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Modern scholarship has established that Leontius the Monk, the author of several
Christological treatises, is identical with the monk Leontius of Byzantium who
appears in Cyril of Scythopolis’ Life of Sabas. However, once this identification is
made we are confronted with a strange discrepancy. Cyril characterises Leontius as
one of the leaders of the Origenist faction within Palestinian monasticism but in his
writings Leontius does not speak openly about his allegiances.! The only clues that
he gives are found in his early work Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos. There he
borrows a pithy phrase from Abba Nonnus, another famous Origenist of the time
who also figures prominently in Cyril’s Life of Sabas; and he quotes a passage from
Evagrius’ most controversial text, the Capita gnostica. However, even this we only
know from marginal glosses because in the text itself Leontius does not name
names.? Moreover, the quotation from Evagrius is a bland statement about the power
of love, and Nonnus’ phrase refers not to Origenist lore but to the Christological
debate.® The same problem arises when we turn to the arguments that Leontius puts
forward in order to justify the Creed of Chalcedon. Evans’ hypothesis that Contra
Nestorianos et Eutychianos contains references to the pre-existing soul of Christ
have been conclusively disproved by Brian Daley and it is now universally accepted

L Cf. most recently D. Hombergen, The Second Origenist Controversy. A New Perspective on
Cyril of Scythopolis’ Monastic Biographies as Historical Sources for Sixth-Century Origenism
(Rome, 2001), pp. 133-138: ‘Leontius the Origenist, as he appears in Cyril’s writings’.

2 Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos, PG 86, 1285A6-B1; ed. B. E. Daley, Leontius of Byzantium:
A Critical Edition of His Works, With Prolegomena (Diss. Oxford, 1978), henceforth abbreviated to
CNE. Reference to Nonnus in CNE, PG 86, 1276A1, ed. Daley p. 6, |. 5: edAofing kai Oelog dviip;
and scholion in the apparatus: nepi tob appa Novvov gnoi; quotation from Evagrius in CNE, PG
86, 1285A14-15, ed. Daley, p. 13, I. 22-23: twi t@®v ©pd Mudv avdpi Beocdew; and scholion in the
apparatus: mept Evaypiov. Cf. F. Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz und die gleichnamigen Schriftsteller
der griechischen Kirche (Texte und Untersuchungen, 3; Leipzig, 1887), p. 289, 295.

3 Nonnus called the Eutychians and Nestorians évavtiodokfjtai, ¢f. CNE, PG 86, 1276A7, ed.
Daley, p. 6, I. 5. For the passage from Evagrius cf. Capita gnostica, 1V.50, ed. and tr. A.
Guillaumont, Les six Centuries des Képhalaiagnosticad'Evagre le Pontique. Edition critique de la
version syriaque commune et édition d'une nouvelle version syriaque, intégrale, avec une double
traduction francaise (Patrologia Orientalis, XXVII1.1, Paris, 1958), pp. 158-159.
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that Leontius follows the official teaching that the incarnation is a composition of a
divine nature with a human nature consisting of a body and a soul.* As a consequence
most contemporary scholars are of the opinion that Leontius was not an Origenist
in the strict sense of the word. They argue that Leontius regarded Origenist speculation
as perfectly acceptable because it did not affect the core tenets of the Christian faith
but that he did not himself engage in it.>

This interpretation seems to be confirmed by close analysis of the first section
of Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos where Leontius attempts to show that the
formula of Chalcedon does not contradict commonly accepted notions about the
order of being. As | have argued in a recent article Leontius builds his theory
entirely on Aristotelian foundations and deliberately excludes the Platonic theory
that universals have an existence outside individual instantiations.® It is evident that
such a conceptual framework is difficult to reconcile with the conventional portrayal
of Origenism as an intellectual current heavily influenced by Plato’s philosophy.
However, it must not be forgotten that Leontius’ highly original ontological
discussions take up only the first section of Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos. The
remainder of the treatise focuses almost exclusively on the analogy between the
incarnated Word and the human compound. Leontius mentions several Nestorian
and Monophysite objections to the use of the anthropological paradigm and in each
case attempts to show that they are not valid. This raises the question: why would
he have expended so much energy on this matter after he had already established a
viable framework for the incarnation? One answer lies without doubt in the
conventions of the Christological discourse where the ability to produce analogies
for the incarnation of the Word was of great significance because it demonstrated
that a particular Christology was not just a flight of fancy. However, anthropological
statements could also be made for their own sake. In an article about a Nestorian
Christological treatise from the late sixth or early seventh century | have sought to
demonstrate that the anonymous author of this text used the analogy between the
incarnated Word and the human being as a means to set out his own views about

4 The interpretation of D. Evans, Leontius of Byzantium: An Origenist Christology (Washington,
1970), has been conclusively disproved by B. Daley, ‘The Origenism of Leontius of Byzantium’,
Journal of Theological Studies, n.s. 27 (1976), pp. 333-369. Evans had argued that the term 'Christ'
signified the pre-existent soul of the Word. However, the term simply refers to the compound made
up of Word on the one hand and human soul and body on the other.

% Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, p. 293, drew the attention to a passage in Cyril of Scythopolis’
Life of Cyriacus where Origenist monks argue that speculation about the world and the souls does
not touch on the central tenets of the Christian faith and should therefore not be policed by the
official church, cf. E. Schwartz, Kyrillos von Skythopolis (Leipzig, 1939), p. 229, Il. 24-31. He
suggested that Leontius might have held such a view. This interpretation was accepted by
Hombergen, Second Origenist Controversy, pp. 157-164; and also by Daley, ‘Origenism’, p. 369.

® D. Krausmiiller, ‘Making Sense of the Formula of Chalcedon: the Cappadocians and Aristotle
in Leontius of Byzantium’s Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos’, Vigiliae Christianae 65 (2011), pp.
484-513.
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the human being and to polemicise against an alternative anthropology that was
being propagated by his adversaries.’

In what follows | will make the case that Leontius, too, pursued such a twofold
agenda when he wrote his treatise Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos and that he
constructed his arguments in such a way that the specifically Origenist notion of a
pre-existent soul is implied. My focus will be on the first Nestorian objection to the
applicability of the anthropological paradigm and on Leontius’ response to it. I will
discuss all parts of the argument because in such a dense text every single sentence
may well be crucial for a proper understanding of Leontius’ position. By contrast,
I will only adduce material from other parts of Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos
and from Leontius’ later treatise Solutiones if they can help to clarify the meaning
of the passage under discussion. The Nestorian objection reads as follows:

AML 6 &vBpwmog, pacty, el kai &€ £Tepoeld®V GuVEGTNKEY, GAL’ 0DV 008 OMOTEPOV
adTéV diya Oatépov 1O eivar Eoynkev, 6 8& Adyoc EoTt kai mpod TG dvOpmmdTTOC
Kol O HEV €€ ATEADV GUVEGTNKE UEPDV, O 08 XPIoTOG TEAELD EYEL TA LEPN Kol TOOTY
000¢ pépn Gv eikotog KaAoivto. TIdg Toivov 10 100 AvBpodmov kpdpo &l € T0D
Adbyov koi Tiig capkdoeng Aapfavers, undsv foucdg;®

But, they say, even if the human being is made up of (sc. entities) that belong to
different species, neither of them has its being without the other, whereas the Word
exists even before the humanity, and the former one is made up of incomplete parts
whereas Christ has parts that are complete and that should therefore properly not even
be called parts. How, then, do you apply the human mixture to the Word and the
incarnation, when it is utterly dissimilar?

The Nestorian argument hinges on the dissimilarity between the divine Word on
the one hand and the human soul on the other. It is evident that this argument could
be countered most effectively through the claim that the soul, too, exists as a
complete self-sufficient being before its composition with the body. As is well
known such an alternative anthropology had indeed been proposed by Origen and
Evagrius who spoke of a monad of pre-existing minds, which then fell away from
God and were joined with bodies. However, we wait in vain for Leontius to proclaim
his Origenist beliefs. Instead, he declares that he employs the anthropological
paradigm not ‘because Of the pre-existence or simultaneous existence ... of the parts’
(S101 TO mTpoimApyEY T GuVVLTaPYEWY ... TV pep@V) but only because the human being
is an example of an unconfused union of two natures with diametrically opposite
sets of qualities.® This statement has been interpreted by modern scholars in radically
different ways. Friedrich Loofs has suggested that Leontius deliberately sidesteps

" D. Krausmdiller, ‘Conflicting anthropologies in the Christological discourse at the end of Late
Antiquity: the case of Leontius of Jerusalem’s Nestorian adversary’, Journal of Theological Studies
56 (2005), pp. 413-447.

