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INTRODUCTION

Even a cursory reading of the volumes left by Cyril of Alexandria
reveals the perennial presence of chrislOlogical images, word pictures
that arc found throughout his many atlcmpts 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 chrislology through his plethora of analogies. I The
present work seeks to achieve such a re-reading. Two glaring ques
tions face us in our effon to rcad Cyril's chrislological imagery. First,
what part do images play in his chrislOlogy? It is important for inter
preters to discover how important his analogies arc to the expression
of his picture of Christ. It is this founclation which will allow for a
more accurate reading of his christology. Second, what christological
content can be extracled from these images? Only by placing these
analogies in their proper chrislological contexts will we be able 10 find
in them any message about Cyril's conception of the person ofChrisl.
These two queslions have determined the process and structure of
this work.

The volume is divided into three parIs. Part One is concerned with
the contexts of Cyril and his chrislological 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 fonnulation
and development of his use of imagery. Chapters Two and Three
examine the images in their scriptural and philosophical contexts,
respectively. In other words, the anaJogies 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
tamenl. The second examines how natural phenomena arc employed

I Notable instances in which scholars ha\'e sought to address lhe question of
Cyril's christological imagery include H.A. Wolfson, Tht Phil1JJbfJI!J ojtJre Chuun Faillns
(Cambridge, ~lass., 1956); j.A. i\IcGuckin, St. Cyril of Akxandna: Tht C1trUtological
Con/rourS} (Lciden, 1994); and RA Norris, 'Christological i\lodds in Cyril of Alex
andria', SIudPal 13 (1975), 254-268. Cyril is a central figure in F.R. Gahoouer, DaJ
antJrropologiscM MrJtll. £in Btitrag (.ur Chrislologit dtr Kirc!u his Chalktfon (Wilrzburg,
1980\). None of these works grant Cyril's images a central role in his ChrislOlogical
expression.
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as analogies in Cyril's christological expression. The imention is uh:i~

mately to determine the extenl to which images are helpful to Cyril in
;mic.lllating his pirtllrt: of Chrisl, ane! in turn how they art: 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 pan 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 Vert Deus and vere homo. 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.

Wilh regard to the question of the imponance 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-Oesh 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 itseW,.2 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 [0 recognise, Norris maintains, that
Cyril has two "ways of talking" about the Incarnation. The first of
these ways is his constanl and frequent recilal of traditional, orthodox

2 Norris, 'Chrislological 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 stalements from
other Fathers. As Norris notices, Cyril takes pride in bis recital of this
christological vocabulary, and appeals to the authority of his sources
often. From these sources Cyril extracts his expressions such as the
\,Vord "becoming man", "becoming enOeshed", and others. From
here he develops his kenotic theme. Norris concludes that in this
instance, Cyril christology is not an anempt to understand the rela
tion of the Word to Oesh or to man, but "a series of anempts 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 lhe part of Cyril here, but he never intended there to
be. It was precisely in the unoriginal characler of his christology that he
saw to be its strength: it was the christology of Scripture and the
Fathers.

orris finds a second "way of talking" by Cyril. This he calls
Cyril's composition language, where Christ is the resuh of putting lwO
things together, It is at this level that tbe Logos-Oesh 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 nesh with a rational soul, he begins to address the
relation between the Word and the nesh. Torris 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 usc ofcomposition language depending on whether
he is in his anti·Nestorian or anti-Apollinarian mood. IL is at this stage
that Norris finds Cyril's anaJogies to be helpful, though not crucial to
the argument. Norris interprets Cyril to be guided in his tbink.ing by
"a panern of chrislological predication and not a physical modcl".4
This means that his physical analogies, such as the body-soul image,
are not intended to demonstrate the composition of Christ, but to
illustrate thal the Logos is the one single agent of the Incarnation.
Consequently, for Norris, Cyril's physical images are not explana
tions, but "merely pointers to the truth intimated in the sound fonn
of chrisLOlogical words",5

Norris' article does not attempt to reconstruCl Cyril's chrislology,
and his conclusion is reached almosl as an afterthought. His concern
is with "ways of talking", which, of course, included imagery. There

3 Ibid., 261.
~ Ibid., 267.
5 Ibid.



4 INTRODUCTION

is, however, no investigation into the extent to which particular im
ages contain or express Cyril's chrislology. Furthermore, Norris does
not seek. to place Cyril's analogies in their respcctivf' COnlf'xI'S; il i!'i On!

his imcntion 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 chrislology one will see that
a re.reading of Cyril in the light of his images reveals a coherent
picture of Christ, and onc in which the label 'unification chrislOlogy'
is entirely inappropriate. From the evidence provided, one can con·
elude thaI scholars should reject the notion that Cyril's chrislology is
a medium bc(ween NesLorianism and Apollinarianisrn, and that it is
an attempt to unify (WO pre-existem things. On the contrary, the
Alexandrian's theology is an auempl to understanding how one can
conceive of a particular individual as bOlh fully God and fully human.
Cyril's use of images, it will be argucd, helps onc to understand his
conception of the "!ysterium Christi.



PART ONE

THE CONTEXT OF CYRIL'S IMAGERY





CHAPTER ONE

IMAGES IN THE CONTEXT OF
CYR1L'S LIFE AND WORK

Therc is a great deal more that could be said about the Archbishop of
Alexandria, but a synopsis of his tife 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 nol 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 leasl two controversies, and il was inOu
enced greatJy by a deep devotion to the Holy Scriptures and an
exccptional theological pedigree. In addition, Cyril was kccn to use
the language of lhe 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.

Cyril qfAlaondria

When Theophilus, the controversial Archbishop of Alexandria, died
on Tuesday, 15 October 412, the choice of his successor marked a
watershed in Church hislory, particularly in terms of the develop
ment of the Church's christological understanding and terminology.
The son of Theophilus' sisler ascended to the throne, chosen againsl
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 Niccne faith he had received
from his uncle and the other great Alexandrian fathers who preceded
him on the throne of Sf. Mark. Whether denouncing the Arians for
denying the complete divinity of the Word of God, or anathematising
the Neslorians for severing Christ into t\vo individuals, Cyril was in a
constant battle for the heart and soul of orthodoxy as he interpreted
it in Scriplure and the Fathers who preceded him. Still today the
legacy of this great man-however one might view his politics or
theology-lives on in churches of all persuasions. Regarding
christological development, Cyril's importance is art.ieulated best by
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Wickham: "The patristic understanding of the Incarnation owes
morc to Cyril of Alexandria than to any other individual theolo
gian .... All SlIhSl'fJlJ(,1l1 chrislolngy has procecded, and must proceed,
by way of interpretation of [his] picture [of Christ)". I Through the
means of the Neslorian Controversy, the Council of Ephesus, and the
Counc~ of Chalccdon, if it can be seen as the consequence of the
concord between Cyril and the Oriclllals, Cyril's chrislology carried
further the orthodoxy of Nicaca, and helped the Church develop the
vocabulary necessary to articulate the ,,!>'sterium Christi.

lilLIe is known of Cyril's life prior to his ascension to the Sec in
412. The bishop and historian John of Nikiou reports that Cyril was
born around 378 in Thcodosios.2 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.3 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 alI.4 Yluch of Cyril's early life was probably spent in formal educa
tion, perhaps at the Philosophical-CatecheticaJ school in A1exandria.5

He would have had a thorough and comprehensive education, prob
ably being trained in pTll:oplKiI, 1pa~~a'tlKtl 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

I Cyril if"Altxandria: Stkcl utUrs (Oxford, 1983), xi. Likewise,JA. McGuckin says
that next to Alhanasius, Cyril 'has had thc grealcst impact 011 the articulation of this
most centr.ll and seminal aspect of Chrislian doctrine', see 51. Cyril if"Altxandrill: 'fht
Christologica/ Conlrot"t'l"sy, I.

2 The Chronick if"Jolm Bishop ofN"lkiou, ed. and trans. R.H. Charles (London, 1916),
76. For additional information about the life of Cyril see rvleGuckin, The ChristoliJgical
ControvD'fJ, 2fT, and F.:\I Young, From N"lCfUa w Cha/adon {London, 1983),242-246.

] See Ep. 33 (ACO I. 1.7: 148.:IOfr; PC 77: I59C).
4 There is no reason to assume that Cyril in fact did restore John'S namc. Al

though he did contrast the heterodoxy of Nestorius with the orthodoxy o(John, one
must remember that.lohll'S d~siLion was on disciplinary and not doclrlnall{fQunds.
Cf. cp. 33 (ACO 1.1.7:148. ; PC 77:159C). It is noteworthy to recall thai Cyril
citedJohn in his Oralio ad Domintu (ACO 1.1.5:67.141f; PC 76: 1216A). Cr. McGuckin,
The Chrislologica/ ConlrovtrJy, 5.

!i See i\1l;Guckin, 'nu ChristologUal Controt"t'l"sy, 4.
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the Christians in AJexandria, 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 rcsuhed.6 A gang ofJews 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 stOty is embel
lished. Probably Cyril sought their expulsion, with some being ban
ished. 7 In addition, he was in almost constant disagreement with
Orestes, the city Prefect, and openly opposed the pagans in thc 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.s

His tone in writing to and about these groups, especially the
Nestorians, is interesting to nOle, albeit brieny. 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".9 Cyril's mission was the establishment of the Christian
faith, and he was willing, Young maintains, to usc positive, even
violent action to accomplish this mission. What docs the internal
evidence of the lOne of his writings tell LIS? In both his Second and,
interestingly enough, TIlird lellers to Nestorius, Cyril refers to
Nestorius as "his most pious and divinely favoured minister" and
"your Reverencc".lo This, of coursc, could be mere common cour
tesy as Cyril was writing to another bishop, in particular the bishop of
Constantinople. However, Cyril wrote e1scwhere, ") am filled with
love for Neslorius; nobody loves him more than I do" .11 There is no
reason to think Cyril insincere. As one reads especially the early
correspondence with eSlOrius, onc perceives that Cyril's interesl 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 Adva
sus Nestonum the tone changes a bit, with Cyril's language being more

6 Socrates, /-lUI. &xl., 7.15.
7 cr. R.L. Wilkcll,Judail"m and flu &rly Orolian Mint/(Ncw Havcn, 1971),5·1-58.
8 Socrates, Nisi. Etel., 7.7; 7.13. McGuckin citcs lhese pass..ges: The Qristo{ogi(al

ConITOl:nS), 7.
9 Young, From ;Vicam 10 Chaludon, 244.

10 Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:23.2>'16, PC 77:40A); Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1: 33....5; PC 77: I05A).
II J::p. 9 (pC 77:610).
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confrontational. This can perhaps be explained by NeslOrius' refusal
to recant, and thus his becoming a danger to the Church, at least in
Cyril's perception. Still, the tone is not thai 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.
Bur 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 opponents12 ~it could possibly
be that Cyril's altitude 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 lO 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 ofJohn Chrysostom to help argue his
point.l:J rf this is the case, it could help explain why mobs of
Alexandrian Christians were prone to violence against those oUlwith
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 lO 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 NeslOrius would become more like his altitude to
ward enemies of the Church, rather than misled factions within it.
We sec something to account for this when Cyril asks, "If we have
been commanded by Christ to love even our enemies, how much
morc does it follow that we should do the same to our brothers and
especially fellow priests?"14 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 ministty began where Athanasius' had left off-topicaJly,
that is, and not chronologically-battling against the Arians. Having
begun in Alexandria, Arianism had plagued the fourth-century

12 II is of benefit here to see Wilken's Judaism and tJu Ear9 CArist;an Mind, where he
explores the relationship belween Cyril and the jews. Although Wilken's inteillion is
10 show how this affected his exegesis, il could be a slarl.ing point for more work into
how Cyril treated his opponents.

IS OraluadDominas(ACO 1.1.5:67. 1411"; PC 76:1216A).
U Ibid.
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church there. IS The ruling at Nicaca had not kiJJed 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.
71lesaums and Dialogues wi/h Paltadius, were concerned almost exclu
sively with the Arian threat. The Arians were also the foes in CYlil's
Commentary 011 tht Gospel ofJohn 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 CYlil 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 chlisLOlogy, 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. 16

One must remember that the respective christologies of both the
Alexandrians and the Antiochenes had developed in response to
Arianism, a common cncmy. Thc two solutions, however, were
disjoined and incongruous. The Alexandrians defended the deity of
Chl"ist LhruuglL a Lht:ury uf klfl/u:,-/:., w!lt:ldJY Gul! tilt: "Vurl! l!t:stxllded
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 poil1l of the historical

Jesus, whose lifc 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 lOok place in and through
the human nature, and the "divine" things through (he divine nature.
'Ne will examine lhis dichotomy with relation to Cyril in a subse
quent chapter.

I~ for a more detailed investig-.llioll of Arius and Arianism sec Hanson, Tht Starch
fiT tM Christiall Dottri'M ofGod.

16 However, as the writing of Cyril's massive Aduersus]uliallum demonstrates, Cyril
was concerned with the pagan threat even later in his ministl)'.
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The Council of ephesus

Controversy between writers in tht, lwn frgiom initi::llly bCg-tll when
Apollinarius sought to answer the Arian threat with a radical doctrine
of the Incarnation orlhe Logos. His solution was to explain the incar
nation as !.he Word replacing the rauonal 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 CVClll left the Antiochcncs with suspicions of
any Alexandrian chrislOlogy which sounded the slightest bit like that
of Apollinarius. It seems thai any chrislOlogical picture which came
out of Alexandria was subjected to the test of Apollinarianism, and
was perhaps, therefore, lainted from the start.

The Antiochcnc solution, in turn, presented problems for the
Alexandrians. A'i Apollinarius had corrupted the orthodox
Alexandrian picture of Christ, Diodorc did the same for the
Antiochene picture. The Alexandrians began interpreting Antiochene
chrisLOlogy in lhe 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 lhen was
the Son of God as a result of this assumption. This hit right at the
heart of Alexandrian sotcriology, which demanded that Christ be
God made man. Dualistic chrisLOlogy, 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
Ncstorius 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 Neslorius' ser~

mons was circulated, it found its way to Cyril in Alexandria. In tJlese
messages Nestorius denied the validity of the appellation of 6EOt6k:<><;
for Mary, the Mother ofJesus, opting instead for XplO't6tok:<><;. This
prompted Cyril to act. In both his paschal letter of 42917 and a letter
to lhe monks in Egypt lS in the same year, Cyril denounced those who
would abandon eEot6k:<><;. For Cyril, denying that Mary was the
Mother of Cod amounted to denying thai Christ was God made
man. Cyril had been prepared for tJlis battJe by his prior polemic

17 H()m. P(lJen. 17 (PC 77:768A-789A).
III !'.p. I.
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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 leHers 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
I called a synod in Rome to be held in 430. At the synod
Nestorianism was condemned, and a lclter dispatched to Ncstorius
with ncws of the decision. To the leiter Cyril auached twelve anath
emas. Nestorius was instructed to approve the anathemas or face
excommunication. Nestorius refused, and appealed to Emperor
Theodosius II, who in turn called a general council for Pentecost 431
in Ephesus. 19 Cyril and his contingent arrived in Ephesus and con
vened the council, without the Oriental delegation. As Grillmcier has
noted, the Council was not concerned with developing new vocabu
lary, or even clarifying existing language, for articulating lhe
Church's chrislology. Instead, its primary objective was to affirm the
content of orthodox belief about the Incarnation, and to address
christological content which did nol conform to orthodoxy.2o 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 Nicenc 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 Ihe orthodox formula,
ancl those conforming to the statement would be accepted, those not
conforming to it rejected. Cyril's Second Lelia to Nestonus 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 monastel)' in Antioch. The proceedings of the
council, however, ended up providing a foundation for the eventual
reconciliation bel\veen Cyril and his Antiochene opponents.

19 Subsequently known as the Third Ecumenical Council of the Church.
:"lcGuckin provides a detailed discussion of the events surrounding the Council of
Ephesus in his chapter, 'The Context of the Ephesus Crisis', 53·125.

20 A. Grillmeicr, Christ ill Christian TraditiO/I, vol 1 (Atlanta, 1975),484-5.
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It was not umil 433 that an accord was reached between Cyril and
the Orientals. The Formulary of Reunion21 , which both parties
signed, approved Nestorius' condemnation for heresy, tempered the
twelve anathemas, and rejected dualistic chrislology. 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 documem as orthodox. This did
not satisfy the monophysite party, and the Council of Chalccclon
(451) eventually became necessary. Cyril had always claimed to desire
unity within the Church, but never at the expense of orthodoxy.2'2
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
thereor, per se.23 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, in 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 ,viII 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 Chrislocemric. 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 inter-al a
part, continued for long after 444, culminating in Chalcedon.2

Cyril's Wn'ting Career

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

21 See Grillmeier, 497·500. For the Fonnulary of Reunion, sec ACO I. J.4:17.9lf;

PC 77:177A.
22 'I call on you as my brother and entreat you before Christ and the elect angels

to join us ill holding and teaching [sound doctrine], so that the peace of the churches
may be presclVed and God's priests may have an abiding bond of unbroken love and
hannony', Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.l:28.22.2~; PC 77:49A), Wickham's translation. There is
lIO reason to doubt Cyril's sincerity.

23 We will be addressing this theme throughout the course of this book.
24 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 NuQtO. to CJwludon; Crillmeier, vols. I and 2.2; and I.R. Tor
rance, Ckriswlogy qfkr Chaktdoll (Norwich, 1988).
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treatises, and other dogmatic~polemical writings. The extaUl com
plete works and fragments fill ten volumes of Migne's Potrologia Graeto
(68_77).25 \Vhile 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

estorian 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 NeslOrian 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 feal. 26

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 el cultu in spiritlt el veritate and Glaphyra. The fonner is
cOlllplised of seventeen books, and is in the fonn of a diaJogue be
tween Cyril and Palladius. The latter dilfers from the fonner in that it
follows the order of the biblical books and is not in the fonn of a
dialogue. The masterpiece of Cyril's New Testamelll commentaries is
one on the Gospel ofJohn, written before the Nestorian Controversy.
Other New Testament works include a collection of homilies on
Luke, and commentaries on f\1allhew, Romans, I and 2 Corinthians,
and Hebrews.

Prior to the estorian Controversy, Cyril waged war against the
Arian heresy.27 Two large works contain his allack on the Arians,
77ltJaurus de somtll tt tonsubstantiali Tn'nitale and De salltla el consubsumtiali
Trinitale. These two works arc similar to the Athanasian anti-Arian
polemic. The comroversy with Nestorius began with two or Cyril's
writings, his PaschaL utter of 429 and his utter to tlte Egyptian Monks,
which Young believes was wrillcn to consolidate his alliance with the
monks, traditional "shock-troops" of the Alexandrian fathers. 28

Cyril's ami-Nestorian polemic is besl characterised by his live vol
umes AdvlrsUS Neswrii hlasphemias, and his Second and 17lird Letters to

2~ For a full listing and descriplion of Cyril's works, sccJ. Quastcn, Potro/OfD' (Mary
land, 1963), 116-142.

"LtJ ~lcGuekill, 77u Chris/ologicol COI1/r()l}D'SY, 4.
27 For a study of thc Arian Controvcrsy, sec R.P.C. Hanson, TIe &arch for the

Christion futrillt rif Gad (E.c1inburgh, 1988).
26 Young, From Nicota 10 Cholctdol1, 21 -I.
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Jleslon'liS, the latter being accompanied by the famous (or infamous?)
Tu;ewe 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 Tecla fide, and his Apologeticus ad Imperatorem, wriuen
after the Council of Ephesus, defended his actions at the council.
Contra Diodore et 'flleodore and Contra Synousiastas are polemics against
the teachers of Nestorius and the Synousiasts respectively. His two
greatest christological works are Scholia de it/camalume UnigeTliti and
Qy.od linus sit Chrirtus, which was probably his last anti-Nestorian work.
A large volume written to refute Julian the Apostate's Against tite
Gaiiiaeans was Cyril's Contra Julianum. The primary theme of Cyril's
writings is the Person of Christ. Regardless of the from on which he
was fighting, the topic seemed always to be the mysterium Christi, and
how it is rightly to be understood.

lrifluences on Cyn'l

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

The least influential of these is philosophy. AJthough 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 coment.29 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 phiJoso
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" .30 In addition, both Siddals and Grant have

29 Wickham, StkclLLttm, xiv.
30 R.r..l. Siddals, 'Logic and Christology in Cyril of Alexandria', ]TS (ns) 38

(1987),34-2 and 350.
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shown that Cyril went beyond secondary sources to the originals in
tenns of his use of Greek philosophy; although it is probable that
Cyril was first introduced to the Greek writers through Clll;suan
sources, namely Clement of Alexandria, Eusebius of Caesarea.Justin
Martyr, and the anonymous work De Tn·nitalt. 31 One note-worthy
philosopher to whom Grant claims Cyril was introduced is the Aris
totelian commentator Alexander of Aphrodisias. Grant sl)cnds some
time showing Cyril's familiarity with Alexander's works. 2 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, 6:1ta8~ Tt0:8", which Young claims to have bcen "current

eoplatonist teaching". 33 We know thaI 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 intc'l)retation of
it. One cannot dismiss, however, the influence of philosophical im
age~ 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 \\ell-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 or
the Fathers lor Cyril. Others included the Cappadocians, Didymus
the Blind, Clement, and Theophilus. Kerrigan has argued that
Jerome influenced Cyril's biblicaJ interpretation, either through
Cyril's direct reading of his commelllaries or through other writers.34

Also, Wickham has posited that Cyril's reference to nurture "at the

31 R.~1. Gram, "Greek LiICratUfC in lhc Trealise IJe Tn'nitatt and Cyril Contra
Julionum,' JTS n.s. 15 (1964), 265-279.

32 Ibid., 275-279
" F.~1. Young, 'A Reconsideration or Alexandrian Christology',]EIJ 22 (1971),

112. See also H. Chadwick, 'Eucharist and Christology in the Neswrian Contro
\'crsy',]TS (ns) 2 (1951), 145-164. CfJD. McCoy, 'Philosophical Innuences on lhe
Doclrine or lhe Illcanmtioll ill Allmllasiu~ <tIll.! C)ril or AlI:A,tl,d,i,,', EnOHl1Ill!, 38
(1977),362.391.

3~ A. Kerrigan, St. C~ril r!f Akxalldrio: Inttrprtln of tJrt Old Testall/m/ (Rome, 1952),
435n·.
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hands of holy and orthodox Fathers," may allude to training by
monks, though this is in no way certain.35

The influence Athanasius had on Cyril {"annOl ht- nvt"rsI31t"c1. On!'
of Cyril's first works, his 7htsaurus de Tn'nitau, was based largely on
Athanasius' Contra Anoanos. 36 Sellers calls Cyril a "disciple of
Athanasius".37 There is no doubt that the extent to which Athanasius
was a model for Cyril and helped mould his ChriS10logica1 thinking
and expression is greal. The Alexandrian theological tradition was
passed faithfully from Athanasius to Cyril. McGuckin summarises
Athanasius' influence on Cyril well: "even before 428 CyriJ's mind
had already been shaped, formed in the living chrislOlogical tradiLion
of his church, summarised in the great Athanasius". 38 Cyril inheriled
his lheological lradition from his "Fathcr" Alhanasius. As we shaU
sec, however, Cyril's chrislology was morc lhan a mere restatemenl
of Alhanasius' thought, and the developments LO AJexandrian
chrislology which Cyril brought aboul guaranteed its ullimale sur
vival in the East.

Here we need to comment brieOy 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 sensc (6e6>pux nveuIlCl'tlKi]), in Kerrigan's estimation, along
with Wilkcn and othcrs, providcd Cyril with a typological exegesis, in
which various Old Testamcnt 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, ecJectic.39 Her con
tcntion is that these distinctions were totaJly foreign to the Fathers,
whose primary concern was wilh 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 Testamem and the New Testamem in the 'tunOl

]3 Wickham, Stl«t Ltllas, xiii. Cf. ACO 1.1.3:22.8. This passage: is Cyril's own
profession of failh.

36 Set esp. J. Liebacrt, UJ DottrifU chrisrolcgique de Sainl Cynlk d'AfuaNirit at,"nl fa
qumlk ./'ftswrinu (l jlle:, 1951), 22ff.

31 R.Y. Sellers, TUXJ A/UUI'll ChruroWgus (London, I~W), tm.
38 McGuckin, 176.
39 F. M. Young, Bihlual Exp and tM Fourukltion of the CJrri.shan OlUfCh (London,

1991).
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Xpiatou found in the Old Testament. For our study, we are imerested
in what part they play in illustrating Cyril's chrisLOlogy. The distinction
between Cyril's exegesis and his illustration is anything but clear. To
separate Cyril's exegesis from his christology is reading back imo
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
seek to devise. The fact of the matler is thaL Cyril sees in a number of
passages useful images which direct the mind towards a fuller under
standing of the mysterium Christi. It is this understanding, in Cyril'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 Cyril like the Scriptures.'10
As his w,-itings 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 Cyril arrived on the International scene until his
death, twO forces guided his christological thinking: the Bible and
onhodox theolog)'.'ll Couple these Christian inOuences with CyriJ's
ability to usc 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.

+0 The fact that mosl of his work was commentary 011 Scripture is suflicienl to
argue this point. In addition, though, even a cursOIY rc,rding of his works reveals his
constant reference 10 Scripture as the source of his Iheolob'Y- The fathers, panicu
larly in their statements at Nicaea and Constantinople, are an important imerpreta
tive clement for Cyril. Their theology is afli"med as a prolxr interpretation of Scrip
ture. NeslOrius, Cyril believes, has rejeCied biblical and Nicene-Constaminopolitan
doctrine, and is lhus heretical.

il Wickham states, 'What he [Cyril] brought with him to office ",'ere an en\~able

knowledge Oflhc Bihle and onhodox theology', 5&'1 UIlD"J, xvi. ~1cGuekin concurs,
writing, 'the substance of his [Cyril's] leaOling is built upon Ihe twin pillars of biblical
theology and thc prior patristic tradition', 7hL Q,riswJogi,at umtrol:nJy, 3. Cr. Cyril's
Ep. 55 (ACO 1.1.4:'19. 1_61. 18; PC 77:289D-320A), in which he expounds the Nicene
Creed. Sound doctrine, he says, comes from following lhc inspired Scriplures. For
Cyril, the Fathers at Nicaea (and Constantinople) produced all accurate representa
tion of the faith of the Scriptures.
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CHAPTER TWO

D 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 NesLOrian Contro
versy, as it was within the heat of such a debate that his vocabulary
and imagery was relined and LOok 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 wiU mean an expansion of our discus
sions of his use of Scripture and philosophy, in particular. As we will
see, he was able to lind in both areas analogies which sel\led his
purpose, and he made usc 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 liSe of them. Our goal will be to discover why
Cyril chooses thc imagcs he did, what force they are intended to
possess, and what role their are meant to play in his christology. Our
investigation wilt lead us to conclude that his images are analogical in
nature and sel\lc 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 imerprctation of his chrislOlogical 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 Incamalione Unigetliti to "demonstrate the manner of union
(tp6nOt; tflr; EvWoEro<;) using illustrations (napaSe.lYllata.) from the di
vinely inspired Scripture as in types (tv t\l1tOl<;)".1 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.
Intcrestingly enough, thcsc iUustrations have oftcn becn ignored by
scholars in their interpretation of his chrislOlogy. Perhaps this void of

J Sdwlia (PC 75:13770).
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study illlo 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".2 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, thererore, presented with a two-rold 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.

Little work has been done specifically in the area of Cyril's
hermeneutic. Kerrigan's volume has been the standard for scholars
since its publication,3 and has been complemented in recent years by
Wilken's insightful study of the influence ofJudaism on Cyril's ex
egesis of both the Old and ew Testaments.4 Othe ....vise, most recent
works join Koen5 and \Velch,6 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.8 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 comends, the mailer of appropriation was most important,
whereby the received text was applied to Christian discussions as
though il 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, Judaism and tAt Ear!J Christian Mind, 3.
3 Kerrig-,m, SI. Cyril of A/c.:Q1ldria: Interpreter if" 1m OU Ttstammt. In addition,

Kerrigan has produced an anicle dealing with Cyril's ust: of the New Testament,
'The Objects of the Literal ancl Spiritual Senst:s of Scripture in the New Testament
according to Cyril of Alexandria', StudPat8 (1957),354-374.

4 Wilken, Judaism.
$ L. Koen, Sm:ing PaJSion: Intamatumal and Soteriolagital Thought in Cyril t?fAlexandria's

Commtntary on I/u Gospel if"John (Uppsala, 1991).
6 L. Welch, Christology and EUtlUlrist in the &rg Thought t?fCyril ofAltxandritl (London,

199').
7 Young, Bib/ital btgtsiJ and tAt Foundotion t?fthe Christian Church.
8 T. F. Torrance, DWine Mtaning: Studies in PatrutU: HmntllNtia (Edinburgh, 1997).
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though such dcbatc is necded, but to make some observations about
both Cyril's undcrstanding and his use of Scripturc within a
christological contcxt. This revicw will reveal two imponalll 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 intcnded to have in illustrating the l1!)'sterium Christi. First, many,
though not all, Old Testament passages can be interprctcd in two
equaUy valid ways, depending on the perspcctive of the interpretcr.
Second, it is the slwpos (oKon6/;), or purpose, of Scripture that allows
for the two illlerpretauons. 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 "demonstratc" 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, bUl analogies,
by which some component of Cyril's christology is qualified and clari
fied.

TI,e Se!fReuelalion of God:
Cyril's Undc.:rstanding of tile Old TeslaJfll!111

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 lauer connotes something about
lhe nature of the text, whereas the former is concerned wilh the
intention of the author, his oKon6/;. Inseparable from this is Cyril's
belief lhat Scripture was "spoken by the one Holy Spirit", and is thus
the logos ofGod.9 Regardless ofimmediatc human authorship the Old
Testament is God ~caking to humankind, and it is lherefore i}
9£61tv£oot~ rpa:yr,.1 Consequently, Cyril's interest is in wiry the
Spirit of God spoke these words to humankind.

Initially, the Old Testamenl was delivered to the people of God, in
Cyril's opinion, in order to guide their behaviour. The ordinances of
the Law are joined wilh narratives, prophecies, and proverbs for the
purpose ofieading the Jews to right conduct, which was obedience to
their God. Moreover, the prcscriptive elemcnts of the Old Testament

~ Commrnlmillm in lsawm fJropklum (PG 70:S65A).
10 Modcrn catcgories or inspir.uion would have, or course, been unknown to Cyril,

and art: beyond the scope or this study. It is sufficient to note that Cyril conceived or
Scripture as spoken by God and thererore the source or orthodox belier 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 prescnptivt
purPOSt 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'itrt.
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 rtvtlalfJry
purPOSt 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. I I As it is the btg£nning of God's revelation
of himself, it is only a partial revelation. Cyril illustrates his point with
the interesting analogy of a painting. 12 An artist begins with outlines
and shadows that faintly resemble the intended outcome. Progres
sively, more clarity and colour are added to the outlines until 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 clements, 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 ofGod.
In him [Christ] the revelation of God which began softly and dimly in
the Old Testament is completed. 13 Therefore, the Old Testament is
both incomplete and complete at the same time, with Christ making
the difference. 14 \,Ve 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 aU, pas
sages of the Old Testament contain two (at least) equally valid ways of

11 [k Maraliont (PC 68: 140A).
12 CWplryrQ (PC 69:22~C).
., ComnWllarium in lsaiom prophilum (pC 70:~76A); AdurjUj Nesrqrjum (ACO

1.1.6:36.33/f, 66.36-39; PC 76:69C, 1458).
I~ Pusey I, 8~:25.
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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. IS The same is true of both
narratives and ordinances or the Old Testament, and those which
can be interpreted in two ways are to be inspected so that both
meanings may be discovered. 16 One must take caution, however, as
some narratives and ordinances have only one meaning, rather than
twO. 17 Likewise, some proverbs have but onc way in which they
should be intcrpretcd, while othcrs should bc explored for a second,
inner meaning. IS In each type or Old Testament literature aU texis
have an obvious, historical mcaning, whilc there are somc texts which
have two. The interpretation that is proper for aU passages is termed
to'topla. When a text possesses a second inte'l)rctation it is called the
BEropia 1tVEU}laUKtl. Each passage should be considered according to
ils own mode or mannerj that is, its purpose.19 In other words, if the
purpose of the text is question is solely prescl;ptive, then only the
io'topla is to be found. However, if the purpose of a particular pas
sage is additionally revelatory, then onc ought to seek for the BEropla
1tVEU}lU't"lKtl. 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 can)' considerable baggage. 'We have
chosen to translatc lO'topia as "historical meaning" and BEropia
1tVEU}lU'tlKtl as "spiritual meaning", bUl would clarify these transla
tions as follows. "Historical" should not be understood as implying
that other intcrpretations do not find their reality in historical cvents.
Likewise, one should not read these translations as synonyms for the
traditional categories of literal and allegorical (or typological). The
focus of both lo'topia and BEropla 1tVEU}laUKtl is the intention of the
author-in this case the Holy Spirit-and not a hermeneutical
method or system. The hypothesis that BEropla 1tVEU}lUUKtl is not true
to the text, and is therefore cisegesis rather than exegesis does not
hold up under examination. Neither is it correct to assume that
BEropiu 1tVEU}laUKtl is unconcerned with the Sit;:. im Leben of the pas
sage.

15 Pusey I, 517:11; Commalllarium in Oseampropklam(PG 71:12B}.
16 GUiphyra (PG 69:293B); Commmlarium in Isaiam prophetulII (pG 70:9A).
17 Ibid. (PC 69:192B).
18 The.muTUS (pG 75:261 B).
19 Glaphyra (PG 69: 1928).
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On the other hand, the designations of historical and spiritual
should not be mistaken as affinning a X<Opl0J.16<; between the ICOOJ.1O<;
ala9'l't6<; and the KOOJ.101; \lO'l't6<;. AJlhough Cyril recognised and af
linned the transcendence of God and the distinction between the
Creator and the creaLUre, he does not infcr from this that a complete
separation exists such that God is incapablc of working really and
truly within his creation. Quite the opposite is true: God must be
understood to work within our time and space, othenvise the entire
system of kerlOsls, whereby God himself becomes human in order to
rcdccm humankind, is undcnnined. In addition, the lncarnation is a
reality, rather than a elocetic manifestation.20 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.21 ]n the cnd, however, translations must be
made, and we have chosen to use thc tcrms "historical meaning" and
"spiritual meaning", trusting that this discussion has been a sufficient
warning about reading too much into the English tenns. We \vill
employ the Greek regularly to aid the reader in avoiding unnecessary
confusion. Furthcnnore, a discussion of Cyril's use of lo'topia and
9£<Opia 1tV£uj.laUKtl will help clarify their intended uses.

The lO't"opia 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 mther 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 imended to invoke a
response from Moses: he is to place his hand within his gannem.
Therefore, the lo'topta of the text is the command itself, because it is
understood by the senses.23 Consequently, the historical meaning is
obvious, and can be found without outside assistance or additional
information: the text itself provides its own imerpretation.24 This is
not to imply that Cyril does not recognise various ligures of speech,
such as simile, metaphor, and the like. Obviously he acknowledges
these tools of rhetoric, and sees them as important means by which

20 Adtvrsus .Ntstorium (ACO 1.1.6: I 7. l~ff; PC 76:21 on.
21 For Athanasius, sec T. F. Torrance, 'Hermeneutics or Alhanasius' in Divine

Mtaning, 230.
'12 Commanwnum in Oston! f1r'JIJMwm (PG 71; 12B).
23 Pusey I, 159:25.
24 Glaphyra (pG 69:541 B); 7M.saufUS (75:261 B).
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the intended message is carried. 25 In fact, the recognition of tropes by
Cyril strengthens our contention that by ia't"opia he means that inter·
pretation which can be discerned by the human mind using- the sense,
rarner than some "sense" presumably possessed by the passage itself.
The iatOpia is that which is concerned with the "events and pro
nouncements ofhistory".26 Cyril says that it was intended to be a rule
of right conduct,27 (0 warn Israel of the consequences of her sin,28
and ultimately to lead her to righteousness.29 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 me command to Moses, "Put your hand in your
bosom"'.30 This is true for each of the narratives, ordinances, prov·
erbs, and prophecies of the Old Testament, even those that possess
two meanings. The iatopia is also useful to the Christian interpreter.
Therefore, "we do not do away with what is useful in the l<1topia as
though it is useless (EroAOV)"Y Likewise, in his Commentary on Hosea,
Cyril writes, "No argument will persuade us to belittle the lo'tOpia". 32
Before the 6Eropla 1tV£\)llanK~ is sought, "we shall first explain the
things which were written historically {tn lotaptlc&<; 1t£1tpaYllEOva)".33
There is practical instruction in the lo't"opla for the Christian: b't"fj<;
lotopia<; TUlii<; Cr:va1tE1.9El A6y<><; to abstain from the works of the
nClih.34 Tilt; hiliturical mcallillg is illlpurtant fur, and is a pruper inLer
pretation of the texts of the Old Testament, as is summalised in the
following statement from Cyril's CommenkJry on Isaiah:

Those who belittle (napa.ltOUfl£VOl) tbe iotOptu in the divinely inspired
Scriptures as being something useless (EWAOV), miss the ability to under
stand morc the proper meaning (tp6nov) of the things written in them ....
Whcn things rrom the Holy Scriptures that have becn written historically
(icnoptICO)(;) are introduced to us, what is uscrul rrom thc historical facts
(tile; io,tOpio:C;) is properly pursued, in order that the divinely inspircd
Scriptures may be seen to altogether save and help usY'

25 Sec Kenig-d.Jl, SI. Cyril if"Alixandria, 61-81.
26 Pusey II, 243:16.
27 De adaratiant (PC 68:5408).
28 Pusey I, 288:9; 599:5; Il, 2:2.
29 De adarationt (PC 68:521 A).
30 Pusey I, 159:2;;.
31 De adarationt (PC 68:5408). Sec also 544C.
32 Pusey 1,15:12.
33 Glopkyra (pC 69:16A). Sec also 293B.
34 De adoratiolll (PC 68: 1928).
35 o,mmen/llriulll ill lsawm propktlum (pC 70: 192A).
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The interpreter discovers the icJtopla 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 obsc,ving the text aivtYIICl1:o:&"i:M;, and
indicates that this is the manner in which the Jews perceived the Old
Testament. 36 By this he means that the spiritual meaning of the
passage was hidden from them, and not that the historical meaning
was insignificant. Illlcrpreting Scripture with regard to its prescriptive
purpose results in discovering the ia'topla, a legitimate interpretation
of the Old Testament.

As we just saw, the Jews observed the Scripture aivl'fIlCltwSOO<;.
However, Christians arc said to observe the same text VOTltW<;,
1tVEuJ.latllCW<;, Kai. ICCltCt "tE to Cr.Aq9£t;.37 Once again we see that per
spective determines intclvrctation. When viewed enigmatically (i.e.,
considering the historical componenlS of the text alone), a passage
yields the historical meaning (i(J'topia). However, when viewed in the
light of the revelatory purpose of Scripture, the passage yields the
9Eropia 1tVEUJlatllCl1, which is the higher of the two interpretations and
the one for which the Christian exegete should look. There is nothing
to prevelll the Scripture from using the ia'topia in an elegant manner,
i.e., not to "expound the lives, but to impan the knowledge of his
saving mystery, that the word concerning him become true and
clear".38 In commenting on the Pentateuch, Cyril says that he will
begin by explaining the ia'topia, but will then explore the passages
more deeply in order to give a clear explanation of the 9£ropia
1tVEUJlCltlIC11.39 The spiritual meaning is an "inner meaning" that can
not be discovered based on the historical clements of the passage
a1one.-w Many prophetic statementS go beyond the mere historical
meaning to one that is innennost (taro'ta'tQ) and spirituaJ
(1tV€uj.lQ'tllCa).41 The 9Eropia ltVEUJlalul1 is deep, and requires the in
terpreter to seek eagerly and earnestly for the meaning that is bur
ied in the tex1.42 It is like a nower covered by leaves; the spirituaJ
meaning is obscured if only the historical components of the passage
are seen. The iatapia must be peeled away, like the leaves covering

36 AtfJdSllS Julimtum (pC 76:996C). The Creek rhetoricians employed oIWfllO to
denote a figure of speech in which bOlh the meaning and expression is obscure. cr.
Kerrigan, Sl. Cyril ~A{aandria, 63£:

31 Ibid.
38 GUJpo/ra (PC 69:308C).
39 Ibi:J. (PG 69: 16A).
+0 Ibid. (PC 69:1928; 2938).
41 Col1lmWllarium in OSlam prrJPMlam (PC 71: 12H).
47 Com11ll1llarium in lsawnI proplutum (pC 70:565C).
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the flower, if the 9Eropia TtVEulla'tlK"f] is to be found. 43 We must look
beyond the ia'topia and deeper illlO the passage if we arc to "obtain
tlw innt'r fruit of tht' oradf'''.44 Thi~ i~ not allf'gory or tropology,
wherein the obvious is merely a symbol of that which is hidden.
Rather, both intervretations are legitimate. Because they arc both
valid, knowledge of the historical meaning (iatopia) alone is only
"half-knowledge".45 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
icrtopia discovers the spiritual meaning. The object to which the his
tOlical meaning refers is, generally speaking, the conduct of the peo
ple of God, while the referent of the spiritual meaning is Christ. SLill,
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
is historical because one views it in the light of the historicaJ 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 apparelll 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
illle!T-'retation 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 opLions, bottom and LOp, 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 alvl'wa'troOWI; and
the spiritual meaning, discovered when the passage is viewed VOlltWr;,
TtVEUl!atun'l>r;, and according to QA1l9tr;. 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".46 Through Christ, one can remove the icrtopia and dis-

t3 Glnphyra (pG 69: I37C).
+4 Dt adoratWne (PC 68:5850).
H Pusey I, 85:25
it> Claphyra (pC 69:241 B).
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cover the innermost eeropia 1tV£U~U:xtlK~. The Incarnation becomes
the event that transforms the perspective from which we observe the
Old Testament. PUI. another way, Cyril writes, "In the beginning the
law sounded only soft..ly. 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 Chrisllhe
Law is spiritual". and that the Law is like a weak voice, but Christ
speaks with c1ality and a deep-resounding explanation of it.48 The
Incarnate Word is called light and light.giver precisely because he has
illumined the dark shadows of the l...aw.49 Clearly, the person and
work of Christ is the content of the spirilUaJ meaning of the Old
Tcslament. 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
iotop1.a and the 9£rop1.a 1tV£UlJ,atlKtl. The first is a result of viewing the
text tatOplKO>c; and aivlYllatoXiO>c;. We have seen already what is
meant by a historical perspective. In addition, seeing a passage
iOtOPll('@l; means seeing it aivlYlJ.atoXiO>c;, or in its role as an enigma.5O

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
revelatolY perspective is an Incarnational perspective, wherein the
Incarnation becomes the medium by which one interprets the Old
Testament. The purpose (OK01t~) of Scripture is to reveal to us (ElJ.lv)
the mystery of Christ through a myriad of objects (5lX lJ.up1.rov
1tpo.ylJ,(t.'trov), thus affirming the revelatory purpose of Scripture, and
the spiritual, christological interpretation it provides for the imer
preter.51 The inclusion of EIJ.IV demonstrates thaI the spiritual mean
ing is for the Christian, i.e., the interpreter looking through the lens of

47 De adoralwM (PC 68:489B).
48 Ibid. (PC 68:253AB).
49 Ibid. (PC 68:489A).
" Gl<phym (PC 69,225C).
~l Ibii. (pC 69:308C).
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the Incarnation. These multitudinous objects are similar to the many
images of a king, which are exhibitcd throughout his kingdom.52

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 se",e to point the inte'l)reter to the reality of the Incarnation,
and so serve as analogies of Christ. They are present because Christ
is the end (tEAO~) of the Law and thc prophets.53 Thc self-revelation
of God that is incomplete in the Old Testament, is made complete
(t£).o~) in the Person of Christ. Likewise, the Law is a teacher which
leads us to the mystery of Christ,54 eve?; prophetic oracle looks to
wards Christ and is turned towards him, 5 the Law sows the seeds of
the knowledge of the mystery of Christ,56 Moses predicted the mys·
tcry of Christ,S? and the divinely inspired Scripturc described before·
hand (in the Old Testament) the salvation of Chrisl.s8 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 reve1atOiy purpose of
Scripture. The OEropi.a 1tVEUj.lCttlI\Tt is hidden by the lOtOpi.Ct to those
who do not look through the lens of the Incarnation.

Caution must be taken not to misunderstand Cyril's christological
illlerprel3liull uf llLe Old Te~lalllelll as a uellial uf ils historical lIa
lUre, something he was eager to make clear. This is more than the
eisegesis 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 Cod himself, it is through the Incarnation thal 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
ofChrisl. Although Moses and other Old Testament characters werc
historical figures, and the narratives record genuine historical events,
and the ordinances were given to guide conducl, and the prophets
warned the people of Israel about their sin, they are only types
(tU1tOt). We will see shortly lhe significance of lhe term t"U1t~, but

~t Ibid.
~] Ibid. (pC 69: 16A).
$4 De aJ(Jrationt (PC 68: 140A).
~~ Glaph}'rn (PC 69: 1408).
.'>6 De adora/lone (PC 68: HOB).
~1 DWwgu.t.S (pC 73:428A).
~ Glaphyra (PC 69:225C).
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suffice it now to say that a type poinLS the mind to something else.59

[n regard to the passages from the Old Testament, they point to the
Incarnation, <Inri ~('rv(' thl' pUlllose of making known the reality of
God's ultimate self-revelation in Chrisl. Discovering this meaning in
volves looking beyond the obvious elemenLS of the text, and interpret
ing it through the lens of the Incarnation. Before we demonstrate me
force. or intended effect of Cyril's use of these images, we must first
discover how he differentiated between Old Testament texLS that
have only a lotopla and mose which have both a iotopia and a
e£wpia 1tVEUllatlKT,.

