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INTRODUCTION

Even a cursory reading of the volumes left by Cyril of Alexandria
reveals the perennial presence of christological images, word pictures
that are found throughout his many attempts to express his under-
standing of an orthodox picture of Christ. This work is concerned
with those images. There is no study dedicated to the task of a re-
reading of Cyril’s christology through his plethora of analogies.! The
present work seeks to achieve such a re-reading. Two glaring ques-
tions face us in our effort to read Cyril’s christological imagery. First,
what part do images play in his christology? It is important for inter-
preters to discover how important his analogies are to the expression
of his picture of Christ. It is this foundation which will allow for a
more accurate reading of his christology. Second, what christological
content can be extracted from these images? Only by placing these
analogies in their proper christological contexts will we be able to find
in them any message about Cyril’s conception of the person of Christ.
These two questions have determined the process and structure of
this work.

The volume is divided into three parts. Part One is concerned with
the contexts of Cyril and his christological images. An introductory
chapter addresses his life and ministry. Items include his influences,
his writings, and the debates in which he continually found himself. A
knowledge of these matters helps in understanding the formulation
and development of his use of imagery. Chapters 'T'wo and Three
examine the images in their scriptural and philosophical contexts,
respectively. In other words, the analogies in question find their be-
ginnings in either the biblical record or the scientific discussions of the
philosophers. The first of these two chapters questions Cyril’s under-
standing and use of images from the Bible, particularly the Old Tes-
tament. The second examines how natural phenomena are employed

! Notable instances in which scholars have sought to address the question of
Cyril’s christological imagery include H.A. Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers
(Cambridge, Mass., 1956); J.A. McGuckin, St. Cyril of Alexandria: The Christological
Controversy (Leiden, 1994); and R.A. Norris, ‘Christological Models in Cyril of Alex-
andria’, StudPat 13 (1975), 254-268. Cyril is a central figure in F.R. Gahbauer, Das
anthropologische Modell. Ein Beitrag zur Christologie der Kirche bis Chalkedon (Wiirzburg,
1984). None of these works grant Cyril’s images a central role in his christological
expression.
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as analogies in Cyril’s christological expression. The intention is ulti-
mately to determine the extent to which images are helpful to Cyril in
articulating his picture of Christ, and in turn how they are helpful to
our task of understanding that picture.

The second part examines Cyril’s rejection of two important her-
esies: Nestorianism and Apollinarianism. Chapter Four investigates
what he believes Nestorianism to be, and why it is abhorrent to him.
This heresy is the focus of his ire and polemical assault from 428 until
the end of his life. The fifth chapter addresses the charge of
Apollinarianism levelled against Cyril, particularly what he perceived
the accusation to be, the arguments he employs to reject it, and why
it is inconsistent with his own christology. By seeing what Cyril rejects
and why he rejects it, we are more prepared to read his christology
more accurately.

The final part is comprised of three chapters, and is a reconstruc-
tion of Cyril’s picture of the mysterium Christi by means of a reading of
his christological images. Chapter Six describes Cyril’s use of analo-
gies to illustrate that Christ is fully God. The next chapter describes
his use of images to illustrate that Christ is fully human. With this
dual confession comes the dilemma of explaining how this one indi-
vidual could be both vere Deus and vere hiomo. Chapter Eight seeks to
draw together Cyril’s imagery and reconstruct his picture of Christ,
thus offering his understanding of the solution to the christological
paradox.

With regard to the question of the importance of images to Cyril’s
christology, one will discover that although he perceives them to be
illustrative of his christological formulae and declarations, he never-
theless utilises them in a strategic manner, clarifying what he states
about the person of Christ. A similar conclusion has been reached by
Norris, in an article in which he questions the validity of the popular
practise of categorising Patristic writers as either Logos-flesh or
Logos-man. He suggests that at least in the case of Cyril of Alexan-
dria the evidence demands “a reconsideration or modification of the
typology itself”.? For Norris, the Logos-flesh model is simply inad-
equate to describe Cyril’s christology. In fact, the tendency to label
every christology as either Logos-flesh or Logos-man has, in Norris’s
estimation, led to the characterisation of Cyril’s christology as a “con-
cealed Apollinarianism”. It fails to recognise, Norris maintains, that
Cyril has two “ways of talking” about the Incarnation. The first of
these ways is his constant and frequent recital of traditional, orthodox

2 Norris, ‘Christological Models’, 256.
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statements of faith. In numerous places Cyril either quotes or para-
phrases passages of Scripture, the Nicene Creed, and statements from
other Fathers. As Norris notices, Cyril takes pride in his recital of this
christological vocabulary, and appeals to the authority of his sources
often. From these sources Cyril extracts his expressions such as the
Word “becoming man”, “becoming enfleshed”, and others. From
here he develops his kenotic theme. Norris concludes that in this
instance, Cyril christology is not an attempt to understand the rela-
tion of the Word to flesh or to man, but “a series of attempts to make
explicit the implications of a subject-attribute model for understand-
ing what is involved in the self-emptying of the Word”.? There is no
originality on the part of Cyril here, but he never intended there to
be. It was precisely in the unoriginal character of his christology that he
saw to be its strength: it was the christology of Scripture and the
Fathers.

Norris finds a second “way of talking” by Cyril. This he calls
Cyril’s composition language, where Christ is the result of putting two
things together. It is at this level that the Logos-flesh and Logos-man
models find their supposed appropriateness. In other words, where
Cyril ventures to describe the Person of Christ in terms of the union
of the Word and flesh with a rational soul, he begins to address the
relation between the Word and the flesh. Norris finds Cyril to be
reluctant to speak in this way, and subordinates it to his “narrative
language” about the Word becoming a human being. There is incon-
sistency in Cyril’s use of composition language depending on whether
he is in his anti-Nestorian or anti-Apollinarian mood. It is at this stage
that Norris finds Cyril’s analogies to be helpful, though not crucial to
the argument. Norris interprets Cyril to be guided in his thinking by
“a pattern of christological predication and not a physical model”.*
This means that his physical analogies, such as the body-soul image,
are not intended to demonstrate the composition of Christ, but to
illustrate that the Logos is the one single agent of the Incaration.
Consequently, for Norris, Cyril’s physical images are not explana-
tions, but “merely pointers to the truth intimated in the sound form
of christological words”.’

Norris™ article does not attempt to reconstruct Cyril’s christology,
and his conclusion is reached almost as an afterthought. His concern
1s with “ways of talking”, which, of course, included imagery. There

5 Ibid., 261.
* Ihid., 267.
5 Ibid.
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is, however, no investigation into the extent to which particular im-
ages contain or express Cyril’s christology. Furthermore, Norris does
not seek to place Cyril’s analogies in their respective contexts; it is not
his intention to do so. We intend not only to say something about
Cyril’s use of imagery, but also what it tells us about his christology.

With regard to the question of Cyril’s christology one will see that
a re-reading of Cyril in the light of his images reveals a coherent
picture of Christ, and one in which the label ‘unification christology’
is entirely inappropriate. From the evidence provided, one can con-
clude that scholars should reject the notion that Cyril’s christology is
a medium between Nestorianism and Apollinarianism, and that it is
an attempt to unify two pre-existent things. On the contrary, the
Alexandrian’s theology is an attempt to understanding how one can
conceive of a particular individual as both fully God and fully human.
Cyril’s use of images, it will be argued, helps one to understand his
conception of the mysterium Christi.



PART ONE

THE CONTEXT OF CYRIL’S IMAGERY






CHAPTER ONE

IMAGES IN THE CONTEXT OF
CYRIL’S LIFE AND WORK

There is a great deal more that could be said about the Archbishop of
Alexandria, but a synopsis of his life and work is indispensable to
contextualising his imagery. What we hope the reader will gain from
the chapter is a realisation that Cyril’s work did not occur within a
vacuum. He did not retreat to a proverbial ivory tower in order to
ponder the mysteries of the Christian faith. His thought was formu-
lated in the crucible of at least two controversies, and it was influ-
enced greatly by a deep devotion to the Holy Scriptures and an
exceptional theological pedigree. In addition, Cyril was keen to use
the language of the day, developing it into a vocabulary useful in
professing orthodox theology. One must understand a bit more the
context within which Cyril lived and wrote in order to understand
more fully his christology.

Cynil of Alexandna

When Theophilus, the controversial Archbishop of Alexandria, died
on Tuesday, 15 October 412, the choice of his successor marked a
watershed in Church history, particularly in terms of the develop-
ment of the Church’s christological understanding and terminology.
The son of Theophilus’ sister ascended to the throne, chosen against
the wishes of the government, which supported the archdeacon
Timothy for the position. Cyril was consecrated Bishop of Alexandria
three days after Theophilus’ death. There the young Cyril began an
international ministry which lasted for another thirty-two years, dur-
ing which he defended the orthodox Nicene faith he had received
from his uncle and the other great Alexandrian fathers who preceded
him on the throne of St. Mark. Whether denouncing the Arians for
denying the complete divinity of the Word of God, or anathematising
the Nestorians for severing Christ into two individuals, Cyril was in a
constant battle for the heart and soul of orthodoxy as he interpreted
it in Scripture and the Fathers who preceded him. Sill today the
legacy of this great man—however one might view his politics or
theology—Tlives on in churches of all persuasions. Regarding
christological development, Cyril’s importance is articulated best by
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Wickham: “The patristic understanding of the Incarnation owes
more to Cyril of Alexandria than to any other individual theolo-
gian.... All subsequent christology has proceeded, and must proceed,
by way of interpretation of [his] picture [of Christ]”. ! Through the
means of the Nestorian Controversy, the Council of Ephesus, and the
Council of Chalcedon, if it can be seen as the consequence of the
concord between Cyril and the Orientals, Cyril’s christology carried
further the orthodoxy of Nicaea, and helped the Church develop the
vocabulary necessary to articulate the mysterium Christi.

Little is known of Cyril’s life prior to his ascension to the See in
412. The bishop and historian John of Nikiou reports that Cyril was
born around 378 in Theodosios.” He was ordained Reader in the
Alexandrian church by Theophilus in 403, and there began his for-
mal ministry. In that same year Cyril accompanied his uncle to the
Synod of the Oak, where John Chrysostom was deposed.? The event
made such an impression on the young man that it was not until 417
that Cyril had John’s name restored to the diptychs in Alexandria, if
at all.* Much of Cyril’s early life was probably spent in formal educa-
tion, perhaps at the Philosophical-Catechetical school in Alexandria.?
He would have had a thorough and comprehensive education, prob-
ably being trained in pntopikn, ypappatikn and, of course, biblical
studies. Cyril knew some Latin, perhaps to make use of Latin com-
mentaries or to correspond with Rome, a skill which proved benefi-
cial in the controversy with Nestorius, as Nestorius’ correspondence
was left untranslated, and therefore often unread.

Besides his controversies with the Arians and Nestorians, there
were other groups with whom Cyril had disagreement: for example,
he confiscated Novatian churches in Alexandria early in his reign.
Outwith the Church, the Jewish community was long at odds with

' Cyril of Alexandria: Select Letters (Oxford, 1983), xi. Likewise, J.A. McGuckin says
that next to Athanasius, Cyril ‘has had the greatest impact on the articulation of this
most central and seminal aspect of Christian doctrine’, see St. Cyril of Alexandria: The
Christological Controversy, 1.

% The Chronicle of John Bishop of Nikiou, ed. and trans. R.H. Charles (London, 1916),
76. For additional information about the life of Cyril see McGuckin, The Christological
Controversy, 2fT, and F.M Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon (London, 1983), 242-246.

¥ See Ep. 33 (ACO 1.1.7:148.%3T, PG 77:159C).

* There is no reason to assume that Cyril in fact did restore John’s name. Al-
though he did contrast the heterodoxy of Nestorius with the orthodoxy of John, one
must remember that John’s dta%_osition was on disciplinary and not doctrinal grounds.
Cf. Ep. 33 (ACO 1.1.7:148.3%% PG 77:159C). It is noteworthy to recall that Cyril
cited John in his Oratio ad Dominas (ACO 1.1.5:67."*1; PG 76:1216A). Cf. McGuckin,
The Christological Controversy, 5.

3 See McGuckin, The Christological Controversy, 4.
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the Christians in Alexandria, and the new patriarch brought no
changes with him to office. Violent clashes between the groups took
place in the city, and on one occasion the death of a number of
Christians resulted.” A gang of Jews sounded the alarm, claiming that
the church was burning. When the Christians rushed to save the
building, they were ambushed. Although Socrates reports that Cyril
expelled the Jews after this event, it is likely that the story is embel-
lished. Probably Cyril sought their expulsion, with some being ban-
ished.” In addition, he was in almost constant disagreement with
Orestes, the city Prefect, and openly opposed the pagans in the city.
In opposition to the cult of Isis, Cyril had the relics of the martyred
Saints Cyrus and John taken to Menouthis. Socrates implicates Cyril
in the brutal murder of the Neoplatonic philosopher Hypatia by a
group of Christians. However, the evidence neither indicts nor exon-
erates Cyril in the matter.®

His tone in writing to and about these groups, especially the
Nestorians, is interesting to note, albeit briefly. Young contends that
Cyril was consumed with his mission to the point that he was blinded
to “the doubtful morality of the means whereby his ends were
achieved”.? Cyril’s mission was the establishment of the Christian
faith, and he was willing, Young maintains, to use positive, even
violent action to accomplish this mission. What does the internal
evidence of the tone of his writings tell us? In both his Second and,
interestingly enough, 7hird letters to Nestorius, Cyril refers to
Nestorius as “his most pious and divinely favoured minister” and
“your Reverence”.!” This, of course, could be mere common cour-
tesy as Cyril was writing to another bishop, in particular the bishop of
Constantinople. However, Cyril wrote elsewhere, “1 am filled with
love for Nestorius; nobody loves him more than I do”.!" There is no
reason to think Cyril insincere. As one reads especially the early
correspondence with Nestorius, one perceives that Cyril’s interest is
two-fold: the unity of the Church, and its doctrinal purity. His inter-
est is in doctrine rather than character assassination. For that reason,
Cyril tends to attack the theology rather than the theologian. In Adver-
sus Nestorium the tone changes a bit, with Cyril’s language being more

b Socrates, Hist. Feel., 7.15.

7 Cf. R.L. Wilken, Judaism and the Early Christian Mind (New Haven, 1971), 54-58,

8 Socrates, Hist. Eccl., 7.7; 7.13. McGuckin cites these passages: The Christological
Controversy, 7.

9 Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, 244.

10 Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:23.2% PG 77:40A); Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1: 33.%%; PG 77:105A).

' Ep. 9 (PG 77:61D).
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confrontational. This can perhaps be explained by Nestorius’ refusal
to recant, and thus his becoming a danger to the Church, at least in
Cyril’s perception. Stll, the tone is not that of a ruthless politician
seeking to destroy the character of an innocent participant, but a
church-man concerned with the health and well-being of the Church.
But how does this fit with the reports from men such as Socrates who
brand Cyril a brutal man? There appears to be need for further
research into Cyril’s treatment of his opponents'? - it could possibly
be that Cyril’s attitude toward those within the church, who are at
least on common ground with Cyril, are viewed in a different way
from those who are seen as an affront to the gospel and enemies of
the Church. For example, at the end of his career he refused to join
the chorus of those condemning Theodore of Mopsuestia, and he
even calls upon the writings of John Chrysostom to help argue his
point.'® If this is the case, it could help explain why mobs of
Alexandrian Christians were prone to violence against those outwith
the Church, but less so against those within the Church. In addition,
it would stand to reason that Cyril’s tone against Nestorius would
become less cordial and less conciliatory as the controversy
progresses: the longer Nestorius persists in his refusal to recant, and
instead continues to propagate his supposed heresy, the more danger-
ous he becomes to the Church. Cyril would recognise this, and his
attitude toward Nestorius would become more like his attitude to-
ward enemies of the Church, rather than misled factions within it.
We see something to account for this when Cyril asks, “If we have
been commanded by Christ to love even our enemies, how much
more does it follow that we should do the same to our brothers and
especially fellow priests?”'* Perhaps the evidence does not provide
enough information to draw even the most fundamental conclusion
that Cyril’s attitude was different towards those within and those
outwith the Church, but it does call for a reconsideration of Cyril’s
treatment of the Nestorians, and his other opponents.

Cyril's ministry began where Athanasius’ had left off—topically,
that is, and not chronologically—battling against the Arians. Having
begun in Alexandria, Arianism had plagued the fourth-century

12 Tt is of benefit here to see Wilken’s Judaism and the Early Christian Mind, where he
explores the relationship between Cyril and the Jews. Although Wilken's intention is
to show how this affected his exegesis, it could be a starting point for more work into
how Cyril treated his opponents.

:3 Oratio ad Dominas (ACO 1.1.5:67.1*1 PG 76:1216A).

* Thid.
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church there.!” The ruling at Nicaea had not killed the heresy for
good, and Cyril followed Didymus and Theophilus in a marked de-
termination to rid the region of this disease. His earliest works, e.g.
Thesaurus and Dialogues with Palladius, were concerned almost exclu-
sively with the Arian threat. The Arians were also the foes in Cyril’s
Commentary on the Gospel of John and various other early works.

In 428 another opponent emerges. No longer is Cyril fighting only
against the disease of Arianism, but now he must fight heresy from
the East. A collection of sermons from the new archbishop of Con-
stantinople sparked this new debate, this one with the Antiochenes,
that led Cynl and the Church into a controversy which continues
even until now. Cyril now fought on two fronts: against the Arian
denial that the Logos made man was fully God, and against
Antiochene dualistic christology, which Cyril interpreted as going
back to the two-Sons doctrine of Diodore of Tarsus. It was the latter
of the two which eventually consumed the remainder of Cyril’s life
and work.'®

One must remember that the respective christologies of both the
Alexandrians and the Antiochenes had developed in response to
Aranism, a common enemy. The two solutions, however, were
disjoined and incongruous. The Alexandrians defended the deity of
Christ through a theory of kenvsis, whereby God the Word descended
to the level of humanity by truly becoming man. Emphasis was
placed on the work of the Logos, and the unity of the Person of Christ
was of primary importance: Jesus Christ was fully divine because he
was God become man. The Antiochenes, on the other hand, de-
fended the divinity of Christ from the starting point of the historical
Jesus, whose life is recorded in the gospels. The Arians had searched
the gospels looking for references to Christ’s suffering, weeping, feel-
ing pain, maturing, etc., in order to demonstrate that he could not be
fully God, as God is beyond the reach of these experiences. In re-
sponse, the Antiochenes placed emphasis on the two natures in
Christ, arguing that the “human” things took place in and through
the human nature, and the “divine” things through the divine nature.
We will examine this dichotomy with relation to Cyril in a subse-
quent chapter.

!> For a more detailed investigation of Arius and Arianism see Hanson, The Search
Jor the Chnistian Doctrine of God.

16 However, as the writing of Cyril’s massive Adversus julianum demonstrates, Cyril
was concerned with the pagan threat even later in his ministry.
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The Council of Ephesus

Controversy between writers in the two regions initially began when
Apollinarius sought to answer the Arian threat with a radical doctrine
of the Incarnation of the Logos. His solution was to explain the incar-
nation as the Word replacing the rational mind of man, thus becom-
ing the guiding principle in Christ. This image of an “incomplete
man” was rejected, of course, by both the Alexandrians and the
Antiochenes. But the event left the Antiochenes with suspicions of
any Alexandrian christology which sounded the slightest bit like that
of Apollinarius. It seems that any christological picture which came
out of Alexandria was subjected to the test of Apollinarianism, and
was perhaps, therefore, tainted from the start.

The Antiochene solution, in turn, presented problems for the
Alexandrians. As Apollinarius  had corrupted the orthodox
Alexandrian picture of Christ, Diodore did the same for the
Antiochene picture. The Alexandrians began interpreting Antiochene
christology in the light of Diodore’s dreaded two-Sons doctrine,
which, whether intentionally or not, painted a picture of Christ in
which the Son of God joined to himself a man, Jesus, who then was
the Son of God as a result of this assumption. This hit right at the
heart of Alexandrian soteriology, which demanded that Christ be
God made man. Dualistic christology, as preached by Diodore, was
as unacceptable as the corrupted christology of Apollinarius. With
both schools interpreting the other in the light of these heresies, the
Eastern Church was an environment ripe for controversy when
Nestorius ascended the throne of Constantinople in 428, some sixteen
years after Cyril’s rise to the throne of St. Mark.

Not long after taking office, this young, well-spoken bishop began
preaching highly controversial sermons, questioning some of the basic
tenets of the Church’s dogma. When a collection of Nestorius’ ser-
mons was circulated, it found its way to Cyril in Alexandria. In these
messages Nestorius denied the validity of the appellation of ©eotoxog
for Mary, the Mother of Jesus, opting instead for Xpiototokog. This
prompted Cyril to act. In both his paschal letter of 429'7 and a letter
to the monks in Egypt'® in the same year, Cyril denounced those who
would abandon ©egotéxog. For Cyril, denying that Mary was the
Mother of God amounted to denying that Christ was God made
man. Cyril had been prepared for this battle by his prior polemic

'7 Hom. Pasch. 17 (PG 77:768A-789A).
18 Ep. 1,
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against the Arians, whose christology led to the same conclusion:
Christ was perceived to be less than fully God. Armed with the
christological foundation of Athanasius and his Alexandrian pedigree,
Cyril confronted Nestorius directly in a series of letters to the bishop.
After no common ground could be reached between Cyril and
Nestorius—the “common ground” actually amounted to Cyril’s call
for Nestorius to recant—both men appealed to Rome. Pope Celestine
[ called a synod in Rome to be held in 430. At the synod
Nestorianism was condemned, and a letter dispatched to Nestorius
with news of the decision. To the letter Cyril attached twelve anath-
emas. Nestorius was instructed to approve the anathemas or face
excommunication. Nestorius refused, and appealed to Emperor
Theodosius 11, who in turn called a general council for Pentecost 431
in Ephesus.'” Cyril and his contingent arrived in Ephesus and con-
vened the council, without the Oriental delegation. As Grillmeier has
noted, the Council was not concerned with developing new vocabu-
lary, or even clarifying existing language, for articulating the
Church’s christology. Instead, its primary objective was to aflirm the
content of orthodox belief about the Incarnation, and to address
christological content which did not conform to orthodoxy.?’ One
important development that did take place, however, was the con-
ciliar acceptance of Nicaea as the standard of orthodoxy. From this
point on, all christology would be contrasted with the Nicene formula
to determine orthodoxy. At Ephesus this took place by reading the
statement from Nicaea for the participants, then reading any works in
question. The works would be compared with the orthodox formula,
and those conforming to the statement would be accepted, those not
conforming to it rejected. Cyril’s Second Letter io Nestorius was read and
affirmed to be orthodox as an expression of the faith of Nicaea.
Nestorius’ reply to that letter was rejected, and Nestorius was con-
demned as a heretic. John of Antioch arrived with the Oriental del-
egation, convened another council, and deposed Cyril. Outraged by
the debacle, Theodosius deposed Cyril, Nestorius, and Memnon
bishop of Ephesus, and had them kept under arrest. After their re-
lease from custody, Cyril returned to Alexandria a hero, and
Nestorius retired to a monastery in Antioch. The proceedings of the
council, however, ended up providing a foundation for the eventual
reconciliation between Cyril and his Antiochene opponents.

' Subsequently known as the Third Ecumenical Council of the Church.
MecGuckin provides a detailed discussion of the events surrounding the Council of
Ephesus in his chapter, “The Context of the Ephesus Crisis’, 53-125.

A, Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol 1 (Atanta, 1975), 484-5.
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It was not until 433 that an accord was reached between Cyril and
the Orientals. The Formulary of Reunion?' | which both parties
signed, approved Nestorius’ condemnation for heresy, tempered the
twelve anathemas, and rejected dualistic christology. The problem for
the Cyrillian side was found in the “two natures” language of the
formulary. Cyril, however, interpreted this as a distinction, rather
than a separation, and approved the document as orthodox. This did
not satisfy the monophysite party, and the Council of Chalcedon
(451) eventually became necessary. Cyril had always claimed to desire
unity within the Church, but never at the expense of orthodoxy.?
The Formulary stands as a lasting testimony to Cyril’s awareness that
technical language is subservient to the theology is seeks to articulate.
The concern was for proper doctrine, not a particular description
thereof, per se.”* Even on his deathbed Cyril refused to condemn his
old adversary Theodore of Mopsuestia, once again demonstrating the
higher need for proper theology rather than proper language alone.

The controversial life of Cyril of Alexandria ended on 27 June
444 i Alexandria. He had spent his entire ministerial life fighting for
orthodoxy against the heretic and the infidel. Regardless of the judge-
ment history has rendered, or will render, one thing is certain: Cyril
was most concerned with the one theme of the Person and work of
Christ, the Lord and Saviour. Indeed, Cyril’s ministry and theology,
indivisible for him, are best described as Chrisiocentric. Although
Cyril’s death was the end of his long ministry to the Church, his
legacy remained, and the controversy of which he was so integral a
part, continued for long after 444, culminating in Chalcedon.?*

Cynl’s Writing Career

Much of Cyril’s ministry was dedicated to writing. He produced a
great amount of material, including commentaries, letters, sermons,

2 See Grillmeier, 497-500. For the Formulary of Reunion, see ACO 1.1.4:17.°T,
PG 77:177A.

22 ¢ call on you as my hrother and entreat you before Christ and the elect angels
to join us in holding and teaching [sound doctrine], so that the peace of the churches
may be preserved and God’s priests may have an abiding bond of unbroken love and
harmony’, Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:28.22:%5; PG 77:49A), Wickham’s translation. There is
no reason to doubt Cyril’s sincerity.

23 We will be addressing this theme throughout the course of this book.

** A more detailed description of theological development and discussion between
Cyril’s death and the Council of Chalcedon, and subsequent to Chalcedon can be
found in Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon; Grillmeier, vols. 1 and 2.2; and LR. Tor-
rance, Christology after Chalcedon (Norwich, 1988).
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treatises, and other dogmatic-polemical writings. The extant com-
plete works and fragments fill ten volumes of Migne’s Patrologia Graeca
(68-77).2 While Cyril was living many of his works were translated
into Latin, especially his correspondence with the Roman Church. In
addition, there have been Syriac, Armenian, Ethiopic, and Arabic
versions of many writings. Cyril’s literary activity is divided by the
Nestorian Controversy into two periods: ante-428, in which his works
were primarily exegetical with the Arians as the opponent; and post-
428, in which Cyril is concerned with the Nestorian heresy and a
description of the Incarnate Christ. The exegetical material Cyril
produced is greater in volume than any other genre, and McGuckin
has posited that Cyril would probably have been convinced that his
commentaries would be his greatest feat.”®

Cyril composed commentaries on the Old Testament books of
Isaiah, two on the Pentateuch, the Minor Prophets collectively,
Kings, Psalms, Proverbs, Song of Songs, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Dan-
iel. Most well-known would be two commentaries on the Pentateuch:
De adoratione et cultu in spiritu et veritate and Glaphyra. The former is
comprised of seventeen books, and is in the form of a dialogue be-
tween Cyril and Palladius. The latter differs from the former in that it
follows the order of the biblical books and is not in the form of a
dialogue. The masterpiece of Cyril’s New Testament commentaries is
one on the Gospel of John, written before the Nestorian Controversy.
Other New Testament works include a collection of homilies on
Luke, and commentaries on Matthew, Romans, | and 2 Corinthians,
and Hebrews.

Prior to the Nestorian Controversy, Cyril waged war against the
Arian heresy.?’” Two large works contain his attack on the Arians,
Thesaurus de sancta et consubstantiali Trinitate and De sancta et consubstantiali
Trinitate. These two works are similar to the Athanasian anti-Arian
polemic. The controversy with Nestorius began with two of Cyril’s
writings, his Paschal Letter of 429 and his Letter to the Egyptian Monks,
which Young believes was written to consolidate his alliance with the
monks, traditional “shock-troops” of the Alexandrian fathers.?®
Cyril’s anti-Nestorian polemic is best characterised by his five vol-
umes Adversus Nestorii blasphemias, and his Second and Third Letters to

% For a full listing and description of Cyril’s works, see ]. Quasten, Patrology (Mary-
land, 1963), 116-142.

2 McGuckin, The Christological Controversy, 4.

#7 For a study of the Arian Controversy, see R.P.C. Hanson, The Search for the
Christian Doctrine of God (Edinburgh, 1988).

8 Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, 214,
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Nestorius, the latter being accompanied by the famous (or infamous?)
Twelve Anathemas. There is a great deal of other correspondence from
Cyril which enlightens us about his christology and ministry. During
this period Cyril produced three works for the Emperor and his sis-
ters entitled De recta fide, and his Apologeticus ad Imperatorem, written
after the Council of Ephesus, defended his actions at the council.
Contra Diodore et Theodore and Contra Synousiastas are polemics against
the teachers of Nestorius and the Synousiasts respectively. His two
greatest christological works are Scholia de incarnatione Unigeniti and
Quod unus sit Christus, which was probably his last anti-Nestorian work.
A large volume written to refute Julian the Apostate’s Against the
Galilaeans was Cyril’'s Contra Julianum. The primary theme of Cyril’s
writings is the Person of Christ. Regardless of the front on which he
was fighting, the topic seemed always to be the mysterium Christi, and
how it 1s rightly to be understood.

Influences on Cyril

In this section I want to introduce the sources of Cyril’s christological
thought and/or expression, stating briefly the three most prevalent
influences on the thought and writings of the patriarch. In addition,
the following chapters on the use of images from Scripture and phi-
losophy will contain further evidence of how influential each was in
Cyril’s christology.

The least influential of these is philosophy. Although there has
been much debate on the influence philosophy had on Cyril, there is
far from a consensus. Wickham says that Cyril had little desire to
know “science, history, philosophy, and other secular pursuits,” and
although he did read Plato, Homer, and other philosophers, his pur-
pose was more for form than for content.” Many scholars join
Wickham in discounting Cyril’s use of philosophy and science as
shallow and non-technical. Others have gone further, arguing that
Cyril had almost no serious knowledge of or interest in the philoso-
phers. But is this the case? Siddals has shown quite convincingly that
Cyril was not only aware of philosophical ideas, but used them exten-
sively in his theological predication. Her conclusion is that Cyril has
a “firm grasp of key logical concepts”, and “has absorbed the princi-
ples of elementary logic”.* In addition, both Siddals and Grant have

29 Wickham, Select Letters, xiv.
30 R.M. Siddals, ‘Logic and Christology in Cyril of Alexandria’, J7S (ns) 38
(1987), 342 and 350.
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shown that Cyril went beyond secondary sources to the originals in
terms of his use of Greek philosophy; although it is probable that
Cyril was first introduced to the Greek writers through Christian
sources, namely Clement of Alexandria, Eusebius of Caesarea, Justin
Martyr, and the anonymous work De Trinitate.>’ One note-worthy
philosopher to whom Grant claims Cyril was introduced is the Aris-
totelian commentator Alexander of Aphrodisias. Grant spends some
time showing Cyril’s familiarity with Alexander’s works.*? It is clear
that Cyril had knowledge of the philosophers, and had chosen to
make use of some of their concepts in his theological expression; for
example, anodi ndbn, which Young claims to have been “current
Neoplatonist teaching”.*®> We know that Cyril knew the philosophers,
and was familiar with their teachings, although it is not known that
he was schooled in them. We believe that we can demonstrate that
the influence of philosophy on Cyril was confined primarily to his
style of argument—as argued by Siddals—and language. It will pri-
marily be vocabulary and imagery which find their way from philoso-
phy to Cyril’s christology. Cyril was not a philosopher, but a theolo-
gian. His christology was not a ‘sacred’ philosophy, but the result of
his understanding of the Bible and the Alexandrian interpretation of
it. One cannot dismiss, however, the influence of philosophical im-
ages on Cyril’s christology. This will be developed at a later point.
Those who had the greatest influence on Cyril were, as would be
expected, the well-known Alexandrian theologians; we have already
indicated Cyril's Alexandrian heritage. Most notable of these was
Athanasius, who was, without doubt, the single, most significant of
the Fathers for Cyril. Others included the Cappadocians, Didymus
the Blind, Clement, and Theophilus. Kerrigan has argued that
Jerome influenced Cyril’s biblical interpretation, either through
Cyril’s direct reading of his commentaries or through other writers.*
Also, Wickham has posited that Cyril’s reference to nurture “at the

' R.M. Grant, ‘Greek Literature in the Treatise De Trinitate and Cyril Contra
Julianum,” FTS n.s. 15 (1964), 265-279.

32 Jbid., 275-279.

3 F.M. Young, ‘A Reconsideration of Alexandrian Christology’, 7EH 22 (1971),
112, See also H. Chadwick, ‘Fucharist and Christology in the Nestorian Contro-
versy’, JT5 (ns) 2 (1951), 145-164. Cf. J.D. McCoy, ‘Philosophical Influences on the
Doctrine of the Incarnadon in Athanasius and Cyril of Alexandria’, Encounter 38
(1977), 362-391.

AL Kerrigan, St Cynl of Alexandria: Interpreter of the Old Testament (Rome, 1952),
43511
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hands of holy and orthodox Fathers,” may allude to training by
monks, though this is in no way certain.?

The influence Athanasius had on Cyril cannot be overstated. One
of Cyril’s first works, his Thesaurus de Trinitate, was based largely on
Athanasius’ Contra Arianos.®®  Sellers calls Cyril a “disciple of
Athanasius”.%” There is no doubt that the extent to which Athanasius
was a model for Cyril and helped mould his christological thinking
and expression is great. The Alexandrian theological tradition was
passed faithfully from Athanasius to Cyril. McGuckin summarises
Athanasius’ influence on Cyril well: “even before 428 Cyril’s mind
had already been shaped, formed in the living christological tradition
of his church, summarised in the great Athanasius”.?® Cyril inherited
his theological tradition from his “Father” Athanasius. As we shall
see, however, Cyril’s christology was more than a mere restatement
of Athanasius’ thought, and the developments to Alexandrian
christology which Cyril brought about guaranteed its ultimate sur-
vival in the East.

Here we need to comment briefly on the part which Scripture
played in Cyril’s christology. We will return to this in greater detail
later. The most comprehensive study of Cyril’s exegesis has been
done by Kerrigan. Kerrigan, and most since his work, focused on the
“senses” of scripture as understood by Cyril and other fathers. The
spiritual sense (Beopid mvevpatikn), in Kerrigan’s estimation, along
with Wilken and others, provided Cyril with a typological exegesis, in
which various Old Testament events portrayed the coming Christ.
Young has taken issue with categorising Cyril and the other fathers as
typological, allegorical, literal, or, in Cyril’s case, eclectic.*® Her con-
tention is that these distinctions were totally foreign to the Fathers,
whose primary concern was with appropriation of the text rather
than artificial categorisations of particular exegetical methods.
Young’s excellent study recognises the important connection between
exegesis and theology in the Fathers. Attempting to separate them
leads to confusion and misunderstanding. At any rate, Cyril sees the
link between the Old Testament and the New Testament in the tonot

35 Wickham, Select Letters, xiii. Cf. ACO 1.1.3:22.%. This passage is Cyril’s own
profession of faith.

36 See esp. ]. Liébaert, La Doctrine christologique de Saint Cyrille d’Alexandrie avant la
querelle Nestoriene (Lille, 1951), 221F,

37 R.V. Sellers, Two Ancient Christologies (London, 1940), 80.

38 McGuckin, 176.

3 F. M. Young, Biblical Exegesis and the Foundation of the Christian Church (London,
1997).
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Xpiotov found in the Old Testament. For our study, we are interested
in what part they play in illustrating Cyril’s christology. The distinction
between Cyril’s exegesis and his illustration is anything but clear. To
separate Cyril’s exegesis from his christology is reading back into
Cyril modern forms of classification. However, to determine the ex-
tent to which he uses Old Testament passages to illustrate the Incar-
nation does not necessitate an investigation of his exegetical strate-
gies, methods, or whatever other hermeneutic categories one might
seck to devise. The fact of the matter is that Cyril sees in a number of
passages useful images which direct the mind towards a fuller under-
standing of the mysterum Christi. Tt is this understanding, in Cynil’s
thought, which we are seeking to discover, not his concept of Old
Testament (biblical?) exegesis, per se.

It is clear that there was no influence on Ciyril like the Scriptures.
As his writings make abundantly clear Cyril had a devotion to the
understanding and interpretation of the Bible that consumed his en-
tire ministry. Even beyond the influence of Athanasius and the Alex-
andria tradition he fought so hard to defend, the Scriptures were the
life-blood of his theology. Certainly this was the case with christology.
From the time Cynil arrived on the International scene untl his
death, two forces guided his christological thinking: the Bible and
orthodox theology.*! Couple these Christian influences with Cyril’s
ability to use and mould the language of the day into a useful vocabu-
lary, and one has a theologian equipped for the arduous task of
preserving orthodoxy while simultaneously expressing it in more clear
terms in the face of persistent heresy. These were the influences
which most shaped and guided the Alexandrian Patriarch’s theologi-
cal development and expression.

40

40 The fact that most of his work was commentary on Scripture is sufficient to
argue this point. In addition, though, even a cursory reading of his works reveals his
constant reference to Scripture as the source of his theology. The Fathers, particu-
larly in their statements at Nicaea and Constantinople, are an important interpreta-
tive element for Cyril. Their theology is affirmed as a proper interpretation of Scrip-
ture. Nestorius, Cyril believes, has rejected biblical and Nicene-Constantinopolitan
doctrine, and is thus heretical.

*I Wickham states, “What he [Cyril] brought with him to office were an enviable
knowledge of the Bible and orthodox theology’, Sefect Letters, xvi. McGuckin concurs,
writing, ‘the substance of his [Cyril’s] learning is built upon the twin pillars of biblical
theology and the prior patristic tradition’, The Christological Controversy, 3. CL Cyril’s
Ep. 55 (ACO 1.1.4:49.'-61.'%; PG 77:289D-320A), in which he expounds the Nicene
Creed. Sound doctrine, he says, comes from following the inspired Scriptures. For
Cyril, the Fathers at Nicaea (and Constantinople) produced an accurate representa-
tion of the faith of the Scriptures.






CHAPTER TWO
IMAGES AND CYRIL’S USE OF SCRIPTURE

As with the development of Cyril’s christology in general, his use of
images does not occur in a vacuum; there are a variety of determi-
nants which affect how they find their way into his christology and
the role they are intended to play in such discussions. Earlier we
addressed the context of his life and ministry; that is, those events and
influences in his life which helped shape his christological thinking. It
is important that one understands especially the Nestorian Contro-
versy, as it was within the heat of such a debate that his vocabulary
and imagery was refined and took a concrete form. We will now both
hone and expand our previous discussion. In the next two chapters
our interest lies in the sources of Cyril’s images and the influence they
have on his use of them. This will mean an expansion of our discus-
sions of his use of Scripture and philosophy, in particular. As we will
see, he was able to find in both areas analogies which served his
purpose, and he made use of them frequently. In this chapter our
interest lies in the Bible as the source of Cyril’s imagery and the
influence it had on his use of them. Our goal will be to discover why
Cyril chooses the images he did, what force they are intended to
possess, and what role their are meant to play in his christology. Our
investigation will lead us to conclude that his images are analogical in
nature and serve the purpose of illustrating his description of the
Incarnation, rather than being descriptive tools themselves. In the
end we will be better prepared to reconstruct his christology based on
an examination and interpretation of his christological imagery.
That Cyril of Alexandria employs images from the Old Testament
as illustrations of the Incarnation is quite obvious. He sets out in his
Scholia de Incarnatione Unigeniti to “demonstrate the manner of union
(tpomog tfig évooewng) using illustrations (rapadeiypota) from the di-
vinely inspired Scripture as in types (év tonowg)”.! How he concludes
that these passages are examples and types of Christ, and the extent
to which they “demonstrate” the manner of union are less clear.
Interestingly enough, these illustrations have often been ignored by
scholars in their interpretation of his christology. Perhaps this void of

! Scholia (PG 75:1377D).
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study into Cyril’s use of scriptural images is the result of a failure to
take seriously his understanding and use of Scripture, as Wilken has
aptly pointed out: “The discussion of Cyril’s theology has gone almost
without reference to his interpretation of the Scriptures”.? The wealth
of christological material contained in these analogies has been over-
looked because of this lack of interest, which is an unfortunate conse-
quence. We are, therefore, presented with a two-fold task. First, we
must address the matter of Cyril’s understanding of the Scripture, and
then determine how that understanding affects his use of scriptural
images in his christological discussions. This will develop for us a
foundation upon which we can construct his picture of Christ as
illustrated in scriptural analogies.

Litde work has been done specifically in the area of Cynl’s
hermeneutic. Kerrigan’s volume has been the standard for scholars
since its publication,® and has been complemented in recent years by
Wilken’s insightful study of the influence of Judaism on Cyril’s ex-
egesis of both the Old and New Testaments.* Otherwise, most recent
works join Koen® and Welch,® simply summarising and affirming
Kerrigan’s fundamental conclusions. In a wider context, F. Young
has added a great deal to the debate over the patristic understanding
and use of the Bible,” as has Thomas F. Torrance.? The latter two
works have called into question the traditional categories of “literal”,
“typological”, and “allegorical” as descriptions of exegetical systems.
Such clear distinctions were not known to the patristic writers, and, as
Young contends, the matter of appropriation was most important,
whereby the received text was applied to Christian discussions as
though it was intended ultimately for the Christian community. Her
observations question Kerrigan’s conclusions about Cyril’s under-
standing of the “senses™ of Scripture, and a re-evaluation of Cyril’s
hermeneutic considering such observations would be of significant
value. Our intention is not to enter into the debate over exegesis,

2 Wilken, Fudaism and the Early Christian Mind, 3.

¥ Kerrigan, St. Gyl of Alexandria: Interpreter of the Old Testament. In addition,
Kerrigan has produced an article dealing with Cyril's use of the New Testament,
“The Objects of the Literal and Spiritual Senses of Scripture in the New Testament
according to Cyril of Alexandria’, StudPat 8 (1957), 354-374.

* Wilken, Fudaism.

5 L. Koen, Saving Passion: Incarational and Soteriological Thought in Cyril of Alexandria’s
Commentary on the Gospel of John (Uppsala, 1991).

% L. Welch, Christology and Eucharist in the Early Thought of Cyril of Alexandria (London,
1994).

" Young, Biblical Exegesis and the Foundation of the Christian Church.

8 T, F. Torrance, Divine Meaning: Studies in Patristic Hermeneutics (Edinburgh, 1997).



IMAGES AND CYRIL’S USE OF SCRIPTURE 23

though such debate is needed, but to make some observations about
both Cyril’s understanding and his use of Scripture within a
christological context. This review will reveal two important conclu-
sions that will, in turn, be the basis of a further investigation into the
images of Christ found in the Hebrew Scriptures, and the force they
are intended to have in illustrating the mysterium Christi. First, many,
though not all, Old Testament passages can be interpreted in two
equally valid ways, depending on the perspective of the interpreter.
Second, it is the skopos (oxomdg), or purpose, of Scripture that allows
for the two interpretations. The two-fold purpose of Scripture, and
thus the two meanings of some passages, allows for a particular text to
be a type of Christ, if a component of the image corresponds to a
statement made about Christ elsewhere in Scripture. In addition,
analogies “demonstrate” the Incarnation insofar as they point the
reader’s mind to something that is ineffable, and make it more clear.
They are not intended to be models of the Incarnation, but analogies,
by which some component of Cyril’s christology is qualified and clari-
fied.

The Self-Revelation of God:
Cyril’s Understanding of the Old Testament

The basis for Cyril’s understanding of the Old Testament is his con-
ception of a two-fold purpose for Scripture. As we shall see, this is not
the same thing as two senses, for the latter connotes something about
the nature of the text, whereas the former is concerned with the
intention of the author, his oxonog. Inseparable from this is Cyril’s
belief that Scripture was “spoken by the one Holy Spirit”, and is thus
the logos of God.? Regardless of immediate human authorship the Old
Testament is God speaking to humankind, and it is therefore #
Beonvevotog Tpayn.'® Consequently, Cyril’s interest is in why the
Spirit of God spoke these words to humankind.

Initially, the Old Testament was delivered to the people of God, in
Cyril’s opinion, in order to guide their behaviour. The ordinances of
the Law are joined with narratives, prophecies, and proverbs for the
purpose of leading the Jews to right conduct, which was obedience to
their God. Moreover, the prescriptive elements of the Old Testament

9 Commentarium in Isaiam prophetum (PG 70:565A).

10 Modern categories of inspiration would have, of course, been unknown to Cyril,
and are beyond the scope of this study. It is sufficient to note that Cyril conceived of
Scripture as spoken by God and therefore the source of orthodox belief about him.
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are of use to the Christian as well, to reveal to us the proper standards
of moral living. This is what we have chosen to term the preseriptive
purpose of Scripture. In other words, God has spoken to his people—
the record of which is the Old Testament—to prescribe a standard of
behaviour, whether ceremonial, legal, or moral.

This first purpose is superseded, however, by a higher raison d’étre.
In the Scripture that God has spoken to his people, he is about the
work of progressively revealing himself, a process culminating ulti-
mately in the Incarnation of the Logos of God. The written logos of
God is therefore intrinsically related to the Logos of God who be-
came a human being in the Incarnation. This is, then, the revelatory
purpose of Scripture. The Old Testament is not the final revelation of
God, but contains the “first elements” of God’s self-disclosure, the
initial Vox Dei to his people.!! As it is the beginning of God’s revelation
of himself, it is only a partial revelation. Cyril illustrates his point with
the interesting analogy of a painting.'? An artist begins with outlines
and shadows that faintly resemble the intended outcome. Progres-
sively, more clarity and colour are added to the outlines untl eventu-
ally the finished painting appears out of what was once only a shadow
of the completed portrait. The outlines are not done away with, but
they are refined as more paint is added. In time the shadows give way
to what was the ultimate intention of the artist. This is how one ought
to understand the progressive self-revelation of God. The Old Testa-
ment is like the outlines and dark shadows of the painting. In its
passages God is giving an initial statement about himself. That state-
ment is, just like the outlines, in need of refinement and clarity, and is
incomplete; not with regards to its historical elements, but in its role
as the medium by which God progressively reveals himself. Christ
serves to transform the outlines and shadows, as it were, into the
finished painting, as he is the complete and full self-revelation of God.
In him [Christ] the revelation of God which began softly and dimly in
the Old Testament is completed.!® Therefore, the Old Testament is
both incomplete and complete at the same time, with Christ making
the difference.'* We shall return to this in a moment.

The hermeneutical consequence of affirming a two-fold purpose of
Scripture is, for Cyril, a recognition that many, though not all, pas-
sages of the Old Testament contain two (at least) equally valid ways of
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being read. In his Commentary on the Minor Prophets Cyril states about
the text in question, “These verses have two meanings”, although this
is not necessarily true of all prophecies.'” The same is true of both
narratives and ordinances of the Old Testament, and those which
can be interpreted in two ways are to be inspected so that both
meanings may be discovered.'® One must take caution, however, as
some narratives and ordinances have only one meaning, rather than
two.'” Likewise, some proverbs have but one way in which they
should be interpreted, while others should be explored for a second,
inner meaning.'® In each type of Old Testament literature all texts
have an obvious, historical mcaning, while there are some texts which
have two. The interpretation that is proper for all passages is termed
iotopio. When a text possesses a second interpretation it is called the
Bewpia mvevpoatikf. Each passage should be considered according to
its own mode or manner; that is, its puu]:;osc.'9 In other words, if the
purpose of the text is question is solely prescriptive, then only the
totopia is to be found. However, if the purpose of a particular pas-
sage is additionally revelatory, then one ought to seek for the Bewpia
nvevpotikn. We will see shortly how Cyril distinguishes those pas-
sages that possess a two-fold purpose from those with only a prescrip-
tive purpose.

Translating these expressions causes great difficulty, as the tradi-
tional English translations can carry considerable baggage. We have
chosen to translate ioctopioc as “historical meaning” and 6ewpic
nvevpotikn as “spiritual meaning”, but would clarify these transla-
tions as follows. “Historical” should not be understood as implying
that other interpretations do not find their reality in historical events.
Likewise, one should not read these translations as synonyms for the
traditional categories of literal and allegorical (or typological). The
focus of both iotopic and Bewploe Tvevpotikn is the intention of the
author—in this case the Holy Spirit—and not a hermeneutical
method or system. The hypothesis that 8empia Tvevpatikn is not true
to the text, and is therefore eisegesis rather than exegesis does not
hold up under examination. Neither is it correct to assume that
Bewpia mvevpatikn is unconcerned with the Siz im Leben of the pas-
sage.
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On the other hand, the designations of historical and spiritual
should not be mistaken as affirming a ywpiopog between the x6opog
aiocOntog and the kbéopog vontog, Although Cyril recognised and af-
firmed the transcendence of God and the distinction between the
Creator and the creature, he does not infer from this that a complete
separation exists such that God is incapable of working really and
truly within his creation. Quite the opposite is true: God must be
understood to work within our time and space, otherwise the entire
system of kenosis, whereby God himself becomes human in order to
redeem humankind, is undermined. In addition, the Incarnation is a
reality, rather than a docetic manifestation.?’ There is not a hint of
this type of separation in Cyril’s thought. Like his mentor Athanasius
before him, he has rejected the Platonic and Neoplatonic idea of a
separation of realities.?! In the end, however, translations must be
made, and we have chosen to use the terms “historical meaning” and
“spiritual meaning”, trusting that this discussion has been a sufficient
warning about reading too much into the English terms. We will
employ the Greek regularly to aid the reader in avoiding unnecessary
confusion. Furthermore, a discussion of Cyril’s use of iotopio. and
Bewpio wvevpatikt will help clarify their intended uses.

The iotopie of a text is that interpretation that is derived from the
things in it that are perceived by the senses.?” The historical meaning
itself is not what is perceptible to the senses, but rather the compo-
nents of the passage which reveal the historical meaning. In other
words, it is not the referent of the text that is historical, but the
particular parts of the text itself. The command in Exodus for Moses
to “put your hand in your bosom” provides a clear example. In
reading the text, the senses observe a command intended to invoke a
response from Moses: he is to place his hand within his garment.
Therefore, the iotopia of the text is the command itself, because it is
understood by the senses.?> Consequently, the historical meaning is
obvious, and can be found without outside assistance or additional
information: the text itself provides its own interpretation.?* This is
not to imply that Cyril does not recognise various figures of speech,
such as simile, metaphor, and the like. Obviously he acknowledges
these tools of rhetoric, and sees them as important means by which
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the intended message is carried.?® In fact, the recognition of tropes by
Clyril strengthens our contention that by iotopio he means that inter-
pretation which can be discerned by the human mind using the sense,
rather than some “sense” presumably possessed by the passage itself.
The iotopia is that which is concerned with the “events and pro-
nouncements of history”.?® Cyril says that it was intended to be a rule
of right conduct,?’ to warn Israel of the consequences of her sin,?®
and ultimately to lead her to righteousness.”” Thus the historical in-
terpretation of the Old Testament was proper for Israel. Cyril writes,
“[I]n their own time [the Scriptures] were understood as they were
spoken, as in the command to Moses, “Put your hand in your
bosom’”.3® This is true for each of the narratives, ordinances, prov-
erbs, and prophecies of the Old Testament, even those that possess
two meanings. The iotopia is also useful to the Christian interpreter.
Therefore, “we do not do away with what is useful in the iotopia as

though it is useless (whov)”.*! Likewise, in his Commentary on Hosea,

Cyril writes, “No argument will persuade us to belittle the iotopic.”.*?
Before the Bewpio mvevpotikn is sought, “we shall first explain the
things which were written historically (t& iotopikég nenpaypéova)”.??
There is practical instruction in the iotopia for the Christian: 6 tijg
iotopilag Muag avameiBer Adyog to abstain from the works of the
flesh.** The historical meaning is important for, and is a proper inter-
pretation of the texts of the Old Testament, as is summarised in the
following statement from Cyril’s Commentary on Isaiah:

Those who belittle (mapairtodpevor) the iotopia in the divinely inspired
Scriptures as being something useless (Eolov), miss the ability to under-
stand more the proper meaning (1pémov) of the things written in them.. ..
When things from the Holy Scriptures that have been written historically
(iotopixdg) are introduced to us, what is useful from the historical facts
(tfig iotopiog) is properly pursued, in order that the divinely inspired
Scriptures may be seen to altogether save and help us.%
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The interpreter discovers the iotopia of a text because of a particular
perspective, that of viewing the passage in the light of its prescriptive
purpose. Cyril refers to this as observing the text aiviypoatwddg, and
indicates that this is the manner in which the Jews perceived the Old
Testament. *® By this he means that the spiritual meaning of the
passage was hidden from them, and not that the historical meaning
was insignificant. Interpreting Scripture with regard to its prescriptive
purpose results in discovering the iotopia, a legitimate interpretation
of the Old Testament.

As we just saw, the Jews observed the Scripture aiviypatmdacg.
However, Christians are said to observe the same text vonmtig,
TVEVHOTIK®G, Kol kath ye 10 &AnBég.’” Once again we see that per-
spective determines interpretation. When viewed enigmatically (i.e.,
considering the historical components of the text alone), a passage
yields the historical meaning (iotopia). However, when viewed in the
light of the revelatory purpose of Scripture, the passage yields the
Bewpia mvevpotikn, which is the higher of the two interpretations and
the one for which the Christian exegete should look. There is nothing
to prevent the Scripture from using the iotopia in an elegant manner,
i.e., not to “expound the lives, but to impart the knowledge of his
saving mystery, that the word concerning him become true and
clear” .’ In commenting on the Pentateuch, Cyril says that he will
begin by explaining the ictopia, but will then explore the passages
more deeply in order to give a clear cxplanatlon of the Bewpio
nvevpatien.?? The spiritual meaning is an “inner meaning” that can-
not be discovered based on the historical elements of the passage
alone.®* Many prophetic statements go beyond the mere historical
meaning to one that is innermost (éc@této) and spiritual
(rvevpatiké).t! The Bewpio mvevpatiky is deep, and requires the in-
terpreter to seek cagerly and earnestly for the meaning that is bur-
ied in the text.*? It is like a flower covered by leaves; the spiritual
meaning is obscured if only the historical components of the passage
are seen. The iotopia must be peeled away, like the leaves covering
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the flower, if the 8empia mvevpatixd is to be found.*> We must look
beyond the iotopia and deeper into the passage if we are to “obtain
the inner fruit of the oracle”.* This is not allegory or tropology,
wherein the obvious is merely a symbol of that which is hidden.
Rather, both interpretations are legitimate. Because they are both
valid, knowledge of the historical meaning (iotopiat) alone is only
“half-knowledge”.*> Whereas a perspective of the text that sees only
the historical components of it, and therefore obtains only the histori-
cal meaning, a perspective which looks for what lies behind the
totopia discovers the spiritual meaning. The object to which the his-
torical meaning refers is, generally speaking, the conduct of the peo-
ple of God, while the referent of the spiritual meaning is Christ. Still,
however, the meaning is spiritual not because of its object, but be-
cause of the perspective one must have to find it, just as the meaning
1s historical because one views it in the light of the historical elements
of the passage, not because it refers to the conduct of God’s people.
Therefore, though the text itself remains unchanged, a change of
perspective yields a variant interpretation. For each meaning, then,
there is a corresponding perspective from which we may view the Old
Testament. One might consider a piece of needlework. When viewed
from the underside, the needlework appears to be a mess of string,
loosely attached, and without any apparent order. When viewed from
the other side, however, and entirely different conclusion is revealed.
Now, the work of the artist is readily seen. Admittedly, the image
breaks down rather quickly; however, the crucial point is clear: ones
interpretation of the needlework is dependent on ones perspective.
For Cyril, this is the case with the Old Testament. Just as with our
image there were two options, bottom and top, so it is with the
Scriptures: there is a historical perspective, and a spiritual perspec-
tive, each resulting in their respective reading.

