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Preface

The so-called doctrine of enhypostasia is probably the only thing an average theologian
knows about the post-chalcedonian development of patristic theology. It was very
prominent in the confessional orthodoxy of the seventeenth century, despised by most
of the enlightenment theologians and rehabilitated in the twentieth century in the
context of Karl Barth’s reinterpretation of the trinitarian and Christological dogma.
Whereas this solemn tradition was mainly inaugurated by the western reception of John
of Damascus’ [Inyn yvooewg, modem patristic scholarship from F. Loofs wanted
trace back this doctrine until the beginning of the sixth-century and derived its origin
from Leontius of Byzantium’s defence of the Chalcedonian dogma. With more and
more of Loofs’ postulates about Leontius being refuted, Brian E. Daley challenged also
this doctrine as being alien both to the Christology of Leontius and to the entire patristic
era in a widely discussed, but still unpublished paper. The term EVUTOCTOTOC, Daley
argued, does not signify a quasi-accidental inherence of Christ’s human nature in the
person of the divine Logos, but simply its reality. The prefix €v- is not to be
misunderstood as meaning ‘in’, but — being the opposite of an O~ privativum - has to be
understood as ‘having’ or ‘endowed with’. Of course, this gives rise to the question,
whether several hundred years of doctrinal tradition have in fact been deceived by an
insufficient acquaintance with Greek prefixes.

This examination wants to contribute to a solution of this problem on a mainly
terminological level, by analysing the use and significance of the term in question in the
Christian authors of the relevant period. However, as the technical Christological usage
in the post-chalcedonian debates developed on the background of an older, trinitarian
usage the Church probably inherited from Origen, we will briefly have to work out this
background in a first chapter on its use during the trinitarian debates of the late third up
to the early fifth century. For the post-chalcedonian period, we will examine the works
of those authors we consider to have contributed to a more or less significant degree to
the development of our term one by one. Of course, this presupposes criteria of
selection whicfx have to be justified. Our main criterion was, whether the author presents
explicit reflections about the meaning of our term and whether he connects it with a
Christological somewhat comparable to the alleged doctrine of enhypostasia. Hence, we
included neither the letter of the monk Eusthatius, because he just uses the term without

any explicit reflections upon its meaning, nor Eulogius of Alexandria, because he just



repeats John the Grammarian, nor Anastasius of Antioch, because in his dogmatic
sermons he does not use the term at all and in his antitritheist dialogue he only makes a
short remark about it which is perfectly in line with what we had already read in John
the Grammarian or De sectis. On the contrary, we did include Anastasius Sinaita —
although his writings do by no means occupy a prominent place in the history of our
term —, because of his extensive treatment of the ‘no nature without hypostasis’-
objection which was the stimulus for the whole development of technical Christological
usage of our term.

A problem we can treat only marginally is that of the alleged metaphysical innovations
connected with the enhypostasia-doctrine. Nonetheless, the few remarks we are going to
present about this will hopefully enable the reader to judge for himself about those
postulates. Additional support for such a judgement could be provided by the short
preface introducing the treatment of our individual post-chalcedonian authors. The clues
concerning those authors’ relationship to contemporary philosophy are thus probably
not as necessary as those concerning the interrelation of the Christian authors amongst
each other which provide the necessary basis for any description of a development of a
term, but nevertheless have their relevance in the context of our fragmentary remarks

concerning possible metaphysical innovations.

I. The Pre-neochalcedonian EVONOCTOTOC-tradition

The Greek prefix £V- is subject to a crucial ambiguity which was not only puzzling for
interpreters of sixth-century Christology. Being derived from the local preposition
meaning “in”, it can actually retain its literal, localising sense, e.g. in £YyooTPLOG (“in
the womb™) or €vuypog (“in the water”). Even Aristotle has to refute the possible
misunderstanding of differentiae like ({wov) €vudpov as distinguishing species of
animals according to their location (Topics VL6 144 b 31-145 a 1). However, in most of
the cases it has lost its localizing sense and is simply opposed to an O~ privativum, as in
EVTLHOG / ATLHOG. In those cases, one has to determine how ‘external’ the possessed
entity 1s conceived to be with regard to the possessing one. In the context of a
materialistic philosophy, £V0OAOC would in any case mean just ‘material’, i.e. it would
describe a kind of identity between VAT and the £vVUAOV. In contrast, an idealistic
philosophy would not conceive of the EVULOV as matter or material, but as in-mattered,

1.e. currently in some kind of connection with matter without being identical with it.



Similar examples are the important Christian terms £VoOpKOC and E£VCWULOTOC.
Melito of Sardes was blamed for being a materialist because of writing a treatise I1epl
10V £VoWUOTOv B0V, which was interpreted as ‘On the corporeal God’, but in fact
meant ‘On the incorporated i.e. incarnate God’.! We will have to see which of those two

possible meanings can be verified with regard to £EVOTOGTATOG.

1. EVUTOOTATOS — a technical and doxological Christian term

It is very a astonishing fact that the term £VUTOCTOTOC at least until the sixth century
CE seems to appear only in Christian texts. The only possible pagan reference I could
find stems from Secundus, a gnomologist of the second century, but in the light of a
closer philological examination the phrase appears to originate in a later misreading of
EVUTOGTOTOG for ALVLNOGTALTOC.

According to the manuscripts B, Pc and V, the question about what a friend is is answered by
gvundototov KeWAlov. However, Perry’s decision to accept this reading is in my opinion
very problematic, as he took the immediate context of the phrase from PNA, which represent
the other branch in the tradition of BPcV.’ In PNA the text reads: Ti ¢idog; [...] &ykov
Talomopicg, KOTdokomos Piov, SvOpoOToS AkoTGANTTOG, HVUTOCTUTOV  KELUNALOV,
dxatdhnntog edtvyxio. BPcV replace dvBpmTOg AKATAANTTOG by SUCKOTOUANTTOV
eVpNUC and AKATAATTTOG €VTLY IO by Amovog Emttuyia (B), £mipovog gvtuyio
(Pc), or OMOPOVOG EmiTuyic (V) respectively. Hence, all three manuscripts show the
tendency to suppress Secundus’ pessimism with regard to the possibility of finding or retaining
friends which would be completely in line with a replacement of GVUTOCTOTOV by
£VUNOCTOTOV. Moreover, the obvious misreading GVVTGTOKTOV KEWNHALOV in R — the
oldest manuscript' — is much better explicable by supposing GVVIACTATOV in its original.
Probably just like Perry, the scribe may have thought that is does not make much sense to call a
friend a “non-existent treasure”. However, paralleling the two OKOTOLATTTOG-phrases,

' Cf. A. Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche, vol. 1, Freiburg: Herder 1979, p. 210f. Cf.
also Maximus Confessor, Ambiguum 17 (MSG 91, 1225C). Although “material” is not mentioned as a
possible meaning of £vulo¢ in H.G. Liddell / R. Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon. A New Edition
revised and augmented throughout by H. S. Jones, Oxford: Clarendon 1958, s.v. (col. 579a), the frequent
opposition of the word to AVAOG is much better explicable presupposing this ‘simpler’ meaning rather
than the more complicated “involved or implicated in matter” (Cf. e.g. Eusebius, Demonstratio
evangelica I11,3,10; ed. I.A. Heikel, Leipzig: Hinrichs 1913 [GCS 23], p. 111 [quoting Porphyry] / Denys
the Areopagite, De ecclesiastica hierarchia 1,5; ed. G. Heil / A M. Ritter, Berlin: De Gruyter 1991 [PTS
36], p. 67,21-23 / Hermeias, In Platonis Phaedrum scholia, ed. P. Couvreur, Paris: Bouillon 1901 [repr.
Hildesheim: Olms, 1971}, p. 65,5-7 and similarly Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus 1,6,45,1; ed. O.
Stihlin, Leipzig: Hinrichs 1905 [GCS 12], p. 117 / Cyril of Alexandria, In Isaiam [MSG 70, 680B] /
Proclus, The Elements of Theology, prop. 209; ed. E. R. Dodds, Oxford: Clarendon 21963, pp. 182f).
However, in philosophical texts, the hylomorphistic metaphysics most of them are based on makes a
decision very difficult, since every ‘material’ object is constituted by a form ‘impressed’ in the formless
prime matter. Anyway, in case of the Tolvtwg €vvAo (Olympiodorus, Prolegmena; CAG XII/1, 9,36f),
the objects of natural science, ‘being involved in matter’ finally amounts to being material.

! BE. Perry, Secundus the silent philosopher, Ithaca, New York: American Philological Association
1964, p. 84 (Sent. 11). The next pagan reference stems from the early sixth century philosopher
Asclepius, pupil of Amumonius Hermeiou (In Met.; CAG VI/2, 363,21).

? Cf. Perry’s introduction in Secundus, pp- 14-23 (stemma on p. 22).

4 Cf. Ibid., pp. 10f.



QVLTIGCTATOV KEWNALOV is in my opinion a very suitable expression for the unavailable
preciousness of a friend.

The earliest Christian reference can be found in Irenaeus, fragment 19, where Jesus is
claimed to be 100 &vumostdtov Adyov TOmog dyevdiic,” a fact that made many
scholars regard the fragment as spurious.® A few decades later, we find Origen speaking
of Christ as €VumOcTOTOC AGYOC at least two times’: In his Expositio in Proverbia he
distinguishes two kinds of wisdom, the one given to the believers by the Spirit and the
gvomoototog Yiog kai Adyog tod Oeod, who brought everything into being by his
wisdom (MSG 17,185B). Origen wants to distinguish a non-substantial kind of wisdom,
a Spirit-given attribute of the souls of the believers, from a substantial one, the second
person of the Trinity and Son of God himself, who is the personified wisdom of the
father itself. The second passage from the Adnotationes in Deuteronomium is rather of
non-technical, doxological nature, enumerating the following titles for Christ: 6 &Andng
‘ExkAnowotg, Tfig ExkAnolag 1 xe@aAn, kai 100 Oeod Ilotpdg Mudv 7
AvoTdtem kol €vumdotatog copla kol Adyog (MSG 17,28B). This distinction is
roughly corresponding to that of Lampe, s.v. A 1 and A 2, but wants to maintain that the
Sitz im Leben of the term was originally a theological, Christological one. There is no
reference for an expansion of its use to a meaning of “real, concrete, actual” (Lampe’s

A 2) and an application to non-christological or trinitarian issues before the late fourth

’ Sancti Irenaei episéopi Lugdunensis libri quinque adversus haereses, ed. W.W. Harvey, vol. 2,
Cambridge: CUP 1857, p. 488.

8 Cf. R M. Grant, The Fragments of the Greek Apologists and Irenaeus, in: Biblical and Patristic Studies
in Memory of R.P.Casey, Freiburg: Herder 1963, 213: “The difficult word in the fragment is ‘“hypostatic’
(EVUROOTOTOV); this cannot come from Irenaeus.”

7 The last fragment of the Scholia in Matthaeum is obviously not authentic. Cf. Origenes
Matthiuserkldrung III. Fragmente und Indices, ed. E. Benz / E. Klostermann, Leipzig: J.C.Hinrichs 1941
(GCS 41), 235. Against the suggestion of Henrici quoted in the apparatus, I would not suppose a
,Verfasser nach Art des Severus“. The antimodalist rejection of GUVAAOLYT] of the three persons rather
points to second half of the fourth century, somewhere between or after Cyril of Jerusalem and
Epiphanius. The former connects a similar warning in Catecheses IV,8; ed. ed. W.C. Reischl / J. Rupp,
vol. 1, Munich: Lentner 1848, p. 98 with the Sabellian VIOTOTWP, saying: Kai pfte dwariotpidong
100 notpdg 1OV Vidv, PNTE CVVaLoPNYV Epyacdéyevog vioratopioy ToTedong ‘AAAL mioteve 6T
Evdg Oeod povoyeviig elg &0ty vidG, 6 mpd mhviev 1RV aldveov BOedg Adyog Adyog, oD
npogopikdg eig dépa Sayedpevog, obte Adyorg dvumootdtorg eEopotodpevog dAAL AbYog Vidg
Aoyik@y mowntig, Adyog dxodwv 10D matpds kol AaA®dv adtdg. Kal mepi pév 100tmv kotd Konpdv,
el 6 Oedg mapdoyor, ThatdEpOV HUIv &Gﬁcetar ol yap émAovBovopeda 1ig npothoewg, 6T
kepahor®@delg eloayoyds miotemg viv mowodpeBa. (CL. Cat X1,16.18; ed. Reischl / Rupp, vol. 1, pp.
310.312) In opposing the errors of Arius and Sabellius (ob1e ywpifopev v dylov TPLado Bg TLveg,
oV1e ocvvaroeny mg Taféihiog épyalopedo. Cat XVI4; ed. Reischl / Rupp, vol. 2, Munich: Lentner
1860, p. 208) Epiphanius might be dependent on him (e.g. Panarion 62,3,4; ed. K. Holl, vol. 1I, Leipzig:
Hinrichs 1922 [GCS 31}, p. 393 / 62,7,1; ibid,, p. 395 a.m.). Already Eusebius in his De ecclesiastica
theologia III, 15,3 (Eusebius Werke, Vol. 4: Gegen Marcell. Uber die kirchliche Theologie. Die
Fragmente Marcells, ed. E. Klostermann / G.C. Hansen, Berlin: Akademie-Verlag 21972 [GCS 14], p-
172) defends a subordmatlamst conception of the DITOTAYT TOVL VIOV against a cLVOLAOLYT) TLG Kol
ovyx VoL Twv GAwy.



century, when Basil, Macarius / Symeon and Didymus the Blind started arguing against
the substantial reality of evil 2

The hypothesis I want to expound in the first part of this examination is that these two
traditions of using the term can be traced throughout the whole trinitarian (and
Christological) controversy until the beginning of the neo-chalcedonian period. Given
those two traditions existed, the two questions arise, which of them is prior to the other
and how do they interrelate with the genuinely Christological tradition, the examination
of which will be the task of the second part, the core-section of my thesis?

The first question could provide an explanation for the Christian monopoly on the usage
of &vvmootatov. In its more doxological use the term is employed to emphasize the
son’s belonging to the father: this person, presented to us by the gospel, is nothing but
God’s personified word or wisdom itself. The immediate biblical origin of this use of
the term is obvious: Jesus Christ is Svvapig xal codio Evvndototoc (1Cor 1:24)°,
Con tvumdotatog (John 11:25; 14:6)'°, dAnBerar évundototog (John 14:6)',
Sikooovvn Evundototog (1Cor 1:30)? and finally — most important — AGYOC
EVunOoTatog (John 1). Whereas the meaning of EVUTOGTOTOG in the first five titles
clearly is “personified x”” or “x itself”, it is not that easy to see why exactly the term
Logos has to be specified this way. The probably most obvious explanation would be
that the specification is supposed to distinguish Jesus Christ, the personified word of
God, from other, non-personal words of God like e.g. the old-testament law (cf. John
1:17)" or the preaching of the church. Yet, most of the passages the title occurs in show
no distinction from other words of God at all, neither explicitly nor implicitly. Where it

does not occur in a doxological row of titles'® or stress the independent personal

% Basil, Quod Deus non est auctor malorum; MSG 31, 341C / Makarios/Symeon, Homily 16,11-13.77f,
in: Die 50 geistlichen Homilien des Makarios, ed. H. Dérries, E. Klostermann and M. Kriiger, Berlin: De
Gruyter 1964 (PTS 4) p. 158.160 / Didymus, frg. 26 1.2 in Ps 5,5-7, in: Psalmenkommentare aus der
Kateneniiberlieferung, ed. E. Miihlenberg, Berlin: De Gruyter 1975 (PTS 15), p. 132,11,

° Apart from the Origen passage quoted above, cf esp. Cyril of Alexandria’s use of SUVVOpLG
gvundotatog (bel. n. 72).

1% ps-Athanasius, De st. Trinitate dialogus V (MSG 28, 1277A); John Chrysostomos, Homily 5 in John
1:3 (MSG 59, 57D).

' Asterius Sophista, Homily 21,21 in Ps 11,2b LXX (Asterii sophistae commentariorum in Psalmos quae
supersunt, ed. M. Richard, Oslo: Brogger 1956 [Symbolae Osloenses, fasc. suppl. 16.], p. 169,3).

12 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechesis IV,7; ed. Reischl / Rupp, vol. 1, p. 96.

1 Cf. Irenaeus, fr. 19 (ab. n. 5)/ Cyril of Alexandria, Sancti patris nostri Cyrilli archiepiscopi Alexandrini
in D. Joannis evangelium, ed. P.E. Pusey, vol. I, Oxford: Clarendon Press 1872 (repr. Brussels: Culture et
Civilisation, 1965), p. 569.

'“ The best example is probably Epiphanius, Ancoratus 19,1, ed. K. Holl, vol. 1, Leipzig: Hinrichs 1915
(GCS 25), p. 27: Ad1¢ totvuv 6 Gyrog Adyog 6 (v & Evorndotatog, & Bocireds O Emovpdviog, O
vidg 6 YVAOLOG, O el <AV> obv Totpt, O £k mOTpdG MPoeABdv, 10 «amobdyaopa 1iig 86Eng, O
XOPaKTHp TG VNooTacewg», «1 elkdv 10D TATPOG» £v GANOELY, O GVVOPOVOG 10V GUOUVTOG...



subsistence of the trinitarian persons according to the technical use, the context mostly
deals with the substantial equality of father and son. The £VUTOCTOTOC AOYOC of the
father 1s the one which truly proceeds from him, exists in him and is of equal glory and
power, truly and undeniably God the Son, wisdom, power and word of the Father. The
connotation of truth and authenticity inherent in “personified Logos” or “Logos
himself”’ becomes the dominant aspect in the meaning of the term (John 14:9)."

The technical use somehow presupposes this doxological one in stressing the substantial
and personal independence from the father the Logos has despite his close affiliation to
him. In the first Origen-passage, it is not the second type of wisdom, but the Son and
Logos who receives the attribute £VOTOGTATOC, which is thus indirectly transferred to
the wisdom by identifying the latter with the Son. It was probably designed as a positive
counterpart to GVVTGOTOTOC, a term quite common to classical pagan literature. Just
like vnooctoolg / VOLOTOUOL developed its basic meaning from “sediment,
foundation” to “substantial reality” within the first centuries BC and CE'S,
QVUNOGTOTOG means “irresistible” in Plato, “without sure foundation” in Polybius and
“unsubstantial” in some Stoic and later philosophers.!” Where pagan literature offers

VGO TOTOG, VITOGTATLKAG, VOESTWC'® or something else which is not derived from

'3 Cf. the vicinity of EVUTG0TOTOC to AATBEL- derivatives in Origen, Adnotationes in Deuteronomium
(MSG 17, 28B) / Epiphanius, Ancoratus 10,5 (GCS 25, p. 18); 19,1 (ibid., p. 27); Panarion 76,29 (GCS
37, p. 378); 76,35 (ibid. 385). Cf. the following passages not referring to the Son: Epiphanius, Panarion
70,6 (ed. K. Holl, vol. 3, Leizpig: Hinrichs 1933 [GCS 37], p. 238: 8e0¢ aAnOrig kol 6v aAndwg
EVunootatog POOIAEVS) / John Chrysostom, Homily 4,7 in principium Actorum (MSG 51, 107B:
aAnd1g Kol EVURAOTUTOG AVAGTAOLS); id. (7), In catenas St. Petri 19 (ed. E. Batareikh, “Discours
inédit sur les chaines de S. Pierre attribué a S. Jean Chrysostome,” Xpvoootopiké 3. Rome: Pustet 1908:
EATG EVUTOGTATOC KAl AANOTQ).

' Cf. H. Dérrie: Yrootaoig. Wort und Bedeutungsgeschichte, in: Platonica minora, Munich: W. Fink
1976, (13-69) esp. pp. 32ff.

'7 Cf. Liddel-Scott, Greek-English Lexicon, s.v. (col. 168a).

'® Cf. Hippolytus, Refutatio omnium haeresium V,17,8, ed. M. Marcovich, Berlin: De Gruyter 1986 (PTS
25), p. 185 (Against the Peratai): o0deig odv, gnoi, §Ovotol cwbijvar 008 dverBely <el pn> did 10D
viod, 8¢ oty & Seig g Yap, <Enoi,> xatfveykev &vmBev tobg maTpkobg Yapoxtijpog, oVTweg
wéAv  EviedBev  AdvogpEpel ToVg EEUTVIOREVOVE Kal YeYovitog <pvnotfipag>  matpikovg
Xopokipog, DrOcTUTtoNg £x 100 AvorooTdtov €viedfev €kel jletagépov. / Synesius Alchemista
(4th century), TIpo¢ ArocKouvpov €ic BifAtov Anpoxpitov (ed. M. Berthelot and C.E. Ruelle,
Collection des anciens alchimistes grecs, vol. 2. Paris: Steinheil, 1888 [repr. London: Holland Press,
1963), p. 62): ’Evdnocog, Aldokope: domep Yap O knpog, olov §' v mpocropPdvn xpopo dExetat,
oVt xai N VIp&pyvpog, PLAdoope, oty Aevkaivel wavia, kol mAvVTOV TOG Yo EAkel, kol
gyel adto kol Emondrtal. Aopyovilopévn obv kai Exovoa &v £avtfi g dypdtntoag nhving, kol
ofiywy VpLotapévn dpeifel TEVTOG T YPORATE, KOL VTOCTOTIKT YiVETOl, AVUROGTATOV QOTHY
Omoapyoviov. paEAiov 8¢, &vomocTdtov alTic Vmopyovong ToTe Kol KOTOXUMOG Yivetor Toig
oixovopiong taig did v cwpdtov kol t@®v VAGV abvt@v. In Cyrill’s Thesaurus we find next to
EVLTIOCTOLTOG VIOGTATIKGG, and 001G (MSG 75, 101B-D), in the Ps-Athanasian Sermo in
annutiationem deiparae the AOYOG VIOCTOTIKOG is contrasted to a mere AOYOG TPOdopLkog (MSG
28, 921C/D), and Ps-Athanasius and Didymus also use DTOGTOTOC in relevant contexts (cf. Lampe,
Patristic Greek Lexicon, s.v. [1461b]).



the same root as positive counterpart to the term at this final stage of its development,
some Christian circles may well have designed the more exactly corresponding
£VLO0TALTOG instead in order to express their overwhelming impression of the word,
wisdom and power of God personified in Jesus Christ.

Yet, for the task of my thesis these considerations are only parerga. Much more
interesting is the second question about the interrelation of the Pre-neochalcedonian,
trinitarian tradition(s) of the term and the (post-)Neochalcedonian, Christological
one(s).

To find an answer to this, we have to give brief account of how that trinitarian

tradition(s) developed from the third to the early sixth century.

2. The development of the technical usage during the Arian controversy
The first time the term appears in a fairly prominent position was during the controversy
around Paul of Samosata. Against the strict monarchianism of Paul, the Letter of
Hymenaeus wants to maintain that the only begotten Son, God’s wisdom, word and
power, is truly god (without article!) not by foreknowledge, but ovclq ¥l
unootoloet.”? Jesus Christ must not be thought of as a simple human being in whom
the divine wisdom decided to reside in some extraordinary way, but as a substantial
divine reality in its own right, coeternal with the father, his partner in the work of
creation, revelation and salvation from the very beginning. When Col 1:16 says that
everything was created in the Son, you must not regard him as inferior instrument,
otiose spectator or GVUNOOTOTOC EMICTHUT, but as {woo Evépyela Kol
gvundototoc.?’ The biblical arguments for this view present a clearly subordinatianist
position: Predicates like ‘angel’, but probably also ‘mediator’ or ‘anointed’ cannot be
attributed to the father himself, but only to the personified wisdom revealing him to
' The anointing of Christ was not a temporal act of adoption, but one of Christ’s

eternal and essential traits:

" Eine fingierte Korrespondenz mit Paulus dem Samosatener, ed. E. Schwartz, in: SbBBAW 1927 (42-46),
p- 42 (324,21 Turrianus). Schwartz’s rejection of the authentlclty of this letter (ibid. pp. 49-55) was
opposed by G. Bardy and H. de Riedmatten and did not receive acceptance among scholars (cf CPG
1705).

2 Ibid., p. 43 (326,91) .

21 Ibid., p. 44 (326,21-23): TOV uav yap feov TV SAwv onceBeg ow'ye)»ov vopiocot kakeloBot,
0 8¢ a’yyekog TOU TTATPOg O VIdG £0TY, AUTOC KUPLog kol Be0¢ wv. Although Be0¢ must not
take the article in predicative position, one can in my opinion nevertheless assume Origen’s distinction
between 0ed¢ and O 0ed¢ as standing behind the text (cf. Origen, Commentary on John 11,2,17, ed. C.
Blanc, vol. 1, Paris: Cerf 1966 [SC 120], pp. 216f).



“If Christ existed before the eons as God’s power and God’s wisdom, he also did that as Christ,

because he is — despite being perceived according to a very large number of terms —

substantially one and the same entity”

Unmentioned throughout the early stages of the Arian controversy, the term finds its
first proper theological promoter in Cyril of Jerusalem:

“The Father begot the Son, not like in a human being the intellect ‘begets’ a word. For the
intellect in us is évordéotatog, but the speech is dispersed through the air and perishes. But we
know that Christ was begotten not as a Adyog mpogopikodg, but as the Logos which is
évundotatog, alive, not pronounced by lips and dispersed, but comes from the Father eternally
and inexpressably, and was begotten ¢v brootéser.” (Cat X1,10)”

This seems to be the first attempt to employ our term in order to secure the apologetic
Logos-concept against a possible modalistic abuse. Already Irenaeus had to reproach
the Valentinian Gnostics for considering the true Logos to be a mere AOYOG
npodopkde,* which reproach from then on became a commonplace in orthodox
Christian literature.” On the other hand, the early apologists, especially Theophilus of
Antioch, quite keenly identified Christ with the A0yog €voraBetoC of the father to

maintain the spiritual nature of the son’s begetting and defend the latter against any

? Fingierte Korrespondenz, p. 46 (330,1-3): €1 8¢ Xp1o10¢ k080 B0 SVvoyig kot B0V codio
PO VLY €01y, 0T Kol k080 Xprotdg, £V yop Kol 10 vt dv 1] 0voiq, el Kal 1o
poALoTO TOAAOLG ETWOLOILG EMLVOELTON.

B More explicit, but without employing the term £vuGGTATOC in the addition to catechese XVI,3 (ed.
Reischl / Rupp, vol. 2, pp. 248f): "AAL' domep 820D Adyov dxoboavieg ok AvumdoTatdV TL TPEYHO
10v Adyov @NOnpev obte ¢k pobficewg Eyyivopevov ob1e petd o mpoeveyBijvor drahvdpevov, obe
GAdo 1 mdoyovia towoBtov ola mepl tOV fuétepov Adyov Bewpeitan mdbn, AL oboLwSg
bpeotdta mpooupeTikOv e kol mavtodOvopov, obtwg koi mvedpo pepodnkdteg Beod, 10
ovpropopLaptodv 1@ Adyw kol @ovepodv abtod v Evépyelo, ob mvorv doBpatog Evvooduev, (
Yop v xaBoupolto mpdg tamewvdTRTA O pEYohelov THg Belag duvdpems, el ko' OpotdbTNTa 10D
Npetépov xoi 10 év odtff mvedpa drovootto,) dAAY dOvoplv ovOLddN, adTiv €¢' £avTRg €v
i8ralodoy droatdoel Bewpovpéviy, odte ywplobfivan 10D 8eoB &v @ #otv ff Adyov tod Beod @
nopopaptel Svvapévny, odte eig 10 &vOmopxrov dvayeopévny, dAid xod' opodtntae 10D Beod
rOYoL Ko dmdotooy odoav, mpooupeTikily, obtokivniov, Evepyov, whvtote 1O  &yaBOv
npoatpovpévnv Kal tpdg thoov mpdBeoiv oOVSpopov Exovcav T Bovdficel v ddvayLv.

24 Adversus haereses I1, 13,8, ed. N. Brox, Freiburg e.a.: Herder 1993 (FC 8/2), p. 102. Cf. M. Miihl, Der
Loyog £vdioBetog und TPOPOPLKOG von der ilteren Stoa bis zur Synode von Sirmium 351, in: Archiv
fiir Begriffsgeschichte 7 (1962), (7-56), pp. 47-49. On the philosophical background of the distinction cf.
ibid. 8-24 (Stoa, Philo, Gnostics). The later third and fourth century is treated by Miihl very briefly and
superficially (cf. ibid. 52-56: Origen, Hilary, Athanasius, Augustine, Sirmium).

% For references see G. W. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon, Oxford: Clarendon 1961, 809b. Of special
interest could be the following passage from Origen’s commentary in John (1,24): Kol €omiv &&ov
¢motiicon {...] 10 1l noté €0ty O Vidg 10D BeoD AdYog dvopalodpevog, kol paAoTo EMEl CUVEYDS
ypdvrar 1@ «EEnpedEoto 1 kapdio pov Adyov dyoBdv», oldpevol Tpopoplv TOTPLKNV OLOVEL EV
ovALofaic keyévny elvar tOv vidv 10D BeoD, xal kotd 10d10 DrécTAcLY ODTH, el AkPBdg LTV
novlavolpeda, o0 186061y 0V8E oDolay oLToD caenvilovoly, oVdEN® PapEv ToLdvde T TOLdVOE,
AN Bmag moté ovoiav. Adyov Yop amayyerldpevov viov glvar vofioon kol 1@ TUYOVIL ECTiV
dpfiyovov. Kot Adyov torodtov ko' adtov {dvia kai fitor o keywplopévov 100 matpdg kol kotd
od10 1@ PR Vgeotdvor o0dE vidV TLYYAVOVIO f KOl KEYWPLOHEVOV KL OVCLOULEVOV
anayyeArétwooy uiv Bedv Adyov.



mythological misunderstanding.’® Two centuries later, this will be stigmatized as
preposterous modalistic heresy. In Eusebius’ polemics against Marcellus of Ancyra we
have the first instance of rejecting both sides of the stoic opposition as proper
explanation for the essence of the Logos. The second book of his De ecclesiastica
theologia deals with Marcellus’ renewal of the Sabellian heresy. Its eleventh chapter
blames Marcellus of calling the Logos sometimes TPOOPLKOC, sometimes
£vdiofetog AOYog of God while the fifteenth chapter provides the proof from
Marcellus’ own works. What Eusebius seems to be particularly upset about is the
anthropomorphism of Marcellus’ theology ascribing something like human thought and
speech to the eternal and transcendent God.” If the term Logos in John 1 has to be
understood  kvplwg kol  GANBMC, not  KaTapnoTik®c,”®  Marcellus’
nAativecBal of the Godhead, the transgression of the Logos form being SuvdljLel
£V T TOTPi to being Evepyeia mpog TOV Be0v,” is nothing but the manifestation of
something inside God, undistinguishable from the human utterance of thoughts breaking
Marcellus’ iovy io. Ti¢ before creation.”

Fusebius’ own view of the Logos can be beautifully illustrated by a quotation from his
commentary in Psalms (on 57,4c with reference to 43,3a and 107,20):

“The light, the truth and the Logos sent from the highest God are neither without substance
{&vovowa) nor without hypostasis (&vomdotato). Just as the Logos is perceived as agent of
healing and salvation, the same is named ‘mercy’ in our passage, because he is a servant of
God’s philanthropy. Accordingly, he is called ‘truth’, because he really subsists (AANO&S
Vepeotdg) and is actually substantiated (kat' evépyeiav oboiwpévos). Our speech which has its
hypostasis in syllables, verbs and nouns and is pronounced by tongue and voice might not be
called ‘logos’ properly and truly. For it has another logos which ‘begets’ it and which might be
called ‘logos’ properly. That one is called the évdi&Betoc logos. Hence, just like the
¢vdidBetog AOYog in us which could also be truly called logos, God’s Logos is hypostatical
(Vmdotatoc), substantially subsisting (xat’ obotlav veeothmg), different from the one who sent

him” 31

% Ad Autolycum II,10,2. 22,3, ed. M. Marcovic, Berlin / New York: De Gruyter 1995 (PTS 44), pp.
53.70. Cf. Miihl, Logos, pp. 25-32 (Theophilus and his reception by Tertullian).

27 Cf. esp. De ecclesiastica theologia I, 17,7 (GCS 14, p. 78) / II, 11,1 (Ibid., p. 112); 14,20 (pp. 117f);
15,2-4 and J.T. Lienhard, Contra Marcellum. Marcellus of Ancyra and Fourth-Century Theology,
Washington: The Catholic University of America Press 1999, 131-134.

2 Marcellus, fr. 46 (GCS 14, p. 193). Cf. Tbid. 1,1,2f (pp. 62f), where Eusebius argues that Sabellianism
consists in calling the second person of the Trinity KvVpiw¢ word and only KOUTOUY PIOTLK®G son.

 fr. 52 (Ibid., p. 194).

% fr. 103 (Ibid. p. 207).

3 MSG 23, S09A. For Eusebius, this substantial independence does not exclude a reciprocal trinitarian
inexistence: kol wéAv obtog fiv O natip &v ad1d kal od1dg év 1@ natpl. 0g 6 Belog AndoTOAOG
kol nepl ndvtov diddoxer tdVv tiig Emovpaviov Pacihelag dilov AMEyov: «tdte €otal O Bedg TAVTL
&V MACLVY, OG KoL 10 «EVOIKNO® £€v oTolg kai Eumepimoticw» Aéiextor, AAMY kol Mpelg «év
o0Th Chpev kol kivodpeba kol gopevy. xoi todta mavia mept pdv Aéiektor, @V xat idiav
VRO0TAoLY VPESTOTOV Kol {dviov kot undev £xéviov kowvdv Tpog v totpikiy Bedtnto. Tt &7
oOv xp1 Bovpdlery, el kol éni 100 vioh ai roparAficior @épovicn pwval, odkx dvaipodoot pPiv
010D THV VRGCTAcLY 008’ adTOV elval ntatépo kKol Vidv dddokovcat, v 3¢ 10T ratpdg mPdg
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To rule out the Marcellian deviation Eusebius uses many expressions equivalent to
EVUTOCTOTOC in its technical trinitarian sense: &An®dg deeotdg, kot &vépyeiov
0VCLoPEVog, VTdotatog (1) and xot' oVoloV VEESTOC.

The substantial independence of the Logos expressed by those or similar terms was in
fact the crucial point in the homoeousians’ early anti-marcellian (and -athanasian)
opposition and in my opinion also the theological context for the emergence of the term
£VuNOoTatog. This can be shown by a comparison of the early homoeousian creeds
from 341 to 345.

The Dedication council of Antioch (341) offers two corresponding formulas:
Theophronius of Tyana’s creed (first creed) has 8oV TEAe1OV £K B0V Tereiov,
kol dvta Tpog Tov Bedv £v vmootacoel? The officially ratified creed (second

creed) expounds Mt 28:19 the following way:

““...obviously of the Father who is truly father, of the Son who is truly son, and of the Holy
Spirit who is truly holy spirit, as those names are not given without meaning or function (o0y
anidg 003E apydS), but as accurately signifying the proper hypostasis, rank and glory of those

named by them. Thus, they are three with respect to their hypostasis, but one with respect to

. 3 > ~ \ < 13 . ~ \ , o 3
their harmony (@g elvon i pev drnootéoet 1pla, 1§ 6¢ cvppwvie €v)”. ’

One paragraph of the Ekthesis Makrostichos (345) runs:

“For we know that he is not just God’s Adyog mpogopikdg or €vdidBetog, but the living God-
Logos existing by itself (ka8 €avtov brapyovra), God’s Son and Christ, who accompanies

and stays with his Father before eons and assists him in the entire creation of both visible and
invisible things not merely as included in divine foreknowledge (0d npoyvaoctikdg)”. ™

Socrates’ text of the creed is already amplified by the gloss: @AL' évondéotatov Adyov
Bvta 10d Matpde, koi Oedv éx Oeod.”” This glossator shows an accurate awareness of
what the point of introducing this term into the trinitarian discussion was: It was a
homoeousian way to secure the apologetic Logos-terminology against the Marcellian
abuse. The Word, wisdom and power of God is not a AOYog 010¢ O €V Kapdia or a

codla. olo &v wuyn Gwlpwmov,* but an eternal divine being £V 18iq

avtov 18udlovoav kai EEaipetov Tpty kol dOEav 1fig povoyevolg kot Oelkfig xotvmviag
ropiotdoor; (De eccl. theol. 111,20; GCS 14, p. 181).

32 ] N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, Singapore: Longman 21972, 267 (Athanasius, De synodis 24; ed.
H.G. Opitz, Berlin: De Gruyter 1940, p. 250).

3 Ibid., p. 269 (De syn 23,5f).

** Athanasius, De synodis 26,6; ed. Opitz, p. 253 (cf. Kelly, Creeds, p. 279f). Calling the Son Adyog
TPOPopIkOG fi EvdidiBetog is again condemned in the eighth anathema of the second council of Sirmium
(351) against Marcellus’ pupil Photinus (cf. De synodis 27,3; ed. Opitz, p. 255).

3 Historia ecclesiastica I1,19,17; ed. G.C. Hansen, Berlin: Akademie 1995 (GCSNF 1), p. 115.

*8 Epiphanius, Panarion 65,3,4 (GCS 37, p. 5) = Paul of Samosata, fr.49 Loofs.
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VMOGTOCEL, acting OTOTPOCWNWE’’ from creation throughout the history of world,
reigning alongside the father without end. Thus, for the homoeousians the Logos of
Marcellus corresponds exactly to the GVUTOCTOTOC £MLGTHILT which the six bishops
who subscribed to the Letter of Hymenaeus claimed Paul of Samosata’s Logos to
resemble. Not surprisingly, they accused him and his pupil Photinus®® not only of
Sabellianism, but also of Paulinianism and thus obviously made use — at least at the
second council of Sirmium (351) — of anti-paulian documents like the Letter of
Hymenaeus.®® A similar conservative position, very close to the Cappadocian
compromise can be found in Meletius of Antioch’s famous homily, which caused his
deposition by the Arians, but was not accepted by the Eustathians either. Meletius

confesses:

“The Son is and is called Logos, but is not perceived as (mere) voice or word of the Father. For
he subsists by himself (bpéstnxe y&p ko' £av1ov) and acts, and everything is through and in
him. Similarly, he 1s wisdom and is perceived neither as (mere) thought of the Father nor
movement or activity of his intellect, but as offspring of the father, equal to him and his accurate
image. For he is the one who was sealed by the Father, God himself, and he does not inhere in

something else, nor does he subsist by himself (oby £1épw pev Evondpyer, ody LeEéotnxe d¢
ko8 avTéV), but is the active offspring who has created all this and always conserves it”.*

The creation of God’s wisdom (Prv 8:22) and the begetting of his Son (Ps 2:7) are
complementary analogies: The Logos is not &vundéotatdg 1e kai avomapktog like
human wisdom, but évundototdv te xoi poévipov like a human son, a created natural
entity; yet, he is neither heterogeneous to his source, like the product of a certain
technical know-how, but a unique ‘reduplication’ of the Father, his only-begotten son,

similar to him in every respect.”’

