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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)”.



6 INTRODUCTION

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.
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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-
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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.
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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.



ARISTOTELIAN LOGIC 71

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.



78 CHAPTER TWO

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.



82 CHAPTER TWO

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.
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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.



ARISTOTELIAN LOGIC 99

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 (d