8 CNE, PG 86, 1280B11- C6, ed. Daley, p. 9, I. 21-p. 10, I. 2.

° CNE, PG, 86, 1280D4-6; ed. Daley, p. 10, 1. 12.
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the issue and thus leaves open the possibility that the soul is indeed pre-existent,
just as the Word is.! In contrast, Brian Daley and more recently Daniel Hombergen
have argued that Leontius makes a concession to his adversaries and admits that in
these respects the two cases do indeed differ.!! In order to decide which of these
interpretations is correct we first of all need to gain a better understanding of the
Nestorian position with which Leontius is confronted.

No Nestorian texts from the first half of the sixth century have survived.
Fortunately, however, this gap can be filled through recourse to the writings of
earlier Antiochene theologians. Of particular relevance are the Confutationes of
Eutherius of Tyana, a contemporary and friend of Nestorius. This treatise contains
the following statement about the use of the anthropological paradigm:

"AvOpTog eV Yap EK YyuyTlg vonTi|g Kol copatog aictntod (dov yvapiletor eikotmg
S1aL T0 undétepov ypic 1ol ETEPOL TPOodyovoay EXEWV VTOGTACY UNdE oLEW TOV
dpov g PHoEMG KoTd TADTOV PEV dpynv Tod etvor AaBdvio &k YasTPOC Kol oBTeg
gig Tov Plov Epydueva, evog 0¢ Lmov cvotacty Epyaloueva. 03&kvplog Incodc ovk &€&
ATEAGV TpoyudTmv TO £ivol Séxeton, GAML tedelov @UcE®V &V EonTd GHVOdOV
delkvuot KAKeL pev pépm avpbmmov yoyn Koi odpa, Evtadda 8¢ odte 1 oapE LéEPOg
10D Adyov odte 6 Ab6yog pépog THC GopKOG. ... TG oLV KEYpNVTOL THIE TG
vmodetypott pndev dpotov Eyovtt;

For a human being is justly recognised as a living being made up of an intelligible
soul and a sensible body because neither has a pre-existing hypostasis without the
other nor preserves the definition of nature since they have received the beginning of
their being simultaneously in the womb, and have thus come into this life and brought
about the constitution of one living being. By contrast, the Lord Jesus does not receive
his being out of incomplete things, but shows the concourse of complete natures in
him. And in the former case soul and body (sc. are) parts of a human being, whereas
in the latter case the flesh is not part of the Word and the Word is not part of the flesh.
... How, then, do they use this paradigm when it has not similar features?

It is immediately evident that this argument is almost identical with the Nestorian
objection in Leontius’ treatise. This leaves no doubt that Leontius is engaging in a
real debate, and even raises the possibility that he quotes from a lost Nestorian text.
However, this is not the only conclusion that we can draw from Eutherius’ treatise:
it also helps us to make better sense of Leontius’ counter-argument. The invective
against the use of the anthropological paradigm appears at the very end of the
Confutationes and was evidently added as a post-script to an already existing

10 Loofs states that the pre-existence of the soul is ‘zum mindesten nicht ausgeschlossen’, cf.
Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, p. 295.

11 Cf. Daley, ‘Origenism’, p. 356: ‘In matters of anthropology, it seems, Leontius has no quarrel
with other non-Origenists’; and Hombergen, Second Origenist Controversy, p. 16.

12 Eutherius of Tyana, Confutationes, ed. M. Tetz, Eine Anthologie des Eutherios von Tyana
(Patristische Texte und Studien, 1; Berlin, 1964), p. 44, 11. 2-8.
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manuscript. This addition was most likely prompted by the position of Apollinaris
of Laodicea who had argued that like the human being the incarnated Word was
one nature compounded of incomplete parts where the Word took the place of the
human mind.'3 In the earlier sections of his treatise Eutherius takes a rather different
stance. There he is willing to employ the anthropological paradigm in order to
illustrate his own Antiochene Christology: he points out that the human being is
one and nevertheless two unconfused natures with their own diametrically opposed
characteristics.'* It is evident that this older, unselfconscious use of the analogy
between Christ and the human being is virtually identical with the position that
Leontius claims to take. Since Leontius points out that the anthropological
paradigm had been used in the Christological discourse for a very long time it could
be argued that he appeals in an oblique way to older Antiochene authors against the
position of contemporary Nestorians.'> Accordingly, one could conclude that
Leontius did not wish to drop a useful analogy only because the Monophysites
misused it.!8 This seems to support Daley’s and Hombergen’s contention that
Leontius’ refusal to speak about the temporal dimension cannot be taken as a sign
of his Origenism.

However, a different picture emerges when we subject Leontius’ argument to
careful analysis. | will start by looking more closely at the passage in which he
juxtaposes the two cases of pre-existence and simultaneous existence. It reads as
follows:

OO v 10 mapddsypo KoA®G ye molodoty, €kPiralovieg obtmg &xev ¢ TO
npotoTLVTOV. OV Yap Tt av &in mopdderypa €l pn Kol 10 dmeowkog Eyot. ‘Huelg tov
avBpomov obte d10 10 TPOHTAPYEW T CLVLTAPYEY OVTE O10 TO ATEAEG TV PEPDV”
ovykeympeichal yap Toig KakooyOAo1g ATeT] AEyev Kaimep ovK VT KOTO TOV TOD
glvar Adyov ¢ Dotepov deifopev: GALd mpog SMAmoty siMjpapey Tapaderypa tod
ot Tf} 0VGig TOV Adyov Tvdcdot 1@ &€ Nudv cdpott.’

However, they do not use the paradigm properly, forcing it to be identical with the
prototype, for it would no longer be a paradigm if it did not also have something that
was unlike (sc. the prototype). We use the human being as a paradigm neither because
of the pre-existence or simultaneous existence nor because of the incompleteness of
the parts — for it may be conceded to the ill-willed ones to call them incomplete even
if they are not so according to the definition of being as we will show afterwards —
but in order to show that the Word has been united with the body from us in its very
substance.

13 For Apollinaris, cf. H. de Riedmatten, ‘La christologie d’ Apollinaire de Laodicée’, Studia
Patristica, 2 (Texte und Untersuchungen, 64, Berlin, 1957), pp. 208-234.

14 Eutherius, Confutationes, ed. Tetz, p. 12, II. 21-28.

15 CNE, PG 86, 1280C11-15, ed. Daley, p. 10, II. 6-8.

16 CNE, PG 86, 1280C8-11, ed. Daley, p. 10, II. 4-6.

1" CNE, PG 86, 1280C15-1281A2, ed. Daley, p. 10, II. 11-16.
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In this passage Leontius rejects his adversaries’ claim that the human being could
only serve as an analogy for the incarnated Word if one part were pre-existent and
both parts were complete. He claims that paradigms can include divergent features,
which are left aside in the comparison, and then applies this general rule to the
specific case of the human paradigm. At first sight it appears that Leontius has set
out a coherent argument. However, a closer look at the phrase ‘neither because of
the pre-existence or simultaneous existence ... of the parts’ (o¥te 610 10 TpovmhpyEV
i cuvumapyew ...TdV pep@v) reveals an inconsistency. The general framework that
Leontius has established would only have required the phrase ‘not because of
simultaneous existence’ (obte S T0 cvvumdpyev), parallel to the following ‘not
because of the incompleteness of the parts’ (oite 610 10 dtedec TOV pepdv), because
according to the Nestorian these are the aspects in which the human being differs
from the incarnated Word.!® However, Leontius has added the alternative ‘not
because of pre-existence’ (obte d1d 10 Tpodmapyewv), which makes no sense in the
context because it would establish a strict parallel between the soul and the divine
Word and should therefore be considered in the comparison. It can be ruled out that
this inconsistency simply escaped Leontius’ notice because he chooses words and
expressions with the utmost care. Therefore we must ask: why did Leontius introduce
the notion of pre-existence into his argument?