Consequently, the Incarnation is the watershed between the his-
torical meaning, gleaned from observing the text aiviypotwddg and
the spiritual meaning, discovered when the passage is viewed vontig,
nvevpoaTik®g, and according to ainbég. In the same way that Jacob
peeled off the bark of reeds to reveal the white interior, Christ
“peeled off the shadows of the law and the veil of the prophetic
writings”.*® Through Christ, one can remove the ictopiee and dis-
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cover the innermost ewpic mvevpotikn. The Incarnation becomes
the event that transforms the perspective from which we observe the
Old Testament. Put another way, Cyril writes, “In the beginning the
law sounded only softly. But when Emmanuel shone forth and the
word concerning the Gospel reached us, that sound became
louder”.*” At another place in the same work he states, “In Christ the
Law is spiritual”, and that the Law is like a weak voice, but Christ
speaks with clarity and a deep-resounding explanation of it.* The
Incarnate Word is called light and light-giver precisely because he has
illumined the dark shadows of the Law.** Clearly, the person and
work of Christ is the content of the spiritual meaning of the Old
Testament. Therefore, we ought to read the Old Testament through
the lens of the Incarnation, and discover the revelation of him buried
beneath the iotopia. How we interpret the Scripture, then, is deter-
mined by whether we view it as containing mere narratives, prophe-
cies, and prescriptions, or as containing images that demonstrate to
us the Christ-event.

We can now develop a more complete understanding of the
iotopia and the Bempia tvevpartikn. The first is a result of viewing the
text iotopikdg and oaiviypotwdds. We have seen already what is
meant by a historical perspective. In addition, seeing a passage
ioTopirég means seeing it aiviypateddc, or in its role as an enigma.””
As such, the inner meaning of the text is hidden and obscure. This is
not implying that the Jews, to whom the Scripture was originally
given, were capable of interpreting the enigma according to its
revelatory purpose. Rather, the meaning is “present” in the text—
without any spatial or physical connotations intended—even when it
is interpreted according to its prescriptive purpose. The spiritual
meaning is that which makes more clear the mystery of Christ. The
revelatory perspective is an Incarnational perspective, wherein the
Incarnation becomes the medium by which one interprets the Old
Testament. The purpose (okonog) of Scripture is to reveal to us (Euiv)
the mystery of Christ through a myriad of objects (dux pvpiov
npaypdtov), thus affirming the revelatory purpose of Scripture, and
the spiritual, christological interpretation it provides for the inter-
preter.’! The inclusion of &éuiv demonstrates that the spiritual mean-
ing is for the Christian, i.e., the interpreter looking through the lens of
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the Incarnation. These multitudinous objects are similar to the many
images of a king, which are exhibited throughout his kingdom.>?
Each image conjures up thoughts of the king and is an analogy, as it
were, which points towards his reality. The images in the Old Testa-
ment serve to point the interpreter to the reality of the Incarnation,
and so serve as analogies of Christ. They are present because Christ
is the end (téAog) of the Law and the prophets.’® The self-revelation
of God that is incomplete in the Old Testament, is made complete
(téhog) in the Person of Christ. Likewise, the Law is a teacher which
leads us to the mystery of Christ,”* every prophetic oracle looks to-
wards Christ and is turned towards him,”® the Law sows the seeds of
the knowledge of the mystery of Christ,”® Moses predicted the mys-
tery of Christ,”” and the divinely inspired Scripture described before-
hand (in the Old Testament) the salvation of Christ.”® In a real way
the Incarnation is revealed and predicated in the Hebrew Scriptures.
Discovering it there does not require finding a hidden “sense”, but a
hidden meaning that can be found only by viewing the text from a
christological perspective, based upon the revelatory purpose of
Scripture. The 6ewpio nvevpatikt is hidden by the iotopia to those
who do not look through the lens of the Incarnation.

Caution must be taken not to misunderstand Cyril’s christological
interpretation of the Old Testament as a denial of its historical na-
ture, something he was eager to make clear. This is more than the
cisegesis and allegory of which he and others are so often accused.
The Hebrew Scripture is the initial, albeit incomplete, self-revelation
of God. As the summit of this self-disclosure was the Incarnation of
the Logos of God himself, it 1s through the Incarnation that all revela-
tion ought now to be interpreted. Therefore, even within the canon
of the Old Testament is to be found numerous images and analogies
of Christ. Although Moses and other Old Testament characters were
historical figures, and the narratives record genuine historical events,
and the ordinances were given to guide conduct, and the prophets
warned the people of Israel about their sin, they are only types
(tbmor). We will see shortly the significance of the term tinog, but
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suffice it now to say that a type points the mind to something else.”
In regard to the passages from the Old Testament, they point to the
Incarnation, and serve the purpose of making known the reality of
God’s ultimate self-revelation in Christ. Discovering this meaning in-
volves looking beyond the obvious elements of the text, and interpret-
ing it through the lens of the Incarnation. Before we demonstrate the
force, or intended effect of Cyril’s use of these images, we must first
discover how he differentiated between Old Testament texts that
have only a iotopia and those which have both a ictopio and a
Bempio TVELHOTLKT.

The Harmony of the Scriptures:
Cynil’s Christological Use of the Old Testament

As we observed in the preceding section, Cyril conceives of a two-fold
purpose of Scripture; the first being prescriptive, the second revelatory.
When we interpret the Old Testament in the light of its prescriptive
purpose, we discover the historical meaning (iotopia), which is in-
tended to guide behaviour, whether ceremonial, moral, or otherwise.
In this case, it is the obvious, historical elements of the text that yields
its meaning. However, when we interpret it considering its revelatory
purpose, we find the inner, spiritual meaning (Bewpia TVEVLROTIKT),
which points us to the progressive self-revelation of God, having its
ultimate fulfilment in Christ, the Incarnation of God himself. The
Christian exegete is to interpret the Scripture through the lens of the
Incarnation, and thus discover the inner, spiritual, christological
meaning of the text according to the self-disclosure of God. It is his
christological understanding of the Old Testament that affords him with
his christological use of it.

Other terms could be employed to label Cyril’s use of Scripture.
He describes passages from the Old Testament that illustrate Christ
as eikovot, tomol, and nopoadeiypoto, and his use could therefore be
termed ‘exemplary’, ‘typological’, or ‘paradeigmatic’. Although these
terms are synonymous with one another, they are not as accurate as
‘christological’, which acknowledges the central theme of why the He-
brew Scripture is of use to the Christian, particularly Cyril. The term
‘christological’ is therefore more fundamental than the other terms, as
passages take on the role of image, type, and paradeigma only because
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of their revelatory, and therefore christological, purpose. For these
reasons, ‘christological’ will be the preferred term.

We have seen that the fundamental reason for Cyril’s christo-
logical use of the Old Testament is the unbroken revelation of God
beginning therein, and culminating in the Incarnation. In other
words, Christ is the subject of both the Old and New Testaments,
which unites the two into one record of revelation: “The New Testa-
ment 1s sister to and closely related to the Mosaic oracles; indeed it is
composed of the self-same elements”.*" In both cases, the composition is
God’s self- disclosure, and therefore the person and work of Christ.
Moreover, Isaiah is said to share in the gospel xnpOypato, implying
the cont1nu1ty of revelation in both Testaments.®! Most stnkmg, how-
ever, is Cyril’s comment that “[t|he whole of Scripture is but one
single book, because it was spoke by the one Holy Spirit”.°? In other
words, the statements made in the Old Testament are congruous with
those made in the New. The New Testament is a complement to
rather than a supplement for the Old, as is evident from Cyril’s
insistence that the Hebrew Scripture is useful to the Christian. The
object to which all Scripture ultimately refers then is Christ. Cyril’s
recognition of a harmony between Testaments affords him the liberty
to ascribe particular Old Testament passages to Christ, the skopos of
all Scripture..

Cyril uses analogies from the Old Testament prolifically in his
christological controversy with Nestorius. Most frequent occurrences
are in the Schoha de Incarnatione Unigeniti, though they appear often in
other works as well. There are five christological themes that are
expounded by these images ranging from the nature of the union to
the sufferings and death of Jesus Christ. In this section we are most
concerned with the choice of texts which Cyril makes, and the reason
he does so. A more complete inquiry into what the images reveal
about Cyril’s christology will follow.

60 De adoratione (PG 68:137A). My emphasis. Cyril’s comments about Scripture are
remarkably close to those made by Origen in a number of places. Cf. De principuis.
One noteworthy departure is Origen’s claim that everything written in the Law is a
figure of Christ, Commentary on john, 13:26. Cyril recognises that some passages from
the Old Testament are not to be interpreted christologically. Similar sentiments can
be found in Athanasius, who continually insisted on the ‘single mind’ of Scripture.
See Athanasius’™ De decretis and Contra Arianos. Cf. Young, Biblical Fxegesis, 29-45; T. F.
Torrance, “The Hermeneutics of Athanasius’, esp. 235-244

b1 Commentarium in Isaiam prophetum (PG 70:13B).

82 Ihid. (PG 70:565A).



34 CHAPTER TWO

A series of analogies begins in the eighth paragraph of the Scholia
within the context of “what we confess the union (Evwoig) to be”.
There are a number of technical unions from which one could choose
to describe the Incarnation: friendly agreement, juxtaposition, and
mixture just to name a few. None of these methods of uniting two
bodies adequately explains the union of God and humanity in Christ.
Rather, it is ineffable (&moppfitog), known only to God.®® In contrast
to these technical manners of union, the Incarnation is like the union
of a person’s body and soul. One 1s not aware of how the resultant of
this union of two things is one person, but it is so. Moreover, the soul
maintains ownership of the body and makes the properties of the
body its own. Likewise, in the union of divinity and humanity, the
Word possesses ownership of the body, thereby making the properties
of humankind his own. In addition, the Word shares his properties
with the body, because it is his own body. There are additional analo-
gies which are examples of the union, and Cyril introduces them by
stating, “If it 1s necessary (el xpf) to illustrate the manner of union
(tpomov tfig Evdoewmg) using illustrations (rapodeipate) from the di-
vinely inspired Scripture as in types (€v Tomoig), then come let us do
so, as we are able”.%® He then proceeds to offer a number of Old
Testament passages that he contends illuminate the manner of the
union. We will now examine these nopodetypoto and tomot in order
to determine what prompts Cyril to employ them in a christological
manner, i.e., what makes them useful analogies of Christ.

The first image is taken from the vision of the prophet Isaiah.
Isaiah sees God sitting high upon his throne and the angels worship-
ping him. The prophet is then approached by an angel who is carry-
ing a burning coal. The coal is placed upon the lips of Isaiah, purging
him of his sin and purifying him. The burning coal of the angel is a
type (tbrog) and an image (eikévwv) for us of the Incarnation of the
Word. How does Cyril know that the coal is a tonog and an eixévav
of Christ? What gives this passage a 8ewpio nvevpatikh? The indica-
tor in the vision is that when we confess our sins to Christ, and he
touches our lips, “he renders us purged of all our sins, and free from
our ancient transgressions”.”> The correlation between the coal’s
power to purge Isaiah of his sin, and Christ’s power to purge the
believer of his sin creates the link between the passage in the Old
Testament and the Christ event. This correlation is possible because
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of the revelatory purpose of Scripture, and the resulting harmony of
Old and New Testaments. The New Testament makes a statement
ahout Christ: he forgives sins. In turn, the similar statement made
about the coal in Isaiah’s visions allows for its inclusion in
christological discussions. In other words, because a component of
the Old Testament passage corresponds to statements made about
Christ elsewhere in the “one book of Scripture”, the text can legit-
mately be employed christologically.

Another rapodeiypo of the union demonstrates as well that if the
Logos is separated from the humanity, then the entire union is de-
stroyed, and with it the economic condescension of the Word.*® Cyril
writes, ““The Lord introduces himself when he says, ‘I am the flower
of the field, the lily of the valleys’ (Song of Songs 2:1 LXX)”. This is
a type or analogy of Christ because “his own transcendent and sub-
lime nature of the Godhead perfumes the world in the humanity as its
particular base”. In addition, Christ is said to give forth the savour of
the Father. Once again, there is a direct correlation between this
passage and descriptions of Christ elsewhere in Scripture. This reiter-
ates our previously stated contention that Cyril’s understanding of
Christ as the ultimate object to which all Scripture refers enables him
to enlist the Old Testament for the cause of “illustrating” particular
elements of the Incarnation. Whether or not a particular text ought
to be employed in this manner is determined by the presence or
absence of some element of the text that is parallel with something
said about Christ elsewhere in Scripture.

These two images from the Scholia are also utilised together in
Adversus Nestorium, along with a third analogy: the pearl of great price
spoken of by Christ himself.%” Although not taken from the Old Tes-
tament, this image illustrates the same thing as the lily, namely, that
if the Word and the humanity are divided, the destruction of the
union means the demise of the economy. Additionally, the employ-
ment of this image is another example of how Scripture can be said to
illustrate the Incarnation. Jesus does not imply that the pearl is refer-
ring to himself, much less state it explicitly. What, then, makes it
useful in a christological context? It is a type of Christ because of
correlative statements about the image within the text and about
Christ elsewhere in Scripture. Characteristic of the pearl is its bright-
ness, and “in his proper nature he [Christ] has the God-befitting
brightness of God the Father”. We see here as well an example of the

5 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:33.31%; PG:76:61D).
57 Matthew 13:45-46.
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difference between iotopia and Bewpic mvevpatikn in the New Testa-
ment. The historical meaning would be an interpretation of Jesus’
parable as it related to the Kingdom of God. The spiritual interpreta-
tion, however, involves looking for a deeper, christological meaning.
In this case, the christological message is an example or type of the
union.

Next Cyril wishes to demonstrate that the Logos of God enters a
true union (Evwoig @Andng) with humanity (Gvepanivov), yet the two
remain unconfused (G¢obyyvta) even in the union. An Old Testament
image utilised here is the Ark of the Covenant. God instructed that
the Ark be made out of imperishable wood, and covered with pure
gold both inside and out.®® The imperishable wood from which the
Ark was formed is a type (tOmog) of the incorruptible body of Christ.
The gold which covered it illustrates the pre-eminence of the divine
nature. That the wood was covered both within and without shows
that Christ was both body and soul, i.e., the humanity was complete.
Just as the Ark remained wood even when covered with the gold, and
the gold was not confused with the wood, so too did the humanity
never cease being humanity and the natures remain unconfused.
How, though, is this instruction to Moses to be transformed into a
noapadeiypo of the Incarnation? Just as before, there is a correlative
statement somewhere else in Scripture: the Ark was intended to pre-
cede the Israelites, and Christ himself said, “I go ahead and prepare
a place for you”. Rather than being an allegorical interpretation of
the passage, the fact that Christ makes a statement about himself that
is also made about the Ark implies that the Old Testament passage is
to be taken as an image of Christ.

Another Old Testament type of the Incarnation is the burning
bush narrative. God appeared to Moses in the fire that took hold of
the bush, but did not consume it. Wood is usually fuel for fire, and is
not able to keep from being consumed, but in this case the impossible
occurs. This demonstrates to us that God is able to perform such an
impossible act. It also illustrates for us that the humanity, which could
casily be consumed by the divine majesty remains, and no confusion
or mixture has taken place in the Incarnation. We are presented with
a deviation in this instance from what we have seen in each type this
far; namely, that an element of the analogy corresponds with a state-
ment about Christ elsewhere in Scripture. Cyril gives us no such
statement in this passage. Instead, he is prompted to use this analogy
because of a statement about God: nothing is impossible for him.

8 Scholia (PG 75:1380D). Cf. Exodus 25:10-11.
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Cyril writes, “it was not impossible for God to make himself endur-
able to the measures of the humanity”.% It is then God the Word to
whom he refers, and our premise still remains that it is a correlative
statement about the Son that enables the interpreter to search for a
Bewplo TvevpoTikn In a given text from Scripture.

A third christological theme that is illustrated by Old Testament
images (exempla, mopodeiypota) is that the Logos of God become a
human person remained God even in the Incarnate state, that he did
not become less than fully God in order to become a human person.
The first example in this series is the Mercy Seat.”” It was to be made
of pure gold, and have two cherabim, one on either side, turned
towards one another watching over it. The Mercy Seat is a type
(aenigma, tomog) of how God remained God even in the Incarnation.
As evidence that this passage has an inner, 8ewpio mvevpatikf, Cyril
cites two passages from the New Testament.”! In both instances,
Christ is said to be our propitiatorium, the propitiation for our sins. The
term for Mercy Seat is also propitiatorium, and therefore the link is
formed. Once again, an element of the image corresponds to a state-
ment made about Christ elsewhere in Scripture. To show that this
analogy is to be interpreted as demonstrating that Christ was God,
we should look to the vision of Isaiah.”? In the vision, the angels are
gazing towards God and worshipping him. This corresponds with the
cherabim who are continually watching over the Mercy Seat, the
profatiatorium.

The second example in this series is that of the rod which Moses
cast at the feet of Rharaoh. When the rod was put onto the ground, it
was transformed into a serpent. When Moses picked it up again, it
turned back into a rod. Before Pharaoh the Egyptian Magi turned
their rods into snakes as well, but it is recorded that Moses’ snake/rod
devoured theirs, How is this a type of Christ’s divinity? The correla-
tive component is found in the rod. A rod is the symbol of a ruler.
Scripture says that “to the Son [Christ] he [the Father| gave power
over all things”,”® and “Your throne, O God, endures forever, a rod
of equity is the rod of your dominion™.”* Therefore, the Son of God
in nature (natura, voig) and truth (veritate, &AnBeia) is the rod of the
Father. The casting of the rod to the earth demonstrates the Word

5 QUSC (PG 75:1293A).
"0 Scholia (PG 75:1387DH). Exodus 25:17-20.
11 John 2:1-2 and Romans 3:25.
™ Isaiah 6.
 John 17:2.
™ Psalm 44:7.
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being sent to earth through his humanity. That Christ became in the
likeness of wicked men is illustrated in the rod becoming a serpent,
the symbol of wickedness. Parenthetically within this passage Cyril
interjects another image to complement his argument that the serpent
is an image and type. Moses lifted up a bronze serpent, a symbol of
wickedness, among the Hebrews in order that any afflicted by snake
bites could look upon it and be healed. Likewise, the Logos took the
form of wicked men in order to give those who turn to him life and to
aid them in avoiding evil powers. In addition to this parallel compo-
nent, Jesus himself stated, “Just as Moses lifted up the serpent in the
wilderness, so shall the Son of Man be lifted up, so that all who
believe in him may not be lost but may have cternal life”.”> In addi-
tion, just as the rod of Moses devoured the serpents of the Magi, so
too did the Word of God become a human person overcome the
wickedness of humanity. Furthermore, the serpent was taken up by
Moses and became a rod once again. In like manner, the Son did not
remain on the earth, but returned to heaven with his flesh to be
seated at the right hand of the Father, demonstrating that throughout
the economy, the Word remained God.

Concluding this particular series of images is the narrative in
which God made Moses’ hand leprous, then restored it to health
again.”® God instructs Moses to place his hand within his garment,
and then remove it. When the hand is removed, it has been made
leprous. Moses was then directed to repeat the process, this time with
a different result: the hand was restored. Scripture says that the Son
1s the right hand of the Father, and that “I [the Father| have founded
the heavens by my own hand”, and “by the Word of the Lord the
heavens were made”. Therefore, the hand in the passage and the
corresponding references to the Son as the “hand” of the Father
indicate that this text should be interpreted christologically. It demon-
strates for us that while the Son was in the bosom of the Father, as it
were,”’ he shone with the splendour of deity. But when he was
“brought out” in the Incarnation, he was made in the likeness of
sinful flesh, and became sin for us, that we might become righteous in
him. The Law had said that the leper was unclean, just as sinners are
unclean in the sight of God. After the resurrection, however, the Son
returned to the Father again and appeared clean, though not without
his humanity.

75 John 3:14.
76 Exodus 4:6.
77 John 1:18.



IMAGES AND CYRIL’S USE OF SCRIPTURE 39

To argue a similar point Cyril employs the image of Jacob’s
stone.”® The name Christ is not to be used of the Word of God
separated from his humanity, but it is though his condescension and
kenosis that he has been anointed according to the flesh, and not his
own nature. Scripture “proves” this to us with the example of the
stone being anointed with oil. The oil was poured only on the surface
(éxpov) of the stone, indicating that the Word was anointed only
externally (E§wgavag), and thus in the humanity only. We know that
this is a type of Christ because he is called “a choice stone, a corner-
stone, Erecious, and set for the foundation of Zion by God the Fa-
ther”.” This corresponds with the stone in the Genesis narrative.

The image is also a type of the final christological theme: how the
Word become a human person is conceived to suffer in the flesh,
though remain impassible as God.?” Only the surface of the stone was
anointed with the oil, and only the humanity of Christ is said to have
suffered. The evidence that this text has a 8swpic nvevpatiky is the
same as mentioned in the prior paragraph.

Returning to the Scholia, another series of images demonstrates for
us “the passion of Christ, and how it is useful to speak in two manners
about one and the same person, but not to divide him into two”.
Christ suffers a genuine human death, but the Logos, who is impassi-
ble as God, remains untouched by the sufferings i s own nature. The
Word is said to have suffered—though impassibly—because he has
appropriated to himself those things which belong to the humanity.
This 1s the same as with a human person, whose body suffers, but
whose soul knows the sufferings only impassibly, through its union
with the body. There are also examples (exempla) from the Old Testa-
ment that demonstrate how the Only-Begotten suffered through the
ownership of the body, but remained outside the suffering as God.

The first of these images is found in Moses’ confrontation with the
Egyptians. In order to deliver the Israelites, God ordered Moses to
perform a variety of miracles, such as the rod turning into a snake
that we observed earlier. In this instance, he is told to “take water
from the river and pour it upon the earth, and the water will be as
blood upon the earth”.®' The water is a sort of life, and corresponds
to the Son, who is life by nature, flowing like a river from the Father.
Just as the water was poured on the earth, so too did the Word come

78 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:37."*%. PG 76:72BC). Cf. Genesis 28:11.
9 Ibid. Cf. Isaiah 28:16, Psalm 118:22.
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to earth as a human person. The blood into which the water turned
typifies that the Logos become flesh suffered a real death, even
though he is in his own nature life. The correlative statement in this
image is the Son as life and life-giver, as is the water taken from the
river.

An intriguing analogy of Christ is a ceremony in the Levitical Law
for the ceremonial purification of a leper who has been rid of his
disease. The ritual called for the killing of a spotless bird in an earth-
enware vessel in running water. A second bird was to be washed in
the blood of the first, and the blood then poured over the leper seven
times, and he will then be considered clean. Christ is compared to
these two birds, “not because there are two sons, but rather one from
both things, humanity and divinity, gathered together in unity”. In
addition,

The Word was alive even though his flesh was dead, and the passion was
said to be common to them because of the union and the intimacy he
had with the flesh. And so he himself indeed was alive, as God, but he
made the body his very own, and thus intimately accepted in himself the
sufferings of the body, while in his own nature he suffered nothing.®?

Therefore, although some actions of Christ are attributed to the di-
vinity and others to the humanity—the passion, for example, is attrib-
uted to the humanity—Christ is still one person, and not two, just as
there are two birds, but only one ritual. Both are necessary for the
ceremony to purify the former leper, though only one dies. The death
of Christ is directly attributable only to his humanity, though he is
both divine and human. We know that this is a christological analogy
because “the most precious blood of Christ, and the purification of
sacred baptism, renders us clean and washes away the marks of de-
filement”.%3

The ability to search the Scripture for references to Christ is
founded upon the belief that both testaments are a part of one con-
tinuous, though progressive revelation, the referent of which is the
Incarnate Logos of God. As one is cognisant of what Scripture says
about the Word, he is able to discover those images that illustrate the
mysterium Christi cross-referencing components of the passage in ques-
tion with statements made about the Logos elsewhere in Scripture.
The basis for such a method of interpretation is the conception of two
perspectives from which one can view the Old Testament, stemming
from the two-fold purpose for its existence. In other words, because of

82 Schoha (PG 75:1406B). McGuckin’s translation.
8 Ibid. (PG 75:1405C).
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the revelatory purpose of Scripture, in which Christ is the referent,
the interpreter can legitimately discover within particular texts analo-
gies of the Incarnate Word, the complete self-revelation of God. We
will now demonstrate the significance of such analogies to Cyril’s
christological expression.

Conclusion: The Force of Seriptural Images

Thus far we have seen that Cyril acknowledges that some Old Testa-
ment passages possess both a historical meaning and a spiritual one.
The former is found by observing the text according to its historical,
or literal, elements. This, of course, includes figures of speech, gram-
matical content, etc. The latter has Christ as its referent and is the
result of the revelatory purpose of Scripture. One can find the spir-
itual meaning of a passage by cross-referencing components of the
text with statements made about the Logos elsewhere in Scripture.
We must now determine the extent to which Cyril intends his scrip-
tural images to be media by which his christology is revealed to the
reader. What force are they supposed to possess?

One initial observation must be made at this point: Cyril affirms
the complete transcendence of God above creation. As a conse-
quence, no one can know God without his initiative and self-disclo-
sure. In addition, finite human minds are incapable of grasping the
fullness of God, and our language woefully inadequate to express his
essence and being. He is not to be captured with the words of human-
ity. Cyril is always mindful of the ineffability and transcendence of
God. God is not creature, and he remains always above his crea-
tion.®* Cyril recognises the inadequacies of analogies as well, com-
menting about his favourite image—body and soul, that it “falls short
of the truth”.?> About the image of fire and iron as an illustration of
the Incarnation Cyril writes, “weak is the force of the illustration”,
and says of analogies in general, “every force of illustration
(ropadeipa) is weak and falls short of the truth”.%6

However, human language is the only tool the theologian has at
his disposal, and it must therefore be useful to some extent in explain-
ing the mysteries of God, otherwise God would be wholly

81 Homilia Diversa 2 (ACO 1.1.2:95.'9T, PG 77:988C), inter alia. For this concept and
its effects in Athanasius, see T. F. Torrance, ‘Hermeneutcs of Athanasius’, 245-272.
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unknowable and theology would be a useless endeavour. The solution
lay in the elevating of human language to the divine, rather than a
lowering of the divine to the human. Our theological vocabulary
must undergo a shift in meaning, to be understood in divine rather
than human ways.?” Cyril writes, “when we interpret divine things in
human speech we are accustomed to understand the economy of an
immortal nature through bodily types”.® This is what Young calls
the sacrament of language.®® Biblical and theological statements
about God must be understood in light of their referent, rather than
the usual manner of usage. At the same time, however, the terms we
use to describe the divine must have their root in a contemporary
understanding of their usage and meaning, otherwise there is no basis
by which to extract their reference to God.?® Human language, when
taken up by God and used as a means of self-disclosure does reveal
something of the reality of his being and activity, and is therefore
accurate in that respect. God’s ineffability does not mean that we
cannot know him, or that we are closed off from him. He has chosen
to make himself known, and we are therefore able to know him
through his self-revelation to us both in Scripture and in Christ, the
ultimate referent of Scripture. Cyril’s use of scriptural images must be
seen within this context.

Cyril considers the Incarnation a wholly divine act. Hence, it is
ineffable, and is not a technical process such as synthesis, mixture, or
fusion. Rather it is beyond the understanding and comprehension of
human beings; it is “altogether ineffable (&néppntog); known to no
one at all, except God alone, who knows all”.”! The Word assumed
humanity in a way that is &ppéotog®® and dnepivonitog.”® These terms
are used synonymously by Cyril with reference to that which is in-
comprehensible, ineffable, inconceivable, mysterious, inexpressible,
and like sentiments. They mean that which is Orep vodv xai Adyov.*
After a lengthy description of the Incarnation he writes, “I will not
deny that a true explanation greatly exceeds our speech, but this does

87 Adversus Fulianum (PG 76:713C),
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not mean that the mystery of Christ is unbelievable, rather that it is
all the more wonderful. So far as it is superior to all speech and
understanding (mente superius et sermone), so it is all the more worthy of
every admiration™.”> That God became a human person can be
known, and indeed is the orthodox confession of faith. Hae God
became a human person can neither be comprehended nor ex-
pressed; it is a divine act. The language of humanity is unable to
explain the process by which it occurred. This is not to deny the
reality of the Incarnation, as though because one cannot explain it, it
must not be real. One can affirm that God truly became a human
person for the redemption of humankind, but the intricacies of how it
occurred are known only to God. It is a divine process and therefore
is inexpressible.

There is no surprise in affirming the reality of something that
cannot be understood or explained. There are many instances in
which we know what has happened, but cannot discover how it did.
The most obvious example is the union of soul and body to form one
human person.”® Who could possibly understand or explain the rela-
tionship of soul and body? No one can, it is beyond comprehension.
Thus it is with the Incarnation: we know what happened, God be-
came a human person, but we do not and can not know how it
occurred. Cyril’s point is that we do not have to be able to under-
stand and explain the Incarnation to confess it a reality. There is no
need to attempt a deeper investigation into the mode of union, when
we are not even capable of comprehending it.”7 It is for this very
reason that Cyril chastises Nestorius for defining the union as a
ovvagpela, a technical mode of union. If one can explain the manner
of the Incarnation, then how is it any longer ineffable?®® Cyril recog-
nised, however, that human vocabulary does not fully capture the
fullness of God and his work, and must therefore be endlessly quali-
fied. One set of qualifiers is, of course, the numerous analogies he
uses from Scripture.

Cyril introduces a series of scriptural images by stating, Ei 8¢ xpn,
kol 7tolg €k tfic Beomvebotov Tpoyfic Topodeiypoot Kexpnuévoug,
koBGamep Ev Tthmolg TOV ThG Evooemg kotodeifol Tpomov, QEpe
Aéyopev.” The inclusion of el xpn does not imply reluctance on

95 QUSC (PG 75:1308B).
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Cyril’s part to employ these images, but indicates that one can confess
the reality of the union of Godhead and humanity in Christ without
them. In other words, they are useful in illustrating christology, but
not necessary for its description. In other words, for Cyril, christology
is properly articulated in biblical and Nicene statements and formu-
lae. Analogies from Scripture, however, aid him in clarifying those
formulae. Further, one should not infer from this that Cyril’s use of
scriptural images is insignificant for those investigating his
christology. The numerous examples of their employment alone
ought to demonstrate that an in-depth investigation into Cyril’s
christology requires an examination of his images. As we shall see,
however, Cyril’s statement that images are not necessary will enable
us to determine more accurately the role that they have in his
christology.

Scriptural images are analogical and not descriptive in nature. In
addition to this, Cyril does not use these analogies as the source, or
provider of his christological understanding. Rather than serving as
the source of Cyril’s christology they refer back to (ana-) something
that is already known, and has already been stated. He says that
‘Epnedol 8¢ mpog tobto Mubg 1 Bedmvevotog Ipoyn, Sk popiov pev
bowv mpaypdtwv te koi Aoywv. This is done through a myriad of
ropodeipate.'”” He comments that in using these analogies he will
“pass over the details [of the passage] to mention what helps explain the
mystery [of Christ]”.!”! This implies that scriptural illustrations are to
be used when the truth one is trying to provide information about is
already known. The mystery has already been announced in numer-
ous ways, and now images are employed to make the description of it
more clear, and more easily understood. That is why Cyril says that
scriptural language about God—including images—must be inter-
preted within the context of what is already known about the nature
and activity of God.'” Even more illuminating is Cyril’s comment
that an illustration draws the one who chooses to believe the Holy
Scriptures closer to the truth.'®® In other words, the truth about
Christ that is contained in the apostolic preaching is clarified by the
images and illustrations from the Old Testament. The purpose is to
confirm to us what we already know, and by so doing to clarify and
qualify what we believe.

100 Adersus Nestorium (ACO l.l.6:33.”ﬁ; PG 76:61A).
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In each of the examples of scriptural images mentioned earlier this
holds true. Cyril predicates orthodox belief about the person and
work of Christ, then illustrates what he means with analogies. For
example, in the first instance Cyril has already stated that the coming
together of God and humanity in Christ ought to be understood as an
évooig ka®’ drootaotv. In other words, two unlike natures are joined
together with one reality being the resultant. How is one to under-
stand such a process? Cyril says it is like the coal of Isaiah, or the lily
of Proverbs, or the pearl of great price. In each of these instances the
resultant of uniting two unlike things is one reality. In addition, if
either is removed the entire system breaks down. But Cyril never
says, nor implies, that by reading the passage from Isaiah one could
extract from it that Christ is one person from two natures. It is a fact
that must first be known. The analogy then takes on the role of
illustrating how this is so. This is true in the other scriptural images as
well. The christological fact that they demonstrate is already known.
It is for this reason that Cyril sees them as non-essential to his
christology, though useful in clarifying and qualifying it. Moreover,
this would explain the conspicuous absence of scriptural images in
Cyril’s christological correspondence. In this material he is concerned
with stating his christology is the form of formulae that must be
affirmed from proper faith. It is the confession of Christ as one person
from two natures that is essential for orthodoxy. He sees no need to
qualify these statements in his calls for Nestorius to confess such as
true,' yet feels it important to do so in his treatises written to clarify
what he believes.

However, scriptural analogies do correspond at least somewhat
with reality, and are therefore more than mere similes. They indeed
do point the mind towards the reality of the person and work of
Christ. When Cyril uses these images he indicates that they are taken
up and employed by “divinely inspired Scripture”. For this reason
they have Christ as their ultimate referent. Though not the source of
christology, they are useful in illustrating it, as is readily seen each
time a scriptural image is used. In the case of the coal, the wood that
has been taken hold of by fire does not cease to be wood, but is
instead considered one with it. This, Cyril says, 1s how one ought to
consider Christ.'% Christ is not fire and wood, but in the same man-
ner as fire taking hold of wood results in coal, so does the Word of

1% Whether or not Cyril intends to be vague is beyond the point.
105 Sehalia (PG 75:1377D); Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:33.14%: PG 76:61A).
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God assuming humanity result in Christ. It therefore corresponds to
the reality of the Incarnation not as a description or pattern, but as an
illustration. Cyril’s favourite term for describing these scriptural
analogies is TOmog. A type is a person, event, or ordinance that reveals
something of the truth of the Incarnation. Its purpose is to “lead us by
the hand to the understanding of things above us”.!" The record of
these events was not for posterity sake alone, or even only to guide
behaviour, but they exist in Scripture in order to point to something
else, in this case Christ.'?” Properly interpreting these analogies, says
Cyril, is transforming them from types into truth.'”® By this he means
that the exegete is to look beyond the obvious ictopia to the inner
Bewpio mvevpotikn, which is the truth about Christ. Their highest
role is that of analogy; that is, pointers to the components of
christology. Within the context of Cyril’s christology they should be
interpreted not as descriptive components, as are his formulae, but as
images which invoke within the mind of the hearer insights into the
reality of the person and work of Christ. What is already known
about Christ—from subsequent biblical revelation and patristic inter-
pretation of Scripture—is qualified and clarified in these types. In the
hands of Cyril they become qualifiers of his christological formulae,
both biblical and not, and we must recognise their qualitative charac-
ter in order to extract from them the message they are intended to
contain.

A final observation is that the images refer to only a particular
component of Cyril’s christology. As noted previously there are five
themes Cyril illustrates with scriptural analogies. First, Christ is the
result of a union of perfect Godhead and perfect humanity, and that
the absence of either destroys the system. Second, the natures—divin-
ity and humanity—are unconfused in the union. Third, God the
Word remained fully God even in the Incarnate state. In other words,
the Logos did not abandon his Godhead to become a human person,
but was both perfect God and perfect humanity simultaneously.
Fourth, the name Christ refers only to the Word in his incarnate
state, as he was anointed according to his humanity and not his
divinity. Finally, God the Word is the sole subject of the Incarnation.
This means that he alone is the referent of all the actions and experi-
ences of Christ. The Word is the one who walked on water and
performed many miracles. Likewise, it is he who suffered in the flesh,
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while remaining impassible as God. This is significant, because no
one image is a description of “the Incarnation” as a whole. Cyril does
not implore one to observe a particular scriptural analogy and extract
from it a complete christological system. Rather, he pieces together a
number of different images each with a particular component of the
Christ event which it illustrates. The two birds, for example, are not
a pattern of the Incarnation, otherwise one would conclude that
Christ was two rather than one. Instead, they illustrate how Christ is
one individual —that is, God the Word—and how he [the Logos]
suffered in the flesh.

Considering these observations, what can we conclude about
Cyril’s employment of scriptural images? First, that these images are
not the source of christology. Otherwise they would be necessary for
orthodox belief about Christ. Cyril does not extract from them his
christological understanding, but employs them to illustrate what he
believes. Also, these images are not descriptive of the Incamation.
Rather, they are analogous to particular elements of christology
which have already been articulated in either biblical or theological
formulae. Therefore, scriptural analogies are qualifications of Cyril’s
description of the Incarnation. This is significant for Cyrillian studies.
Because his imagery is a qualification of his christology, as opposed to
a description of the Incarnation, it is vital to a proper understanding
of what he believes about the person and work of Christ. If we are to
understand Cyril, we must understand his imagery.

There are three components to Cyril’s christology. First is the
christological idea, which is his conception of the various elements of
the Christ event. This conception may or may not correspond to
reality, but it is Cyril’s belief about the Incarnation. Second is the
christological description by which he expresses what he believes
about Christ in various phrases and formulae. This description in-
cludes both biblical and theological statements which Cyril employs.
The third component of Cyril’s christological expression is the collec-
tion of scriptural images he uses as a part of his christological illustra-
tion, or qualification. In other words, the analogies he uses illustrate
and qualify his deseription of the Incarnation rather than his conception
of it. For this reason one must take great care not to push the images
beyond their intended meaning, and press them into the role of de-
scription, a role they were never intended to fill. Although they “fall
short of the truth”, they are useful as qualifiers for Cyril’s description
of Chnist. It also means that Cyril’s llustration is a more important
component of his christology than is usually recognised. One cannot
gain an accurate understanding of Cyril’s conception of the Incarna-
tion through his description alone, but must also examine how he
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qualifies and clarifies the formulae and statements he makes about it.
It is futile to attempt an interpretation of his christology without
exploring these analogies. When we come to interpreting his
christology we will examine his images in this light. We will be sure to
preserve the descriptive context within which Cyril uses these analo-
gies. From the combination of his description of his christology and
the imagery he uses to make it more clear, we hope to be able to

paint a clearer picture of his understanding of the person and work of
Christ.



CHAPTER THREE
IMAGES AND CYRIL'S USE OF PHILOSOPHY

In the previous chapter we were able to demonstrate that Cyril uses
scriptural images to qualify his description of Christ, and that these
images are analogical in character; that is, they refer the mind back to
what is already known, and though they do point to the truth which
they are intended to illustrate, they do so only partially. Now we
come to those images with a philosophical, rather than scriptural
source. Many of the analogies Cyril employs—not the least his fa-
vourite one—have a history in the philosophical discussions concern-
ing the union of two bodies. We do not intend to infer from this that
Cyril is to be associated with any particular philosophical school of
thought.! Rather, because theological language is necessarily linked
to the usual way in which the terminology is understood, but is also in
need of ‘stretching’ in order to speak of a truth higher than normally
understood by the vocabulary, this will also be true of his imagery.
Therefore, one must comprehend the context from which the images
were extracted to discover their “usual” meaning. However, this does
not imply that Cynl’s christology is a “Christianised philosophy”, or
vice versa. As we will see, the physical images he uses are analogies,
and thus illustrate and qualify his christology, instead of being the
source of his picture of Christ. We will also discover that the source of
much misunderstanding of his christology can be traced to a misinter-
pretation of his “physical” images and vocabulary. They are not
meant to define the union of God and man in Christ as a physical
union, but one that is real and true.” As with our study of his scrip-
tural images we will be developing the important foundation on
which our investigation into his christology will be built.

The present images are found in the philosophers’ discussions of
what happens when two bodies are joined. The predominant schools

! Although there is much similarity between Cyril's thinking and that of the
Neoplatonists, there is no necessary direct link. The most extensive work demonstrat-
ing the similarities is Siddals’ unpublished PhD thesis, Logic and Christology in Cyril of
Alexandria (Cambridge, 1984). Cf. McCoy, “Philosophical Influences on the Doctrine
of the Incarnation in Athanasius and Cyril of Alexandria”,

? Cyril uses a number of terms to describe this including éAn8e1a and puoixn. To
these he opposes the term oxetixn.
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of thought each offered theories of union, and provided examples for
their theories from natural phenomena. Cyril draws upon these ex-
amples to illustrate his doctrine of the Incarnation, especially how one
ought to understand the union of divinity and humanity in Christ.
Fundamental to these philosophical theories is an understanding of
place (témog). How a philosophical school conceived of place deter-
mined its theories of union. Similarly, it is Cyril’s conception of the
Word’s spatial relationship to the humanity which is evidence of the
fact that his physical images are meant to be analogical, and should
not be interpreted as christological descriptions, but as illustrations of
his christological description

Concepts of Place

The first Greek writers to discuss the subject of place (ténog) were the
Pythagoreans. They were concerned with the separation of objects,
especially numbers, the basis of their cosmological system. They con-
sidered place, or more accurately space, to be synonymous with the
void (xévov) within which all things exist, and therefore the empty
spaces between them. Aristotle says that they conceived of place “as
constituting a kind of separation and division between things next to
each other, its prime seat being numbers, since it is this void that
delimits their nature”.? Place is that which is between things, but does
not possess any active qualities. The later Pythagoreans, represented
by Archytas, developed this theory a bit more. Simplicius quotes him
as writing, “Since everything that is in motion is moved to some
place, it is obvious that one has to grant priority to place, in which
that which causes motion or is acted upon will be. Perhaps it is the
first of all things, since all existing things are either in place or not
without place™.* Place begins to develop a life of its own. It is more
than merely a void, or empty space between bodies, but actually is
thought by Archytas to contain bodies. There is a distinction between
bodies and the place which they occupy. The “priority of place” is its
existence prior to the entities contained within it. Still, place has no
active qualities and no powers on its own to give shape to bodies, but
is a mere receptacle in which things reside, from which and into
which they move. We will observe this relationship between locomo-
tion and place in more detail when we come to Aristotle.

% Aristotle, Physics, 213b.23.
* Simplicius, In Aristotelis categorias commentarium, 361:21-24.
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The atomists Democritus and Leucippus also developed an early
conception of place.” For them, place was an infinite void (xévov)
containing the atoms of which all matter is composed. Within the
void the atoms collide with one another with no influence or resist-
ance from the void. Like the Pythagoreans, they conceived of place as
passive in nature, merely serving as the receptacle for bodies. Jammer
says they conceived of place as “an empty extension without any
influence on the motion of matter”.® Likewise, Lucretius the Epicu-
rean says, “All nature is founded on two things: there are bodies and
there is a void in which these bodies are placed, and through which
they move about”.” Melissus advances this one step more by stating,
“Nor is there anything void, for the void is nothing and that which is
nothing cannot be”.? Place is developing into a “something” rather
than being merely a “somewhere”, that is, a void containing bodies.
Jammer concludes that this is perhaps the first attempt at conceiving
something to be real without it being a body.’

Initial theories of place were all concerned with the existence of a
void (xévov) which was occupied by bodies, whether atoms or other-
wise, but which was passive, exerting no influence on either the for-
mation or movement of these bodies. Progressively, philosophers be-
gan to take seriously the possibility that place was real, though not
corporeal, yet they continued to consider it to be passive in its rela-
tionship to the bodies it contains. The conception of place as a pas-
sive receptacle dominated early scientific thought. This left much
room for advancement, and the three prominent philosophical
schools made significant developments beyond these basic concep-
tions. Aristotle begins his discussion of place by stating, “The exist-
ence ofﬂplacc is held to be obvious from the fact of mutual replace-
ment”.'” This is the same reasoning we found in Archytas. He illus-
trates this with the movement of water from a jar. When the water is
present in the vessel, it is said to be in a particular place. When the
water is poured out it merely changes place, and is replaced by air, or
some other substance. The jar is not destroyed by removing the wa-
ter. Consequently, Aristotle concludes that the place of a body is
something distinct from the body itself, and is therefore a real entity,

5 See Aristotle, Physics, 213a.30[T and De caelo, 111.2.300bfT.
b Jammer, Concepts of Space (Cambridge, Mass., 1969), 11.

7 Lucretius, De reurum natura, 23.

& Jammer, 11.

9 Jammer, 13.

10" Physics, 208b.1.
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though not a body. In addition, he contends that every body that is
sensible is in a témog.!!

He lists place within the category of quantity, whose members are
either discrete or continuous.'? After citing a few examples, he writes,

Place is a continuous quantity; for the parts of a solid occupy a certain
place, and these have a common boundary. It follows that the parts of
place, which are occupied by the parts of the solid, also have the same
common boundary as the parts of the solid. Thus, not only time, but also
place is a continuous quantity, for its parts have a common boundary.'’

With this explanation Aristotle rejects the concept of place as a void
that contains bodies, or the empty space between them. In addition,
he also denies that there are gaps between a body and the place it
occupies. The boundary of the body is the same as its place, and it is
a continuous quantity. His examination of the topic in his Physics
yields a number of insights into its characteristics. First, it has three
dimensions, length, breadth, and depth.'* These are the dimensions
by which all bodies are bound. Because place is that which surrounds
bodies, it necessarily has the same dimensions. However, although it
is three-dimensional, place is not a body, otherwise it would be in a
place. Two bodies occupying the same place is an impossibility for
Aristotle, as each body is though to have its own place.'® Further-
more, because every body is in a place, the body and its place must
be separate from one another.'® In addition, Aristotle denies that
6mog is an element or is composed of the elements.!” His reasoning
for this is simple: the elements are themselves conceived as body; so if
place were an element, and hence a body, “where would it be?”!® It
would have to be in a place, requiring an infinite number of places,
which is, of course, absurd in his mind. Place is also not the cause of
anything, “neither in the sense of the matter of existence (for nothing
is composed of it), nor as the form and definition of things, nor as
end, nor does it move existents”.' In other words, it is passive, nei-
ther creating, limiting, destroying, nor moving the body it contains.

" fbid., 26.

12" Categories, 4b.20.
13 Ibid., 5a.8-14,
% Physics, 209a.5.
15 Ihid., 7.

16 Tbid., 8.

7 Ibid,, 14.

18 Jbid., 23.

19 Ihid., 19.
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Finally, Aristotle writes, “Just as every body is in a place, so too every
place has a body in it”.2’ Were this not the case, a void would exist,
the possibility of which he denies. There can not be a place that is
empty, even if what occupies it is air.

This leads him to make four observations about témoc: (1) it is the
container of that of which it is the place, (2) it is no part of the thing
which it contains, (3) it is neither less than nor greater than that which
it contains, and (4) it can be left behind by the thing occupying it and
is therefore separable.”! The definition of place, therefore, must be
one of four possibilities. It is either the form of the body itself, the
matter of which the body is composed, some sort of extension be-
tween the surrounding surfaces of the container, or the boundary of
the container.”” He concludes that the first three options must be
rejected. It can be neither the form nor the matter of the body itself,
because they are a part of the body and cannot be separated from
it.”? Place is not a part of the body, but is separable from it, a fact
evidenced by locomotion. Also, neither of these actually contains the
body, which is the role of place.”* The third option is rejected be-
cause, “there is no such extension”.?> What remains is that tonog can
only be the last of the four given possibilities: “the innermost bound-
ary of the containing body”.?® Place is that which contains a body
and, though it is coincident with it, is also separable from it. It is a
vessel, or receptacle, which is transportable, but no part of the thing
which it contains.?’ Place is the inner surface of an object’s container.
In other words, it is a receptacle holding a given body. Every body
has a place, and every place contains a body. Hence, this is the
receptacle notion of place.

In Stoic thought place took on a nature diametrically opposed to
the Aristotelian view. Whereas Aristotle conceived of the universe as
a series of containers (places), the Stoics held that it was a dynamic
continuum. As we will see, this led to the conception of place as
something internal to objects rather than external. The foundation
for this view is the theory of preuma. Alexander says that the entire

20 Ibid., 26.

2L Jhid., 211a.1.

22 Jbid., 211b.5.

2 Ibid., 209b.22; 211b.10.
2 fhid., 212a.1.

5 Jbid., 211b.18.

26 bid., 212a.6, 20.

Ihid., 212a.27.

L]
-1
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Stoic system rested on this theory.?® The ancient Greek world, includ-
ing the Stoics, knew of four basic elements of the universe that were
thought to comprise all bodies. These were air, fire, water, and earth.
The Stoics attributed a quality to each element: cold, warm, moist,
and dry, respectively. They regarded water and earth as passive in
nature, and air and fire as active. Stoic pneuma was the product of the
two active elements, fire and air.?® This mixture formed an all-per-
vading plenum, filling the entire universe and all bodies within it. As
a combination of the active ingredients, the preuma was also consid-
ered to be active, which leads Sambursky to posit, “pneuma...became
the active agent par excellence in their cosmos”.*

This force is not only active within the universe, but is continuous
throughout it. To illustrate this the Stoics cite three phenomena from
everyday life. First is a puff of air. Aetius writes, “The Stoics say that
the air is not composed of particles, but that it is a continuum which
contains no empty space. If struck by a puff of breath it sets up
circular waves which advance in a straight line to infinity, until all the
surrounding air is affected, just as a pool is affected by a stone that
strikes it”.*" A second example is that of sound. Diogenes Laertius
records that the Stoics believed that one hears when the air between
the body making the noise and the hearer is struck in spherical waves
which impinge upon the ears, just as the waves in a pool expand
when a stone is thrown into it.*? Likewise, the phenomenon of sight
illustrates the continuous nature of the preuma for the Stoics. Diogenes
again writes, “The object seen is reported through stressed air, as if in
contact with a stick”.?® In other words, one sees an object because the
eye and the object are connected with one another. All three exam-
ples show that the Stoics viewed the preuma as one continuous entity
which “was supposed to extend throughout the whole cosmos”.**

The Stoic preuma was not only active and continuous, but was also
all-pervading. In other words, in contrast to the atomist view of the

%8 Alexander of Aphrodisias, De mixtione, 227.10. Alexander held a chair in Peripa-
tetic philosophy at Athens in the late 2*¢ and early 3™ centuries AD (c. 198-209). His
primary works were his commentaries on Aristotle. De mixtione is a treatise on the
union of physical bodies, and centres on his criticism of Stoic xpioig. See Encyclopedia
of Philosophy (New York, 1967), I, 73.

29 Ibid., 224.14f.

308, Sambursky, Physics of the Stoics (London, 1959), 4. Cf. Galen, De multitud., 3
(Arnim, Storicorum Veterum Fragmenta 11, 439, 440).

31 Aetius 1V, 19.4 (Arnim, SVF 11, 425).

2 Diogenes Laertius VII, 158

33 fpid., 157. Cf. Aetius IV 15.3 (Arnim, SVF I, 866).

3 De mixtione, 223.6fT.
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universe as a void containing atoms that are separate from it and in
constant motion within it, the Stoics conceived of the universe as the
pneuma pervading unformed matter, or YAn.>> An image for the mix-
ture of prneuma and YAn, as recorded by Alexander of Aphrodisias, is
that of the soul and body: “for there is nothing in the body which
possesses the soul that does not partake of it”.*® In other words, the
Stoics viewed the soul as entirely pervading the body in the same way
that the pneuma pervades and mixes with all matter.

But what function did the Stoics perceive this active, all-pervading,
and continuous mixture of air and fire to have in relation to matter?
The first, and most basic function of pneuma is cohesion.*” It serves to
hold together the universe as a whole, and the bodies which exist
within it. In opposition to Aristotle’s conception of cohesion, which is
an external, purely geometrical characteristic of coherent manner,
and which Jammer makes analogous to samples in a box,*® the Stoics
conceived coherence as an inner function of the all-pervading preuma.
By penetrating matter this active force endows the entire universe
with coherence. The Stoics thereby equated continuity of the preuma
with coherence, both of the universe in general and of the individual
bodies composed of the HYAn. Continuity is no longer a static concept
founded on the relationship of a series of places, but a dynamic one in
which the continuous prewma is active in creating coherence. In the
first place, then, the preuma endows the universe and all bodies within
it with tévog, or tension. By the mutual cohesion of and continuity
between all bodies in the universe through the function of t6vog, the
Stoics could conceive of the mutual interaction of bodies, as witnessed
in the examples mentioned previously. As Jammer has recognised,
the Stoic theory that the cohesion of the universe is based upon the
continuity of the pneuma turns the cosmos into one field of action.*”

The second function of the preuma is based upon its all-pervading
property. This affords the Stoics with a classification system to de-
scribe the ontology of material objects known as the four categories,
though entirely unrelated to Aristotle’s categories. Each category is a
state of being in which a body can be found at a particular time. The
first of these is that of being unformed matter, the YAn. At this point
there are no physical qualities attributable to the matter. The next
state is the endowment of physical properties by the all-pervading

35 Simplicius, De caelo, 242.18; De generatione, 325a.29.
% De mixtione, 217.35.

3 Cf. Ibid., 223.6.

8 Jammer, 24.

¥ Jammer, 23.
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pneuma. Each quality consists of a particular mixture of the preuma,
determined by the proportion of air and fire therein. The proportion-
ate mixture represents the third category, known as the state of the
body. The final category is the sum total of all the states, or of all the
pneumata permeating the body.*" In other words, the state is each prop-
erty, or proportion of preuma within the body considered individually.
The physical state, or hexzs, is all the preumata considered together.
The Stoic understanding of kexis follows naturally from their concept
of continuity. By permeating matter, and giving it cohesion, pneuma is
most capable of performing the function of endowing the physical
state. Thus, Chryssipus says that preuma “is the cause for those bound
into such a state of being endowed with a certain property which is
called hardness in iron, solidity in stone, and brightness in silver”.*!
The hexis of a body is formed by the sympatheia of the physical proper-
ties, which is interpenetrative rather than additive in nature. In other
words, the pneuma penetrates matter and endows it with qualities,
which are various proportions of the air-fire mixture (pneumata). It
thus creates a total physical state (kexzs) in which all preumata partici-
pate in the entirety of the body. Illustrative of this is the effect on the
entire body when one small part is injured; the experience of one part
is intertwined with that of the whole. When one finger is smashed
with 2 hammer the entire body experiences the pain. Therefore, fexis
is described as the “coalescent and interlacing union” of the proper-
ties of the body.*? Sambursky summarises as follows: “The preuma is
the physical field which is the carrier of all specific properties of
material bodies, and cohesion as such gets a more specific meaning
by becoming kexu the physical state of the body”.*

This brings us round to the Stoic understanding of place. Whereas
for Aristotle place was a receptaclc in which a body rested, for the
Stoics place became an inner tension resulting from the permeating
nature of the pneuma, an active force generatmg cohesion in all mate-
rial. In Stoic thought the universe was a continuum, rather than a
series of “places”. As such, cohesion and physical properties were
relative to the influence of the preuma on the YAn. Consequently, the
Stoics were able to conceive of place in a relational rather than a
receptacle manner, in which not only the cohesion, but also the
physical state of a body was the result of the all-pervading, continuous

0 Plutarch, De Stoic repugn., 1053f.
- Thid.

2 Ihid,

¥ Sambursky, Physics, 7.
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mixture of air and fire known as the pneuma. The place of a body was
not a container, but its relationship with the preuma and therefore to
other bodies in the continuous universe. As we will see, this opens up
the possibility of intriguing theories of physical union.

The Neoplatonists who discussed the concept of place seem to
have synthesised much of what had already be said by both Aristotle
and the Stoics.* Tamblicus is quoted by Simplicius as writing, “Every
body is in a place”.* The most significant characteristic of his view of
place is his emphasis on the intimate union of place and matter, and
the effects it has on the bodies that are in place. This has similarities
to the Stoic understanding of the pneuma’s relationship to matter. In
his commentary on Plato’s Timaeus he writes, “Place came into exist-
ence naturally united with bodies and is never separate from their
first entrance into existing things”.*® This is a rejection of Aristotle’s
view of place as something extrinsic to matter. It is the closeness of
place and the body contained in it that is emphasised, rather than the
distinction. Their intimacy and inseparability are the result of place
not only encompassing bodies, but also penetrating and permeating
them.*” This natural unity means that place must be regarded as
“linked to cause”.*® The cause to which he refers is the cohesion of
individual bodies. Simplicius comments on this by stating, “One has
to conceive of place not only as encompassing and establishing in
itself the things existing in place, but as sustaining them by one single
power. Regarded this way, place will not only encompass bodies from
outside, but will fill them totally with a power which raises them
up”.* For lamblicus place is an active power which bonds with mat-
ter not only to give them cohesion, but also to give them their shape
and form.” This active force is the cause of the limit and shape of
lifeless, formless matter through the dual relationship of encompass-
ing and penetrating it. The cohesive nature of place represents a
departure from the Aristotelian receptacle notion of place, and is
similar in many respects to the Stoic theory of the all-pervading
preuma.