7 Cf. Ekthesis makrostichos (De synodis 26,6; ed. Opitz, p. 253): 6 kal 7Toig TOTPLOPYOLG
OVTOTPOCHTMG OPHELG.

% In the debate between him and Basil of Ancyra at Sirmium II (351), he said according to Epiphanius,
Panarion 71,2 (GCS 37, p. 251): obnw 5& Av <vidg>, Adyog & v, xabbnep &v &poi & Adyos.
Accordingly, Epiphanius criticizes him in 71,3-5 exactly the way Eusebius argued against Marcellus
claiming that God’s son and co-creator could neither be his Adyog €vd1dl@eTOg nor TPOYPopPLKOC (cf.
bel. on Epiphanius).

¥ Cf H. de Riedmatten, Les actes de Paul de Samosate. Etude sur la christologie du Ille au IVe siécle,
Fribourg: Editions St. Paul 1952, pp. 129-133. The consequence of this association of Marcellus,
Photinus and Paul was a severely adulterated concept of Paul’s monarchianism which is already in
Epiphanius barely distinguishable from Marcellus’ modalism; cf. ibid. 82-91 and R.M. Hiibner, Die
Hauptquelle des Epiphanius (Panarion, haer. 65) iiber Paulus von Samosata: Ps-Athanasius, Contra
Sabellianos, in: ZKG 90 (1979), 55-74.

“ Epiphanius, Panarion 73,30 (GCS 37, 305).

“I1bid. 70,31 (p. 306f). The whole homily has still got a slightly subordinatianist touch, when it calls the
son AOYoG Kal coplo Kol dOvapig tob brép copiov kol dOvoply, drep & @BéyEacBon. SOvoton
YAdTta, Drep 6 kivficon duhkvowa (ibid. 73,30; p. 305).
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Of course the Marcellan party did react. Given Marcellus himself is the author of the
pseudo-athanasian Expositio fidei,** he even explicitly repudiates Eusebius’ reproaches

saying:

“We believe [...] in one only-begotten Logos, wisdom, Son, begotten from the Father eternally
and without beginning, not in a Adyog npogopiLkde, not in a logos £vdidBetog, not in an outflow
from the perfect one, not in a piece cut off from the impassible nature or an emanation, but in

the Son perfect in itself, living and acting, the true image of the Father, equal to him in honour
3 43

and glory”.

Shortly before Marcellus’ death in about 371, the Marcellian party writes an Expositio
fidei to Athanasius seeking his support against Basil of Cesarea. They still do not speak
of three hypostases, but at least of a subsisting Triad:

“For we are confessing an eternal Father of an existing (Ov) and subsisting (VPG TWG) eternal

Son and an eternally existing and subsisting Holy Spirit, as we do not call the Triad

AVVTIGTOTOY, but conceive of it as £V Vtocto.cer”.

Four years later, the marcellian party confesses its orthodox faith to some bishops exiled
in Egypt and finally condemns its master’s doctrine about God’s expansion and
contraction speaking openly of three subsisting realities in God:

“We have not thought anything deviating from the Nicene [...] faith, [...] and pronounce
accursed [...] everyone who does not regard the holy Triad as three persons who are
incomprehensible, évonoctara, consubstantial, coeternal and perfect in themselves, just as we
pronounce accursed those who call the Son an expansion, contraction or energy of the father,
and those who do not confess the God-Logos, the Son of God to be from before the ages,
coeternal with the Father and a son and god who is évvrdéctatog and perfect in himself”.*

When Socrates tells us that already Eustathius of Antioch had called the son
£VUNOGTATOC KOl EVUTAPY WV in a controversy with Eusebius of Cesarea’®, he
probably rephrases the debate in his own terms, as such a friendly stance towards the
hypostatical plurality in the homoousian party cannot be detected before the turning
point of 362, when Athanasius’ Tomus ad Antiochenos provided the basis for a

reconciliation of the Origenist three-hypostases theology and the Nicene OLOOVGC10C.

*? The latest Marcellus monograph of Lienhard, 23.25-27 does not reject F. Scheidweiler’s (Wer ist der
Verfasser des sog. Sermo major de fide?, in: BZ 47 [1954), [333-357] 356f) suggestion, but does not rely
on it either.

* Expositio fidei 1,2, in: Athanasiana I, ed. H. Nordberg, Helsinki / Helsingfors: Centraltryckeriet 1962
(Commentationes humanarium litterarum 30.2), p. 49. Although Sabellius is explicitly rejected in 2,2;
ibid,, p. 51 (obte yap viomdtopo @povoduev d¢ ol ToféArior AEyovieg povoolhoLOovV Kol oY
opoodooV Kot &v 1001w Gvanpodvteg 10 elvon vidv) the allegory of source and river in 2,4 conveys a
modalist impression by calling father and son 800 oyfpato xai dvo dvopata. Moreover, the son’s
sessio ad dextram and reign without end is not mentioned a single time — a striking fact in texts with such
a close relation to the creed.

4 Expositio 2,4; in: M. Tetz, Markellianer und Athanasios von Alexandrien. Die markellianische
Expositio fidei ad Athanasium des Diakons Eugenios von Ankyra, in: ZNW 64 (1973), (75-121) p. 79,29-
32.

“ Epiphanius, Panarion 72,11 (GCS 37, p. 265).

“ Historia ecclesiastica ,23,8 (GCS NF 1, p. 70).
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According to the confession of the Meletians, the expression ‘three hypostases’ is
acceptable, “because we believe in the Holy Trinity which is not only a triad by name,
but a really existing and subsisting one (&Anddg odoov xai Veeotdoov), a really
existing and subsisting Father, a really substantially existing and subsisting (&An6ag
¢votoiov dvio kol Veestdto) Son, and a subsisting and existing (Vpestag xol Vrdpyov)
Holy Spinit”. In accordance, the reply of the Eustathians admits that ‘one hypostasis’ is
possible, if it is not intended as an “abolition of the Son and the Holy Spirit, as if the
Son was unsubstantial (QVOVGl0¢) or the Holy Spirit without hypostasis
(Qvvnoctotog)”.!’

This turning point removed every obstacle for a mainstream reception of the
homoeousian term £VUTOCTATOC in trinitarian theology, as it emerges esp. in Pseudo-

Athanasius, Didymus the Blind and later on in Cyril of Alexandria, partly also in John
Chrysostom.*®

3. The establishment of the technical usage in late fourth- and early fifth-century
authors

Examining the exegesis of Hbr 1:3 in the pseudo-athanasian dialogues De trinitate, one
is reminded of the discussion between Eusebius and Marcellus, whether Son or Logos
has to be understood properly and thus has to form the key-concept of Christology.*’
According to Ps-Athanasius, dUvoLpnlg, codlar and AOYyoC have to be understood
alongside with AmoOYOLCHLL as titles emphasizing the consubstantiality of Father and
Son, whereas the title Son manifests TO EVUTTOCTATOV, i.e. that the Son is an QLGN

eV 18l vmoctoloel.”® Against the Anomoean’s objection that the yapaxtip Tfig

7 MSG 26, 801B/C. The arrangement of the two confessions is most clearly presented by L.
Abramowski, Trinitarische und christologische Hypostasenformeln, in: Formula and Context. Studies in
Early Christian Thought, Hampshire: Variorum Reprints 1992, (38-49) pp. 42f n. 21 and 23.

“® Basil the Great still expresses his anti-modalistic concern mostly in different terms, as e.g. in epist.
210,5: OV yap EEapkel dropopig mpocdnwv aropiBuficacBal, GAAY xpT Exactov mpdcwNoOV £V
Vnootdoel alNOLvyi Vapxov Opodroyelv. 'Enel 1oV e AVOROCTOTOV TAV TPOCHTMV AVATAACHOV
o0d¢ TaPéihiog mapnTNoRTo, EldvV 1OV adtov Bedy, Eva 10 drokepéve dvio npdg the Exdotote
TOPATLRTOVCOG Y PELOG LETAPOPPOVREVOY, VIV Hev ag TTatépa, viv 8¢ g Yidv, vOv 8¢ ag TMvedpoa
“Aywov drakéyecBot. The three references for such a use of the term in Gregory of Nyssa (Ctr
Eunomium II1,6,17; ed. W. Jaeger, vol. 11, Leiden: Brill 1960, pp. 191f / Adv. Macedonianos de spiritu
sancto; ed. F. Mueller, vol. ITI/1, Leiden: Brill 1958, p. 102,27f/ Oratio catechetica 8; ed. E. Miihlenberg,
vol. 1II/4, Leiden: Brill 1996, p. 35,8-16) do not contribute much to this survey.

*“ Cf. ab. n. 28.

* MSG 28, 1124B-1125A.1160B-1161A; esp. 1161A: Kol 8w 1odt0, Yidv éxobovieg, 10
gvonéotatov vooluev: kol dbvapiv dxodovieg, xal Adyov, kol cogiav, 1O &xdpiotov xol
ovvaidlov énoudedbnpev. A.LC. Heron’s discussion of the term in those dialogues (The two pseudo-
athanasian dialogues against the anhomoeans, IThS 34 [1973], [101-122] 114-118) points in the right
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urootdoews had its subsistence €v 1fj Vnootdoel of the Father and not on its own, the
Orthodox stresses the substantial independence of the Son and thereby clearly
establishes a meaning of &Vunmdototog diametrically opposed to any kind of
insubsistence.

Didymus the Blind, who apparently uses the pseudo-athanasian dialogue as an
important source,”' seems in his use of the term more concerned about the substantial
reality of the Spirit than that of the Son. When he speaks of the £vumdcToTOV
OmOAYYOLOHO. KoL X OLpaLkTNip, he rather has in mind the undiminished equality of
Father and Son: the Son is the personified and most adequate (EVUROGTOTOV KO
ayeLvdEaTatov) simile of the Father’s being.”® Yet, speaking about the Spirit he is
very eager to stress exactly that substantial independence our previous authors wanted
to maintain mainly (of course not exclusively) for the Son.”

Epiphanius of Salamis is really fond of our term: In his two main works, Ancoratus and
Panarion, written between 374 and 377, £VUTOGTATOC occurs 74 times, of which only
four references belong into a non-trinitarian context.>* More than half of the trinitarian
references are of antimodalistic intention. Yet, the modalistic misunderstanding of the

Logos-concept is neither treated in the chapters against the Valentianian Gnostics, nor

direction, but does not reject C. Bizer’s suggestion that £VUTOGTATOV could mean something like £k
¢ ovotog clearly enough.

' I follow Heron’s view, op.cit. 118-122, who considers the De trinitate to be an authentic work of
Didymus’, but argues convincingly against A. Glinthér that the pseudo-athansian Dialogues do not belong
to him. For the De trinitate the following editions are used: Didymus der Blinde: De trinitate, Buch 1, ed.
J. Honscheid, Meisenheim am Glan: Hain 1975 / De trinitate, Buch 2, Kapitel 1-7. ed. 1. Seiler,
Meisenheim am Glan: Hain, 1975. For 11,8-27 and IIJ, there is no alternative to MSG 39 available.

52 Cf. De trinitate 1,16,44, ed. Hénscheid, p. 98; 26,151, ibid., p. 160; without reference to Hbr 1:3 also n
11,2,35, ed. Seiler, p. 36 and 111,19 (MSG 39, 892A). An antimodalistic exposition of the termm Logos
occurs in his Genesis-commentary, codex page 2A 1.2-7, ed. P. Nautin and L. Doutreleau, vol. 1, Paris:
Cerf 1976 (SC 233), p. 34: navta yap [Brd 10D Adyov Eyé)veto kai év Xprotd ‘Incod éxticdn o €nt
viig xoi t& &v 10ig {odpavolg & Opatd] xai t& ddpator Ev Yap @ VIG 1@ ndvta cvvéotnke [kai
elg avtdv, 6¢] £o[t] mpd mhviwv- &vev yop 10D AéYoL 10D Beod, dg ol[te mpogopikog] oite
£vd14BeT6G 0TIV AAAL aDTO T0D1T0, B0 0Vo[1DING ... .. ®) v, o[0d]ev DrooTiival dVvorto.

5 De trinitate 11,1,7-9, ed. Seiler, pp. 8-10; I,8,1 (MSG 39, 616A); I11,37 (MSG 39, 972B). A very
interesting passage for the use of enhypostatos in general occurs in Didymus’ commetary on Zachary, ed.
L. Doutreleau, vol. 2, Paris: Cerf 1962 (SC 84), p. 139: 'EnfiA8év Tivi 1dv modoudv einelv v
dwkoothy Epyuyov Sikatov givar, 10017 Eotwv évoldoiwov kol évumdototov, tehelwg kotd
dikaooOvny memowmptévoy, iV donep &v tolg &AM THg apethic épyols Sikaimg 10 dikalov Simket,
oVt kai év 1® dikdlerv. Just as the Son is called personified word, wisdom, power, life etc., the judge
can be called personified, personally realized or living justice.

3 Ancoratus 77,5 (GCS 25, p. 97: £EVUIOGTOTOG/OV YUY T)/OMUQ); Panarion 24,6 (GCS 25, p. 263:
EVUNOOTATOV KOKOV) and 25 4 (Ibid., p. 271: EvumooTaTIKALl apyol). By trinitarian context I mean
the reference to one of the trinitarian persons, which could of course occur in treating whatsoever
theological topic.
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in that against Noetus, nor in that against Sabellius, but only in those against Paul of
Samosata and Photinus of Sirmium.>

Paul and Photinus are of course linked by their adoptianism and their modalism. Both of
them express — according to Epiphanius — their modalistic stance by the
anthropomorphistic misconception of the divine Logos for which. Marcellus had been
criticised by Eusebius:

“That person [Paul] is claiming that God the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit are one God,
and that his logos and spirit are always in God, just as a man’s proper AOYOG is always in his
heart. According to him, the Son of God is not évurndéotatocg, but (exists) in God himself, just
like also Sabellius, Novatianus, Noetus and others claimed”.*®

Combined with the misunderstood anthropological analogy, the modalistic use of John
10:38°7 becomes particularly dangerous, because it renders the Son a mere function,
attribute or accident of the Father without proper subsistence. If the Son were in the
Father just like human reason is in its possessors, he would be nothing but one of God’s
transitory manifestations:

“If the Logos existed in the beginning, and the Logos was with God, his existence (10 givon) is
not just kot TNV mpoopdy, but katd v VrécTacwy. [...] For if God has the Logos only in
his heart, but not as a begotten one, how can the word ‘existed” and the phrase ‘God was the
Logos’ [John 1:1a.c] be maintained? The logos of a man is not a man who is together with this
man. Neither does it live nor does it subsist (bnéotn), but it is just the movement of the living
and subsisting heart (kapdiog 8¢ {wong kol Leestdong) and not a hypostasis. For once it 1s
uttered it suddenly ceases to exist”.”®

Against Photinus’ affirmation during the debate with Basil of Ancyra that the Logos in
the beginning obnw 8¢ fv <vidc>, Adyog 8¢ v, xobémep v Epol & AdYOS,
Epiphanius also maintains that the Son cannot be just mpogopé& Tig [..], GAM'
gvombéototog Bedg Adyoc. 5 Why he uses évondotatog only once in chapter 71 and
rather characterizes the eternal Logos with a term like £1¢0TOC, which could suggest

exactly the opinion he opposes,61 1s a question I cannot answer.

%5 In the chapter against Sabellius, an anthropological analogy is mentioned, but not expounded (Panarion
62,1, GCS 31, p. 389). The chapter against Marcellus mainly consists of documents not written by
Epiphanius (Macellus’ letter to Pope Julius [72,2f], Acacius of Cesarea’s treatise against Marcellus [72,6-
10], the confession of the Marcellians to the Egyptian bishops [72,101]).

% Panarion 65,1 (GCS 37, p. 3). About the misleading introduction of Novatianus see Holl’s annotation to
1.13 (p. 39).

57 Cf. Panarion 57,5 (against Noetus; GCS 31, p. 349); 62,2 (against Sabellius; ibid. p. 391).

% Ibid. 65,3 (GCS 37, pp. 5%).

% Cf. ab. nn. 27f.

8 panarion 71,5 (GCS 37, p. 254); cf. esp. 71,2 (Ibid. p. 251: & Adyog &v & matpi, enotv, Av, EAA' odx
Av viég); 71,3f (Ibid. pp. 252f: neither TPOYOPLKOC nor EVOLABETOC AAYOG).

8! Thid. 71,3 (Ibid., p. 252) cf. Busebius, De ecclesiastica theologia 11,16 (GCS 14, p. 120): ti 8¢ pn
motedev £ig TOV vVidv 10D Be0D mpoomolEltal motebeLy, oxMUaT{opevog id 10D Tov Adyov ToOV
£v 10 8e® Vidv dmokarelv, CopdS 10D Topadelypoatos pakpd dectdvol S8AcKovIog oV ELQUToV
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John Chrysostom also explicitly maintains against every modalistic heresy that the
Logos is not a mere £VEpyela of God, but an ovoio £Vundotetoc.®? In his homily
on Hbr 1:3 he draws from the title Y OPOKTTP TNG VIOCTOOE®MC exactly the opposite
conclusion to the one the Anhomoean draws in the pseudoathanasian dialogue: the
tmpress of a hypostasis does not have its being in this hypostasis, but exists
independently outside it, resembles it in every respect except KOTOl TO EVUTOGTOTOV
ewo;” it is a numerically different subsistence, which can nevertheless be perfectly
equal to its prototype with respect to its essence or quality. Moreover, the terms
ATOVYOCUO. and X OPOKTTP entail a perfect similarity of Father and Son which must
also include the substantial reality of the Father: ®donep €otiv 6 [Matnp évondstortog,
kol mpdg VnéeTAGLY 008eVOG dedpevog obtw kal 6 Yig.* Yet, Chrysostom’s most
significant contribution seems to be a first link of the term €VVNOGTATOG with the
philosophical substance-accident scheme. Quoting the heretics’ objection that an
anobhyacpo is not vondotatov [...], dAA' &v Etépw Exer 1o elvon,” he clearly has in
mind the Aristotelian distinction between things that are in something else as their
subject and other things that are subjects themselves.

Cyrl of Alexandria is again really fond of our term: It occurs 51 times in his works,
only once in non-trinitarian (or Christological) context.® He is probably the author one
can find the richest variety of hypostasis- and ousia-language in, mainly in his two big
treatises on the Trinity and his commentary on John. He likes to combine
£VUTOGTOTOC not only with terms like £EVOVG10C or OVGLWONG, but especially with
the more ‘lively’ {wV and sometimes also £vepynic.?’ His trinitarian theology seems all
in all less defensive and less concerned about possible misunderstandings than that of

his predecessors: He freely develops a positive understanding of the hypostasis of the

v worfi Adyov mopd 1Ov €k Tvog YevvnBéviae xal kab' £ovtdv Veeotdto kol {dvto kol
Evepyodvia vidy;

% Homily 6 in Phil 2:5-8 (MSG 62, 219B); cf. Homily 4 in John 1:1 (MSG 59, 47B: odtog 8¢ & Adyog
ovoia 1ig £0TLv Evuntdotatog, £ adtod npoerboloa arabig 100 Motpde.).

% Homily 2 on Hbr 1:3 (MSG 63, 22B).

% Ibid. (63, 20B).

% Ibid.

% In Isaiam on 1:19f (MSG 70, 48C: Ei yop ¢hoeL 10 kaxodv, xoi dvondotatdy E6TLy..).

%719 times combined with {®v: Thesaurus de sancta consubstantali trinitate (MSG 75, 80C.596B); In
Joannem (ed. Pusey, vol. I, pp. 35.294.382; vol. II, pp. 47.310.697.714); De st. Trinitate dialogi (ed. ed.
G.M. de Durand, vol. 3, Paris: Cerf 1978 [SC 246], pp. 92.96.102); Expositio in Psalmos (MSG 69,
785A.876A); Commentarii in Lucam (ex cat.) (MSG 72, 476A); Contra Iulianum imperatorem 1,28 (ed.
P. Burguiére and P. Evieux, vol. 1, Paris: Cerf 1985 [SC 322], p. 160); De incarnatione unigeniti (ACO
U/1/5,4; &vundototoc, &vepynic, {ov); Epistula ad Maximianum (ACO 1/1/3,72); Epistula ad
monachos (ACO 1/1/1,15) — three times with 00o10ddM¢: Thesaurus (MSG 75, 580A); In Joannem (ed.
Pusey I, 70; 11, 714) — two times with £V0VUG10¢: Thesaurus (MSG 75, 104A); Apologia X1I capitulorum
ctr orientales (ACO I/1/7,51).
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Son as word, power and wisdom of God. In his De recta fide ad Theodosium he

mentions the modalistic word-concept only during the refutation of an adoptianist

Christology a la Paul of Samosata or Photinus:

“Some people deface the beauty of truth [...] and imagine the Only-begotten inexistent and not
subsisting independently (i8ixd¢ ovy Veeotnkdte). Those miserable people are claiming that
he is not endowed with an independent hypostasis (obx €lvor peév €v dmootéoer 1§ kol'
£0rvtdv), but that he is simply a word, the speech happening merely according to God’s
utterance (xotd poévny v Rpogopdv YevécsHal mapd 8eod) and inhabiting a man. Having
composed Jesus this way, they say that he is holier than the saints, but by no means God. [...]
However, the likenesses are like their archetypes. [...] Thus, if neither the likeness is
¢vumdotatog nor the image is perceived as endowed with independent existence (&v dmdpEet
vooi1o 1} kaf' Eavtov), they will have to admit as a necessary consequence that also the one to
whom the image corresponds is avondéotatog, and the stain (dkoadAeg) of the likeness will

most certainly be carried over (dvodpopeltal tov) to the archetype”. 68

Yet, the analogy of the reasoning in the father afterwards revealed by uttering the word
is keenly drawn upon elsewhere.®® The analogies of word, reason and wisdom can
explain the simultaneity of unity of essence and distinction of persons beautifully,
because word and wisdom are £k VOU kol £V V® TPOSEX®E Kol A810.0TATWGE,
and all three have as it were an £1¢ AAATIAQL GV TELLBOAT|Y:

“For the intellect is in word and wisdom, and the word will appear in tumn in the intellect, and

nothing interrupts or separates one from the other”.”°

In his Thesaurus, Cyril answers the heretic’s objection how a momentarily uttered word
can be the eternal Son of God in the following way:

“The word coming from a man is resolved into nothing and is neither alive nor active, as also
the man who ‘begot’ it comes from nothing and is subject to destruction. In contrast, the Logos
of God is living; as it comes from some living thing, it was always existing and exists (always).

For neither was God ever nor will he ever be without the Logos”.”*

8 ACO 1/1/1,50f. Note the parallel terms and phrases for enhypostatos: 181x®¢ DPEGTNKWS, Elval £V
M Vnootdoel 11 kol ' Eavtdy, voeloBat év VndpEel 1M xad éoutov.

% Cf Thesaurus (MSG 75, 80C.297B.321D-324A); In loannem (ed. Pusey, vol. I, pp. 69f; vol. 11, p.
310). In another passage of the commentary in John (Ibid. vol. I, p. 57) the Arians demanding a AGYOG
€vdLo0eT0g in the Father, which is responsible for the existence of the Son, are asked, whether they
consider this logos to be G- or EvumdcTaTOV. If it subsisted properly, there would be two sons. If it is
not, nothing can disturb the continuity between Father and Son.

" In John 1:3 (ed. Pusey, vol. I, p. 70).

' Thesaurus 16 [on the eternity of the Son] (MSG 75, 300A). A similar argument of Eunomius that a
PTILOTOC GPYT] TPOGOPO. and an ETLOTILY AVVTOGTATOC cannot be the Son of God, is refuted the
very same way later on (Ibid., 321C-324B). Cf. also his positive evaluation of the craftsman/know-how-
analogy in his Expositio in Ps 33:9 (MSG 69, 876B): To 6¢ éveteilato puty vopiong GvepwRONPEndS,
gvvoeL 8¢ pd@ldov 6L kol 1dv Pavovoik@v texvdv ol Emothpoveg, Otav T SrotextRvacon
Bobrwvror thv Eyveoopéveoy adrolg, povovovyl kol viéAlovial tff Eovtdv Emothuy kol Téyvn
& ye 10D €BEAeLv EpydoocBal T kol 1 ToD vod mpodg T Epyal f)om‘], SOvoypiy £xel TpooTaYLOTOG
kol abtokeAehoTov @opdg. "AAL' éml piv GvBpdnawv, dvordotatog adth ko' Eovtiy 1 18 coplo
kol 1) SOvopig adtdv: &nl 8¢ Oeod odxétt. Yetotnke yap & Adyog 81’ oD & méhvia épydletor, Sk
ve, oM, THg Evobong ad1d duvijlemg Kol Goplag.
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Yet, even more important for him than word and wisdom seems to be the title ‘power of
God’. The title SVvapig ({woo kal) Evundototoc’ for the Son occurs six times,
the title £vépyela €vundototog for the Spirit two times.”” Moreover, Cyril presents
several ontological reflections about the substantial or accidental status of a power or

energy:

“Again, [the Son is called] power, because he continuously inheres in those who are apt to
possess it. He can never be separated from them — as if he would be classed with accidents -
without the destruction of the subject, [...] because each of them is naturally and necessarily in
the other. When the Father is active, the Son is obviously also active, like his natural, substantial
and évumootatog power. Accordingly, when the Son is active, the Father 1s also active, like the

source of the creating Logos, substantially inhering in its own offspring like the fire in the heat

it emits”.™

Both the Son and the Spirit are adequately described as a natural power or energy,
inseparable from the divine essence, but nevertheless distinguishable from it.” Thus,
Cyril conceives a form of in-existence which must not be confused with that of an
accident, because the in-existing Son and Spirit cannot be removed without corruption
of their subject. He might be well aware of the paradox when he speaks about an
gvumdototog codio Evumopyovoa Tw Bem’® using a term usually signifying the
insubsistence of accidents in its subject in order to describe the son’s being in the father
(John 10:38),”” while his predecessors apparently did not allude to its philosophical use
in employing the term £VLTOPY ELV.

To conclude, the technical meaning of EVVNOGTOTOG developed during the trinitarian

debates of the fourth century is in a way diametrically opposed to its meaning as a

"2 In Ioannem (ed. Pusey, vol. I, p. 70; vol. II, pp. 697.700); De st. Trinitate dialogi (SC 246, pp. 92.96);
Expositio in Ps 9:33 LXX [10:12a] (MSG 69, 785A. the Son as Yeip 8£0V). Cf. De st. Trinitate dialogi
(SC 246, p. 102): {woa. kol Evundotatog Loy Vg and also the spurious Collectio dictorum in Vetus
testamentum (MSG 77, 1261A: 1oyV¢ &€ kol dvvopg EVunosTotog).

 Thesaurus 34 (MSG 75, 580A.596B).

™ In John 1:3 (ed. Pusey, vol. I, p. 70). On the philosophical discussion of the so-called ‘substantial
qualities’ cf. bel. chapter II, nn. 73-75.

” Cf. Thesaurus 34 (MSG 75, 596B/C): Tvedpo &yov 7 Beio Tpagh 10 €k Oeob ITvedpa Sinvexds
amoxoAodoa gaivetai, ody &v T tdv ovpuPePnkbdtov adt@ dniodoa, [..] GAL' Smep EoTi Katd
gboLv 1od10 onpaivovow, [...]. Odxodv elnep 20Tl kotd OOV &yov, odk EEwBev Exel 10 elvol
owdto, pdArov B¢ avtd, 1fig Belag Vmbpyov ovolag Evépyeix guowkn te kol {doo kot
EvOmdOTaTog, TPOCTIONoLY el T kTioel 10 téherov 8L’ dyloopod kal Tfig Tpdg avto petoxs.

™ Thesaurus 19 (MSG 75, 324A) cf. Gregory of Nazianzen, Oratio 31,32, ed. P. Gallay, Paris: Cerf 1978
(SC 250), pp. 338f: pn tOv notépo. y1Etv odoL@cwpey, t8AAa 3¢ pn droctompev, dAAd dvvapelg
800 mOLAoWPEV EVOTIOPYODO GG, 0VY, VPECTOCAC,

" Cf. Thesaurus 8 (MSG 75,104A: Aédeikton yép 8L 10lg &v oboia kol drooTdoel Tpdg T Evodord
1€ xal evondotato 1 Opowdtng N xotd 1olto odletar, ob mPdG td Etepoyevdi, kol &v ETépolg
Exovta 1O £lvor, Bomep N coPia TVYOV &V 1B Coe®d, Kol T PodAnoig &v 1@ Povievopéve.) and esp.
De st. Trinitate dialogi, ed. G.M. de Durand, vol. 1, Paris: Cerf 1976 (SC 231), pp. 270f: O yop 7
drapepviion removnkotog MUty 10D Adyov kot @¢ Evi kahdg dmodedeiydtog 811 o Ev TaEeL TRV
ovpPeBnxdtov, | kai évoviov &nA®dg kotnplOumpéva, fikiota pév ootow odtolg, etéporg 8¢
paArov Evumdpyovia katafpiool Tig &v, kol doxel pev elval Tu xab' Eavtd kKol Aéyechor, Lo
8¢ v 10 Aoxdviog dg 1diav Exerl.
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Christological term: Whereas it was introduced into trinitarian theology to maintain the
independent substantial existence (k0.8 o010 VProTolvol) of Son and Spirit,”® its
Christological intention was to deny exactly this existence on its own with regard to the
human néture of Christ. Before Leontius of Byzantium, something EVUTOGTATOV is
necessarily a DVTOGTOGOLG, just like something £VOVG1OV is an 0VC1O. Furthermore,
all four terms are absolutely convertible before the distinction between VTOCTOGLG
and oVolol receives general acceptance and application in the works of the neo-
chalcedonians. The orthodox antimodalist polemic grew in a way accustomed to the
fallacy of calling everything without independent existence an QLVVTOCTATOV similar
to a chimera or another kind of useless fantasy-product: T0 YOlp U1] VOECTWE £V low
1@ pndevi, padiov 8¢ movtedwe oVLOEV”® — a wrong conclusion the neo-
chalcedonians would have to struggle hard with against the Nestorians and

Monophysites.

78 Cf. John of Damascus in his chapter on the trinity (Expositio 8,184; Die Schriften des Johannes von
Damaskos, ed. B. Kotter, vol. 2, Berlin: De Gruyter 2:1973 [PTS 12]), p. 26): évonéototov fitor &v i8ig
OnocTdoer Dndpyov.

" Cynril of Alexandria, De recta fide ad Theodosium (ACO I/1/1,51). Cf. bel. ch. II, nn. 32-34.
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IL. The Christoloegical application of EVUTOGTOTOG

Having examined the rise of the term EVUTOCTATOC in Christian, especially Trinitarian
theology, we will turn to the Neochalcedonian Christology and its use of the term in
question. The debate around this term initiated by F. Loofs’ important study Leontius
von Byzanz und die gleichnamigen Schriftsteller der griechischen Kirche 1s not mainly
concerned with the historical problem of determining the semantics of a special
technical term in several authors of a certain period. The more recent discussion did not
only take into account the theology of Karl Barth which was attacked by F. LeRon
Shults for relying on Loofs’ incorrect representation of Leontius’ so-called doctrine of
Enhypostasia,' but also determined the link between Barth and the possibly
misrepresented Leontius: the confessional orthodoxy of the 17th century.” In fact, the
latter created the Greek neologism £VVTOGTA.CTIO which was received in our modern

theological terminology:

“QVUTOCTOTOV is what does not subsist per se and according to a proper personality;
EVUTOOTOTOV is what subsists in another entity and has become participant of another
hypostasis. If the human nature of Christ is therefore said to be AVVUTOGTATOC, this means only
the fact that it does not subsist for itself in a proper personality; but it is called EVOTOGTOTOC,

because it has become participant of an alien hypostasis and subsists in the Logos”.*

As Loofs puts it:

,Factisch ist das £VUMOCTOTOV €Ol bei Zusammensetzungen ein pridicatives Sein von
sonst selbstindigen ¢VOELG oder ovCiaL Sonst selbstindige pOoeLg nehmen eine Stellung
ein dhnlich der TOLOTTEG OVCLWOELG und ETOVOLWdELS, [...] Sein [Leontius’] Begriff der
Vo1 oder ovoiol ist der der aristotelischen devtepa 0VGIC, dem aristotelischen der
padTN ovoia entspricht der Begriff der UOGTOLOLG. Gleichwie bei Aristoteles das Genus
und die drodpopai, welche die devtepa oVGIOL constituieren, individualisiert werden durch
das €lval v 1 odoia, so wird bei unserem Verfasser die menschliche Natur in Christo
individualisiert durch das €lval &v 1] VROGTAGEL ToU AdYOv, durch das VIOoCTNVOL £V
« 4

10 AGyw*.

' A dubious Christological formula: From Leontius of Byzantium to Karl Barth, in: Theological Studies
57 (1996) pp. 431-446.

2 Cf. UM. Lang, ,Anhypostatos-Enhypostatos: Church Fathers, Protestant Orthodoxy and Karl Barth’, in:
JThS 49 (1998), (630-657) pp. 655f and M. Gockel, ,A dubious Christological formula? Leontius of
Byzantium and the anhypostatos-enhypostatos theory’, in: JThS 51 (2000), (514-532) pp. 526-531
(including also medieval scholasticism).

* J. A. Quenstedt, Theologia didactico-polemica sive Systema theologicum (1685), in: H. Schmid, Die
Dogmatik der evangelisch-lutherischen Kirche dargestellt und aus den Quellen belegt, Giitersioh:
Bertelsmann 7.ed. 1893, p. 217 n. 6a. For . A. Domer as a second important source for the Loofsian
reading cf. J. Lebon, La christologie du monophysisme syrien, in: A. Grillmeier / H. Bacht (eds.), Das
Konzil von Chalkedon. Geschichte und Gegenwart. Vol I: Der Glaube von Chalkedon, Wiirzburg: Echter
1951, (425-580) pp. 516-519.

# Leontius von Byzanz und die gleichnamigen Schriftsteller der griechischen Kirche, in: TU 3 (1888), (1-
317) p. 68.
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As we have seen during our examination of the trinitarian context, this can hardly
represent the common meaning this term had in the Christological discussion of the
early sixth century. This is why B. Daley could use our term as a starting-point for his
attack on the more systematic implications of Loofs’ interpretation, namely to integrate
Leontius into the Cyrillian tradition and to proclaim him as an extraordinarily
innovative thinker, especially with regard to his concept of personality.” The latter point
was especially elaborated by S. Otto® and afterwards also extended to other fields of
metaphysics.” We will thus have to deal with the development of our term taking into
account at least three levels: The usage of the term itself, the usage of phrases like
VMOGTNVOL £V AOYWw and their meaning in the context of the Christology of the
different authors to be examined, and the possible connection between our term and
those phrases. As there is a various number of expressions for insubsistence occurring
in our texts, we we will subsume every phrase describing an asymmetric dependence of
Christ’s human nature in the divine Logos as in-existence of the former in the latter
under the title ‘insubsistence formula’ being fully aware of the fact that the wording of

this formula may display considerable differences.

A. EVUTOOTOTOG and the ‘insubsistence formula’ from John the Grammarian to

John of Damascus

The systematic problem motivating both the introduction of the insubsistence formula
and the transformation of £VUTOGTATOG into a technical term of Christology is already

formulated by Cyril of Alexandria in his second letter to Succensus:

“If one and the same is conceived as complete god and complete man, consubstantial with the
Father according to his godhead, but according to his manhood consubstantial with us, where is
this completeness, if the human nature did not subsist (Dd€cTrKEY)?™®

® Cf. Daley’s surveys of the discussion in The Christology of Leontius of Byzantium: Personalism or
Dialectics?, Oxford 1979 (ms), pp. 2-13 and A Richer Union: Leontius of Byzantium and the
Relationship of Human and Divine in Christ, in: Studia Patristica 24, Leuven: Peeters 1993], (239-265)
pp. 240-244.

® Person und Subsistenz. Die philosophische Anthropologie des Leontius von Byzanz, Munich: W. Fink
1968.

" Cf. e.g. H. Stickelberger, Substanz und Akzidens bei Leontius von Byzanz. Die Veridnderung eines
philosophischen Denkmodells durch die Christologie, in: ThZ 36 (1980), pp. 153-161.

¥ ACOV1/6, 160,14-16.
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Interestingly enough, the very first discussion of this question employing our term took
place before the Neochalcedonian period, even before Cyril’s letter was written. As it
links up with the trinitarian debate of the term much more clearly than John the
Grammarian’s apology for Chalcedon, but contributes hardly anything to its
Christological career, we will just mention it very briefly before entering the
examination of the Neochalcedonian contexts. In the fictional correspondence of
Dionysius of Alexandria and Paul of Samosata — ascribed by E. Schwartz to an
Apollinarian author of the early fifth century who wanted to attack Theodore of
Mopsuestia® — the adoptianist heretic Paul is attacked by the orthodox bishop because of
his claiming the “form of a servant” the Logos assumed (Phil 2:7) to be EVUTOGTOTOC,
thus introducing two EVUTOGTOTO. into Christ’s person and destroying the unity of his
hypostasis.'” In case of a human being, things like form, logos or wisdom are
dvundotato, whereas they are £vumdototo in God.!! Christ’s transfiguration
(LETOUOPPWOOLE) shows that his human LOPdT] can never have been £VUTTOCTOTOC,
if one wants to avoid the absurdity of three jLopdol EVUOCTATOL, the divine one, the
human one and the glorified one.'” Thus, Christ’s human form is by no means a
Sovhog £vundoTtotog inhabited by the Logos, but only a transitory state during the
exinanition of the Logos.”” What this Apollinarian author wants to provide is an
application of the antimodalist polemics and its terminology to Christology: Just as it is
wrong to conceive of form, word and wisdom of God as AVVTOGTATOV and not
existing by itself as the second hypostasis of the trinity, one must not hypostasize God’s
human actions and make a d0VAO¢ £vundototoc of the deeds the Logos
accomplished in human form in order to serve mankind. What he achieved is a pretty

clear deviation into docetism. Let us see whether our Neochalcedonian authors are able

® Eine fingierte Korrespondenz mit Paulus dem Samosatener, in: SbBBAW 1927, (1-58) pp. 55-58.

' This is the topic of protasis 7 (Schwartz, Fingierte Korrespondenz, pp. 26-33; cf. Schwatz’s summary
on pp. 51f), but it is already envisaged in Dionysius’ letter (ibid. p. 5; 209,5-6 Turrianus) and also touched
in prot. 2 (p. 11; 221,13-222,8). This discussion could be reflected in Cyril’s apology of his first
anathematism against Theodoretus (ACO I/1/6, 112,12-113,25), where Cyril asks whether the incarnation
was a unification of two proper realities or just of OpO19TITEG VLGS TOTOL or HopdaLi, and whether
Theodoretus wants to postulate a Gvvdgelo. oxeTikn dovAonpengdg kol dvorooTdtov popefig TPog
avomdotatov kal Beiav popev. A varia lectio already testified by Euboulos of Lystra in the seventh
century (apud Doctrinam patrum de incarnatione verbi. Ein griechisches Florilegium aus der Wende des
7. und 8. Jahrhunderts, ed. E. Chrysos, Miinster: Aschendorff 21981, p. 142,24f) reads mpog
gvundotatov kol Beicy popdnv the possible authenticity of which would make Cyril’s acquaintance
with our Apollinarian author almost certain.