In order to find an answer we need to turn to the parallel theme of the
completeness or incompleteness of parts. As we have seen Leontius mentions in
this case only the diverging feature as is required by his conceptual framework.
However, this is not his last word on the topic. In a lengthy parenthesis he states:
“for it may be conceded to the ill-willed ones to call them incomplete even if they
are not so according to the definition of being’ (cvykeywpeicbar yop toig
KaKOGYOMOIG GTeM] Aéyewv kaimep ovk dvta katd TOV Tod givar Adyov), and then
announces that he will provide proof for his contention in the following section.®
When we turn to this section we find that Leontius accepts the incompleteness of
body and soul only in the most formal sense, pointing out that neither of them is the
complete human being and that they can therefore be considered incomplete parts
of a whole.?® Accordingly he feels no qualms to apply this framework to the
incarnated Word as well:

Télerog pev yap €otv 6 AOYOC, Kol TANPNG, KOl TOPEKTIKOG TEAEIOTNTOG TEAEI 08
Kal 1 100 avOpdmov youyn, O¢ mTpog Tov dpov TG VIhpEewc. AAL 00dE 6 Adyog
TéAe10¢ XploTog, kav TEAE0G €l Ogdg, un Tiic AvOp®mOTNTOG TR GLVTETAYUEVNC

18 This interpretation is confirmed through a further example from Trinitarian theology, which
Leontius offers to his readers: the sun and its radiance are used as analogy for the Father and the
Son, despite the fact that the radiance is ‘without a hypostasis’ (dvumdstotov), which is therefore
not considered in the comparison. Cf. CNE, PG 86, 1281A14-B3, ed. Daley, p. 10, II. 26-28.

19 CNE, PG 86, 1280D5-8, ed. Daley, p. 10, Il. 13-14.

20 CNE, PG 86, 1281B7-10, ed. Daley, p. 10, II. 21-31.
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obte 1 yoyn tékewog avOpwmog, kav tedeiov €xel ovciav, U TOD GOUATOS OOTH
cvvenvoovpévov.?t

For the Word is complete, and full, and purveyor of completeness, and complete is
also the soul of the human being, as regards the definition of existence. But neither
is the Word the complete Christ, even if he is complete God, when the humanity is
not correlated with it, nor is the soul a complete human being, even if it has a complete
substance, when the body is not considered with it.

Here Leontius takes a view that is radically different from the Nestorian position:
rather than juxtaposing the complete parts of the incarnated Word with the incomplete
parts of the human being, he declares that both the Word and the soul can be
regarded as both complete and incomplete. It is evident that we have come a long
way from Leontius’ earlier protestations that the human being can only serve as an
analogy for the incarnated Word because it is not completely like it: now Word and
soul are presented as two specific applications of a general framework, which
reduces the difference between them to nothing.??

This modification raises questions about the validity of Leontius’ earlier statement
concerning the parallel temporal aspect. As we have seen there, too, he states that
he will not consider this aspect, thereby implying that there is a difference between
the human being and Christ, but then mentions pre-existence, which would create
a strict parallel between the soul and the divine Word. Thus one could argue that in
both cases Leontius makes a show of accepting his adversary’s position but at the
same time provides his readers with clues that for him the analogy is much stricter
than it first seems. Indeed, the very fact that he mentions pre-existence as an option
alongside simultaneous existence is significant. After all, Gregory of Nyssa had
introduced simultaneous coming-to-be explicitly as the orthodox alternative to
Origenism and sixth-century authors such as Severus of Antioch and Pamphilus
were still insisting that only the latter theory was acceptable.?

So far we have focused on the first part of Leontius’ statement, which purports
to list dissimilarities between the human being and the incarnated Word. Now we
need to turn to the second part in which Leontius sets out his own understanding of
the anthropological paradigm. There he claims that he will employ it exclusively in
order to illustrate ‘that the Word is united with the body from us in its very
substance’ (tod avTij Tf] 0VGi0 TOV Adyov vdcOar @ &€ Mudv copott).?* This is a

2L CNE, PG 86, 1281C12-D4, ed. Daley, p. 11, 1. 12-17.

22 Daley is not aware of this reinterpretation of the topic of incompleteness. Accordingly, he
adduces Leontius’ apparent concession that in the case of incompleteness archetype and paradigm
do indeed differ as evidence for Leontius’ supposed acceptance of simultaneous existence. Cf.
Daley, ‘Origenism’, p. 356: ‘Leontius concedes these two objections, saying that every analogy
limps.’

23 Cf. D. Krausmiiller, Anti-Origenism and the “Sleep of the Soul” in Seventh- to Ninth-Century
Byzantium’, in R. Young and J. Kalvesmaki (eds.), Evagrius and His Legacy, forthcoming in 2014.

24 CNE, PG 86, 1281A1-2, ed. Daley, p. 10, Il. 15-16.
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strikingly odd characterisation of the incarnation since it only considers one part of
the human compound. Instead one would have expected him to use the phrase ‘that
the Word is united with the human being from us’ (tov Adyov nvdcBat td €€ Nudv
avOpong), which would also have included the soul. It can be ruled out that
Leontius believed the divine Word to have assumed only a human body. Such a
view would have been heretical and in any case a few lines further down the
‘common human being out of soul and body’ (kowvog dvOpwmoc 0 €k yoyfic kol
ocopartog) is compared with the ‘Saviour out of divinity and humanity’ (Xotp 6 €k
fedmrog kail avOpwmdtrog), which makes an ‘Apollinarian’ reading of his
statement impossible.? In order to understand Leontius’ true intentions we need to
consider that tov Adyov nvdcOot 1@ codpatt has an exact counterpart in thv yoynv
nvoocor @ copart, which refers to ordinary human beings. The significance of
this parallel between Word and soul reveals itself when we look at the context.
Leontius avers that in the union of Word and body both components are not
confused but preserve their differences, just as is the case with the human being,
and then adds the following explanation:

Ovbrte yop €& dopatov 1 dBovdatov Opatr| kal Bvnt yéyovey 1 NUETEPQ Yoyt 00TE UV
0 A0Yoc 0paTog 1| BvnToc Kaimep &v Opatd Kol BvnTd cOUOTL TG TE MUETEPUS WYOYTIC
kai 0D Adyov yeyevnuévav.2

Neither has our soul turned from being invisible and immortal into being visible and

mortal nor indeed has the Word become visible or mortal, although both our soul and
the Word have come to be found in a visible and mortal body.

Here Leontius juxtaposes both the divine Word and the human soul with the
human body, with the consequence that the Word and the soul again appear to be
two strictly parallel cases. Such a configuration is possible because Leontius focuses
on two qualities that the divine Word shares with the human soul but not with the
human body. This gives the impression as if the union of the divine Word and the
human soul were a straightforward matter where both entities are at the same
ontological level and thus compatible. It is evident that such a view is highly
problematic within a Christian conceptual framework.?’

In the section of Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos that follows the passage
under discussion Leontius modifies the straightforward parallel that he has created
between the Word and the soul. There he deals with another objection to the use of
the anthropological paradigm, namely that the soul is circumscribed by the body

%5 CNE, PG 86, 1281A9-12, ed. Daley, p. 11, Il. 21-24.

% CNE, PG 86, 1281A5-9, ed. Daley, p. 10, II. 18-21.

271t should be pointed out that Leontius’ statement is reconcilable with an Origenist Christology.
By focusing on the composition of the Word with the body he leaves it open when the soul was
compounded with the Word. This might have happened at the incarnation but could also have
happened before all time.
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and suffers through it and that the incarnated Word would therefore also become
‘passible and circumscribed’ (madntdg kol meprypantoc).?® Here we find the same
direct juxtaposition between the Word and the body as before since Leontius
considers the case that the Word might become circumscribed and passible ‘through
the union with the circumscribed and passible body’ (dtatrv TpoOg TO TEPTYpATTOV
ki modnTov odpa Evootv).?’ However, now Leontius also makes a distinction
between Word and soul. He argues that the soul itself is passible ‘because it has
received passible faculties that are combined with it for its benefit’ (maOnTucig Tpog
10 a0t ovpeépov cuvappoodeicac Aafodoa) and therefore suffers with the body
to which it is bound whereas the divine Word is by nature impassible ‘even if it
appears in a body’ (kév &v cmdpatt yévnrar).>® Yet nowhere in Contra Nestorianos
et Eutychianos is there any mention of the most fundamental difference that
separates the Word from both body and soul, namely that the former is ‘uncreated’
(8xtiotoc) whereas the latter are ‘created’ (ktiotoc).3! There can be no doubt that
this is a conscious omission. Later in the text Leontius deals with the objection that
if the human body and soul are two natures in one hypostasis there should be three
natures in the incarnated Word.*?

