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HUMAN SOULS AS CONSUBSTANTIAL SONSOF GOD: THE
HETERODOX ANTHROPOLOGY OF LEONTIUS OF
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Abstract: In his treatis€ontra Nestorianoseontius of Jerusalem refers to the
human soul as “divine inbreathing”, which he untlerds as a consubstantial
emanation from God. This paper argues that Leomtassconfronted with the
Nestorian claim that a composition between an wtetcand a created entity is
impossible and that he refuted this claim by arguirat the soul is divine and that
the composition of a human soul with a human bedherefore a strict parallel for
the incarnation. One of Leontius’ starting poin@swhe traditional view that
Adam'’s soul was endowed with the Holy Spirit and merely with a derivative
grace. This model had the advantage that it loc&ed"” in the human being but
the disadvantage that this presence remained gixttimthe human compound. To
make it function as a precedent for the Incarndtieontius substituted the Son for
the Spirit and reduced the human nature to the Huehgby indicating that the soul
must be equated with the divine Son. In order stiryuish the case of Christ from
that of Adam and other human beings he employe®ibiecal motif of the
“pledge”, which was traditionally used to contrts partial spiritual endowment
of the believers in this world with their completgritual endowment in the world
to come but which he now applied to Adam and Chfikts permitted him to

claim that in Adam the Son was only partially preésehile in Christ he was
present completely. Thus he conceptualised thenatan not as the composition
of the divine Word with a human nature consistihgady and soul but as a
composition of the divine Word as soul and a huimaaly. Consequently the
divine component of traditional Christology coula longer be given a satisfactory
role in the salvation of humankind. One reasorth shift, it is argued in this
paper, was a too great dependence on the concépptungwork of his Nestorian
opponent whose focus had been on the endowmen dfuman being Jesus with
the Holy Spirit, who thus assumed a crucial roléhmincarnation. Leontius
accepted this framework as well as the Nestoriatoou to see the difference
between the Spirit in Jesus and the Spirit in otluenan beings in quantitative
terms, and merely modified it by identifying theliA&pirit with the Son on the
one hand and with the soul on the other. Howevés suggested in this paper,
Leontius may have believed in the divinity and ti@ssness of the soul
independently of his Nestorian opponent. His imetadion of Philippians 2:6-7
suggests that he was a latter-day Origenist whil@{press his ideas more freely
than his forebears because the political circuncetswof the early seventh century
made enforcement of orthodoxy impossible in thadfagprovinces.
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The Chalcedonian theologian Leontius of Jerusakemoday best known for his
contributions in the field of Christology, and Gltdlogical issues are indeed the
raison d’étreof his surviving works: the two treatises thatrbleis name defend
the Creed of Chalcedon and Constantinople Il ag&lestorian and Monophysite
attacks' Thus it is not surprising that modern scholarsehfacused on Leontius’
definitions of the concepts “nature”, “hypostasasid “composition” and attempted
to establish whether these definitions help toifglahe doctrine formulated at the
two councils? However, exclusive focus on such a narrow rangets runs the
danger of obscuring the richness of Leontius’ tbgiglal speculation. Close reading
of Contra Nestoriangsthe longest of his extant treatises, revealshisasearch for
effective arguments leads him to other aspectd®iChristian belief system and
that his views on such aspects are highly origamal often irreconcilable with the
Patristic consensus that had been establishee ifotith and fifth centuries.

In a recent article | have argued that Leontieiube Christological model that
he had developed as a blueprint for a radical srosgtion of the Trinity, with the
result that the Trinity is no longer regarded dsreeless framework within which
the event of the incarnation takes place, buttigeraseen as the result of a previous
act of divine self-constitutiofln this article | shift the focus to Leontius’ artho-
logy, which plays an important role in his attemfmsprove that the incarnation
must be conceived of as a composition of the dinakire and the human nature
in the hypostasis of the divine Word and to relmet ¢laims of his Nestorian ad-
versary that such an understanding of the incamatias neither necessary nor
indeed possible.

Leontius repeatedly points out that the humangdosimlso a composite made up
of two elements, body and soul, which are substiytlifferent from each other.
Such use of the so-called anthropological paradigoh a long and distinguished
history! However, it was not without problems since it gled over the fact that
in the case of Christ an uncreated and a creatéty enter into a composition
whereas in the case of the human being both comp®mee created. If Leontius
had merely followed established tradition we woulkked to conclude that his
arguments fail to address the central Nestoriaeation that the defenders of
Chalcedon and Constantinople Il cannot offer valithlogies for their under-
standing of the incarnation. However, in-depth wsial of Contra Nestorianos
suggests that this is not the case and that Leostts out a radically different
model according to which the soul is divine in #tect sense of the word and has
a genetic relationship with the divinity as its geaitor in very much the same way
as the divine Son does.

! Leontius of JerusalenGapita triginta contra Monophysita®G 86, 1769-1901 (CPG 6917);
Contra NestorianasPG 86, 1399-1768iCPG 6918), in the following abbreviated @N.

2 See A. GrillmeierJesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirchel. 2, pt. 2:Die Kirche von
Konstantinopel im 6. Jahrhundeffreiburg, Basel, Wien, 1989), pp. 291-328, witsuavey of
earlier secondary literature. See also C. dellO@@sto e Logos. Il calcedonesimo del VI secolo
in oriente(Rome 2010), pp. 348-73.

% See my article “Divine self-invention: Leontius &érusalem’s reinterpretation of the Patristic
model of the Christian GodJournal of Theological Studie§7 (2006), pp. 526-45.

* See e.g. F. Gahbau®as anthropologische Modell. Ein Beitrag zur Chuisgie der frithen
Kirche bis ChalcedoifWirzburg, 1984).
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It is evident that this interpretation of the aotpological paradigm permits a
much more effective proof than the conventionasioer. Yet this advantage comes
at a high cost because Leontius’ position is cotepjeat odds with established
doctrine. In the last part of my article | will malhe case that Leontius started
from the Origenist notion of the soul of Christ, ialhis consubstantial with all
other souls, but that he then identified this seith the divinity of the Son as one
part of the composite Christ, with the consequehee all other souls were also
elevated to the status of divine beings; and | Wiftther discuss why he could
voice such startlingly heterodox ideas only a fescatles after Origenism had
been declared a heresy.

Unlike Leontius’ speculation about the Trinity, it is set out concisely and
unequivocally in a single chapter 6bntra Nestoriangshis views on the human
soul must be gleaned from a number of passages ofiashich make use of
terminology that is open to interpretation. Therefd shall look at all available
evidence and assess in each case whether statemntharacterise the soul as
divine should be taken seriously or whether thegukhnot rather be dismissed as
rhetorical flourishes. And | shall further ask whatplications either of these
possible interpretations would have for the Chlegjcal argument, which the
anthropological paradigm is intended to support.

The first passage | would like to consider is ¢aageven of the first book of
Contra NestorianasAs is his wont Leontius first quotes a passagenfia lost
Nestorian treatise, which challenges the Chalcedoioncept of a hypostatic
union of God and man in the incarnated Christ, thed proceeds to its refutation.
In this case the Nestorian bases his argumenteaxiomatic statement that “the
difference between what is uncreated and whatdated prevents naturally the
union in a hypostasis™(diagopa tod dktiotov Kal tod KTioTod TNV KA’ LId-
0TV PULOIKQOC KwALEL Evwoty).” Leontius’ response reads as follows:

M ti 8¢ dpa kKwAvet tr‘]v kaf mdotactv Evwory q)vcnK(bq énl Tod dktioTou Kal
KTL0TOD 1) 51cxcpopa €l MEV YOp TH eatspou npovnapia wq un 6uvocpsvou VoG
ovvdmntesal Tfj un oupnpocskeovcm a0t slg o gival cpuoa dpa ye o0d¢ @
mAacOEvTL Tp@TOV cWpatt 'Adau t0 Belov Eupionua kad’ vdotaoty NVWON- €l 5¢
ou’)tr‘] OAw¢g N kata (péoscoq Adyov napa)x)\ayr‘] Totel TO éccn’)pﬁatov elg Evwoly
TovtOoIg, 0VdE dpa TL Zwov gotat €€ G aopoctov Kal opatnq PUOEWC, n evnmq Kol
adavdrov, cpeaprnq Kal a(peaptov olov 6 &vBpwmog 6 ék PUXAG Kai cOUATOG EIG
OV TV kad’ vnéotacty.?

“Why then does the difference between what is wateeand what is created pre-
vent naturally the union in a hypostasis? If it (@@vented it) because of the pre-
existence of one part as if something could natdyeected with a nature that does
not come into being together with it, then the mivinbreathing, too, would not have
been united in a hypostasis with the body of Adatrich had been fashioned first;
and if the very difference in the definition of neg by itself causes their inability
to come together in a union, then there would bésao living being made up of an
invisible and a visible nature, or of a mortal amdimmortal one, or of a corruptible

°>CN, 1.27,PG, 86, 1493A9-10.
®CN, 1.27,PG, 86, 1493B4-12.
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and an incorruptible one, as for example the hubesmg made up of soul and body,
which is one as regards the hypostasis.”

In this passage Leontius identifies two reasoias$ thight have prompted his
adversary to formulate his axiom that an uncreatddre cannot be compounded
with a created nature. The first is that the twagdid not come into existence
simultaneously at the moment of their composititie, second that they differ in
their natural make-up. Accordingly his counter-amgmt is an attempt to show that
these facts are no obstacles to a hypostatic umoarder to achieve his aim he
twice has recourse to the anthropological paradignthe first case he points out
that Adam’s body had already been created befoveag hypostatically united
with the vivifying breath of God; and in the secatake he argues that body and
soul form a single hypostasis despite possessargetrically opposite qualities.

It is immediately evident that this strategy is fieom persuasive. The second
argument seems to miss the crucial point: the Nestdad not maintained that
any difference in nature was an obstacle to a yfionhhad focused on the specific
difference between created and uncreated being.ek&y according to official
doctrine the human soul was a creature just likelthman body. And the first
argument appears to be even weaker: while Adandy bmay have been created
before it became ensouled, it had obviously onkgted for a short time and can
therefore not serve as a genuine parallel for temal divine Word that assumed
the flesh. Moreover, the human body belongs tarthterial sphere and is therefore
even less like the divine Word than the immatdniainan soul. It is evident that
the parallel would have been much closer if Leantiad set out a scenario where
the soul pre-exists the body. And this is in fatiatvhe has done in the previous
chapter: there he uses the union of the disembabets with their resurrected
bodies as a parallel for the union of the pre-axgsitWord with the flesh.Even
this analogy, however, is not perfect becauseigdfise the bodies are not created
but re-created and had formerly been united wighsibuls.

