Apollinaris of Laodicea:

A Neglected Link of Trinitarian Theology between East and West?!

by Peter Gemeinhardt

L. Introduction: A Neglected Trinitarian Theology?

In a letter of the year 376 or 377, Jerome told Pope Damasus about a
debate with followers of bishop Meletius of Antioch?. They had discussed
the question of naming the triune God adequately. As he reported, they
were trying to force him to accept something completely new: “They tried
to extort from me, a Roman christian, their unheard-of formula of three
hypostases”. In his opinion this notion was neither compatible with the
Faith of Nicaea nor with the decree of the Synod of Alexandria in 362,
“in which the West had joined”3. Assuming three hypostases might only
be justified if those were understood as #ria dvwmdoTata, hoc est ut tres
subsistentes personas*. But using “hypostasis” without such an restric-
tion would mean to neglect that “in the whole range of secular learning
hypostasis never means anything but essence. And could anyone be so
profane as to speak of three essences or substances in the Godhead”’?

This study is based on a paper presented at the XIV® International Conference on Pa-

tristic Studies, held in Oxford, August 18 to 23, 2003. I should like to thank Pastor

Anneruth Heinz, Fulda, for some valuable help in improving my English phrasing. I am

also indebted to Prof. Markus Vinzent, Birmingham, who suggested to me the possible

influence of Apollinaris on latin trinitarian theology and thus encouraged me to undertake
the present investigation.

2 Ep. 15 (CSEL 54, 62-67 Hilberg). The translation is taken from: St. Jerome. Letters
and Select Works, transl. by W.H. Fremantle, NPNF, second series, vol. VI, repr. Grand
Rapids MI 1979, 19. On this epistle see B. Conring, Hieronymus als Briefschreiber. Ein
Beitrag zur spatantiken Epistolographie, STAC 8, Tubingen 2001, 198-215.

3 Ep. 15,3,1 (64,12-15 Hilb.): Nunc igitur — pro dolor! — post Nicaenam fidem, post Al-
exandrinum iuncto pariter occidente decretum trium Ymootdoewyv ab Arrianorum prole,
Campensibus, nouellum a me, homine Romano, nomen exigitur.

4 Ep. 15,3,2 (65,1f. Hilb.). Cf. A. de Halleux, ,,Hypostase“ et ,,personne* dans la forma-
tion du dogme trinitaire (ca. 375-381), RHE 79, 1984, (313-369. 625-670) 335: This
translation — which would be appropriate to Tpia TpdowTa UpeoTdTA — reproduces ,,la
formule anti-sabellien de vieux-nicéens d’Antioche“ while alluding to the Tomus ad
Antiochenos (ibid. 341).

5 Ep. 15,4,1 (65,9-12 Hilb.): ,, Tota saecularium litterarum schola nihil aliud hypostasin

nisi usian nouit, et rogo, ore sacrilego tres substantias praedicabit?“ Cf. Ath., ep. Afr.
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But since there is only one nature of the Godhead, the conclusion seems
inevitable: “Whosoever in the name of religion declares that there are in
the Godhead three elements, three hypostases, that is, or three essences, is
striving really to predicate three natures of God”. Jerome was convinced
that the notion of hypostasis was leading into dangerous waters and
therefore warned the Pope about the Meletians: “There is poison hidden
under their honey””!

Only a few years before the Synod of Constantinople in 381 when the
Eastern Theology was to define the distinction of one o¥cia of God and
three UmooTdoes of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, the epistle of Jerome
testifies that the Latin West was hesitant to share this trinitarian manner
of speaking. Western theologians were still aware of the fact that the
Nicene Creed had explicitly identified ousia and hypostasis. And though
Athanasius on the Synod of Alexandria had reluctantly conceded that
speaking of three hypostases may be right, in fact the custom of speaking
of only one hypostasis of God had been readily confirmed®.

4 (CPG 2133; Athanasius Werke II 8,329,1f. Brennecke/Heil/von Stockhausen): # 8¢
UmdoTaois oUoia toTi kol o0ty Ao onuonvdpevov Exel i aTd TO v, and Epiph., haer.
69,72,1 (GCS Epiphanius III, 220,11 Holl): kai UmréoTacts kai ovoia Tautév Eomi 16 Adyw.
The suspicion that the Greek UmdoTaots and the Latin persona might be incompatible
(so that speaking of three hypostases would imply a concept of three divine substances)
can be traced until Augustine’s complaint that “we say three persons, not in order to
say that precisely, but in order not to be reduced to silence” (trin. V 9,10 [CChr.SL 50,
217,10f. Mountain/Glorie; translated by E. Hill, Augustine: The Trinity, The Works of
St. Augustine. A Translation for the 21% Century, vol. I/5, Brooklyn NY 1991, 196]).

¢ Ep. 15,4,2-3 (65,12-15; 66,2-5 Hilb.): Vna est dei sola natura, quae uere est — ad id
enim, quod subsistit, non habet aliunde, sed suum est —, cetera, quae creata sunt, etiamsi
uidentur esse, non sunt, quia aliquando non fuerunt et potest rursus non esse, quod non
fuit ... sed quia illa sola est infecta natura et in tribus personis deitas una subsistit, quae
est uere, una natura est: quisque tria esse, hoc est tres Umootdoes, dicit, sub nomine
pietatis tres naturas conatur adserere.

7 Ep. 15,4,5 (66,15 Hilb.): Venenum sub melle latet. Cf. Conring, Hieronymus (see note
2), 213; A. Fiirst, Hieronymus. Askese und Wissenschaft in der Spitantike, Freiburg
2003, 28f.