This objection was countered by other Chalcedonians with the argument that body
and soul are both part of created nature and thus should count as one nature when
juxtaposed with the uncreated Word.3 In contrast, Leontius makes no reference to
this argument but develops an alternative strategy in order to solve the problem.®*
The testimony of his later treatise Solutiones is even more striking. There he
informs his Monophysite adversaries that Christ cannot be one nature because a
nature cannot be at the same time ‘visible and invisible, mortal and immortal,
circumscribed and boundless, and generally generate and ingenerate’ (opotn Kol
adpatog, Bvnrr Kol aBGvaTog, TEPLYPAmTTN Kol AOPIGTOG, KOl CUVOAMG YEVNT| Kol
ayévnroc).>® This list is highly instructive: the first three juxtapositions where the
first term refers to the body alone have close counterparts in Contra Nestorianos et
Eutychianos whereas the last distinction where the first term refers to the soul as
well, is entirely absent there. These findings confirm our previous interpretation:
while apparently presenting the two views that the soul existed before the body and
that it came into existence together with the body merely as two alternatives without

28 CNE, PG 86, 1284B13, ed. Daley, p. 12, 1. 16.

29 CNE, PG 86, 1284B11-12, ed. Daley, p. 12, 1. 15.

%0 CNE, PG 86, 1284D11-13, C1-2, ed. Daley, p. 13, I. 11-12, p. 12, Il. 17-18.

31 Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Nestorianos, 1.26, PG 86, 1492D4-5.

32 CNE, PG 86, 1293B11-C1, ed. Daley, p. 20, Il. 17-21.

33 Cf. U. Lang, John Philoponus and the Controversies over Chalcedon in the Sixth Century. A
Study and Translation of the Arbiter (Spicilegium sacrum Lovaniense, 47; Leuven, 2001), pp. 73-75.

3 CNE, PG 86, 1293C14-1297C4, ed. Daley, p. 20, I. 22-p. 23, |. 21.

% Solutiones, PG 86, 1944B6-8, ed. Daley, p. 95, II. 12-13.
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committing himself to either of them, Leontius creates a context that insinuates the
correctness of the former point of view.

Further confirmation that Leontius considered the soul to be ingenerate comes
from the immediately following passage, which focuses on the completeness or
incompleteness of parts. Introducing the human being as an example, Leontius
points out that body and soul are complete ‘as regards the definition of being’ (kotd
1OV 10D £tvan Adyov) and incomplete only ‘in relation to the definition of the whole
human being’ (ig TPOC TOV dpov Tod Shov avOpdmov).*® In order to understand this
argument we need to realise that it was formulated against an existing Nestorian
position. Again it is Eutherius of Tyana who helps us to reconstruct the context.
Eutherius first states that ‘before the union’ (mp0 ti|g évidoemg) both Word and flesh
had complete natures ‘so that nothing at all was lacking either in the divinity or in
the humanity as regards their own definitions’ (®g undev 6Amg Aeimewv pnte M
0ot TL €1 TOV 1310V Adyov prjte i dvOpomdti).®” Then he claims that both body
and soul are instead incomplete ‘parts of one person’ (uépn €vOC TPOGMOTOV)
because each of them has only one part of the definition of the human being.% In
order to support his argument he points out that ‘those who are knowledgeable in
these matters define the human being as a rational mortal living being, deriving
“rational” from the soul and inferring “mortal” from the body’ (6pilovtot yodv tOvV
avOpwmov oi mepl TadTa devoi (Hov Aoyukov Bvntov, TO HEV AoYIKOV €K THS YLUYNG
EPUNVEVOVTEG, TO 0& BVNTOV €K TOD COUATOG ATOPAIVOVTES).

Such formulae, which define a species through a combination of an overarching
genus and specific differences, were ultimately derived from Aristotle’s Categories
but had been popularised through Porphyry’s Isagage. Leontius is, of course,
familiar with this conceptual framework: at the end of his later treatise Solutiones
he lists as characteristics of the human being ‘animal, rational, mortal, and receptive
of opposites in its parts’ (10 {Dov, TO Aoywkdv, 1O OvnTov, TO TOV EVOVTIOV VAL
uépoc dextikdv) and adds that this is ‘the infallible definition of its substance’ (0
dmtanotog Tiig ovoiag avtod 8poc);*® and earlier in the same treatise he explains that
‘the particular definitions of each thing’ (oi 16101 £ékdoToL TPhAYUOTOG OpOL) are
arrived at by adding to the highest genera ‘substance’ (obcia) and ‘animal’ ({®dov)
specific differences such as ‘corporeal’ (évompoatov) and ‘incorporeal’ (doodpatov),
and ‘rational’ (Aoywko6v) and ‘irrational’ (&Aoyov).** Therefore one would have
expected him to modify the Aristotelian definition by creating complementary
terms for ‘rational’ and ‘mortal’ because this would have permitted him to claim
that the rational and immortal soul and the irrational and mortal body were separate

3% CNE, PG 86, 1281B7-10, ed. Daley, p. 10, II. 29-31.

37 Eutherius, Confutationes, ed. Tetz, p. 44, II. 9-11.

38 Eutherius, Confutationes, ed. Tetz, p. 44, 1I. 19-21.

39 Eutherius, Confutationes, ed. Tetz, p. 44, II. 18-21.

40 Solutiones, PG 86, 1945B9-11, ed. Daley, p. 96, I. 28.
41 Solutiones, PG 86, 1921D1-6, ed. Daley, p. 81, Il. 5-12.
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species characterised through a combination of genus and specific differences.
However, this is not the case as can be seen from Leontius’ response:

Ti yap Aeimor i woyf xopotv &xovon kai idlav {whv, mpdg 10 eivor ovoiov
dompotov antokivTov; TodTo Yap omtiig dnAoi koi to dddvatov koi T dvdredpov.*?
For what would be lacking in the soul, which has its separable and own life, in order

for it to be an incorporeal and self-moved substance? For this is indicated by its
immortality and indestructibility.

It is evident that Leontius does not give his readers a complete ‘definition of
being’ (8pog 10D eivar) of the soul because the formula ‘incorporeal substance’
(ovoia dompatoc) is not complemented with the crucial specific difference
‘rational’ (Aoywkn)).*® By contrast, the quality ‘immortal’ (&0davatoc) does appear.
Yet rather than presenting his readers with the straightforward formula ‘incorporeal
immortal substance’ (ovoia docodpotog @Bdvatog) he introduces the further
characteristic ‘self-moving’ (adtokivntog) and explains only in a second step that
the immortality of the soul is a consequence of this particular feature.

The reason for these modifications reveals itself when we realise that Leontius’
definition of the soul is based on the famous proof of the immortality of the soul in
Plato’s dialogue Phaedrus. There Plato argues that the soul is immortal because it
is ever-moving and that it is ever-moving because it is not moved from the outside
but by itself.** Further study shows that Leontius is dependent on Late Antique
doxographical texts. There Plato’s views about the soul are usually summarised as
‘intelligible substance, which is moveable from itself’ (ovoio vonty, € €avti|g
kwvntiky).*® However, this definition is sometimes rephrased as ‘incorporeal self-
moved substance’ (obcio dodpatog avtokivntoc) in order to make it resemble
more closely Aristotelian definitions of being consisting of genus and specific
differences.®® It is this modified formula that Leontius has adopted, no doubt because
it allowed him to shift almost imperceptibly from one framework to the other.