As contemporary readers would undoubtedly havevkrihere existed a further
scenario that provided a much closer match forirtbarnation: according to this
scenario Adam’s soul had already existed beforénitml union with the body.
Yet the same readers would also have been awdrthihalternative was no longer
viable after the condemnation of Origen at the 8daBouncil of Constantinople
in 553.

Since Leontius studiously avoids any referenciaeéopre-existence of the soul,
one might conclude that he toed the official limedeed, the statement that “the
divine inbreathing was united in a hypostasis i body of Adam that had been
fashioned first” {® mAacBévtt mp&tov cwdpatt 'Adap to Belov Eugpuonua kad’ vmo-
otaotv Nvwon) appears to be deliberately anti-Origenist. Attthree when Leontius
wrote his treatise it was staunch Nestorians sscBadbai the Great who insisted
on the pre-existence of the body whereas theolsgaatin Origenist leanings such
as Maximus the Confessor claimed that body andwsetg created simultaneous-
ly.® However, Leontius’ statement is less clear-cun tihdirst seems. Unlike Babai

"CN1.26,PG, 86, 1492D10-14.
8 See Babai the Greatiber de Unionec. 10, tr. A. A. Vaschalde (CSCO, 80, Scriptosgsi,
35; Leuven, 1953), p. 90, Il. 1-&criptura nobis exposuit illum primum in omnibusmheis suis
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the Great who states unequivocally in hiser de Unionethat Adam’s soul was
created in the pre-existing body he merely spedkbeoendowment of Adam’s
body with the soul. Moreover, he expresses thigonan a rather idiosyncratic
manner. Taking as his starting point Genesis 2and“God formed man as dust
from the earth and breathed into his face a breflife and man was turned into a
living soul” (kai émAacev 6 B¢ TOV AvOpwTOV X0OV AT THAC G KAl EVEQUONOEV

€lG TO mpdowToV avTo TVonV (Wil Kal €yEveto O avBpwmog eig Yuxnv Choav), he
rephrases this verse in such a way that it nonesponds to traditional definitions
of the human being as “the soul ... that has beetedimn a hypostasis with the
body” (1 Yux1 ... ka®’ vmdotacty Nvwpévn T@ cwuartt).’” The obvious consequence
of this reformulation is the replacement of “thaidn Yuxn) with “the divine
inbreathing” €6 Beiov éugvonua), which sends a clear signal to the readers that
these two terms refer to one and the same reality.

Leontius makes this substitution without furthdoand thus gives the impres-
sion that what he says is completely above boaosveier, there can be no doubt
that it would have been roundly rejected in theotbgical circles to which Leont-
ius’ Nestorian adversary belonged. Representatidge Antiochene tradition such
as Diodore of Tarsus, John Chrysostom and Theodbf@yrus had made a careful
distinction between the “inbreathing” and the hursanl, which they considered
to be created out of nothing, and Babai the Great still propounding this position
at the beginning of the seventh century when hiedta hisLiber de Unionethat
“the angels ... realised that God who breathed irdam and created the soul ...
had created for them, too, rational life out oftmiag” (angeli ... intellexerunt quod
Deus, qui in Adam inspiravit et creavit animam .laratipsis creavit vitam ratio-
nalem ex nihil®'° These authors were clearly troubled by the faat @enesis 2:7
does not clearly distinguish between God’s actrehthing into Adam’s face and
the presence in Adam of a soul as its result aacttbre took great pains to read
this distinction into the text. In the fourth centuDiodore of Tarsus averred that
Moses “says that the divine inbreathing is the tiveacause of it (sc. of the soul)”
(2upUonua Beiov dnuiovpyikdv adthg [sc. Tig Yuxfg] ival pnowv),** and a similar
position is still expressed in a Pseudo-Athanawgahfrom the seventh or eighth
century, theLiber de Definitionibuswhich states that “the inbreathing created a
soul in the human being’td 6¢ éuguonua ékeivo Puxnv €dnuiovpyncev €v T
avlpwnw).?

Leontius evidently takes the diametrically opposipproach when he identifies
the two terms. What are the implications of suchave? The Antiochene authors
whom | have just mentioned state that they resppmol@xegetes who concluded
from the ambiguous wording of Genesis 2:7 “thatdhane inbreathing had be-

formatum et corporatum fuisse, et deinde exposedtionem animae in eand MaximusAmbigua
PG, 91, 1321D-1325C.

° Anastasius the Sinait€apita vi adversus monothelef&s1, ed. K.-H. Uthemaninastasii
Siinaitae sermones duo in constitutionem homirdarsgum imaginem Dei necnon opuscula adversus
monotheletagCorpus Christianorum, Series Graeca, 12; TurnHdgs).

19 Babai the Great,iber de Unionech. 10, tr. A. Vaschalde, p. 90, Il. 17-21.

' Catenae Graecae in Genesim et ExodimCollectio Coisliniana in Genesined. F. Petit
(Corpus Christianorum, Series graeca, 15, Turniautyen, 1986), * 83 (Diodore), p. 86, Il. 9-12.
?Pseudo-Athanasiukijber de definitionibusch. 7,PG, 28, 545D7-10.
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come the immortal soultd éugpvonua tod 0ol yeyeviioBat Yuxnv addvatov);™
and Cyril of Alexandria who preferred to interpiie “inbreathing” as an additional
endowment of the already complete human being Ad@mthe Holy Spirit also
makes reference to the alternative view “that tit@eathing that had come forth
from the divine substance ... became a soul foritlegl being” (o ¢« tfi¢ Oelag
ovolag mpoeABOV Eupionua, Puxny ... yevésbat td Cw).

The advantages of such a position for a theologabeontius’ situation are
immediately obvious. If he had claimed that thel seas divine, he would have
been able to counter his adversary’s argument enae effectively than if he had
had recourse to a model according to which the paikexisted the body, but was
nevertheless a created being. Since countless hsowds are hypostatically united
with created material bodies, there could then dbecanceivable reason why a
hypostatic union between an uncreated and a créaied should be impossible
in the specific case of the divine Word.

However, is this really the message that Leontiisbes to convey? At first sight
this seems utterly out of the question. After ladllief in the soul’s full divinity, as
expressed in Pseudo-Justibe Resurrectiong/here the soul is called “part ... and
inbreathing of God” (fépog ... To0 0g0D kal éuguonua),” was roundly rejected by
mainstream Christians, not only because it blutheddifference between creator
and creation but also because it made God sulgekvision and change.

Therefore one might be tempted to conclude thahties applied the term “in-
breathing” éu¢guvonua) to the soul in a much vaguer fashion that didaadk into
question its status as a creature, especially siee were respectable precedents
for such use: Cyril of Alexandria, for example, E@erises the soul as “image and
inbreathing of God” dikwv 000 ka1 éuguonua) and then adds that one must for
this reason take care of one’s soul and raise ftaifis creative cause’tpog trv
aitioav avtig TV dnuiovpytknv).*® Accordingly it could be argued that Leontius
held the same view as Cyril and the absence ah#asicorrective in his text could
be explained through a lack of awareness of thbl@nes arising from a straight-
forward equation of the divine inbreathing and hlnenan soul. If this were the case
we would need to return to our original assessréitihe passage and would be
forced to conclude that the arguments put forwardidontius fail to address the
issues raised by his Nestorian adversary.

There is only one way to establish which of the proposed interpretations is
correct: we need to analyse further passag&oiira Nestorianosvhere Leontius
sets out his views about the origin of the humaul. skhe first passage which | will
consider is found in the first chapter of book amkere Leontius is confronted with
the Nestorians’ claim that the soul as part offthman composite is by necessity
itself made up of parts. In order to refute theiml Leontius points out that if this
were true for “that which is intelligible and spiral and like to angels and further-
more also in the image of God and an inbreathinthefglory of the almighty”

13 Catenae Graecae in Genesim et Exogliped. Petit, * 83 (Diodore), p. 86, Il. 2-3.
14 Cyril of Alexandria,In D. Joannis Evangeliuped. E. Pusey, 3 vols (Oxford, 1872), Il, p. 485,
Il. 14-15.
!5 pseudo-Justi)e resurrectiongPG, 6, 15833-4.
16 Cyril of Alexandria,Die Matthaus-Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirate J. Reuss
(TU, 61; Berlin, 1957), pp. 153-269, fragment, BT,
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(td voegpdV Kal TVELHATIKOV Kal iodyyeAov €T1 unv kai to kKat’ eikdva Beol kal
gueuonua tig 86&ng tod mavtokpdtopog), it would also be true for the divine
archetype, which then permits him to accuse hi®oppt of blasphemy.

At first sight the characterisation of the humanlsas “in the image of God”
(kat’ eikéva BeoD) and as “inbreathing&(ipoonua), based on Genesis 1:26 “let us
make man according to our imag&bd(fjowuev avBpwmov kat eikéva NUeTépav),
and on Genesis 2:7 “God ... breathed into his faeebtleath of life” ¢ 0<dc ...
Evepuonoev €ig T mpdowmnov avtod voryv {wi|g), seems unexceptional: after all,
we have just come across the almost identical phliasage and inbreathing of
God” (eikwv Beod kai eupoonua) in Cyril of Alexandria. However, a closer look
reveals that the two verses from Genesis are patrity Biblical passages to which
Leontius makes reference because the qualificatiche inbreathing as “of the
glory of the almighty” €fic 86&ng tod mavtokpdtopog) is clearly based on the
second part of the formula “outflow of the glory the almighty” énéppora tfig
T00 Tavtokpdtopog 86&ng) in Wisdom 7:25, a connection that is further eagied
by the adjectives “intellectual and spirituabVogpov kat mvevpatikév), which
closely resemble the phrase “intellectual spinitVgua voepdv) in Wisdom 7:22.
The result of this conflation is evident: the reglaent ofinéppora with éugionua
insinuates equivalence between the two terms, wéachonly mean that Leontius
expects his readers not only to equate the sobl @itd’s “inbreathing”, but also
to conceive of this inbreathing as an emanatiahedivinity.