* For a fuller discussion of place in Neoplatonic thought, sce S. Sambursky, The
Concept of Place in Late Neoplatonism (Jerusalem, 1982).

* Simplicius, Physics, 639.24.

6 Ibid., 25.

Y7 Ibid., 640.7.

8 Jhid., 639.35.

9 Simplicius, Categories, 361.20fT.

0 bid., 362.2.



58 CHAPTER THREE

Like Iamblicus before him, Proclus rejected Aristotle’s notion of
place as a receptacle. He observed that place must be one of four
possibilities, the same four offered by Aristotle. He concluded that it
can not be the form of the thing in place nor the matter of the body,
nor the boundary of the encompassing body, which was Aristotle’s
ultimate choice. Rather than a container, Proclus envisioned place as
the extension between the boundaries of a body, a definition Aristotle
had rejected.”’ Simplicius writes that Proclus was one of few to call
place a body.?> However, Proclus’ statement needs clarification. He
says that place is “an immobile, indivisible, immaterial body”.%* It
must be immobile because mobile objects are by definition capable of
locomotion, which means place would be moving from one place to
another, an obvious absurdity. It must be indivisible because if place
were to be divided there would be “another extension between the
parts of the divided body that receives the dividing one, an extension
in which the latter finds room and may be said to be in place, and this
ad infinitum” >* Place must be an immaterial body because all material
objects are divisible, and it has been shown that place cannot be
divisible. He then defines place in its simplest term: place is light.
Because place is immaterial, it must be the most immaterial of all
bodies. Light is the simplest of immaterial bodies, and therefore place
must be light. Proclus envisions the universe as two equal, concentric
circles. The first of these is matter, the second is light: “The whole
material universe will thus be seen moving in its place in the immo-
bile light”.”> Matter is moving about within the light, which both
encompasses and permeates it. The penetrative light endows matter
with cohesion, thus being its place.

Like the Neoplatonists before him, Damascius discarded Aristotle’s
container theory, opting instead to identify place with position and
arrangement, in which matter is a passive, lifeless entity and the rela-
tionship between place and matter is causative.’® Place determines,
measures, and orders the position of matter, which is the cohesion of
all bodies and their individual parts.’’ Simplicius says that for
Damascius, “place is what makes the parts be joined together”.® In

51 Simplicius, Physics, 611.30,
52 Jhid., 611.11.

3 Ibid., 612.25.

5 Ihid., 10.

35 [hid., 30.

6 Ihid., 628.2

57 Ihid., 625.10

5 Ihid., 626.30.
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addition, if place is abolished, the position and arrangement of bodies
will appear “unnatural and irregular, and carried into utter indeter-
minacy”.” Simplicius also says, “he [Damascius] defines place not
only as the measure of position, but also as that of magnitude”. il |
exceeds the idea of ordered arrangement alone, and is afforded the
functmn of determining size and shape. Damascius says that place is
“an outline of the position of the whole and of its parts and a matrix
into which the body must fit”.%! It is an active force, determining both
the size and shape of bodies, and is a penetrative matrix, the inner
extension of material objects. Once again we see a rejection of the
receptacle notion of place that is replaced by a concept of an all-
pervading force endowing bodies with cohesion, and thus serving as
their t6mog. This is also a relational view of tomog, as a body is in place
as it is penetrated by an immaterial body, which Damascius considers
to be light.

Concepts of Physical Union

The previous discussion was necessary in order to develop a founda-
tion for understanding the context from which Cyril draws many of
his analogies of the Incarnation—the philosophers’ discussions of
physical union. The two schools that propounded the most developed
theories of union were the Aristotelian and Stoic. Aristotle’s own
writings reveal two concepts of physical union.®”> His commentator
Alexander of Aphrodisias also reviews Aristotle’s theories of union in
his De mixtione. The two types of union Aristotle recognises are com-
position (obvBeoig) and mixture (piig, xpaoig). The term pi&ig is used
of mixture in general, while xpaoig refers to a particular type of pi&ig
in which liquids are united.®® Alexander uses the first term to describe
Aristotle’s theory of mixture in general, and the second to describe
the Stoic theory of blending.?* A third theory that results in the in-
crease (abEnoig) of one constituent and the destruction (¢86pa) of the
other will be discussed as well.

39 fhid., 627.5.

60 Jhid., 645.11.

61 Ibid., 17.

52 See esp. De generatione et corruplione, Physics, and De anima.

% Cf. H. Joachim, ‘Aristotle’s Conception of Chemical Combination’, Joumal of
Philology 29 (1903), 72-86.

% De mixtione, 228.26-27.
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The two Aristotelian theories of physical union have a common,
three-fold foundation. First, both oOveeoig and pi&ig/xpaoig consist
of bodies that are “naturally independent substances”, otherwise
there is obviously no union.*> The components of any union “must
originally have existed in separation”,%® and have been independent
of one another prior to the union. Second, the elements are not
destroyed in either process of union. In a obv@eoig the ingredients are
merely juxtaposed and are easily perceived to remain unchanged.
Likewise, in a pi&ig/xpaoig, though the union appears to destroy the
components they both remain. Aristotle explains it as follows: “Since
some things that are, are potentially, and some actually, it is possible
for things, after they have been mixed, in some way to be and not to
be. Some other thing which comes to be from them is actually, while
each of the things which were has not been destroyed but is poten-
tially, rather than actually”.®” Because the components each remain
after the union, even if only potentially, the third common character-
istic exists: the ingredients may theoretically be separated once again,
returning to their original condition. The components “can again be
separated out from the compound”.®® Both types of physical union in
Aristotelian thought (1) are formed from independent, and therefore
different substances, (2) do not destroy the ingredients, and (3) can
therefore be separated again into the original constituents. Let us now
look more closely at these two theories.

Composition, although not widely discussed by Aristotle, must
nevertheless be distinguished from mixture, as they each produce a
different resultant. Alexander posits, “Among unions one type occurs
by the juxtaposition and contact of substances, and we say that this
occurs by 60veec1g”.% One characteristic of juxtaposition is that it
occurs only with constituents that are neither reciprocally active nor
passive. The ingredients cannot act upon, nor be acted upon by an-
other. They are said to be joined in that they are in constant contact
with one another, and therefore one does not affect the other. In the
union neither ingredient is altered by the other. Both Aristotle and
Alexander cite as an example of ocOveeoig the union of barley and
wheat. Aristotle says, “grains of barley are united with grains of
wheat, when one grain of each is placed alongside one of the

65 Jhid., 228.12.

6 Aristotle, De generatione, 1.10.327h.22.
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other”.”? Another example is given in his Metaphysics, where he claims

that some things are united and therefore considered to be one unity
“because they are continuous, such as a bundle being made one by a
band, and pieces of wood made one by glue”.”! One can easily see
that a obvleoig produces no change or alteration in the ingredients,
and that they are separable by simple means. A composition is an
aggregate of the constituent parts, leaving the qualities and properties
of them unaltered. The union takes place by surface contact and
Juxtaposition alone.

Aristotle begins his discussion of mixture in De generatione by enquir-
ing, “what mixture (pi&ig) is and what the resultant of a mixture
(HukTov) 1s, to which of the things that are it belongs, and how; fur-
thermore, whether there is such a thing as mixture (uiéig), or whether
this is false”.”® Some philosophers, Aristotle acknowledges, define
mixture as only 6Ov@eoig at the level of the smallest particles, a juxta-
position of the imperceptible parts of the ingredients, creating only
the appearance of a real mixture. He denies this to be the case,
stating that things cannot be divided into parts which are the smallest
possible, because bodies are infinitely divisible. Consequently, pi&ig is
not the same thing as odvleoig.”> They must be different processes.
For Aristotle, the answer to the existence of pi€ig as a process distinct
from obveeoig lies in explaining how it takes place. Aristotelian mix-
ture consists of two bodies “which are capable of acting and being
acted upon”.” In other words, the ingredients of a mixture must both
be reciprocally active and passive. Moreover, in a pigig the constitu-
ents are balanced in power and force.”” For a mixture to occur each
substance must be able to affect the other and be affected by it in a
balanced manner. When these equally balanced substances are
mixed, “each of them changes out of its own nature towards the
dominant part of the other; yet neither becomes the other, but both
become an intermediate with properties common to both™.”® The
result of a pi&g is a tertium quid, which is neither of the constituents,
but a compromise of each. Although they have changed in order to

0" De generatione, 328a.2.

Y Metaphysics, 1016a.1-2.

2 0p. cit. 327a.32-34. For a more detailed investigation of Aristotle’s conception of
nigg, see Joachim, op. cit.

3" De generatione, 328a.6.

™ Ibid,, 23.

7 Ibid., 29. Aristotle did discuss the bringing together of substances of unequal
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6 Ibid., 30.
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be united, they are not destroyed. They are no longer present actu-
ally, but neither of them is said to perish, for they are both present
potentially.”” The tertium quid that results from a mixture consists of
the dominant properties of each ingredient. For example, if one were
to mix a litre of water with a litre of wine the result would be neither
water nor wine, but a vinous water or watery wine. Other examples
of such a union are the elements—fire, air, water, and earth’® —and
honey-water, which Aristotle contrasts with the juxtaposition of a
bundle of sticks held together by a band.”® The process of pi&ig results
in a new entity comprising the properties of the originals, which are
not destroyed but are present potentially. A mixture, like a composi-
tion, is resolvable into its constituent parts. Dipping a sponge into a
mixture of water and wine will dissolve it.%’

But what of ingredients of imbalanced powers? Do they form a
clvBeog, or a pikig, or neither? Both Aristotle and Alexander distin-
guish mixture from a combination of bodies with unequal powers of
reciprocal action. Wolfson believes this is a subdivision of pi&ig and
terms it a union of predominance.®! Aristotle does not himself give
this type of union a name, saying both that it is* and that it is not a
mixture.®3 He is most probably using mixture in a generic, non-
technical sense when he affirms this type of combination to be one, as
he directly contrasts pi&ig and the union of ingredients of unequal
powers in De generatione. In explaining what constitutes a mixture he
says that when a small part of one ingredient is mixed with a large
part of another, “they indeed do not give rise to mixing, but to in-
crease (ab€noig) on the part of that which is dominant; for the other
changes into the dominant one”.#* This type of combination of ingre-
dients cannot be a subdivision of pi€ig, because in a mixture neither
ingredient becomes the other. This is a significant distinction. The
inferior ingredient is destroyed, leaving only the dominant one.

Aristotle chooses a number of natural phenomena to illustrate his
theory of aténocig. First is a drop of wine placed in ten thousand
gallons of water. He contends that the drop of wine is not mixed with

77 Ibid., 327b.29.
8 Ibid., 334b.18-30.
79 Metaphysics, 1042b.18-19.
80 Along with this statement there is no accompanying explanation as to how
digFing a sponge into a water-wine mixture separates the constituents.
Wolfson, 379.
82 De generatione, 321b.1,
83 fhid., 328a.23.
8% Jhid., 24-25,
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the water, but its form dissolves and it changes into the fullness of the
water.® The reverse is also true. When a little water is combined with
a larger volume of wine, the wine is the dominant ingredient. The
resultant of such a combination is wine, not a pi€ig of them both. The
water is dissolved into the wine.%® In other words, only the dominant
ingredient survives, the inferior one is destroyed. If greater quantities
of water are added to the wine, the powers eventually balance, and a
uigig results. However, if more water is added to the mixture, then
eventually only water remains, and the wine perishes.?” An ad&notg is
also seen in the combination of tin and bronze, in which the resultant
is an increase in the bronze.®® Finally, Aristotle illustrates his theory
of ad&noig with the example of combustible material being added to
fire. He states, “Fire can be made in this way, by placing wood on top
of an existing fire, and in this instance we have abdénoig”, that is,
increase in the fire and a destruction of the combustible material ®
The combustible material, like the inferior ingredient in the other
examples, is changed into the dominant ingredient, in this instance
fire. Each of these examples demonstrates that a combination of com-
ponents of unequal ability to affect one another results in the destruc-
tion (pB6pa) of the lesser one and the increase (ab&noig) of the greater
one.

The interrelationship between Aristotle’s theory of place and his
concepts of physical union can readily be seen in the resultant of each
process of union. In a obvBeoig the components are juxtaposed, that
is, they are in surface contact with one another. A pi&ig results in a
tertium quid that is neither one of the originals, but a compromise of
each. These are the only options for a true union. The only other
possibility 1s that one ingredient be destroyed while the other experi-
ences an abénow. It is Aristotle’s receptacle notion of place that dis-
allows other options, namely, that two bodies be in the same place
without being changed. If it is true that each body has its own place,
or container, and no other body can be within that container, then
two bodies must be juxtaposed, or else be changed to some extent.
The relationship between bodies is then determined by the relation-
ship of their respective “places”.

The Stoic theories of physical union, though similar to Aristotle’s
in many ways, are markedly different. Sambursky claims that “in

8 Ipid., 26.

8 Ihid., 321a.33.
87 Ipid., 322a.33.
8 Ipid., 328b.8.
8 [hid., 322a.15.
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several respects their theory of mixture goes beyond that of Aristo-
tle”.% Justification for such a claim is found in the greater depth and
clarity of the Stoic conceptions, which is ultimately aided by their
theory of pneuma. It is because of their understanding of preuma—the
fundamental tenet of their cosmology—as permeating all matter that
forced them to ponder frequently the question of mixture. Because
the pneuma is a mixture of air and fire, and this mixture is said then to
blend with all matter, theories of union are fundamental to their
system. They conceived of three types of physical union. The first of
these corresponds to Aristotle’s cOvBeoig, and is called mopé&beoic.
Chrysippus defined it as “two or more substances being composed
into the same mass and juxtaposed with one another...with each of
them preserving their own substance and quality...such as happens
with beans and grains of wheat”.! As we saw previously, this is the
same example Aristotle gave for his cOvBeoig. The ingredients of a
nopdBeoig, like those of a obvBeoig are not changed, but are only
juxtaposed to one another. The second type of physical union con-
ceived by the Stoics is ohyyvoig, or fusion. In this instance the origi-
nal ingredients are both destroyed and a terfium quid is the result.
Unlike an Aristotelian pi&ig a Stoic obygvoig eliminates the proper-
ties of the original components, thus rendering re-separation impossi-
ble. Philo writes that fusion is the destruction of all the original dis-
tinctive qualities, such that it generates an entirely new substance, an
in-between thing.”> Alexander describes Chrysippus’ concept of
ocbyxvowg as “both the substances and their qualities being
destroyed...and the production of some other body from them”.”* An
example of such a union is the drug tetrapharmacon, which is a
fusion of wax, fat, pitch, and resin. The ingredients are each de-
stroyed, and a new, inseparable substance is the result of the proc-
ess, M

The most important type of Stoic union—to the Stoics, to their
critics, and to the present study—is their concept of kpaoig, or blend-
ing. About this intriguing theory Alexander of Aphrodisias writes,
“The third type of mixture he [Chrysippus] says occurs through cer-
tain substances and their qualities being mutually co-extended
(dvtinapektetvopévav) in their entirety while preserving their original

90 Physies of the Stoies, 11.
N De mixtione, 216.16-17.
92 Wolfson, 384,

93 De mixtione, 216.18.

9 Ibid. Cf. Wolfson, 384.
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substance and qualities in such a mixture”.” Diogenes Laertius also
records Chrysippus’ theory of kpéoig, writing, “Blends are brought to
be totally, as Chrysippus says in his third work on the Physics, and not
according to contact and juxtaposition”.”® Blending is not simply
nopBeoig of the smallest particles, but takes place “totally”, or com-
pletely. There is a complete interpenetration of the components at
every part. Alexander states, “There is no part of them (the ingredi-
ents) that does not partake of everything in such a product of mixture
through xpaoig; otherwise the result would no longer be xpaoig but
nopéBeotg”.?’

We can see from these descriptions first of all that the resultant of
a kpdowg is a homogenous substance. Any volume of the blend is
equally occupied by the properties of each of the original ingredients.
Alexander writes, “no part of the blend (xpaoig) is unmixed with any
of the bodies from which the blended product if formed”.® As a total
blend it is a homogenous union. Secondly, the original components
are preserved in their entirety. This is no “potential” existence, but an
actual one, in which the ingredients are neither altered nor destroyed.
Alexander describes it this way: “each constituent maintains its own
surface which it had even before the blend”.”” This reveals why the
Aristotelian thinkers found Stoic kpéoig such an absurdity: their con-
ceptions of union were founded on the receptacle notion of place that
required each substance to have its own place, and therefore surface,
as seen in this passage. He explains it in more detail: “certain bodies,
two or even more, while being mutually co-extensive in all dimen-
sions and totally mixed can themselves be preserved in their original
character and retain their own qualities”.!” This was impossible for
Alexander because Aristotelian theories of place and union did not
allow for substances both to be fully mixed and to retain their respec-
tive properties. Moreover, a blend is separable into its original ingre-
dients. Alexander records Chrysippus’ claims of such.'?! Unlike
obyxvoig, in which the united components are changed so as to gen-
erate a lertum quid that is not separable, the ingredients of a blend can
be easily recovered. For example, a blend of water and wine can be
resolved into the original components by use of a sponge.

9 Ibid., 216.26.

9% Diogenes Laertius, VIL.151 (Arnim, SVF 11.479).
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The Stoics listed a number of examples of a xp&o1g, including wine
and water, soul and body, fire and iron, light and air, inter alia.'"®
About these examples Alexander writes, “Fire is not mixed with iron,
as they say. For it is absurd to say that matter is mixed with fire; for
everything that is burnt and heated by fire is the matter of fire, but,
while the former is indestructible, the latter is not. Thus after remain-
ing in the fire for a long time these bodies are too finally destroyed
and expelled from their own form”.'”® Likewise is the Stoics’ use of
wine blended with water rejected by Alexander.'®t Plutarch,
Diogenes, and Alexander all report that the Stoics affirmed that one
drop of wine was blended with the entire sea.'”> The only way this
could happen, and indeed this is the basis for the theory of kpéoug, is
for there to be the total and complete interpenetration of substances,
regardless of volume. In other words, it is not a comparison of
strength which determines the nature of a union, as with Aristotle’s
theories, but another source. For the Stoics that source was the
pneuma.

It will be remembered that the pneuma provided them with a con-
tinuous universe. This all-pervading substrate not only gave the cos-
mos and all matter therein cohesion, but also endowed unformed
matter (OAn) with physical properties. This idea of continuity and
coherence by means of a pervasive, active force allowed them to
conceive of a union in which the constituents were distributed homo-
geneously throughout the resultant. All matter is unified, the Stoics
taught; therefore material objects can interpenetrate one another
without either being destroyed or altered.'® It is noteworthy that
Alexander’s rejection of Stoic xpaoig is based upon his denial of the
all-pervading pneuma and his affirmation instead of a receptacle no-
tion of place.'"’

There is basically one Neoplatonic conception which needs ad-
dressing at this point. Whereas the Stoics deemed it possible for two
solid bodies to occupy the same place through mutual interpenetra-
tion, and the Aristotelians denied the possibility that any two bodies
could occupy the same place, the Neoplatonists stand in what
amounts to the middle ground. Two similarities exist between the
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Stoic theory of xpaoig by interpenetration and the Neoplatonic con-
cept of a penetrative mixture. First there is the penetration of the
forces in space which defines place. One will recall that Iamblicus
held that “the forces acting in space do not merely encompass bodies,
but totally penetrate them”.!% Therefore, like the Stoic preuma there
is a force that penetrates all matter, and this defines place.

A second similarity is the total penetration of two bodies, some-
thing which Aristode and Alexander denied. Syrianus writes, “The
existence of two bodies together in the same place is not in all cases
impossible”.!” He qualifies this by stating that one or both of the
bodies must be an immaterial body. An example of such an interpen-
etration is two lights emitted from different lamps, which, when
placed in the same room, “will have penetrated throughout the same
chamber and gone through each other without being confused or
divided”.'"” Proclus employs the same example when describing his
definition of place and his theory of the penetration of a material
body by an immaterial one.'!

Philosophical Influences on Cyril’s Christological Imagery

Turning to Cyril’s writings we find present a number of the examples
used by the philosophers in their discussions about place and, more
importantly, union. He employs them in his christology to illustrate
various tenets of his picture of Christ. Of what use are these images to
Cyril? We will discover that they are used in the same way as his
scriptural analogies, and that they are recognised as being less than
complete in their description of the Incarnation. The analogical na-
ture of these illustrations means that they serve to qualify and clarify
Cyril’s christology. These include images dealing with fire, smell, and
the body and soul of a man. Here we will review how these analogies
were understood by the philosophers to devise a backdrop for the
chnistological contexts in which Cyril chooses to use them. An exami-
nation of what he intends to say in these images follows.

Cyril’s favourite analogy by far is that of the body and soul of a
man. He uses it on more occasions than any other image to illustrate
his christology. We saw previously that the Stoics conceived of the
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relationship of body and soul as being an example of their theory of
xpaoig, or interpenetration.''? They believed the soul to be a corpo-
real substance which blends with the body entirely so that no part of
the body does not partake of the soul. Yet, both body and soul re-
tained their own properties and qualities, though they each shared in
those of the other. Aristotle wrote an entire treatise On the Soul, in
which he concluded that the soul and body are related as form is to
matter.''® In other words, the body is the matter of the soul, and they
are thus intrinsically related in that manner, not as through a union.

The largest portion of Nemesius of Emesa’s work, On the Nature of
Man, is concerned with the soul and its interrelationship with the
body, and should be considered here. Nemesius records Plotinus as
believing man to consist of soul, body, and mind, a view taken up, he
says, by Apollinarius.''* He says that Aristotle conceived of a bipartite
nature of man in which mind and soul are the same. Plato, he recalls,
taught that the body is the instrument of the soul, as can be seen in
death: in death the soul leaves behind the body just as a worker leaves
behind his tools at the end of the day. The Stoics thought of the soul
as a blending of the four elements, and therefore material and corpo-
real.''> Ammonius taught that the soul is what gives cohesion to the
body, which is by nature mutable, dissolvable, and infinitely divisible.
The soul cannot, therefore, be corporeal, otherwise what would hold
it together?''® Cleanthes is recorded as believing that when the body
becomes hurt or impassioned the soul suffers with the body and the
body with the soul. For example, when the soul is embarrassed, the
face blushes. Others teach that the body is the sole sufferer and that
the soul remains impassible.!'” The Stoics furthermore say that the
soul permeates the entire body and is thereby joined to it. This can-
not be, says Nemesius, because it would mean two bodies existing in
the same place.''® How then is the soul regarded as one with the
body put on it, and therefore man to be conceived of as one living
being? Ammonius says the answer lies in the incorporeality of the
soul, as incorporeal things are capable of union even with corporeal
things, while remaining unconfused and yet inseparable. Although a
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mixture usually produces a change in the ingredients, this is not so
with incorporeal substances.''" The soul is life and is not altered
through the union, but instead endows the body with life. Nemesius
conlirms this to be the case: the soul is united to the body without
change to it.'?" In addition, the soul is present in every part of the
body, though preserving its own being. The soul is incorporeal and
thus not capable of being confined in a particular place, as a body is
in a bag. Consequently, it is said to be in the body relationally rather
than spatially or physically.'?! Nemesius applies this analogy to the
Incarnation, concluding that the Word is united to the flesh without
confusion or circumscription in a particular “place”.'?? He is one
with the body and soul of the assumed humanity, but remains God
the Word, even as before the union.

This image 1s not only the favourite of Cyril, but of most other
patristic writers as well. This has been documented in Gahbauer’s
Das anthropologische Modell.'*® Gregory of Nazianzus, in his ant-
Apollinarian Letter to Cledonius, employs this analogy, stating that “God
and man are two natures, in the same way that soul and body are,
but there are not two Sons or two Gods”.'?* Rather, there is one
human being, comprised of a mixture (kpaoig), just as Christ is one
individual.'? Tertullian explains that the two substantiae or naturae in
Christ are united in una persona, just as soul and body are in a human
being.'?® Other patristic writers used the image in basically the same
fashion, including Gregory of Nyssa, Apollinarius, and even
Nestorius.'?’

We see much the same in Cyril’s use of this image. In his polemic
against Nestorius’ ovvageira, he denies that the Incarnation is a mere
juxtaposition of the Word and a man, but is instead a union (#vaog)
of Godhead and manhood with the resultant being Christ, who is
one, single living being.'?® How does one illustrate such a union? One
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needs only to observe the union of body and soul in a2 man.'?® A man
is a single living entity who is compounded from two unlike things—
soul and body. If one were to kill a man, Cyril reasons, he would not
be accused of killing two men. Why? Because although two things
come together to compose a man, he is still regarded as one person,
not two. So too is Christ compounded of two different natures—
divinity and humanity—but should be confessed as one living being
from these two.'*” Nestorius claims that the assumed, i.e., the man, is
co-named God alongside the Word, who is God by nature.'! Is the
body of a man co-named man alongside the soul? Such would be
ignorant speech, Cyril maintains. Instead, man is the union of the
body and the soul. To consider the Word separate from his own body
after the union destroys the one Christ, just as separating body from
soul destroys the one man.'’? In explaining his christology to
Succensus, Cyril writes that the two natures are united, and that there
is only onc Christ.'*® An illustration of such a phenomenon is our
own composition, wherein body and soul unite to form one man. We
perceive of the two natures, but we speak only of a single living being.
Soul and body do not turn into one another to produce a man, and
neither do the divinity and humanity turn into one another to form
the one Christ; both components are complete and undiminished by
the union.

The soul-body image also appears in Cyril’s defence against
Nestorius’ attacks on the legitimacy of ©eotéxog as an appellation for
Mary, the mother of Jesus. Nestorius had rejected this title fearing
that its use would lead to Mary being thought of as a goddess, and
reasoned that it implied that she was mother of the Godhead.'3* He
opted instead for Xprototoxog. Cyril rejects this thinking, claiming
that it denies the divinity of Christ: if Mary, the mother of Christ, was
not mother of God, then Christ was not God, he reasoned. He in-
stead affirms the eternal existence of the Word and his generation
from the Father from eternity; however, the Logos of God underwent
a human birth and became man, that is, body and soul.'3> The mys-
tery of the Incarnation of the Word is much like that of the birth of
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any other man. The mother provides only the flesh, whereas God
breathes into that body a soul which makes it a living being. Both
body and soul are required to make a man, and therefore birth is a
partnership between the mother and God. But the mother gives birth
to both combined, which is one person and not two. Consequently,
she 1s called the mother of the man rather than just mother of one
part. She would not be called “flesh-mother” because her contribu-
tion was only the flesh, but mother of the one baby. Cyril says that
“something like this happened in the birth of Emmanuel”. The
Word, though God himself and begotten of the Father from eternity,
underwent a human birth and became a man like us. Therefore, the
mother of Jesus is rightly called ®eotoxoc.

The relationship of body and soul in a man additionally illustrates
how the sufferings of Christ are attributable to the Word, who in his
own nature is impassible as God.'?® Cyril says that impassible suffer-
ing is not something that should surprise us, as we only need to look
at the relationship of our body and soul to see an example of it.
Although the soul is of a different nature than the flesh, and is sepa-
rate from the passions and sufferings of it, they (passions and
sufferings) are attributed to it.'"*” In its own nature the soul suffers
nothing, but is affected by the sufferings of the body impassibly. Take
martyrs for example. Though only their bodies were killed, will not
their souls also receive the rewards from Christ? When the body dies
we say that it is the death of the man, and not the death of his body
alone. '8 Likewise, the sufferings of Christ experienced in the flesh are
rightly attributed to the Word, though he experiences them impassi-
bly. The body suffered and died, but it is said to be Ais suffering and
death.

Similarly, that the Word works miracles through his own flesh is
illustrated by the analogy of body and soul.'*® We can observe this in
the case of a carpenter, whose soul performs particular tasks with the
aid of the body. No one would say that the work belongs to the soul
or the body alone, separated from one another, but to both com-
bined, that is, the one carpenter. Before becoming man the Word
performed his acts in his own nature, but after the Incarnation he
does so by means of the body that he fashioned for himself.

156 Scholia (PG 75:1404D-1405C); Ep. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:161.%5T, PG 77:245A).
157 Ihid. (PG 75:1405AB, 1377AB).

138 gy | (ACO 1.1.1:22.'%, PG 77:36CD).

139 Answers to Tiberius (W 162.121T).



72 CHAPTER THREE

A second image that appears in Cyril’s christology is that of the
mixture (kpaoig) of wine and water.!* It will be remembered that this
image appeared in the discussions of both the Aristotelians and the
Stoics. For Aristotle, this image was an example of both pigig and
abénorg. If the water and wine were about equal in volume, then a
pigig occurred, which resulted in a terium quid, a compromise of the
properties of the water and wine. If either of the liquids were of a
significantly greater volume, say, a cup of water and ten thousand
gallons of wine, then an obénoig resulted. In this case, the water
would be destroyed and turned into wine. For the Stoics a combina-
tion of water and wine, regardless of volume, was a xpaoig. They
believed that in such a process the two ingredients penetrated one
another and retained their own distinctive properties. In contrast to
Aristotle and Alexander, the Stoics denied the destruction or altera-
tion of either the water or the wine in a combination of this sort.

Gregory of Nyssa, writing against Apollinarius, states that the as-
sumed humanity and the Word are joined in a xpéotg like a “drop of
vinegar in the endless sea”.'*! Apollinarius argues that the mixture of
water and wine illustrates the union of the Word and humanity in
Christ, but that in such a mixture there is no change in or diminish-
ing of the constituent elements. Coming to Cyril, we find the image in
his denial of the accusation that his christology teaches the confusion
(xpaoig) of the Word and the humanity, resulting in Christ being a
tertium quid, and as such less than both complete God and complete
man.'* He acknowledges that some of the orthodox Fathers used to
term kpdotig as a description of the union of God and man in Christ.
He maintains that their intention was to attempt to express the inti-
macy of the union, rather than to propound some sort of fusion of the
natures in which they either could be altered or destroyed. Their use
was non-technical, and should not be interpreted to be unorthodox.
As a defence he reminds his readers that Scripture also used the term
this way, saying that men would be united (kp&oig) in spirit, and not
undergo a fusion of persons.'*?

An even more important image used by Cyril is that of fire. There
are several analogies which he employs that contain the element of
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fire."** Fire was also popular with the philosophers. We have seen
that, like the previous two images, it was a topic of discussion for both
the Aristotelian and Stoic schools. There are essentially three charac-
teristics of fire basic both to the philosophers’ discussions and to
Cyril’s christology: fire and its inherent heat, fire’s effects on a com-
bustible material, and fire’s effects on a metal such as iron. Aristotle
says that heat is inherent to fire, and does not exist separate from it,
though the heat does affect other things.'*> We first see the effects of
fire on a combustible material, such as wood. In such a case there is
said to be an increase (adEnoig) in the fire by turning the wood into
fire, and thereby destroying it."*® A mixture (nifig) does not take
place, but an a®énowg of the fire and a destruction (p8épa of the
combustible substance.'*” In other words, the matter of fire, which is
the wood, is the fuel, and is used up in the process of combustion.'*®
Aristotle’s student Theophrastus produced an entire work on fire, in
which he contends that wood and other combustible materials are the
fuel of fire and are destroyed when set aflame. '*? In addition, once
the fuel is taken away, the fire is extinguished, as it must have this fuel
to exist.'*® Regarding the union of fire and a metal such as iron,
Theophrastus says that the metal is capable of retaining the heat from
the fire for a considerable amount of time, but that eventually it too
is destroyed by the union.'®' Similarly, Alexander says that the heat
which iron possesses when it is put into a fire is a quality of the iron,
rather than the result of a pifig or xpéoig, as the Stoic claim.'??
Instead, the iron, just like wood, is the matter of fire, and is thus its
fuel. When it remains in the flame for an extended period of time it
too is destroyed.'™

In contrast, the Stoics theory about fire was concerned most of all
with their theory of the preuma. Just as the preuma, a mixture of fire
and air, penetrated and permeated all matter, so was fire able to
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penetrate that which it came into contact with. Fire is said to pass
completely though iron, with each of them retaining their respective
properties.!>* Rather than destroying the iron or wood, it blends
(xp@oig) with it. It is a mutual interpenetration, however, in which
both are said to share their properties with the other, which may
explain why the substance is eventually turned to ashes, though we
are not told so by the Stoics. We can assume, however, that this is
something other than an at&noig of the fire and a @86pa. of the wood
or iron.

Cyril uses fire within the contexts of his discussions about the
nature of the union of the Word and manhood, the effects of the
union on the manhood, and the sufferings of Christ. In the first in-
stance he is explaining how a piece of burning coal illustrates that
Christ is one from two unlike natures.'® He says that the fire pen-
etrates and changes the wood into its own glory and might, though
they both remain what they were previously. Cyril’s point is not that
the humanity was destroyed by the union, but that just as a burning
coal 1s considered one from two, so is Christ. In fact, he employs the
analogy of the burning bush to illustrate that although fire normally
consumes trees, in this case it did not. The explanation is that God
did what was supernatural, as nothing is impossible for him.!*® The
relationship between the Word and his body ought not to be inter-
preted as analogous to fire heating up something else.'”” When a
body is warmed by a fire, it experiences the fire only externally. To
say of Christ that the body was related to the Word externally is to
divide him, and thus to destroy the union. An analogy used similarly
is that of fragrance.'’® Fragrance is an inherent property of a flower,
and heat is an inherent property of fire. There is no such thing as a
flower without fragrance, nor fire without heat. This is analogous to
the relationship between the Word and his body; Christ is the result-
ant of each, and without either of the constituents, the system is void.
The point is not that a flower or a fire is a description or pattern of
the Incarnation, but these images illustrate that the Word, who is
incorporeal, is intrinsically linked to his body, just as the fragrance of
a flower is linked to the stem and petals of the flower.
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Cyril also employs fire to illustrate that the Word, by making the
body his own rather than that of another man, empowers it with the
ability to give life. For example, when water is heated by fire, it is
made hot, though by nature it is cold.!” It is in this same way that
the Word made his flesh life-giving. He did so without fusing together
himself and his body, but by making the body his own.'®” The anal-
ogy is not intended to demonstrate the union, but the life-giving
properties of the flesh, as given to it by the Word, whose flesh is
rightfully is. To say that the flesh was that of another man, and
therefore not infused with the life-giving qualities of the Word him-
self] \évould mean that the Eucharist 1s nothing more than cannibal-
ism. 6!

The last fire image is that of fire and iron.'®> When fire comes into
contact with iron, or another piece of metal, the iron is heated. If this
heated iron is struck, it is affected directly, i.e., it changes shape
because of being hit. The fire, though, is said to be affected only
indirectly, as a result of its union with the iron. This illustrates that
when the body of Christ suffered, it did so directly, while God the
Word suffered only indirectly. Cyril is not using this as an analogy of
the union, but of how one ought to understand the impassible suffer-
ing of the Word become man. One can see that he is not describing
the Incarnation as a union of fire and iron, but is explaining how the
Word can be said to suffer in the flesh while remaining the impassible
and immutable Logos of God.

Origen uses the image of fire and iron to illustrate how the rational
soul of Christ, through its union with the Word, was made incapable
of sinning. If a piece of iron is placed within a fire, it will eventually
be converted into the fire.'® Apollinarius states,

If the mixture [of fire] with iron, which makes the iron itself fire, so that
it performs the work of fire, does not change the nature of the iron, then
too the union of God with the body implies no change of the body, even
though the body extends its divine energies to those who are able to come
within its reach.'6*
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Conclusion: The Force of Physical Images

From what we have observed in this chapter we can conclude that
Cyril does not use these ‘physical’ images in a technically ‘physical’
manner. The Incarnation is a Divine, and therefore ineffable, act and
cannot be explained by means of human descriptions. We covered
the inexplicable nature of the mystery of Christ in the previous chap-
ter, and it will suffice to be reminded here that Cyril recognises that
even his Scriptural images cannot express the union of divinity and
humanity adequately. As with analogies from Divine Scripture, if
images are descriptions, then the Incarnation is no longer ineffable.
In additon, Cyril’s physical imagery must not be removed from
within the context of the spatial relationship between the Word and
the body. One will recall that essentially three theories of place ex-
isted in antiquity. The first was that the universe was a series of
receptacles, each containing a body and every body contained in a
place. The container, or receptacle view of place denied that two
things could exist in the same place. This was the Aristotelian view.
The second view, that of the Stoics, taught that the universe was a
continuum, an all-pervasive pneuma which endowed the universe and
matter within it with cohesion, and transformed ®An into particular
bodies with individual characteristics. Place was then defined by the
pneuma rather than by volume or bulk. The Neoplatonists viewed
place as a combination of the Aristotelian and Stoic views. Their
conception was that place was indeed a receptacle, but only for cor-
poreal objects. Consequently, they agreed with the Stoics with regard
to incorporeal entities being in the same place by means of interpen-
etration, but denied such for corporeal bodies. Writing within this
scientific culture, Cyril asks what Emmanuel is to mean, how is “God
with us”?'% He maintains that it does not mean that he is with us in
any localised sense, because God is not in a particular place. How can
he be, since he fills all things? Rather, it applies to that fact that he
became as we are, coming into our time and place yet not being
subject to it as the Word. Had he been confined to the body and said
to be spatially present with us, then he would have left heaven empty
of his Godhead, which he certainly did not do.'"®® When Scripture
says that he descended to us, it means that he became man, not that
he experienced some sort of locomotion.'®” Movement from one
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place to another is impossible for God because he fills all things.
What type of spatial descent would he need?'® In addition, in his
analogy of the fragrance and flower, among other places, he indicates
that the Word is incorporeal, and therefore not subject to spatial
confines.'® This is strikingly similar to the Neoplatonic conception of
place, in which incorporeal entities are unbounded, and are therefore
capable of penetrating corporeal bodies. Cyril sees the spatial rela-
tionship between the Word and flesh as being unlike either the recep-
tacle or pneumatic conceptions of place. Rather, it surpasses description
by either one, as it is an ineflable, divine union. In addition, we
observe that he is not looking for a technical notion of place by which
to explain the Incarnation. After all, the question he is asking is not
how it happened, but how we can better understand the inexpress-
ible. He therefore employs a Neoplatonic view of place to wlustrate
what happened, but never to serve as a description of it. In other
words, the Word is not just some incorporeal being penetrating a
corporeal one, but is God ineffably uniting his own body and soul to
himself.

A further observation is that Cyril’s non-technical use of physical
images should be read into his use of physical terms as well. For
example, the word @bo1g bore a number of related meanings in the
ancient world.'” First, it meant the cumulative properties of a thing
that made it what it was. This was this older usage and was used by
Cyril in reference to, for instance, the human and divine natures
(pboerg) which comprised Christ, The second, later usage is the man-
ner of speech which caused the greatest controversy between Cyril
and the Antiochenes, especially Nestorius. When used this way the
term connotes an independent existent. In the light of this it is easy to
see why Cyril would object to speaking of two ¢boeig after the union,
and why Nestorius would reject the Alexandrian’s évooig kata gdoLy
and pia gborg, claiming them to be Apollinarian.'”! Therefore, when
Cyril says that the Incarnation is “natural union™ or that there is
“One nature of God the Word Incarnate”, he means that the union
is real and genuine, as opposed to external, and that there is one
independent existent in Christ, that is, God the Word become flesh.
The same is true of his ‘physical’ analogies. When he attempts to
illustrate his christology using physical processes and material images,

198 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:67.5", PG 76:145D).

169 Scholia (PG 75:1380C).

170 Gf. McGuckin, The Christological Controversy, 13811,

171 The following two chapters address both sides of the issue.



78 CHAPTER THREE

he does not use them in a physical manner, but in a non-technical
and therefore illustrative way. For example, when he employs his
body-soul analogy, he is not implying that the Logos is the soul and
the humanity is the body. Rather, he means to say that the union of
Word and man in Christ is illustrated by the union of soul and body
in a man. This can be seen in his other physical images as well. The
Incarnation is not a pi€ig, kp@oig, or any other technical process, but
is the ineffable union of God the Word and man.

Because the Incarnation is inexplicable, and because these images
are used non-technically, they are unable to explain fully the truth of
what they are intended to illustrate. Even the analogy of body and
soul falls short of the truth.!”? The image of fire and iron to illustrate
the impassible suffering and death of Christ is weak, and also falls
short of the truth.'”3 Just as with Scriptural images, those taken from
nature should be interpreted in the light of the ineffability of God and
the necessity of using human language to reveal something of the
truth concerning him. By acknowledging that physical images are
weak and fall short of the truth, Cyril is implying that they are used
analogically. In each instance, he employs these images to illustrate a
particular component of his description of Christ. One does not find
within them a revelation of the Incarnation, nor even a description
thereof. Rather, they serve the important purpose of qualifying
Cyril’s christology, and are therefore analogical in character. This
means that they are not descriptions or patterns of the mysterium
Christ, but rather illustrations of it. Cyril rejects oOvbeoig, pi&g, and
kpaoig as proper descriptions of the union of Godhead and manhood
in Christ.'”* We can then conclude that when he uses these images he
does so in a non-technical manner. A technical process cannot ex-
plain the Incarnation. Otherwise, they would explain the unexplain-
able, and make known that which is beyond knowledge. They must
be interpreted as analogies and not be pressed beyond their intended
meaning.

The previous two chapters have made strides in preparing us to re-
construct Cyril’s christology. Firstly, we have seen that the images he
draws from Scripture are not seen as the source of his christology, but
illustrations of it. He does not propound that one could read about
the instruction for ceremonial cleansing of a healed leper and dis-
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cover within it that God the Word suffered impassibly through the
flesh. He does believe, however, that when explaining what one
means by impassible suffering this passage, and others like it, become
useful to the Christian theologian. This type of christological exegesis
is founded on his understanding of the Old Testament as the initial
revelation of God which finds its ultimate consummation in the per-
son of the Word of God become man. Secondly, we have examined
Cyril’s use of ‘physical’ images from philosophy and concluded that
they are not used by him in a technical fashion. Rather, they seek to
make more clear what has been said already, and are, like Scriptural
images, analogical and illustrative in nature. Their contemporary and
natural meaning is important, as it brings to light why the images are
analogous to various components of his christology, but they should
be stretched and understood in the light of the description given,
rather than stand-alone descriptions in se.

What is it that he really believes about the mysterium Christi? The
only way to discover the answer is to examine what he says about it.
This is his description of the Incarnation. Included here are his for-
mulae and phrases taken from Scripture and passed down from the
orthodox Fathers, along with his own descriptions of Christ. Finally,
he needs to clarify what he has said, and he does this by means of
illustration. Here is where the images come into his christology. Once
Cyril has made a christological statement, i.e., stated some compo-
nent of the Incarnation, he seeks to illustrate that statement, and not
the components of the Incarnation per se. In other words, the images
Cyril employs refer to his christological statement, rather than his
conception of the Incarnation. For example, he says that the Word
became man through an évooig ke’ tnéctaciv. How is one to un-
derstand such a union? It is illustrated, Cyril says, by the union of
body and soul in man. The body-soul image does not have as its
referent the process of Incarnation, but the concept of évooig, which
is itself a description of the way in which Cyril conceives of God the
Logos becoming man. Yet, even the analogy does not fully capture
the truth of what an &veoig ka8’ dnéotaowy is, but is only a tool to
qualify it. In the following chapters we will seek to employ this same
three-fold process in interpreting what Cyril rejects and what he af-
firms about Christ by examining his description and how he illus-
trates that description, ultimately reconstructing what he believed
about the Word’s becoming man for the redemption of mankind.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ADVERSUS NESTORIUM

In Part One, we set out to place Cyril’s images within their Scrip-
tural, philosophical, and christological contexts. In addition, we
sought to address the question of the intended force of these images.
That is, we wanted to determine how far the analogies were meant to
go in illustrating his christology. Having discussed these issues, we will
now begin to explore the theological arguments he wishes to make in
and through his analogies. We will investigate those analogies which
do not find their way into his collection of appropriate and helpful
christological images, but are a part of his polemic against Nestorius
and Apollinarius. This requires that we discover why the descriptions
of Christ associated with these analogies are unacceptable to Cyril.

Paragraph eight of Cyril’s Scholia de Incarnatione Unigeniti begins a
lengthy discussion of what he confesses the union (évwotg) of divinity
and humanity in Christ to be.! He states that there are a variety of
processes by which two things are brought together into a &veouc.
These include rapddeoig, pigig, and kpaoig. None of these processes,
however, describes the union of God and humanity in Christ.”
Rather, the Incarnation is ineffable (&néppntog), known only to God.
No one can explain how God became a human being. Cyril even
chastises Nestorius for claiming, at least in Cyril’s interpretation of
him, to explain the union entirely with his idea of cvvéeero.’> He
reasons that if his opponent can explain fully the means by which
Christ was fashioned, then it is no longer an ineffable act of God. As
we have seen, human language can point the mind toward the inef-
fable, but cannot describe it fully. We can assume, then, that Cyril
claims to ilustrate the mystery, while he understands Nestorius as
claiming to explain how it happened. Cyril recognises that the mode of
union in the Incarnation is beyond human cognisance, and is thus
incapable of complete description. In contrast, he sets out in two
stages to express how one is to understand the évwoig.

The first stage is that of chrstological description, in which he
employs numerous formulae to articulate his understanding of the
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mysterium Christi. These formulae include especially his collection of
verbal nouns, such as “becoming a human being”, “emptying him-
self”, and “taking on the form of a slave”, along with others. The
second stage is the clarification of these christological statements. For
this task Cyril employs his many Scriptural and “physical” images.
These analogies are intended, as we have seen, to qualify the descrip-
tive phrases and formulae he has previously applied to the Incarna-
tion. He acknowledges that these are merely signposts, which point to
the reality of the event but are incomplete and limited even in their
ability to illustrate. Although they are founded upon the truth of what
they demonstrate, they do not serve as one-to-one descriptions of it.
They provide an important service in Cyril’s christology: they enable
the finite human mind to comprehend something of the ineffable.
The things of God can never be grasped fully by man, but they can
be understood better with imagery than without. For that reason, it is
vital that we investigate Cyril’s use of analogies both in his rejection
of heresy and in his own description of the Incarnation. In so doing
we will understand better the formulae he regularly employs. How he
describes what is a proper picture of Christ and what is an improper
one must be seen in the light of how he illustrates, and thereby
qualifies, those descriptions. Otherwise, the interpreter is facing a
formidable task with only part of the essential tools.

What then is to be said about Cyril’s rejection of these three modes
of union—rapéBeoic, pi&g, and kpaoig? Is it that Cyril cannot use
these terms to illustrate or designate the union, or is there something
inherent within them that he rejects? In Part Two we will examine
Cyril’s objection to these modes of union to determine why he con-
siders them insufficient to describe the Incarnation.

The first term in the list, it will be remembered, was the term of
choice for the Stoics to describe a union by juxtaposition. Aristotle
also considered juxtaposition a type of union. This process, for both
the Stoics and the Aristotelians, does not result in any change in the
two constituents, but neither does it generate a true union (veoig
aAnd7g). Instead, the ingredients are merely tangentially united, with
no reciprocal action between them. An illustration of this type of
combination, used by both schools of thought, was beans and wheat.
There is no true union of the two; there is merely an aggregate of the
components. The terms pi&ig and xpéoiwg were used almost inter-
changeably by Aristotle to describe a union in which the two ingredi-
ents are altered. The resultant is a ferfium quid. Technically, a xpé&org
1s a subdivision of a pi&ig and refers specifically to a mixture of lig-
uids. For the Stoics kp&oig was a complete mutual interpenetration of
the ingredients such that neither was altered but the resultant was
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what they called a true mixture of them. The Aristotelians rejected
such a notion. As we will discover, Cyril perceived in Nestorius an
attempt to describe the union of humanity and divinity in Christ as a
juxtaposition, which necessitated the affirmation of God the Word
being connected externally to an ordinary human being, held to-
gether merely by the good-will of God. In contrast, Nestorius accused
Cyril of describing the Incarnation as a pi&ig or kpaoiwg in which
either the Word or the man, or both, were altered. The result of
Cyril’s christology, in Nestorius’ mind, is a Christ who is a tertium quid,
neither fully God nor fully man. He gives to this charge the label of
Apollinarianism. Cyril explicitly rejected this accusation. In the next
two chapters, we will see why Cyril rejected juxtaposition and mix-
ture as appropriate conceptions of the union of God and man in
Christ. Once we have seen what Cyril denies to be the proper picture
of Christ we can begin to construct the picture he himself paints of
the mysterium Christi.

In this chapter, we will explore Cyril’s rejection of Nestorian
christology. We intend to investigate what he interpreted Nestorius’
picture of Christ to be, and why he believed it to be heterodox.
Our study will focus on Nestorius’ most frequently used designation
for the Incarnation, and the focus of Cyril’s attack on his christology:
the term cuvvénto and its cognates. In his most controversial piece
of correspondence with Nestorius he writes that cvvageia does not
describe a real union (Bvmoig @uowf). He adds, “we deplore
(ropotovpeda) the term cuvdgewe as not appropriate to designate the
union (veoig)”.t In another place he calls innovators (xouvtopo)
those who use the term to describe the Incarnation and refers conde-
scendingly to ouvépeio as Nestorius’ useless word (eixoiog Adyog).?
Later, he says that the term ebpepa €611 grAokaivov te kai adpovoic,
Kol TapEYLEVIG @PEVOG, Kol ob) £xobong Opdv Tod puatnpiov 10 Pébog.’
What would cause Cynl to call ovvégeie a novelty and the
Nestorians innovators? After all, Nestorius was not the first of
the Fathers to use ouvégewa, either generally or to describe the In-
carnation. Even many of the orthodox had used it. They did,
however, use the term primarily to describe the union within the
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Trinity,” but it also served to designate the union of believers with
God.? Athanasius and the Cappadocians designated the union of
God and believers with the term, as did Eusebius.” Theodore of
Mopsuestia, the teacher of Nestorius, had written that the Word was
united to humanity taken from the Virgin by a connection (cuvageia)
of goodwill and divine favour, a phrase echoed in Nestorius.'® Why
then does Cyril make Nestorius’ use of cuvégera such an integral part
of his polemic against the Nestorians? Is it that Cyril objected to
cuvvageia per se, or is it Nestorius’ use of the term? Obviously, Cyril
sees the christology of Nestorius as something different from the
christology of Nicaea, which had become the standard of orthodoxy.
He interprets Nestorius’ use of ouvagero as straying from the Fathers
and presenting a new picture of Christ unlike the one painted by the
Nicenes.!! In addition, Cyril attacks the term as being unable to
perceive the depths of the mystery of Christ (ovy éxodong op@v 0D
pvotnpiov 10 Bdbog). To determine why the term was deplorable to
Cyril, and why he believed it was not orthodox, we must inquire as to
what Cyril viewed as the proper use of ocvvégeie, and then see why
he rejected that particular use of the term to describe the depths of
the mysterium Christi.

Cyril’s Interpretation of Nestorius’ ovvageia

In its most fundamental usage, the term describes two things that are
connected, united, or combined.'? Cyril interprets Nestorius to mean

7 Cf. Eusebius, De ecclesiastica (PG 24:833B); Basil, Adversus Eunomium (PG
29:593C); Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomwm (PG 45:676D); Athanasius, Contra
Arianos (PG 26:492B); Cyril, De Trinitate (77:1144C).

8 Cf. Athanasius, Contra Arianos (PG 26:293A); Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium
(PG 45:597C); Eusebius, De ecclesiastica (PG 24:1041C).

9 Athanasius, Contra Arianos (PG 26:289C, 296A,B); Gregory of Nyssa, De perfectione
(PG 46:277C), Adversus Apollinarem (PG 45:1212C), Contra Eunomium (PG 45:705C);
Eusebius, Demonstratio Evangelica (PG 22:724D); Contra Marcellum (PG 24:809A); Basil,
Homilia in Psalm 41 (PG 29:400A), Ep. 210 (PG 32:973C), Ep. 262 (PG 32:776B);
Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 101 (PG 37:180B).

' Theodore of Mopsuestia, Symbolum (PG 66:1013A, 1017BC).

" Ep. 41 (ACO 1.1.4:24.'%19% PG 77:189BC; W 44.23%3) See also Ep. 45 (ACO
1.1.6:151.%1% PG 77:228Df; W 70.%'Y), inter alia, where Cyril claims to introduce
nothing new into the doctrine of the Fathers. Here he is contrasting himself with
Nestorius, whose language and theology Cyril interprets as something new that
Nestorius introduces. In other words, Cyril claims that he represents the orthodox
tradition, whereas Nestorius is heterodox.

12 Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon, 1305-1306, 1308-1310.
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by it three things: the juxtaposition of the Word and the man Jesus,
the indwelling of the man Jesus by the Word, and the use of the man
Jesus as an instrument of the Word. We will see that Cyril rejects
each of these descriptions of the Incarnation, and along with them
Nestorius’ cvvéagewa. His explicit rejection of the term is captured in
a number of images he uses to illustrate his conception of cvvégeia
and why that conception does not, in Cyril’s mind, designate the
union of God and humanity in Christ. By analysing the manner in
which Cyril uses these analogies we can see more clearly what best
illustrates his own doctrine of the Incarnation.

The first analogy is that of a teacher and his pupil, which Cyril
introduces to us in his discussions of why the Nestorians have
dropped &vwoig in favour of cuvégere.'® The former term designates
two unlike things being truly and genuinely joined, and is the chosen
term of the Fathers. There can be no mistaking its meaning, Cyril
says, so there is no need to abandon it. However, the Nestorians have
rejected it, opting instead to sever the one Incarnate Son into two
sons, by their insistence on describing the Incarnation as a cvvéagela
rather than a évwoig. Cyril then provides an illustration of what a
ovvagela 15, and how the term is properly used: cuvéntorto Gv
podnTig didookdhw Kotd te 1o riopadé. ' Along with the analogy of
a teacher and student Cyril says that a cvvégeera properly describes
an LIOVPYOG, OVK GOUVVOQTS KOTd 10 EKOVOLOV...TH AoBOvTl TpoOg
brovpyiav.!” What do these analogies tell us about his conception of
ouvvagewe? In both instances the illustration i1s concerned with a par-
ticular relationship which has been predicated on some mutual agree-
ment. In the first image the commonality is a love of learning, in the
second it i1s a common task to be performed. The smith and his
understudy are said to be connected by the éxobaog of the smith. In
other words, some external force or purpose is the “glue” that pro-
vides the ovvégeia with cohesion. If the image is translated to the
mysterum Christi a number of observations can be made about why
Cyril rejects it. In the first place the analogy implies the presence of
two “persons” who are pieces of some christological puzzle. The
teacher, pupil, smith, and apprentice are all independent existents,
the inference being that the Logos was connected to a pre-existent
human individual. In such a case, Christ would consist of two sepa-
rate individuals, which inevitably leads to the Two Sons doctrine of

13 QUSC (PG 75:1285B-1288A).
4 Ibid. (PG 75:1285D).
15 Ihid.



88 CHAPTER FOUR

Diodore. Ultimately, and most importantly, the image tells us some-
thing about the relationship conceived of by Cyril between the Word
and his body. If Nestorius’ notion of cvvégeia which properly de-
scribes the preceding relationships is also the proper description of
the Incarnation, then the components, as it were, of Christ—divinity
and humanity—would be related only relatively (oxetikdg) rather
than really (xata gdowv). In both analogies, the individuals are part-
ners in the relationship who have chosen to connect themselves to
one another because of some external purpose. Their mutual rela-
tionship does not produce one active agent, but within the connection
they remain two. Cyril needs to find a relationship in which one
individual—Christ—is a combination of two things. Neither of these
images provides him with such an illustration.

