 3: ouvamogotmiosiey dv avtoig xai T¢ Exatégag 1o puodg.
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the properties that belong to each of the natures are attached to the
one SEPARATE REALITY which is comprised of both INDIVIDUAL NATURES.
But if these two natures are severed and only have an external relation
to each other, we end up with the situation of figure 4: the natural
properties of each are no longer attached to the one SEPARATE REALITY,
but only to their own INDIVIDUAL NATURE. This amounts to two Sons,
for Cyril.

There is no need to discuss more examples in detail, a brief reference
to several of them will suffice. Nestorius writes that, since there is a
connection between Christ and the eternal Son, a separation according
to the dignity of sonship is not accepted—*I do not say: according to
the natures”, he adds (44'" ). Cyril responds that his opponent gathers
the natures into union and then severs them again. And further on, he
urges: “Cease dividing the natures after the union”,** and: “Confess,
therefore, [that he is] one, not dividing the natures, at the same time
knowing and thinking that the principle of the flesh is one thing, while
that of divinity is [another,] fitting to it alone” (46°" %). And when the
archbishop of Constantinople speaks of those who mingle the nature of
divinity and that of humanity into one substance, Cyril again does not
object to the dyophysite terminology, but merely rejects a mixture or a
confusion of the natures, and states that no one holds such a view.®

The expression ‘in contemplation (only)—=&v dewoiq (uovy)—does
not occur in Contra Nestorium.®> The notion, however, is present in
different words, when Cyril writes:

For if, gathering both into one according to a true union, you confess
together with us one Son, you have laboured in vain by placing each
by itself and apart and by completely separating them into hypostases
and persons, [and that] not only to know (ovyi t® &idévar uovov) that
the nature of the flesh is different from the divine [nature], when it
[the nature of the flesh] has become its own [of the divine nature] (idiat
yéyovev avtig) according to a true union.®’

81 CN 118, 45%: moboon dan@dv Tis UoELS Hetd TV Evoouy.

8GN V4, 992°F (Nestorius’s statement); 992% 32 (Cyril’s rejection of such a view);
IV.6, 9o?! 23 (Cyril maintains that no one confuses or mingles the natures).

8 The verb Yemgeiv is found several times in other contexts than (the separation of)
the natures, for example, CN 117, 43'", 44 I1.9, 46'%; I1.10, 48% IL.11, 50% V.2, 97%°.

87 CN 1IL35, 722 6. With Schwartz, I follow the Roman editor Agellius in changing 10
eldévar into t@ eidévar. This sentence seems to be structured as an inclusion: (1) if you
confess one Son with us, (2) you have laboured in vain, when you separate the one Son
into two, and that not only to know the difference of the two natures, (3) when the flesh
has become the Word’s own.
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We find the same reasoning, more clearly stated, earlier on in Contra
Nestorium:

If; you sever the natures, not only to know (otyi t® eldévar povov) what
the human and what the divine [nature] is, but rather separating them
from their concurrence into unity, you are certainly a man-worshipper

(5231—33>‘

‘In contemplation only’ is phrased here as ‘only to know’.*® And the
restriction ‘only’ does not concern the existence of the natures, but the
separation of the one Son into two hypostases and persons (according
to Lebon, Cyril applies the notion of ‘in contemplation only’ to the
natures’ existence; see section 4.4.1). Cyril argues that if this separation
is not just done in the mind in order to know the difference of the
natures, but in reality, then it results in two Sons, and a confession of
one Son has been made in vain.

In the midst of an overwhelming majority of dyophysite passages there
is only one place in Contra Nestorium where miaphysite language is used,
where Cyril speaks of one nature after the union. In its context it reads:

For now, after the union, there is thought to be (voettat) one nature, the
incarnate [nature| of the Word himself, just as is reasonably thought with
respect to ourselves too. For a man is truly one, composed (cvyreinevog)
out of unlike realities (moayudtwv), I mean soul and body. But it is
necessary now to note that we say that the body which is united
to God the Word is ensouled with a rational soul, and it is useful
that we add this, too: the flesh is different from the Word of God
according to the principle of its own nature, and conversely, the nature
of the Word himself is substantially (ovowunddg) different. But although
the things mentioned are regarded (voettar) as different and scattered
(dteoyowviopéva) into natural diversity, yet Christ is regarded (voettow) as
one out of both (glg ¢ augotv), divinity and humanity having come
together with each other according to a true union.®

It is noteworthy that even within this passage we also find dyophysite
terminology: Cyril speaks about the flesh’s own nature and about the
nature of the Word himself. It is also important to note that the one-

8 Cyril speaks more often of ‘knowing (ldévar)’ or ‘regarding (voeiv)’ the difference
between the two natures, but then without the addition ‘only” and without the link with
the separation of the one Christ into two persons: I, 332 1 (see n. 89); 1.8, 453" “For
it is fitting to know (eidévan) that the divine and the human nature([s] are one thing and
another”.

89 CN 11, 932 1% Lines 6-8: uia yao 1jdn voeiton @uoilg puetd mv Evoow 1 adtod tod
Adyou oecarmuévn, xaddmeg auélel xai £¢° MUOV 00TV VOOTT’ Gv elrdTwG.
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nature language is immediately linked with the anthropological anal-
ogy, which is described as a composition of two REALITIES (moaypudtwy).
The comparison with soul and body closely resembles that in the Letter
lo the Monks (see section 5.5.3), and it may be understood in the same
way: a human being is composed out of two INDIVIDUAL NATURES, body
and soul, to form one SEPARATE REALITY. The incarnate Word may sim-
ilarly be regarded as one SEPARATE REALITY in which two INDIVIDUAL
NATURES are united. But how to understand the phrase ‘one nature’?

It is clear that, just as with the phrase ‘one person’, also with ‘one
nature’ Cyril wants to emphasize that the result of the union of the
Word with his flesh is one entity, one SEPARATE REALITY. But just as
the word mpdowmov in ‘one person’ does not simply mean SEPARATE
REALITY, neither does the word ¢vowg in ‘one nature’. The analogy
with the composition of soul and body in a human being, which Cyril
immediately adds, may help to interpret it. In this instance in Contra
Nestorium, he does not elaborate on the analogy. One cannot, of course,
be entirely certain that the way in which he explains the comparison in
later writings is applicable to the passage at hand as well. Yet, it seems
to be the most appropriate course to understand ‘one nature’ in light of
the explanation the archbishop gives himself later on.

In three different letters, written after the reunion with John of
Antioch in 433, we find one and the the same clucidation. In the Letter
to Eulogius, Cyril mentions the ‘one incarnate nature of the Son’ and
continues:

just as one can say regarding an ordinary human being. For he is out of
different natures, I mean, out of body and soul. And the mind and the
contemplation (Yewoia) know the difference, but having united them, we
get one human nature (tote piov woopev aviodmov giowy). Therefore,
knowing the difference is not [the same things as] dividing the one Christ
mnto two.”

In the Second Letter to Succensus, after having mentioned the “one nature
of the Son, but, as I said, incarnate”, he adds that ‘one’ is not only
said of things that are simple by nature, but also of those that are
compounded (t@v xatd cvvdeoww cvvnyuévov), as is the case with a
human being out of soul and body.

For such things are of different species (¢tepoe1dfj) and not consubstantial
with each other, but united they bring about the one human nature (wiov
avionmov guow anetéleoav), although the difference by nature (xata

0 Ep. 44, ACO L1.4, 5318,
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¢gvow) of the things that have come together into unity exists in the logic
of the composition (toig tijg ouvvdéoews Adyolg évumdoyn).”!

In the Letter to Valerian, ‘one nature’ does not apply to the Logos, but to

the nature of man, which is used as an image of the incarnate Word:
For the nature of man and his constitution are admitted to be one (uia
yao oporoyeitar guolg avdpmmou xai cvotaotg), even though known to be
from differing realities of different species (xdv éx dagpogwv vofjton xai
[¢E] Eregoelddv moayudtwv). For it is generally accepted that the body is
of a different nature (¢tegoguég) with respect to the soul, but it is its [the
soul’s] own [body], and co-completes the hypostasis of the one man.*?

While soul and body are different natures, they come together to
form the one nature of a man—this is how the three passages may
be summarized. Although Cyril speaks of ‘contemplation’, *knowing’
and ‘logic’, this is not to deny that the difference between soul and
body remains in reality after the union. The human nature is not a
tertium quid of body and soul, but each remains the source of its own
properties.” ‘Knowing the difference of the natures’ does not stand in
opposition to ‘acknowledging that the natures remain after the union’,
but to ‘separating the natures into two distinct entities’. In one of the
three letters, Cyril explicitly opposes the division of the one Christ
into two to knowing the difference. The natures of soul and body
are INDIVIDUAL NATURES. What, then, is the nature of a man? It is a
composition of two INDIVIDUAL NATURES, but nevertheless it is itself also
called a nature. Since it is customary to speak of the human nature as
a COMMON NATURE as well, it is no problem to regard the nature of a
man also as an INDIVIDUAL NATURE, one which is composed of two other
INDIVIDUAL NATURES.

The analogy suggests that the one nature of the incarnate Word
also is a composition of two INDIVIDUAL NATURES, the divine nature
of the Word and the nature of his flesh.®* Since this composition is
unique, and it is not one exemplar of a series of individuals that share

9 Ep. 46, ACO L.1.6, 160! 7.

92 Ep. 50, ACO L.1.g, 92619,

9 This is confirmed by the passages in Contra Nestorium according to which the soul
and the body have different roles to play when a human being suffers bodily harm.