The Harmony of the Scn'ptures:
Cyril's Christowgical Use '!fthe Old Testament

As we observed in the preceding section, Cyril conceives of a two-fold
purpose of Scripture; the first being prescriptWt, the second rlVtlatQry.
When we interpret the Old Testament in the light of iLS 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 elemenLS of the text that yields
iLS meaning. However. when we interpret it considering iLS revelatory
purpose, we find the inner, spiritual meaning (e£wpia 1tV£UllatlKli),
which poinLS us to the progressive self-revelation of Goel, having iLS
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 lLft 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 ElKOVal, tU1tOl, and 1tapcxodYllata, and his use could therefore be
termed 'exemplary', 'typological', or 'paraeleigmatic'. Although these
tenns are synonymous with one another, they arc not as accurate as
'christological', which acknowledges the central theme ofwlpt the He
brew Scripture is of use to the Christian, particularly Cyril. The tenn
'christological' is therefore morc fundamental than the other terms, as
passages take on the role of image, type, and paradeigma only because

~ Pusey I, 600:10.
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of their revelatory, and therefore christological, purpose. For these
reasons, 'christological' will be the preferred term.

"Ve 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 is sister to and closely related to the Mosaic oracles; indeed it is
composed of tilt selfsame elements".60 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 KTJPUnUx'ta, implying
the continuity of revelation in both Testaments.61 Most striking, how
ever, is Cyril's comment that "[tJhe whole of Scripture is bm one
single book, because it was spoke by the one Holy Spirit".62 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 ofa harmony between Testaments affords him the liberty
to asclibe 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 Sellollll de Ineamatione Unigmiti, 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 ofJesus 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 (PC 68: 137A). My emphasis. Cyril's commclUs about Scripture arc
remark,lbly close to those made by Origen in a number or places. Cr. De pn·ncipiis.
One notewonhy departure is Ol;gen's claim that evcl)'thing written in the Law is a
figure or Christ, Commm((Iry 01/ John, 13:26. Cyril recognises lhat some passages rl'OOl
the Old Testament are not lO be illlerpreted chrislOlogically. Similar sentiments can
be round in Athanasius, who continually insisted on the 'single mind' or Scripture.
See Alhanasius' De deere/is and COl/ira Arianos. cr. Young, Biblical E.wgesis, 29·4."1; 1'. F.
Torrance, 'The Hcnneneutics or Athanasius', esp. 235-244

61 CammO/larium in Isaiam propklum (PG 70: 138).
61 Ibid. (PC 70:565A).
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A series of analogies begins in the eighth paragraph of the Schofin
within the comext of "what we confess the union (hroal<;) to be",
There are a 1111mhrf of It>chnical 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 Chrisl.
Rather, it is ineffable (ti1t"OppirtOt;), known only to God.63 In Contrast
to these technical manners of union, the Incarnation is like the union
of a person's body and soul. One is not aware of how the resultant of
this union of two things is ont 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 unjon of divinity and humanjty, 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 illlroduces them by
stating, "If it is necessary (Ei XPTV to illustrate the manner of union
('tp6tcov tt;C; EvcOOeoo<;) using illustrations (reapo.6elJ.H::r:ta) from the di
vinely inspired Scripture as in types (tv ttmOlC;), then come let us do
so, as we are able".64 He then proceeds to offer a number of Old
Testamelll passages that he cOlllends illuminate the manner of the
union. We will now examine these reapo.6eiYIJ.ata and ttmOl in order
to determine whal prompts Cyril lO employ them in a christological
manner, i.e., what makes them useful analogies of Christ.

The first image is laken from the vision of the prophet Isaiah.
Isaiah sees God silting 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 lhe ljps of Isaiah, purging
him of his sin and purifying him. The burning coal of the angel is a
type (t\>tco<;) and an image (eb,6vwv) for us of the Incarnation of the
Word. How does Cyril know that the coal is a ttmOl; and an El,,6vmv
of Christ? Whal gives this passage a 8Ewpia revEulJ.atu:il? The indica
tor in the vision is that when we confess our sins to Chrisl, and he
touches our lips, "he renders us purged of all our sins, and free from
our anciclll lransgressions".65 The correlation between the coal's
power to purge Isaiah of his sin, and Chrisl'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

6] SthdiD. (PC 75: I376C).
64 Ibid (PG 75:13770).
6~ Ibid (PC 75:13770-1380A).
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of the revelatOl)' purpose of Scripture, and the resulting harmony of
Old and New Testamellls. The ew Testamelll makes a statement
<lb01l1 f:hrisl: Iw forgives sins. In tum, 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" I the text can legiti
mately be employed christologically.

Another 1tClpaoEiYIlCl of the union demonstrates as weU 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.66 Cyril
writes, "The Lord introduces himself when he says, 'I am the nower
of the field, the lily of the valleys' (Song of Songs 2: I LXX)". This is
a type or analogy of Christ because uhis 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 Testamclll for thc cause of "illustrating" particular
elements of the Incarnation. 'Nhether or not a particular text ought
to be cmployed in this manner is dctermined by the presence or
absence of some elemclll of thc text that is parallel with somcthing
said about Christ elsewhere in Scripture.

These two images from the Scholia are also utilised together in
Adversus Neswrium, along with a third analogy: the pearl of great price
spoken of by Christ himself.67 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 demisc of the economy. Additionally, the employ
ment of this image is another example of how Scripture can be said to
illustrate the Incarnation.Jesus docs not imply that the pearl is refer
ling to himself, much less state il 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

66 AdtwSl/.S NtStorium (ACO 1.1.6:33.31.3~; PG:76:61 OJ.
67 l\'!atthcw 13:45-46.
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difference between lO'topia and geropia 1tveu~a'tll(l1 in the New Testa
ment. The historical meaning would be an interpretation of Jesus'
parablc as it relatcd to thc Kingdom of God. The spiritual interpreta
tion, however, involves looking for a deeper, christological meaning.
In this case, the christological mcssage is an example or type of the
umon.

ext Cyril wishes to demonstrate that the Logos of God enters a
true union (EVroCJ'l; ixA'l9i}1;) with humanity (ixv9p<i:rltlVov), yet the two
remain unconfused (ixO'urxu'ta) 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.68 The imperishable wood from which the
Ark was formed is a type ('limo<;) 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
ncxpaoEl'YJlQ 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 lire that lOok hold of
the bush, but did not consume it. Wood is usually fuel for lire, 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
easily be consumed by the divine majesty remains, and no confusion
or mixture has taken place in the Incarnation. ''''e 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 statemenl aboul Cod: nothing is impossible for him.

68 Stho/io (PC 75:13800). C( Exodus 25:1()..11.
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Cyril writes, "it was not impossible for God to make himself endur
able to the measures of the humanity".69 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
geropi.a nveulJ.a'tllcTt in a given text from SCliplure.

A third chlisLOlogical theme that is illustrated by Old Testament
images (exempla, nap<XSelYlJ.a'ta) 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 Scal.70 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, 'tune<;) of how God remained God even in the Incamation.
As evidence that this passage has an inner, 9Ewpi.a nVEUlJa'tIKTt, Cyril
cites two passages from the New Testament. 71 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 Cillist was God,
we should look to the vision of Isaiah. 72 In the vision, the angels are
gazing towards God and worshipping him. This corresponds with the
cherabim who arc continually watching ovcr the Mcrcy SCal, the
propilialorium.

The second example in this series is that of the rod which Moses
cast at the feet of Hharaoh. 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, bUl 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",73 and "Your throne, 0 God, endures forever, a rod
of equity is the rod of your dominion". 74 Therefore, the Son of God
in nature (natura, q)'OOll;) and truth (urn'lak, CtAT]9Ei.a) is the rod of the
Father. The casting of the rod to the earth demonstrates the Word

., Q.USC (pC 75,1 293A).
70 &holia (PG 75: 1387Dll). Exodus 25: 17-20.
71 1John 2:1-2 and Romans 3:25.
72 Isaiah 6.
73 John 17:2.
H 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,
t..he symbol of wickedness. Parenthetically witJlin this passage Cyril
intetjects another image to complement his argument that tJle serpent
is an image and type. Moses lifted up a bronze serpent, a symbol of
wickedness, among the Hebrews in order that any affiicted by snake
bites could look upon it and be healed. Likewise, the Logos look 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, Jcsus 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 eternal life".75 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 Oesh 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. 7ti 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
is the light 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 ule
corresponding references to the Son as the "hand" of the Father
indicatc that this text should be interpreted chrisLOlogically. It demon
strates for us that while the Son was in the bosom of the Father, as it
were,77 he shone with the splendour of deity. But when he was
"brought out" in the Incarnation, he was made in the likeness of
sinful Oesh, 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.

H John 3:14.
76 Exoclus 4:6.
77 John 1:18.
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To argue a similar point Cyril employs the image of Jacob's
slOne.78 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
(O:KPO\l) of the stone, indicating that the Word was anointed only
externally (EI;O>qlC(\I~), and thus in the humanity only. We know that
this is a type of Christ because he is calJed "a choice stone, a corner
stone, rrecious, and set for the foundation of Zion by God the Fa
ther". 7 This corresponds \'I/ith the stone in the Genesis narrative.

The image is also a type of the final c1lJ;slOlogical theme: how the
Word become a human person is conceived to suffer in the nesh,
though remain impassible as God.8D 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 8ecopia 1t\leUllatlK~ is the
same as mentioned in the prior paragraph.

Returning to the ScllOlia, 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 suffc,'ings in his own nature. The
Word is said to have suffered-though impassibly-because he has
appropriated to himself those things which belong 1O the humanity.
This is 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 lhe rod turning into a snake
that we observed earlier. In this instance, he is told to "take water
from the river and pour il upon the earth, and the water will be as
blood upon the eanh".81 The water is a son of life, and corresponds
to the Son, who is life by nature, nowing like a river from the Father.

Just as the water was poured on the earth, so too did the \<Yord come

76 Adt'n'JILJ J\'trtOriUIII (ACO 1.1.6:37.1~1f; PG 76:72BC). cr. Genesis 28: II.
79 Ihid. Cr. Isaiah 28:16, Ps..llm 118:22.
80 Ihid.
Sl Exodus 4:9.



CHAPTER TWO

to earth as a human person. The blood into which the waler 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
nver.

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 LO be washed in
the blood of the first, and the blood then poured over the leper seven
times, and he \vill 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 nesh was dead, and the passion was
said to be common to them because or the union and the intimacy he
had with the nesh. And so he himselr indeed was alive, as God, but he
made the body his very own, and thus intimately accepted in himsdr the
sufferings or the body, while in his own nalUre he suffered nothing.82

Therefore, although some actions of Christ are attributed to the di
vinity and others LO the humanity-the passion, for example, is attrib
uted to the humanity-Christ is still onc person, and not 1:\.....0, just as
there are two birds, but onJy 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. Wc 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
I'ilement".113

The ability LO search the Scripture for references LO 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
nrystnium 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

Il2 &hoJin (PC 75:14068). f\'lcGuckin's translation.
83 Ibid. (PC 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 '·Vord, the complete self-revelation of God. ''''e
will now demonstrate the significance of such analogies to Cyril's
christological expression.

Conclusion: 77le Force of Scnptural Images

Thus far we have seen that Cyril acknowledges that some Old Testa~

melll passages possess both a historical meaning and a spiritual one.
The fonner is found by observing the text according to its historical,
or literal, elements. This, of course, includes ligures of speech, gram
matical content, etc. The latter has Cillist as its referent and is the
resull of the revelatory pUiVose of Scripture. One can find the spir
ilUal 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 whieh his ehristology is revealed to the
reader. What force arc they supposed to possess?

One initial observation must be made at this point: Cyril affirms
the completc transccndcnce 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.84 Cyril recognises the inadequacies of analogies as well, com
menting about his favourite image-body and soul, that it "falls short
of the truth" .8S 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
(7tUPUSelIlU) is weak and falls short of the truth".86

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

81 f10milia DivtTJa 2 (ACO 1.1.2:95. 10lT; I'G 77:988C), irun-alia. For this concept and
its effects in Athanasius, see T. F. Torrance, 'Hermeneutics of Athanasius', 245-272.

a~ &holia (pC 75: 1376C).
86 /hid. (PC 75:1357C).
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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.87 Cyril writes, "when we interpret divine things in
human speech we are accustomed to understand the economy of an
immortal nature through bodily types".88 This is what Young calls
the sacrament of language.89 Biblical and theological statements
about God must be understood in light of their referclll, 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 contemporal)'
understanding of their usage and meaning, otherwise there is no basis
by which to extract their reference to God.90 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
10 make himself known, and we are therefore able to know him
through his self-revelation to us bOlh in Scripture and in Christ, the
ultimate referent of Scripture. Cyril's use of scriptural images must be
seen within this cOlllext.

Cyril considers the Incarnation a whoUy 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 (Ort6pprl'ta<;); known to no
one at all, except God alone, who knows all".91 The Word assumed
humanity in a way that is c.upp6.0ta<;92 and CtrtEPlVOlll'a<;.93 These tenns
are used synonymously by Cyril with reference to that which is in
comprehensible, incffable, inconceivable, mysterious, inexpressiblc,
and like sellliments. They mean that which is \HtEP voov Kui Mrov.94
After a lengthy description of the Incarnation he writes, "1 will not
deny that a true explanation greatly exceeds our speech, but this does

87 AdunsusJufiallum (PC 76:713C).
88 XhOM (PC 75: I399A).
89 Stt Young, Biblical Extgesis, 140-160.
90 See T. F. Torrance, 'The Logic and Allalogic of Biblical and Theological State

ments' in DWint Mtaning, 374-391.
91 &ho/i4 (PC 75: 1376C). See a1.so, Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.l:27.M ; PC 77:45C); Advnsus

Neswn'um 'ACO 1.1.6:33.3, 38.n ; PC 76:60)), 731)); Q.USC(PC 75:1357C, 1360A).
92 £p. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:26.'27,27.4; PC 77:45C); Q.USC(pC 75: I269B).
93 fbid. (ACO I. J.l :26.27; PC 77:45C); Q.USC (PC 75: 1292A).
94 AdV6SUS Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:33.\ 46.41-·42; PC 76:60)), 96B); Q.USC

(75, I360A).
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not mean that the mystery of Christ is unbelievablc, rathcr that it is
all the morc wonderful. So far as it is superior to all spcech and
understanding (mente superius el sennone), so it is all the more worthy of
every admiration".95 That God became a human person can be
known, and indeed is the orthodox confession of faith. How 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 inuicacies 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 (0 fDlm one
human person.96 Who could possibly understand or explain the rela~

Lionship 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 "ie do not have lo 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.97 It is for this vel)'
reason that Cyril chastises NestOlius for defining lhe union as a
O"uvcupua, a technical mode of union. If one can explain lhe manner
of the Incarnation, then how is it any longer inefTable?98 Cyril recog
nised, however, that human vocabulal)' 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, thc numel"Ous analogies he
uses from Scripture.

Cyril introduces a series of scriptural images by stating, Ei BE XP-rl,
KUI. 'toi~ h': 't~~ 8eoJtve:\)0"'tou rpa'Yi1~ ltupaoEi'Y~uO"l KEXP"Il£vO~,

Ka8ct1tEp tV 'ti)l'[Ol~ 'tOy 'ti;t; EvOxrE~ Kutali£l~at 'tp61t"OV, cptpe
H'Yco~ev.99 The inclusion of ei XP-rl does not imply reluctance on

9.$ Q.USC(PC 75: I30BB).
96 Sdlolin (pC 75: I376C); Q.USC (PC 75: I 292AB); Advn'$us Neslonu1'l (ACO

1.1.6:33.9; PC 76:6IA).
97 Ibid.
911 Ath..".sus .Neslorium (ACO 1.1.6:46.4Ilf; PC 76:96H).
99 SdlOlia (pC 75: 1377D).
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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 orner words, they are mcful in illustrating chrislology, but
not necessary for its description. In other words, for Cyril, christology
is properly articulated in biblical and Nicene statements and fannu
lac. Analogies from Scripture, however, aid him in clarifying those
formulae. Funher, olle should not infer from this that CyriJ's use of
scriptural images is insignificant for those investigating his
chrislology. The numerous examples of their employment aJone
ought to demonstrate that an in-depth invcSligatlon into Cyril's
chrislology requires an examination of his images. As we shaH 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 chrisLOlogy lhey refer back to (ana-) something
that is already known, and has already been staled. He says that
'EIl1tEoot Bt np&; 'fOUtO fuJ.a~ " 9E6nvEOO''f<><; rpaYl1, Sla ~upiwv ~t.v

~awv 1tpay~atwv tE I(ai A6ywv. This is done through a myriad of
1tapaBEi~ata.loo He comments that in using these analogies he will
"pass over the details [of the passage] to mention whal helps explain the
mystery lof Christ]". 101 This implies thal scriptural illustrations are to
be used when the truth one is trying to provide information about is
already known. The myslery has already been announced in numer
ous ways, and now images are employed to make the description of il
more dear, and more easily understood. That is why Cyril says thal
scriptural language about God-induding images-must be inter
preted within the contexl of what is already known about the nature
and aClivity of God. 102 Even more illuminating is CyriJ's commelll
that an illustration draws the one who chooses to believe the Holy
Scriptures doser to the truth. 103 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
confinn to us what. we already know, and by so doing lO clarify and
qualify what we believe.

100 Adt~sus .NtJWrium (ACO 1.1.6:33.I~lf; PC 76:61 Al.
10l &lwlia (PC 75:1405C). My emphasis.
102 Adt~sus .Neswrium (ACO 1.1.6:38.29fl'; PC 76:730).
103 QUSC (PC 75:13570).
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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
EvWO'U:; Ka9' \l1too'tacw. 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. 'T'his is true in the other sCl;ptural images as
well. The christological f.."l.ct that they demonstrate is already known.
It is for this reason that Cyril sees them as non-essential to his
chrislology, 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 concemed
with stating his christology is the form of formulae that must be
affirmed from proper faith. It is the:: (;ullfe::ssiulI uf Christ as um:: pe::rsull
from two natures that is essential for orthodoxy. He sees no need to
qualif~ these statements in his calls for estonus to confess such as
true, I yet feels it important to do so in his treatises written to clarify
what he believes.

However, scriptural analogies do cOI'respond at least somewhat
with realil)'. and are therefore more than mere similes. They indeed
do point the mind towards the reality of the person and work of
Christ. \·\'hen Cyril uses these images he indicates that they arc taken
up and employed by "divinely inspired Scripture". For this reason
they have Christ as their ultimate referenl. Though not the source of
christology, they are useful in illustrating it, as is readily scen each
time a scriptural image is used. In thc case of thc coal, thc wood that
has been taken hold of by firc does not cease to be wood, but is
instcad considercd one with it. This, Cyril says, is how onc ought to
consider Christ. lOS Christ is nOl fire and wood, but in the same man
ner as fire taking hold of wood results in coal, so docs lhc Word of

J(H Whether or not Cyril intends to be vague is beyond the ~int.

IO~ &holin (PC 75: 13770); AdlJtrSus .NlJ/mium (ACO 1.1.6:33. 14lf; PC 76:6IA).
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God assuming humanity resull in Chrisl. It therefore corresponds to
the reality of the Incarnation not as a description or pauern, but as an
illustration. Cyril's favourite term for describing these scripturaJ
analogies is 't{>1t~. 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". 106 The record of
these eve illS was not for posterity sake aJone, or even only to guide
behaviour, but they exist in Scripture in order to point to something
else, in this case Chrisl. 107 Properly interpreting these analogies, says
Cyril, is transforming them from types into truth. 108 By this he means
that the exegete is to look beyond the obvious io'topio to the inner
9Eropio 1tYEUI!O'tUCT1, 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
reaJjry of the person and work of Christ. What is already known
about Christ-from subsequent biblicaJ revelation and patristic inter·
pretation of Scripture-is quaJjfied 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·
tel' in order to extract from them the message they are intended to
contain.

A finaJ observation is that the images refer to only a particular
component of Cyril's christology. As noted previously there are fiye
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 fuUy God even in the Incarnate state. In other words,
the Logos did not abandon his Godhead (0 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 aJone is the rererent of aJl the actions and experi
ences of Chrisl. The Word is the one who walked on water and
performed many miracles. Likewise, it is he who suffered in the Oesh,

106 Pusey I, 159:25.
107 See Pusey I, 600:10lf; De MQratiOT/l (PC 68:1378, 140C); Clophyra (PC 69:16A);

inltr alia.
108 Dt MOrahoT/l (pC 68: 140C).
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while remaining impassible as God. This is significant, because no
one image is a description of'\he Incarnation" as a whole. Cyril docs
not implore one to observe a particular scriptural analogy and extract
from il a complete christological system. Rather, he pieces together a
number of different images each with a particular component of the
Christ evem which it illustrates. The two birds, for example, arc nOI
a pauem of the Incarnation, otherwise onc would conclude that
Christ was two rather than one. Inslead, they illustrate how Christ is
one individual-that is, God the 'Word and how he [the Logos]
suffered in the Oesh.

Considering these observations, what can we conclude about
Cyril's employment of scriptural images? First, that these images arc
not the source of christology. Othe .....vise they would be necessary for
orthodox belief ahout Christ. Cyril does not extract from them his
christological understanding, but employs them to illustrate what he
believes. Also, lhese images are nOI descriptive of lhe Incamation.
Rather, they arc analogous to particular elements of christology
which have already been articulated in either biblical or theological
formulae. Therefore, scriplural analogies arc qualifications of Cyril's
description of the Incarnat..ion. This is significant for Cyrillian studies.
Because his imagery is a qualificat..ion 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 arc to
understand Cyril, we must understand his imagery.

There are three components to Cyril's christology. Firsl is the
christological idea, which is his conception of the various elements of
the Christ evenl. This conception mayor 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 componem of Cyril's chrislological expression is the collec
tion of scriptural images he uses as a part of his chrisLOlogical illustra
tion, or qualification. In other words, the analogies he uses illustrate
and qualify his descn'ption of the Incarnation rather than his conceptwn
of it. For this reason one must lake great care not to push the images
beyond their intended meaning, and press them into the role of de
scription, a rolc they were never intended to fill. Although they "fall
short of the trUlh", they are useful as qualifiers for Cyril's description
of Christ. Il also means that Cyril's illustration 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 fonnulae and statements he makes about it.
It is futile to aHempt an interpretation of his christology without
exploring these analogies. When we come to inte'llreting his
christology we will examine his images in this light. "VVe 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.



CHAP'TER 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 descl~ption 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 particuJar philosophical school of
thought. l Rather, because theological language is necessarily linked
to the usual way in which the tenninology 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 Cyril'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 Chl~slOlogy, instead of being the
source of his picture of Christ. We will aJso discover that the source of
much misunderstanding of his christology can be traced to a misimcr
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.2 As with our study of his scrip
tural images we will be developing the important foundation on
which our investigation into his christology \vill be buill.

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

I Nthough there is much similarity between Cyril's thinking and that of the
Neoplatonists, there is no necessary direct link. The most extcnsi\·c work demonstrat
ing the similaritics is Siddals' unpublished PhD thesis, Logic alld Christology in Cyril of
Akxandria (Cambridge, 1984). Cf. McCoy, "Philosophicallnfluences on the Doctrine
of thc Incarnation in Athanasius and Cyril of Ncxandria".

2 Cyril uscs a number oftcl1lls to dcscribe this including OJI.f)eua and 1p\lC1i1l:T]. To
these he opposes lhe term oXt::~ill:T].
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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 aCthe 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 ('t6tto<;). 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 intc'lJfC1Cd as chrislological descriptions, but as illustrations of
his chrislological description

Concepts qfPlatt

The first Greek writers to discuss the subject of place (161t0<;) 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 (Kevov) 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 scat being numbers, since it is this void that
deli mils their nature". 3 Place is thai which is between things, but does
not possess any active qualities. The later Pythagoreans, represented
by Archytas, developed this theory a bil 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".4 Place begins to develop a life of its own. It is more
than merely a void, 01" 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. Thc "priority of place" is its
existence prior to the entities containcd within it. Still, place has no
active qualities and no powers on its own to give shape to bodies, but
is a mere reccptacle in which things residc, from which and into
which they move. \Ve will observe this relationship between locomo
tion and place in more detail when we come to Aristotlc.

] Aristotle, Physics, 213b.23.
4 Sirnplicius, In Aristoulis caUgorias commmlarium, 361 :21-24.
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The atomists Democritus and Lcucippus also developed an early
conception of place.s For them, place was an infinite void (dvov)
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".6 Likewise, Lucretius the Epicu
rean says, "AJI nature is founded on two things: there are bodies and
there is a void ill which these bodies are placed, and through which
they move about".7 Mclissus advances this one step more by stating,
"Nor is there anything void, for the void is nothing and that which is
nothing cannot be".s 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.9

Initial theories of place were all concerned with the existence of a
void (I(Evov) 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 advancemcnt, 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 of place is held to be obvious from the fact of mutual replace
ment" .10 This is the same reasoning we found in Archytas. He iUus
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 OUl it merely changes place, and is replaced by air, or
some other subsrnncc. The jar is not destroyed by removing the wa
ler. Consequently, Aristotle concludes that the place of a body is
something distinct from the body itself, and is therefore a real entity,

~ See Aristotle, Physiu, 213a.30lf and Dt (oem, 111.2.300bn:
6 Jammer, COI!Ctpt.J ofSfxut (Cambridge, Mass., 1969), 11.
7 LucretiulI, De rtunfffl natura, 23.
8 Jammer, II.
9 Jammer, 13.

10 PftysUs, 208b.1.
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though not a body. In addition, he contends that every body that is
sensible is in a 't6ncx;. II

He lists place within the category of quantity, whose members are
either discrete or continuous. 1Z 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. Il 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 pans have a common boundary.13

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 bet\veen 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. 14 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 placeY" Further
more, because every body is in a place, the body and its place must
be separate from one another. 16 In addition, Aristotle denies that
t6ncx; is an element or is composed of the clements. 17 His reasoning
for this is simple: the clements are themselves conceived as body; so if
place were an element, and hence a body, "where would it bC?,,18 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".19 In other words, it is passive, nei
ther creating, limiting, destroying, nor moving the body it contains.

11 Ibid., 26.
12 CAkgoms, 4b.20.
13 Ibid., 5<1.8-14.
H Physics, 209a.5.
I~ Ibid 7
16 fbid:: 8:
17 fbi1., 14.
18 fbi1., 23.
19 fbi"., 19.
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Finally, Aristotle wntes, 'Just as every body is in a place, so too every
place has a body in it".2o \Vere 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 lO make four observations about 't6n:~: (I) 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.21 The definition of place, therefore, must be
one of four possibilities. It is either the fonn of the body itself, thc
matter of which the body is composed, some son of extcnsion be
twecn the surrounding surfaces of the container, or the boundary of
the container. 22 He concludes that the first three options must be
rejected. It can be neither the form nor the malleI' of the body itself,
because they arc a pan of the body and cannot be separated from
i1. 23 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 rotc of place.24 The third option is rejected be
causc, "there is no such extension". 25 \Vhat remains is that 't6n:oc; can
only be the last of the four given possibilities: "the innermost bound
ary of the containing body".26 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 transponable, but no pan of the thing
which it comains.27 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
TtUPlo.cle notion of place.

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

:lO Ibid., 26.
21 Ibid.,21Ia.l.
22 Ibid., 211 b.5.
2J Ibid., 209b.22; 21Ib.IO.
21 Ibid., 212a.1.
25 Ibid., 211 b. 18.
'16 Ibid., 212a.6, 20.
27 Ibid.,212a.27.
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Stoic system rested on this lhcory.28 The ancient Greek world, includ
ing the Stoics, knew of fOUf 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 aClive clements, fire and air. 29 This mixture formed an all-per
vading plenum, filling the entire universe and all bodies within it. As
a combinmion of the active ingredients, the pneuma. was also consid
ered to be active, which leads Sambursky to posit, "pneuma ... became
the active agent par excel/mee in their cosmos",:m

This force is not only active within the universe, but is continuous
throughout it. To illustrale this the Stoics cite three phenomena from
evcryday 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 spacc. If struck by a puff of breath it sets up
circular waves which advance in a straight line to infinity, until all the
surroundin~ air is affected, just as a pool is affected by a stone that
strikes it".3 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 wavcs
which impinge upon the ears, Just as the waves in a pool expand
when a stone is thrown into it.3 Likewise, the phenomenon of sight
illustrates the continuous nature of the pneuma for the Stoics. Oiogcncs
again writes, "The object seen is reported through stressed air, as if in
contact with a stick".]3 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 Sroics viewed thc pneuma as onc continuous entity
which "was supposed ro extend throughout the whole cosmos".34

The Sloic pneuma was not onJy active and continuous, but was also
all-pctvading. In other words, in contrast to the atomist view of the

28 Alexander of Aphrodisias, £M mixliOl~, 227.10. Alexander hdd a chair in Peripa
tetic philosophy at Athens in the late 2'od and early 3rd centuries AD (c. 198-209). His
primary works were his commentaries on Aristotle. De mixlion! is a treatise on the
union of physical bodies, and centres on his criticism ofStoie "pdOll;. Sec Encyclopedia
af PhiloJOfJlry (New York, 1967), I, 73.

7!l Ibid., 224.14f.
JO S. Sambursky, PhysitJ d" the Stoia (London, 1959), 4. Cf. Galen, De muJrirud., 3

(Amim, SlMUorom Vtltrum FroQllt/I/(J II, 439, 440).
31 Aecius IV, 19.4 (Amim, SVF 11,425).
32 Diogenes Laertius VII, 158
33 Ibid., 157. Cf. Aetius IV 15.3 (Amim, SVP II, 866).
jot Dt mixtUmt, 223.6ff.
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universe as a void containing alOms that are separatc from it and in
constant motion within it, the Stoics conceived of the universe as the
pTI£Uma pervading unfonned malter, or \)A11.35 An image for the mix·
ture of pneuma and UAT], as recorded by Alexander of Aphrodisias, is
that of the soul and body: "for there is nothinf in thc body which
possesses the soul that does not partake of it".:l In other words, the
SlOics 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 malter?
The first, and most basic function of pneuma is cohcsionY It selves to
hold together the universe as a wholc. and the bodies which exist
within it. In opposition to ArislOtle's conception of cohesion, which is
an external, purely geometrical characteristic of coherent manner,
and which Jammer makes analogous to samples in a box,38 thc Stoics
conceived coherence as an inner function of the all-pelvading pneuma.
By penetrating maltcr this activc force endows thc entire universe
with coherence. The Stoics thcreby equatcd continuity of the pneuma
with coherence, both of the universc in gencral and of the individual
bodies composed of the UAll. Continuity is no longer a static concept
founded on the relationship ofa series of places, but a dynamic one in
which the continuous p1leuma is aClive in creating coherence. In the
first place, then, the pneuma endows the universe and all bodies within
it with "t6\101;, or tension. By the mutual cohesion of and continuity
between all bodies in the universe through the function of "t6vo<;, the
Stoics could conceive of the mutual intcf'dcoon of bodies, as witncssed
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 onc field of action.39

The second function of the pneuma is based upon its aU-pervading
property. This arrords 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 unfonned maller, the \:lAT]. At this point
there arc no physical qualities attributable to the maller. The next
state is the endowment of physical properties by the aU.pervading

n Simplicius, De {(liW, 242.18; IJegffl£ratwnt, 325a.29.
:J6 l)t mixtiont, 2 J 7 35.
31 cr. Ibid., 223.6.
38 Jammer, 24.
39 Jammer, 23.
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pneuma. Each quality consists of a particular mixture of the pneuma,
determined by the proportion of air and fire tberein. The proportion
ate mixture represents the third category, known as the sto.lt of the
body. The final category is the sum total of all the states, or of all the
pneuma/a permeating the body.40 In other words, the state is each prop·
cny, or proportion of pneuma within the body considered individually.
The physical Slate, or !texis, is all the pneumata considered together.
The Stoic understanding of hexis follows naturally from their concept
of continuity. By permeating malter, and giving it cohesion, pneuma is
most capable of performing the function of endowing the physical
state. Thus, Chryssipus says that pneuma "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".41
The hem of a body is formed by the sympatheia of the physical proper
lies, which is interpenetrative rather than additive ill nalUre. In other
words, the pneuma penetrates matter and endows it with qualities,
which are various proportions of the air-fire mixture (pneumala). It
thus creates a total physical state (/texis) in which all pnmmata partici
pate in the entirety of the body. Il1ustrative 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 linger is smashed
with a hammer the entire body experiences the pain. 1l1erefore, hexis
is described as the "coalescelll and interlacing union" of the proper
ties of the body.'12 Sambursky summarises as follows: "The pnmma is
the physical field which is the carrier of all specific properties of
material bodies, and cohesion as such gelS a more specific meaning
by becoming hexis, the physical state of the body".43

This brings us round to the Stoic understanding of place. Whereas
for Aristotle place was a receptacle in which a body rested, for the
Stoics place became an inner tension resulting from the penneating
nature of the pneuma, an active force generating cohesion in all mate
lial. 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 pnmma on the UATJ. 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

40 Plutarch, De Stoic Ttpugn., 1053f.
41 Ibid.
42 Ibid.
H Sambursky, Physia, 7.
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mixture of air and fire known as the /meuma. The place of a body was
not a container, but its relaLionship with the pnaLmn and therefore to
other bodies in the cominuous 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."" Iamblicus is quoted by Simplicius as wriLing, "Every
body is in a place".45 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 arc in place. This has similarities
to the Stoic understanding of the /meumaJs relationship to matter. In
his commentary on Plato's 7imaeus he writes, "Place came into exist
ence naturally united with bodies and is never separate from their
first entrance into existing things".46 This is a rejection of Aristotle's
view of place as something extrinsic to matter. It is the closeness of
place and the body comained in it that is emphasised, rather than the
disLinction. Their intimacy and inseparability are the result of place
not only encompassing bodies, but also penctrating and pcrmeating
them. 41 This natural unity means that place must be regarded as
"linked to cause".48 The cause to which he refers is the cohesion of
individual bodies. Simplicius comments on this by stating, "One has
tu l:UIIl;civc uf 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".49 For lamblicus place is an active power which bonds wit.h mat
ter not only to give them cohesion, but also to give them their shape
and form.5o This active force is the cause of the limit and shape of
lifeless, formless matter through the dual relaLionship 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 SLOic theory of the all-pervading
pneuma.

H for a fuller discussion of place in Ncoplatonic thought, SC~ S. Sarnbunky, The
Conupt of PUut in Late Ntoplllilmism Uerusalem, 1982).

~$ Simplicius, PhyJics, 639.24.
46 Ibid., 25.
t1 Ibid.,6<W.7.
~8 Ibid., 639.35.
49 Simplicius, Caltgorit.f, 361.2011'.
$0 Ibid., 362.2.
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Like Iamblicus before him, Produs rejected Aristotle's notion of
place as a receptacle. He observed that place must be onc of fOUf

possibilities, the same fOUf offered by Aristotle. He concluded that it
can not be the form ohhe 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, Produs envisioned place as
the extension between the boundaries of a body, a definition ArislOt..Ie
had rejected.51 Simplicius writes that Predus was one of few LO call
place a body.52 However, Proc1us' statement needs clarification. He
says thal place is "an immobile, indivisible, immaterial body".53 It
must be immobile because mobile objects are by definition capable of
locomotion, which means place would be moving from one place to
anmher, an obvious absurdity. IL 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 i,yinitum".54 Place must be an immaterial body because all material
objects are divisible, and it has been shown that place cannm be
divisible. He then defines place in its simplest term: place is light.
Because place is immaterial, it must be the most immaterial of aU
bodies. Light is the simplest of immaterial bodies, and therefore place
must be light. Proclus envisions the universe as twO equaJ, 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".55 Matter is moving about within the light, which both
encompasses and penneates 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
arrangemelll, in which matter is a passive, lifeless entity and the rela
tionship bet\veen place and matter is causative.56 Place determines,
measures, and orders the position of matter, which is the cohesion of
all bodies and their individual partsY Simplicius says that for
Damascius, "place is what makes the parts be joined lOgelher".58 In

)1 SimpJidus, Physics, 611.30.
)2 Ibid., 611.1!.
S3 Ibid., 612.25.
)4 Ibid., 10.
ss Ibid., 30.
st; Ibid., 628.2
S1 Ibid., 625.10
)8 Ibid., 626.30.
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addition, if place is abolished, the position and arrangement of bodies
will appear "unnatural and irregular, and carried imo Uller indeter
minacy".59 Simplicius also says, "he [Damascius] defines place not
only as the measure of position, but also as that of magnitude".60 It
exceeds the idea of ordered arrangement alone, and is alTorded the
function 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
imo which the body must fit".61 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
pc,vading force endowing bodies with cohesion, and thus serving as
their l"6n:0I;. This is also a relatioTlal view of t61tOl;, as a body is in place
as it is penetrated by an immaterial body, which Damascius considers
to be lighl.

Concepts qf Plrys£cal Un£on

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 rcveal two conccpts of physical union.62 His commentator
Alexander of Aphrodisias also reviews Aristotle's theories of union in
his De mixt£one. llle two types of union Aristotle recognises are com
position (auve£(n~) and mixture ijJ.i~l;, Kp(icn;). The term l.li.~l<; is used
of mixture in general, while Kp(iOU; refers to a particular type of jli.~l;

in which liquids are unitcd.63 Alexander uses the first term to describe
Aristotle's theory of mixture in general, and the second to describe
the Stoic theory of blcnding.64 A third tlleory that results in the in
crease (aU<;'lO'l<;) of one constiruelll and the destruction (<p96pa) or the
other will be discussed as well.

~ Ibid., 627.5.
6{J Ibid., 645.1l.
61 Ibid., 17.
62 Sce esp, De gt'Iltfatiollt tt corruptioT/t, l'lJysus, .md De anima.
63 cr. H. Joachim, 'Aristotle's Conception or Chemical Combination', ]cuma! of

Phiwwg> 29 (1903), 72-86.
Iii De mixtiont, 228.26-27.
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The two Aristotelian theories of physicaJ union have a common,
three-fold foundation. First, both auv6£ou; and llU;u;hqxiou; consist
of bodies that are "naturaJly independent substances", otherwise
there is obviously no union.65 The components of any union "must
originally have existed in scparation",66 and have been independent
of onc another prior to the union. Second, the elements are not
destroyed in either process ofullion. In a auv6ecnc; the ingredients are
merely juxtaposed and arc casily perceived to remain unchanged.
Likewise, in a ~i.~u;h(pO.al<;. though the union appears to destroy the
components they both remain. Aristotle explains it as follows: "Since
some things that arc, arc potentially, and some actually, it is possible
lor things, arter 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".67 Because the components each remain
arter the union, even if only potentially, the third common character
istic exists: the ingrediellls may theoretically be separated once again,
returning to their original condition. The components "can again be
separated out from the compound".68 Both types of physical union in
Aristotelian thought (I) are formed from independent, and therefore
differelll 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 OUvGEOU;" .69 One characteristic of juxtaposition is that it
occurs only with constituents that are neither reciprocaUy 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 OUvGEOt; 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 Ihlll., 22R.12.
66 Aristotle, Dt gnttratWne, 1.IO.327b.22.
67 Ihlll., 22.25.
68 Ihlll., 28.
69 Dt mixtione, 228.30.
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other".7° Another example is given in his Metaphysics, where he claims
that some things arc united and therefore considered to be one unity
"because !.hey are continuous, such as a bundle being made one by a
band, and pieces of wood made one by glue".71 One can easily see
that a crUv9EcrU; produces no change or aJteration in lhe ingredjems,
and that they arc 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 surf.1ce contact and
juxtaposition alone.

Aristotle begins his discussion of mixture in De get/erntioue by enquir
ing, "what mixture (J.li.~ll;) is and what the resultant of a mixture
U-tllCt6v) is, to which of the things that are it belongs, and how; fur
thermore, whether there is such a thing as mixture U-ti~ll;), or whether
this is false". 72 Some philosophers, ArislotJe acknowledges, define
mixture as only (rUv9Ecrt<; 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 lhat things cannot be divided into parts which arc the smallest
possible, because bodies are infinitely divisible. Consequently, ~i~l<; is
not the same thing as crUv9EOl<;.73 They must be different processes.
For Aristotle, the answer to the existence of J.li.~t<; as a process distinct
from auv9Eol<; lies in explaining how il takes phu..:e. Aristutdian mix
ture consists of two bodies "which arc capable of acting and being
acted upon".N In other words, the ingredients ofa mixture must both
be reciprocally active and passive. Moreover, in a J.li.~l<; the constitu
ents are balanced in power and force.75 For a mixture to occur each
substance must be able to affect the other and be aOected by it in a
balanced manner. \Vhen these equally balanced substances are
mixed, "each of them changes out of its own nature towards the
dominant part of tJle other; yet neither becomes the olher, but bo!.h
become an intermediate with properties common to both".76 The
result of a J.li~l<; is a tertium quid, which is neither of the constituents,
but a compromise of each. Although they have changed in order to

70 De gtl/trotiOllt, 32801.2.
71 MttaphJ$K$,1016a.I.2.
72 0/1. cit. 32701.32·34. For a mo~ detailed invcsligation of Aristollc's conccption of

Iltjlt;, sceJoachim, '1J. cit.
3 De gnltrotiont, 32&.6.

N fbld., 23.
1~ Ibid., 29. Aristolle did discuss lhc bringing togcthcr of substances of unequal

force, and such a proccss will be examincd later.
16 Ibid., 30.
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be united, they are nO( destroyed. They arc no longer present actu
ally, but neither of them is said to perish, for they are both present
potcnlially.77 The tertium quid that results from a mixture consislS of
the dominant properties of each ingredient. For example, if onc 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 watel)' wine. Other examples
of such a union are the elements-fire, air. water, and earth'8 -and
honey-water, which Aristotle contrasts vvith the juxtaposition of a
bundle ofsticks held together by a band. 79 The process of}li;u; 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 wiU dissolve il.80

But what of ingredients of imbalanced powers? Do they fonn a
aUv9EIH<;, or a IJ.l~l<;, or neither? Both Aristotle and .I\lexander distin
guish mixture from a combination of bodies with unequal powers of
reciprocal action. Wolfson believes this is a subdivision of IJ.l~l(; and
terms it a union of predominance.81 Aristotle does not himself give
this type of union a name, saying both that it is82 and that it is not a
mixture.83 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 IJ.l~l<; and the union of ingredients of unequal
powers in De gelluahOllt. In explaining what constitutes a mixture he
says that when a small part of one ingredient is mixed with a large
pan of another, "they indeed do not give rise to mixing, but to in
crease (a~T]Ol<;) on the part of that which is dominant; for the other
changes into the dominant one" .84 This type of combination of ingre
dients cannot be a subdivision of lJ.i~l<;, 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 aU~llOl<;. First is a drop of \vi.ne placed in ten thousand
gaUons of waler. He contends that the drop of wine is not mixed with

71 Ihid., 327b.29.
78 Ihid., 334b.I8-30.
79 Mt/ofJltysiu, 1042b.I8-19.
80 Along with this statement there is no accompanying explanalion as to Iww

di~ring a sponge into a water-wine mixture separates the constituents.
Wolfson, 379.

82 Dt~alwnl, 321b.l.
83 Ibid., 328a.23.
84 Ibid., 24-25.
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the water, but its form dissolves and it changes into the fulJness of the
water.85 The reverse is also true. ''''hen a liltle water is combined with
a larger volume of wine, the wine is the dominant ingredient. The
resultant of such a combination is winc, not a ~i~l<; of them both. The
water is dissolved into the wine.86 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
~i~l<; results. However, if more water is added to the mixture, then
eventually only water remains, and the wine perishes.87 An a~l1crtl; is
also seen in the combination of tin and bronze, in which the resultant
is an increase in the bronze.8s Finally, Aristotle illustrates his theory
of a~l1crt<; 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 a~l1Ot<;", that is,
increase in the fire and a destruction of the combustible material.89

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 arTect one another results in the destruc
tion (q>86pa) of the lesser one and the increase (a~TlOt<;) of the greater
one.

The interrelationship between Aristotle's theol)' of place and his
concepts of physical union can readily be seen in the resultant of each
process of union. In a crUvGEO"l<; the components are juxtaposed, that
is, they are in surface contact with one another. A lJ.i~t<; 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 is that one ingredient be destroyed while the other experi
ences an a~11O"1l;. 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 dirTerent. Sambursky claims that "in

8~ Ibid., 26.
86 Ibid., 32Ia.33.
87 Ibid., 322a.33.
88 Ibid., 328b.8.
1I9 Ibid., 322a.15.
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several respects their theory of mixture goes beyond that of Aristo
tle".90 Justification for such a claim is found in the greater depth and
dnrity of the SLOic conceptions, which is ultimately aided by their
theory of ptltllma. It is because of their understanding of pntUma-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 arc fundamental to their
system. They conceived of three types of physical union. The first of
these corresponds to Atistotlc's ouv9£otr;, and is called ttap6.9£alr;.
Chrysippus defined it as "t\'vo or more substances being composed
inlO the same mass and juxtaposed Witll one another ...with each of
them preserving their own substance and qualiry ... such as happens
with beans and grains of wheat".91 As we saw previously, this is the
same example Aristotle gave for his ouv9£alr;. The ingredients of a
ttapa9EOlr;, like those of a OUv9EOlr; are not changed, but arc only
juxtaposed LO one another. The second rype of physical union con
ceived by the Stoics is oUYXUO'lr;, or fusion. In this instance the origi
nal ingredients are both destroyed and a tntium quid is the result.
Unlike an Aristotelian I!l~tr; a Stoic ouYXuatr; 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.92 Alexander describes Chrysippus' concept of
ouyxu(nr; as "both the substances and their qualities being
destroyed ...and the production of some other body from them".93 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.94

The most important type of Stoic union-to the Stoics, to their
critics, and to the present study-is their concept of Kp(iOU;, 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
(ixV'ttttapEKl"EtVOI!EVOOV) in their entirety while preserving their original

90 Phpin of til, Stoia, II.
91 De mixlio,~, 216.16-17.
92 Wolfson, 384.
93 De mixliont, 216.18.
94 fbii. Cf. Wolfson, 384.
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substance and qualities in such a mixture".95 Diogenes Laertius also
records Chrysippus' theory of KpUat<;, writing, "Blends are brought to
be totally, as Chrysippus says in his third work on the Plrysics, and not
according to contact and juxtaposition".96 Blending is not simply
1tUpa9EOl<; of the smallest particles, but lakes place "totally", or com·
plelely. There is a complete interpenetration of the componclHs 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 KpUOlC;; other-vise the result would no longer be KpUau; but
1tUpo.9EO"l<;".97

\Ve can see from these descriptions first of all that the resultant of
a Kp(XOlC; is a homogenous substance. Any volume of the blend is
equaUy occupied by the properties of each of the original ingredients.
Alexander writes, "no part of the blend (lqxiO"l<;) is unmixed with any
of the bodies from which the blended product if fonned" .98 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 onc, in which the ingredients arc neither altered nor destroyed.
Alexander describes it this way: "each constilllcnt maintains its own
surface which it had even before the blend".99 This reveaJs why the
Aristotelian thinkers found Stoic KpO.O'lC; such an absurdity: their con·
ceptions of union were founded on the receptacle notion of place !.hat
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 aJl dimen
sions and totally mixed can themselves be &reserved in their original
character and retain their own quaJities".1 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. 101 Unlike
ouYXOOtC;, in which the united components are changed so as 10 gen·
crate a tertium 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.