The term cvvégera also properly signifies how a believer is joined
to God by way of virtue and holiness, and not, therefore, how God
the Word was united with his body. Earlier, Cyril himself, as well as
other Fathers, had employed cuvégewa in this way.'® He unpacks this
particular use of cuvégeia by explaining it as a participative relation-
ship (oxetucn) by which we are one spirit with the Lord.!” If cuvéeeio
describes the believer’s union with God through Christ, then how
could it be a fitting designation for the Incarnation?'® This is just as
explicit at another point: “God is in us and we are connected with
him relatively (Bpeic ad1® ovvomtopedo oketikdg).... Therefore,
should we also be called gods along with the one who is God by
nature (xatd @oow)?”!? He further illustrates this usage of cuvégela
with an event that takes place on Israel’s journey through the wilder-
ness.”’ The account records the discontentment of the Israelites,
which led to their murmuring against Moses and Aaron. Cyril
recognises an interesting statement made in the account. The passage
states that the murmuring was not only against Moses and Aaron, the
ones to whom it was directed by the people, but was indirectly against
God. Cyril reasons that this is because of the relationship between
these two men and God. In other words, the relationship was such
that what was directed against them was projected against God. This
partnership, he argues, is a cuvégeio. Why could such a relationship

16 For Cyril see Thesaurus (PG 75:245B, 573D). For other Fathers see Athanasius,
Contra Arianos (PG 26:240B, 293A); Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium (PG 45:597C,
609A); Eusebius, De ecclesiastica (PG 24:1041C).

17 Fp. 17 (ACOL.1.1:38.181% PG 77:112C; W 18.2%); citing | Corinthians 6.17.

8 Cf. QUSC (PG 75:1296BC).

19" Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:52.%7; PG 76:108D).

20 Scholia (PG 75:1410CHY); citing Exodus 16.3fT, esp. 8 LXX.
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not be used to designate the Incarnation? Cyril answers that if the
same description of Moses’ relationship to God is used of the Word’s
union with his flesh, then, he concludes, Emmanuel non est vere Dews, non
unigenitus Filius, non Deus secundum naturam.?’ Cyril rejects cvvépero.
because it properly describes our relationship with God. If the flesh is
related to God the Word in the same way that we are related to God,
then Christ cannot be true God, but only a god through this partici-
pative relationship or partnership. In addition, because Christ is
Lord, and thus deserving of our worship, he reasons, we ought to be
co-worshipped along with Christ “so that every knee should bow to
us”, if ovvagele designates both our relationship with God and the
relationship between the flesh and the Word in Christ.?? Cyril rejects
ovuvégelo because it signifies a union such as believers have with God,
rather than God the Word had with his flesh.

Besides the fact that cvvégeiro rightly designates our relationship
with God, rather than the union in the Incarnation, Cyril rejects
Nestorius’ qualification of the term. Nestorius says that the Incarna-
tion is a ovvdeewa by equality of rank (&€ie), honour (icompia), or
authority (o08evtic). To this Cyril replies, “equality of honour
(icompia) does not unite the natures (¢pvoerg)”.?® He illustrates what
he intends with the analogy of Peter and John: they were both
Apostles and disciples of Christ, thus equal in rank, authority, and
honour, but that equality did not unite them and cause them to
become one human being; they remained two. He maintains that a
partnership of this sort does not unite that which it connects. In
Christ, that which is united—Godhead and humanity—must to-
gether produce one Christ. Consequently, a connection through rank
or authority is inadequate. He again uses the Peter-John analogy in
Adversus Nestorium, but also calls to mind the rulers of various lands
throughout the world.?* These rulers are equal in rank and honour,
but are still individual in who they are, as well as what they say and
do. Although they hold the same position, they have not thereby
become one ruler. Equality of position is not sufficient to produce a
true union. Therefore, this type of relationship does not adequately
allow for a genuine Incarnation of the Word. If the union of God and
humanity in Christ is a cuvagero by way of equality of rank or dig-
nity, in this case that of sonship, then one must confess two sons.

2! Ibid. (1411B). Extant only in Latin.

22 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:52.7% PG 76:108D).
3 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:36.'%; PG 77:112B; W 18.%).
2 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:35.7T, PG 76:65BC).
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Cyril, of course, will not allow this. Similarly, Cyril reminds his read-
ers that many have been called Christ and lord; the titles are not new
with the Incarnation of the Word.? Other ordinary men have been
give the same title as the Lord Jesus Christ. Does this mean that the
Incarnation has taken place many times prior to the birth of Jesus?
Absolutely not, Cyril answers. However, if the manner of the Incar-
nation is a svvagera through both being named Son of God, then the
Incarnation of the Word is not unique.?® It is not proper to consider
Christ to be one individual because the Word and a separate human
both possess the same title. Once again, he takes issue with the type of
relationship properly described by using cuvégera. In these instances,
the relationship between the participants is one of mutual appellation.
Such a connection does not result in one individual but the same two
who entered into the partnership. To give the same title to two per-
sons does not end their individuality and make them one person. We
will see more of this type of argument from Cyril later.

Ciyril asks whether Nestorius understands cuvégpeia to mean a true
union (évwoig ka®’ dndéotacty) whereby one individual is the result, or
to mean a juxtaposition (mopdecic) of one thing to another.”’” He
maintains that the latter usage is the one employed by Scripture, and
cites a passage where God instructs Moses to fasten the curtains in
the tabernacle with clasps (xpixog) of gold.?® The fastening together of
the curtains causes them to be attached, but not to become one. The
resultant may act in the same manner as a solid curtain would, but
they remain, Cyril points out, separate and individual curtains,
though attached to one another by the golden clasps. This cannot be
the way in which the natures are united in Christ, as they would
remain separate, not resulting in Christ being one individual. Instead,
Cyril says, the Word was truly united to animated flesh (&An6dg
EvooBor ovk aydyxw capki), and has made the body taken from the
virgin his own (i810v).?° He explicitly denies that juxtaposition of the
natures in Christ is a sufficient mode of union in describing the Incar-
nation.*® But what is it about juxtaposition that causes Cyril to reject
it as a mode of union? Nestorius had considered juxtaposition to
result in one Christ, why could Cyril not do the same?

%5 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:45.%12; PG 76:89D-92A).

% Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:45.%% 25 PG 76:92B).

27 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:42.7-19; PG 76:84B).

Zg Ibid, (ACO 1.1.6:42.9%, PG 76 84C); citing Exodus 26.6.
Thid.

30 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:36.'7-1%; PG 77:112B; W 18.26%7): obk amoypn yap 10010
[rapaesig] mpog Evaoiy puotkiyv.
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Cynl’s Rejection of Nestorius’ ovvagpeia

Nestorius warns against the use of ®@eotoékog as an appellation for
Mary, and he proposes that Christ is one because of a union of rank
rather than nature. In response, Cyril states that Nestorius has blas-
phemed in no small way, in that he has divided Christ into two
persons and individuals (rpécwna xai Umootéoeig) which are in fact
separated from one another as though a separate human being were
connected with God by rank alone (kota povny v &éiav), and not
true union (Evooig &Andnic).?’ How then, Cyril asks, is Christ to be
one individual if he is nothing other than two individuals which sim-
ply have the same rank or authority? In Nestorius’ cuvvégeia, the
natures or hypostases are merely juxtaposed, held together by a com-
mon title, as we saw earlier. If Christ is two natures that are juxta-
posed, and thus separated, Cyril contends that Christ cannot be
called one. On the contrary, one must confess two Christs and two
Sons of God.?? Christ, therefore, must be a true union of the natures
or hypostases, rather than a juxtaposition of them in which they are
given the same title.*

Subsequently, with Nestorius” cuvégewa there is one Son of God
who is Son by nature—i.e., the Word—and another who is Son of
God because the utle has been bestowed upon him through his rela-
tionship with the Son by nature.** This is a revisiting of the Two Sons
doctrine of Diodore of Tarsus. For Cyril, however, there are not two
Sons of God, one by nature and one through the ouvégewa, but only
one Son of God, the Word Incarnate.” In his Letter to Eulogius, he says
that the definition of a union (évwoig) does not denote one thing
(npérypatov) joined to itself, but two things, which are different in
nature, but are brought together.?® In the Incarnation, Cyril contin-
ues, the two things that are the subject of the union are the nature of
the Word and the nature of the flesh endowed with a rational human
soul. After the union, though, one does not speak of two individual
things, but one, because the natures are joined in the union. Cyril
acknowledges that the Orientals spoke with confusing terminology as
they tried to avoid a confusion of the natures; but this is different, he

31 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:34.%7-35."; PG 76:65A).
32 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:36."% PG 76:68D-69A).
3 Cf. ibid. (ACO 1.1,6:71.33-72.33; PG 76:157B-160C).

3QUSC (PG 75:1296DAT).

35 Ibid. (PG 75:1297CD).

3 Ep. 44 (ACO 1.1.4:36.79; PG 77:225D; W 64,1922,
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proposes, from what Nestorius teaches. Whereas the Orientals taught
a true union of the natures, though using inadequate language to
describe this union, Nestorius actually teaches a euvégsia in which
the natures are placed alongside one another, rather than existing
together in a true union. This juxtaposition of the natures, Cyril
contends, necessarily means two Christs.’ Cyril’s admonition to
Nestorius is to cease juxtaposing the natures and instead confess one
Christ, Son, and Lord.*® Furthermore, Cyril says that he is amazed
that although Nestorius says that the body has been ineffably con-
nected with God, he does not say that it is his very own ({dov) in
order that it might be thought of as one with him. Rather, he sepa-
rated Christ into the man Jesus and God the Word.?® He reasons that
if two individuals are juxtaposed to one another in a partnership such
as this, and thus the Word is connected to an ordinary human being,
then the Word’s ownership of the humanity is lost, with serious
soteriological implications, When the natures/hypostases are divided,
being conceived of only as juxtaposed to one another, then the man
Jesus who is connected to the Word has ownership of the body, and
not the Word himself. This cannot fit into Cyril's system of
soteriology: were one to accept Nestorius’ cvvégeia as a designation
of the Incarnation, then “we have no longer been redeemed by God,
but by the blood of another human being”.*’ If an ordinary human
individual is given the title of Son of God, along with the Word who
possess the title by nature, then a human being would have provided
salvation. However, Christ said, “The bread which I give is my flesh
for the life of the world”.*! If, Cyril reasons, the flesh was connected
to the Word only by a participative, and thus external relationship,
that is, a juxtaposition, then how can Christ, the Word Incarnate,
rightfully call it his own without lying?*? In addition, if the flesh does
not belong to the Word of God, who is the one who gives life, then
how can the flesh be said to provide life for the world, for the flesh of
an ordinary human being cannot give life?

The sentiment is echoed in the eleventh Anathema, where Cyril
condemns whoever does not confess that the Lord’s flesh (cép€) is life
giving (Cworowév) and thus belong to the Word of God himself, but

37 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.4:36.°T; PG 77:228A; W 64,30),
3B Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:45.%%; PG 76:92C).
39 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:47.3% PG 76:96C).
40 QUSC (PG 75:1336A).

- Jbid. (PG 75:1260A); quoting John 6.33.

2 b,
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says it belongs to different person connected (cvvnupévov) to him
through rank (xeté v &Eiay).*® In the explanation of this anathema
Cyril argues that it is not the body and blood of an ordinary human
being which are offered in the Eucharist, but that of the Word.**
Otherwise, the body and blood offered would not be life giving
(Cwomowov): “Flesh profits nothing; it is the spirit that gives life”.*
Juxtaposition denies ownership of the body to the Word, and thus
both affirms a redemption provided through an ordinary human be-
ing and rejects the life-giving properties of the flesh. In order for
humankind to be redeemed, the body must belong to none other
than the Word of God himself; the Word of God become a human
being.

A primary source of Cyril’s incarnational and soteriological
thought is Philippians 2, the Cammen Christi. In this passage Cyril dis-
covers the kenosis, or self~emptying of the Word, a voluntary conde-
scension of God to the limitations of humanity. Cyril charges that
Nestorius” ouvagera spoils the spotless character of the Incarnation
by disallowing any possibility of the kenosis.*® According to Cyril, the
Logos of God voluntarily descended into self-emptying though he is
God by nature both before the kenosis and when he is in the kenotic
state.*” It is through this self-emptying that the Word experiences a
human life, and suffers and dies for the redemption of humankind. If
Christ did not suffer and die as God in the flesh, then he has not
provided salvation to those he came to save.

There are numerous instances when the Bible speaks of Christ in a
way that Cyril argues disqualifies cuvépera as an appropriate term to
designate the Incarnation.*® These biblical descriptions of Christ can
be fitting only if he is the Word become a human being, rather than
the Word and a human individual existing in some sort of partner-
ship. One such description is that Christ is the one who has become
“under the law”.*) Nestorius claims that this passage refers to the
humanity of Christ rather than the Word. Cyril, though, questions
how a human being can become under the law, when he is already
under it. For one to become under the law, he must first be above it,
and God alone is above the law. Therefore, Cyril reasons, the passage

B Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:41.%8%, PG 77:121CQ).

W Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5:25."11; PG 76:312A).

5 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.5:25.57; PG 76:312]33; quoting John 6.63.
¥ Adversus Nestoriom (ACO 1.1.6:49.'%'%: PG 76:101B).

7 Ibid,

B Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:44."7"; PG 76:89BC).

¥ Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:37.42% PG 76:72D); citing Galatians 4.4.
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referring to the one who has become under the law must be speaking
of the Word become a human being, rather than some other human
individual.®® Through his kenosis, the Word is said to have subjected
himself willingly to the law, albeit by nature he remains above it. This
he did in order to redeem humankind.’'

Cyril contends that there are other passages which speak of Christ
in such a way that juxtaposition is discredited. For example, Christ is
the one who “came from above” and is “out of heaven” and “fills all
things”.%? These qualities all belong to God and not to an ordinary
human individual. Furthermore, the Carmen Christi explicitly denies
that Christ is a deified human individual rather than the Word be-
come a human being, Cyril argues. After quoting the hymn he writes,
“Who is it that we say was in the form of God, and equal with the
Father, but did not think this something to be grasped but rather
descended into self-emptying and into the form of a slave, humbling
himself and becoming like us?*® An ordinary human being, Cyril
maintains, is not equal with God, and therefore cannot see equality
with God as something to be grasped. Moreover, a human being
cannot descend into self~emptying or humble himself and be made in
the likeness of a human being; he is one already. The Word is God by
nature, and it must be he that the Carmen says is made in the likeness
of humanity.** Likewise, only one who is free can be made a slave,
which disqualifies an ordinary human being from assuming that role.
Once again, only the Word, who is free by nature, can be said to
assume the form of a slave.

Cyril also says that Christ has avaiaBovto mpog fpdg aderopdtnto
yyfig avBpomivng kai copkog.” One who is a human being already
cannot assume a brotherhood with humankind, only one who is not
already a human being. For Cyril this means that the Word has
become a human being, and thereby come into brotherhood with all
humankind. To say that Christ was a human individual juxtaposed to
the Word would make this statement inconsistent with the
Incarnational event. Likewise, that would be the case with the Word
assuming the poverty of human nature. This poverty does not belong
to the Word naturally (xote @bowy), but it does belong to human

30 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:38.*% PG 76:73B),

5 Jbid. (ACO 1.1.6:38.32T; PG 76:76AB).

32 Jbid, (ACO 1.1.6:39.°™; PG 76:73A); citing Ephesians 4.10; John 3.31, 8.23.
3 Scholia (PG 75:1383C). Extant only in Latin.

5 Ibid,

3 Adyersus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:72.'"%'!; PG 76:157B).
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beings naturally. Therefore, in the Incarnation the Word became a
human being, rather than being connected to one who was a human
being already.’® These elements of the kenosis of the Word would be
impossible, says Cyril, if a human being is connected to the Word by
a ovvagewo.. This fact renders cuvagewn insufficient to describe the
union of God and humanity in Christ.”’

The most scathing condemnation of Nestorius’ use of cvvdgera
comes in the charge that Nestorius is god-making (@eomoinoig).’® In
this passage Cyril quotes Nestorius’ comments about the Magi who
came and worshipped the baby Christ. Nestorius says that “it was not
a mere baby viewed by itself, but a body connected ineffably with
God (c@po cvvnppévov éppiitag Oed)”.% This sounds very much like
a statement Cyril himself could make. However, he continues with
another statement attributed to Nestorius in which Nestorius con-
fesses that he worships the human being connected to the Word along
with the Godhead.’” Seen in this light it is apparent why Cyril would
reject ovvagete, and would be appalled by the underlying chris-
tological implication. He denounces Nestorius’ ovvégewa, claiming
that such a notion leads to a division of Christ into a separate human
being and the Word, and that the logical conclusion of this idea is two
worships; one for the man Jesus and another for the Word, who is
God by nature. On the other hand, Cyril says that the orthodox offer
but one worship to Emmanuel rather than dividing him into the
Word and the body, which is truly united to him (10 éve8év 001 k0@’
bméoraocy odpa).’! Surely, Cyril maintains, Nestorius’ teaching of
two worships makes a human being equal with God, thus adding a
fourth god to the Trinity.®? If the human being is co-named and co-
worshipped with the Word, then there is one who is God by nature
and one who is made God because of the suvagewe. This is the same
argument we saw in Cyril’s discussions of Nestorius’ two Christs and
Sons. The worship of a human being is god making in Cyril’s mind,
and Nestorius is guilty of both. How else is Nestorius’ cuvéageia to be
understood, reasons Cyril? If it is a true union, then there is no need
to sever the natures/hypostases. If it is juxtaposition, which the term
implies, then a human being is added to the holy and homoousion

6 QUSC (PG 75:1320A-1321A).

57 Ibid.

B Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:46.%7; PG 76:96A).
9 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:46.3%%; PG 76:96C) (=Loofs 354.22:29),
60 Jpid, (ACO 1.1.6:47.112, PG 76:96D) (=Loofs 260.57).
61 Jbid. (ACO 1.1.6:47.28%; PG 76:97B).
652 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:48.'7; PG 76:100A).
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Trinity.5% Christ is said to have ascended with his flesh to the throne.
If ouvégewo is the proper designation of the Incarnation, then the
human being connected to the Word would have also ascended to the
throne, giving an ordinary human being a place on the throne of
God. Cyril rejects this way of speaking about the union of God and
humanity in Christ.®

A second component of Nestorius’ use of cuvvagew that Cyril
deems to be heretical is the notion of God the Word dwelling in an
ordinary human individual. Nestorius denies that @eotdékog, Mother
of God, is a fitting appellation for the mother of Jesus, and opts
instead for Xpiototéxog, Mother of Christ.> He knows that for Cyril
©cotoxog 1s at the heart of orthodox belief about Christ. Nestorius
rejects it, however, because he believes Scripture teaches that God
“passed through” (napfiA@ev) the Virgin but was not born to her.
Scripture, Nestorius argues, never teaches that God was born to the
Virgin, the Mother of Christ, but that the one who is Jesus, Christ,
Son, and Lord was.®® Cyril interprets this to mean that Nestorius’
denies that Christ was truly God. He infers from this statement that
Christ is but a God-bearing (6eopbpog) individual. What does
nopiA@ev mean if not birth?%” Cyril equates this with Nestorius’ con-
cept of ovvagero, and concludes that Nestorius means to say that
Christ is merely a holy man with God the Word indwelling him.®® By
denying the human birth of the Logos, Nestorius is, in Cyril’s estima-
tion, relegating Christ to the level of an ordinary human being exter-
nally related to the Word by means of indwelling. If Mary is not
©eotoxog, then Emmanuel is but a God-bearing (8go@opog) indi-
vidual.??

Nestorius also comments that it was not God Incarnate who had
died and subsequently was raised from the dead.”” This is baffling to
Cyril, as he inquires who became a human being, if not God the
Word. It would be absurd to claim that a human being became
incarnate. Only a nature that is beyond humanity can be said to have
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become flesh. Therefore, Cyril concludes, the Word was truly incar-
nate and became a human being, and therefore is not, as Nestorius
teaches, merely indwelling a mere human being. Cyril takes
Nestorius’ statement, “The Son dwelt in the body” (éviknoev 6 vidg
év 1@ odpartt) to mean that Christ was God-bearing (Beopopog) and
therefore not God the Word become a human being.”! This claim by
Nestorius is not only an attack on the ©gotdxog, but is also a war
against the glory of Christ.”? To say that Christ is but a God-bearing
man is to deny him to be truly God, but only a human individual
connected to God. He is no more than an ordinary human being who
has been made holy by the indwelling of God. Indwelling is a compo-
nent of Nestorius’ ovvégeia, and a notion that Cyril believes is cen-
tral to his doctrine of the Incarnation.

Two important analogies find their way into this discussion; both
of them used by the Nestorians and rejected by Cyril. The first is that
of a man dwelling in a city.”®> A man who lives in a particular city is
called by that name. In the case of Jesus, though he was born in
Bethlehem he was called a Nazarene because he lived in Nazareth. In
the same way, because the Word dwells in a human being, he is
called a human being. This is a non-sensical assertion, Cyril claims.
Someone who lives in Nazareth is called “of-Nazareth” (Nafwpoiog)
and not “Nazareth”. Likewise, were the Logos only dwelling in a
human being he should be called “of-humanity” (&vBpwnoaiov) rather
than a human being (&v6pwmog). Furthermore, the entire Trinity
should be called human if the Nestorians’ reasoning is correct, as the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are each said to dwell within
0l

Another analogy that is not suitable for illustrating the Incarnation
is that of a garment and the one wearing it.”> Nestorius said that he
worshipped that which was worn—that is, the body of Christ—be-
cause of the one who was wearing it—that is, God the Word. For
Cyril this is a denial of orthodoxy with regards to the union of
Godhead and humanity. There is but one Son to be worshipped: the
Word become flesh. Separating the Word from his body is dividing
the one Christ. If one were to say that he worships the body of a king
because of his soul, and because of what cannot be seen he worships
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what is seen, he would be reprimanded. The king is one individual,
not two separate things, one seen and one not. Christ is not to be
conceived of as the Word wearing the body of a human being. This
would be his taking up residence in an ordinary human being, rather
than becoming a human being himself. In his Scholia de Incamatione
Unigemti Cyril argues that Jesus Christ is the Word of God become a
human being.’® This is to defend Nicene christology against the dan-
ger of Nestorius’ conception of the Word’s dwelling within an ordi-
nary human being. Such a notion is to be shunned as not proper
christology.

Cyril rejects what he understands Nestorius to mean by 8gopdpog:
an ordinary human person indwelled by God the Word. He provides
a number of reason why he rejects this idea. First, were Christ merely
the Logos taking up residence within an ordinary human being, then
he would not be truly God (@edg &Andag).”” He perceives this to be
the logical conclusions of Nestorius’ insistence that ©eotdxog is an
inappropriate title for Mary. If the Virgin gave birth to an ordinary
human being, rather than to God become human, then the one born
to her would not be God. Cyril makes it very clear that he does not
regard the Incarnation as the Word of God taking up residence in an
ordinary human being.’® This is an external (ocxeticfy) relationship.
The Logos did not come into a human being, but became a human
being.”® Second, Scripture acknowledges that God has dwelt in others
before. If the Logos dwelt in the man Jesus is the same that he did in
the prophets of old, then he is no greater than they were.?” Were this
the case, then the Incarnation has happened many times, and Christ
is therefore not unique.?! In addition, Nestorius says that he dwelt in
a human being as in one of the saints, and that the human being is
co-worshipped because of the indwelling. Does that mean we are to
worship one another?®? Cyril determines that Nestorius’ conception
of indwelling means that an ordinary human being is worshipped
alongside God the Word.
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Finally, he rejects Nestorius’ indwelling because it nullifies re-
demption. A God-bearing (8eo@bpog) human being cannot provide
salvation for humankind: only God can save.®® Consequently, if
Christ 1s no more than a human being with the Word dwelling in
him, then he is less than God and unable to redeem humankind. If
the death is not that of the Logos Incarnate, then it is not a saving
death.’® The Eucharist is not life giving if the body belongs to the
person in whom God dwells, rather than to God the Word himself.?’

However, Cyril says that there is an indwelling which s properly
ascribed to the Incarnation. We can see what Cyril conceived the
proper interpretation of the Word dwelling in human individual to be
when he explains how Emmanuel ought to be understood.®® We un-
derstand that he has become a human being, and so is said to dwell
in the flesh with us. For Nestorius the indwelling is a participative
relationship, whereas for Cyril it is true and inherent.” By this he
means that one person is given the titles of Word, God, Life, Glory,
Lord of Hosts, which apply to God the Word both before and after
the Incarnation, and Human, Christ, Jesus, Mediator, which apply to
him only after becoming flesh. Still, both sets of titles are attributed to
the same person, the Logos of God.?® Therefore, when the Bible says
that in him “all the fullness of the godhead dwelt bodily”, it does not
mecan that the Word dwelt within an ordinary human being. On the
contrary, it is like a person’s body and his soul. The soul is said to
dwell within the body, but it does not mean they are separated, but
there 1s one single person. Another image illustrating Cyril’s under-
standing of the proper way of speaking of the Incarnation as an
indwelling is that of a flower and its perfume.®® Although the fra-
grance is said to dwell within the flower, they are not separate indi-
viduals, There is no flower without the perfume and no perfume
without the flower. If either of the components is not present, then
there is no lily. So it is with Christ; it is impossible that the Word and
his body could be considered to be separated after the union, other-
wise the entire economy of Incarnation would be ruined. The Word
dwells in his body, as does the soul of a person or the fragrance of a
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lily, but not as a person in his garment. The former image allows the
Word ownership of the body, whereas the latter does not. By this
indwelling is not intended to imply that the Word was in the body in
a spatial manner; because the Word, who is incorporeal, is beyond
spatial constraints, even in the Incarnation.”” He cannot be thought
of as being in the body as in a receptacle.”! To say that the Word
dwelled in humanity means that he lived a human life, rather than
dwelled within a human being.

The third component of Nestorius’ ovvégewa which Cyril rejects 1s
that God the Word has taken up an ordinary human being like us to
use as his instrument (6pyévov) to provide redemption.? Cyril goes
on to indicate that there is an instrumental quality to the Incarnation,
but it is the Word using his flesh as an instrument in the same way
that the soul uses the body. The fundamental distinction between this
understanding, and that of Nestorius is that Cyril wants to argue that
the body belongs to the Word in the same way that a person’s body
belongs to him. The alternative, and the view that he perceives in
Nestorius, is to deny ownership of the body to the Word, and instead
afford it to some sanctified individual, in which case Christ would be
two individuals glued together rather than one individual himself.*
The first 1s the Word; the second is the person whom he assumed.
Cyril is intent on maintaining singleness of agent. In other words, the
referent of the Incarnation must be the Word, both before and after
become a human being. To say, as he accuses Nestorius of doing,
that the Incarnation is the Word’s assumption of an ordinary human
being like us to utilise as his instrument is to deny the necessary
singleness of agent.

To illustrate what he perceives Nestorius to mean by instrument
Cyril employs the image of a father whose son is skilled on the lyre
and is able to sing exceptionally well.”* The father would not regard
the lyre and his son’s skill of singing to be equal with his son. That
would be inane. The instrument is used to demonstrate the giftedness
of the son; and even without it the son is still the son of his father. No
one would argue that the son and the lyre are one, or even that they
are equal in significance. If the body of Christ, which belongs to a
human being assumed by the Word as his instrument, is not his, then
he is not truly Son of God, but the Son using an ordinary human
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being, like the boy using his lyre.”> This means that we are redeemed
not by God, but through the death of a human being. However, a
human being’s death cannot save.”® To contend that “the one born of
the woman” was a human being assumed by the Word as an instru-
ment for some particular purpose would require that all the prophets
were instruments in the same way, as they too were men used in the
service of God. If Christ were an instrument like the prophets, then
he is no more unique than they were. How then does he save if he is
a mere human individual indwelled by God like the prophets of old?
One final soteriological implication results from affirming the instru-
mental use of a human being by the Word: the Eucharist is cannibal-
ism.?” Cyril uses explicit language to shock his readers into noticing
the force of ouvagera. If God has taken up a human being as an
instrument, then the body of Christ belongs to that human being, and
not to the Word. Consequently, the body would not be life giving, as
it is the body of an ordinary human being. Furthermore, when par-
taking of the body in the Eucharist one would eat the body of a mere
human being.

As with indwelling, Cyril also acknowledges that there is a proper
manner of using ‘instrument’ to describe the Incarnation. Rather
than the Word employing a human being as the instrument, he is
rightly said to use his body in the same way that a human being uses
his body.” The body of a human being belongs to him and none
other. He has ownership of it. In Nestorius’ use the body belongs to
the assumed human being, whereas in Cyril’s use it belongs to the
Word. The only instance where one can properly describe the Incar-
nation using instrumental language is when the condition of the
Word’s ownership of the body is inherent. This is to say that Cyril
appeals to how one understands the human being. This individual is
not a human being who possesses a soul and body, as though they
were distinct from him, but this person #s a soul and body. So too
Christ is not a person who has the Word and a humanity, but Christ
s the Word and his humanity: the two cannot be separated. It is
incorrect to speak in a way that divides an individual human being,
and it is likewise heretical to divide the Word from his body in Christ.
This is the fundamental difference between the external, participative
relationship of the natures in Nestorius’ ouvégewo and their inherent
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relationship in Cyril’s true union (Eveoig ka®’ Urdéctacy). For this
reason he rejects Nestorius’ ocvvagewo and its correlative notion of
God’s use of a human being as an instrument in the Incarnation.

Concluding Remarks

There are a number of observations we can make concerning Cyril’s
rejection of Nestorius’ cuvageia. We have seen that he interprets
Nestorius’ christology as picturing Christ as the result of an external,
participative relationship in which the Word is juxtaposed to a hu-
man individual. These two constituents are believed to be held to-
gether by the goodwill and grace of God in which he bestows upon
the human individual the same appellation and dignity as the Word.
He believes that Nestorius is searching for a technical process that
describes a collective unity, while allowing the constituents to remain
unconfused and separate, while retaining their respective properties
entirely. From our earlier discussion,” we know that two theories of
combination fit those criteria: rop&Becic/cOvBecig and Stoic kpaoic.
All other theories altered or diminished at least one of the ingredients.
Nestorius  explicitly rejected «xpaowg, perhaps because of its
Apollinarian flavour. Cyril then reads his christology as being a juxta-
position of two individuals: the Word and the man Jesus. Even
Nestorius’ qualification of cvvégew with the ideas of the goodwill
and grace of God, the equality of rank, and the same appellation does
not convince Cyril that his christology is orthodox. Instead, as we
have seen, these very qualifications become the central elements of
Cyril’s attack.

Cyril sees three correlative components of cuvéagera. Besides jux-
taposition, it is also described as the indwelling of a human being by
the Word, and the Word’s use of an individual human being as an
instrument for his purpose of redemption. With all three notions, the
Word is separate from the humanity of Christ. Cyril recognises both
christological and soteriological implications of picturing Christ in
this way. First, this is nothing other than the two-Sons doctrine of
Diodore of Tarsus. One individual is Son of God by nature, while the
other is Son of God by designation only, which results from the
juxtaposition with the Word. In addition, this makes Christ an ordi-
nary human being, albeit one used by the Logos of God. Because

Christ is a2 mere human being, it follows that he has no ability to save,
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and redemption is not afforded to humankind in him. Many others
have been indwelled by God and used as his instrument, but they
were unable to save. A Christ who is only a human being joined to
God would be no different.

In Cyril’s interpretation, the Christ of Nestorius’ system is the
result of a process by which two things have been glued together. His
[Christ’s] identity is then only in the collective unity of the two con-
stituents. The fundamental flaw in this christology is that the two
things which are glued together are the Word of God and an ordi-
nary human being, as we have seen. What about this idea did Cyril
find unacceptable? Ultimately, it is that Nestorius’ picture of Christ
did not allow the Word to possess ownership of the humanity of
Christ. Instead, it belonged to the individual connected to, indwelled
by, or used by the Word. The consequence of such a notion is that
the characteristics, properties, and experiences of Christ are not at-
tributed to the Word. But how does Christ save if he is only an
ordinary human being, because the death of a human being cannot
save? If Christ were a mere human being, he too would need re-
demption from sin. How, then, does Nestorius’ use of cvvégeia deny
ownership of the human experiences of Christ to the Logos? The
Word is incorporeal as God, and therefore has no body of his own.
Therefore, in Cyril’s interpretation of Nestorius, he assumes a human
being prior to or at birth that he indwells and uses as his instrument.
The infant becomes a boy and then a man. He grows and matures
and learns. This growth and maturity cannot be attributed to the
Logos, because as God he is complete and all knowing. It must be
attributed to the man Jesus, as men grow and learn. His preaching
and teaching is also attributed to the man Jesus, as these are human
activities. Moreover, what of his miracles and healing, who per-
formed these? These acts must be regarded as works of the Word, as
only God can perform them. A final source of contention is Christ’s
death. Who dies, the man Jesus or God the Word? Nestorius natu-
rally says the man Jesus. It would be blasphemy to say that God dies,
as he cannot die. In the light of these conclusions, Cyril asks, “Who
then saves, is it the Logos or the man Jesus?” Nestorius says that God
saves. The next question is how he does so. If the death is that of a
human being and not of God the Word, then how does the Logos
save? It is at this point that Cyril demonstrates, in his mind, the
inadequacy of ovvégeiwr, believing that it presents an independent
human being alongside the Word. The idea of cuvéageia preserves
the impassibility of the Logos, but denies the true union of God and
humanity in Christ. The body is then that of someone other than the
Word. Consequently, although Nestorius affirms that Christ is the
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subject of both the divine and human experiences, the Word is the
referent only of those experiences that are properly said to be divine.
However, for Cyril, the humanity of Christ must belong to the Word,
and not to someone else if humankind is to be saved. Providing
redemption is not a joint effort between a human person and God,
but is entirely the work of God who became a human being in order
to redeem humankind. Cyril contends that the proper christological
question is not how are two things brought together, but how one
illustrates one living being that is the result of a union of two different
things. These questions are farther apart than they might initially
seem. The former question, attributed to Nestorius by Cyril, presup-
poses two independent existents. With regard to Christ this can only
mean, at least to Cyril, that Nestorius conceived of a human indi-
vidual separate from the Word to whom he was joined and in whom
he dwelt. This leads Nestorius to conceive of the Incarnation as a
partnership of the Word and this other person, illustrated especially
by Cyril’s teacher-pupil and smith-apprentice analogies. God and
humanity have united themselves in an effort to provide salvation by
means of their partnership. As we have seen, the soteriological impli-
cations of such a notion are beyond reconciliation with orthodoxy.
Cyril sees no other way to interpret Nestorius’ christology. Ult-
mately, then, what differentiates the Cyril and Nestorius is Cyril’s
interpretation of Nestorius’ christology as explaining the Incarnation
as two independent existents that have been glued together to pro-
duce one collective unity. There is far more than emphasis or seman-
tics at stake, it is the foundation of proper christological thinking. In
stark contrast to Nestorius, Cyril says that the Word must have own-
ership of the body. All the experiences of Christ—whether human or
divine—must be attributed to the Logos.

As we have seen, it is at this point that Cyril’s images become
important to the discussion. He has already described what he be-
lieves Nestorianism to be: juxtaposition of the Word and a human
individual. Now, he looks for analogies that clarify and illustrate what
ovvédeeio. properly designates. In each instance, the relationship be-
tween the various elements of the image is an external, participative
one, in which two individuals are ‘glued’ together by some means.
Therefore, none of these images is rightly attributed to the mysterium
Christi. Christ cannot be the result of a relationship between the Word
and an ordinary human being, brought together, for example, as a
teacher and a pupil are joined to one another. Consequenty, Cyril is
looking for images that will illustrate that the Logos became a human
being, not that he indwelled or joined himself to a human individual,
or that he used a human individual as an instrument for his work. He
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rejects those images that he believes imply the presence of a human
being other than the Word, who has become a human being himself.
He uses analogies from which this cannot be inferred. For example,
the body soul analogy illustrates not how two things are brought
together, but how one person is the combination of two things. Other
images serve the same purpose. In each illustration that which is the
referent is one entity that is somehow comprised of two things. They
do not demonstrate how the union of divinity and humanity took
place, but rather illustrate that Christ is one from two. Because the
analogies that Cyril says rightly illustrate ocvvéagera do not allow the
Word to be the referent of all the experiences of Christ, he rejects
both ocvvégeio and the corresponding illustrations. We have seen
here that Cyril denies that Christ is the result of a gluing together of
two puzzle pieces. In Part Three we will examine in greater detail
what he affirmed about the person and work of Christ.






CHAPTER FIVE
ADVERSUS HAERESEM ALIUM

In the preceding chapter, we began our investigation of Cyril’s rejec-
tion of the two heresies that dominated discussions during and after
the so-called Nestorian Controversy, by exploring Cyril’s charge
against Nestorius. Cyril believed that the Bishop of Constantinople
divided the natures in Christ, which necessarily amounted to the
notion that the Word of God existed alongside an ordinary human
individual, joined to him merely by the grace of God. It was
Nestorius’ conception of cvvagere, which Cyril interpreted as mean-
ing a participative relationship between God and a human being
through their juxtaposition in Christ, that was the focus of the
Alexandrian’s attack. Nestorius™ use of indwelling language and talk
of the humanity of Christ as the instrument of the Word convinced
Cyril of this. For him, this was a revisiting of the dreaded two-Sons
doctrine of Diodore of Tarsus, and the christology of Theodore of
Mopsuestia.

The fundamental flaw in such a picture of Christ, in Cyril’s think-
ing, is that ownership of the humanity belongs to someone other than
the Word. This other human being, to whom the Word was suppos-
edly connected, possesses the inherent ownership of the flesh that was
offered for redemption. This has destructive soteriological implica-
tions: the death of an ordinary human individual cannot save. In
addition, this is in opposition, Cyril maintains, to the Scriptural
teaching that the Word became a human being. Both those images
that Nestorius used to illustrate the Incarnation and those that Cyril
used to illustrate his conception of cvvageio were rejected as not
appropriate in the christological context. As we saw, the Cynil’s dis-
missal of Nestorius’ christology was based not on semantic grounds,
but on the notion of a mutually participative relationship between
God the Word and another individual. This relationship would mean
two individuals are the focus of the Incarnation.

In this chapter, we will examine the second heresy that was high-
lighted by the debate between Cyril and the Orientals:
Apollinarianism. This was not only Nestorius’ counter-charge against
Cyril, but also the accusation made by many of the other Lastern
Bishops. Obviously, the Apollinarian Controversy was still alive even
into the fifth century. It was a charge from which Cyril was never
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able to free himself fully. Our investigation will seek to determine the
content of the accusation, the primary reasons why Cyril’s christology
was so prone to be interpreted in this manner, and the reasons he
gives for rejecting it.

Nestorius and the other Easterns do not explicidy call Cyril an
Apollinarian, though the implication is continually present. They
group the Alexandrian with Apollinarius and others who refer to the
Virgin as ©eotoxog, and imply that the two Alexandrians hold the
same christological position on other occasions.! Nestorius, the an-
tagonist, was the theological heir of Theodore of Mopsuestia and the
Antiochene tradition he so aptly represented.”? Theodore was a rabid
opponent of Apollinarius of Laodicea. His christology posited a pros-
opic union of God the Word and the complete human nature he
assumed. Christ, for Theodore, was a unique figure with two hy-
postases or natures—God the Word and the human being Jesus
Christ. The “union” (certainly not in the later sense of Cyril of Alex-
andria] was due to the “good pleasure” of the Logos. Theodore’s
indwelling framework sought to protect the impassible Logos from
being offended by the human experiences of Christ, while at the same
time was determined to ensure the importance of a human soul in the
christological equation.® In fact, it seems that the existence of a hu-
man soul in Christ was the means by which Theodore was to protect
the Logos from human passions: the soul is the recipient of human
passions. For this reason, Theodore writes against the “disciples of
Arius and Eunomius” for their insistence that the Logos took a body
but not a soul.* In the event that there were to be no human soul in
Christ, it would be the divine nature—itself impassible—that would
experience human afflictions. It is against the backdrop of Theodore’s
polemic against Apollinarianism that Nestorius’ charges against Cyril
must be seen.

In response to calls for him to retract his christological statements
made before and at the Council of Ephesus, especially those found in
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the Anathemas, Cyril wrote to Acacius of Beroea, saying that his oppo-
nents are falsely accusing him of holding to the teachings of
Funomius and Arius, as well as !’\p@llinarius.5 He claims that it is the
Orientals who have imagined him to follow these heretical notions.®
Later, in the important correspondence with Succensus, Cyril again
acknowledges that some have accused him of tag Amolwapiov
86tag.” In defending his christology to Acacius of Melitene, he indi-
cates that he affirmed the purely notional distinction of the natures in
Christ in the Formulary of Reunion, but that he did not affirm their
separation. He says this was necessary because the Nestorians had
cast the aspersion of Apollinarianism on his letters.® Therefore, not
only Nestorius, but even those of the more mainstream Antiochene
party levelled the charge of Apollinarianism against Cyril. This sug-
gests that although Nestorius may have been guided by a pursuit of
political advancement in his indictment of Cyril, there was genuinely
something about Cyril’s christology that appeared heretical to the
Orientals. To the credit of his accusers, he had borrowed terminol-
ogy, however unwittingly, from the Apollinarian fragments, most im-
portantly his famous (infamous?) phrase pio ¢@boig t00 ©Oeod
oecokopévn.’ In addition, his éveoig katd gy and éveooig ko’
bnoéotaowv plagued him as they were interpreted by the Antiochenes
as being Apollinarianism revisited. At least in his language, Cyril was
very close to Apollinarius. As mentioned previously, it seems that the
Orientals were suspicious of all christology that came from Alexan-
dria, and the use of contradictory, at least to them, vocabulary did
not help the situation.

Most of the accusations came in response to Cyril's Third Letter to
Nestorius and the Twelve Anathemas attached to it, which had been sent
to Nestorius after his christology had been condemned by a Roman
synod in 430. He was to retract his attacks on ©eotoékog and confess
the doctrine of Rome and Alexandria within ten days. He chose not
to do so, and instead circulated Cyril’s Anathemas among the Easterns.
Outwith the context of the accompanying letter, both their tone and
language were interpreted by the Orientals as being Apollinarian.

> Ep. 3’3{ O 1.1.7:149,20-23),
5 Ep. 44 (ACO 1.1.4:35.1821: PG 77:225B).
7 Ep. 45 {ACO [.1.6:152.25 PG 77:232A).

8 Ep. 40 (ACO 1.1.4:29.202); PG 77:200A),

¥ Cyril extracts this phrase from a work entitled Iepi Zopkboens, which he as-
cribes to Athanasius, Oratio ad Dominas (ACO 1.1.5:65.%%, PG 76:1212A). Lietzmann
includes the text in his collection of Apollinarian fragments (L 250). Cf. Wickham,
Select Letters, 62 n. 3; McGuckin, The Christological Controversy, 2071T.
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The Content of the Accusation

The central theme of Apollinarian christology is that Christ does not
possess a human mind (yvyxn Aoyucn, vodg).' Instead, the Word has
replaced the rational human soul as a divine, rather than human
soul.!! Therefore, Christ is still said to be a whole human being (6Aog
aveporog) made up of soul and body, but he possesses only a non-
rational soul (yoxn &Aoyog).!? This reveals Apollinarius’ tri-partite
view of human beings.'® That is, a human individual is body, rational
soul or mind, and non-rational soul. Nemesius of Emesa also records
this as Apollinarian anthropology.'* Therefore, Apollinarius can say
that Christ has a human body and non-rational soul, but has the
Word as his mind."® Though Christ is a human being in terms of
possessing body, soul, and mind, he is still an in-between thing
(neodtng), neither fully God nor fully human, but a mixture (kpaoig)
of them.'® Consequently, Christ is &vBpwnog because all three neces-
sary components are present. However, he is not said to be homoousios
with us and with God simultaneously.!”

Is this what Nestorius and the Easterns are accusing Cyril of teach-
ing when they used the term Apollinarianism? They clarify their
charge with a variety of descriptions. Though the terms are varied, as
we will see, the intended accusation is the same in each instance.
There are numerous instances where Cyril records Nestorius’ conclu-
sion that his [Cyril’s] christology amounts to Apollinarianism. In the
first instance, Nestorius is addressing the appellation of ®eotéxog for
the blessed Mary.'® He indicates that the title is appropriate if used in
simple faith, but is mappropriate if used in the manner that Cyril
does. Because the term, when used by Cyril, actually conceals heresy,
it is to be avoided. He maintains that it is the purpose of Arius,
Eunomius, Apollinarius, and others like them who use ®eot6xog, to
claim that a mixture (kpaoig) of the natures (pvoeig) has taken place.

10 See C.E. Raven, Apollinarianism (Cambridge, 1923) and A.M. Ritter, ‘Die
Christologie des Apollinaris von Laodicea’ in Handbuch der Dogmen- und
Theologiegeschichte, 230-236. Cf. Athanasius, Contra Apollinarem.

' Cf. Apollinarius, Fragments (L 204, 210, 222, 227, 249, 256).

12 bid. (L 194, 210).

13 Cf G.L. Prestige, Fathers and Heretics (London, 1940).

14 Nemesius, De nat. hom., 1.1.

15 Fragments (L 210).

16 Jhid. (L 234).

7 Ihid. (L 244, 214).

'8 Adversus Nestortum (ACO 1.1.6:34.231; PG 76:64D) (=Loofs 272.13-273.17).
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This mixture, he says, damages both the humanity (&vepwndtng) and
the divinity (@edtnrog). In restating the accusation, Cyril says that
Nestorius is afraid that by using ©eotéxog, one will be presupposing a
merger (puppdg) and mixture (avoxpooig) of the natures
(brootéoerg).?

In another place, Cyril says that Nestorius falsely accuses him of
heresy, claiming to promote the orthodox faith himself. The accusa-
tion is that he teaches a mixture (xpaoig) of the natures.?’ A mixture,
he says, leads to a confusion (&véyveig) of the components.?! An
example of this is the mixing together of liquids, such as water and
wine. As we will recall, it was Aristotle whose piéig/xpaoig resulted in
the combination of water and wine such that the resultant was a
tertium quid, or confusion of the two original ingredients. In addition,
Stoic o0y)voig also produced an amalgam of the components, which
was a compromlse of the original properues As Cyril understands it,
the accusation of Apolhnanam%m is primarily the charge of teaching
that Christ is a mixture of divinity and humanity. This brings us to
the next nuance of the accusation: an alteration of one or both of the
natures. Both Aristotelian pi€ic/xpaocic and Stoic obyxvolg mean a
change in the constituents. In the case of water and wine—Cyril’s
own analogy—Aristotle taught that the properties are compromised,
1.c., the water and the wine both change from what they are into an
in-between thing. The Stoics believed a union of water and wine to
be a xpaoiwg in which neither was changed, but their theory of
obyyvoig taught the same thing as Aristotle’s pi&ig with regard to the
alteration of the ingredients. For the Aristotelians, the ingredients are
separable because they are present potentially, whereas for the Stoics
the constituents are destroyed. In either case, the ingredients are
changed within the mixture.

In another place, Nestorius asks why, if indeed the natures had
been mixed (xexpapévwv), implying that this is what Cyril taught, did
the Lord, in instituting the Eucharist, say, “This is my body”, rather
than, “This is my divinity”.??> Cyril’s response is that Nestorius is
imagining that he mixes (kataxipvidolg) the natures (bogig) into one
ovoio.?? In fact, Cyril says that none in his camp mixes (cvyy¢ovtog)
or merges (oupgopovtog) them together.24 Nestorius is correct, Cyril

19 1bid. (ACO 1.1.6:34.1%16; PG 76:64B).

20 Ibid. (ACO 1.1,6:22.7; PG 76:33B).

2 Ibid. (ACO 1.1,6:22.% PG 76:33B).
2 Ibid. (ACO 1.16:90.%-31; PG 76:205B) (=Loofs 229.17-230.5).
23 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:90.%%; PG 76:205B).
2 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:90.2%; PG 76:205B).

L]
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says, to insist that a mixture of the natures would mean a change of
the Word into the nature of the body (¢boig 100 odpatog), and Christ
would rightly say, “This is my Godhead, take and eat it”.>> However,
Christ is not the mixture (xpé&oig) of the natures.

Nestorius maintains that Cyril’s christology presents him with an
impossible dilemma.?® He asks those who mix up (xataxipvaoig) into
one obowx the nature (pboig) of the divinity and of the humanity,
“Who was it that was betrayed and taken captive by the Jews?”?” Was
God the Word bound by chains and held captive? Who was cruci-
fied? If the mode of union is mixture (kpaoig), then God, who cannot
die, must be said to have suffered the death. Cynil agrees with
Nestorius, saying that any who teach a confusion (&véyvoig) or
merger (puppog) of the natures err from the truth, because the Word
cannot undergo any change.”® Cyril inquires, then, why Nestorius
wishes to introduce (ropeiokpiverv) the term kpéoig to the discussion.
He concludes that it is only to confuse the simple-minded.?

Likewise, Nestorius accuses Cyril of misinterpreting Paul’s [sic]
statement about the one who became High Priest after the order of
Melchisedek. He says that Cyril claims God the Word to have be-
come High Priest to God.?" In contrast, Nestorius maintains that it is
the man Jesus who “grew in stature, wisdom, and grace”, and subse-
quently became High Priest. Cyril’s error, Nestorius argues, is in
mixing up (ketoptyvig) the impassible Logos of God with an earthly
body, thus making him a passible High Priest. Cyril denies having
mixed the natures, explaining that because the Word has become a
human being, and has thereby taken to himself the limitations of
humanity, it is therefore not improper to ascribe to him the role of
High Priest.”’

After Ephesus, Cyril writes to Acacius of Beroea that certain
people have accused him [Cyril] of holding to the doctrines of
Apollinarius or Arius or Eunomius.?? Cyril denies this charge, claim-
ing always to have been orthodox, being trained by an orthodox
Father. Furthermore, he anathematises their heresies, and claims not
to profess that the body of Christ was soulless, or that any confusion

2 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:90.%%; PG 76:205D).

% Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:99.2028; PG 76:229AB) (=Loofs 229.4-16).

27 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:99. 2021, ; PG 76:229A).

2 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:99. 23 30 PG 76:229B).

2 Jhid. (ACO 1.1.6:100:2! 22 PG 76:232B).

30 Jhid. (ACO 1.1.6: 68.9-25; PG 76:149A) (=Loofs 235.6-236.14). Citing Hebrews
5:7-10.

3 Ihid, (ACO 1.1.6:69.3%%, PG 76:152D).
2 Fp 33 (ACO 1.1.7:149.2021),
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(cbyxvoug), mixture (kpdoig), or merger (puppoc) of the natures took
place. On the contrary, the Word cannot undergo change, nor can he
suffer in his own nature ({81 pbog). ™

Cyril writes to Acacius Bishop of Melitene responding to the accu-
sations made against his christology. He says that John of Antioch
circulated among the Easterns that Cyril affirmed a separation the
natures and had divided the sayings of Christ.>* This, he said, has
caused a scandal. In explaining the misunderstanding, Cyril re-
minded the bishop that the Orientals had interpreted his letters as
Apollinarian, and believed that he taught that the body of Christ was
soulless. In addition, they understood him to claim that a mixture
(xpaoig), confusion (chyyvoig), or merger (puppocg) of the Word and
the body had taken place. Furthermore, they accused him of profess-
ing a change of the Word (petaBoin tob ©eod Adyov) into the flesh, or
a change of the flesh into the divine nature (tfjv capkog petagoitnoig
gig @OV BedTnTog). ™ The result of a union described by the previous
descriptions is that neither nature would remain intact.”® Cyril claims
never to have held to the doctrines of Apollinarius or Arius, but has
confessed that the Word i1s immutable, and therefore could not have
changed into the flesh. However, he has explained that the natures
are conceptually distinguishable, though not separate.’” In addition,
he acknowledges that Christ speaks both humanly and divinely, be-
cause he is both a human being and God, but the sayings are not
attributable to two separate individuals.?®

Cyril explains himself further in his letter to Eulogius, an
Alexandrian priest residing in Constantinople. He says that the For-
mulary of Reunion between Cyril and the Easterns has caused some
to wonder why he sn%ned it. The particular issue was the use of two
natures (8o @ooeig).”” He explains that there is no need to reject
everything that a heretic affirms. For example, the Arians affirm that
the Father is Creator of the universe; of course, this should not be
rejected.?® Therefore, to agree with the Easterns in recognising the
difference in the natures does not mean that Christ has been divided

33 Jbid. (ACO 1.1.7:149.26),

# Ep. 40 (ACO 1.1.4:29.'5. PG 77:200Aff). John's comments are in his Ep. ad
Orientales (ACO 1.1.7:156.34),

35 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.4:29.202%; PG 77:200A).

3 Jhid. (ACO 1.1.4.29.23; PG 77:200A).

3 O Ep. 44 (ACO 1.1. 4 35.%18 PG 77:225A).

# Fp 40 (ACO 1.1.4:30.'T. PG 77: 200B).

9 Eh 44 (ACO 1.1.4:35.1%; PG 77:225A.

0 Jhid. (ACO 1.1.4:35.71% PG 77:223A).
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into two individuals. However, he argues, the Orientals considered
him to hold the doctrines of Apollinarius, meaning that a mixture
(oOyxpaoig) or confusion (cbyxvoig) of the natures had occurred.*!
This implies that God the Word was changed into the nature of the
flesh, and the flesh was changed into the nature of divinity. Cyril
denies that a mixture had taken place. Instead, he points the reader
to Athanasius, who argued that the natures were not homoousios with
one another.*? Cyril claims that the orthodox Easterns (excluding
Nestorius, of course) are in agreement with Athanasius and himself,
believing that Christ is one, though the natures are not fused to-
gether. Their language was inadequate, but their christology was or-
thodox. Consequently, he is able to affirm the Formulary of Reunion.

In the important correspondence with Succensus, written some
time after Ephesus, Cyril writes that some people are still charging
him with teaching the doctrines of Apollinarius.** The accusation is
that by saying the Word of God become a human being is ‘one Son’,
he implies that a fusion (c0yxvo1g) or mixture (cOyxpaoig) or merger
(puppdg) of the Word with the body, or that the nature of the body
has been changed into (petaBoAr) the divinity. Cyril says that he
denies this accusation by confessing that the Logos ineffably united a
body with a rational human soul to himself, and became a human
being. Consequently, he and the other orthodox unite (Evodvteg) the
Word of God ineffably to oépg with a rational human soul, and
maintain that this union is without confusion (&ovyyxitng), without
mutation (&tpéntwg), and without change (petaBiitog).*

Although both Cyril and his accusers employ a number of differ-
ent terms, each is meant to denote Apollinarianism. This heresy, at
least as Cyril understood the charge levelled against him, was that the
Word of God and the flesh had been fused together—like water and
wine mixed together. This process, according to Nestorius and the
other Easterns, resulted in Christ being a fertium quid, in which he was
neither completely God nor completely human. FEither the Word
changed into the flesh, or the humanity was diminished in some way,
such as the removal of the human mind. In either case, Christ would
then be an amalgam of the two natures.

1 fbid. (ACO 1.1.4:35.1920; PG 77:225B).

2 hid. (ACO 1.1.4:36.*%, PG 77:225C).

1 Fp. 45 (ACO 1.1.6:152.24% PG 77:232AB).

¥ Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:153.78; PG 77:232C). Contained here are two of the four
adverbs from the Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1:325.%0).
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It is important to note that Apollinarius himself did use the terms
xpaoig, pifig, and obykpaoic to describe the Incarnation.*> Norris
interprets him to mean by these terms the Stoic theory of xpaoig.*® In
other words, the Logos is said to co-exist mutually with the body,
with each set of properties being retained by the resultant, i.e., Christ.
But Apollinarius denies that two complete (tékelog) natures were
joined. Instead, there is no human mind in Christ as he deemed it
necessary for the Logos to be the sole agent in the Incarnate experi-
ence.’” The disallowance of a human mind, then, is not based on a
physical need, but a theological one. That is, Apollinarius does not
remove the soul from Christ because he is trying to explain how two
things can be in the same place at the same time—he has that with
Stoic kpaoig—but he needs to explain how all the actions of Christ
can be applied to the Logos while simultaneously avoiding a mere
juxtaposition of the natures. However, Apollinarius was not the only
pre-Nestorian Controversy Father to use “mixture” language to de-
scribe Christ. Gregory Nazianzen, in a staunchly ant-Apollinarian
work, writes, “Both things [divinity and humanity] are made one by
the mixture (cbycpootg)”.*® How can the same term be used in both
an orthodox manner, as by Gregory, and an unorthodox manner, as
by Apollinarius? Cyril says it is because the orthodox Fathers did not
use it technically, but wanted to emphasise the intimacy of the
union.* In other words, Gregory’s use of the term is a metaphorical
use, intended to emphasise that in Christ the humanity and the divin-
ity are indeed united. Scripture also employs this term in the same
non-technical and metaphorical manner, Cyril claims. This reminds
us that biblical and theological language is to be seen within its con-
text, and in the light of the clarifications made to christological for-
mulae by the images related to them.