"1bid,, p. 5 (209,3-9).

2 Ibid., pp. 27f(251,5-252,7).

1 Ibid., pp. 11 (222,5-8). 26 (249,10-14). 31 (259,11-15). 34 (264,13-265,2).
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to bestow upon Christ’s human nature a proper subsistence without dissolving the unity

of his person.

1. John the Grammarian and the introduction of EVUROOTOTOS into the Christological
debate

John the Grammarian of Cesarea is commonly credited with having not only introduced
our term into the Christological debate but also with having applied the Cappadocian
trinitarian terminology to Chalcedonian Christology, mainly in an apology he wrote for
the council of Chalcedon at about 514-518.'* Some Greek fragments of this apology are
preserved in Eulogius of Alexandria’s Zuvnyopioil which is itself only extant in
fragments contained in the Doctrina patrum.'” But the most important source for the
theology of our Grammarian and its systematic relevance is Severus of Antioch’s
polemical opus magnum Contra impium grammaticum which survives in syriac
translation.

John seems to have used our term in three different contexts:

(1) His use of the phrase £VUTOCGTATOV TPAOCWTOV is an obvious resumption of the
traditional trinitarian usage.’® This emphasizes the typical Neochalcedonian
1dentification of the second hypostasis of the Trinity with the unique hypostasis of the
incarnate Christ proclaimed in Chalcedon. "’

(2) He uses it to describes the unity of the two natures in Christ itself, either in form of
an adjective (EVooig EVundotatoc)'® or an adverb (Evumoctotwe Evovsdat).”
(3) He employs it to signify the ontological status the two natures in Christ have being
‘real’, but nevertheless not self-subsisting, i.e. having countable hypostases of their

OWI'l.20

“ Cf S. Helmer, Der Neuchalkedonismus. Geschichte, Berechtigung und Bedeutung eines
dogmengeschichtlichen Begriffs, Bonn: Dissertation 1962, pp.160-162 (on person and works) and A.
Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche, Vol. I1/2: Die Kirche von Konstantinopel im 6.
Jabhrhundert, Freiburg a.e.: Herder 1989, pp. 56-69 (on his terminological innovations). Some tendencies
towards the application of Cappadocian terminology to Christology can already be found in Theodoretus
of Cyrus (cf. Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche, Vol. I, Freiburg: Herder 1979, pp.
694-698).

'5 Cf. Iohannis Caesariensis presbyteri et grammatici opera quae supersunt, ed. M. Richard, Turnhout:
Brepols 1977 (CCG 1), pp. V-XXVIIL Richard (pp. XVII-XXV) has shown that Eulogius did not draw
u6pon a Greek copy of Severus, but on the text of the Grammarian’s apology itself.

' CCG 1, 11,166; 52,97 cf. Epiphanius, Panarion 72,12; GCS 37, p.266,4 / Gregory of Nyssa (?),
Testimonia adv. Judaeos; MSG 46,196C.

" Cf. Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus 1172, p. 68.

¥ CCG 1, 10,118; 20,408.410; 52,108; 55,182; 57,256. Also in the Capitula ctr Monophysitas: ibid.
64,109,

¥ Ibid. 8,69 (= 53,118); 20,417; 53,133. And the Capitula: 61,25; 63,66; 64,122.
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In evaluating the Syriac fragments Richard presents in the Latin version of J. Lebon, we
have equated “hypostaticus” and £VUOCGTATOC not only because of the Grammarian’s
obvious predilection for our term (possible equivalents like VRTOGTOTIKOG are
missing), but also because this is proven by Richard’s 13th Syriac excerpt which is also
found in a longer Greek passage in Eulogius. In this case, what about Severus’ abundant
use of the formula ‘hypostatic union’/ ‘hypostatically unified’? What if the Greek
original of Contra impium grammaticum and the other works of Severus did not read
Evwolg VMOoTATIKY / EVOVoBaL VITOCTATIKOE or KB VTOCTOOLY, as it is
commonly supposed,®’ but employed our term instead? As we learn from the translation
of Cyrillian quotations in Severus’ works, the translators were quite fond of rendering
Cyril’s prepositional phrase ko ~UTOCTACLY using the adjective gnwmthn’ or the
adverb gnwm ’jth.”> However, the more literal equivalent bgnwm’ also occurs from time
to time,”® which makes a variation already in Severus’ text most plausible. A priori, the
most plausible alternative for £vmwolg Kb VAOCTAGLY would have in fact been
£VO1G VIOOTOTLKY as it exactly parallels Cyrill’s and Severus’ other formula
Evwolg dpvolkt]. Neither EVOTOGTOTOC nor VIOCTATIKY] £VWOLE are attested in
earlier texts, but both are often used interchangeably in later (Neo-)Chalcedonian
authors.”* Thus, we can only rely on a hint Severus gives in the context of his only
quotation from the Grammarian containing our term. In II,17 he quotes John’s
complaint about the Monophysites’ ignoring the Chalcedonian confession of the
hypostatic union and guarantees his undiminished attention to every element of the self-
contradictory formula of two general substances united K00 = VIOGTACW (b-gnwm’)
or EVUTOCTOTWG (gnwm jth). The interesting thing about this is the final clause
Severus attaches to the last term: “in order to use also this word of yours” (mlt d’f bhd’
bmlth’ djlk nthchshch).® If Severus calls £Vun0cTOtwG the Grammarian’s word (hd’

mith’ djlk: “this word which belongs to you”) and contrasts it to his own (and Cyrill’s)

2 Ibid. 55,201.206

2! Lebon, Christologie, pp. 469-472; Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus II/2, p. 52.

2 Cf. e.g. Philalethes, ed. R. Hespel, Louvain: Durbecq 1952 (CSCO 133), p. 135,18.23f, where the
original (3rd Letter to Nestorius; ACO 1/1/1, 40,25 / Apology against Theodoretus; ACO 1/1/6, 115,12f)
all three times reads k0.0 " UGG TOCLY.

B Cf. e.g. Contra impium grammaticum II,17, ed. J. Lebon, Louvain: Durbecq 1952 (CSCO 111), p.
151,15.

* Cf. Lampe, Patristic Greek Lexicon, s.v. VTO0ToTiRdC (p. 1461) B 2d.

¥ CSCO 111, p. 151,16f. The whole sentence reads in Lebon’s translation (CSCO 112 p. 118,7-11):
“Namque dualitatem naturarum, quae unum Christum in duo secat, evehis ad substantias secundum
communem significationem infellectas, dicisque illas unitas esse secundum hypostasim, seu, ut hac etiam
voce tua utar, hypostatice”.
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KoB * UMOGTAOLY, this admittedly does not necessarily mean that Severus himself did
not use it at all. What it does prove, is that already Severus noticed the abundant use of
our term as a particularity of the Grammarian’s style, which nevertheless does not entail
any difference in meaning with regard to the synonymous phrases £vwolg kof
VIOGTAOY or VROCTATIKT. The possibility of an earlier introduction of our term
into the Chnistological discussions by the Monophysites can thus not be ruled out, but
the Grammarian will by all means retain his credit of having made it popular.

This popularity is of course mainly due to the third context of usage mentioned above.
There it is employed in order to refute one of the basic monophysite objections against
the Chalcedonian distinction between oVG1al = ¢VO1¢ and VIOCTACLE = TPOCHOTOV
which already Timothy Ailuros had raised in his refutation of the synod: OUK £07TL
dpvo1c ampdommroc.®

This objection is the starting point and central topic of the longest Greek fragment
preserved from John’s Apology (IV,1-6 in CCG 1). The Grammarian reminds his
opponents of the Cappadocian distinction between 0VGCi0l, GUCLC as universal
substance and VTOCTOCLE, TPOCWTOV as particular subsistence marked off from its
fellow species-members by several distinguishing characteristics. As one can conclude
from the fact that human beings are constituted by an immaterial soul and a material
body, the presence of two heterogeneous substances does not entail two countable
particular subsistences. As Christ’s human nature is individualized by the Logos, the
second person of the trinity in which it subsists (£V 0OT® ... DIEGTN), it must not be
counted as a second hypostasis apart from the Logos (IV,3). The counter-objection
conceming Athanasius’ statement of the synonymy of oOcic and VROCTOOLS (Ad
Afros 4) is answered by the Grammarian with a distinction between two ways of being
EVLNOGTOTOC: It could signify either the existence of the natures in general or their
self-subsistence, i.e. their being independent, countable hypostases. The first sense is
acceptable, the second would be Nestorian heresy (IV,6). The important thing is that
this distinction is based on the fact that those two senses are also possible for
VNOCTOOLG, .. that the Grammarian still accepts the equation x £VLTOCTATOV =
VNO0TAo1G of x. Accordingly, he speaks at first of two £VUTOCTOLTOL OvGiaL and

focuses on Christ’s human nature in a second step, probably because the divine nature

26 Cf. Lebon, Christologie, pp. 461f. For further occurrences cf. the appartus on Pamphilus, Panhoplion
VI, 1-4.91, ed. J.H. Declerck, Turnhout: Brepols 1989 (CCG 19), p. 173 and that on Anastasius Sinaita,
Hodegos VI,2,16f, ed. K.-H. Uthemann, Turnhout: Brepols 1981 (CCG 8), p. 100.
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or the Logos has to be unquestionably called DTOGTAGLE or EVUNAOCTATOV in both
senses.”’ This fact is misrepresented in K. H. Uthemann’s claim of an enhypostasia-
theory in John the Grammarian.”® His simple distinction between ‘having’ and ‘being a
hypostasis’ does by no means take into account the philosophical problems conceming
this issue and moreover presupposes a distinction between URMOCTALOLG and
EVUNOCTOLTOY, which can possibly be found from Leontius of Byzantium onwards, but
not yet in the Grammarian.

Nevertheless, the Grammarian’s secondary focus on the human nature already points
towards the later development which will connect our term and the insubsistence-
concept. Already for our Grammarian, the human nature insubsists in and is
individualized by the Logos, which were the genuine ideas of the traditional and
Loofsian theory, but he does not (yet) directly connect those with our term, but with the
verbal phrase VHLIOTOGO0L £V. Because the £VUMOGTOTOC £VWOLC unites two
natures in the single hypostasis of the Logos, the human nature of Christ subsists, but
only in the Logos which marks it off from its human species-members by the
characteristic of being his very own flesh.”’

If we look for possible sources of the Grammarian’s distinction between a wider and
narrower use of hypostasis and of his insubsistence-concept, there are possible
candidates both in pagan philosophy and in the Christian tradition. As to the first, we
find a distinction between a wider and narrower use of 00G1¢. which is common to the
Aristotelian commentators: It can either mean the opposite of accident, substance in the
sense of self-subsisting subject, or existence in general (OAWC VopELg) which
comprises also the accidents.’® We will find this parallel worked out more clearly in the
later discussions of our term. Another possible inspiration could have been the twofold
use of AVUTOOTOTOG meaning both “unsubstantial, without independent existence”

and “non-existent, unreal”.’' In pagan philosophy, the development of the former

CCG 1 p. 55, 201.206.

2 Definitionen und Paradigmen in der Rezeption des Dogmas von Chalkedon bis in die Zeit Kaiser
Justinians, in: J. van Oort / J. Roldanus (eds), Chalkedon: Geschichte und Aktualitdt. Studien zur
Rezeption der christologischen Formel von Chalkedon, Leuven: Peeters 1998] (54-122), pp. 90-94. Our
considerations concerning Cyril and Severus should have shown, that it is incorrect to speak — as
Uthemann does — of an “enhypostatic union”, as £V®WOlg EVUTOGTATOC is nothing but one of many
possible equivalents for £vwolg ko " VROGTOCLY.

¥ CCG 1, p. 55,181-188.

30 Ammonius, In Isagog.; CAG IV/3, 115,5f ; In Cat.; CAG 1V/4, 20,26-21,2 / Philoponus, In Cat.; CAG
XIIl/1, 20,9-14; In Phys.; CAG XVI, 137,25-27; De aeternitate mundi contra Proclum, ed. H. Rabe,
Leipzig: Teubner 1899 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms 1963), pp. 181,23-182,7.

' Cf. Lampe, Patristic Greek Lexicon, s.v. (p. 164) B 3 and 4.
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meaning out of the latter can easily be shown. Already for Aristotle, the accident is
£yYVg TL ToL un Ovtoc,*? and Sextus Empiricus explains that the so-called accidents
do not have an existence distinct from that of substances and are therefore
dvundototo.® This factual equation of dependent existence and non-existence was
received — as we have seen — also by the fathers in arguing for a self-subsisting
hypostasis of the Logos: God the son cannot be something like human thought, word,
wisdom, or will, because they are all AvLTOCTOTX, without independent existence,
factually non-existent. A very interesting exception can be found in Ps-Basil, Contra
Eunomium V. The divine substance, he says, is not Q.YEwmtog in the sense of
QVoVvo10¢ and AVLTOGTOTOC, i.¢. absolutely non-existent. One has to distinguish two
kinds of avundctoital, that which is also dVoVc10V, absolute nothingness, and that
which is £vovoloy, ie. the Evumdpyovca oVGlo, the essence inexisting in its
instances.** According to John, not only the divine substance EVUNAPYXEL in its three
hypostases, but also manhood in every individual man and the human nature of Christ in
the hypostasis of the Logos.*>* However, as John does not yet discuss the relationship of
OQV/EVONOGTOTOG and accidents, this passage is probably more important for later
authors, especially the one of De sectis.

Yet, with regard to his insubsistence-concept, it could be of more relevance, as
insubsistence formulas were already common in the trinitarian context, especially in the
texts based on Cappadocian terminology. In the first of the Pseudo-Athanasian
dialogues De trinitate, the orthodox refutes the anhomoean’s objection, that a unique
Bedtng would imply a unique hypostasis, by drawing upon the Cappadocian distinction
between ovoiat and UMACTOCLC using the example of manhood. When the

anhomoean asks back: ““H &vBpondtng ovy veéotnkev;”, he gets the answer: “Nad,

32 Metaphysics V1,2 1026 b21 cf. XII,1 1069 a21f.

** Adv. Mathematicos X (Adv. Physicos II), 238f, ed. R.G. Bury, Cambridge: Harvard University Press
1960, p. 326: o 8¢ Aeydpeva ovpPefnxévar tailc obdoiong, oby Etepa Svto 1@V 0LOLDV,
avundototé eotiv. Cf. Eusebius, Contra Marcellum 1,1,32 (GCS 14, p. 7): xal Av oby, @g yilog 6e0d
AdY0g, dvundoratog, Ev kol Tabtov dndpyov 1@ 0ed.

* MSG 29, 749B: TTaAy &yévvntov dvodolov voodpev 1O pndopdi pndopuds 8v. Einé tig dvodoiov,
drdotooy dvelhe xai oVolog VmapEly. "Avodolov, kol dvordctatov, TNV Ui Umdpyovoov pUnre
oboav 6Amg ompaiver 0oLV, TO 8¢ &vobolov kol &vumdotatov AbYyov TG, TV EVORAPYOVOOV
ovoiav édfAwoe. The relevance of this passage for the development of our term was already noticed by
P. Junglas, Leontius von Byzanz. Studien zu seinen Schriften, Quellen und Anschauungen, Paderborn: F.
Schoningh 1908, p. 154, although he was mistaken in reading EVUTOGTOTOV instead of GVVUTACTOTOV.
The attribution of Contra Eunomium I'V-V to Didymus of Alexandria is still a matter of dispute (cf. CPG
2837a; suppl. p. 101).

» CCG 1, pp. 50,52-54; 51,61-67 (Apologia); 63,82-102 (Capitula). For pagan parallels cf. Asclepius, In
Met.; CAG VI/2, 431,7f / Simplicius, In Cat.; CAG VIII, 90,8-10 and bel. n. 47.
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EV ATOHOLG 65mpoupévn”.3 6 As will be clarified in our philosophical excursus below,
phrases like VdlotacBol £V, 10 €Ol or THY VROCTOCW E£YEW £V or
BewpelcBon €V were used synonymously to signify any kind of relationship to be
distinguished from the k0@ "0UTO of an independent, self-subsisting entity: the
accidents in comparison to the substance just like the species in comparison to its
members. The introduction of the insubstistence-formula into Christology is thus at
least perfectly compatible with (if not entailed by) that of the Cappadocian
terminology, though the latter is probably not its main source. This, the Ps-Athanasian
(Apollinarian) letter to emperor Jovianus, is namely quoted by the Grammarian himself:
“For simultaneous is the flesh, simultaneous God the Word’s flesh, simultaneous the logically

ensouled flesh, simultaneous is God the Word’s logicaily ensouled flesh: év avtd y&p kot v

) 3 37
ndoTaoLY EGYEV”.

Here we find not only the insubsistence formula, but also the typical Neochalcedonian
connection of insubsistence and the harsh rejection of a preexistence or
TPOJATAAGCLE of Christ’s human nature before the incarnation. The latter was the
consistent affirmation of Cyrill and the Monophysites,*® but both did not regularly link
it with an insubsistence formula, as the Neochalcedonians did. Severus says that both
natures VOLOTAVTOL €V 1T EVWOEL or GUVBECEL, which means that both natures

subsist in the state of unity or composition39 and thus differs (at least terminologically)

3% MSG 28, 1141D. Cf. also Basil (7), Ep. 38,3,6-8; ed. Y. Courtonne, vol. 1, Paris: Les Belles Lettres
1957, p. 82: "0 8¢ Madrov eindv Ede1&ev €v 1@ dnAoVpéve VO 10D OVOpATOG TPAYLOTL VPEGTACUY
v @uow. The Basilian authorship of this letter is extensively and in my opinion in most respects
convincingly defended by V. H. Drecoll, Zur Entwicklung der Trinititslehre des Basilius von Césarea.
Sein Weg vom Homousianer zum Neoniziner, Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Rupprecht 1996, pp. 297-331.
*" The Greek text: MSG 28, 532 A/B, quoted in CCG 1 p. 13,212-215. For the widespread use of this
quotation among (Monophysites and) Neochalcedonians cf. the apparatus on Pamphilus, Panhoplion
I11,42f; CCG 19, p. 145 and Anastasius Sinaita, Hodegos II, 5,13f, CCG 8, p. 51. An astonishing parallel
can be found in Hippolytus, Contra Noetum 15,7, ed. H. J. Sieben, Freiburg e.a.: Herder 2001 (FC 34), p.
300: obte yap Goapkog xai ko' tovtdov 6 Adyog Téheiog fiv Yidg, koitol TéAeiog, Adyog dv,
povoyevig: oV0' f| capf kab' tovtnv dixa 10V AdYov bdroctiivonr HdHvato i 1O &v AdYw TV
obotaowy £yewv. If we are not dealing with a later Apollinarian interpolation here, this is the first
reference for VOioTaG0AL in a Christological context (cf. Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus I, pp. 236f).

3 Cf. Lebon, Christologie, pp. 436f. 462-464.

* Apud Leontium Hierosolymitanum, Contra Monophysitas; MSG 86/II, 1845D. 1848A / apud
Eusthatium Monachum, Epistula ad Timotheum scholasticum, in: Diversorum postchalcedonensium
auctorum collectanea, ed. P. Allen, Leuven: Brepols 1989 (CCG 19), pp. 417,116 (resumed by the
Chalcedonian monk because of the seemingly self-contradictory plural ‘natures’ in 418,140f; 422,244f;
452,356f); 422,255 (= MSG 86/11, 1848 A6-8: Contra impium grammaticum [1,31; CSCO 111 p.238,7-9);
cf. also the second letter against Sergius (ed. J. Lebon, Louvain: L. Durbecq 1949 [CSCO 120], p. 83,5-
16; English translation in I. R. Torrance, Christology after Chalcedon. Severus of Antioch & Sergius the
Monophysite, Norwich: Canterbury Press 1988, p. 176). However, Philoxenus used syriac expressions
similar to the Neochalcedonian ones (cf. R. Chesnut, Three monophysite Christologies. Severus of
Antioch, Philoxenus of Mabbug and Jacob of Sarug, London: QUP 1976, pp. 78-81, esp. p. 79).
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considerably from the Neochalcedonian claim that the human nature has its particular
subsistence in the hypostasis of the Logos.

Before examining the systematic implications of John’s account more profoundly, let us
pursue historically the converging development of our term and the insubsistence-

concept connected with the verbal phrase.

2. Leontius of Byzantium and the distinction between EVUTOCTATOV and VTOOTHOLE
The focus of discussion about our term on Leontius of Byzantium is mainly due to
Loofs’ postulate of the fundamental unity of the Corpus Leontii, which was refuted by
the articles of M. Richard*® and B. Daley*: Unlike Leontius of Jerusalem, Leontius of
Byzantium is not a Neochalcedonian, but a Chalcedonian in the strict sense, to whom
the Neochalcedonian emphasis on insubsistence is somewhat suspect.*> Apart from the
famous opening passage of the first section of the treatise against the Nestorians and
Eutycheans (CNE),* the term £vundototog occurs only one other time in Leontius’
works* and definitely does not contribute significantly to the systematic elaboration of
Leontius’ Christology. Although isolated in the work of Leontius himself, the famous
passage enjoyed a tremendous career not only in modern research, but already in the
authors after Leontius up to John of Damascus. We will leave the crucial passages of the
text in Greek, because any attempt of translation would anticipate the decisions of
interpretation to be discussed below:

“Hypostasis, gentlemen, and the £VUMOGTOTOV are not the same thing. For ‘hypostasis’
signifies the individual, but ‘EVUTOGTATOV’ the essence; and hypostasis marks off a person by
means of its characteristic properties; T0 Of EVUNOCTATOV 10 W1 €Wl U0
oUUBERNKOC dNot, O £v ETépw ExEL 10 eVl Kol 0OK £V £0vTe Bemperta. Of this
kind are the qualities, the so-called substantial and accidental ones, none of which is a
substance, i.e. an existing thing, but they are always perceived ‘around’ the substance, like
colour in a body and like science in a soul.

Whoever claims then that there is no anhypostatic nature, is admittedly right; but he does not
draw the correct conclusion, if he infers that everything not anhypostatic has to be a hypostasis.

“ Léonce de Jérusalem et Léonce de Byzance, in: Opera minora, vol. 3, Turnhout : Brepols 1977, pp. 53-
88.

*! Cf. Personalism and Dialectics? and A Richer union passim.

*2 Cf. Epilysis; MSG 86/1I, 1944C. The people criticized here without being rejected as heretics can only
be Neochalcedonians like John of Cesarea or Ephrem of Amid. Richard supposed those to be the
dxpodtdocopor (MSG 86/1, 1273B) CNE is directed against (Léonce de Byzance, était-il origéniste?,
in: REByz 5 (1947) (31-66), pp. 53-55). However, there's no direct evidence for any rapports between
Leontius and the Grammarian (cf. Uthemann, Definitionen und Paradigmen, p. 95).

> Abbreviations for Leontius’ treatises according to B. Daley, The Origenism of Leontius of Byzantium,
in: JThS 27 (1976), (333-369) p. 333 n. 2.

“ CNE; MSG 86/I, 1300A: ovowwdng kail évvndotatog Evwotg cf. 1308C: kat “ovoiow kot
vmootatiky &vwolg. His favourite phrase seems to be oVCLwdNg €vwoilg (CNE 1352D; DTN
1379A-D; Epilysis 1925C. 1941A).
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Analogously, one could correctly claim that there is no unshaped body,* but would incorrectly
infer that the shape is the body itself [1280A] and not rather something perceived in the body.

[..]

And to put it concisely: What is consubstantial and has the same definition is said to be of one
nature. Yet, the definition of hypostasis is either ‘what is identical according to its nature, but
numerically different’, or ‘what consists of different natures and possesses a common existence
simultaneously and in each other’. [B] They are sharing an existence not as if they were an
essential part of each other’s substance — which can be perceived in substances and their
substantial predicates, which are called qualities —, but on the grounds that neither of the two
natures or substances is perceived by itself, but (only) accompanied by the other it is composed
and grown together with (LETO. TNG CUYKEWEINC Kol ovumedukviag).” (MSG 86/,
1277D-1280B)

At first, we notice, that our term is introduced yet again on the occasion of the ,,00x
£oTL QOO1g avunooTatog“-objection. Yet, unlike in John of Cesarea, the crucial point
seems to be the distinction between VMOCTOOLC and EVLTOCTOTOV, not the
possibility of using EVUTOGTATOVY or VLOCTACLE in a wider (existence in general) or
narrower (self-subsisting existence) sense. Now, the difficult point is how this
difference has to be described according to our text, and especially what role Leontius’
statements about accidents and qualities play in this description.

If one wants to employ those statements in order to explain £VUOTOGTATOG, one has to
show, how a quality is not necessarily an accident. Loofs and Otto argue for this by
identifying — correctly — TO10TNG OVLOLWONG and differentia and — incorrectly —
TOLOTG £MOVGLWOdNG and inseparable accident.*® £movoiladng always means the
opposite of 0Vo1WdNC,?’ i.e. accidental, and the examples of colour and science are
classical quality-accidents according to Cat. 8. D.B. Evans refers — like Otto — already

the 6 &v £Tépw £xe1 TO €lvou to EVUTOGTATOV, but wants to read the TOLOUTOL-

* Leontius is quoting a common philosophical axiom: Dexippus, In Cat.; CAG IV/2, 23,20 (obdev yap
Gypovv i doxnudtictov §| rocov odpa) / Hermeias of Alexandria, In Platonis Phaedrum scholia, ed.
P. Couvreur, Paris: Bouillon 1901 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1971), p. 112,1f (c®dpo Evorov ddGvatdv
oe AoPetv dyphpotov kai &oynubtiotov) / Simplicius, In De caelo; CAG VII, 599,9f (o¥te 3¢
AYpORLOTOV TGVt oVTe AoymuaTioTov elval odpa duvatdv nenepacpuévov) and In Cat.; CAG VIII,
48,5 (&xpovv vap xai doynudtiotov odk &v ein odpo). The reference to this axiom in the context of
a discussion of the relationship between 0VG10 and VTOCTAOLG might have been suggested to Leontius
by Basil (?), Ep. 38,7,27-33; ed. Courtonne, vol. 1, p. 91 (cf. also Basil, Ctr. Eunom. 1,6 [MSG 29, 524A]
/ Gregory of Nyssa, De hominis opificio 24 [MSG 44, 213A/B]).

“¢ Cf. Loofs, Leontius, pp. 62.66-68; Otto, Person, pp. 25f.

7 Cf. e.g. Elias, In Cat.; CAG XVIII/1,176, 25f / Philoponus, In Phys.; CAG XV, 38,25-39,3 / David, In
Isagog.; CAG XVIII/2, 164,22-24. The ending of the fragment ono Twv Agovtiov (MSG 86/1I,
2004D-2009C; CPG 6819 [1]) which seems to consist mainly of an excerpt of CNE (1277C-
1280B.1281C.1284B-C.1300A-1301B.1301D-1304B.  1305A.1308B.D.1309A.1380C; cf.  Loofs,
Leontius, p. 110) is perfectly in line with the usage of the commentators in distinguishing the three
‘substantial’ voces (genus, species, difference) from the two ‘accidental’ ones (proprium, accident). The
most comprehensive suvey of Leontius’ philosophical knowledge is still Junglas, Leontius, pp. 66-92
although it is surpassed in several details.
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clause as if it were only “establish[ing] a parallel between the relation of enhypostasized
nature to hypostasis and the relation of TOL9TNTEG, qualities, to the ousia to which they
belong”.”® Although there is some truth about that, as will be expounded below, a
reference of TOLOVTAL to EVVTAGTOTOV would make Leontius immediately revoke
what he had said just in the sentence before: ‘An £VOTOGTOTOV is not an accident, such
as the accidents...”. The alternative Daley and Grillmeier*® offer is equally unattractive:
If the statements about accidents/qualities do not contribute anything to the explication
of £€VUTOCTATOV, one has to play down Leontius’ emphatic claim of a difference
between EVUTOGTOTOV and VOCTAGLE to that of a wider and narrower concept of
reality as we heard it from John of Cesarea. That is why Uthemann in my opinion
correctly insisted upon the insufficiency of their account,”® even if his proposal of a
text-alteration is not convincing.”'

My own paraphrase of Leontius’ argument would be the following: UOcTAO1G and
gvundototov are different, because we call concrete individuals hypostases, but we
speak of essences as EVUROGTATOV or GVVUROGTOTOV, i.e. we do not say ITovhog
EVUOCTATOC, but AvOPWIOC EVLUNTOCTOATOC in order to signify the individual
‘Paul’. The predicate £VUTOGTATOC makes clear that we do not predicate anything per
accidens of the subject we are referring to, but that our predication is per se or
substantial. Nevertheless, the predication ‘this is @ man’ does not entail that we are
referring to an (exclusively) human hypostasis. In naming a species, we have not yet
determined all the peculiar characteristics of the hypostasis, 1.e. we have not yet
excluded the possibility, that we are dealing in fact with a composite hypostasis uniting
several natures, like material body and immaterial soul. Hence, the distinction between
VROGTAOLS AvBpwmivn and AVOpWNOC EVLROCTOTOC only makes sense, if we

take into account the possibility of composite hypostases uniting several natures. In the

“ Leontius of Byzantium. An origenist Christology, Washington: Dumbarton Oaks 1970, p. 141, cf. p.
135. The whole passage (pp. 134-143) rests on his untenable postulate of a distinciton between ,,mode of
union” and ,,;mode of nature“ he wants to prove from the Epilysis (cf. Daley, Origenism, p. 347). As to the
approximation of enhypostasized nature and accident, M. Richard goes even further and claims that
Leontius theory renders “I” opposition de la substance et de I'accident [...] plus apparente que réelle”,
although he refers — like Loofs, Daley and Grillmeier — the 6 £€v £T€pw-clause to CUPBEPMKOG (Léonce
et Pamphile, in: Opera Minora, vol. III, Turnhout: Brepols 1977, [27-52] p. 36 cf. pp. 32f).

9 Daley, Personalism or Dialectics, pp. 18f; A Richer union, p. 250 n.59 / Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus
1172, pp. 204-206.

%% Definitionen und Paradigmen, pp. 99f.

5! Ibid., p. 101 n. 105 he proposes: 10 8€ EVLMOGTATOV 1@ U1} ELVOL QUTO CULPBERMKOG dnAOL,
1 év Etépw £xel 10 elvan kKol oUK €V £t Bewpeltat. Even less adequate is his insistence
on a destruction of the (¢ with GcP-construction in 1280 B4-7 (p. 103 n.157).
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case of simple hypostases, the equation x EVOTOGTATOV = VLOCTAOLS of x still holds
true for Leontius. Due to the semantic difference between the noun and the adjective,
the latter is, in case of a composite hypostasis, referred to the nature in its state of
composition, in which it “is not perceived by itself, but together with the other nature it
1s composed or grown together with” (1280 B5-7).

This is an obvious parallel to the phrase “which has its being in something else and is
not perceived in itself” (1277 D5f), which is prima facie related to GULBERNKOG. But
it could also be interpreted as subject-clause of the 1j-phrase. In this case, the correct
translation would be: “EVUNOCTOTOV signifies that that which has its being in
something else and is not perceived in itself is not an accident.” This is more or less
Otto’s suggestion resumed by Uthemann,” with the only difference that I would refer
TOLOWTOL to CUUBEPNKOC. Our examination of the Ka® 'avTO - £V dAAA®
antithesis in the excursus below will show that the classical description of the accident
can also be referred to other somehow dependent entities, especially universals.
Philoponus says:

ol YOp £o1L 10 [@ov ka8’ eavtd £v DrGpEEL, 6 uNTe dvBpondg eotl pite [TA&ToV pnte T1g
TV Kot PLéPOg GvBpdTwy £v Ydp Tolg moAAOTG kod ko' EkacTov T& Kotvd Bewpeitor.”
In his commentary on the Physics, he refers to the post-res universals as ta xoiv@g
Aeyopeva Evomépyelv ndol xai €v 1olg moAdolg Exelv 10 €ivon and to the in-rebus
ones as T& Kowvnv ovolov E€yxovto, idle d¢ €v £xAOT® VRAPYOVIO. KoL EV
drocthoel Bvia v tolg kol Exaota.’ As there is no trace of an in-rebus / post-res
distinction in Leontius, he might have held formulas of this kind to be synonymous.
Then EVUTOGTOTOV generally signifies the inexistence of an essence in its individuals
— Ps-Basil’s évunalpyovca oLcio —, which is by no means restricted to the human
nature of Christ and which does not result in an independent hypostasis of this essence

or species in the case of a composite hypostasis.

52.Cf. ab. n. 38. This is also the reading of John of Damascus, Contra Jacobitas 11,15f, in: Die Schriften
des Johannes von Damaskos IV, ed. B. Kotter, Berlin: De Gruyter 1981 (PTS 22) p. 114. Cf. Lang,
Anhypostatos-Enhypostatos, pp. 651f.

In Cat.; CAG XIII/1, 58,15-17. Cf. also Elias, In Isagog.; CAG XVIII/1, 48,27-29 / Simplicius, In Cat.;
CAG VIII, 80,30f (According to Aristotle, the secondary substance £x€L TO £ival £V the primary);
82,6-9 (Alexander’s corresponding stance) / Id., In Phys.; CAG IX, 490,4-11 (every KOWOV £V 101
koBékaota Trv VmopELy €xel). That this was a quite common description of how universals subsist
also among Christian authors can be seen e.g. from Basil, De Spiritu sancto XVII, 41,17-21; ed. B.
Pruche, Paris: Cerf 1968 (SC 17), p. 394: AM\' odk &v motevoayt eig tocodtov adtodg
ropaniniiag Eladvely, @ote Edvol 1OV Oeov Tdv Shov, dorep kowoOTHTA Tva, AOY®D péVED
Bewpnify, v oVded 8¢ droctdoer 16 elval €yovoav, el Td drokeipevo Sropetobo.

3 CAG XV1I, 779,28-20.
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Now, what about Leontius’ attitude towards the insubsistence formula? The passage
Loofs referred to (Epilysis 1944C) obviously represents the Neochalcedonian stance
criticized by Leontius, because it wants to explain the single hypostasis of Christ by the
fact that his human nature did not preexist the incarnation, but took its subsistence in the
Logos.”® This criticism is part of Leontius’ general attitude to analyse rather the TpdTOC
NG EVAOEWC as it is presented in the concrete biography of Christ, than to investigate
divine and human nature and how those two can perform the act of incarnation.’ S Thus,
he probably regards the insubsistence formula as a misleading explanation of the
symmetric divine-human ‘mode of union’. However, he makes use of an alternative one
which will be used alongside or even interchangeably with the insubsistence formula in
later authors: The complete manhood of the Logos, he says, is like our inner man
according to the Apostle, GVVVHECTAC and completes the definition of the whole after

the union.>’

2a. Philosophical excursus: The distinction kK@ 'aUT0 - €V dAA@, the problem of
substantial qualities and inexisting natures

The distinction kB " aUTO - €V AAAW which can be regarded as a commonplace in
the philosophy of late antiquity can be traced back to the basic distinctions of the
systems of categories developed simultaneously in the Peripatos and the Academy. The
former based its teaching upon Aristotle’s Categories the starting point of which is the
partition of (according to an ontological reading of the Categories) entities into ko8
UMOKEWWEVOV AEYOREVOL and €V VIOKEWEV® SvToL (Cat. 2 1a16-b9).°® The basic
opposition of Platonists was k0~ oUTO - Tpd¢ T, but as already Plato himself had
distinguished in the famous ascent-passage of his Symposion (211a/b), the kb " a0T0

of the idea from the £V T GAA® of its likenesses,” the second element of this

% Cf. Daley, Origenism, pp. 360-362.

%6 Cf. Epilysis 1940C; Daley, A Richer Union, p. 261.

%" DTN; MSG 86/1, 1380C.

% Cf. A. Graeser, Aspekte der Ontologie in der Kategorienschrift, in: Zweifelhaftes im Corpus
Aristotelicum. Studien zu einigen Dubia. Akten des 9. Symposium Aristotelicum (Berlin, 7.-16.
September 1981), ed. P. Moraux / J. Wiesner, Berlin / New York : De Gruyter 1983, pp. 31-55.

% Cf. H.J. Kriimer, Platonismus und hellenistische Philosophie, Berlin / New York: De Gruyter 1971, pp.
94-103.

0 508" o QavTooBNoETHL adT@d 10 xaAov olov npdowndv TL obdE yelpeg oD8E &ALo 0bBEV (v
obpa petéyet, obdé T1g Adyog 00SE Tig EmioTAun, oLdE mov v év Etépw Tvi, otov &v Lhw T &v i
A év obpavd fi v 1@ &AAe, AAR' adTd kab' adtd 1ed' abroD povoeideg del dv, 1 8¢ &Aho mdvio
KoAd Exeivov peTExovia TPOTOV TIvd tooVTov, olov YLYVopEvav Te TV GAA®V Kol ATOAAVHEVEY
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distinction was soon replaced by €v dAAW or €V £1€pw which was perfectly
compatible with Aristotle’s £V VTOKeEV®.®' However, the two elements of this
distinction are anything but equal counterparts. Whereas the ka0 "oLTO only signifies
the single paradigmatical case of being in the philosophical universe — the idea in case
of the Platonists, the individual sensible substance in case of the Peripatetics — the
notion of €V OAA® had to comprise the whole of the rest of non-paradigmatical,
dependent or accidental being. Thus, some philosophers tried to clarify this ambiguous
notion in connecting Cat. 2 with another passage from Aristotle, Physics IV,3 210al6-
24, a list of eight possible meanings of v Tw1.** As this list also comprises the
reciprocal relationship of genus and species and that of form to matter, the “secondary
substances” of Cat. 5 were doomed to count no longer as Ka® "aUt0, but rather as £v
OAAW dependent on their individuals. Very interesting evidence for this development is
provided by Ammonius Hermeias’ doxography on the problem of the ontological status
of universals in his commentary to Porphyry’s Eisagoge. The existence of unmiversals
once admitted, he says, one has to integrate those entities into the basic ontological
classifications, e.g. that of the Categories. Hence the question arises, whether they exist
ko® auto or &V £1€poic,”’ ie. whether Plato was right or Aristotle. The most
famous answer to this question in the Neoplatonist commentators of Aristotle is the
assumption of a threefold universal, a transcendent cause of the sensible individuals of a
species (ante res), an immanent community between those individuals holding the
species together (in rebus) and a concept in the human mind abstracting this community

from the accidental properties distinguishing those individuals (post res).8* When

pndév éxetvo pfite Tv héov pfite Fhottov yiyveoBal pndé mdoyelv pndév. (Werke. Band 3: Phaidon,
Das Gastmahl, Kratylos, ed. G. Eigler, Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft 1990, pp. 346f).