Does this additional evidence permit us to affthrat Leontius thought human
souls to be fully divine? Unfortunately, the answarst still be no. Use of the term
andppoia in protological contexts is not uncommon in Cheistliterature of earlier
centuries. Gregory of Nyssa, for example, had refeto the mind as “the outflow
from the divine inbreathing™r(éx to0 Belov éueuorjuatog andppora).’® Gregory
of Nazianzus had claimed that the human souls “wepart ... of God and had
flowed from above” (foipav ... dvtag 6e0l kai dvwbev pevoavtag).”® In the early
seventh century such phrases were, of course,dayesi unacceptable because of
their Origenist overtones but this does not necégsaean that they were intrins-
ically heretical: after all, neither of the two Qaglocian authors had ever believed
that human souls were an effluence of the divirstnce.

At this point one might therefore conclude thabhi#us may well have held
heterodox views about the origin of the soul buatt tthe ambiguities inherent in
the terms and concepts used by him make it implestibarrive at any certainty.
However, there are other passage€antra Nestorianosvhere Leontius is less
guarded and where he does indeed confirm thatdhls sre consubstantial with
their “father” God. | will start the discussion withapter nineteen of book four,
which addresses the Nestorian claim that Mary cabeaalled “God-bearer” be-
cause the Son of God is engendered by his consuiastaéather and can therefore
not experience a second birth from a human mothé¢he incarnation. Leontius
points out that the Son has two “partiatk (u€povg) progenitors, one “according
to being” kata o eivat) and one “according to qualified beingtofca 6 to1®ode

'"CN, 1.1, PG, 86, 1405D-1408A.
'8 Gregory of NyssaAntirrheticus adversus Apollinarerad. F. Miiller Gregorii Nysseni Opeta
I11.1: Opera dogmaticaninora, (Leiden, 1958), p. 146, . 26.
1% Gregory of Nazianzuf)e pauperum amoré®G, 35, 865B12.
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eivar) when he becomes incarnated, and then proceesispfort his argument
with the anthropological paradigm:

Qcmsp émi avBpdmov Opduev, Tod psv owpatoq Vv yévvnowv aq 0 givat &k TV
yovscov £xovtog, Tfig d¢ PYuxfig ovk aq 70 lval anA@®g - To0To yocp Exel £k ©£00 (g
Kai 0 npwron?xactoc Addp -, AN £l O UV TG SamAacBivt cxum givat Gw},lO(‘Cl
00 kai xwplq dvvaral eivar )\apﬁava ydp todto nocpa OV wq einelv to0 psv owp—
aTog aitiwv, avtig d¢ Tfig Lpuxng vupqoooro?xwv povov Kol SpWG TAOV (pvcswv WG
evog avepconov KUplwg Te Kal Katd (x)\nesuxv ol avtol )\syoku tokéeg. Ti ovv vp(xq
0 €€ G amcmaq cp1p01 Bopﬁnpam Oedv pr| Aéyely 0pOdG TOV TeXOEvVTa GECAPKWUEVOV
Aoyov fAvika kod Puxny ‘tl’]V oapKwOswav avsvSowccmog opo)\oysws ysysvvncseou
€K TQOV TOD €lvat TG 6apKOG aiTitwy Kal 6LV TG CWUATL TOUG aVTOVG Kal AUTAG TOKENG
Ovoudlete®

“As we see with the human being who has from thremta the birth of the body into

being whereas (sc. he has from them the birtf)esoul not simply into being — for it

has this (sc. the being) from God, just as alsditseformed Adam —, but into being

with the body that has been shaped for it, which f{se soul) can also be without,
for he takes this from those who are so-to-spealcttuses of the body, but only the
escorts of the soul itself, and these same oneseuertheless called properly and
truly parents of the natures as of one human b#ifity. then do the buzzings arising
from disbelief gag you so as not to say corre¢idit the born incarnated Word is God,
when you admit without hesitation that the incaedasoul is born from the causes
of the being of the flesh and you call the sametiogy with the body also parents of
it (sc. the soul)”?

Despite the convoluted phrasing the thrust ofargument is clear. Ordinary
human beings are called mothers and fathers althstrectly speaking they are
only the causes for the “beinggivat) of the bodies of their offspring whereas the
souls owe their “being’s{vat) to God and the human “parents” are only the cause
of the “qualified being” to1608¢ eivat) of souls insofar as they bring about their
embodied state. Therefore Mary can justly be cdihedther of God” despite the
fact that she is only the cause for the “being¥d1) of the Word’s human body
because she effects the “incarnate beingddpkwuévwg eivar) of his divinity,
which in its previous non-incarnated state hadivedeits “being” €ivatl) from the
divine Father. It is evident that Leontius stritescreate a close parallel between
the two cases and that he achieves his aim by #atimg the human compound
to the incarnated Word. This strategy results iraathropology with a strongly
heterodox flavour. For example, the distinctiort the makes between the “soul as
such” @rmA®¢ Puyxr) and the “incarnated soulsdpkwBeioa Puxry) implies that
like the Word the disembodied soul existed beftsecomposition with a body.
Even more suggestive, however, is Leontius’ cldiat God is the cause of “being”
(sivan) of both the Word and the human souls becausasies the possibility that
the two relationships are equivalent.

In order to establish whether this is indeed thsecwe need to turn to other
arguments based on the anthropological paradigmah#&pter four of book three

22CN, IV.19, PG, 86, 1685A12-B12.
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Leontius applies the framework that we have jusbmstructed to the specific case
of Adam but with the added twist that the relatlipsbetween God and Adam’s
soul is now described in genetic terms:

Alop(xréov 00V 6a@®G (¢ Kal TavTnV THV uePIKNV aitiav kai pspLKr‘]v 6p01étnta
uévov Gswpnoag Aouxqu 0 suayys?ucmq gvodoav Kal T¢ ASau rtpoc OV matépa
T@V TVELUATWY - KATA Yap PUXNV Uovov npocssxnc outloq avT® NV 6 Be0G EUPLOGV
a0t® mvedpa (wiig €l Puxnv (Ooav TomepT kat 6 o@Oua anod yii¢ mpodiémiace -
Kal KaTa tavTnv owiépsvov pévov 70 Kat' eikdva BeoD kal (‘)po{cocnv ™0 dvepdmoo
€1dwg €x pepmnq aitiog kal opouocsswg viOV CaPRG TOD TMATPOG TAV TVELUATWY
Be0l kai TOV ASap gyevealdynoev ovtcog ow(xtaiaq Kol einev eivat o0 "Addy Tob
0e00 omep €pn’ tod INO tol 'Aday fiyouv TovV €k ToD "AdGY’ Kal ydp eine’ ToD
Toadk <tod ‘APpadu> Omep 0 Matbaiog EAeyev: "APpaau €yévvnoe tov Toadk
oUtws £pn’ Tod "Addu Tod Bg0D.*

“One must, then, clearly see that Luke, too, omgsidered that partial cause and
partial similarity with the father of the spirits be inherent in Adam, too, — for only
as regards the soul was God his direct cause lagHing into him spirit of life so
as to be a living soul just as he also shaped éleéod the body from earth — and
that he knew that only as regards this (sc. th§ soe divine image and likeness is
preserved for the human being, when in a genedegyearly called Adam, too, the
son of God ‘the father of spirits’, having thusaaiged it, and when he said that he is
‘Adam of God', just as he said ‘Seth of Adam’, tigato say: ‘the one out of Adan’,
for he also said ‘Isaac <of Abraham>’, what Matthexpressed as ‘Abraham begat
Isaac’. In this way he said ‘Adam of God'.”

In this passage Leontius repeats his claim that i&ohe “direct causepoo-
exng aitiog) only of Adam’s soul but not of his body, whichfashioned from
earth?” However, this basic configuration is now elabadatierough recourse to
the formula “father of the spirits’nftnp t@v nvevpdtwv) from Hebrews 12:9
where “spirits” was traditionally understood toeefo human souf.Examination
of the context shows that Leontius takes greatsptmiread this relationship into
the Biblical text. Taking as his starting point @sis 2:7: “he breathed into his face
a breath of life and man became a living soéVE@uonoev €ig T0 Tpdowmov avTold
nvonv (wfig kal €yéveto 6 avBpwmog eig buxnv Choav), he replacesvonv {wiig
with nvedua (wiic and omits the interveningpi €yéveto 0 &vBpwmog in order to
signal that the inbreathing is at the same timpirt and Adam’s soul. Above all,
however, he consistently emphasises the genetiaciea of the relationship be-
tween God and human souls. This is already evidelms decision to complement
the Biblical term “father” fatrp) with “son” (viég) and becomes even more ob-
vious when we analyse his interpretation of theapér‘of Adam of God” o0
"Aday o0 Beo0), which he borrows from Christ's genealogy in Li&®88. Leontius
starts by pointing out that in Luke’s text therestsict equivalence between the
relationship between Adam and God on the one haddhe relationships between

“LCNIII, 4, 1612D-1613A.
“2 Since he states elsewheredantra Nestorianoshat God created Adam’s body directly and
did not use nature as a mediator, we can rulehatithis refers to the efficient cause.
% See e.g. Cyril of Alexandrig§ommentary in Isaiam propheta®G, 70, 1276AB.
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Christ’'s human ancestors on the other: in each @as@ple genitive is used. In a
second step he then expands Luke’s statement é¢latisS“of Adam” ¢o0 'Addy)

to “out of Adam” €x tod 'Aday). This, however, must not be understood as the
introduction of a distinction between human fathemd God as “father of spirits”
(matnp tév mvevudtwv) but rather as encouragement to the reader to itieke
same modification in the parallel statement aneijoand it to “Adam out of God”
(Adau €k ToU OeoD). A similar strategy is employed in the immedigtillowing
statement which creates a parallel between theatganein the Gospel of Luke and
its counterpart in the Gospel of Matthew where riflationship between Christ’s
forefathers, the first of whom is in this case Atanm, is expressed through the verb
“begat” €yévvnoe). Leontius points out that the statement “IsaatAdoraham>"
(Toadk <tob 'APpadu>) in Luke 3:34 corresponds to “Abraham begat IS§ad-
padu gyévvroe tov Toadk) in Matthew 1:2, and then adds “in this way he safi:
Adam of God"™ pUtwg €pn’ tod 'Adau tod BeoT). This gives a clear signal to the
readers that they should rephrase Luke’s expressidam of God” (Adau tod
Beo00), which does not have a counterpart in Matthew;Gmsd begat Adam” {
0e0g €yévvnoe Tov 'Addy).