The fact that the Easterns found Cyril’s christology so offensive
that they would brand it Apollinarian reinforces the notion that the
Antiochenes were never satisfied fully with Alexandrian efforts to dis-
tance themselves from the heresy. They appear to have been wary of
any christological language that sounded the least bit like that of the
Apollinarians. Consequently, Cyril’s confusing terminology, such as

* Apollinarius, Fragments (L 239, L 246, L. 207, L. 206). For a study of both the
orthodox and unorthodox use of these scientific terms, see Wolfson, 387fT.

* R.A. Norris, Manhood and Christ (Oxford, 1963), 106.

# Apollinarius, Fragments (L. 224, L 247, 151, 247f.). Cf. Raven, Apollinarianism.

8 Ep. 101 (PG 37:176-193).

49 Adversus Nestorum (ACO 1.1.6:22.%, PG 76:33A-C).



116 CHAPTER FIVE

his &vwoig kot oy, was readily interpreted in this light. The
strong and controversial language of the Anathemas, particularly when
removed from the context of the letter they accompanied to
Nestorius, gave clear signs of being Apollinarian, in tenor if not in
fact. In addition, Cyril’s unwitting use of Apollinarian formulae such
as the pio gbog would naturally be seen as heretical. The Easterns
claimed that if there is one nature of the Word Incarnate (ei pic
o1g tod Adyou oecapkopény), then Christ is the source of a merger
(puppdg) or mixture (6Oyxpaoig) of the natures, in which the human
nature was diminished.’” Cyril’s response is important, and needs to
be quoted at length:

If the Word was born ineffably from God the Father and then came forth
as a human being (&vBpwmoc) from a woman after having assumed flesh,
not soulless but rationally animated flesh; and if it is the case that he is in
nature and in truth one single Son, then he cannot be divided into two
personas or two sons, but has remained one, though he is no longer
fleshless or outside the body but now possess his very own body in an
indissoluble union. How could saying this possibly imply that there was
any consequent necessity of merger (Quppog) or confusion (oOyyvo1G) or
anything else like this? For if we say that the Only Begotten Son of God,
who was incarnate and became a human being, is One, then this does
not mean as they would suppose that he has been ‘merged’ (répupton) or
that the nature of the Word has been transformed into the nature of the
flesh, or that of the flesh into the Word’s. No, each nature is understood
to remain in all its natural characteristics for the reasons we have just

given....”!

As we have seen previously, the appellation ©gotoxog implied for
Nestorius that the Alexandrian conceived of the Incarnation as the
result of a fusion of God the Word with humanity. Otherwise, how
could Mary give birth to God? This provided Nestorius and the other
Orientals with their most decisive evidence against Cyril. Along with
insisting that Mary was truly the Mother of God—that is, God the
Word become human—=Ciyril sought to explain the seemingly para-
doxical behaviour of Christ. For example, he both raised the dead,
and he died on the cross. On a few occasions, he walked on water,
but on others, he rode in a boat. How is this paradox to be ex-
plained? Nestorius had responded with his idea of svvégeia in which
the Logos performed and experienced those things normally attribut-
able to God, and the man Jesus experienced the human activities. In

50 Ep. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:159.%19; PG 76:241A).
M Jhd. (ACO 1.1.6:159.%2!; PG 76:241AB). This is substantially McGuckin’s
translation.
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contrast, Cyril atributed all the actions of Christ, both the divine and
the human, to the Word become human.? The glory that belongs to
the Word as God, for instance, is attributed to Christ. This is so, Cyril
argues, because Christ is the Word of God become a human being.
He is not the Logos connected to or dwelling in a human individual,
but is a human being himself. Therefore, the Word knows even the
sufferings of Christ, because Christ is none other than the Logos
become a human being. Cyril’s fourth anathema in his Third Letter to
Nestorius reads, “Whoever allocates the terms contained in the gospels
and apostolic writings and applied to Christ by the saints or used of
himself by himself to two persons (rpocdna) or subjects (brootdoeig)
and attaches some to the human individual considered separately
from the Word of God, some to the divine Word of God the Father
alone, shall be anathema”.> All of Christ’s actions and properties
belong to the one person of God the Word incarnate. This view is a
logical result of the conception of a union in which there is only one
individual-—Christ. In writing to Acacius of Melitene, Cyril says, “Do
not then divide the terms applied to the Lord here (for they posses at
the same time divine and human application) but attribute them
rather to the one Son, that is God the Word incarnate”.>* He does
acknowledge that it is acceptable to conceptualise that some things were
done and said by Christ i his humanity, and others w has divinily, but
adamantly opposes a separation of the two natures after the Incarna-
tion. Instead, he argues that because Christ is one, his words and
actions are to be attributed to him, the one Son, rather than to the
Word as one person and a separate human individual as another.
Later, Cyril states that the Fathers distinguish the terms, “not by
dividing the one Son and Lord into two, but by ascribing some terms
to his Godhead, and some in turn to his humanity; nevertheless all
belong to one subject”.>® The danger in such a doctrine, as pointed
out by Nestorius, is the inference that this divine-human person was a
new creature, unlike the divine and human natures from which he
was composed. It is easy to see how one could conclude such, espe-
cially since this was the conclusion of Apollinarius. There is little
surprise, then, in seeing that Nestorius interpreted Cyril’s affirmation
of the so-called exchange of properties as Apollinarian; particularly
when expressed in statements such as his final anathema against

52 Jhid. (ACO 1.1.4:29.515% PG 77:197CD); Ep. 45 (ACO 1.1.6:151.1%%. PG
77:229A).

53 Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:41.'; PG 77:120CD).

5 Fp. 40 (ACO 1.1.4:28.'71% PG 77:197A).

55 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.4:29.'%15; PG 77:197D).
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Nestorius: that the Word of God suffered, was crucified, died, and
was raised from the dead.’® Even with Cyril’s qualification that these
things happened to the Word “copxi” the statement sounds very
much as if he believes that God the Word actually suffered and died
qua God.

Cyril insists that Christ is one living individual (pia @boig)—the
Word of God incarnate. One must not confuse conceptual
acknowledgement that some of Christ’s actions are done in respect to
his divinity and others to his humanity, with the reality that all
Christ’s actions and words belong to Christ, who is one, not two. In
explaining how one could say that the Word died in the flesh, Cyril
writes.that he [the Word] did not suffer in his own nature [his divin-
ity], but through 16 {81ov cdpa ob100.>’ The sufferings which the
body of Christ suffered directly are attributed to the Word as a result
of the genuine union (évwoig xa®’ dmbotaowy). In the next paragraph
of the Second Letter to Nestorius he states, “In this way we shall confess
one Christ and Lord, not worshipping a separate human individual
along with the Word but one and the same Christ”.’® There is but
one worship, and that of Christ. Cyril rejected Nestorius’ notion that
the man Jesus is worshipped as a result of his association with the
Word. For Cyril this could only mean two “worships”, one for the
Word and one for the man Jesus. Instead, Christ is worshipped as one
becaus;; “the Word’s body is not dissociated (uf &GAAdtprov) from
Him.”

His problem with Nestorius was Nestorius’ apparent acceptance of
two independent, self-sustaining existents in Christ. For Cyril this
could not be the case. Instead, the one individual (pie pborg) was God
the Word. However, in becoming a human being the Word took on
a human nature, but was not connected to an ordinary, individual
human being. Therefore, it was acceptable, we have seen, for Cyril to
say that in Christ there were two natures—divine and human—
but simultaneously confess pia @boig. Apollinarius had attributed all
of the actions of Christ to one person, but had done so through a
different means. His model of an “incomplete human being” allowed
him to confess Christ to be one person. Only he was then a lertium
quid. This was unacceptable to the orthodox Alexandrians and

36 Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:42.%% PG 77:122D).

5 Fp. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:27.2%; PG 77:48A).

50 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:28.°T; PG 77:48B). For a study of the Incarnation’s effects on
worship see T. F. Torrance, “The Mind of Christ in Worship’, in Theology in Reconcili-
ation (Grand Rapids, 1975), 139-214.

3 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:20.%; PG 77:48B).
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Antiochenes alike. For Nestorius the only way to achieve the
Alexandrian notion of a single subject in the Incarnation was to
merge and mix the two natures, thus producing a Christ who is an in-
between thing, neither fully God nor fully human. Cyril denies
Nestorius’ claim that the only two options for describing the Incarna-
tion are juxtaposition (cvvégelo, oOvBecig) and mixture (pigig,
xpdioig). Instead, he says that there is another way.® His explanation
was a source of disdain from Nestorius. Cyril professed that all the
experiences of Christ, including his sufferings and death, are properly
attributable to the Word of God. However, it was unthinkable for
Nestorius to conceive of God being born, needing feeding, or growing
in stature. It was blasphemy to say that he suffered and died, as Cyril
had done so poignantly in the Anathemas.®' Nestorius never retreated
from this accusation.

Images in the Context of Cyril’s Denial ®*

Cyril employs three analogies that demonstrate that mixture and con-
fusion have not taken place. The first of these is the Burning Bush.
God came to Moses in the form of fire resting on a bush, but not
destroying it. Normally the fire would destroy the shrub, but in this
instance it did not; God was able to burn a bush without consuming
it. This is a mysterious divine act. In the same way, God the Word is
said to become a human being without either changing himself or
destroying the flesh.®® This is not an impossibility for God, even
though our finite minds can not comprehend it. Just as God mysteri-
ously rested on the bush as fire without consuming it, so too did God
become a human being without altering or destroying the humanity.
The second image is that of the Ark of the Covenant.>* Cyril uses it
to demonstrate “that the Word comes into a true union with the
humanity, wherein the things so united still remain unconfused”. The
wood is a type of the body and the gold a type of the divine nature.
The wooden Ark is then covered completely with the gold, both
inside and out. That the Word is united to flesh is shown by the
outward covering, and that he possessed a soul is demonstrated by
the inward covering. We know that the natures were unconfused

50 We will see the alternative to these two proposals in Part Three,

5 Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:42.33; PG 76:121D).

52 These images are examined in greater detail in the final three chapters.
63 OUSC (PG 75:1293A).

5% Scholia (PG 75:1380D-1381B).
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because the gold that covered the wood remained what it was as did
the wood; neither was altered nor destroyed. The Ark was one entity
that had been formed from the wood and the gold, just as Christ is
one from humanity and divinity. The image is not intended to illus-
trate the manner of union, but to demonstrate that neither nature
was altered. Cyril’s final image is his favourite one, body and soul.
Cyril says that when a person is killed, it is said that one person dies,
and not two.% This is because two things—body and soul—have
become one. However, the union is not by confusion (cvyyéwv) or
mixture (&vakipvdv), but by ineffable means whereby both remain
intact. So also Christ is an ineffable union of God the Word and
humanity wherein the difference of the natures is not ignored, but
they are neither separated, on the one hand, nor fused together, on
the other.

We have seen that the charge against Cyril of Apollinarianism was
an accusation that he taught the Incarnation to be a mixture (pi&ig)
resulting in a tertium quid. But what of this concept; why is a confusion
of the natures, in which Christ is an in-between thing, unacceptable
to Cyril? There are two questions in the previous sentence, and we
will take the former one first. Why does Cyril not utilise the concept
of pi&ig or kpaoig in his christology? He could have used it non-
technically, as other orthodox Fathers had done, but instead he chose
otherwise. We can only assume that even a non-technical usage does
not give him what he is looking for in either a description of the
Incarnation or a means to illustrate his description. It would surely
emphasise the intimacy of the union, as it had for others, but it
overlooked an important component of proper christology; namely,
the presence of perfect divinity and perfect humanity in Christ. He
opted for the term &veoig rather than any type of technical mixture
language because he found in it precisely what he was looking for: a
way to describe one individual comprised of two complete and undi-
minished natures.®

We have seen why Cyril rejects pi&ic/xpaoic as a non-technical
description of the Incarnation, but we must also step back and dis-
cover why he rejected the underlying concept. As we saw with juxta-
position, Cyril refuses to allow the union of God and humanity in
Christ to be perceived as a technical method of union. It is inexpli-

85 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:42.73% PG 76:85A). Cf. QUSC (PG 75:1292A);
Ep. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:160.%; PG 77:241B).

6 Chapter Eight addresses more both why Cyril chose évwolg and what he ex-
pected to get out of it
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cable, and therefore no theory of combination describes it ad-
equately. This is no less true with theories of mixture. The reason
why technical modes of union are unacceptable is the fundamental
premise that they describe two pre-existent individuals being joined
together. This was a pre-requisite for each of Aristotle’s theories of
combination. But Cyril denies that the Incarnation was the joining of
two pre-existent individuals. He says instead that it is the Word be-
coming a human being, and not an existing human person being
deified.®” Otherwise, God the Word would have been united to an-
other human being, an ordinary person like us. We have already seen
in the previous chapter why this is an inaccurate representation of the
mysterium Christi.

The most important reason why Cyril rejects pi€ig and kpéoug,
and their conceptual derivatives, is the implication that Christ is a
tertium quid. This idea is reprehensible because it implies that either
the Word or the humanity, or both, are somehow incomplete. It is
obvious that the Logos cannot be said to have changed or been
diminished in any way because as God he is immutable. To imply
that somehow the nature of the Word was changed into the nature of
humanity is absurd in Cyril’s mind: Christ, the Word become a hu-
man being, is homoousios with God. In his Anathemas, Cyril denounces
those who do not confess Emmanuel to be truly God (©eog kotdr
arnBelav), and thus Mary to be ©eotdxog.”® He is following the
Nicene Fathers who once and for all pronounced Christ to be “very
God of very God”. He also condemns those who say that Christ is a
God-bearing human being (Beogdpog &vBpwmog) rather than that he is
truly God (@edg kot aAnferav) and Son of God by nature (gboet).®
As Son of God, and thus true God from true God (©eov gGAnBvov éx
©e0d &AnBivod), there is not a time when he did not exist, nor did he
come into existence at the time of the Incarnation.”® Cyril can make
such statements only because of his insistence that Christ is none
other than the Word of God himself become flesh. Christ is not a
tertium quid whose existence began in Bethlehem, but is the eternal
Logos of God become a human being. The Lord Jesus Christ is the
same individual—that is, the Word of God—both before and after
the Incarnation; he has undergone no change.”! Therefore, he is not

57 Answers to Tiberius (W 158).

58 Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:40.222%, PG 77:120B).
%9 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:41.57; PG 77:120D).

0 Ep. 55 (ACO 1.1.4:51.7%9; PG 77:296C).
' Ep. 45 (ACO 1,1.5:152,'%2% PG 77:229Df).
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inferior to the Father, but equal to him in that they are of the same
ousia.”? Jesus Christ is the Word of God who has become a human
being, and has therefore not left behind his deity, but continues to be
God even in human life. What he was prior to the Incarnation—the
eternal Word of God, homoousios with the Father—he continues to
be.”® Cyril is emphasising that a mixture of the natures implies that
the Godhead has been changed into something other than complete
divinity. However, the Word as God is immutable and cannot there-
fore undergo alteration into something less than perfect God. For this
reason the notion of Christ as a kp&oig or pi&ig is unacceptable.

On the other hand, it could be possible for the Word to remain
intact, but for the humanity to be altered instead. If one must find a
way to glue together two pieces of a christological puzzle, one would
certainly wish to preserve the integrity of the Word at any cost. This,
of course, is the solution proposed by Apollinarius. For the heretic,
removing the human soul from Christ and replacing it with the Logos
could solve the puzzle. This not only produces a single individual, but
also solves the dilemma of a duality of wills in Christ. Inherent in
Cyril denial of Apollinarianism, and therefore mixture, merger, and
confusion of the natures, is a rejection of the idea that the human
nature of Christ is incomplete, i.e., that the Word replaces the human
soul.

Ultimately, Cyril rejects xpaoig because it does not describe prop-
erly the relationship between the natures in Christ. It proposes a
relationship in which at least one of the natures is changed by the
union. The Word might become less than God through a change into
flesh, or the flesh could be without a soul and thus incomplete. Either
way, Christ is a compromise between the two and unable to save.
The relationship between Word and body must not be conceived as a
puzzle in which two pieces are somehow glued together. Instead,
Christ is the Word who has become a human being, and therefore
possesses ownership of his body, making it his own. The model of
mixture presupposes that the natures which comprise Christ are two
individuals who must be united by a particular process. In this chap-
ter, we see that Cyril rejects this notion of a technical relationship
wherein either of the natures is diminished.

2 Ep. 55 (ACO 1.1.4-:53.“"“; PG 77:300BC).
3 Jbid. (ACO 1.1.4:53.51, 54 34T, PG 77:301Af).
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Concluding Remarks

We have seen that when faced with the accusation of Apolli-
narianism, Cyril responded with a clear and unequivocal denial. He
interpreted the charge to mean that either the Word or the humanity,
or both, had changed in order to unite. One scenario was that the
Logos of God has turned into flesh, having his very ouswt altered in
order to become human. Also, the flesh could have been changed
into divinity, or have been heavenly, rather than earthly flesh. Finally,
Cyril could have meant, according to his accusers, that the human
soul was removed to make space for the Word. All of these possibili-
ties are rejected by Cyril. He claims that the Word is immutable. In
addition, Christ must be fully God and fully human in order to save.

The most illuminating image applied to the heresy is that of water
and wine being mixed. For him, when two liquids are poured to-
gether they are each compromised, so as to produce an in-between
thing, which is not fully either of the ingredients. This type of process
is described by the terms discussed above. Consequently, neither the
process nor its descriptions are properly applied to the Incarnation.
The Word and flesh were not mixed in the same way that water and
wine are mixed. There is no correlation between the two events. In
contrast, Cyril maintains that the term &vwoig does describe the In-
carnation. This particular process is illustrated by the analogies of the
Ark of the Covenant, the burning bush, and the body and soul of a
human individual. In each image, Cyril sets out to demonstrate that
the natures were not compromised to produce Christ. Therefore,
Christ is as completely human as he is divine; there is no diminishing
of either.

In the two preceding chapters we have been interested in discover-
ing why Cyril rejected the two heresies which were dominant in the
controversy with Nestorius. The first heresy he recognised in
Nestorius’ christology. Cyril interpreted the Bishop of Constan-
tinople’s use of cvvégewn to mean a juxtaposition of God the Word
and a separate human being, the man Jesus, This was, in his estima-
tion, a revival of the two-Sons doctrine of Diodore of Tarsus.
Nestorius’ conception of Christ as one unit by means of the Word of
God’s gracious bestowal of the title and dignity of Sonship to the
human person is explicitly rejected by Cyril as heresy. Additional
language such as the Word dwelling in the man Jesus, or using him as
his instrument does nothing to salvage Nestorius’ christology in
Cyril’s mind. A svvageia is a technical notion of union, and therefore
requires two pre-existent constituents. If Christ is formed from a pre-
existent and self-sufficient human being, though joined to the Word,
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then the ownership of the human experiences of Christ belong to him
and not to the Logos of God. This does not allow for the saving death
of the Word of God Incarnate. The picture of Christ which Nestorius
paints preserves the impassibility of the Word and the completeness
of the humanity, but destroys the unity of Christ, making him two
individuals rather than one.

The second heresy we examined was Apollinarianism; that is, the
idea of a pi&ig or xpaoiwg of the natures. It is this heresy which
Nestorius and other Easterns perceived in Cyril’s christology. This
accusation stemmed primarily from his Anathemas and formulae cen-
tral to his picture of Christ that were taken from forged Apollinarian
documents that Cyril thought were from Athanasius. The charge was
that the natures had been compromised to form Christ. In other
words, the humanity or the divinity—or both—was changed to make
union possible. Apollinarius’ own conception had been that the Logos
replaced the human mind in Christ, thereby making him both God
and human. Christ is then an in-between thing, who is not a com-
plete human being (téieiog &vBponog). The soteriological implications
of this are enormous. Christ must be homoousios both with us and with
God to be our mediator and Saviour. The relationship between the
natures in a pi€ic or xpdoig creates an intimate union, but does not
preserve the natures intact. Christ is one individual, but he is an
amalgam of divinity and humanity, not both in their entirety. Cyril of
course, rejects this charge.

The question of how to understand the éveoig of God and human-
ity in Christ is ultimately how properly to describe the conception
that Christ is one individual (pio @bo1g). Nestorius’ answer was to say
that Christ is an aggregate of God and the man Jesus, which Cyril
illustrates with the image a student-teacher partnership. He says that
Christ is not ‘one’ in this way. In other words, Christ is not a collec-
tive unity such as that formed when student and his teacher join one
another in the pursuit of learning, and are thus one participative unit.
If this image illustrates the évwog, then Christ is two individuals, and
not one. Apollinarianism, on the other hand, answered the question
by fusing the two natures together. However, Cyril says that Christ is
not ‘one’ in the same way that water and wine are mixed together to
form a tertium quid. If the mixture (xpaoiwg/pi&ig) of two liquids illus-
trates the évwoig, then Christ is an amalgam of God and humanity.
In either case, he is a Christ who cannot save.

These leads us to conclude that three observations can be made
about the pictures of Christ which Cyril rejects. First, Cyril rejects
any technical notion of coming together such as napéBecig, kpaoig,
pigig, and similar theories. How God the Word became a human
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being is ineffable, known only to God. In addition, applying a techni-
cal theory to the Incarnation would, in Cyril’s mind, require the
presence of a pre-existent and separate human being in the equation.
This brings an ordinary human being into the realm of redemption.
Second, he rejects any picture of Christ in which ownership of the
human experiences of Christ does not rest with the Word of God
Incarnate. For the passion of Christ to be atoning, it must be the
impassible death of the Logos. The death of an ordinary human
being would not suffice. Finally, he rejects the idea that one or both
of the natures must be diminished for Christ to be one individual.
Christ must be complete God and completely human. There can be
no replacement of the rational human soul of Christ with the Word.
These are the christological answers that Cyril rejects. In the next
part we will examine the answer which he himself gives as to who
Christ is.






PART THREE

A RE-CONSTRUCTION OF CYRIL’S CHRISTOLOGY






CHAPTER SIX

THE INCARNATE WORD: USING IMAGERY
TO ILLUSTRATE THAT CHRIST IS ©gog

The next three chapters, comprising Part Three, are the centrepiece
of this work. Whereas in Parts One and Two we developed our
foundation, in this final part we will build upon that basis with an
examination of Cyril’s use of imagery to illustrate his description of
the person and work of Christ. Our methodology will be simple. The
first two chapters are descriptive in nature. Chapter Six will
summarise Cyril’s illustration of Christ as truly God (©eog ainBig).
We will see that Cyril believes the Word to be the same both before
and after the Incarnation. Chapter Seven will then summarise his
understanding of Christ as a complete human being (&vBpwmnog
térerog). We will focus on the presence or absence of a rational hu-
man soul in Christ. The final chapter will examine Cyril’s answer to
the christological dilemmas presented in Chapters Six and Seven;
namely, how one individual can be both truly God and truly human
(Deus wvere, homo vere), how human flesh can be said to be miracle
working and life giving, and how the impassible Logos of God can
experience a human death. We will see that Cyril answers each ques-
tion with his conception of évaoig, which is not a technical process,
but a dynamic relationship whereby the Word of God unites to him-
self ineffably a human nature, and thus a human body and soul. The
Logos is then owner of the humanity. In this union of possession, the
experiences and actions of the flesh are those of the Word, and the
Word in turn uses his flesh to accomplish his purpose of redemption.
It is the element of possession which defines, for Cyril, the union of
God and humanity in Christ.

Cynl’s Description of Christ as Oeég

The Fathers at Nicaea had confessed one God, the Almighty Father,
maker of all things both visible and invisible, the one Lord Jesus
Chnist his Son, and the Holy Spirit. In addition, they said that the
Son of God, being himself true God from true God (¢x ©g0d &Anéivov
©edg aAnPivog), became Incarnate (copxwdfjvar) and became a hu-
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man being (¢vavBponficon).! Nicaea was the definitive statement con-
cerning the orthodox belief in the deity of the Son. He is homoousios
with the Father, and true God from true God. The christological
differences of Cyril and Nestorius were not about the deity of the
Word of God, as both accepted the orthodox statement of Nicaea.
Even Apollinarianism did not seek to diminish the integrity of the
Logos. Consequently, this chapter is not an inquiry into Cyril’s
Trinitarian theology, and his understanding of the deity of the Word
of God. He was not looking for a manner to illustrate that the Word
was homoousios with the Father. For him, that question had been
settled at Nicaea. We, therefore, begin with the presupposition that
the Logos is true God. The central issue of the christological contro-
versy of the fifth century is not the deity of the Logos per se, but the
deity of Jesus Christ. How ‘divine’ was this person called Jesus of
Nazareth? Was he homoousios with God or not? As we will discover in
the final chapter, these questions were of supreme importance to the
christological debate in which Cyril found himself, and in which we
find the expression of his own christological understanding. He is not
arguing for the recognition of the Son’s divinity. This is taken for
granted, as it is stated plainly in the Nicene-Constantinopolitan
Creed. The disagreement is over the divinity of Jesus Christ. This
chapter will examine the analogies in which Cyril illustrates his un-
derstanding of the deity of Christ. We will see that his picture of
Christ as true God (0g0g dAnBAS/dAnBvic/ xatd dAhBeray) and God
by nature (@eog katae howv) are derived from his conception of Christ
as the Word become a human being without any change in his divine
nature. It is not the person of the Logos that is in question, but the
person of Christ the Saviour. As we will see, however, Cyril draws a
necessary connection between the two.

Cyril states clearly and explicitly that proper faith is the confession
of Christ as truly God (6 Xpiotdg oty Oedg dAnbic).? He finds and
lists a number of passages from Scripture which he interprets as af-
firming the complete divinity of Emmanuel. He gives these in a large
section of his Scholhia de Incarnatione Unigemiti that he entitles, Dicta
apostolica in quibus Deus nominatus est Christus.’ He firstly says that the
mystery of Christ was not known by the sons of men in the same way
that it has been revealed to the holy apostles.* Coupled with this

! Cited in Cyril's Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5:17.T, PG 76:296D); inter alia.
2 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:18.'8; PG 76:24D),

3 Scholia (PG 75:1392D-1396B). Extant only in Latin.

* Ephesians 3:5.
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passage is the statement that Christ is the riches of the glory of this
recently revealed mystery.> Christ is not a @eopopog, as someone who
is merely bearing God would not be preached as the riches of the
glory of the mystery. Rather, these two passages reveal that Christ is
true God (Deus vere). The next passage Cyril cites speaks of the mys-
tery of God and of Christ.® Because the same mystery is said to be
that of God as well as that of Christ, Cyril draws the conclusion that
God is Christ. In addition, Paul added that his desire was for his
readers fully to understand the mystery. Cyril reasons that if Christ
were only God dwelling in a human being (Deus inhabitaret in homine),
there would be no urgency for understanding it fully. However, there
is a pressing need to understand this mystery, because Christ is the
Word, who is God, become a human being (Verbum, cum sit Deus,
Jactum sit homo). Another passage records the Apostle Paul’s commen-
dation of the Thessalonians’ faith in God.” In another place, Scrip-
ture records Christ’s claim that eternal life is gained by placing one’s
faith in him [Christ].? From these two passages, Cyril concludes that
Christ is God. Next, he cites a text in which Paul speaks of preaching
the gospel of God.” Cyril reminds the reader that Paul preached
Christ to the Gentiles. Therefore, he maintains, Christ is God. He
then cites two passages from the same chapter of Thessalonians in
which preaching about Christ is called the gospel of God and the
word of God.'" In another text, Paul speaks of awaiting the hope and
coming of the glory of the great God and the Saviour Jesus Christ.!!
Cyril claims that this passage quite clearly calls Christ God. Christ
cannot be a komo ©eopdpog and be the great God, for Scripture says,
“Cursed is the one who puts his faith in a man”.'?> Moreover, Paul
claims to preach the gospel to the Gentiles.'” This gospel is called the
gospel of Christ. Cyril interprets this as affirming that Jesus Christ is
God. In addition, there are passages of Scripture which speak of
Christ’s power to know the hearts of people,'* to forgive sins,' to

9 Colossians 1:26-28.

6 Colossians 2:1-2.

7 1 Thessalonians 1:8.

8 John 6:47.

91 Thessalonians 2:1-2.
101 Thessalonians 2:9, 13.
" Titus 2:11-13.

12 Jeremiah 17:5. The Greek term @gogopog is retained in the Latin.
13 Galatians 1:6-8; 2:1-2
'* John 2:23-25.

15 Matthew 9:6.
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offer the sacrifice for sin.'® Also, the Law commanded that only the
Lord God should be worshipped.!” Because the Law is intended to
lead its hearers to Christ, Cyril interprets this to mean that Christ is
God, and therefore should be worshipped as God. By cross-referenc-
ing these texts, Cyril is able to conclude that Jesus Christ is God the
Word, and is not a homo @eogdpog, like other saints, but is true God
(Deus vere)'8

Cyril’s understanding of Jesus Christ as true God (@edg ¢AnBag)
can best be seen in his polemic against Nestorius. In contrast to his
own christology, Cyril believes that the christology of Nestorius is
something other than the faith of the Scriptures and Nicaea.'? If we
read the Anathemas of Cyril as polemical statements against the
Antiochene, as they surely were intended, the first statement accuses
Nestorius of not confessing Emmanuel to be true God (0edg koté
arnBeway).?’ He also includes an anathema against those [presumably
Nestorius] who consider Christ to be a God-bearing individual
(@eopdpog) rather than true God (@edg kot &AfPeray) and Son of
God by nature (pboet).”! An additional condemnation is pronounced
against those who call the Word of God the Lord of Christ, rather
than recognising that Christ is God the Word.?? Cyril cites Nestorius
as claiming that the Virgin ought to be called Xpiototéxog rather
than @eotoxog because Scripture does not, in Nestorius’ view, teach
that God was born of Mary, but that Christ was.?? Cyril infers from
this that the Antiochene believes that Christ is someone other than
God. His conclusion from this statement is that Nestorius teaches
Christ to be a ©sgogopog &vepwmog rather than truly God (©eog
aAn8@dg).2* Cyril’s opponents reject ®eotéxog, preferring instead the

'6 Hebrews 9:26.

'7 Deuteronomy 13:16.

18 Scholia (PG 75:1396A). See also ibid. (PG 75:1401A-1403A, 1403C-1404B); Ep.
55 (ACO 1.1.4:55.'%-61.'%; PG 77:304D-320A). For more on Cyril’s use of cross-
referencing to discover christological statements and descriptions in Scripture, see
Chapter Two. When he finds a passage in which a statement is made that corre-
spond with a description of Christ found elsewhere in Scripture, Cyril is able to link
the referent of the first passage to Christ. In other words, ifa = b, and b = ¢, then a
= ¢. For example, if saving faith is said to be faith in God in one text, and faith in
Christ in another, then, Cyril concludes, Christ is God. Cf. Young, Biblical Exegesis
and the Foundation of the Christan Church.

19 See Chapter Four.

20 Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:40.222% PG 77:120C).

2L fpid. (ACO 1.1.1:41.>7; PG 77:120D).

2 Jhid. (ACO 1.1.1:41.%'0; PG 77:121A).

2 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:24%%; PG 76:24Df); (=Loofs 277.19-278.% 57).

2 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:18.%; PG 76:25A).



THE INCARNATE WORD 133

dppelldtlon of XpLototoKog for the Virgin. This, he says, is blasphemy,
for it denies that Christ is truly God (@edg alnﬂmq) and truly Son
(Yiog en@idg).”

The theological heart of Cyril’s controversy with Nestorius was the
question of whether or not Mary, the mother of Jesus, is to be given
the title ®eotokog. It is in his defence of this appellation that we find
Cyril’s clearest description of Christ as true God (@eog dAnBivog).
Cyril maintains that in rejecting ©gotéxog, Nestorius was necessarily
denying the deity of Christ. In doing so, in the mind of Cyril, the
Antiochene had distanced himself from the orthodox faith of Nicaea
and the Scriptures. Because @eotoxog was the focal point of Cyril’s
insistence that Nestorius denied the deity of Christ, it will be of ben-
efit to see how Cyril defended the application of the title to the
Virgin.

Cyril writes to the monks of Egypt, in response to Nestorius’ ser-
mon against ®eotokog, that his desire is for them to be orthodox and
pure in their faith.?® He has heard that the question of whether or not
Mary should be called ©eotoxog has been presented to them. This is
an absurd question, and the simple monks should not even be pon-
dering a question so subtle as this. Cyril is awe-struck that anyone
would even doubt the veracity of ©cotéxog as an appellation for
Mary.?” If Jesus is God, then how is his mother not the Mother of
God? Cyril then gives them two quotations from Athanasius in which
the great Patriarch referred to Mary as ©@eot6xog.”® Athanasius would
never contradict Scripture, and he can therefore be trusted, along
with the Nicene Fathers. Although the Fathers at Nicaea did not
explicitly use the title @gotoxog, Cyril sets out to demonstrate that
their confession makes it an appropriate appellation. He quotes the
Nicene Creed and then launches into an attack on those who con-
sider the Son of God to be a part of creation, and only slightly greater
than other creatures.”” They have removed him from his place of
honour and equality with the Father, and say that he is a mediator
who is neither fully God nor fully a creature. Cyril, though, professes
along with Nicaea that the Son of God is equal in all things to the
Father, and not inferior in any way.’® Scripture claims that this same

% QUSC (PG 75:1273D).

2% Ep. 1{ACO L.1.1:11.''" PG 77:12D).

27 Ihid. (ACO L.1.1:11 2, PG 77:13B).

28 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.1:12.3' PG 77:13C). Cf. Athanasius, Contra Arianos 3.29, 33.
29 Ibid. (AC 1.1.1:12.3% PG 77:16BC).

30 Ihid, (ACO 1.1.1: 13.28-30. pG 77:17B).
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Son, the Logos of God, became flesh (yeyeviicban oépra); that is, was
united to flesh possessing a rational human soul (Eve@fivar copxi
yuEny gobon thy Aoyixfv).3! The one who is Incarnate is the Only
Begotten from the Father, God from God, light from light, begotten
not made (yevvn@évra ob nowmeévta), and homoousios with the Father.32
Although others have been christs—i.e., anointed—only the Word
become a human being is truly God (©gdg aAnBag). It then follows
that many have been gpiototéxor, but there is only one ©eotoxog.*?
The title is appropriate because while believers are children of God
by grace, Christ is the Son of God by nature (pboet) and in truth
(GcAnBeigr). >

Cyril addresses the deity of Christ in a sermon preached on St.
John’s Day at Ephesus in 431. He says that Mary, the ®@gotoxog, gave
birth to the Only Begotten Logos of God.*® Though in the form of a
slave (popen dobrov), he is free. He has become like us, but he re-
mains the ruler over all creation. He was abased through the Incarna-
tion, yet he is still enthroned with the Father. Though he worships
alongside other human beings, he is worshipped because he is God.
He became flesh (yéyove oépg), that is he became a human being
(yéyove é&vBpwmog); however, as an &vBpwmog he did not cease being
God, but remained who he was prior to the Incarnation.*® The Logos
cannot be said to have changed into anything less than true God, as
he is immutable in his very ousia. Mary is ©eotéxog because Christ is
God the Word who has become a human being without any damage
to his essential nature as God.

Cyril makes the same argument in his letters to Nestorius. He
quotes the Nicene Creed and rejects the notion that by becoming a
human being the Word changed into oép&, or was made into an
&vepamnog.’” Cyril is here rejecting the notion that the Logos changed
JSfrom being God to being a human being. In contrast, he states that the
one born to the Virgin existed from eternity (mpé aidvev), as he was
begotten from the Father (yevvneeig éx IMatpog).*® His divine nature,
unlike his od&pE, was not taken from the Virgin but was eternally
generated from the Father. Cyril affirms the anathemas of the Nicene

31 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.1:13.32%; PG 77:17C),
32 Ihid (ACO 1.1.1:14.56; PG 77:20A).

33 Jbid. (ACO 1.1.1:14.%5-15.3; PG 77:20D).
3% hid (ACO 1.1.1:15.56; PG 77:21A).

B Homilia diversa 2 (ACO 1.1.2:95.%19; PG 77:988B).
3 Jbid. (ACO 1.1.2:95.%7; PG 77:989A).
3 Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:26.2T, PG 77:45B).
38 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.1:27.55; PG 77:45C).
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Statement pronounced against anyone who claims that there was a
time when the Son of God was not, or that he did not exist before
being begotten (nptv yevvn@fivar). In addition, he agrees with its con-
demnation of those who profess the Son to be of a different
vrootoorg or ovolo of the Father, or who profess that he [the Son] is
not immutable.*® After appealing to Nicaea, Cyril makes a lengthy
statement concerning the divinity of Christ:

We declare that the only-begotten Word of God, begotten from the very
substance [ovoia] of the Father, true God from true God, light from
light, the one through whom all things both in heaven and earth were
made, who came down for our salvation, emptying himself, he it is who
was incarnate and made man [gEvnvBpdnnoe]...without abandoning
what he was but remaining, even when he has assumed flesh and blood,
what he was, God, that is, in nature and truth. We declare that the flesh
was not changed into the nature of Godhead and that neither was the
inexpressible nature of God the Word converted into the nature of the
flesh. He is, indeed, utterly unchangeable and immutable ever remaining,
as the Bible says, the same; even when a baby seen in swaddling clothes
at the bosom of the Virgin who bore him, he still filled the whole creation
as God and was co-regent with his sire.*

Cyril’s confession is that the human being Jesus Christ is the Logos of
God, and is therefore equal in all ways to the Father.*' For this
reason, in his Anathemas, he condemns those who deny that
Emmanuel is true God (@godg kot aineiayv) and thus do not confess
Mary to be ©eotoxog.*? Also anathematised are those who say that
Christ 1s but a human being in whom God dwells (Beogpdpog
avepomog) rather than true God (©eodg xata dAndeiov) and Son of
God by nature (pvoer).*?

In response to his accusers, Cynl states clearly that it 1s not be-
cause the divine nature of God the Word had its origins with the
Virgin that she is called ®eotokog, nor is it that she bore one in whom
the Logos dwelt, but because the one to whom she gave birth was
God the Word.** He denies that he has ever said that the Virgin has
borne the divine nature from her own flesh.*> Mary is not Mother of

9 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:35.%'"; PG 77:109B).

W Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:35.%2; PG 77:109CD). Wickham’s translation.

Y1 Jbid, (ACO 1.1.1:38.'%; PG 77:116B); QUSC (PG 75:1256D); Ep. 1 (ACO
1.1.1:13.% 3, PG 77:17BC).

42 Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:40.222%, PG 77:120B).

3 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:41.57, PG 77:120D).

H Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1,1:28.1821: PG 77:48D); Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:40.*%; PG 77:116D).

5 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:31.27729; PG 76:57A).
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the Godhead, because the Word is eternal.*® Rather, she is mother of
God the Word become flesh. This means that although the Word did
not take his existence from the Virgin, he nevertheless did undergo a
human birth with Mary as his earthly mother.*” In other words, Cyril
is recognising that the Word of God is begotten from the Father from
eternity, and the origin of his life is not the birth of Christ. It was
absurd to suggest that God’s life comes from a human birth, insinuat-
ing that the Godhead had its beginning in flesh and blood?*® Cyril
does not intend for one to infer from @gotdkog that this is the case.
The Word does not have his beginning contemporaneous with the
birth of his body, but is begotten of the ousia of the Father. He had his
beginning before Abraham, as he is God.* Consequently, when he
has become a human being—Christ—he does not begin his life as
God at that point, only his life as God become an é&vepwnog. Hence,
Christ is God and Mary is ©€otoxoc.

Cyril begins his great treatise Quod unus sit Christus with the charge
that the logical conclusion of Nestorius’ christology is the same as that
of the Arians: the Only Begotten Word of God is not equal with the
Father; that is, he is not homoousios with him.?® Whereas Arianism had
explicitly denied that the Son was fully God, the innovation of the
Nestorians is subtle, as it attacks the deity of the Son by means of an
attack on ®@gotoxog.”! Scripture proves both heresies to be unfounded,
Cyril argues. The earlier heresy of the Arians is rejected just as the
later one of Nestorius. The Nestorian rejection of ©eotéxog, Cyril
says, reveals the belief that Emmanuel is not truly God (@e6¢g &AnBag).
Because Emmanuel is the Word become Incarnate, he interprets
them as denying that the Word is God. In contrast, he confesses the
Word to be co-eternal with the Father and ineffably begotten of him.
When the Logos became Incarnate, he did not change into flesh, but
remained God as he was before becoming a human being.’> He
suggests that the Nestorians interpret Cyril to believe that the nature
of the Word was changed because of the term &yéveto. Their evi-
dence for such an interpretation are the passages from Scripture in
which Lot’s wife 1s said to have éyéveto a pillar of salt, and Moses’ rod

46 Ep. 1 (ACO 1.1.1:15.7% PG 77:21AfT).

¥ Adversus Nestortum (ACO 1.1.6:16.%%; PG 76:20C), Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5:17.19-24;
PG 76:297B).

8 [hid. (ACO 1.1.6:31.'%18; PG 76:56D).

19 [bid. (ACO 1.1.6:63.%31; PG 76:137B).

0 QUSC (PG 75:1256Bf1).

51 fhid. (PG 75:1257BC).

2 Ihid. (PG 75:1260Bff).
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&¢yéveto a serpent. In both instances a change of nature took place.”
Cyril responds with two passages of his own, both from the Psalms. In
the first, the Lord is said to have éyéveto a refuge to the psalmist, and
in the second he has #yéveto a refuge for his people.”* It is in this way
that God the Word became a human being (yéyovev &vBpomog).”?
However, the Word was not turned into flesh (o0x eig oépko tpaneig),
nor was there a merger (puppog) or mixture (xpaoig) of the Logos and
humanity (&vBporétng). Rather, by means of a human birth, the one
who is incorporeal (@doopdtog) was seen on the earth, because he was
God appearing like us (ko8 Muég), in the form of a slave (popen
dovAov). Consequently, the Virgin is ©eotdxog.”

Clearly, the foundation of Cyril’s claim that Christ is truly God
(©e6g aAnB@g) is his exposition of the Nicene Statement. Cyril records
the Nicene Creed, claiming to follow the great Fathers at every
point.”” He reminds his readers that the Son of God is homoousios with
the Father, equal to him in all glory and power.’® He maintains that
Nicaea is confessing the Incarnation of the very Word of God, true
God from true God, light from light, begotten from the very sub-
stance (obota) of the Father. It is this same Son of God who has
become flesh and become a human being; that is, he became Christ
Jesus. It is he who became a human being without ceasing to be God.
Christ, then, is the Only Begouen Logos of God become a human
being. The one who transcends all creation in nature (¢pvoig) and in
glory (86&a) voluntarily limited himself to living a human life. He
continues to be God, and thus remains equal with the Father. What
the Son was prior to the Incarnation—that is, true God—he re-
mains.”® The Word was not changed into flesh, for he is immutable,
always remaining the same. As we saw in a statement from Ciyril
earlier, even when the Word was a baby in his mother’s arms, he still
filled the whole of his creation, and reigned alongside the Father as
God. In other words, neither spatially nor in any other manner was
the Word constrained within his humanity, as though he were
trapped within a receptacle. This would be impossible, as God has no
size or shape, cannot be measured, and is unable to be bound.*” Cyril
affirms that the Word of God, the one who became a human being,

3 Ihid. (PG 75:1260C). Cf. Genesis 19:26; Exodus 4:3.
5 Cf. Psalms 94:22; 90:1.

> QUSC (PG 75:1261B).

% JIhid. (PG 75:1261BC).

57 Jep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:35.1713%; PG 77:109BC).

% Ep. 55 (ACO 1.1.4:53.21 PG 77:300D).

M Ihid. (ACO 1.1.4:54."%; PG 77:301D).

50 Fp. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:35.25%6; PG 77:109D).
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is impassible and beyond suffering,®' immortal,%? invisible,%® untouch-
able,% and immutable.%5 He possesses these qualities in his own na-
ture, as he himself is true God. Moreover, it is the incorporeal Logos
of God who has taken for himself a human body.% The one who
became a human being is homoousios with the Father.5” Cyril
recognises and confesses that it was God himself, and not someone
inferior to God, who became a human being.®® Because Christ is God
the Word in the flesh, Cyril says that Christ is homoousios with the
Father. In addition, he still fills all of creation,%? and rules over all the
world.”” Even when Incarnate, as the Word he maintains his position
of equality with the Father, possessing all that the Father has except
the title Father.”! The Word remains impassible and immortal in his
own nature (¢boig), even when Incarnate.”> He has not been dimin-
ished by taking on the form of a slave and becoming a human being.
Cyril’s conclusion is that Christ also possesses all the qualities of the
Word, because Christ is the Word, but is the Word in the oép&. His
picture of Christ as God is possible because of his conviction that
Christ is none other than the eternal Son of God Incarnate.

Analogies

We have seen that Cyril’s understanding of Christ as ©g6g rests with
his conception of Christ as the Word of God become a human being

2

(&vBporog). In other words, for Cyril, because the Logos is true God,
and Christ is the Logos, then Christ is true God. We will now exam-

61 Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5:25.1"18, PG 76:312C); Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:27.'5; PG
77:48A); Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:37.1% PG 77:113A); QUSC (PG 75:1345D).

62 Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5:25.118; PG 76:312C).

6 Ep. 1 (ACO 1.1.1:18.1% PG 77:28D); Eplicatio (ACO 1.1.5:19.%15; PG
76:301A),

64 Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5:19.1%15; PG 76:301A).

55 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:15.'5'7; PG 76:16C); QUSC (PG 75:1261A).

66 Jbid. (ACO 1.1.6:30.%840, 638, PG 56A, 137C); Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:27.'5; PG
77:48A); QUSC (PG 75:1345D).

57 Ep. 1 (ACO 1.1.1:13.253L 3% PG 77:CD); Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:36.26-28 38 9% PG
77:112D, 116D); Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:15.*2, 63.37; PG 76:17B, 137C); QUSC
(PG 75:1256C).

8 See Ep. | (ACO 1.1.1:13.53; PG 77:17C).

69 Fp. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:35.242; PG 77:109D); Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:38.57;
PG 76:73A); Answers to Tiberius (W 146.'%-148.3%),

70 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:35.%, 36.2%; PG 77:109D, 112D).

™ Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:82.5%, 94.23; PG 76:184C, 216C); Explicatio (ACO
1.1.5:23.2021: PG 76:308D).

2 See above.
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ine some analogies Cyril uses to argue that Christ is truly God (©e6g
aAnB@c). The first of these is found in a letter from Cyril to Nestorius.
The general context is Cyril’s argument against the notion that in
becoming a human being the Word was somehow changed into
something less than complete God, the charge levelled against Cyril
by the Easterns. The immediate context is his explanation of Christ’s
statement that the Spirit will glorify (So&éogt) him.”® If Christ is true
God, as Cyril has proposed, the obvious reaction to this statement is
that God is claiming to be glorified by the Spirit. How, then, can
Christ be God? Cyril responds that this statement does not mean that
Christ, the Son of God Incarnate, was deficient in glory, or that he
was inferior to the Holy Spirit. Rather, Cyril says, he used his own
Spirit to work wonders which demonstrate that he is God.”* This is
analogous to how physical strength or a skill is said to bring glory to
the one possessing it. In other words, the skill of an individual is said
to belong to that person, and it is his own skill which brings glory to
him. Likewise, the Holy Spirit is Christ’s Spirit and thereby glorifies
him. In fact, Cyril argues, this statement does nothing to diminish the
notion that Christ is God, but strengthens it: because the Spirit of
God is the very own Spint of Christ, it follows that Christ is God.
This image is plain enough, and offers no real problems for the inter-
preter. It is easily seen that if the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of Christ,
then the statement by Christ, “He will glorify me”, does not imply
either a lack of divine glory in Christ or his inferiority to the Spirit. In
contrast, as the Spirit of Christ is the Spirit of God, it follows, in
Cyril’s thinking, that Christ is God.

In his Scholia, Cyril provides a collection of three analogies (exempla)
from Scripture which demonstrate that the Word become a human
being remained God.”> He employs them to illustrate that because
the Word has become an daveponog, then Christ is God by nature.
The first image Cyril uses is the Mercy Seat (propitiatorium) of God.”®
He makes the correlation between Christ and this image because
Christ was the propitiatorium for the sins of humankind, as we saw
previously.”” He says that Emmanuel was our living propitiatorium. In
the analogy, the angels are always looking upon the Mercy Seat.
Similarly, the angels never tire of looking upon God and worshipping

5 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:39."*15; PG 77:116C); citing John 16:14.

™ Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:39.'7-18; PG 77:116C).

75 Scholia (PG 75:1387D-1391A). These passages are extant only in Latin,
6 Cf. Exodus 25:17-20.

77 Cf. Romans 3:25 and John 2:1-2.
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him. Consequently, Cyril concludes that the living Mercy Seat is
God, who is always worshipped by the angf:ls Because Christ is the
hvmg propitiatorium, then, for Cyril, Christ is God. If we read this
image as a clarification of Cyril’s statement that Christ is ©¢d, then it
makes sense. Cyril does not say that the Mercy Seat in Exodus is
directly parallel to the person of Christ. Rather, in the same way that
the cherubim on the Seat (propitiatorium) gaze towards it, so too do the
angels gaze towards and worship Christ, the living propitiatorium. Be-
cause Isaiah records that the angels continually gaze upon and wor-
ship God, it follows that Christ is God. As with the previous analogy,
little interpretative difficulty is present.

The next image is that of the rod of Moses, which was cast at the
feet of the Pharaoh of Egypt.”® In the Exodus account, Moses is told
by God to place his staff on the ground. When he does, the rod turns
into a snake. Moses picks up the snake, and it turns into a staff' again.
Cyril maintains that this analogy illustrates the fact that Christ is
God. He says that the Son of God is the rod of the Father, as the rod
is the symbol of the King, and the Son has been given power over all
things. Just as the rod was placed on the earth, so too did the Son
possess a human body. Similarly, the serpent is the symbol of wicked-
ness, and the Word came in the form of wicked humanity. Just as the
bronze serpent in the wilderness was the source of salvation for the
Israelites, so too is Christ—the Word who has come in the form of
wickedness—the source of salvation for humankind. Furthermore,
the snake became a rod once again, which illustrates that the Son
returned to heaven to sit at the right hand of the Father. Unlike the
previous two images, this one contains potential problems for the
reader. One could conclude that Cyril is announcing a change in the
Word. The rod, when cast upon the ground, was no longer a rod, but
was a serpent. This is far from what Cyril is arguing; his premise is
that the Word did not change. What, then, is the christological state-
ment which Cyril is illustrating with this analogy? His stated objective
1s to illustrate that the Word of God become a human being—
Christ—remained God. The image cannot be removed from its re-
spective christological description. How, therefore, does Cyril make
this analogy, which obviously contains the account of one thing being
changed into another, fit his christological premise? The clue is found
in the comments he makes about particular ‘stages’ of existence. The
rod was a normal staff in Moses’ hand. When it was cast to the
ground, however, it became a serpent. Interesting to note, and most

8 Scholia (PG 75:1389B-1390B); citing Exodus 4:1-5.
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important to the interpretation of this analogy, is that Cyril calls the
serpent the rod of Moses.”® Although the rod is a serpent, it has not
ceased being a rod. More importantly, however, is the point Cyril
wishes to illustrate: just as the rod of Moses took on the form of
wickedness in order to accomplish a particular divine task, so too did
the Son of God taken on the form of wickedness (humanity) in order
to accomplish the task of redemption. In other words, the Logos of
God did not cease being God because he became a human being.
This demonstrates the supreme importance of reading these images
as analogies, and not christological descriptions.

The final analogy we will look at is another from the Pentateuch.
This is the image of Moses’ leprous hand.®” God instructed Moses to
place his hand within his garment. Moses did so, and when he re-
moved it his hand had become leprous. God again instructed him to
place his hand within his garment. This time, when the hand was
removed it was restored to health. For Cyril, this illustrates the divin-
ity of Christ. The Son of God is called the right hand of the Father,
which is correlative with the hand of Moses in the analogy. While the
Word was “in the bosom” of the Father, he existed in the glory and
splendour of God. When he “was brought out”, or became a human
being”, he was in the likeness of sinful flesh. The leprosy of Moses’
hand illustrates sinful humanity, as the Law deems lepers to be un-
clean. After the resurrection, the Word returned to the bosom of the
Father, and will appear again in the glory of God, though he has not
laid aside his humanity. Like the previous analogy, one could inter-
pret this one to suggest a change in the Word. Again, however, this is
the opposite of Cyril’s stated intention. How, then, does this image fit
his purpose? The aspect of the analogy which Cyril is drawing upon
is that Moses’ hand takes on different forms, but is always his hand.
So it 1s with the Word. He does not cease being God, but takes on the
likeness of humanity. He has not changed into a human being, but
has chosen to reveal himself in and through a genuine human life.
Each of these four analogies are intended to be read as pointers to the
truth. They are illustrative of the christological statement that Christ
is ®e66. When read with this statement in mind, the interpreter is able
to avoid many potential pitfalls. When removed from their
christological contexts, however, the analogies are confusing and
meaningless.

™ Ibid. (PG 75:1390B).
80 fbid. (PG 75:1390C-1391A); citing Exodus 4:6.
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Concluding Remarks

The preceding overview of Cyril’s understanding of Christ as ®edg,
enables us now to make a few important observations. As we have
seen, Christ is God because he is the Son of God become flesh. The
bases for Cyril’s christology are the Nicene Creed and John 1:14. The
former declares that the Son of God, true God from true God has
become Incarnate and has become a human being. The Saviour is by
nature Lord and God (xota @bdow Kdprog xai ©edg), who has eco-
nomically (oikovopikdg) come to be with us (ue®” fudv) and to live a
life in our condition (&v toig 1pdg).®! Mary gave birth to the Word of
God the Father become Incarnate (capkw8évta) and become a hu-
man being (évavBponfioavta), and is therefore Oeotoxog.%? The one
who has become flesh (yéyove 6ép€) is by nature (¢pboet) and in truth
(&AnBeig) the Son of God.”® In addition, it was the Logos who be-
came flesh and participated (kexoiwvvnke) in flesh and blood with
us.#* The one who is homoousios with the Father, is invisible and im-
passible, fills all things and has all power, is the one who became a
human being. God the Word is Christ, and therefore Christ is God
the Word become an é&vepomnog and odpk.®

An interesting debate ensues over Nestorius’ citation of a passage
from Hebrews in which the merciful High Priest suffered in the stead
of those who are tempted.?® He says that it is the temple (va6g) who
suffered, and not the life-giving God. Cyril attacks Nestorius as con-
ceiving of Christ as someone other than God the Word. He asks what
1s the source of the erroneous teaching that the Word of God the
Father is the God of Christ.®”” The Word cannot be the God of
Christ, because the Word is Christ. Moreover, the Logos did not

81 Fp. 1 (ACO 1.1.1:14.331; PG 77:20C).

82 Jhid, (ACO 1.1.1:15.3% PG 77:21A).
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8 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:60.27-%0; PG 76:129C); (=Loofs 234.'%16); citing
Hebrews 2:17-18.

87 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:60.%%%7; PG 76:129D).
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cease being God because he became a human being like us.® Cyril
says that the orthodox do not call the Word God or master (deomdtn)
of Christ, but recognise that the Word united to oépg is God of the
universe and ruler of the entire world.®? It is absurd to imply that he
is master of himself. How could he be his own God? Cyril proceeds to
anathematise whoever [Nestorius| claims that the Word 1s Christ’s
God or master, rather than confessing that Christ is God, based upon
the Scriptural teaching that the Word has become oapE, % In his
explanation of this anathema, Cyril says that Jesus Christ is the true
Son of God who has authority over all things and is master of all
because he is God, even after the Incarnation.”’ Therefore, Jesus
Christ is none other than the Son of God by nature (pboet) and truly
(@An8ag).”* Cyril dedicates a paragraph of his Sckolia de Incarnatione to
pI‘OClalmlng that Jesus Christ is the Word of God become an
&vBponog.”? He alludes to Nicaea, stating that the very Word of God,
true God of true God, himself became a human being, died, and was
raised from the dead. The one to whom the titles Only-begotten,
Word, God, Life, Most High, et alia are attributed is the same indi-
vidual who is @vBpwmog, Christ Jesus, and Mediator, although the
latter apply only since the Incarnation.