'» Ibid., 216.26.
96 Diogcncs L..,cnius, VII.IsI (Arnim, SVFJI.479).
97 l)t mix/iul/t, 217.12.
98 /hid., 215.10.
99 IbUl., 213.3.

100 IbUl., 220.27-28.
101 Ibid., 213.7.
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The Stoics listed a number of examples of a Kpd(Jl~, including wine
and water, soul and body, fire and iron, light and air, inter alia. IO?

About these examples Alexander writes, "Fire is not mixed with iron,
as they say. For it is absurd to say that maHer is mixed with fircj for
everything that is burnt and healed by fire is the matler 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 loa finally deslfoyed
and expelled from their own form".103 Likewise is the Stoics' use of
wine blended with water rejected by Alexander. 104 Plutarch,
Diogenes, and Alexander aU report thal the Stoics affirmed that onc
drop of wine was blended with the entire sea. 10.'i The only way this
could happen, and indeed this is the basis for lhe theory of KpaOU;, 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 lhe pneuma provided them with a con
tinuous universe. This aU-pervading substrate not only gave the cos
mos and all matter therein cohesion, but also endowed unformed
matter (t>ArU 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; lherefore material objects can inteJ;fenetrate one another
without either being destroyed or altered. I It is noteworthy that
Alexander's rejection of Stoic x:paou; is based upon his denial of the
all-pervading pneuma and his affinnation instead of a receptacle no
tion of place. 107

There is basically one Neoplatonic conception which needs ad
dressing at lhis point. \Vhereas the Stoics deemed it possible for two
solid bodies to occupy the same place through mutual interpenetra
tion, and lhe Aristotelians denied the possibility lhat any two bodies
could occupy the same place, lhe Neoplatonists stand in what
amoums to the middJe ground. Two similarities exist between the

102 IbiJJ., 217.13ff.
103 IbiJJ., 222.35([
IQ.! Ibid.
103 R. Todd, Alexanda of Aph,odiJias 011 Stoic PhysiCJ: A Stut!Y oj tire fk Mixtibne wiJh

Prtliminary Essays, Ttxl, T,an.riIJtion and Com1llmlary (Leiden, 1976), 31.
106 De mixtiont, 216.1.
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Stoic theory of ..paOli:; by inteq:>enetration and the Neoplatonic conw
cept of a penetrative mixture. First there is the penetration of the
forces in space which defines place. One will recall that lamblicus
held that "the forces acting in space do not merely encompass bodies,
but totally penetrate them" .108 Therefore, like the Stoic pneuma 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 Aristotle and Alexander denied. Syrianus writes, "The
existence of two bodies together in the same place is not in all cases
impossible".I09 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 diOerent lamps, which, when
placed in the same room, "wiB have penetrated throughout the same
chamber and gone through each other without being confused or
divided".llo Produs employs the same example when describing his
definition of place and his theory of the penetration of a material
body by an immaterial one. II I

Philosophical lriflueTlces on Cyril's ChrislolQgU:ollmagery

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 lO

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
christological contextS in which Cyril chooses to use them. An examiw
nation of what he imends 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 ilJustrate
his chrislology. We saw previously that the Stoics conceived of the

1011 1711 UJIlct/Jt oj {'Wet, lb.
100 Syrianus, MttapkyJitJ,84.28.
110 Ibid., 85.25.
III Simpiicius, Ph)JiCJ, 611.10-618.25.
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relationship of body and soul as being an example of their theory of
K:paOl~, or intcrpenclration. 112 They believed the soul to be a corpo
real substance which blends with the body entirely so thal 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 wrotc an entire treatise Ou tht Soul, in
which he concluded that the soul and body are related as form is to
malter. 113 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. 114 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. I 15 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?"6 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. I 17 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
ule same place. IIB 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

112 DemixtWne, 217.32lT.
113 Op. cit. cr. De mix/Wile, 220.3-10; 222.35-223.5 ..
J14 Op. cit. 1.1.
11~ Ibid., 1.2, 2.11.
lib Ibid., 2.12.
117 Ibid., 2.13.
118 lbid. Thus revealing Nemesius' acceptance of an Aristotelian, receptacle view of

place.
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mixture usually produces a change in the ingredienLS, this is not so
with incorporeal substances. 119 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. IW In addition, the soul is present in evel)' pan of the
body, though preserving iLS 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 rclationally rather
than spatially or physically.121 Nemesius applies this analogy to the
Incarnation, concluding thaI the Word is united to the Oesh without
confusion or circumscription in a particular "place".122 He is one
with the body and soul of lhe assumed humanity, bUI remains God
the "Vord, even as before the union.

This image is not only the favourite of Cyril, but of most other
patlistic writers as well. This has been documented in Gahbauer's
Das allthropolagische Nlodell. 123 GregaI)' of Nazianzus, in his anti
ApoUinarian Letter wCledonius, 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".124 Rather, there is one
human bein~, comprised of a mixture ("pacn;), just as Christ is one
individual. 12 Tertullian explains that the two substantiae or naturae in
Christ arc unitcd in una persona, just as soul and body are in a human
being. 126 Other patristic writers used the image in basically the same
fashion, including Gregol)' of Nyssa, Apollinarius, and even
Nestorius. 127

\Ve see much the same in Cyril's use of this image. In his polemic
against Nestorius' O"uVaqlElQ, he denies that the Incarnation is a mere
juxtaposition of the "Vord and a man, but is instead a union (EV<OOU;)
of Godhead and manhood wilh the resultant being Chrisl, who is
one, single living being. 128 How does one illustrate such a union? One

119 Ibid., 3.20.
1'10 Ibid., 3.21.
IZI Ibid.
IZ? Ibid., 3.22.
IZ3 F.R. Gahbaucr, Das QnthrQpologischt Afoot/L' Ein &ilmg zur Chrislawgit dtr Friihm

Kirc!lt bis Chalktdol/ ~ViiFJ:burg, 1984). Cr. WoJrsan, Philosophy tljtht Church Fatho-s.
12~ c:p. lOt (pC 37:180A).
12.'> Ibid. (PC 37:IBOAB).
1% Ado. Pta.x. 27.
1')7 AlllilTlU!tlcllJ 2 (pO 45:11208); L, Fmgmtfl' 130, p.239; PO 03:21G[); Loofs
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IZS Adversus NtJloriulII (ACO 1.1.6:32yfT; PC 76:60Cfl). A fuller discussion of Cyril's
polemic against Ncstorius follows in Chapter Four.
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needs only to observe the union of body and soul in a man. 129 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. \"'hy? Because although two things
come together to compose a man, he is still regarded as one persoll,
not two. So too is Christ compounded of two different natures--
divinity and humanity-but should be confessed as one living being
from these hvo. 130 Nestonus claims that the assumed, i,e., the man, is
co-named God alongside the Word, who is God by nature. 131 Is the
body of a man co·named man aJongside 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. 132 In explaining his christology to
Succensus, Cyril writes that the two natures are unitcd, and that there
is only one Chrisl. 133 An illustration of such a phenomenon is our
own composition, wherein body and soul unite to form one man. We
pcrceive 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 anothcr 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 8£ot61C<><; as an appellation for
Mary, the mother ofJesus. Nestorius had rejected this titlc 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 Codhead. 134 He
opted instead for XpHJ'tOt01C<><;. 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 Cod, he reasoned. He in
stead affirms the eternal existence of the Word and his generation
from the Father from eternity; howcver, the Logos of Cod underwent
a human birth and became man, that is, body and soul. l3J The mys
tery of the Incarnation of the Word is much like that of the birth of

I~ QUsc (PC 75: 1292AB); &lIolio (PC 75: 1376C-1377C); and Ep. 46 (ACO
t.1.6:160.'21T; PC 77:24IBC).

130 AdlJtrsus Neslon'um (ACO 1.1.6:42.27Ifj PC 76:8SAB).
1]1 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:52.2~~; PC 76:109C) (=Loors 248. 12. I]. 19_249.4).
132 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:73. 111"; PO 76:1600).
133 Ep. 45 (ACO 1.1.6:154.2.3; PC 77:233A).
134 cp. 1 (ACO 1.1.1:IS.7lfj PC 77:2IA.O).
135 Ihid.
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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 be[ween the mother and God. But the mother gives birth
to both combined, which is one person and not two. Consequently,
she is called the mother of the man rather than just mother of one
part. She would not be called "flesh·mother" because her contribu·
lion was only the flesh, but mother of the one baby. Cyril says tllat
"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 ofJesus is rightly called 0EOtOKOI;.

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. 136 Cyril says that impassible suffer
ing is not something tllat should sUlvrise 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 auributed to il. 137 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 aJso receive the rewards from Christ? \'Vhen the body dies
we say that it is the death of the man, and not the death of his body
alone. 138 Likewise, the sufferings of Christ experienced in the flesh are
rightly attlibuted to the Word, though he experiences them impassi
bly. The body suffered and died, but it is said to be his suffering and
death.

Similarly, that the Word works miracles through his own flesh is
illustrated by the analogy of body and soul. I39 We can obsetve this in
the case of a carpenter, whose soul perfonns particular tasks with the
aid of the body. No onc would say that thc work belongs to the soul
or the body alone, separated from one another, but to both com·
bined, that is, the one carpelller. Before bccoming man the Word
perfOlmed his acts in his own nature, but after the Incarnation he
does so by means of the body that he fashioned for himself.

136 Sdwlin (PC 75:1404D.1405C); t.p. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:161.2611; PO 77:245A).
137 Ihid. (pC 75:1405AB, 1377AB).
138 Ep. 1 (ACO 1.1.1 :22. 1"; PC 77:36CD).
13'} All.WJt1s to TibtrjUJ (\\I 162.12fJ).
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A second image that appears in Cyril's chrislology is that of the
mixture ("paOli;) of wine and water. l40 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 ~i.~u; and
alX;T)O"U;;. If the water and wine were about equal in volume, then a
J.tlsu; occurred, which resulted in a tertium 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 cx\x;11ou;; resulted. In this case, the water
would be destroyed and turned into wine. For the Stoics a combina·
lion of water and wine, regardless of volume, was a Kp6:0U;. They
believed that in such a process the two ingredients penetrated one
another and retained their own distinctive properties. In contrast to
ArislOLle 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 ApoUinarius, states that the as
sumed humanity and the 'Word arc joined in a ICpfrO'lC; like a "drop of
vinegar in the endless sea".141 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 clements. Coming to Cyril, we find the image in
his denial of the accusation that his christology teaches the confusion
(lCpdO'l<;) of the ''\lord and the humanity, resulting in Christ being a
tertium gum, and as such less than both complete God and complete
man. 14 He ack.nowledges that some of the orthodox Fathers used to
lenn ICpiiOl<; as a description of the union of God and man in Chrisl.
He maintains that their intention was to attempt to express the inti
macy of the union, rather than lO 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 lerm
tllis way, saying that men would be united (KpdO'U;;) in spirit, and not
undergo a fusion of persons. 143

An even more important image used by Cyril is that of fire. There
are several analogies which he employs that contain the element of

1'10 AtllI"r1JS N'_f!(Jrilim (Af:O I 1Jl:22 7lf; PC; 7fi::,t~f:n)_
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fire. I"" Fire was also popular with the philosophers. "Vc have seen
that, like the previous two images, it was a topic of discussion for bOlh
the AristOlclian 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 eneClS on a com
bustible material, and fire's effects on a metal such as iron. Aristotle
says that heat is inherent to fire, and docs not exist separate from it,
though the heat does affect other things. 145 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 (a~Tl(JlC;) in the fire by turning the wood illlO
fire, and thereby destroying il. 146 A mixture (~i~lC;) does IlOt take
place, bm an «UC;T)O"U; of the fire and a destruction (<p86pa) of the
combustible substance. 147 In other words, the mailer of fire, which is
the wood, is the fuel, and is used up in the process of combustion. 148

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 arc destroyed when set aflame. 149 In addition, once
the fuel is taken away, the fire is extinguished, as it must have this fuel
to exist. l50 Regarding the union of fire and a metal such as iron,
Theophrastus says that the metal is capable of retaining the heal from
the fire for a considerable amount of time, but thaI eventuaUy it too
is destroyed by the union. 151 Similarly, A1exander says that the heat
which iron possesses when it is pm into a fire is a quality of the iron,
rather than the result of a lli~lC; or KpO.OIC;, as the Stoic c1aim. 152

Instead, the iron, jusl like wood, is the matter of fire, and is thus its
fuel. \,Vhen it remains in the flame for an extended period of time it
too is destroyed. 153

In contrast, lhe Stoics theory about fire was concerned most of all
with their theory of the pneuma. Just as the pneuma, a mixture of fire
and air, penetrated and permeated all maller, so was fire able to

144 Adversus Neslonum (ACO 1.1.6:33. 171", 84?'l1f; PC 76:6IA-64U, 1890); &holia (PC
75,13770·13808); Q.USC(PG 75,1293A; 1357CO; 13600).
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penetrate that which it came into contact with. Fire is said to pass
completely ulough iron, with each of them retaining their respective
properties. 154 Rather than destroying the iron or wood, it blends
(Kp(iOU;) with it. It is a mutual intellJcnetration, 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. 'rVe can assume, however, that this is
something other than an ausTlOu; of the (ire and a <p86pa of !.he 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 thal
Christ is one from two unlike natures. ISS He says thal 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 is considered one from two, so is Christ. In fact, he employs the
analogy of the burning bush to illustrate that although fire nonnally
consumes trees, in this case it did not. The explanation is that God
did what was supernatural, as nothing is impossible for him. 156 The
relationship between the Word and his body ought not to be inter
preted as analogous to fire heating up something e1se. 157 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. IS8 Fragrance is an inherent property of a flower,
and heat is an inherent property of fire. There is no such thing as a
flower withoUl 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 withoUl either of the constituents, the system is void.
The point is not that a nower or a fire is a description or pattern of
the Incarnation, but these images iUustrate 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.

1~4 IbM., 217.13ff; 222.35ff.
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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 lO give life. For example, when water is heated by fire, it is
made hot, though by nature it is cold. 159 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. 160 The anal
ogy is not intended to demonstrate the union, but the life-giving
properties of the flesh, as given lO 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 \.yord him
self, would mean that the Eucharist is nothing more than cannibal
ism. 161

The last fire image is that of fire and iron. 162 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, whiJe 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 \,Vord become man. One can see that he is not describing
the Incarnation as a union of fire and iron, but is explaining how the
\.yord 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 converled inlO lhe fire. 163 Apollinarius Slates,

If the mixture [of fire] wil.h iron, which makes the iron itself fire, so that
it performs the work of fire, docs 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 arc able to come
within its reach. l64

1.'>9 Ibid. (ACO 1.J.6:84.231f; PC 76: 1890).
16(J Q.USC (PC 75: 13600).
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Conclusion: Tht Foret oj PI!J'sicaL 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 addition, Cyril's physical imagery must not be removed from
within the context of the spatial relationship betwcen the ''''ord and
the body. One will recall that essentially three theorics 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 t'l'vO
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 plleum.a which endowed the universe and
matter within it with cohesion, and transformed "All 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
pOl·cal objects. ConsequentJy, they agreed with the Stoics with regard
to incorporeal entities being in the same place by means of intcrpcn.
etration, but denied such for c0'l)oreal bodies. ''''riting within this
scientific culture, Cyril asks what Emmanuel is to mean, how is "God
with us"?J65 He maintains that it does not mean that he is with us in
any localised sense, because God is not in a particular placc. How can
he be, since he fills all things? Rather, it applies to that fact that he
became as wc are, coming into our time and place yel 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. 166 When Scripture
says that he descended to us, it means that he became man, not thal
he experienced some sort of locomotion. 167 Movement from one
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place 10 another is impossible for God because he fills all things.
'Vhat type of spatial descent would he nced?l68 In addition, in his
analogy of the fragrance and flower, among other places, he indicatcs
that the Word is incorporeal, and thereforc not subject to spatial
confincs. 169 Thi3 is strikingly similar to the Neoplatonic conception of
place, in which inc0'l>oreal entities are unbounded, and are therefore
capable of penetrating corporeal bodies. Cyril sces the spatial rela·
tionship between the "Vord and flesh as being unlike either the recep
taclc or pneumatit: conceptions of place. Rather, it surpasses dcscription
by either one, as it is an ineffable, divinc union. In addition, we
obsclve that he is not looking for a technical notion of place by which
to explain the Incarnation. Aftcr all, thc qucstion 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 iLLustral£
what happened, but ncver 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 obscJ\lation is that Cyril's non-technical usc of physical
images should be read into his usc of physical terms as well. For
example, the word q)'Ucrl~ bore a numbcr of related meanings in the
ancient world. lIO 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
(q)'UcrEI~) which comprised Christ. The second, later usage is the man
ncr of spcech which caused the greatest controversy betwcen Cyril
and the Antiochenes, cspecially Nestorius. Whcn uscd this \....ay the
term connotcs an indepcndent existent. In the light of this it is easy to
see why Cyril would object to speaking of two <pOOEI~ after the union,
and why Ncstorius would reject the Alexandrian's Evoxnr; "a'to <pucrtV

and Ilia <pilotr;, claiming them to be Apollinarian. 171 Thereforc, when
Cyril says that the Incarnation is "natural union" or that thcre is
"Onc nalure of God the Word Incarnate", he means that the union
is real and genuine, as opposed to external, and that therc is onc
independent existent in Christ, that is, God the Word become flesh.
The same is true of his 'physical' analogics. 'Vhen he attempts to
illustrate his chrislology using physical processes and material images,

168 AdU1$UJ .Nt$toriulII (ACO 1.1.6:67.8ff; PG 76: 145D).
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111 The following two ch;lptCrS address both sides of the issue.
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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 thai the Logos is the soul and
the humanity is the body. Rather, he means Lo say thai 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 Olher physical images as weU. The
Incarnation is not a IJ.l;U;, KpQcrU;, 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. l72 The image of fire and iron to illustrate
the impassible suffering and death of Christ is weak, and also falls
short of the truth. l73 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
thereor. 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 "!ysterium
Christi, but rather illustrations of it. Cyril rejects auv6ecrtC;, lJ.i~tC;, and
KpQau; as ~roper descriptions of the union of Godhead and manhood
in ChrisL I 4 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 IWO chapters have made strides in preparing us Lo 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
illustralions of il. He does not propound that one could read about
the instruction for ceremonial cleansing of a healed leper and dis-

112 &ho!in (PC 75: I376C).
113 Ibid. (PC 75:1357C).
IH Ibid. (PC 75:1376C). See also Advn.JILJ NlJlorium (ACO 1.1.6:33.211",38.2611'; PC

76,600,730); Q.USC(PG 75,'357C, 1360A).
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cover within it that God the Word suffered impassibly through the
flesh. He does believe, however, that when explaining what onc
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 thc Old Testament as the initial
revelation of God which finds its ultimate consummation in the per
son of the ,.yord 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 vm;ous components of his christology, but they should
be stretched and understood in the light of the description given,
rather than stand-alone descriptions ill St.

,.yhat is it that he really believes about the "!J'sterium Christl? 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 docs this by means of
iUustration. litre: is where the imagcs comc into his christology. Once
Cyril has made a chrislOlogical statement, i.e., stated some compo
nent of the Incarnation, he seeks to illustrate that statement, and not
the components of the Incarnation per St. 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 ,.yord
became man through an EVOXJlIi ..a9' \mOOtaOlv. How is one to un
derstand such a union? It is iJlustrated, Cyril says, by the union of
body and soul in man. The body-soul image docs not have as its
referent the process of Incarnation, but the concept of EvO>alli; which
is itself a description of the way in which Cyril conceives of Cod the
Logos becoming man. Yet, even the analogy does not fully capture
the truth of what an £VO>alC; K:a9' UTCOata<nv 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 NESTORJUM

In Pan One, we sel oul to place Cyril's images within their Scrip
tural, philosophical, and chrislological contexts. In addition, we
sought to address the question of the intended force of these images.
That is, we wanted to detennine how far the analogies were meant to
go in illustrating his chrislOlogy. Having discussed these issues, we will
now begin to explore the theological arguments he wishes to make in
and through his analogies. ''''''e 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 arc unacceptable to Cyril

Paragraph eight of Cyril's &hoiio de Incama/jone Unigeniti begins a
lengthy discussion of what he confesses the union (hwou;) of divinity
and humanity in Christ to be.! He states that there arc a variety of
processes by which two things are brought lOgether into a EVWOU;.
These include 1tap<ige(Ju;, Jli~u;, and Kpd(Jt~. None of these processes,
however, describes the union of God and humanity in ChrisL.2

Rather, the Incarnation is ineffable (a1t6pplltOl;), known only to God.
No one can explain how Cod became a human being. Cyril even
chastises Nestorius for claiming, at least in Cyril's interpretation of
him, lO explain the union entirely with his idea of ouvcupew.3 He
reasons that if his opponem can explain fully the means by which
Christ was fashioned, then it is no longer an ineffable act of Cod. As
we have seen, human language can point the mind toward the inef
fable, but cannot describe it fully. \,Ve can assume, then, that Cyril
claims to illustrate 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 selS out in twO
stages to express how onc is to understand the EVC:OOU;.

The first stage is that of christological description, in which he
employs numerous formulae to articulate his understanding of the

lOp. cil. (PC 75:1376C).
2 Ibid.
3 Atk'tTswNtsloriu:Tl (ACO 1.1.6:47.2.3; PC 76:968).
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"!Jsterium Christi. These rormulae indude especially his collection or
verbal nouns, such as "becoming a human being", "emptying him
self', and "taking on the rorm or a slave", along with others. The
second stage is the darification or these christological statements. For
this task Cyril employs his many Scriptural and "physical" images.
These analogies are intended, as we have seen, to qualiry the descrip
tive phrases and rormulae he has previously applied to the Incarna
tion. He acknowledges that these are merely signposts, which point to
the reality or the event but are incomplete and limited even in their
ability to illustrate. AJthough they are rounded upon the truth or what
they demonstrate, they do not serve as one-to-one descriptions or it.
They provide an important service in Cyril's christology: they enable
the finite human mind to comprehend something or the ineffable.
The things or God can never be grasped rully by man, but they can
be understood better with imagery than without. For that reason, it is
vital that we investigate Cyril's use or analogies both in his rejection
or heresy and in his own description or the Incarnation. In so doing
we will understand better the rormulae he regularly employs. How he
describes what is a proper picture or Christ and what is an improper
one must be seen in the light or how he illustrates, and thereby
qualifies, those descriptions. Otherwise, the interpreter is racing a
rormidable task with only part or the essential tools.

What then is to be said about Cyril's rejection or these three modes
or union-nexp6.geot';, ~i;u;, and ICpO.OU;? 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 or 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 or
choice ror the Stoics to describe a union by juxtaposition. Aristotle
also considered juxtaposition a type or union. This process, ror both
the Stoics and the Aristotelians, docs not result in any change in the
two constituents, but neither docs it generate a true union (tvc.oou;
CtAT)Eh'K). Instead, the ingredients are merely tangentially united, with
no reciprocal action between them. An illustration or this type or
combination, used by both schools or thought, was beans and wheat.
There is no true union or the two; there is merely an aggregate or the
componems. The terms Ill;U; and KpO.CU; were used almosl inter
changeably by Aristotle to describe a union in which the two ingredi
ents are altered. The resultant is a wtium quid. Technically, a KP&O"t<;

is a subdivision or a ~i.;l~ and rerers specificaUy to a mixture or liq
uids. For the Stoics KpO.O"l~ was a complete mutual interpenetration or
the ingredients such that neither was altered but the resultant was
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what they called a truc mixture of them, The Aristotelians rejeCled
such a notion, As we will discover, Cyril perceived in Ncstorius 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
gcther mcrely by the good-will of Cod. In contrast, Nestorius accused
Cyril of describing the Incarnation as a lli;u; or KpUOll; in which
either the \,yord or the man, or both, werc 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
Apollinalianism. Cyril explicitly rejected this accusation. In the next
two chapters, we will see why Cyril rcjected 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 mysten'um Christi,

In this chapter, we wilJ explore Cyril's rejection of NeslOrian
christology. We intend to investigate what he inte'1)rctcd 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 cbrislology:
the term OUVCt1ttW and its cognates. In his most controversiaJ piece
of correspondence with Nestorius he writes that OUVCU{)£la docs not
describe a real union (EvWOl~ (j)UOlKTV. He adds, "we deplore
(1tapal'tOUll£9a) the term O"UVCt(j)£ta as nOt appropriate to designate the
union (EvWOU;)"," In another place he calJs innovators (KalVt6jJa)
those who use the term to describe the Incarnation and refers condc
scendingly to o\JVCt(j)£la as Nestorius' useless word (dKaior; A6yoc;).5
Later, he says that the term £up£lla ion (j)lAoKaivou 't£ Kat a6pavofx;,
Kat 1tap£lllEVl1t; cppEVOt;, Kat OUX ixooo~ OpQ.v "tou llOO"t'1piou"to ~eOl;.6

What would cause Cyril to call OUVCt(j)£la a novelty and the
NeslOrians innovators? Mter all, estorius was not the first of
the Fathers to use OUVCt(j)£la, either generally or to describe the In
carnation. Even many of the orthodox had used il. They did,
however, use the term primarily to describe the union within the

4 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1.36. 19-20; PG77:112C; W 18.~.

~ Adt'tJ'susNlSloriu'n (ACO 1.1.6:23,19; PG 76:36D); QUSC(PG 75: 1285D, I333D).
6 QUSC (PC 75: 1305A). Migne gives 'PlA.OK£VOV, but a Syriac translation renders

lplAoKo.ivov. Pusey llttnbutes lhis to the same sounding t and 0.1, and translates
1P1AoKtlivov, which goes beller with the context or Cyril's argument. See Hilt TOll/IS

again.Jt }futon'us; Scholia on tIlt II/camarion; Christ is OM; FragmmLs againsr I)u){/ort, TJuodort,
tJu Sy'noustllJu, trans. Pusey (Oxrord, 1881),275 n. r.
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Trinity,7 but it also served to designate the union of believers with
Carl.8 Athanasius and the Cappadocians designated the union of
God and believers with the term, as did Euscbius.9 Theodore of
Mopsuestia, the teacher of Neslorius, had writlen thal the Word was
united to humanity taken from the Virgin by a connection (auvcupEla)
of goodwill and divine favour, a phrase echoed in Neslorius. 1O ''''hy
then does Cyril make Ncslorius' use of ouva~Elasuch an integral part
of his polemic against the Neswrians? Is it that Cyril objected LO

OUVCUpEtCl per se, or is it Nestorius' use of the term? Obviously. Cyril
sees the chrislology of Neslorius as something different from the
christology of Nicaea, which had become the standard of orthodoxy.
He imerprets Nestorius' use of O'UVCUpElO as straying from the Fathers
and presenting a new picture of Christ unlike the one painted by the
Nicenes. ll In addition, Cyril attacks the tenn as being unable to
perceive the depths of the mystery of Christ (OUX EXoUaTlC; 6pQ.v 'tou
JlUcr'tTJPlOU 'to ~a9oc;). To detennine why the tenn 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 O'uva~la, and then see why
he rejected that particular use of the term to describe the depths of
the mJsterium Chrisli.

In its most fundamentaJ usage, the tenn describes two things that are
connectcd, unitcd, or combined. 12 Cyril interprets estorius to mean

7 Cf. Eusebius, De «tlesiastita (PG 24:8338); Basil, Aam-sru Eunamium (PC
29:593C); Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium (PC 45:6760); Alhanasius, Centra
Arianos (PC 26:4928); Cyril, J)t Triniwu (77:1144C).

8 Cf. Alhanasius, Centra Arianos (PC 26:293A); Gregory of Nyssa, Centra Eunomium
(PC 45:597C); Eusebius, J)t «tlesiastUa (PC 24: I041 C).

9 Athanasius. (Antra Arianos (PG 26:289C, 296A,B); Gregory of Nyssa, De pnf«tWnt
(PC 46:277C), Adursru Apollinamn (PG 45:1212C), Centra Eununium (PC 45:70SC);
Eusebius, DmwnstratW Evongelua (PC 22:7240); Centra Morell/um (PC 24:809A); Basil,
Homilia in Psalm 4/ (PC 29:400A), £p. 210 (pG 32:973C), Ep. 262 (PC 32:776B);
Gregory Nazianzen, /:,p. 101 (PC 37:1808).

10 Theodore of Mopsucsua, $)mholum (PC 66: 1013A, 10178C).
11 Ep. 41 (ACO 1.J.4:24. 1'l-l!f; PC 77:1898C; W 44.23-33). See also £p. 45 (ACO

1.1.6:151.&.13; PC 77:2280f; W 70.4- 11), inJer alia, where Cyril claims to introduce
nOlhinJi: new into the doctrine of the Fathers. Here he is contrasulI.'\" himself with

eslorius, whose language and theology Cyril interprets as something new lhal
eslorius introduces. In olher .....ords, Cyril claims that he represents lhe orthodox

tmdition, whereas Nestorius is heterodox.
1'1 lampe, A PotristU Gr«K u..mon, 1305-1306, 1308-1310.
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by it three things: the juxtaposition of the ,.yord and the man Jesus,
the indwelling of the man Jesus by the ,.yord, and the usc 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
NesLOrius' O'uvalpElCl. His explicit rejection of the term is captured in
a number of images he uses to illustrate his conception of O'uValpElCl
and why that conception docs 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 sec 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 ivOXH; in favour of O'UVCr.lpElCl. 13 The fonner teon designates
(wo 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 110 need to abandon it. However, the Nestorians have
rejected it, opting instead to sever the one Incarnate Son into (wo
sons, by their insistence on describing the Incarnation as a O'u\'alpEUl
rather than a EVOXH;. Cyril then provides an illustration of what a
O'UVCr.lpElCl is, and how the teon is properly used: aUVa1ttOltO o.v
~(lelltl)c; lhSaO'KCr.Aql KatCr. tE to lplAO~aee~.H Along with the analogy of
a teacher and student Cyril says that a O'uva<pCla properly describes
an \:l1touPY&;, oilK O:O'UVClcpTt; Kata to EKO\XHOV... tl$ ).cr.P6Vtl xi>&;
imoupylav. 15 \ Vhat do these analogies tcll us aboul his conception of
O'uv6:lpuo:? In both instances the illustration is concerned with a par·
ticular relationship which has been predicated on some mutual agree·
menl. In the first image the commonality is a love ofleaming, in lhe
second it is a common task to be performed. The smith and his
undcrstudy are said to be connected by the £KO\XHOl; of the smith. In
other words, some cxtcrnal force or purpose is the "glue" thal pro·
vides the O'UV6:<pUCl with cohesion. If the image is translated to lhe
,,!ystenllm 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 chrislological 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, Chrisl would consist of two sepa
rate individuals, which inevitably leads to the Two Sons doctrine of

l3 Q.USC(PC 75:1285B-1288A).
14 Ibid. (PC 75:1285D).
I~ Ibid.
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Diodore. Ultimately, and most importantly, the image tells us some·
thing aboUl the relmionship conceived of by Cyril between the Word
and his body. If Nestorius' notion of O'uvaq:>ElQ which properly de
scribes the preceding relationships is also Lhe proper description of
the Incarnation, then the components, as it were, of Christ-divinity
and humanity-would be related only relatively (aXE'tlIC&!;) rather
than really (Kala q:luow). In both analogies, the individuals are part
ners in the relationship who have chosen to connect themselves to
one another because of some external pUipose. Their mutual rela
tionship does not produce one active agent, but within the connection
they remain two. CYlil needs to lind a relationship in which one
individual-Christ-is a combination or two things. Neither or these
images provides him with such an illustration.

The term cruValp£lO also properly signifies how a believer is joined
to God by way or virtue and holiness, and not, therdore, how God
the Word was united with his body. Earlier, Cyril himselr, as well as
other Fathers, had employed crUV6.<p£lO in this way.16 He unpacks this
particular use or cruva<p£lO by explaining it as a participative relation
ship (O'X£'tlKil) by which we are one spirit with the Lord. 17 Ir O'uva<p£lo
describes the believer's union with God through Christ, then how
could it be a fitting designation ror the Incarnation?IB This is just as
explicit at another point: "God is in us and we are connected with
him relatively (E}.l£l<; oinql cruva1t't6}.l£90 crK£'tlK&<;) .... Therefore,
should we also be called gods along with the one who is God by
nature (KO'tCt <plxHV)?"19 He rurther illustrates this usage or O'uv6.<p£lO
with an event that takes place on Israel's journey through the wilder
ness.20 The account records the discontentment or 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 munnuring 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 or 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 O"UV6.<pElO. Why could such a relationship

16 For Cyril sec 77usaunu (PC 75:2458, 5730). For other Falhers see Athanasius,
Contra Arronos (pC 26:2408, 293A); Cregory or Nyssa, Contra EumJrnium (PC 45:597C,
609A); Eusebius, De tf:cltsiastUa (pC 24: I041 C).

17 1:.). 17 (ACOJ.I.I::m. I8-19; PG 77:1 I:lC; \V Itl.28); cltmg j Corinthians 6.17.
18 cr. QUSC (pC 75: 1296BC).
19 AdvtrSus Neslorium (ACO 1.1.6:52.4-7; PC 76: 1080).
20 Schofia (PC 75:1410CfI); citing Exodus 16.3fT, esp. 8 LXX.
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not bc 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 Deus, non
unigenilus Filius, non Deus secundum naluram. 21 Cyril rejecls OUVo.lpEW.
because it properly describes our relationship with God. If the flesh is
related LO God the 'YOI'd in the same way that wc are relatcd to God,
then Christ cannot be true God, but only a god through this partici
pative relationship or partnership. In addition, bccause Christ is
Lord, and thus deserving of our worship, he reasons, we ought LO be
co-worshipped along \v1th Christ "so that cvery knee should bow to
us", if ouva<pEla designates both our relationship with God and the
relationship between the flesh and the Word in Christ.22 Cyril rejects
OUVo.<pEla because it signifies a union such as believers have with God,
rather than God the Word had with his flesh.

Besides the fact that OUVo.<pEla 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 OUValpEta by equality of rank (a~i.a), honour (iOOtl~ia), or
authority (aMEvti.a). To this Cyril replies, "equality of honour
(ioo'tl~i.a) does not unitc the natures (lpOOEl;)".23 He illustratcs what
he intends with the analogy of Peter and John: they were both
Apostles and disciples of Christ, thus equaJ in rank, authority, and
honour, but that cquality did not unite them and cause thcm to
become one human being; they rcmaincd two. He maintains that a
partnership of this sort does not unite that which it connects. In
Chlist, that which is united-Godhead and humanity-musl to
gelher produce one Christ. Consequently, a connection through rank
or authority is inadequate. He again uses the Peter:John analogy in
Adversus Neston'unI, but also calls to mind the rulers of various lands
lhroughout the world.24 These rulers are equal in rank and honour,
bUl 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 lype of relationship does not adequately
allow for a genuine Incarnation of the \r\'ord. If the union of Gad and
humanity in Christ is a ouvo.<pna by way of equality of rank or dig
nity, in this case that of sonship, thell one must confess two sons.

71 Ibid. (141 1H). Extant only in L;Hin.
22 Advnsus NtstoriUfII (ACe 1.1.6:52.7.ij; PC 76: 1080).
23 Ep. 17 (ACe I.J.l:36. 15; PC 77:112IJ; \V 18.73).

N Advmus jI/tsloriwn (ACO l.l.6:35.71f; PC 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.'25 Other ordinary mcn have been
give the same title as the Lord Jesus Chrisl. Does this mean that the
Incarnation has taken place many times prior to the birth ofJesus?
Absolutely not, Cyril answers. However, if the manner of the Incar
nation is a auva<puCl through both bein~ named Son of God, then the
Incarnation of the Word is not unique. 6 It is not proper to consider
Chl;Sl to be one individual because the Word and a separate human
both possess the same title. Once again, he lakes issue with the type of
relationship properly described by using ouvar.puCl. In these instances.
the relationship between the participants is onc of mutuaJ appellation.
Such a connection does not result in one individual but the same two
who cmercd imo the partnership. To give the same title to two per
sons does not end their individuality and make them one person. '¥e
will see morc of this type of argument from Cyril later.

Cyril asks whether Nestorius understands OUvalp£lCX to mean a truc
union (£VOXHI; KaB' \mOOtOOlv) whereby one individual is the result, or
to mean a juxtaposition (1tap6.BEOlC;) of onc thing to anothcr. 27 He
maintains !.hat thc lattcr usage is the one employed by Scripture, and
cites a passage where God instructs Moses to fastcn the curtains in
the tabernacle with clasps (KpiKoc;) of gold.28 The fastening together of
the curtains causes !.hem to be attached, but not to becomc one. The
resultant may act in the same manner as a solid curtain would, but
they remain, Cyril points out, separate and individuaJ curtains,
though attached to one another by the golden clasps. This cannot be
the way in which ule natures are united in Christ, as they would
remain separate, not resulting in Christ being one individuaJ. Instead,
Cyril says, the Word was truly united to animated flesh (o.)..l"l66>c;
Ev6>oBal OUK o.WUX'9 oapKi), and has made the body taken from the
virgin his own (llhov).'29 He explicitly denies that juxtaposition of the
natures in Christ is a sufficient mode of union in describing the Incar
nation.30 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?

25 [bu. (ACO 1.1.6:45.So12; PC 76:89D-92A).
~ [bu. (ACO 1.1.6:45.23-25; PC 76:928).
27 [bu. (ACO 1.1.6:42.1.1°; PC 76:848).
Z6 [bu. (ACO 1.1.6:42. 100; PC 76:84C); citing Exodus 26.6.
:l9 Ibu.
](I EfJ. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:36.17.18; PC 77:1128; \V 18.26-27): oil" curoXP'llUp tofito

[1tapO.6£(I"lC;] ;t[p6c; lvroow qtuou"v.
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Cyril's Rdection f!fNestorius' avvch,o£la

9'

Nt"~torill~ warns against tht" ll~e of 8£0'[OKO<; a~ 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 (npOOronCl K<Xl 'lmoo'[uoEU;) which are in fact
separated from one another as though a separate human being were
connected with God by rank alone (KCl'ta ~6vTJv 'tTtv Ct~i<xv), and not
true union (EvOXH<; CtATJBilc;).31 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 Nestarius' crUVUqlEICl, 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 camends that Christ cannot be
called one. On the contrary, one must confess two Christs and two
Sons of Cod.32 Christ, therefore, must be a true union of thc natures
or hypostases, rather than a juxtaposition of them in which they are
given the same title. 33

Subsequently, with Nestorius' crUVCtqlEl<X there is one Son of Cod
who is Son by nature--i.e., the 'Word-and another who is Son of
God because the title has been bestowed upon him through his rela~

tionship with the Son by nature. 34 This is a revisiting of the Two Sons
doctrine of Diodore of Tarsus. For Cyril, however, there are not two
Sons of Cod, onc by nature and one through the crUVCtqlEl<X, but only
one Son of Cod, the 'Word Incarnate. 35 In his LeUerlo Eulogius, he says
that the definition of a union (EVWOU;) does not denote one thing
(npCtYllo:tOv) joined to itself, but two things, which are different in
nature, but are brought lOgether. 36 In the Incarnation, Cyril contin
ues, the two things that are the subject of the union are the nature of
the \oVord 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 ule nalllres; but this is dilTerelll, he

31 Adumus .Ntslorillm (ACO 1.1.6:34. 37_35. 1; PC 76:65A).
n Advmus .NtJloriulI1 (ACO 1.1.6:36. llr; PC 76:68D-69A).
33 Cf. ibid. (ACO I. 1.6: 71.3~. 72.33; PC 76: 157 B-160C).
3~ QUSC (pC 75: 1296DO).
3~ Ibid. (pC 75: I297CD).
36 l:.p. 44 (ACO 1.1.4:36. 7•9; PC 77:225D; \V 64. 19•22).
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proposes, from what Neslorius teaches. Whereas the Orientals taught
a true union of the natures, though using inadequate language to
describe thi!'; union, Nesloriw:; actually If'"dll"~ ;l l'Tllvnqll'.lO- in which
the natures are placed alongside onc another, rather than existing
together in a true union. This juxtaposition of the natures, Cyril
cOlllcnds, necessarily means two ChrislsY Cyril's admonition to
Ncslorius is to cease juxtaposing the natures and instead confess one
Christ, SOil, and Lord.38 Furthermore, Cyril says that he is amazed
that although Nestorius says that the body has been inelfably con
nected with God, he does not say that it is his very own (tblOV) in
order that it might be thought of as one with him. Rather, he sepa
rated Christ illlo the manJesus and God the Word.s9 He reasons that
if two individuals are juxtaposcd to onc 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 seriolls
soteriological implications. When the natures/hyposlaSes are divided,
being conceived of only as juxtaposed to one another, then the man
Jesus who is connected to the "Vord has ownership of the body, and
not the 'Vord himself. This cannot fit into Cyril's systcm of
soteriology: were one to accept Nestorius' aUvalpEl<X as a designation
of the Incarnation, then "we have no longer been redeemed by God,
but by the blood of another human being".+O If an ordinary human
individual is givcn 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".4l 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 withoUl lying?42 In addition, if the flesh does
not belong to the Word of God, who is the one who gives lifc, 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 lhe eleventh AnatJuma, where Cyril
condemns whoever does not confess that the Lord's flesh (oa~) is life
giving (swo1tol6v) and lilliS belong to the Word of God himself, but

31 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.4:36"~1f; PC 77:228A; W 64.3011).
J8 Adi'trJUS Ntslorium (ACO 1.1.6:45.33; PC 76:92C).
39 AdvtrJus ./I'tstorium (ACO 1.1.6:47.$.6; PC 76:96C).
40 QUSC (pC 75: I336A).
41 Ihid. (PC 75: 1260A); quoting John 6.33.
42 Ibid.
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says it belongs to differelll person connected (auVrll.1IJ.Evou) to him
through rank (Ka'tO: t~V o#<xv):~3 In the explanation of this anmhema
Cyril argues that it is not the body and blood of an ordinary human
being which are oOereel in the Eucharist, but that of the Word.H

Otherwise, the body and blood offered would not be life givin~

(~rooTtm6v): "Flesh profits nothing; it is the spirit that gives life".4
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 ordcr 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 sotcriological
thought is Philippians 2, the CannC11 Christi. In this passage Cyril dis
covcrs the kef/osis, or self~emptying of the Word, a voluntary conde
scension of God to the limitations of humanity. Cyril charges that
Nestorius' OUVCt.ljl£l<X spoils the spotless character of the Incarnation
by disallowing any possibility of the kenosis.46 According lO Cyril, the
Logos of God voluntarily descended into self-emptying though he is
God by nature both before the kerlOsis and when he is in the kenotic
state.47 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 arc numerous instances when the Bible speaks of Christ in a
way that Cyril argues disqualifies OUVCUp£t<X as an appropriate term to
designate the Incarnation.48 These biblical descriptions of Christ can
be fitting only if he is the ',Vord become a human being, ratller than
the Word and a human individual existing in some son of parmer
ship. One such descriplion is that Christ is the one who has become
"under the law".49 Nestorius claims lhat 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 aJone is above the law. Therefore, Cyril reasons, the passage

~3 Ana/liD/illS (ACO 1.1.1:41.7811"; PC 77:121C).
« Exptualio (ACO 1.1.5:25.1•11 ; PC 76:312A).
~5 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.5:25.0.'; PC 76:31281; quotingjohll 6.63.
.... Adm-sus NtJlorit:m (ACO 1.1.6:4-9.12-1~; PG 76:1011J).
~7 Ibid.
18 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:44-Y~ PC 76:89BC),
~9 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:37.~2 ; PC 76:720); ciling 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.50 Through his knlOsis, the Word is said to have subjected
himself willingly to the law, aJbeit by nalUre he remains above il. This
he did in order to redeem humankind.51

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 "OUl of heaven" and "fllls aU
things".52 These qualities all belong to God and not to an ordinary
human individual. Furthermore, the CarnIen 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,
","Vho is it that we say was in the form of God, and equal wiLh the
Father, but did not think this something La be grasped but rather
descended into self-emptying and into Lhe form of a slave, humbling
himself and becoming like us?"53 An ordinary human being, Cyril
maintains, is not equal with God, and therefore cannot see equality
with God as someuling to be grasped. Moreover, a human being
cannot descend into self-emptying or humble himself and be made in
Lhe likeness ofa human being; he is one already. The ,.yard is God by
nature, and it must be he that the CanneT! says is made in Lhe Likeness
of humanity.54 Likewise, only one who is free can be made a slave,
which disqualifies an ordinary human being from assuming Lhat role.
Once again, only the Word, who is free by nature, can be said to
assume the fonn of a slave.