9 In the passage in Contra Nestorium and in the Second Letter to Succensus, the language
of composition is not directly applied to the incarnate Word, but to the image. In On
the Incarnation, however, Cyril uses it several times for Emmanuel himself; see chapter 5,
nn. 121 and 122. That @ioi in the pio guowg formula stands for the composition of both
INDIVIDUAL NATURES, and does not denote just the divine nature, is also suggested by
the version of the formula in which ‘incarnate’ is a masculine rather than a feminine
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a COMMON NATURE, it cannot itself be called an INDIVIDUAL NATURE.
Cyril’s use of the word guoig for it is an anomaly, which does not fit
well within his metaphysics, and which, therefore, cannot be translated
into one small-capital term. He will have been induced to use it by
the Apollinarian forgeries, which he took to be genuine works of
Athanasius and other Church Fathers.”® The meaning of the word
@vois in the pia @uowg formula is not simply that of a SEPARATE REALITY,
since as the composition of two INDIVIDUAL NATURES it includes the
essences of these components. It is thus not synonymous with vrdotacig
in the ‘one hypostasis’ formula. The meaning of ¢voig in the formula
cannot be given by a particular term, but can only be described by
phrases like ‘a SEPARATE REALITY which is the composition of two
INDIVIDUAL NATURES’.

In section 5.4.2.2, as part of the investigation of Festal Letter 17, the
phrase ‘natural unity (Evotng guown)’ was discussed. Before 429, Cyril
used it several times for the unity between individuals that belong to a
COMMON NATURE, especially for the unity of the three divine hypostases.
In Contra Nestorium we find this same usage twice, when Cyril writes
about the operation of the Trinity.” In Festal Letter 17 and in the Letter
to the Monks, ‘natural unity’ is employed for the unity of divinity and
humanity in Christ, and for that of body and soul in a human being,
respectively. It has been argued that in these cases it indicates a unity
(1) of elements that belong to the Aristotelian category of substance,
which (2) results in one SEPARATE REALITY. We encounter, not the
same, but similar expressions in Contra Nestorium. In his response to
the first quotation in Book II, Cyril says that Nestorius calls Christ
Jesus, the Lord, one, in that a man is connected to God according
to rank only, and not according to a true union (Evwoug), that is, [a
union| according to nature (xatd gvow).”” He argues that in doing this,
Nestorius separates Christ into two.

A little further, having spoken of men who share the same dignity, yet
are individual beings, he writes:

participle, in which case the formula reads ‘the one nature of the incarnate Word’
instead of ‘the one incarnate nature of the Word’. This version of the formula is found
twice in On the Unity of Christ, SC g7, 735de and 736e—737a.

9 See chapter 7, n. 76, and chapter 4, n. 128.

9% CV TV, o34t 39t

97 CGN IL1, 347" and 34%9-35'.
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But if the mode of rank were a certain forceful (dvayxaiog)® bond which
gathers them together into unity (évotnta), just like a natural coming
together (oVupaotg gpuowrt), they would not, being in equality of honours
and rank, part from each other with respect to hypostases and wills
(yvououg) in being one and another by themselves (55%25).

It seems that by a ‘union according to nature’ and by a ‘natural coming
together’ Cyril means something which results in a ‘natural unity’: a
union of two INDIVIDUAL NATURES Into one SEPARATE REALITY.

A similar expression is also found when the Alexandrian archbishop
works out the anthropological analogy. In response to Nestorius he
writes that one should not place body and soul apart and then ‘co-
name’ the body with the soul to designate one man, “but having
brought them together according to a natural union (xad’ Evwowv
guowny) into the constitution (cvotaowy) of one human being, he will
then call him a human being” (51%!f). This ‘natural union’, too, can be
understood as a union of two INDIVIDUAL NATURES Into one SEPARATE
REALITY. When, immediately afterwards, Cyril draws the conclusion
from the analogy, he speaks of ‘a union according to hypostasis’: one
must confess that, “having come together with the Word by a union
according to hypostasis (tf] ®ad’ vmootaow évaoer), it [the body] has
completed one Christ and Son and Lord” (51%%).

In none of these cases the ‘natural union’ or ‘natural coming togeth-
er’ is said to result in one nature, but it is implied that two natures—
two INDIVIDUAL NATURES—form a unity. These phrases, then, belong to
dyophysite, rather than miaphysite, language.

In all the passages referred to, Cyril does not elaborate on the
status of the Word’s humanity before the incarnation. From earlier
writings, it has been gathered that Cyril emphasizes that the Word
did not assume an individual human being or person,” but rather
the human commoN NATURE, which resulted in a human mNDIviDuAL
NATURE, and so Christ is not just God, but also an individual man (see
section $.4.3). Therefore, when ‘natural unity’ indicates the result of the
incarnation it may denote the unity of the two INDIVIDUAL NATURES, but
when expressions like ‘natural union’ would indicate the process of the

9% As was argued in section 5.5.3, with respect to the incarnation the word &voyxaiog
cannot signify a natural necessity—although it might easily be thus understood by the
Antiochenes—since Cyril emphasizes that the Word voluntarily became man. Although
this quotation does not apply to the incarnate Word directly, it does so indirectly, and
therefore, ‘forceful” seems to be the better translation in this case.

9 See especially section 5.8.2.2.
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incarnation it would have to refer to a coming together of the Word’s
divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE and the human coMMON NATURE, in order to
be consistent. It is, however, likely that the archbishop of Alexandria
did not think through his formulas in such detail at this moment of the
controversy.

What is the relationship between gioig and vootaois in christological
contexts? When, in reaction to Cyril’s Letter to the Monks, Nestorius
writes that the Word does not have his dignity (GEioua) from the
holy virgin, Cyril responds that he was not speaking of rank (GEiav),
but about nature and about the union according to hypostasis (meoi
pvoemg NUIv xai tiig xad’ Vdotaowy Evmoews), and he asks the rhetorical
question: are dignity and nature not two different things?'®® Here, gpioug
and vrmdotaolg are mentioned side by side, and besides the oft-repeated
‘union according to hypostasis’ we have also encountered the phrase
‘union according to nature’. Does this mean that the two terms are
synonymous? Both phrases emphasize that the result of the union is one
SEPARATE REALITY, but they do this each in their own way. The words
pvog and vmootaolg are not synonymous, but retain their specific
meaning. In this context vowg signifies an INDIVIDUAL NATURE, and
vrootoolg indicates real existence, and in a pregnant sense a SEPARATE
REALITY.

Although, then, Cyril speaks in Contra Nestorium several times about
the one mpdowmov of Christ, once about “one hypostasis, the incarnate
[hypostasis] of the Word”, and once about “one nature, the incarnate
[nature] of the Word himself”, the three terms do not have the same
meaning, as Lebon suggests.

It is worthwhile to see how Cyril speaks about the human nature. We
have already come across a few instances in which ‘the human nature’
(M dvdodmov guots; 172 %:10) is mentioned in soteriological contexts, in
ways similar to those in his previous works. And we find this usage
also elsewhere in Contra Nestorium, mostly with the same expression, 1
avdowmov guog, once with 1 dviowmivy @ovog (82%). It usually has a
meaning which hovers between ‘the human commoN NATURE’ and ‘the
human race’. Sometimes, it is more clearly the coMMmoN NATURE which is
envisaged, for example, in: “he who transforms the human nature into
what it was from the beginning” (83''f). Sometimes, it is more clearly
the human race, for example, in: “liberating in himself first the nature

100 GV Ly, 24265 311,36,
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of man from the charges of that ancient transgression” (74!°%). Often, a
choice between the two is not self-evident.!”! But the human nature is
referred to in other than soteriological contexts as well, in which case
its meaning also hovers between the human comMoN NATURE and the
whole human race. Besides 1 avdoanmov guowg Cyril uses various other
expressions.!??

6.3.5. "Idwog

Just as in the previous writings, Cyril of Alexandria employs the word
idlog in two ways: to indicate that which belongs to a being by nature
and is shared with other beings of the same nature, and to denote that
which belongs to it individually. The first category is mainly found in
two expressions: (1) someone’s or something’s ‘own nature’, mostly the
Word’s own nature,'® but a few times that of the body, souls or the
flesh;'™ and (2) the holy Spirit is called the Son’s ‘own’,!® since he is
from him and in him by nature (82%). Similarly, the Son is the Father’s
‘own’,!'® and conversely, the Father is the Son’s ‘own’.!”” Further Cyril
speaks of the Word’s ‘own heights’ (49°), his ‘own power’ (76%), his ‘own
fulness’,'® and of the flesh’s ‘own laws’ (98%).

In Contra Nestorium, however, id1og is found more often in expressions
of the second category, indicating what belongs individually. Many
times, Cyril refers to the Word’s ‘own flesh”'® and his ‘own body’;'"
less often he calls the birth of his flesh (15*), his blood,'" and his temple
the Word’s own.!> A number of times the Word is said to have made
a/the body his own (idlov momjooodar);''® once this is said of the flesh

101 Other places where ‘the human nature’ is mentioned in soteriological contexts
are: II1.6, 745 IV.g, 82%8; V, 1'%, 925; V.3, 99'".

102 CGN Le, 1930 (tfjg fuetéous @voewe); 11.3, 387 (tijs »ad’ fuds gioews), 38%7F (tijg
avdodmov guoeng), 38% (6 Tiig Vo vouov @ioewg dv); TV.4, 84'0F (tiig dvigmmivng
@uoewg); V.5, 1027 (bt dviodmov guow).