The implications of this shift are evident. Despite his earlier protestations
Leontius does not make the case that the soul has a complete set of substantial
qualities, which can be considered by the mind in isolation from the compound.
Instead he demonstrates that the soul is complete as a living being within the human
compound and that it has an actual independent existence outside the body after its
separation from it. Thus he introduces the temporal dimension into an argument

42 CNE, PG 86, 1281B10-13, ed. Daley, p. 10, I. 3-p. 12, 1. 2.

43 Cf. CNE, PG 86, 1296C10, ed. Daley, p. 22, I. 9:00cia Aoyt koi mo10ThG GoOUOTOC,

44 Plato, Phaedrus, 245c-e.

4 Cf. Nemesius of Emesa, De natura hominis, 11.68, ed. M. Morani (Leipzig, 1987), p. 17, II. 3-
4, with references to doxographical texts in the apparatus.

46 pseudo-Galen, Definitiones medicae, 29, ed. K. G. Kiihn, Opera omnia, 20 vols. (Leipzig,
1821-1833), vol. X1X, p. 3556 Il. 11-12: Yoyn éotiv ovoio doduatog avtokivitog kotd ITAdTmva.
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that at first sight seems to consider only the parallel theme of completeness. At this
point one might conclude that Leontius is only concerned with the afterlife.*’
However, as is well known Plato had argued that in order for the soul to be immortal
it must be without beginning because if it had been produced by some other entity
it would have been moved by it and would therefore not be self-moving. Of course,
in Leontius’ text the crucial term ‘ingenerate’ (dyévntog) does not appear. However,
one can argue that this aspect is implied, in particular since Leontius uses the term
‘indestructible’ (avdrebpoc), which in philosophical literature is regularly
complemented with ingenerate: Proclus, for example, states that Plato ‘in his
Phaedrus ... showed the soul to be ingenerate and indestructible’ (&yévnrov ... kai
avoredpov Edeilev év Daidpm v yuyxv).*8 In itself such an argument may not be
considered conclusive. However, at this point we need to remember that in the
immediately preceding paragraph Leontius had studiously avoided to juxtapose the
ingenerate divine Word with the generated human soul. Thus one can hypothesise
that contemporary readers would already have been sensitised to this topic and
would therefore have realised that with his recourse to Plato, Leontius was
signalling his belief that the soul is ingenerate.*°

Indeed, it can be argued that the very mention of the concept of self-movement
was sufficient to conjure up the notion of pre-existence. After all, the implications
of this concept were well known to Christian authors.®® Cyril of Alexandria, for
example, states bluntly in his Contra lulianum that ‘nothing is ... self-moved but
everything is produced by him (sc. God), and appears to have received the
movement from non-being to being’ (adTOKIVITOV ... OVIEV, TOPTIKTOL OE TA TAVTO
map’ 0T, Kol THY &K Tod [Ny dvroc i 1O sivon kivnoty Aayovra eaivetar).>t Cyril

47 Cf. Hombergen, Second Origenist Controversy, p. 163, concludes: ‘For Leontius, the
independence of the soul does not imply its pre-existence, but it appears connected with its
immortality.’

48 Proclus Diadochus, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, ed. E. Diehl, vol. 1-3 (Leipzig, 1904),
vol. Il, p. 117, 1I. 12-13.

49 Cf. Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, p. 296: ‘Endlich ist darauf aufmerksam zu machen, dass bei
Leontius die menschliche Seele so sehr als selbstdndiges Wesen erscheint, dal es, auch wenn
Leontius kein povmapyev derselben angenommen hat, dennoch sehr begreiflich wére, dal Gegner
diese Annahme ihm unterstellt hatten.’

S0 Christian authors tend to use the term usually only to express that the human being is an
independent agent, endowed with free will. The most famous example of this use is found in the
writings of Apollinaris of Laodicea who juxtaposed the changeable avtoxivntov of human beings
with the tavtokivntov of God. Apollinaris was certainly no Platonist: he insisted strongly that the
life of the soul is entirely dependent on God’s will, cf. [224], Ps 118, 50, ed. E.Mihlenberg,
Psalmenkommentare aus der Katenenlberlieferung, vol. 1-3 (Patristische Texte und
Untersuchungen, 15, 16, 19, Berlin and New York, 1975-78), I, p. 88, . 1-14.

51 Cyril of Alexandria, Contra lulianum, 1.2, ed. F. Diekamp, Analecta patristica (Orientalia
Christiana Analecta, 117; Rome, 1938; repr. 1962), pp. 228-29, cf. D. Krausmdller, ‘Faith and
Reason in Late Antiquity: the Perishability Axiom and Its Impact on Christian Views about the
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was attacking pagan Platonists but a similar line seems to have been taken in anti-
Origenist texts. In his Ambigua Maximus points out to the Origenists that the
rational soul is not ‘self-movement’ (avtoxivnoia) because it ‘suffers being moved’
(mdoyel T KweicBon) just like all other ‘generate beings’ (yevnré);>? and the
anonymous Nestorian author whose work is preserved in Leontius’ of Jerusalem’s
Contra Nestorianos states that self-movement should be attributed not to the soul
but to the human compound in order to rule out the possibility that the soul might
have existed before the body.*

At this point one could object that were the proposed interpretation correct,
Leontius would have made no distinction between human souls and God at all. Yet
this was certainly not the case. Even pagan Platonic philosophers regarded the soul
as an effect of a higher principle,>* and the Christian Platonist John of Scythopolis,
a contemporary of Leontius, states in his scholia to the Pseudo-Dionysian De divinis
nominibus that the souls are brought forth by God and that they can be called
‘ingenerate’ (ayévnta) only in the sense that they have come into being before
time.>® However, there can be no doubt that in the sixth century even such a qualified
ingeneracy was completely unacceptable for mainstream Christians. Moreover,
nuances were regularly overlooked in polemical writings so that John could be
attacked as a Manichean who believed that the souls were parts of God from whom
they had broken away.>® Thus one can argue that Leontius sought to avoid such
attacks by formulating a statement that implied pre-existence but did not explicitly
affirm it.

So far we have focused on the first part of Leontius’ response to the Nestorian
objections. As we have seen this part seems at a first glance only to deal with the
parallel theme of completeness and incompleteness. However, by deftly
manipulating his arguments Leontius has managed to introduce the temporal aspect
and thus to signal to his readers that he considers the soul to exist independently
before its composition with the body. Now we need to turn to the second part of
Leontius’ response in which he makes overt statements about the temporal aspect.
The first argument reads as follows:

Origin and Nature of the Soul’, in J. Dillon & M. El-Kaisy (ed.), The Afterlife of the Soul: Platonist
Theories of the Soul in Christianity, Judaism and Islam (Leiden, 2009), pp. 47-67, esp. p. 51.

52 Maximus, Ambigua, PG 91, 1073B14-C2.

%3 Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Nestorianos, 1.51, PG 86, 1513B8-D1.

% Cf. e.g. Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, ed. Diehl, vol. 2, p. 117, II. 11-14: #ont
0¢ yéveoig €mi Ti|g Wuyilg 00 1 KAt Y pOVOV ..., GAA’ 1] kAT’ 0VGi0V TAPOd0g Ao TMV VONT®dV aitimv.

5% Cf. John of Scythopolis, Scholia in Scholia in Dionysii Areopagitae librum de Divinis
Nominibus, PG 4, 373A6-C9.For a discussion cf. D. Krausmiiller, ‘Faith and Reason in Late
Antiquity’, pp. 64-65.

% Cf. Basil the Cilician, Contra Johannem Scythopolitanum, summarised in Photius’
Bibliotheca, codex 107, p. 87a34 - p. 88b14, ed. R. Henry, vol. 1-7 (Paris, 1959-1977), vol. Il, pp.
74-78.
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Koai todto 8¢ moapaonuipvactor ypn, Ot1 10l TV TTpaypdtov 6poic oi ypovol ov
ovunapoiappavoviol, Gomep 008E ol Tomot. TdV Yap OV ovK &vev Kai povov Adyov
énéyovow.>’

This, too, must be remarked as an aside that the times are not included in the

definitions of things, just as also the places. For they have merely the status of (sc.
factors) without which (sc. things) do not (sc. exist).