%' The — as far as I see — first testimony of this is Ps-Archytas, ITepi 100 K0OGA0V AGYov, which
reflects the discussion of Aristotle’s categories in the first century BC. Cf. Th. A. Szlezak, Pseudo-
Archytas tiber die Kategorien Berlin / New York: De Gruyter 1972, 34,15-17 (ovoia doo ko °
EQLLTO! 1>¢sm:mc£v nmoxng doa. anAwg cmthocpxa nw) 36,18-20; 42,21-44,1 (10 o€ kab '
avTO Elval, GAAOL un ETEPW TWL CUVLTIOPYELY ovcnag OLKELOV: TOLOCL 'yocp ovolo ko '
oy, 1o 8€ cuvumdpyovta kol CuUBERTKOTA 1 £V TorvTy, dnpd, 1§ 0VK dvev Tavng). On
the origin of this distinction in Eudoros of Alexandria’s criticism of the Categories cf. 1bid. pp. 130f.

52 For the earliest testimony cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias, De anima (CAG suppl. 11/1,13,9-14,3) and In
Metaph. (CAG 1, 421,20-29). That every of this finally eleven meanings is regarded as opposition to
K@ ' 0010 becomes clear from Philoponus, In Cat.; CAG XIIV/1, 34,6f.

8 CAGIV/3,40,15-17.

¢ Cf. A.C. Lloyd, Neoplatonic logic and Aristotelian logic, in: Phronesis 1 (1956), (8-72.146-159) pp. 59-
64; Id., The Anatomy of Neoplatonism, Oxford: Clarendon 1990, pp. 62-75 / K. Kremer, Der
Metaphysikbegriff in den Anstoteleskommentaren der Ammonius-Schule, Miinster: Aschendorff 1960,
pp-153-155, esp. the references on p.153 n.85; Id., Die Anschauung der Ammonius (Hermeiou)-Schule
dber den Wirklichkeitscharakter des Intelligiblen. Uber einen Beitrag der Spétantike zur platonisch-
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Ammonius simply ascribes both a distinct hypostasis which is ka® aUTt0
Bewpovpevov and several other hypostases it has in its species to every genus,” he
probably refers the former to this genus as transcendent cause and the latter to this
genus as immanent community. With having detached the function of transcendental
constitution from this immanent community, it can well be said to exist ‘in’, i.e. to be
entirely dependent on the existence of its individuals.

The crucial point in the discussion of the orthodox fathers with John Philoponus — next
to Simplicius the most important pupil of Ammonius and editor of his lectures — is,
whether those in rebus-universals are universals in the proper sense, i.e. numerically
identical common natures equally participated by every individual of a species, or rather
— as the orthodox Neoplatonist solution of Plato’s sail-cloth dilemma (Parmenides 130e-
133a) demanded — numerically (and to a certain extent also qualitatively) different
likenesses of the unique transcendent cause in each of the individuals caused by it.%
The commentators are not entirely clear about this: A passage in Simplicius’
commentary on the Categories clearly expounds the doctrine ac'cording to the orthodox
Neoplatonic view and finally states that the only proper universal is the abstract concept
in our minds.®” However, Simplicius — who was a pupil of both the Alexandrian
Ammonius and the Athenian Damascius — shares with his Alexandrian collegues a
partition of the meaning of KOOV which could justify blaming the Alexandrians for a
severe deviation from the orthodox Proclan metaphysics. Something can be “common”
either (1) without being divided, like a slave shared by different owners, or (2) in being
divided, like a breakfast being partly comsumed by different people, or (3) by
successive alternation of the actual possession, like a seat in the theatre, or (4) in being
temporally and locally participated to the same degree and without differentiation, like
the human nature by its individuals. The crucial point is of course case (4). Ammonius

explains this .OLLPETWG LEDEKTOV by the fact that every human being participates

aristotelischen Metaphysik’ Philosophisches Jahrbuch 69 (1961/62), (46-63) p. 62 / L. Benakis: The
Problem of General Concepts in Neoplatonism and Byzantine Thought, in: Neoplatonism and Christian
Thought. ed. D.J. O’Meara, Albany: State of New York Press, 1982, (75-86) pp. 83-85 and R. Cross,
Gregory of Nyssa on Universals, in: VigChr 56 (2002), (372-410) pp. 374-380.

% In Isagog.; CAG IV/3, 27,23-28,5.

% For a survey of this discussion cf. R. Cross, Perichoresis, Deification, and Christological predication in
John of Damascus, in: Medieval Studies 62 (2000), (69-124) pp. 74-86.

7 CAG VIII, 69,3-71,2.
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‘undividedly’ in every trait of animal.® Philoponus®® and Olympiodorus use
formulations even more susceptible to the sail-cloth objection: according to those two,
the whole species is participated by every of its members to the same degree, it is, as
Olympiodorus puts it Aov £avTd Topéyov £kdotm OV petexdviav adtod.” They
are both using an example which strongly resembles the daylight-one rejected in
Parmenides 131b: the voice of the messenger which is received as a whole by everyone
in town while being numerically one. However, the Alexandrians’ deviation or lapse
manifests itself most clearly by a comparison of Elias and Simplicius: the latter makes
clear that the 311PETOC KOWOTNC of both a voice and a slave has nothing to do with
participation, but is a rather a matter of XpTNOlg which can either be exerted
simultaneously by several people (in case of the voice) or not (in case of the slave).”' In
contrast, the former makes extensive use of the dubious kind of universality in his
account of predication and multiplies the examples adding the centre common to all the
radii of a cifcle and the generic matter common to all its specific forms.”? Hence, the
church fathers’ stance towards this matter does have some foundation in contemporary
philosophy.

Thus, the claim that natures or species do not exist K08 ~0UTO but in their individuals
is well explicable from the philosophical background. In contrast, the specific
differences or substantial qualities (TTO1OTNTEC OVCLWAOELC) are — following Aristotle,
Cat. 5 3a22-32 — always denied to be ‘in’ a subject, but rather affirmed to form an
essential part (CLUTANPOVV) of this subject. Of course, the specific differences are one
part of the species and are thus comprised in the affirmation of the latters’ inexistence n

the individuals. However, whenever they are discussed on their own, every attempt to

% In Cat.; CAG IV/4, 19,10-12. That this discussion of the term “common” was originally related to that
of the ontological status of universals is shown by Boethius, In Isagogen Porphyrii 1,10; ed. S. Brandt,
Leipzig: G. Freytag 1906 (CSEL 48), pp. 162,16-163,3.

% We are talking about — in K. Verrycken’s terminology — Philoponus I here who is still more or less
faithful to the doctrine of his teacher Ammonius (cf. The development of Philoponus thought and its
chronology, in: Anstotle Transformed. The Ancient Commentators and their Influence, ed. R. Sorabyi,
Ithaca: Comell University Press 1990, pp. 233-274), whereas the orthodox fathers had to cope with the
arguments of Philoponus II. Although several aspects of Verrycken’s reconstruction — especially
concerning the motives of Philoponus® ‘conversion’ to Christianity — have been correctly criticized by C.
Scholten, Antike Naturphilosophie und christliche Kosmologie in der Schrift ‘De opificio mundi’ des
Johannes Philoponos, Berlin / New York: De Gruyter 1996, pp. 118-143, the main point of ours in the
present context, namely the distinction of an entirely Neoplatonist and a more and more Christian period
(from 529 onwards) in Philoponus authorship, still seems tenable to me.

" Both In Cat.; CAG XIII/1, 18,30-19,4 and XII/1, 30,33-31,1.

'In Cat.; CAG VIII, 26,11-20.

" In Cat.; CAG XVIII/1, 154,13-155,8. For the Aristotelian analogy of genus:species = matter:form cf. H.
Steinfath, Die Einheit der Definition (Z 12 und H 6), in: Aristoteles, Metaphysik. Die Substanzbiicher (Z,
H, ©), ed. C. Rapp, Berlin: Akademie Verlag 1996 (KA 4), pp. 229-251.
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assign some kind of intermediary position between substance and accident to
differentiae or substantial qualities is harshly rejected from Porphyry onwards, because
this would question the all-embracing character of the fundamental distinction between
substance and accident and establish an eleventh category apart from the ten
Aristotelian ones.”> Although Aristotle himself called the differentiae kotdl THv
ovoiav mowdtne,”* the commentators only oppose the difference as 0VCLWATIC
Tow3TNG and the accidental quality as ETOVGLWANC TOLOTNG in refuting objections
concerning the non-substantiality of the differentia or the definition constituted by it.”’
Hence, it would be really astonishing and without philosophical parallel, if Leontius
intended an analogy of substantial qualities and inexisting natures with respect to their

alleged intermediary position between substance and accident.

3. Ephrem of Amid

Ephrem of Amid, patriarch of Antioch from 526 until 544, died about one year after
Leontius of Byzantium, and thus cannot have written a long time after him.”® He wrote
an apology for Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo which must have drawn quite a lot upon
that of John the Grammarian.”’ It is quite astonishing that our term was in his time

already important enough to be embodied in the ‘26 chapters of dogmatic definitions

73 Porphyry, In Cat.; CAG IV/1, 95,22-28.31-35 / Dexippus, In Cat. 11,20-22; CAG IV/2, 47,28-51,2 /
Ammonius, In Cat.; CAG IV/4, 46,17-19 / Philoponus, In Cat.; CAG XI1I/1, 66,7-25 / Olympiodorus, In
Cat.; CAG XII/1, 67,32-35. 70,27-71,6 / Elias, In Cat.; CAG XVIII/1, 173,35-174,14 / Simplicius, In
Cat.; CAG VIII, 49,5-9. On the systematic background cf. Lloyd, Anatomy, pp. 85-95.161-163 / J. Ellis,
Alexander’s Defense of Aristotle’s Categories, in: Phronesis 39 (1994) (69-89) 69£.83-88 / K. Wurm,
Substanz und Qualitit. Ein Beitrag zur Interpretation der plotinischen Traktate VI 1, 2 und 3, Berlin /
New York: De Gruyter 1973, pp. 250-262.

7 Metaphysics V,14 1020 b 1 cf ibid. 1020 b 14f (mpa¥tn mordtng tng ovoiog); XI,12 1068 b 18f;
Physics V,2 226 a 27f (10 7010V 10 €V TN 0Voia) and Cat 5 3 b 20 (about the genus and the species,
which is often identified with the differentia [e.g. Metaphysics VI, 12 1038 b 19-21]: eptl ovGiow 0
OOV A.popilet). For the discussion in the Topics see Wurm, Substanz, p.122 with n.102. The passage
he quotes from Topics VII,3 153 a 17f does not classify the differentia as substance, but makes clear that
the question T{ £5TLV has to be answered by genus and differentia. H. G. Zekl correctly translates in the
Meiner-edition (Topik. Sophistische Widerlegungsschliisse, Hamburg: Felix Meiner 1997, p. 367): ,,wenn
aber bei dieser Frage nach dem Wesen die Gattung und die artbildenden Unterschiede ausgesagt werden®.
According to Topics IV,6 128 a 20-29, the differentia was assigned to the category of substance by some
?hﬂosophers, but has to be regarded as a quality.

5 Cf. the references ab. n. 47. ,

" For his life cf. Helmer, Neuchalcedonismus, pp. 185-187; P.T.R. Gray, The Defense of Chalcedon in
the East (451-553), Leiden: Brill 1979 (SHCT 20), pp. 141f; T. Hainthaler in A. Grillmeier, Jesus der
Christus im Glauben der Kirche, Vol. 1I/3: Die Kirche von Jerusalem und Antiochen nach 451 bis 600,
ed. T. Hainthaler, Freiburg a.e.: Herder 2002, pp. 357-359.

" John of Damascus quotes it as TEPL TOV YPOURATIKOV 'lwdvvov kal tng cvvédov (Sacra
parallela; MSG 96, 481C). For further evidence of Ephrem’s dependence on the Grammarian cf. Helmer,
Neuchalcedonismus, pp. 162f n.334; 189f According to ibid., p. 189, we have treated CPG 6902 and
6904 as 1dentical above.
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according to etymology’ Ephrem wrote against Acacius the philosopher and presbyter
of Apameia (CPG 6906). In the small fragment which is preserved we find the
definitions and/or etymologies of Opog, ovoia, popdn, LIEOCTAUGLS, TPACWROV,
1dlopa, Evépyela, OpLooVo10¢ and finally — with 7% lines in Helmer’s edition the
most extensive one — EVUTOCTOTOC:

“ "EVunocTotov is what is established in a hypostasis, like size, whiteness or fatherhood, or
again what is a proper being and is known without fantasy in existence. Of course, we do not
call God the Logos’ flesh a hypostasis, for it did not subsist by itself as any simple hypostasis

does. Nor do we call it AVVTOGTOTOY, which signifies the non-existent, wherefore we define it

as EVOTOGTOTOV or EVOTOPKTOV or also £VOVS10V nature”.”®

As Gray has already noticed, the passage only makes sense if we refer the first meaning
of EVUTOCTOTOG to the human nature of Christ and the second one to the simple
hypostasis.” To conceive of this flesh as ¢VO1C EVUNOGTATOG, EVUTOPKTOC or
€vovo10c® is for Ephrem apparently the way to avoid the extremes of hypostasis and
QVLTOGTaTOV. But this ontological middle-position between nothingness and self-
subsistence is occupied by the accident — quantities like size, qualities like whiteness or
relations like fatherhood. According to this interpretation, Ephrem would abandon
Leontius’ concern for a distinction between accident and insubsisting nature, although
both of them accept a similarity concerning the ontological status of the two. However,
could this also explain the synonyms Ephrem gives for EVunOcTot0c? According to
their basic meaning, all three of them do in fact mean nothing but ‘real’. Thus, one
could try to read the first sentence of the passage as a distinction between a wider and
narrower sense of ‘real’, just as we found in the Grammarian. Yet, in my opinion, this
would be a grave distortion of the meaning, as Ephrem clearly resumes the Aristotelian

distinction between inexisting accident and self-subsisting substance. The verb

® Helmer, Neuchalcedonismus, p. 272,6-11: 'Evumdotatév €0t 10 £€v 1] UIOGTOOEL
xaB1dpupEvoy Olov HoKpdTNC 1| AELKOTNG T Motpdtng 1 TOAW 10 Kupiwg OV kal
adavtactmog tv VmopEel yvoplldpevor. Thv pévtov Tov Beov Adyov copkol ovY
VOOTAOLWY AEYOREY, OV Yap KAl 'Eqvtiy UNEotn ¢ TOoo YIAT VIdotoctg. OUte mAAy
oVTHY dOoEY AVUTOCTATOY OTEP OTMLAVEL 10 AVVITOPKTOY, Sromep avtiv ¢vow opilopey
EVUNOOTATOV TIYOUV EVUTIAPKTOV Te Kol Evovolov. In taking the last three adjectives as neutra,
the translation of Gray, Defense, p. 149,seems to miss that composite adjectives do not have a female
ending. Cf. also T. Hainthaler’s translation in Grilimeier, Jesus der Christus 11/3, p. 369. However,
Hainthaler’s assumption of a dependence on Leontius of Byzantium’s Epilysis (ibid. and n. 70) — only
based on the examples for accidents which are not even the same - is without any foundation.

? Ibid., p. 149f.

% In the framework of Cappadocian terminology, $¥01g EVOUGLOG is of course a tautology. But Ephrem
does not introduce £VOUCLOV directly as a predicate of QUOLG, but rather as a synonym for
EVUTOoTaTog and EVUNOPKTOG. Those three terms occur together also in Ps-Basil, Contra Eunomium
V; MSG 29, 713C.



39

KkaB1dpvecOat signifies the ontological dependence on some kind of £5pal — a quite
common metaphor in the context of the inherence-problem.®’ Thus, Ephrem possibly
wants to accommodate also the meaning of the two synonyms to his first meaning of
EVUNO0TOTOC. This should well be possible in the case of EVOTOPKTOG, the verbal-
adjective of £vunapy®.®? £vovolo¢ presents more difficulties. Lampe postulates a
meaning “of attributes, qualities, inherent in the nature, proper to the essence”, but
adduces only two testimontes from a considerably later period: Anastasius Sinaites and
John of Damascus.®® Nonetheless, one carmot rule out the possibility of a co-
transformation of two established synonyms like £v0UG10V and EVUTOCTALTOV, even if
we do not have other explicit testimonies for this from the sixth century. Yet, this does
not make of Ephrem a revolutionary terminological innovator, as the reason for the new
meaning postulated by the patriarch becomes clear from the context: He wants to
provide an etymological definition at any price and thus hits upon preposterous
derivations, e.g. Lopd1| from WEPOG q)épaw.g4 Small wonder that an analogous
derivation of EVUOGTATOV from £V VNMOCTAGEL (KOBLOpVULEVOV) leads him to
make it refer to the accident.

To summarize, our text, though not clearly and explicitly promoting a Loofsian
meaning of évmtéc’c(_x*cog, supports two tendencies pointing towards such a meaning:
the approximation of EVUTOGTOTOV and accident and the focus on Christ’s human
nature being EVUOGTOTOC in a special sense (not like a WIAT) VTOCTOOLS).

Neither in the reports of Photius (codd. 228f) nor in the other remaining fragments do
we find any direct evidence for the insubsistence formula in Ephrem. The objection ‘no
nature without hypostasis’ is refuted not by pointing to the insubsistence of Christ’s
human nature in the Logos, but by denying the axiom: Neither the ‘natures’ of water,

wrath, war nor those of body and soul include (CUVELCOYELY) a TPOSWTOV of their

81 Cf. e.g. Plotinus, Ennead VI 3,4 1.3f (ed. Bréhier, vol. VI/1, p. 128) / Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem,
ed. V. Cousin, Paris: Durand, 1864 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1961), pp. 730,7f or 861,16-18.

82 Cf. e.g. Cyril, Thesaurus de sancta consubstantiali trinitate; MSG 75, 109C (¢owxidxg 1@ ITortpi, ovx
gvondpxtov Povificeng elxdva @opel, drépywv mpd @V aidvev Yidg). Cf. also the EVOTOPKTOG
8011 in Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Monophysitas; MSG 86/11, 1801B.

8 patristic Greek Lexicon, s.v. (p. 478b/479a) 4. Anastasius gives as one possible meaning of EVOVG1OV
“10 &V 11 ovola yvopldpevov 18lwpa, olov vovoidy £0TL 100 GVBPWTOL 10 AOYLOTLKOV
xoi 10 $pBopToV” (Hodegos II, 3,127f, CCG 8, p. 39). John of Damascus explains: “EVOVCIOV UEV
1dp £€0TL 10 &V TR 0oVola Bewpovievov, ToVTESTL 10 TWV GULMUPEPRTMKOTLY dbpolcua, O
dnAol trjv dndotooy, oUK otV Ty ovoiay” (Ctr. Jacobitas 11,5-7; PTS 22, p. 114). However,
this testimony — part of John’s explication of the famous Leontius-passage — could also be interpreted as
counter-instance to the meaning postulated by Lampe (£votoiov = hnéctooLg!).

¥ Helmer, Neuchalcedonismus, p. 271,9f.
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n% As Pamphilus’ argument for the existence of GUGELC, but not ovoion

ow
avundotatol shows,* this is a resumption of the derived, more specific use of
OVVROGTOTOG mentioned above. However, as Ephrem also drew upon the
Apollinarian Epistula ad Jovianum as an important authority,®’ he may have succeeded

in postulating not only the |1, HvG1C- but also the insubsistence formula.

4. Pamphilus the Theologian

Entering the second half of the sixth century, it becomes very difficult to establish a
relative chronology of our texts. For the De sectis, we have a fixed terminus ante quem:
the ending of Eulogius of Alexandria’s patriarchate in 607/8.% For Pamphilus and
Leontius of Jerusalem, their silence about the monergetist/monotheletic problem is our
only datum to establish one. The official outbreak of this controversy is usually located
in Sophronius of Jerusalem’s protest against the Alexandrian union with the
Monophysites (633) in 634. However, we find an intensive concern with the problem of
Christ’s wills and energies already in late-sixth century authors, like Anastasius 1. of
Antioch (1 599).% Thus, we will not be able to determine the termini ante quem more
accurately than ‘first half of the seventh century’. As our termini post quem are around
580 for both Leontius of Jerusalem™ and De sectis, but around 570 for Pamphilus,” we
will take him as a starting point,being aware that we can by no means be certain about

his temporal priority.

* Photius, Bibliotheca cod. 229 256 b24-33, ed. R. Henry, vol. 4, Paris: Les Belles Lettres 1965, p. 130.

8 Panhoplion I,132-156; CCG 19, p. 140f. Pamphilus’ examples are love, hate, time, lie and words.

87 Cf. ibid. 259b24-27; ed. Henry, p. 156.

8 Cf. Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus II/2, pp. 516f referring to MSG 86/1, 1232C; cf. also his rejection of
M. van Esbroeck’s earlier dating (543-551) in p. 523 n. 91a. Accordingly, the beginning of Eulogius’
g)atriarchate in 581 is the terminus post.

? Cf. K.H. Uthemann, Der Neuchalkedonismus als Vorbereitung des Monotheletismus. Ein Beitrag zum
eigentlichen Anliegen des Neuchalkedonismus, in: Studia Patristica 29, Leuven: Peeters 1997, (373-413)
pp- 394-403; Helmer, Neuchalcedonismus, pp. 223f; T. Hainthaler in Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus I1/3,
pp. 398-400. Of course, there are also earlier treatments of the problem, like that of Ephrem of Amid (Cf.
ibid., pp. 370f) or Severus of Antioch (Cf. Chesnut, Three monophysite Christologies, pp. 25-34).

% D. Krausmiiller, Leonius of Jerusalem. A theologian of the seventh century, in: JThS 52 (2001), (637-

657) pp. 639-649 has convincingly refuted Richard’s arguments for 543 as terminus ante and reassessed
Loofs’ arguments for 568 (the Lombards entering Italy cf. Contra monophysitas; MSG 86/11, 1896D) or
578 (death of Jacob Baradaeus, origin of the Jacobite movement cf. ibid. 1900C) as termini post.
However, his own “new arguments” (pp. 649-656) referring the Nestorian’s example in CN III,8 1633A
to the birth of the emperor Heraclius’ son in 612 and Leontius’ lament about the conquest of Jerusalem in
VII,10 1768hC to a contemporary one, namely that of the Persians in 614, seem to press the wording of
the text far too much in both cases.

' Cf. J. H. Declerck in his introduction to CCG 19, p. 24 (‘about ten years after the outbreak of the
tritheite controversy in 557°).
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Whereas we cannot be sure whether Pamphilus knew any of John’s or Ephrem’s
writings,” his abundant use of those of Leontius of Byzantium, who is even endowed
with the title “father” (qu. VL, 119f; VIII,126), 1s well attested.” If Declerck’s latest
hypothesis on Pamphilus’ identity with the co-author of the letter to Agapetus 1. from
536 holds, he might even have known Leontius personally.” As especially the second
question of his Panhoplion® shows, Pamphilus knew Porphyry’s Eisagoge, Aristotle’s
Categories and Physics and also had a somewhat superficial acquaintance with the
commentary tradition on those works.”® Of course, this also holds true for Leontius of
Byzantium, but Pamphilus i1s probably the first Chalcedonian to draw (provoked by
Philoponus’ attacks?) upon Aristotle (mainly Cat. 5) so explicitly for his account of
substance and nature. It is very interesting that his preoccupation with Leontius’ text
decetved him in his interpretation of the commentators’ technical terminology in the
same way it deceived the modern scholar St. Otto: In combing the passages from CNE
(1277D) and the Epilysis (1945B), he relates the distinction between TOLOTNTEG
oVCLWSELC and £MOLCLWAELC to that of inseparable and separable accidents by
identifying the second member of the first distinction with the first of the second one.”
This is not only a contradiction against the terminology of the commentators, but also
highly implausible in itself, as it would entail the inseparability of every accidental
quality. Nevertheless, it is a beautiful demonstration for Pamphilus’ preoccupation with

Leontius’ text which is especially displayed in his use of £VUTOGTOTOC. Neither is

there any trace of trinitarian use of the term, nor do the Christological formulas Evwo1g

%2 Cf. Tbid., pp. 81f.

 Cf. Ibid., pp. 64-68.81-83. Pamphilus knew CNE, the Epilysis and the Epaporemata and made use of
them mainly in qu. VI-IX. The dependence on Leontius of Jerusalem supposed by C. Moeller (cf. ibid,,
pp. 83f) is now, taking into account Krausmiiller’s new dating, not only improbable, but impossible.

 Cf. Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus 11/3, p. 158.

 We will retain Cardinal Mai’s title for the sake of the beautiful biblical metaphor.

% Cf. Declerck’s apparatus on II, 45-104.168-205. He even had an idea about the threefold universal (cf.
[,38-41) and Proclus distinction between three kinds of wholes (V, 115f cf. Proclus, Elements of
Theology, prop. 67-69, ed. E.R. Dodds, Oxford: Clarendon, pp. 64f). But Grillmeier’s assumption of an
acquaintance with Philoponus’ commentary on the Physics (Jesus der Christus II/3, pp. 145f) is — taking
into account the homogeneity of the Neoplatonic commentary tradition — highly improbable, as
Pamphilus most probably knew about Philoponus’ heresies. He may equally have used another
commentary or attended a lecture on the Physics at some point.

°7 Panhoplion II, 26-45; CCG 19, p. 135. M. Richard not only overemphasizes Pamphilus’ philosophical
incompetence (Léonce et Pamphile, pp. 34.39), but also wants to construct a fundamental difference
between Pamphilus’ traditional, Cappadocian/Porphyrian concept of hypostasis and Leontius’ very own
Ka® ‘aldrto vplotacBot (Ibid. pp. 30f.34-39). However, he makes far too much of Pamphilus’
addition of k0@ 0010 to Leontius’ description of the 0VGT0L as TPAYHO VOESTAWS (qu. 11, 43f) —
analogous to EVUTOGTOTOC, VPEGTWE can mean both ‘real’ and ‘self-substising’ —, just like he does not
recognize Pamphilus’ reception of our derived use of VUGG TOTOY in qu. VII, 32-34, but claims those
lines to be a failed attempt of harmonizing traditional and Leontian terminology.
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EVUTOCTOTOC, EVLTIOCTOTWS £vovoBot still occur.”® However, there are two
passages in which he clearly remains faithful to the traditional equation x
EVUTOCTOTOV = VOGTAOLG of x. The first is qu. XI,157f, where he describes the
hypostasis as EVOTOGTATOV TL KOl 0VGIWAEC Tpaypa. The second is the one we
already referred to in our discussion of Ephrem, his distinction between ovcio only
signifying €vumocTOTO, ie. £V oVola kol Vmootoloel 18ia Bswpovueva (11,
134-136) and physis also signifying avundotota. Maybe this passage is directed
against a refutation of the ‘no nature without hypostasis’ objection similar to that of
Ephrem which could render the synonymous meaning of ovciol and $UGLC in
Christology questionable.

In contrast, his own refutation of the objection in question (qu. VII) is entirely based on
Leontius’ distinction between hypostasis and £VuTOcTOTOV. The introductory passage
reads almost like a glossed version of CNE 1277D-1280B.% However, Pamphilus is
much more reluctant than Leontius to compare Christ’s 00510l EVOTOGTOTOL with an
accident in any respect whatsoever: The phrase LETO TNG CUYKELLEVTG Kol
ovunedukviag Gvoewe which described the ‘insubsisting’ natures of the composite
hypostasis in Leontius (1280B) is related to the accident by Pamphilus (VI 12-15); he
uses parallel and explanatory phrases like TpQypo VPEGTAC (VIL10f) or £V £EQLTH
kol &v 18l vopEel Bewpovpevoy (22f) for our term; and, finally, he explicitly
parallels the relationships substance-accidents and £VUOGTOTOV-CIVTTOSTOTOV (32-
34). Thus, Pamphilus does not acknowledge any kind of analogous ontological status of
accidents and insubsisting natures, but wants to distinguish £vumdctatov and
hypostasis as the substantial and the separating or self-subsisting aspect of the concrete
individual:

“EVUNOCTALTOV indicates the fact that the entity in question is not an accident, but is perceived
in itself and in its own existence; hypostasis means that, which is separate and by itself, und
reveals the congregation of the characterizing idioms, as it is seen in the idioms in the first place
in order to mark off the individual or person from the common essence, although it is not
unsubstantial”.'®

% The former of course still remained common in the sixth century (cf. e.g. Ammonius Alexandrinus,
Frg. 2 in John, in: Johannes-Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche, ed. J. Reuss, Berlin: Akademie-
Verlag 1966 (TU 89), pp. 196f / Olympiodor Diakon von Alexandria. Kommentar zu Hiob, ed. U.
Hagedorn and D. Hagedom, Berlin: De Gruyter 1984 (PTS 24), p. 219 / Zacharias Rhetor, De opificio
mundi contra philosophos; MSG 85,1116C / Gregorius Agrigentinus, Super Ecclesiasten; MSG 98,837B),
the latter seems to have been much less common.

% Cf. Richard, Léonce et Pamphile, pp. 35f; Lang, Anhypostatos Enhypostatos pp. 643f.

1% panhoplion VII, 21-27; CCG 19, p- 174. As €v 0t and k08 "0UTO are actually used almost
synonymously as opposites of £V £T€pw in the philosophy of late antiquity (cf. e.g. Proclus, Elements



43

In other words: The term £VUTOGTATOV signifies that we are dealing with something
substantial, which exists in itself (€ £0UT®), not in something else, and which belongs
to a species common to several individuals. In contrast, VEROCTOOLG signifies a
separate individual, which exists by itself (ko "a0TO) and is marked off from the
other member species by a unique set of accidental characteristics. In the incarnation,
Christ’s human nature obviously retains only the first aspect, whereas the second aspect
is taken over by the Logos. Adapting a quotation form Ps-Justin’s (Theodretus’)
Expositio fidei, Pamphilus says: ‘

“Inhabiting the virgin mother, the Logos creates for himself ~ in an imperishable and an
unperceivable way — a temple from her, a complete human being, without seed. This means: He
took a certain OVGL0L EVUROCTATOG, a part of her nature, and caused it to exist as substance in
his own hypostasis; [...] If he, then, did not assume a hypostasis, but a human ovcic
EVUNOOTOTOG ~ for, as it was already said before, the Lord’s human element did not exist
‘self-subsistently’ (15100TOCTOTWC) and by itself before the union —, Our Lord Jesus Christ

must neither be said to come to be from two hypostases before the union nor is it allowed to

separate those after the union and conceive of two hypostases”.'"!

However, Pamphilus is not able to reconcile this distinction between two aspects, which
would entail an individuation of Christ’s human nature by the Logos, with the
Cappadocian concept of individuation by separating accidents. This is why he has to
reject the question as to whether Christ’s human and divine natures were universal or
particular, by pointing to the inexplicability of the miracle.'®

All in all, Pamphilus is even further from employing our term in the Loofsian way than
was his master Leontius. He rules out any kind of approximation to the accident and
also seems to focus on the human nature to a lesser degree in using the term: We have
three occurrences with special reference to the human nature (VIL,78.83; X,117), one to
both natures (VI1,40). The remaining nine ones are neutral in that respect.

With regard to the insubsistence formula, we encounter a similar hesitation as we did in

Leontius, although Pamphilus — as we saw — did approve of the Apollinarian-

prop. 41 and 81 (ed. Dodds, pp. 42.44.76) / Ammonius, In Isagog.; CAG IV/3, 29,20f), one can
understand that Richard claims this passage to be “prés de I'incohérence” (Léonce et Pamphile, p. 37).

"' Tbid. 76-88; p. 176. For the Theodoretus-quotation cf. Corpus apologetarum Christianorum saeculi
secundi, ed. J.C.T. Otto, vol. 4, Jena: Mauke *1880 (repr. Wiesbaden: Sindig 1969), pp. 34f: Méon 6¢
napBéve, &k AcvitikoD Katoyopévyy yEvoug Sid 1dg mpdg adTdv EmoryyeAiog, mpdg TNV THG
olxovopiog ypeilav xpnodpevos, kol tadtng TNy vndvv elodbe oilovel tig Betog ondpog, wALTTEL
vadv Eautd, OV Téheov vBpwmov, pépog Tu Aofav tfg Ekeivng pboewg kol elg v 100 vaod
duaniaoty ovouwoag. ‘Bvbbg 8¢ toltov kot Sxpav Evaoty, Bedg Opod kol &vBpwmnog mpoeA8hv,
obto v xad' Npudg olkovopilav Exinpuoev.

12 Cf. Panhoplion X,94-124; CCG 19, pp. 199f.
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Neochalcedonian rejection of a Tpodianhacic.'”  Although the Epistula ad
Jovianum 1s briefly quoted in this context (II1,42f), the more important source for
Pamphilus seems to be the passage from Theodoretus’ Expositio referred to above: He
prefers Theodoretus” 0VC10VY €1¢ to VOSTAOLY EXEW or VHloTooOL €V. The
only passage coming close to something like an insubsistence formula also resumes the

quotation from the Expositio:

“In the last days, the Son descended ineffably and invisibly into the virginal womb like a divine
seed and formed for himself a temple in his own hypostasis assuming a complete man”.'®

Pamphilus was not aware of the career the concept of the Logos as divine seed would
have in Maximus and especially in John of Damascus in interpeting the insubsistence
formula. However, one of his merits may have been to promote the passage from
Theodoretus into a position equally prominent to that of the Letter to Jovianus, as it
seems itself just as compatible to the ‘Alexandrian intuition’ as the Apollinarian text.
But this only applies to the tradition after Pamphilus. As to our author himself, he
normally prefers the symmetric chalcedonian formula of two natures in one hypostasis
to both the insubsistence-one of Apollinaris’ and the ‘insubstantiation’-one of
Theodoretus. In this case, a further approximation of the insubsistence formula to the

term EVLUNOGTOLTOC is of course impossible.

5. De sectis and the Christological disadvantages of the common usage

The relatively short treatise De sectis does not offer any convincing evidence to prove
any kind of dependence on or acquaintance with John the Grammarian, Leontius of
Byzantium'®® or Ephrem of Amid. The author is comparable to Pamphilus with respect
to his display of philosophical Jearning'® and his (even more) strictly Chalcedonian
stance.'” We will thus look in vain for any occurrence of the insubsistence formula.

The “ungewdhnliche Sinn fiir geschichtliche Entwicklungen” our author is credited

19 On Pamphilus’ ambiguous stance towards Neochalcedonism cf. Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus II/3, pp.
151- 157

19 ¢n ecx(xm)v TOV nuapoov gv ’ET] TcocpE)z-:VLKn vnovl’ eioduve ocd)poccm(og Kot ocopoc”m)g
Otovel Betoc onopog, £V N 0OTo0 VOoTOoEL GoB0lpTwg TAATIEL Yoy Eavtw, TEAELOV
advBpwnov Aafay. (Panhoplion I11,31-32 [CCG 19, p. 145]; Theodoretus-quotations italicized).

19 Its Loofsian incorporation into the Corpus Leontii was sufficiently refuted by M. Richard, Le traité
“De sectis” et Léonce de Byzance, in: Opera minora Vol. 2, Turnhout: Brepols 1977, (695-723) pp. 697-
709.

' Cf. MSG 86/, 1193A. 1233B (Cat. 5). 1241D-1244B (Cat. 6; Physics IV,11 219b1f). 1244B/C
(Metaphysics V,6).1244C (Physics 1,7 190b24).

Y7 Cf. Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus I1/2, pp. 520-523.
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with'® is not only displayed in the praxeis with mainly historical concern (II-VI), but
also in the seventh, philosophical one we are interested in.'” Starting from our well-
known monophysite ‘no nature without hypostasis’-objection, the author gives an

O of the terms VWOCTAOLC,

adequate summary of the traditional usages''
EVUTOCTATOV and AVLTOOSTOTOV, of course — as a strict Chalcedonian — without
taking into account Neochalcedonian impulses like Ephrem’s conceming the
£VundoTortov. The equation x EVUTOCTATOV = hypostasis of x is thus his absolutely
unquestionable point of departure. When he, in his first £v0T0to1¢ (cf. Anal. prior.
I1,26), easily admits that Christ’s two natures can well be called LVVTTOGTATOL, but not

" he clearly resumes the derived use of QAVVTOCTATOC we

gvundototor,!!
encountered in Ps-Basil. Small wonder that the Monophysite reply confronts him with
the charge of annihilating the Saviour’s natures and demands another ‘reconsideration’
(avtineploToolc) of his argument. This reconsideration starts with exactly that
distinction between a wider and narrower sense of VTOGTACLE / EVVTOSTOTOV which -
we have found in John the Grammarian''? and which in the formulation of De sectis
parallels even more exactly Ammonius’ distinction between a wider and narrower sense
of ovoia: Either it signifies 10 mA®C GV and comprises also the accidents, although
(kalv) they have their existence in something else, or it signifies TO ka® "€avT0 OV,
like individual substances.''® However, he attaches the analogous distinction between a
general and a more specific sense of AVUTOGTATOV which had not been thought of yet
by John the Grammarian: Either it signifes 10 undaun undopag Ov, like centaurs or
other creatures of our fantasy, or T0 £V £T€pw E£Y0V TNV VROCSTOCLY and does not
exist k@ ' o010, like the accidents.''® Hence, the derived sense of GVUTOGTOTOG
seems to coincide with Ephrem’s first, Christological sense of £VOTOGTOTOG, and the
accidents also form the overlapping section between £VVmOCTOTOG and

OVUTOCTALTOG in De sectis. Applied to Christology, this means that Christ’s two

natures can be called £VOTAGTATOL only in the wider sense, LVLTOCTATOL only in

"% Ibid. p. 516.

'% Richard, De sectis, pp. 716-718 offers a critically revised version of MSG 86/1,1240C-1241A.1241C
(actio VII,2-3).

"% As to the trinitarian use, VOGO TOTOC is replaced by cvBVOCTATOG (MSG 86/1, 1216A).

"' MSG 86/1, 1240B.

'2 Richard, De sectis, pp. 717f (MSG 86/I, 1241C) shows even the same justification of the double use
by Cyril-passages using oOGiot and VROCTOOLG synonymously (the third anathematism in CCG 1,
p.55,191f, the 11. chapter of the Scholia and the fourth anathematism in our text).

'3 Richard, De sectis, p. 716 (MSG 86/1, 1240C/D).

" Ibid., pp. 716f (1240D/1241A).
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the more specific one (00 k080 P1j £loy, AAN &1L TV un Kad ' Eovto GvTwy
eloiv).'?

The logic of this argument would demand that not only the negative aspect (LT} KOO
£01LT0) of the second sense of AVLTOGTATOC holds true for Christ’s two natures, but
also the positive one (EV £1€pw £x0V 10 £lvat). However, this is never explicitly said
by our author, and the fact that he both totally avoids the insubsistence formula and
shows — always remaining faithful to the Chalcedonian symmetry — no sign of focus on
Christ’s human nature whatsoever in our discussion, casts considerable doubt on his
possible approval of such an application. Hence, the main result of our examination of
this text will be a confirmation of what we have said about John the Grammarian’s
introduction of the term and its sources. However, the Grammarian’s solution in
comparison to that of Leontius of Byzantium suffers one major disadvantage: It has to
admit two hypostases in Christ, both understood in the wider sense. Anastasius of
Antioch tried to solve this problem in referring EVOMOGTATOG only to the wider,
hypostasis only to the narrower sense,''° a solution which will be echoed in the attempt
of seventh and eighth-century compilers to harmonize the material concerning our term
received from the tradition. However, as this wide concept will never suffice to
determine the ontological status of Christ’s natures as specifically as the Leontian
concept does, John the Grammarian and the De sectis are doomed to be finally

subordinated to or even suppressed by Leontius of Byzantium.