8 Tom. ad Ant. 6,2 (CPG 2134; PG 26, 801C [= Athanasius Werke II 8,345,19-346,5 Bren-
necke/Heil/von Stockhausen]). In the light of Jerome’s ep. 15 it would be quite interest-
ing to know how Eusebius of Vercelli who subscribed in Latin expressed his agreement
Tepl TéV UmooTdoewv (10,35 PG 26, 808C [= Athanasius Werke II 8,350,7 B./H./v.St.);
cf. C. Markschies, Was ist lateinischer Neunizanismus? Ein Vorschlag fiir eine Antwort,
ZAC 1, 1997, 73-95 = id., Alta Trinita Beata. Gesammelte Studien zur altkirchlichen
Trinititstheologie, Tiibingen 2000, 238-264, 247. M. Tetz (Ein enzyklisches Schreiben der
Synode von Alexandrien [362], ZNW 79, 1988, 262-281 = id., Athanasiana. Zu Leben
und Lehre des Athanasius, hg. von W. Geerlings/D. Wyrwa, BZNW 78, Berlin/New
York 1995, [207-225] 220f.) points out that the epistula catholica of this synod does
not contain the specific terms of miahypostatic theology which is nonetheless present,
e.g., by the formula épooUoios # Tpi&s (§ 75 217,32f.) which is also found in Ps.-Basil,
Eun. V 122 (PG 29, 712A) and in Theodore of Heraclea (= Apollinaris?), fragm. 133,14
in Mt 28,19f. (ed. by J. Reuss, Matthius-Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche, TU
61, Berlin 1957, 94); cf. Hier., ep. 17,2,2 (CSEL 54, 71,6 Hilb.); c. Lucif. 12 (CChr.SL
79B, 33,457-460 Canellis).
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But also Greek nicene theologians were willing to adhere to the pia
Uméotaots of God even after 362°. Among them was Apollinaris of Laodi-
cea, whom Jerome praised as his former teacher in Antioch, while claiming
that Apollinaris’ influence upon him did of course cover only exegetical
matters, not theological ones'. Patristic research has somehow followed
this difference between exegetical skills and dogmatic aberrations. Apol-
linaris has been treated mainly as heretic of christology without paying due
attention to his important contribution to the defence of the Nicene Faith,
especially within the debate with the neo-arian Eunomius around 360.
Moreover, if one tackles the question of the relation of Greek and Latin
trinitarian theology in the fourth and fifth centuries — a crucial question
which still awaits a comprehensive investigation — the writings of Apol-
linaris might serve as an hitherto neglected but important link'!.

I shall thereby refer not only to the sources collected by Hans Lietz-
mann'? and to Apollinaris’ well-known correspondence with Basil of Cae-
sarea’®. Recently some pseudepigraphic writings have been attributed to
Apollinaris, among them the pseudathanasian treatise against Photin of
Sirmium named Contra Sabellianos and the pseudo-basilian books IV to
V of the Contra Eunomium, as Reinhard Hiibner and Franz Xaver Risch
have argued'. The pseudathanasian Oratio IV contra Arianos is again

Cf. J.T. Lienhard, Ousia and Hypostasis: The Cappadocian Settlement and the Theology
of ‘One Hypostasis’, in: The Trinity: An Interdisciplinary Symposium on the Trinity, ed.
by Stephen T. Davis/Daniel Kendall/Gerald O’Collins, Oxford 1999, 99-121; note that
the writings of Apollinaris are not dealt with in his paper.

10 Cf. Hier., ep. 84,3,1 (CSEL 55, 122,24-123,3 Hilberg): Apollinarem Laodicenum audiui
Antiochiae frequenter et colui et, cum me in sanctis scriptis erudiret, numquam illius
contentiosum super sensu dogma suscepi. For contemporary esteem of Apollinaris see
Epiph., haer. 77,2,1 (416,31 Holl): &ei #piv &yoamnTés. But note that when Jerome wrote
his letter to Damasus, the latter’s condemnation of Apollinaris’ christology (reported in
Thdt., h.e. V 10,2.5 [GCS Theodoret, 295,14-296,1; 297,1-5 Parmentier/Hansen]) was
still to come!

I thereby return to my Oxford communication of 1999 (cf. P. Gemeinhardt, ,,Geboren
aus dem Wesen des Vaters...“. Das Glaubensbekenntnis von Nizda und Augustins neu-
nizdnische Theologie, StPatr 38, 2001, 153-168) and try to identify more exactly in
Apollinaris (and Jerome) the missing connection between the Tomus ad Antiochenos
and the anti-arian trinitarian theology of Augustine.

H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule. Texte und Untersuchungen,
Tiibingen 1904.

Bas., epp. 361-364 (quoted from H. de Riedmatten, La correspondance entre Basile de
Césarée et Apollinaire de Laodicée, pt. I, JThS NS 7, 1956, 199-210). On questions of
authenticity see R. Pouchet, Basile le Grand et son univers d’amis d’aprés son corre-
spondance. Une stratégie de communion, SEAug 36, Rome 1992, 109-117, who doubts
the attribution to Basil which in turn is attested by B. Sesboiié, Saint Basile et la Trinité.
Un acte théologique au IVe siécle: Le role de Basile de Césarée dans I’élaboration de la
doctrine et du langage trinitaire, Paris 1998, 189-191 and 255f., with whom I am inclined
to agree.

4 R.M. Hiibner, Die Schrift des Apolinarius von Laodicea gegen Photin (Pseudo-Athanasius,
Contra Sabellianos) und Basilius von Caesarea, PTS 30, Berlin/New York 1989; EX.
Risch, Pseudo-Basilius, Adversus Eunomium IV-V. Einleitung, Ubersetzung und Kom-
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disputed as apollinarist, too'. The debate about these ascriptions has by
no means led to safe conclusions yet, and it is not my subject to reassess
the discussion in its details'®. T shall for the time being assume that Hiib-
ner and Risch on principle are right in their arguments and try to draw a
picture of the trinitarian theology of Apollinaris as it might become visible
within such an extended range of sources'.