This very technical statement must be understood against the backdrop of the
Aristotelian Categories where specific differences, which constitute first substances
or ‘things’, are juxtaposed with the other categories. In the sixth century this
distinction had entered the theological discourse: Patriarch Anastasius of Antioch,
for example, explains in his treatise against Philoponus’ Arbiter that ‘it is not
possible to conceive of a body without also imagining together with it a suitable
place and the other things without which it does not subsist, even if the body does
not have its substantial constitution in the place itself’ (cdpa pun €émvorjcat dvvatov
dvev tod Kol TOmOV 0TH GuVemvoTical KATGAANAOV Kod T ALK OV EKTOC OvY
VOEGTNKE KOATOlyE OVK £V oOT® EXEL TH TOMM THV 0VGLOSN cVOTAGY TO cdua).>8
Leontius appeals to this conceptual framework in order to justify his decision not
to consider the temporal aspect. However, the list of categories that are non-
substantial but are nevertheless indispensible for concrete existence includes not
only ‘time’ (ypovog) and ‘place’ (témog) but also ‘relation’ (mpdg t1). As we have
seen this last category was the focus of the immediately preceding passage. There
Leontius distinguishes between two types of completeness, ‘one that is spoken
about in isolation and one that is seen in relation’ (tov pév anAdg Aéyesbot, OV 6
év oyéoel Dempeiobar), and then states that the divine Word and the human soul
need to be considered both on their own and in relation to the flesh and to the human
body.>° In the case of relation, then, the lower ontological status was no obstacle to
a consideration within the framework of the anthropological paradigm. This
suggests that the different treatment of time and place is an arbitrary decision in
order to conceal the author’s true beliefs about the coming-to-be of the soul.

This interpretation can be confirmed through analysis of a passage in Leontius’
later treatise Solutiones, which addresses the Monophysite claim that acceptance of
two natures in Christ leads necessarily to acceptance of two separate hypostases.
There Leontius restates his earlier position that ‘all things, which while being
complete are assumed in the constitution of a thing, become parts of the whole that
is constituted from such parts while remaining complete’ (6ca téheio Svta €ig Tivog
ovotacty mapeinmrol tadto TEAE péEvovta pépn yivetar Tod €k TV TO0VTMOV

5 CNE, PG 86, 1281D4-8, ed. Daley, p. 11, Il. 17-19.

58 Anastasius of Antioch, Contra Arbitrum ed. S. N. Sakkos, Anastasii | Antiocheni opera omnia
genuine quae supersunt (Salonica, 1976), p. 128, Il. 10-12.

% CNE, PG 86, 1281C10-12, ed. Daley, p. 11, II. 10-12.
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nep®dv 61ov).%° However, the context is radically different. Leontius avers that it
makes no sense to speak of two entities as divided if they have not yet been united.
Instead one must distinguish between three stages, firstly things on their own, then
their union, and finally their division.®? In this context he declares that ‘such (sc.
things) are not spoken of in isolation but also in relation to something and when and
where’ (00 yap amidg T Totadto AEyeTot, AAAL Kol Tpdg TL, Kol mote, Kol tod) and
then adds the explanation that this is so ‘because (sc. the things are) not without
which (sc. they are not)’ (o0 yap yopic Gv odk &vev).®? It is evident that here
Leontius appeals to the same philosophical concept as in his earlier treatise but that
he does so in order to support his claim that one must consider the temporal aspect,
which is now treated in exactly the same fashion as the category of relation. This
shows clearly the arbitrariness of the decision to exclude the temporal aspect in
Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos.

However, it would be wrong to conclude that in Contra Nestorians et
Eutychianos Leontius simply dismisses the temporal aspect because he adds one
further argument, which reads as follows:

"Ett mdg Opoc 100 VOV mpaypatdc €otiv Opog, ov tod Votepov €5 avtod
dmofncopévou: i obtm Y’ dv 008EV TV &v yevécel déEot’ av dpov Tod eivar dmep
€oTiv, €mel undE pével, dALG petaPaiiel mavta €ig mavto o &v yevEsEL Kol @Bopd-
GG K0 o Aoyikad micon ovciat, TO paAdov kai frTov kot ApeThv Emdeyopueval Ko
70 (an t@®?) viv pev obtwg, viv 8¢ ékeivag, Exetv, év Kiviioel Bempodvtal T yap &mi
TV adTAV lotacat, o Tig KTIoTic eOceng 1610V, gimep ml Ogod Kai udvov 10 <XV
8¢ O otoC 1> Kvprodexteitan. 5

Furthermore, each definition is a definition of the present thing and not of the one
that will later result from it for otherwise none of the things that come to be would
admit a definition of being what it is, since the things that come to be and pass away
do not remain but all things change into all things else. And all rational substances,
too, which admit the more and less as regards virtue, are seen in motion insofar as
they are at one time this way and at another time another way, for to remain static is
not a property of created nature, since the verse ‘You are the same’ is properly said
of God alone.

In this paragraph Leontius gives another reason for his decision not to consider
time and instead to limit the discussion to the definition of being. However, the
argument he presents seems flatly to contradict his previous statement. Whereas
before he had affirmed that time is merely a necessary corollary of the existence of
creatures and does not affect their definitions of being he now seems to admit that
these definitions are themselves subject to time and change. He argues that there

60 Solutiones, PG 86, 1937D2-4, ed. Daley, p. 91, Il. 26-28.

61 Solutiones, PG 86, 1937B1-C1, ed. Daley, p. 91, Il. 16-26.

62 Solutiones, PG 86, 1937B5-6, 14, ed. Daley, p. 91, II. 8-9, 1. 15.

83 CNE, PG 86, 1281D8-1284A10, ed. Daley, p. 11, I. 19-p. 12, I. 6.
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can be a change from one definition of being to another and then gives two
examples to illustrate his point: firstly material beings, and secondly immaterial
beings. In the former case one might first think that Leontius is referring to the fact
that the matter of material beings changes continuously through ingestion of food
and excretion of waste products. However, such a reading must be ruled out because
a definition of being remains the same as long as a creature exists regardless of
changes in the material substrate, in other words: a horse is always a horse and does
not turn into a another species, not even in old age when its organs and faculties
may no longer be complete. Indeed the statement ‘all into all else’ suggests that
Leontius is rather considering matter as a constant, which can become the substrate
for any number of different forms. Such an interpretation is confirmed through
comparison with a treatise by the eleventh-century philosopher John Italos. Having
stated that ageing is a change in matter because form is ‘unchangeable’
(apetapintov) Italos concedes that in a certain sense one can also speak of ‘changes
of form” (gidovg petoforai) and then adds the clarification that such changes
happen ‘not because we do not remain ourselves, since we are the form, but because
everything changes and is submerged again in the limitless and indeterminate
nature’ (o0y MUV HEVOVIOV oOTAV, Emeldn TO €l00C £opev, GAAL mAvTo
petofefnkotov Kai gig TV dnepov Kai adplotov naiy Befantiopévav evoy)
from where then new forms arise.®* It is evident that this concept lends no support
to Leontius’ contention that forms change because as Italos points out the
definitions of being themselves remain constant.

When we turn to the subsequent example of immaterial beings the argument
becomes even more contrived. Here Leontius claims that immaterial beings are also
subjected to change because they can become more or less virtuous. However, it
was commonly accepted that such a change is merely accidental and does not affect
the substances whose definitions of being remains stable and do in any case not
admit of more or less.% Indeed, Leontius himself makes this point in his Solutiones
where he declares that in members of the same species a specific difference such as
sensible or intelligible ‘is not more or less but alike and common and in general of
a kind that amounts to a definition’ (00y, 10D u&v pdAlov, Tod 8& frTov, GAL dpoing
Kol KOw®dS Kol 10 OAov OploTikde).%

There can be little doubt that contemporary readers would have been thoroughly
bemused by this strangely incoherent argument. This raises the question: why
would Leontius have struggled to force together such disparate concepts and treat
them as if they were all examples of the same general rule? At this point we need

8 John Italos, Quaestiones quodlibetales, ed. P. Joannou (Studia Patristica et Byzantine, 4, Ettal,
1956), p. 26, Il. 11-14.

8 Cf. John of Damascus, Dialectica, 27, ed. B. Kotter, Die Schriften des Johannes von
Damaskos, vol. 1-4 (Patristische Texte und Studien, 7, 12, 17, 22; Berlin, 1969-1981), vol. I, p. 92,
1. 12-14: 1 pév Sagpopd 10 PIAAOV Kai 7O NTTOV 00K EmdéxeTar, GAAY Té cLUBEPKOTOL.