Cyril also says that Christ has aVClAaf}6V't(X npO<; Ttl.u'it; al)EAcp6't"'t(X
l.I'UX:il<; av9pron:lvT}t; K(Xl O"ClpK&;.55 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 \vith all
humankind. To say that Christ was a human individual juxtaposed to
the Word would make this statement inconsistent with the
Incarnational event. Like\vise, that would be the case \vith Lhe Word
assuming the poverty of human nature. This poverty does not belong
to the Word naturally (KQ'tcl. cpOO1V), but it does belong to human

~ IbU!. (ACO 1.1.6:38.3:k PC 76:7313).
51 IbU!. (ACO 1.1.6:38. 3 ; PC 76:76AB).
52 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:39.3ff; PC 76:73A); ciling Ephesians 4.IO;John 3.31, 8.23.
53 &holw (PC 75: 1383C). Extant only in Ladn.
54 Ibw.
55 AdursusNtSwrtum (ACO 1.1.6:72. 10-11; PC 76:15713).
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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
hf"ing alrt"aciy.56 Thc~(' clt>mr:ms of the kmo.ru of the Word would be
impossible, says Cyril, if a human being is connected to the Word by
a auvar.p£lQ. This f.,ct renders auvar.pElQ insufficient to describe the
union of God and humanity in ChristY

The most scathing condemnation of Nestorius' use of auvar.p£IQ
comes in. the charge that Nestorius is god-making (e£a1taiTlal~).58 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 (arolla auvt'f.lIlEvov appT'rtCJ)() eeql)".59 This sounds very much like
a statement Cyril himself could make. However, he continues with
another statement attributed to Ncstorius in which Neslorius con·
fesses that he worships the human being connected to the 'Word along
with the Godhead.60 Seen in this light it is apparent why Cyril would
reject auvcupEla: and would be appalled by the underlying chris
tologicaJ implication. He denounces Ncstorius' ouvar.pwx, daiming
that such a notion leads to a division of Christ into a separate human
being and the Word, and that the logical condusion of this idea is two
worshipsj one far the man Jesus and another for the Word, who is
Cod 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 bod~, which is truly united to him (to h£9h autql Ka9'
unOOtaO"lV orolla). 1 Surely, Cyril maintains, Nestorius' teaching of
two worships makes a human being equal with God, thus adding a
fourth god to the Trinity.62 If the human being is co-named and co
worshipped with the 'oVord, then there is one who is God by nature
and one who is made God because of the oUvcup£la. This is the same
argument we saw in Cyril's discussions of NeslOrius' 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' OUvalp£la 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 homoous1on

" Q.USC (PG 75,1320A.1321A).
~7 Ibid.
S8 AdvtrsUJ Nts/J)nUIII (ACO 1.1.6:46.37; PC 76:96A).
~ Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:46.:J8-40; PC 76:96C) (=loofs 3S4.2'1·2~).

60 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:47. 11 -12; PC 76:960) (=Loofs 261).6-7).
61 Ibill. (ACO 1.1.6:47.28-30; PC 76:97B).
62 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:48.'7; PC 76:IOOA).
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Trinity.63 Chrisl is said (0 have ascended with his ncsh to the throne.
If auv6:q>ElU 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 Cod and
humanity in Christ.64

A second component of Nestorius' use of O'UV(UPElU thal Cyril
deems (0 be heretical is the notion of God the Word dwelling in an
ordinary human individual. Neslorius denies that 8eot6KOI;, Mother
of God, is a fitting appellation for the mother ofJesus, and opts
instead for XplO"tOtOKOI;, Molhcr of Chrisc65 He knows that for GyriJ
geo1:0,,0<; is at the heart of orthodox belief about Christ. Nestorius
rejects it, however, because he believes Scripture teaches that God
"passed through" (1tapfj)'9£v) 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. 66 Cyril interprets this to mean that estorius'
denies that Christ was truly God. He infers from this statement that
Christ is but a God.bearing (9£Dq!6pot;) individual. What does
1tapfj)'9£v mean if not birth?67 Cyril equates this with Nestorius' con
cept of cruvcup£la, and concludes that Nestorius means to say that
Christ is merely a holy man with God the Word indwelling him.68 tly
denying the human birth of the Logos, Nestorius is, in Cyril's estima
tion, relcgating Christ to the level of an ordinary human being exter
nally relatcd to the Word by means of indwelling. If Mary is not
6£ot6KOI;, then Emmanuel is but a God-bearing (9£Dq!6pot;) indi
vidual.69

Nestorius also comments that it was not God Incarnate who had
died and subsequently was raised from the dead.7o This is baming 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 naturc that is beyond humanity can be said to have

63 Adversus Nt.Storium (ACO 1.1.6:52Y~·21; PC 76:112A).
64 &holio (PC 75:1382BC). See also fhid. (14<l7CD) and QUSC (PG 75:1285A,

1285D-1287A).
65 Adrmus J/tjwrium (ACO 1.1.6: 18.2ill"; PC 76:25t\-32C).
66 foii. (ACO 1.1.6:18.»-31; PG 76:25A).
61 fhiJ. (ACO 1.1.6:21. i I'C 76:32A).
tie fhii. (ACO 1.1.6:20. 10; PC 76: 28CD): &po -';OlVOV ~i:v 6.v9pwIlOv We; lva twv

-';0.9' ...~, d.itv irr\o.O"~tyov We; hOIlCOv !xOvto. tOV loll 6f;ou 1I.6yov.
69 fhiJ. (ACO 1.1.6:3I.:uIf; PC 76:57AB).
70 fhii. (ACO 1.1.6:21.2i-29; PC 76:32C).
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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" (evwUCll0€V 0 ui6<;
£V t'ii oroJ.l.atl) to mean that Christ was God-bearin~ (e£oc.p6po£) and
therefore not God the Word become a human being. I This claim by
Nestorius is not only an altack on the 9£Ot01Coc;, but is also a war
against the glory of Christ. 72 To say that Christ is but a God-beating
man is LO deny him LO 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 Cod. Indwelling is a compo
nent of Nestol;uS' ouvcupua, 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 Nestotians and rejected by Cyril. The first is that
of a man dwelling in a ciry.73 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" (Nal;wpaioc;)
and not "Nazareth". Likewise, were the Logos only dwelling in a
human being he should be called "of-humanity" (uveprorraiov) rather
than a human being (livepwrroc;). Furthermore, the entire Trinity
should be called human if the Ncstorians' reasoning is correct, as the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are each said to dwell within
us. 74

Another anaJogy that is not suitable for illustrating the Incarnation
is that of a garment and the one wearing it. 75 Nestonus 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

71 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:76,31-38; 77. 141T; PC 76:169C.I72A).
n Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:32.~4; PC 76:60A).
73 QUSC(PG 75:1313Dll).
74 Ibid. Cf. 1 CorilLlhians 3: 16 and .J.?lm 14:23.
n Adt'n"SusNeswnl/l/I(ACO 1.1.6:51. ; PG 76:108B).
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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
lilan becoming a human being himselr. In his Scholia de Incamatione
Unigmih'Cyril argues that Jesus Christ is the Word of God become a
human being.76 This is to defend Nicene chrislology against the dan·
gel' of Neslorius' conception of the Word's dwelling within an ordi·
nary human being. Such a notion is to be shunned as not proper
chrislology.

Cyril rejects what he understands NeslOrius to mean by 9EO<p6po<;:
an ordinary human person indwelled by God the ,.yard. 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 (eE~ a).T)96)<;).77 He perceives this to be
the logical conclusions of NestOlius' insistence that 8EO't6Ko<; is an
inappropriate tiLle 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.78 This is an external (aXEtll'ilv) relationship.
The Logos did not come into a human being, but became a human
being.79 Second, Scripture acknowledges thal God has dwelt in others
before. If the Logos dwelt in the man Jesus is the same thal he did in
the prophets of old, then he is no greater than they were.so ''''ere this
the case, then the Incarnation has happened many limes, and Christ
is therefore not unique.SI In addition, Neslorius says thal 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?82 Cyril dctcrmines that Nestorius' conception
of indwelling means that an ordinary human being is worshipped
alongside God the Word.

76 $tllO/ia (PG 75: I384DI1).
7i Advtrsus NtSwrium (ACO 1.1.6: 18.32; PO 76:25A).
78 Ep. 1 (ACO 1.1.1:16.26-32, 19. 1°; PO 77:24-C, 29C); £p. 17 {ACO 1.1.l:36.~13;

PG 77:1 12B; \V 18.1~'~; $tlrolin (PG 75:1384DI1); Homilia Du:c-sae 2 (ACO
1.1.2:95.27; PG 77:989A); Advtrsus NtJlorium (ACO 1.1.6:30Y~; PG 76:56A); mID"
alia.

79 Hcmiliae DiutrSat 2 (ACO 1.1.2:95.27; PG 77:989A).
90 Q.USC(PG 75:1316A.1317A); Scholia (PG 75:13928-D).
81 AtPJtrsus NtSwrium (ACO 1.1.6:30. llff; PG 76:52BC).
82 Explitalio (ACO 1.1.5:21.2"; PG 76:304811).
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Finally, he rejects Nestorius' indwelling because it nullifies re
demption. A God-bearing (eE0q>6~) human being cannot provide
salvation for humankind: only God can save.83 Consequently, if
Christ is 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 nOl a saving
death.84 The Eucharist is not life giving if the body belongs to the
person in whom God dwells, rather than to God the Word himself.85

However, Cyril says that there is an indwelling which is 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.86 We un
derstand that he has become a human being, and so is said to dwell
in lhe flesh with us. For Nestorius the indwelling is a ~)articipative

relationship, whereas for Cyril it is true and inherelll.8 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 10

him only after bccoming flesh. Still, both sets oftiLles are attributcd to
the same person, the Logos of God.88 Therefore, when the Bible says
that in him "all the fullness of the godhead dwelt bodily", it docs nOl
mean that the Word dwelt within an ordinary human bcing. On LllC
contralY, 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 is 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.89 Although the fra
grance is said to dwell within the flower, they are nOl separate indi
viduals. There is no flower without the perfume and no perfume
without the flo\\er. 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 \Vord
dwells in his body, as does the soul of a person or the fragrance of a

8) E.p. I (ACO \.1.1 :22.1$lf; pc; 77:37C).
'" QUSC (PC 7'" 341 nC)o
M Am.'tI'sus Neslon'wn (AGO 1.1.6:91.1-8; pc; 76:205CD); ExplicatiQ (ACO 1.1.5:25. 1.

!I; pc; 76:312AB).
96 $(hQlio We n:137IGfl).
87 Ibu!. (AGO 1.16:30.38; pc; 76:56A.
IllI Sdwlio (PC 75:1384011).
" IbUJ. (PC )5,1 38OG).
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lily, but not as a person in his gannent. The fonner image allows the
''\lord ownership of the body, whereas the latter does not. By this
indwelling is 1101 intended to imply that the 'Word was in the body in
a spatial manner; because the ,"Vard, who is incorporeal, is beyond
spatial constraints, even in the Incarnation.90 He cannot be thought
of as being in the body as in a receptacle.91 To say that the ,.yoI'd
dweUed in humanity means that he lived a human life, rather than
dweUed within a human being.

The third component of Nestonus' ouveXql£UX which Cyril rejects is
that God the "Vard has taken up an ordinary human being like us lO

use as his instrument (6p'Y6.vQv) to provide redemption.92 Cyril goes
on to indicate that there is an instrumental quality LO the lncarnalion,
but it is the Word using his Oesh as an instrument in the same way
that the soul uses thc body. The fundamental distinction bctween 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 thal 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.93

The first is the ''''ord; 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 Nestonus 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 famer whose son is skilled on the lyre
and is able to sing exceptionally well.9·' 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 Chrisl, 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

90 Ibii., d. alia.
91 Adversus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:38.21lf; PG 76:731)).
92 Atlrtrsus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:46.28; PC 76:930).
93 IbU. (ACO 1.1.6:18.1~23; PC 76:250).
9-4 Ep. 1 (ACO 1.1.1 :20. 12ffj PC 77:320-338).
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being, like the boy using his lyre.95 This means that we arc redeemed
not by God, but through the death of a human being. However, a
human being's death cannot save.96 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 instrumems in the same way, as they lOa 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.97 Cyril uses explicit language to shock his readers into noticing
the force of 01JVar.pElCl. If God has taken up a human being as an
instrument, then the body of Christ belon~ to that human being, and
nOl to the Word. Consequently, the body would 110t be life giving, as
it is the body of an ordinalY human being. Furthermore, when par
taking of the body in the Eucharist one would eal 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 usc his body in thc samc way thal a human being uses
his body.98 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 lO the
Word. The only inStance where one can properly describe the Incar
naLion using instrumental language is when the condition of the
,"Vord'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 is a soul and body. So too
Clll;st is not a person who has the '""ord and a humanity, but Christ
is the ''''0I'd and his humanity: the two cannot be separalcd. It is
incorrect to speak in a way thal 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' OUValp£lU and their inherent

9:' Ibid.
00 Q.USC(PG 75:134IBC)j Ep. I (ACO 1.1.1:22.2V16. 11; PO 77:37C).
97 Expficalio (ACO 1.1.5:25. 1.11 ; PC 76:312AB). Cf. AdvtTJUJ Nr.slorium (ACO

1.1.6:90.39_91.8; PC 76:205CD).
98 AdvtrSUf Nesfonum (ACO 1.1.6:46.28•31 ; PG 76:96A).
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relationship in Cyril's true union (hooOH; Kae' \m6<nuow). For this
reason he rejects Neslorius' ouv6.lpuu 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 conceming Cyril's
rejection of Nestorius' O'uva<pEHx. We have seen that he interprets
NcsLOrius' chrislOlogy as picturing Christ as the result of an external,
participative relationship in which the 'Nord 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 beslows upon
the human individual the same appellation and dignity as the ,.yord.
He believes that NesLOrius is searching for a technical process thal
describes a collective unity, while allowing the constituents to remain
unconfused and separate, while retaining their respective properties
entirely. Frolll our earlier discussion,99 we know that two theories of
combination fit those criteria: 1tapaa£au;/auv9£ol~ and Stoic )(paOl~.

All other theories altered or dimjnished at least one of the ingredients.
Nestorius explicitly rejected KpaOl~, perhaps because of its
ApolJjnadan flavour. Cyrillhcn reads his christology as being ajuxta
position of two individuals: the Word and the man Jesus. Even
Nestorius' qualification of OUvct<pEla 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 ouva<pEla. 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 aU three notions, the
Word is separate from the humanity of Christ. Cyril recognises both
christological and sote.-iological implications of picturing Christ in
this way. First, this is nothing other than the two-Sons doctrine of
Diodore ofTarsus. One individual is Son of Cod 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 a mere human being, it follows that he has no ability to save,

99 See Chapler Three above.
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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 togeLher. His
[Christ's] identity is then only in the collective unity of the two con
stituents. The fundamental Oaw 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 alJow ule Word to possess ownership of the humanity of
Christ. Instead, it belonged to the individual connected to, indwelled
by, or used by the "Vord. The consequence of such a notion is that
the characteristics, properties, and experiences of Christ are not at
llibuted 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 cruvcUpEta deny
ownership of the human experiences of Christ to the Logos? The
Word is incof1.>oreal as God, and therefore has no body of his own.
Therelore, in Cyril's interpretation or NeslOrius, he assumes a human
being plior 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 atlributed to the
Logos, because as God he is complete and all knowing. It must be
attlibuted 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 perfOlm 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 docs so. If the death is that of a
human being and not of God the Word, then how docs the Logos
save? It is at this point that Cyril demonstrates, in his mind, the
inadequacy of cruva<pEtQ, believing that it presents an independent
human being alongside the Word. The idea of O"uv6:<pCtU 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 Chl;st must belong to the \Vord,
and not to someone else if humankind is to be saved. Providing
redemption is not a joint effon bel\veen a human person and God,
but is entirely the work of God who became a human bcing in order
to redeem humankind. Cyril contends that the proper christological
question is not how are two things brought together, but how onc
illustratcs one living being that is the result of a union of two different
things. These questions are farther apan than they might initially
seem. The former question, attributed to Nestorius by Cyril, presup
poses two independent existents. \Vith regard to Christ this can only
mean, at Icast to Cyril, that Nestorius conceivcd of a human indi
vidual separate from the \Vord to whom he was joined and in whom
he dwell. 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 sucll a notion are beyond reconciliation with orthodoxy.
Cyril sees no other way to interpret Nestorius' christology. Ulti
mately, then, what differentiates the Cyril and NeslOrius is Cyril's
interpretation of eSlOrius' chrislOlogy as explaining the Incarnation
as l\VO independent existents that have been glued together to pro
duce onc 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 Ncstorius, 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 havc seen, it is at this point that Cyril's images become
important to the discussion. He has already described what he be
lieves cSlorianism to be: juxtaposition of the Word and a human
individual. Now, he looks for analogies that clarify and illustrate what
aUvCUpEtQ properly designates. In each instancc, the relationship be
tween the various elements of the image is an external, participative
onc, in which tWO individuals arc 'glued' together by some means.
Thcreforc, 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 togcther, for examplc, as a
leacher aud a pupil are juilled to ulle anuther. Consequently, 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 anaJogy illustrates not how two things arc brought
together, but how one person is the combination of two things. Other
images serve the samc purpose. In each illustration that which is the
rcfcrcnt is onc entity that is somehow comprised of twO things. They
do not demonstrate how the union of divinity and humaniry took
place, but rather illustrate that Christ is one from two. Because the
analogies that Cyril says rightly illustrate CfUvtupUCl do not aJlow the
',Vord to be the referent of all the experiences of Christ, he rejects
both auva<pEUx 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 affinned about the person and work of Chrisl.





CHAIYJ'ER FlVE

ADVERSUS HAEIU:SEM AUUM

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. CYlit believed that the Bishop of Constantinople
divided the natures in Christ, which necessarily amounted to the
notion that the Word of God existcd alongside an ordinary human
individual, joined to him merely by the grace of God. It was
Nestorius' conception of crUVCUpEtQ, 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 atlack. NeslOrius' use of indwelling language and talk
of the humanity of Christ as the instrumenl of lhe Word convinced
Cyril of this. For him, this was a revisiting of the dreaded two-Sons
doctrine of Diodore of Tarsus, and the chrislology of Theodore of
Mopsuestia.

The fundamental flaw in such a picture ofChrisl, 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 ,.yord was suppos
edly connected, possesses the inhercnt ownership of the flesh that was
onered for redemption. This has destructive sOleriological implica
tions: the death of an ordinary human individual cannot save. In
addition, this is in opposition, Cyril mailllains, to the Scriptural
teaching thal the Word became a human being. Both those images
that NeslOrius used to ilJustrate the Incarnation and those thal Cyril
used to illustrate his conception of cruvalJl£la were rejected as not
appropriate in the chlistological context. As we saw, the Cyril's dis
missal of Neslorius' christology was based not on semantic grounds,
but on the notjon of a mutually participalive relationship between
God lhe 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 CYlil and the Orientals:
Apollinarianism. This was not only NeslOrius' counter-charge against
Cyril, but also the accusation made by many of the other eastern
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. OUf investigation will seek to detennine the
content of the accusation, the primary reasons why Cyril's chrislology
was so prone to be interpreted in this manner, and the reasons he
gives for rejecting it.

Ncslorius and the other Easlcrns cia not explicitJy call Cyril an
Apollinarian, though the implication is continually presenl. They
group the Alexandrian with Apollinarius and others who refer to the
Virgin as eEO'tOKOI;, and imply that the two Alexandrians hold the
same chrisLological position on other occasions. I Neslorius, the an
tagonist, was the theological heir of Theodore of Mopsueslia and the
Antiochene tradition he so aptly represemed.2 Theodore was a rabid
opponem of Apollinarius of Laodicea. His ChriS10Iogy 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" (ccrtainly 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 detennined to ensure the importance of a human soul in the
christological equation.3 In fact, it seems that the existence of a hu
man soul in Christ was the means by which Theodore was to prolccl
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 evelll that there were to be no human soul in
Christ, it would be the divine naturc-itself impassible-that would
experience human affiictions. It is against the backdrop ofTheoclore'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, espcciaUy those found in

I AdurrsUJ Jllu/Qrium (ACO 1.1.6:34.1~16; PC 76:648). cr. ibid. {ACO 1.1.6:90.21 .U ;

PC 76:2058), tI aiUt.
2 for a more detailed investigation or the Antiochene tradition, sec Grillmeier,

Christ in Christian Traditioll; R.A. Norris, Manhood ami Chri.rt· A Stuiy in lhe Orriswlog, oj
7kodbrt oj Mopsue.ftUt (Oxford, 1963); A.M. Ritter, 'Die antiochenische und die
alexandrinische Chrislologie', in HandbUl:h JeT !»gmtll- und 77rm!ogUgeschidiu, ed. C.
Andresen, 1982,236-245.

j See J. O'Keefe, 'Impassible Suffering? Divine Passion and Fifth~entury

ChrislOlogy', Thmlogical Studies 58 (1997), 39-61.
4 "nleodore of ~lopsucstia, FifIh C4uduiUolllollli!J, 8, as cited and lranslated in

Norris, Manhood and Christ, ISO. See also Grillmeier, Chris/ in Chris/ion Tradition, 426.
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the Anathmws, Cyril wrote to Acacius of Beroea, saying that his oppo
nents are falsely accusing him of holding to the teachings of
Eunomius and Arius, as well as Apollinarius. j Hc claims that it is the
Orielllais who have imagined him to follow these heretical notions.6

Later, in the imponant correspondence with Succensus, Cyril again
acknowledges that some have accused him of 'tat; ATCoAwapiou
06~a<;.7 In defending his christology to Acacius of Mclitcnc, he indi
cates that he affirmed the purely notional distinction of lhe natures in
Christ in the FomlII/ary of Reunion, but that he did not affirm their
separation. He MlYS this was necessal)' because the Nestorians had
cast the aspersion of Apollinarianism on his letters.a Therefore, not
only estorius, but evcn those of the more mainstream Antiochene
party levelled the charge of Apollinarianism against Cyril. This sug
gcsts that although NeslOrius may have been guided by a pursuit of
political advancement in his indictmcnt of Cyril, there was gcnuinely
something about Cyril's christology that appeared heretical to the
Ol;cntals. To the credit of his accusers, he had borrowed tcnninol
ogy, however unwittingly, from the ApolJinarian fragmellls, mOst im
portantly his famous (infamous?) phrase Ilia tpUO"lt; 'tov e£ov
ac.aalCCt>IlEv'l.9 In addition, his EV(j)(Jlt; lCa'ta <jIUalV and EvCOOI<; lCae'
U1too'taOlv plagued him as they were intc'lJreted by the Amiochcnes
as being Apollinarianism revisited. At least in his language, Cyril was
vel)' dose lO Apollinarius. As mentioned previously, it seems that the
Orientals were suspicious or all christology that came from Alexan
dria, and the use of contradictol)', at least to them, vocabulal)' did
not help the situation.

Most of the accllsations came in response to Cyril's Third L~tler to
Nestonus and the Twtlve Anathemas auached to it, which had been sent
to Nestorius after his christology had been condemned by a Roman
synod in 430. He was Lo retract his attacks on eEo't6lCoc; and confess
the doctrine of Romc 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 !euer, both their tone and
language were inte'lJretcd by the Orientals as being Apollinarian.

~ f..p. 33 (ACO 1.1.7:149.2{l.23).
6 !:.p. 44 (ACO 1.1.4:35. 1&.21; PC 77:225B).
1 I~p. 45 (ACO 1.1.6:152.2~; PG 77:232A).
8 !:.p. 40 (ACO 1.1.4:29.20-21; PC 77:200A).
~ Cyril extracts this phrase rrom a work cntitled nEpt UlplClOOf.fJXi, which he as

cribes to Alhanasim, Oralio ad DomifIiU (ACO 1.1.5:65.25lf; PG 76: 1212A). Lictzmanll
includes the (ext in his colleclion or Apollinarian rragmellts (L 250). Cr. Wickham,
Sikri ullm, 62 11. 3; McGuckin, The Chrislologitat COlllrt)lX'f$Y, 207fT'.
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The Contmt qf the Accusation

The celllral theme of ApoLlinarian ChriS10l0'6 is that Christ does not
possess a human mind ('¥uxli AO"flKtl, VO~).I Instead, the Word has
replaced the rational human soul as a divine, rather than human
soul. II Therefore, Christ is still said lO be a whole human being (lSAQt;
iiv9p<l.lltot;) made up of soul and body, but he possesses only a non
rational soul (\jIuxli (iAOYot;). [2 This reveals Apollinarius' ui-partite
view of human beings. 13 That is, a human individual is body, rational
soul or mind, and non-rational soul. emesius of Emcsa also records
this as Apollinarian anlhropology.14 Therefore, Apollinarius can say
that Christ has a human body and non-rational soul, but has the
Word as his mind. 15 Though Christ is a human being in terms of
possessing body, soul, and mind, he is still an in-between thing
(Jl£a6tT)l;), neither fully God nor fuUy human, but a mixture ("p{i0l~)

of them. 16 Consequently. Christ is av9po:nt<><; because all three neces
sary components are present. However, he is not said to be homoousWs
with us and wlth God simultaneously. I?

Is this what Nesrorius and the Eastems 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 sec, the intended accusation is the same in each instance.
There are numerous instances where Cyril records Nestorius' conclu
sion that his [Cyril's] christology amounLS to ApoUinarianism. In the
first instance, Nestorius is addressing the appellation of 8£ot6,,<><; for
the blessed Maly. 18 He indicates that the title is appropriate if used in
simple faith, but is inappropriate if used in the manner that Cyril
docs. Because the term, when used by Cyril, actually conceals heresy,
it is to be avoided. He maintains that it is the purpose of Anus,
Eunomius, Apollinarius, and others like them who use 6£ot6"OI;, to
claim that a mixture (Kpdal~) of the natures (q)'ua£l~) has taken place.

10 See C.E. Raven, A/KIllilwrianism (Cambridge, 1923) and A.M. Ritter, 'Die
ChrisloJogie des ApoJlinaris von Laodicea' in HOlldbuch dtr Dogmm- und
TheoWgitgtschuhu, 230-236. Cf. Athanasius, umtra A/KIlIinartm.

II cr. Apollinarius, Fmgmmts(L 204, 2[0, 222, 227, 249, 256).
12 Ibid. (L 194,210).
13 Cr. C.L Prestige, Fathns and Htrtties (London, 1940).
I" Nemesius, fh 001. hom., 1.1.
I) Frcgmtrlls (L 210).
16 Ibiil. (L 234).
17 IbiJ.. (L 244, 214).
18 AtktrslM Nesloriunl (ACO 1 1.6:34.20-31; PC 76:64-0) (=Loors 272.13-273.(7).
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This mixture, he says, damages both the humanity (6.vepro1tO'tT)C;) and
the divinity (ee6'tTJt~). In restating the accusation, Cyril says that
Nestorius is afraid that by using eEOtOK~, one will be presupposing a
merger (qlUp~6~) and mixture (6.v6:Kp<xal~) of the natures
(i.moa'taaEl~).19

In another place, Cyril says that Nestorius falsely accuses him of
heresy, claiming to promote the orthodox ["lith himself. The accusa
tion is that he teaches a mixture (Kptial~) of the natures.20 A mixture,
he says, leads to a confusion (avaxuOl~) of the components.21 An
example of this is the mixing together of liquids, such as water and
wine. As we will recall, it was Aristotle whose ~i~l~/KptiOl~ rcsultcd in
the combination of water and wine such that the resultant was a
tertiu.m qu.id, or confusion of the two original ingredients. In addition,
Stoic crUYXUOl~ also produced an amalgam of the components, which
was a compromise of the original properties. As Cyril understands it,
the accusation of Apollinarianism 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 ~i~l~/KptiOl~ and Stoic auyxual~ mean a
change in the constituellls. In thc case of water and wine--Cyril's
own analogy-AJistotle taught thal thc properties are compromised,
i.e., 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 KpaOl~ in which neither was changed, but their theory of
a,rtXUal~ taught the same thing as Aristotle's ~i~l~ with regard to the
alteration of the ingredients. For the ArislOtelians, the ingrediellls are
separable because they are present potentially, whereas for the Stoics
thc constitucnts are destroyed. In either case, the ingrediems are
changed within the mixture.

In another place, NeslOrius asks why, if indeed the natures had
been mixed (k"EK"pa~EVroV), 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".22 Cyril's response is thaI Nestorius is
imagining that he mixes (Ka'taKlpvroOl~) the natures (cpuaEl~) into one
ouaia.23 In fact, Cyril says thal none in his camp mixes (cru1Xtov't~)

or merges (cru~cpuPOVt~) thcm lOgether.24 Nestorius is correct, Cyril

19 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:34. 1$.16; PC 76:648).
20 Ibid, (ACO l.l ,6:22.7; PC 76:338).
21 IbiJi. (AGO l.l .6:22.8; PC 76:338).
Z'l Ibid, (ACO l.l ,6:90.2$-31; PC 76:2058) (=Loofs 229.17-230.5).
23 Ibid. (ACO l.l .6:90.'22; PC 76:2058).
24 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:90.23; PC 76:205B).
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says, LO insist that a mixture of the natures would mean a change of
the Word into the nature of the body (I.plxn~ 'tou aWllu't'<><;), and Christ
would rightly S:'ly, "This is my Godhead, take and eat it".25 However,
Christ is not the mixture (KpQot;) of the natures.

Nestorius mai11lains that Cyril's christology presents him with an
impossible djlemma.26 He asks those who mix up (KCl'tUKlpV<l>Cn;) into
one QUola the nature (I.puau;) of the divinity and of the humanity.
"Who was it that was betrayed and taken captive by theJews?"27 vVas
God the \"'ord bound by chains and held captive? \"'ho was cruci
fied? If the mode of union is mixture (Kpom;). then God, who cannot
die, must be said to have suffered the death. Cyril agrees with
Nestorius, saying that any who teach a confusion (avaxuou;) or
merger (I.pUPIl6t;) of the natures err from the truth, because the Word
cannot undergo any change.28 Cyril inquires, then, why Nestorius
wishes to introduce (ttap£lo"piv£w) the term Kpo.OU; to the discussion.
He concludes that it is only to confuse the simple·minded.29

Likewise, Ncstorius 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. 3D 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, Testorius argues, is in
mixing up (Ka.l'a.lllYvi>c;) 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 \'Vord 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 Pricst.31

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. 32 Cyril denies this charge, claim
ing always to have been orthodox, being trained by an orthodox
Father. Furthermore, he anathemauses their heresies, and claims nOl
to profess that the body of Christ was soulless, or lhat any confusion

25 Ihid. (ACO I. 1.6:90.40; PC 76:205D).
26 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:99.20-28; PC 76:229AB) (=Loors 229.4-16).
27 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:99.20-21; PC 76:229A).
28 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:99.29-30; PC 76:2298).
29 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6: 100:21 -72; PC 76:232H).
30 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:68.9-25; PC 76:149A) (=I..oors 235.6.236.14). Citing Hebrews

5:7-10.
31 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:69.:J3ff; PC 76:152D).
32 Ep. 33 (ACO 1.1.7:149.20-21).
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(o{rYXUOll;), mixlUre (KpaOU;), or merger (q)UPl!6~) of the natures took
place. On the contrary, the \oVord cannot undergo change, nor can he
suffer in his own nature (iola ql'()O"l~).33

Cyril writes to Acacius Hishop or Melitene responding to the accu
sations made against his christology. He says that John of Antioch
circulated among the Eastcrns that Cyril affirmcd a scparation the
natures and had divided the sayings of Christ.34 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
(KpaOU;), confusion (ou'YXOOt~), or merger (qmp/lO<;) of the Word and
the body had taken place. Funhennorc, they accused him of profess
ing a change of the Word (/lE'tCtI3o).T, 'tou 9EOU ).o'You) into the flesh, or
a change of the flesh into the divine nature ('tllV oap"o<; /lEta<pOi'tllol~

ei~ ql'UOlV eE6'tll'tO~).35 The result of a union described blt the previous
descriptions is that neither nature would remain intact. 6 Cyril claims
never to have held to the doctrines of Apollinarius or Arius, bUl has
confessed that the Word is immutable, and lherefore could not have
changed into the flesh. However, he has explained that the natures
are conceptually distinguishable, though not separate.37 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 nOI
attribulable to lWO separate individuals. 38

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 Easlerns has caused some
to wonder why he si~ned it. The particular issue was the usc of two
natures (ow qlUOEt~). 9 He explains that there is no need to reject
everything that a herctic affirms. For examplc, the Arians affirm that
the Father is Creator of the universe; of course, this should not be
rejected.4o Therefore, to agrce with the Easterns in recognising the
difference in the natures does not mean that Christ has been divided

33 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.7:149.26).

34 tp. 40 (ACO 1.1.4:29. 16A"; PC 77:200All). John's comments arc in his Ep. ad
Orientales (ACO 1.1.7:156.341f

).

35 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.4:29.20-24; PC 77:2ooA).
36 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.4.29.23; PC 77:2ooA).
~7 cr. Efl. 44 (ACO 1.1.4:35.9. 18; PO 77:2251\).
38 Ep. 40 (ACO 1.1.4:30. 1A"; PC 77:2OOB).
39 tp. 44 (ACO 1.1.4:35. 1.5; PC 77:225A).
40 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.4:35."10; PC 77:225A).
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into two individuals. However, he argues, the Orientals considered
him to hold the doctrines of Apollinarius, meaning that a mixture
(auYKpaou;) or confusion (auyx'OOu;) of the natures had occurred.4!

This implies that God the Word was changed into the nature of the
£lesh, and the flesh was changed into the nature of divinity. Cyril
denies that a mixture had taken place. [nstead, he points the reader
(0 ALhanasius, who argued that the natures were not homoousios with
onc anolhcr.42 Cyril claims that the onhodox Easlcms (excluding
Neslorius, 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 Chrislology was or
thodox. Consequently, he is able to aninn 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.'t-3 The accusation is
that by saying the Word orGod become a human being is 'one Son',
he implies that a fusion (OU'YXU(H~) or mixture (oU'YlqxxOlC;) or merger
(qlUp~O;) of the Word with the body, or that the nature of the body
has been changed illlo U-t£tal}o).t\) the diviniry. 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 utlin urthudux unite (houvn:c;) the
'Word of God ineffably to crap!; with a rational human soul, and
maintain that this union is without confusion (aov-,xutroc;), without
mutation (o.tp€n:troc;), and without change (aJl£tap).J1troc;).44

Although both Cyril and his accusers employ a number of differ·
ent teons, each is meant to denote ApoUinarianism. This heresy, at
least as Cyril understood the charge levelled against him, was that the
'Word of God and the nesh had been fused together-like water and
wine mixed together. This process, according to Nestorius and the
other Easterns, resulted in Christ being a tertium quid, in which he was
neither completely God nor completely human. Either 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 t\yO natures.

il Ibii. (ACO 1.1.4:35. 19-20; PC 77:225B).
i2 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.4:36.i ll"; PO 77:225C).
o l!.p. 45 (ACO 1.1.6:152.2ilf; PO 77:232AB).
+I IbUI. (ACO 1.1.6:153.741; PC 77:232C). Contained here are lWO of the four

adverbs from the Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1 :325.3Oj.
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h is imponant lO note that Apollinarius himself did use the terms
ICpnau;, Ill~t<;, and a\:rYlCpaat<; lO describe the Incarnation.45 Norris
interprets him lO mean by these terms the Stoic theory oflCp&.at~.46 In
other words, the Logos is said to co-exist mULUally with the body,
with each set of properties being retained by the resultant, i.e., Christ.
But Apollinarius denies that two complete ('tEAEU><;) natures were
joined. Instead, there is no human mind in Christ as he deemed it
necessal)' for the Logos to be the sole agent in the Incarnate experi
ence.47 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 tlying to explain how two
things can be in the same place at the same time-he has that with
Stoic ICpnat<;-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-NeslOrian Controversy Falher lO use "mixlure" language to de
scribe Christ. Gregory Nazianzen, in a staunchly anti-Apotlinarian
work, writes, "Both things [divinity and humanity] arc made one by
the mixture (a\:rYlCpaau;)".48 How can the same term be used in both
an orthodox manner, as by Gregory, and an unorthodox manner, as
by ApoUinarius? Cyril says it is because the orthodox Fathers did not
use it technically, but wanted to emphasise the illlimacy of the
union.49 In other words, Gregory's use of the term is a metaphorical
use, intended to emphasise thal in Christ the humanity and the divin
ity are indeed united. Scripture also employs this term in the same
non-technical and metaphOlical manner, Cyril claims. This reminds
us that biblical and theological language is lO be seen within ils con
lexl, and in the light of the clarifications made lO chrislOlogical for
mulae by the images related to them.

The facl that the Easterns found Cyril's christology so offensive
lhat 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 chrislOlogical language that sounded the least bit like that of the
Apollinarians. Consequently, Cyril's confusing terminology, such as

~5 ApolJinarius, Fragmmts (L 239, L 246, L 207, L 206). For a sludy of both lhe
orthodox and unorthodox. use of these scientific lemlS, see Wolfson, 387ff.

~6 R.A. Norris, Manhood and Chrisl (Oxford, 1963), 106.
47 Apollinarius, FragmmlJ (L 224, L 247,151, 247f.). Cf. Raven, AfJfJllinan·anism.
48 I::). 101 (PG 37:176-193).
~9 Advn-sus Ntstorium (ACO 1.1.6:22. 711; PC 76:33A-C).
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his £VOXH<; ICata lpOOlV, 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
NeslOnus, gave clear signs of being ApoUinarian, in tenor if 1101 in
facl. In addition, Cyril's unwitting use of Apollinarian formulae such
as the ~i.a rpuou; would naturally be seen as heretical. The Easterns
claimed that if there is onc nature of the Word Incarnate (Ei Jlia
<pOOl(; tOU Aorou o£aCXpKOOjl£llV), then Christ is the source of a merger
(q)UPJl~) or mixture (O\)'p::paou;) of the natures, in which the human
nature was diminished.5o Cyril's response is important, and needs to
be quoted at length:

If the '''Tord was bom ineffably from God the Father and then came forth
as a human being (av9pwttO<;) 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 vcry own body in an
indissoluble umon. How could saying this possibly imply thal there was
any consequent necessilY of merger (qn>pJ.1Cx;) or confusion (O'uYX\}O't~ 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' (ntcpup'tal) or
lhat the nature of the Word has been transfonned into the nature of the
l1esh, or tllal of the l1esh into the Word's. 0, each nature is understood
lo remain in all its natural characteristics for lhe reasons we have just
given....51

As we have seen previously, the appellation 8eot6K:0<; implied for
Nestorius that the Alexandrian conceived of the Incarnation as the
result of a fusion of God the Word with humanity. Othe ......vise, 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-Cyril 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 waler,
but on others, he rode in a boat. How is this paradox to be ex
plained? NesLOrius had responded with his idea of ouvacpela in which
the Logos performed and experienced those things nonnally attribut
able to God, and the man Jesus experienced the human activities. In

~ Ep. 46 (ACO 1.1.6: I59.9-10; PC 76:24 IA).
:II Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:159. 12.21 ; PO 76:24 lAB). This is subslantially McGuckin's

lranslation.
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contrast, Cyril attributed all the actions of Christ, both the divine and
me human, to the \Vord become human.52 The glory that belongs to
the \'Yord 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 indi....idual.
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
NtSlon'us 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 (npocroona) or subjects (i:moO"'tCtO"eu;)
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".53 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 LOJ·d here (for they posses at
the same time divine and human application) but attribute them
rather to the one Son. that is God the \'Vord incarnate'·.54 He does
acknowledge that it is acceptable to cotluptualist that some things were
done and said by Christ in his humani!" and others in his divinity, but
adamantJy 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
,"Vord as one person and a separate human individual as another.
Later, Cyril states that the Fathers distinguish the lenns, "not by
dividing the one Son and Lord into two, but by ascribing some tenns
to his Godhead, and some in turn to his humanity; nevertheless all
belong to one subject".55 The danger in such a doctrine, as pointed
out by NesLOrius. 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
cial1y 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

~2 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.4:29.6-15; PC 77:197CD); Ep. 45 (ACO 1.1.6:151.13«; PC
77:229A).

~3 Analhemas(ACO 1.1.1:41. 1-4; PC 77:120CD).
~~ Ep. 40 (ACO 1.1.4:28y·19; PC 77:197A).
~~ Ibid. (ACO 1.1.4:29. 13.. 1\ PC 77:197D).
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Neslorius: !.hat the Word of God suffered, was crucified, died, and
was raised from the dead.56 Even with Cyril's quaJification that these
things happened to the Word "oaplCi" the statement sounds vel)'
much as if he believes that God the Word actually suffered and died
qua God.

Cyril insislS that Christ is onc living individual ijtla cpoou;)--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 aU
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
ityL but through 'to tOlOV aooJlQ au'to1>.57 The sufferings which the
body of Christ suffered directly are attributed to the Word as a result
of the genuine union (hrcoou; l\a8' i>1too'tamv). In the next paragraph
of the Second Letter to Nestorius he stales, "In this way we shall confess
one Christ and Lord, not worshipping a separate human individual
along with thc Word but onc and thc same Christ".58 There is but
one worship, and that of Christ. CyriJ rejected Nestorius' notion thal
the man Jesus is worshipped as a result of his association with the
,,yord. For Cyril this could only mean two "worships", one for the
Word aml Ullt: fur tlu: IIHUlJCSUS. Iusu:ad, Christ is worshippcd as onc
because "the ,,yord's body is not dissociated (J.1~ a).,).,6tplOV) from
Him."59

His problem with Nestorius was estorius' apparent acceptance of
two independent, self-suslaining existents in Christ. For Cyril this
could not be the case. Instead, the one individual (J.1la qroou;) 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 t\\lO natures-divine and human
but simultaneously confess ~ia cpixll~. 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 tertium
quid. This was unacceptable to the orthodox Alexandrians and

Sf; A/I3tht'ma.r(ACO 1.1.1:42.3-4; PC 77:1220).
~, £p. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:27.20; PC 77:48A).
so Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:28.3lf

; PC 77:488). For a slUdy of lhe Incarnation's effects on
wonhip see T. F. Torrance, 'The Mind of Christ in Wonhip', in Theology in RttOllciii
otirm (Grand Rapids, 1975), 139-214.

" ibid. (ACO J.1.l:20.s; PC 77:488).
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Amiochenes alike. For Nestol;us the only way to achieve the
Alexandrian nouon 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 fuBy human. Cyril denies
Nestorius' claim that the only tWO options for describing the Incarna
tion are juxtaposition (ouva.<pEla, 0\)V8£01<;) and mixture J,ll.;u;,
KpciOl<;). Instead, he says that there is another way.60 His explanation
was a source of disdain from Nestorius. Cyril professed that all the
experiences of Christ, including his sufferings and death, arc properly
attributable to the Word of God. However, it was unthinkable for

estorius to conceive of Cod 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.61 Nestorius never retreated
from this accusation.

Images in tlte Context of Cyril's Dmial62

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 ~Ioses in the form of fire resting on a bush, but not
destroying it. Normally the fire would destroy the shrub, but in this
instance i{ did not; God was able to burn a bush without consuming
it. This is a mysterious divine act. In the same way, Cod the 'Word is
said to become a human being without either changing himself or
destroying the flesh.63 This is not an impossibility for God, even
though our finite minds can not comprehend it. Just as Cod mysteri
ously rested on the bush as fire without consuming it, so too did God
become a human being without altel;ng or destroying the humanity.
The second image is that of the Ark of the Covenant.&! Cyril uses it
to demonstrate "that the \Vord 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 nalure.
The wooden Ark is then covered completely with the gold, both
inside and out. That the \.yord is united to flesh is shown by the
ounvard covering, and that he possessed a soul is demonstrated by
the inward covering. We know lhat the natures were unconfused

60 We will see the altcmative to these two proposals in Part lllrce.
61 Ana/hnnas (ACO 1.1.1 :42.3--"; PC 76: 121 D).
62 These images are examined in greater detail in the final three chapters.
" QUSC (PG 75, I293A).
6i Scholw{PG 75:1380D-138IB).
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because the gold thal covered the wood remained what it was as did
the wood; neither was altered nor destroyed. The Ark was one entity
that had hcen formed from the woon and the golrl, just as Christ is
one from humanity and divinity. The image is not imended to iUus
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 !.hat onc person dies,
and not two.65 This is because two things-body and soul-have
become onc. However, the union is not by confusion (OUYX£OlV) or
mixture (avaKtpv&v), 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 ApolJinarianism was
an accusation that he taught the Incarnation to be a mixture (Jli~u;)

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 Jli~lC; or ICpQO'lC; in his chlislOlogy? He could have used it non
technically, as other orthodox Fathers had done, but instead he chose
otherwise. We can onJy 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 £VO>O'lC; rather than any lype 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.66

We have seen why Cyril rejects Jli~lC;/ICpa(JlI; 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-

6S Adversus Neslorium (ACO 1.1.6:42.:17•30; PC 76:85A). cr. QUSC (PC 75: 1292A);
Ep. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:160:\ PC 77:UIB).

66 Chapler Eight addresses more bOlh why Cyril chose lV((JO"l<; 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 \.yord be
coming a human being, and not an existing human person being
deified.67 Otherwise, God the \·Vord 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
,,!ysten'um Christi.

The most important reason why Cyril rejects IJ-i~l(; and KpO.OU;,
and their conceptual derivatives, is the implication that Christ is a
totium 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
diminishcd 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 \Vord become a hu
man being, is ItomoousiQs with God. In his Anathemas, Cyril denounces
those who do not confess Emmanuel to be truly God (eEOc; Kata
0:A.Tj9EUXV), and thus l'vlary to be 9EOtOKo<;.68 He is following the
Nicene Fathers who once and for all pronounced Christ to be "vcry
God of vel)' God". He also condemns those who say that Christ is a
God-bearing human being (9EO<p6pol; av9protto<;) rather than that he is
truly God (eEOc; "atO: O:A.Tt9Elav) and Son of God by nature (cpOOEl).69
As Son of God, and thus true God from true God (SEQV 0:A.T[9lVQV EIC
SEal> O:A.T[Ehvou), there is not a time when he did not exist, nor did he
come into existence at the time of the Incarnation.7° Cyril can make
such statements only because of his insistence that Christ is none
other than the Word of God himself become Oesh. 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.7! Therefore, he is not

67 AnsWtTs If) Tihui:lS (W 158).
68 AnalnmuJS (ACO 1.1.1 :40.:n-2~; PC 77: 120B).
6'J Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:-41.~7; PC 77:120D).
70 Ep. 55 (ACO I 1.4:51.2J.29; PC 77:296C).
71 Ep. 45 (ACO 1.1.5:152. 12. N ; PC 77:229Dfj.
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inferior to the Father, bur equal to him in that they are of the same
ousia.72 Jesus Christ is the Word of God who has become a human
being, and has therefore nnt len hf'hinn his nf'i,y, hill conlinll~s In he
God even in human life. What he was prior to the Incarnation-me
eternal Word of God, nQmoQusios with the Father-he continues to
be. 73 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 KpdO'l~ or I-li~l~ 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 t"vo pieces or 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 \vills in Christ. Lnherent in
Cyril denial of Apollinarianism, and thererore mixture, merger, and
confusion of the natures, is a rejection of the idea that the human
nature or Christ is incomplete, i.e., that the Word replaces the human
soul.