II. Basic Features of Apollinaris’ Trinitarian Theology

Apollinaris’ Katd pépos mioTis!® starts with severe demarcations against
“Arianism” and “Sabellianism”. Thereby he turns against those who are
willing to recognize the Son only as “the First-Born of Creation” or as
created out of nothing'. “No less alien are those who do not confess the
Trinity of three wpdowma in accordance with the truth, but who impi-
ously imagine the threefold reality in a monad resulting from synthesis
and think that the Son exists as Wisdom in God just as human wisdom,
through which humanity is wise, exists in a man, and represents Him as
Word in a manner similar to a spoken or mental word and not a single,
unique person”?’. Apollinaris himself concentrates on the unity of God as

mentar, SVigChr 16, Leiden 1992; for critical observations to both ascriptions see V.H.
Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinititslehre des Basilius von Cisarea. Sein Weg vom
Homdusianer zum Neonizdner, FKDG 66, Gottingen 1996, 34-37; 43f.

M. Vinzent, Pseudo-Athanasius, Contra Arianos IV. Eine Schrift gegen Asterius von

Kappadokien, Eusebius von Cisarea, Markell von Ankyra und Photin von Sirmium,

SVigChr 36, Leiden 1996. This claim had already been made by A. Stegmann, Die

pseudoathanasianische ,,Vierte Rede gegen die Arianer als xoté "Apeiavédv Adyos ein

Apollinarisgut, Diss. theol. Wiirzburg 1917.

16 At least Contra Sabellianos (CPG 2243) and Contra Eunomium IV-V (CPG 2837) belong

to the debate about the Nicene creed from ca. 358 on; see Hiibner, Apolinarius (see note

14), 250f. Risch, Pseudo-Basilius (see note 14), 17f., dates Eun. IV to 360 and Eun. V to

363; if these are no authentical writings of Apollinaris, they have to be attributed to his

theological environment yet. Contra Arianos IV (CPG 2230) appears to be two decades

older (Vinzent, Pseudo-Athanasius [see note 14], 85) and thus might be an early work

of Apollinaris which preludes the later trinitarian writings (ibid. 89 note 1).

On Apollinaris’ trinitarian theology see G. Voisin, La doctrine trinitaire d’Apollinaire

de Laodicée, RHE 2, 1901, 33-55; 239-252; E. Miihlenberg, Apollinaris von Laodicea,

FKDG 23, Gottingen 1969, 234-237; Hiibner, Apolinarius (see note 14), 229-249, and

K. McCarthy Spoerl, Apollinarius on the Holy Spirit, StPatr 37, 2001, 571-592.

18 CPG 3645, quoted as ,KMP’ from the edition by Lietzmann, Apollinaris (see note 12),
167-185. The KMP has been revised by Apollinaris’ pupils; cf. G.L. Prestige, St. Basil the
Great and Apollinaris of Laodicea, ed. by H. Chadwick, London 1956, 60-62. Accord-
ing to Drecoll, Entwicklung (see note 14), 33, the KMP should thus not be regarded as
source of the theological discussions around 360, while Spoerl, Apollinarius [see note 17],
577 note 27, points out that only the christological passages were labored on, not the
paragraphs dealing with the Trinity (cf. Muhlenberg, Apollinaris [see note 17], 104).

1 KMP 1 (167,1-4 Lietzmann).

20 KMP 1 (167,18-168,4 L.): &ANéTpior 8 oUy ATTov kad of Ty Tp1dda uf) kard dAnBeiow &k
TPIGOV TPOCOTIWY SUoAOYoUvTes, &AN” év povddl TO TpITTAoUY &oeBdds KaTd oUvbeotv pav-
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Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in order to confess “one glory, one substance
or godhead and one eternity of the Trinity”?'. The unity of the Trinity is
founded nowhere else than in the nature of God: “The divinity is attested
as one by nature (puoikas) in the Trinity, whereby the unity of nature is
confirmed”??. According to I Corinthians 8:6, the godhead is tied to the
person of the Father and is called his property (i810v), so that “if one of
the three is named the godhead we have to conclude that the property of
the Father is found in Son and Spirit, too”?.

The reason for the Trinity being in possession of one nature — which
obviously differs from the notion of nature we use when speaking about
the world of creatures®* — can be explained by “genetical” relations:
“Therefore we confess one true God, one origin, and one Son, true God
from true God, who possesses the paternal godhead by nature, that means
he is consubstantial with the Father; and one Spirit, holy by virtue of
his true nature, the sanctifier and divinizer of all things, who derives his
existence from the substance of God”%. By deriving their existence from
the Father, or more precisely: from the substance of the Father which is
at the same time the substance of God?, it is possible to distinguish the
personal properties of Son and Spirit as well as to maintain their equality
of rank with the Father.

Tagbéuevol kal copilav év 8edd TOV Uidy G5 v dvbpadTe ThHv &vBpwrivny fyouuevol, 81 fis 6
&vBpwTrds 0TI 0oPds, kail Adyov dpoiws TG KaTd Tpogopdv 7 didvolav gionyoupevol oUde
w& UmooTdoer oUdt povfy; the translation is taken from Spoerl, Apollinarius (see note
17), 584 note 64.

2 KMP 10 (170,26-28 L.).

2 KMP 14 (172,4-6 L.).

23 KMP 15 (172,12f. L.); cf. Hiibner, Apolinarius (see note 14), 234f. with note 110.

2 KMP 25 (176,9¢. L.).

25

KMP 27 (176,19-177,1 L.): 6poroyolUpev olv Eva Bedv &Anbivov, picv &pxnv (Leontius
[177,2B]: cos povdpxnv), Kai Eva uidv, &Anbivov Bedv £§ &Anbivol Beol, puoikdds TNV TTaTPIKTY
BedTN T EXOVTQ, TOUTESTIV OpooUaiov TG TaTpi, Kai v Trvelpa &ylov guoel ki dAnBeia Tédv
TavTwv &ylaoTIKOV Kai feotrolov éx Tfs oUoias ToU Beol Urdpyov.