We have been able to see that central to the christology of Cyril is
the notion that he who was true God (®eog aAndvig) before the
Incarnation, remains so even in his human existence. This 1s a crucial
christological question. The very immutability and impassibility of
God is at stake, as we will see more clearly in Chapter Eight. Cyril
states that the Logos remains God even in the o6pg, and he is the one
Son of God the Father.” He refers to the Carmen Christi and says that
the Word is in the form (popef) of God the Father and is equal with
him. However, he has humbled himself, and in a voluntary kenosts he
has subjected himself to our condition, though he remains God.”
Even in becoming a human being the Word remained God and
possessed all that the Father possessed except the title Father.”® Even

88 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:60.%940; PG 76:129D).

89 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:30.%°%; PG 77:112CD).

9 Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:41.%19% PG 77:121A).

9 Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5:21.%"'%; PG 76:305A).

92 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:28.55; PG 76:48B).

9 Scholia (PG 75:1384 D).

# Explicatio ACO 1.1.5:17.'%; PG 76:297A); Homilia diversa 2 (ACO 1.1.2:95.2% PG
77:989A).

9% Ihid. (ACO 1.1.5:19.2%%; PG 76:301B).

¥ Jbid. (ACO 1.1.5:23.2%?7; PG 76:308Dff).
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in living a human life, the Logos did not abandon who he was—i.e.,
God by nature—but remained God.?”” Even in the cépé he is true
God.” While Incarnate the Word remained God by nature (gboet)
and in truth (&AnBeiq).” Cyril says that he continues to be what he
was, and continues in the nature and glory of his divinity (@g6tn-
‘I:OC_,).IOU

In his explanation of the first anathema, Cyril cites the Nicene
statement that it was the Word of God, who was true God, who
became flesh (capxw@fivon) and became a human being (évaveond-
oar).!”" The fact that he became a human being like us (&vBpwnog
xa®’ fpag), does not mean that he ceased being God, or that he was
changed or transformed into something that he was not already, for
God the Word is immutable.'"? There was no merger (puppég), con-
fusion (@vayvoig), or mixture (cOykpaotg) of his ousia with the oépg. 03
Elsewhere in the same work Cyril says that the Word’s manifestation
in the flesh does not mean that his own nature (¢bo1g) was changed or
converted into flesh.!™ Therefore, even in the flesh, he keeps the
beauty of his own divine nature undiminished (&rapanointov).'”® He
says that the divine nature (1| @¢io ¢bo1g) does not undergo a merger
(puppdg) or confusion (&véyvoig), and neither does it change into
what it was not previously—i.e. the humanity (éveponotng).'’ The
essential being (oboie) or nature (pdoig) of the Word did not change
when he became Incarnate. This is the centre-piece of Cyril’s
christology.

The fact that the Word was not changed into something which he
was not already in order to become a human being means that he is
the same before and after the Incarnation. Cyril makes this explicit
on a number of occasions. Against Nestorius, he says that the same

97 Seholia (PG 75:1374B, 1375AC); QUSC (PG 75:1309C); Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:28.'%-
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100 Exphmfw (ACO 1.1.5:17.1%; PG 76: 297A).
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individual who was Son and God and Word of the Father before the
Incarnation, is also Son and God and Word of the Father after he has
become a human being.'"7 He writes to Succensus that Scripture and
the Fathers have tau§ht one Son, Christ, and Lord, that is the Logos
of God the Father.!” The one Son of God is begotten ineffably from
the Father from eternity, and has himself been born humanly from
the Virgin. Therefore, there is one Son of God both before and after
the Incarnation. The eternal Son was born and became a human
being, but he is still the same Son, there has been no change or
transformation of him into flesh, but he remains the same.'??

Cyril concludes that Christ is God because Christ 1s the immu-
table, impassible, and incorporeal Word of God the Father.!"” He
claims that the Fathers at Nicaea constructed their confession in such
a way as to highlight that Jesus Christ was the Son of God by nature
(pboel) and truly (&An8dc).''' Elsewhere he says that the seed of
David—that 1s, Jesus Christ—is eternal because he is none other than
the eternally-generated Logos of God.''? At the very beginning of the
controversy with Nestorius, Cyril explains that the prophet Isaiah
predicts the coming of Christ, announcing that he is divine.!'* He
claims that the prophet confirms Emmanuel to be Lord and God,
and not some human being who is bearing God (@gogopog). More-
over, John the Baptist proclaimed Jesus Christ to be God in the
oépt.'"* Furthermore, Cyril says that Emmanuel, the one born of the
Virgin, is God’s own Son (6 {8105 Yiog 10D @e0d).!!” He sees the direct
correlation between the deity of Christ and the deity of the Logos
because he maintains that Christ is the Word begotten ineffably from
God the Father.''®

From this discussion, we can conclude that Cyril’s christology is
indeed a Logos-centred christology. This is not to imply that he con-
ceived of a docetic Christ in which God merely masqueraded as a
human being. Rather, it means that he interprets the Incarnation

197" Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:47.21-%2; PG 76:97A).

108 Fp 45 (ACO 1.1.6:152.122% PG 77:229Df).
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solely as a voluntary, kenotic act of God the Word, who willingly
underwent a human birth, in order to live a human life. As we have
seen, though, he did not do this merely for the experience, but did so
on behalf of humankind, as a means of redemption and reconcilia-
tion. For Cyril, any orthodox picture of Jesus Christ begins with the
confession that he is God the Word become a human being for the
salvation of humankind.

Excursus: The Divine Power of Christ

Before proceeding to discuss Cyril’s understanding of the humanity of
Christ, we need to address, albeit briefly, the issue of Christ’s divine
abilities. In particular, it is important that we see the source of his
divine powers, at least in Cyril’s thinking. For the Alexandrian, the
fact that Christ is God means that he possesses the power of God.
This means that the divine power is inherent to him, rather than
merely bestowed upon him as it was on the prophets and apostles. In
other words, Christ is not simply an instrument or channel for God’s
power; rather, the power of God is his own power. We can see this
when Cyril quotes Isaiah’s prophecy about the coming Christ: “Then
shall he open the eyes of the blind and the ears of the deaf shall hear.
Then the lame shall leap like a deer and the tongue of the dumb shall
be clear”.!"” Isaiah also proclaimed, “The Lord is coming with
strength and his right arm has dominion”.!'® Truly, Cyril maintains,
Jesus Christ did have strength and power which is fitting for God. In
addition, he possessed the authority of God. Moreover, Christ pos-
sesses this power, not because he is one possessing God (@eopbdpog
avBpwmoc), but because he is God. Cyril even anathematises whoever
says that the power of Christ to cast out demons or accomplish
miracles was a power which was alien to him.''® This anathema is
necessary for him to pronounce because those who would teach this
are denying therein that the Spirit of God was Christ’s own Spirit.
Cyril, though, maintains that Christ performs divine works because
he is God, and therefore, the Spirit of God is his own Spirit. Conse-
quently, the power to perform miracles is his own power.'?” He is not

17 Ep. 1 (ACO 1.1.1:19.7% PG 77:29C); citing Isaiah 35:4-6. McGuckin’s transla-
tion

18 Jbid. (ACO 1.1.1:19.'718; PG 77:29D); citing Isaiah 40:9-10. McGuckin’s trans-
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19 Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:41.'720; PG 77:121B).

120 Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5:23.2%%7; PG 76:308Df). Cf. QUSC (PG 75:1313A-C).



THE INCARNATE WORD 147

an instrument for accomplishing them, instead, he does these works
himself, in his own power. He reiterates this claim by stating, against
Nestorius, that the Spirit of God is within Christ and from him, and
is not foreign to him.'?! Christ’s power was not bestowed upon him
by the grace of God, as it was bestowed upon the apostles or one of
us, but it was his own inherent power. The ability to accomplish
divine works was not from a power which has been given to him, but
is a power he has as true God (@edg dAndivog).'??

12V Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:77.%7%; PG 76:173A).
122 Ipid. (ACO 1.1.6:77.8% PG 76:173AB). Cf. Scholia (PG 75:1404BC); QUSC (PG
75:1344B).






CHAPTER SEVEN

THE PRESENCE OF A HUMAN SOUL: USING IMAGERY
TO ILLUSTRATE THAT CHRIST IS GivBpmmog téLelog

In the previous chapter we were able to see that Cyril affirmed Christ
to be true God, because he was the Word of God. As we will discover
shortly, this affirmation was the central theme to Cyril’s understand-
ing of the person and work of Christ. We will now turn to another
aspect of the Alexandrian’s christology: Christ as &vBponog. It is this
component of Cyril’s christology which has proved to be the source of
the most disagreement among scholars. The fundamental problem is
his understanding of 6é&p&, and whether or not he believed that Christ
possessed a rational human soul. The debate has centred round the
so-called Logos-sarx christology of Alexandria, which found its nadir
in the great heretic Apollinarius.! The subsequent christological con-
troversy of the fifth century has often been interpreted in its relation
to the Apollinarian heresy, and whether or not the christology was
able adequately to reject Apollinarianism. This is especially true of
the Alexandrian theologians, and Cyril in particular. As we will see,
there are basically three categories into which interpretations can be
divided. The first, and most popular in the middle part of this cen-
tury, is that odpg meant for Cyril little or nothing more than
unanimated corporeality.” In other words, the Word inhabited a
fleshly shell. This christology amounts to something rather akin to
Apollinarianism. Most scholars who hold this interpretation recognise
a shift in Cyril’s understanding of Christ during and after the
Nestorian Controversy. The second interpretation is that Cyril un-
derstood cépE to mean &vBpamog, even early in his writing career.” In
addition, scholars of this persuasion maintain that he affirmed clearly
the presence of a rational human soul in Christ. The final interpreta-
tion is that although Cyril recognised the presence of a human soul in

' In recent studies, this artificial method of categorising christologies has been
questioned. Cf. McGuckin, The Christological Controversy; Norris, ‘Christological Mod-
els in Cyril of Alexandria’.

2 See Liehaert, La Doctrine chnstologigue, and Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition
(1975).

3 See Dratsellas, ‘Questions on christology’, and T. F. Torrance, ‘The Mind of
Christ’. In his published PhDD, Welch argues for this as well,
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Christ, he attributed little or no significance to it.* In other words, the
soul of Christ is a physical factor, but not a theological one.> Some
conclude that Cyril’s early christology fits into the first category, but
later develops into the third category. The ultimate issue at stake is
how Cyril understood the human life of Christ, and the extent to
which he was or was not a &vlpwnog téielog. In this chapter, we
intend first to review the conclusions of some prominent proponents
of each position, and second to investigate the material afresh to
discover what Cyril says about the presence of a human soul in
Christ. The source of Cyril’s understanding of Christ’s human nature
are the direct statements he makes about Christ’s soul, and the im-
ages he uses to illustrate his conception of the humanity of
Emmanuel. Consequently, this chapter will be primarily a restate-
ment of Cyril’s description of the humanity of Christ, and how he
uses various descriptive terms in his christology.

Our review of scholarly discussions concerning Christ’s soul in
Cyril’s christology must begin with Harnack, and his History of Dogma.
A review of Harnack’s discussion of Cyril with regard to the question
of the human soul in Christ must revolve around his interpretation of
Cyril’s Second Letter to Succensus. He understands Cyril to say that “the
substance (ovoia) of the human nature in Christ does not subsist on
its own account, but that it is nevertheless not imperfect since it has
its subsisting element in the God-Logos”, which he concludes,
“means nothing at all or it is Apollinarianism”.® He also says that
“the best of what he [Cyril] had he got from Apollinaris [sic]”.” At
another point, however, he recognises that in contrast to Apollinarius,
Cyril does affirm a rational human soul in Christ.® The most remark-
able suggestion by Harnack is that Cyril conceived of the humanity of
Christ as having existed prior to the Incarnation, but being trans-
ferred “entirely to the substance of the God-Logos”. This position
can be seen later in Wolfson,'® who claims that the fourth and fifth
century Fathers are looking for a means by which the Logos is both a
person and a nature, but the humanity is only a nature, not a person.
Using the term “perfect humanity” means for Harnack nothing more
than a paradox, or logical contradiction, which both does away with

* See Chadwick, ‘Eucharist and Christology’.
5 Grillmeier (1975), 417.

b bid., 176 n. 3.
7 Ibid, 178 n. 2.
8 Ibid., 177.

4 Ibid.

O Phalosophy of the Church Fathers.
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Apollinarianism per se, and remains true to the faith passed on from
the Fathers. This question of the human soul of Christ is of little
importance to Harnack, as he perceives it to have been for Cyril
nothing more than a statement affirming his orthodoxy.

We will next turn to Liébaert, whose La doctrine christologique de saint
Cynille d’Alexandrie avant la querelle nestorienne claims that Cyril’s
christology represents the Logos-sarx framework. Liébaert reasons
that Cyril accepts the prevailing anthropology of the day; that is, the
Platonic notion of a human being as a spirit trapped within a fleshly
prison.!! In Liébaert’s estimation, the basis of Cyril’s christology is an
anthropology which accepted the trichotomist notion of a human
being as the union of spirit, soul, and body.'” Consequently, there
was no need to attribute any significance to the human soul of Christ,
as the important notion was the Word’s indwelling of the human flesh
(chair)."?

As important as Liébaert’s work was, it is Grillmeier’s immense
work Christ in Christian  Tradition that has become a standard of
patristic scholarship. Although Grillmeier follows Liébaert with litde
wavering, he has been the reference of most scholars since his work
was produced. Grillmeier begins his explanation of Cyril’s answer to
the question of Christ’s human soul with the statement that prior to
the controversy with Nestorius, Cyril was completely unaware of the
Apollinarian Controversy that had existed since the time of
Athanasius, right up to the present.'"* This bold claim makes Cyril a
representative of an archaic Logos-sarx christology, in which Christ is
merely Logos and sarx. He maintains that prior to 428 and the incep-
tion of the debates with the Easterns, the question of a rational hu-
man soul in Christ 1s not present in Cyril’s thinking. Grillmeier does
confess that one must assume Cyril to have recognised its presence as
a result of the previous controversies.'” He concludes that up until the
emergence of Nestorius, Cyril never considered a human soul in
Christ to be a “theological factor”, although he may have affirmed its
reality.'® In fact, Grillmeier claims that “Apollinarianism and the
church’s struggle against it seem to be virtually unknown to the au-

1 Op. cit., 158.
2 hid., 147.
13 Ihid., 158.

Y Christ in Christian Tradition (1975), 414,

'S fbid., 415. This, of course, is an interesting statement, especially in relation to
the one made previously that the ‘younger’ Cyril ‘seems to know nothing of the
w}}.gle christological controversy between the time of Athanasius and his own’, 414.

Ihid.
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thor of the Thesaurus and the Dialogues”.'” He bases this conclusion on
Cyril’s failure to attack “the basic christological position on which
they [the Arians] rely, that the Logos is the soul of Christ”.'® In
addition, none of the statements by Cyril that Christ is &vBpwmog
“allow us to conclude quite simply that in Cyril’s picture of Christ the
soul has already become a ‘theological factor™.'? This is Grillmeier’s
interpretation of the pre-Nestorian Controversy Cyril; but what of
Cyril during and after the controversy? He now turns to examining
Cyril’s christology in the controversy over ©gotéxog, in which Cyril
inadvertently adopted for himself the central formula of
Apollinarianism.?”  Grillmeier ~ has interpreted  Apollinarius’
christology to revolve around the notion of the Logos as the only “all-
animating source of life and movement” with regards to Christ. In
other words, Apollinarius, in Grillmeier’s interpretation of him, had
understood a human being to be a synthesis of body and soul.?! In
this way, “true manhood is not a human soul, in other words a
spiritual being which has been created beforehand for a body, but
some 52pirit which unites itself with the flesh to form a complete
unity”.?? In the person of Christ, the Logos is the spirit (preuma) which
is united to the body with a non-rational soul. The question of
whether this is a dichotomist or trichotomist anthropology is dis-
missed by Grillmeier as being of only secondary importance.?? When
he compares Cyril to this picture of an incomplete humanity,
Grillmeier’s only conclusion is that Cyril eventually (not untl his
Second Letter to Succensus) chooses to recognise the human soul of Christ
as a theological factor. This occurs only when Cyril attributes the
sufferings of Christ to the soul as well as the body.** Therefore, the
natural life of Christ is derived from the rational human soul rather
than from the Logos gua Logos. What Grillmeier seems to be arguing
is that early in his ministry Cyril did not recognise the need for
affirming a human soul in Christ, and only did so later under the
pressure of the controversy with the Easterns. Even when he affirmed
the presence of the soul, he failed to see its theological significance,
which Grillmeier interprets as being the recipient of the sufferings of

17 Ibid., 416,

'8 Ihid.

9 Ibid.,

20 bid., 473. 'This formula in question is that of the pia gbog.
21 fbid., 330.

22 Ibid., 331.

2 Ihid., 331-332.

* Ibid,, 475-476.
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Christ. Once Cyril does, in Grillmeier’s estimation, attribute the suf-
ferings of Christ to his rational human soul as well as his body, he has
once and for all defeated the Logos-sarx christology which had
plagued the Alexandrian church. Cyril was only able to do this once
he conceived of the soul of Christ, as opposed to the Logos, as giving
him his natural life. In other words, whereas Apollinarius conceived of
a human life as being derived from the rational soul being in a syn-
thetic unity with a body and non-rational human soul, and therefore
in Christ the Logos replaced the life-giving rational soul, Cyril was
able to attribute the source of the human life of Christ to the rational
human soul, rather than to the Logos. It was in this way, Grillmeier
argues, that Cyril’s picture of Christ superseded that of Apollinarius.

In his article, “Eucharist and Christology in the Nestorian Contro-
versy”, Chadwick argues, in contrast to Grillmeier, that Cyril’s funda-
mental christological position had been solidified years prior to
Nestorius’ rise to the See of Constantinople.”” In addition, he cites
passages from Cyril’s Commentary on Isaiah in which Cyril insists that
the oépE of Christ did indeed possess a voépa woEN. In Chadwick’s
interpretation, this type of statement was made by Cyril “to dispel
any idea that he shared Apollinarian views of the absence of a human
mind in Christ”.?” However, Chadwick proceeds to claim that there
is no real place for the human soul of Christ in Cyril’s “conception of
salvation as mediated to the believer by the eucharistic body of
Christ”. 8

The stated intention of T'. F. Torrance’s massive article, “The
Mind of Christ in Worship: The Problem of Apollinarianism in the
Liturgy” is “to examine briefly the teaching of Apollinaris [sic] about
a Jesus Christ without a human soul or rational mind, and draw out
its implications for worship, and then turn to the teaching of St Cyril
of Alexandria, in this respect the most anti-Apollinarian of the great
Fathers, to learn what he had to say about worship if we take seri-
ously the rational soul or mind of Jesus”.>? In his section on the
teaching of Apollinarius Torrance reminds the reader of Apollinarius’
christological premise: the inward man in Christ was replaced by a
heavenly mind, who is the Logos.*® He interprets Apollinarius as
teaching a “kenotic theory in reverse”; that is, it was “a substitution of the

B Ihid., 150.
% Ihid,, 151,
27 [hid.

28 Jhid., 155.
X 0p. at., 142,
30 Ihid., 143.
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controlling centre in man by the Logos who then used the outward
form of man as a bodily envelope for his incarnate presence among
men, In actual fact, therefore, the Incarnation involved not so much
an emptying of God as an emptying of man in respect of his human
mind to make room for the Logos, resulting in such a union with
human existence in the flesh that there was one incarnate nature”.’'
He concludes this section with a critique of the implications of this
type of christology on worship, utilising the Contra Apollinarem as his
source of reference. Torrance first concludes that Apollinarianism
“deprives Jesus of fully human experience, and therefore of sharing
with us our experience to the full, our birth, growth, death, our pain,
anguish, distress, agitation, and what is more our incapacity and
temptation, and our human existence in a condition of servitude and
humiliation”.3? Second, he states that by removing, as it were, the
human soul from Christ, thereby making him not homoousios with us,
Apollinarius disallows the saving death of Christ, as it is merely his
death, and not made ours by his vicarious action made on our be-
half.*® Thirdly, by not assuming what had been tainted by sin, the
Word was unable to deal with the root cause of man’s need of a
Saviour.** Finally, the work of salvation was one both of the outward
and the inward elements of Christ, “no less a work of his soul than a
work of his body”.*®

Torrance next summarises briefly the teaching of Athanasius and
the Cappadocians, particularly as it related to Apollinarianism,*® be-
fore proceeding to examine the teaching of Cyril in contrast to that of
the arch-heretic. Torrance highlights the difference between them in
relation to the concept of kenosis.>” Whereas Apollinarius had under-
stood the emptying to be the assumption of an incomplete human
being, Cyril understood it to be equated with humiliation or abase-
ment, a “becoming nothing”.?® Torrance then makes three observa-
tions about Cyril’s christology as opposed to Apollinarianism. First,
“God become man means that God as man acts and lives within the
limits (6pov), principles (Adyol), measures (pétpo) and laws (vopor) of
what is inalienably and properly human”.*® That is, God lived a

3L Ibid., 144.

32 [bid,, 147-148,
33 Ibid., 148.

3% fhid,, 148-149,
35 Ihid., 149.

% fhid., 151-156.
57 Ibid., 161.

38 Ihid.

39 Ibid., 163.
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completely human life, experiencing what is typical of human beings.
He did this by condescension, or kenosis, whereby he willingly experi-
enced those things which are properly human.*’ Therefore, not only
things attributable to the body, but also to the soul are experienced
by God become &vepwrnog.*! He therefore shares “to the full our
actual human life and experience”.*? Second, God saves only what he
has taken up. This means that it was necessary that the Word assume
a complete human nature in order to save the whole human being.*?
To remove a human soul or mind from Christ disallows its salvation.
By living a sinless life as a complete human being, Christ is then able
to offer “the whole life of filial obedience” to the Father on our
behalf.** Finally, “in taking up our human condition into himself the
Son of God has condescended to be the Mediator between God and
man...who has opened up access to God the Father by his own blood
and who lives and acts from within the depths of our mental and
physical human nature as the ministering priest for all mankind”.*

Torrance’s analysis is that Cyril perceived a need for Christ to
possess a rational human soul primarily for soteriological reasons. In
other words, for redemption to be accomplished the Saviour had to
be a complete human being, while at the same time being completely
God. The only for way this to happen was for God the Word to
condescend (this is the kenosis) to the abasement of human living.
Consequently, Torrance argues that the human soul of Christ occu-
pies an important place in Cyril’s christological system. In fact, with-
out the soul, there is no salvation. In addition, the implications for
each of the observations we discussed earlier on the worship of the
Church are highlighted by Torrance. He interprets the evidence to
demonstrate that for Cyril not only salvation, but also worship de-
mands the presence of a rational human soul in Christ. In Torrance’s
view, Cyril’s christology breaks down if Christ is not a complete hu-
man being of rational soul and body.

In his article, “Questions on christology of Cyril of Alexandria”,
the Greek Orthodox theologian Constantine Dratsellas states, “if
Christ’s human Nature is not complete, the whole work of man’s
Salvation is destroyed”.** He says that in his earliest works Cyril

0 Jbid., 164.

H Ihid.
2 Ihid., 167.
3 Ibid.
¥ Ibid., 170f.
5 JIbid., 171.

-

S Ibid., 204.
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speaks of Christ as Logos and sarx, and that he does so primarily
because “he had to fight against Arianism, his theological language
was not very clear yet, and his main interest was Christ’s divinity”.*
Dratsellas then sets out to demonstrate that even in his early works
Cyril perceived of the presence of a rational human soul in Christ.
He cites numerous examples from especially Cyril’s Thesaurus to sup-
port his view that “Cyril speaks of Christ’s whole Humanity, which
cannot but include a rational soul”.*® He finds the same thing, he
claims, in Cyril’s Commentary on jJohn. He therefore concludes that
Cyril did, even from the beginning of his writing career, use 6&pg to
mean &vlpwrog, and thus he affirmed the presence of a human soul
in Christ. He disagrees with Grillmeier’s statement that “Christ, in
the theological interpretation given by the young Cyril, is no more
than Logos and Sarx”,* if by 6épf he means unanimated corporeal-
ity. Cyril rejected the Apollinarian teaching that the humanity was
body and non-rational soul, but that the Logos replaced the rational
soul of Christ. Instead, Cynil taught that the Word “received Flesh
not without a rational Soul, therefore a physically perfect human
nature was born truly of a woman and became Man He who is co-
eternal with God the Father, and Who is perfect in Humanity as He
is perfect in Deity”.%

In her article, “A Reconsideration of Alexandrian Christology”,
Frances Young seeks to offer suggestions that “may lead to a more
sympathetic view of Alexandrian thinking”.®! She begins with a brief
statement of the Alexandrian doctrine of redemption, and then ad-
dresses the question of their continued use of the body-soul analogy,
even after Cyrnil of Alexandria. She then states that Cyril and the
Monophysites repeatedly asserted that the océpg assumed by the
Logos “was a man with a soul and a mind, thus safeguarding them-
selves from the condemnation of heresy”.”* Were they actually,
though, affirming Apollinarianism while explicitly denying it? It is
true, she claims, that the Alexandrians, including Cyril, did not con-
sider the human soul of Christ to have any active role to play in
redemption, demonstrating a tendency towards Apollinarianism.>
Athanasius had attributed the weaknesses of Christ to the flesh, and
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did not make use of any idea of a fallible human soul to account for
the psychological conflicts in Christ. She concludes that Athanasius
has “allegorised away” the humanity of Christ.”* Cyril’s position is no
different from this, she claims. The accusatons that he has not “inte-
grated the soul into his christology” have adequate grounding, she
maintains.” However, Young says that Cyril “recognised the
soteriological grounds for asserting the existence of Christ’s human
soul”.%® Cyril is following Athanasius, in Young’s view, and does not
assert the soul to have an actwe part to play in salvation, though his
frequent assertion of its presence is not solely an attempt to avoid
Apollinarianism. Instead, the presence of the rational human soul,
though not an active participant in redemption, is required for salva-
tion to be made possible.”” A complete humanity, including a soul,
was necessary for Christ to save the whole human being.

This leaves open the question of the “psychological weaknesses” of
Christ. Though for Young the psychological weaknesses of Christ
were almost explained away by the Alexandrians, who favoured a
more docetic approach to them, “this does not mean that the human-
ity of Christ in the Alexandrian tradition is so truncated as to be
unrecognisable or irrelevant to the human situation, especially in the
context of their presuppositions about human psychology”.”® One
possible reason for Cyril’s “failure” to refer to Christ’s human soul
when discussing Christ’s psychological weaknesses is his understand-
ing of the human soul as ana@ng. In this way, then, the weaknesses
are attributed to the oépg rather than the soul. In any case, Young’s
conclusion is that the human soul of Christ occupies a passive posi-
tion in Cyril’s christology, and has no active role to play in redemp-
tion.

McGuckin, in the most recent major work on the christology of
Cyril, St. Cynl of Alexandria: The Christological Controversy, also discusses
the idea of the human soul of Christ within the context of a contrast
between Apollinarius and Cyril. McGuckin states that Apollinarius
saw the fundamental christological problem as being “how to avoid a
doctrine of two subjects in the incarnation [sic], on the one hand, and
on the other hand a single subject doctrine which would hopelessly
relativise the Logos in a changeable human life, in a way that could

5 Ibid., 107.
% fhid,
5 Ibid., 110.
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only demonstrate his essential non-deity”.*® McGuckin interprets him
as answering the question with his idea of the Logos, who is the
Image of God, replacing the human soul or Nous, which is the image
of the Image.?’ Because the Word was the archetype of all human
souls, he did not need to be united to the image of the Image, but
instead replaced it. For Apollinarius, in platonic fashion, the soul, or
Nous, of human being is not simply one part of the individual, but is
the individual.®' Therefore, the body of a human being is an accident
or property of the soul. Consequently, “if the Logos was enfleshed,
then he was genuinely living a human and corporeal life, and yet,
equally, was not subject to its limitations”.%? In McGuckin’s interpre-
tation of him, Apollinarius has settled the christological debate in his
mind by replacing the human soul of Christ with the Word, who is
the archetype of all souls.

McGuckin’s discussion of Cyril with regard to the question of the
human soul in Christ, centres around a brief critique of the Logos-
sarx and Logos-anthropos categories used to describe Patristic
christologies. He states that the Word-flesh and Word-man distinc-
tions proposed by Richard and Grillmeier have been “artificially im-
posed on the subject in hand, quite anachronistically, and which dis-
torts the context of the ancient debate more than it informs it”.%%
Cyril, he says, has often been accused of not giving the soul of a
Christ a greater role in his christology. He concludes that
“Grillmeier’s analysis of the development of christology almost makes
this soul-christology a mark of authentic progress, and so describes
Cyril as an antiquated thinker who delayed the development of the
church’s theology”.®* McGuckin argues that Cyril did envisage the
presence of a human Nous in Christ, which was the focus of his
human spiritual and intellectual functions, and that this was the cen-
tre of his attack on Apollinarian christology. He reasons that Cyril did
not want to limit what he means by “person” to the emotional, men-
tal, or intellectual functions of person. Consequently, McGuckin in-
terprets him to follow the anthropology of Athanasius’ De Incarnatione,
in which “man’s ontological stability utterly depends on the human
person’s spiritual relation to the creative Word”.%> Cyril’s refusal to

59 The Christological Controversy, 179.
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make the soul the primary christological category is, for McGuckin,
“a profoundly new and thoroughly christianised sense of the doctrine
of personhood.... This was the very heart of Cyril’s genius”.% He
elaborates on his claim later, saying that prior to Cyril, Christianity
had accepted either Semitic or Platonic anthropology.®’ The Semitic
view supposed a human being to be not simply a soul, or body, or
spirit, but a relation of all three, whereas the latter view supposed a
human being to be captive in his body which possessed an animal, or
non-rational soul. Ultimately, a human being was a mind, trapped
within the body. It was, he claims, “Cyril’s ultimate achievement to
present the blue-print for a final resolution of a definitive christian
anthropology—one that was wholly redefined in terms of the incar-
nation, and which synthesised the biblical and Hellenistic insights”.%
McGuckin agrees that Cyril affirms Christ to be a complete human
being, possessing both body and soul, else he could not save. How-
ever, McGuckin's picture of Cyril’s understanding of the human soul
in Christ places much less stress on the soul than does, say, T. F.
Torrance. Stll, he too concludes that Cyril perceives the presence of
a human soul in Christ.

These are the conclusions of many able scholars with regard to
Cyril’s acceptance or rejection of the presence of a rational human
soul in Christ. As we have seen, scholars continue to disagree about
Cyril’s anthropology with regard to the person of Christ, and in par-
ticular whether or not a rational human soul is present. It will be of
great benefit at this point to review his description of the human
@voig of Christ, by examining his vocabulary and the relationship
between the terms he employs. In addition, we need to review what
Cyril says about the human actions and experiences of Christ. We
intend to summarise Cyril’s own description of the human ¢boig of
Christ and consider the implications of such a description. We will
also examine the images he uses to illustrate his statements concern-

ing the humanity of Christ.

Cyril’s Description of the Human givoig of Christ

To discover Cyril’s answer to the question of Christ’s human soul, it
will be necessary to investigate how he describes Christ as a human
being. Cyril employs a number of different terms to describe the

66 Ipid.
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humanity of Christ. The most prominent are flesh (oépg), human
being (&vepwrog), body (odpe), humanity (&vépwrotng), and the form
of a slave (fj popemn dobrov). In examining how Cyril uses these de-
scriptions and the clarifications he provides along with them, we will
be able to see what he believes about Christ’s human life. We will
now look at what he says about each of these terms and how he uses
them.

Flesh (oépg)

Cyril’s favourite term for describing the humanity of Christ is capg,
drawn from one of the two locz of Scripture which he frequently
quotes: John 1:14, “The Word became flesh”. In addition, the Fa-
thers at Nicaea had confessed one God, the Almighty Father, maker
of all things both visible and invisible, the one Lord Jesus Christ his
Son, and the Holy Spirit. In addition, they said that the Son of God,
being himself true God from true God (éx ©eod aAnBivod Oeog
aAnBvég), became Incarnate (copxwBfiven).®? This became the pat-
tern for subsequent christology, and the standard of orthodox think-
ing about the person of Christ. Cyril not only appealed to Nicaea and
John 1:14 as a defence of his own christology, but contrasted the
teaching of Nestorius with their confessions about Christ. It has been
Cyril’s tendency to describe the humanity of Christ as oépg that has
led Liébaert, Grillmeier, and others to classify him as a Logos-sarx
theologian. Cyril uses the word throughout his writing career, from
early works such as the 7hesauwrus to perhaps his final work, the
christological treatise Quod Unus sit Christus. There are a number of
different formulae in which Cyril uses ocap& with reference to the
human nature of Christ. By far the most frequent expression is di-
rectly taken from the passage just cited above. In the Thesaurus, he
writes that 6 10D @eod Adyog véyove oépE.”’ He anathematises anyone
who denies that the Word has become flesh.”! In his explanation of
this anathema, Cyril makes clear that he confesses Emmanuel to be
God the Word become flesh (copxoBévta).”? In one of his first corre-
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spondences with Nestorius, Cyril says that Scripture does not teach
that the Word joined a human mpécwonov to himself, but that he
véyove cdpk, which means that he shared in our flesh and blood.” In
another passage he indicates that the Logos, though having become
flesh and blood (yeyovix copkog kat aipatog), remained what he was
before, that is, Son of the Father by nature and truly.”* In a work
which marks the beginning of the Nestorian Controversy, he explains
that év goxdtolg 8¢ 1o aidvog xoupoic the Word yéyove odpE.”
Cyril’s fascination both with John’s claim and with the confession of
Nicaea is evident in his frequent use of this formula.

Cyril uses another formula in which the humanity of Christ is
oapé, with a slightly different nuance from the previous one. This
time, he says that the Word made human flesh his own.”® He has
done this by means of a human birth, which he has undergone in
order to become an &vepwrnog. Cyril is not implying that he has
joined another individual to himself, but that, in an ineffable manner,
the Word has taken for himself from the Virgin genuine human eép€.
In doing so he [the Word] has made the properties of the flesh his
own (¢romoato dto t& 1fig copxdg)’’ This includes the weaknesses
and sufferings of the o6pé, as it is a corruptible human flesh that the
Word has taken as his own.”® Quoting the Apostle Paul, he says that
in becoming flesh and in taking ownership of human oépg, the Word
who has been manifested in the flesh (Bpavep®dn év copki).”? Cyril
claims that Christ is God in flesh (@eoc év capxi).®’ The Incarnation,
then, is solely concerned with the economy of the Word with his flesh
(nete oapxdg).®! The Word has taken for himself flesh and blood and
become like us (xo® findg).? It is by the taking of human flesh from
the Virgin that God has himself become like us. He has taken human
flesh (copE avBpdmov) into his possession.” In becoming Incarnate,
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the Logos has participated in blood and flesh (xexowv@vnxev aipatog
Kol coprdg O 100 Oeod Adyog).®t

The Logos is also said to have dwelt in the flesh (évowkfcavtog 1
oapxi).? However, this is not a “simple indwelling”, but the birth of
the Word according to flesh.? Through the indwelling of human
oépt the Word made it incorruptible.?’ This was all possible because
he was born according to the manner of human oép&.®® Therefore,
Christ’s birth was the very own human birth of the Logos of God,
through which he became Incarnate.’” The Nicene statement that
the Word became Incarnate means nothing other than that he was
born according to the o6p€.? Found frequently in Cyril’s Nestorian-
era writings in particular is the description of Christ as the union of
God the Word and oép&. As we have seen, he says that the Word
véyove oapE. He defines what that formula means by stating,
TOVTECTLY VBN copri yuyny éxodon thy Aoywknv.”! He qualifies the
description further by saying that the union is ka8’ bméctaocty.??
Emmanuel is, then, the real union of the Logos of God and human
oépE, which means nothing other than that he has become a genuine
and real &vepwmoc.”

Now that we have demonstrated the various formulae in which
Ciyril uses odpg, we should examine what he says about the intended
meaning of the term. As we noticed in the introductory section of this
chapter, there has been widespread disagreement among scholars
over what Cyril believed about the oépg of Christ. One interpretation
is that Cyril used oépE to mean unanimated corporeality; in other
words, a soulless shell. Another interpretation is that he meant by it a
pre-existent human nature. A final interpretation is that Cyril used
oapg with reference to Christ being a complete human being.
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Cyril first says that the o&pg 1s of a nature other than (gtépa) the
Logos of God.* This not only safeguards Cyril against heretical views
such as that the Word brought the flesh with him from heaven, or
fashioned it from the divine ousia, but it also preserves the important
christological criterion that Christ became a genuine human being.
He also says that the odpg is not homoousios with the Word.” This is
an additional argument against the notion of a flesh which is of di-
vine, rather than human origin. Cyril is then able to state confidently
that God the Word become o6pg is conjoined with us (ka8 guag) in
everything except sin.”® He has come into our nature by means of the
flesh, and is subsequently said to be like us.”’ The oépE which the
Incarnate Word took for himself is the same flesh as other human
beings possess. The sole exception is sin.

In an early work Cyril states that yéyove oapé 0 Tod Beod Adyog,
tobtéaty dvBporoc.”® He uses this exact construction in numerous
other places through his writing career. In his great christological
treatise, Quod unus sit Christus, he writes that yéyove odpé 0 10D Oeod
AbY0g, Tobtéotv &vepwnog.”? Cyril states that becoming cépf means
that the Word has shared in blood and flesh and has been born as an
&vBpmrog without abandoning his Divine nature.'” In an anathema
against those who deny that Christ was truly God (©eog kot
aAndewav), he explains that the Word participated in blood and flesh
and yéyove &vBpwmog.'’! It is the #Bog of Scripture to speak of
avBponog as oapé, as illustrated in a passage from the Gospel of Luke:
dyetan mdco odpt 1 cwtprov b Beod.!? In his exposition of the
Nicene Creed he says again that it is the €00g of Scripture to use oépg
alone when referring to the whole man (81og &vepanog).'”® This time
he quotes Joel’s prophecy that God will pour out his Spirit on all
flesh.'® God is not indicating that he will give his Spirit to soulless
bodies, but to évBpanor of soul and body. Cyril explicitly states that
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the flesh to which the Logos was truly united possessed a human
soul.'%7 He reinforces his usage of 6ép& to mean &vepwnog by stating,
aAnBde Yiog yéyove oapé, fiyouv téAewog dvBpomoc.'’® Thus, when
Cyril says that the Word became oépg, he means homo perfectus, a
complete man of flesh and soul.

In addition, the union of God and océpé did not damage nor di-
minish the essential nature of the flesh.!'”” The human flesh remained
human flesh, with all of its usual properties. In addition, the fact that
the Divine nature of Christ and the human flesh are of different ousia:
is not abolished in the Incarnation.!® To claim that the two were
now of the same ousia would imply some sort of fusion of the two
natures, which Cyril denies.'”’ The human cépé was not transformed
or changed into being a part of the Divine ousia.''" He says that the
flesh did not become divinity (@e6tng), but rather has become divine
(Betav), just as the o@pE of another human being would be called
human (&v8porivn).!!! He therefore uses the term in two ways. First,
the Word has become flesh, and therefore is oépE. As Cyril has ex-
plained, this is a use of one part of the whole as a reference to the
whole. Thus, cépg means aGvponog. Second, the Word possesses his
own oapé. These two formulae are not contradictory. Instead, as we
have seen, Cyril says that the Word has possession of his flesh in the
same way that other human beings do. He also qualifies flesh by
saying that it is ensouled. Consequently, Cyril must be understood to
be stating that Christ is an &vBponog of body and rational soul.
Though he has his own oép& with a soul, he does so as other human
beings do. It appears that Cyril is trying to be true to the Scriptural
description of the Incarnation as the Word becoming flesh, while
acknowledging that by cdpg is intended &vepwmog. It remains to see
how Cyril holds together his statements first, that the Word became
flesh, and second, that the Word was united to flesh.
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Human Body (c@po to avBpdnivov)

Another name which Cyril gives to the human component in Christ
is human body (c@pa 1o &vepamvoy). Like oép, cape is to be found
in a number of different formulae. In his Scholia de Incarnatione he says
that the Word yéyove oopa He explains that this means oapg with a
rational human soul.!'? In this formula, Cyril says that the c@po of
Christ is synonymous with the oépg of Christ. Also, he states that the
Word has made a human body his own by means of a union (idwov
roOINGGEVOS Chpa o dvBpdmvov kod’ Evoow).!'”® The genuine hu-
man o®pe belongs to God the Word. Christ, then, is the union of the
Word with a human body.'"* Finally, the Logos is said to have as-
sumed a human body and made it his own.'"”

In describing this human cépa, Cyril states clearly that a rational
human soul (yvxn Aoyuen) was present.!'® He says that the Word
made our o®pe his own and proceeded from the Virgin as an
avepwmog. As a human being, the body of Christ possessed a rational
soul.''” Furthermore, the body is said to be the seed of Abraham, and
a human soul is said to be present.''® Thus, the Nicene statement that
the Word was Incarnate (copkwBfijvon) entails the affirmation that the
body (oc@pe) was indeed ensouled with a rational soul (Ewbdymto yuyh
voep@).''? Consequently, the o@pa is a fully human o@pe, which is
corruptible and capable of suffering like any other human body.'%"
The odpo of Christ is complete, and he has through it become like us
in every way except sin.'?! After the resurrection, the corruptible
human body has been made incorruptible and without its weak-
nesses.'?2 However, this does not mean that the o@pua was trans-
formed into the Godhead, or was diminished or damaged in any
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way.'”® The Word and the human body are of different ousiai and
remain so even in the union. The e®pa is not homoousios with the
Godhead.'?* Still, the body is rightly said to be divine (8eiov) in the
same way that the body of an ordinary human being is called human
(&vBpdomivov).' %3

An interesting statement Cyril makes about the odpa of Christ is
that it is not a container in which the Word dwells.'*® The context in
which he raises the issue is in his response to those who claim that the
Word left heaven empty of his Godhead when he became Incarnate.
This statement implies that the Logos of God is a body in his own
nature, and is thus “quantitatively measurable”.'?” In which case he
would be limited in his expanse, and occupy a particular place (t6mog)
like other created things. But God is not corporeal, is not constrained
by any limits, and does not occupy a particular ténog, Rather, he fills
all things and 1s present in all places. Therefore, though the Word has
become a human being and has manifest himself through a human
odpa, he has not been present in the body as though in a receptacle.
The spatial limits of the odpo do not restrict him. We can see that
with odpa, Cyril intends that Christ is a human being. He uses it in
the same manner as he does oépE. To say that Christ has a human
body with a human soul means that he does so like other human
beings. It is for this reason that Cyril can also state that Christ be-
came a human body and soul. This takes us back to his earlier claim
that an &vBpwnog s a body and soul.

Humanity (&vepondtng)

Cyril frequently attributes the term avBponétng to the human nature
of Christ. He says the Christ is from both the perfect Word of God
(&x telelog DrooThoewg 100 Oeod Adyov) and from perfect humanity
(8€ &vepamdtntog tedeimg)'®® . Cyril states that Emmanuel is both
humanity and divinity at the same time.'” Furthermore, Christ is
said to be the divine in the avBpondtng. '3 The Word remained God

123 Scholia (PG 75:1380C); Ep. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:159.9 PG 77:241AB). See also
Chapter Five.
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128 Secholia (PG 75:1377C); QUSC (PG 75:1289B).

129 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:73.'12, PG 76:161A).

130 Schalia (PG 75:1398C).
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even though he was in the humanity.'?! Additionally, the Logos of
God is said to have appropriated avBponotg to himself and made it
his own.'3? In order to become Incarnate, the Word assumed genuine
humanity. '*?

At least three formulae are concerned with the Word allowing
himself to be subject to the limitations, or laws, or the avBporotng.
Cyril firstly states that the Logos economically descended into the
limitations of the humanity.'** Second, the Word subjected himself to
the limitations of the évepandtng.'* Thirdly, in becoming a human
being, God the Logos did not despise the limitations of the human-
ity.'% Similarly, Cyril writes that the Word has not rejected the pov-
erty of humanity."®” Christ, then, is the union of the Word with
humanity (7 voolg 100 A6yov mpog 10 dvBpdmivov).'*® The proper
faith, he maintains, is to confess that the Word naturally united to
himself humanity (¢véoog Eovtd xa® dméotactv 10 avlpdnivov).'s
Because the Virgin gave birth to God naturally united to flesh (©eog
Evolévta capki xa®’ broctaowy), she is Oeotokog.'* The humanity
that the Word has united to himself is of a different ousia from the
Word.'*! Therefore, the humanity has not changed into the divinity,
but it is genuine humanity like that which other &vep@nol possess.'*?
They remain different even in the union, and are not fused together.
In addition, the humanity of the Word become flesh is his own, and
does not belong to someone else.'* This confession is in chvious
contrast to Cyril’s interpretation of Nestorius’ christology in which
the Word joined to himself a pre-existent human being. Christ’s hu-
manity is a complete (téierog) humanity, and even in the union is
preserved as such.'* Cyril explicitly states that Incarnate means com-
plete &vBpordtng.'* The union neither implies nor requires that the
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humanity be damaged or diminished in any way.'*® Consequently,
Christ is considered to be fully human in all ways, except for sin.'*’
Christ possesses avBpondtng precisely because he is an &vBpmmoc.

Form of a Slave (1 popen dobiov)

A further description of the humanity of Christ that Cyril uses quite
frequently is popen t0d dovAov. This phrase emphasises the kenotic
character of the Incarnation, and is derived from a favourite locus of
Scripture for Cyril, the Carmen Christi. He maintains that the Word
who is God in becoming &vepwnog, economically came to be in the
form of a slave (yéyove oixovopikdg év 1fj 100 8obrov popef).'*® The
Incarnation is said to entail the Word taking on the form of a slave
(haBdv popeny dovrov)'*? He did not take to himself another human
being, who by nature is a slave, but actually became one himself.
Although the Logos of God is free according to his own divine na-
ture, in becoming Incarnate he has lowered himself to the human
level of servitude and slavery. Human nature is said to be enslaved,
and by becoming an évBponog, the Word has come in the form of a
slave.

A Human Being (&v8pmmog)

The real issue for Cyril, then, was how to understand the fact that the
Son of God was a human being (&vBponog). One of Cyril’s preferred
ways of describing the Incarnation of the Word, is to say that he has
become a human being (yéyovev &vlpamnog).'*® This formulae is used
a countless number of times by Cyril throughout his entire ministry.
In addition, he also uses the term from Nicaea, évaveponncog.'”! He
claims that Christ is an &vépwnog in his pre-Nestorian writings, as
well as those from the Nestorian and post-Nestorian eras of his min-
istry. In one of his earliest works, the Thesaurus, he says that the Word
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49 Fp. 46 (ACO  1.1.6:159.% PG 77:240D); Adversus Nestorum (ACO
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of God became flesh, which means a human being (yéyove oépé,
tovtéctiy &vBpumog),'”” and that while he remained God, he became
an &vepornog.'”? He calls Christ an &vBporoc in one of his first
Nestorian Controversy-era works, his Letter lo the Monks of Egypt.'>* His
Third Letter to Nestorius, as well as the appended Anathemas, both written
near the beginning of the controversy with Nestorius, each refers to
Christ as an &vBpomnog, as does his collection Adversus Nestorium.'> In
addition, his later works Scholia de Incarnatione, and Quod Unus sit
Christus, each maintain that Christ was an &vepomog.'>°

He explains more fully what he means by é&vepwnog by stating that
in becoming a human being, the Word has joined us (xa®’ fuég).">’
Thus, though he is free in his own nature, the Logos of God submits
to the servanthood of humanity in the Incarnation. Though he is
enthroned in his own nature and worshipped as God, in becoming a
human being he has humbled himself and even worships alongside
us. Hence, the mysterium Christi is that the one who is over all creation
has become a human being, and therefore has become in all ways like
us, acting and speaking as we do.'”® By referring to Christ as an
&vBpomog, Cyril means that he is like every other human being.
Therefore, while remaining Aomoousios with God the Father even in
the Incarnate state, the Word has become homoousios with us (yéyovev
fuiv opoovorog) because he has become a human being like us
(yéyovev &vBpwnog kad’ Muag).'”? That is to say that he has become a
genuine human being (yéyove kot aAfBelay &vBpanog). % Cyril says
this can be seen from the Old Testament account of Jacob’s all-night
encounter with a man beside the waters of Jabok.'®! Although it was
a human being (GvBpwmnog) with whom Jacob wrestled, he says that he
had seen God face to face. This theophany is an affirmation from
Scripture that Christ was indeed a real human being. He can make
such a deduction because, as we saw previously, the aim or purpose
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(oxoémog) of Scripture is to point towards the Word who is Incarnate
and has become an &vepwnog.'%?

That Christ is a true and genuine &vBpwnog, fomoousios with other
human beings, implies that he possessed both a human body and a
rational human soul. Cyril explicitly states that because Christ is an
Gvepomog just like us, he possesses a rational soul and a body (yvxn
kol o@pe).'%% He reiterates this when he gives a brief synopsis of his
anthropology, articulating his understanding of the process by which
a human being comes into existence.'®* Flesh is born of flesh, mean-
ing that the woman provides the body (odpa) or flesh (oépg) of the
child. It is God—the Demiurge—who performs the act of providing a
soul to the child (roweiton v yoxeowv). However, the woman is said
to give birth to the entire &vBpwmog, which means one who is both a
soul and a body (yvkn xai odpe). Consequently, when Christ is said
to be an &vBpwnog, it means that he has been born from the Virgin,
possessing both a human body and a rational human soul, just as
other &vBpomor are born from their mothers. When one says
&vlpomog, Cyril says, one means the soul and the body together.'% Tt
would be ignorant and absurd to say that a body by itself is an
&vepwmog; rather it is the o@po &vepdnov.'®® A human being
(6ivBpomog) is the real union (Evwoig @vowkh) of body and soul.'®’
Cyril’s use of the term &vBpwmog to describe the humanity of Christ
means fhomo perfectus, a complete human being of body and soul. One
will recall that Liébaert interpreted Cyril’s anthropology to be some-
thing different from this. Diepen, though, has challenged Liébaert’s
interpretation quite convincingly.'®® Diepen argues that Cyril had a
biblical, rather than Platonic, anthropology, in which a human being
was body and soul.'® Joining him in interpreting Cyril to have a
biblical anthropology include Wilken'”® and Jouassard.'”! To affirm
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that Cyril’s anthropology is the same as that of Apollinarius—that is,
trichotomist—is not only to leave him open to the charge of
Apollinarianism, but is also to miss the obvious statements Cyril
makes about the make-up of a human being. It is most accurate,
therefore, to say that Christ s an GvBpwnog, that is, he is a human
body and a rational human soul, in the same way that other human
beings are.

This is not to imply that Christ is a human being other than the
Word who has become an é&vponog.!’”? The Word has not been
juxtaposed to an &vBponog. Cyril insists this to be the case on a
number of occasions, primarily in response to Nestorius’ cuvapeie. !’
As we have seen, he accused Nestorius of claiming Christ to be the
juxtaposition of God the Word and another human being. Cyril de-
nies that this picture of Christ is accurate, maintaining instead that he
is the Logos who has become an &vepwnoc. Therefore, although
Christ is a complete &vBpornog, he is not a human being other than
the Word, who himself has become Incarnate. He says that the Incar-
nation is not the Word assuming a pre-existent &vlpwmnog, but the
Word becoming &v8pomrog.'’* He insists that Christ &5 a complete
human being, rather than that the Word has assumed, indwells, or
joined himself to one. Therefore, Christ s a homo perfectus. As we have
been able to see, the other terms Cyril uses to describe the human
nature of Christ, some of which had led to accusations of
Apollinarianism, are reconciled with his understanding of &vBponog,
as they each seek to express the complete human life which the Word
lived as the human being Jesus Christ.

Synonymous terms

These various descriptions of the human ¢boig of Christ are seen to
be used synonymously by Cyril. He says that the Logos yéyove
&vBpwmoc, yéyove oépE, yéyove odpa, and Yéyove i popen dodrov.!”?
Often the terms are used together in the same context, such as when
Cyril says that the Word yéyove oapé, which means that he partici-
pated in blood and flesh like us, he made our o@po his own, and he
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proceeded from the woman as an &vBpomnog.'’® Also, he writes that
the Logos of God has become @vBpwnog by uniting to himself the
&vBponotng and taking the popemn 10d dodrov.'”” Each of these terms
describes both body and soul, which constitute a complete human
being (téAerog avBpwmog). In each instance, Cyril wishes to indicate
that the Word, in becoming a human being, has become just like all
other human beings. The phrase yéyove cdpg 6 00 Geod Adyog,
tobvtéony Gvepwnog, which Cyril uses frequently, demonstrates that
for him évepwnog and cépg are interchangeable.'”® The terms are
cach used with reference to the same principle: the Word of God
became a real and genuine human being, who is just like other hu-
man beings, and is therefore complete. Cyril conceives of Christ as a
homo perfectus, a complete human existence which the Word lives in
order to redeem the human race.

Analogies Concerning the Complete Humanity of Christ

Cyril employs some analogies to illustrate that the humanity of Christ
1s complete and undiminished in the Incarnation. As we will see, his
emphasis is that there is no inherent need for Christ to be less than a
complete human being. A nuance of this defence must be a rejection
of the Apollinarian idea that there was a psychological, as opposed to
spatial, need for the Logos to replace the human mind, or rational
soul, in Christ. On the other hand, however, there must be involved
here as well an argument against the Nestorian notion, at least in
Cyril’s interpretation of it, that the Word and the &v8ponog to whom
he is connected are somehow spatially related. Cyril is arguing that
Christ can be one individual composed of two different things, with-
out one of them being less than complete.

Body-soul

The first analogy is Cyril’s favourite—the body and soul of a human
being. An accusation made by the Orientals against Cyril’s
christology is recorded for us in Cyril’s Second Letter o Succensus. The
charge is that if what he maintains is true, that there is pioc pOo1g 10D
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Adyov cecoprkmpévn, then there must have been a merger or mixture,
resulting in the human nature (f avBpomov ¢@boig) being dimin-
ished.!'” Cyril replies that his accusers do not recognise that Christ is
the Word of God who has become man by means of a human birth
and none other. Thus, there is but one living reality (uic goowg—
Christ.'®" The fact that Christ is individual does not demand a mix-
ture of the divinity and humanity such that one or both is diminished.
In order to defend his claim, Cyril draws upon the analogy of body
and soul. He says that man is formed from a body and a soul, two
things which are not fomoousios. Even in the union, he says, the differ-
ence between them is not destroyed: they remain intact. In the same
way, even in the union of divinity and humanity in Christ, the hu-
manity is not diminished or abrogated. As we have seen, Cyril main-
tains that a human being is a real union of body and soul. Neither the
soul nor the body must be incomplete for them to form together one
évBpwnog. Just as a human being is a complete body and a complete
soul, so too 1s Christ complete God and a complete human being. No
one would argue that the body of an é&vBponog is less than complete,
and there 1s, likewise, no reason to demand that the Christ is anything
less than a complete Gveparog. Christ can be one individual without
the humanity being destroyed or damaged.

Burning Bush

Cuyril uses a Scriptural image to reiterate the point made previously
about the human nature of Christ being complete, i.e., possessing
both a human body and a human soul. In his treatise Quod unus sit
Christus, he confronts the conclusion of his opponents that his hypo-
static union deems necessary the consumption of the human nature
(@vep@mov gvog) by the Word.'8! Because of the excellence and
greatness of God, it would be a reasonable conclusion that when
united with flesh he would utterly overwhelm and consume it. How-

179 Ep. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:159.%%;, PG 77:241AB).

180 Here, of course, is the source of great distress between Cyril and the Orientals.
As we saw previously, when Cyril calls the humanity of Christ a gboig, he means a
human life, or condition. He says that both the divinity and the humanity are pboeic.
Therefore, when he uses the term to mean individual, living being, as he does here,
he appears to be claiming that the two natures mixed to form one. Obviously, this is
not his intention, and the lack of a concrete christological vocabulary is readily seen.
Although even here he defends the pio pboig formula, it takes a lesser role in his own
christological predication as his ministry progresses.