Ultimately, Cyril rejects KpaOU; 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
Oesh, or the Oesh could be \vithout a soul and thus incompletc. Either
way, Christ is a compromise between the two and unable to save.
The relationship between \.yord and body must not be conccived as a
puzzle in which two pieces are somehow glued together. Instead,
Christ is the Word who has become a human being, and thcrefore
possesses ownership or his body, making it his own. The model or
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 or the natures is diminished.

72 tp. 55 (ACO 1.1.4:53.11 •14 ; PC 77:300BC).
73 Ibid. (AGO 1.1.4:53.m", 54.~ff; PC 77:30IAfl).
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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 ousia allered 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 'Vord is immutable. In
addition, Christ must be fully God and fully human in order to save.

The mOSl illuminating image applied to the heresy is thal 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 tenns 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 £voxn; 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 lO demonstrate that
the natures were not compromised to produce Christ. Therefore,
Christ is as completely human as he is divinej 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 (fUvalpElCl to mean a juxtaposition of God the '<Vord
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.

estorius' 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 manJesus, or using him as
his instrument does nothing to salvage Nestorius' chrislology in
Cyril's mind. A (fUVCtlpEta 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 '<Vord,
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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
or the Word of Cod Incarnate. The picture ofChri!':l which Neslorills
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 Apollinarianismj !.hat is, the
idea of a Ili.~l(; or "paal~ of the natures. It is this heresy which
Neslorius and other Easlcrns perceived in Cyril's chrislology. This
accusation stemmed primarily from his Anathtmas 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 ChrisL 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-bet\veen thing, who is not a com
plete human being (d:AElOt; av9p<onot;). 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 J.1i~lI; or Kpacrll; 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 EvWO'U; of God and human
ity in Christ is ultimately how properly to describe the conception
that Christ is one individual (}.tia cpoou;). NesLorius' 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 collcc~

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 Evo.>O"l~, then Christ is t\-vo individuals, and
not one. Apollinarianism. on the other hand, answered the question
by fusing the two natures together. However, Cyril says thai Christ is
not 'one' in the same way that water and wine are mixed together to
form a tertium quid. If the mixture (KpO.O"l~/J.1i~l~) of two liquids illus
trates (he £VWO'l~, then Christ is an amalgam of God and humanity.
In either case, he is a Christ who cannot save.

These leads us to conclude (hat three observations can be made
about the pictures of Christ which Cyril rejects. First, Cyril rejects
any technical notion of coming together such as 1tapa9£0'1~, KpdO'l~,

J.1i~t~. 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 CYlil's mind, require the
prt"spnrp of a prt"-t"xislt"1lI ami sf'paratC' human being in the equation.
This brings an ordinary human being inlO the realm of redemption.
Second, he rejects any picture of Christ in which ownership of the
human experiences of Christ docs 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 10 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 CYRlL'S CHRISTOLOGY





CHAPrER SIX

THE INCARNATE WORD: USING IMAGERY
TO ILLUSTRATE THAT CHRlST IS 6EOS

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 pan 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 ChrisL 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 (8£0<; aA.llS~).

Vve 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 (iivepro1tOl;
t£).,£IOI;). \Ve 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 christologica.l dilemmas presented in Chapters Six and Sevenj
namely, how one individual t:all be lmlll truly Gud alld truly human
(Deus vere, 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 sec that Cyril answers each ques
tion with his conception of EvOX1l<;, 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.

Cyn"l's Description ,y Christ as ee~

The Fathers at Nicaea had confessed one God, the Almighty Father,
maker of all things both visible and invisible, the one Lord Jesus
Chrisl hi'! Son, <Inri r1w Holy Spirit. In adciitiol1, they said that the
Son of God, being himselflrue God from true God (b. 8£ou Ct),T}9tVOU

9£0<; CtA:rtEhvo<;), became Incarnate (CClPKroSiivcu) and became a hu-
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man being (e.vav€lpro1tflocu).' Nicaea was the definitive statement con
cerning the orthodox belief in the deity of the Son. He is homoQusioJ
with the Father, and true God from true God. The chrislological
differences of Cyril and Neslorius were not about the deity of the
Word of God, as both accepted the orthodox statement of Nicaca.
Even Apollinarianism did not seek to diminish the integrity of the
Logos. ConsequentJy, this chapter is nor an inquiry into Cyril's
Trinitarian theology, and his understanding of the deity of the Word
of God. He was nol looking for a manner to illustrate that the Word
was homoousios with the Father. For him, that question had been
settJed at Nicaea. We, therefore, begin with the presupposition that
the Logos is true God. The central issue of the chrislOlogical COnLro
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 caUed Jesus of
Nazareth? Was he IlOmoousios 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 thal his picture of
Christ as true God (8E6<; O:A~/O:AT]etv~hca'ta O:A~e£tQV) and God
by nature (8E6<; KQ'ta tp'i>crtv) are derived from his conception ofChlist
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 (0 XpU1't6<; tonv 8E6<; O:Art9&c;).2 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 Scholia de huamatione Unigeniti that he entitles, Dicta
apostoiica in quibus Deus llomillatus est Christus.3 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.4 Coupled with this

I Cited in Cyril's Explicatw (ACO 1.1.5: 17.2lf; PC 76:2960); mID' alia.
2 Adursus ,Nesl.orium (ACO 1.1.6: 18. 18; PC 76:240).
3 Sdwlio. (pC 75: 13920-1396B). Extant only in Latin.
4 Ephesians 3:5.
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passage is the statement lhat Christ is the riches of the glory of this
recently revealed mystery.5 Christ is not a 0E0<p6po<;, as someone who
is mf'rf'ly ht"<Iring C;orl wOllkf nOl hI' pn'<Ichf'rl a~ til(' riche:,; of the
glory of the mystery. Rather, these two passages reveal that Christ is
true God (Deus vue). The next passage Cyril cites speaks of the mys
tery of God and of Chrisl.6 Because the same mystelY is said to be
that of God as well as that of Christ, Cyril draws the conclusion that
God is Chrisl. In addition, Paul added that his desire was for his
readers fully to understand the mYStClY. Cyril reasons that if Christ
were only God dwelling in a human being (Deus inltabilaret in homine),
there would be no urgcncy for undcrstanding it fully. However, there
is a pressing need to undcrstand this mystery, bccause Christ is the
Word, who is God, become a human being (Verbum, cum sit Deus,
ftctum sit homo). Another passage records the Apostle Paul's commen
dation of the Thessalonians' faith in God. 7 In another place, Scrip
ture records Christ's claim that eternal life is gained by placing one's
faith in him [Christ].8 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.9 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. 10 In another text, Paul speaks of awaiting the hope and
coming of lhe glory of the great God and the Saviour Jesus ChrisL 11

Cyril claims that this passage quite clearly calls Christ God. Christ
cannot be a homo 8E0q>6poc; and be the great God, for Scripture says,
"Cursed is the one who puts his faith in a O1all".12 Moreover, Paul
claims to preach the gospel to the Gentiles. 13 This gospel is called the
gospel of Chrisl. Cyril interprets this as affirming that Jesus Christ is
God. In addition, lhere are passages of Scri~ture which speak of
Christ's power to know the hearts of people, 4 LO forgive sins,15 to

5 Colossians 1:26-28.
6 Colossians 2:1-2.
7 I Thessalonians 1:8.
8 John 6:47.
9 I Thessalonians 2: 1-2.

10 I Thessalonians 2:9, 13.
11 Titus 2:11-13.
12 Jeremiah 17:5. The Greek term 9£0Ip6p0; is retained in the L.uin.
l' Galatians 1:6-8; 2:1-2
14 John 2:23-25.
15 Matthew 9:6.
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offer the sacrifice for sin. 16 Also, the Law commanded that only the
Lord God should be worshipped. 17 Because the Law is intended to
lead its hearers to Christ, Cyril interprets this to mean thal Christ is
God, and therefore should be worshipped as Cod. By cross-referenc
ing these texts, Cyril is able to conclude that Jesus Christ is God the
"Vord, and is not a homo 6e.<><p6poc;, like other saims, but is [fUe God
(Deus we) 18

Cyril's understanding ofJesus Christ as true God (e£Oc; Cr:All9&c;)
can best be seen in his polemic against NcsloriuS. In contrast to his
own chrislology, Cyril believes thal the chrislology of NcslOrius is
something other than the faith of the Scriptures and Nicaea. 19 If we
read the Anathemas of Cyril as polemicaJ statements against the
Antiochene, as they surely were imended, the first statement accuses
Nestorius of not confessing Emmanuel to be true God (ge6<; "o:,[0.
o.AT1gewv).20 He also includes an anathema against those (presumably
Nestorius] who consider Christ to be a God-bearing individual
(geO<p6p<x;) rather than true God (9EOc; "a'tCx eXATtaElav) and Son of
God by nature (q)'ooEl).21 An additional condemnation is pronounced
against those who call the \.yord of God the Lord of Christ, rather
than recognising that Christ is God the \·Vord.22 Cyril cites NeslOrius
as claiming- that the Virwn oug-ht to be called XplO''to't6ICO<; rather
than eeo"[6,,0<; because Scripture does not, in NeslOrius' view, teach
that God was born of Mary, but that Christ was. 23 Cyril infers from
this that the Antiochene believes that Christ is someone other than
God. His conclusion from this statemem is that Nestorius teaches
Christ to be a 9Ecxp6pcx; avOpol1tO<; rather than truly God (9EOc;
o.A1)8&I;).24 Cyril's opponents reject 9EO"[6"o<;, preferring instead the

16 Hebrews 9:26.
17 Deutcronomy 13: 16.
18 $lho/in (PC 75:1396A;' See also ibid. (PC 75:140IA-I403A, 1403C·1404B); £p.

55 (ACO 1.1.4:55. 12.61.1 ; PC 77:304D-320A). For more on Cyril's U~ of cross·
referencing to discover christological statements and descriptions in Scripture, ~e
Chapter Two. \Vhen he finds a passage in which a statement is made that corre·
spond ....ith a description of Christ found elsewhere in Scripture, Cyril is able to link
the referent of the first passage to Christ. In other .....ords, if a = b, and b = c, then a
= c. For example, if saving faith is said to be faith in God in one text, and faith in
Christ in anothcr, then, Cyril concludes, Christ is God. Cf. Young, Biblical Extgais
and 1M f"Qundation oj1M Christian Churcn.

19 See Chapter Four.
20 Anathmuu (ACO 1.1.1:40.22•24; PC 77:12OC).
21 lbid. (ACO 1.1.l:4J.~7; PG 77:120D).
22 /bil (ACO 1.1.1:41.8-10; PG 77:12IA).
23 Adursus Neswrium (ACO 1.1.6:2+-35; PC 76:24DQ; (=1..oofs 277. 19.278.2, ~').

24 /biti. (ACO 1.1.6:18.37; PC 76:25A).



THE INCARNATE WORD '33

appellation ofXplo"to't6Ko<; for the Virgin. This, he says, is blasphemy,
for it denies that Chl;st is truly God (eE&; UATle&<;) and truly Son
(Vi", "l.ne",,)."

The theological hean of Cyril's controversy with Nestorius was the
question of whether or not Mary, the mother ofJesus, is to be given
the title 8EO't6KO~. It is in his defence of this appellation that we lind
Cyril's clearest description of Christ as true God (eEOc; UA'leIV6c;).
Cyril maintains that in rejecting eEO't6KO~, Nestorius was necessarily
denying the deity of Christ. In doing so, in the mind of Cyril, the
Antiochene had distanced himself from the ortllOdox faith of Nicaea
and the Scriptures. Because e£O't6KO~ was the focal point of Cyril 's
insistence that Nestorius denied the deity of Cht;st , it wiJl be of ben
elit to see how Cyril defended the application of the title to the
Virgin.

Cyl;l writes to the monks of Egypt, in response to NesLOrius' ser
mon against 8EO't6Ko<;, that his desire is for them to be orthodox and
pure in their fajth. 26 He has heard that the question of whether or not
Mal)' should be called 8EO't6KO<; has been presented to them. This is
an absurd question, and the simple monks should nOI even be pon
dering a question so subtle as this. Cyril is awe-struck that anyone
would even doubt the veracity of e£O't6KO~ as an appellation for
Mary.27 If Jesus is God, then how is his mother not the Mother of
God? Cyril then gives them t\\lO quotations from Athanasius in which
the great Patriarch referred to Mary as 8£o't6Ko<;.28 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 8£o't6Ko<;, 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.29 They have removed him from his place of
honour and equaliry with the Father, and say that he is a medjator
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 infel;or in any way.30 Scripture claims that lhis same

2$ QUSC (PO 75: 12730).
26 tp. t(ACO 1.1.1:ll. lIIf; PO 77:120).
21 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1: 11.21 11"; PC 77: 138).
28 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:12.5-11; PO 77:13C). cr. Athanasius, Conlra AnanoJ 3.29, 33.
'29 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:12.3:lff; PO 77:16BC).
30 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:13.28.30; PC 77:178).
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Son, the Logos of God, became flesh (YE)'EvfjaEku aCt.plCo)j that is, was
united to flesh possessing a ralional human soul (tV<08fjvOl aopKl
'V~i1v t.~ooon tilv AO'Y\K'ilv).31 The Ollt' whn is Inc<l,rll::tte is the Only
Begotten from the Father, God from God, light from light, begotten
not made (YEvvll9e:vta au 1tOlTt9EV'ta), and hQmoousios ,'lith the Fathcr. 32

Although others have been christs-i.e., anointed-only the Word
become a human being is lnJly God (eE6c; eX).."a<i)<;). It then follows
that many have been XPlatot6K:Ol, but there is only onc 9£0"1:61(0<;.33
The tiue is appropriate because while believers are children of God
by grace, Christ is the Son of God by nature (<pOO£l) and in tfuth
(a1."o.i\<)'·

Cyril addresses the deity of Christ in a sennon preached on Sl.
John's Day at Ephesus in 431. He says that Mary, the e£Ot6K~, gave
birth to the Only Begotten Logos of God. 35 Though in the fonn of a
slave ijJOfXJl~ OoUAOU), 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 Oesh (ytyovt: aeqx;), that is he became a human being
(ytyov£ iivGPOO1tO~); however, as an iiv9pol1t0l; he did not cease being
God, but remained who he was prior to the Incarnation.36 The Logos
cannot be said to have changed into anything less than true God, as
he is immutable in his very ou..rW. Mary is e£Ot6K~ 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 aa~, or was made into an
avGpoortOt;.37 Cyril is here rejecting the notion that the Logos changed
from being God to being a human being. In contrast, he states that the
onc bom to the Virgin existed from eternity (rtpO aioovwv), as he was
begotten from the Father (yevvtt9E1.l; EK na't'p6<;).38 His divine nature,
unlike his aarx;, was not taken from the Virgin but was eternally
generated from the Father. Cyril affinns the anathemas of the Nicene

31 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:13.32.33; PC 77: I7C).
32 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.l:14.~; PC 77:20A).
33 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.I:14.3~.15.3; PO 77:200).
H Ihid.(AC:O 1 1.1:1."I.~-6j pc; 77:21A}.
3~ HOl1liiia divn'sa 2 (ACO 1.1.2:95.9-10; PC 77:988B).
36 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.2:95.27 ; PC 77:989A).
37 Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1 :26.2Off; PC 77:458).
38 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:27.~-6; PC 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 (nplv j'Evv1l8fivcu). In addition, he agrees with its con
demnation of those who profess the Son to be of a different
imoo'tCXcru; or ooo-in of the Father, or who profess that he [the Son] is
not immutable.39 After appealing to Nicaea, Cyril makes a lengthy
statement concerning the divinity of Chrisl:

We declare that the only·begouen \-"ord or God, begonen rrom the very
substance [oooin] of the Father, true God rrom true God, light rrom
light, the one through whom all things both in heaven and earth were
made, who came down ror our salvation, emptying himselr, he it is who
was incarnate and made man [Evllv9pWnllOE] ... 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 or Godhead and that neither was the
inexpressible nature or God the 'Nord converted into the nature or 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 orthe Virgin who bore him, he still fiUed the whole creation
as God and was co~regenl with his sire.40

Cyril's confession is that the human beingJesus Christ is the Logos of
God, and is therefore equal in all ways to the Father.'11 For this
reason, in his Anathemas, he condemns those who deny that
Emmanuel is lme God (eEOc; IeCltu ul..'ri8€IClv) and thus do not confess
Mal)' to be 8£ot61(0<;.42 AJso anathematiscd are those who say that
Christ is but a human being in whom God dwells (8Ea<p6poC;
avepronoc;) rather than true God (8EOc; IeCltU aAT,8£lnv) and Son of
God by nature (qrucr£1).43

In response to his accusers, Cyril states clearly that it is not be·
cause the divine nature of God the "Vord had its origins with the
Virgin that she is called 8£ot61(O<;, 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.44 He denies that he has ever said that the Virgin has
borne the divine nature from her own Oesh. 45 Mal)' is not Mother of

19 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:35.9-11; PC 77:109B).
4() Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1 :35. H.2~; PC 77: 109CO). Wickham's translation.
41 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1 :38.1~; PC 77: 116B); QUSC (pC 75: 12560); Ep. 1 (ACO

1.1.1:13.2~, 3\ PC 77: 1713C).
42 AllaUumas (ACO 1.1.1:40.22.24; PC 77:J20B).
43 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1 :41.~7; PC 77: 1200).
H Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1 :28. 18-21; PC 77:480); t/;. 17 {ACO 1.1 I:40.3-8; PC 17: 1160}.
H Advmus ,Ntstorium (ACO l.l.6:31.n.29; PC 76:57A).
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the Godhead, because the Word is etcrnal.46 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.47 In other words, Cyril
is recognising that the ,"Vord of God is begolten 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?48 Cyril
docs not intend for one to infer from 9w'to1C0<; that this is the case.
The Word docs 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.49 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 a\l8pro1tor;. Hence,
Christ is God and Mary is 8EOtOIC0<;.

Cyril begins his great treatise Qyod UTIUS sit Christus with the charge
that the logical conclusion of Nestorius' christology is the same as that
of the Arians: the Only Begolten Word of God is not equal with the
Father; that is, he is not homoousios with him.5o Whereas Arianism had
explicitly denied tllat 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 8€ot61C0<;.51 Scripture proves both heresies to be unfounded,
Cyril argues. The earlier heresy of the Arians is rejected just as the
later one of NeslOrius. The Nestorian rejection of 9£OtOICOr;, Cyril
says, reveals the belief that Emmanuel is not truly God (9£&; 6:A.~).
Because Emmanuel is the ,"Vord 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.52 He
suggests that the Nestorians interpret Cyril to believe that the nature
of the Word was changed because of the tenn Eyt.V£tO. Their evi·
dence for such an interpretation are the passages from Scripture in
which Lot's wife is said to have tyEv£'tO a pilJar of salt, and Moses' rod

"6 Ep. I (ACO 1.1.1:I5.7 lT; PC 77:2IAll).
47 Adv...,.sus Ntswnum (ACO 1.1.6: 16.3$; PC 76:20C); Explitalio (ACO 1.1.5: 17. 19-24;

PG 76,2978).
48 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:31. 14- 18; PG 76:56D).
~g Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:63.283 \; PG 76:1378).
;0 Q.USC(PG ",'256811).
~I Ibid. (pG 75: 1257BC).
$2 Ibid. (PG 75: I260Bll).
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£YEvE'tO a sell)ent. In both instances a change of nature took place.53

Cyril responds with two passages of his own, both from the Psalms. In
the first, the Lord is said to have £YEVE'tO a refuge to lhe psalmist, and
in the second he has £YEVE'tO a refuge for his people.54 It is in this way
that God the Word became a human being (YEYOVEV av8pw1t0t;).55

However, the \"'ord was nO[ turned into flesh (oiH( Ei<; oapKu 'tPU1tEl<;),
nor was there a merger (qI'UPI-lO<;) or mixture (KpfrO'l<;) of the Logos and
humanity (av9pro1t6'tTl<;). Radler, by means of a human birth, Ihe one
who is incorporeal (aowl-lcnOt;) was seen on the earth, because he was
God appearing like us (KaB' ~I-la<;), in Ihe form of a slave (j.lopqHl
OOUAOU). Consequently, the Virgin is eEo't6KOt;.56

Clearly, the foundation of Cyril's claim that Christ is truly God
(8EO<; aA118&<;) is his exposition of the Nicene SlatcmcnL Cyril records
the Nicene Creed, claiming to foUow Ihe great Fathers at every
pointY He reminds his readers that the Son of God is hOrrloousios with
the Fmher, equal 10 him in all glory and power.58 He maintains tllat
Nicaca is confessing the Incarnation of the very Word of God, true
God from true God, light from light, bcgolten from the very sub
stance (oooiu) of lhe Father. Il 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 BegoHen Logos of God become a human
being. The one who transcends all creation in nature (<pool<;) and in
glory (~u) voluntarily limited himself to living a human life. He
cominues 10 be God, and thus remains equal with the Father. What
the Son was pl-ior to the Incarnation-that is, true God-he re
mains.59 The Word was not changed illlo flesh, for he is immutable,
always remaining the same. As we saw in a statement from Cyril
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 Falher as
God. In other words, neither spatially nor in any other manner was
the Word conslrained wilhin his humanity, as though he were
lrapped w-ilhin a receptacle. This would be impossible, as God has no
size or shape, cannOl be measured, and is unable to be bound.GO Cyril
affinns that the 'Word of God, the one who became a human being,

!oJ Ibid. (PG 75: 1260C). Gr. Genesis 19:26; Exodus 4:3.
:.4 Cf. Psalms 94:22; 90: I.
ss Q.USC(PG 75:12618).
56 Ibid. (PG 75: 12611lC).
~7 Cp. 17 (ACU 1.1.1:35.1-1'; l'{j 77:I~BC).

Sll A). 55 (AGO 1.1.4:53.'2111'; PC 77:3000).
S9 Ibid. (AGO 1.1.4:54.1711"; PC 77:3010).
60 !:.). 17 (AGO 1.1.1 :35.'2~26; PC 77: 1090).
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is im~assible and beyond suffering,61 immortal,62 invisible,63 untouch
able, and immutable.65 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.66 The one who
became a human being is homoousios with the rather.67 Cyril
recognises and confesses that it was God himself, and not someone
inferior to God, who became a human being.58 Because Christ is God
the Word in the flesh, Cyril says that Christ is nomoousios with the
rather. In addition, he stiLI fills all of creation,69 and rulcs over all tllC

world.:10 Even when Incarnate, as the Word he maintains his position
of equality with the rather, possessing all thal the rather has except
the title rather.7 1 The 'Word remains impassible and immortal in his
own nature (<p\xnc;), even when Incarnate.72 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 (J6:~. His
picture of Christ as God is possible because of his conviction that
Christ is none other than the eternal Son of God Incarnale.

A1/alogies

We have seen that Cyril's understanding of Christ as eE~ resl:S with
his conception of Christ as the "Vord of God become a human being
(iiv9p(()jtOl;). In other words, for Cyril, because the Logos is true Cod,
and Christ is the Logos, then Christ is true Cod. We will now exam-

61 Exp&atw (AGO 1.1.5:25. 11. 18; PC 76:312C); £p. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:27. 16; PC
7"'8A); Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1;37."; I'G 77;113A); QUSC(I'G 75;13450).

62 ExpliLatio (ACO 1.1.5:25.1'·18; PC 76:312C).
63 Ep. I (AGO 1.1.I:18.1~; PC 77:280); ExplKatio (ACO 1.1.5:19.lo-l~; PC

76;30IA).
64 ExplKatw (ACO 1.1.5:l9.1o-1~; PC 76:30IA).
6S Adv"sus .Ntslorium (ACO 1.1.6: 15.1~.17; PC 76: 16C); QUSC (PO 75: 126It~.
66 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:30.38-tO, 63.38; PC 56A, 137C); £p. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:27. 6; PC

7H8A); QUSC(I'G 75;1345D).
61 £p. I (ACO 1.1.1: 13.$31,34; PC 77:CD); £p. 17 (ACO 1.I.l :36.$28, 38.9ff; PC

77: 1120, 1160); Ad/ItTsus Neslo,illm (ACO 1.1.6: 15.~2, 63.'1; PC 76: 178, I37C); QUSC
(I'G 75; I256C).

68 See !:'p. 1 (ACO 1.1.L13.~~31; PC 77: I7C).
69 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1 :35.2M~; PC 77: 1090); Adumus Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:38.6-1;

PC 76:73A); AllSWt7"s lo 17btTius (\V 146.14.148.3,).
70 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:35.2~, 36.24; PC 77:1090, 1120).
71 Advtrsus .N'tslorium (ACO 1.1.6:82.8-9,94.23; PC 76: IB4C, 216C); ExplKatw (ACO

1.1.5:23.20-21; PC 76:3080),
72 See above.
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inc some analogies Cyril uses to argue that Christ is truly God (8£.6<;
CtAr)9<ix;). The first of these is found in a lettcr from Cyril to Nestorius.
The general context is Cyril's argument against the notion that in
becoming a human being the ''YOI'd was somehow changed into
something less than complete God, the charge levelled against Cyril
by the Easterns. The immediate context is his explanalion of Christ's
statement that the Spirit will glorify (~aa£.l) him. 73 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 statemelll does not mean that
Christ, the Son of God Incarnate, was deficielll in glory, or lhat hc
was inferior to lhe Holy Spirit. Rather, Cyril says, he used his own
Spirit to work wonders which demonstrate that he is Cod.N This is
analogous to hO\'I/ 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 Spirit of Christ, it folJows that Christ is God.
This imagc 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", docs 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 (txtmpla)
from Scripture which demonstrate that thc Word become a human
being remained God. 7) He employs them to illustrate that because
the "Vord has become an aV9pron:a<;, then Christ is God by nature.
The first image Cyril uses is the Mercy Scat (propiliatorium) of God. 76

He makes the correlation between Christ and this image because
Christ was the propitiatorium for the sins of humankind, as we saw
previously.77 He says that Emmanuel was our living propitiawrium. In
the analogy, the angcls arc always looking upon the Mercy Scat.
Similarly, the angels never tire of looking upon God and worshipping

7J Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:39.1-1·1\ PC 77:116C); citinKJohn 16:14.
14 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:39Y·,ij; PC 77:116C).
75 $tho/in (pC 75:1387D-1391A). These passages are extalll only in Latin.
76 cr. 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 angels. Because Christ is the
living propil;atorium, then, for Cyril, Christ is God. If we read this
image as a clarification of Cyril's statement that Christ is 8E6<;, 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 propitiatoriwrl. 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. 78 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 maimains thal this analogy illustrates the fact that Chrisl 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 lOO did the Son
possess a human body. Similarly, the seJ1>ent is the symbol ofwicked~
ness, and the Word came in the form of wicked humanity. Just as the
bronze seJ1>ent 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 seJ1>em. This is far from what Cyril is arguing; his premise is
that the Word did not change. What, then, is the christological state
ment \-\'hich Cyril is illustrating with this analogy? His stated objective
is to illustrate that the Word of God become a human being-
Christ-remained God. The image cannot be removed from its re
spective christoIogical description. How, therefore, does Cyril make
this analogy, which obviously contains the account of one thing being
changed into another, lit 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

18 S<holio. (pC 75:1389U-J390B); citing Exodus 4:1-5.
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important to the interpretation of this analogy, is that Cyril caLIs the
serpent the rod of Moses. 79 Although the rod is a serpent, it has nOI
ceased being a rod. More importantly, however, is the point Cyril
wishes to illustrate: just as lhe 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 fonn of wickedness (humanity) in order
to accomplish the task of redemption. In other words, tile Logos of
God did not cease being God because he became a human being.
This demonstrates lhe 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.80 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 lhe 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 lhe analogy. While the
Word was "in the bosom" of the Father, he existed in the glory and
splendour of God. \¥hen he "was brought out", or became a human
being", he was in the likeness of sinful nesh. The leprosy of Moses'
hand illustrates sinful humanity, as tht: Law L!eellls lepers to be un
clean. Arter the resurrection, the ,.yoI'd returned to the bosom of the
Father, and will appear again in the glory of God, though he has not
laid asidc his humanity. Like the prcvious analogy, onc could inter
pret this one to suggest a change in the Word. Again, however, this is
lhe oppositc of Cyril's statcd intention. How, then, does this image lit
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 is 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 6E6<;. When read with this statemcnt in mind, the interpreter is able
to avoid many potential pitfalls. \.yhen removed from their
christological contexts, however, the analogies are confusing and
meaningless.

79 Ibid. (l'e 75: 13908).
80 Ibid. (PC 75: I39OC-1 39IA); citing Exodus 4:6.
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Concluding Remarks

The preceding ove",iew of Cyril's understanding of Christ as 0E~,

enables us now to make a few important observations. As we have
seen, Christ is God because he is the Son of God become nesh. The
bases for Cyril's christology are the Nicene Creed andJohn I: 14. The
fanner 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 (ICCttix tpuow Kupu)(; Kat 9E6<;), who has eco
nomically (oiKoVOIlUC&<;) come to be with us (J.tE9' 'Tillwv) and to live a
life in our condition (ev tot<; ';116.<;).BI Mary gave birth to the Word of
God the Father become Incarnate (aapKr09£vtCt) and become a hu
man being (EvCtv9prottr,aavta), and is therefore 8EOt6Ko<;.B2 The one
who has become nesh (YEYOVE aap<;) is by nature (qrooEl) and in truth
(aAtt9Eil;X) the Son of God.B3 In addition, it was the Logos who be
came flesh and participated (KEKolvrov11KE) in flesh and blood with
US.84 The one who is homooUS'ios with the Father, is invisible and im
passible, fills aU 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 avGprottD<; and aap<;.8i

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.86 He says that it is the temple (va6<;) 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
is the source of the erroneous teaching that the Word of God the
Father is the God of Christ.87 The Word cannot be the God of
Christ, because the 'Word is Christ. Moreover, the Logos did not

81 Ep. 1 (ACO 1.I.l:14.30-31; PC 77:20C).
82 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:15.3-4; PC 77:21A).
83 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:IS.~-6; PC 77:2IA).
84 Anathemas (ACO I. I. 1:41.f.>.7; PC 77:120D).
8$ Anathnnas (ACO 1.1.1 :41.16; PC 77: 12IA); Explicatio (ACO 1.1..5: 17.21f, 18.3; PC

76:2960, 297C); 7ksaurus (PC 75:264C, 329A, 369BC, 396B, 3970); Q.USC (PC
1265B, 1273A, 1275A, 13040~ Sc/w/iLl (PG 75: I274C, I385A, I396B); AdverJUS
Ne.storium (ACO 1.1.6:22.'1, 28., 62.39; PC 76:33A, 488, I36B); Ep. I tfCO
1.1.1:15.4, 19.3,30; PG 77:2IA, 29C, 32B); flomilia d~Ja 2 (ACO 1.1.2:95. 1 ; PC
77:988C); Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1 :38."; PC 77: 1168); Ep. I (ACO 1.1.1: 15.6; PC
77:2IA); Advmus J{e,storium (ACO l. 1.6: 17.4, 21.41 ; PG 76:200, 33A); AnJWtrJ to
Tibmus (W 158.9-11); inter alia.

86 AdvtTSUS Ne.storium (ACO 1.1.6:60.27-30; PG 76:129C); (=t.oors 234.10.16); citing
Hebrews 2:17-18.

87 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:60.3f.>.37; PG 76: 1290).
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cease being God because he became a human being like us.88 Cyril
says that the orthodox do not call the '·\ford God or master (oEorr6trV
of Christ, but recognise that the Word united to oap; is God of the
universe and ruler of the entire world.89 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 is Christ's
God or master, rather than confessing that Christ is God, based upon
the Scriptural teaching that the Word has become crap;.90 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.91 Therefore, Jesus
Christ is none other than the Son of God by nature (qruoEl) and truly
(o.A1l8~).92 Cyril dedicates a paragraph of his ScllOlia de lncamatione to
proclaiminw that Jesus Christ is the Word of God become an
iiveproTtOC;.9 He alludes to Nicaea, stating that the very \-\ford of God,
true God of true God, himself became a human being, died, and was
raised from the dead. The one to whom the tiLles Only·begonen,
Word, God, Life, Most High, et alia are auributed is the same indi
vidual who is av6pooTtoc;, Christ Jesus, and Med.iator, although the
laner 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 lruc God (EhouC; UAT]8lVt'>c;) lJefon:: tlte
Incarnation, remains so even in his human existence. This is a cruciaJ
c1llistological question. The very immutability and impassibility of
God is at stake, as we will sec more clearly in Chapter Eight. Cyril
slates that the Logos remains God even in the oap;, and he is the one
Son of God the Falher.9-1 He refers to the Camlen Christi and says that
the '''.'ord is in the form (J.lopcpij) of God the Father and is equal with
him. However, he has humbled himself, and in a voluntary kenoru he
has subjected himself to our condition, though he remains God.95

Even in becoming a human being the Word remained God and
possessed all that the Father possessed except the title Father.96 Even

" Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:60.""; PC 76:129D).
89 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.I :30.2611"; PC 77: 112CD).
90 Analhnnas (ACO 1.1.1:41.S. 1O; PC 77:12IA).
91 Expli£alio (ACO 1.1.5:21.21 -28; PC 76:305A).
92 Adl1mus Neslorium (ACO 1.1.6:28.~-6; PC 76:48B).
93 &ho/ia (PC 75: I384Dft).
!H Expli(alio (ACO 1.1..5: 17. 16; PC 76:297A); Homilia divma 2 (ACO 1.1.2:95.2°; PC

77:989A).
9~ Ibid. (ACO 1.1.5: 19.T.!·2~; PC 76:301 Il).
96 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.5:23.20-2?; PC 76:308Dft).
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in living a human life, the Logos did not abandon who he was-i.c.,
God by nature--but remained God.97 Even in the (Ja~ he is true
Goo.98 While Incarnate the Word remained God by nature (cpOOEl)
and in truth {aA11fJEic;r.).99 Cyril says thal he continues to be what he
was, and continues in the nature and glory of his divinity (8e6'tT).
,~).IOO

In his explanation of the first anathema, Cyril cites the Nicene
statement that it was the \'Vard of God, who was true God, who
became nesh (aapKoo8fjvat) and became a human being (tvav&:llt"fj.
OO:l).101 The fact that he became a human being like us (av9p<ll1t~

Kae' llllCi;), does not mean that he ceased being God, or that he was
changed or lransfonned into something that he was not already, for
God the Word is immutable. 102 There was no merger (q)'l,)p~6c;), con
fusion (avaxuau;), or mixture (au'YKpctatr;) of his ousia with the a6:pl;.103
Elsewhere in the same work Cyril says that the 'Word's manifestation
in the flesh does not mean that his own nature (cpoou;) was changed or
convellcd into flcsh. 104 Therefore, even in the flesh, he kee~s the
beauty of his own divine nature undiminished (al'Ulp<ll'tOlrl'tOv). 05 He
says that the divine nature ('Ii 9E1.0. cpOOlr;) does not undergo a merger
(CP\)PIl~) or confusion (uvaXOO'lr;}, and neither docs it chan~ into
what it was not previously-i.e. the humanity (av9prol't6tfll;).1 The
cssenti:t.1 being (OOOlo.) or nature (cpuatr;) 01" 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 Testorius, he says that the same

97 StJmio (PC 75: 1374U, I 375AC); QUSC(PC 75: 1309C); Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:28. 1&.

"; PC 77:480);
98 Ihit. (PC 75:13918fl). EXL1.1U only in Latin.
99 Ep. I {ACO 1.1.I: 15.~, 21.21 .23, 23. 18-'l'J; PC 77:2IA, 36A, 408\; Ep. 17 (ACO

1.1.l:3519--~1. 38...... 16; PC 77:1690,1168); EfJ. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:158. 18; PC 77:2408).
100 Explirotio (ACO 1.1.5: 17. 11 ; PC 76:297A).
tOI Ibit. (ACO 1.1.5:17. 1-6; PC 76:2960). 111e anathema condemns those who do

not confess Emmanuel to be mle Cod (gebt; "ala aJ.Tjeelav), and thus Mary to be
ecOt6,,~.

102 Ihit. (ACO 1.1.5:17.11 .13; I>{; 76:297A). Cr. James 1:17. See also ihid. (ACO
1.1.5:20 21 -'l'J; PC 76:30·1Ut

103 Ibit. (ACO 1.1.5:17.1~1-t; PC 76:297A).
104 Ihii. (ACO 1.1.5:18.:J-4; PC 76:2970).
10~ AdursUJ )VlSlon'urn (ACO 1.1.6:64.n.n ; PC 76: 1408).
106 Sth,lio (PC 75: I397C).
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individual who was Son and God and Word of the Father berOfe the
Incarnation, is also Son and God and Word of the Fathcr after he has
become a human being. [07 He writes to Succensus that Scripture and
the Fathers have tallNht one Son, Christ, and Lord, that is the Logos
of Cod the Father. 1O 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 Oesh, but he remains the same. 109

Cyril concludes that Christ is God because Christ is the immu
table, impassible, and inc0'V0real vVord of God the Father. [[0 He
claims that the Fathers at Nicaea constructed their confession in such
a way as to highlight that Jesus Chl-ist was the Son of God by nature
(qI'OU£t) and truly (ixATJ~).lll Elsewhere he says that the seed of
David-that is,Jesus Christ-is eternal because he is none other than
the eternally-generated Logos of GOd. 112 AI the vel)' beginning of the
controversy with NeslOrius, Cyril explains that the prophet Isaiah
predicts the coming of Christ, announcing that he is divine.[ [3 Hc
claims that the prophet confirms Emmanuel 10 be Lord and God,
and not some human being who is bealing God (0eoqx)poc;). More
over, Johll Llll'; Bapti~1 prodailllc:d Je~us Chri~t Lo ue God ill Lhe
ua~.l [4 Furthennore, Cyril says that Emmanuel, lhe one born of lhe
Virgin, is God's own Son (6 Hhoc; Yior; 'tau Beau). [[5 He sees the direct
correlation between the deity of Christ and the deity of the Logos
because he maintains that Christ is Ihe 'Nord begollcn ineffably from
God the Falher. l [6

From this discussion, we can conclude thaI CYlil's chrislOlogy is
indeed a Logos-centred chrislOlogy. This is not to imply that he con
ceived of a docctic Christ in which God merely masqueraded as a
human being. Ralher, it means that he inte'l)rets the Incarnation

107 AdverJUS Ne.slon·um (ACO 1.1.6:47.21 -22 ; PC 76:97A).
106 Ep. 45 (ACO 1.1.6:152.12.24 ; PC 77:229DQ.
109 See also &plicalio (AGO 1.1.5: 17.:KI_18. 19; PC 76:297Gff).
110 Ad~'erJus Neslori"/Il (AGO 1.1.6: 18.20; PC 76:240).
III Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:28.5--6; PC 76:48U).
112 QUSC(PC 75:130913-0).
ll3 Ep. I (ACO 1.1.1:19.3fl"; PC 77:29CO).
IH Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:19.23rr; PC 77:32AHj.
lJ5 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1 :20.9; PC 77:32C).
116 IhUJ. (ACO 1.1. 1:21 .'26-27; PC 77:36U); Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5: 19.So9; PC

76:3000); QUSC(PG 75:1256D, 1305A, 1308AB).
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solely as a voluntary, kmotU act of God the \oVord, 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 ofJesus Christ begins with the
confession that he is God the Word become a human being for the
salvation of humankind.

Excursus: The Divine Power oj 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".ll7 Isaiah also proclaimed, "The Lord is coming with
strength and his right arm has dominion".118 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 (9£<><p6poc;
av9proxOl;), but because he is God. Cyril even anathemaoses whoever
says that the power of Christ to cast out demom or accomplish
miracles was a power which was alien to him. 1lg 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. 120 He is not

Il1 Ep. J (ACO 1.1.1 :19,',9; PC 77:29C); citing Isaiah 35:4-6. McGuckin's transla
lion

118 Ibii. (ACO I. 1.1: 19Y-18; PC 77:29D); citing Isaiah 40:9-10. McGuckin's trans
lation.

Il9 AlUlthtmas{ACO 1.1.1:41.1"'20; PC 77:1218).
1'20 F.xpluatit! (ACO 1.1.5:23.20-'21; PG 76:308Df). Cr. QUSC(PG 75: I313A-C).
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an instrument for accomplishing them, instead, he does these works
himself, in his own power. He reiteratcs this claim by stating, against
Nestorius, that the Spirit of God is within Christ and from him, and
is not forcign to him. 121 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 (eEO~ aA.Tl9lVa<;).I22

121 A&'n'JUS }I'eJronum (ACO 1.1.6:77.37•38; PC 76: I 73A).
122 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:77.43tr; PC 76: 173AB). Cf. SdlOiia (PC 75: 140·WC); Q.USC (PC

75:1344B).





CHAPTER SEVEN

THE PRESENCE OF A HUMAN SOUL: USING IMAGERY
TO ILLUSTRATE THAT CHRIST IS iiv6pw"o<; tEAELO<;

In the previous chapter we were able to sec that Cyril affirmed Christ
to be true God, because he was the Word of God. As we will discover
shortly, this affirmation was the cemral 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 uv9p<oncx;. 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 cra~, 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. 1 The subsequent christological con
troversy of the fifth centul)' has oHen 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 or
thc Alcxandrian 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
tUlY, is that crape; meant for Cyril little or nothing morc than
unanimatcd corporeality.'2 In other words, the '\lord inhabited a
Oeshly shell. This chrislology amounls to something rather akin to
Apollinarianism. Most scholars who hold this imerpretation recognise
a shirt in Cyril's understanding of Christ during and after the
NeslOrian Controversy. The second intell>retation is that Cyril un
derstood aa~ to mean av9p<oncx;, even early in his writing carccr. 3 [n
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

1 In recent studies, this artificial mcthod of categorising christologics has becn
questioncd. cr. ~IcGuckin, ThL ChrislologUof ConlrOt'tTsy; Norris, 'Christo]Ol,';cal ~Iod

els in Cyril or Alexandria'.
"2 5ec l--lcbaen, fA Dottnnr chrotoftJgI9Ut, and linllmeler, Chrol In Chnsttan lrod/hrm

(1975).
] See Dratsdlas, 'Qllcslions on ehristology', and T. F. Torrance, 'The Mind or

Christ'. In his pllbliihcd PhD, Welch argucs for this as well.
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Christ, he auributed little or no significance to il." In other words, the
soul of Christ is a physical factor, but not a theological one:!) Some
conclude that Cyril's early chrislology fits into the first category, but
latcr develops into the third catcgOlY. The ultimate issue at slake is
how Cyril understood the human life of Christ, and the extent to
which he was or was not a avEJpron:<x; l"£AEl<X;. In this chapter, we
intend first to review the conclusions of some prominclll 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 lO illusl.rate 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 tenns in his christology.

Our review of scholarly discussions concerning Christ's soul in
Cyril's christology must begin with Harnack, and his History <ifDogmn.
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 Sucetnsus. He understands Cyril to say that "the
substance (owta) of the human nature in Christ does not subsist on
its own account, but that it is nevertheless not imperlect since it has
its subsisting element in the God-Logos", which he concludes,
"means nothing at all or it is Apollinarianism".6 He also says that
"the best of what he [Cyril] had he gOI from Apollinaris [sic]".7 At
another point, however, he recognises that in contrast to Apollinarius,
Cyril does affirm a rational human soul in Christ. 8 The most remark
able suggestion by Harnack is that CYlil 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".9 This position
can be seen later in 'Wolfson,IO who claims that the fourth and firth
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

4 See Chad"'1ck, 'Eucharis! and Christology'.
~ Grtllmeicr (1975), 417.
6 lbii., 176 n. 3.
7 Ibil, 178 n. 2.
e Ibil, 177.
9 Ibid.

10 Philosophy rif the Cliurch Fa/hers.
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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 lillie
importance to Harnack, as he perceives it to have been for Cyril
nothing more than a statement allirming his orthodoxy.

We will next turn to Liebaen, whose La doctrine christologique de sainl
Cyrilit d'Alexondrie avallt 10 qlurelle Ileston'cme claims that Cyril's
christology represents the Logos-sarx framework. Liebaert 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 neshly
prison. II In Licbaert's estimation, the basis of Cyril's christology is an
anthropology which accepted the lrichotomist notion of a human
being as the union of spirit, soul, and body.12 Consequently, there
was no need to attribute any signilicance to the human soul of Christ,
as the important notion was the Word's indwelling of the human flesh
(chair). 13

As important as Liebaert's work was, it is Grillmcier's immense
work GllIist in Christian Tradition that has become a standard of
patristic scholarship. Although Grillmeier follows Liebaert with little
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 10

the controversy with Nestorius, Cyril was completely unaware of the
Apollinarian Controversy that had existed since the time of
Athanasius, right up to the presenL I4 This bold claim makes Cyril a
representative of an archaic Logos-sarx christology, in which Christ is
merely Logos and sarx. He maintains that pl;or to 428 and the incep
tion of the debates with the Easterns, the question of a rational hu
man soul in Christ is not present in Cyril's thinking. GriUmeicr does
confess that one must assume Cyril 10 have recognised its presence as
a result of the previous controversies. 15 He concludes that up umilthe
emergence of Nestorius, Cyril never considered a human soul in
Christ to be a "theological factor", although he may have affirmed its
reality.16 In fact, Crilhneier claims that "Apollinarianism and the
church's struggle against it seem to be virtually unknown to the au-

11 Op. cil., 158.
12 Ibid., 147.
13 Ibid., 158.
14 Chrisl in Chrislwl Tmdihon (1975), 414.
l~ Ibid., 415. Thi~, vr \.vurlte, i~ dn interening ~laICmell1, e~pccially in relation to

the one made pre\;ously that the ')'oungcr' Cyril 'seems 10 know nothing or the
whole chrislOlogical controver5Y helween the time of Athanasius and his own', 414.