103 CGN 1, 167; 11, 830; 114, 40%; 1113, 64%%; IV.1, 772%; Vi1, 947F. See also nn. 73 and 74.

104 CN 1V.5, 843 (the flesh); V.4, 10031F (souls); V.6, 103% (the body).

105 CN L2, 372832 1113, 6759 IV.1, 7816 IV.g, 82 16.20.21,32,57,

106 CN 111, 53'6; TV.2, 7923 V, g2,

107 CN 1113, 632% Vi1, 94*.

108 GN 1V, 77%; IV.2, 797,

109°CN 1.g, 22'% 11.8, 467; 1113, 6323 TV.g, 83% V.4, 100%7; and passim.

10 CN L, 1815 T2, 37%0; 1111, 57%%; V.1, 93%%; V.6, 1047; and passim.

-GN Mg, 62'%; V7, 10634

12 CN 1V3, 8319 V.6, 10426.

13 CN L1, 184 11, g2%%; 116, 42'7; 1113, 6232 IV.5, 85%; IV.7, 91°%; V.5, 101°F, 10275,
V7, 10577
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(24°Y). And he appropriates (oixewotodar) the birth of his own body or
flesh,''* all that belongs to his body (65**), and the sufferings that have
befallen his own flesh (100%).

Not just quantitatively, also qualitatively, the notion that the body has
become the Word’s own gains in importance. Cyril now argues that if
we do not say that the body has become the Word’s own according
to a true union, then the result would not be one person, but two.!®
He begins this sentence with a reason: “Since divinity is something else
than humanity”, in other words, since it concerns a coming together
of two entities which belong to the Aristotelian category of substance,
which are different by nature. If one of the two were a property, it
would be obvious that the combination of substance and property
would result in one SEPARATE REALITY. But, Cyril reasons, since both
belong to the category of substance and are different by nature, they
can only become one if the one becomes the other’s own. Otherwise,
they will remain separate and they will be two SEPARATE REALITIES—
in the case of the Word and his humanity: they will be two separate
hypostases, two Christs. To make this argumentation plausible, he
adduces the anthropological analogy: in the same way, body and soul
are different by nature and they nevertheless form one human being,
because the body is regarded as the soul’s own.!'®

In Contra Nestorium, the word idwdg is employed to denote particu-
larity and distinctiveness, for the divine hypostases in the Trinity,!''” but
also for two separate Sons in christology.!"® The corresponding adverb
dwag similarly indicates that the divine hypostases exist ‘by themselves’
(77%); that, in the view rejected by Cyril, Christ is divided into a man
‘by himself” and the Word ‘by himself’;!"* and that, in another view
rejected by Cyril, a divine deed is attributed to one of the hypostases

14 GN L, 1816 (the birth of his own body); 1IL.g, 63%2F (the birth of his own flesh).

15 CN TI1.6, 73" V7. See n. 65.

116 Siddals (1984), 136 1., quotes this passage, translating the word idwov as ‘property’,
as evidence for her theory that Cyril describes the relationship between the Word and
his humanity as that between a substance and its property, and as &tegov &v étéow. It is,
however, better not to give idiov the technical meaning of ‘property’ in this passage, but
to translate it as ‘own’, for it is virtually inconceivable that Cyril would regard the body
as a ‘property’ of the soul. See also section 4.8.4.

17 CN 1, 1523 V.6, 103°°.

8GN 11, 965 18; 11.6, 43'; IL.10, 48°%!; IIL.2, 60%2.

19 CN L, 1819 11, 332; 11.8, 46'; 111.6, 73°; TV.5, 84°%; V.1, 94%%; and passim.
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‘by himself’.!?* That Christ is divided into two hypostases by them-
selves’ is also expressed by the word idig.'!

6.3.6. "Evwoig and Zvvdgeia

Throughout Contra Nestorium, Cyril uses the noun €vwolg (union) and
various, mainly passive, forms of the verb évotv (to unite) for his own
christology, and the noun ouvvdgeio (connection) and various, mainly
passive, forms of the verb cuvdmtew (to connect) for the view which
he attributes to Nestorius.'”? And yet, he makes it clear that it is not
the words but the underlying conceptions that he is really concerned
about. There are various indications for this. First of all, his repeated
explanations of these terms in other words, emphasizing that in his
own view Christ is ontologically one, united ‘according to hypostasis’,
while he regards Nestorius’s ‘connection’ as resulting in two Sons
who only have an external relation with each other. Secondly, Cyril
discusses explicitly what the mode of the connection (6 tedmog Tijg
ovvagetog) 1s.' Thirdly, he also uses cognates of &vwoug for Nestorius’s
understanding'** and for the relational union that human beings have
with God and with each other.!® Fourthly, he suggests that the union
of the Word with his flesh could be called a ‘connection according to
hypostasis (cuvdgeia xad’ vHrooTaoLY)’. 1%

It may be added that Cyril once speaks of an indwelling (xatolxnoig)
according to hypostasis, as an explanation of Col. 2:9 (30%"), and once
writes that the Word participated in one flesh according to hyposta-
sis, with a reference to Hebr. 2:14. The latter passage is especially
interesting because of the word ‘one’. Cyril argues against the word
‘indwelling’ for the relationship between the Word and his flesh, since
he is said to indwell the saints as well. Over against this he declares that
the Word has once come into our condition and has participated in one

120 GV IV.2, 806 12,33,

121 GN 11, g% 1111, 56%; 115, 72% 17,

122 More precisely, ouvdgeia and its cognates do not occur in Book IV, not even in
Nestorius’s quotations. In that Book, we do find the notions of indwelling and God-
bearing,

123 CN 11, 35'8 28, 11.6, 427 23; I1.8, 4520 %5, 468 27; 1.9, 46%1—475; 1L.13, 52! &,

126 OV 118, 4418, 455 1.

125 CN 1.3, 22!% TV.5, 85%%; Vi1, 930,

126 CN 1.4, 23'9%. Cf. Dial. Trin. 1, 406a; VI, 605d.

)
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flesh according to hypostasis.'” Thus he relationally indwells the saints,
but he is hypostatically united to only one flesh, to a human INDIVIDUAL
NATURE, which implies that the incarnate Word is an individual man.

Besides the two main terms, évwolg / évotv and ouvvdgeia / ouv-
amtewy, Cyril employs several other nouns and verbs to describe the
coming together of the Word and his flesh, all beginning with the pre-
fix ovv, most of which we have already encountered in previous works,
but their frequency is relatively low. There are those words which indi-
cate the coming (or having come) together of the elements in Christ, or
of body and soul, or of the elements in other analogies: ouufaivery /
ovupaocts,'? ouvodog,'” ouvdgoun (52%), ouvdelodar / ouvdeopos.' And
there are those active verbs which indicate that the Word binds the
flesh to himself, or, more often, that a human being binds the ele-
ments together in the mind: cvAéyew,' cuugpéoew,'® ouvdyewv (44'%),
ouvoEly,' ouvelopéoewy (45°). Finally, the participle ovyxeiuevog (com-
posed) 1s used twice for body and soul in a human being.'*

In Cyril’s treatment of the unity of the incarnate Word, there is
no indication that he is aware of Aristotle’s various sorts of oneness.!®
None of the Stagirite’s divisions or terms is used by the archbishop of
Alexandria.

6.3.7. Zyéois

For the neo-Platonist commentators on Aristotle, the word oyéoig was a
technical term for ‘relation’.!* Cyril of Alexandria uses it as such in the
Thesaurus and especially in the Dialogues on the Trinity.**” In Contra Nesto-

127 CN 1V.2, 79'*: yeyovdtog 8¢ dmak év toig xad’ fudg ol oagxi wd xod’ drdotaowy
AEROLVWVIROTOG.

128 CN Lg, 221011 11, g3l TL1, g5% 23 26; 1.6, 42%; 11.8, 45'%, 46°; ILg, 47 I11.6,
73>,

129 CN 1.6, 262; 11, 3332 111, 34%; IL.12, 50'2; 1115, 725; TI1.6, 73'°.

130 CN 11, 933 11.8, 445,

181 CGN 111, 35%2; 118, 45°% IIL5, 722

132 CN 1L1g, 512 2% 111, 543, The verb is also employed for the unity of Christians
with Christ and with each other: IV.5, 85%2.

133 CN 11, 34'%; M5, 72%. The verb is also employed for the unity of Christians with
God and with each other: II.g, 65%; TV.5, 85%.

134 CN 10, g3%; IL.12, 5019

135 See section 2.3.3.

136 De Durand, SC 237, 4141, note * to Dial. Trin. IV, 509. See also idem, SC 231,
382f., note * to Dial. Trin. 11, 428.

137 See sections 2.5.4 through 2.5.6.
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rium, he employs it—and more often the corresponding adjective and
adverb, oyetindg and oyxetndg,—to denote a relation between the Word
and a second Son, over against his own understanding of the Word’s
union with his flesh. It is usually added as an explanation of how he
regards Nestorius’s ‘connection (ovvdgewa)” or ‘indwelling (évoixnoig)’.
A number of times it comes together with the word ‘external’ (9vpadev
or €Ewdev). So, Cyril can write:

If he really has been made man and has become flesh, then he is believed
to be conceived of as man, and not as connected with a man, merely
according to an indwelling or according to some sort of external relation
or a connection, as you say.!%

Or: “... the Only-Begotten has become man, not simply according
to a connection, as he says, considered as external and relational, but
according to a true union”.'* Once, it is combined with juxtaposition
and proximity: “a connection, perhaps conceived of as according to
proximity only or according to juxtaposition or as relational”.!*

Besides other instances in which they refer to two Sons in christol-
ogy,'"! Cyril also employs these terms to the relations between believers
and God, and between believers with each other. In a first instance, the
Alexandrian archbishop opposes our relational connection with God to
the union in Christ:

If you say that [in Christ] the assumption or the connection is external
and relational (§Ewd¢v te xai oxemniv), how have you forgotten that God
is also in us, and that we are relationally (oyetindg) connected with him
and have become partakers of the divine nature? (52°°).