6. Leontius of Jerusalem
Having re-dated Leontius, the author of the Contra Monophysitas (CM) — in its present
form probably just two appendices left from a larger treatise against the

t and the voluminous Contra Nestorianos (CN), Richard’s

Monophysites
prosopographical suppositions concerning our monk — partially refuted already by D. B.
Evans — are definitely surpassed. "% Thus, all we can know about his relationships to our
previous authors has to be inferred from his works. In the florilegium of CM he quotes

from Severus’ Contra impium grammaticum and introduces the quotation as by “the

"'* MSG 86/1, 1241A-C.

"' Des Patriarchen Anastasius I. von Antiochien Jerusalemer Streitgesprach mit einem Tritheiten, ed. K.-
H. Uthemann, in: Traditio 37 (1981), (73-108) pp. 103f (1. 768-800).

""" Cf. M. Richard, Léonce de Jérusalem et Léonce de Byzance, in: Opera minora, vol. 3, Tumnhout:
Brepols 1977, (53-88) pp. 38f; Helmer, Neuchalcedonismus, p. 203; Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus 11/2, p.
287. As the reference in CN I1,14 1565C most probably points to CM, the latter is the earlicr work.

"8 | éonce de Jérusalem, pp. 81-88 cf. Evans, Leontius of Byzantium, pp. 156-183.
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same Severus, from his book against the Grammarian John, bishop of Cesarea”, the
first testimony for the confusion of the Grammarian with John Khozibites, bishop of
Cesarea at the time of Severus, which makes at least an intimate knowledge of the

"9 An acquaintance with Leontius of

Grammarian’s or Severus’ work improbable.
Byzantium was supposed on the grounds of a text quoted in CN II,13 which will be
discussed in detail below.'”® Leontius was sometimes credited with outstanding
knowledge of philosophy and natural sciences,'”’ sometimes accused of infertile
scholasticism and quasi-scientific sophistry.'? Of special interest for our purposes is the
acquaintance with the philosophical discussion of €V TVt he displays in several
passages of CN.' After all, Leontius seems to be the most inventive of our authors
concerning both hypostasis- and insubsistence-language.'**

Nevertheless, his use of £VUNOGTOTOG does not at first sight show any kind of
peculiarities whatsoever. That our well-known equation also holds for him is already
shown by the very first occurrence of the term in CN, where it figures merely as the
adjective that corresponds to the basic meaning of UTTOGTOOLC and means ‘settled at

'2> The same holds true for IV,36, where ¢vo1¢ EVLTOGTOTOC

the bottom’ (in liquids).
— in a commutatio — parallels GLGIKT) VOSTOOLG (1704D) and for VIL 1, where it is
claimed that we perceive the complete divinity in all three hypostases of the trinity,
Evouoimg KaTal T0 KOWOV Kol EVUTOGTAT®MS Kot 1O idikov (1760B). The
rest of the occurrences is more or less explicitly connected with a refutation of the ‘no

nature without hypostasis’-objection which once again leaves no room for the first two

"9 MSG 86/11, 1848D cf. M. Richard in CCG 1, p. V.

"% The similarities mentioned by Loofs in order to establish his “Grundschrifthypothese” are not even
close enough to establish any kind of acquaintance between the two authors (cf. Richard’s discussion in
Léonce de Jérusalem, pp. 69-73). Otto’s revisitation of those similarities (Person und Subsistenz, pp. 89-
133) does not prove more than the non-incompability of those two authors’ anthropology. However, he
convincingly refutes Richard’s (Léonce de Jérusalem, pp. 60-62) and C. Moeller’s (Textes
,Monophysites’ de Léonce de Jerusalem, in: EThL 27 (1951) (467-482) pp. 472f) suggestion that
Leontius — though not consistently — dismisses the Cappadocian definition of hypostasis (Person und
Substistenz, pp. 100-103.118£.133).

! Richard, Léonce de Jérusalem, pp. 52-58; Helmer, Neuchalcedonismus, p. 204.

122 C. Moeller, Le chalcédonisme et le néo-chalcédonisme en Orient de 451 a la fin du VI siécle, in:
Grillmeier / Bacht, Chalkedon I, (637-720) p. 687 (CN “illisible”); Gray, Defense, p. 123.

' He knows about the the difference of £V Tt w¢ cLUPEPMKGE and ¢ Pépog (CN 1,6; MSG 86/,
1421 A-C; 11,49 1601B), the TOA Gy ¢ A€yeaBa of this expression (1,8 1433 A), the wide range of
meaning of the prefix £v (I[,4 1537D/1540 A), and claims that the phrase generally signifies a Evooig
(IL9 1553D).

124 Cf Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus 1172, pp. 297-302.

11,1 1528D.
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kinds of usage we encountered in the Grammarian.'?® With only one exception — V,28, a
resumption of earlier arguments — they are concentrated in book II which 1s directed
against the Nestorian doctrine of two hypostases in Christ. The Nestorian’s point of
departure is that hypostasis means something £VoVo10V only if it refers to an individual
substance. If this sense of hypostasis is to be applied to the Chalcedonian definition,
there is no room for a twofold consubstantiality of Christ, as the latter presupposes two
gvovoio.'?’ The vast majority of the Nestorian objections in CN II are nothing but
variations of this first one. In IL5, the Nestorian argues against the possibility of an
QVUTOGTOTOV — the human nature of Christ which does not have a hypostasis on its
own — to be consubstantial with an £VVTOGTATOV, i.e. our human natures every one of
which does have one (1540 A/B). Leontius — still perfectly in line with his
understanding of £VUMOCTOTOV as hypostatic — reminds him that his objection
confuses the level of (universal) natures and that of (particular) hypostases: Only the
former can be consubstantial with each other, whereas the latter are only consubstantial
qua £VOUGC10. As the £V £VUTOGTOTOV TIPOSWNOV of our Lord is £EVOVGC1OV in a
twofold manner, it can well be EVUTOCTOTOL VO TPOSWNOLG OLOoVS10V (1544
A/B). The fact that Christ’s human nature is not 1310UndcTOTOY, ?® i.€. does not have
a hypostasis of its own (cf. 1540C), does by no means entail that it does not have a
hypostasis at all. In II,35, Leontius underscores this conclusion using the example of the
gvunoctotov {Wwv kol Botavoy ¢UoELg transferred into a new hypostasis by
consumption and digestion (1593C).

Having noticed no trace of connection between our term and the insubsistence formula
nor of a distinction between EVUTOGTOTOV and hypostasis so far, we finally encounter
this distinction II,13, and surprisingly within a quotation from the Nestorian. This is not
only the most important chapter in Leontius with regard to our term, but also one of the

most difficult ones to interpret. Following David Evans, Patrick Gray has suggested that

' Leontius prefers UTOGTOTUKOC both in the trinitarian context (cf. CN [,19 1481B12; 11,24 1585D;
VIL,5 1768aC) and with respect to Christ’s hypostatic union (cf. [,46 1504D; 1,50 1512B-1513 A; 11,12
1557D; 11,30 1589B; 11,2 1609 A; IILS 1616 A. 1617 A; V,1 1724B; VII,7 17686C)

27 CN 11,1 1526C-1528D. The Nestorian quotes Ps 88,48 LXX, not 104,4. 1} UGG TALOLG must of course
be part of the quotation!

128 For this term cf. 11,10 1556A; V,29 1749C. It appears to be a Neochalcedonian neologism; cf. e.g.
John the Grammarian, Capitula ctr. Monophysitas; CCG 1, p. 64,110 / Justinian, Contra Monophysitas
153,20. 158,11, in: Drei dogmatische Schriften Justinians, ed. M. Amelotti a.a., Milan: Giuffre 1973, pp.
50.52 and Edictum rectae fidei, in: Ibid., p. 150,11 / Eusthatius, Epistula de duabus naturis; CCG 19, pp.
421,222f. 431,547f. It closely parallels 16106V0T0rT0G (cf. Lampe, Patristic Greek Lexicon, col. 665b)
and is often varia lectio to the latter in the manuscripts.
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the opponent in this chapter is not the Nestorian, but Leontius of Byzantium.'” The
implausibility of this sudden change of opponent was already seen by Uthemann whose
first analysis of the text is the most appropriate one so far.'*® L. Abramowski suggests a
distribution of the text which became a commonly shared opinion among researchers:
She assumes two Nestorian passages marked by the ¢aoiv in 1560 A7 and B8 and an

orthodox interruption marked by the poptév in B1.!!

132 nor the ascription of those passages

However, neither the postulate of an interruption
to the Nestorian is tenable. In fact, the whole passage 1560 A7-B15 is a quotation in a
quotation, i.e. a Chalcedonian text criticized by the Nestorian whose statements can be
found in A4-7 and C1-D13. As already Uthemann noticed,'*” this is proven by 1561C9-
12 where Leontius refers to the Nestorian’s statement in 1560D11-13 as “what was said
by you at the end”. In 1561A1-3 Leontius explicitly admits that the Nestorian is really
targeting proper Chalcedonian arguments (MUETEPA. TPOPAMUOTA), but blames his
refutation with being too superficial to convince anybody except himself. Hence, the
argument of the chapter has to be analysed as follows:

The Nestorian’s Chalcedonian opponent — provoked by his audience to demonstrate the
existence of a GVO1C AVVRAOCTATOC — postulates a difference between hypostasis and
EVUTOCTOTOV analogous to that of OUGio and £VOVUCIOV one has to admit with
regard to the trinity (1560A). This entails the possibility of conceiving two dUCELG
£VUNOCTOTOL in one hypostasis. Just like a body can be £YXPWHLATIOTOV, but does
not have to be a xp(f)},toc for that reason, a nature can be £VVTOCTOTOC, but does not
have to be a hypostasis. Thus, the postulate of two natures in one hypostasis does not
entail that one or even both of them are AVVTOGTATOG (1560B). The Nestorian starts
his counter-attack with ridiculing the Chalcedonian because of the self-contradiction the

latter gets involved in by his example. He maintains that a $vo1g EVUOGTATOC by all

' Evans, Leontius of Byzantium, pp. 139-143 / Gray, Defense, pp. 128f.

%0 Das anthropologische Modell der hypostatischen Union. Ein Beitrag zu den philosophischen
Voraussetzungen und zur innerchalkedonischen Transformation eines Paradigmas, in: Kleronomia 14
(1982) (215-312) pp. 261-263. However, after reading Abramowski’s essay he unfortunately changed his
mind (Cf. Defintionen und Paradigmen, p. 111 n. 5).

B! Ein nestorianischer Traktat bei Leontius von Jerusalem, in: R. Lavenant (ed.), III. Symposium
Syriacum (1980). Les contacts du monde syriaque avec les autres cultures, Rome : Pontifico instituto
orientale 1983, (43-55) pp. 43fn.5 cf. p. 52.

132 Abramowski should have noticed that not only A14-B7, but also B13f clearly argue for the possibility
of two natures in one hypostasis. Also the L€V of B1 does not necessarily introduce a new speaker, as
the Nestorian also quotes his opponent’s ¢alLEV in A8. The repetition of ¢o.civ in B8 probably just
indicates that the Nestorian skips a few passages.

'3 Anthropologisches Modell, p.- 263 n.38.
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means presupposes the presence of a hypostasis, just like a coloured body presupposes
that of a colour (1560C). As physically different things are necessarily also
hypostatically different, but not the other way round, the example of the Trinity is
worthless and nothing but a sophistic play on words. The Chalcedonian should have
shown something naturally but not hypostatically different in order to substantiate his
case (1560D).

According to Leontius, this refutation of the Chalcedonian position completely misses
the point. The mere presence of colour or of an hypostasis does not entail the
identification of body and colour or nature and hypostasis respectively. The Nestorian
should have shown that the presence of several different GUGELS EVUROCTATOL
necessarily presupposes the presence of the corresponding number of different
hypostases (1561A). Just as different bodies can be coloured by one and the same
colour ‘white’, different natures can subsist in one and the same common hypostasis

4

and thus be all together £vumdotato. For being something'®* is not necessarily

identical with being something independently (1diq) (1561B), just as a city is not
without a ruler, simply because it does not have a ruler of its own. Hence, the nature’s
being EVUTOCTATOL does not necessarily entail their being £TepOUTOGTOTOL, > but
they have their being £EVUTGGTATOL in one common hypostasis. Two £VOnocTOTO do
thus by no means introduce a duality of hypostases into the one hypostasis of our Lord,
but only two sets of hypostatic idioms (i.e. divine and human idioms characterizing the
unique hypostasis) (1561C),136 i.e. a synthesis not of hypostases, but of natures.

Leontius’ defence of this ‘quotation in the quotation’ could give rise to the suspicion
that it is actually taken from an earlier treatise of his own. As we did not find enough
evidence in our sixth-century-texts to classify the distinction £VOTOGTOTOV/hypostasis

5137

as a “topos der christologischen Debatte””’, and as it occurs here together with the

analogies £V0V¥G10V/00G10 and body/shape or colour,'*® a dependence of this treatise

134 71 glvot here probably in the sense of £V 1@ T €011 Kot yopeLGHOL.

5 In Leontius of Jerusalem, this term is formed in analogy to £TEpOOVCLOV and means “different in
hypostasis” (cf. 11,5 1540D.1544 A), not “having a different hypostasis™ as in the commentators who
derive it from aVBVOGTOTOC (cf. David, In Isagog.; CAG XVIII/2, 168,21-24 / Elias, In Cat.; CAG
XVIII/L, 162,1f).

138 Eor Leontius’ conception of the ,;more composite idiom* (CN 1,20 1485D) cf. Grillmeier, Jesus der
Christus II/2, pp. 305-311; Uthemann, Definitionen und Paradigmen, pp. 113f.

17 Abramowski, Nestorianischer Trakat, p. 44 n.5.

¥ The replacement of oy M. by Xpwpe could be inspired by Leontius® mention of colour as example
for the accident in 1277D10. The philosophical paraliels (cf. ab. n. 45) regularly mention also colour, but
do not parallel aoyMuUdTIoTOV with dypwpdtiotov (Dexippus/ Simplicius, In Cat: dypovv;
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on Leontius’ namesake from Byzantium would be at least highly probable. However,
there are two good reasons for the assumption that Leontius is defending not a text of
his own, but that of a fellow Chalcedonian:

(1) We do not find any trace of this distinction elsewhere in Leontius’ writings and he
does not resume it anywhere in his defence against the no ‘nature without hypostasis’
objection which reoccurs several times in CN, especially in the second book,'*® and also
in CM. The parallel of the 51* aporia of CM (1797B/C) and CN 11,13 (1561 A/B)
shows that for him a much more crucial point in refuting the objection than the
difference of hypostasis and £VUTOGTTOV is that real, individual natures do not have
to be 1o0pBpot with the hypostases they are perceived in.'*® Also, the difference
between OUK QVLNOGTATOV and 1810UNOGTOTOV plays a more important role.'*!

(2) As we have noted above, there is no other indication of Leontius’ acquaintance with
his namesake from Byzantium which would be very probable, if the text quoted by
Nestorian really stemmed from Leontius himself.

Thus, we probably do best in supposing an intermediate Chalcedonian source which
refuted the ‘no nature without hypostasis’ objection on the basis of Leontius of
Byzantium’s CNE.

If we look for Leontius’ use of the insubsistence formula, the frequent occurrencies of
both VpiotacsBol £v'** and synonymous phrases like (Ev)vmapy ey, (Ev)elvor,

(EV)BewpercBar £V'4

prove that we are dealing with one of Leontius’ central
Christological formulas. However, two of the passages speaking of insubsistence in
connection with the term £VUTO0T0T0¢ (both from CN IL,13), clearly hold both
natures to subsist in the hypostasis of the Logos:

“For we say that the two natures exist in one and the same hypostasis, not as if one of them
could be AVLOGTATOG in the latter, but because both can exist in one common hypostasis,
and thus each of them is EVUTOGTATOG according to one and the same hypostasis.” (1561B)

Hermeias/ Simplicius, In De cael.: oxpwdpotov). Thus, the Chalcedonian author is most probably
imitating Leontius’ formulation, just like (Ps-)Maximus was doing several decades (?) later on (Cf.
Opusculum 23a; MSG 91, 261C/264D).

19 Cf. esp. CN 11,14 (1565A-1568D). 18f (1576D-1580C). 23 (1534D/1535A).

0 Cf. already John the Grammarian, Cap. 11 ctr. monoph. (CCG 1, p. 64,122-124): “Ocon &v dou
poelg Evonootdtag dinpnpéval, v ioopibuolg tpochdmolg Bewpodvrot. “Ocar §' &Gv @oL @boeLg
£VUTOoTa oG Hvopévat, £V £Vi TPocdTe Bempodviar.

! Cf. passages referred to ab. n. 107.

“2 CN 1,39 1500C; 1,47 1505D; I1,7 1552D/1553 A; 11,9 1553C; 11,13 1561B; 11,17 1568 A; 11,22 1584D;
11,47 1600C. Leontius knows the technical sense of this formula signifying the ontological status of the
accident (cf. IL,8 1553B) and considers the accident according to the philosophical tradition as improper
being (IV,9 1668C/D). Thus, his Christological application to Christ’s human nature is probably due to a
well established tradition from the Apollinarian literature onwards.

3 CN 1,30 1496C/D; 1,52 1524B; 11,5 1540C; 11,6 1548C; 11,13 1561C; VII,2 1761B.
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“Obviously both natures must not belong to different hypostases, but their being EVUTOGTATOV
must be perceived in (VOELGOALL £V) one and the same hypostasis.” (1561C)

A third, similar passage can be found in V,28, where Leontius argues that two
individual natures do not entail two hypostases, because an individual human nature, i.e.
an individual body and an individual soul, “EV T01¢ AAAOLG [...] YIAOLG GVBpOdTOLG
[...] Evundototog Opatal” without splitting the unique man in a soul- and a body-
hypostasis. The Christological application following immediately afterwards uses a
corresponding verbal expression: “0 Adyog [...] abtn 1t 18ia. bmootdoet [...]
v avBpomeiov dvow Evunéotnoey” (1748D). Leontius transforms the
insubsistence formula into a composite verb £vudpicTnil which he uses both in the

)% and in the medial (“subsist in...”) voice.'*’ The term

active (“cause to exist in...
£VUNO0TATOC always signifies nothing but the reality the two natures have and which
in a second step — explicitly only in the third passage — is specified by the traditional
insubsistence formula. Leontius’ adjective for ‘insubsisting’ is not £VLTOCGTATOG, but
OUV(EV)LUIOOTOLTOG. According to his reinterpretation of the traditional fire-iron-

16 the iron can also correspond to the preexisting divine hypostasis receiving

paradigm,
the fire, i.e. the insubsisting human nature: £V 17 T00 G181pov VIOSTAGEL GPVO1G
PO GVVIAGTATOC Ka® odtriv ovoa cuvetédn N ¢puocel Tov c1d1ipov
cvvondototog avtn yevorévn.'*’ This “cuy” could be classified as one last
stronghold of classical Chalcedonian symmetry in Leontius of Jerusalem. He can not
only make the flesh insubsist in the Logos, but also both natures coexist in the one
hypostasis. Thus, both the Logos and the flesh can be subject of
ouyev)undotatoc,'®  cuvovsiwoie,'”®  ocuvwudpictachar,'® or  cuvurd-
otootc.!!

To summarize, although we found some immediate connections of our term and the

insubsistence formula, this seems to have barely affected its meaning. Leontius’ use of

%4 Cf. apart from the previous passage 1,6 1425D.

43 Cf 11,23 1585 A; VIL,6 1768dC.

46 Cf. Uthemann, Definitionen und Paradigmen, pp. 117-122.

4T CN [,49 1512B. Pace Uthemann, Definitionen und Paradigmen, pp. 118f n. 224 the text must not be
altered. The AVVROCTOTOG is a clear resumption of the derived use of the word we have examined
above.

¥ CN V,30 1749D (Logos and flesh); V,31 1752 A (Logos).

“I1V,17 1685B (L+f).

010,14 1568 A (L); V,31 1752B (L); VIL,2 1761B (f). This verb was already used by Leonitus of
Byzantium (cf. ab. n. 50)!

¥1v,23 17458 (f).
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it shows no focus on Christ’s human nature whatsoever, but is rather in line with the rest
of Chalcedonian symmetry to be seen in his use of both coexistence and inexistence

terminology.

7. Maximus the Confessor
Maximus, definitely the most important Christological thinker we are dealing with in
our examination, is commonly credited with both knowing “a good deal of classical

152 . . . .
” and possessing “eine  souverdne Kenntnis der ganzen

philosophy
Christologiegeschichte, insbesondere der des 6. J ahrhunderts”.'>? However, whether and
to what extent Maximus knew any of the authors we discussed above is in most of the
cases unclear. The only established fact is his acquaintance with Leontius of
Byzantium’s CNE and Epilysis on which he drew very extensively,™* as will be shown
again in our analyses below. The florilegia of the Lateran synod of 649 to which
Maximus made considerable contributions'® confuse John the Grammarian with John
Khozibites, a fact which casts the same doubt on the authors’ knowledge of John’s or
Severus’ work as it did in the case of Leontius’ CM."”® The case of Leontius of
Jerusalem is the most difficult one: Many of the authors dealing with Maximus’ concept
of the composite hypostasis just take Maximus’ familiarity with his texts for granted, in

most of the cases relying on commonplaces of Neochalcedonian Christology to be

found in both authors, but of course insufficient to prove direct literary dependence."”’

12 A. Louth, Maximus the Confessor, London / New York: Routhledge 1996, p. 19. This is particularly
illustrated by P. Sherwood’s analyses of the Ambigua (The earlier Ambigua of Saint Maximus the
Confessor and his refutation of Origensim, Rome: Herder 1955, e.g. pp. 96-102 with regard to the concept
of motion). The earlier discussions of Maximus’ philosophical sources, e.g. W. Volker, Maximus
Confessor als Meister des geistlichen Lebens, Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner 1965 who argues on pp. 40-43
against v. Balthasar’s (and partly Sherwood’s) claim of a largely Aristotelian background in favour of a
Neoplatonist-Dionysian one, overlook the fact that Maximus mainly represents exactly the Platonic-
Aristotelian blending to be found in the commentators.

Those of Maximus works only available in MSG 90/91 (Combefis/Oehler) will be referred to using the
following abbreviations: Acta (90,109-172), CT (90,1084-1173), Cap. XV (90,1177-1185); Op. (91,9-
285), Disp. (91,288-353), Ep. (91,364-649), Myst. (91,657-717), Amb. (91,1032-1417).

'3 G. Bausenhart, ‘In allem uns gleich auBer der Siinde’. Studien zum Beitrag Maximos’ des Bekenners
zur altkirchlichen Christologie, Tiibingen: Griinewald 1990, p. 110.

B4 Cf F. Heinzer, Gottes Sohn als Mensch. Die Struktur des Menschseins Christi bei Maximus
Confessor, Freiburg: Universititsverlag 1980, pp. 90-116.

%5 Cf. R. Riedinger, Die Lateransynode (649) und Maximos, in: Actes du Symposium sur Maxime le
Confesseur. Fribourg, 2-5 Septembre 1980, ed. F. Heinzer / C. Schonbom, Fribourg: Editions
universitaires 1982, (111-121) pp. 118f.

16 ACO ser. Il vol. 1, p. 325, 34f (“sanctae memoriae Johannes episcopus Caesareae Palaestinae™). Cf.
ab. n. 119.

57 Cf. A. Riou, Le monde et I’église selon Maxime le confesseur, Paris: Beauchesne 1973, p. 41:
“I"influence de Léonce de Byzance sur saint Maxime a sans doute été compensée par celle de Léonce de
Jerusalem, théologien nettement néochalcédonien, que saint Sophrone de Jérusalem connaissait bien,
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However, the example of Peter’s and Paul’s soul and body and their relationship to each
other and to the composite hypostasis of both in Ep. 15 (552C-555A) is strongly
reminiscent of the discussions in CN IL,11f and 15, just as Leontius of Jerusalem is the
only extant parallel for the use of £T€POUVNOCTATOC as derived from OLLOOVG1OC, not
from avBLGoTOToC.*® Yet, a final judgement about the relationship of those two
theologians will have to expect a more detailed critical comparison of their works.

Reading the voluminous corpus of Maximus’ extant works, one does not encounter the
term £VUNMOCTOTOC very often. Nevertheless, there are several of the traditional
trinitarian usage of the term in the works before 634, the Ambigua, the Quaestiones et
Dubia and the Quaestiones ad Thalassium."® Also in a trinitarian context —
commenting on the same passage from Gregory of Nazianzen as Amb. 23 (1260D),
where the term is used in the traditional way —, but less in conformity with the tradition
is Amb. 1 (1036B/C), where the holy Trinity is called £VumOGTATOC OVTOTNG

opoovo1ov Tprodog and £vovclog VropEle TPLoVTOGTATOL Hova.do¢. Those

ainsi que par celle de I'auteur du De Sectis” (C. v. Schénborn, Sophrone de Jérusalem. Vie monastique et
confession dogmatique, Paris: Beauchesne 1972, p. 173 finds an influence of Leontius on Sophronius
“peu probable”), or P. Piret, Le Christ et la trinité selon Maxime le Confesseur, Paris: Beauchesne 1983,
pp. 169f who claims the definition of hypostasis in Ep. 15 (557D: ovcio petd idwwpdtov) — a
commonplace of Cappadocian terminology — to be borrowed from CN 1,20 (1485B: ¢pvoelg petd
181wpoitwy). Sherwood, Ambigua, pp. 60f suggests a possible influence of Leontius on Maximus’
anthropology. L. Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator. The theological anthropology of Maximus the
Confessor, Lund: Gleerup 1965, pp. 41-50 just gives a list of Neochalcedonian topics and concepts
resumed by Maximus and discusses his stance towards the authority of Cyril of Alexandria, but does not
commit himself to the claim of any literary dependence.

158 Op. 13 (147C); Op. 14 (152A); Ep. 15 (549A.552B/C.553B.569A/B) cf. ab. n. 115. However, in his
use of OLOVNOCTATOG Maximus was most probably inspired by Anastasius I. of Antioch’s — one of the
authors discussed more frequently during the monotheletic controversy (cf. Op. 20 [229B-233B]; Op. 26
[277A-D]) work on the energies in Christ (cf. the fragment in the Doctrina patrum, p. 135,2), as Leontius
used this term only in the trinitarian context (CN II,1 1534B). One could further ask, whether op. 16
(205A) was inspired by the 51% aporia in CM (1797B/C: 160plBUOC, trinity), or whether the yvopiopo
KOOV of Ep. 15 (556C) presupposes (as N. Madden, Composite Hypostasis in Maximus the Confessor,
in: Studia Patristica 27 [1993], [175-197] pp. 186-188 and Heinzer, Gottes Sohn, p. 104 seem to suppose)
the concept of idiom-composition, the basic idea of Leontius’ Christology (cf. CN 1,20 [1485C/D]; 1,28
{1493C/D]; 1,35 [1497D]; L42 [1501D]; IL7 [1552D-53A]; 11,14 [1568A/B]; 1,17 [1576B/C]; 11,24
[1585C/DJ; 11,39 [1596C]; 1V 42 [1716C/D]; V,25 [1745D-48A)).

" QD 136,7-12 (Maximi confessoris quaestiones et dubia, ed. J.H. Declerck, Tumhout: Brepols, 1982
[CCG 10], p. 97: Son and Spirit as codio and {wn Evundotatog) / Amb. 7 (1077C: €1 AGYOG
£VOVOL0G KoL EVUTOGTOTOC); Amb. 23 (1260D: Adyog kol codio and AylaoTikt SUVAHLG
[spirit] as Opoovowx kol €vumootota) / Thal. 4839f (Maximi confessoris quaestiones ad
Thalassium, ed. C. Laga and C. Steel, vol. 1, Turnhout: Brepols 1980 [CCG 7], p. 333: son as SVVOHLG
EVLNOoTatog); Thal. 63,52 (ed. Laga / Steel, vol. 2, Turnhout: Brepols 1990 [CCG 22], p. 147: son as
Evundototog codloe kol Adyoc); Thal. 64,162f (CCG 22, p. 197: son as Evundotatog 00V
SVVOLLLG). In such contexts, Maximus can use DOECTAWE (Thal. 39,21 [CCG 7, p. 259] / Expos. or. dom.
239-242.444f [Maximi confessoris opuscula exegetica duo, ed. P. van Deun, Turnhout: Brepols 1991
(CCG 23), pp. 41.53]) / Amb. 18 [1132C}, Amb. 26 [1268A] / Cap. XV [1177B/1180A]) or
oVBUTOGTATOG (Amb. 5 [1049D]; Amb. 26 [1268A]; Op. 1 [16D.24C] / Disp. [321C]) as well.
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two complementary formulas are obviously designed to describe the complex and vivid
structure of the triad of hypostases in the unity of essence in a way excluding any
separation of the unique divine essence or substance from the three divine hypostases:
That is why the hypostatical aspect represented by UmopEic'®® is qualified as
‘substantial’, the monad as ‘three-hypostatic’, the triad as ‘consubstantial’ and the
substantial aspect represented by OVTOTING as £VLNOOTATOC. Thus, our term will be
most correctly translated in this passage as ‘hypostatically structured’.'®" This enables
Maximus to apply the distinction between VIOGTOOLE and EVUTOCTOTOG also to
trinitarian theology and to establish a univocal technical use of it in trinitarian and
Christological contexts, of course without having for that purpose to abandon the
traditional trinitarian use completely.

Two passages in Myst. and one in Thal. seem to resume what we have called
‘doxological’-use in our introductory sense, i.e. the approximation of our term to
aAnBelo-derivatives. This is particularly clear in Myst. 24 (704D), where Maximus
talks about our faith to participate in what we have to believe in this life kot
arnbelov Evumootdtwg ovT® Td mpdypott in the after-life. Accordingly, the
EVUTOCTOTOC TTioTIC in Thal. 25,31 is the true belief, i.e. that belief which has the
real object, the true, real God, and not the fictional one of the heretics’ AVVTOGTOTOG
TioTig (Acta 132B). Thus, the difficult passage Myst. 20 talks about the “true and real
adoption according to the gift and grace of the holy spirit”, not about the “persénlichen
und als solchen wirklichen Heiligen Geist[]”, as Balthasar decides to translate.'®

It is difficult to see how there is room for EVOMOGTATOC in Maximus’ elaborated
terminological system that provides perhaps the first coherent synopsis of trinitarian and
Christological teaching: The three trinitarian hypostases are OHOOVUG1OL, but

ETEPOVIOCTOTOL, the two natures of Christ are £TEPOOVCLOL,  but

"0 This connotation of VmapELg is confirmed rather than contradicted by Amb. 67 (1400D-1401A),
although F. Heinzer, Gottes Sohn, p. 95 n. 88 is right in emphasizing that Vop&Lg can also refer to the
ovotla-aspect in Maximus. A similar formula can be found in Myst. 23 (700D): pdvog ovGiag
TPLOVAOCTOTOV KOl TPLOG VITOOTAGEWY OOOVGLOV. Anastasius Sinaita, Hodegos XI,15-18 (CCG
8, p. 199) claims explicitly that UapELg can be used both instead of 0VG{ot and instead of VTGGTACLG
(for the justification of this claim cf. Uthemann’s extensive apparatus on those lines).

'8! Cf. H. U. v. Balthasar, Kosmische Liturgie. Zum Weltbild Maximus’ des Bekenners, Einsiedeln:
Johannes-Verlag 21961, p. 229: ,,durchhypostasiert™.

1% Kosmische Liturgie, p. 392. The sentence reads: ‘H 8¢ mavayio e xoi Oenti] 100 pEY&AOL Kod
paxopiov Oeoh kol IMotpdg EnixAnoig thg Sofnoopévng £vunootdtov Te kol EVOREPKTOV KOTA
Sdwpedv xai xapiv 10 &ylov Ivebpotog vioBeciog £oti odpforov (696C).
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3

opovndototor.'®® The trinity is characterized by a ¢uoikr TavtdTng (or

KOWOTNG) and a VTOGTOLTLKT] (or TPOSWTLKT) ETEPOTNG (or dS1oedopat), the person

164
% There are four

of Christ by a DTOGTATIKT] TLTOTNG and a GLCLKT E£TEPOTNG.
passages in Maximus’ works examining explicitly the meaning of our term, two of them
in a Christological context (Op. 16 [205A/B]; Ep. 15 [557D-560C]), and the other two
embodied in collections of definitions clearly betraying their design for Christological
purposes (Op. 14 [149B/C.152D]; Op. 23[a] [261A-264D]). However, the authenticity
of Op. 23 has in my opinion to be strongly doubted. If it really is a work of Maximus’, it
must be a very early one, rather an excerpt of Leontius’ of Byzantium than a proper
work. The long annotation in MSG 91,261D wants to save only the first paragraph
(261A) for Maximus by applying its definitions to physical science rather than to
theology and supposes a student of Maximus’ rather than the master himself to be
responsible for the rest. Indeed, all the parts of the text not literally copied from
Leontius of Byzantium'® display strong difficulties with regard to their content:

(1) The following explanation of £VUTOGTATOC is given in 261A8-11:

“€VUMOOTATOV signifies the very fact that something is in a hypostasis and does not subsist in
itself or by itself, i.e. that which does not come together in one entity from incomplete parts, but
which is perceived in the union of a complete and an incomplete part in the way of a
confusion”.

This might actually be, as the footnote supposes, an anthropological account of the
union of soul and body which Maximus in fact — motivated by his antimonophysite
polemics — did not conceive of according to the Nemesian-Leontian-tradition of
QCVYYVTOG gvawoic.'® Against Pyrrhus’ use of the anthropological paradigm to

confirm his monenergism he can claim that the substantial composition of body and

163 Cf. Op. 13 (148C); Ep. 15 (549A.552C.553B.569A/B); Myst. 7 (685A/B).

64 cf. Op. 13 as a whole (interpreted by Piret, Le Christ, pp. 105-155). The UROCTATLKY or
TPOCWTLKT] TaVTOTNG of Christ is one of Maximus® favourite expressions: Amb. 3 (1040C); Op. 4
(61C); Ep. 13 (516C.521B); Ep. 15 (556B.561B.572C); Ep. 2 ad Thomam (Le deuxiéme lettre & Thomas
de S. Maxime le confesseur, ed. P. Canart, in : Byzantion 34 [1964], [428-445] p. 435,104.106). Thal.
28,66f speaks of VIOCTATLKT] d10tpOPAl of the trinitarian persons.

15 261A1f = 1277D1f; 261A3f = 1277C13/D1; 261A12-B6 = 1277D3-9 (altered!); 261B10-12 =
1277D9-11; 261C4f = 1277D12f; 261C6-9 = 1277D11-13.1280A1; 261C10-264A2 = 1277D13-1280A1;
264A3-5=1277D 10-13; 264A6-9.12f = 1280A1-5; 264A14-B4 = 1280A5-8.

'% For the antimonophysite context cf. J.-M. Garrigues, La personne composée du Christ d’aprés saint
Maxime le Confesseur, in: Revue thomiste 74 (1974), (181-204) pp. 189-196; Madden, Composite
hypostasis, pp. 175-182. For the difference from Leontius of Byzantium cf. Balthasar, Kosmische
Liturgie, pp. 237-239; Thunberg, Microcosm, pp. 100-112.
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soul “destroys their existence itself and pushes them completely into non-existence”. '’
However, as their natural interdependence tying them together to constitute the species
‘man’ does not make them indistinguishable in essence (0VC1WONG Adyog; Ep. 12
[488B/C]), Maximus would have hardly accepted the title of a gVUyyvOLlg for their
union, as this would entail a complete destruction of the properties of both elements.'®®
(2) In 261A13-B7, Leontius’ text is adulterated in a way that allows for an identification
of €vumdototov and accident — diametrically opposed to Maximus® later
understanding of the passage.]69 Obviously, the author of Op. 23 is very fond of the
colour/shape-example'’® and pushes its application so far as altering Leontius’ text in
order to equalize the ontological status of the £VOTOGTOTOV and those qualities.
(3) The excerpt does not include 1280A12-B7 — the key passage for Maximus’ mature
interpretation, as our analyses of the remaining Maximus-texts will prove.
After all, we are dealing either with a very early and immature attempt of Maximus to
understand Leontius, or the work is in fact — similar to the Loci communes — nothing
but a later compilation falsely attributed to Maximus. In both cases the work should not
be referred to in interpreting Maximus’ mature Christology.
The collection of definitions in Op. 14 the authenticity of which has also been
doubted'”" does not show similar shortcomings. In contrast, 149B/C and 152D-153A
display the structure of the twofold £VUTTOCTOTOV gained from Leontius’ distinction
between two kinds of hypostases (1280A12-B7) and occurring — probably most clearly
outlined — also in Ep. 15 (557D-560A): £vunooTOTOG is either the species in its
individuals or the natures of a composite hypostasis. What Maximus does in those two
passages is to distinguish a twofold act of hypostatical realization: Either a species

realizes itself naturally in its individuals, or it realizes itself together with another

7 Disp. (336C): TO 8¢ xat olboiow wuyng kol ocwdpatog &V avtd 0 elval oUTWY
Avpoaiveton, eig avunapEioay adto novieln ©8ovv. For a fuller exposition see Amb. 7 (1100A-
1101C).

'8 Eor a short account of the Christian reception of the Stoic theory of mixture cf. G.C. Stead, Philosophy
in Christian Antiquity, Cambridge: CUP 1994, pp. 208-210; for a more extensive one cf. R. Sorabji,
Matter, Space and Motion. Theories in Antiquity and their sequel, Ithaca: Comell University Press 1988,
pp. 79-119.

19 Cf. Op. 16 (205A/B): tvundatatoy, tva un ¢ cupPéRnkog Emwoia povy AopBdvntot. In
Op. 14 and Ep. 15, the accident is not mentioned in the relevant context, but the example of the species
(149C; 560A) makes clear that Maximus does not intend an identification of EVUTOOTOTOV and
accident.