Hi Ibid.
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thor of the TIzesaums and the Dialogues". 17 He bases this conclusion on
Cyril's failure {Q attack "the basic chtistological position on which
they [the Arians] rely, that the Logos is the soul of Chrisl".18 In
addition, none of the statements by Cyril that Christ is av9po,moc;
"allow us to conclude quite simply that in Cyril's picture ofChriSl the
soul has already become a 'theological faclor,,,.19 This is Grillmeier's
interpretation of the pre-Ncslorian Controversy Cyril; but what of
Cyril during and aner the controversy? He now turns to examining
Cyril's chrislclogy in the controversy over eeo-c6K<x;, in which Cyril
inadvertently adopted for himself the central formula of
ApoUinarianism. 20 Glillmcier has interpretcd ApoHinarius'
christology lO revolve around the notion of the Logos as the only "alJ
animating source of life and movement" with regards to Christ. In
other words, Apollinarius, in Grillmeier's interprctation of him, had
understood a human being to be a synthesis of body and souL:?1 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 sJ)irit which unites itself with the flesh to form a complete
unity". 2 In the person of Christ, the Logos is the spirit (pneuma) which
is united to the body with a non-rational soul. The question of
whether this is a dichotomist or tricholomist anthropolo~ is dis
missed by GriJlmcicr as being of only secondary importance. 3 ''''hen
he compares Cyril LO this picture of an incomplete humanity,
Grillmeier's only conclusion is that Cyril eventually (not until his
Second Lelter to Succensus) chooses to recognise the human soul of Christ
as a theological faclOf. This occurs only when Cyril attributes the
sufferings of Christ to the soul as wcll as the body.24 Therefore, the
nalural life of Christ is derived from the rational human soul rather
than from the Logos qua Logos. What Glillmeier seems to be arguing
is that early in his ministry Cyril did not rccognise the need for
affirming a human soul in Christ, and only did so later under the
pressure of the controversy with the Eastcrns. 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

11 Ibid., 416.
18 Ibid.
19 Ibid.
Z<I Ibid., 473. This rannula in question is that orthe l!ialpU<l'lO;.
'11 Ibid., 330.
22 Ibid., 331.
23 Ibid., 331-332.
24 Ibid., 4-75-476.
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Christ. Once Cyril docs, in Grillmeier's eSlimation, allribute the suf.
fcrin of Christ to his rational human soul as well as his body, he has
once and for all defeated the Logos-san: chrisLOlogy 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 "alural lift. In other words, whereas Apollinmius conceived of
a human life as being derived from the rational soul being in a syn·
thctic 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 allribute the source of the human life of Christ to the rational
human soul, rather than to the Logos. It was in this way, Grilhneier
argues, that Cyril's picture of Christ superseded that of Apollinarius.

In his article, "Eucharist and Chrislology in thc Nestorian Contro
vcrsy", Chadwick argues, in contrast to Grillmeier, that Cyril's funda
mcntal chrislOlogical position had been solidified years prior to
Nestorius' rise to the See of Constantinople.25 In addition, he cites
passages from Cyril's Commentary on Isaiah in which Cyril insists that
the O'tl.p~ of Christ did indeed possess a vOEp« \j1ul;i].26 In Chadwick's
irlte'1)fctation, this type of statcment was made by Cyril "LO dispel
any idea that he shared Apollinarian views of the absence of a human
mind in Christ".27 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".28

The statcd intention of T. F. Torrance's massive article, "The
Mind of Christ in Worship: The Problem of Apollinarianism in the
Liturgy" is "to examine brieny the tcaching of Apollinaris [sic] about
aJesus 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 ami-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 Jcsus".29 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 thc Logos.3o He intcrprets Apollinalius as
teaching a "kenolic theory in reverse"; that is, it was "a substitution of the

25 Ihid., ISO.
26 Ibid., lSI.
27 Ibid.
28 Ihid., 155.
29 Op. cit., 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 onc incarnate naturc".31
He concludes this section with a critique of the implications of this
type of chrisLOlogy 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 lO the fuU, 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".32 Second, he states that by removing, as it were, the
human soul from Christ, thereby making him not homoous1os with us,
Apollinarius disallows the saving death of Christ, as it is merely his
death, and not made ours by his vicalious action made on our be
half 33 Thirdly, by not assuming what had been taimed by sin, the
Word was unable to deal with the root cause of man's need of a
Saviour. 34 Finally, the work of salvation was one born of the outward
and the inward elements of Christ, "no less a work of his soul than a
work of his body". 35

Torrance next summarises brieOy the tcaching of Athanasius and
the Cappadocians, particularly as it related to Apollinarianism,36 be
fore proceeding to examine the teaching of Cyril in contrast to that of
the arch-hcretic. Torrance highli~h[s the difference between them in
relation to the concept of mosis. 7 Whereas ApoUinarius had under·
stood the emptying to be the assumption of an incomplete human
being, Cyril understood it to be equated with humiljation or abase
ment, a "becoming nothing".38 Torrance then makes three observa
tions about Cyril's christology as opposed to Apollinalianjsm. First,
"God become man means that God as man acts and lives within the
limits (Opol), principles (MYOl), measures (~E"tpct) and laws (V6~Ol) of
what is inalienably and properly human". 39 That is, God lived a

31 Ihid., 144,
32 Ihid., 147.148.
33 Ibid., 148.
34 Ihid" 148-149.
35 Ibid., 149.
3G Ihid" 151-156.
37 Ibid., 161.
38 Ibid.
39 Ibid" 163.
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completely human life, experiencing what is typical of human beings.
He did this by condescension, or kmosis, whereby he willingly experi
f"ncf"d Ihme things which arc properly human.40 Therefore, not only
things attributable 10 the body, but also to the soul are experienced
by God become avOp<01t0t;.41 He therefore shares "[0 the full our
actual human life and experience".42 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.43

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
[0 olTer "the whole life of filial obedience" to the Father on our
behalf.44 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 10 God the Father by his own blood
and who lives and aCIS from within the depths of our mental and
physical human nature as the minislering priest for aU mankind".4j

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 kmosis) 10 the abasement or human living.
Consequently, Torrance argues that the human soul of Christ occu
pies an important place in Cyril's chrislOlogical 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 highljghted by Torrance. He interprels 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 chrislOlogy breaks down if Christ is not a completc 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 nOl complete, thc whole work of man's
Salvation is destroyed".46 He says that in his earliest works Cyril

4<1 IbId., 164.
41 Ibid.
'12 Ibid., 167.
~3 Ibid.
H Ibid., 17or.
~5 Ibid., 171.
~6 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".47
DralSellas then sets out to demonstrate thal 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 TIlesaurus to sup
port his view that "Cyril speaks of Christ's whole Humanity, which
cannOl but include a rational soul".48 He finds the same thing, he
claims, in Cyril's Commentary on Joh". He therefore concludes that
Cyril did, even from the beginning of his writing career, use oap~ to
mean Civepw1t(x;, and thus he affirmed the presence of a human soul
in ChrisL. He disagrees w1th Grillmeier's statement that "Christ, in
the theological interpretation given by the young Cyril, is no more
than Logos and Sarx" ,'19 if by oap<; 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, Cyril taught that the \.yord "received Flesh
not withollt a rational Soul, therefore a physicaUy 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".50

In her article, "A Reconsideration of Alexandrian ChrisLOlogy",
Frances Young seeks to offer suggestions that "may lead to a more
sympathetic view of Alexandrian thinking".51 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 Cyril of Alexandria. She then states that Cyril and the
Monophysites repeatedly asserted that the oaps assumed by the
Logos "was a man with a soul and a mind, thus safeguarding them
selves from the condemnation of hercsy".52 \-Vere they actually,
though, affinning 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.53

Athanasius had attributed the weaknesses of Christ to the flesh, and

47 Ibit., 205.
~8 IbitJ., 207.
~9 Grillm('irr (1<)7."1), ~~1.

~ Ibid., 231.
51 Op. dt., [03.
52 Ibid., 106.
53 Ibid.
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did not make use of any idea of a fallible human soul to account for
the psychological connicts in Chrisl. She concludes that Athanasius
has "allegorised away" the humanity ofChris1.54 Cyril's position is no
different from this, she claims. The accusations that he has not "inte
grated the soul into his chrislOlogy" have adequate grounding, she
maintains.5-" However. Young says that Cyril "recognised the
soteriological grounds for asserting the existence of Christ's human
soul".J6 Cyril is following Athanasius, in Young's view, and does not
assert the soul to have an active part to play in salvation, though his
frequent assertion of its presence is not solely an aHempt 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.57 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
Chrisl. Though for Young the psychological weaknesses of Christ
were almost explained away by the Alexandrians, who lavoured a
marc docctic approach to them, "this docs 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".58 One
possible I"eason fVI" 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 Cr.1taBilc;. In this way, then, the weak.nesses
arc attlibutcd to the ao:p~ rather than the soul. In an}' 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 recelll major work on the christology of
Cyril, St. Cyril ofA/exalldrin: The Christological Controversy. also discusses
the idea of U1C human soul of Christ within the context of a COntrast
between Apollinarius and Cyril. McGuckin states that Apollinarius
saw the fundamental chrislOtOgical problem as being "how to avoid a
doctrine of two subjects in the incarnation [sicJ, on the one hand, and
on the other hand a single subject doctrine which would hopelessly
relativise thc Logos in a changeable human life, in a way that could

~~ Ibid., 107.
~~ Ibid.
~ Ib.d., 110.
)7 Ibid.
sa Ibid., 110-111.
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only demonstrate his essential non_deity".59 McGuckin interprets him
as answering the question with his idea of the Logos, who is the
Image of God, replacing the human soul or NOllS, which is the image
of the Image.60 Because the \.yord 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 ApoLiinariusJ in platonic fashion, the soul, or
NOllS, of human being is not simply one part of the individual, but is
the individua1.61 Therefore, the body of a human being is an accident
or property of the soul. Consequently, "if the Logos was en£1eshed,
then he was genuinely living a human and corporeal life, and yet,
equally, was not subject to its limitations".62 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-£1esh and Word-man distinc
tions proposed by Richard and Crillmeier 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".63
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".64 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 allack 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 ullerly depends on the human
person's spiritual relation to the creative Word".65 Cyril's refusal to

¥.l Tlu Christoibgital CtJ"tToomy, 179.
60 IhiJ., 179-180.
61 IhiJ., 182.
62 IhiJ.
b~ IhiJ., 206.
64 IhiJ. He refers to Crillmeier (1975), 446. McGuckin recognises that this 'has

become so oftell repealed in subsequent European analyses depending on him'.
6~ IhiC., 207.
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make the soul the primary chrisLOlogical category is, for McGuckin,
"a profouncUy new and thoroughly christianised sense of the doctrine
of personhood .... This was the very heart of Cyril's genius".66 He
elaborates on his claim laler, saying that prior to Cyril, Christianity
had accepted either Semitic or PlalOnic anthropology.67 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 supJX)sed 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 definiuve christian
anthropology-one that was wholly redefined in tenns of the incar
nation, and which synthesised the biblical and Hellenistic insights".68
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 docs, say, T. F.
Torrance. Still, he too concludes that Cyril perceives the presence of
a human soul in Christ.

These arc the conclusions of many able scholars with reg-Md to
Cyril's acceptance or rejection of the presence of a rationaJ human
soul in Christ. As we have seen, scholars continue to disagree about
Cyril's anthropology with regard to the person of Chrisl, 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
qruou; 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 qr(xn<; 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.

Cyn"l's DescriptiQ" of Ihe Human rptKn~ of Christ

To discover Cyril's answer lO 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 Ihid.
67 Ibid., 224.
68 Ihid., 225.
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humanity of Christ. The most prominent are Oesh (a6:~), human
being :av9p!llnoc;), body (aooJ.la), humanity (6:v9pron6'tll~), and the form
or a slave (il ~opqnl oo'6)..ou). In examining ho\''' 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 or these tenns and how he uses
them.

Flesh (oai'S)

Cyril's favourite term for describing the humanity of Christ is aapl;,
drawn from one of the two loci of Scripture which he rrequently
quotes: John 1:14, "The Word became nesh". 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 Spiril. In addition, they said that the Son of God,
being himself true God from true God ~iK BEOll o.).ll9tVOU BEi>t;
0.)..1181\'6<;), became Incarnate (aapKr08fjvcn). 9 This became the pat
tern for subsequclll christology, and the standard of orthodox think
ing about the person of Christ. Cyril not only appealed to Nicaea and
John I: 14 as a defence of his own c111;stology, but cOlllrasted the
teaching of Nestorius with their confessions about Christ. It has been
Cyril's tendency to describe the humanity of Christ as a6:~ that has
led Liebaerl, 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 Thesaurus to perhaps his final work, the
christological treatise Quod Unus sit Christus. There are a number of
different fonnulae in which Cyril uses a6:pl; 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 Thesaurns, he
writes that <> 'tau geou l\6'yo<; yt:yove a6:~.70 He anathematises anyone
who denies that the \oVord has become Oesh.71 In his explanation of
this anathema, Cyril makes clear that he confesses Emmanuel to be
God the \Nord become nesh (aapKroeEv'ta).72In one of his first cerre-

69 Explitalio (ACO 1. 1.5: I 7.2fT; PC 76:2960); inla alia.
70 Op cil. (PC 75:264C). Sec also ibid. (3691\); Explitalio (ACO 1.1.5: 18.3; PC

76,297C); Q.USC (PC 75,1273A); iX"l;" (rG 75,1274C, 1396911); Ep. 17 (ACO
J.1.J :38.l'; PC 77: 11GB); Ep. I (ACO 1.1.1: 15.6; PC 77:21A); Atk,,,sus .Nistmium
(ACO 1.1.6: 17.", 21... 1; PC 76:200, 33A); Answtrs to Tihtrius (W 158.9•11).

71 Analkmas(ACO 1.1.1:41.).7; PC 77:1200).
72 Exptitalio (ACO 1.1.5: 19.8; PC 76:3000). Sec also &hob'a (PC 75: 139111); Ep. I

(ACO 1.1.l:15.3; PC 77:2IA).
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spondences with Nestorius, Cyril says that Scripture does not teach
that the \ \ford joined a human 1fpOOOJ1[OV to himself, but that he
ytYOVE oaps, which means lhat he shared in our flesh and blood.73 [n
another passage he indicates that the Logos, though having become
flesh and blood (YEYOVWc; OClPK"Oc; K"Cli CltJlClt~), remained what he was
before, that is, Son of the Father by nature and truly.N In a work
which marks the beginning of the Nestorian Controversy, he explains
lhat Ev e.oxatotc; 15t .OU Cli&v~ KCllPOtc; the Word ytyOVE crap;.75
Cyril's fascination bOlh with John's claim and with the confession of
Nicaea is evident in his frequent use of this formula.

Cyril uses anOlher fonnula in which the humanity of Christ is
aap!;, with a slightly different nuance fi·om the previous one. This
time, he says that the Word made human flesh his own. 76 He has
done this by means of a human birth, which he has undergone in
order to become an iiv9prorroc;. Cyril is not implying that he has
joined another individual to himself, but that, in an inelt1.ble manner,
the Word has taken for himselrrrom the Virgin genuine human aap!;.
In doing so he [the Word] has made the properties of the flesh his
own (E1tOl~aatO 'aha to: tfjc; aClpK"&;V7 This includes the weaknesses
and sufferings of the aap;, as it is a corruptible human flesh that the
\"'ord has taken as his own. 78 Quoting the Apostle Paul, he says that
in becoming flesh and in taking ownership of human oap!;, the \ \ford
who has been manifested in the flesh (tqxxV£P<i>811 Ev aapKi).79 Cyril
claims that Christ is God in flesh (eEOc; Ev oapKi),80 The Incarnalion,
then, is solely concerned with the economy of the \ \ford with his Oesh
(j.1£t0: oapK6c;).81 The \Vord has taken for himsclfflesh and blood and
become like us (KCla' ibtiic;).82 It is by the taking of human flesh from
the Virgin that God has himscJfbecome like us. He has laken human
flesh (oap<; ixv9pWrrou) into his possession.83 In becoming Incarnale,

13 £p. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:28.1.\ PC 77:480).
H QUSC (pC 75:12970).
,) Ep. I (ACO 1.1.1:15. 11 ; PC 77:2IA8).
,,, £\pIjcotlO (ACO 1.1.5:25.'10; PC 76:312C).
77 1:.). 55 (ACO 1.1.4:54.23; PC 77:30(0). Sec also Mumus Xes/on'urn (ACO

1.1.6:63.24; PC 76:1378); 1:.).1 (ACO I. I. 1:2 1. 34fT; PC 77:36CO).
78 OPSC(PC 75:13280). Cr. Thesaurus (pC 75:396C).
19 f:Xplirnlin (Af:O 1 15:17.31 ; PC; m:297q.
.. QUSC (PC 75,'312C).
81 t). 46 (ACO 1.1.6; [59. 1; PC 77:240D).
81 Advtrsus ;Vesforillm (ACO 1.1.6: [5.'l~· 21; PC 76: 17A).
83 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:57.32•33; PC 76: 121 0).



,62 CHAPTER SEVEN

the Logos has participated in blood and flesh (KEKQtvrovllKEv atJla't~

KCd. crapKo<; I.> 'tou eeou A6y~).84

The Logos is also said to have dwelt in the flesh (evolK'tlaav'toc; tft
aapKl).85 However, this is not a "simple indwelling", but the birth of
the Word according to flesh.86 Through the indwelling of human
a6.p~ the Word made it incorruptibleP This was all possible because
he was born according to the manner of human o6:~.8B Therefore,
Christ's birth was the very own human binh of the Logos of God,
through which he became Incarnate.89 The Nicene statement that
the Word became Incarnate means nothing other than that he was
born according to the oap~.90 Found frequently in Cyril's Ncstorian
era writings in particular is the description of Christ as the union or
God the Word and aap~. As we have seen, he says that the ,.yard
y£yovE aap~. He defines what that rormula means by stating,
tom£anv ~vwa,., oapKt \j1UXllV EXOU01l t,;V AOYlKllv.91 He qualifies the
description runher by saying that the union is Kae' u1t60taOlv.92

Emmanuel is, then, the real union or the Logos or God and human
oap~, which means nothing other than that he has become a genuine
and real avep(01[O~.93

Now that we have demonstrated the various ronnulae in which
Cyril uses aa~, we should examine what he says about the iOlended
meaning or the term. As we noticed in the introductol)' section or this
chapter, there has been widespread disagreement among scholars
over what Cyril believed about the aap~ or Christ. One interpretation
is that Cyril used oap~ to mean unanimated corporealjty; in other
words, a soulless shell. Another iOlerpretation is that he meaOl by it a
pre-existeOl human nature. A final interpretation is thal Cyril used
aap~ with rderence lO Christ being a complete human being.

81 Ep, I (ACO I. 1.1: 18, 12; PC 77:28C).
8~ TlusaufUJ (pC 75:397C).
86 Advmus Neslon'um (ACO 1.1.6:31.1.3; PC 76:56B).
87 J:.p. 45 (ACO 1.1.6: 155.8-9; PC 77:233CO).
88 c'p. 45 (ACO 1.1.61 :52. 1511"; PC 77:2290); Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1 :28.21 ; PC 77:480),
89 Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.I:27.~13; PC 77:45CO); AduuJUS .Nesionum (ACO 1.1.6:16.41ff;

PC 76:200); &Jwlia (PC 75:1400C).
90 Advmus Neslorium (ACO 1.1.6:29.1811"; PC 76:490).
91 Ep. I (ACO 1.1.1:15."-12, 13.32.33; PC 77:21AB, 17C).
92 Ep.17 (ACO 1.1.1:40.3; PC 77:116D). See also Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:26.27; PC

77:45B); Ep. I (ACO 1.1.1: PC 77:28D); AdvtTsus .Ne.slon·um (ACO 1.1.6:24.30, 30.38;
PC 76,4<lB, 56A).

93 Ep. 4 (ACO I 1.1 :28.1>16; PC 77:480); Adversus .Ne.slonum (ACO 1.1.6: 17.3-4; PC
76,20D).
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Cyril £irst says that the aa~ is of a nallirc other than (hepa) the
Logos ofCod.9-1 This not only safeguards Cyril against heretical views
such as that the Word brought the nesh with him from heaven, or
fashioned it from the divine ousia, but it also preserves the important
chrislologica.l criterion that Christ became a genuine human being.
He also says that the au~ is not IlOmoousios with the Word.95 This is
an additional argument against the notion of a nesh which is of di
vine, rather than human origin. Cyril is then able to state confidently
that God the Word become aupS is conjoined with us (lea9' EJliiC;) in
everything except sin.96 He has come into our nature by means of the
nesh, and is subsequentJy said to be like US.97 The aups which the
Incarnate ,"Vord look for himself is the same nesh as other human
beings possess. The sole exception is sin.

In an early work Cyril states that rtyovE aix~ 0 tau 8EOU A6roc;,
'toi>tEa'ttv av9pol1toc;.98 He uses this exact construction in numerous
other places through his writing career. In his great christological
treatise, Qyod unus sit Chrislus, he writes that yErovE crapS 6 tOU awl)
A6ro<;, 'tOi>tEcr'tlV av9prorroc;.99 Cyril Slates that becoming crups means
that the Word has shared in blood and nesh and has been born as an
av9poon<>c; wiUlOut abandoning his Oi\~ne nature. 1OO In an anathema
against those who deny that Christ was truly God (eE~ Kata
a).119uCtv), he explains that the Word participated in blood and nesh
and rtrovE av9prorro<;.101 It is the £90<; of Scripture to speak of
av6pron<>c; as o<IPS, as illustrated in a passa~e from the Gospel of Luke:
0lVEtCll n(ia(X cra.pS to crOOti}plOv tau aEOU. 02 In his exposition of the
Nicene Creed he says again that it is the £90<; of Scripture to usc crup!;
alone when referring to the whole man (OAO<; av9prorto<;).103 This time
he quotes Joel's prophecy lhat Cod will pour out his Spirit on all
Oesh. 104 God is nO( indicating that he will give his Spirit to soulless
bodies, but to aV9pW1t0l of soul and body. Cyril explicitly stales that

!H Ad/imus NtsllJnuII/ (ACO 1.1.6:33. 11 .13; PC 76:6IA).
9~ Ep. 46 (ACO 1.1.6: 158.21.23; PC 77:240C).
96 Q.USC WG 7S 1365))).
97 &holia (pC 75 1376B). Only a Latin translation is available:.
98 771lsollruJ (PC 75:26<lq. See also Ibid. (36911); Ep. 4 (ACO I.l.t :26.'7-28; PC

77:45C); Alla/Nlllas(ACO 1.1.1:40.2~27, 41.8•10; PC 77:12OC, 12IA).
9!l Gp. cit. (PC 75:1273A, 1312A, 13<10D).

100 Ep. 'I (ACO 1.1.1 :28. 16; PC 77:48D).
101 Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5:20.17"; PC 76:304(3). See also &lwli(l WC 75:13968); An-

swers to Tiberius (W 158).
\02 cr. Luke 3:6.
103 Ep. 55 (ACO 1.1.4:54.30; PC 77:30·IA).
H)-I Joel 3: I LXX.
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the flesh to which the Logos was truly unilcd possesscd a human
soul. I05 He reinforces his usage of oaps to mean iivepwnoc; by stating,
a).:rt9Wc; Yl~ y£yov£ oa~, iiyouv teA.etO~ iiv9po.)7t:~.I06 Thus, when
Cyril says that the Word became craps, he means homo ptrftctus, a
complete man of flesh and soul.

In addition, the union of God and oaps did not damage nor di
minish the cssential naturc of the flesh. 107 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 ousiai
is not abolished in the Incarnation. JOa To claim that the two were
now of the same ousia would imply some sort of fusion of thc two
natures, which Cyril denies. 109 The human oap!; was not transfonncd
or changed into being a part of the Divine ousia. 110 He says that the
flesh did not become divinity (8eo111C;), but rather has become divine
(8dav), just as the oap!; of another human being would be called
human (av9po:mlVll).111 He therefore uses the tenn in twO ways. First,
the Word has become flesh, and therefore is oaps. As Cyril has ex
plained, this is a use of one part of the whole as a reference to the
whole. Thus, oap!; means iiv8pron~. Second, the Word possesses his
own aa~. These two formulae are not contradictol)'. Instead. as we
have seen, Cyril says that the "Vord 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 Slating that Christ is an av9pwnD<; of body and rational soul.
Though he has his own oa~ 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 \Yord becoming flesh, while
acknowledging that by oaps is intended av8pronD<;. It remains to see
how Cyril holds together his statements first, that the ',Yord became
jksh, and second, that the Word was uniud to jksh.

Ii» Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:38,11; PC 77:116B); t.p. 1 (ACO 1.1.1:13.33, 15. 11 . 12; PC
77:17C, 218); AdvD-sus.Nuturium (ACO 1.1.6:33.8, 51.1~; PC 76:6IA, 1050); &holifl
(PG 75,1396B).

106 Q.USC(PG 75:12778).
101 AdvtrSILf Nestorium (ACO I. 1.6:76.17.18; PC 76: [680).
106 Ep.4 (ACO 1.1.1 :26.2),2'; PG 77:45C)
109 AMSUS Ntstorium (ACO 1.1.6: 16.42; PC 76:200). See Chapter Five above.
110 Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:35.21 •22 ; PC 77:1690); Ep. 40 (ACO 1.1.4:30.2-4; PC
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Human Body (O'&~a. 'to av6pwJUvov)

Another namc which Cyril givcs to thc human component in Christ
is human body (O'&~o: 'to av9prornvov). Like O'opl;, 0'&110: is to be found
in a number of different formulae. In his Scholia d~ Incamation#! he says
that the \Vord It:yovE orolla He cxplains that this means oaps with a
rational human soul. I 12 In this formula, CyriJ says that the orolla of
Christ is synonymous with the Olips ofChrisL Nso, he states that the
\<\ford has made a human body his own by means of a union (lBlOV
1tOl'llaaIlEvot; aG>lla to livGpWJUvov KaO' evoxHV).1I3 The genuine hu
man orolla belongs to God the \ Vord. Christ. then, is the union of the
\<\ford with a human body.111 Finally, the Logos is said to have as
sumed a human body and made it his own. 1I5

In describing this human arolla, Cyril states clearly that a rational
human soul {'VUXl1 A.oytKTV was present. 116 He says that the Word
made our orollCl his own and proceeded from the Virgin as an
iivOpro1tot;. As a human being, the body of Christ possessed a rational
soul. 117 Furthermore, the body is said to be the seed of Abraham, and
a human soul is said to be presenL 118 Thus, the Nicene statement that
the \Vord was Incarnate (aapKwef\vClt) entails the affirmation that the
body (owlla) was indeed ensoulcd with a rational soul (t'VUXWtO 'Vuxfl
VOEP~).119 Consequently, the orolla is a fully human orolla, which is
corruptible and capable of suffering like any other human body.'W
The o&~a of Christ is complete, and he has through it become like us
in every way except sin. I'll After the resurrection, the corruptible
human body has been made incorruptible and without irs weak
nesses. 122 However, this does not mean that the oWlla was trans·
formed into the Godhead, or was diminished or damaged in any

112 Op. cil. (PG 75: I380U).
113 QUSC(PG 75:1273A).
114 Exp/uatio (ACO 1.1.5:19."; PG 76:300C); E/!. 'I- (ACO 1.1.1:28.'20-21; PC
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121 AdI.·trJU.J ./I'iJlanum (ACO 1.1.6:59.72-2+; PG 76: 128A). QUSC (PG 75: 1265D).
122 Ep. 45 (ACO I. 1.6: 156. 1.3: PG 77:236U).
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way.123 The Word and the human body arc of different ousiai and
remain so even in the union. The orolla is not 11OmoousiQs with the
Godhead. 124 Still, the body is rightly said to be divine (BElav) in the
same way that the body of an ordinary human being is called human
(avepWxlVQv).125

An interesting statement Cyril makes about the aoolJ.u of Christ is
that it is not a container in which the 'Word dwells. 126 The context in
which he raises the issue is in his response to those who claim that the
\'Vord lefl 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".127 In which case he
would be limited in his expanse, and occupy a particular place ('t01t~)

like other created things. But God is not corporeal, is not constrained
by any limits, and does not occupy a particular 't01t~. Rather, he fills
aU things and is present in all places. Therefore, though the Word has
become a human being and has manifest himself through a human
oro~n, he has not been preselll in the body as though in a receptacle.
The spatial limits of the oroJlCt do not restrict him. VIle can see that
with o&~a, Cyril intends that Christ is a human being. He uses it in
the same manner as he does o6.p~. 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 iiv9pro1t~ is a body and soul.

Humanity (civ9pwno'ttle;)

Cyril frequently attributes the term civ9pwn6'ttle; 1O the human nalure
of Christ. He says the Christ is from both the perfect Word of God
(tIC 'tEA-Eine; \>noo't6.o££o<; 'tOU BEOU AO'You) and from perfect humanity
(tE;, av9pmno'tTJ'tO<; U:AEiWC;)128 . Cyril states that Emmanuel is both
humanity and divinity at the same time. 129 Furthennore, Christ is
said to be the divine in the 6:v9pCJ.)1t6't11~.130 The Word remained God

123 SdMlilt (PC 75:1380C); l!..p. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:159.911; PC 77:24 IAB). See also
Chapter Five.

124 Q.USC(PG 75:1289B).
12.'> tp. 45 (ACO 1.1.6: 156..'>-6; PC 77:2368).
126 AnswtTS to Tihtrius ("V 146. 14"); Sclw/ia {PC 75:137IC, 1398CJ.
127 Wickham's translation. See also AII.IWtTJ" to lihmus (W 14U.5ff).
128 Scholilt (pC 75: 1377C); Q.USC (PG 75: I289B).
129 Adl.'tr.fU.l" Nestorium (ACO 1.1.6:73. 11.12; PG 76: 161 A).
130 Schdia (PG 75: I398C).
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even though he was in the humanily.131 Additionally, the Logos of
God is said 10 have approprialed avepoon61:~ to himself and made it
his own. 132 In order to become Incarnate, the \Vord assumed genuine
humanity. 133

At least three fonnulae are concerned wilh the Word allowing
himself to be subject to the limitations, or laws, or Ihe aV9pwn6't'lr;.
Cyril firstly states thai the Logos economically descended imo the
limitations of the humanity.13" Second, the \Vord subjected himsdfto
the limitations of the av9pooJt6'tTlr;.13S Thirdly, in becoming a human
being, God the Logos did not despise the limitations of the human
ity.136 Similarly, Cyril writes that the Word has not rejected the pov
erty of humanity.137 Christ, then, is the union of the \Vord with
humanity (il £vuxJtr; 'tou A6you 1tpO<; 'to av9pOO1tlVOV).I38 The proper
faith, he maintains, is to confess Ihat the Word naturally united to
himself humanity (t:vcOOar; Eau'tt!> Ka9' \l1tOOtaO'tv 1:0 av9pOO1tlvov),t39
Because the Virgin gave birth to Cod naturally unitcd 10 Oesh (9£bt;
t:vw9tv1:a aapKl Ka9' \moo1:aatv), she is 8£O'tOKo<;.140 The humanity
that the Word has united to himself is of a difTercnl ousia from the
Word. loll Thcreforc, the humanity has not changed into the diviniry,
but it is genuine humanity like that which other av9pOO1tot possess.1 42

They remain different even in the union, and are not fused together.
In addition, the humanity of the Word become nesh is his own, and
does not belong to someone e1se. l43 This confession is in ob\~ous

contrast to Cyril's interpretation of Nestorius' christology in which
the Word joined 10 himself a prc-exislent human being. Christ's hu
manity is a complete ('tEA£IO<;) humanity, and even in the union is
preserved as such. 144 Cyril explicitly states that Incarnate means com
plete av9pron6'tl)C;.I45 The union neither implies nor requires that the

m £p. I (ACO 1.1.1:21.27•28; PC 77:368); Q.USC(pC 75:12690).
1'2 Sdwlia (PC 75: 1374C); Q.USC(PG 75:1277C).
m Ep. I (ACO I. 1.1: 18.4lf; PC 77:28C).
1)4 Expticatia(ACO 1.1.5:19.'1-10; PC 76:30IA).
13..\ tblli. (ACO 1.1.5:24.9lf; PC 76:309U).
136 lbit!. (ACO 1.1.5: 19.'l'lo2ll; PC 76:30 I Ii).
137 Q.USC(PG 7'; 1261 .
118 &hoila (PC 7513778).
139 Advtrsus .Ntstqrj~m (ACO 1.1.6:44.33.:14; PC 76:89C).
1-tO £p. 17 (ACO 1.1.l:40.J.-l; PC 77:1160).
141 QUSC(PG 75.1292A).
142 Adursus .Ntstqrj~m (ACO 1.1.6:73. 11 •12, '14.3),34; PC 76:16IA, 89C).
143 QUSC(PC 75 1277C). S("c Chapter Four above.
144 &IwIUJ (I'G 75 I377CD).
145 £p. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:160.21 ; PC 77:244;\).
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humanity be damaged or diminished in any way.146 Consequently,
ChriSl is considered to be fuUy human in all ways, except for sin. l47

Christ possesses avepron:6tT¥; precisely because he is an &v9pron:~.

Form of a Slave ('i11l0P<Pr, OOUAOU)

A funher description of the humanity of CllI;SI that Cyril uses quile
rrequent..ly is 1l0pQlll 'tou OoUAOU. This phrase emphasises the ket/otic
character of the Incarnation, and is derived from a favourite locus of
Scripture for Cyril, the Camlen Christi. He maintains that the Word
who is God in becoming av9poo1t0<;, economicaHy came to be in the
form of a slave (yt.'YOVE OlKOVOlllKWc; €v tn tOU OOUAO\) 1l0p<pft).148 The
Incarnation is said to entail the Word taking on the form of a slave
(A~V Ilopqri]v 00\>AO\»149 He did not lake to himself anOlher 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 tivapro1t~J the Word has come in the fonn of a
slave.

A Human Being (tiv9p<01tor;)

The real issue for Cyril, then, was how to understand the fact that the
Son of God was a human being (iiv9pro1t~). One of Cyril's preferred
ways of describing the Incarnation of the Word, is to say that he has
become a human being (YEYOVEV tivapro1t~). t50 This formulae is used
a countless number of times by Cyril throughout his entire ministry.
In addition, he also uses the term from Nicaea, hav9pro1tT,oo.r;. [51 He
claims thaI Christ is an tiv9p<01t~ 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

146 Q.USC (pC 75: I293A).
147 Ibid. (PC 75:12690).
148 Ibid. (pC 75:1269C).
149 Ep. 46 (ACO 1.1.6:159.3; PC 77:2400); AdvusUJ Nestorium (ACO

1.1.6:15.~S,44.34,63.37; PC 76:17A, 89C, I37C).
I~ There are countless instances orCyri1'5 use orlhis phrase to describe Christ. See

Thesaurw (pC 75:329A, 369C, 396B, 3970); Q.USC (PC 1265B, 1275A, 1304D);
SefID/in (pC 75: I385A); AdvusUJ Ntsforium (ACO 1.1.6:22.2, 28.6, 62.59; PC 76:33A,
48B, 136B); inter alia.

151 Ep. 1 (ACO 1.1.1:15.~, 19.3. 30; PC 77:2IA, 29C, 32B); Homilin du.,tfJa 2 (ACO
1.1.2:95. 10; PC 77:988C); ill/er alia.
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of God became nesh, which means a human being ('yEYOVE aop<;,
toutEonv o:v6pw1[~),152 and that while he remained God, he became
an &v9p(l)l'tO~.15J He calls Chds! an av9prol'tOl; in one of his first
Nestorian Controversy-era works, his Leller to the Monks f!fEtffpt. 154 His
77/ird Letter to Ncstorius, as well as the appended Anathemas, both wrilten
near the beginning of the controversy with Nestorius, each refers to
Christ as an av9pwl't~, as does his collection Advasus Nestorillfll. 155 In
addition, his later works SdlOlia de Incamatione, and Qyod U"us sit
Christus, each maintain that Christ was an &v9pW1tO~.156

He explains more fully what he means by &v6p{01t~ by stating thal
in becoming a human being, the Word has joined us (1('a9' ~lJ.a~).157

Thus, though he is free in his own nature, the Logos of God submits
to the selVatllhood of humanity in the Incarnation. Though he is
emhroned in his own nature and worshipped as God, in becoming a
human being he has humbled himself and even worships alongside
us. Hence, the 1/rysterium Christi is that the onc 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. 158 By referring to Christ as an
iiv9pwl't~, Cyril means thal he is like every other human being.
Therefore, while remaining IlOmoousios with God the Father even in
the Incarnate state, the Word has become homoousios with us (YEyovEv
iyJ.'i'v 0llooixJlot;) because he has bccome a human being like us
(YEYOVf:V &v9pwttot; tea9' illla~).159 That is to say that he has become a
genuine human being (YEyovE 1('a,a aAil9£lav a.v6pwl'tot;).I60 Cyril says
this can be seen from the Old Testament account ofJacob's all-night
encounler with a man beside the waters ofJabok. 161 AJthough il was
a human being (iiv9pw1t()(;) with whomJacob wrestled, he says thal he
had seen God face to f.1.ce. 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

1~2 Op. al. (pC 75:264C).
1~1 Ibid. (PC 75:329A).
1.'>4 Ep. [ (ACO 1.1.1:15.1, 19.1• 30; PC 77:2IA, 29C, 3213).
m Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:35. 19; PC 77:109C); IlnaJhcmu (ACO 1.1.1:41.9; PC

77:12IA); IldM'sUJ NesloriuTII (ACO 1.1.6:22.',28.6,62.39, 63.:17; PC 76:33A, 4HB,
136B, 137B).

156 &holin (pC 75: I 385A); Q.USC(PC I 265B, 1275A, 1304D); infer aim.
157 f10Tllilm dil.'O'Ja 2 (ACO 1.1.2:95. 11 ; PC 77:988C); &hotia (PC 75: 1385AI; AdI.,tTJ"us

.Ntstorium (ACO 1.1.6:64.24; PC 76:140BC).
153 Q.USC(pG 75:13258).
1~9 AdvtrSlLl' J\~loriuTII (ACO 1.1.6:65.26, 66. 39; PC 76:]<1 IC, 14513).
160 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:65.31 ; PC 76:1410).
161 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:66. 14"; PG 76:144CD). Cr. Cenesis 32:22ff.
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(O'Ic67toc;) of Scripture is to point towards the "Vord who is Incarnate
and has become an &v8pw1tOr;.162

That Christ is a true and genuine &v8pw1t0<;, IwmoQusiOJ with other
human beings, implies that he possessed both a human body and a
rational human soul. Cyril cxplicilly states that because Christ is an
iivOpwnor; just like liS, he possesses a rational soul and a body (\j1UKll
Kal orella).163 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. 164 Flesh is born of flesh, mean
ing that the woman provides the body (a&lla) or flesh (aap~) of the
child. It is God-me Dcmiurge-who performs the act of providing a
soul to the child (1t01Eital t~v \jJuxo,xJlv). However, the woman is said
to give birth to the entire iiv6proltOl;, which means one who is both a
soul and a body ('I'UKi} Kat a&lla). Consequently, when Christ is said
to be an iiv9p<oftOl;, it means that he has been born from the Virgin,
possessing both a human body and a rational human soul, just as
other <lv9pro1to\ are born from their mothers. When one says
av9pwm>t;, Cyril says, one means the soul and the body together. l65 It
would be ignorant and absurd to say that a body by itself is an
aV9promx;; rather it is the a&lla av9pW1tou. l66 A human bein~
(av9pro1t~) is the real union (evo.xJl; qn>O'\KTU of body and sou1. 16

Cyril's use of the term iiv9proltOl; to describe the humanity of Christ
means homo perfectus, a complete human being of body and soul. One
will recall that Licbaert interpreted Cyril's anthropology to be some
thing different from this. Diepen, though, has challenged Liebaert's
interpretation quite convincingly.l68 Diepen argues that CYlil had a
biblical, rather than Platonic, anthropology, in which a human being
was body and soul. 169 Joining him in interpreting Cyril to have a
biblical anthropology include Wilken 170 and Jouassard. l7I To affirm

162 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:66.36-+0; PG 76:1458).
163 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:64.u ; PC 76:140C). See also &11011'0 (pC 75: I385A); Ep. 4

(ACO 1.1.1:26.26,28.21).
164 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:24. 1111"; PC 76:37DQ.
1M Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:24. 11• 17, 105.23; PG 76:370, 2440).
166 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:51. 1:"23; PC 76: IOBA).
167 Ibid. Cyril explains that by lvwo\~ lpOOl"~ he intends real or tme (a).'l9iU union,

see ExplualW (ACO 1.1.5:19.2; PG 76:300<::).
168 H. Oicpen, Aux originu de l'anthropotogU dt sai,,' Cyri/It d'AkJcMdril (Paris, 1957).
lli<l Ibid., 35fT.
170 See Wilken, ]udflism and IhL Ear!! ChristWn Mind.
m See 'Un problem d'anthropologie et de chrislOlogie chez saint Cyrille

d'A1exandric', RSR 43 (1955), 361-37B; 'Saint CyriJle d'Alexandrie et la sch~ma de
l'incamauon verbe-ehair', RSR 44 (1956), 234-242.
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that Cyril's anthropology is the same as that of Apollinarius-that is,
tricholOmist-is not only to leave him open to the charge of
Apollinarianism, bUl is also to miss the obvious statements Cyril
makes aboUl the make-up of a human being. It is most accurate,
therefore, to say thm CllIist is an &.vepo.utO~, that is, hc 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 aveprorro~.I72 The Word has nol been
juxtaposed to an iiveprorrOl;. Cyril insists this lO be the case on a
number of occasions, primal-ily in response to Nestorius' OUVCtlpElU. 173

As we have seen, he accused Nestorius of claiming Christ to be the
juxtaposition of God the \Vord and another human being. Cyril de
nies that this picture of Christ is accurate, maintaining instead that he
is lhe Logos who has become an &.veproxOl;. Therefore, although
Christ is a complete &.vepo)J[o~, he is not a human being other than
lhe Word, who himself has become Incarnatc. He says that the Incar
nation is not lhe Word assuming a pre-existent aveproxOl;, but the
Word becoming aveprorro~.174 He insists that Christ is a complete
human being, rather than that the \-Vord has assumed, indwells, or
joined himself to one. Therefore, Christ is a homo perficius. 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 accusauons of
Apollinarianism, are reconciled with his understanding of &.vtJpoorrOl;,
as they each seek to express the complete human life which the Word
lived as the human being Jesus Chrisl.

Synonymous tenns

These various descriptions of the human q)'i:lOl~ of ChrisL are seen to

be used synonymously by Cy,i!. He says Lhat the Logos '(E'(ov€.
avepoorro~, '(E'(OVE aap<;, '(E'(OVE ooolla, and '(E'(OVE ~ Ilopq>i} OOUA.ou. 175

Often the terms are used together in the same context, such as when
Cyril says that t.he Word '(E'(OVE OCtp~, which means that he paftici~

pated in blood and flesh like us, he made OUf ooolla his own, and he

172 It will be remembered that we have examined this in Chapter Foul'.
113 cr. (LUSC (PC 75: 1301C, 1304D, 13080); Scholia (PC 75: 138SA); f10milia divma

2 (ACO 1.1.2:95.27 ; PC 77:989A); 1:./.1 (ACO I.l.1:Isi-l, 19. 10, 20,9o·ll j PC 77:2IA,
29D, 32D); Ep. 55 (AGO 1.1.4:54.3 36; PG 77:30'lA); inter alia.

114 &hoiia (PC 75:1385A).
17$ See Thesaurus (pC 3970); Ep. 1 (ACO 1.1.1:15.6; PC 77:2IA)j ScllOlia (pC

75: 13808); and (LUSC (pC 75: 1269C), respectively.



172 CHAPTER SEVEN

proceeded from the woman as an iiv9poo1t~.176 Also, he writes that
the Logos of God has become &v9pwnoc; by uniting to himself the
av9pwn6'tTtt; and taking the J-l0pqril 'tou &OUAOU,177 Each of these terms
describes both body and soul, which constitute a complete human
being (tEAElOl; iivepwnoc;). In each instance, Cyril wishes to indicate
that the Word, in becoming a human being, has become just like all
orner human beings. The phrase yeyov£ (Tap; 6 'tou geo\) A6yoc;,
'to\HE01;tV iiv9pwno<;, which Cyril uses frequently, demonstrates that
for him aVepW1tOt; and crap!; are intcrchangcablc. 178 The terms arc
each used with reference to the same principle: the Word of Cod
became a real and genuine human being, who is just like other hu
man beings, and is therefore complete. CyriJ conceives of Christ as a
Iwmo petficlus, a complete human existcnce which the \,Vord lives in
order to redeem thc human race.

AnawgieJ C01!ceming tile Compleu Humani?>, tif Christ

CYlil employs some analogies to iUustrate that the humanity of Christ
is 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 involvcd
here as well an argument against the Nestorian notion, at least in
Cyril's interpretation of it, thaI the Word and the iiv9pomoc; 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 completc.

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 to Succensus. The
charge is that if what he maintains is true, that there is Ilia q>oou; 'tOU

176 HI'. 4- (ACU 1.1.1 :28. 14•16; I'G 77:4-81).
171 Mz!trsus NtJlorium (ACO 1.1.6:44.31-34; PC 76:89C).
178 77rn(lUrus (PC 7.S:264-C). See also ibid. (369B); Ep. 4- (ACO 1.1.1 :26.25lf; PC

77:45BC); JI/lSU.ItrS to Tibmw (W 154.2~26).
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)"6rou oEoaplCOOIJ.£vll, then there must have been a merger or mixture,
resultin~ in the human nature (Tj av9p<imou qroou;) being dimin
ished. 17 Cyril rcplies that his accusers do not reco&mise th"t Chrisl 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 (Ilia qroou;)
Chrisl. 180 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 arc not/lOmoousios. 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
iiv9poo7t~.Just as a human being is a complctc body and a complete
soul, so too is Christ complete God and a complete human being. No
onc would argue that the body of an o:v9pro7t~ is less than complete,
and there is, likewise, no reason to demand that the Christ is anything
less than a complete O:v9pro1t~. Christ can be one individual without
the humanity being destroyed or damaged.