In a second case, he speaks of Christ as mediator: “He has also
been appointed as mediator, through himself binding together into a
relational unity things that are completely separated from each other by
the principles of their nature[s]” (65°%). Bound together in a relational

138 CN Lg, 21t1—22% odn dviodme T cuvnuuévVos xatd udvnv Ty Evoixnow f yodv
xatd rwva tov EEndev oyxéoemv fitol ouvdgelay, Hg oL @NG.

139 CN 10, 3% % o0 natd ovwvdgeav Gmhdg, ..., v Svgadev émwvoovuévny ftou
OYETRNV.
10 CN 115, 4135 ovvdgeay ... téya mov TV xat’ Eyyvmta pdvny zai xotd magdde-

ow 1} yobv oyetxnv voovuévny. The words xatd mapddeoy and &yyvmnro return shortly
afterwards, in I1.6, 42°.

41 CN L2, 20% (a relational indwelling); 1.8, 303" (assume the indwelling to be
simple or relational); IL.1, 6% (a relation to him); II.8, 46* (connected relationally);
IL11, 49'® (he connects a man with God according to an external relation), 49°F (a
relational connection).
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unity are the believers and God (the Father), through Christ. In himself]
there is a union according to hypostasis, and as a result of this, the
believers have a relational unity with the Father.!*? This is made more
explicit in the third and final passage: “Through him, we have been
rendered partakers of the divine nature, ..., being united relationally
(oxemndg) through him to the Father and also to each other” (93***).

6.4. CHRISTOLOGY

An oft-recurring term in Contra Nestorium is ‘mystery (wvotiowov)’: the
mystery of Christ,'® the mystery regarding (éni or xatd or megi)
Christ,"* the plan or principle (Adyog) of the mystery,'* the power
(d0vaug) of the mystery,'* etc. This term has its origin in Scripture,
especially in 1Tim. g:16—“Beyond question, great is the mystery of
godliness”—which Cyril cites or refers to a few times.!*” At the begin-
ning of Book III, after having quoted the verse, he gives a brief sum-
mary of the content of the mystery, which includes the incarnation, but
also salvation through the incarnate Word, and being made partakers
of the divine nature.'*® He adds that faith is needed, rather than sub-
tle investigations. When he discusses the Eucharist in Book IV, he cites
Eph. 3:1-6, in which the word pvotiglov occurs twice (85%-86°). In this
context, it becomes clear that for Cyril the mystery includes the life-
giving power of ‘the unbloody sacrifice’ (86! 2!).

At the heart of the mystery is the incarnation, in Cyril’s eyes.
At the very beginning of Contra Nestorium, he even speaks of “the
august and great mystery of the inhumanation of the Only-Begotten”
(14%°). In the following elaboration he includes the salvation through
Christ, but—mo doubt induced by the controversy with Nestorius—he
concludes: “Necessary, then, for the faith of the mystery and for the
exact demonstration thereof, is the reality of the true union, I mean

142 See for a discussion of Christ’s mediation also section 3.4.3.

3 E.g., GN 11, 337,

14 E.g., CN 1IL6, 75

5 E.g., GN 1IIL3, 6627.

146 E.g., CN V7, 1063%,

47 CN 11, 53! (the first words of Book III, a virtually literal quotation: uéya pév
Suoroyovuévog éoti TO Tiic evoePelag wvomiorov); IIL.6, 7322 (“the great mystery of
godliness”); TV, 783! (“the mystery of godliness™).

148 See section 6.2.3.

'S
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that according to hypostasis” (15°%). The centrality of the incarnation
can also be seen in his exposition of the story of Jacob’s struggle at
the river Jabbok (Gen. g2:24-33). The one with whom the patriarch
wrestled was a man, a “type of the mystery” (66**), for Jacob said that
he had seen God face to face. This man, then, is a type of Christ, who
is both God and man.

An essential aspect of the mystery is the coming together in Christ
of two things that are in themselves at a vast distance from each
other, divinity and humanity. The emphasis on the enormous difference
between the divine and the human can be found in previous writings as
well." And part of his reasoning over against Nestorius 1s that equality
of rank or honours is impossible for things that are so different by
nature; therefore, in order for the man Jesus Christ to be honoured
as God and to be ascribed God-befitting attributes he must himself
be God, that is, God the Word."" Instead of an external relationship
between two Sons, a true union has taken place, ineffably and beyond
understanding.'®!

Just as in the earlier writings, the terminology of both the subject-
attribute and the composition models is present in Contra Nestorium,
although it seems that the composition model is dominant. This is not
surprising, since one of the main lines of argumentation is to place a
real union over against Nestorius’s connection, which is perceived to
result in two Sons. A number of times we encounter the anthropolog-
ical analogy. Broadly speaking, they can be classified into two groups.
One could say that the first group belongs more to the subject-attribute
model, while the second group is part of the composition model.

In the instances of the first group the adjective ‘own (idtog)’ or verbs
like ‘to make one’s own (idtomotetodar)’ or ‘to appropriate (oixetototar)’
play a role. In Christ, the Word is the subject, while his body or the

Y9 Thesaurus, 924B. Dial. Trin. 1, 393e (“the difference is vast”). But also in a
christological context: In Jo. VL1, vol. 2, 232f. (653de); see for a quotation of this
passage, chapter g, n. 266.

130 CGN 115, 41%%: “Why, then, do you regard it appropriate to gather, as you yourself
say, into one sovereign power and to crown with equal honours things that substantially
are so far off from communion with each other and also from equality?” See also II.6,
4239737 (see for a translation chapter 4, n. 76); IL.8, 453737 (“incomparable differences”;
“but with respect to Christ, the Saviour of all of us, having brought them together
into a true and hypostatic union, reject the division™); IL.12, 50512 (“incomparable
differences”).

L CN 1L, 932 3. Cf. TLg, 4611475
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things pertaining to his body are the predicate, just as in a human being
the soul may be regarded as the subject and the body as the predicate.
So Cyril writes that the body united to the Word is his own ({dwov)
and not someone else’s, just as with each of us our body is our own.!*?
Similarly, he contends that one should not call Christ an instrument of
the Godhead, but rather that he uses his own body as an instrument,
just as a man’s soul does that.!>

When Cyril speaks of Christ’s bodily sufferings, he compares the
Word in Christ with the souls of the martyrs.”” A human soul does
not undergo the sufferings of its body in its own nature, but it is
not out of reach (¢Ew) of these sufferings, for it suffers the things
of its own body, and not those of other bodies. Likewise, the Word
appropriated (@xeunoato) the sufferings of his own body, while he
remained impassible as God. Elsewhere, he writes that, just as we say
that a man has died, while it is his body and not his soul that underwent
death, so we attribute Christ’s death to the Word, since he made the
body his own (idwov émomoato; 105%), although he did not suffer as
God.

In instances of the second group, the comparison concerns the
coming together into one entity of two things that are different by
nature. The natures of body and soul are not the same, and yet they
come together into one human being. So also in Christ, divinity and
humanity differ in respect of their mode of being, but because of their
union he is one Lord and Son (42% %). Therefore, one should not say
that one venerates the worn (the man Jesus) because of the wearer (the
Word), just as we do not venerate the king’s body because of his soul
(502). In this context, Cyril writes that a human being is composed
(ouyneipevog; 50') out of two things, soul and body. When he takes up
the analogy again a little further, he speaks of ‘a natural union’ (vworv
puownv; 511 of soul and body. As has been argued (in section 6.3.4),
a ‘natural union’ is a union of two things that belong to the category of
substance, two natures.

192 CN L1, 162172, See also GN IIL6, 73° 8, where Cyril adds that soul and body are
of a different nature (etegoguég).

193 CN 118, 462 31, For Cyril, ‘Christ’ is the incarnate Word. Therefore, Christ is the
subject and should not be treated as a predicate of the Word.

154 CN V.4, 100% %8, Although Ciyril does not mention Christ’s human soul in this
passage, it is clear from other parts of his oeuvre that he does not mean to say that the
Word has taken the place of the human soul, in an Apollinarian sense. See, e.g., section

5.9.1.
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Cyril’s elucidation of the pio @vowg formula belongs to this second
group. When he speaks of “the one nature, the incarnate [nature] of the
Word himself” (33°), this phrase is immediately followed by the com-
parison with soul and body. He is one nature “just as (xaddmeg)” this
is thought of a human being, who is truly one, composed (cvyxeiugvog)
out of dissimilar realities (moayudtov), soul and body. And also in his
defence of the title deotonog Cyril stresses the unity of the one Christ
by comparing him with a human being out of (éx) soul and body
(24°2Y. Although a woman only contributes the body, not the soul, she
is nevertheless called the bearer of the whole man, he argues. Similarly,
although the Word’s existence did not begin in the womb of the virgin,
he was united (évodévta) to the flesh borne by her and, therefore, she
may be called ‘bearer of God’.!”

The Alexandrian archbishop apparently sees in the composition of a
human being out of soul and body a useful analogy for the incarnate
Word. Both consist of two INDIVIDUAL NATURES, which are substantially
different, but which nevertheless together form one SEPARATE REALITY.
A distinction should be made between the process of coming together
and the result. The result is in both cases one SEPARATE REALITY
consisting of two INDIVIDUAL NATURES. But while in the case of a human
being, one can also say that two INDIVIDUAL NATURES come together,
we have seen that in earlier writings it seems that it is the human
COMMON NATURE that comes together with the Word in the incarnation,
although it results in the Word becoming an individual human being—
and therefore, it results in a human INDIVIDUAL NATURE which is united
to the Word. But the link between the human comMoN NATURE and
the Word remains as well, which is important for soteriological reasons:
what happens to Christ has effects for 1 dvdowmivny gioig in the sense
of both the human comMoN NATURE and the whole human race.