It goes without saying that this argument is peaitic because according to
Leontius the relationship between Adam and Godigdentical with the relation-
ships between Christ's human ancestors: as we @@ in the latter case the
genetic link is limited to their bodies. Howevenjst does not mean that we can
simply dismiss it for it provides clear evidence keontius’ belief that terms like
“father” (matnp), “son” (vidg) and “begetting” yevvav) must be taken literally
when they refer to God and Adam’s soul. | wouldr¢ifiere argue that the phrase
“out of God” €k tod Be00) has the meaning “out of the substance of Gérl'tfjc
ovolag tod Ogo0) and that the divine substance is the countendatie sperm of
the father and the blood of the mother as the madteauses of the bodies of their
children.

In chapter four of book three Leontius does netthe term “consubstantiality”
(0poovaidtrg), but only speaks more vaguely about the “sintjar{opoidtng)
between God and the soul. However, analysis offiteechapter of the second
book shows that he is not always so circumspeatrel' he is confronted with the
axiom that “consubstantial beings do not wish tocbasubstantial in part’t§
duoovo1a 00K €k uépoug BéAet duoovoia givat), which permits his Nestorian ad-
versary to reject the doctrine of a composite Ghviso is consubstantial with the
divine Father in his divinity and consubstantiathrwMary in his humanity. In his
refutation Leontius has again recourse to the aptiiogical paradigm:

Kai yap dvOpwmog 16 £k uépoug tfig Eautod vmootdoews TG uNTpdg Eautol Kai ToD
Tatpog £t pnv Kail 'APpady Tod TaTpog TV 6TOLXOUVTWY TOIG IXVESL THG TIoTEWS
a0ToD Kal To0 TMvedUatog ToD YEVVAHVTOG TO TVEDUA LIOG €0TL Kl €K UEPOUG TTIG
u1d¢ vmootdoew, 1 éott Tdvta Téde, Guoovo1ds ot TovTOIG TGV >

“For one human being is in part of his own hypdsta$ his mother and his father,
and also of Abraham, the father of those who foltbe footsteps of faith, and of

*CN, 1.1, PG, 86, 1528A10-11.
2CN, I1.1, PG, 86, 1536C1-7.
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the spirit that begets the spirit, and he is irhgaart of the one hypostasis, which is
all these, consubstantial with all those.”

Here Leontius distinguishes between three diffefprogenitors” of a human
being — the natural parents, Abraham as the fathtre faithful, and “the spirit”
(to6 mvebua) —, which are each consubstantial with a “pagpbg) of the human
hypostasis. The phrase “son of the spirit that tsethe spirit” €00 nveduatog tod
YEVV@VTOG TO Tvedua vidg), which expresses the last-named relationshipased
on John 3:6 where Christ avers that “what is barnod the spirit is spirit” €0 ye-
YEVVNUEVOV €k ToD mvelpatog mvedud €otiv). Thus we have a close counterpart to
chapter four of book three where Leontius has neseoto the similar verse Hebrews
12:9 and where he also adds the term “soidc] to emphasise the genetic relation.
Moreover, the human “spirit"nedua) is again part of the human compound and
therefore cannot refer to an additional endowmettt thie Holy Spirit but must be
equated with the soul. This allows us to conclua teontius wishes his readers
to decode the phrase “son of the spirit that bethetsspirit” ¢od nveduatog tod
YeEVV®VTOG TO mvelua vidg) as “son of God who begets the sould{ 600 tod
yevv@vtog thv Puxnv vidg) and then to realise that use of the same apioellat
establishes consubstantiality between the divioggamitor and its offspring.

Accordingly, the human parents should then agaly be causes of the body.
In the first chapter of the second book this p@mnmot made explicit but it can be
inferred from the Biblical reference text and frather related passages. In John
3.6 the statement about the spirit is complemewitda statement about the flesh,
“what is born out of the flesh is fleshysysvvnuévov €k tiig ocapkdg odp€ otv).
The term “flesh” is ambiguous since it can refethte complete human being, but
in the passage under discussion there can be ot thau it only denotes the body.
This can be seen from chapter seven of book fowerevive find another list of
three progenitors of a human being, in this caseBiblical personage Timothy:
Paul who converted him to Christianity, “his fatlaecording to the flesh’d(..kxata
oGpka avtod atrip), and God as “the cause of all substaneédiig ovoiag aitiog)
and “father of all” favtwv ... matip). This is evidently the same configuration as
we have found in the first chapter of book two. Heer, in this case Leontius adds
the clarification: “The first begot him as a simitane according to faith, the second
according to his body, and the third accordingisamage” AN 6 uév tfj miotel, 6
d¢ T@ owpatt abTol €yévvnoev avTOV GUoloV, O d¢ Tf] €lkOvi abToD).”

The substitution of “flesh”o@p&) with the unequivocal “body”oua) shows
clearly that the former term, too, refers solelythe physical aspect of a human
being® Thus we can conclude that Leontius had developmamhsistent framework,
which he then repeatedly reproduced in his tre&@metra Nestorianas

So far we have focused on two genetic relatiorsstope between God and the
human souls, and one between the bodies of hunrantpaand the bodies of their
children, both of which establish consubstantialitigis juxtaposition is evidently
at the centre of Leontius’ argument, because mngerhim to point to the human

*°CN, IV.7, PG, 86, 1664D1-3.

" Indeed, the same point can be made as regargéithse “the father of the spirits8 fratrp
TV vevudtwyv) because in Hebrews 12:9 it is juxtaposed withr ‘fathers of the flesh”of tfig
COPKOG NUAV TATEPEG).
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compound as a parallel for the composite Christvéieer, in the first chapter of
the second book and in chapter seven of book faarstraightforward picture is
complicated by an additional reference to Abrahawth Baul where the relation-
ship is clearly not genetic. In order to understarig/ Leontius mentions these
two figures we need to consider the position ofddsersary: the Nestorian had
referred to Abraham and Paul in order to suppa@tdim that when the Bible
speaks of more than one “father” of a human beling,additional “fathers” are
not further progenitors, because the term is meued as a metaphor. | would
therefore suggest that Leontius intends to sulihestdistinction by focusing on
the fact that Abraham and Paul are human beingshemefore consubstantial with
all other human beings, even if they are not tdeect progenitors. By doing so
he could remove one of the mainstays of the Nestwiargument, namely that
when Scripture describes the relationship betwherntiman being Jesus and the
divine Father in genetic terms, this must alsoibeodinted as metaphorical speé&ch.

Indeed, the assertion that souls are consubdtantraGod can also be under-
stood as a response to a Nestorian argument. piertthirty-two of book four the
Nestorian concludes from John 3:6 that an ordiiGrgstian is an adoptive son of
God through baptism and instruction and “is notdesm out of the substance of
the begetter”dk tfig oboiag o0 yevvatal tol yevv@vtog), and that in the special
case of the incarnation the man Jesus can therefitydoe endowed with the Spirit
but not be compounded with the Word. In order tonter this argument Leontius
clearly felt the need to identify the “spirit” witthe soul, which is hypostatically
united with the body and can thus provide an anafogthe composition of the
divine nature and the human nature in the incasnéti

With his insistence on a genetic relationship leetwGod and the human souls,
which establishes their consubstantiality, Leontiieviates radically from the
Christian mainstream. Earlier exegetes of Hebren8 had stressed that in this
case fatherhood cannot be understood in the seitde of the word: in hiSom-
mentary on IsaialCyril states that the formula “father of the dgiti(ratnp tdv
nvevudtwyv) does not mean that God “has given birth out efdwn nature” dg
€€ 181ag @Uoewg tetokwg), as he did when he brought forth the Son andHiblg
Spirit, but merely informs us that the souls conte iexistence from him “by way
of creation” fnuiovpyik®q).* This raises the question: how does Leontius ceacei
of the relationship between the soul and the diVifeed? In order to find an answer
I will now turn to chapter eighteen of book oneefidnLeontius is confronted with
the Nestorian claim that the salvation of mankisigchieved through the “good
pleasure” §0dokia) of the divine Word and the “mediationfigoiteia) of the man
Jesus and that it is therefore unnecessary to paasimposition of the substance
of the Word with the substance of a human beingrtter to refute this position
Leontius draws a parallel with creation. He sthstgointing out that God did not
hesitate to create Adam’s body “through immediatioa” (d1x tfig adtovpyiag)
and that there is therefore no reason why he shmtldhave personally recreated
the fallen human bein§.This is a traditional theme, which is found intmgs of

8CN, IV.32, PG, 86, 1697A6-7.
29 CN, IV.32, PG, 86, 1697D9-10.
%0 See Cyril of AlexandriaCommentary in Isaiam prophetafG, 70, 1276AB.
$LCN, 1.18,PG, 86, 1468D1-1469A4.
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both Alexandrian and Antiochene writers who empd&ashat human beings are
privileged over all other creatures because theg their existence to a direct act
of God* However, it does little for Leontius’ argument thhe relationship be-

tween God and Adam provides a parallel for the amsitpn of the divine Word

with a human nature. If we take God’s creation ofafk as a paradigm we only
arrive at a scenario where the Word creates a hioody for himself whereas the
nature of the relationship between the Word ansl bledy is left undefined. It is

evident that in order to have an effective pardiekhe incarnation Leontius would
need to show that the soul in the composite “Adaarfesponds to the divine Word
in the composite “Christ”; and this is indeed whatdoes in the following passage:

"ET 8¢ unde kat’ eikdva idiav kai Opoiwotv ToiTov Tpoayayeiv Kat tov idtov xop-
aktipa €v T@ xoik® kataPifalerv updapatt €t 8¢ pdAiota unde Yuxnv (Goav
Kal vonyv {wiig T@® 181w éuguonuartt éviéval avt® (SC. TG XOTK® Qupduatt) Kal
évolkiletv eautov €€ apxfs T® MNAG Kal Gomep appaPdva Tig TPOg adTov (SC.
ToV 0edV) cuvBEsew katafdAAesbar €k Thig oikelng PVOEWS TPOG TNV Gd YiG
odpka.®®

“Moreover, he would not have produced him accordogis own image and like-
ness nor would he have caused his own imprint szetel into the earthly lump.
And, above all, he would not have injected into faitiving soul and breath of life
through his own inbreathing and housed himselhendlay from the beginning and
paid down as some earnest of the combination witkci the clay) out of the own
nature with the flesh from earth.”