81 Op. cit. (PG 75:1292DAT).



174 CHAPTER SEVEN

ever, this does not happen, Cyril argues. Although the Divine nature
is superior to the human nature they both remain intact, neither
being altered through a fusion or mixture. It should not be surprising
that God would reach out to humankind in a way that appears im-
possible, for he is driven by his love for humankind. It is not impos-
sible for God the Word to lower himself to the limits of a human
existence (vBponotng), although there is no natural communion be-
tween divinity and humanity. Cyril maintains that this union in
which the flesh, which is naturally susceptible to consumption by the
Divine nature, remains undiminished and thus complete, is illustrated
by the account of God’s visitation with Moses through the burning
bush. By nature wood serves as fuel for fire, being consumed by it.
Nevertheless, in this instance the fire rests upon the bush without
destroying it. This is, in Cyril’s mind, an analogy of the fact that in
the Incarnation the human flesh of Christ is not damaged through
the union. He does not say that the account is an image of the
Incarnation, but of how God would, in Christ remain complete God
while being a complete human being.

The Ark of the Covenant

Our final analogy that demonstrates the completeness of Christ’s hu-
manity is also an image from Scripture. Cyril introduces his para-
graph by stating that the Word and the humanity (&vpdmivov) exist
in a union (éveoig), yet are unconfused (dodyyvta).'®? The image is
the Ark of the Covenant that Moses was instructed by God to
build.'® The wood from which the Ark was build is said to be a type
(tbmog) of Christ’s body, his humanity. The precious gold is a type of
the divine nature. The instruction to Moses was to cover the wood
with the gold, both inside and out. Cyril perceives in the direction to
cover the inside of the Ark a reference to the fact that Christ pos-
sessed a rational human soul. The fact that the wood, though covered
completely with the gold, never ceased to be wood demonstrates for
Cyril that the human ¢boig or bmbotaoig is not fused with the divine
@boig or bmootaotg, implying a diminishing of it, but is complete.
The humanity does not cease to be humanity in its union with the
Logos. Christ is nothing less than a complete &vbponog, a homo

perfectus.
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Concluding Remarks

A major theme in Cyril’s soteriological thinking is that by assuming
the humanity he has elevated and redeemed the nature of mankind.
In other words, what he assumes, he saves. The reverse is also true:
what he has not assumed he has not saved (6 y&p un npoceiinna,
obd¢ otowotan).'® For this reason, the human soul of Christ has an
important place in Cyril’s christology. Christ must be a complete
human being in order to redeem humanity. However, it would be
overstating the case to say that the human soul of Christ had a sirategic
role to play in salvation.'® The provision of redemption is wholly the
work of God the Logos, who uses the means of the Incarnation to
effect it. Thus, the soul is not a co-operating force in the soteriological
process, though it is a necessary participant. The human soul, along
with the human body, belonged to the Word and was the instrument
he used to bring about the salvation of humankind. Consequently,
the claims that Cyril makes about oépé, odua, and other terms mean-
ing télerog GvBpanog must be taken seriously; not only for the sake of
a coherent picture of Christ, but because of the important
soteriological concerns that lay behind such claims. As we will see in
the final chapter, Cyril believes that the only credible picture of
Christ is one in which both complete divinity and complete humanity
are present in Christ simultaneously. Consequently, we must not con-
clude that the human soul was irrelevant to Cyril or to his
christology, or that he failed to recognise its importance in an ortho-
dox picture of Christ.

The Matter of a Complete Human Being

Consequently, when Cyril says that the humanity of Christ is both a
pvoig and a vnootactg, he means a complete human existence.'®
Christ, the Word become &vBpamnog, truly lives a life as a human
being. For that reason, he says that Christ is the coming together by
true union (cvpPéoer th xa®’ Evoov alndf) of divinity (@edtng) and
humanity like ours (avBpwnotng xa®’ Muag).'®” There is no need to
diminish the completeness of the human nature in order to achieve
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this phenomenon. In his correspondence with Succensus, Cyril re-
sponds to the question of how, if the human @bo1g is made less than
complete (téherog) by the union, could Christ be homoousios with us
and homooustos with God at the same time.'8® His reply is that there is
no need to consider the humanity to be less than complete. The idea
of Incarnation denotes completeness with regard to the human na-
ture. Therefore, the Son is as perfect in his humanity as in his divin-
ity, because he is simultaneously God and man. This does not mean
that the human ¢io1g or dméotaolg is a human individual whom the
Logos has joined to himself. Instead, it means Christ himself is a true
and complete human being. The @boeig or dnoéctaceg that together
form Christ are not to be divided or separated from one another.
When Cyril uses ¢boig to describe either the human or divine ele-
ment in Christ he does not do so in order to explain something about
its individuality. Rather, the human @beoig or Undéotaocig is the human
condition, or a human existence that the Word makes for himself.
Consequently, he subjects himself to the same human limits as other
human beings, though in his own, divine nature he has no limitations.
Though he operates in and through the tangible human body, and
lives a genuine human life, the Word remains God and maintains his
eternal, limitless life. This is the mysterium Christa.

In this chapter we have sought to examine Cyril’s conception of
the human nature of Christ, and in particular whether or not he
believed that Christ possessed a human soul. We have seen that he
uses a number of different terms to describe Christ’s humanity. His
favourite—odp&—is derived from a favourite Scriptural text, John
1:14: the Word yéyove oépg. However, in using this word Cyril un-
derstands it to denote &vepwnog, a complete human being of mind
and body. This is also true of his other descriptions of the humanity
of Christ. Therefore, these words are used synonymously throughout
Cyril’s ministry, both before and after 428. As others have convinc-
ingly argued, the evidence shows the essential character of Cyril’s
christology to be consistent before and after the Nestorian Contro-
versy. In other words, 6ép€ was used to mean &vBponog in his early
and his later works. Consequently, when he says that the Word be-
came man or flesh, or assumed a human body or the form of a slave,
or that he has united to himself complete humanity, he is insisting
that Christ was truly the Logos of God who has himself come and
lived a complete human life, possessing both a body and soul, in
order to redeem humankind. Christ was no mindless man, nor was he

188 fp. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:159.°T, PG 77:241AB).
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God joined to a man, he was the Word in his own complete human
existence.

The Question of Consistency

We have seen that Cyril consistently refers to the human component
of Christ as oépé and o®pe in both early and later works. Further-
more, in writings from before, during, and after the Nestorian Con-
troversy he says that the Word became &vBponog. Earlier we ob-
served that many scholars have regarded Cyril as a “Logos-sarx”
theologian, and by this mean that Christ was the union of the Logos
and human sarx. He certainly describes Christ in those terms. How-
ever, it is the underlying meaning of the Logos-sarx category which
our preceding review has questioned. Categorising Cyril in such a
manner usually implies that he, along with Apollinarius, conceived of
Christ as the Word and a soulless human body. In additon, scholars
who classify him as possessing a Logos-sarx christology argue that it
was not until the Nestorian Controversy that Cyril recognised the
need for, and began to propound the existence of, a human soul in
Christ. This betrays the evidence, however, in which Cyril maintains
that o&pg means &vlporog. From a work written prior to the
Nestorian Controversy we find him explaining that yéyove cdapé 6 tod
®eod Adyog, odtéoTy évepwnog,.'8? In works in the beginning of and
during the debate with Nestorius he uses the same construction.!??
Later in his career he says that @AnBdg Yiog yéyove odpé, fiyouv
téhelog &vlpomog.'?! In each of these periods his terminology con-
cerning the humanity of Christ is the same, This leads us to conclude,
along with many others, firstly, that Cyril did perceive in Christ a
human soul, and thus him to be an &vBpwrog téAelog; and secondly,
that the Logos-sarx category fails to regard the affirmation that cépg
means Gvepwmoc,

The presence of a human soul in Christ is made necessary for two
reasons in Cyril's mind: (1) soteriological, (2) christological. As we
have seen clearly, Cyril insisted that for Christ to be the Saviour of
humankind he must himself become one of us. He could not be an
imperfect human being, such as proposed by Apollinarius, and offer
redemption. Only what is assumed is saved. In addition, Cyril was

189 Thesaurus (PG 75:264C, 369B).

190 Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:26.27-28, PG 77:45C); Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:40,2%27 4] 810,
PG 77:120C, 121A)

191 QUSC (PG 75:1277B).
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indeed concerned with having a credible picture of Christ, and for
more than soteriological reasons alone. It was imperative that the
Scriptural claim that the Word yéyove aépg and the Nicene statement
that the Son of God became Incarnate (copxw8fiva) and became a
human being (évavBpenfoat) be interpreted and understood prop-
erly. An ontological reason for Cyril’s insistence on Christ being a
homo perfectus existed alongside his soteriological reason. Cyril’s claim
that Christ is like other human beings in all things, with the exception
that he was sinless, i1s no mere attempt to avoid heresy, but is a
genuine declaration of his understanding of the mysterium Christi:
Christ is an &veporog just like other avBpdmot.

Excursus: The Genuine Human Life of Christ

Cyril says that the Incarnation of the Word was not imaginary
(pavtacia), but he proceeded through the constraints of the laws
(vopor) of human nature and in reality became a human being
(Yéyovev &vBpamog &AnB@S).'9? In other words, he lived a human life
just as other human individuals live. He is thus subject to the same
laws (vopot) as others. He did not shun these laws, or limits, but
appropriated them to himself. There is no need to avoid attributing
the human experiences to Christ.'” He was a human being, and
therefore acted like other human beings. This means that he became
hungry, weary, and in need of sleep. Because he was human he
possessed the weaknesses of the flesh. Christ, who is a genuine and
not docetic human being, is said by Scripture to advance in stature,
wisdom, and grace.'* Cyril acknowledges this fact, stating that the
flesh of Christ progresses according to the laws of its own nature ({31t
¢boig), and that human nature (GvBpwnotng) advances in stature, wis-
dom, and grace. Christ grew in each of these areas according to his
humanity because he is a human being (&v8ponog). In addition,
Christ hungers and is weary, and even is said to suffer according to
the humanity.'” What is appropriate for other human beings is ap-
propriated to him, because he is a complete human being himself.
Cyril says that Christ allowed his flesh to proceed according to its
own laws ({810t vopor), and that being weak according to the flesh

192 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:17.182% PG 76:21B).
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demonstrates that he is a human being (&v8pomnog).'? Consequently,
Christ was susceptible to death and decay.'®” To Succensus, Cyril
writes that the body of Christ was prone to hunger, weariness, and
other similar weaknesses, and also that it was corruptible.'”® Tt is
Christ in his humanity who was weary, hungry, and thirsty, and who
was crucified.'”® Because Christ was truly human he was susceptible
to these weaknesses. Cyril finally acknowledges that the humanity of
Christ was indeed ignorant of the final day.?® Cyril says that the
humanity of Christ possesses all things that rightfully belong to it, sin
being the only thing absent.””! Ignorance of future events properly
belongs to the limitations of humanity and so he does not repudiate
the appearance of ignorance because it is an attribute of humanity. In
the same way, the body received physical nourishment and rest to
relieve his weariness. Just as hunger and weariness are attributes of
humanity, so too is ignorance. In the following chapter we will dis-
cover the manner in which Cyril reconciles the complete humanity of
Christ, along with all of its weaknesses and corruptibly, with the
biblical and Nicene confession that Christ is true God, who performs
miracles and offers salvation to humankind.

196 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:98.3%%; PG 76:228B).

97 Cf. QUSC (PG 75:1340A, 1341D); Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:91.8%; PG
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198 fp 45 (ACO 1.1.6:155.27-156.%).

199 Ancoers to Tiberias (W 154.7-10).

200 Jhid. (W 150.'%; Thesaurus (PG 75:368f1). Cf. Li¢baert, La Doctrine christologique,
87-100.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA’S PICTURE OF CHRIST

Thus far we have but built the foundation of our reconstruction of
Cyril’s picture of Christ. We have seen that Cyril maintains the
Nicene paradox that Christ is completely God and completely hu-
man. Whereas in the previous two chapters, in our foundation-build-
ing stage, we were primarily descriptive, we now will become more
analytical in our examination of Cyril’s analogies. Previously, we
wanted to discover what Cyril said about the soul of Christ and the
condition of the Word in the Incarnation. About the former, Cyril
acknowledged that a human soul was present in Christ, and indeed
affirmed its required presence not only for a coherent picture of
Emmanuel, but also for the salvation of the entire human being.
About the latter, Cyril claimed that the Word remained God even
once Incarnate, continuing to be homoousios with the Father, continu-
ing to rule the universe, and continuing to be present throughout all
his creation. Now we will explore how Cyril can hold together these
two paradoxical statements about the person of Christ. What do his
analogies tell us about his understanding of this person who is both
God and human at the same time? As we will see, it is the answer to
the previous question which enables us to see how human flesh can
be life giving and how the impassible Word of God can suffer a
human death. Our further examination of the analogies Cyril uses to
illustrate the works of the Saviour will enable us to finish our recon-
struction of Cyril’s picture of Christ through a reading of his various
analogies.

The place to begin is a recognition of the fantastic paradox with
which Cyril was faced. Because of Scripture and Nicene faith, he was
forced to conceive of the person of Christ as both évBpwrog and ©edg.
In addition, the person Jesus Christ was complete in both conditions.
As difficult a dilemma as this is, it is compounded by the fact that this
same person, the human being Jesus Christ, works divine miracles
and offers life to the spiritually dead, works which only God can do.
Furthermore, Cyril says not only that Christ suffered and died, but
also that the Word experienced human sufferings and a human death
on the cross. How can these things be?

We have examined two possible answers, both of which Cyril re-
jects. The first was to juxtapose the Word to an ordinary human
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being. In this case, Christ is the subject of all the experiences, but
God the Word knows only those things which are fitting for God—
e.g., miracle working and giving life. On the other hand, the human
person to whom he is joined knows the human experiences, such as
hunger, thirst, suffering, and death. Cyril’s primary reason for reject-
ing such a picture of Christ is its fundamental flaw with regard to the
Word’s knowledge of human experiences. If God did not live a hu-
man life and die a human death—in other words, become a human
being (&vBpwmnog)—then redemption was not accomplished. The
Word must die as a human being in order to save as God. The
second answer rejected by Cyril was to merge the Word and human-
ity in such a way as to make Christ a tertium quid. This meant either
diminishing the Word, and making him into something passible and
less than God, or removing the rational human soul from the human-
ity. The option of Christ being an in-between thing was abhorrent to
Cyril. Christ must be homoousios with God and homoousios with human-
kind in order to be the saving mediator between them. The Word has
not changed into a human being, though he has become one. Like-
wise, the human nature is complete. Cyril must find another way to
answer the all-important christological question of how Christ can be
fully God, yet experience ignorance, suffering, and death, and at the
same time be fully human, yet perform divine deeds and offer salva-
tion in himself. As we will presently see, Cyril’s analogies hold the
keys to how he answered this question.

In Chapter Six we found that Cyril conceived of Christ as
avBpomog téherog. In Chapter Seven we discovered that this genuine
human being, Jesus Christ of Nazareth, was also @gog téherog. In
addition, we saw that Cyril’s explanation of how Christ was God and
a human being lay in the description of Christ as God the Word
become &vBpwmog. In other words, Christ is the Word, but the Word
who has chosen voluntarily to live a human life and appropriate all of
the limitations and laws of a human life to himself. This meant under-
going a human birth, experiencing the same needs as other human
beings have [e.g., need for nourishment and rest], and ultimately
dying in a human fashion. Now we come to three additional
christological issues which Cyril illustrates. The first issue explains the
paradox of how Christ can be one individual, though both God the
Word and a human being. The other two issues address the questions
which result from the confession of Christ being one individual;
namely, how the corruptible flesh of Christ is miracle working and life
giving, and how the impassible Word of God experiences human
passions.
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Various Interpretations of Cyril’s Christology

It will be useful at this point to highlight some important insights into
Cyril’s christology made by various scholars. This i1s not an exhaustive
summary of the history of Cyrillian research, but does provide us with
the necessary context in which we can reconstruct the picture of
Christ presented to us by the Alexandrian by means of his imagery.

Towards the end of the mineteenth century, German Protestantism
was concerned with the history of dogmatic theology. The pro-
foundest instance of this is to be found in Harnack’s History of Dogma.'
In Harnack’s view, the fact that Cyril understood the Incarnation as
a mystery, a secret, led him [Cyril] to conclude that nothing else was
necessary other than a definite statement of this secret.” In other
words, the ‘becoming human’ of the Word of God was an inexpress-
ible occasion, and simply to state its reality was sufficient. Harnack
explains that this is why Cyril states his christology in polemical form
alone. Faith, for Cyril, does not start from the historical Christ, but
from the Logos.* Harnack concludes that his christology is concerned
only with the Logos The Logos took humamty up to himself, without
losing any of it, while himself remaining who he was, i.e., God. He
has merely added something to himself. The Word endured every-
thing that the human body and the human soul endured, because
they are his body and soul. This humanity must be a genuine and
complete humanity, because for Christ to be the Second Adam, and
thereby be the Saviour of humankind, human beings must “belong to
him [Christ] in a material sense as they did to the first Adam, and
they do belong to Him materially only if he was not an individual
man like Peter and Paul, but the real beginner of a new humanity”.*
In addition, Harnack supposes that for Cyril it was important to
conceive of two @boeig before the Incarnation, but only one ¢boig
after the Incarnation. Harnack refers to this as a “perverse formula”,
and interprets it to mean that Cyril regarded the humanity as existing
prior to the Incarnation, but being transferred to the substance of the
Logos in the Incarnation. The natures are now distinguishable only

' A. von Harnack, History of Dogma, trans. N. Buchanan, vv. I-VI (New York,
1961). Recent German scholarship is represented by AM. Ritter, ‘Der
christologische Streit und das Dogma von Chalkedon (451)" in Handbuch der Dogmen-
und Theologiegeschichle, esp. 242ff, and K. Beyschlag, Grundnff der Dogmengeschichte
(Verlag, 1991), 63fL.

2 Ibid., vol. IV, 174.

3 Ibid., 175.

4 !bid., 177.
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in thought, and not in reality. What belonged to the Logos became
the property of the humanity and vice versa. Cyril was a monophysite
“in so far as he taught that the Logos after the Incarnation continues
to have as before one nature only; but as the opponent of Apollinaris
[sic] he did not wish to mix the human nature with the divine in
Christ”.> Harnack concludes that the évooig guouer implies that it is
impossible to reconcile the Christ of faith with the Christ of the Gos-
pels, as Cyril’s picture of Christ “swallowed up what of the human
remained in him”.°

The eminent scholar A. Grillmeier divides the christology of Cyril
into two categories, that before the Nestorian Controversy and that
which develops in and through the Nestorian Controversy.” We have
already seen Grillmeier’s interpretation of Cyril’s christology prior to
the controversy: pure Logos-sarx. Grillmeier does not find in the
early Cyril the physical union (unio physica) of the two natures, but the
unity of Christ with both God and humankind.® He concludes that
Cyril reaches the final form of his picture of Christ by retaining some
elements both from Athanasius and from Apollinarius.’ The devel-
oped christology of Cyril is interpreted as occupying a position be-
tween Apollinarius and Nestorius.'® This explains his two-fold ten-
dency in christological idea and language. He considers Christ’s hu-
manity to be a ¢boiwg, but also emphasises one ¢boiwg in Christ.
Grillmeier sees this as contradictory. He understands the source of
the contradiction to be Cyril’s concern after 428 only to express the
unity of Christ, while attempting to distinguish notionally the divinity
and humanity. Cyril’s fundamental problem is language.'' In fact,
Grillmeier states that Cyril roots the human nature of Christ in the
divine reality of the Word, leading him [Grillmeier] to conclude that
ultimately Cyril is speaking of a unity of person, even if he does not
recognise it.'?

In Durand’s contribution to the Sources chrétiennes, he concludes that
Cyril seeks both to affirm the mystery of Christ and to refrain from
relegating the Incarnation to a mere human conception.'? In other

5 Ibid., 178.

o Tbid., 179.

7 Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition (1975).

8 Ibid., 417.

4 Ibid., 415.

10" Jhid., 480.

1 Thid., 482.

12 Jbid., 483.

13 G. M. de Durand, Deux dialogues christologique, Source chrétiennes v. 97 (Paris, 1964),

80fT.
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words, Cyril confesses the reality of God becoming a human being,
yet does not believe one can explain this mystery using human lan-
guage; one only can point toward the reality of it. He finds Cyril
wishing to address the christological problems facing the Church of
the fifth century, but unable to break from the theological language of
the past.

A further, albeit brief, examination of Cyril’s christology is found
in Pannenberg’s fesus God and Man. His analysis of Cyril’s christology
is found in a chapter on “The Impasse of the Doctrine of the Two
Natures”.!'* Pannenberg’s contention is that conceptions of the Incar-
nation as the unification of two substances, in this case God and
humanity, are inadequate. What one must wrestle with is the ques-
tion of God’s union with the particular human life revealed in Jesus.
He claims that Cyril believed Christ to be a single individual from
two natures, which is different, he believes, from Chalcedon’s “in two
natures”. He recognises with Apollinarius, that two complete things
cannot be joined together and form a single whole. Therefore, he
concludes, “the elfort to conceive the unification of originally inde-
pendent natures into a single individual in whom both natures re-
main distinct, leads to an impasse from which there is no escape”.

Pannenberg classifies Cyril as a Logos-sarx theologian, following in
the line of Athanasius and Apollinarius. He says that Cyril surpassed
the christology of Athanasius by connecting the Logos and the sarx
directly to one another. In addition, Cyril acknowledged that Christ
possessed a rational human soul. Pannenberg is unable to affirm
Grillmeier’s conclusion that Cyril actually overcomes the dangers of a
Logos-sarx christology, as even in a later letter Cyril says Christ’s
human nature was only a garment (see Ep. 45, 2). The greatest weak-
ness Pannenberg finds in Cyril’s christology is its insistence that the
human nature possessed no vnoéoctacig of its own. Thus, the Word
assumed only a human nature, and not an individual human being.
For Pannenberg, Cyril’s denial that the humanity of Christ was a
distinct drdoTacig means that Christ could not be conceived of as a
real, individual human being. Human nature without individuality is
a mere abstraction. Therefore, Christ as an individual was never a
human being, but was a superman, the Theanthropos.

In his article, “Questions on christology of Cyril of Alexandria”,
Dratsellas addresses the issue of the unity of the two natures—divinity
and humanity—in Christ."” Cyril was looking for a way both to ex-

* w. Panncnbcrg, Jesus: God and Man (Philadelphia, 1977), 283-323,
'S C. Dratsellas, ‘Questions on christology of Cyril of Alexandria’, Abba Salama 6
(1975), 214-217.
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press the unity of the natures and, at the same time, preserve their
distinctiveness. Cyril’s inconsistent use of ¢boig and dndctac1g cause
some difficulty, but Dratsellas explains that they are both often used
to express truth or reality in being.'® He says that the Incarnation, for
Cyril, is not the change of the Logos into a new being, but the
addition of something new to the eternal being of the Word. Having
taken up for himself human nature, and having become in the form
of a servant, he is now Theanthropos, the incorporeal Word of God
become enfleshed. Dratsellas recognises that after the Incarnation,
Cyril does not separate the Logos from the humanity, as this would
destroy the mysterium Christi. The natures were truly united, and thus
Christ is one individual. There is no juxtaposition of the Word and
another human being. Instead, the human being Jesus Christ exists
only in that the Logos has become this human being. The human
nature had never a separate hypostasis or person, but the Logos,
without changing into flesh, united flesh hypostatically to himself and
became a human being. Dratsellas interprets Cyril’s christology as
being based on two poles: (1) Christ is the eternal Logos of God and
(2) Christ is the historical person Jesus, the Incarnate Logos, who died
for the salvation of humankind. If Christ were not fully human and
fully God, then humanity could not be saved.

In question six, Dratsellas discusses the idea of the ‘enhypostasis’,
by which he understands Cyril to explain the fact that Christ’s hu-
manity was complete, yet not an individual existent.'” The term is
used by Cyril to speak of a real nature which exists only in and by
something else. The human nature, though complete, is not a hypos-
tasis by itself; that is, it is not a separate individual. Consequently, the
human body of Christ was the own body of the Word.

A final interpretation can be found in McGuckin’s work, St. Gyril of
Alexandria: The Christological Controversy.'"® He concludes that it is
Christ’s role as mediator between God and humanity which gives his
conception of the Incarnation credibility. Otherwise, it would be
pointless, even offensive.'? Consequently, the Incarnation is entirely a
gracious act of God for the redemption of humankind. He states that

16 Jbid., 214 n. 1.

7 The term ‘enhypostasis’ is never used by Cyril, but Dratsellas believes he holds
this idea.

'8 Tn an introduction to his translations of the correspondence between Severus of
Antioch and Sergius the Monophysite (Christology afler Chalcedon), 1. R. Torrance exam-
ines what he terms the Cyrillian-Severian picture of Christ. The author wishes to
express his indebtedness to Torrance for some of the language he uses in describing
this construct.

19 McGuckin, The Christological Controversy, 184.
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“Cyril’s originality lay in his demonstration that the concept of
Christ’s union of two states did not necessarily connote the destruc-
tive absorption of its constituent parts, but at its best signified the
enhancement of individual elements within the union and precisely
because of their mutual involvement”.? McGuckin suggests that
Cyril took for granted the fact that the two united natures were intact
and distinct, but that the important element of christology was not to
defend the obvious distinctness of the natures, but to attempt to ex-
press their intimate unity.?! It is this idea of a hypostatic union which
is central to Cyril’s christology. McGuckin explains that Cyril uses
hypostasis to mean individual reality. Thus, when he speaks of the
hypostatic union he means both that there is but one subject of the
Incarnation—the Word Incarnate—and that the union is real and
true.?? It is in Cyril’s understanding and use of hypostasis that
McGuckin finds his picture of Cyril’s christology.”® A hypostasis is
a ‘rounded-off’ physis; in other words, a cat ¢bowg with a cat
wnootacig becomes a real cat. A cat ¢boig cannot be realised by a
human brootacig, for example. However, in the Incarnation, it is
possible for the Word, whose divine ¢boig does not limit him, to
fashion within the Virgin a human form for himself. In this instance,
the human @bo1g was not a human dréotaoig on its own, but only is
the creative act of the Logos. Therefore, the human nature was ‘hy-
postatised’ by the Logos of God. The charges against Cyril that he
believed Christ’s humanity to be non-hypostatic, or generic, are un-
founded, in McGuckin’s interpretation. For him, Cyril’s point was to
express a fully hypostatised human life, which was indeed “individual,
and concrete, and real in the fullest possible sense, precisely because
it was hypostatised by the Logos himself”.%*

One can see from this brief overview the wide divergence of opin-
ion with regard to Cyril’s picture of Christ. The fact that no work has
sought to construct a picture of Cyril’s christology through his im-
ages, coupled with the great differences in interpretation among
scholars, behoves us to re-examine the material afresh, particularly in
the light of what we have seen about Cyril’s analogies, and draw
conclusions therefrom.

2 Ihid., 195-196.
2 fhid., 207.
2 fhid., 212.
3 Ihid., 215.
M Ihid., 216.
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Analogies in which Cyril Hlustrated the Unwon of the Word and Humanity

If we are to understand better Cyril’s own conception of the union of
divinity and humanity in Christ, we need to examine those analogies
which he employs in the service of illustrating his description of that
union. We will recall that he uses these images not to analyse or to
describe the Incarnation, but to clarify some particular component of
it, which he has already described in his various descriptive formulae.
In examining these analogies, we will be looking for that
christological component, and for the mileage Cyril believes he gets
from each image. Our intention in this section is to discover, as best
we can, what he was trying to illustrate by means of his Scriptural
and philosophical images.

Body-soul

The first analogy we will examine is Cyril’s favourite—the union of
body and soul in a human being. Many scholars in many places have
discussed this image. Wiles recognises that “analogies drawn from
what it is to be a man run the risk, when applied to the person of
Christ, of being treated no longer as analogies, but as descriptions”.?
Still, though, the Fathers—Cyril included—used the body-soul image
frequently. In fact, as Wiles notices, it is the only analogy found in the
Athanasian Creed.?® Part of its usefulness, Wiles believes, is that its
obvious paradoxical character is made somewhat intelligible by the
fact that being a human being is directly, and thus intimately experi-
enced.”” Young, in her article, “A Reconsideration of Alexandrian
Christology”,?® recognises that if Apollinarianism is regarded as an
extreme form of Alexandrian christology, then this must be seen as a
dangerous analogy.? It is dangerous, because it can be interpreted as
implying that the Logos replaced the human soul of Christ. She then
gives three reasons why criticism of Cyril’s use of the soul-body anal-
ogy is unfair. First, she cites Cyril’s own recognition of the limits of
analogies; they serve to point the mind to a reality, rather than to
explain it.** Second, in addition to the Alexandrians, the Antio-

% M. Wiles, ‘The nature of the early debate about Christ’s human soul’, JEH 16
(1965), 264.

% Ibid., 265.

21 Ihid., 266.

%8 Young, ‘A Reconsideration’.

2 Ibid., 105.

% CL QUSC (PG 75:1357C).
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chenes, Chalcedonians, and Augustine employed the analogy. Third,
the analogy was used only to say that the union of God and humanity
was intimate, yet did not admit of any separation. She says that the
image does not seek to describe the relationship, only to illustrate it.
Norris states that “if the soul-body analogy is referred to not to estab-
lish the manner of the ‘composition’ of the God-man, but rather to
intimate that as the soul is the single principle of life in the human
animal so the Logos is the one ‘subject’ in Christ, then this metaphor
can subserve the aim of Cyril’s exposition”.?! Wolfson interprets Cyril
to use the body-soul analogy in order to describe the Incarnation as a
union of “predominance”, in which the Word is a person, and the
humanity is only a nature.?> McGuckin believes that Cyril senses the
body-soul analogy “to be a spiritually dynamic type of a profoundly
spiritual mystery, and one that has its end result in the gift of life”.*?
In McGuckin’s interpretation, the image illustrated for Cyril how two
realities can be joined together without destroying the integrity of
either.? These two elements are united, and by the interpenetration,
he says, they produce a single reality. However, the elements con-
tinue in a discrete existence. He concludes that in this analogy Cyril
finds the ability to illustrate an important christological point: a union
of two discrete natures can be understood to effect a “new condition
and new possibilities”. In addition, the integrity of the constituent
elements in not compromised by the union, This means that divinity
and humanity, though different natures, could come together in un-
ion to produce a new condition: God-enfleshed-in-history.*> Neither
the humanity nor the divinity is damaged or diminished by this un-
ion. This ‘new condition’ does not mean that Christ is a lertium quid,
neither fully God nor fully human, but that he i1s God who became a
human being, and thus enhanced human nature by means of the
union.

If we now turn to instances of Cyril’s use of the body-soul analogy,
we can begin to discern why he used it, and what he intends to
illustrate with it. Scripture says that the Word of God became flesh
(yeyevioBor oapE), which means he was united (Evo8fivan) to flesh
which possessed a rational human soul.’” The Word of God is the
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Lord Jesus Christ, as confessed by Nicaea. One might recall, he says,
that the name Christ has been applied to many in Scripture. How,
then, is Emmanuel different from them? Although many have been
anointed, and thus called Christ, the Word become flesh is the only
Christ who is truly God (@e6¢ &Ane@c).*® Though the Word is begot-
ten from the ousia of the Father and has eternally existed along with
him, he has become flesh. This means that he was united to flesh with
a rational human soul and has been born of the Virgin in a human
fashion.?® His birth is similar to our birth, Cyril says. The mother has
the flesh in her womb, and God ineffably completes the human form
by endowing the flesh with a rational human soul.** Even though the
mother produces only the flesh, she give birth to the entire individual,
both body and soul, and not just the body. The soul of a human
being is made along with the body, and is conceived of as one with it,
although the two are of different ousiaz. Consequently, the mother
gives birth to one individual who is comprised of two different things
which together form one human being. In this real union (évétnto
guoikfy), the soul and the body remain intact and share their proper-
ties with one another.*! Cyril uses this analogy to illustrate the birth
of Christ, and why Mary is @eotokog. It is not nonsense to confess
that the Word of God the Father was born from the Virgin according
to the flesh. Just as with other human beings, only the flesh is pro-
vided by the woman, so too with Christ. Mary, the mother of Jesus,
provided only the flesh, and God endowed it with a rational human
soul. To this body the Word was ineffably united, and subsequently
born from the Virgin. Therefore, Christ is God and Mary is Mother
of God. Cyril recognises that the Word is different from (Etepog) both
the flesh and the rational human soul.*? Perhaps, Cyril intends by this
to defend himself against the accusation that the Word replaced the
soul in Christ. In addition, he could mean by it that the Word is not
a created substance, like a human body or soul. In either case, the
effect is that Cyril’s analogy must not be taken beyond its intended
boundaries. He is using this image to illustrate his christological state-
ment that Emmanuel is one individual. He is God the Word become
a human being by means of a true human birth. Consequently, just
as the mother of any ordinary human being provides only the flesh,
but gives birth to the entire individual, so too does Mary provide only
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the flesh, but gives birth to the Word united to the flesh, making her
Oe0TOK0G.

Cyril’s third anathema condemns those who divide the hypostases
(bmootéoeirg) of the one Christ after the union rather than confessing
a true union (§vooig puoikn).*? In defending this anathema, Cyril says
that the Word of God was united ineffably to a body which possessed
a rational human soul.* It is by this union that we understand Christ
to be one individual, rather than two. The union of body and soul in
a human being illustrates this union of the Word and the body. The
soul and body are of different ousiaz, but together they are one living
entity. So too Emmanuel is one individual, though a composite of the
Word and the flesh. He is God, but he is God become flesh
(capxwBévta) and become a human being (évavBpwnicavta).*” The
intangible and invisible Word of God has become tangible and visible
by means of his union with the body.

Cyril claims that Nestorius teaches Emmanuel to be a God-bear-
ing human being (©eogopog) rather than truly God (@edg aAnpac).*
Christ is nothing more than the Word connected to (cuvnupévov) an
ordinary human being through equal title and authority. This is
something different than the faith of the Fathers, who confessed that
the Word of the Father became Incarnate and became a human
being. He took for himself a body from the Virgin and was born in a
human fashion. Therefore, Jesus Christ is one individual, both fully
divine and fully human. Nestorius, though, divides the natures
(pvoerg) and keeps them separate from one another, not believing
that they really (@&An0dg) came together.?’ It is obvious, Cyril main-
tains, that the Word of God has become a human being, not by
Jjuxtaposition (cvvagewa), which is an external relationship (oxetuxi),
but by means of a true union (Evooig ainén), which is ineffable and
beyond understanding.*® Because of this true union, there is one na-
ture (pio gvoig) of the Incarnate Word. This phenomenon can be
illustrated with the analogy of an ordinary human being, who is only
one individual, but is a compound of two things, soul and body.*
This analogy is not to imply, Cyril says, that the Word replaced the
rational human soul of Christ, for the body of Christ did indeed
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possess a soul. In addition, the Word and the flesh are different in
their being, and remain distinguishable even in the union. However,
Christ is one individual out of (£€) both of these things, as the divinity
and the humanity have come together in a true union (évwoig
aAnBn).°0 Cyril says that Christ is not a juxtaposition of the Word and
an ordinary human being, but he is a union of the Word and his own
[the Word’s] flesh. Just as a human being is a compound of body and
soul, so too is Christ a compound of divinity and humanity.

In another passage Cyril records Nestorius’ statement that al-
though there is no separation of the authority or rank of Christ, or of
his sonship, there is a separation of the divinity and the humanity.
Though Christ is indivisible, he is two-fold with regard to his na-
ture.”’ Cyril interprets this as meaning that the Word was juxtaposed
to an ordinary human being, and denying that the Word made the
body taken from the Virgin his own, and has been truly united
(6AnBdg fivdoBan) to flesh with a rational human soul.’”? Therefore,
Christ is not two-fold, but is one individual by means of the union. If
one were to kill a human being, Cyril reasons, he would not be guilty
of two murders, although a human being is a body and a soul.?* This
is how we can conceive of Christ; he is one individual, the Word of
the Father with his océ@p€. The union does not abolish the difference
between the natures, but does not keep them separate. Just as a
human being is one individual, so too is Christ.

Another instance of Cyril’s use of the body-soul analogy is found
in his response to Nestorius’ claim that God is in that which is taken
up. Therefore, the assumed is co-named God because it is connected
with (cuvageeig) God.”* Cyril first acknowledges that the Word was
not born from flesh, for flesh is born of flesh. However, the flesh
which was born of Mary was the Word’s own flesh, and he was one
with it. An illustration which helps one to understand how the Word
is one with his own flesh is how the soul of a human being is one with
his own body.”> The body is not by itself the individual, and neither
is the soul. Rather, it is the body of the human being, and the soul of
the human being. No one would separate the soul and the body and
say that one is co-named with the other to signify one human being.
Instead, a human being is the true union (évmoig puowkn) of body and
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soul.”® In other words, a human individual is not a soul which has a
body, nor a body which has a soul. Rather, he s a soul and body.
There is no human being without both components. So too, there is
no Emmanuel without the Word and his complete human body.

One additional instance of Cyril’s use of the body-soul image in his
treatise Adversus Nestorium is found in response to another statement by
Nestorius that the natures (gpoeirg) in Christ remain separate.”’ Cyril
says that Scripture teaches one Lord Jesus Christ, not separating the
seed of Abraham from the Word of God. He acknowledges that the
divinity is one thing, and the humanity is another, in terms of their
inherent nature, but that Christ is one individual from them both by
means of their true union (Bveoig &Anen).°® But if the hypostases
(brooracerg) are severed and kept apart, Cyril says, then Christ is not
one individual, but two. There can only be one individual if one is the
own (id10v) of the other.”® An illustration of this is that the body of a
human being is conceived of as the own ({8w0v) of the soul, though
they are of different natures. This illustrates how Emmanuel is one
individual. In the same way, the body of Christ has become the Word
of God’s own body by means of the true union (Evooig &Aneq).%" In
other words, the soul of a human being is that which guides and
controls the body, and is therefore perceived to be the owner of it. In
Christ, the Word guides and controls his own human body, which
has a rational soul. If the Logos does not have ownership of the flesh
in the same way that the soul has ownership of the body, then
Emmanuel is not one individual, but two.

The orthodox conception of Christ, according to Cyril, is that the
Word of God is united ineffably to flesh endowed with a rational
human soul, and there is consequently one Son, Christ, and Lord.
Emmanuel is both things, both God and a human being.®' The Word
did not fashion a body from his own nature, but took it from the
Virgin. The manner of his becoming a human being was that the two
natures have come together in an ineffable union (évooig), making
the flesh that of the Word. It does not damage the union to say that
Christ is out of two natures (éx 800 @boewv), but in the union, the
natures are not separated from one another. In other words, there is
one Incarnate nature of the Word (pio ¢Ooig 100 ©eod Adyov
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oecapxmpévn).®? Therefore, conceptually one may consider that there
are two natures that are united, but there is only one Christ, who is
the Word of God become a human being. An illustration
(mapéderypa) of this is the way in which human beings are made up.®?
A human being is composed of two different natures, body and soul,
yet is one individual from the union. Although there are two natures
which constitute a human being, that person is not conceived of as
two, but one. Emmanuel is one individual being, in which divinity
and humanity exist in an indivisible union. A human being is both
body and soul, Christ is both God and human.

The statement had been made that if there was one Incarnate
nature of the Word (pio ¢ho1g 100 Adyov cecapkopévn), then a mix-
ture of the natures had occurred, which meant the diminishing of the
human nature of Christ.”* This is a twisting of the facts. God the
Word was born of the Virgin and he is one with his flesh with a soul.
Thus, there is one Christ. But this is not a mixture of the natures.
Although both the Word and the flesh retain their own specific char-
acteristics, they are nonetheless ineffably united (évweeic). Because of
this union, Christ is one individual.®> The word ‘one’ does not only
refer to those things which are single elements, but also to those
things which are compounded and exist in a synthesis (c0vBeoig). An
example of such a case is a human being, who is a compound of body
and soul. Body and soul are not homoousios with one another, but
when existing in a union with one another, they constitute the single
nature of a human being.®® In other words, Cyril explains that Christ
can be both completely God and a complete human being without
either being diminished. To illustrate this claim, he refers to a human
being, who is both complete soul and complete body without either
being damaged. In fact, were it not for the union of body and soul
there would be no human being; in the same way, if it were not for
the true union of God and flesh there would be no Christ. Cyril’s
christological point in this instance is that Christ is one from two in
the same way that a human being is one from two.

Later in the same letter Cyril employs the body-soul analogy once
again.”’” He says that one can recognise in a human being two na-
tures, that of the soul and that of the body. However, the distinction
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is affirmed only conceptually; they are not separated or severed from
one another. Rather, they both belong to one individual. The two
natures are no longer to be conceived of as two, but they together
form the complete human being. Though Emmanuel possesses both
a divine and a human nature, the Word has come into ownership of
the humanity, and the two together constitute one Son.*® Nestorius,
however, severs the Word from the humanity, making Christ two
individuals, rather than one: the Word of God become a human
being. When Nestorius says that the natures exist together insepara-
bly, he means that they have the same title and authority. This is not
the same thing as saying they exist in an inseparable union whereby
Christ is one individual. Once again, Cyril’s point is that the Word
has become a human being by means of a union of flesh with a
rational human soul, which means that Emmanuel is one individual,
and therefore possesses one nature (uic pOOLG).

In his Scholia de Incarnatione, Cyril sets out to explain his christology
by addressing various elements of it. In one paragraph he describes
what he believes the union of the Word with our humanity to be.%
He first says that it is not a technical union, such as nopd&eoic, piig,
or kpaoig. Rather, it is ineffable and known only to God. However,
the union of body and soul to constitute a human being illustrates the
union of God and humanity in Christ. A human being’s body is of a
different nature from his soul, but stll there is but one individual
from both. Likewise, from the complete Word of God and complete
humanity, there is one Christ, who is both God and human at the
same time. One must conceive of Emmanuel as one individual who is
the composite of God the Word and human flesh with a soul.

The final instance of Cyril’s use of the body-soul analogy to illus-
trate that Christ is one individual is found in the christological trea-
tise, Quod Unus sit Christus. He states that one must not divide the one
Emmanuel into an ordinary human being and God the Word.”” This
would make him two individuals rather than one. Christ is the Word
of God Incarnate. The one individual is both God and human, be-
cause he is God become a human being (&vBpornog). However, the
Word is not komoousios with his body, because divinity and humanity
are different natures.”! A union is not of one thing with itself, but of
two or more things. In Christ, the two things were divinity and hu-
manity. They are not severed from one another, but exist together in
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an indissoluble union. Moreover, they have not become mixed to-
gether to produce one nature, but the flesh remains flesh and the
Word remains God.”? Although the Word himself has united to him-
self flesh with a rational human soul, and made it his own, he is still
one individual, even when Incarnate. Divinity and humanity have
come together in an ineffable union, resulting in Christ. Out of these
two things there is one Christ because of the union.”® An example of
an ineffable union in which one individual is a compound of two
things is a human being. An &vBponog is not a simple being, but is
constituted from body and soul, two things which are different ac-
cording to their own nature. No one severs the body from the soul,
but recognises that a human being s both of them, and removing one
from the system destroys the right understanding of a human being.”

We have examined Cyril’s use of the body-soul analogy to illus-
trate his description of Christ as one individual. We must take great
care not to ‘read into’ this image more than is intended to be there.
Cyril consistent declaration that Christ possessed a human soul must
be taken seriously. We cannot interpret the body-soul image as imply-
ing that the Word replaced the human soul of Christ, as Apollinarius
had previously maintained. In fact, Cyril defends himself against this
charge by, in the midst of using this analogy, explicitly denying that
he means to construct a picture of Christ in which the human soul is
absent. In each instance, we have seen that Cyril stated his
christological description and then illustrated it with the body-soul
image. His description is that Jesus Christ was God the Word Incar-
nate. The Logos became a human being by means of an ineffable
union with human flesh (endowed with a rational human soul), which
he took from the Virgin. To illustrate this, he draws upon the consti-
tution of human beings, who are an ineffable union of body, taken
from the mother, and soul, given by God. Neither the soul nor the
body must be diminished in order to unite with the other. A human
being is neither a soul with a body, nor a body with a soul, but is a
body and a soul. Likewise, Christ zs the ineffable union of divinity and
humanity. In the same way that one conceives of a human being as
one individual, though compounded from body and soul, one should
also conceive of Christ as one individual (pie gbog) from God the
Word and humanity taken from Mary.
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Live coal

A second analogy is that of the burning coal on Isaiah 6:6-7.7
Young, Wiles, and Wolfson all interpret this analogy in the same way
as they interpret the body-soul image. McGuckin states that Cyril
uses this image to illustrate that Christ was indeed human, but was
suffused with the divinity of the Word.”® He [Cyril] is trying to high-
light the infusion of the power of the Logos into the humanity, yet he
recognises, McGuckin says, that fire ultimately destroys the wood or
the coal. For this reason, Cyril does not develop the analogy.

Introducing his use of this image, Cyril says that he will illustrate
the manner (tpoémog) of the union using types (tdmou) from Scripture.
As we saw previously, this passage affords Cyril with a christological
image because of a correlative statement between this passage and
one found elsewhere about Christ. In this instance, it is that Christ
cleanses from sin those whom he touches, just as the coal in Isaiah’s
vision purged the prophet from sin. One sees in the burning coal, as
in an image (eixav), that the Word of God the Father is united to
humanity.”” The fire enters the wood and takes hold of it, but does
not cause it no longer to be wood. Rather, it changes it to the appear-
ance and power of the fire. Consequently, the fire and the wood are
considered to be one individual entity. This illustrates the union be-
tween God the Word and human flesh because even in the union the
Word and the humanity remain what they are by nature, and have
not been diminished. In addition, the flesh is made the property of
the Word and he works through it.

This image is found also in the context of an argument we saw
previously.”® Cyril says that Scripture confirms (¢unedoi) the confes-
sion that Christ is one individual out of (¢€) both the divinity and the
humanity, which exist in true union with one another.”” It does this
using many illustrations (ropadeipota) to enable us more clearly to
see the mysterium Christi. In this instance, Cyril makes an additional
statement that links this passage to Christ: Jesus Christ is the spiritual
coal placed upon the altar, offering the scent of incense to the Fa-
ther.%® Cyril says that Christ is compared (rapeicéfeton) to the coal
because they are both from two unlike things which truly (xota
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t’xlﬁestu\:) have been joined together (cuvvdeioBon) in a union
(8vworg).?! He says that the fire enters the word and transforms
(netaotouyiel) it into its own glory (86&a) and power (0voyig), though
it [the wood] remains wood. Cyril conceives of the coal as a union of
fire and wood, in which the wood is not changed into something that
is was not previously, but is made partaker of the glory and power of
the fire. The christological principle which Cyril wishes to illustrate is
concerned with the oneness of the burning coal. In other words, it is
not the physical effects of fire on wood which are at the heart of the
analogy, but the fact that a piece of burning coal is both fire and
wood simultaneously, without the wood being destroyed.

The Brilliance and the Fragrance

Immediately following the analogy of the burning coal, Cyril illus-
trates the union with two additional images from Scripture. The first
is the pearl of great price, and the second is the lily of the valleys.®?
Cyril draws the link between Christ and the pearl because he [Christ]
has the brightness of the Father in his own nature. The lily is a
christological image because Christ gives off the spiritual fragrance of
the Father. McGuckin interprets Cyril’s use of these analogies as
intended to describe how two notionally discernible things can be
joined together “to make a singular subject referral evidently neces-
sary”.83 In other words, in these images, McGuckin claims, Cyril is
looking for analogies of inherent attributes. That is, he wants to dem-
onstrate how two things combine into one reality. These two natures
in the union act on one another so as to produce a visible function.®*

Turning to these images, Cyril says that both the pearl and the lily
are comprised of two things, a body and something incorporeal
which is innate to the pearl and the lily, respectively.?> The body of
the pearl is different than its brilliance, and the shaft of the lily is
different than its fragrance. However, the pearl and the lily are nei-
ther the body nor the incorporeal item alone. The pearl is neither the
gem nor the brilliance, but is a union of them both. Likewise, the lily
is not the shaft of the flower nor the perfume it emits, but is a union
of them both. This illustrates how one ought to conceive of
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Emmanuel. Divinity and flesh are different natures, yet the two were
inseparable in Christ, and the body is said to belong to the Word.®
Therefore, just as a pearl is one item, though composed of both the
body and the brilliance, and a flower is one item, though composed
of the shaft and the perfume, so too is Christ one individual, though
composed of God the Word and flesh.

The image of the flower and the perfume is also found in Cyril’s
Scholia de Incamatione” He says that the perfume of the flower is
incorporeal (@owpdtog), and uses the shaft of the flower as its body.
The flower, then, is conceived of as one item from the union of
perfume and shaft. If either one is missing, there is no flower. The
flower is the object, but it is composed of the smell and the shaft. This
is how one ought to conceive of the divinity in Christ. It is by means
of the union with the flesh that the incorporeal Word becomes corpo-
real. It is fitting to say that the Word is in his own body (c@pa) in the
same way that the perfume is said to be in the shaft, and together
make up a lily.

What can we say about Cyril’s christology in the light of these
images? It appears that he is describing the Incarnation as a static
event, simply a gluing together of two pieces of the christological
puzzle. In this case, Cyril would be trying to explain the union in
terms of the process in which two things become one. However, is
this what he intends by these images? It must be remembered that
Cyril uses analogies to illustrate a particular christological principle,
and not to describe or explain the Incarnation. If we can highlight the
point he wishes to make with each image, we can move closer to
seeing what he intends to make more clear. In our examination of the
first instance of the body-soul analogy, we saw that Cyril was trying to
illustrate how the birth of Christ was similar to the birth of other
human beings. He says that the mother, though contributing only the
flesh to the event, stll gave birth to the entire human being; that is,
body and soul united in a natural union. In the same way, the Virgin
gave birth to the Word united to his own flesh and soul. Underlying
this is his insistence that the Word has become a human being by
means of a union in which the flesh and soul become his. This is
reiterated in each of the other instances of the body-soul analogy.
Christ is one individual because of the union of the Word with his
own body and soul in the same way that a human being is one
individual because of the union of a human body and a human soul.

86 Jhid. (ACO 1.1.6:34.1; PG 77:64A).
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It is asking too much of the analogy to make it a description of the
Incarnation. In other words, Cyril is using the body-soul image as an
analogy of what it means to be a composite individual, rather than
what it means for God to become Incarnate.

Cyril uses each of the three other images examined in the section
in the same way. The burning coal analogy from Isaiah serves to
illustrate that the Word is from two unlike things which have truly
been brought together into a union. This is not to imply that a pre-
existent human being and the pre-existent Word of God were pieced
together in the same way that one would place a coal into a fire.
Once, again, Cyril is looking for a way to illustrate how one indi-
vidual existent—Christ, the burning coal—is a composite unity of
two things—Word-humanity, fire-coal. His christological point is not
the manner in which the two are joined, but the fact that Christ is
one individual, but that he 1s a union of both divinity and humanity.
Similarly, with the images of the pearl and the lily, Cyril wishes to
illustrate that Christ is one individual, though composed of God the
Word and his own human body and soul.

How, though, is this different from a static union, or from
Pannenberg’s unification christology? The answer rests in Cyril’s de-
scription, leading up to his insertion of these images into the flow of
his argument. It will be remembered that we argued previously that
Cyril’s analogies are used to illustrate and clarify his christological
predication. In other words, Cyril describes what he understands
about a particular aspect of the Incarnation, and then employs an
image(s) to clarify his point. If we look back at what he is saying
before using these analogies, and examine the context in which they
are used, we can see that he indeed is not teaching a static, event-
based christology. That is, by &vwoiwg he does not mean that the
Incarnation is a technical process by which to things are somehow
joined to produce one thing. For example, in one of the instances of
Cyril’s use of the body-soul analogy, we saw that he rejected
Nestorius’ cvvageia because it separated the Word from the body of
Christ, thus resulting in two Christs. In contrast to Nestorius, Cyril
then says that Jesus Christ is one individual, both God and human.
He then seeks to describe how this could be possible. Christ could be
both divine and human only if God the Word himself became a
human being. How does this happen? On the one hand, Nestorius
answers, in Cyril’s mind at least, that it occurred by means of an
external juxtaposition (oxetikf ovvagera) of the Logos and a human

88 Obviously a confession of Deus vere, homo vere.
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being. On the other hand, Cyril maintains that it happened by means
of an inexpressible true union (Evooig ainén). Because of this union,
Christ is one individual (pice pborg); that 1s, the Word of God Incar-
nate. Working backwards, we can see that Cyril’s images of the union
are designed to illustrate, not how the Word became a human being,
but how the Word Incarnate can be understood to be one individual,
who is himself both divine and human, rather than two individuals,
one divine and one human.

This alone, however, does not give us the full story. We have seen
in these analogies that Cyril wishes to illustrate that Christ is one
individual who is both complete God and a complete human being.
By the Word uniting to himself human flesh, he has not himself been
diminished, neither has he destroyed the humanity. Yet, the ineffable
union takes place only in that the Word has made the human body
and soul his own body and soul, and thereby lived a complete and
genuine human life. This means that there are two christological
principles which are at stake. First, Cyril must maintain that Christ is
one divine and human individual, who i1s complete God and a com-
plete human being. This he does by means of his ineffable évwowg. He
illustrates this with numerous images. Second, as a result of this
évooig, the Word possesses ownership of the body and soul. In the
analogies we have seen thus far, Cyril illustrated this point by arguing
that the soul possesses ownership of the body because it uses the body
for its own purposes, as does the incorporeal perfume of the lily.
Again, one should not read into these analogies more than is present.
It should not be inferred that the body of Christ lacked a human soul,
the incorporeal part of a human being, because of this claim. Cyril
intends only to illustrate the fact that in uniting humanity to himself,
the Word possesses ownership of it.

That the Word’s ownership of the human body and soul, as illus-
trated in the previously examined analogies, is central to Cyril’s pic-
ture of Christ can be seen in his christological description. Cyril con-
fesses that Scripture does not teach that the Word united the
npocwnov of a human being to himself, but that he became flesh
(yéyove oépE).B He describes what becoming flesh means: that God
the Word participated (petéoyev) in flesh and blood like ours, made
the body like ours his own (i810v), and proceeded from the Virgin as
a human being (&v8panog).”’ Even in the flesh he remained fully God.
Therefore, the Virgin is ®@eotéxog, not because the Godhead origi-
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nated with her, but because the body and soul of the Word was born
from her. The Logos is said to have been born according to the flesh
(xatee oépra) because he was hypostatically united (évwbeig xaf’
brbéotacty) to the human body and soul.?! Cyril states that the Word
has become one with his own flesh (yéyovev €v mpog thv €cvtod
oépxa), and has made it truly his own (&An@ég i8iav).”? In another
place, he writes that the body has become his own ({§iov abtod yéyove
10 odpe).”?

Cyril reasons that Scripture describes the Incarnation as the Word
becoming odp in order to show the intensity of the true union (&Anén
évwoig), being recognised as hypostatic (ko8 droctacwv).?® This
means that the Word of God, hemoousios and co-eternal with the Fa-
ther, descended in a kenosis and took the form of a slave; that is, he
became a human being like us. The means by which he did so, was a
genuine human birth in which he made the flesh his own.”> To say
that the Word was hypostatically (xo8’ broéotooiy) united to the flesh
means that the body which was united to him and was born from the
Virgin is his own body, in the same way that other human beings
possess ownership of their bodies.” Consequently, the body of Christ
is the body of the Word, and does not belong to someone else. As we
have seen before, a human being does not fave a body, as though it
were separate from him, but a human being s a union of body and
soul. It is in this way that an human individual “owns” his body. In
this same way, the Word Incarnate—Christ—does not have a body in
the sense of possessing something which is foreign to him, but he is
the union of the Logos and his own flesh. Therefore, he possesses
direct ownership of the human body and soul, because they are his
and none other’s.