We have also encountered other familiar ways of denoting the two
opposing understandings of the incarnation. In the rejected view, Christ
is considered as a God-bearing man. Pusey translates deogpdogog now by
‘God-bearing’,'*® then by ‘God-clad’.’®” The latter translation suggests
a view in which a man is clothed with God. When Cyril uses the
metaphor of clothing in earlier writings, however, the roles are reversed:

155 Cf. a similar argumentation in Cyril’s Letter to the Monks; see section 5.5.1.

156 Pusey, GV ET, 11, 13, 37, 39, 95, 157.

57 Ihid., 128, 129, 140, 151, 152, 153. Russell (2000), 167, 171 (2), 173, translates
Yeopooos by ‘God-bearing’ in these instances, too.
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the Word is clothed with humanity.’*® ‘God-bearing’ seems to be the
better translation. Also when Nestorius writes that he venerates the
worn because of the wearer, the wearer is the Word and the worn
the humanity."®® Apart from his response to this quotation, and from
the expression ‘the naked (yvuvog) Word’ for the Word without his
flesh,'® Cyril does not employ the metaphor of clothing in Contra
Nestorium.

The notion of ‘indwelling a man’ is regarded as Nestorian and
indicative of a two-Sons christology. To explain that Scripture says
that God’s fulness dwells in Christ (Col. 1:19; 2:9) Cyril adds xa®’
vrootaow: the fulness dwells in him according to hypostasis.'®! In line
with his position in On the Incarnation (see section 5.3.3), the Alexandrian
archbishop uses the word ‘temple (vadg)’ for the body of Christ, not for
his whole humanity. And since ‘flesh’ may denote the humanity, “it is,
therefore, better and wiser to call the body the temple of the Word, and
the flesh his own” (8222%). And just as in his Letter to the Monks (see section
5.5.3), Cyril does not accept that Christ is called an instrument of the
Godhead; one had rather call his own body an instrument (462 3!).

While in earlier writings Cyril described Nestorius’s understanding
of Christ also as ‘a mere (Yuhog) man’,'? in Contra Nestorium it is
Nestorius who denounces the expression, in response to Cyril’s Letter
to the Monks."** The Alexandrian archbishop himself speaks a few times
of ‘a mere connection’.!* For Nestorius’s view, he now uses the phrase
‘simply (Grhdg) a man’,'® while the adverb ‘simply” and the adjective
‘simple’ recur in other expressions as well. !

1598 See chapter 5, nn. 128 and 129.

159 CGN IL12, 50'%. When Nestorius writes that the Word “has put on the form of a
slave”, and “has put on the person of a poor one” (CN V.3, 9742 twice meBépinuav),
Ciyril does not take up this language.

160 See, e.g.,, GN IL.2, 37°.

161 CN 1.8, 307", See further section 6.3.6.

162 See sections 5.4.9 and 5.5.3.

163 CN 110, 477, repeated in 47'* and 47'%, and alluded to in 47%%. Also in V.2, 95>+ %6,
Cyril himself employs the expression in V.3, 98°.

164 CN 1114, 71'% V.5, 10132L,

165 E.g., CN 1.2, 37'"; Vi7, 105*2.

166 GV 1.8, 307 (“a simple or relational indwelling”); II, 333% (“simply according to a
connection”); ITL.6, 73!% (“a connection, simply according to a coming together in rank
only and in sovereign power™); IV.6, 89'3 (“simply a God-bearing man”).
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6.4.1. Attributing the Sayings

An aspect of the controversy which gains in importance in Contra Nesto-
rium, and which will later find a place in Cyril’s anathemas and in
the Formula of Reunion, is the attribution of sayings (pwvai) from the
Scriptures. Nestorius wants to make sure that human actions and prop-
erties are not ascribed to the divinity, and conversely, divine actions
and properties to the humanity. Cyril detects in this further proof
that Nestorius divides the one Christ into two. Over against this,
he wants to emphasize that both sorts of actions and properties are
allotted to one and the same person, Emmanuel, the Word incar-
nate.

The issue comes up in several of Nestorius’s quotations. He writes
that his opponents do not refer the lower things to the humanity, but,
as if a mixture has taken place and the two natures are not divided,
all things are said of one [subject], not according to the rank based on
connection, but according to nature (34% *%). The Constantinopolitan
archbishop argues that titles like ‘Christ’, ‘Lord’, ‘Son’ signify both
natures, sometimes the one nature, at other times the other nature, and
sometimes both together; therefore, both the human and the divine
things can be attributed to them. ‘God (the Word)’, however, only
denotes the divine nature and, therefore, only the divine things may
be ascribed to him.!” But Cyril attributes all actions and properties to
the divine Word, also the human ones, Nestorius implies.!%

This is correct, Cyril does attribute also the human things to the
Word—to the incarnate Word, that is. It does not mean, however, that
the lower deeds and properties are ascribed to the divinity, but the
Word has appropriated all the things of the flesh when he made the
flesh his own. In a typically Cyrillian expression: the Word does not
suffer in his own nature, but he appropriates the sufferings of his own
flesh.'®® The distinction that Cyril makes here between ‘the Word” and
‘his own nature’ seems to be lost on Nestorius, for whom the Word s

167 CN 111, 342031 L2, 362132 IV.6, 872%F, repeated in 88!2L. Cf. L2, 18%0F; 1.7, 275%;
1.8, 283240,

168 Tn his tenth sermon (Nestorius (1905), 274 #), quoted in GV 1.2, 362+ 25, Nestorius
takes the example of Gal. 4:4 (“God sent his Son”) and says that it does not say: “God
sent God the Word”.

169 Cf. GN V.4, 10030738,
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his own nature; therefore, when the Word is said to suffer, the divinity
1s said to suffer.

This misunderstanding comes across in the many practical examples
that Nestorius gives in the quotations, sometimes in stark language,
like: the side that was pierced, “was it that of the body, or that of the
divinity (9eotng)?” (87*5). Other examples include: “Do you say that the
divinity has been born from the holy virgin?” (16%*), although in this
case Nestorius adds that his opponents “recoil at the saying”; “in order
that no one would suppose that the divinity, having been made man
(&vavdowmioacav), had died” (21%*!); “as though the divinity suffered
these things™ (27°).

Cyril, on the other hand, interprets Nestorius’s division of the sayings
as a separation into two Sons. He divides up the sayings in the Gospels,
assigning some of them to the Word by himself, others to the one
from the woman by himself, Cyril writes (33'%). He severs Christ into
two persons and hypostases, which are completely separated from each
other, while he attributes the sayings that belong to them (avtfj; to
cach hypostasis) to each (exatéoq) separately.!’” And Nestorius allots
the thorny crown and the other sufferings to a man by himself and
separately (47%%).

The archbishop of Alexandria certainly distinguishes between divine
and human properties, but, because he wants to safeguard the unity of
Christ, he uses different language to express it. One way he does this
is to write that Christ does or is certain things ‘as God (bg ©eodg)” and
other things ‘as man (®bg dvdowmog)’. For example,

Observe, then, the Word born of God, magnificent as God in the highest
glory and on the throne of the Godhead, and the same one executing
the office of a priest as man (627-).

Another way is to employ the adverbs ‘divinely (Sewx@c)” and ‘humanly
(dviowmivig): “You see him being anointed humanly; see the same
one also anointing divinely” (67%%). Cyril employs various other words
and expressions to indicate whether something applies to Christ as man
or as God. First of all, the biblical expression ‘to suffer in the flesh
(odelv oaonit)’, which is taken from 1 Peter 4:1. Then the similar phrase
‘according to the flesh (xata odona)’, for example, “for the Word out of
God the Father has been born with us according to the flesh” (59'°%).

170 CN 111, 34%7 %. Cf. IL10, 48%.
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Further, ‘economically (otxovourdg)’,'”! ‘according to what is human
(wata 10 dvdommvov)’,'”? ‘as [one] like us (g xad’ Nuag)’.!”
Cyril makes all sorts of combinations of these phrases, such as:

And ju $ as he is said to suffer in the flesh humanly (capxi dviowmivwg),
although he is impassible by nature (v @oow) as God (bg Oedg), so he
is considered to be anointed according to what is human (xotd ye 10
avdonmvov), although he himself anoints with his own Spirit (37°0-%2).

Especially with regard to the divine, rather than the human, deeds
and properties, an important category of such expressions contains
the word ¢uows. First, there are the properties like ‘invisible’, ‘good’,
‘holy’, ‘impassible’, which the incarnate Word is said to be ‘by nature’
(rata @oow or v @oow).'’* This phrase can also be combined with
the others, as is already seen in the example just quoted. Elsewhere,
Cyril writes that the Word, “being impassible by nature, suffered
voluntarily in the flesh” (102'°%). Secondly, there are the references to
the Word’s ‘own nature’. So: “For the Word, being God, was not
anointed according to his own nature, the anointing rather belonged
to him concerning that which is human”.'”> Or:

He who is free according to his own nature as God, who is in the
form and equality of his Begetter, has been called a slave, not refusing
economically the measure of those who are under the yoke of bondage.!”

Once Cyril actually speaks of attributing something to the divine
nature: “And do not be surprised if he [Christ] allotted (vevéunxe) being
before Abraham to his own nature”, after a citation of John 8:58 (6%").
That the archbishop is cautious with the word @vowg with regard to the
humanity of Christ is nothing new. We have seen that he is that already
in the trinitarian writings. The most likely reason for it is that, over
against the Arians, he wanted to stress that Christ is God by nature;
speaking of a human nature of Christ could give the impression that he
was a mere man (see section 3.4.4).