% Solutiones, PG 86, 1921D4-5, ed. Daley, p. 81, Il. 10-12.
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to remember that according to the Origenist myth rational creatures did indeed
change as a consequence of their fall when they became subject to movement and
received a body. Thus one could argue that Leontius attempted to indicate that the
diminution of virtue in incorporeal beings should be understood not merely as an
accidental change but as a change of substance, which took place when the minds
became souls and entered the realm of time and space. In this case there would be
two paradigms for the incarnation: the minds would constitute a strict parallel for
the divine Word, whereas the fallen souls would differ in certain respects. Such an
interpretation could be reconciled with Leontius argument in the next section
because the statement that the soul has ‘received passible faculties that are
combined with it for its benefit’ (mabntikdg mpdg 1O AOT CLUPEPOV
cvvoppocBsicag Aapodoa) leaves it open when this divine act took place.®’

In order to understand why Leontius made his case in such a roundabout way we
need to consider that in the sixth century the Origenist myth had come under attack
by mainstream Christians who regarded it as irreconcilable with the notion of a
changeless creation of perfect substances. John Philoponus, for example, objected
that ‘there ... was no pre-existing soul, which then became something else at some
other time and that no new species was therefore added to the universe’ (undepudc
... TpobmapyoHong Yuytg AoYIKic, GAANG OE &v GAA® YIYVOUEVTG XPOV®, OVOEV T®
mavti TpdcpaTov £180¢ melciilev) after God’s initial creative act.%® In support of
their arguments anti-Origenists appealed to Aristotle because within Aristotelian
philosophy the definitions of beings are indeed immutable. The authority of
Aristotle was evidently so great that Leontius could not directly question it but had
to content himself with combining various Aristotelian concepts in an attempt to
subvert their traditional meanings. Significantly, the topic of change also surfaces
in Leontius’ later treatise Solutiones. There he claims that the composition of the
soul with the body is not a natural process but rather the result of a divine
intervention.%® Although the temporal aspect is not considered there can be little
doubt that here, too, Origenism is in the background. In his Ambigua Maximus
declares against the Origenists that the soul cannot pre-exist the body because ‘it is
not possible for any species to change from species to species without corruption’
(oK Eotv oLV Suvatdv dvev @Bopdg £ eidovg ig g1doc petafdriety O oiovody
£160¢).”® By introducing change ‘above nature’ (bmép @vowv) as an alternative to
change ‘against nature’ (mapa @Oowv) Leontius can rebut this argument effectively
because God’s acts could not have resulted in corruption.”* This suggests that by
the time he wrote the Solutiones Leontius had given up as fruitless his earlier

7 CNE, PG 86, 1284D11-13, ed. Daley, p. 13, I. 11-12.

8 John Philoponus, De opificio mundi, VI11.3, ed. G. Reichardt (Leipzig, 1897), p. 287, Il. 27-30.

% Solutiones, PG 86, 1940B3-12, ed. Daley, p. 92, II. 8-20.

0 Maximus, Ambigua, PG 91, 1101A4-6.

1 For this juxtaposition, cf. Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Nestorianos, 1.23, PG 86, 1489B7-
C9, and discussion in Krausmiiller, ‘Origenism’.
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attempts at reconstructing Aristotle and had decided to rely on traditional Christian
notions of divine omnipotence instead.

From the discussion so far it appears that Leontius was defending the notion of
pre-existence in a milieu where such a position was regarded not only as heretical
but also as absurd.”> However, it would be wrong merely to consider him as a
champion of Origenism in a narrow sense. Here we need to remember that his
Nestorian adversaries not only rejected pre-existence but also an active afterlife and
in fact the very notion of a self-sufficient soul. Eutherius, for example, insists in his
Confutationes that the soul is not complete ‘as regards operation’ (gic vépystav).”
At first one might think that he is only referring to activities such as speaking or
walking for which the soul ostensibly needs the body. However, when he claims
that both body and soul are incomplete parts ‘for if one of them were a complete
nature as regards operation, it would do something even without the other’ (&i ... Tt
TOVTOV TELElR PUOIG €l EvEpyelay, Empaev dv TL Kol diya Tod dAlov) he seems to
deny the soul any independent activity.”* Even more explicit is the author of the
Nestorian treatise preserved in Leontius of Jerusalem’s Contra Nestorianos. He
claims that after death ‘the rational (sc. faculty) is completely inactive’ (mdvty
novydlev 10 Aoycov) and then explains that this is so ‘because there exists nothing
that is moved through self-willed counsel, which has no sensation of anything at
all’ (énel undev avtompoarpét® PovAf] kivoduevov undevog &xov dAmc aictnoty
gotwv).”® Here even the exercise of the properly mental functions is made dependent
on the access of the soul to the organs of sense perception, and the subject of all
activity is no longer the soul but rather the human compound as ‘one living being’
(8v C®ov).’® It is evident that here we are in the presence of a model, which is
diametrically opposite to that set out by Leontius. Whereas Leontius claims that the
soul is autonomous within the body and therefore also self-sufficient outside it the
Nestorians aver that it is entirely dependent on the body and therefore comatose
after death.

From the discussion so far it seems that Leontius does not engage with the
conceptual framework of his adversaries. However, one last passage in Contra
Nestorianos et Eutychianos that has not yet been analysed may help us to correct
this picture. As we have seen before Leontius defines the soul as a self-moved
incorporeal substance, which has ‘a life that is separable ... and intrinsic’ (yopiot|v

. kai idiav Conv). However, this definition does not stand on its own but is
complemented with two definitions of the body:

72 Cf. Krausmiiller, ‘Conflicting Anthropologies’,pp. 413-447.

73 Eutherius, Confutationes, ed. Treu, p. 44, 1. 17.

4 Eutherius, Confutationes, ed. Treu, p. 44, II. 15-16.

5 Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Nestorianos, 1.51, PG 86, 1513D1-12.

6 Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Nestorianos, 1.51, PG 86, 1513C8-9; cf. Eutherius,
Confutationes, ed. Treu, p. 44, |. 6.
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Ti 8¢ (sC. Aeimol) T® cduaTt TPOG TO £ival odua; 0O &1 Kai drodiddvieg TOV Epov
Qooci, odua eivor O TPyl SooTaATOV, T GOU PLGIKOY OpYOVIKOV duvépel {ony
Eyov.”

And what (sc. would be lacking) in the body for it to be a body? For those who
provide its definition say that a body is that which is three-dimensional, or that it is a
natural instrumental body, which potentially has life.

The first definition, evidently intended as a counterpart to ‘incorporeal
substance’ (ovcio dcopotog), applies to all bodies, whether animate or inanimate.
By contrast, the second definition focuses more specifically on living beings. At
first sight Leontius’ argument appears to be entirely straightforward: the soul is not
only itself alive but also confers life on the body. However, a hidden dimension is
revealed when we realise that what Leontius offers us is not a definition of the body
at all but rather part of an alternative definition of the soul as ‘first entelechy of a
natural organic body that has life in potentiality’ (évieléyelo. TPOTN GOUATOG
PVGTKOD, OpyaVIKoD, Suvdpel {ony Exovroc).’® This definition is found in Aristotle’s
treatise De anima where the relationship between body and soul is conceptualised
as a special case of the general conceptual framework of form and matter. A body
has the ‘potential’ (60vapug) to come alive when it is organised in such a way that
the soul can act through it. However, this does not mean that the soul is always
active. While form implies ‘actuality’ (évépyewa) it does so only in the sense of a
‘disposition’ (8€1g): a human being has the ability to see things, to make things, and
to think about things but it realises these abilities only when it is awake and not
when it is asleep.”® Moreover, according to Aristotle the soul as ‘entelechy’ is
inseparable from the body and thus perishes with it.2° This interpretation, which
became a cornerstone of Peripatetic philosophy, met with strong reactions from the
Platonists who insisted on the self-movement and immortality of the soul. Some of
them rejected Aristotle out of hand whereas others attempted to re-interpret the term
‘entelechy’ in such a fashion that it could be identified with the Platonic soul.’! It
is evident that Leontius follows the lead of this second group when he elides the
term ‘entelechy’ because by doing so he gives the impression that the self-moved
soul brings the body to life. However, this does not yet explain why he felt the need
to introduce the Aristotelian concept at all.