Burning Bush

Cyril 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 Q!,od UIIUS sit
Chrislus, he confronts the conclusion of his opponents that his hypo
slatic union deems necessary the consumption of the human nature
(avepW7tou lplXHI;) by the Word. 181 Because of the excellence and
greatness of God, it would be a reasonable conclusion thal when
uniled with flesh he would utterly overwhelm and consume it. How-

179 Ep. 46 (ACO 1.1.6: I59.9If; PC 77:24 IAU).
180 Here, of course, is the source of great distress between Cyril and the OriClIIals.

As we saw previously, when Cyril calls the humanity of Christ a cpoou;, he means a
human life, or cOlldition. He ~IYS that both the divinity and the humanity are ljIOO£II;.
Therefore, whfn h... uses the tenn to mean individual, living being, as he does here,
he appears 10 be claiming that the two natures mixed to form one. Obviously, this is
not his intcntion, and the lack of a concrete christolQb<ical vocabulary is readily seen.
Although even hert: he defends the ~iCl cpoou; formula, it lakes a lesser role in his own
christolob<ical predication as his minist/)· progresses.

181 Op. cil. (PC 75:1292DII).
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ever, this does not happen, CYIi.1 argues. Although the Divine nature
is superior to the human nature they both remain intact, neither
being allercd through a fusion or mixture. It should nOl 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 lO lower himself to the limits of a human
existence (6.vepo.)1[6tTJ~), although there is no natural communion be
tween divinity and humanity. Cyril maintains that this union in
which the Ocsh, which is naturally susceptible to consumption by the
Divine nature, remains undiminished and thus complete, is illustrated
by the aCCQulll 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 (aY9pW1tlvov) exist
in a union (EvOXHc;), yet are unconfused {aouyxu'ta).182 The image is
the Ark of the Covenant that Moses was instructed by God to

build. 183 The wood from which the Ark was build is said to be a type
(tunoc;) of CllIist'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 qrooll; or unoo'taoll; is not fused with the divine
CPUOtc; or imootaotc;, implying a diminishing of it, but is complete.
The humanity does not cease to be humanity in its union with the
Logos. Chrisl is nothing less than a complete iiv9pwnoc;, a homo
perfectus.

182 $thelia (pC 75: 1380D).
183 Cf. Exodus 25: I0-11.
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Concluding Remarks

175

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 (0 yap Ill1np<>OED.ll1ttal,
ooot dOWOtat).I84 For this reason, the human soul of Christ has an
imponam place in Cyril's chrisLOlogy. 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 strategic
role LO play in salvation. 18.'i 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 necessalY 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 oCt.p~, m'i)J.Hx, and other terms mean
ing t£A£tO<; iiv8prortoe; 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 onc 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 Chrisl.

The Mauer of a Complete Human Being

Consequently, when Cyril says that the humanity of Christ is both a
<pume; and a \mootame;, he means a complete human existence. l86

Christ, the Word become iiv8polrto<;, truly lives a life as a human
being. For that reason, he says that Christ is the coming together by
true union (OUIll3<XOEl tn Ka8' EVWOl v 6:A118il) of divinity (eE6t"~) and
humanity Like ours (6:v8prort6tTJ<; Ka8' fl~J.(ie;).'87 There is no need to
diminish the completeness of the human nature in order to achieve

184 ComlTltnlo.ry on. John. (PC 74:89CO); $clwliil (PC 75: I388BC, 1397B); Q.USC (PC
75: I332A-0).
I~ See Young, 'A Rcconsidcmtion', 110.
186 Cf. Sclloliil (PC 7S:138IA).
187 AdverslJS Neswrium (ACO 1.1.6:73.2-4; PC 76: 1600). hly emphasis.
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this phenomenon. In his correspondence with Succensus, Cyril re
sponds 10 the question of how, if the human qruau; is made less than
complete (teA£lOl;) by the union, could Christ be 11Omoousios with us
and 11OmoousWs with Cod at the same time. IHtl 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 docs not mean
that the human q>ilO"l~ or i:l1t6ataO"l~ is a human individual whom the
Logos has joined to himself. Instead, il means Christ himself is a true
and complete human being. The q>i>a£t~ or un:6a'taa£l~ thaI together
fornl Christ arc not to be divided or separated from one another.
When Cyril uses q>i>at~ to describe either the human or divine e1e·
ment in Christ he docs nOI do so in order to explain something about
its individuality. Rather, the human q>i>al~ or U1t6a'taOl~ is the human
condition, or a human cxistencc 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 opcratcs in and through the tangible human body, and
lives a genuine human life, the 'Vord remains God and maintains his
eternal, limitless life. This is the mystnium Christi.

I.. this chapter we have soughl to examinc Cyril's conception of
the human nature of Christ, and in particular whether or not he
believed that Christ possessed a human soul. \Ve have seen that he
uscs a number of different terms to describe Christ's humanity. His
favouritc aap<; is derived from a favourite Scriplural text, John
1:14: the Word 1£.1011£ aap~. However, in using this word Cyril un·
derstands it to denote av9p<o1tOl;, 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 essemial character of Cyril's
christology to be consistent before and after the Nestorian Contro·
versy. In other words, aO:¢, was used to mean all9pOl1tOf; in his early
and his later works. Consequently, when he says Lhal the Word be
came man or flesh, or assumed a human body or the form of a slave,
or that he has united to himselr complete humanity, he is insisting
that Christ was lfUly lhe Logos of God who has himselr come and
lived a complele human life, possessing both a body and soul, in
order Lo redeem humankind. Christ was no mindless man, nor was he

188 Ep. 46 (ACO 1.J.6:159.9Ir; PC 77:24IAB).
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God joined to a man, he was the Word in his own complcte human
existence.

Thc Question or Consistency

We have seen that Cyril consistently refers to the human component
of Christ as oCt~ and oroJla in both early and later works. Further
more, in writings from before, during, and after the NeslOrian Con
troversy he says that the \'\lord became iiv9pomot;. 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
cver, it is thc underlying meaning of the Logos-san..:: catcgory which
our preceding review has questioned. Categorising Cyril in such a
manner usually implies that he, along with Apollinarius, conceived of
Christ as the \'\lord and a soulless human body. In addition, scholars
who classify him as possessing a Logos-sarx christology argue that it
was not until the Nestorian Controversy that Cyril recognised thc
need for, and began lO propound the existence of, a human soul in
Christ. This betrays the evidence, however, in which Cyril maintains
that O'ap~ means iiv9poon<x;. From a work wl;uen prior to the
Nestorian Controversy we find him explaining that Y£10v£ O'apc, 6 tOU
8EOU Ao"(<x;, tOU:EO'tlV iiv9p<onCK;.189 In works in the beginning of and
during the debate with Ncstorius he uses the same construction. l90

Later in his career he says that CtATJ9iO<; Yi&; )'£:"(ov£ O'Cr.p~, T1)'OUV

't£:AElCK; av9p<onot;.191 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 iiv9poon:<x; 'tU£lCK;j and secondly,
that thc Logos-sarx catcgOlY fails to regard the affirmation that oaps
means iiv9poon<x;.

The presence of a human soul in Chrisl is made necessalY for two
reasons in Cyril's mind: (1) soteriological, (2) chrislOlogical. 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 7MsallTUS (pC 75:264C, 369B).
190 £p. 4 (ACe 1.t.l :26,27·28; PC 77:45C); Analhemas (ACe 1.1.1 :40.2~.27, 41.8.10;

PC 77:12OC, 121A)
191 QUSC (pC 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 lhal lht' Wnrn ytynv£ (JarS <tnd Ihe Nicene stMement
that the Son of God became Incarnate (oapKr09fjvm) and became a
human being (hav9pomfjoat) be interpreted and understood prop
erly. An ontological reason for Cyril's insistence on Christ being a
homo puficlus existed alongside his soteriological reason. Cyril's claim
that Christ is likc other human beings in aU things, with the exception
that he was sinless, is no mere attempt to avoid heresy, but is a
genuine declaration of his understanding of the mystnium Christi:
Christ is an av9pomOl; just like other av9p<imol.

Excursus: 7lEe Genuine Human lifi of Christ

Cyril says that the Incarnation of the "Vord was not imaginary
(q:H:tvtClaia), but he proceeded through the constraints of the laws
(v6Ilot) of human nature and in reality became a human being
(YEYOVEV o:v9poo1t<X; aATJ~). 192 In other words, he lived a human life
just as other human individuals live. He is thus subject to the same
laws (v61l0l) as others. He did not shun thcsc laws, or limits, but
appropriated them to himself. There is no need to avoid attributing
the human experiences to Christ. 193 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 Scriplure lO advance in stature,
wisdom, and grace. l94 Cyril acknowledges this fact, stating that the
flesh of Christ progresses according to the laws of its own nature (nita
</lUau;), and that human nature (av9po:nt6tTJ<;) advances in stature, wis
dom, and grace. Christ grew in each of these areas according to his
humanity because he is a human being (iiv9pCl>1toc;). In addition,
Christ hungers and is weary, and even is said to suffer according to
the humanity.19.5 What is appropriate for other human beings is ap
propriated to him, because he is a complclc human being himself.

Cyril says that Christ aUowed his flesh to proceed according to its
own laws (lBlOl VOIlOl), and that being weak according to the flesh

192 AdvtrSlLf Ntslorium (ACO 1.1.6: 17. 18-20; PC 76:21 B).
193 Q,USC (PG 75: [328Cfl).
I~ QUSC (PG 75: [332AB); citing Luke 2:52. cr. Sthofia (PG 7;: I387BC).
19.'> Ibid. (PG 75: [3320fj.
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demonstrates that he is a human being {O:v9p(ll'/t~).l96 Consequently,
Christ was susceptible to death and decay.197 To Sllcccnslls, Cyril
writes that the body of Chrisl was prone to hunger, weariness, and
olher similar weaknesses, and also lhal it was corruptible. l98 It is
Christ in his humanity who was weary, hungry, and lhirsly, and who
was crucified. 199 Because Christ was truly human he was susceptible
to these weaknesses. Cyril finally acknowledges that lhe humanity of
Christ was indeed ignoram of lhe final day.2oo Cyril says that lhe
humanity of Christ possesses all things that rightfully belong to it, sin
being the only thing absem.:Wl Ignorance of future cvcms properly
belongs to lhe limitations of humanity and so he does not repudiate
the appearance of ignorance because it is an attribute ofhllmanity. In
the same way, the body received physical nourishment and reSI to
relieve his weariness. JL1S1 as hunger and weariness arc auributes of
humanity, so 100 is ignorance. In the following chapter we will dis
cover the manner in which Cyril reconciles the complele humanity of
Chrisl, along with all of its weaknesses and corruptibly, with lhe
biblical and Nicene confession lhat Christ is true God, who performs
miracles and offers salvation to humankind.

196 AdL'tI'SUS Nu/Qrillftl (ACO \.1.6:98.32.3~; PC 76:22811).
197 cr. QUsc (l'G 75: 1340t\, 1341 D)j AdvtrJus }!.'tslonum (ACO l.l.6:91.4HI; PC

76:209A).
198 Ep. 45 (ACO 1.1.6:155.27_156.3).
199 AIISU'tTS to 1ihffl:4S (W 154.1. IOj.
200 Ibid. (W 150. l fl); 17IuarifUS (PC 75:368f1). Cr. Licbacrt, UI Doctrine rhris/tJwgique,

87-100.
WI Ibid. (W 152.9-1~.
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CYRIL Of ALEXANDRIA'S PICTURE Of CHRIST

Thus rar wc havc but built the roundation or our reconstruction or
Cyril's picture or Christ. \.ve have seen thai Cyril maintains the
Nicene paradox that Christ is completely God and completely hu·
man. Whereas in the previous two chaptcrs, in our roundation-build
ing stage, we were primarily dcscriptive, wc now will bccome morc
analytical in our examination or Cyril's analogies. Previously, we
wamed to discover what Cyril said about the soul or Christ and the
condition or the Word in the Incarnation. About the lormer, Cyril
acknowledged that a human soul was present in Christ, and indeed
anirmed its required presence not only ror a cohercm picture or
Emmanuel, but also ror the salvation or the entire human being.
About the laller, Cyril claimed that the Word remained God even
once Incarnate, continuing to be homoousios with the Father, cominu·
ing to rule the universe, and continuing to be present throughout all
his creation. Now we \\~II explore how Cyril can hold together these
two paradoxical statements about the persoll or Christ. What do his
analogies tell us about his understanding or this persoll 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 Oesh can
be lire giving and how the impassible Word or God can suffer a
human death. Our rurther examination or the analogies Cyril uses to
illustratc thc works or the Sa\~our will enable us to finish our recon
struction or Cyril's picturc or Christ through a reading or his various
analogies.

The place to begin is a recognition or the rantastic paradox with
which Cyril was raced. Because or Scripture and Nicene raith, he was
rorced to conceive or thc pcrson or Christ as both av9pro1t~ and €lE&;.
In addition, the personJcsus Christ was completc in both conditions.
As dinicult a dilemma as this is, it is compounded by the ract that this
same person, the human being Jesus Christ, works divine miracles
and offers lire to the spiritually dead, works which only God can do.
Furthcrmore, Cyril says not only that Christ suffered and died, but
also that the \Vord experienced human sufferings and a human death
on 1I1c <':1'0$$. How <.:<tll lIu';$C thing$ Lc?

We have examined two possible answers, both or which Cyril re
jects. The first was to juxtapose lhe 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 filling for God
t".g., mir'lrlt" working 'Ind giving life. On lhe mher hand, the human
person to whom he is joined knows the human experiences, such as
hunger, thirst, sulTering, and death. Cyril's primal)' reason for reject
ing such a picture of Christ is its fundamental naw with regard to the
Word's knowledge of human cxperiences. If God did not live a hu
man life and die a human death-in othcr words, become a human
being (avOpo>1t~)-then redemption was not accomplished. The
Word must die as a human being in order to sa\'e 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-bet\lJcen thing was abhorrent to
Cyril. Christ must be homoousioJ with God and 11011l00usWS 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 perlonn divine deeds and oller salva
tion in himself. As we will presently sec, Cyril's analogies hold the
keys to how he answered this question.

In Chapter Six we found that Cyril conceivecl of Christ as
av6proll:Ot; 'tU£l~. In Chapter Seven we discovered that this genuine
human being, Jesus Christ of Nazareth, was also 8E6c; 'tEAElOt;. 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 ,.yOI'd
become avOpo>1t(x;. 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 ofa 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
,"Vord and a human being. The other two issues address the questions
which result from the confession of Chrisl being one individual;
namely, how the corruptible nesh of Christ is miracle working and life
giving, and how the impassible Word of God experiences human
passions.
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Various InlerprelaliollS qf Cyril's Christology

It will be useful at this poilll to hig-hlig-ht some important insig-hts into
Cyril's chrislOlogy made by various scholars. This is not an exhaustive
summary of the history of Cyrillian research, but does provide us with
the necessary C011lext in which we can reconstruct the picture of
Christ presented to us by the Alexandl;an by means of his imagery.

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, German Protestantism
was concerned with the histOly of dogmatic theology. The pro
foundest instance of this is to be found in Harnack's Hisll.JlY qfDogma. I

In Harnack's view, the fact that Cyril understood the Incarnation as
a mystery, a secret, led him [Cyril] to conclude that nOlhing else was
necessary other than a definite statement of this secret. 2 In other
words, the 'becoming human' of the Word of God was an inexpress
ible occasion, and simply to state its reality was sunicient. 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.3 Harnack concludes that his chrislOlogy is concerned
only with the Logos. The Logos LOok humanity up LO 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 humanicy 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".4
In addition, Harnack supposes that for Cyril it was important to
conceive of two tpuour; before the Incarnation, but only one <pOOLe;
after the Incarnation. Harnack refers to this as a "perverse formula",
and interprets it to mean rnat Cyril regarded the humanity as exisling
prior to the Incarnation, but being transferred to the substance of the
Logos in the Incarnation. The natures are now distinguishable only

I A. von Hamack, J-lislory if Dogma, trans. N. Buchanan, 'IV. I-VI (New York,
1961). Re<:ent Gennan scholarship is represented by A.M. Ritter, 'Der
christologische Streit und das Dogma von Chalkedon (4-51)' in Handbu,h d" DQgmen
und 77uowgUgts{huhlL, esp. 242fT, and K. Beyschlag, Gnmdrij d" DogmtngeJ{huhlL
(Verlag, 1991), 63IT.

'l Ibid., vol. IV, 174.
3 Ibid., 175,
4 Ibid., I 77.
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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 Illonophysite
"in so far as he taught Ihat lilt" I..ogos ... fif'r lilt" Incr!rn<ttion 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".5 Harnack concludes that the EVlOOU; <pOOlKI1 implies that it is
impossible to reconcile the Christ of faith with thc Christ of the Gos
pels, as Cyril's picture of Christ "swallowed up what of the human
remained in him".6

The eminent scholar A. Grillmeier divides the chtistology of Cyril
into two categories, that before the Nestorian Controversy and that
which develops in and through the Nestorian Controversy.7 We have
already seen Grillmeier's inte'l)retation or Cyril's christology plioI' to

the controversy: pure Logos-sarx. Grillmeier does not find in the
early Cyril the physical union (uflio physical or the two natures, but the
unity or Christ with both God and humankind.s He concludes that
Cyril reaches the final rOml or his picture or Christ by retaining some
elements both rrom Athanasius and rrom Apollinarius.9 The devel
oped christology or Cyril is interpreted as occupying a position be
t\'veen Apollinarius and Nestorius. 10 This explains his two-fold ten
dency in chrislological idea and language. He considers Christ's hu
manity to be a <poou;, but also emphasises one <pOO\(; in Christ.
Grillmeier sees this as contradictory. He understands the source of
the contradiction to be Cyril's concern aner 428 only to express the
unity or Christ, while attcmpting 10 distinguish notionally the divinity
and humanity. Cyril's rundamental problem is language. It In ract,
Grillmeier states that Cyril roots lhe human nature of Christ in the
divine reality or the Word, leading him [Grillmeier] to conclude that
ultimately Cyril is speaking or a unity or person, even if he does not
recognise il. 12

In Durand's contribution to the Sources chritierlnes, he concludes that
Cyril seeks both to aninn the mystety or Christ and to rerrain rrom
relegating the Incarnation to a mere human conception. 13 In other

~ Ibid., [78.
6 Ibid., [79.
7 Grillmeier, Christ in Chris/ron Tradition (1975).
8 Ibid., 417.
9 Ibid.,415.

10 Ibid., 480.
Il Ibid., 482.
12 IbUJ., 483.
13 G. M. de Durand, lkux dialogue.J chrisloWgiqul, Souru chr(timnts v. 97 (paris, [964),

80f[
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words, Cyril confesses the realil)' of God becoming a human being,
yel does nOI believe one can explain lhis myslery using human lan~

guage; one only can poilll LOward lhe reality of il. He finds Cyril
wishing to address the chrisLOlogical problems f:1.cing the Church of
the fifth cenlury, but unable to break from the theological language of
the pasl.

A further, a1bcil brief, examination of Cyril's christology is found
in Pannenberg's Jesus God and Man. His analysis of Cyril's christology
is found in a chapter on "The Impasse of the Ooclrine of lhe Two
Natures". H Pannenberg's cOlllemion is lhat conceptions of lhe Incar
nation as the unification of two substances, in this case God and
humanity, are inadequale. What one mUSI wrest..le with is the ques
lion of Cod's union with the particular human tife 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 \\~th Apollinarius, that two complete things
cannot be joined logelhcr and form a single whole. ThercCore, he
concludes, "the effort to conceive the unification of originally inde
pendem natures into a single individual in whom both natures re
main distinct, leads to an impasse from which lhere is no escape".

Pannenberg classifies Cyril as a Logos-sarx theolobrian, following in
the line of At..Il':UIa~ius alld Apullimuiu:-.. He say:-. lhal Cy"iJ sU'1>assed
the christology of Athanasius by connecting the Logos and the sarx
direct..ly to one another. In addilion, Cyril acknowledged that Christ
possessed a rational human soul. Pannenberg is unable to affirm
CriUmeier's conclusion lhat Cyril actually overcomes the dangers of a
Logos-sarx christology, as even in a Ialer letter Cyril says Christ's
human nature was only a garment (sce Ep. 45, 2). The grealeSI weak
ness Pannenberg finds in Cyril's christology is its insistcncc that thc
human nature possessed no il1tOOto,ou; of its own. Thus, the Word
as~umed only a human naturc, and nOI an individual human being.
For Pannenberg, Cyril's denial that lhc humanity of Chrisl was a
dislinct i>1tOOt<XOlt; means that Christ could not be conceived of as a
real, individual human being. Human nature without individualiry is
a mere abslraction. Therefore, Christ as an individual was never a
human being, but was a superman, lhe Thcanthropos.

In his article, "Questions on chrisLOlogy of Cyril of AJexandria",
Oratsellas addresses the issue of the unilY of lhe IWO natures-divinity
and humanity-in Christ. 15 CYlil was looking ror a way both to ex-

I~ W. Pallncnbcl"g,]tslLl": God and Man (philadelphia, 1977),283-323.
15 C. DraudJas, 'Qucstions 011 chrislOlogy or Cyril or Alc;tl::mdria', Abba Salama 6

(1975),214-217.
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press the unity of the natures and, at the same time, presclVc their
distinctiveness. Cyril's inconsistent use of <puO"t<; and ult60"'taoll; cause
some difficulty, but DratseUas explains that they are both often used
to express truth or reality in being. 16 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 sClV'am, he is now Theanthropos, the incollJoreal Word of God
become enOcshed. Dratsellas recognises thal 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 onc individual. There is no juxtaposition of the Word and
anOlher human being. Instead, the human being Jesus Chl;st 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. DratseUas interprets Cyril's christology as
being based on two poles: (I) 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
fuUy God, then humanity could not be saved.

In question six, Dratsellas discusses thc idea of the 'enhyposlasis',
by which he understands Cyril to explain the fact that Christ's hu
manity was complete, yet not an individual existent- 17 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, 51. GyriL qf
Alexandria: The ChrisloiogicaL Controversy.18 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. 19 Consequently, the Incarnation is entirely a
gracious act of God for the redemption of humankind. He states that

16/bid.,214n.1.
17 The term 'enhypostasis' is never used by Cyril, but Dratscllas believes he holds

this idea.
18 In an introduction to his translations orthe correspondence between Severus or

Antioch and Sergius the MOllophysite (ChriswkJgy afltr Chaktdon), I.R. Torrance exam
ines what he tenns the Cyrillian-Severian picture or Christ. The author wishes to
express his indebtedness 10 Torrance for some or the language he uses in describing
this construct.

19 McGuckin, 'l"M Chrisw/ogUal Controotrsy, 184.
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"Cyril's originality lay in his demonstration that the concept of
Christ's union of two Slales did not necessarily connOle lhe destruc
tive absorption of its constituent parts, but at its best signified the
enhancement of individual clements within the union and precisely
because of their mutual involvement".'20 ~IcGuckin suggests thaI
Cyril took for gran led lhe fact that thc two united natures wcre intact
and distinct, but thaI thc important element of chrislology was not to
defend the obvious distinctness of the natures, but to attempt to cx
press their intimate unity.21 It is this idea of a hyposlatic union which
is central to Cyril's chrislology. McGuckin cxplains 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
lrue.'22 It is in Cyril's understanding and use of hypostasis thaI
McGuckin finds his picture of Cyril's christology.:?3 A hypostasis is
a 'rounded-ofT' physis; in other words, a cat cpoou; with a cat
U1tOOtClCHC; becomes a real cat. A cat CPOOl<; cannot be realised by a
human im6otClCJl<;, for example. However, in the Incarnation, it is
possible for the Word, whose divine CPOOI<; does not limit him, to
fashion within the Virgin a human form for himself. In this instance,
the human qroou; was not a human Un:OOtClOl<; on its own, but only is
the creative act of the Logos. Therefore, lhe 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 fulIesl possible sense, precisely because
it was hypostatised by the Logos himseIr'.24

One can see from this brief overview the wide divergence of opin
ion with regard to Cyril's piclure of Chrisl. The ('lct that no work has
sought 10 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.

w Ibid., 195-196.
21 Ibid., 207.
'n Ibid., 212.
'2' Ibid., 215.
N Ibid., 216.
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Analogies ;11 which Cyn" Illustrated the Union of the Word and Humaniry

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. 'Wc will recall that he uses these images not to analyse or to
describe the Incarnation, but to clarify some particular component of
il. which he has already described in his various descriptive fonnuJae.
In examining these analogies, we will be looking for that
chrislological component, and for the mileage Cyril believes he gelS
from each image. OUf 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 ravourite-the union or
body and soul in a human being. Many scholars in many places have
discussed this image. Wiles recognises that "analogies drawn rrom
what it is to be a man run the risk, when applied to the person or
Christ, orbeing treated no longer as analogies, but as descriptions".2~
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. 26 Part or its userulness, 'Viles believes, is that its
obvious paradoxical character is made somewhat intelligible by the
ract that being a human being is directly, and thus intimately experi
enced.:?7 Young, in her article, "A Reconsideration of Alexandrian
Christology",28 recognises that if Apollinarianism is regarded as an
extreme form or Alexandrian christology, then this must be seen as a
dangerous analogy.29 It is dangerous, because it can be interpreted as
implying that the Logos replaced the human soul or Christ. She then
gives three reasons why criticism of Cyril's usc or 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.30 Second, in addition to the Alexandrians, the Anlio-

Z~ ~·I. Wiles, 'llle nature orthc early dcbatc about Christ's human soul',JEll16
(1965),264.

Z6 Ibid.. 265.
ZJ IbUJ., 266.
28 Young, 'A Reconsider-nioll'.
29 Ibid., 105.
" C[ QUSC (PC 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 intimatc, yet did not admit of any separation. She says that the
image does not seek to describe the relationship, only to illustrate il.
Norris states that "if lhe soul.body analogy is referred to not lO estab
lish the manner of the 'composition' of the God-man, but rather to
illlimate lhat as the soul is the single principle of life in the human
animal so the Logos is the olle 'subjcct' in Christ, then this metaphor
can subserve the aim of Cyril's exposition".31 ''''ollson inte'l)rels Cyril
to use the body-soul analogy in order to describc the Incarnation as a
union of "predominance", in which the Word is a person, and the
humanity is only a nature.32 McGuckin bclieves that Cyril scnses the
body-soul analogy "to be a spiritually dynamic type of a profoundly
spiritual mystery, and onc that has its end result in the gift oflife".33
In McGuckin's inte'l)reLation, the image illustrated for Cyril how two
realities can be joined together without destroying the intcgrity of
either. 3'1 These two elemellls are united, and by the interpenetration,
he says, they produce a single reality. However, the elements con
tinue in a discretc exislcnce. 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 cflect a "new condition
and new pOSSibilities". In addition, the integrity of the cons(ituent
elements in not compromised by the union. This means lhal divinity
and humanity, though different naLUres, could come together in un·
ion to produce a new condition: God·enneshed.in-history.35 Neither
the humanity nor the divinity is damaged or diminished by this un
ion. This 'new condition' does not mean that Christ is a lerlium quid,
neither fully God nor fully human, but that he is God who became a
human being, and thus enhanced human naLUre by means of the
union. 36

If we now LUrn to instances of Cyril's usc of the body-soul analogy,
we can begin to discern why he used it, and what he intends to

iUustrate with it. Scripture says that the ''''ord of God became nesh
(yqEv'icr9cu craps), which means he was united (EvwGflval) to flesh
which possessed a rational human soulY The ''''ord of God is the

3J Norris, 'ChristologicaJ Models'.
32 Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church Fa/hm, 408-409.
33 McGuckin, Tht Chrislo/Qlical CO(/lrlJvtr.ry, 198.
34 Ibid., 199.
3S Ibid., 200.
:16 Ibid., 20 I.
37 J:.:p. I (ACO 1.I.J: 13.32. 33; PG 77: I 7C).
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Lord Jesus Christ, as confessed by Nicaea. One might recaU, he says,
that the name Christ has been applied to many in Scripture. How,
then, is Emmanuel different from them? Although m~ny h~ve been
anointed, and thus caUed Christ, the Word become flesh is the only
Christ who is truly God (eel><; 6.A~).38 Though the Word is begot
lcn from the ousia of the Father and has eternally existed along \'lith
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.39 His birth is similar to OUf 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.-I{) 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 difierent ousiai. 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 (h6'tT]'tu
qmO"ll('nV), the soul and the body remain intact and share their proper~

ties with one another:~l Cyril uses this analogy to illustrate the birth
of Christ, and why Mary is 6EO't61('0l';. It is not nonsense to confess
thal the Word of God the Father was born from the Virgin according
to the Ilesh. Just as with other human beings, only the flesh is pro~

vided by the woman, so too with Christ. Mary, the mother ofJesus,
provided only the flesh, and God endowed it with a rational human
soul. To this body the 'Yord was ineffably united, and subsequently
born from the Virgin. Therefore, Christ is God and Mary is Mother
of God. Cyril recognises that the ''''ord is different from (hEpoc;) both
the flesh and the rational human soul.4'2 Perhaps, Cyril intends by tllis
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 Desh,
but gives birth to the entire individual, so too docs Mary provide only

38 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:14.3); p(; 77:20n)
39 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.I:15. 11 . 12; PC 77:2IA).
40 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:15.1:J.1~; PC 77:218).
41 IbUJ. (ACO 1.1.1:15.32.33; PC 77:2ID).
42 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1: 15.17.18; PC 77:21 B).
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the nesh, but gives binh to the Word united to the nesh, making her
B£o't6Koc;.

Cyril's third anathema condemns those who divide the hypostases
(unoo'tCtO£l<;) of the one Christ after the union rather than confessing
a true union (EvOXH<; lpUOtKt'l).43 In defending this anathema, Cyril says
that the Word of God was united ineffably to a body which possessed
a rational human soul.44 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 ousiai, but together they are one living
entity. So too Emmanuel is one individual, though a composite of the
Word and the Oesh. He is God, but he is God become Oesh
(ocr.pKr09EV'tcr.) and become a human being (evCtv9pwnt'loavtCt).45 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 (e£olp6po<;) rather than truly God (e£~ a>"119&<;).46
Christ is nothing more than the Word connected to (OUV11J.lJ.lEVOV) an
ordinary human being through equal title and authority. This is
something diffcrelll than the faith of the Fathers, who confessed that
the \-Vord 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
di\~ne and fully human. NeslOrius, though, divides the natures
(lpUO£l<;) and keeps them separate from one another, not believing
that they really (aA119&<;) came togcther:17 It is obvious, Cyril main
tains, that the Word of God has become a human being, not by
juxtaposition (ouVUlp£la), which is an external relationship (OX£tlKt'l),
but by means of a true union (evwOl<; CtA119t'l), which is inclT'able and
beyond understanding. 48 Because of this lrue union, there is one na
ture (J.ticr. lpUOt<;) of lhe Incarnate ''''ord. 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.49
This analogy is not to imply, Cyril says, that the Word replaced the
rational human soul of Chrisl, for the body of Christ did indeed

43 Analhemas (ACO 1.1.1 :40.28-:10; PG 77: 120C).
H Explicatio (ACO 1.1.5: 18.26-27; PC 76:300C).
45 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.5: 19. 7•9; PC 76:3000).
46 AdlltTJUJ .Nestorillm (ACO 1.1.6:32.24•2\ PC 76:60A).
47 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:32.38..39; PC 76:60C).
48 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:33.3-\ PC 76:600).
49 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:33.8-9; PC 76:6IA).
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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(£~) hoth of these things, as the divinity
and the humanity have come together in a true union (evoxw;
a).TlaiV.50 Cyril says that Christ is not ajuxtaposition of the Word and
an ordinary human being, but he is a union of the Word and his own
[the ",",ord'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 sOllship, there is a separation of the divinity and the humanity.
Though Christ is indivisible, he is two-fold with regard to his na
ture.51 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
(a).Tla&l; JivWcra<Xl) to flesh with a rationaJ human soul.52 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, aJthough a human being is a body and a soul.53 This
is how we can conceive of Christ; he is one individual, the \Vord of
the Father with his aap;. The union does nOl abolish the difference
between the natures, but does not keep them separate. Just as a
human being is one individual, so 100 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 (auvulpaei;) God. 54 Cyril first acknowledges that the "Vord was
not born from flesh, for flesh is born of flesh. However, the flesh
which was born of Mal)' 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.55 The body is not by itself the individuaJ, 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 (hOXH; lp1JO'lKl1) of body and

.w Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:33. 13•14; PC 76:6IA).
~I Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:42. 1-6; pc; 76:84R) {=I.oofs 280.J7_281.~.

52 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:42. 1$-18; PC 76:84C).
53 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:42.21-30; PC 76:85A).
5i Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:51.$-8; PC 76:I05C) (=Loors 262.7.12].
55 Ibid. (ACO I. 1.6:5 L li_15; PC 76: 105D).
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soul:!)6 In other words, a human individual is nO( a soul which has a
body, nor a body which has a soul. Rather. he is a soul and body.
There is no human being without both componenlS. So too. there is
no Emmanuel without the "\lord and his complete human body.

One additional instance ofCyriJ's use of tile body-soul image in his
treatise Adversus Nestonum is found in response to another statemelll by
Nestorius that the natures (qrooEU;) in Christ remain separateY Cyril
says that Scripture teaches one Lord Jesus Christ, not separating the
seed of Abraham from the '",lord 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 (£voxw; CtA1l9rv.58 But if the hypostases
(imoo-mow;) are severed ancl kept apart, Cyril says, then Christ is not
one individual, but two. There can only be one individual if one is the
own (tSlOV) of the other.59 An illustration of this is that the body of a
human being is conceived of as the own (iSlOV) 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 (£vCOO"u; CtA1l9f1).60 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 nesh
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 Cod is united ineJTably to Ocsh 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.61 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 ineJTable union (£VtOOU;), making
the Oesh that of the Word. It does not damage the union to say that
Christ is oUl of twO natures (h: SOO qruoEoov), but in the union, the
natures are not sepuated from one another. In other words, there is
one Incarnate nature of the "\lord (JJ.ia l4lUoU; 'tOU SEQU A610U

56 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:51.21-72; PC 76:108A).
57 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:72.304.'7; PC 76:16OC) (=Loofs 354. 12. 18).

~ Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:73.2-4; PC 76:16OD).
Y.l Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:73.6

1
. PC 76:1600).

60 Ihut. (ACO 1.1.6:73. 1 oU; PC 76:16IA).
61 tp. 45 (ACO 1.1.7:153.7.1°; PC 77:2321l).
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O'EoapIC0lI-u:vTl).62 Therefore, conceptually one may consider that there
are two natures that arc united, bUl there is only one Christ, who is
the vVord of God become a human being. An illustration
(rrapa6ElY}J.a) arthis is the way in which human beings arc made up.63
A human being is composed of two diffcrcill 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 onc Incamate
nature of the Word ij.tla l4lUOU; 'tou I\&yOlJ oECapICOOI!£vTt), then a mix·
ture of the natures had occurred, which meant the diminishing of the
human nature of Chl;st.64 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 Chrisl. 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 (evro6d.<;). Because of
this union, Christ is one individual.6~The word 'one' does not only
refer to those things which arc single clements, but also to those
things which are compounded and exist in a synthesis (auv{lEolC;). An
example of such a case is a human being, who is a compound of body
and soul. Body and soul arc not homoousios with one another, but
when existing in a union with one another, they constitute the single
nature ofa human being.56 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 Chrisl. 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.57 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

62 Ibid. (ACO I.I.7J53.~ PC 77:232D).
63 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.7:154. ; PC 77:233A).
l>l r4J. 46 (ACO 1.1.7:159.9-10; PC 77:24IA).
~ Ibid. (ACO 1.1.7:160.1.2; PC 77:2418).
66 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.7:160.~; PC 77:241C).
67 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.7:162.411'; PC 77:245A-C).
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is affinned only conceptually; they are not separated or severed from
one another. Rather, they both belong to one indi\~duaJ. The two
natures are no longer to be conceived of as two, but they tog-ether
form the complcte 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.68 Ncstorius,
however, sevefi the Word from the humanity, making Christ two
individuals, rather than one: the \Vord of God become a human
being. \Vhen lestorius says that the natures exist together insepara.
bly, he means thai 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 ij.l.ia lpoou;).

In his Schoiia de 11lcamatiorle, Cyril selS out to explain his christology
by addressing \"arious clements of it. In one para!,>Taph he describes
what he believes the union of the Word with our humanity to be.69

He first says that it is not a technical union, such as 1tapa8eC"1l;, Jli.Sl~,

or "paC"l~. Rather, it is ineffable and known only to God. However,
the union of body and soul to constitutc a human being illustrates the
lInion of God and humanity in Christ. A human being's body is of a
different nature from his soul, but still 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 \Vord and human flesh with a soul.

The final instance of Cyril's usc of the body-soul analogy 10 illus
trate that Christ is one individual is found in the chrislological trea
tise, Qgod Unus sit Chris/us. He states that one must not divide the one
Emmanuel into an ordinary human being and God the Word.7° 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 (iiv9po>1toc;). However, the
Word is not homoousios with his body, because divinity and humanity
are different natures. 7I A union is not of one thing with ilSelf, but of
two or more things. In Christ, the two things were divinity and hu·
manity. They arc not scvered from onc another, bUI exist together in

6lI Ibid. (ACO 1.1.7:162.9-11; PC 77:245C).
69 Scholw (PG 75: 1376C).
70 QUSC(PC 75:12898).
11 Ibid. (PC 75:1289C).
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an indissoluble union. Moreover, they have not become mixed to
gether to produce one nature, but the Oesh remains flesh and the
Word remains God. 72 Although the Word himself has united to him
self flesh with a rational human soul, and made it his own, he is still
onc individual, even when Incarnate. Divinity and humanity have
come lOgether in an ineffable union, resulting in Christ. Out of these
two things there is one Christ because of the union. 73 An example of
an inefi'able union in which one individual is a compound of two
things is a human being. An iivePW1UX; is not a simple being, but is
constituted from body and soul, two things which are different ac
cording LO their own nature. TO one severs the body from the soul,
but recognises that a human being is both of them, and removing one
from the system destroys the right understanding of a human being. 74

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 imo' this image more than is imcnded to be there.
Cyril consistent declaration that Christ possessed a human soul must
be taken seriously. 'Ve cannot imerpret the body-soul image as imply
ing that the Word replaced the human soul of Christ, as Apollinarius
had previously maimained. 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
absenl. In each instance, we have seen that Cyril stated his
christological description and thcn 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. Likewisc, Christ is 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 l}1io. qlOOlC;) from God the
Word and humanity taken from Mary.

72 Ibid. (PC 75: 12890).
13 Ibid. (PC 75:1292A).
H Ibid. (PC 75:1292B).
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A sccond analogy is that of the burning coal on Isaiah 6:6_7.75

Young, \.yiles, and \·\'olf..,on all interpret this analogy in the same way
as they interpret the body-soul image. McGuckin Slates that Cyril
uses this image to illustrate that Christ was indeed human, but was
sulTused with the divinity of the Word. 76 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 docs not develop the analogy.

Introducing his usc of this image, Cyril says that he will illustrate
the manner ('tp61to~) of the union using types ('tU1COt) from Scripture.
As we saw previously, this passage alTords Cyril with a cllIistological
image because of a correlative statement between this passage and
onc found elsewhere about Christ. In this instance, it is that Christ
cleanses from sin those whom he lOuches, just as the coal in Isaiah's
vision purged the prophet from sin. One sees in thc burning coal, as
in an image (Eh:ffiv), that the Word of God the Father is united to
humanity.77 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 v\lord and human flesh because even in the union thc
"\lord and the humanity remain what they arc by nature, and have
not been diminished. In addition, the flesh is made the property of
the "Vord and he works through it.

This image is found also in the context of an argument we saw
previollsly.78 Cyril says that Scripture confirms (E}l1tEOOi:) the confes
sion that Christ is one indi\~dual oul of (£~) both the divinity and the
humanity, which exist in true union with one another. 79 It docs this
using many illustrations (1tapaoEt}la'ta) to enable us more clearly to
see the mysterium Christi. In this instance, Cyril makes an additionaJ
statement that links this passage to CllIiseJesus Christ is the spiritual
coal ~laced upon the altar, orTering the scent of incense to the Fa
ther. Cyril says that Christ is compared (1CctpElKa~E'tct\) to the coal
because they are both from two unlike things which truly (Kct'tU

75 Scholia (PG 75:1377D).
76 McGuckin, The Christofogical Qmlrouer~, 197.
77 Scholia (PC 75: 1380A).
78 Sec pp. 44-46.
79 Aduersus ./Veslor."um (ACO 1.1.6:33. 1'1.15; PG 76:61 A).
110 Ihid. (ACO 1.1.6:33.22-25; PG 76:61 B).
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CxAf]eeuxV) have been joined together (auvSEta9m) In a umon
(EvW<H~).81 He says that the fire elllers the word and transforms
(~E'taa'tOlXl£t) it into iLS own glory (S6l;a) and power (Suva~lC;), 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 iUustrate is
concerned with the oneness of the burning coal. In Olher words, it is
not the physical effecLS of fire on wood which are at the hean 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.82
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 1:\-'10 notionally discernible things can be
joined together "to make a singular subject referral evidently neces
sal)'''.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.84

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.85 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 nower nor the perfume it emits, but is a union
of them both. This illustrates how one ought to conceive of

81 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:33.32-33; PC 76:61C).
82 Ibid. (ACO l.l.6:33. 35lf; PC 76:61DfT); ciling Mallhew 13:45-46 and Song or

Songs 2: I, respeclively.
83 McGuckin, The Chrislowgi!al ColltrOlJtrSy, 196.
84 Ibid., 198.
85 Adu(t"sus Ntslorium (ACO 1.1.6:33.41 _34. 1; PC 76:6\ D-6'~A).
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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.86

Therefore, just as a pearl is one itcm, 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 f1csh.

The image of the flower and the perfume is aJso found in Cyril's
SdlOlia de lncamatione.87 He says that the perfume of the flower is
incorporeal (aoooj..uJ:to<;), and uses the shaft of the flower as its body.
The nower, 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 (o"&~(l) 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 hc is dcscribing thc Incarnation as a static
event, simply a gluing togethe,· of two pieces of the christological
puzzle. In this case, Cyril would be t1ying 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 morc clear. In our examination of the
first instancc of the body-soul analogy, we saw that Cyril was t1ying to
illustrate how the birth of Christ was similar to the birth of other
human beings. He says that the mother, though conllibuting only the
nesh to the event, still gave birth to the entire human being; that is,
body and soul unitcd in a natural union. In the samc way, the Virgin
gave birth to the Word united to his own nesh 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 anaJogy.
Chrisl 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
individuaJ because of the union of a human body and a human soul.

86 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:34. 1.:;; PC 77:64A).
87 &holia (PC 75: 1380B).
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It is asking too much of the analogy to make it a description of the
Incarnation. In other words, CyriJ 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 LOgether 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 onc 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
nvo things~\.yord-humanity, fire-coal. His christological point is not
the manner in which the two are joined, but the fact lhal Christ is
one individual, but that he is a union of both divinity and humanity.
Similarly, with the images of the pearl and the lily, Cyril wishes lO
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 now of
his argument. It will be remembered that we argued previously that
Cyril's analogies arc used to illustrate and clarify rus chrislOlogical
predication. In other words, CYlil 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 EVOXH<; he does not mean that the
Incarnation is a technical process by which to thjngs 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
NeslOrius' O"uveXlpElQ because it separated the Word from the body of
Christ, thus resulting in two Christs. In contrast to Nestolius, Cyril
then says that Jesus Christ is one individual, both God and human.as

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 (aXHtKij aUValpEux) of the Logos and a human

8Il Obviously a confession of lkus Utrl, homo IJtrl.
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being. On the other hand, Cyril maintains that it happened by means
of an inexpressible true union (EvW(Jl(; CtATI~hi). Because of this union,
Christ is olle individU::ll "lia. <pOO1<;); Ihat is, thl' Word of God Incar·
nate. \'\forking backwards, we can see that Cyril's imagcs 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, rathcr than two individuals,
one divine and onc human.