In this passage Leontius has again recourse tomhdiblical accounts of the
coming to be of Adam, Genesis 1:26: “Let us make maour image and likeness”
(tomowpev avBpwmov kat eikéva fuetépav Kal kad Opoiworv), and Genesis
2:7: “And God formed man as dust from the earth brehthed into his face a
breath of life and man became a living sowldi(¢énAacev 0 Bed¢ TOV GvOpwToV
X00V &mo TG VG Kal éve@Uonoey €i¢ TO TpOowTOV abTol TvornV {wi|§ Kal EYEVETO
0 avBpwmog i Puxnv Choav). In his discussion of this latter verse Leontiuekes
an explicit link between the coming to be of Adand #he incarnation of the Word
and he conceptualises the former in terms thateyorid a simple act of creation:
as is evident from the statement “lodging himséiVoikilewv €éavtév) and from
the prepositional phrase “out of his own natur&l ¢fig otielac pvoewg) it is
the divinity itself that is infused into Adam, whicreates an obvious link with
John 1:14: “And the Word ... took his abode in ugti(6 Adyoc ... éocknvwoev v
nuiv). This is clearly a scenario that would be reclaté with the view that the
human soul is of divine origin, which we have enteved in the previously dis-
cussed passages. In particular, the claim thatl@tgks “himself’ éavtdv) in the
“clay” (tnAdc) and the juxtaposition of the two prepositionatgstes “out of the
own nature” ¢k g oikelag Ppvoewc) and “from earth” no yfg) resemble
closely the statements we found in Leontius’s dismn of the two-fold consub-
stantiality of human beings.

%2 See e.g. Cyril of Alexandriglaphyra in Genesirl, PG, 69, 20B; and Theodore of Mopsuestia,
Fragmenta in GenesjPG, 66, 637A.
*CN, 1.18,PG, 86, 1469A4-12.
Dirk Krausmiuiller, “Human Souls as ConsubstantiaisSof God: The Heterodox Anthropo-
logy of Leontius of Jerusalem,” idournal for Late Antique Religion and Culture(2010)
43-67; ISSN: 1754-517X; Website: http://www.cardiff.uk/clarc/jlarc



JLARC 4 (2010) 43-6756

As in the passages that we have discussed shigantpression could be sub-
stantiated through detailed analysis of the arguntéowever, in this case | will
not immediately turn to Leontius’ text but rathéars by identifying the exegetical
tradition, which provided the starting point foshieasoning, and then proceed to
establish how he deviated from this tradition argy\Wwe did so. The previous dis-
cussion has only considered Patristic authors whk the statement “he breathed
into his face a breath of life¥{epionoev €ig t0 tpdowmov avtod mvorv {wi|g) to
be a reference to the infusion of the soul intorAgabody because this is also how
Leontius understands the term in all the passdggswe have discussed so far.
However, this was not the only possible interpretabf the first part of Genesis
2:7. Alexandrian theologians made a sharp distndtietween this statement and
that which immediately followed: “and man becamlevimg soul” (kat éyéveto 0
avBpwmog €ig Yuxnv Codoav). They argued that the inbreathing endowed Adam
with the gift of the Holy Spirit, which was thenskoor at least obscured through
the fall and finally returned to human kind by GiwriThis view was inspired by
the striking similarity between Genesis 2:7 andnJ®@:22 where we are told that
the resurrected Christ appeared in the midst oAphestles, “breathed on them and
said to them: ‘Take the Holy Spirit!"&¢e@ionoev kai Aéyer avtoiq: AdBete mvedua
aytov). The relation between the two verses is maddaixpy many authors. Cyril
of Alexandria, for example, states in l@®@mmentary on the Gospel of Jotat
“Christ again puts his own spirit into his own dides” (katoikilel mdAv to 1d10v
nvedpa Xp1otog toic Eavtod pabntaic);** and avers in hi&laphyra in Genesithat
the “inbreathing” of Genesis 2:7 is an act by whizbd “immediately imprinted an
incorruptible life-giving spirit” f@Baptov {womo1dv e0OLG évexdpatte mvedua).>

These authors not only express themselves inirggtiksimilar terms but also
appear to have the same concerns as Leontius. t€hdyto emphasise that it is
the very divinity and not some derivative entitgtttodges itself in human beings.
Gregory of Nyssa, for example, states that studprager ‘gives great gifts and
houses the spirit itself in the soulge{dAa xapiletar kal adTo d¢ TO Mvedua Taig
yuxaic évoikiCet).*® And Cyril of Alexandria is even more insistent thiis point
when he concludes in his treati3e sancta Trinitatehat the Spirit transforms the
believers “not as if through a servile gracedy wg dia xdpirog vovpyikiig) and
denies that “the grace through it was somehow cedff from the substance of
the Spirit” (tfic ovoiag Tod mvebuatog Siecyotviouévn Tic v 1 &' avTod Xdpig).
The similarity with Leontius’ agenda is obvious:vas have already seen he stress-
es that God installed “himselféqutdv) in Adam and uses the phrase “out of his
own nature” §x ti|g oikeiag PUoEWS).

However, a closer look at chapter eighteen of bawdk reveals some obvious
discrepancies between the positions of Leontiusadr@yril of Alexandria. First
of all, Leontius identifies the “inbreathing¢yevonua) not with the Spirit but
with the Son. This is evident from the context:dvefhe refers to God’s “own
inbreathing” diov éugvonua) he has already used the two phrases “own image”

34 Cyril of Alexandria,Commentarius in lohannerad. Pusey, vol. 3, 135; see a@ommentary
on John John 12:1, vol. 4, 1097E.
% Cyril of Alexandria,Glaphyra in Genesinl, PG, 69, 20B.
% Gregory of NyssaDe instituto Christianped. W. JaegeGregorii Nysseni OperaVIll.1:
Opera Asceticdleiden, 1952), p. 80, Il. 9-11.
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(eikwv 1dia) and “own imprint” §apaxtnp 1610g), which had traditionally been
taken to refer to the Son. Since Origen Christigth@s had rephrased the Biblical
formula “in our image” kat’ eikova nuetépav) and the following “in the image of
God” (xat’ eikéva 0go0D) as “according to his own imagekot’ sikdva idiav),
thereby identifying the divine model for the hunsaul with the Son of God who
in Il Corinthians 4:4 is called the “image of Go@lkwv tod 0£00).*” And writers
such as Athanasius of Alexandria had referred ¢0Sbn as the “own imprint”
(idrog xapaktrp) of the Father when they paraphrased the stateimenébrews
1:3 that the Son is the “imprint of his (sc. Godts)postasis” Xapaktrp tfig
avtod [Sc. tod Oeol] Umootdoew().® This suggests that Leontius deliberately
created the series of the three statements in twdesinuate to his readers that he
wished the last term not to be identified with 8rit as was traditional but with
the Son. The reason for this manipulation is ewidey substituting the Son for
the Spirit Leontius was able to create a much clpaeallel with the incarnation
where the Son and not the Spirit became man.

A similar reworking of traditional themes can letetted from the way Leontius
conceives of the entity with which the divine S@mpounded himself. Here it is
instructive to compare Leontius’ phrase “to injadiving soul and a breath of life
into it (sc. the earthy mixture) through his owbrngathing and to house himself at
the beginning in the mudPpxnv {(@oav kai ntvonv {wi¢ T@ idiw éupuonuartt
gviéval abT® [SC.TM XoTk® Qupduatt] Kol Evolkilelv eavtov €€ dpxig T@ TAY)
with a similar formula in Cyril’'sDe sancta trinitate“housing and injecting the
spirit into the souls of the faithful and refashmmnthem through it and in it to the
form that they had at the beginninga{g t@v motevévtwy Puxaic éykatoikil-
ovTOG T Kal €VIEVTOG TO Tvedpa Kal 8t adToD Te Kal €V aUTE UETATAATTOVTOS €1G
eidog o v dpxaic).* The difference is obvious: in Cyril's case theinévelement
is infused into an already existing soul whereagntieis mentions “living soul”
(Yuxn (woa) as an added feature. At this point one might ethat Leontius uses
with “breath of life” ftvon (wfig) a second term that might denote the Spirit as a
further entity that was also infused into Adam’'sipoHowever, against such an
interpretation it must be pointed out that he maieeffort to distinguish between
the two terms: he simply correlates them, althauagihe Biblical text they are part
of two subsequent and quite distinct statementse-bteathed into his face a breath
of life” (évepionocev €ig T0 mpdowmov avtod nvonv {wig) and “man became a
living soul” (kai €yéveto 0 avBpwmog eig Yuxnv Choav) — and despite the fact
that earlier theologians such as Cyril had insighed the two statements needed to
be kept apart. Indeed we have already seen thattiusccan replace the Biblical
nvon with mvedua in the sense of “soul” when he rephrases Gene3isag
“breathing into it a spirit of life so as to beidng soul” Eueuodv adt® vedua
(wiic €ig Yuxnv (Goav). Nevertheless there is no doubt that the tevedbuax here
does not refer to the Holy Spirit but to the sauich is mentioned immediately

37 AthanasiusQrationes tres contra ArianpBG, 26, 320C; see also Cyril of Alexandi@laphyra
in PentateuchunPG, 69, 465BC.
¥ AthanasiusQrationes tres contra Ariang®G, 26, 461A; see also Basil of Caesardversus
EunomiumPG, 29, 753C.
%9 Cyril of Alexandria,De sancta trinitate dialogi VJIPG, 75, 1088C.
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afterwards? This suggests that here, too, “living soul” andedth of life” are
synonymous and that they both denote the soul lsodlze divinity, since they are
taken up again by “himselftgutév). And in the same way we will then need to
interpret the phrase “through his own inbreathi(igs idiw éueuoruart): Since it
is equated with the divine Son it is also identieaih the following reflexive
pronoun and can therefore not be materially difiefeom “breath of life” and
“living soul”. Such interpretation would entail thior Leontius the recipient of
the “inbreathing” is not the whole Adam, but merdlgdam’s body. We have
seen that he expresses this view in other partSootra Nestorianosnd close
examination of the passage under discussion revieaighis is also true in this
particular case. He first speaks of “earthen lurf@ixov @Upaua) and “clay”
(mnAdg), which can refer to the whole human being ohthody alone.