26 This specification can also be found in a christological context; cf. fragm. 143 = adv.
Diodor II 12 (241,30 Lietzmann): més oméppa ToU AcBid T & THs Oeikiis o¥oias; cf.
Ps.-Athanasius, Ar. IV 1.3 (PG 26, 468C; 472B) and the confession of the Apollinar-
ian Jobius (CPG 37305 286,24-26 Lietzmann): duoloy® Tdv kUpiov ‘Incolv XpioTdv...
Suoovatov Bedd KaTd TV €k Ths TaTpikf)s oUoias Urdpyxouoav aUTd BedTnTa, Kad dpoovuaiov
&vbpcotrols kaTt& THY &K Tfis &vBpoTrivns puoews fivwpévny alitéd odpka. R.M. Hiibner, Zur
Genese der trinitarischen Formel bei Basilius von Caesarea, in: Fiir euch Bischof — mit
euch Christ. Festschrift fiir Friedrich Kardinal Wetter, hg. von M. Weitlauff/P. Neuner,
St. Ottilien 1998, (123-156) 131 note 40, wants to locate the source of the phrase &
wds oUoias Tpels eivan T&s UmooTdoes quoted by Mar. Victorin., adv. Ar. III 4 (CPL 95;
CSEL 83/1, 198,38f. Henry/Hadot) in Apollinaris. This proposal seems to be quite
unlikely when taking into account the latter’s unwillingness to speak of three hypostases
(see n. 58). A lucid analysis of this puzzling formula is now presented by John Voelker,
An Anomalous Trinitarian Formula in Marius Victorinus’ Against Arius (to appear in:
StPatr, forthcoming).
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In a quite similar manner, the author of Contra Sabellianos describes the
Father as “the only fount of the godhead” (pévos Tnyn 6e6tnTos)?” while
pointing out that speaking of “two” as to the godhead does not affect
the ontologically preceding unity: Father and Son are “two in respect of
the number, but one existing and perfect substance ... God is one, insofar
as the perfect godhead is recognized in the Father, while the same perfect
and paternal godhead is existing in the Son, too”?%. Against Photinus, the
eternal procession of the Son from: the Father is given the same stress as his
being with the Father, without any difference in the mode of being which
is again qualified as “perfect” (TeAeiws)?’. As this is also true in respect of
the Holy Spirit, one is therefore ought to speak of “one ‘pattern’ (eidos)
of the three who truly exist: originating in the Father, lighting up in the
Son, revelating itself in the Holy Spirit”3.

This threefold €i8os is considered a triad of enhypostatic persons, acting
together and yet distinguishable. They are definitely not to be degraded in
a “sabellianist” manner as &vuTéoTaTa TpdowTa, i.e. as impersonal faces
of the one God?!. Apollinaris does not employ the notion of YmwéoTaocis in
order to describe the reality of the threefold godhead but uses Tpéocmov
which is to be understood as “the respective mode of Being and Existing”32.
Only the Father himself is UméoTao1s, recalling the usage of Hebrews 1:3,
the only instance in the New Testament where this word occurs, designat-
ing the Son as “reflection of the hypostasis of the Father”*. Apollinaris’
trinitarian theology, drawing upon this biblical proof, tries to maintain

27 Sabell. 2 (PG 28, 97C); cf. Sabell. 11 (116B): pia kai Ty ToU viol kai ToU Tvedpo-
TOS.

28 Sabell. 5-6 (105B; 108B): 8Uo utv &pi1Bud, pic 8t oloa oUoio Tehelc ... efs Oeds, TeAelas pev
&v atpl Ths BedTNTOS Vvooupévns, TeAelas 8¢ Kad &v Uidd THis TTaTpikils BedTnTOS UTrapyoUaoTs;
cf. Ps.-Bas., Eun. IV 49 (PG 29, 685B).

2 Sabell. 9 (PG 28, 112B) confirms against Photinus THv yévwnow ToU uiolU, kad Thv &md
ToU TTaTpods &idiov pdodov, Kai THY MeT& ToU TTaTpds Utrapéiy, Kai TO TeAelwds ugv UpeoTdval
ToaTépa ka® EauTdv, TeAeiws 8¢ kad TOV vidv kol EauTov UpeoTdval.

30 Sabell. 12 (PG 28, 116C): Tpiéov ye kotd dANGeioqv UpeoTOTwY, &V TO €ld0s Evvoddpey,
APYOUEVOV [EV EK TTATPOS, Adppas B¢ &v Ui, kal pavepoUpevoy 81 TTVEUUATOS.

3 Cf. KMP 13 (171,20-23 L.): Aewodv 8¢ pehétnud Tives kot Tfis &ylas ueeTédol Tpiddos oi
Tpia TpdowTa oUK glvar Siioxup1fduevol, oTrep AVuUTTOoTATOV ElodyovTes TPOTWTIOV.

32 KMP 15 (172,10f. L.): wpdowtov pév y&p ékdoTou T eivan alitd kad UpeoTdvan SnAot; cf.
Hiibner, Apolinarius (see note 14), 230f. Miihlenberg, Apollinaris (see note 17), 187,
renders mpéowov in German as ,, Wesensgrund eines fiir sich Seienden, der nicht vergeht*.
On Tpia wpdowma in KMP 24 (175,19-26 L.) see Spoerl, Apollinarius (see note 17), 575;
584-588.