70 Cf. 261B11-13 (he knows about the philosophical axiom!); 261C10-264A2; 264A11-13. Maximus
reflects this example only in Op. 16 (204A-D), immediately before assuring that £VOTdGTOLTOV is by no
means an accident (cf. ab. n. 150). For his approval of the philosophical axiom behind it cf. Ep. 6 (425C).
7! Cf. Uthemann, Anthropologisches Paradigma, pp. 301f, n. 90.
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species in a composite hypostasis which is not the result of physical species-procreation.
This distinction reflects Maximus’ central antimonophysite insight concerning the
difference between a natural composite hypostasis like man and a non-natural one the
only example of which is Our Lord Jesus Christ himself.' "

In Leontius of Byzantium, the latter case was described as “what consists of different
natures and possesses a common existence simultaneously and in each other [...], on the
grounds that neither of the two natures or substances is perceived by itself, but (only)
accompanied by the other it is composed and grown together with (UETO. TTG
CUYKEWEYG Kol cUUmeduKving).” (1280A/B) Maximus describes it the
following way:

“Again, €VUMOOTOTOV is what is composed and coexisting (CUYKElUEVSY 1€ KOl
oVVUPLOTAULEVOV) with another substantially different entity to the constitution of a single
person and is never ever perceived by itself.” (149C)

“The proprium of an EVUTOGTOTOV is to be perceived together with another substantially
different entity in one hypostasis according to an indissoluble unity.” (149D-153A)
“€VUNOCTOTOV is [...] what is composed with a substantially different entity in order to create
a whole. As far as it is distinct by the properties marking it off from its substantial cognates, it is
united and identified with what it is hypostatically composed (CUYKELLEVOV) with. For by the
properties which mark it off from its cognates it is not distinguished 100 CUYKEWEVOL kOB’
EVWOLY KOl CLVVOEGTOTOC” (557D-560A)

Obviously Maximus considers Leontius® [eTA, 1TNC OCUYKEIWLEVNG KOl
ouUTEPLVKVING to be not only the key-phrase to understand what is meant by
EVUNOCTOTOV in Leontius, but also to describe the composite hypostasis of Christ very
appropriately. It reoccurs several times in Maximus’ works, often varied by
cvvudiotooBat instead of copdvew,” although Maximus is quite fond of using

174

the corresponding noun cuduia in the Christological context.” " Nevertheless, there

1s a crucial difference between Maximus and Leontius: Whereas Leontius’ platonic
anthropology enables him to present the composite hypostasis of man as an outstanding
example for the second, Christological case, man exclusively belongs to the first

category for Maximus, the second one being exclusively reserved for the LOVOTOLTOG

12 Cf. e.g. Ep. 12 (488A-492C) and the references ab. n. 166.

' Cf eg Amb. 5 (1060A/B: undetépoc NG Guoikng Ekdotng &vepyeiog [...] ¢
OUYKEILEVNE Kol cuvudesTaionc Srakekpiupévn); Ep. 12 (501C: petd TnNg CULYKEWEVNG
Kol cvunedukviog); Ep. 19 (593B/C: pi1e [...] TNE TOU CUYKEWEVOL KOl CUVUHESTIOTOS
[scil. SuvApEwWC] KEXOPLOUEVTIV).

' Cf. e.g. Op. 2 (48B); Op. 6 (65B.68C); Op. 7 (81D.88A); Op. 8 (100C.101A.108C); Op. 9 (117B); Op.
16 (197A); Op. 20 (236A). The term is traditionally employed (by Maximus’ icon Gregory of Nazianzen,
Gregory of Nyssa and Leontius of Byzantium!) both in the trinitarian (Cf. Maximus, Cap. XV [1177A];
Lampe, Patristic Greek Lexicon, s.v. [1292a] B1) and Christological context (Lampe, ibid. [1292a/b] B2).
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incarnate Logos (Ep. 13 [532B/C]). Leontius’ Platonism ignores the physical
constitution of a human being and describes the embodiment of soul as a quasi-
incamation accomplished by a special act of divine power (Epilysis 1940B) and can
thus push the parallel between man and Christ pretty far. As a consequence, the relation
between man’s metaphysical membership of a class and his physical composition of
two substantially different elements (in Balthasar’s terms: his metaphysical and physical
composition) is reduced to the unexplained brutum factum that there are several soul-
body composites forming a class while there is only one divine-human composite
without class. By differentiating between natural and non-natural composite hypostases
Maximus overcame this problem and put a final stop to the monophysite abuse of the
anthropological paradigm.'”

How, then, does the term E£VUMOCTOTOC fit into the terminological framework
mentioned in the beginning? A comparison of the passages from Ep. 15 and Amb. 1
(1036B/C) might provide the answer. In trinitarian theology, it is as important to
maintain that a hypostasis £VOVG10¢ is not necessarily an OVGio of its own, as it is in
Christology to prove that a $VU01Lg EVURTOCTATOC is not necessarily a hypostasis of its
own (cf. Op. 16 [205A]). Hence, £VOMOCTOTOC and E£VOVGC10¢ describe the
relationship of nature and hypostasis a parte naturae and a parte subsistentiae. The
substantiality of a hypostasis can either be unique (in the case of ‘natural hypostases’)
or twofold (in the case of Christ), whereas the hypostatical realization of a nature can
either be uniform (in case of the natural procreation of species-individuals) or in form of
a hypostatical coexistence with another nature (in case of Christ). How this relationship
has to be specified in metaphysical categories has been profoundly discussed among
Maximus-scholars since V. Lossky’s objection against Balthasar’s application of the
essence-existence-distinction to  Maximus’  nature-hypostasis-concept.'’®  Riou,
Garrigues and Piret are all side with Lossky in claiming that OOG10t never means pure
essence as actually distinguished from existence in Maximus.!”” As Balthasar envisages
the actual distinction between essence and existence only as a possible consequence of
Maximus® system and stresses the vivid interdependence and inseparability of both

otherwise,'”® their criticism is at least partly unjustified. Nevertheless, when Balthasar —

13 Cf. the references ab. n. 166.

16 Cf. Madden, Composite hypostasis, p. 190.

Riou, L’Eglise, p. 79 n.1; Garrigues, Personne composée, pp. 191 n.51. 197-200; Piret, Le Christ, pp.
30-37. 200f.

'"® Kosmische Liturgie, pp. 223-224.245f.

177
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relying mainly on Junglas — interprets £VUTOCTATOC as “mittleren Existenzgrad
zwischen Nichtsein (oder akzidentellem Sein) und voller hypostatischer Existenz” or
“mittlerer Seinstufe zwischen Natursein und hypostatischem Sein”,'” he should have
clarified more emphatically that this refers at best to the tradition before Maximus, not
to the Confessor himself. For Maximus, Piret is certainly right in maintaining that the
EVUTOGTOTOY “n’est pas un intermédiaire réel entre ’hypostase et son ousie. Elle
[I’enhypostasie] n’ajoute rien au rapport strict de I’ousie et de I’hypostase, et ne fait pas
nombre avec lui; elle vise au contraire a circonscrire I’étre et le subsister dans ce rapport
lui-méme”."®

The third text from Op. 16 (205A/B) transfers our term explicitly into the context of the
monotheletic discussion. Maximus reacts here to a monotheletic transformation of the
‘no nature without hypostasis’ objection claiming that a nature which is OUK
QVEVEPYTTOG presupposes necessarily an EVEPYWV of this nature, i.e. an acting
(human or divine) hypostasis. If Op. 23 (261C-264A) is really spurious, this is the only
passage where Maximus is explicitly referring to this objection, whereas his
antimonophysite treatises are concerned with other topics like the separating force of the
number two or the impossibility of a remaining two natural qualities without its proper
subjects, the two natures.'®' Here, it is the Monothelites whom he has to remind that
making a hypostasis of the ¢UOLC OVK GVUNACTATOC or an OLOLQ of the
VIOGTOCLS OVK OVoUGLO¢ would separate the trinity into three substances and
would force the two natures of Christ together into one (205A). For, as the tradition of
the holy fathers teaches,

“the ‘not AVLTOGTOTOV’ does not make a hypostasis of the nature, but an EvundcTotov, for
the sake of not perceiving it in mere thought like an accident, but in actual fact like a species.
Accordingly, the ‘not AvoVvo10v does not make an 0VGL0 of the hypostasis, but represents it
as an £VOVOLOV, so that we do properly not conceive of it as a pure property, but together the
subject of this property. Just like here the EVUTOCTOTOV means the EVUMOPKTOV, and
£VOTOPKTOV is what participates in substantial and natural Vmop&rg, the &vepydv or
EVEPYNTIKOV there signifies properly the £vdvvopov, and €vdUvapov is what has a
substantial and natural dSVvopLg.” (205A/B)

Whereas the first part of this quotation perfectly confirms what we have said about

Maximus’ integration of our term into his terminological system above, the second part

17 Ibid., pp. 228.237. Cf. Helmer, Neuchalkedonismus, p. 230: ,Zwischenbegriff zwischen Hypostase
und Natur* (with regard to Pamphilus).

"0 Le Christ, p. 172 cf. p. 185 .

"' The texts are gathered by Garrigues, Personne composée, p. 191 n.54. For the natural qualities in
Severus cf. Lebon, Christologie, pp. 536-542.
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seems to offer something new. Why does Maximus resume the substitution of
EVOTOPKTOV for EVUOGTOTOV we already encountered in Ps-Basil and Ephrem of
Amid?'®? Obviously, he intends a substitution of SVvalg for £vépyelo. paralleling
that of Umap&lg for LTOGTOLO1C. The reason for this suggests itself: If the Evépyela
of Christ’s human nature is conceived of as natural OQUVQLLG, it can no longer be
confused with a human £vepywv, i.e. a secénd human hypostasis in Christ. Maximus
wants to exclude the possibility of a separate actualisation of the human nature
independent from that of the divine Logos. The sense of the VOCTACC- VapELe-
substitution can thus only be to exclude the possibility of a separate subsistence of the
human nature independent from that of the divine Logos. Might this be a trace of the
wider sense of VMOGTAGCLE / £VUMOCTOTOV we have encountered in John the
Grammarian and the De sectis? This wider sense was classified in Ammonius’ parallel
distinction to signify the AmwAm¢ UmopELy, i.e. the mere existence without respect to

83 .
However, if

substantiality or non-substantiality, dependence or independence.'
Maximus really alludes to this tradition, he accepts it in a fundamentally corrected form:
The Vmap&€ig of Christ’s human nature must not be confused with that of an accident
and thus to be specified as OVCLWONG. It is by all means the hypostatical realisation of
a species which has to be ascribed to Christ’s humanity. Its ontological status can never
be adequately determined by a concept of existence wide enough to comprise also the
accident.

As to Maximus’ use of the isubsistence formula, it occurs in several non-christological
contexts: It describes of course the relationship of accidents to their subject,'®* that of

185

parts to their whole,'® that of the soul to the body,'®® and also that of universal natures

82 Cf. ab. n. 80 and also Maximus himself, Myst. 20 (ab. n. 162).

'3 Cf. ab. n. 30. Anastasius Sinaita will describe this wider sense by 10 Ondpyov or &xwv VmapELy
TitoL ovsiow respectively (Hodegos 11, 3,120-122; CCG 8, p. 58). Ibid., X.2,3,1-16 (p. 163) he discusses
a similar supposition of Vmop&Lg for hypostasis suggested by the Monophysites. Cf. also Doctrina
patrum, p. 39,19-24 (on the difference of 0VGict and $pVOLG according to pagan philosophers): To tfig
obotag dvopa onpaviikdy dépyxel Tig AnAdG OV Sviav drdpEews TovtEoTv adToD 0D AIAMG
elvot 1@V dvtov. elval yéap Aéyovion kai & dyyehog kel 6 AiBog kol t& Aownd wévra. 10010V 0DV
100 GrA®G elvat, 0D kowvdg mévto petéxovot, onpoviikdv €0t T Tiig oboiag dvopa. (resumed on
p. 40,2f).

18 Cf e.g. Amb. 67 (1400C); CT IL,3 (1125D); Op. 1 (25D); Ep. 12 (473D-476D.485B/C). However,
VPLoTaoBoL £V is also used for divine attributes which cannot count as accidents (cf. Op. 21 [249A]):
Thal. 55,158 (CCG 7, p. 489); OrDom 192f (CCG 23, p. 37). Amb. 22 (1256D-1257C) even decribes the
universal inexistence of God, of the One in the many, in an almost Proclan manner.

"5 Cf. e.g. Amb. 10,32 (1169C).

'8 Ep. 7 (436D-437B); Amb. 42 (1337A) cf. ibid. 1324A (not ko® ' ¥OTO).
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to their particular instances.'®” With regard to its use in the Christological context,
Thunberg’s statement that Maximus “combines his acceptance of Neo-Chalcedonian
formulations and positions [...] with a more strict Chalcedonian dialectic”'® holds
absolutely true. Maximus claims the flesh to be “in” the Logos several times using

190
2 However,

different formulations'®® for this and even quotes the letter to Jovianus.
since a quasi-accidental relationship of the human nature to the divine super-subject of
the Logos 1s completely alien to Maximus’ Christological concept, he favoured a more
immediate connection of natures and hypostasis expressed either by the copula or by a
genitive: Christ is the hypostasis of his natures, he is “nothing else but his natures”.'!
Nevertheless, his individual phrasing of the insubsistence formula deserves a closer
look: His favourite verb seems to be AapLBolveY €v. However, what the flesh “takes”
or “receives” in the logos is not only hypostasis, subsistence, but also TO £lvol which
is explained in Ep. 15 (553D) as T1jv $Vo1. Maximus’ theory of Christ’s composite
hypostasis is not restricted to providing an explanation of how Jesus’ humanity can
subsist, if it is not an independent hypostasis, but also comprises an account of its
coming to be, as for Maximus only this account can also solve the subsistence problem

properly. According to Maximus, the Logos replaced the male seed,'®? which according

87 Cf. e.g. Amb. 10,42 (1189C-1192A); Amb. 41 (1312A-D); Ep. 13 (517D).

' Microcosm, p. 50.

18 Amb. 5 (1052B: 00k ovbOVIEGTOTOV dovelooy [scil npocknd)ﬁexcow pvow], outéont me’
eowmv QAN &V aVT® 1o ka® GANfsiow Ty oVoLWBEVTL B Aoym 10 elval
Ac.povoo); Op 4 (61B &V EKelvw [sc11 Aoym] KO(.‘COL v ocmnv Kol plov vndotaow
YEYOLOG [.. ] ocua T ElvoL qmcucwg Kol 10 VrooTvaL Geucmg £V aOTQ Kxnpmoausvov)
Op 7 (76B: &v 1® Aoym [...] ovong tereiwg); Op. 8 (93B: ysvouevov &V oOTo T AdY® Kol
1 ocodla kaf Evwow oc&occnotcm)g) Ep. 12 (468A/B oud 'wg v pmn oq)BonXuou
npowtocwoow OAL &V ot 103 Bew kol Adyw kol 0 €won kai 10 vnocmvou
AroBovoo); Ep. 15 (553D: &v atw v dvow Aafovong xal Ty HIOcTaoL, TOVTESTL 10
ewai 18 kol 10 VgecTavay; 560C: &v adtw kol S§t° ovtdv Aapovoa TOV EWOL THY
yevecw) Cf. also Op. 24 (269C): 1} Lwomoog cocpE_, [...] v anw €oxe 10 Oew Adyw TOVIX
10, VIEpPual TN 1diag pvoewc.

1% Op. 16 (197B); cf. also the allusion in Ep. 15 (552D: dua. — dipot — Gipo).

! Disp. (289B); cf. Heinzer, Gottes Sohn, pp. 90f; P. Piret, Christologie et théologie trinitaire chez
Maxime le Confesseur d’aprés sa formule des natures ‘desquelles, en lesquelles et lesquelles et le Christ’,
in; Heinzer / Schonborn, Symposium, pp. 215-222 (more extensive in Le Christ, pp. 203-240). According
to Bausenhart, Stinde, p. 170 n. 3, Piret has missed ep. 19 (593A/B) and op. 3a (edited by Epifanovic).
The genitive can be found in the following passages: Amb. 4 (1044D); Amb. 5 (1052C); Op. 1 (36B); Op.
8 (95B); Disp. 296D; Ep. 2 ad Thomam (Byz 34, 439,164). Ibid. 435,109-111, Maximus says that the
flesh has the Logos as a hypostasis (AOTOV [...] E5% €V VTOCTACLY).

2 Cf. Amb. 2 (1037A); Amb. 5 (1049B.1052D); Op. 4 (60A.61B); Ep. 14 (537 A); Ep. 15 (553D); Ep.
19 (592C/D); Ep ad Thom (435,107-122). Maximus uses the phrases OTOPOLC SLKnv avtl OTOpaLC, £V
€i8el omopdAlg or omopo. YiveaBaut, but — as far as I see — never Theodoretus’ OLOVEL BE10G GTOPOG
(cf. ab. n. 101). Did he develop the idea independently from this source? As the Theodoretus-passage was
contained in one of the florilegia of Leontius of Byzantium’s CNE (cf. Declerck’s appartus on Panhoplion
IIL,31-33; CCG 19, p. 145), Maximus should have been at least superficially acquainted with it.
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to Aristotelian biology exerts the forming power upon the female menstrual blood
which plays the role of matter in this process:

“[Min fact the male provides both the form and the source of movement while the female
provides the body, i.e. the matter. Just as in the setting (Tn&1¢; B.G.) of milk, while the body is

the milk, the curdling-juice or rennet is the container of the source that constitutes it, so is that

which comes from the male when it is partitioned in the female”.'”’

The comparison of the formation of an embryo with the curdling of milk already occurs
in Job 10:10"** and again — in a fashion definitely influenced by Aristotelian philosophy
—1in Sap 7:1f: “In the womb of a mother I was molded into flesh, within the period of
ten months curdled (mToyeic) in blood by the seed of a man during the pleasure of
marriage”. As this biblical authorization made Aristotle’s theory very widespread

* a very tempting suggestion would be to connect the

among Christian authors,’
Christological use of the verb (GULL-) TiyvvoBal to be found in Maximus and other
authors'®® with the curdling-analogy and translate by ‘to be curdled’ or ‘condensed’.
However, a more detailed examination of the relevant context — especially if one takes
into account the parallels in John of Damascus — seems to reveal a different analogy
behind the verb: UL YYvoBal is understood rather mechanically in the sense of

composing parts — in this case: body-parts or organs — to a stable unity.'”’ In this sense

the verb can already be found in the Christological discussions of the late fourth century

193 Aristotle, De generatione animalium I 729a9-14. The translation is taken from De partibus animalium I
and De Generatione animalium I (with passages from II,1-3), translated with notes by D.M. Balme,
Oxford: Clarendon Press 21992, p. 51. For Aristotle’s further development and foundation of his theory
cf. 726 ©1-24.728b32-729a33.730a24-b32 (pp. 45£.51-55 in Balme’s translation). For suvey of the ancient
conceptions of generation and embryology cf. H. Balss, Die Zeugungslehre und Embryologie in der
Antike. Eine Ubersicht, in: Quellen und Studien zur Geschichte der Naturwissenschaften und der Medizin
5 (1936), (1-82) pp. 10-14.35-40.42-45. For a more detailed account of Aristotle’s theory cf. E. Lesky,
Die Zeugungs- und Vererbungslehren der Antike und ihr Nachwirken, Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner 1950,
pp. 1349-1351.1358-1365. The milk-analogy and the verb (oup)n1jiyvuaBou is treated ibid., pp. 1308f
(Corpus Hippocraticum).1361f (Aristotle).

% Also in this passage, we can find &nnEoc as a varia lectio to &tUpwooc. A fragment of
Chrysostomus’ exegesis of the passage paraphrases explains the TvpoLV by cvpmnriyvvofot (MSG 64,
608A).

%5 Cf. J.H. Waszink, Art. Embryologie A II. Jiidisch / B. Christlich, in: RAC IV (1959), col. 1241-1244.
Accordingly, at least since Denys, De divinis nominibus 11,9, ed. B.R. Suchla, Berlin: De Gruyter 1990
(PTS 33), p. 133,5-12 (cf. Lampe, s.v. 0lpuc [SOa] I F) the mopBevikal oliplortor are considered as the
matter in the process of Christ’s generation (cf. Maximus, Op. 4 [60A]; Amb.5 [1049B]; cf. also Amb. 42
[1321B]). For the further development of this Logos-seed-theory cf. bel. nn. 298-305 on John of
Damascus. .

1% Cf. Amb. 7 (1097B); Amb. 61 (1385D) and bel. n. 198.

7 Cf. Galen’s expression TpadTn oVUTNELG for the original ‘putting-together’ or constitution of an
animal (e.g. De usu partium 14,7; ed. G. Helmreich, vol. 2, Leipzig: Teubner 1909, p. 307,24f [Kiihn IV,
pp. 172f]: opposition of the universal genus of an animal and 10d8e 10D {Gov T0D dtépov cvpnhélg /
De causis morborum; ed. C. G. Kiihn, vol. 7, Leipzig: Knobloch 1824 [repr. Hildesheim: Olms 1965], p.
25 / De marcore, ed. Kiihn, vol. 7, p. 678). Philoponus explains a too early dissolution of this GUUTNELG
of an animal relating it to ist basic principles, the male and female seed in his commentary on De gen. et
corr. 336b20 (CAG XIV/2, 295,8-296,10).
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in descriptions of the formation of the man Jesus in the womb of Mary.'98 In Maximus,
there are some signs of an ecclesiological extension of this notion: The Logos not only
‘composes’ or ‘compacts’ the parts of his human nature, soul and body, but via this
assumption he also ‘composes’ the human individuals forming the body of the Holy
Church.'”® However, the aspect of central relevance for Maximus’ Christology is
another one:

This new way of birth is decisive for Christ’s TpOTO¢ VTOPEEWC, i.e. for his new way
of being human,”® as being begotten by human seed indicates the human TPOTOG as

' This new TpOTOC, not a

subject to sin and thus to death: oTwopal entails $OopAL.
quasi-accidental inherence of his human nature, integrates both of Christ’s natures
without doing any harm to their substantial AOYOC and thus constitutes the unity of his
hypostasis. The immediate coincidence of the coming to be of the man Jesus and the
incamation of the divine Logos, i.e. the exclusion of a human seed and a
TPOILONAQCLS of this man, constitutes a hypostasis which because of its direct divine

1202

origin is “complétement filialisée””"*. Its human existence is elevated on a new level

characterized by the novelty of divine subsistence (UTooTnVAL Betkmc). 2"
How is this insubsistence concept related to Maximus’ use of £VunécTaToC? In
explaining EVUNOCTOTOC, he speaks of insubsistence only with respect to the case of

natural hypostatical realisation,”®® whereas the Christological case is specified as co-

1% Cf. Gregory of Nazianzen, Carmina dogmatica 10 (MSG 37,464D-465A) / Ps-Athanasius, De sancta
trinitate dialogi (MSG 28,1253B) / Ps-Athanasius, Dialogi contra Macedonianos IT (MSG 28,1336A). In
Nemesius, De natura hominis 25; ed. M. Morani, Leipzig: Teubner 1987, p. 87,5-7 the verb is used to
describe the formation of the skin layers around the embryo, the Chorion and the Allantois, as curdling
around the teats in the womb (cf. Balss, Zeugungslehre, pp. 45f). In the sixth century, it appears in a
relevant context e.g. in Anastasius I. of Antioch’s sermon on the incamation (cf. T. Hainthaler’s survey of
his Sermon on the incarnation in Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus 1I/3, p. 387). The earliest christian
reference I could find is Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus 1,6,38,3; ed. O. Stihlin, Leipzig: Hinrichs
1905 (GCS 12), p. 113.

% Cf. Amb. 7 (1097B): fjudg dwol g £§ nucov dyilog odtov oaprcog (ocnsp 3 ' amopyng
EQVTO cvwm&auevou / Amb. 61 (1385D): mv owepcomvnv dvow £v Eovtm nn&auevog
EVAioEL 'cn Koo Unoc‘coccw / Ep. 12 (504B): autrjv (scil. EKkAnoiow) cmwm?;auevou 1€ Kol
QPHOCOUEVOV TOV XPLSTOV.

200 On the distinction between AOY0g dVOEMC and 1pomog VIopEewe in Maximus cf. Riou, L'Eglise,
pp- 73-88; Heinzer, Gottes Sohn, pp. 29-58.117-145.

“V Cf. e.g. Amb. 31 (1276A); Amb. 41 (1313C/D); Amb. 42 (1317C.1341C); QD 113,19f (CCG 10, p.
84).

292 Garrigues, Personne composée, p. 202.

29 Maximus never explicitly identifies the trinitarian and the human Tpdnog VTApEewe of the Logos,
as YEWNTOG is definitely not the same as LGTOPOC. However, both predicates coincide with respect to
the immediate and direct divine ongm On this problem cf. Heinzer, Gottes Sohn, pp. 137-145.

204 Op 14 (149A: 10 &v TOLQ O ' QOTOV ATOHOLG TPOLYILOTIKDC ‘l)¢l0"€0t|,l8v0v 153A: 10 £V
A TOUOLG ¢'UO'LK(DQ TUYYOVELY KD ' wcocp&w) Ep. 15 (557D -560A: 'co kad o010 pEv 0VSoNOC
VOLOTOPEVOY, £V AAAOLG BE BEwPOVULEVOY, (G E180¢ £V TOLG VI ' ALUTO GLTOHOLE).
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subsistence. However, in Ep. 15 (560B/C) he maintains that Christ’s human nature is no
means an independent hypostasis, is not perceived by itself for a single moment, but is
EVUIIOOTOTOG W £V aOT® Kal 81 ' adTov AaBovoa Tov eVl THY YEVESLY.
Even more clearly than in Leontius of Jerusalem, the reason for and mode of (®¢) the
hypostatical realization of Christ’s human nature (its being £VUTOGTOTOC) is described
here by the insubsistence formula — of course in its Maximian transformation. The
rapport between nature and hypostasis or AOY0¢ dVOEWC and TPOTOG VRAPEEWG
referred to by the term EVLROGTOTOC is thus well describable as insubsistence, not
only in case of the natural, but also in case of the Christological realization of the
human nature, provided that any connotation of (quasi-) accidental inherence or
asymmetry is ruled out. This is the reason, why Maximus, inspired mainly by Leontius
of Byzantium but possibly also by his namesake from Jerusalem, prefers co-
subsistence-formulas with regard to the Christological case and, in the end, detaches the
insubsistence formula completely from its original asymmetric Apollinarian context. As
the ‘no nature without hypostasis’ objection seems to be less urgent for him than it was
for the authors of the early sixth century — John Maxentius dedicates an entire
_antimonophysitic treatise to a refutation of this obj ection®®® — he can feel free to develop
a coherent trinitarian-christological terminological system attributing to the term
EVUTIOCTOTOG the same function in both theological contexts. Hence, Maximus’ use of
our term shows no special connection whatsoever to the ontologiéal status of Christ’s
human nature or to the insubsistence formula understood in its original Apollinarian
sense, but his terminological system coherently integrates Leontius of Byzantium’s
distinction between UVNOCTOGL and €vundotatov and widely invalidates the

equation x EVUTOCTOTOV = hypostasis of x.

8. Anastasius Sinaites (and the Doctrina patrum)

Even if D. Serruys’ and F. Diekamp’s suggestion of Anastasius Sinaites as one possible
candidate for the authorship of the Doctrina patrum de incarnatione verbi*®® has lost
much of its credit among scholars since J. Stiglmayr’s attempt to refute this

suggestion,””’ a further comparision between Anastasius and the Doctrina seems to be

205 Responsio contra Acephalos qui ‘post adunationem’ stulte ‘unam’ profitentur ‘in Christo naturam’
(ACO1V/2, 12-14).

2% Cf. Diekamp’s introduction, pp. LXXXIII-LXXXVII and CPG 7781.

7 Der Verfasser der Doctrina Patrum de incarnatione verbi, in: ByZ 18 (1909), (14-40) pp.17-21. His
positive identification of the Doctrina-compiler with Anastasius Apocrisiarius, a pupil of Maximus,
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necessary for two reasons: Firstly, Stiglmayr’s arguments against the ascription of the
Doctrina to the Sinai-monk fail to work out the theological differences. Stiglmayr
mentions only one divergence of systematic relevance: Following Maximus, the
Doctrina-compiler assumes a twofold energy in Christ, whereas Anastasius — following
Cyril’s account of the divisio vocum — affirms a threefold one.”®® His other arguments
rely on the fact that the antimonophysite polemics of the Hodegos simply lack the
foundation in both heretical and orthodox sources the compiler of the Doctrina would
have been able to provide. Secondly, contrasting the Sinai-monk with the Doctrina is in
my opinion a very convienient way for a more exact presentation of his theological
profile.

Two major systematic differences between Anastasius and the Doctrina seem to be
relevant in this context:

(1) The antiphilosophical stance Anastasius displays in the Hodegos claiming the
transfer of philosophical definitions to the mystery of Trinity and incarnation to be the
source of all heresy’® is irreconcilable with the Doctrina-compiler’s freedom in
entering into philosophical discussions and employing philosophical concepts in order

to clarify theological matters.'°

demands further examination. For the acceptance of Stiglmayr’s suggestion cf. the “Nachtrdge” in the
second edition of the Doctrina, p. 369.

2% Ibid., p. 18. Cf. esp. Hodegos I, 2,76-124 (CCG 8, pp. 14-16) and Op. VIII (CCG 12, pp. 125-134).

29 Cf. 1, 3,41-79 (CCG 8, pp. 19-22); 11,3,3-17 (Ibid., pp. 31£); VI,2 (pp. 99-103); VIIL1,11-42 (pp. 114-
116). 5,112-127 (pp. 132f); IX,2,65-78 (pp. 141f). Accordingly, the opponents are called “philosopher”
(VIL2,21; p. 109 / X,2,18; p. 163) in an obviously pejorative sense. Cf. also the 7 chapter against the
Monophysites (K.-H. Uthemann, Antimonophysitische Aporien des Anastasius Sinaites, in: ByZ 74
[1981], [11-26], p. 24): OL ¢rA0CSGMC, LAALOV &€ AGOdWC AEYOVTEG. ..

210 The £EwBev PLAOGOPOL — obviously respectable authorities for this compiler — are referred to several
times (pp. 44,12.18; 45,11 {alteration of Pamphilus’ text]; 137,20f [inserted in Maximus’ text]; 192,1f
[inserted in the De sectis-text]; 218,20; 219,1), longer passages from Elias and Stephen of Alexandria (pp.
201,3-202 cf. Elias, In Isagog.; CAG XVIIV/1, 83,31-84,5.85,4-7.86,2-13 / pp. 202,9-206,16 cf.
Stephanus, In De int.; CAG XVIII/3, 23,28-20. 61,9-28 [I could not find a parallel to 203,18-204 about
privation and habit]) are quoted in pretty free adaptation, the chapter on the difference of ¢p¥o1¢ and
VIOOTOOLG contains two scholia conscribed by the compiler himself on the meaning of those terms
kool Tovg £EmBEY ¢rhoc0dovg and several passages on philosophical terminology from Heraclian
and Pamphilus (chap. 6, t. XVI-XXII; pp. 39-47), the chapters 26 and 28 present philosophical
discussions about the problem of universals and a description of concepts of potentiality and actuality,
habit and privation. The extensive discussion of Philoponus’ account of nature, hypostasis and universals
(chap. 36) was added by a later redactor (cf. introd. pp. XXX VII-XXXIX). G. Richter, Die Dialektik des
Johannes von Damaskos. Eine Untersuchung des Textes nach seinen Quellen und seiner Bedeutung, Ettal:
Buch-Kunstverlag 1964, p. 155 n. 384 claims the t. XVI referred to above to be dependent on the final
chapter of Anastasius’ Quaestiones et Responsiones as they are presented in MSG 89 (824B/C).
According to Richard’s analysis of the manuscript-tradition of those Quaestiones, this is already
impossible for chronological reasons (Les veritables ‘Questions et Réponses’ d’Anastase le Sinaite, in:
Opera Minora III, Turnhout: Brepols 1977, [43-56] pp. 41.52f).
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(2) Anastasius’ central argument against the Monophysites which perfectly justifies in
his eyes the distinction between nature and person is a very wide conception of nature
not entailing any necessity of hypostatical realization. According to Ps-Clement of

211 Anastasius defines nature as 1 TOV TPAYHOT®Y AANBELQ, a ‘real

Alexandria,
thing’ the reality of which does not necessarily imply a hypostasis or person of its
own.?'? In contrast, the Doctrina-chapters on nature and hypostasis (especially 6 and 22)
neither show a single trace of this argumentation nor do they include the citation from
Ps-Clement.

At all events, Stiglmayr’s affirmation of the defective foundation of Anastasius’
polemics™? is perfectly verified in comparing what Anastasius and the Doctrina-
compiler have to say about the term £VUROCTOTOC. Examining the latter’s work, one
could get the impression that the entire present study is futile, as almost all the material
we have analysed above was already gathered by this late sixth or early seventh century
compiler: Without his quotations from Eulogius of Alexandria, not a single Greek
fragment of John the Grammarian’s apology would be left, of course including the
paragraph on the twofold meaning of hypostasis or £vunoctotov.”'* He also handed
down to us the name of the author of the ‘Panhoplion’ quoting three passages from it
including Pamphilus’ statement about the possibility of ¢VCeLg (not oVGiOL)
GVUTGGTOTOL, but omitting his exposition of £vundotatog.*'® Although the famous

passage from Leontius of Byzantium’s CNE is also not included — the original Doctrina

2 Apud (Ps-)Maximum, Op. 23 (264B). For further parallels cf. Uthemann’s apparatus on Hodegos
1,2,22-25 (CCG 8, pp. 11f).

212 ps.Clement’s (cf. Hodegos 1,3,73-79; pp. 21f ) definition is to be found verbatim in VIIL,2,9f (p. 117).
69f (p. 120). 5,22 (p. 129) and 68f (p. 131). Variants of it are 10 O'LM]Bég npaypa (1,2,22£.25; pp. 11£/
VIILS,73f; p. 131), otknémg npolypotog vmapEig (11,3,4; p.31), 10 €v aanBeiq Ov (11,3,7; p. 31/
3,41 ; p. 33), TV mtonpxovtwv ot?mOata (IL,3,9f ; > PP- 31t) ), oc?meewc (VIIL5,26£.33; p. 129/ 49; p.
130 / 76-91; p.131), 10 TPAYUO TO TEGVKOG Kl VIOPYOV £V dAndeiqe (VIILS,120-122; p. 133).
¢voel is explained as (EV) AANBelq or kotol OATOelay in 11,3,19-22 (p. 32). 43-45 (p. 33);
VIIL,2,29-63 (pp. 118-120); VIIL5,24f (p. 129). 82-85 (p. 131) and XIV,2,9 (p. 259), $voLKOV as 10
aAnBig aAnBeg yvwpl{duevov (11,7,3; p. 60), dAnBov (VIII,5,38£.43f, p. 130) or 10, AATOT TWOY
TPoYLoTwy (ibid. 41). The phrase ¢pvoLg 1fyovv (11101) AANOELN occurs twice in Anastasius’ text
(X.2,4,21£27; p. 170 / XIIL6,118; p. 236) and once in a quotation from Ammonius of Alexandria
(XIV,1,11; p. 256) which cannot be verified otherwise. Could it be a forgery of Anastasius’ just like the
letters of Andrew of Samosata and Maro of Edessa (XXII,4f)? For the fundamental relevance of this
definition for Anastasius cf. also K.-H. Uthemann, Sprache und Sein bei Anastasios Sinaites. Eine
Semantik im Dienst der Kontroverstheologie, in: Studia Patristica XVIII/1 (1989), (221-231), pp. 226f n.
6.

213 Stiglmayr explicitly mentions the missing references to Leontius of Byzantium (Verfasser, p. 21).

2 Doctrina, pp. 69,17-71,15; 193,17-198,20; 205,20-206,28; 214,28-216,4; 220,15-221,15. The passage
referred to is to be found on p. 198,9-20.

2 Ibid., pp. 44,25-45,9 = Panopl. 11,64-79 (CCG 19, pp. 136f); Doctrina, pp. 45,11-46,6 = 11,120-154
(CCG 19 pp. 139-141, considerably altered!); Doctrina, pp. 46,9-47,14 = XI,1-41 (CCG 19, pp. 201f).
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(chap. 1-31) comprises Leontius’ thirty chapters against Severus*'® and one passage
from his Epilysis’?'’ — the compiler was fully aware of the distinction between
EVUTOOTOTOV and hypostasis. His preparation of our De sectis-passage’'® — the five
citations from the Scholia Leontii which gave rnse to the Loofsian
‘Grundschrifthypothese’ are according to Junglas and Richard nothing but more or less
freely adapted excerpts from De sectis®"® — obviously shows his attempt to reconcile the
two traditions with regard to our term which we have encountered so far: the distinction
between a wider and narrower use of hypostasis or £VVmOGTOtOV (John the
Grammarian, De sectis) and the distinction between hypostasis and £VLTOGTOTOV
(Leontius of Byzantium, Maximus) which he might have become acquainted with either
from Leontius himself without citing the relevant passage or from Maximus, Ep. 15, a
text he presents in a considerably altered, but not adulterated, version.”® As Richard has
shown,”! our compiler in increasing the De sectis-text by several glosses tries to restrict
the use of EVUOCTOTOC by attributing ‘more proper’ terms to every one of its
meanings as distinguished by De sectis: According to its first meaning, it is said to
comprise substances — which are more properly called QUBUTOPKTO or
avBLTOcTOTo. — and accidents which are more properly (Kuplwtepov) called

etepoumdotata. 2

According to its second meaning, it primarily refers to individual
substances which are not properly EVUTOGTOTO, GAX ~ DITOCTOOELS HAAADY E1C1
te kal yvopilovton®? — an implicit, but nevertheless clear interpolation of the
distinction between hypostasis and €VUROGTOTOV into the De sectis-text. Maybe also
as a concession to the Leontius-tradition, our compiler consequently omits the passages,

where the natures are called a.vvTOcTo.ToL. However, he also tries to do justice to the

other tradition in connecting the statement about the twofold ecclesiastical usage of

21 Doctrina, pp. 155,11-164,3.

277 Ibid., pp. 198,24-199,12 = MSG 86/2, 1932A/B.

28 1hid., pp. 191,21-193,12.

?Y Junglas, Leontius, pp. 6-9; Richard, De sectis, pp. 712-721 (cf. CPG 6819 (2)-(5)). Doctrina, pp.
213,6-214,24 and  217,17-218,5(13) cite without major alterations De sectis VII (1248D-
1249D.1244B/C). Doctrina, pp. 111,14-114,25; 177,22-179,11 and 191,21-193,12 offer considerably
transformed versions of De sectis X (1260B-1261D); VI (1233C-D.1236D-1237A.1237B/C) and VII
(1240C-1241A.C).

% Doctrina, pp. 137,1-138,15.

2! De sectis, pp. 715-721.

22 g HBurndatatoV — £1epoUTOCTOTOV: the philosophical, not the theological opposition (cf. ab. n.
135)! Another interesting feature of the Doctrina-revision is also the clear indication of the derivative
character of the second use of GVVAGTATOV (cf. p. 192,14-16).

8 Doctrina, pp. 191,21-192,9.
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VOG0 1G directly with a slightly altered quotation from John the Grammarian.*** He
might even show some awareness of the philosophical parallels for this distinction in
employing the phrase GmAg YapElg for the wider use.””® At all events, he is
acquainted with the connection of our term and the ‘no nature without hypostasis’
objection, as he not only uses it as an introductory phrase to the text from Maximus, Ep.
15,226 but also quotes it in the heading of chapter 27, where the relevant citations from
De sectis and John the Grammarian (Eulogius) are gathered.”?’