However, such a reading is not possible for theestant that Christ created a
precedent for his own composition by joining hirhs& the flesh from earth”
(mpog Vv amo yii¢ odpka). This statement is evidently based on the fiedf bf
Genesis 2:7: “and God formed man as dust from #nth'e(kal émhacev 6 Bed¢
oV avBpwtov xoUv &mo tfig yAg). By qualifying “flesh” as being “from earth&fo
yfig) Leontius insinuates that “flesh” is to be ideietf with “dust” (o0c), which
means that it must refer exclusively to the b8idyherefore we can conclude that
the “inbreathing”, now identified with the divineo8, enters a material body and
becomes the soul of the human being Adam.

It is not difficult to see why Leontius strayedrn the traditional “Alexandrian”
position and substituted the soul for the Holy BpWvhile endowment with the
Holy Spirit results in a scenario where the diveubstance is present in human
beings this presence is nevertheless not a padrofin nature: it remains extrinsic
to it and can even be lost. Therefore it cannatesas a parallel for the divine Son
if the incarnation is to be conceptualised as apmsition and must be replaced
by the soul as one part of the human composite.

The comparison of Leontius’ argument with tradgiibAlexandrian exegesis has
given us a first insight into the origins of hisnceptual framework. However, he
was not only influenced by theologians with whonfélea natural affinity; he was
also indebted to the theology of his Antiochenéestorian enemies. This can be
seen when we focus on the manner in which Leorgaeks to distinguish the
coming to be of ordinary human beings from the finadon of the Word. So far
we have only considered similarities between the éwents: we have seen that
God lodges “himself’ favtdv) in Adam and that what he lodges there is “out of
his own nature” dx tfig oikeiag @Uoewg), just as it will be the case in the later
incarnation. However, Leontius also informs us Hwwishes us to conceive of
the relationship between the two events: he caisehsouling of Adam a “pledge
for the composition with him (sc. God)dpafdva tfg Tpog adTOV [SC.TOV OgdV]
ouvbéoewc). In its literal senséppafwv refers to a partial payment that a purchaser
offers as a security for the delivery of the whsien that is owed by hifi,and

*9SeeCN, I11.4, PG, 86, 1612D4-7.

“! This is corroborated through comparison with ttagesnent quoted in the previous footnote
where the ambiguous tersdp¢ is replaced with the unequivocabua.

“2H.G. Liddell, R. Scott and H.S. JonésGreek-English Lexico(Oxford, 1968), s. WippaBav,
earnest-moneycaution-moneydeposited by the purchaser and forfeited if theclpase is not com-
pleted, 2. generally, a pledge, earnest.
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this meaning is preserved when the term is usadmetaphorical sense: Christian
authors consistently interpret it as denoting at"gaépog), which is “incomplete”
(dtelég), and juxtapose it with the “wholebXov, nav), which is “complete” {¢-
Aeov).* Accordingly, we can rephrase “pledge out of his aature” gppafdva

... €K TG olkelag pUoewg) as “part out of his own naturefidpog ... €k tfig oikelag
@Uoewg) and we can infer that in Christ’'s humanity resitlee “whole” Aov) of
the divinity.

How did Leontius arrive at this conceptual framex®oHis starting-point was
evidently the Biblical formula “pledge of the Spir{appafwv tod mveduatog).*
Other Christian authors such as Gennadius of Cotistgle had interpreted this
formula as “the partial grace of the Spirito(uepikov To0 TvedUATOG XAPLoUX)
bestowed in the wake of the incarnation and hathposed it with the “universal
grace” kaboAov xapig) that will be given after the resurrectiérSignificantly,
however, the same conceptual framework is empldyedntiochene theologians
when they attempt to distinguish between Christ @thér virtuous human beings.
As | have already mentioned, the Nestorian authurapstrong emphasis on the
endowment of the man Jesus with the Holy Spiriticlwithen permitted him to
claim that it was not necessary to conceive ofiticarnation as a composition in
order to safeguard the salvific effects of the measéion. This endowment of Jesus
with the Spirit, however, was conceived in quatitiaterms: It was argued that
Jesus received the whole Spirit whereas saintlyamubeings of earlier times only
received a part of this Spirit. This notion is eat most concisely by Theodoret of
Cyrus in hisHaereticarum Fabularum Compendiunhere it is claimed that God
distributed to the prophets the gifts of the Spwibereas in the incarnation he gave
the “assumed naturefooAngeioa @voic) not merely a “partial graceuépixn
Xap1ig), but the whole “fullness of divinity"m\npwpa tfig Oedtntog).* The affinity
of this view with Leontius’ position is evident tughoutContra Nestorianasin
chapter twenty-eight of book four Leontius attemptslistinguish Christ’'s status
from that of Jeremiah and John the Baptist by dlagnthat Mary gave birth to
“the spirit itself” (x0to to6 mvebua), which in this context clearly refers to Christ,
whereas the latter two figures were anointed inwbenb “through participation
of the sanctifying spirit” fetoxfj tod aylaotikod nvevpatog),”” and in chapter six
of book five he distinguishes Jesus Christ fromeptldesuses” mentioned in the
Bible by claiming that these other “Jesuses” weakem that name “because of
partial partaking of the spirit"dfto uépovg mvevpartikig petaAfPewc).”® This
shows that Leontius conceived of the differencevben participation in the spirit

43 See P. Brund)en Menschen mit dem Himmel verbinden. Eine Studigen katechetischen
Homilien des Theodor von MopsuedizSCO, 549, ‘Subsidia, 89; Leuven, 1995), 332:rDeil-
aspekt gehort wesentlich zur Natur des Unterpfah@esl note 214 with a list of examples from
Theodore and other authors of the fourth and figthturies. For a later parallel, see Anastasius of
Antioch, Oratio, 1V, 14, ed. S. N. Sakko&nastasii | Antiocheni opera omnia genuine quaessup
sunt(Salonica, 1976), 75.25-28poxataBéPAntar ydp d¢ @apev 6 dppaPwv unviwv to av tfig
dboewg: 0 yap dppafwv oUk 0Tt TO GAov GAAX TO HEPOG.

“** See Il Corinthians 1:21-22, and Il Corinthians.5:5

> Gennadius of Constantinopleragmenta in Epistolam ad Roman&s, 85, 1700A.

“8 TheodoretHaereticarum Fabularum Compendium, 23,PG, 88, 532/8.

*"CN, IV.48,PG, 86, 1720D2-11.

*®CN, V.6, PG, 86, 1732A7-8.
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and reception of “the spirit itself” in terms ofrpand whole, i. e. in very much
the same ways as Antiochene and Nestorian autlbrs

Therefore one can argue that Leontius was infleérxy the conceptual frame-
work of his opponent, which he then modified tosednis own purposes. The first
step that he took was to transpose this modelpitmlogical context. This is not
without precedent: Basil of Caesarea, for examgtigtes in hidHomiliae super
psalmoghat by breathing on Adam'’s face God “depositedd of his own grace
in the human being in order that the like recogthgelike” (oipdv tiva tg idiag
Xapitog Evamédeto T¢ avOpwnw Tva T@ oOpolw EMylvaokn To Gpotov).* However,
then he parted company with tradition altogetheenvhe replaced the Holy Spirit,
which is given to the soul, with the soul itselhelradical nature of this step be-
comes clear when we consider that not even thei@osif Cyril and Gregory of
Nyssa that the souls were endowed with the substahthe Holy Spirit was uni-
versally accepted. Cyril of Jerusalem, for exampleen interpreting the Pauline
formula “divisions of the Holy Spirit”"{epiopol mveduartog aylov), feels the need
to add the comment that “it is not the Spirit tlsativided but the grace through
it” (vedpa ol pepéptotat GAN 1 8" avtod xdpig).>

At this point we can recapitulate. Through the aging of traditional themes
Leontius creates a framework where the divine Sgoresent in the human being
not as an additional endowment but rather as tbhkasal where the human souls
become parts of the divine nature of the Son, whanke been partitioned off from
him. As | have stated, Leontius developed this rhbéeause it allowed him to
counter the Nestorian contention that a compositiban uncreated entity and a
created entity is impossible for he could thenmal#hat there existed a precedent
in Adam’s coming to be. This creates the impressiat Leontius developed a
heretical anthropology in order to defend an ortho@hristology. However, a
closer look at his understanding of the incarnasbaws that this is not the case.
His reinterpretation of the coming to be of Adamtlas composition of a part of
the Son with a material body provides a paralldl s much for the traditional
understanding of the incarnation as a composite&iwéen the Son and a humanity
consisting of soul and body, but for a scenarioreltee Son takes the place of the
soul within the human compound: as we have seenptity difference between
the coming to be of Adam and the incarnation lrethe fact that Adam’s soul is a
“part” of the Son, whereas Christ’s soul is the bl Son. This is evident from
the phrase “to deposit so-to-speak a pledge foccblneposition with him out of his
own nature into the flesh from earth&(nsp appaﬁwva TAG TPOG abTOV GLVOESEWS
kataBaAAesOat €k Thi¢ oikelag (pvoeooq npoq mv amo yi¢ odpka). As | have already
pointed out, the expressianv ano yfig odpka is clearly based on the phrase “dust
from the earth” o0v &mo tfig yfg) in Genesis 2:7 and thus limits the meaning of
“flesh” to the material body into which the diviti@breathing” is then infused. In
its context this phrase refers to the coming tamb&dam, but the choice of the
word odp€ alludes to John 1:14: “and the Word became fleghtaok his abode
in us” (ka1 6 Adyog oapg €yéveto), and thus leaves no doubt that it also applies to
Christ’s incarnation for which Adam’s coming to peovided a precedent. This

“9 Basil of Caesare&jomiliae super psalmo®G, 29, 449CD.
%0 Cyril of JerusalemCatechesid 7, ch. 12, ed. W.C. Reisch and J. Rupyijlli Hierosolymorum
archiepiscopi quae supersunt opera omi@aols (Munich, 1848-1860), Il. 21-22.
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permits us to conclude that for Leontius the huml@ment in the incarnate Son is
a mere body, whereas the soul is to be equateSdhdimself.