3 KMP 17 (173,6 L.). Cf. Sabell. 5 (PG 28, 105B): The Son is yoapaxThp Tfis TaTpIKiis
UmrooTéoews, oU pipa &vutdoTaTov; see also Ps.-Bas., Eun. V 131 (PG 29, 713BC): AN
GOTTEP OV TTPoPopIKos AdYos év TG Bedd, GAAG (v Kail UPeoTNKES, Kad TGV OAWY SpaoTrplos:
oUTws v TG Bedd oU Trvelpa Siaxeduevov, oU Siohudpevos dnp, AN Suvapls &y1aoTIKY,
gvoucios, &vUmapkTos, dvutdotaTos; for Hebrews 1:3 see Eun. V 179 (PG 29, 753B).
The passage in KMP 1 (167,18-168,4 L.; quoted above note 20) where the Son seems
to be predicated as UméoTaois is highly ambiguous and displays no specific trinitarian
terminology (cf. Hiibner, Apolinarius [see note 14], 231f.).
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the individual properties of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as well as their
common origin in the godhead of the Father, i.e. in the Father’s substance
and in his hypostasis, while both of these terms are understood as identi-
cal®*. They share the divine nature of the Father which is communicated
to Son and Spirit by the means of specific Tpdmor Tfjs Umr&pEecos®. Starting
with the unity of God, Apollinaris takes cautious steps in order to find
an adequate description of the plurality of persons, carefully avoiding
any notion that might make them appear as three independent entities,
or more precisely: hypostases.

II1. The correspondence with Basil of Caesarea concerning the duooucios

During the years after 350 the Nicene dpooUoios was rediscovered as hall-
mark of orthodoxy. In the case of Apollinaris this is clearly expressed in
his correspondence with Basil of Caesarea. The latter had asked if Father
and Son, each existing “in a particular determinate substance”, should be
spoken about as “precisely and undeviating similar in substance” (8potos
kot oUoiav)®. Apollinaris regarded this expression as not precise enough,
insofar as Father and Son are not only similar to each other but “exactly
the same by virtue of substance” (TaTdVv eivon katd THv oUciav)?’. For the

3 Cf. Hiibner, Apolinarius (see note 14), 238. The identity of oVUcia and YmdoToois in
connection with the generation of the Son by virtue of nature is already found in Ps.-
Ath., Ar. IV 1 (PG 26, 468C; 469A): domep 8t pia &pyry kol koré ToUTo €fs Beds 0UTeos 1
T SvT1 kol dANBAdS Kad dvTws oloa oUoia kad UTTdoTao1s pia éoTiv 1y Aéyouoq, ,, Ey eipt
6 v (Ex 3:14), kai o¥ Vo, iva pn 8Uo &pyai. &k B Tfis mds puoel kai dANOG&S uids ... &§
UTTooTAoEWS UTTOoTATOS, Kol £§ oUoias oUolwdns kai évouoios, kal £§ &vTos cov.

35 Cf. Vinzent, Pseudo-Athanasius (see note 15), 90-104, esp. 97: This elaborated doctrine

of Tpdmor explains the coexistence of two correlates within an ontologically identical

substance, that is, ,,deren verschiedene Weisen, das eine Sein, die eine Ousia und die eine

Hypostase zu sein“. ,,Das Wesenhafte, der Sohn, ist immer aus dem Wesen, dem Vater.

Das Wesen aber ist immer ein solches, das Wesenhaftes produziert.

Bas., ep. 361 (202,25-28 de R.): ¢&ds y&p pooTi pndepiov &v & udAAov kal fTTov THY

Siopopay Exov, TalTOV pév oUk eivan, 816TL év idia Teprypod) Tfis ovoias éoTiv éxdTepov,

Buolov 8t kot oUoiaw dkpiPéds kad dmmapadidxTas, dpddds &v ofucn Aéyecban. The transla-

tions in this paragraph are taken from Prestige, St. Basil (see note 18), 39-43 (slightly

altered).

37 Ep. 362 (CPG 3676; 203,7); cf. the remarks of de Riedmatten, Correspondence (see note
13), pt. I, JThS NS 8, 1957, (53-70) 61-65. Stressing the Taytév means to surpass the
Buolos in a categorial manner; see H.-J. Vogt, Zum Briefwechsel zwischen Basilius und
Apollinaris. Ubersetzung der Briefe mit Kommentar, ThQ 175, 1995, (46-60) 49. Ep. 364
(CPG 3677;205,24f. de R.) enjoins upon this opposition by referring to egyptian bishops
carrying a document which agrees with Holy Scripture as well as with the Nicene creed
(205,13-15). It is tempting to think of the Tomus ad Antiochenos written by of &md Tfjs
AlyuUrrtou (2,15 PG 26, 797A [= 321,15 B./H./v.St.]), although the catchword 8poios is
not mentioned within. Vogt (see above), 57-59, following Chadwick und de Riedmatten,
tries to relate Apollinaris’ remark to the confessions of Athanasius and the Meletians
directed to the emperor Jovian (CPG 2135; 3415) as well as to the pseudo-athanasian
Refutatio hypocrisis Meletii et Eusebii which in fact seems to derive from Paulinus of
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Son is to be named true God only if he proceeds as the only-begotten
offspring from the Father who is the one and only begetting origin. Any
notion of an ontologically prior species in God (as Apollinaris suspects
in the notion of similarity) is thereby excluded®. Only in this way the
coexistence of unity and plurality in God can be maintained: “For neither
will the otherness by itself secure the reality of the sonship nor again will
the identicality secure the indivisibility of the new substantive entity; each
has mutual relations and singleness of ‘pattern’, and is the same thing in
another way and another in the same way”%.