Cyril does not have a problem, then, with the attribution of Christ’s
deeds and properties to each of his natures, although he hardly speaks

171 CN V.3, 99'3t: “he voluntarily underwent death on the wood economically”.

172 CGN V.2, 973* “even if he is said to be weak according to what is human”.

173 CN T4, 39" “since in due time, Christ, too, was to be under the law as [one]
like us and as man”.

174 See section 6.3.4, nn. 69—71.

175 CN 1.2, 377 9: nat’ idlav oo . .. meol T0 dvdoomvov.

176 CN 1IL1, 572 % natd guow dlav ... dg Ocdg ... olxovounds.
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in this way. Here, we have one example in which something is ascribed
to the divine nature. In section 5.4.2.2 we have seen an instance in
which an accident is assigned to Christ’s ‘nature like ours’. Expressions
like ‘he suffers in the flesh, not in his own nature’ have the same mean-
ing, but they have the advantage for Cyril of showing that it concerns
one subject, one GRAMMATICAL PERSON, but then also one oNTOLOGICAL
PERSON. In the way Nestorius allocates the sayings, however, Cyril sees
the same two-Sons christology reflected which he also perceives in the
refusal to call Mary theotokos, and in Nestorius’s connection according to
rank. It is the attribution of the sayings to two separate persons which
the Alexandrian archbishop rejects, not the realization that some deeds
and properties have the divine nature as their source, while others have
the human nature as their source, natures of which he explicitly states
that they have not been mixed or confused.

6.4.2. Metaphysics

Although there is hardly any passage in Contra Nestorium devoted to
Cyril of Alexandria’s metaphysics as such, as is the case in the Thesaurus
and in the Dialogues on the Trinity, the investigation of some of the
terminology in section 6.5 has shown that—mnot surprisingly—the same
metaphysical view and largely similar language underlie Cyril’s Books
against Nestorius as in the earlier writings. For certain details pertinent
to christology, this may be made more explicit.

Insofar as Cyril uses metaphysical language for the relationship
between substances and their characteristics—which is not often—it is
in line with what was found in section g.2.2. The divine properties are
called “the things that are attached to him by nature”.!”” More often
we find forms of the verb ‘to inhere (éveivar)’, for example: “the pre-
eminence that inheres him [the Word]”,'”® “the wisdom and grace that
inhere him [the Word] naturally”,'” “the natural energy that inheres it
[fire]”.1e0

We also encounter verbs with the prefix meot, but this time the
characteristics are not the subject of the verbs—‘to lie round’, ‘to
hover round’—, as in the trinitarian writings, but the object; it is

77 CN 117, 436 ta @oer mooodvto adtd.

178 CN 1L11, 49': Tijg évovong Vmegoyiis adTd.

179 CN T4, 70'°F: copiag #al ydoitog Tiig dvovong avtd Quomdg.
180 N 1V.5, 8427": tijc #votong adtd quowiic dvegyeiag.
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human beings who, in their minds, ‘place them round’ substances or
individuals. So Cyril asks: “Would you, if you placed the glory of a
man round (meoudeig) a horse, do something praiseworthy?” (512). And
he accuses Nestorius of “putting round (eortdeic) a naked creature the
glories of the highest nature” (97%). Elsewhere he argues that we must
either place the sufferings round (meoitdévar) a mere man, or confess
that the Word suffered according to the flesh (98°). Even if this ‘placing
round’ is a noetic activity, it nevertheless supports the metaphor of
place that underlies the three figures in section 5.3.9, since for Cyril
our knowledge may be reliable, even if it is limited (see section 2.5.1):
properties may be regarded as lying round substances or individual
beings.

Our study of the terminology has shown that, according to Contra
Nestorium, the incarnate Word may be regarded as one SEPARATE REAL-
ITY consisting of two INDIVIDUAL NATURES. Once, this SEPARATE REALITY
1s called ‘one hypostasis’. Mostly, it is indicated simply by ‘one’, or by
such expressions as ‘one Christ and Son and Lord’, ‘the one and only’
or ‘the same’. Several times it is referred to as ‘one mpdowmov’, which
indicates that this SEPARATE REALITY IS a PERSON, a rational being capa-
ble of personal relations with other rational beings.

The attribution of the sayings, though in itself a grammatical proce-
dure, has ontological implications for Cyril. He hardly ever allots the
sayings directly to one of the natures of Christ, because he does by no
means want to give the impression that it concerns natures that are
completely separate, as two persons. But the way in which he assigns
the sayings—with phrases like ‘in his own nature’, ‘in the flesh’, etc.—
shows that he clearly distinguishes the two natures as the source of par-
ticular actions and properties.'®! Besides, he explicitly acknowledges the
difference of the natures and rejects their mixture or confusion. All this
confirms the picture in figure 2, in which the two INDIVIDUAL NATURES
remain after the union.

Cyril himself refers to his own party in the controversy as “those who
attribute the sayings in the Gospels to one person”.!®2 And one of the
main problems Nestorius has with Cyril’s christology is that he ascribes
human attributes like birth, sufferings, and death, to the Word—though
Cyril himself constantly makes it clear that he means the incarnate

181 Tt seems that the recurring phrase ‘the principle(s) (Adyog) of the nature’ regards
the nature more expressly as a source of properties.
182° CN 112, 36%: tovg évi TeochIy mEoovéuovTag TG &V Tolg edoyyeMOoLS PVAS.
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Word, not the ‘naked” Word. Cyril’s concept of ‘appropriation’ is
an expression of the ontological basis for the ascription of human
properties to the divine Word: the Word appropriates the birth of his
own body,'** all that belongs to his own body (63%*), the sufferings that
have befallen his own flesh (100%").

Although the two INDIVIDUAL NATURES can be distinguished and
remain the source of particular actions and properties, they are united
to such a degree—‘according to hypostasis’—that they should be re-
garded as one entity. That implies that all the actions and properties are
to be attributed to this one SEPARATE REALITY. In terms of the figures
in section 5.3.3: both the divine and the human properties lie round
the combination of the two INDIVIDUAL NATURES, as in figure 2, not the
divine properties round the divine INDIVIDUAL NATURE and the human
properties round the human INDIVIDUAL NATURE, as in figure 4. This is
also expressed by the communication of properties, of which there are
not only examples in Contra Nestorium, but a more general statement as
well: “The things of the humanity have become the Word’s own, and
conversely, those of the Word himself the humanity’s own”.!#*

6.4.2.1. The Scented Flower

According to Ruth M. Siddals, “the analytical precision” of the anal-
ogy of a flower and its scent “marks the high point of Cyrilline christol-
ogy”."* There are only two places in Cyril’s christological works where
this analogy is utilized, one in Contra Nestorium," the other in the Scholia
on the Incarnation.**’

We have already come across the analogy in a trinitarian context.!®
There, the scent is regarded as a radiated factor, which has the same
nature as the substance it belongs to, that is, the flower. The radiated
factor is in the substance, and the other way round. This is regarded as
an illustration of the relations within the Trinity, especially that between

183 CN Li, 185, Cf. TI1.g, 6322,

184 N TILg, 63%2t: yéyove toivuv 1dla pév tod Adyou tdt Tiig dviowmdtnrog, 1dua 8¢
ndhy Thg AvdowmodtnTog Td adTol Toh AdYoU.

185 Siddals (1984), 137. See also sections 3.4.2, 4.3.2 and 4.3.4, and the article, Siddals
(1985).

186" GV 1, 333942,

187 Scholia, ACO 1.5, 2213322211,

188 See section 3.4.2. Boulnois (1994), 159—170, discusses various ways in which Cyril
employs the analogy in his teaching about the Trinity.
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the Father and the Son. The Son goes out from the Father, just as the
radiated factor from the substance. They are of the same nature, and
the Father is in the Son just as the Son is in the Father.!®

In christology, however, Cyril argues in a different way:

Again, our Lord Jesus Christ likens himself to a pearl, saying: “The
kingdom of heaven is like a merchant searching for fine pearls, who,
having found one pearl of great value, went and sold all that he had
and bought it” [Mt. 13:4546]. I also hear him presenting himself to
us in another way, saying: “I am a flower of the plain, a lily of the
valleys” [Song 2:1, LXX]. For he has in his own nature the God-befitting
radiance of God the Father, and, in turn, he gives forth a fragrance—I
speak of a spiritual fragrance. Just as with the pearl and also with the
lily, the body is regarded as the substratum (10 vmoxeiuevov), and the
radiance or the fragrance in it [are regarded] as different from the things
in which they are, according to their own principle (Adyov), and yet as the
things that inseparably inhere (t¢ dywolotwg éumequrota) them they are
their possessors’ own things (idwa), and not foreign (dAotowa) to them—
in the same way, I think, we should reason and think and reflect with
regard to Emmanuel, too. For divinity and flesh are different by nature,
but the body was the Word’s own, and the Word, united to the body, is
not separated from it. For Emmanuel, that is, God with us, should be
conceived of in this way, and not in another way.'®

In the trinitarian writings, Cyril treats the fragrance as a radiated factor
which is of the same nature as its substance, and he employs this as an
image of the consubstantiality of Father and Son. Here, however, he
regards the fragrance as an inherent factor, which is diferent from the
lily ‘according to its own principle’, and he employs it as an image of
the difference in nature between the Word and his flesh. Just as the
fragrance is the lily’s own, so the body is the Word’s own.