In the following | will make the case that Leontius was doing so because his
Nestorian adversaries built their arguments on Aristotelian notions, just as he

T CNE, PG 86, 1281B14-C3, ed. Daley, p. 10, . 3 —p. 12, |. 2.

8 Aristotle, De Anima 1.1, 412a27-8

8 Aristotle, De Anima 11.1, 412a26.

8 Aristotle, De Anima 11.1, 413a4-6.

81 A typical representative of the latter approach is John Philoponus, cf. W. Charlton, John
Philoponus: On Aristotle On the Soul 2.1-6 (London and Ithaca, 2005)
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himself had recourse to Plato. Traditionally, Antiochene authors had shown little
interest in Greek philosophy. Accordingly, philosophical arguments are almost
entirely absent from Eutherius of Tyana’ Confutationes. However, this situation
changed radically in the sixth and seventh centuries. The Nestorian author whose
treatise is preserved in Leontius of Jerusalem’s Contra Nestorianos, for example,
is well versed in philosophy. This knowledge permits him to subvert the Platonic
notion of a self-moved soul by distinguishing between potential and actual self-
movement and attributing the latter to the human compound.®? Significantly, this is
an argumentative strategy that had already been used by Peripatetic philosophers
several centuries earlier.8 Aristotelian influence is also evident in another passage
in Leontius of Jerusalem’s Contra Nestorianos. There the Nestorian author claims
that ‘the soul stops functioning by necessity when the body turns to sleep’ (1] yoyn
TOOETOL TOD EVEPYETV € avaykng ToD copatog gig tmvov tpemopévov) and thus
reverts to a state where it has its operations only ‘in potentiality’ (duvapuet), whereas
Leontius insists that ‘great activity of the intellectual potential of the soul is
produced during sleep’ (Tf|g vogpag THS Yuyhg SLUVAUE®MG TOAAT EVEPYELDL KOTA TOVG
brvoug podyetat) and mentions as examples dreams, theophanies and revelations
of future events.3* This exchange, too, has a counterpart in earlier controversies
between representatives of different philosophical schools. The Peripatetics
followed Aristotle’s view that during sleep the soul is inactive. By contrast,
Platonists such as Jamblichus turned Aristotle’s argument on its head, claiming that
the soul may mostly act through the body while we are awake ‘but during sleep we
are completely released as if from some fetters that shackle us, and experience the
separated life of knowledge’ (€v 8¢ 61 T@® Kabevdey amoAvoueda movieAdg Homep
Ao TVOV TOPOKEILEVOV MUV deCU®DVY, Kol T Keyopopévr thg yvooews Cof)
yphueda). &

Of course, this does not mean that sixth- and seventh-century Nestorians were
slavishly dependent on Aristotle. As we have seen they rejected Aristotle’s view
that the soul perishes with the body and insisted on its immortality.8 However, even
here their concept of a sleep of the soul could well have been influenced by
Aristotle’s understanding of sleep as a state of potentiality. If this interpretation is
correct Leontius would have reacted against Nestorian adversaries who based their
arguments on Aristotle’s De anima. By leaving out the crucial term ‘entelechy’ he
gave the impression that he was merely offering a definition of the body. As a

8 |_eontius of Jerusalem, Contra Nestorianos, 1.51, PG 89, 1513C10-12.

8 pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias, Dubitationes et Solutiones, 55, ed. I. Bruns, Alexandri
Aphrodisiensis praeter commentaria scripta minora (Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca Suppl.
2.1; Berlin, 1887), pp. 101-86: ‘Otu ur avtoxivntog 1 woyy.

8 |_eontius of Jerusalem, Contra Nestorianos 1.14, PG 86, 1453A2-3.

8 Jamblichus, De mysteriis, 111.3, ed. E. des Places, Jamblique. Les Mystéres d'Egypte (Paris,
1966), pp. 38-215.

8 |_eontius of Jerusalem, Contra Nestorianos, 1.51, PG 86, 1513C13-14.
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consequence the entity, which confers actual life on the body, is not the dependent
form but rather self-sufficient Platonic soul, which is mentioned immediately
before. By ‘Platonising’ Aristotle in this manner Leontius would have subverted
the philosophical basis of his adversaries’ argument.

This article has focused on one passage in Leontius of Byzantium’s treatise
Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos in which the author defends his use of the
anthropological paradigm against Nestorian criticism. Besides offering an analysis
of Leontius’ arguments it has sought to reconstruct the position of his adversaries
and to identify the philosophical concepts on which he relied. Such in-depth study
of the text has permitted the conclusion that while Leontius never explicitly states
his belief in the pre-existence of the soul he has constructed an argument in with
such a belief is implied. The clues that he gives can easily escape the attention of
modern scholars but it is likely that they were picked up by contemporary readers,
not only those who shared his views but also anti-Origenists. Cyril of Scythopolis’
comment that Leontius ‘while pretending to defend the synod of Chalcedon was
recognised an Origenist’ (tfig yop év XaAknddvi cvuvddov mpoictacHol mpoo-
TOOVUEVOG €yvobn 0 ‘Qpryévoug epovdv) may refer to such unsympathetic
readers of Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos.®’

As we have seen, Leontius was confronted with a twofold argument against the
anthropological paradigm. His Nestorian adversary claimed that the Word cannot
be compared with the soul because it pre-exists the human nature and is a complete
and self-sufficient being whereas the soul comes into existence at the same time as
the body and is an incomplete part of the whole human being. At first sight Leontius
seems to accept his adversaries’ point that in these respects the Word and the soul
do indeed differ from one another. However, a closer look reveals that this is not
his last word on the matter. In his response Leontius mentions the pre-existence of
the soul despite the fact that it does not constitute a divergent feature, and he
demonstrates that both Word and soul are both complete beings and incomplete
parts, thus creating a strict parallel between the incarnation and the coming-to-be
of human beings. When setting out his own approach Leontius then only speaks
about the composition of the Word with a body and not as one would expect about
the composition of the Word with a human being. Such a statement is possible
because Leontius focuses exclusively on qualities that the Word shares with the
soul and makes no mention of the fact that for mainstream Christians the Word and
the soul differ insofar as the former is ingenerate and the latter has been created by
God. The impression that Leontius considers the soul as an ingenerate being is
further strengthened by analysis of the following passage. This passage ostensibly
deals with the parallel theme of completeness. However, when Leontius’ defines
the soul as a complete being he does not follow the lead of his Nestorian adversary

87 Cyil of Scythopolis, Life of Sabas, 72, ed. Schwartz, p. 176, Il. 10-16; cf. also Life of Sabas,
83, p. 188, 1. 28 - p. 189, I. 1.
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who had based his arguments on Aristotelian concepts. Instead, he switches to a
Platonic framework, which permits him to present the soul as a self-moved being
that continues to exist after the dissolution of the compound. Thus Leontius
introduces the temporal aspect into a context where at first glance it seems to be
absent. Moreover, the manner in which he speaks about the soul implies that it
existed not only after but also before the body. By comparison, Leontius is more
circumspect in the second part of the section, which deals directly with the temporal
aspect. Here he supports his refusal to consider this aspect through recourse to
philosophical concepts. At first his argument seems persuasive but comparison with
the Solutiones shows that Leontius has made an arbitrary distinction, excluding the
non-substantial qualities of time and place but including the equally non-substantial
quality of relation. The last part of the section is taken up by a curiously convoluted
argument about the changeability of material and immaterial beings. Close analysis
suggests that Leontius was obliquely alluding to the Origenist notion of a substantial
change that turned pre-existing minds into embodied souls. Taken together, these
observations leave little doubt that was indeed an Origenist. However, his quotation
and subsequent manipulation of the Aristotelian definition of the soul raises the
possibility that Leontius was engaging in a wider debate about the nature of the soul
and its relation to the body. The fact that at his time the self-sufficiency of the soul
was no longer universally accepted reminds us that the terms of the debate had
changed radically since the first Origenist controversy in the early fifth century when
only the specific notion of pre-existence had been an issue.