It is the concept of Tpdmos Tfs UmdpEews again which warrants the
balance between the unity of substance and plurality of persons: The Son
is consubstantial with the Father “as the one and only offspring from
the single stock and ‘pattern’ of the deity, issuing in an inseparable and
non-physical manner, in such wise that what begets continues to be its
generative self issuing as a begotten self”#. This is the only way in which
it is possible to claim that the Son is not the paternal prototype himself
but its image, notwithstanding the comprehensive consubstantiality, dis-
tinguished exactly and sufficiently by the relationship of generation*'. If
not only the Kata meros pistis and the epistle to Basil, but also the Conitra
Sabellianos may be taken as a source for Apollinaris’ trinitarian theology,
the combined evidence points to a miahypostatic theology based on the
Nicene homoousios, directed against an overestimation of the notion of

Antioch (CPG 2242; PG 28, 85-88; see esp. 88AB dealing with the generation of the Son
& Tfjs oUcias ToU aTpds). All these documents confirm that Apollinaris insisting upon the
Spoovaoios while refuting the dpoios can be regarded as a representative of the mainstream
of nicene theology around 360, as does Ath., ep. Afr. 4 (PG 26, 1036B [= 328f. B./H./
v.St.]); cf. Annette von Stockhausen, Ath. von Alexandrien, epistula ad Afros. Einleitung,
Kommentar und Ubersetzung, PTS 56, Berlin/New York 2002, 241.

Ep. 362 (203,12-16 de R.): TauTfiy¢ Tol kai &v elvon yévos Urrepkeipevov # piawv UAnv
Utrokelpévny €t TaTpds kad vioU TrepionpedfioeTon TGV Utrovoldv, STav THY YEVOpPYIKTV
TrapaAaBdduey i816TnTa THs &vadTdTw &pXfis kal T &k TV yevdpyxwv Yévn TO &K Ths Uids
&pxfis Lovoyeves yévvnua.

Ep. 362 (203,29-31 de R.): oUte y&p 7 £TepdTnS GTAGS pUALEeL THY dANBeiaw THs uidTnTOS,
oUTe 1) TauTSTNS o TO &uéploTov TRs UTTooTdoews, SAN &ké&Tepov oUMTTAOKOY Kai Evoeldés:
ToUTOV ETépws kad ETepov coauTws. Cf. Hiibner, Apolinarius (see note 14), 236f.

Ep. 362 (204,42-46 de R.): oUTos dpooUsios, EEnpnuéves Trapd Tévta kol i81agévTws, ouy
@5 T& SpoyevT), oUy s T& &Tropepifoueva GAN s &k ToU £vos yévous kal eidous TTis BedTnToS
v kal poévov &rmoyévvnua, &dioipéTtw Kol &owpdTe TPoddw, kaf fiv pévwv TO yewwdv év
T yewnTikf i816TnTI, TPofiAbev els ThHY yevwnT[ik]nv i816TnTa. That consubstantiality is
protected by &moyévwnois is claimed by Ath., decr. 23,2f. (Athanasius Werke II, 19,21-
27 Opitz) and Bas., Eun. II 32 (SC 305, 136,42-48 Sesboiié); cf. R.M. Hiibner, Basilius
von Caesarea und das Homoousios, in: Christian Faith and Greek Philosophy in Late
Antiquity. Essays in honor of G.Chr. Stead, ed. by L.R. Wickham/C.P. Bammel, SVigChr
19, Leiden 1993, (70-91) 83-87; Drecoll, Entwicklung (see note 14), 26f.

Basil concentrates on the question how Father and Son could be distinguished while
presupposing their unity (cf. ep. 361; 202,22f. de R.: péds vonTov &idiov &ytvvnTtov — péds
vonTov &idiov yewwnTtédv); cf. Drecoll, Entwicklung (see note 14), 24f. To what extent Contra
Sabellianos shows acquaintance with or influence of the philosophy of Plotinus (cf. Hiibner,
Apolinarius [see note 14], 244-247) should be subject to further investigation.
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UméoTaots as decribing the individual mode of being of Son and Spirit,
while distinguishing them from another and from the Father as source of
the godhead by their modes of coming into being eternally.

IV. Apollinaris (Pseudo-Basil) against Eunomius

The main contemporary challenge for Nicene trinitarian theology was
formed by Neo-Arianism, gaining strenghth around 360 by the argumen-
tative skills of Aetius and Eunomius. The latter attacked the fundamental
premise of the Nicene Creed, namely that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit
might be united within the one and only divine substance. Eunomius de-
scribed the substance of God by the well-known predicate of “unbegotten”
(&y#tvvnTos); hence his radical aversion against any equality of substance
concerning the Son and the Spirit*>. Tackling this claim, the followers
of the Nicene Creed were forced to develop a “neo-nicene” pattern of
argumentation and thereby created a remarkable variety of approaches
to trinitarian language.

It has long been acknowledged that books IV to V of Basils Conitra
Eunomium were in fact not written by himself. Following Franz Xaver
Risch, I shall regard them hypothetically as a treatise of Apollinaris of
Laodicea, responding to Eunomius’ “Apology”#. The argument runs as
in ep. 362: The Son is described as image of the Father, that is, as image
of the substance of the latter and therefore as consubstantial (6uooUcios)*.
Because when Jesus says in John 8:19: “If you had recognized myself,
you would have recognized my father, too”, for Pseudo-Basil this is to
be understood according to the premise “that nothing incorporeal can be
discerned out of an unequal substance”*. Thus to discern God is possible
only because he makes his true being accessible in Christ, or more exactly:
because the notion “God” designates Father and Son not only by virtue
of language (6¢oe1) but by virtue of nature (pUoe): “The substance is the
same because the notions are identical!”*.