In another place, he states that the Word of God the Father did
not descend into the flesh of some other human being, in which case
the flesh would be owned by someone else and foreign to the Logos,
as though he dwelled in a human being in the way in which he had
dwelled in the prophets.?”” Rather, the Word has made the body from
the Virgin his own body, and has been born according to the flesh. It
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is his own birth, because the body which was born is his own body.”
Thus, Christ is truly God (©eog &Ainedg), and should not be divided
into God and a separate human being; instead the Word of God the
Father and the human being born from the Virgin are the same
individual—the Logos become é&vopomog.”’

Cyril addresses the issue of ownership in an interesting passage in
which he accuses Nestorius with claiming Christ—the Word of God
become flesh—is the owner of divinity (xtqtwp ©edtntog).'® This
serves only to sever the one Christ into two individuals, the Word and
another human being, as it implies the Word coming into ownership
of something which was not his previously. In addition, the Logos is
God by nature, and cannot therefore be separated from his divinity.
For example, no one would say that a human being is the owner of
human nature; the two cannot be separated. Turning this around,
Cyril asks if Nestorius means by this that divinity has become the
possession (ktfioig) of a human being, whereby that person became
God by nature.'?! Christ is not a human being who has become
owner of a divine nature, for he could not thereby become God. On
the contrary, God the Word took possession of the humanity. If
someone comes into possession of wealth, Cyril argues, that person
does not himself become the possession of the wealth which he now
owns, He possesses it, it does not possess him.!"? Cyril then describes
clearly what he believes about the manner (tponog) of the Incarna-
tion. It 1s not that a human being became possessor of the divine
nature, as he interprets Nestorius’ phrase “owner of the divinity” to
mean. Rather, the Word who is God became owner of the seed of
Abraham and became an &vBpomog, taking on the form of a slave.'”?
The Word has become a human being by taking possession of the
human body and soul, and being born from the Virgin. In this way,
one understands that the Word is owner of the humanity, and not
that a human being is owner of the divinity.

This leads us one step further in reconstructing Cyril’s christology
as it is illustrated in these analogies. Along with the notion of union,
which in itself appears static and even incoherent, we find the notion
of ownership, in which the Word takes possession of the human na-
ture, rather than a human being taking possession of the divinity. In

98 hid. (ACO 1.1.6:18.+5 1516, PG 76:24BC).

9 Ibid, (ACO 1.1.6:18.'%21; PG 76:24D).

100 Jhid. (ACO 1.1.6:57.51%; PG 76:121B) (=Loofs 233.%7),
10 pid. (ACO 1.1.6:57.2% PG 76:121C).

192 1bid. (ACO 1.1.6:58.27; PG 76:124B).

103 1hid. (ACO 1.1.6:58.'% i, ; PG 76:124C).



204 CHAPTER EIGHT

other words, the Word has added to his own divine nature a new
human nature taken from the Virgin, and not his divine nature being
given to some ordinary human being. As a consequence of this addi-
tion, the Word now possesses not only a divine nature, which is his as
God, but also a human nature, which is his as a human being. There-
fore, rather than saying that Christ has two natures, Cyril prefers to
say that the Word has two natures, his divinity and his humanity. We
must now take into account the result of this union of possession
which Cyril presents to us. As we will presently see, the actions and
experiences of Christ are the key to reconstructing Cyril’s picture of
Christ. It 1s what the Incarnate Word does, and why, that give us the
clearer picture of who Cyril believes he is.

What Cyril is contending with, is the seemingly paradoxical be-
haviour of Jesus Christ. He walks on water, but not always. He turns
water into wine, but refuses the temptation to turn stones into bread.
This does not appear to be consistent behaviour. Cyril’s picture of
Christ must take this into account, something which a static concep-
tion of the union does not do. This forces us to look more closely at
his description of the union, and in particular at his explanation of
the ability of Jesus Christ, a real and genuine human being, to per-
form miracles and to offer salvation through his own body and blood
in the Eucharist. In addition to investigating Cyril’s explanation of a
human being who performs divine deeds, we will need to examine his
claim that the impassible Word of God the Father experiences a
human death for the redemption of humankind. Cyril illustrates his
description of both of these phenomena with a number of analogies.
We will now explore these images, and the picture they paint for us.

Analogies Concerning the Divine Actions of Jesus Christ

In Chapter Seven we saw Cyril’s affirmation of the complete human-
ity of Christ. Christ is fully human, just like other human beings. He
grows weary and in need of rest. He hungers and experiences grief
and pain. He is ignorant of future events, and he grows in wisdom. In
addition to saying that Christ’s humanity is complete humanity, with
all the attributes and weaknesses thereof, Cyril also insists that his
humanity is divine. He quotes 1 Corinthians 15:49, “As we bear the
image of the earthly, we shall bear the image too of the heavenly”.!%
He interprets this as referring to Christ. Christ is called a heavenly
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CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA’S PICTURE OF CHRIST 205

man, Cyril says, not because he brought down his flesh from heaven,
but because the Word has become as we are; that is, &vBpwnog. Be-
cause the body of Christ belongs to the Word become a human
being, it is proper to call it divine, just as one would call the body of
a man human.'® He also says, “We will not imagine, like some of the
more primitive heretics, that the Word of God took from his own
(that is, divine) nature and fashioned himself a body, but follow at
every point the divine Scriptures in insisting that he took it from the
holy Virgin”.!06

Despite all of Cyril’s assurances that Christ was indeed a complete
human being (téAel0g GvBpornog), he finds himself speaking of Christ
in a paradoxical manner, which is interpreted by his Eastern oppo-
nents as heresy. He has acknowledged that the human life lived by
Christ was the same as that of other human beings, with the sole
exception that he was sinless. As an &vBpwnog Christ is subject to
death, he hungers and thirsts, and he grows weary and in need of
sleep. These are all human actions which Cyril rightly professes to be
genuine experiences and weaknesses of Christ. There are other expe-
riences of Christ, however, which do not properly belong to human
beings. For example, the Bible records that Christ walked on water
and turned water into wine. He fed thousands with a few loaves and
fishes. These are not the actions of an ordinary man. Cyril states that
Christ spoke both divinely (@eonpenidg) and humanly (&vBpwriveg),
and performed both divine and human actions.'"’

Cyril addresses the miracle-working power of Christ in his Letter to
the Monks. He says that Emmanuel opened the eyes of the blind,
restored hearing to the deaf, gave the lame the ability to walk, and
the mute the ability to speak.'” The Lord Jesus Christ possessed
Godly power (ioyg), authority (xvpeia), strength (¢§ovoia), and do-
minion (kvpiétng), and was therefore able to work miracles.!'”” Even
though Christ is said to be an &vépwnog and therefore oépé, Cyril
affirms that he did indeed perform miracles.''? He writes that there
are some who deny that the oépg of Christ contributed to the work-
ing of miracles. He rejects this, claiming instead that the same human
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being who hungered, grew weary, and was crucified, also performed
many miracles.!'! He says that the o@po of Christ was completely full
of ability which is proper to God (Epnieov 1fig ©Oeonpemodg
gvepyetag).!!'? In summary, Cyril claims that the same Christ was
hungry, tired, anxious, experienced pain and death, while also per-
forming divine miracles, calming seas, and raising the dead.!'

A further display of divine power, much more difficult to reconcile
with the claim that Christ was a complete human being, who lived a
complete human life, is in the life-giving properties attributed to the
humanity of Christ. Cyril anathematises whoever does not confess
that the o6pE of Christ is life giving ((womowév).!'* He also says that
the odpa of Christ is {womowév.!'® The body and blood which are
offered in the Eucharist are also said to be life giving.!'® The flesh of
Christ, which is normally subject to decay, is actually life giving.''”
Christ is a complete and perfect human being who possesses the life-
giving power of God. He experiences both those things properly at-
tributed to God and those things properly attributed to human be-
ings.'!® We can here conclude, along with Cyril himself, that a ques-
tion faces the theologian at this point: “How is the flesh of a human
being life-giving in its own nature? (még M &vBpdrov capt Lwomordg
goton xatd @dowv Ty avtig)”!'? After all, the ability to give life
belongs to the arena of divine, rather than human, works.'? We can
find a number of analogies in which Cyril illustrates his understand-
ing of how this complete and real human being can perform miracles
and give life through his body and blood. We should examine them
presently.

In a fragment against Theodore of Mopsuestia, Cyril says that
because Christ is the Word become a human being, the body of
Christ is the body of the Word. Because the Word is life giving, it
necessarily follows that his body is life giving, and has thereby as-
cended beyond its natural abilities. The Logos has placed in his own
body his power, so that it can heal the sick and raise the dead. Cyril
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then illustrates what he means by means of an analogy of a brass
vessel or other matter being put to fire. When fire is in contact with a
brass vessel, it 1s said to transelement it into its own might and work-
ing."?! We see much the same thing if we return to the analogy of the
burning coal discussed earlier. Here Cyril says that the fire enters the
wood and transforms it into its own glory and might, although it [the
wood] remains wood. He also says that although the wood does not
cease to be wood, it is transformed into the appearance of fire and is
conceived of as one with it.

Cyril applies the analogy of fire’s effects on other substances to his
explanation of the life-giving Eucharist.'”” Nestorius is recorded as
having insisted that Jesus’ statement that the one who eats his [Jesus’]
flesh shall live is referring to the humanity of Christ and not to the
Word.'?* Cyril responds that if this is so, then the Eucharist is mere
cannibalism, and we partake of the flesh of an ordinary human being.
However, the body in the Eucharist is not that of an ordinary human
being, but the Word of God Incarnate.'?* It is the flesh which was
united (EvwBeioav) to the Word that gives life and not the flesh of
another human being. The flesh is made life giving by means of its
being the own flesh of the Word, who himself possesses the power to
give life. The way in which fire changes water illustrates how the
Word made his own flesh life giving.'?? Cyril says that fire infuses its
own natural power into substances with which it comes into contact.
For example, when fire comes into contact with water, it transforms
the naturally cold water into being hot. This illustrates how the Word
of God, who is life by nature (kxata @bowv), makes the flesh which is
united to him life giving.'?® If you separate the Word from the body,
then it is no longer life giving, as its ability to give life is a result of it
being the body of the Logos. If the body belongs to another human
being besides the Word become évBpamnog, then the Eucharist is can-
nibalism. However, because God is owner of the flesh, and it has
become his by means of the act of Incarnation, he uses his own flesh
to give life.

In another place, Cyril sets out to expound John 1:14: the Word
became odpE. He says that in Christ a real and true union took place
(in Christo unitalem summam veramque factum).'”’ The Word dwells in
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believers, but not in the same way as he is said to dwell in the body.
In us, God’s dwelling is external (oxetikn), much as fire infuses its
inherent heat into other things.'28 On the other hand, with Chnist,
the indwelling is through a true union (per veram unitatem).

In another place, Cyril says that if the flesh has not been made the
own flesh of the Word, then it is not able to give life.'*? The flesh of
an ordinary human being cannot save, only the body of the Word,
who is Life. It is incorrect, Cyril says, to say that the body and blood
from the Eucharist are those of some person connected to the Word,
as no one besides God can provide salvation.'®® Flesh is unable to
give life on its own, as it is itself corruptible; it can only be made life
giving if it belongs to the Word of God, who gives life to all things.
When the Logos becomes a human being and makes the body his
own, he infuses into the body the ability to give life. He then illus-
trates this by saying that when something which is naturally cold is
placed in fire, the fire makes it warm by infusing it with its own
power. 3! Likewise, the Word of God infused his own flesh with his
own life-giving power without being confused with the flesh or chang-
ing. €

From this investigation, we can see how Cyril imagined that the
humanity of Christ participated in the working of miracles, and is life
giving to those who receive it. As we have seen, Cyril affirmed Christ
to be fully God, because he was the Word become a human being.
Christ possesses the power of God because he is God. In his anath-
ema against those who say that the power to perform miracles and
cast out demons came from a Spirit which was alien to Christ, Cyril
says that when the Word became a human being, he remained God,
possessing all the Father had, except the title Father.!? Therefore,
the Word Incarnate has as his own ({d1ov) the Holy Spirit, who has
the power to perform divine works. Christ, the Word Incarnate, ac-
complishes miracles and other divine signs in his own power, and not
a power which is alien to him. It is, then, not proper to say that Jesus
was merely a human being endowed with the power of God because
of his cvvageia with God the Word.'** This would imply two differ-
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ent Christs, one who empowers and one who is empowered.'** In
actuality, however, there is only one Christ, who is none other than
God the Word Incarnate. Because the Logos naturally possesses his
own Holy Spirit, when he becomes a human being, he still works by
means of the power of his Spirit; it is his own power. Those who say
that the power of the Word does not belong to Christ deny that the
Word is Christ, and are anathematised. There are some, Cyril asserts,
who claim that Christ’s flesh did not contribute anything to the work-
ing of miracles.'® These say that God the Word raised Lazarus from
the dead, and the human being Jesus was the one who grew weary
and hungry, and was crucified. They miss the truth, however. There
are not two Christs or Sons of God, but only one, the Word become
a human being. All the sayings and actions of Christ belong to this
one individual: the Word of God Incarnate.'® The miracles per-
formed by the human being Jesus Christ do not belong to the Logos
qua Logos alone, but to the Logos in the economy, as he is the Word
become @vBpwmnog. The flesh of Christ is the flesh of the Word, and is
therefore participant in all his actions and experiences.'?” Cyril illus-
trates this with the image of a carpenter or a smith.!* The acts of a
carpenter are performed by the soul using the body as its instrument.
However, no one says that the work of the carpenter is that only of
the soul, although it is the soul which empowers the body and moves
it to action. Rather, one says that the work belongs to the soul and
the body as a unit, as a human being is the ineffable union of them.
This illustrates how Christ performs divine signs. Before becoming a
human being, the Word performed his divine actions by means of
himself (ka®” éavtov). Once Incarnate, however, the Word works his
miracles through his own flesh (Sw tfig éavtob capkodg). Cyril then
reminds the reader that the Incarnate Logos healed one blind man by
reaching out and touching him, and another by placing clay formed
from dust and saliva on his eyes. Consequently, one understands that
the Word of God worked miracles through the flesh. As with the
other analogies we have seen, one must take care not to infer from
this one that the Word replaced the human soul in Christ. Instead,
one sees in it that just as the soul is that which moves the body to
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action, and therefore uses the body as its instrument, so too did the
Word use his own human body to perform miracles.

If we return to the analogy of the burning coal, we are able to
discover more about Cyril’s conception of the person and work of
Christ. In the image of the coal, one can see the Word of God united
to the humanity (évoBévra pév tfi dvlpanotnn).'* Both the Logos
and the humanity united to him remain intact, neither one being
diminished or changed. However, Cyril says that the Word
transelements (petactoryei@cavtt) what he had united to himself, or
taken up, into his own glory (86&a), power (§0voyug), and might
(evépyera). The image of the fire and wood is applicable, Cyril main-
tains, because the fire infuses the wood, but does not change the
wood into something else. Rather, it transelements (petootouyiel) the
wood into its own glory (86&a) and power (dbvapig). The Logos, Cyril
says, similarly infuses the humanity with the might (vépyeia) of his
own nature.'*® Therefore, while there is no change in the humanity,
there is a transelementing of it into something better than it was
previously. By means of the union with the Word of God, in which
the Word takes human nature as his own and endows it with his own
glory, power, and might, the human body and soul of Christ are used
by the Word to perform deeds reserved only for God (¢ ©gonpent).
We are now beginning to get a clear picture of Cyril’s christology.
The humanity taken up by the Logos in the Incarnation, albeit genu-
ine and complete humanity, has been transformed into something
greater and better than usual, and has thereby been endowed with
the ability not only to perform miracles such as restoring sight to the
blind, but also to give spiritual life.

But this transelementing of the humanity assumed by the Word
was not for the sake of Christ alone, but also for all humankind.
There was a soteriological reason for the transelementing, which
makes the seemingly incoherent act of union sensible. Cyril says that
the Word voluntarily condescended to the measures of humanity,
transferring (petoBeic) what is ours to himself, so that we might abide
in him.'""! The Word’s becoming flesh has served to conquer death
and the sinfulness of humankind. Because the Word has ineffably
united the human body to himself, it has become his own body.'*?
Consequently, the Word has endowed it with his properties
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(idr6tnte), rendering it holy, life giving, and full of ability reserved for
God. The only way a human body could give life would be for it to
belong to the one who is hife and Iife giving by nature; that is, the
Logos of God. It is, then, through his ownership of the body that he
endows it with the ability to perform miracles and give life. In this
transelementing of the assumed humanity, Cyril says, we are also
transelemented (petaotoyeibpeda) and thereby made superior to sin
and corruption.'”? As a consequence, we are no longer referred to as
children of the flesh (cép€), but have been transelemented into some-
thing superior to our nature as human beings, and are thereby called
children of God by grace. The one who is Son of God by nature
(ko gOorv) and truly (@An6dg) has become a human being like us so
that we might become children of God by his grace.'** In other
words, by transelementing what he assumed, he transelements us
from human things to those things that are his own.'*> The Word is
able to accomplish this purpose only if he has become flesh (oépg),
that is, a human being (&v8pornog).'*® In becoming a human being,
the Word has made the human body his own by means of an
inseverable union. It is therefore his body and not that of someone
else. By assuming the human nature and uniting it to himself, he
transelements it, and thereby transelements our nature. By making
the flesh his own, he has destroyed its corruptibility and endowed it
with his own life-giving properties.'*” Giving life is a property and
work of God, and not of humanity.'* For Christ to offer spiritual life
to humankind, his flesh needed to be transelemented to a new, incor-
ruptible life. This was accomplished by means of the Word’s union
with the flesh in which it became his own, and therefore possessed his
power. Consequently, the flesh which belongs to the Word Incarnate
has been made incorruptible, by virtue of the fact that it is his. He
gives life to us, making us incorruptible as well, by participating in
flesh and blood with us.'*

As we have seen, Cyril recognises that the body of Christ could not
possibly give life if it were the body of a mere human being. In
addition, the human flesh was in need of transelementing, which
occurred in its union with the Word of God. For Cyril, this has
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implications for the Eucharist. In receiving the sacramental elements,
we become participants (uétoxot) in the flesh and blood of Christ our
Saviour.'”” The flesh one receives, however, is not simple human
flesh; neither is it the flesh of someone made holy by being connected
to the Word by a unity of dignity or by the Word indwelling him.
Rather, the flesh received in the Eucharist is the flesh of the Word,
which truly (&An6dg) is his own (idia), and is therefore life giving
(Cwomordg). !> If the flesh of Christ belongs to someone besides the
Word, Cyril warns, then the FEucharist is cannibalism
(&vBponogoyia).'”? Cyril’s argument provides greater clarity for our
understanding of his concept of the transelementation of the human
flesh by the union. The flesh of Christ is not mere human flesh, but is
human flesh that has been rendered life giving by the Word, as it is
his flesh. To eat mere human flesh is indeed cannibalism; but to eat
the transelemented flesh of the Word Incarnate is to participate in
life, as the Word is life and life giving by nature. Cyril’s picture of the
Word Incarnate as Saviour because he has assumed human nature
and transelemented it, passing along the new incorruptible life to
humankind, requires that the human body and soul be completely
that of the Word, and not belong to someone else. Otherwise, salva-
tion 1s impossible, and the Eucharist is cannibalism.'”® The human
body and soul, which the Word takes as his own from the Virgin, is
the instrument through which he performs miracles and gives life to
humankind. In the Eucharist, the participant receives the very own
life-giving flesh and blood of the Logos Incarnate.

Analogies Concerning the Impassible Suffering of the Word '>*

We are now faced with a dilemma similar to that which we encoun-
tered in the previous section. There the issues were the miracle-work-
ing and life-giving properties of Christ’s human body. Cyril explained
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how a fully human body could give life, by appealing to the union, in
which the Word makes the humanity his own. By this union of pos-
session, the Word uses the body as his instrument for accomplishing
his divine works, including working miracles and giving life in the
Eucharist. Now, we must examine Cyril’s affirmation that the impas-
sible Word of God experienced a human death. Once again, we will
discover the importance of a proper conception of the union.

The most obvious statement that God, as Christ, suffered and died
is made in Cyril’s final Anathema. In this anathema, Cyril denounces
those who do not confess that God the Word suffered (ra@évta) in the
flesh, was crucified in the flesh, and experienced death in the flesh.!??
In explaining this remarkable statement, he initially affirms the im-
passibility and immortality of the Logos, who is beyond suffering.'
He is incorruptible and not affected by human passions. However,
the right faith is that the Word suffered for humankind and died to
redeem it. It was not an ordinary human being who died on the cross,
but the Word of God the Father himself. All of this he did in the
person of Christ, i.e., as a human being. Christ is ®e6¢, but is the God
who suffered in the flesh.

This is just as apparent in an important section of Cyril’s treatise
Adversus Nestorium. Cyril’s quotes Nestorius’ attack on his notion that
the crucified ‘Lord of glory’ is the Logos of God.!"”” The Bishop of
Constantinople enquires who Cyril thinks was weak, and suffered the
death on the cross; was it God the Word? The Alexandrian answers
in the affirmative. He says there are two reasons why one must be-
lieve that the Word of God suffered and died. First, a perfect sacrifice
was necessary to provide for redemption. Only God himself is perfect;
therefore, the death had to be that of the Word. Second, Scripture
teaches that the Word of God the Father suffered in the flesh.'’® The
Carmen Chnisti says that the one who lowered himself and suffered was
equal to God in everything. Consequently, Paul is speaking of God
the Word. Cyril says that the Word voluntarily experienced death,
though being impassible as true God.'”” He confesses one Christ, Son
of God, and Lord of glory, who is the Word of God the Father

155 Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:42 3% PG 77:121D).

156 Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5:25.'% PG 76:312CD).

157 Adpersus Nestorinm (ACO 1.1.6:95.%', PG 76:220B), (=Loofs 357.'"-?%). Nestorius
is making reference to 1 Corinthians 2:8,

158 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:96.'%3%; PG 76:221B); citing | Peter 4:1.

159 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:96.5%; PG 76:221D).



214 CHAPTER EIGHT

become a human being (évavBponfioovta) for us (8" Hpég). He under-
went a human death for the salvation of humankind.'®

This is a recurring theme for Cyril throughout the christological
controversy. In the beginning of the controversy, he writes that if
Christ is not ©®eog, then we have been saved by the death of an
ordinary human being.!®! This cannot be, as only God can destroy
death. Therefore, the one who was crucified is truly God (©ebg
aAnbdg) and King by nature (Baowletg xaté ¢dowy), and is the Lord
of Glory (Kbplog 86€ng).'%? This is echoed in a letter to Nestorius in
which Cyril writes that the Word of God experienced death and rose
again in the person of Christ.'®® Because Christ is God, and Christ
suffered and died, Cyril confesses that he who suffered in the flesh is
God.'®* Cyril is herein maintaining the paradox that although Christ
is God, he also suffers and dies. God is impassible and immortal, he
is untouched by the passions of humankind and is incorruptible.
However, in Christ he experiences the sufferings of humanity and is
crucified on the cross. The death of Christ is no mere phantasm, but
is a true and real death. This places Cyril in a remarkable position of
needing to affirm the impassibility of God and the human death of
God in the same individual—Christ. We will now examine the analo-
gies he uses to illustrate his understanding of this phenomenon.

Body-soul

Cyril says that the Word of God gave his life on the cross for the
salvation of the world.'®> The one who is Life is said to have died.
How can this be? God the Word experienced death in his own body.
This can be illustrated with Cyril’s favourite analogy: body-soul. He
says that when a person dies, the soul 1s not said to be destroyed at
the same time as the body. However, it is still called the death of the
person (&vBpwnog). This illustrates the death of Emmanuel, and how
the Word is said to have experienced it. The Word gave his own
body to death, suffering nothing in his own nature (¢to15), because he
is Life and the one who gives life.!®® Nevertheless, he made the expe-
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riences of the flesh his own, meaning that the suffering (16 no8eiv) was
his as well.

In another place, Cyril draws upon the body-soul analogy again
within the context of the Word’s suffering. He records Nestorius’
inquiry as to who was taken captive by the Jews and was slaughtered,
God the Word or the humanity.'®” The issue here is the impassibility
of God, and Cyril’s claim that the Word died for the salvation of
humankind. He responds to Nestorius with an analogy. He says that
when the martyrs were taken prisoner, and were put to the sword or
burned to death, their souls did not suffer these things directly, accord-
ing to their own nature, but they still will receive the reward from
Christ.'® In other words, in reality, although the souls did not expe-
rience the sufferings of the body in their own nature, they did experience
the sufferings wn their own bodies. The soul is impassible, yet is partici-
pate in the experiences of the body by means of their relationship. It
is the entire human being which suffers, not just the body. Likewise,
the Word is impassible qua God, but takes as his own the sufferings of
his flesh.'®® The Word did not suffer according to his divine nature,
but is said to have been crucified nonetheless, because 1t was his body
which died. In the same way that the souls of martyrs are said to
experience the death of their bodies, though indirectly, so too does the
impassible Word experience the death of his body.

In another passage Cyril states that the way in which the Word
was united with our nature is wholly ineffable and known only to
God.'”" We should not find it incredible that we affirm something
that we do not and cannot understand, he argues. For example, we
do not know how the body and the soul of a human being are united,
yet we know that they are. He then uses this image to illustrate how
the Word experiences the sufferings of the body. He says that in the
union of body and soul, the soul makes the sufferings of the body its
own, though it does not suffer in itself. The body is moved to passions
and desires, and because of the union the soul experiences them as
well, though not in its own nature. When the desires of the body are
satisfied the soul is also satisfied. If the body is injured, the soul co-
grieves with the body because the body is its own, though in its own
nature the soul does not suffer these things directly. This illustrates the
case with Emmanuel. Though as God he remained impassible, when
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the flesh with a soul to which he was united suffered, he was impas-
sibly aware of the sufferings. Because it was his own body which
suffered, he made the sufferings his own as well. Therefore, the Word
is said to experience hunger, weariness, and death on our behalf.
However, he suffers these things impassibly, as the soul experiences
the sufferings of the body in ordinary human beings.

Stone

Another image which illustrates how the Word is said to be partici-
pant in things properly attributed to humanity is that of the anointed
stone. Nestorius had argued that the name ‘Christ’ signifies the two
natures, and that the Virgin gave birth to the humanity which is
called Son of God because of its connection with the Word. Birth and
death are never used with reference to God the Word, only with
reference to Christ. Therefore, Scripture does not say, “God sent
God the Word”, but “God sent his son”, speaking of the two na-
tures.'” Cyril interprets this as an attempt to divide Christ into two
individuals, and that the title ‘Christ’ is used only of God the Word
who has become a human being and not of some other human being
connected to the Logos.'”> However, the title does not refer to the
Word without his flesh, but only in that he has by the kenosis come in
the form of a slave and become like us is he said to have been
anointed. He was not anointed in his own nature, but in his human-
ity. Therefore, it is not a person separate from the Word who has
been anointed, but the very Word of God the Father in the Incarna-
tion.!'” To illustrate how this happened, Cyril draws upon the ac-
count of Jacob’s travels to Mesopotamia.'’* Along the way Jacob is
said to have rested his head on a stone and slept. During his sleep he
had his famous dream, and awoke to anoint the stone with oil. This
anointed stone illustrates the anointing of Jesus Christ, as Christ is
called the corner stone and the foundation of Zion..!” Cyril says that
the entire stone was not anointed, but only the surface of it. Likewise,
the Word was not anointed in his own nature, but only on the ‘sur-
face’, or in his humanity.'”® However, the Word is said to be
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anointed because of the true union (Evwoig ainén) with the flesh,
which is anointed. In this same way, the Word suffers in the flesh,
though in his own nature he is impassible as God.

Iron and fire

Cyril says that the only way for death’s mastery over humankind to
be broken was for the Only-begotten to become Incarnate.'”” Thus,
he became as we are and made as his own a corruptible body which
was capable of death, although he himself is Life. In so doing, he
could destroy death. Therefore, the death was his own, though he
remained impassible qua God.'”™ By nature, the Word is impassible,
but he chose to suffer in order to save those who are mortal. He
underwent a human birth and made his own a body capable of
dying, so that he could suffer in his own flesh, though remain impas-
sible in his divinity.'”® However, it could then be said that the suffer-
ing left its mark (évanopd€etar) on God the Word, and thereby dam-
aged his dignity as God.'® Cyril agrees that the crucifixion of the
Logos of God appears as folly, but the Word willingly became like us
in order to suffer a death which would restore humanity to incorrupt-
ibility.'"®! Consequently, it is rightly said that the same individual both
suffered and did not suffer. The Word suffered in his own flesh, but
did not suffer in the nature of divinity, as he is impassible qua God.'®
How this happened is ineffable, Cyril maintains, but it is proper to
confess that the Word suffered, unless, that is, the birth from the
Virgin is not his, but that of someone else. Moreover, he affirms that
the sufferings of the flesh, though experienced by the Word impassibly,
do not damage his divinity. He then illustrates what he is saying by
means of the analogy of a piece of iron placed in a fire. He prefaces
his use of this image by reminding the reader that an illustration
points one’s mind toward the truth, yet does not explain it fully.'® He
then says that if iron, or something similar, is heated by fire, and then
is struck, the iron is ‘injured’, but the nature of the fire is unaflected.
It is in this way that one can understand more clearly how the Word
can suffer in the flesh, but not suffer in his divinity.
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The Two Birds

The final image we will examine in this section is that of the two
birds, taken from an ordinance recorded in Leviticus chapter four-
teen. The image is found within the context of Cyril’s explanation of
how one can speak of the passion of Christ in two manners, saying
that the Word both suffered and did not suffer.'® The death, Cyril
says, belongs to the economy, as the Word makes his own the expe-
riences of the flesh, by means of the ineffable union. However, he
remains external to the sufferings in his own divine nature. This is
seen in the experience of a human being, whose soul is external to the
suffering of the body in its own nature, but is said to participate in the
sufferings of the body because it is its own body. In this same way, the
Word is said to suffer in his own body, yet he remains impassible in
his own divine nature.'®

The Law teaches that a leper is unclean and should be removed
from the camp. If the leper is healed, however, he should be ceremo-
nially cleansed.'® The ritual required the priest to take two birds,
and kill only one of them. The living bird would then be washed in
the blood of the bird which was killed, and the blood would then be
sprinkled on the healed leper. In this way, the restored leper would be
ceremonially cleansed. This is an illustration of Christ. It does not
show that there were two sons, but that there was one individual out
of two things.‘a? Therefore, when one bird is killed, and the other
allowed to live, it illustrates that the Word lived, although his flesh
died. In addition, the Word participated in the death of the flesh by
means of his union with it.!%8 In other words, Cyril says, the living
Word of God took for himself the sufferings of the flesh, though in his
own nature he remained impassible.

From his analogies, we can see that Cyril’s answer to the question
of how God the Word is said to suffer and die, is the same as his
answer as to how the flesh of Christ is life giving: the ineffable union.
In his exposition of the Nicene Creed, Cyril affirms the statement that
the Son of God became Incarnate, suffered, died, and rose from the
dead on the third day.'®® This is an intriguing claim, as the Word is
impassible in his own nature. No one would claim that the impassible
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nature of God was somehow passible. However, Cyril explains, be-
cause the Logos has made the flesh his own, and thereby become a
human being, one must confess that according to the economy the
one who is impassible qua God indeed suffers gua a human being,
because he suffers in his flesh. If it is true that the one who is above
the law becomes under the law, while remaining law giver; and that
the master comes in the form of a slave, yet remains master; is it
incredible that he can suffer humanly (&vepwriveg), and yet remain
impassible as God?'?" Cyril denies that the Word suffered with regard
to the nature of divinity (pboig ®edtntog), but confesses that he suf-
fered in his own passible flesh.'®!

In his Anathemas to Nestorius, Cyril condemns those who deny his
interpretation of the Nicene Statement: that the Word of God the
Father suffered in the flesh, was crucified in the flesh, and tasted
death in the flesh.!? He explains that this anathema does nothing to
diminish the impassibility and immortality of the Logos; he remains
beyond suffering and corruptibility in his own nature even in the
Incarnation.'” However, the impassible Logos made as his own the
human flesh which he took from the Virgin, and human flesh has
none of these charactenstics. He made the corruptible flesh his own
in order that he could suffer on our behalf, and thereby set us free
from sin and death by rising [rom the dead. The one who died on the
cross for us was not an ordinary human being, but it was God the
Word himself.'**

Cyril’s affirmation that Christ is one individual, the Word of God
Incarnate, leaves him with the difficulty of explaining to whom the
advancement in stature, wisdom, and grace belongs.!”® Scripture at-
tributes this growth to the Word, in that his own flesh grew according
to its own nature. In other words, it is proper for human nature to
advance in wisdom, stature, and grace, and the Word permitted his
own body to follow its natural path of growth.'® Economically, God
the Logos lived a complete human life, and subjected himself to the
humanity. Although perfect in himself, he has become as we are, and
in doing so makes what belongs naturally to us and our nature his
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own.'”” This includes weaknesses like hunger and thirst, but also
sufferings, corruptibility, and death. Economically, the impassible and
incorruptible Word of God has attributed these weaknesses to him-
self. He has done this in order that we might be reconciled to the
Father. The Word condescended to the form of a slave, and in his
own sufferings was reforming (&vepopedv) human nature to what it
was in the beginning.'”® It was indeed the Word of God the Father
who suffered and died for humankind, as he makes his own the things
of the flesh, including its human death.'”

Consequently, it is propec to say that the same individual both
suffered and did not suffer.?® The one who died for our salvation was
no ordinary human being like us, but was God the Word. He did not
suffer according to his own nature, however, but according to his own
body, which is corruptible and passible. He therefore is said to suffer
in the body, with regard to his humanity, but to remain impassible
with regard to his divinity. His death is not the death of another
human being, as the death of an ordinary human being could never
save, but is his own death, though he remained impassible as God.?"!
In the human death and resurrection of the Word, human nature was
transelemented (Gvootolgelovpévng) to a new, incorruptible life.
Therefore, the Logos did not subject his body to death for nothing,
but for the salvation of the human race. The impassible Word did not
suffer death simply as an added experience, or for no purpose; he
suffered for the sake of all humankind, and economically (oikovopt-
x@c) allowed death to exercise dominion over his flesh.?? He then
conquered death in his resurrection in order that corruptibility and
death would be defeated for all humankind. If the Word Incarnate
had not suffered for humanity as a human being, Cyril maintains, he
would not have saved us as God.””* He died in the flesh as a human
being, and came back to life by means of his own Holy Spirit. Christ
must not be conceived of as an ordinary human being like us who is
merely an instrument for the Word’s use. If he is not God by nature
(pUoer) and truly (@Ainédg) Son of God, then our salvation has been
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provided by a human being rather than by God.?”* Only the Logos of
God is able to overcome death and restore humankind to incorrupt-
ibility. By assuming our nature, giving it over to death, and then
overcoming death in the body, the Word Incarnate has given life to
humankind.”” The one who was crucified is truly (&An8@dg) God and
King according to his nature (xaté @owv).

Cyril explains to Nestorius what is meant by his claim that the
Word died and rose again.””® The Word is incorporeal (dodpatov)
and therefore impassible (émoBég) in his own nature. As a conse-
quence, Cyril does not mean that the Word suffered and died in Aus
own nature. Rather, because his own body experienced the sufferings
and death, he himself is said to have suflered, but not for his own
sake, but for ours. The impassible Word was in the suffering body (v
0 amobng &v 1@ ndoyovtt ompott). The Word is incorruptible, and is
life and life giving by nature. However, his own body died, and he is
therefore said to have experienced the death of his body, though his
own nature did not, of course, die. This death was for our sake. He
subjected his body to death, and raised it from the dead, that we
might be saved.

Nestorius objected vehemently to Cyril’s claim that the same per-
son was Son of God from eternity and was economically a human
being; and that this one person suffered in the flesh for humankind
and rose from the dead. He interpreted Cyril to be teaching a passi-
ble God.?"” Cyril says that Nestorius believes himself to be pious by
defending the impassible and incorruptible Word of God against the
notion of passibility, but is in reality profaning the economy of the
Incarnation. It is true that the nature of the Word is completely
impassible and beyond death. However, in the economy he willingly
chose to suffer and die in the flesh, though not in his own nature.””®
Although he is impassible as God, he experienced death economically
in his own flesh. But this death was not for its own sake. Rather, he
died in his humanity in order that he might conquer death, as he is
life in his own nature, and therein transelement (petaotoigeidon) the
corruptible human body to incorruptibility.”” In doing so, he pro-
vides his work of transelementation for all of humankind. The Logos

04 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.1:22.2528; PG 77:37C).

205 1bid (ACO 1.1.1:23.1%: PG 77:37D).

206 Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:27.14.28.2; PG 77:48AB).

207 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:92.252% 31-35 PG 76:212AB) (=Loofs 357.%17),
208 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:93.57; PG 76:212D).

209 fhid, (ACO 1.1.6:93.""; PG 212D).
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suffered for us, and through the suffering and death of his own body
he has saved us and reconciled us to God, making him the mediator
between us and the Father.2!0

There is no shame is attributing to the Word Incarnate the weak-
nesses of humanity, because he has made these weaknesses his own
on account of the economy.?'! He hungers, thirsts, suffers, and dies
because of the Incarnation. Cyril maintains that either one separates
the Word from the passions of Christ, thus attributing them to an
ordinary human being, or one confesses that although the Word is
impassible in his own, divine nature, he has subjected himself to the
weaknesses of the humanity for us. In other words, he suffered in his
flesh and human nature, and did so for our salvation. He remained
the impassible God, but became a human being and experienced the
weaknesses of a human being economically, or on our behalf. In
order to redeem humankind, the Word allowed his own flesh to live
in accordance with its own laws and weaknesses, and the human
experiences of the body are said to be those of the Word, because it
is his body.?'? However, though he died humanly in his own flesh, he
overcame death divinely, by means of his own Spirit.?'3

Nestorius had explained the death of Christ by attributing the
sufferings to the human being Jesus connected to the Word. It was
not God who died and rose from the dead, but Jesus.?'* Cynl re-
sponds with his claim that the Word of God is Jesus himself. It is his
body, therefore, that suffered, died, and was raised from the dead. He
permitted his own body to die, and then he himself raised it to life
again. The body of the Word Incarnate died according to its own
nature, and the Word allowed it to die in order that he might give it
life again, and that we might benefit from his death and resurrec-
tion.! Just as one says that a human being has died, although alone
the body is actually dead, so too with Christ.?'® The soul of a human
being does not die when the human being dies, but the entire human
being is said to have experienced the death. Because the Word of
God has participated in flesh and blood like us, the body is said to be
his own. As a consequence, when the body died, the Word attributes

20 Ihid (ACO 1.1.6:93.32%5, 94.37; PG 76:213C, 216A).
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the death to himself by means of the true union (GAneng évotng),
though in his own divine nature he remains impassible.?!’

With regard both to the life giving character of the human flesh of
Christ, and the impassible suffering of the Logos, Cyril refers to the
ineffable union in his explanation. It is a union of possession in which
the Word is the sole subject of all the actions and experiences of
Christ, because in his Incarnation, he is Christ. It is improper to
apply the sayings or actions of Christ, as recorded in Scripture, to two
different prosopa or hypostases; such as attributing the divine actions and
sayings to the Word and the human actions and sayings to some
other human being connected to him.?'® There is only one Son of
God, Cyril says, and that is the Word become a human being. There-
fore, all the sayings, actions, experiences, and descriptions of Christ
found in Scripture are attributed to this one individual.?!? Even hun-
gering and growing weary are said to be experiences of the Word; but
not the unenfleshed (yvpvég) Word, but the Word Incarnate.””’ Be-
cause the Word has become Incarnate, and thus has made the hu-
man flesh his own, he has economically appropriated (xot’ oixeioy
oikovoptkny) the weaknesses of the flesh to himself and made them his
own by means of the kenosis. Consequently, both the human and
divine actions and experiences of Christ as recorded in the gospels are
appropriately attributed to the Word Incarnate. The Word has be-
come Incarnate, and is therefore no longer unenfleshed (yopvig). He
has been united to flesh and is a human being like us. Although in his
own divine nature the Word is incorporeal, because of the economy
the things that belong to the body belong to him as it is his body.??!
Consequently, the properties of the humanity (t& tfig avBponotnog)
now also belong to the Word, and the properties of the Word now
also belong to the humanity.??? In this reference to the so-called
communicatio idiomatum, Cyril explains that it is in this way that one
conceives of one Christ. In other words, as we have seen, the Word
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28 Anathemas (ACO 1.1.1:41.'%; PG 77:120D}); QUSC (PG 75:1328B).

29 QUSC (PG 75:1328C).

20 Jhid. (PG 75:1328D, 1340B).

21 Adversus Nestormm (ACO 1.1.6:63.%4; PG 76:137C).

22 Jhid. (ACO 1.1.6:63.4%%%; PG 76:137C). Dratsellas’ interpretation of Cyril is that
‘the two natures are...inseparably united in the One Person, not being confused, and
that they both transfer and communicate their properties, their Idiomata, to the One
Person which is their centre, and in which they are united, and not to each other’.
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222,
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has appropriated the properties of the humanity to himself, and has
given to his own human nature the properties he possesses in his own
divine nature. This is not a mutual exchange, whereby the Word
offers his divine properties of Christ, and the humanity offers its hu-
man properties to Christ. Rather, the Word is the active agent. It is
God the Logos who willingly submits to the hmits of a human life,
and yet remains God. It is the Word who transelements the human-
ity, using it to perform his own divine deeds. The communicatio, then,
for Cyril, is a mechanism for explaining the actions and experiences
of Christ, which, from the outside appear inconsistent, yet from the
perspective of the economy, or the kenosis, are entirely consistent with
the overall purpose of redemption. For this reason, Cyril professes to
believe that the Son of God is one individual; that is, Jesus Christ.?%?
As the Word of God, he has been begotten of the Father from eter-
nity, and has, in recent times, become a human being by means of a
genuine human birth. Consequently, all the actions and experiences
of Christ—both the divine and the human—are properly attributed
to him. Although he remains the impassible Word of God, he has
made everything that belongs to the human flesh his own. The hu-
man birth from Mary, as well as the human death on the cross, each
belong to the Word of God who has become Incarnate. Likewise, the
human body which is united to the Logos 1s used as an instrument by
him to give life to humankind. Talk of life giving flesh and impassible
suffering is not ‘mythical nonsense’, but is a genuine attempt to ex-
press the mysterium Christi, in which God graciously condescended to
live a human life in order to conquer the corruption which had
plagued humanity since the fall. The union was not the end, but the
means to the end, and must always be interpreted in that light.

Concluding Remarks

What, then, can we say about Cyril’s understanding of the union in
the light of this investigation of his imagery? We can see that Cyril’s
christology is not a static, unification theory in which he must dis-
cover a way to glue two things together. He is not looking to describe
how two things come together and result in one. This is the funda-
mental problem Cyril saw in Nestorius’ approach to christology. The
Antiochene, in Cyril’s mind, wanted to describe Christ as the juxta-
position of the Word and a separate human being. In other words, he

223 QUSC (PG 75:1361BC).
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perceived Nestorius to start with two things, and attempt to find a
way to produce one from them. The same criticism is applicable to
Apollinarius. The Alexandrian heretic was correct in assuming that
two completes cannot be united to produce a single entity. But this
axiom is not applicable to the union of divinity and humanity for two
reasons. First, the Incarnation is not a puzzle whereby two pieces are
joined together; it is the becoming human of the Word. Second, the
manner in which the Word united human nature to himself, thereby
becoming a human being, is ineffable. It is not a technical process of
combination. Cyril’s christology had a different starting point from
either of these two. It is therefore misguided to speak of him as being
midway between Nestorius and Apollinarius. Cyril was actually on a
different spectrum than either of them. Instead of beginning with two
objects—the Word and a human being—Cyril began with the
Word’s act of condescension on behalf of humankind. The only way
for God to save humanity was to live a human life, die a human
death, and be raised from the dead through his own divine power. To
accomplish this redemption, the Word became a human being; that
is, he lived a genuine human life. Cyril uses his concept of union to
explain Aow the Word became a human being: he united a human
body and a human soul to himself, taking for himself a complete
human nature. By adding to himself a human nature, the Word now
is a human being, in addition to remaining the eternal Son of God.
The union, though, is not one of participation, in which the Word is
a partner with another human being, but one in which the Word
unites himself to human flesh. The Logos, who inherently possesses
an impassible and incorporeal divine nature, now possesses a passible
and corporeal human nature. He has added something to himself
which he did not have before the Incarnation. But, again, this is no
static, technical union. Rather, it is a union of possession. The Word
has as his own the body and soul which he has united to himself.
Consequently, Christ is the Word Incarnate, and not the Word con-
nected to another human being.

Cyril’s picture of the union is incomplete without his description of
Christ’s actions. In other words, the person of Christ is inextricably
linked to the work of Christ. This is nowhere seen any better than in
the paradoxes of the life giving humanity and the suffering God. In
both instances, Cyril’s recognises that the Word has united to himself
human flesh in such a way that he is the sole subject of Christ’s
actions and experiences. Cyril’s description and illustration of his
understanding of the manner in which human flesh gives life reveals
a union in which the Word possesses ownership of the flesh. This is
essential for the flesh to be life giving. Only God is able to give life, as
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he is life himself. Therefore, for the flesh to give life it must be the
flesh of God. The Word has made the flesh his own by means of the
ineffable union, and has by virtue of the union made it life giving.
With regard to the suffering Word, we have seen that Cyril’s solution
to the paradox lies in his understanding of the Logos as owner of the
flesh, just as any other human being owns his own flesh. In his divin-
ity, the Word is impassible. But after the Incarnation, the Word no
longer possesses a divine nature alone, but also possesses a human
nature. It 1s in this new human nature that the Word suffers, while
remaining impassible with regard to his divine nature.

The most fundamental component of Cyril’s picture of Christ is
the purpose for which the Word became a human being. The union
is nonsensical without recognising the reason for it. Cyril is insistent
that the Word had no need to become a human being in himself, but
willingly condescended in order to redeem humankind. Cyril’s de-
scription and illustration of the union, including the actions and expe-
riences of Christ, must be interpreted in the light of this purpose. The
Logos united humanity to himself, thereby living a human life, in
order to enable him to subject his own human body to a real death,
and a short time later to raise it from the dead. In so doing, he would
conquer the corruptibility of his own human nature and that of all
humankind. His divine nature did not experience death, but his hu-
man nature did. Because the human nature is that of the Word Incar-
nate, then the Word Incarnate is said to have experienced death.
Cyril’s christology is rooted in the purpose for the Word’s Incarna-
tion: salvation. The union of the Word and his divine nature is,
therefore, not a static, technical process, but a purpoesive process in
which God the Logos unites to himself humanity in order to
transelement it, restoring it to incorruptibility.



CONCLUSION

What is to be said about Cyril of Alexandria’s christological imagery?
With regard to his use of imagery, there are four important observa-
tions we can make. First, Cyril is willing to look to two sources for
analogies: Scripture, particularly the Old Testament, and natural
phenomena. When he perceives in a certain text an idea which cor-
relates with something said explicitly about Christ or the Logos else-
where in Scripture, Cyril tends to find that passage useful in illustrat-
ing something about the Incarnation. Far from being allegory, this
hermeneutical principle, at least for the Alexandrian, is founded on
the belief that all of Scripture is ulimately authored by one indi-
vidual—God Himself. It is natural for him, then, to conclude that
there is but on overarching skopos to the Sacred Writing; namely, to
reveal God. Because the Incarnation is the climactic work of God’s
self-revelation, that event becomes central to all Scripture. Conse-
quently, all Scripture is at least at some level concerned with the
person and work of Christ, God Incarnate. By cross-referencing com-
ponents of the text with statements made about Christ elsewhere in
Scripture, Cyril is able to utilise the biblical passage as an analogy of
some aspect of the Incarnate event. The narrative, ceremony, or
other passage is not considered to be the source of christological
understanding, but rather a tool for illustrating it. For example, the
passage about the two birds from Exodus is not the source of knowl-
edge about Christ’s passion, but instead serves to illustrate how the
impassible Word can be said to suffer. Because the analogy is from
Scripture, it carries great weight. However, it still falls short of the
truth, though it is a useful pointer to the reality of the Word’s
economy. There is no disconnect in Cyril’s mind between the literal
understanding of texts (which he always affirms), and the spiritual or
christological understanding of texts wherein some component of the
Incarnation is illustrated. A quite interesting, yet consistent, herme-
neutic.

In addition to his Scriptural images, Cyril also employed philo-
sophical or physical images. He believes these natural phenomena
reveal something about the reality of the mysterium Christi. The natural
phenomena which are found in Cyril’s christology have their back-
ground primarily in discussions of union. This fact can be misleading
on the surface. One could easily conclude that Cyril’s christology is
nothing more than a “physical” or “static” view of the union of divin-
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ity and humanity in Christ. However, this conclusion could be no
further from reality. Instead, the Archbishop uses these images ana-
logically, rather than technically. His interest in not in a static com-
ing-together of two christological jigsaw pieces, but in a dynamic,
purposive event: the Incarnation of God the Word.

A second observation is that essential to understanding Cyril’s use
of imagery from both sources is the awareness that he intends for it
an analogical, and therefore qualifying, role. These analogies, both
from Scripture and from nature are used by Cyril to explain further
his christological formulae. They are not explanations of the Incarna-
tion itself, but illustrations of Cyril’s understanding of it. A pattern
develops in which he begins with a confession of orthodox faith. On
occasion he is content to simply state this belief and demand confor-
mity to it from his readers. However, he often follows this confession
with further explanation of what he means. His analogies serve in the
capacity of illustrating his formulae, rather than describmg the event of
Incarnation. This fact allows the interpreter to read Cyril through these
images, rather i them. In other words, his imagery is a tool he uses
to establish a different rhetoric. They serve to make more clear what
he believed about the Incarnation of the Word, and how, in particu-
lar, he interpretes Scriptural references to the event and the Nicene
Symbol.

The third observation we can make is that Cyril uses christological
imagery often in his dogmatic and polemical treatises, but seldom in
his letters. Why would this be so? If our conclusions about the role of
his analogies being qualifiers and illustrations is correct, then an ex-
planation is apparent: they are unnecessary in correspondence, espe-
cially that with Nestorius. The Alexandrian’s imagery is intended to
clarify and qualify his various christological statements and formulae.
For example, when writing to Nestorius, Cyril was concerned with
stating the orthodox understanding of the Incarnation. This usually
entailed the use of biblical and Nicene statements with little or no
clarification. However, as we have seen, on some occasions, he would
seek to clarify the statements he makes. There was a need for confes-
sion primarily, and clarification only secondarily. In contrast, in his
theological treatises, and even his correspondence with Succensus, he
is concerned with more than the statement of orthodoxy (i.e., the
Word became flesh); he is also interested in illustrating what he
means by such a statement. It is at this point that he calls upon the
tool of imagery to serve as a mechanism for qualification. This is
similar to Norris’s conclusions about Cyril’s “two ways of talking”.!

' Norris, ‘Christological Models’. See Introduction to the present work.
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Finally, Cyril's images are indeed an important part of his
christological expression. Their supporting role as illustrators opens
up his understanding of the Incarnation for the observer; and without
them one is left only with the statements and formulae, which are
orthodox representations of the truth, but remain a matter of inter-
pretation. This fact can be seen easily in the numerous ways of inter-
preting Nicaea in subsequent years, whether in Alexandria, Rome,
Antioch, or Constantinople. While the Nicene Symbol was the stan-
dard of orthodoxy, it was open to interpretation (thus the controversy
between Cyril and Nestorius). Cyril’s many illustrations which clarify
his own interpretation of Nicaea are invaluable tools for understand-
ing better his christological thought. By observing Cyril’s statements
through his imagery, one can see more deeply into his understanding
of the person and work of Christ.

Now were can turn to extracting the christological content of
Cyril’s imagery. With regard to the content of his imagery, we find
Cyril rejecting two infamous heresies, Nestorianism and Apollina-
rianism; and articulating a christology comprised of three important
ideas: Christ is true God from true God, Christ 1s a complete human
being, and Christ is a single individual. Cyril understood the teaching
of Nestorius to entail the separation of the Word and an individual
human being named Jesus. In this instance Christ is the result of an
external, participative relationship in which the Word is juxtaposed to
a human individual. These two constituents are believed to be held
together by the goodwill and grace of God in which he bestows upon
the human individual the same appellation and dignity as the Word.
He believes that Nestorius is searching for a technical process that
describes a collective unity, while allowing the constituents to remain
unconfused and separate, while retaining their respective properties
in their separate entirety. The ultimate problem with Nestorian
christology, as Cyril understands it, is its denial of salvific suffering to
the Word of God. If the suffering of Christ is attributed solely to the
human being called Jesus, and the divine actions solely to the Logos,
then Christ is not the Saviour. There must be a “real union” of the
Word and humanity if there is to be any redemption.

Nestorius and many of the Orientals charged Cyril with Apollina-
rianism. The accusation entailed teaching Christ to be an amalgam of
the Word and human flesh in which one or both was changed in
some essential manner. Along with his explicit denials of such a
charge, Cyril sets out to illustrate what such a christology would
mean. The Apollinarian interpretation of the biblical and Nicene
accounts of the Incarnation was just as improper as the Nestorian
understanding. Both misread and misunderstood what it meant for
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the Word to “become flesh”. Moreover, Cyril not only rejects
Nestorianism and Apollinarianism proper, but also, just as impor-
tantly, he rejects any approach to christology which begins with seek-
ing to glue together two christological puzzle pieces, a so-called unifi-
cation christology. In both instances [Nestorianism and Apollinarian-
ism| the question was how to take divinity and humanity, and put
them together so that Christ would be the result. In Cyril’s opinion,
they were both looking for a process by which to explain the Incarna-
tion. With Nestorianism, that process is juxtaposition. With
Apollinarianism, it is confusion. Neither of these is adequate, Cyril
responds, because both are answers to the wrong question. Rather
than looking for a technical manner to unite two vastly different
things, Cyril argues that christology is concerned with the voluntary
economy of the Word of God in which he chooses to live a human
life in order to save fallen humanity. As far as Cyril is concerned,
these are vastly different questions.

Cyril claims that Christ, though being only one individual, is both
completely God and completely human. This biblical and Nicene
paradox is not a contradiction for him, however. While confessing
that the impassible Word of God experienced an atoning death, and
that the human body of Christ was (and is) life-giving, Cyril also
maintains that it was one individual who underwent all the experi-
ences of Jesus Christ. In other words, the same person was both God
of the universe and the man crucified for the redemption of human-
kind. This is true because Christ was none other than the Word of
God who had descended to live a complete human life. The Logos
had added to himself a human nature, just like that of all humanity.
Whatever it means to be a human being, this is what the Word
became. But he did so for a reason. His act of condescension was
purposive. Behind this confession is Cyril’s allegiance to the fact that
it is God who saves and humanity who needs the salvation God
provides. For the Word of God to save human being he himself must
suffer as @ human being. For humankind to be saved, the Word’s as-
sumed human life must be complete. These two axioms form the
basis of Cyril’s understanding of the person of Christ.

A rereading of Cyril of Alexandria’s christology in and through his
imagery, one is able to see that his christology is not a static, unifica-
tion theory in which he must discover a way to glue two things to-
gether. He is not looking to describe how two things come together
and result in one. Rather, Cyril begins and ends with the Word’s act
of condescension on behalf of humankind. The only way for God to
save humanity was to live a human life, die a human death, and be
raised from the dead through his own divine power. To accomplish
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this redemption, the Word became a human being; that is, he lived a
genuine and complete human life. This salvific intention of the Incar-
nation is a fact not absent from Cyril’s thinking. In fact, as we have
seen, the Incarnation for Cyril is a purposive event, grounded in
God’s plan of redemption. The hypostatic union which he speaks of is
not a technical process by which there is generated from two separate
items one new thing, but is instead a purposive process in which the
Word performs the otherwise impossible work of assuming for himself
a human nature, adding it to his divine nature, and thereby living a
human life. This makes Cyril’s christology one that is internally con-
sistent, as well as one that is consistent with Nicaea. The Alexandrian
bishop was indeed a great theologian and his description and illustra-
tion of the mysterium Christi was greatly beneficial to the development
of orthodox christology. Consequently, it is a useful pattern for one’s
understanding of the work of redemption performed by the Word
become flesh.
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