It is noteworthy that with respect to the fragrance, Cyril does not
say that it differs from the lily ‘by nature’; he merely says that it
differs ‘according to its own principle (Adyov)’, since an inherent factor
s not a nature, a substance. And yet, he employs this difference as
an analogy of the natural difference between the Word and his flesh.
Siddals comments:

The difference which Cyril is clearly invoking here, is much more radical
than either specific or generic difference. Self-existent substances and

189 In Contra Nestortum, the image of a flower and its scent is not applied to the relation
between the Father and the Son, but we do find the example of another radiated factor,
the radiance of the sun (CN TV.5, 852127).

190 CN 11, 3335343,



410 CHAPTER SIX

inherent qualities exist in a totally different way, each having a different
kind of nature.!!

This is one of very few places in Cyril’s works in which he indeed
likens Christ’s humanity to an inherent factor, that is, not a substance
or nature in its own right. Although the unity of a substance and its
inherent factor is strong, as Siddals emphasizes,'* the disadvantage of
this image—that the human nature is compared with a property, rather
than with a substance—is so great that I would consider this analogy a
low point rather than a high point.'*

Besides, when Cyril takes up the analogy of the lily and its fragrance
again in the Scholia, he does so in a totally different way. He now
compares the Word with the fragrance, not with the lily, since both are
bodiless. The fragrance is in the substratum (bmoxeiuevov), which is a
body, and the lily is regarded as one out of both (¢€ dugotv €v). Similarly,
the Word is in his own body; and in the humanity, as in a substrate, he
perfumes the whole world. Cyril does not speak of inhering properties
here. If he would have done that, it would have been the Word who
was likened to a property. In other words, the comparison in the Scholia
does not support the line of reasoning of the passage in Contra Nestorium,
let alone Siddals’s argumentation based on that passage.

6.4.3. Soteriology

For Cyril of Alexandria, christology is always bound up with soteri-
ology, even if during the controversy he devoted much attention to
christological issues without always repeating their soteriological impor-
tance. But when he sums up the content of the mystery at the beginning
of Books I and III, salvation in and through Christ is by no means left
out. And at times, during his argumentations, he points to the soterio-
logical relevance of his position. So, he writes that if someone was sent
who is consubstantial with us, but not with the Father, then we have
not been made partakers of the divine nature (66*7). And if the earthly
body is taken away from the Word, it will all come to nothing, for if he
did not become man, he did not die for us and neither can he be called

191 Siddals (1984), 139 1.

192 Ihid., 140.

193 This does not deny Siddals’s positive contribution in investigating the role of logic
in Cyril’s thought.
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the first-born from the dead (71'°%¥). Or, if it is not the Word of God
who has been sent, but only the visible flesh, then we have been made a
participant of a human body (in the Eucharist)}—the implication being
that that has no salvific consequences (84'2°1%).

Throughout Contra Nestorium, we find larger and smaller fragments
of and references to the narrative of man’s fall and his restitution in
Christ. As a result of the disobedience by the first Adam, the human
nature () dviommov @uowg) has become sick, and is subject to a curse,
to death and decay. But in Christ, the second Adam, a second first-
fruits, the human nature is given a new beginning (17%*). The Word
became man, not because he himself needed a second beginning, but in
order to recapitulate (dvoxepahoumontar) the human race, as a second
first-fruits after the first one. Through the flesh which was united to
him he had all in himself, for it is in this way that we have been
buried with Christ through holy baptism, and raised with him and
made to sit with him in the heavenly places.'”* In himself first (mowtw),
the human nature has been liberated from the accusation based on
that ancient transgression (74°'°). He transforms the human nature
to what it was in the beginning and renews it to incorruption, the
ancient curse annulled (85 '*). By suffering death in his own flesh he
has destroyed the power of death, and his own resurrection from the
dead is a guarantee for all who believe in him.!® He 1s the first-fruits of
those who have fallen asleep and the first-born from the dead.' And
he ascended into heaven to present himself to the Father as first-fruits of
the human nature, renewed to immortality (822 #). He was made man,
then, in order that he might bring to the Father clean and without
blemish those who were under death and decay, and might make them
partakers of his divine nature (55'%2°).

Just as in earlier writings,'”” we see various components make up
Cyril of Alexandria’s soteriology:

1. The Word assumes the human coMMON NATURE, as a result of
which that what happens to him as an individual human being
has consequences for the whole human race.

194 CN 1, 1528 3% In L1, 18* 6, Cyril writes that the Word, having made a flesh from a
woman his own, and having been born out of her according to the flesh, recapitulated
(&vereparaotto) the birth of man through himself.

195 CN 'V, g1%8-ge!*. Cf. Vig, 9g!2 16,

196 CN Vi1, 952029, Cf. V.5, 10257 #4,

197 See especially section §.4.4.
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2. By assuming the human coMMoN NATURE, the Word becomes an
individual man.

3. As an individual man he undergoes suffering and death, but he
also rises from the dead and ascends to the Father.!% He does this
as the first-fruits of the human race, which implies a promise of
our own resurrection. The results of the fall are not just spoken of
in terms of corruption and death, but also of accusation.

The loss of the Spirit after the fall and the re-acquisition of the Spirit
in and through Christ receive little attention in Contra Nestorium. In
Book IV, Cyril discusses the salvific importance of the Eucharist, but he
seems to be induced to do so by certain passages in Nestorius’s writings,
while he focusses on the christological presuppositions: if Christ were
not the Word incarnate, but a man connected with the Word, his flesh
would not be life-giving. In this context, he does affirm that “the Word
remains divinely in us through the holy Spirit, and humanly through
the holy flesh and the precious blood” (85°%).

The Spirit is also mentioned a few times in reference to our becom-
ing partakers of the divine nature. Since Jesus Christ is God by nature,
he richly gives the holy Spirit, pouring him out as his own to the souls
of the believers, and rendering them partakers of the divine nature
(106%97). Especially in the passage in which Cyril gives an exposition
of several biblical texts about our transformation into Christ’s image,
he presents his understanding in more metaphysical terms.'

First of all, Cyril writes, all human beings were conformed to him
when the Word became man. But, he argues, not all were predestined,
sanctified and glorified. Therefore,

the reality (yofjua) of conformation to the Son is not to be conceived of
only in terms of the nature of the flesh or of the humanity (xatd pdvny

. TV ThS 00rOg QUOLY 1j YoV Tiis dvdowmotntog), but also in another
way (60'9).

To explain this, Cyril quotes 1Cor. 15:49: “And just as we have borne
the image of the earthly one, we will also bear the image of the
heavenly one”. And he adds: it belongs to the image of our forefather

Adam to be prone to sin and to be subject to death and decay, and it
belongs to the image of Christ not to be conquered by passions, not

198 The phrase ‘the saving passion (10 comjowov mtddog)’ can be found in CN Vs,
10210,

199 GN L2, 5926022 wopgpwdf (Gal. 4:19), petapoopotuedo (2Cor. 3:18), and
ovuudogoug (Rom. 8:29).
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knowing transgression, not being subject to death and decay, and also
holiness, righteousness, and similar things. These latter things, however,
are fitting to the divine nature. The Word, then, renders us partakers of
his divine nature through the Spirit. “For in this way Christ is formed
in us, the holy Spirit as it were transelementing ((eTtaoToLELOTVTOG) US
from human things into things that are his” (60'*).

This verb ‘to transelement’ (uetaotoryelodv, and once dvaotoueotv)
is used more often in Contra Nestorium to denote what happens to human
beings who become partakers of the divine nature.”” Cyril emphasizes
that the Son does not at all change (uediotnot) any of the created
things into the nature of his own divinity, for that is impossible, but
“a spiritual likeness to him has somehow been imprinted in those who
have become partakers of his divine nature through their participation
in the holy Spirit” (60' ). It seems that Cyril means to say that our
human nature itself is not changed into the divine nature, but that
certain human properties are replaced by divine ones.””! So, he writes
that the Word has suffered death economically in his own flesh, in
order that he might transelement (uetaotorgeunoy) into incorruption
that which is tyrannized over by death, that is, the body (93* ). Here,
the property ‘being corrupted’ is transformed into ‘being uncorrupted’.
Other such properties are the ones by which Cyril has indicated the
difference between the earthly and the heavenly Adam.

In Contra Nestorium, the verb ‘to divinize (9eomoielv)’ and the noun
‘divinization (Yeomoinoig)’, elsewhere employed to describe the process
of becoming partakers of the divine nature,?? have become part of the
polemics between Cyril and Nestorius, in which their meaning tends
towards that of ‘God-making’, that is, making a creature into a god.
For example, in response to Nestorius’s call not to make the virgin into

200N L2, 5913 (“transelemented [petaotoyeovpevol] into things above [our]
nature”), 59°°F (“into what are we transelemented [petaotoygodueda]?”), 923t (“to
transelement [dvaotoyeidoo] the human nature into what it was from the beginning”).

201 This is also suggested by Cyril’s use of the verb ‘to transelement’ with the
burning coal from Is. 6:6, which he regards as an analogy of the union of the Word
with his flesh: “For having entered the wood, the fire in a certain way transelements
(netaoTouygerol) it into its own glory and power, although it maintains (tetnonxog) what it
was” (CN 11, 333 3). And in the Commentary on John, where he also employs this verb,
he speaks explicitly of a property: “In the same way, then, are we—although we are
corruptible because of the nature of the flesh, but leaving our own weakness behind
by the mingling with life [in the Eucharist]|—transelemented into its property (eig to
énelvng dov dvaotorygeotpeda), that is, life”; In Jo. IV.2, vol. 1, 5301. (361e—362a).