If one wished to play the heresiological game omeld say that Leontius here
develops an “Apollinarian” Christology. Howevergethimilarity is only superficial,
since unlike Apollinaris Leontius extends this mioieall other human beings as
well. Moreover, there is no sign that he ever difegvconclusion that the traditional
Chalcedonian interpretation of the incarnation ddug dispensed with. Indeed, he
gives the impression that in the incarnate Worddilige is present twice, once as
the soul and once as the divinity proper. Chapireetaen of book one illustrates
the problems that this view caused for Leontiugothgical position. There he is
again confronted with the Nestorian claim that sirdessness of Jesus cannot be
attributed to the union with the Son of God buthis result of Jesus’ will and the
support of the Holy Spirit since otherwise it wounlot be a genuine achievemeént.
He starts his refutation by claiming that in Je€imsist the spirit plays the same
role as does the free will in us since we arefjastithrough the moral choices we
make whereas Paul states in | Timothy 3:16 thais€Ctwas justified in the Spirit”
(edikawbn €v mvevpartt), and then proceeds to state:

Ei 8¢ Omep thg NueTépag guoews €0t avte€ovotov Kal Tfig dikaloovvng aitiov, Todto
A Xp1otod @Uoews Topev eivat T6 Tvedua to dylov, Todto 8¢ dAnO®g Bedg dANnO-
wOG, TAOG oVXL cagéotata NUIv Kai dkovTeg TV Ogiav @Uotv 81 ToT TvedpaTog €V
Xp10t) eivan dedwkarte.>

“But if as we know the free will and the cause loé trighteousness of our nature
correspond to the Holy Spirit of Christ’'s naturedéhis (sc. the Holy Spirit) is
truly true God, how then have you not concededstewen if against your will that
the divine nature is in Christ through the spirit.”

In this passage Leontius juxtaposes “our natufiefuetépa @ooic) with “the
nature of Christ” ff Xpiotod ¢voig), which can only refer to Christ’'s humanity,
because otherwise the statement would take on aophysite character. That
Leontius distinguishes the two “natures” from omether in this way is highly
suggestive since according to official doctriner¢his no difference between the
humanity of Christ and the humanity of other hurbamgs. And indeed the strict
parallelism suggests that the Spirit belongs tasthrnature in the same way as
the willing soul belongs to the nature of other lamnieings and that it is therefore
part of the human compound. It is not difficultdee why Leontius would have
taken this step: if he had not established compgtevalence between the Holy
Spirit in Christ and the soul in ordinary humanngsi he would merely have re-
stated the position of his Nestorian adversaryttimthuman being Jesus acts freely
but has the support of the Holy Spirit. Howevereresuch a scenario does not
really answer the Nestorian question why a composltietween the Word and a
human nature should be necessary. After all, ssveahave only dealt with the
“human” sphere where the Holy Spirit takes the @latthe soul. That Leontius
was aware of this quandary becomes evident imtheediately following passage:

L CN, 1.19, PG, 86, 1472D3-1473A2.
2CN, 1.19,PG, 86, 1484D2-1485A1-6.
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“0 yap v Nuiv O fyepovikog Adyog katopbol Uepik@®g, ToUTo TavteA®g O Ogiog
Adyog mpog TR MUETEPW Kol TODdE Kal TOV AOMGV NyeHOVELOVTWY €V XPLoT®
KatwpOwoev.>®

“For what the guiding word achieves in us partiallys has the divine word achiev-
ed in Christ completely, in addition to our (sc.rdjoboth of him and of the others
who are guidind

Here finally Christ’'s achievements are attribuiethe divine Word that accedes
to the human “guiding wordfepovikog Adyog) that is found both in Christ and
in us, a term that can only refer to the human.ddolvever, the introduction of
the divine component at this point creates sevesblpms: it is not clear who is
responsible for the complete achievement of Chwkich distinguishes him from
all other human beings who only manage partiale@ments. Since Christ’s sin-
lessness has just been attributed to the HolytSpihis human nature the divine
Word who enters into a composition with this natajppears to be curiously inert.
However, is this really what Leontius wishes to saye? When we look more
closely at the sentence we can see that it is m@tsin a rather curious way. A
part of the main clause, nametyito mavteA&dg 6 Bglog Adyog ... €v XploTd
katwpbwoev, has an exact counterpart in the preceding relatigaused yap év
NUIV 0 Nyepovikog Adyoc katopbol uepik@g. Indeed, the parallelism is even further
emphasised by the use of the term “worl3y(g) in both cases. This makes the
oddly phrased prepositional expressimpog td NUeTépw Kal ToOde Kal TGOV
Aon®v nyepovevdvtwyv look like little more than an afterthought. If desve this
prepositional phrase aside and focus exclusiveltherparallel elements a different
scenario emerges; for then the “divine Wor@i¢c Adyog) in Christ is correlated
with the “guiding word” @yepovikog Adyog) in ordinary human beings. In such a
scenario, however, the “divine Word” would no longe the divine person that
enters into a composition with a human nature bthar the Holy Spirit of the
previous passage that was there presented as tityeresponsible for the moral
achievements of this human nature. That Leontites dodeed oscillate between
these two models can be seen from the followingages, which concludes the
chapter:

Efte 00V ¢ suvumdpxwv T¢) dyiw Tveduatt eite ¢ mvedua dylov &md Thg PUoEwS
Aeydpevog o0k Amod Tfig UMOGTACEWG aVTOG £auTOD TG dikalooVVNG OVY ETEPOG
aitiog.>

“Whether co-existing with the Holy Spirit or beinglled “holy spirit” because of the
nature and not because of the hypostasis, he Hiastinot another is cause of his
own righteousness.”

Here Leontius sketches two alternative scenahasdre meant to explain how
the justification of Christ was effected. The fissenario, that the divine Word co-
exists with the Holy Spirit, corresponds to ousffireading of the previous passage

*3CN, 1.19,PG, 86, 1484D2-1485A3-6.
> CN, 1.19,PG, 86, 1484D2-1485A6-8.
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because the divine Word can only refer to the etiiat enters into a composition
with the human nature and the Holy Spirit must rééethe entity that is found
within the “human” nature. By contrast, the secsndnario, that the divine Word
is identical with the “holy spirit”, identifies thdivine Word with the divine entity
that is within the human nature, and thus corredpda our second reading of the
previous passage, with the consequence that thestagis of the Word as the
properly divine component has fallen out of theagapn.

From the evidence presented so far it would apihedrLeontius developed his
heterodox views about the embodied soul and thermate Word because of the
constraints of the Christological debate and arrdefendence on the conceptual
framework of his opponent. However, | would arghattthese factors can only
provide a partial answer to the question why Lamntleviated so radically from
the theological mainstream of his time. It seenkglyi that he developed his
conceptual framework because he already held thef bleat the human soul is
not a created entity that comes into existence lsamepusly with or even after the
body but instead shows a closer affinity to thergivand shares in its timelessness.
This raises the question: what was the intellecniléu in which Leontius pursued
his theological speculations? The most likely answehis is that he belonged to
the Origenist circles of Palestine and that hislavoew was influenced by Platonic
concepts.

The affinity between Leontius’ speculations anel ¥iews of representatives of
a Platonising interpretation of the Christian faighstriking. As | have already
pointed out in the previous discussion, GregorfNgésa asserts that the human
intellect is in the likeness of God because ittlee“outflow out of the divine in-
breathing” ¢k toU Oeiov €ugpuonuatog drdpporx), and Gregory of Nazianzus
claims that the human souls were “a part of God kza flowed from above”
(uoipa Beol avwbev pedoaca). Although these authors took great care not to
attribute to the soul a divine status in the stsiemse of the word, they tended to
eschew clear references to a creation of the sdubvfonothing. Therefore one can
formulate the hypothesis that Leontius merely ersjgea latent tendencies within
the Origenist tradition and that he did so becauseChristological argument
required him to find an exact parallel for the imzdion where one component,
the Son, was divine in the strict sense of the word

This hypothesis can be substantiated when wettuaiapter twelve of book
one. There the Nestorian author argues that whagewers into a composition does
so in order to draw profit from it. Leontius rejec¢his position and claims instead
that God composed himself with man out of consitl@nafor inferior beings. As
so much of Leontius’ polemic, this argument is baze a wilful misunderstanding
of his opponent’s position, who would have readifyeed that God did not profit
from the incarnation and only questioned the spepdint that the incarnation must
be conceived of as a composition. Significantlyrtes does not address this point
at all in his argument but instead offers sevexalngples for altruistic behaviour
beginning with the Son of God himself:

dnot yap taotdvt ta Adyia, oy dpmayudv fiynoduevog to eivan foa 0@ Eavtdv
EKEVWOE, Hop@rv dovAov AaPwv. Tt o0V Xpriciuov €k TOUTOL YEVOLTo TEAOG KATX
TOV oKomoOV €kPePnKog ToD kevwBEVTOG; 00dev dANo ANV ToD Nudg €k dovAeiag
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puadijvat ovg npocs)\aﬁsto kol givat Too O katd TV &pxfifev avToD Tepi UMV
g0dokiav oD eivar kat’ eikéva Beod kai dpoiwoty eivar.*

“For Scripture says tabout himt that he did noarddpeing like God as something
to be snatched but voided himself, having takerfdha of a servant. What profit-
able end, then, could possibly accrue from thigraf had come to pass according
to the plan of him who had been voided? None dbkieithat we whom he took to
himself be rescued from servanthood and that wik&&od according to his orig-
inal good pleaure concerning us that we be accgrdirthe image and likeness of
God.”