In contrast, in the case of Anastasius, none of the numerous parallels Uthemann adduces
seems — in my opinion — sufficient to establish a direct literary connection to Leontius
of Byzantium, Pamphilus, Leontius of Jerusalem (who was of course not mentioned by
the Doctrina either) or the De sectis.””® Due to his historical research about the
Monophysite movement, Anastasius was of course informed about the controversy
between Severus and John the Grammarian, but was apparently not in the possession of
any primary source.””’ However, the most striking evidence that Anastasius could
hardly have been aware of the traditions concerning our term are the numerous
strategies he offers to refute the ‘no nature without hypostasis’ objection without
referring to our term in those contexts one single time. Already the final chapter of the

collection of definitions in the Hodegos (IL,8) deals with this TOALBpVATTOV

TPOBATUC. TAVTWV TV Movoduo1twv and offers the following strategy to solve

22 Ibid., pp. 192,18-193,7 ¢f. CCG 1, pp. 55,191-56,211 (cf. ab. n. 27).

2 Doctrina, p. 192,18f cf. p. 39,19-23; 40,2f.

2% Tbid., p.137,2. The Maximus-quotation is made up as follows: 137,4-7 = Ep. 15 (557D15-560A4).
137,9f cf. 557D4-7. 137,12f = 557D8f. 137,14f cf. S60A8f. 137,19-22 = 557D12-15. 137,22-138,6 =
560B7-C6. 138,6-15 = 556C9-D6.

2 Doctrina, p. 191,16-18. An interesting fact about the composition of this chapter is the insertion of a
short phrase from Cyril of Alexandria between the two long quotations from De sectis and John/Eulogius:
TO y&p 1oL pn Veectog v Tow 1@ pndevi, pdiiov 8¢ moviekdg o0dév. (De incarnatione unigeniti,
ed. GM. de Durand, Paris: Cerf 1964 [SC 97], p. 214) Is this passage intended to underscore the
necessity of attributing — if not a hypostasis — at least some kind of subsistence to Christ’s human nature?
28 Cf. the indices fontium in CCG 8 and Sermones duo in constitutionem hominis necnon opuscula
adversus Monotheletas, ed. K.-H. Uthemann, Turnhout: Brepols 1985 (CCG 12). One passage in his
anthologies he cites from Amphilochius in fact belongs to Ephrem of Amid (Hodegos X,1,153-157; CCG
8, pp. 155f). A dependence on the anthology of CM is also possible (cf. Uthemann’s index fontium, CCG
8, pp. 429f). Although Maximus is not mentioned in his short history of the monotheletic controversy
(Op. II1,1,18-112; CCG 12, pp. 56-61), Anastasius must have known the most important theologian of his
time. His emphasize on the 0.omopio. of Christ is most probably due to the influence of Maximus’
writings. Cf. Op. [,1,89-91 (CCG 12, p. 11); II, 3,19£.23 (p. 43); V,16 (p. 99). 42 (p. 100); Op. VIL1,16-
19 (p. 125, ref. Div. nom. IL,9); IX,1,85f (p. 139) / Hodegos IL,7,45f (p. 62); IV,59 (p. 84); XI11,4,23 (p.
222, ref. Div. nom. 11,9).30.48 (p. 223). 7,110f (p. 240); XXIL,2,56 (p 295), but especially II,5,40-52
(CCG 8, pp. 52f) and XIIL5,1-25 (pp. 225f, the paragraphs about the X(LVOTOWI; cf. Maximus, Amb.
41, Amb. 7 [1096A], Ep. 19 [592C/D}).

2 Cf. Hodegos VI,1,21£.30f (CCG 8, pp. 94£).116-121 (Ibid., p. 99). In the last passage, he claims to
have received his information in Babylon from Athanasius the secretary. If he had been in possession of a
copy of John’s apology, he would have most probably mentioned it there.
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1t: If the Monophysites admit a twofold begetting in Christ, they will also have to claim
one offspring to be AVVROCTATOC or admit a duality of offspring. In VI, 2,15-17 the
objection together with the identification of nature and person is rejected as one of the
many errors originating in the heretics’ reading of Aristotle’s Categories. Anastasius’
biblical proof for the non-identity of nature and person (VIIL,2) culminates in accusing
his opponents of ignoring clear biblical testimony in claiming that there is no ¢vo1g
anpocwnog (VIIL,2,79-86). IX,2 is analogously structured and accuses our heretics of
shunning all the orthodox fathers and agreeing with the ancient heretics in proclaiming
this stupid objection (48-60). The alleged Severian postulate of terminological non-
identity of trinitarian and Christological language restricting the objection to the
Christological context is sarcastically welcomed and without further refutation
employed as introduction to the report about the four disputes with the Monophysites in
Alexandria (X). According to Anastasius’ report about the first one of those disputes, he
tricked his opponents beforehand “in a certain hypocrisy of pious knavery” (X.1,1,26f)
and made them agree to the presupposition of substituting ‘person’ for ‘nature’ in every
authoritative Christological text on the basis of our objection (X.1,34-36.42-44). Thus,
he has little trouble in subjecting the objection and the whole monophysite position to a
reductio ad absurdum by presenting those passages from the fathers speaking explicitly
of two natures (X.1,2).”*° In the beginning of the second dispute, the Monophysites are
said to have reinforced our objection pointing to the texts of Cyril of Alexandria calling
the natures hypostases (X.2,1,12-17). Of course, Anastasius was once again much too
cunning for his opponents and tricked them a second time on the basis of those Cyril-
passages speaking of two UMOGTOCELS in Christ which — taken for granted the
synonymous use of hypostasis, nature and person — could only be understood in a

Nestorian way (X.2,3).2 3

Anastasius can thus just continue quoting Cyril and
manifesting the absurd consequence of the monophysite objection (X.2,3,38-40). The
rest of the dispute is mainly concerned with a confrontation of the Monophysite and the
Anastasian concept of nature. The objection is only resumed one other time (X.2,5,5-
13), when Anastasius briefly alludes to the lack of coherence between the trinitarian and

Christological terminology caused by the Monophysites’ identification of nature and

2% The objection is resumed in X.1,2,13f (p. 146). 27f (p. 147). 81f (p. 151). 103f (p. 152). 109f (p. 153)
and 196 (p. 158).

B! Accordingly, also the second chapter against the Monophysites (Uthemann, Antimonophysitische
Aporien, p. 23) refutes the objection by the supposition of hypostasis and person for nature in the
monophysite £k 0V0 dpvoewV-formula.
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person.”** The short fourth dispute (X.4) exclusively deals with our objection again, but
only restates the point about Cyril speaking of hypostases in Christ made in X.2,3. In
XXIL1, the second dispute 1s resumed as to the possibility of calling Christ’s body
$»VG1¢, but our objection only plays the role of the Monophysite’s reason for his denial
of this possibility (XXI,1,32-35.39¢f).

This survey has shown that the refutation of our objection on the basis of a distinction
between nature and person forms the central topic of Anastasius® Hodegos. However,
his argumentation rests almost exclusively on the authoritative usage of the fathers and
does not present anything like the refined discussions of the Leontii or Maximus — and
not a single allusion to a distinction between hypostasis and £VOTOCTATOG or a
differing use of this term. Accordingly, his use of EVUTOGTATOC hardly presents any
feature of systematic interest. There is one instance of the traditional trinitarian use,*>
one Christological passage stressing the reality of Christ’s flesh™* and three other
instances where our term is used in the sense of ‘true, real’ as opposed to merely verbal
or imaginary.”** That our term is nevertheless included in the collection of definitions
forming the second book of the Hodegos can only be motivated by a traditional canon
of terms Anastasius follows in composing this collection. The passage reads:

“We do not call the flesh of Christ person, but substance, in order to signify that he assumed and
saved our entire nature. For if we call it hypostasis, we are caught in claiming that Christ
assumed and saved one single man. However, the flesh also cannot be called hypostasis insofar
as it is inseparable from the God-Logos. We call it EVuOCGTOTOV, but not hypostasis; for the
EVUOCTOTOV is what exists (TO UMApPYOV), just like the dvundotatov is what does not
have any existence or substance: e.g. a thing seen in sleep (EVOVLOV) is without substance and

22 This is a standard motive in the Neochalcedonian polemics against the Monophysites from its
beginnings. Although some texts of Severus’ (Cf. the fragment preserved in Leontius of Byzantium,
Epilysis; MSG 86/1[,1921B and the letter to John Hegoumenos preserved by the Doctrina, p. 309f)
actually claim the necessity of a new Christological terminology and thus apparently justify the reproach,
Severus’ most extensive account of dogmatic terminology (Contra impium grammaticum 1I,1-5; CSCO
111,55-84 / 112,43-66) offers nothing like that. Accordingly, A. de Halleux claims with regard to
Philoxenus’ letter to the monks of Senoun that the latter “applique avec une parfaite conséquence la
méme terminologie ‘technique’ aux deux mystéres de la Trinité et de I’ Incarnation” (Lettre aux moines
de Senoun, ed. A. de Halleux, Louvain : Secrétariat du CSCO 1963 [CSCO 232], p. XVII). The criticism
of a terminological “Vogel-StrauB-Politik” (Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus II/2, p. 29) still raised against
the Monophysites by patristic scholars most probably needs to be carefully differentiated.
23 Hodegos XXI1,2,95-97 (CCG 8, p. 296): 6 pEv Adyoc 10V 0£0V E£vumdotatog Bedg £0TLY,
opolwg kol 10 TVEVHA Tov B0V Bedg £0TL Kail {)Tcdcnaclg Beov.
24 Ibid. XI1I1,7,150-152 (p. 242) ‘Exaiv 8¢ cor napstut oLynowv (sc11 in my list of arguments fora
real human energy in Christ) mv TV GpouBoov OV ouuom:og KO TNG TAEVPAC E1C THY ynv €€
"Inoov katdppuciv e kol E& £VUTOCTOTOV GapKOg 8e0v ocd)oapecw
? Ibid. XI1,3,6-8 (p. 205): OUKETL ppaTik®g Kol ypocqmccog TPOC amoug napetaduedo,
GG TPOLYLLOTLKWE 810 Tapadelylotog kol oy uatog Evunoostatov / Op. 1,5,4-6 (CCG 12,
pp. 24f): v Tpu&da éniyvebe 81' évorootdtov Tpoypdtoy: Drep yocp nooov ak)mv VOULKT)V Kol
YpopLxTv uapwptav BeBmorepa aby / Op X,5,98f (Ibid., p. 157): 00 & pnuotwy, dArd o
KAPSOKOV Kol EVUTOCTATOV TPAYHOTWY Kol EVEPYTILOLTWOV.



72

subsistence (LVOVC1LOV Kol QvuROGTATOV), (only) imaginary. And in order to say it in a
definition: Without subsistence, existence and substance (QVUTOCTATOV K01 GLVOTOLPKTOV
Kol vovo1ov) is what is — despite being verbally pronounced very often — not perceived in
substance or subsistence, just like Hades, death or illness.” (11,3,112-126)

This passage presents a proper amalgam of the two traditions concerning our term we
have recognized so far: The distinction between hypostasis and £VundcTATOV is of
course displayed in claiming Christ’s human nature — in a way similar to Maximus, Ep.
15 (557D)**® — as évumdoTaToY, but not hypostasis, and in consequently attaching it to
the substance, not to the hypostasis. However, the wide concept of substance or nature
comprising every kind of reality and only excluding entia rationis and privations is
reminiscent of the wider use of £VUNOCTATOG in the other tradition. Obviously this is
perfectly in line with Anastasius’ concept of nature as 1) TOV TPAYLOTOV GANBELL.
However, it also deprives our term of all the technical specification it had received in
Maximus and can thus only be described as a retrogression in its development. Yet, this
1s not all Anastasius has to say about our term. He also distinguishes a twofold meaning
of it analogous to that of £vOVC10¢:

“Again, we call EVOVG10V either the being itself or the property perceived in a substance, just
like ‘reasonable’ and ‘perishable’ are £vOvowOV for human beings. Accordingly, also
EVONOCTOTOV is said in a twofold way, either (referring to) the truly existing or to the property
in the hypostasis, just like ‘unbegotten’ in the Father, ‘begotten’ in the Son, ‘proceeded’ in the
Holy Spirit, as it was said above.” (1I,3,126-133)

Of course, this distinction must not be confused with the one we know from John the
Grammarian onwards. Anastasius rather suggests a possible synonymous use of
£VoUc10¢ and OVOLWONG, EVLMOCTATOC and VMOCTATIKOG respectively. The
reference in the last lines of the citation points to 11,3,73, where Anastasius informs us
about the VLooTaTIKOL 1O1GTNTEG of the trinitarian persons, a traditional expression
occurring quite often in Anastasius.”>’ While the alleged synonymity or £V0VG10¢ and
0Vo1wd|¢ is displayed by Anastasius himself in his Op. 1,4,11£.29f, where he claims
the soul to have its logos OVC1WSDE &V £0LUTT or £V E0vutT) £VOVGOLOV, I could not

find any reference for £vunmdota ot 1810TNTEC or 1SLeiporta. Only the hypostatic

3¢ Admittedly, there are two minor similarities between the Hodegos and the preparation of this text in
the Doctrina patrum: Where Maximus writes EVOTOGTOTOV, GAA ~ OV, VROCTACLY, Anastasius and
the Doctrina (p. 137,12f) have £vundcTotoy, OV U1V VROOTOOLY, and whereas Maximus does not
employ ywpi{w to describe the hypostasis in this passage, the Anastasius speaks of KEYWPLOUEVOV
TPOSWTOV and the Doctrina of KeywpLoKEVn Vmopéig (p. 137,14).

57 Cf. Hodegos 11, 4,38f (CCG 8, p. 41); XVI,26 (p. 269); XVIL,48 (p. 270, in a quotation); XVII,15.33.36
(p. 272); XVL,44 (p. 270) / Op. 1,3,38 (CCG 12, p. 19).
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union can be called both £vwC1¢ EVVNOCTATOC and VITOCTATLKT| or be described as

EVUOCTOTWE or VILOCTATIK®G £vovcBot.”®

Anastasius is thus most probably
paralleling £VUTOCTATOG and £VOVGC10¢ against the actual usage of the first term.

Due to his general antiphilosophical attitude, Anastasius is of course not concerned very
much with the mode of subsistence of Christ’s human nature. Hence, the insubsistence
formula does not play any important role in Anastasius’ Christological conception, it is
not even used very often. There are only two traditional passages quoting the letter to
Jovianus combined with the denial of a mpodiamAaclg and the affirmation of the
insubsistence of human nature in the Logos.”’ Nevertheless, Maximus’ concept of
Christ’s Tpomog VmopEewe is reflected in two interesting passages employing
insubsistence-language. Both passages describe the VTopElg of Christ’s human nature
as subsistence in or together with the Logos**® being now £v0e0¢, GUvBe0C, OULGBEOS
— one of them explicitly in combination with the affirmation of its domopia.*' In
Hodegos XX1,4, Anastasius provides a fairly clear account of what he means by those
three terms: As in his apparition to Daniel’s three friends in the fiery furnace (Dan 3:24-
26) Christ’s human shape was EUTTLPOC KO CUUTLPOG KO OLOTVPOG Kol
OAOOAOYOC, Christ’s manhood was in every one of his earthly deeds OAn 81 "OAov

OAOBeog kol €vPeog kol oVvbeog.

Neither was Christ’s divine energy that of a
YOUVOG BedC, nor was his human energy that of a W1AO¢ cvBpwnog.®* Both his
concrete human acts and idioms are “God’s” and his concrete divine acts and idioms are
“Man’s”.*** Thus, Anastasius conceives of Christ’s TPOTOG VMOPEEWS strictly
according to the classical rule for the communicatio idiomatum which was succinctly

formulated probably for the first time a few decades after Athanasius by John of

28 For the latter phrase cf. Hodegos X V1,44 (CCG 8, p. 270); XX,45£.53 (pp. 281f).

29 Hodegos II,5,11-14 (CCG 8, p. 50f) / Chapter 14 against the Monophysites (Uthemann,
Antimonophysitische Aporien, p. 24).

240 Hodegos XII14,48-50 (CCG 8, p. 223): £ 10V Be0V Adyov Kol OUV 10 Be® AGY® kb’
néoTacw €V m umpoa 10 ocvepcomvov / Op. 11L5,19-21 (CCG 12, p. 75): t—:l; avtov kol St
aTov Kol U RN Kol £V 00T Kol " Undotooy GVooWu®s £V N nowocxpav'cco Kot
Be080 W HUMTPQ VMOCTAGO (scil. Christ’s soul). Cf. Ibid. 27f (p. 76): &v ot T Bew
glooikioBelon kol ovvleog VrdpEooa. (scil. the human substance).

! Hodegos X1I1,4,48-51 (CCG 8, p. 223)/ Op. I11,5,18-20 (CCG 12, p. 75).

%2 Hodegos XX1,4,10-15 (CCG 8, pp. 290f). Especially Anastasius’ description of Christ’s death and the
descensus ad inferos of his soul deny the ‘godlessness’ of those acts using our terms: Hodegos XI1,3,65
(CCG 8, p. 207). 5,54f (p. 233); XIIL6,84f (p. 234). 7,124f (p. 241). 9,31 (249) / Op. I11,5,61f (CCG 12,
p. 77); VIIL, 3,4,12-14 (p. 131); IX,2,14-27 (p. 140).

M3 Cf. esp. Op. IX,3,6-18 (CCG 12, p. 141).

M4 Op. V,111-121 (CCG 12, p. 102) cf. Op. VIIL4,21f (pp. 132).
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Damascus: communicatio idiomatum fit in concretione, non in abstractione.”** Hence,
in attributing a divine splendour to every of Christ’s human aspects and a human cover
to every one of his divine aspects, Anastasius has preserved the Chalcedonian symmetry
reintroduced by Maximus, although he is not able to express this in technical
ontological terminology. Although his work does not contribute anything to the
development of the terminology we are interested in, his work — especially his sermons
and opuscula — is nevertheless valuable because of presenting a vivid picture of the

dyotheletic-chalcedonian Christ.

9. John of Damascus

John of Damascus’ work is still regarded as “‘something of a digest of the whole Eastern
tradition, summarizing (and sometimes appropriating verbatim) a vast theological and
philosophical heritage”.**® However, the analyses of Studer and especially Richter have
shown with regard to the philosophical heritage that John was nothing but a compiler in
the strictest sense. His philosophical treatises depend on philosophical introductions and
excerpts from the Alexandrian commentators composed by and for theologians who did

27 In principle, Studer

not have any profound acquaintance with philosophical matters.
and Richter extend this judgement to John’s relationship to the theological tradition,
even 1if they admit a slightly higher degree of appropriation of the collected material
here.”*® Admittedly, the widespread use of anthologies and compilations casts doubt on
every literal quotation with regard to its origin in a direct use of the source or an

acquaintance conveyed by an anthology. As those anthologies and compilations were

3 Cf. Expositio fidei 48; ed. B. Kotter, Berlin: De Gruyter 1973 (PTS 12), pp. 116-118. The usual
assumption of Ps-Cyril, De trinitate 27 (MSG 77,1172A-D) as being the source for this chapter is refuted
by V.S. Conticello, Pseudo-Cyril’s ‘De SS. Trinitate’: A Compilation of Joseph the Philosopher, in: OCP
61 (1995), 117-129, who shows the treatise to be a part of Joseph’s (} ca. 1330) Encyclopedia compiled
from John’s Expositio and Nicephorus® Blemmydes Sermo ad monachos suos. However, the classical rule
cited above is already presupposed by Maximus’ (cf. Heinzer, Gottes Sohn, pp. 141-145) and Leontius of
Byzantium’s (cf. Daley, Richer union, pp. 259£.262) use of the concept of communicatio idiomatum.

28 Cross, Perichoresis, p. 69. In quoting John of Damascus we use the abbreviations listed ibid. n. 1.

27 Cf. B. Studer, Die theologische Arbeitsweise des Johannes von Damaskus, Ettal: Buch-Kunstverlag
1956, pp. 102-125 and Richter, Dialektik, esp. pp. 235-242.268-280.

M8 Cf Studer, Theologische Arbeitsweise, p. 123: ,Johannes bring gegeniiber den kirchlichen
Schriftstellern des sechsten und siebten Jahrhunderts, denen er durchwegs verpflichtet ist, kaum etwas
Neues. Im Gegenteil, er steht ihnen bereits ordentlich nach, wie auch ein nur oberflichlicher Vergleich
mit deren Werken zeigt.” Richter (Dialektik, pp. 28-36) shows accurately that the Nemesius and
Maximus-quotations in John’s account of man and creation in Expos. are not drawn from the original
sources, but from some intermediate compilation. However, his extension of this observation to the whole
work of John (Ibid., p. 238. 241) seems in my opinion precipitate. Studer, Theologische Arbeitsweise, pp.
91f and K. Rozemond, La Christologie de St. Jean Damascéne, Ettal: Buch-Kunstverlag 1959, pp. 34-39
take John’s direct acquaintance with Maximus for granted.
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continuously copying one another and thus overlapping to a large extent, Richter can
even raise doubts against John’s use of the Doctrina patrum, which was commonly
accepted since Diekamp.”*® In this case, the only reasonable method is to decide about
every single relevant passage on its own, whether it displays a more profound
understanding of the tradition resumed in it, or just adds an undigested piece of
traditional knowledge to the vast collection embodied in John’s IIny1| Yvwcewe.

With respect to the traditional trinitarian use of £VUTOGTOTOC, we encounter a
comprehensive resumption of the entire complex of motives connected with the term
during the fourth-century-debate. In Expos. 6, John opposes the human AOyog
podoplkdg and the divine AOYO¢ EVLTOCTOTOC just as Eusebius of Cesarea’s
homoeousian companions did and infers — following John Chrysostom and Cyril of
Alexandria — the hypostatical reality of God’s Logos from his consubstantiality with

251

the Father,”® an argument which recurs two chapters later in Expos. 8.%°' This chapter

also resumes another motive from Cyril’s trinitarian treatises: The Son is not a dead or

independent instrument of the creating Father, but his Evumdctatog (codlor xal)

252

dVvoLg.”* Moreover, it extends — perhaps also inspired by Cyril — the inference of

hypostatical reality from consubstantiality also to the Spirit.”>
Small wonder we find John employing the phrases évumdotatog Adyoc,”

gvundotatog codia®®® or Svvapic®® in various combinations®’ mainly for the

2 Dialektik, pp. 238-242 cf. Doctrina, pp. LXVI-LXXIV and the indices of parallels in Die Schriften des
Johannes von Damaskos, ed. B. Kotter, vol. 2, Berlin: De Gruyter 1973 (PTS 12), pp. 252f and vol. 4,
Berlin: De Gruyter 1981 (PTS 22), pp. 446f.

2% Expos. 6,4-11 (PTS 12, p. 15). This passage resembles pretty much one of Cyril’s corresponding
accounts in the Thesaurus (MSG 75, 324A). On the impossibility of Ps-Cyril as a source of John cf. ab. n.
245.

2! Expos. 8,108-112 (PTS 12, p. 23).

22 Ibid. 8,38-43.156-162 (Ibid., p. 20.25).

3 Ibid. 8,181-187 (p. 26) cf. Cyril, Thesaurus (MSG 75, 580A.596B).

24 Dial. fus. 1,68; ed. B. Kotter, Berlin: De Gruyter 1969 (PTS 7), p. 55 / Expos. 13,95 (PTS 12, p. 41) /
Ctr. Man. 9,12f (PTS 22, p. 309) / Hom. in transf. 13,5; ed. B. Kotter, Berlin: De Gruyter 1988, (PTS 29),
p. 450 / Hom. in ficum 1,1 (PTS 29, p. 102) / Hom. in sab. 4,2 (PTS 29, p. 123) / Enc. in Chrys. 3,2 (PTS
29, p. 360) / Hom. in Dorm. III 2,43f (PTS 29, p. 551).

2 Dial. fus. 1,20 (PTS 7, p. 53) / Volunt. 3,16 (PTS 22, p. 176).

256 Expos. 54,5 (PTS 12, p. 129); 87,70 (Ibid., p. 201) / Ctr. Jac.-85,3 (PTS 22, p. 141) / Epist. de trishag
3,31 (PTS 22, p. 309) / Hom. in. sab. 4,10 (PTS 29, p. 123) / Enc. in Chrys. 2,8 (PTS 29, p. 360). This is
again strongly reminiscent of Cyril’s usage (cf. ab. ch. 1, n. 72).

27 The Son can be called — alluding to 1Cor 1:24 — , personified wisdom and power* (Expos. 46,20 [PTS
12, p. 109]; 84,33 [PTS 12, p. 187]; 91,28 [PTS 12, p. 213]/ Ctr. Nest. 43,43 [PTS 22, p. 287] / Hom. in
Nativ. 2,15f [PTS 29, p. 326]), the Son and the Spirit can be called “hypostatical” (Ctr. Nest. 43,19 [PTS
22, p. 286] / Epist. de trishag. 28,41 [PTS 22, p. 332]) or “personified powers” (Epist. de trishag. 7,21
[PTS 22, p. 315); 25,26 [Ibid., p. 328]; 28,30 [Ibid,, p. 331]). Only one passage in the Sacra parallela also
includes the Father (MSG 95, 1076B).
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Son, but also for the spirit,”® lots of times also in other works. We also find three
instances of what we labelled ‘doxological use’: Christ is called once £VVTOGTOTOG
Con,?
EVUTIOCTATOC = VOO TAOLE of x is beautifully displayed by John’s paralleling of

9 0

twice EVLMOGTOTOC GANBe1a.”® The validity of the equation x
gvumdotatog and &V 18ia vnootdoel vhioTacBot or Vrcipxew. X! The only
passage in John resuming Maximus’ technical trinitarian use is Ctr. Jac. 12,4-13, where
the £VUTOCTOTOG OVCLOL and the VTOGTACELS £VOVO10L of the Trinity are said to
correspond to the oVGiol £VLIOOTOTOL and the VLOCTOOLE £VOVOL0¢ of the
Incamnation. The entire rest of John’s trinitarian account calls — according to the older
tradition — the (second and third) hypostases EVUROGTOTOC, not the divine substance.

K. Rozemond claimed “la notion d’enhypostasie” to be the systematic basis of John’s
Christology, the necessary presupposition to understand every single one of his

202 we will have to examine whether this holds true only for

Christological statements.
the insubsistence-concept, or also for the term £VUTOGTATOC, or for none of them. The
passages in John’s work reflecting explicitly upon our term can be divided into two
groups: The first is represented by two passages from the Dialectics, Dial. fus. 30 (=
Dial. brev. 10) and 45, which deal with the term rather formally without always making
its theological context explicit. The second group almost perfectly cotncides with the
Christological debates of the ‘no nature without hypostasis’ objection: Expos. 53, Ctr.
Jacob. 11f and Ctr. Aceph. 5£.2%

Dial. fus. 30 offers a concise summary of the twofold use of hypostasis, £VUTOGTOTOG,
and QVUOGTOTOC, just as it was postulated by John the Grammarian and the De
sectis. This distinction — based upon the validity of the equation referred to above — is

repeated a bit more extensively in Dial. fus. 43 (= Dial. brev. 26) about the hypostasis.
However, the ending of chap. 45 providing the Christological application of our term

28 Expos. 13,88 (PTS 12, p. 41) / Hom. in. sab. 4,13 (PTS 29, p. 123).

2% Expos. 59,155 (PTS 12, p. 150).

9 De imag. 1 3,22; ed. B. Kotter, Berlin: De Gruyter 1975 (PTS 17), p. 68 / Ctr. Nest. 17,14 (PTS 22, p.
269).

26! Expos. 8,184 (PTS 12, p. 26) / Epist. de trishag. 28,30 (PTS 22, p. 331).

2 Christologie, p. 22. The “triple but” of the concept she summarizes her analyses in on p. 26 only
makes sense in referring this “notion” to the term £VUNOGTOTOG (“un seul mot™). As our analysis below
will show, the term despite being very closely connected to the insubsistence formula, the true key-
concept of John’s Christology, not identical with or completely inseparable from it, Rozemond’s
statement is with all its implications clearly an overstatement.

263 The only passage where the objection is properly discussed without reference to our term is De fide
ctr. Nest. 6-10 (PTS 22, pp. 239f). Allusions to it can be found in Haer. 83a,136-154 (PTS 22, p. 54) and
Ctr. Jacob. 80 (PTS 22, pp. 137f).
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clearly follows Leontius of Byzantium’s distinction between hypostasis and

gvundototoy, 26

Following the Doctrina patrum, this chapter obviously tries to
reconcile those two traditions and deserves a closer look.

45,1-7 presents the attempt — well known from the Doctrina — to harmonize Leontius of
Byzantium and De sectis by assigning a ‘more proper’ term to every one of the
meanings distinguished by this text: The accident is rather £TEPOUTOCTOTOV than
EVUTOOTOLTOY, the independent individual is rather hypostasis. John — or his source —
seems to omit the Doctrina’s attribution of UBVTOGTATOC to the substance in order to
have also one meaning left which is proper in contrast to the other derived ones.

45,7-16 expounds Maximus’ two kinds of £vumdctotov which does not show any
similarities to the Doctrina-version. The Doctrina ‘pedagogically’ rearranges Maximus’
text in presenting first the formal distinction between the two kinds and in immediate
connection with the second one its Christological application, whereas John inserts an
illustrative application to the anthropological paradigm265 which was probably inspired
(in John or already in his source) by the archetype of Maximus’ distinction, the famous
passage from Leontius of Byzantium (1280B). His harmonizing strategy follows the
Doctrina, but is carried through more consequently: the Kvpiwg from the Doctrina’s
De-sectis-version is resumed to introduce Maximus’ explication of the term to fill the
gap of a proper meaning for £VVTOGTOTOG properly and definitely, as the final clause
of the paragraph stresses again that only what subsists by itself is kKvpiw¢ a hypostasis
(156266 |

In this case, why does 45,17-22 detach what originally was nothing but the
Christological application of Maximus’ second kind in order to form a separate
Christological meaning of our term? An answer to this question could be provided by
the probably closest parallel to Dial. fus. 45, the final paragraph from the “other

chapter” — according to Richter a text completely independent from John’s Dialectics

2% Dial. fus. 45,19f (PTS 7, p. 110); 00y, UNGGTAGLE GAAO LAAAOV EVUTGGTOTOV.

265 Cf. Maximus, Ep. 15 (557D/560A); Doctrina, p. 137,3-16.

2% An alternative harmonizing strategy is offered by the Codex Oxoniensis Bodl. Auct. T.1.6 12,9-16
(PTS 7, p. 165), an anonymous compilation of excerpts which is according to Richter (Dialektik, pp. 23-
39) temporally prior to the Doctrina. The Codex faithfully reproduces Maximus’ two kinds of
£VundotatoV according to the wording of Ep. 15 (and the Doctrina) (12,9-11). Then, it attaches the
distinction between the wider and narrower use in assigning £VUMOOTATOG to the wider and
VNOGTOOLE to the narrower one. Thus, it subordinates the ‘twofold use tradition’ to the ‘distinction
tradition’.
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despite the numerous literal agreements.”®’ Its relevant passage (105-130) starts with
the distinction between a wider and narrower use of hypostasis resumed in Dial. fus. 30
(105-107). Afterwards, it inserts the traditional Cappadocian account of hypostasis,
individual, “one” and “other” (107-118). Proceeding to £VUOCTATOC, the twofold use
is only mentioned in a very brief introductory sentence (119) and thrust into the
background in introducing the two kinds of £VUTOCTOTOV by KLplwE. Maximus’
statement about them is faithfully reproduced (119-122), - but the second one is
illustrated anthropologically at first (122-126). However, the Christological application
is introduced as a consequence from the anthropological one (68€V) and does not
constitute a meaning of its own (122-129). It concludes with the well known distinction
of the twofold use of dvuTOcTOTOC (129f) Which is also treated in the short Dial. fus.
46. Thus, the chapter just suppresses the ‘twofold use tradition’ in dedicating to it
nothing but a brief introductory clause.

As the K¥Vpiw¢ makes more sense in Dial. fus. 45, the passage from “other chapter”
could be regarded as an excerpt from John. However, John’s disconnection of the
anthropological and Christological application forming a traditional and organic unity in
the “other chapter” forbids such an assumption. It was probably John’s explication of
his harmonizing strategy which destroyed the connection and made a new introduction
for the Christological application necessary. The text from the other chapter reads:

“Neither is the soul called hypostasis nor the body, because neither of them did ever subsist
before or apart from the other, but what is completed from both of them is their hypostasis.
Therefore also the flesh of the Lord is not called hypostasis, but EVUTOGTATOY, because it
never subsisted by itself, but in the hypostasis of the Logos, and received and possesses it as its

hypostasis”.***

The parallel in John says:

“Neither 1s the soul on its own called hypostasis nor is the body, but (they are called)
grundototo.. What is completed from both is their hypostasis. For hypostasis is and is called
properly what subsists by itself and independently.

Again, one calls EVUTOCTOTOC the nature which is assumed by a different hypostasis and
received its existence in it. Therefore also the flesh of the Lord — which did not subsist by itself,
not even for a single moment — is not a hypostasis, but Evunoctotov. For it received its

7 Dialektik, pp. 219-221. Just like in the case of the Doctrina patrum and the Codex Oxoniensis, Richter
argues again that — due to the vast number of compilations and anthologies existing in John’s time and the
high degree of overlap in their textual substance — the dissimilarity of order makes John’s direct literary
dependence implausible despite the numerous numerous literal agreements of both texts.

28 0%te | woxn Myeton dméotacig obte 1 odpo GAN EvumdoTata, ST obdEMoTE DREGTN TO EV
npd 10D £1€pov 0VBE Ex10¢ ToD Etépov, 10 8¢ EE dppotipov drotehoDLevOV DTOCTACLS APPOTEPWY
£otiv. “0Bev kal 1 10D xupiov adpf oy vmdotacig Abyetal AL EvondoTatov, ENeldn oVOETOTE
kaf' €ovtiv Oréotn GAL' év 1fi 10D Adyov Omootdoer, kai abTiv E0yxev kol €xer LTOCTOOLY.
(Other chapter 123-129; PTS 7, p. 146).
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subsistence in the hypostasis of the God Logos, because it was assumed by it and received and

possesses it as its hypostasis” 2%

Apparently, John was not convinced of the validity of the inference suggested by a text
like the “other chapter”. This text denies a hypostasis of their own to the human soul
and body, because they do not subsist temporally or locally separate from each other
and infers from that that Christ’s human nature can neither have such a hypostasis of its
own, because it never subsisted temporally or locally separate from the Logos. The fact
that John suppresses the point of temporal and local inseparability in the case of soul
and body and just postulates their being £VOTOGTATO but not hypostases (probably
because of the obvious unity of the human individual) could be due to the fact that for
him an application to Christology would have equally demanded the temporal and local
coincidence of both natures.”’® That is probably why he restricted the parallel of man
and Christ to the distinction between £EVUTOGTOTOV and hypostasis and presents the
rejection of a TPOSIAMAQGLG at its traditional place afterwards, substantiating the
insubsistence of Christ’s human nature in the Logos. Another reason may have been his
asymmetric Christological tendency®’' which again prefers the insubsistence to the
cosubsistence-formula. Thus, the last paragraph of Dial. fus. 45 amounts to an account
of evunootatog perfectly fulfilling the conditions for a Loofsian understanding of the
term: It is applied in an exclusive manner to Christ’s human nature and immediately
connected with the insubsistence formula. Let us see whether this can be verified from
the other, ‘Christological’ group of passages dealing with our term.

Actually, five of the six instances where our term is used in a Christological context

272

connects it more or less immediately with the insubsistence formula™** and four of them

% 0%1e i woxR pévn AbyeTon Hrdotacig obte 10 odpo dAN' Evumdotata, 1O 8¢ EE ApgotEépov
&motedobpevov DmboTOOG QU@OTEpV. YROoTOOG Yap Kupleg 10 Kab' £0vTd 1800V0TATOG
DPLOTAPEVOV EGTL TE Kl AEYETAL.

Aéyetan mélv Evomdotatov 1 @' &tépag Umootdoewng mpoocAngleloo @UOG kol v aLTH
goymxvia v YrapEiv. “008ev kai f o&pE 0D kuplov pun droctdoa kad' Eovtiy unde npdg xoupod
Oorfiv ody dnoéctoorg &AAd pdilov évumdotatdv éotiv: £v Y&p 1§ Drootdoel 10D Beod Adyov
vréatn wpooAnebeioo b1’ adfig kol tobtny xai Eoye kai Exer dndotacwy. (PTS 7, p. 110).

7% In Dial. fus. 67,25-30 (PTS 7, p. 139) there is an attempt of harmonizing both stances: One can either
perceive both natures together in the unique hypostasis (symmetric coexistence) or the human nature to
receive its subsistence in the hypostasis of the Logos (asymmetric inexistence). Cross would probably
refer the former to the union i facto esse and the latter to the union in fieri (his whole Perichoresis-article
rests on this distinction to be found nowhere in John’s works explicitly; cf. esp. pp. 71-73.120).
Nevertheless, Cross also acknowledges John’s ambiguous stance towards the anthropological paradigm
(Ibid., p. 105).

' Cf. Rozemond, Christologie, chap. IT (“Christologie asymétrique”).

™ One could discuss, whether also Volunt. 9,8-10 (PTS 22, p. 191) has to be included into this list,
because this text clearly substitutes-the term EVUNOCTATOC by the insubsistence formula: @bowv
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predicate the term only of the human nature. This astonishing fact in my opinion
justifies a bit more extensive quotations:

“For the flesh of the God Logos did not subsist independently nor did it become another
hypostasis apart from that of the God Logos, but it was rather — because of subsisting in the
latter — EVUTOGTOTOG and not an independent hypostasis of its own”.””

“Being an £v0V010¢ hypostasis the Logos assumed an £VUTOGTOTOG nature as first-fruit of
our mass [Rom 11:16]. We say £VomOCTOTOC, neither that it existed independently nor that it
had an hypostasis of its own, but that it existed in the hypostasis of the Logos. For simultaneous
is the flesh, simultaneous the flesh of the God Logos...”.*"

“Being one hypostasis of the hypostases of the godhead Christ had in himself the whole,
undiminshed nature of the godhead and assumed from the holy virgin an EVunOCTOTOV flesh,

not a hypostasis, but rather something subsisting in him, the first-fruit of our mass”.>”

Two other passages connect the attribution of our term to both natures with the
insubsistence of Christ’s human nature in the Logos:

“And in case of the ineffable and incomprehensible dispensation of the Lord we call the
hypostasis £V0UC10V, because it belongs to the substances it is composed of, and each of his
substances £VTOGTATOV; for they have his unique hypostasis in common — his godhead
eternally, according as it also has the hypostasis of the Father and the Spirit, but his ensouled
and reasonable flesh (one can also say: his manhood) as having received subsistence in it and
having inherited it as hypostasis just recently” 2’

“Hence, both Christ’s godhead and his manhood are £vLTOGTATOC; for both have his unique
composite hypostasis in common — the godhead before ali eons and eternally, the ensouled and
intelligent flesh as assumed by the former in the last times, having received existence in it and

having it has his hypostasis” >”’

thookaﬁd)v,t o'l’)x dndéotooy, @OoLY obx dvurmdotatov, GAA' £v abT@ VrooThoav kol oDTOV
toymkuiav dnéoTaAcLy.