202 See Russell (2004). Cyril of Alexandria is discussed on pp. 191205,
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a goddess, Cyril writes: “We who call her theotokos have never divinized
(teVeomonjrapev) any one of those that belong to the creatures” and “we
know that the blessed virgin is a human being like us”.?® And when
the archbishop of Constantinople states that the relation between the
Word and Christ “is accomplished in a very close connection, not in an
apotheosis (dmodéwoig), as the teachers of new doctrines maintain”,**
Cyril asks:

Why do you mock the beauty of the truth, mentioning to us an apotheo-
sis of the holy flesh, all but reproaching with a divinization (9eomoinotv)
those who have chosen to think correctly??%

Further down, Cyril turns the tables and addresses Nestorius with
the words: “you think that you free the church from god-making
(eomouias), while you yourself divinize (Yeomoi@v) a man”.2%

6.5. CoNcLusION

On the one hand, there is continuity in Contra Nestorium with the
christology in Cyril of Alexandria’s previous writings. On the other
hand, there is a further development in his terminology. While the
subject-attribute model is by no means absent, the composition model
seems to dominate, probably because it lends itself better to refute
Nestorius’s ideas (as perceived by Cyril). The expression ‘united /
union according to hypostasis’, first found in the Second Letter to Nestorius,
occurs many times in the five Books against Nestorius. It stresses
that the incarnate Word is one SEPARATE REALITY, over against the
two Sons that the archbishop of Alexandria sees in the writings of
his Constantinopolitan colleague. These two Sons are now frequently
indicated as two (distinct) hypostases or two persons (tgécwma). Once,
the result of the union is referred to as ‘one hypostasis’, which denotes
the SEPARATE REALITY.

Five times the one Christ is explicitly called ‘one person (mopoécwmov)’.
All the occurrences of mpdowmov in christological contexts make sense

203 N L1o, 3152325,

200 CN 11.8, 441", repeated in 45%".

205 CN 118, 46% %7, There is no reason to make the word deomoinow part of the
previous clause, as Russell (2000), 157, does, who translates: “call the deification of the
sacred flesh an apotheosis”, repeated in Russell (2004), 193.

206 CN 1110, 48'6F; see also 1111, 4985 3L,
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when the term retains the meaning we have come across in the earlier
writings: a rational being capable of external, personal relations with
other such beings. Since a person is always a SEPARATE REALITY, that
Emmanuel is called one person also indicates that the incarnate Word
Is one SEPARATE REALITY, just as ‘union according to hypostasis’ and
‘one hypostasis’ do. But beyond this, ‘one person’ is an important
phrase with respect to the attribution of sayings. Both the divine and
the human sayings are ascribed to one person, one GRAMMATICAL
PERSON, which for Cyril implies one ONTOLOGICAL PERSON.

Once, it is phrased in such a way that the one person is regarded as
the result of the coming together. The word npdowmov is not employed
to indicate that the Word remains ‘the same’ in the incarnation, also
with the flesh. The ‘naked” Word is never referred to as a mpdowmov in
Contra Nestorium. 'That the Word before the incarnation and the Word
with the flesh is ‘(one and) the same’ is mentioned several times, but in
none of these cases a more metaphysical term like ‘person’, ‘hypostasis’
or ‘nature’ is added.?” More often, the expression ‘(one and) the same’
is used to indicate that the same Christ is both God and man.

Dyophysite language abounds in Contra Nestorium, and not just in the
quotations from Nestorius and in allusions to them. Cyril regularly
makes use of it when he is describing his own understanding of the
incarnation. There is no hint that he would rebuke the archbishop
of Constantinople for speaking about two natures. It is always the
separation of the one Christ into two Sons, two distinct hypostases,
two persons, that he refutes. The phrase ‘in contemplation only (&v
Yewolg povn)’ i1s not to be found in the Books against Nestorius.?®® A
few times, however, we find its content expressed in different words:
‘only to know’. In these cases, it is the separation of the natures which
is allowed when it is done ‘only to know’—that is, in the mind only—
but which is repudiated when it goes beyond that—that is, when a real
separation is intended. It is not the natures themselves to which the
notion of ‘only to know’ is applied.

As in the earlier writings, the word ¢Uowg has various meanings in
Contra Nestorum. It often refers to the commoN NATURE of the three
divine hypostases or of created beings. Especially in soteriological
contexts, ‘the human nature’ may mean the human cOMMON NATURE,

207 For example, GV 1.6, 26%°F; TT1.g, 6233 3%; V.2, g72!1.
208 Once, Cyril refers to Nestorius’s suggestion that he teaches a mixture as “what no
one regards appropriate to think even in bare ideas (8v yhoig évvoioug)” (CN 1.3, 229).
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or all human beings together, or it may somehow combine both these
meanings. When Cyril speaks of the natures of body and soul in a
human being, or of the natures in the incarnate Christ, he refers to
INDIVIDUAL NATURES, which are unmixed and unconfused, but which
together form one SEPARATE REALITY. In the case of a human being,
Cyril writes that he is composed (ovyxeipevog) out of soul and body.
The resulting picture is that of figure 2 in section 5.3.3: two INDIVIDUAL
NATURES form one SEPARATE REALITY, round which lie both the divine
and the human properties.

Only once, the Alexandrian archbishop uses miaphysite terminology
in Contra Nestorium, in the first instance in which we encounter the upio
pvois formula: “For now, after the union, there is thought to be (vositay)
one nature, the incarnate [nature] of the Word himself” (33°"). Since
this phrase is immediately followed by the anthropological analogy, it
is this comparison with soul and body—a comparison which we find a
number of times in Contra Nestorium—which helps to understand what
Cyril means by this ‘one nature’ it is the composition of the divine
and the human INDIVIDUAL NATURES in Christ, which together form one
SEPARATE REALITY. In the case of Christ, this composition is unique:
there is no cOMMON NATURE which corresponds to it, as with the human
nature, which combines the nature of the soul and that of the body.
Therefore, the ‘one incarnate nature of the Word’ cannot be regarded
as an INDIVIDUAL NATURE like the human INDIVIDUAL NATURE, comprised
of body and soul. It is an anomaly in Cyril’s metaphysics, and there is
no small-capital term for this one nature. It can only be described as
the SEPARATE REALITY which is the composition of the two INDIVIDUAL
NATURES.

Also in christological contexts in Contra Nestorium, then, the terms
puoig, vootaolg and mEodcwov retain their own meaning and are not
synonymous, as Lebon asserts.

The use of ‘own (idog)” and ‘to make one’s own (idiomoieiodar)’ has
become more pronounced. Cyril now argues that if the body (with a
rational soul) has not become the Word’s own, there will be two Sons.
And although he generally employs ‘union (vwog)” and its cognates for
his own position, and ‘connection (cvvdgeia)” and related terms for that
of Nestorius, he also makes it clear that it is the content of the words
he is concerned about, more than the terms as such. In Nestorius’s
connection, he sees an external relation (§Ewdev oyéoiwg) between two
SEPARATE REALITIES, while the result of his own union is one SEPARATE
REALITY and one PERSON.
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A verb which gets a technical meaning for Cyril is ‘to transelement
(uetaotorgeotyv)’. While he emphasizes that the nature of the Word is
not changed into that of the flesh, nor the other way round, he says
that human beings are transelemented into what is beyond their nature
when they become partakers of the divine nature. It seems that by this
he means that some of the human properties, like ‘being corrupted’, are
replaced by divine properties, like ‘being uncorrupted’, while otherwise
the human nature remains what it is.

Thus, we see in Contra Nestorium that Cyril of Alexandria’s christology
has not really undergone a change in content, but that the Nestorian
controversy has brought about changes in the way he expresses it,
although the key terms retain the meanings they had before 430—
except for the word @voig in the uio guowg formula. In the next chapter
we will investigate the other christological writings of the year 430 to
see whether more changes can be detected.






CHAPTER SEVEN

OTHER WRITINGS FROM THE YEAR 430

7.1. INTRODUCTION

While Cyril of Alexandria’s Second Letter to Nestorius and Contra Nestorium
have been discussed in chapters 5 and 6, respectively, this chapter
is devoted to the remainder of his christological writings from the
year 430. First, there are the three treatises which he sent to the
imperial court: to the emperor (Oratio ad Theodosium), to the emperor’s
wife Eudocia and his elder sister Pulcheria (Oratio ad augustas), and to
his two younger sisters (Oratio ad dominas). Then there is his letter to
pope Celestine of Rome and several other letters. And finally, there is
his Third Letter to Nestorius with the twelve anathemas. It is especially
the anathemas which evoked widespread criticism in the Antiochene
diocese, and which forced the Alexandrian archbishop into the defence.
In the writings from the years up to and including 430, then, we are
likely to find his own christological language—rather than terminology
which he might have conceded to the Orientals.

7.2. ORATIO AD THEODOSIUM!

7.2.1. A Comparison with On the Incarnation

The treatise which Cyril of Alexandria sent to the emperor in the
year 430, Oratio ad Theodosium, closely resembles his On the Incarnation,
which was discussed in chapter 5. In the first four of 45 chapters

I The Greek title starts with: Adyog meoopwvnTndg mdg TOV edoeféotatov Paothéa
Ocodootov mepl tiig 0odiis miotews. In CPG 5218 it is called Oratio ad Theodosium
imperatorem de recta fide. The work is often referred to as De recta fide ad Theodosium. The
critical text can be found in ACO L1.1, 4272 (= V 7; see chapter 5, n. 2; referred to
as Or ad Th.). A Greek text is also given in Pusey VII, 1—153 (with the text of On the
Incarnation on the opposite pages), and in PG 76, 1133-1200.

A German translation has been published by Bardenhewer under the title “Mem-
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in the Oratio, the archbishop addresses the emperor, and praises him
as an image of God’s majesty and power.? Adducing Old Testament
examples, kings Josiah and Hezekiah in particular, he then argues that
rulers will fare well if they are obedient to God. This leads him to an
exposition o