In this passage Leontius makes the point thaintteenation was a selfless act
of the Son of God with the purpose of liberatingniam beings from their fallen
condition and of restoring them to their origintdts. The passage is a patchwork
of Biblical references: for the incarnation Leostiguotes from Philippians 2:6-7:
“who being in the form of God did not regard tollke God as something to be
shatched but voided himself, having taken the fofra servant, having come to
be in the likeness of human beingé«’,L év Uop@fi Beob Umdapyxwv, ovX ocpnocypov
nyncapsvoq 0 eivan Toa Be@® Eautdv Ekévwoe, Lopenv dovAov Aafddv, év duot-
OpaTL AvOpDTWY ysvopsvoq) and for the description of the original staterbe
fers to Genesis 1:26: “Let us make a human beingunimage and likeness”
(mromowpev avBpwmov kat eikdéva Nuetépav kai kab’ opoiwowv). However,
rather than using these quotations side by sidedrges them to create one over-
arching conceptual framework. The context showarblethat Leontius makes a
straightforward equation of “being like God¥iyat Toa Oe®) with “being in the
likeness of God”divat ka®’ dpoiwoty Beod), and consequently also between “being
in the form of God” §v popef] 60D vmdpyxerv) and “being in the image of God”
(sivon kat’ gikdva B=o0), which suggests to the reader a fundamental atgrize
between the two sets of statements, in particut@eshe characterisation of God’s
salvific work as a rescue “from servitudék QovAeiag) implies that human beings
should also be seen as having “the form of a s&r{anpen dovAov). The result
IS a quite extraordinary deviation from traditiomathodox exegesis of Philippians
2:6-11. Despite many disagreements on the finentpadf interpretation most
authors took it for granted that the subject shiftdhe course of the statement: the
original state and the following descent were seemeferring to Christ’s natural
divinity and only the ensuing exaltation was intetpd as referring to his assumed
humanity. By contrast, Leontius creates a circtrenework within which human
beings originally enjoyed the same status as “Chaisd made the same descent
as him only to be exalted again together with him.

When we look for authors who could have inspit@d exegesis of Philippians
2:6-7, we find the closest counterpart in Origecdrding to an excerpt from a
letter by Theophilus of Alexandria, which is pressat in Theodoret'€ranistes
Origen had distinguished the Son from Christ's saujuing that “his soul was
like God and in his form™f{ yuxn tovtov ioa Oe® kal év popefi avtod), and stating
that it was the soul “that had emptied itself aad kaken the form of the servant”
(tnv kevwoacav £avtnv kai pop@nv dovAov AaPodoav).”® This suggests that

**CNI.12,PG, 86, 1449A13-B6.

% Theophilus of AlexandrigSecond Paschal Lettein TheodoretEranistes I, PG, 83, 197C.
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Leontius was influenced by the Origenist belieftthaman souls had originally
been pure intellects in close communion with Godl laad then fallen and become
embodied, with the exception of the intellect agged with the Son of God, which
voluntarily descended to the world of matter inesrtb save the fallen. Such inter-
pretation can be further substantiated when weidenghe phrase “according to
his good pleasure concerning us from the beginn{rgta tv &pxfifev adtod
nept NUAV evdokiav), which bears a marked resemblance with Epheslafis
where Paul states that “according to the good pteasf his will” (kata thv
gvdokiav tob BeAnuatog avtol) God elected us “before the foundation of the
world” (mpo kataPoAfic kéopov) and thus can be seen as a further allusion to the
pre-existence of the souls. However, at the same iti is clear that this model has
undergone fundamental modifications. As we haven demntius develops this
theme in order to prove the Chalcedonian pointiefwthat the incarnation must
be understood as a composition of the Word withiradn nature. Accordingly the
agent of Philippians 2:6-11 can no longer be the abChrist but must be the Son
of God. It is evident that this shift has implicats for the status of the souls of
the human beings whose salvation the incarnatiantwaffect: the symmetry of
the argument requires that they would then alsal nede fully divine. The only
element that does not seem to accord with thispreéation is Leontius’ assertion
that human beings had their primeval likeness Watd “according to his good
pleasure concerning us from the beginningitf thv apxfifev adtol mept UGV
g0dokiav), which gives the impression that the divine imagedhe result of a
divine act of will. However, this comment is not @sequivocal as it first seems
because it could refer to the decision of God masste from his own substance
the elements that were then to become the soulgpt€htwelve of book one thus
suggests that Leontius started out as an Origandtwas then carried away by
the constraints of the Christological debate, wharced him to formulate a much
more extreme position.

Leontius was without doubt fully aware of the féitht he deviated radically
from the consensus that had been established uopegecenturies; otherwise he
would not have exploited terminological and conaaptambiguities and made
terminological substitutions in order to createuangnts that at first sight appear
entirely orthodox. However, it is noticeable thatls caution does not extend to
every part of his work. In the previous discussiom have come across several
passages where he makes quite explicit statemeattils contemporaries would
surely have immediately identified as utterly hiedt This raises the question:
how could Leontius hope to escape condemnatiorparskcution? After all, it is
a well-known fact that Origenists whose views wepeasiderably lessutré than
Leontius’ had been denounced as heretics at then8e&council of Constantinople
and had then seen their writings destroyed by thleoaities, with the result that
they are now lost in the Greek original and are &nbwn from Syriac translations.

An explanation may present itself when we consttier historical context in
which Leontius wrote. In a previous article | halagedContra Nestorianoso the
seventh century and have argued that it most likektdates the Persian sack of
Jerusaleni’ This means that Leontius may well have been adiiving the Persian

*" See my article “Leontius of Jerusalem, a theolvogithe 7th century,Journal of Theological
Studies 52 (2001), pp. 637-657.
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occupation of Palestine or even after the Muslimgcest of the East. It is obvious
that during these two periods the official churduld not rely on the state to
enforce its own theological positions as it had elam the previous centuries.
Therefore one might argue that Leontius availedskimof the newly found
freedom in order to voice his radical ideas, intipalar since similar views are
expressed in writings of other authors of the ttfnAnastasius of Sinai, for
example, who lived in the second half of the seva@ntury, wrote &peech on
the Divine Imagewhich contains the following passage about thgirorof the
soul:

OV & €tepdv T1 kat eikdva Beod kai Opoiwotv Aéyetar 6 avOpwmog €l un dia to
gxewv avtov €€ aitiig thg Oelag UMooTdoEWG €keivov ToD Beiov Euguoruartog
tomep amdppordv tva Beod | amookiaopa thv Aoyiknv mvorv tig Cwiig adt®
petadobeioav TG yuxAg, Omep euguonua kai Bedodotov kal BedoTopov yévvnua
olte &yyehog olte XepouPiy ... HE10ON §¢€acbon.

“For no other reason is the human being calledralotg to the image and likeness
of God than because of his having it from the divinypostasis itself of that divine
inbreathing, like an outflow of God or a shadinfj-bfiving given the rational breath
of life to the soul, which inbreathing and god-givend god-mouthed offspring
neither angel nor Cherubim ... was deigned wortheteive.”

Here is not the place to embark on an in-deptérpnetation of this passage.
However, even a cursory reading reveals a markeudlasity with Leontius’
position: the soul is described as an outflow oti@ad as being out of the divine
inbreathing, which is characterised as a hypostagisas an offspring of God. This
shows that other authors in the seventh centurydcowake exalted statements
about the soul and suggests that Leontius may haee a less isolated figure
than he now seems to be.

At this point we can summarise the results ofdiscussion. At the beginning
of this article |1 showed that in his treatiSentra Nestoriano&eontius identifies the
soul in the compound Adam with the “divine inbreatfi and that he characterises
the “inbreathing” itself with as an emanation fr@wd. | argued that he took this
step because he wished to counter the Nestorian that a composition between
an uncreated and a created entity is impossiblenteypreting the coming to be
of Adam as just such a composition he could cldiat the incarnation was only
one instance of a widespread phenomenon. In a destep | then demonstrated
that Leontius defended the twofold consubstanyiadit the incarnated Christ by
drawing a parallel with the human compound wheeettbman parents are only
the causes of the bodies while the souls have Gdtiar father. Through close
reading of several passages | attempted to shaw.¢wamtius considered God and

*8 Indeed, the same may have been true for the Nes@muthor whose treatise Leontius attempted
to refute. The Nestorian treatise, which most likehtes to the early seventh century, is the only
known Greek exposé of a strict Nestorian positi@t tan be dated after Chalcedon; see my article
“Conflicting anthropologies in the Christologicabdourse at the end of Late Antiquity: the case of
Leontius of Jerusalem’s Nestorian adversaigrirnal of Theological StudieS6 (2005), pp. 413-47.

% See Anastasius of Sinai, Sermo Il, c. 4, ed. UtiremAnastasii Sinaitae Sermones dyo
48, Il. 45-52,
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the souls to be consubstantial and that he unaets$beir relationship as a genetic
one in the strict sense of the word. Having setloeitconceptual framework within
which Leontius made his case for a Chalcedoniams@iwmgy | then proceeded to
show that one of his starting points was the tiaadtl view that Adam’s soul was
endowed with the Holy Spirit itself and not justhva derivative grace. This model
had the advantage that it located “God” in the hurneing but the disadvantage
that this presence remained extrinsic to the huooampound. To make it function
as a precedent for the incarnation of the Word tiaertherefore introduced two
modifications: he substituted the Son for the $m@rd he reduced the human
nature to the body, thereby indicating that thel soust be divine. In order to
distinguish the case of Christ from that of Adand ather human beings he
employed the Biblical motif of the “pledge”, whickas traditionally used to
contrast the partial spiritual endowment of theidwars in this world with their
complete spiritual endowment in the world to conué Wwhich he now applied to
Adam and Christ. This permitted him to claim thatAdam the Son was only
present partially whereas in Christ he was presemipletely. These modifications
led to a further deviation from the theological n&tream: not only was the soul
no longer a creature but instead a part of thendjvihe incarnation was also no
longer conceptualised as the composition of thandiWord with a human nature
consisting of body and soul but rather as a contiposof the divine Word as soul
and a human body, with the consequence that th@egyodivine component of
traditional Christology could no longer be givesaisfactory role in the salvation
of mankind. One reason for this shift was obviowstpo great dependence on the
conceptual framework of his Nestorian opponent whfueus had been on the
endowment of the human being Jesus with the HolsitSwho thus assumed a
crucial role in the incarnation. Leontius acceptied framework, as well as the
Nestorian custom to see the difference betweeSird in Jesus and the Spirit in
other human beings in quantitative terms, and meneldified it by identifying the
Holy Spirit with the Son on the one hand and wiité soul on the other. However,
the constraints of the Christological debate anerdependence on the conceptual
framework of his opponent can only provide a padregswer to the question why
Leontius deviated radically from the theologicalins&ream. It is evident that he
would only have developed his views if he had ayeheld the belief that the
human soul is not a created entity that comesearistence simultaneously with
or even after the body but instead shows a cld§ieitga to the divine and shares
in its timelessness. His interpretation of Philgs 2:6-7 suggests that Leontius
was a latter-day Origenist who could express heasdmore freely than his
forebears because the political circumstances efetirly seventh century made
enforcement of orthodoxy impossible in the Easfeavinces.
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