42 Cf. for example apol. 16,1-6; 28,1-14 (CPG 3455; ed. by R.P. Vaggione, Eunomius. The
Extant Works, OECT, Oxford 1987, 52; 74). On Eunomius’ theology see now ibid.,
Eunomius of Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution, Oxford 2000, esp. 161-179 and 246-
2635; cf. Karl-Heinz Uthemann, Die Sprache der Theologie nach Eunomius von Cyzicus,
ZKG 194, 1993, 143-175; Sesboiié, Saint Basile (see note 13), 27-33.

Risch, Pseudo-Basilius (see note 14), 12. That Apollinaris wrote against Eunomius is
attested by Philost., h.e. VIII 12 (GCS Philostorgius, 114,1f. Bidez/Winkelmann), and
Hier., vir. ill. 120 (ed. by E.C. Richardson, TU 14/1a, Leipzig 1896, 52,29f.).

Eun. IV 13 (PG 29, 676A): & eikcov 6 uids ToU dAnBcds atpds, m&oa 8¢ eikoov 1 ovoias,
7 popofis, f oxNuaTos, 7 idous, kai XpopaTds EoTwv gikwy, Beds Bt &v 0UBevi ToUTwY, &v B¢
ovaig pévn* 6 vids, gikwv v Tfis ovoias, dpooUoids éoTl TG TaTpi.

Eun. IV 9 (PG 29, 673C): oUdtv y&p doduaTov £§ &vouoiou oVoias yvwpileobor dUvaral.
Eun. IV 1 (PG 29, 673A): f) ot 8pax oUoia, dotrep kad T& atd dvdparta. On the antithesis
puosl — Béoer see also Eun. V 173 (PG 29, 752A).

43

44

45

46



Apollinaris of Laodicea 295

The question posed by Eunomius was the following: If the oUoia of
God is his unbegottenness (&yevvnoia), how then can the begotten Son
(yevwnTés) be equal to the Father? The notion and the substance of God
are thus to be identified. Pseudo-Basil rejects this: Spoken ontologically,
the notion of “unbegotten” (&yévvnTos) only refers to the substance of
God but is not this oVcix itself, for our discernment only reaches the
designations of substance, not the substances themselves*’: “A mode of
existing (TpoTos Tfis UdpEews) is the Unbegottenness, not a notion of an
Ousia itself”*5. Now if the notion of yéwnua is not to be identified as the
substance of the Son but only referring to it, and if the Son is to be called
“begotten of God”, then it has to be concluded that the notion of being
begotten refers to the substance of God, that is, to his o¥cia, of which the
Son himself is begotten®. By this mode of existing the Son is distinguished
from the creatures, too: “What is made is not from the substance of the
maker, but what is begotten is from the substance of the begetter; so mak-
ing and begetting are not at all the same”*. If now “greater” (peiCov) is
predicated within the Trinity according to John 14:28, this does not refer
to the o¥oia but to the individual properties (roiétnTes) of the persons of
the Trinity, as Apollinaris had already pointed out to Basil*'.

Eunomius joined the broad strand of theologians claiming that in God
there is only one substance and also only one hypostasis: Since God as the
Unbegotten is one by nature, he can by no means transfer his substance to
the Son by begetting’?. Eunomius drew the conclusion that therefore the
generation of the Son had to be conceived as an act of willing of the Father,
as is true for creatures, too, not of his substance®. But his opponent insisted
on being begotten by the divine paternal nature as Tpdmos Tfis UmpEecos

47 Eun. IV 38 (PG 29, 681C): 16 &ytvvnTos € dvoua, olk oloia. TGV y&p oUo1ddv onuavTIKE

T& dvdpaTa, oUK alTd oUoia. &l & adToousia TO &yévvnTos, AeyETwoav TO dvoua alTfs. oU
Y&p &k TGV 00016V, GAN £k TGV dvoudTwv Kal TV évepyeidv yvwpilouey, Kal pAIoTa T&
&ocopara; cf. Risch, Pseudo-Basilius (see note 14), 27f. Compare to that Eunomius’ frg.
11 3f. (CPG 3458; 178 Vagg.): 6 8eds mepi Tfjs toqutol oloias oUdtv TAéov AiuéY EmioToTan,
oUd¢ £0TIv alTn PEAAOV pév Ekelveo, fTTOV B¢ NUV yiveookopévn.
4 Eun. IV 32 (PG 29, 681A): UmdépEews olv TpdTos TO &yévwnTos, kai oUk oUoias dvopa; cf.
Hiibner, Genese (see note 26), 148f.; against that Eun., apol. 8,1-7 (40-42 Vagg.). Bas.,
Eun. I 15 (SC 299; 226,33 Sesboiié), starts with trinitarian terminology by speaking of
TpdTTOS TS UTTooTdoews (!).

¥ Eun. IV 18 (PG 29, 676C).

Eun. IV 4 (PG 29, 673B): 16 TroioUuevov oUk é Tfis oUoias ToU TololvTos, T6 8¢ yevvouevoy

¢k Tfis aUTRs ovUoias ToU yevwdvTos ol TawTov &pa TO ToIElV Kad TO yewwdv.

st Cf. Eun. IV 25 (PG 29, 677D-680A) with ep. 362 (203,32-204,26 de R.); cf. Vinzent,

Pseudo-Athanasius (see note 15), 101f.

Cf. apol. 12,6-10; 28,8 (48; 74 Vagg.): [8edv] oUdtv Tfs éauTol UTooTdoews peTaBoUs

76 yevwnBévTi. This necessarily implies the disintegration of the Trinity to a ,,threefold

hypostasis“ (cf. the Confessio fidei of 383 (§ 2,6f.; CPG 3457; 150 Vagg.): oUdt & mds

ovoias gis UTTOGTACIV TPIOOTV TYIPOUEVOV.