B 0b yap i8100v614twg DrécTn 1 10D 820D Adyov GapE 0bdE Etépo DIEGTOGIG YEYOVE TOPd THY
10D Beod Adyov drdotaciv, &AL’ &v ol Drootdoa évondoratog pdAAov kot oV ko' avTHV
idroovotatog drdotaoig Yéyove. (Expos. 53,14-17; PTS 12, p. 128).

274 ‘Yrnéoroowg yap Ondpywv évodorog @bowv avérofev évomdotatov dmapynyv tod MUETEPOL
@upapotog. Evurdotatov 8¢ popev, ody ®¢ idoovotdtag vrhpEacoav obd' dg Wdlav éoymxviov
dndoraoLy, AAL' Ev tff 10D Adyov Drootdoet rdpEocav. “Apa Yop odpt, da Beod Adyou odps. ..
(Ctr. Jacob. 79,10-12; PTS 22, p. 179). The passage from the letter to Jovianus is also quoted in Expos.
46,31-33 (PTS 12, p. 110) = Hom. in Nativ. 2,27f (PTS 29, p. 326).

g Xpiotog drdotacig dv pia 1@V THg BebdTtog dbrootdoswy ndcdv te v 1fig 8edtntog @OV
gv Eoutd Exmv dvellundi, mpooeAidPeto éx thg Gylog mopbévov odpxo Evumdototov, ovy
OndoTaoLY, £v oVT® 8¢ pdidlov drootloav, drapynv thg Muetépag evoewe: (Ctr. Nest. 2,14-18;
PTS 22, p. 265). The fourth passage referring our term exclusively to Christ’s human nature and the only
one without connection to the insubsistence formula is Ctr. Jacob. 53,8-11 (PTS 22, p. 128).

76 Koi &mi thg dpphtov kol mévia vodv brepkeipévig 100 xvplov oikovopiag Evodoiov pév
popev TNV VIG0TOoLY G v Talg oVolong tehodoav, €€ v kol cvviéBertal, Evomdotatov b&
EkGotnV TV 000L@V adToD- Exovot Y&p xowviv v plav adtod VrdcTaoy N pev Bedtng avtod
ading, kobd kol v o) Tatpdg kol tod mvedpatog, © 8¢ Epyvyog kol hoywn avtod capk,
1o 0tOv §' einelv M| &vBpondng abtod, Tpoocedtng v adtf drodtdoo Kol adIfv kKAnpooopévn
vndotaowv. (Ctr. Jac. 12,6-13; PTS 22, p. 115).

77 Kot 1 8edtng t0ivov kol ) &vBpordTng 100 Xpio1od Evuméotatdc sotiv Exet yap Exatépo
Kowiv v picv oOvBetov 0d1oD dnbdotaowy, i piv BedTNg Tpoonwviws kol ddlog, N 88 Euyvyog
odpt xai voepd €n’ Eoxdtov 1V xpbdvov I adtfic tpooingleloo kol év adtli VrdpEoaca xal
a0V éoxmkvia vrndéotoaoty. (Ctr. Akeph 6,11-15 ; PTS 22, p. 414).
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Obviously, the fact that Christ’s human nature is not a hypostasis, but £VUTOCTOTOY, is
for John also explained by its lack of preexistence, i.e. its reception of existence in the
hypostasis of the Logos.””® However, before we deal with this problem in detail in
examining John’s use of the insubsistence formula, we have to answer the question,
whether or to what extent the attempt to reconcile the two traditions concerning our
term from the Dialectics affects John’s Christological application of it.

Expos. 53 introduces our term only en passant (53,16) and thus cannot be expected to
provide any evidence relevant for our problem. In contrast, Ctr. Akeph. 6 provides a
harmonizing-effort independent from that in the Dialectics. Arguing for the distinction
between hypostasis and £vvmOcTOTOV, John points to the twofold use of both terms
and explains this in the case of hypostasis in exactly the way we know from John the
Grammarian and De sectis (6,3-8). But in the case of EVUTOGTOTOC, he just substitutes
Maximus’ two kinds for the traditional twofold use (6,8-11). Even if the replacement of
£180¢ by ovoial (6,8) wants to create some affinity of Maximus® first kind to the
traditional wider use, this cannot conceal the fact that the ‘twofold use tradition’ is
deprived of every argumentative value in this chapter and simply suppressed by the
‘distinction tradition’.

Although the presence of the ‘twofold use tradition’ in Ctr. Jac. 11f can only be
revealed by a critical analysis of its sources — paragraph 11 mainly consists of what
could be called a detailed exegesis of the famous CNE-passage —, this passage provides
a somewhat concealed attempt to harmonize the two traditions.

11,4-12 gives an exposition of Leontius’ introductory analogy ‘hypostasis
EVUTOCTATOV = 0VC 1 : £V0VC10V’ and connects this analogy with the identification
of EVOVC10V with hypostasis and ovGlo with EVUTTOGTOTOV respectively. As TO €V
Twi and 10 £V @ are distinct, says John, also the 0Ooio and 10 €v 17 ovoig
BewpOVULEVOV (i.e. the EVOUGLOV or the hypostasis) and the hypostasis and 10 £V 11
VIOCTACEL KAUOOPWUEVOV (i.e. the EVLTOCTOTOV or the OVGIM) have to be
distinct. The latter identification is not pronounced very clearly in the text, but
immediately becomes clear in comparing the passage with one of its (remote) sources.

Ctr. Jac. 11,7-9 says:

% This is why I interpreted the Aorist-forms of Vmopyew and VpictacBot in my translations as
aorista ingressiva.
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“ "Evundototov is — not hypostasis — what is perceived in a hypostasis. OUciot O€, i.e.

whatever exists, either by itself or together with something else or in something else” >”

As U. M. Lang noticed,” this clumsy phrase is dependent on the antitritheist Dialogue
of Patriarch Anastasius I., where we can read:

“There is no nature without existence, because this would not be a nature; for everything that
exists, either by itself or together with something else or as having its existence in something
else, is Evundotatoy”. ™!

In the light of this source, the obscure 0VG1o d€ is probably most adequately translated
by “namely the substance”. But why did John insert an explanation of OVGlO /
EVUNOOTOTOV which is perfectly in line with the ‘twofold use tradition’ into his
exegesis of the basic text of the ‘distinction tradition’? To judge from the following
sentence, the two prepositional phrases offered to him the possibility of a further
differentiation, analogous to that between Maximus’ second kind and the separate
Christological meaning in Dial. fus. 45: A substance either exists by itself ¢ TVPOG
ovoia (probably the pure element fire before being mixed with the other three) or
together with another substance, like soul and body, or in another substance, like the fire
in the torch (an example he takes from a passage later in CNE, 1304B/C) or the flesh of
the Lord in his divine hypostasis. It seems obvious from the context that our term is to
be applied only to the last two cases. The first case (OUGi0QL as synonymous with
hypostasis) could only be integrated by a substitution of 0O0VGi0 for EVVTOGTATOV as
subject for Anastasius’ explication without undermining the whole argument for the
distinction between hypostasis and £vomtoctatov. Thus, the ‘twofold use tradition’ is
suppressed in a way equally brutal to Ctr. Akeph. 6.®> As this brutality provided
another evidence for John’s differentiation of anthropological coexistence and
Christological inexistence, we will not complain too much about it.

11,12-16 continues with Leontius’ text (1277D1-6) only amplified by a short illustration
of TOV Twva, dnrol (11,13f). Yet, John is not content with the ambiguous reference of
the O €V &1épw €xeL 10 elwol (John: Trjy UmapEiv)-clause and interrupts his

quotation to clarify this. He replaces Leontius’ remark about accidental qualities with a

P "Eyunbotatoy 8¢ ody f Onéotacic, 10 &v dmoothoel 8¢ xabophpevov. OVoio 8¢, TOVTECTIV
onmoodv brdpyer, eite ko' Eavtnv elte oLV £1épy elte &v Etépw. (PTS 22, p. 114).

2% Anhypostatos-Enhypostatos, p. 652.

Bl @voig wev ovk £0TY GUUNOOTOTOC, ENEL OVK AV Eln ¢pvoLg: A ydp vrdpyov, elte
KoB "EavTto eite ovv ET€pw 1) £V ETEpw £xov TN YropEly, Evundototov Eotiv. (Uthemann,
Streitgesprich, p. 103; 1. 780f).

282 This is also confirmed by Ctr. Jacob. 8 (PTS 22, p. 113) where the twofold use of hypostasis just
appears as a learned gloss without any relevance for the argumentation.
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more extensive account of the difference between 10 £V Tt and 0 £V o (16-23),
which only makes sense in referring the mentioned clause to £VUTOGTOTOV, not to
GUUBEPNKOC. This account presents exactly the confusion between the prefix and the
preposition £V Loofs’ critics have blamed his Leontius-interpretation for. It parallels the
relations of OPETT and £vapeToV, Kakio, and its main subject (the devil), substance
and accident, soul and €Ly vy OV opo. The most interesting one is perhaps the last
example, because it provides a direct answer to our introductory question, to which one
of the two relevant types of £V- adjectives our term belongs: The ‘ensouled’ body is not
itself soul, just as neither the ‘embodied’ soul is itself body nor the ‘enhypostasized’
nature is itself hypostasis. Hence, John of Damascus comes very close to a Loofsian
reading of £VUMOOTOTOC. However, the component still missing is an entirely
consequent exclusive attribution of the term to the human nature. In fact, the following
paragraph displays Maximus’ perfectly symmetric and consistent use of the term to
signify the relationship of nature and hypostasis a parte naturae both in the trinitarian
and in the Christological context (12,4-13).

Although we have already mentioned the close connection between our term and the
insubsistence formula in John, we still have to examine his use of this formula more
intensively in order to reveal all the systematic implications of this connection. John
uses ‘subsist in’ numerous times and almost exclusively? to signify the relationships of
accident and substance®® or — in the majority of instances — flesh and Logos-hypostasis.
Only five times the formula signifies the relationship of substance and hypostasis in

1.7 In case of the Christological application, three grammatical variants have to

genera
be distinguished: The verb VGLGTNLL either occurs in the active voice,?®® i.e. the Logos

1s said to have ‘caused to subsist’ in him the human nature, or in the transitive

283 Two antimanichean passages deny the ,inexistence’ of the latters’ alleged two principles in each other
(Expos. 93,4; PTS 12, p. 220) and maintain the ‘inexistence’ of T0 €lvail in TO OV in order to make sure
that those two do not constitute a manichean duality (Ctr. Man. 16,23f; PTS 22, p. 361).

% Dial. fus. 9,40 (PTS 7, p. 73); 17,4f (Ibid., p. 86); 30,10f (p. 93); 40,7f (p. 106); 42,17f (pp. 107f) / Ctr.
Akeph. 8,7 (PTS 22, p. 415). More frequently, he uses Ty UmapEw or 10 £lvon &gy €v: Dial fus
4,10.66f (PTS 7, p. 58f); 10,103£.119f (p. 77); 17,4 (p. 86); 40,4-6 (p. 106); 46,4 (p. 110); 48,5.13f (p.
112) / Ctr. Man. 31,4 (PTS 22, p. 369) / Ctr. Jak. 8,3 (PTS 22, p. 113).

28 Dial. fus. 31,16-19 (PTS 7; p. 94); 43,22f (Tbid., p. 109); 45,7f (p. 110) / Expos. 50,12f (PTS 12,
?.120); 55,4f (Tbid., p. 131).

% Expos. 56,13.33f (PTS 12, pp. 134f) / Ctr. Nest. 2,4f (PTS 22, p. 264) / Hom. in Dorm. I 3,26f (PTS
29, p. 486).



84

middle,z(87 1.e. the Logos ‘causes to subsist for himself’ the human nature, or — the
traditional variant — in the intransitive middle,”*® i.e. the human nature is simply said to
subsist in the Logos. Rozemond’s claim of the fundamental significance of “la notion
d’enhypostasie” can thus well be said to hold true with regard to John’s frequent and
emphatic use of the insubsistence formula. If we look for alternative formulas, the first
candidate is of course Maximus’ coexistence-formula. The two instances from the
Expositio alluding to Maximus’ phrase HETO. 1TTG OUYKEWMEVNG KOl
cvrudeotnkuiog are dealing with the consequences of the union for the natures,
namely the communicatio idiomatum and the triad of ‘deification’ — ‘incarnation’ —

289 1f two similar

0

‘communion’ reflecting Cyril of Alexandria’s threefold divisio vocum.
instances in John’s other works are to be found in contexts treating the same topics,”
we seem to be well justified in regarding the formula as describing the consequences of
the union rather than the union itself, thus being definitely less central than the
insubsistence formula. However, a proper alternative expression to the latter is John’s
identification of the Logos as the hypostasis of the flesh, an asymmetric echo of
‘Maximus’ ‘more immediate’ connection between both natures and their hypostasis.291
As John attaches this identification very frequently to the insubsistence formula, he
probably regards it to be some kind of precision or completion of the latter, perhaps
necessary for him to avoid the misunderstanding as merely accidental insubsistence:

“The flesh subsists in the Logos and has the latter as his hypostasis’.**

7 Expos 51,9f (PTS 12, p. 123); 86,99 (Ibid., p. 195) / De fide ctr Nest 23,3f (PTS 22, p. 244) / Ctr, Nest.
43,27 (PTS 22, p. 286) / Ctr. Akeph. 9,211 (PTS 22, p. 416) / Honv in Nativ. 2,24-26 (PTS 29, p. 326) =
Expos. 46,28-20 (PTS 12, p. 110).

28 Dial fus. 45,20f (PTS 7, p. 110); 67,27.29 (Ibid., p. 139) / Expos. 53,15f (PTS 12, p. 128) / De fide ctr.
Nest. 23,5.14 (PTS 22, p. 244) / Ctr. Nest 1,34 (PTS 22, p. 264); 2,17 (Ibid., p. 265) / Ctr. Jac. 12,12f
(PTS 22, p. 115) / Hom. in sab. 29,36f (PTS 29, p. 139) / Hom. in Dorm I 8,38f (PTS 29, p. 493).
Synonymously to DGLOTNL in the intransitive middle John can use the verbs Vmoipy etV €V (Expos.
61,291 [PTS 12, p. 156]; 66,13f [p. 165] / De fide ctr. Nest. 23,5 [PTS 22, p. 244] / Ctr. Akeph. 6,15 [PTS
22, p. 414]/ Ctr. Jacob. 11,12 [PTS 22, p. 114]; 79,13f [Ibid., p. 136]), bndotoow or VopEly €xew
v (Dial fus. 45,18 [PTS 7, p. 110] / Expos. 56,70 (PTS 12, p. 136) = Ctr. Jac. 83,22f (PTS 22, p. 141)/
Expos. 71,21f [p. 170]), the Leontian évudpictocBorl (Hom. in Dorm II 14,11; PTS 29, p. 531) or the
Maximian 10 €lvat Aaryyoively (Maximus said AciLBOVELWY) £V (Expos. 46,37; PTS 12, p. 110 / Hom.
in Nativ. 2,32f, PTS 29, p. 327).

29 Expos. 48,32f (PTS 12, p. 117)/91,51-53 (Ibid., p. 214). The relevant Cyril-passages are collected by
Uthemann, Vorbereitung, pp. 379fn. 31.

20 Ctr. Jac. 81,34-36 (PTS 22, p. 139: communicatio idiomatum) / Volunt. 42,30-33 (PTS 22, p. 228:
three modes of the union, i.e. divine, human, theandric [cf. ab. n. 208]). The last instance, Ctr. Jac. 79,21-
23 (PTS 22, p. 137), uses the formula to stress the remaining duality of natures.

PUCE. ab. n. 191.

2 Dial fus. 45,20 (PTS 7, p. 110): &v y&p tfi dnootdoel 10D 8e0d Adyov bréctn mpocAneeico O’
a0Tiig kal tavTnv kol oxe kol &xer Ondéotaowy; 67,29 (Ibid., p. 139): év 1§ mpovropyovon tod
8e0D AdYovL vrooctdcel UrEGTn TPooAneBeica O’ abTig kol TadTny Ko E0YE kol £xEL VROCTAOLY
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Finally, we have to examine how this insubsistence formula fits into John’s concept of
hypostasis and hypostatic union. As we have immediately noticed in quoting a few
John-passages on insubsistence, his concept of hypostasis very clearly displays an
aspect the Cappadocian concept comprised from its beginning, but most of the time
implicitly: the constitution of an hypostasis by its beginning or origin, more clearly
revealed by the synonymous phrase Tpomog LRapEewg which M. Richard most aptly
interpreted as “constitution de I’individu comme tel, constitution qu’il tient de son
origine et qui n’est quelque sorte que son origine continuée”.”** John explicitly agrees
with this interpretation when he says: “The hypostasis is the composition (GVUTNELS)
to one and the same thing in the beginning of every existence”.?** Thus, we immediately
understand the connection between the denial of a TPOSITAAC1LG of the human nature
and its subsistence in the hypostasis of the Logos: “And again, it is impossible that what
once subsisted by itself should receive another beginning of hypostasis; for hypostasis is
(coming into) existence by itself”.?*> The connection to Maximus® resumption of the
logos-tropos-distinction is made explicit in John’s treatise on the two wills, when he
explains how the creator composes individuals from substances and accidents:

“The former elements are substantial and natural, but their individually modelled and chosen
movement (constitutes) the hypostatical difference. To participate in the former constitutes the

/ Expos. 55,12-15 (PTS 12, p. 131): 0¥ xaf' adtny drootdoav kol Gtopov Ypripoticacay npdTepov
xol oVtwg br' adtod mpooAneleloav, &AL’ &v 1ff adtod Dmootdoer VmdpEocov. AV Yap T
brootacig tod Beod Adyov Eyéveto 1ff capxi drbéotaoig, 56,33f (Ibid., p. 135): év 1fi bnoctdceL
abtod Eyvyopéviv odpko wuxfi Aoywkfi te xoi voepd Umoothoog, odtdG Yeyovag oOTH
onodorocig / Ctr. Nest. 24f (PTS 22, p. 264): év tff abtod drootdoet DROCTACOS KOl YPIHATICQG
ovtfi dréctaoctg / Ctr. Akeph. 6,15f (PTS 22, p. 414): év avtfj dnépEoco kal adtiv éoynxuvia
vnéotoowy; 9,21-23 (Ibid, p. 416): ). év Eovrfi Omeotooto odpxa Epyvyxov Aoyikinyv, odT)
ypnpaticoco Tfi epyoxe kol Aoyikii copxi dndotaowg / Ctr. Jac. 12,121 (PTS 22, p. 115): év adtfi
dmooThoa Kol avTiV kANpwoapévn vrdotacty / Hom. in sab. 29,36-38 (PTS 29, p. 139): év 1fj 100
©e0® Adyov Vmootaoel VerotapEvng the e wouxfic xal 1od ohpotog kal peTd B&voatov kol
a0tV KektNpévov VrndcTacwy / Hom. in Nativ. 2,24-27 (PTS 29, p. 326) = Expos. 46,28-31 (PTS 12,
p. 110): év 1fj €0v10D VROOTAOEL £K TV Qyvdv tfig Tapbévoy aipdtov odpra eyvxmpévny Yoy
AoYLkfi 7€ kol voepd DreoThcato Gmapyniv npocAaBouevog 1ol &vBpamivoy @updpatog, adTodg O
AOyog yevopevog 11} capki Uréotacig. For the occurrence of those ‘identification’-formulas without
connection to the insubsistence formula cf. Kotter’s apparatus on Expos. 51,15 (PTS 12, p. 123) and De
fide ctr. Nest. 29,6 (PTS 22, p. 247).

? 1’indroduction du mot ,hypostase’ dans la théologie de I’incarnation, in: MSR 2 (1945), (5-32.243-
270) p. 19.

24 bréotacig Yap oy 1 év T dpyfi thg éxdotov OmépEemg kat avto odpmnéic. (Dial. fus.
67,211, PTS 7, p. 139). The xot' ad10 is a bit ambiguous. Richter (Die Philosophischen Kapitel des
Johannes von Damaskus, Stuttgart: Hiersemann 1982, p. 154) translates: ,,Ein Einzelwesen ist ja die
Zusammenfiigung fiir sich am Anfang des Bestehens eines jeden”, i.e. reads (following b) k0@ o016
instead. In contrast, I take the phrase to signify the virtual point which all the elements of the hypostasis
(the context talks about body and soul) are fixed at in its beginning (cf. Expos. 71,21-24; PTS 12, p. 170).
% Kad nédy ddOvatov T Enak kol fovtd droothvio Etépav &pyfiv Droctdoemg oyelv: 1| Yap
Ondotoog i kad' fovtd éotv VropEig. (Dial. fus. 67,34-36; PTS 7, p. 140). The ambivalence of the
Greek UnapELg (‘existence’ or ‘beginning’) can only be translated very oddly.
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identity of nature, but the way of (coming into) existence (TpOTO¢ VRNAPEEWG) introduces the
difference of hypostases, and the marked off and independent (coming into) existence and
composition (CURTNELG) of everyone and the individually modelled and moved and different
use of ttgg()natures causes the hypostases to be marked off and enables to speak of many human

beings”.

The notion of GUUTNELE — we talked about its Christological tradition when dealing
with Maximus’ use of it — seems to fulfill a twofold function in this context: It links the
logos-tropos-distinction with the Porphyrio-Cappadocian concept of an individual as
oBpolopo 101WUOTWY, as it is the substantial and accidental properties which are
“put together” in order to make up the individual,”®’ and it resumes the Maximian
‘biology’ of incarnation we have examined above:

“In the case of every (normal) woman, the conception happens, when a sperm is thrown down
from a man, and the conception is the effect of the sperm; and the sperm is the hypostasis, when
the woman provides simultaneously to the conception her own blood, the intercourse happens,
the blood settles down (UdicToGBAN) in the sperm and the sperm becomes a hypostasis for
them, it becomes a common hypostasis for itself and the female blood. However, in the case of
the holy virgin it was not so; for the conception was not from a male sperm, but [...] the son of
God overshadowed her [...], like a divine sperm and composed (GLVERNEEY) for himself from
her untainted and most pure blood a flesh enlivened by a rational and intelligent soul in

becoming the hypostasis for the latter”.*®

Just as in Maximus, the active and form-giving role of the sperm is transferred to the
Logos — John is quite fond of Theodoretus’ formula Otovel B€10¢ GTOPOG which he
thinks to be Justin’s**® — which makes a proper human sperm superﬂuous.30° However,
the direct and explicit identification of sperm and hypostasis is astonishing. The treatise

on the two wills explains this more carefully:

29 oo . . ) . e e , s s s ael s .
Todte mavia oboL®dT EL0L Kol @QUOKE, 1| 8¢ ToVvTev ididTpomog kol 1dLXipeETog Kivnolg

brooTatiky dtoupopd. TO pév yap petéyelv 10010V 10 1avtdv 1fig phoewg tapictnowy, O 8¢ ponog
i dndplemg TV 1@V dnootdoewy elodyel Srapoply, kol 1 dmotetunpévn Exdotov VrapEig te
xal ovpunnéig kol 1 i81étponog xai i8loxivntog kol S1dgopog TdV UoIKGY YPHOLG AnoteTunpnévag
104G drootdoelg motel xai toAiovg AéyecBoun Tobg dvBpdnovg. (Volunt. 7 col. 2,12-27; PTS 22, pp.
183f).

¥7Cf. also Ctr. Jac. 80,12-19 (PTS 22, p. 137%).

298 Eg' £xdotng Yop 1V YOVOLK®Y cOAANYIG Yivetal onopds £E dvdpdg koTafoAAOpEVNS, Kot Tiig
100 &vdpdg omoplg fomiv f| oVUAANWIC kol 1 omopd €onv 1 bndoracig Gpa tfi CLAANWEL
yopnyobong thg yuvoukdg th oixela aipata kol cvvagelag ywopévng, Kal €v Tfi 100 avdpog
onopd delotopévov tdv aipdtev, kol adtfig Tfig omopls yivopévng obtolg DTOSTACENG Kol
xotvig brootdoeng Eavtli kol tolg yovoikeiowg aipaot tfig omopds ywvopévng. Enl 8¢ tiig dylag
nopBivou oby obtwg: od Yop Ex omopds &vdpde | oDAANYLG, &ALL [...] Eneokiaoey én' adty [...]
6 vidg 100 8e0D [...] xoi oVvERTMEEY EaLT &K TV Gy vdv kol xoBapotdtev adTig aipdtov cdpro
gyvyopévny woxf Aoyikfi te kol vogpd, adtog yeyovag ovtf dnootaotg. (Ctr. Nest. 43,32-39.42-
46; PTS 22, pp. 286f).

% Expos. 46,21 (PTS 12, p. 109) = Hom. in Nativ. 2,17 (PTS 29, p. 326) / Ctr. Jac. 90,3 (PTS 22, p. 144:
here the explicit quotation from the Expositio fidei) / Volunt. 9,54 (PTS 22, p. 192) / De fide ctr. Nest.
23,2 (PTS 22, p. 244) / Ctr. Nest. 43,26 (PTS 22, p. 286).

% Cf. Expos. 2,21 (PTS 12, p. 9); 51,8£.35 (Ibid., pp. 123.125); 87,70f (p. 201) / Haer. 100,20 (PTS 22,
p. 61)/Hom. in Dorm. 19,9 (PTS 29, p. 494);1 12,14 ( Ibid., p. 497); 11 2,40 (p. 519).
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“We will come to know that there is only one hypostasis of Christ the following way: The
beginning of every child’s existence and his hypostasis is the sperm thrown down from the
father into the uterus of the woman in the conception of which the woman provides her own
blood, and thus the child is constituted. There is one single hypostasis of the sperm and the
blood from the mother having settled down in it in order to form (solid) flesh. The woman
conceives from the intercourse with the man the sperm thrown down from him, and the latter is
the hypostasis of the child”.*"’

In his function as active and form-giving power in the conception, the sperm is &pxT 7
oltion VTApEEWC of every animal transforming the undetermined mass of blood into
the distinct and concrete flesh of a certain individual and can thus be regarded —
according to the logos-tropos-conception — as the constitutive principle of every
hypostasis, practically identical with it. The lack of a human sperm is thus the necessary
presupposition for the lack of a human hypostasis.’*®> John can thus interchangeably
claim the sperm to assume a body or the Logos to cause to subsist for himself the

393 What does he mean then, when he

virgin’s pure blood as his flesh without a sperm.
talks of a VdioToicBal of Mary’s menstrual blood in the logos-seed?’®* This was
obviously so strange or even offensive for some copyists of John’s works that they
altered the case of the participle in the Ctr. Nest. passage in order to deprive the blood
of its (logical) subject-position.®> An interpretation of this formula could be attempted
in two different ways: Either John is just extending the personfication of the seed which
is said to assume a body also to the menstrual blood of which then our passages claim
that it receives subsistence in the male seed, or VPioTOLGOOL does not have to be taken

in its formalized ontological sense in those passages, but in its original ‘biological’ one.

In the latter case, it would signify the settling down or curdling of the blood caused by

O pia 100 Xprotod dndotaoic, Eviedfev Yvaoopeda. "Apxh Tig tkdotov Bpépovg vrdptemg

kol dméotacic £otiv Ty &k matpdg xotafoidopévn omopd &v Tl pNtpe TG Yovoakog, fv
gvilapBdvovoo T yovi xopryel td oikelo cipato, kot o¥1twg cuvvictator 10 Ppépog. Mio
drdotacg g onopdg kol v ik TAg unTpdg &v adtf berotapévev sig odpro aipdtov, Kol 1
oOAMYLG 1 omopdg Eotl. TuAlopPhver 8¢ T yuvr Ex Thig ToD &vdpog pifewg tov €€ odTOD
xatoforddpevoy odpov, kai od16g 0t 100 Ppégovg dndoraoic. (Volunt. 9,39-48; PTS 22, p. 192).
92 Cf. De fide ctr. Nest. 23,6-9.12-15 (PTS 22, p. 244): o0d¢ £oye omopav fi dAko TL dDndoTACLY EL PR
1oV Bedv pdvov: Tavtdg Yop Bpépovg ddctacig omopd, Tadtng 8¢ & Bedg Adyog. Kai néoa oapk
Tvog yiveto, abn 52 obdE Evdg el pi 10D BeoD Adyov. Ak 10910 pia drdotacrg. OV1w voodpev
10 «6 Mdyog odpE Eyéveton, [...] ST obte apynv A altiov drdpleng Eoxev 1 capE Exeivn N &yia
el pi od1dV 10V viov kol Adyov 10D Beod obte drhob éyéveto el un a1od, kol &1L v odTd
DREGTN KO Ev DT@ YEYOVEV T EVOOLG 1OV QDOEDV.

*® Ibid. 29,9-14 (p. 247) cf. Expos. 86,66-68 (PTS 12, p. 193).

% Volunt. 9,44-46 (PTS 22, p. 192): Mia dndotacig thig onopls kol 1@V £x TG PUTTpdc év adTf
i.)(ptorozp{:vmv el odpxo aipbdrtwv / Ctr. Nest. 43,35f (PTS 22, p. 286): év 1fi 100 &vdpog omopd
D?LOTGMEVG)V 1DV alpdTov. N

% The translation (“Le coit s’accomplit et donne personalité au sang dans la semence virile”) and
interpretation of C. Chevalier, La Mariologie de St. Jean Damascéne, Rome: Pontificale Institutum
orientalium studiorum 1936 (OrChrA 109), p. 110 follows this varia lectio of LPW.
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the logos-seed in order to form the embryo. However, as the relevant contexts do not
show any kind of implicit hint towards the milk-analogy, I would prefer the first
solution, although the translations in accord with it sound very strange.

To conclude, we cannot verify Studer’s harsh judgement about John’s theological
accomplishments with regard to the term £VVmO07T0TOG and the insubsistence formula.
In both cases, the analyses of John’s texts shed new light on the relevant traditions
before John. He is definitely the author whose works fulfill both criteria for a Loofsian
interpretation of our term most clearly and whose Christology assigns to the
insubsistence formula the most prominent role. Although he failed to integrate
Maximus’ congenial synthesis of Christology and trinitarian theology into his teaching,
he clarified and made explicit many aspects of the hypostasis-concept we could only
assume as implicit in many of our earlier texts. Thus, he deserves his prominent final

position in the history of the Early Church just like in this terminological survey.

B. Summary

Finally, we shall tackle the problem we have avoided throughout the whole of our
examination by leaving £VOTOOTOTOG just untranslated: Which appropriate English
equivalent can be found for our term in the different contexts and meanings it occurs in?
Is the translation ‘enhypostastasized’, ‘enhypostatic’ or even ‘insubsistent’ possible? In
answering. this question we will have to come back to both our introductory alternative,
whether our term parallels £VVAOC = enmattered or rather EVOAOC = material, and to
the problem of a possible comparison or analogy between the ‘insubsisting’ human
nature of Christ and the ‘insubsisting’ accidents, genera and species.

What we have said about the trinitarian use of our term does by no means deviate from
its basic meaning ‘hypostatical’ (‘existing as a hypostasis’), ‘subsistent’, ‘real’. The
term was used in those contexts to distinguish the entity to which it was attributed either
from a merely accidental reality (‘the £VUTOOTO.TOG AOYOG is not just a thought of the
father’) or from a merely apparent reality (‘the EvonocTOTog, {WV AGYOG is not like
the dead idols of the heathens’). The same holds true for what we have called the
‘twofold use tradition’, as it is also based on our equation x EVLIOCTATOV =
hypostasis of x. However, this tradition finally has to break with its own starting point,
as it has to serve the theological task of arguing for the unity of Christ’s hypostasis and

against the necessity of postulating a human hypostasis in Christ. Thus, it has to restrict
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EVLTOCTOLTOC to the wider sense of (however) ‘real’ and to oppose it to hypostasis, the
term now exclusively used for the independent reality. Hence, the translation ‘real’
would in those texts probably be the best one, but ‘hypostatical’ is very problematic.
Accordingly, our ‘distinction tradition’ prevailed in the end, because it does not proceed
from the common usage, as did the ‘twofold-use’-one, but immediately from the
relevant theological problem: the refutation of the ‘no nature without hypostasis’
objection or the denial of the necessity of a second, human hypostasis in Christ. A
translation by ‘hypostatical’ is thus immediately ruled out in those texts, and also ‘real’
seems to be too unspecific for the relatively precise idea behind this tradition. We have
seen from Ephrem of Amid onwards that most of our authors were — as to etymology —
naive enough to anticipate what B. Daley and others regarded as a modemn
misunderstanding of the Greek prefix: an £VUTOCTOTOV is what is ‘in’ a hypostasis,
i.e. the substance, species or nature realized in it. Therefore, we have paraphrased our
term in our interpretation of Maximus as ‘hypostatically realised’, which could probably
also serve as a suitable translation. But also the rendering ‘enhypostastic’ or
‘enhypostasized’ adopted by many Maximus-scholars is in my opinion acceptable, as
long as it is made clear that — for Maximus — this term signifies in general the
relationship of any nature and any hypostasis a parte naturae, not particularly that of
Christ’s human nature to the hypostasis of the divine Logos. A translation as
‘enhypostatic’ in the full Loofsian sense is, as we have seen, possible at best in John of
Damascus, but only if one dismisses the Maximian symmetry in the use of our term
displayed from time to time as nothing but a traditional left-over. But at all events, the
‘distinction tradition’ clearly parallels our term with £V0AOC = enmattered,’*® whereas
the ‘twofold use tradition’ rather seems to think of £VVAOC = material.

The rendition ‘insubsistent’ only comes into question, if one clarifies the philosophical
concept behind the metaphor and distinctly rules out the misunderstanding of such an
insubsistence as (quasi-) accidental. Lampe’s postulate of a meaning “subsistent in,

established in the very nature, inherent’”’ holds for none of the reference he adduces.

3% Cf. Nemesius, De natura hominis 2; ed. Morani, p. 18,10-15 (quoting Numenius): el pev odv kol 1
dovopig VA tig EoTy, 10Tg altols méAy ypnoduedo Adyois el 8¢ ody HAn AL’ Evudov (Etepov
8¢ ¢otv 10 Evolov mopd TRV VANV, 10 Y&p petéyxov YAng Evodov Aéyetat) 1t mote &pa £0TL 10
petéyov tfig YAng, néTEpov VAR kot ab1d f dvAov; el pEv odv VAR, ndg Evorov kol oy DAy, el &
oby VA1, &vAov &po el §& &VAov, o odpa, TV Tap cdpo Evoiov.

0TSy A5 (485b).
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He obviously assumes the possibility of a construction of our term with a dative based

mainly upon the following sentence from Gregory of Nyssa:

RAVTOTE Yap EVEPYOV KOl £voDOLOV Kol EVOROGTOTOV TH Gdie pOoEL 1O dyoddv 18 kol 10
aidrov EvBempelton BEANLa, 0DTE Amd Tivog dwalodong dpyxfig £yyivopevov odte dixa tod
8eAnTod vonBijvor duvéyievov.*®

However, the dative 11 d.i8ig) ¢pVoeL does not depend on £VUROGTOTOG here, but on
£vBewpeLtail. Gregory calls the good and eternal will to be perceived as always active,
substantial and hypostatic in the eternal nature (not in the mortal one, where will is
neither substantial nor hypostatic). ' EVUTOGTOTO¢ means ‘to be in a hypostasis’ and
can thus, just like £VUAOG = enmattered, not be combined with an additional dative-
indication of where the entity our term is referred to is ‘in’.>®® Yet, from a systematic
point of view, it is in the context of Aristotelian ontology really difficult to see how an
insubsisting inentity which can by no means be regarded as ko aVTO is able to
obtain an ontological status fundamentally different from that of an accident. The
dominant influence of the Categories propagating the all-embracing distinction between
substance and accident and the absolute ontological primacy of the first individual
substance must finally place the secondary substances in an at least quasi-accidental
position, as already Aristotle regards them to “determine the quality with reference to a
substance” (Cat. 5 3b20). This consequence is particularly evident in De sectis, where
the derived sense of LVVNOGTOLTOG originally signifying the accident is transferred to
Christ’s human and divine nature (1241B). Again, the ‘distinction tradition’ possesses
the systematically better standing. Even if Loofs’, Otto’s or Stickelberger’s extolling of

Leontius of Byzantium as metaphysical innovator is mostly overstated, his distinction

3% Contra Eunomium I11,6,17; ed. Jaeger, vol. 2, p. 181.

%% Accordingly, Lampe’s insertion of T¢) G.vOp@na into the Cyril phrase (cf. n. 307) is incorrect, as will
immediately become clear in the light of the parallels we adduced in chap. 1 n. 8. Lampe’s other
references have already been treated above in our one-by-one analysis of authors. In case of Jerome of
Jerusalem, De effectu baptismi (MSG 40, 865B), he incorrectly refers the phrase £v 17| Yoy to
(TPOLYHOLTWV) EVOTOGTOTWY rather than to S18AGKEL. A passage Lampe does not adduce, where our
term is prima facie combined with a dative is Macarius / Symeon, Homily 16,1,11-14 (PTS 4, p. 158): ol
Aéyovieg EvomdoTotov 10 KakOv odEv {oooL. Be® Y&p ovdév £0TL KakOV EVOROOTATOV KALTA TO
qnafig 010V kol Beikdv. fptv 8¢ éotiv dvepyodv év ndop Svvdper kol ailoBhoer, nacog
- erfopiog §1mocpdg bropdrrov. However, I take the datives 8@ and TUIV to be absolute dativi
commodi (“for God, no evil has reality”) rather than to depend on £Vundotatoc. The only passage |
found, where the rendering ‘insubsistent’, ‘inherent’ in an accidental sense might be possible, is Ps-
Gregory Nazianzen, Fragmentum ex oratione contra astronomos: koi deopdg pev 1fig yoxfic ot 10
odpa, deopdg 8¢ 100 chpatdg ot 10 oipe, pdAdov 8¢ f 100 aipatog évordotatog Bépun, fig
AmoYVYOREVTS, O TG Yuxfic ywpopdg éx tod copatog yivetar, Amornyvopévov tod aipaTog.
(MSG 36,675B) However, warmth in Aristotelian physics is not just a simple, accidental quality, but one
of the four elementary ones constituting every corporeal entity. The correct translation is thus probably
also: “the warmth realised or embodied in the blood”.
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was nevertheless also an ontological impulse especially efficient in Maximus and also
the later Medieval authors. It distracts the attention of ontological analysis away from
the relationship of a (substantial) entity to its (accidental) attributes and makes it focus
on that of essence and existence of this entity. Even if this distinction is not yet
explicitly made in Maximus, the philosophical efforts inspired by our Christological
problems did in my opinion contribute at least as much to its discovery as did those

provoked by the problem of creation.*'

3'% Those are succinctly expounded by D. B. Burrell, Aquinas and Islamic and Jewish thinkers, in: The
Cambrige Companion to Aquinas, ed. N. Kretzmann / E. Stump, Cambridge: CUP 1993, (60-84) pp. 62-
70.
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