This alone, however, docs not give us the full story. We havc 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 Oesh, 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
principlcs which are at stake. First, Cyril must maintain that Christ is
one divine and human individual, who is complete God and a com
plcte human being. This he does by mcans of his incffable EVCOOU;. He
illustrates this with numerous images. Second, as a result of this
£Vo.>O"l<;, the \Vord possesses ownership or the body and soul. In the
analogies we have seen thus far, Cyril illustratcd this point by arguing
that the soul possesses ownership of the body because it uses the body
for its own purposes, as docs the incorporeal perfume of the lily.
Again, one should not read into these anaJogies more than is present.
It should not be inferred that the body of Christ lacked a human soul,
the incOllJoreal 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 iJlus·
traled in the previously examined analogies, is central to Cyril's pic~

ture of Christ can be seen in his chrislological descriplion. Cyril con·
fesses that Scripture does nOt teach that the Word united the
rrp6o"w1tov of a human being lO himself, but that he became Oesh
(yE'YOVE aa~).89 He describes what becoming Oesh means: that God
the Word participated (j.1EtEaXEv) in flcsh and blood like ours, made
the body like ours his own ({SlOV), and proceeded from the Virgin as
a human being (avepo,mo<;). 90 Even in the flesh he remained fully God.
Therefore, the Virgin is 0eot6K:o<;, not because the Godhead origi-

fl'} Ep. 4 (ACO 1.1.1 :28. 12• 14; PG 77:48C).
90 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:28.1~.16; PC 77:'~8D).
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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
(K(l'tCt ao:pKCl) because he was hYPoslatically united (tvwOElr; KUO'

\:moo'taaw) to the human body and 50ul.91 Cyril states that the 'Word
has become one with his own flesh (y£"(ov£v £\1 np6l; 'nl\! eClu10u
oapKu)1 and has made it truly his own (aA.1l9<O<; iolav).92 In another
place, he writes that the body has become his own (tOLO\! au'tou "(t10VE

'to o&~a).93

Cyril reasons thal Scripture describes the Incarnation as the Word
becoming aap'; in order to show the intensity of the true union (UA:1l9it
hcoou;), being recognised as hypostatic (lw.9' imoo'tClolv).94 This
means that the Word of God, homoous1os and co-eternaJ with the Fa
ther, descended in a knlOsis and look 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.95 To say
thai the "Vord was hypostaticaUy (lCae' intOOtaalV) 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.96 Consequently, the body of Christ
is the body of the Word, and docs not belong to someone else. As we
have seen before, a human being does not hlWt a body, as though it
were separatc from him, but a human being is a union of body and
soul. It is in this way that an human individual "owns" his body. In
this samc way, the ,.yord Incarnate-Christ-does not htwt a body in
the sense of possessing something which is foreign to him, but he is
thc union of thc Logos and his own flesh. Therefore, he possesses
direct ownership of the human body and soul, because they are his
and none olher'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.97 Rather, the Word has made the body from
the Virgin his own body, and has been born according 10 the flesh. It

91 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:28.20-22; PC 77:480); Adun-JUS J{tswrium (ACO 1.1.6:71.2l•24;

PC 76:157A).
9'l Ep. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:37.30,38.2'3; PC 77:1130, 116A).
93 Rp. 4fi (ACO I.l.fi: I.'lR6; Pc. 77:24flO).
94 Advtr-.rus .Nesllnium (ACO 1.1.6: 15.8-9; PC 76: 16BC).
9~ Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6: 15.N..28; PC 76: 17A).
96 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:16.41 11"; PC 76:20D).
97 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6: 18. 1"'; PC 76:24AB).
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is his own birth, because the body which was born is his own body.98
Thus, Christ is truly God (eEOc; aA'196x;), and should not be divided
inLO God and a separate human being; instead the Word of Cod the
Father and the human being born from the Virgin arc the same
individual-the Logos become iiv9p<t.l1toC;.99

Cyril addresses the issue of ownership in an interesting passage in
which he accuses Nestorius with claiming Christ the Word of God
become nesh-is the owner of divinity (KttltWP 6E6t'1t<><;).100 This
serves only to sever the one Christ imo 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 exampIc, 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 becomc the
possession (K'tft(HC;) of a human being, whereby that person became
God by nature. IOI Christ is not a human being who has become
owner of a divine naturc, 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 possesscs it, it docs not possess him. 1M Cyril thcn describes
clearly what he believes about the manner ('tp01t<><;) of the Incarna
tion. It is not that a human being became possessor of the divine
nature, as he interprets Nestorius' phrase "owner of the divinity" LO
mean. Rather, the \Vord who is God became owner of the seed of
Abraham and became an iiv9p<t.l1t<><;, taking on the fonn of a slave. 103

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 IbuJ. (ACO 1.1.6:18.....)· 1>16; PG 76:24Bq.
99 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:18.18-21; PC 76:240).

100 IbuJ. (ACU l.J.b:57.&-lo; t'G 7b:llllij (=Lools lJJ.+-1).
101 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:57.2); PC 76:12Iq.
102 IbId. (ACO 1.1.658.2.'; PC 76:124B).
103 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:58.u~11; 1>(; 76:124Q.
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other words, the Word has added to his own divine nalUre a new
human nature taken from the Virgin, and not his divine nature being
given to some ordinal)' human being. As a consequence of this addi
tion, the 'Nord 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 lake into account the result of this union of possession
which Cyril presents to us. As we witl presently see, the actiolls and
experiences of Christ are the key to reconstructing Cyril's picture of
Christ. It is what the Incarnate "Vord does, and why, that give us the
clearer picture of who Cyril believes he is.

What Cyril is cOlltending with, is the seemingly paradoxical be
haviour ofJesus Christ. He walks on waler, bUl 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 stat.ic concep
tion of the union docs not do. This forces us to look more closely at
his description of the union, and in particular at his explanation of
the ability ofJesus 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 perfolms 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.
Vve ,viII now explore these images, and the picture they paint for us.

Ana/ngies Concerning the Divine Actions cifJesus 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
aU the attlibutes and weaknesses thereof, Cyril also insists that his
humanity is divine. He quotes I Corinthians 15:49, "As we bear the
image of the earlhly, we shall bear the image too of the heavenly".I04
He intcIPrets this as refen;ng to Christ. Christ is caUed a heavenly

1M QUSC (pC 75: I269C).
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man, Cyril says, not because he brought down his flesh from heaven,
but because the Word has become as we are; that is, iiv9fX01tOl;. Be
raust' tht' body of Christ belongs to the Word become a human
being, it is pro~r to call it divine, just as one would call the body of
a man human. O~ He also says, "We will not imagine, like some of the
more primitive heretics, that the 'Vord 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" .106

Despite all of Cyril's assurances that Christ was indeed a complete
human being ('to..elOl; iiv9pro1tOl;), he finds himself speaking of Christ
in a paradoxical manner, which is intc'1)rcted by his Eastern 01'1'0
nenls 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 iivefXOJ[~ 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 Chrisl. There are other expe
ricnces 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 winc. He fed thousands with a few loaves and
lishes. These are not the actions of an ordinary man. Cyril states that
Christ spoke both divinely (8£o1tp£1tWt;) and humanly (tivepronlvro<;),
and performed both divine and human actions. I07

Cyril addresses the miracle-working power of Christ in his ultn 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. 108 The Lord Jesus Christ possessed
Godly power (lOX:i>l;), authority (K1.>p£lu), strength (t!;OUOlU), and do
minion (Kt>pt6't1lt;), and was lherefore able lo work miracles. 109 Even
though Christ is said to be an iiv6poo1tOl; and therefore aap~, Cyril
aAirms that he did indeed perform miracles. I 10 He writcs that tllerc
are some who deny that lhe aap~ of Christ contributed to the work
ing of miracles. He rejecls this, claiming instead lhat the same human

I~ Ep. 45 (ACO 1.1.6: 156.~.fi; PC 77:236U).
106 Ep. 40 (ACO 1.1.4:26.3.fi; PC 77:1920). Wickham's translation.
107 AllSWtI"s!Q Tihttius {W 154. I6-Wj.
108 Ep. I (ACO 1.1.1: 19. 11).1]; PC 77:290).
109 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1:19.20-21; PC 77:32A). These tcnns are being used to imply

roughly the same thing; that is, Christ IXlsscssed in him allthc inherent amhority and
power or God.

110 Expluatio (ACO 1.1.5:23.22.2\ 22.1~16; PC 76:309A, 3050).



206 CHAPTER EICHT

being who hun~ercd, grew weary, and was crucified, also performed
many miracles. J I He says that the a&IlCl of Christ was completely full
of ability which is proper to God (e}!1tAcrov 'til; eC01tpC1tOUr;

£v£PYEia~).112 In summmy, Cyril claims that the same Christ was
hungry, tired, anxious, experienced pain and death, while also per
fonning divine miracles, calming seas, and raising the dead. 113

A further display of divine power, much morc 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 aeqx; of Christ is life giving (~(OO1to16v).114 He also says that
the ai4ta of Christ is ~(OOn:Ot6\1.115 The body and blood which are
offered in thc Eucharist are also said to be life giving,116 The flesh of
Christ, which is nonnally subject to decay, is actually life giving. I 17
Christ is a complete and perfect human bcing who posscsscs the life
giving powcr of God. He experiences both those things properly at
tributed LO God and those things properly auributed to human be
ings. IIB We can here concludc, 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? (n:6)(; il avGp(imou oa.~ ~(OO1tOl~

£o'tCtl KClta. qrixHv t~V EClU'tftc;;),,1l9 After all, the ability to give life
belongs to the arena of divinc, rather than human, works. l20 'liVe can
find a number of analogies in which Cyril illustrates his understand
ing of how this complete and real human being can perfonn miracles
and give life through his body and blood. 'liVe shouJd cxamine 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 \-Vord. 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

III An.rot'tl"s 10 ohm'us (W 154-.1'1").
11'2 QUSC(PG 75:12698).
113 £p. 45 (ACO 1.1.6: 155.W-'2'2· PC 77:236A).
114 Anallumas(ACO 1.1.I:41.'28tf; PC 77:121CO). See also QUSC(PG 75:1360A).
m QUSC (PC 75: 12698); Ex/Jli(atio (ACO 1.1.5:25.'2\6; PC 76:312A).
116 £p. 17 (ACO 1.1.l37.'2tI-2!l; PC 77: I I 3D); AdvtrSus NtJwrium (ACO 1.1.6:84.'2311",

91.1.~; PC 76: I89Dff, 2050); Expluat;o (ACO 1.1.5:25.'2-6: PC 76:312A).
117 QUSC(PG 75:13600).
118 Ihid.
119 £p. 17 (ACO 1.1.1:38.'2; PC 77:1 16A).
1'20 QUSC (PC 75: 1353A).
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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 is said to transe1emelll it into its own might and work
ing.I:.!1 We see much the same thing if we return to the analogy of the
burning coal discussed carlier. Here Cyril says that the firc enlers 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 illlo 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 EucharisL I22 Nestorius is recorded as
having insisted thatJesus' statement that the one who cats his Desus']
flesh shall live is referring to the humanity of Christ and not to the
Word. 123 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. l24 It is the flesh which was
united (Evro9Etoo.v) 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 lirc changes water illustrates how thc
Word made his own flcsh life giving. 125 Cyril says thal lirc infuscs its
own natural power inlo substances with which it comes into conlact.
For example, when lire 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 (,,0."(0. lpoow), makes the flesh which is
united to him life giving. 126 If yOll separate the Word from the body,
then it is no longer life giving, as ils ability to give life is a rcsult of it
being the body of the Logos. If the body belongs to another human
being besides the Word become iiv6pro1[~, 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 lO expound John 1:14: the Word
became o6:~. He says that in Christ a real and true union took place
(in Chrisw unitalem summam veramque jactum).127 The Word dwells in

171 Fragmrots against Theodore (Pusey, 352).
122 AdlJtTSUS Ntslonum (ACO 1.1.6:84.Hlf; PC 76: 189DfJ).
123 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:83.41 _84. 1•6 • 18-77; PC 76:189A, C) (=Luufs 228.4• 16, 355. 13•1I1).
IN Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:84.23-7.'>; PC 76:189D).
17.'> Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:84.:l7lf; PC 76: 192A).
176 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:84.31 .)2; PC 76:192A).
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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 (aX£'tlKi}). much as rire infuses its
inht"rr.nt hf"'lt inln nliwr Ihings. 128 On the other hand, with Christ,
the indwelling is through a true union (per un-am unil1l1nn).

In another place, Cyril says that if the ncsh has not been made Lhe
own flesh of the Word, then it is not able to give life. l29 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 arc those of some person connected to lhe Word,
as no one besides God can provide salvation. 130 Flesh is unable to
give life on its own, as it is itself corruptiblcj it can only be made life
giving if it belongs to the Word of God, who gives life to aU 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. .31 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 anirmed 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 perfonn miracles and
cast out demons came from a Spirit which was alien to Christ, CyriJ
says that when the Word became a human being, he remained God,
possessing all the Father had, except the title Father.'32 Therefore,
the ,"Vord Incarnate has as his own (ahov) 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 OUV6.<PUD. Witll God the Word. 133 This would imply two differ-

1'21 &hQ/iLr (PC 75: I398AB). Extant only in Lalin.
128 Ibid. 111~ Grttk is retained in the L,uin translation.
1'29 QUSC (PC 75: I360A).
1:10 Ibid. (PC 75: I360B).
1'1 Ibid. (PC 75:136IA).
132 F.xplUaJiq (ACO 1.1.5:23.2(1.27; PC 76:308D-309A). cr. AnalhDnas (ACO

1.1.1:41. 7-20; PC 77:1218).
133 CfAnalhDnas(ACO 1.1.1:41. 11-12; PC 77:12IA).
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em Christs, one who empowers and one who is empowered. 134 In
actuality, however, there is only one Christ, who is none other than
God the Word Incarnatc. Because the Logos naturally possesses his
own Holy Spil;t, when he becomes a human being, hc 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 thc
Word is Christ, and are anathematised. There are some, Cyril asscrts,
who claim thai Christ's Oesh did not contribute anything to the work
ing of miracles. 135 These say that God the Word raised Lazarus from
the dead, and the human being Jesus was the onc who grew weary
and hungry, and was crucified. They miss the truth, however. Thcre
are not two Christs or Sons of God, but only one, the Word become
a human being. All thc sayings and actions of Christ belong to this
one individual: the \"'ord of God Incarnate. 136 The miracles per
formed by thc human being Jesus Christ do not belong to the Logos
qua Logos alone, bill to the Logos in the economy, as he is the Word
become iivepro1tO<;. The Oesh of Christ is the Oesh of the Word, and is
therefore participant in all his actions and experiences. 137 Cyril illus
trates this with the image of a carpenter or a smith. 138 The acts of a
carpenter arc performed by the soul using the body as its instrument.
However, no one says that the work of the carpemer is that only of
the soul, although it is the soul which cmpowcrs 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 thcm.
This iUuslrates how Christ performs divine signs. Before becoming a
human being, the Word performed his divine actions by means of
himself (lCae' Eau'tou). Once Incarnate, however, the Word works his
miracles through his own flesh (oui 'tfi~ EaUto\) (JapK6~). Cyril then
reminds the reader that the Incarnate Logos healed one blind man by
reaching out and touching him, and another by placing clay fonned
from dust and saliva on his eyes. Consequently, one understands that
the Word of" God worked miracles through the Oesh. As with the
other analogies we have seen, one must lake care not to infer from
this one that the Word replaced the human soul in Christ. Instcad,
one sees in it that just as the soul is that which moves the body to

13~ Explicalio (ACO 1.1.5:22.~·2o; PC 76:305CD).
m Answmto Tzbl:riu.r(W 154. HI).
136 lbid. (W 154. 18-Wj.
137 lbiJ. (W 162.3-17).
138 lbid. (\¥ 152.17").
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action, and therefore uses the body as its instrument, so too did the
Word usc his own human body to perfonn 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 "Vord orGad united
to the humanity (tvroeev'tcx ~tv tTl avepO)J[6'tll'tl).139 Both the Logos
and the humanity united to him remain intact, neither one being
diminished or changed. However, Cyril says that the Word
transelements ij.t£'tau'tolX£lOOacxvn) what he had united {Q himself, or
taken up, into his own glory (~a), power (l)i>v~l(;), and miglll
(t:vEP'Y£lCX). The image of the fire and wood is applicable, Cyril main
tains, because the lire infuses the wood, but does nOt change the
wood into something else. Rather, it transelements (p.EtaOtotXlEt) the
wood into its own glory (S~a) and power (SU\IO./.uc;). The Logos, Cyril
says, similarly infuses the humanity with the might (£vEpYEla) of his
own nature. 140 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 \Nord 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 \.yord to perfonn deeds reserved only for God (to. eEonpEnil).
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 transfonned 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 transclementing of the humanity assumed by the Word
was not for the sake of Christ alone, but also for aU humankind.
There was a soteriological reason for the transclementing, which
makes the seemingly incoherent act of union sensible. Cyril says that
the Word voluntarily condescended to the measures of humanity,
transferring (j.lEta9Eic;) what is ours to himself, so that we might abide
in him. 141 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.142
Consequently, the Word has endowed it with his properties

139 Stf.olia (PC 75: I380A); AdvtrSus NeJlorium (ACO 1.1.6:33.17lf; PC 76:618
1+0 Ibid. (PC 75:13808).
141 Q.USC (PC 75: I268C).
142 Ibid. (PC 75:12698).
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(iolOt11ta), 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 life and life 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 (I.lEtaatOlXUoollE9a) and thereby made superior to sin
and corruption. 143 As a consequence, we are no longer referred to as
children of the Oesh (Ja~), but have been transelemented into some
thing superior to our nature as human beings, and are thereby called
chiJdren of Cod by grace. The onc who is Son of Cod by nature
(Kata qI'UOlV) and truly (aA119&c;) has become a human being like us so
that we might become children of Cod by his gracc. 144 In other
words, by transelementing what he assumed, he transelements us
from human things to those things that are his own. 145 The \'\lord is
able to accomplish this purpose only if he has become Oesh (crap~),

that is, a human being (av€lpw1t<><;).146 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. 147 Civing life is a property and
work of Cod, and not of humanity. 148 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. 149

As we have seen, Cyril recognises that the body ofChrisl could not
possibly give life if it were (he body of a mere human being. In
addition, the human flesh was in need of transelcmenting, which
occurred in its union with the Word of God. For Cyril, this has

IH Ibid. (PC 75: I 269C).
1.... AdIJD'SUS Nesumum (ACO 1.1.6:59. 10-14; PC 76: 125CD).
145 Ibid. (ACO 1.1,6:59.37,92.6; PC 76:1288, 209B); QUSC(PC 75: 1272BC).
1* Q.USC (PG 75: 1275A).
147 Ep. 45 (ACO I. 1.7: I55.5ff; PC 77:233Df).
148 QUSC (PC 75: 1353A).
149 Ibid. (PC 75:1265A-C).
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implications for the Eucharist. In receiving the sacramental elements,
we become panicipants ij.tE't'OX,Ol) in the flesh and blood of Christ OUf

Saviour,I5O The flesh one receives, however, is nol 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 lhc Word indwelling him.
Rather, the flesh received in the Eucharist is the flesh of the Word,
which truly (aA119&;) is his own (iola), and is therefore life giving
(~COO1tOt6c;).151 If the flesh of Christ belongs to someone besides the
Word, Cyril warns, then the Eucharist is cannibalism
(av9pomoq>a.yla).152 Cyril's argument provides greater clarity for OUf

understanding of his concept of lhe transelememation 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 mcre human flesh is indeed cannibalism; but to eat
the transelemcmed flesh of the ,.yord Incarnate is to participate in
life, as the Word is life and life giving by naturc. Cyril's picture of the
Word Incarnate as Saviour because he has assumed human nature
and transclcmented 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 is impossible, and the Eucharist is cannibalism. 153 The human
body and ~oul, which lilt: \·Vurt! 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 vcry own
life-giving flesh and blood of the Logos Incarnate.

Analogies Conctmillg the Impassible S'!/ftriTlg qf the Word 154

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

I~ Ep 17 (ACO 1.1.I:37.z~; PC 77:113C).
I~I /bii, (ACO 1.1.1:37.16-79; PC 77:1130).
m Adrtrsus Neswnum (ACO 1.1.6:84.23; PC 76: 1890).
153 QUSC(PG 75:136IA).
154 '1'....0 recent articles have addressed the issue of the impassible suflering of the

Word in Cyril: J. O'Keefe, 'Impassible Suffering? Divine Passion and Fifth-century
chrisIOJogy', ThmSlud 58 (1997), 39·60; andJ.M. Hallman, 'The Seed of Fire: Divine
Suffering in the chrislology of Cyril of Alexandria and Nestorius of Constantinople',
lECS 5 (1997), 369·391. Neither of these ankles seeks to analyse the images Cyril
uses to ilIuslrale whal he means by impassible suffering.
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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 \ Vord 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 af1lrmation thal the impas
sible Word of God experienced a human death. Once again, we will
discover the imparlance 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 (n:a86v'ta) in the
flesh, was crucilied in the nesh, and experienced death in the flesh. 155

In explaining this remarkable statement, he initially affirms the im
passibility and immonality of the Logos, who is beyond suffering. 156

He is incorruptible and not affected by human passions. However,
the right faith is that the Word suffered for humankind and died to
redeem il. 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 or Christ, i.e., as a human being. Christ is 0Eo<;, but is the God
who suffered in the flesh.

This is just as apparent in an important section of Cyril's treatise
Adversus Neston·um. Cyril's quotes Nestorius' attack on his notion that
the crucified 'Lord of glory' is the Logos of Cod. m The Bishop or
Constantinople enquires who Cyril thinks was weak, and suffered the
death on the cross; was it God the Word? The Nexandlian answers
in the aflinnative. He says there are twO reasons why one must be
lieve thal the Word of God suffercd and died. Firsl, a perfect sacrilice
was necessary to providc for redcmption. Only God himself is perfect;
therefore, the dealh had to be that of the Word. Second, Scripture
teaches that the \ Vord of God the Father suffered in the nesh. I:'8 The
Canlle" Christi says that the one who lowcred himself and suffered was
equal to God in everything. Consequently, Paul is speaking of God
the Word. Cyril says lhal the Word voluntarily experienced death,
lhough being impassible as true God. 159 He confesses onc Christ, Son
of God, and Lord of glory, who is the Word or God the Father

III A,/(/I!ltmllf (ACO 1.1.1 :42.So"; PC 77: 121 DJ.
1% E,pt;tal;o (ACO 1.1.5:25.11*; PC 76:312<.:D).
I~J Adt'trJUJ NtJlori/l1ll (/\CO 1.1.6:95. !IIT; PO 76:22013), (-Loors 357. 11_26). r.;C~lUriu~
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become a human being (tvavepo>nilcravta) for us (lit' ~J.lW;). He under
went a human death for the salvation of humankind. l60

This is a recurring theme for Cyril throughout the christological
controversy. In the beginning of the controversy, he writes that if
Christ is not a£~, then we have been saved by the death of an
ordinary human being. 161 This cannot be, as only Cod can destroy
death. Therefore, the one who was crucified is truly God (Be&;
a).:ne~) and King by nature (BaalA£Uc; ICata qnJalv), and is the Lord
of Glory (Ki>pt~ liCK;T¥;).162 This is echoed in a leller to Nestorius in
which Cyril writes that the Word of God experienced death and rose
again in the person of ChriSt. 163 Because Christ is God, and Christ
suffered and died, Cyril confesses that he who suffered in the flesh is
God. IM 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 sufTel;ngs 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 Cod and the human death of
God in the same individuaJ-Chrisl. We wilJ now examine the analo
gies he uses to illustrate his understanding of this phenomenon.

Body-soul

Cyril says thai the Word of God gave his life on the cross for the
salvation of the world. 16i 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 is not said to be destroyed at
the same time as the body. However, it is still called the death of the
person (a.vepo>n~). This illustrates the death of Emmanuel, and how
the Word is said to have experienced il. The Word gave his own
body to death, suffering nothing in his own nature (q)'il<n~), because he
is Life and the one who gives life. l66 Nevertheless, he made the expe-

160 Ibit. (ACO 1.1.6:97.1-11; PC 76:224B).
161 Ep. I (ACO 1.1.1 :22.n ·23. lo; PC 77:37CO).
162 IbW. (ACO I.l.I :23. 11 •12; PC 77:40A). cr. I Corimhian.s 2:8.
16l J:.p.4 (ACO 1.1.1:27.1); PC 77:48A).
164 Adursus Nestonum (ACO 1.1.6:61.29; PC 76: 1320).
I~ J:.p. I (ACO 1.1.1:21.'2."; PC 77:36C).
166 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.1 :22..~..7; PC 77:360).
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riences of the nesh his own, meaning that the suffering (to 1ta9Etv) was
his as well

In another place, Cyril draws upon the body-soul analogy again
within the comext of the \Vord's suffel;ng. He records Nestorius'
inquilY as to who was taken captive by the Jews and was slaughtered,
God the Word or the humanity.167 The issue here is the impassibility
of God, and Cyril's claim thai the Word died for the salvation of
humankind. He responds to Neslorius 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 direct!>" accord
ing to their own nature, but they still will receive the reward frolll
Christ. l68 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 in 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 or
his nesh. 169 The Word did not suffer according to his divine nature,
but is said to have been crucified nonetheless, because it was his body
which died. In the same way that the souls or martyrs are said to
experience the death of their bodies, though indirect!>" so too docs 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 nalLlrc is wholly ineffable and known only to

God. 170 We should not find it incredible thaI 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,
yel we know that they arc. He then uses this image to illustrate how
the Word experiences the sufferings of lhe body. He says that in the
union of body and soul, the soul makes the sufferings of the body its
own, lhough 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, Lhough not in its own nature. When the desires of the body arc
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 lhese things dirul!>'. This illustrates the
case with Emmanuel. Though as God he remained impassible, when

167 Adt'C'llJS .N6/or.UnI (ACO l.l.6:99.20-:l8; PC 76:229H) (=Loofs 229:t • 1b).

168 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:100.78«; PC 76:232CO).
169 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:10C1Si.3/I; PC 76:2320).
170 &Jwlia (PC 75: I376C).
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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 \Vord
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.

SlOne

Another image which illustrates how the'Yard is said to be partici
pant in things properly attributed to humanity is that of the anoimed
stone. NeslOrius had argued that the name 'Christ' signilles 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
deaLh are never used with reference to God the Word, only with
reference to CllI;SL Therefore, Scripture does not say, "God sent
God the Word", but "God sent his son", speaking of thc two na
tures. 17l Cyril intcrprets 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.l 72 However, the Litle does not refer to the
Word without his flesh, but only in Ulat he has by the kenQsis 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. l13 To illustrate how this happened, Cyril draws upon the ac
count ofJacob's travels to Mesopotamia. 174 AJong 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 SLOne illustrates the anointing ofJesus Christ, as Christ is
called the corner stone and the foundation of Zion.. 17S Cyril says that
the entire stone was not anointed, but only the surface of it. Likewise,
the'Yord was not anointed in his own nature, but only on the 'sur
face', or in his humanityY6 However, thc Word is said to be

17l Adz:csUJ J\'tslorium (ACO 1.1.6:36.21-32; PC 76:69AB) (=Loors 273. 18.274. 11).
112 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:36.3~; PC 76:69C).
113 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:37.3-1\ PC 76:69DO.
J1l cr. Cenesis 28: 7ff.
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anoilllcd bccause of thc truc union (EVW(Jl~ Cr.ATJ9Ji) with the flesh,
which is anoilllcd. In this same way, the Word suffers in the nesh,
though in his own nature he is impassible as God.

Iron and firc

Cyril says that the only way for death's mastery over humankind to
be brokcn was for thc Only-bcgottcn to become Incarnate. J77 Thus,
he became as we arc and made as his own a corrupliblc body which
was capable of dealh, although he himself is I.ire. In so doing, he
could destroy death. Thercrore, the death was his own, though he
remained impassible qua GOd. 171:! By nature, the Word is impassible,
but he chose to suffer in order lO save those who arc mortal. He
undcrwclll 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. 179 However, it could then be said that the suffcr
ing lerl its mark (EVQ1tolJ.al;E'tal) on Cod the \ Vord, and thereby dam
aged his dignity as God. ISO Cyril agrees that the crucifixion of the
Logos of Cod appears as folly, but the Word willingly became like us
in order to suffer a death which would restore humanity to incorrupt
ibility.181 Consequently, it is rightly said lhal the same individual both
suITered and did not suITer. The Word sunered in his own flesh, but
did nO{ suffer in the nature of divinity, as he is impassible qua Cod. IS2

How this happened is ineffable, Cy.·il maintains, but it is proper lO
confess that the Word suffered, unless, thal is, the birth from the
Virgin is nOl his, but that of someone clse. ~Ioreover, he affirms that
the sunerings of thc flesh, though expcrienccd by the Word impassibly,
do not damage his divinity. He then illustrates whal he is saying by
means of lhe analogy of a piece of iron placed in a fire. He prefaces
his usc of this image by reminding lhe reader thal an illustration
points one's mind loward lhc lruth, yct docs not explain it fully.183 He
then says lhal ifiron, or something similar, is hcated by fire, and then
is struck, lhe iron is 'il~urcd', but lhe naturc of the fire is unaffected.
It is in this way lhal onc can understand more clearly how the ""ord
can suffer in the flesh, but not suffer in his divinity.

177 QUSC (pC 75 13528).
178 Ibid. (pC 75:13520).
179 Ibid. (pC 75: 1353C'...
1110 Ibid. (pC 75: 1356D).
1111 Ibid. (pC 75:1357AH).
182 Ibid. (pC 75:1357C).
JII3 Ibid. PC 75:1357CD.
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The Two Birds

The final image we will examine in this section is that of the t\\fO

birds, taken Irom 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 surrered and did not suffer. 184 The death, Cyril
says, belongs to the economy, as !.he 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 (Q the
suffering of the body in its own naLUre, 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. 185

The Law teaches that a leper is unclean and should be removed
from the camp. If the leper is healed l however, he should be ceremo
nially c1eansed. 1OO The ritual required the priesl to lake two birds l

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 lhere were two sons, but that there was one individual out
of two things. IS7 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 ~articipated in the death of the flesh by
means of his union with iLl 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 l is me same as his
answer as to how the flesh of Christ is ljfe giving: the ineffable union.
In his exposition of the Nicene Creed, Cyril affinns the statement that
the Son of God became Incarnate, suffered, died, and rose from the
dead on the third day.189 This is an intriguing claim, as the Word is
impassible in his own nature. No one would claim that the impassible

184 Scholw (pC 75:1405CfI). This passage extant only in Latin.
185 Ibid. (PC 75:1405AB).
186 Ibid. (PC 75:1405C).
187 Ibid. (PC 75: 1406A).
188 Ibid. (PC 75:1406B).
189 £p. 55 (ACO 1.1.4:58.22•24; PC 77:312B).
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nature of God was somehow passiblc. However, Cyril explains, bc
cause thc Logos has made the nesh 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 qua a human being,
because he sum:rs in his nesh. 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 (av9pwrrtvw<;), and yet remain
impassible as GOd?l90 Cyril denies that the Word sllm:rcd with regard
to the nature of divinity (ql'U<Hc; eEO'tlTtoc;), but confesses that he suf
fered in his own passible nesh. [91

In his Anathemas to Nestorills, Cyril condemns those who deny his
interprctation of the Niccne Statement: that the Word of God the
Father suffered in the nesh, was crucified in the nesh, and tasted
death in the nesh. 192 He explains that this anathema docs nothing to

diminish the impassibility and immortality of the Logos; he remains
beyond suffering and corruptibility in his own nature even in the
Incarnation. 193 However, the impassible Logos made as his own the
human nesh which he look from thc Virgin, and human f1csh has
none of these characteristics. He made the corruptible flesh his own
in order that he could suffer on our behalf, and thereby set us free
from sin anll dt:atlJ by rising frum the dead. The one who died on the
cross for us was not an ordinary human being, but it was God the
Word himsc1f. 19·1

Cyril's aflirmation that Christ is onc individual, the Word of God
Incarnate, leaves him with the difficulty of explainin~ to whom the
advancement in stature, wisdom, and grace belongs. I 5 Scripture at
tributes this growth to the Word, in that his own Oesh grew according
to its own nature. In oLher words, it is proper for human nature to
advance in wisdom, stature, and grace, and the Word pennitted his
own body to follow its natural path of growthYllJ Economically, God
the Logos lived a completc human life, and subjccted 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 nalure his

190 Ibid. (ACO 1.J.4:58.~3+; PC 77:312CD).
191 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.4-:59.4-6; PC 77:313A).
19'1 Anathtmas (ACO 1.1.I:42.).~j PC 77:12ID).
19' t.xpllcQIIO (ACO 1.15:25.". 1'; 1'0 7b:312C).
194 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.5:25.2:J-25 j PC 76:312D).
195 QUSC(PG 75:1332A).
196 Ibid. (PC 75: 13328).
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own. 191 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 thal we might be reconciled to the
Father. The ''''ord condescended to the form of a slave, and in his
own sufferings was reforming (ixva~opq>&v) human nature to what it
was in the beginning. J9R 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 dealh. l99

Consequently, it is pro~er to say that the same individual both
suffered and did not suffer. 00 The one who died for our salvation was
no ordinal)' 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 !.he 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 or an ordinary human being could never
savc, but is his own death, though he remained impassible as Gocl. 201

In the human death and resurrection of the Word, human nature was
transelcmemed (O:vao.olx.£lOUJlEV"'~) 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 economicall~ (OlK'OVOJll
K'~) allowed death 10 exercise dominion over his Oesh. 02 He then
conquered death in his resurrection in order thal corruptibility and
death would be defeatcd fOf aLI humankind. If the Word Incarnate
had not suffcfcd for humanity as a human being, Cyril maintains, he
would not have saved us as God. 203 He died in the Oesh as a human
being, and came back to life by means of his own Holy Spiril. Christ
must not be conceived of as an ordinary human being like us who is
merely an instfument fOf thc Word's use. If he is not God by nature
(qruoEl) and truly (O:A~) Son of God, then our salvation has been

197 Ibid. (pC 75:1332C).
19l1 Ibid. (pC 75:13378).
199 Ibid. (PC 75: 1340AB).
'100 Ibid. (pC 75: 1341 A).
'2Ol Ihid. (pC 75: 1353A).
200 Ep. 1 (ACO 1.1.1 :22. 13-1\ PC 77:37A).
'203 Ihid (ACO 1.1.1 :22. 16-19; PC 77:37B).
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provided by a human being rather than by God.2tH Only the Logos of
God is able to overcome death and restore humankind to incorrupt.
ibility. Ry ;tJ;J;lJming 0111' nature, giving it over lo death, and thcn
ovcrcoming death in 'he body, thc Word Incarnate has given life to

humankind. 205 The one who was crucified is truly (a).n9ro.;) God and
King according lO his nature (Kcx'ta <pOOl v).

Cyril explains to Ncstorius what is meant by his claim that the
Word died and rose again.2Q6 The Word is incOivoreaJ (aociJt..Lcxwv)
and therefore impassible (aJtcx8t~) in his own nature. As a conse
quence, Cyril docs not mean that the Word suffered and died in his
OWl1 notuTe. Rather, because his own body experienced the sufferings
and death, he himself is said to have suffered, but nOt for his own
sake, but for ours. The impassible Word was in the sufTering body (1Iv
6 Ctna8i}c; tv 't<!> nacrxovn O"wllcxn). 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, lhough his
own nature did not, of course, die. This death was for our sake. He
subjectcd his body to death, and raised it from the dead, that we
might be saved.

Nestorius objected vehemently [0 Cyril's claim lhat lhe same per·
son was Son of Cod from ctcrnity and was economically a human
being; and that lhis one person sulTcred in the nesh for humankind
and rose from the dead. He interpreted Cyril to be teaching a passi
ble God. W7 Cyril says that Nestorius believes himself to be pious by
defending the impassiblc and incorruptible Word of Cod against the
notion of passibility, but is in reality profaning the economy of the
Incarnation. It is true that the naturc of the Word is completely
impassible and beyond death. However, in the cconomy he willin~l)'

chose to sufler and die ;11 tht .fksh, though not in his own nature. 08

Although he is impassible as God, he experienced death economically
in his own flesh. But t.his dealh was not for its own sake. Rather, he
died in his humanity in order thal he might conquer death, as he is
life in his own nalure, and therein lransclement Q!UClO'tOlXEHOOn) the
corruptible human body to incol'ruptibility.209 In doing so, he pro
vides his work of trame!cmclllation for all of humankind. The Logos

20-1 Ibid. (ACO 1.I.1 :22.2$.28; PC 77:37C).
'20~ Ibid. (ACO 1.1.I:23.'·~: PC 77:370).
'206 f;p. 4 (ACO 1.1.1:27"~-28.2; PC 77:48AB).
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208 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:93.>-7; PC 76:2120).
2O'J Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:93."; PC 212))).
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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 LIS and the Fathcr.210

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.211 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
Oesh and human nature, and did so for OUf 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 Vv'ord, because it
is his body.212 However, though he died humanly in his own flesh, he
overcame death divinely, by means of his own Spirit.213

Nestorius had explained the death of Christ by attributing the
sufferings to the human bein,l?; Jesus connected to the Word. It was
not God who died and rose from the dead, but Jesus.214 Cyril re
sponds with his claim rnat the Word of God is Jesus himself. It is his
body, therefore, that suffered, died, and was raised from the dead. He
penniued 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 a~ain, and that we might benefit from his death and resurrec
tion.2 SJust as one says that a human being has died, although alone
the body is actually dead, so too with ChriSt.216 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 O\-vn. As a consequence, when the body died, the Word attributes

210 Ibid (ACO 1.1.6:93.32-3\ 94.3-7; PC 76:213C, 216A).
211 Ibid (ACO 1.1.6:98. I'~; PC 76:225B).
212 Ibid (ACO I. 1.6:98."·3.; PC 76:228B).
213 Ibid (ACO I I 6:98.2~26; PC 76:228A).
2H Ibid (ACO 1.1.6:103.1.20; PC 76:2370-240IJ) (=J.oors 267. 11 _268.3. 12-1.). See
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the death to himself by means of the true union (aAlle~ Ev6'tll~),

though in his own divine nature he remains impassible.217

With regard both to the life giving character of the human nesh 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 Clll;SL 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. 218 There is only one Son of
God, Cyril says, and that is the ''''ord become a human being. There~
fore, all the sayings, actions, experiences, and descriptions of Christ
found in Scripture are attributed to this one individual.219 Even hun~

gering and growing weary are said to be experiences of the Word; but
not the unenfleshcd (YUIlV&;) Word, bUI lhe Word Incarnate.no Be·
cause the ,"Vord has become Incarnate, and lhus has made Ine hu·
man flesh his own, he has economically appropriated ()Ca't' oiK£lav
OlKOVOlllKtlV) the weaknesses of the flesh to himself and made them his
own by means of the keTIOsls. ConsequentJy, both lhe human and
divine actions and expcricnces of Christ as recorded in the gospels are
appropriately attributcd to the Word Incarnate. The Word has be
come Incarnate, and is therefore no longer unenfleshed (YUllv6<;). 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 lhat belong to the body belong to him as it is his body.221
Consequently, lhe properties of the humanilY ('ta 'tfl~ av9ptOno'tll'toc;)
now also belong to the Word, and the properties of the Word now
also belong to the humanity.222 In this reference to the so~called

communicatio idiomalum, Cyril explains that il is in this way thaI one
conceives of one Christ. In other words, as we have seen, the "Vord

217 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:105.29; PC 76:2440).
218 AllOlhonas(ACO 1.1.1:41. 1"'; PC 77:1200); QUSC(PC 75:13288).
219 QUSC (PC 75: 1328C).
:no Ibid. (PC 75:13280, 1340B).
221 AdverJ/lJ .A"es/anum {ACO 1.1.6:63.~; PC 76: I37C}.
222 Ibid. (ACO 1.1.6:63.H.43; PC 76: I37C). Oratscllas' interprctation or Cyril is that
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giver while the human is the receiver'. See 'Quesliolls all christology', 221~226, esp.
222
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has appropriated the properties of the humanity to himself, and has
given to his own human nature the propenies he possesses in his own
divine nature. This is not a mutual exchange, whereby the "'lord
olTers his divine properties of Christ, and the humanity olTers its hu
man properties to Christ. Rather, the Word is the active agent. It is
God the Logos who willingly submits to the limits of a human life,
and yet remains God. It is the Word who transelemellls 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 k£llosis, 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, Jcsus Chrisl.223

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 lhe human-are properly attributed
to him. Although he remains the impassible Word of God, he has
made everything that belongs to the human nesh his own. The hu
man birth from ~·Iary, as well as the human death on the cross, each
belong to the \'lord of God who has become Incarnate. Likewise, the
human body which is united to the Logos is used as an instrument by
him Lo give life to humankind. Talk of life giving nesh and impassible
sulTering is not 'mythical nonsense', but is a genuine auempt to ex
press lhe mysterium Christi, in which God graciously condescended to
live a human life in order to conquer the cOITUption which had
plagued humanity since the fall. The union was not the end, but the
means to the end, and must always be inteq)reted in that light.

Concluding Rrmarks

What, then, can we say about Cyril's understanding of the union III

the light of this investigation of his imagery? We can see that Cyril's
chrisLology is not a static, unification theory in which he must dis
covcr a way to glue two things togcther. He is nOt looking to describe
how t,\O things come logether and result in onc. 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 ''lord and a scparate human being. In other words, he

Z13 QUSC(PG 75:136113C).
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perceived NeslOrius to start with two things, and altempt to find a
way to produce one from them. The same criticism is applicable to

Apollinal;us. The Alexandrian heretic was correct in assumin~ 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 \\lord united human nature to himself, thereby
becoming a human being, is inefiable. It is nOt a technical process of
combination. Cyril's christology had a dificrent 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
dirTerent 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 },ow the \\lord 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 \ Vord now
is a human being, in addition to remaining the ctcrnal Son of God.
The union, though, is nOI one of participation, in which the Word is
a partner with another human being, but aile in which the \""ord
unites himself to human flesh. The Logos, who inherently possesses
an impassible and ineo'lJorcal divine nature, now possesses a passible
and cOlvoreal human nature. He has added something to himself
which he did not have before the Incarnation. But, again, this is no
static, tcchnicalunion. 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 aClions. In other words, the person of Christ is inextricably
linked to the work or Christ. This is nowhere secn any bener than in
the paradoxes of the life giving humanity and the surTering Coel. In
both instances, Cyril's recognises that the Word has united to himself
human flesh in such a way that he is the sale subject of Christ's
actions and expericnces. Cyril's dcscription and illustration of his
understanding of the manner in which human flesh gives life rcveals
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 Oesh to give life it must be the
Oesh of God. The Word has made the Oesh 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
Oesh,just as any other human being owns his own Oesh. 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 is in this new human nature that the Word sutTers, 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. CyriJ'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
l.J:>gos united humanity to himself, thcreby living a human life, in
order to enable him to subject his own human body to a real death,
and a short time later lO 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 lhc purpose for the Word's Incarna
tion: salvation. The union of the Word and his divine nature is,
thereforc, not a static, technical process, but a purposive process in
which God the l.J:>gos uniles to himself humanity in order to
lransc1cmcnt it, restoring it to incorruptibility.
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What is to be said about Cyril of Alexandria's chrislOlogical imagery?
With regard to his use of imagery, there arc 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 lends 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 ultimately authored by one indi
vidual-God Himself. iL is naLUral for him, then, to conclude that
there is but on overarching skopos to the Sacred Writing; namely, to
reveal Cod. Because the Incarnation is the climactic work of God's
self-revelation, lhat event becomes celllral to all Scripture. Conse
quemly, aU Scripture is at least at some level concerned with the
person and work of Christ, Cod Incarnate. By cross-referencing com
ponents of the text with statements madc 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 christologieal
understanding, but rather a tool for illustrating it. For example, the
passage about the 1;\\1'0 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 shaft 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 anlnns), and the spiritual or
christologieal understanding of texts wherein some component of the
Incarnation is illustrated. A quitc interesting, yet consistent, henne
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 mystm'um Christi. The natural
phenomena which arc 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
logic.."llJy, rather than technically. His intel'cSl in not in a static com
ing-together of two christological jigsaw pieces, but in a dynamic,
purposive event: the Incarnation of Cod the Word.

A second observation is that essential to understanding Cyril's usc
of imagery from both sources is the awareness that he intends for it
an analogical, and thercrore qualifying, role. These analogies, both
from Scripture and from nature are used by Cyril to explain further
his chrisLOlogical fonnulae. They are not explanations of the Incarna
tion itself, but illustrations or 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 describing the event of
Incarnation. This fact allows the interpreter to read Cyril through these
images, rather in 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 thaL Cyril uses christological
imagery ortcn in his dogmatic and polemical treatises, but seldom in
his lellers. \"Thy 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: thcy are unnecessary in correspondence, espe
cially that with Ncslorius. The Alexandrian's imagery is intended to
clarify and qualify his various christological statements and fonnulae.
ror example, when writing to Nestorius, Cyril was concerned with
stating the orthodox understanding of thc Incarnation. This usually
entailed the usc 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 conres
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 statemenl of orthodoxy (i.e., the
Word became flesh); he is also interested in illustrating whal he
means by such a statement. It is at this point that he calls upon the
lOol of imagery to serve as a mechanism for qualification. This is
similar 1O Norris's conclusions about Cyril's "two ways of talking".1

I Noms, 'Chrislological i\·lodcls'. See Introduction to the prcstnt .....ork.
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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 lert only with the statements and formulae, which are
orthodox representations of the truth, but remain a matter of inter
pretation. This fact can be secn easily in the numerous ways of inter
preting Nicaea in subsequent years, whether in Alexandria, Rome,
Antioch, or Constantinople. \\'hile 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 c111;stological content of
Cyril's imagc,y. With n;gard to the content of his imagery, we lind
Cyril rejecting two infamous heresies, Nestorianism and Apollina
rianism; and articulating a chrislOlogy comprised of three important
ideas; Christ is true God from true God, Clll;St is a complete human
being, and Christ is a single individual. Cyril understood the teaching
of Nestorius to entail the separation of the '-Yard and an individual
human being named Jesus. In this instance Christ is the resuh or an
external, participative relationship in which the ''''ord 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 colleClive unity, while allowing the conslituents to remain
unconfused and separatc, whilc retaining their respeclive properties
in their separate entirety. The ultimate problem with Nestorian
christology, as Cyril understands it, is its denial of salvillc 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 Apottina
rianism. The accusation entailed teaching Clll;Sl to be an amalgam of
the Word and human Oesh in which one or both was changed in
some essential manner. Along with his explicit denials of such a
charge, Cy.-il sets out lO illustrale whal 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 mealll for



CONCLUSION

the Word lO "become flesh". Moreover, Cyril nm only rejects
NeslOrianism and Apollinarianism proper, but also, just as impor
lanl.1y, he rejecls any approach to chrislOlogy which begins with seck
ing to gluc lOgcther two c1l1istological 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,
thcy 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
1.11an 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 comradiction 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 ofJesus Christ. In ol.11er 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 1.11C salvation God
provides. For the Word of God to save human being hc himself must
suner as a human heillg. For humankind to bc saved, the Word's as
sumed human life must be compietc. These two axioms fonn the
basis of Cyril's understanding of the person of Christ.

A rereading of Cyril of Alexandria's christology in and l.1uough his
imagel)', 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 \'\'ord's act
of condescension on behalf of humankind. The only way for God to
save humanity was lO 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; thai is, he lived a
genuine and complete human life. This salvific intention of the Incar
nalion is a faCl 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 generaled rrom two separate
ilems one new thing, but is inslead a purposive process in which the
"Vord performs lhe otherwise impossible work of assuming for himself
a human nature, adding il to his divine nature, and thereby living a
human life. This makes Cyril's christology one that is internally con
sislent, as well as one thai is consislent with Nicaea. The Alexandrian
bishop was indeed a great theologian and his description and illustra
tion of the myslerium Christi was greatly beneficial to the development
of orthodox chrislOlogy. Consequently, il is a useful pattern for one's
understanding of the work of redemption performed by lhe "Vord
become flesh.
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