3 Cf. apol. 24,1f,; 28,12f. (p. 64; 74 Vagg.); cf. Risch, Pseudo-Basilius (see note 14),
121f.
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of the Son: He is “by nature in a substantial manner begotten of him (sc.
God)”**. Within the Trinity there is no difference of substance and willing®’;
rather it has to be maintained “that what is begotten shares the nature
with the begetter, although the begotten has its being in another way”.
The boundary within the theological understanding does not separate
the non-begotten God from everything that is begotten but the uncreated
Trinity from creation. Accordingly the argument in Contra Eunomium
IV-V is based on the theory of the irreversible Tpdmor Tfis Umdp€ecos. In
exactly the same way the orthodox trinitarian doctrine is summed up in
the Kata meros pistis: “We confess that the Son and the Holy Spirit are
consubstantial to the Father, and one substance of the Trinity, that is, one
Godhead; the Father is unbegotten by nature, while the Son is begotten
of the Father by true generation, not made by virtue of willing; the Holy
Spirit is sent forth eternally from the substance of the Father through the
Son as the sanctifier of the whole creation”*.

The evidence of the pseudo-basilian Contra Eunomium IV-V is coherent
with the writings analyzed above: Apollinaris holds on to a real Trinity of
divine persons but is cautious concerning the notion of Tpeis UrooTéoeis™.
Paradoxically, even while he was already condemned due to his christologi-
cal teaching, Theodoret of Cyrus confirmed that Apollinaris’ trinitarian
theology was safely based upon the Nicene creed: According to him the
former bishop of Laodicea “proclaimed the one substance of God and his

* Eun. V 173 (PG 29, 752A): & guoel oUo1wdids £§ atoU yevvnBeis.

55 Eun. IV 19.29 (PG 29, 676C; 680BC).

Eun. IV 26 (PG 29, 680A): tév yevwnTdv 1) oty gUOIS TpdS TOV yewnoavTa, K&V ETEpws

6 yewwnBeis TO eivan Exn.

KMP 33 (180,12-18 L.): dpoAoyolpev dSpoousiov eivar TG rarTpl TOV uidv kad TO &ytov Trvedpa

kol piav TV oUoiav THis Tp1&dos, TouTéoTv piaw BedTNTa, PUOTKES &yevviiTou pév duTos Tol

TaTpoS, yYevwnbévTos 8¢ ToU uioU ¢k TaTpds ANOWY yevvrioel, oU Toinoel Th) ék PouAnoews,

ToU Te TVeUuaTos €k TTis oUoias ToU ToTpods 81° uiol dudicws ékmepgBévTos, &yiooTikoU THs

8Ans kTioews. A similar reception of the Nicene Creed is found in the memorandum of

George of Laodicea written in 358/359 (Epiph., haer. 73,16,4; 289,1-8 Holl); cf. Hiibner,

Genese (see note 26), 143-145; Spoerl, Apollinarius (see note 17), 580f.

8 A mention of three hypostases is found only in Theodore of Heraclea, fragm. 134,16-18
in Mt 28,19f. (Reuss, Matthius-Kommentare [see note 8], 95); according to Hiibner,
Apolinarius (see note 14), 226 note 71, this fragment can be traced back to Apollinaris
himself. A numerically indeterminate plurality of hypostases is displayed in Apollinaris’
frg. 9,1-7 in Mt 3,17 (CPG 3690; Reuss [see above], 3) while Eun. V 140 (PG 29, 724A)
indicates the possibility of referring to Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as to individual
hypostases because the Prophets, Jesus and Paul had gradually introduced the three
persons: difpnTal aUTols & Tepl THs UTTooTdoews Adyos, &S1x1pEéToU pévovTos év aUTols Tol
Trepl Evos ol povripartos. Spoerl, Apollinarius (see note 17), 585 note 71, refers to the
pseudo-apollinaristic qguod unus sit deus 6 (CPG 3737; 296,12f. Lietzmann) according
to which “it is wrong to say that there are two Umootdosis in Christ instead of one,
thereby introducing a fourth UméoTacis into the Trinity” (elodyovTes T4 Tp1&d1 TeTdpTnVY
Uméotactv) — which in fact implies a triad of hypostases. But as long as an explicit proof
is lacking, I hesitate to conclude with Spoerl (see above), 585, “that Apollinaris preferred
the three Umootdoeis formula from early on in his career”.
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three hypostases in the same way as we do”**. Here Apollinaris’ trinitarian
orthodoxy is attested on grounds of Cappadocian neo-nicenism — which he
himself deliberately tried to avoid while preferring Tmpdowov as terminus
technicus for the threeness of persons.

In doing so, he finally has not joined the road to victory: After two de-
cades of debate within the Nicene party and with neo-arian and homoean
theologians and emperors, Basil and his followers succeeded by identifying
UmdoTacts and Tpécwtov while distinguishing both from oUoioa®. Thus it
became possible to maintain the ontological equality of the Trinity and at the
same time the derivative relationship of Son and Spirit®!, while Apollinaris
conceived the consubstantiality of the Son, begotten of the substance of the
Father, in a slightly subordinatianist manner: &v Ymopdoel 16 ioov Exovta®?,
which led in turn Basil to sharp criticism®. Although Apollinaris and Basil
fundamentally agreed in drawing the crucial difference between the divine
and triune creator and creation instead of the unbegotten Father and eve-
rything else, including the begotten Son, the stress on the unity of the godhead
made by the miahypostatic theology evolved the suspicion of Sabellianism,
especially linked to the identification of oUcia and UméoToots (which in the
meantime had become to be understood as an independent instance of acting
while being inseparately tied to the other divine persons)®*. The battle against
Eunomius was eventually fought and won on grounds of the trihypostatic
usage of the Tomus ad Antiochenos while the miahypostatic tradition of
Greek theology was set aside because of the fear of sabellianism®’.

59 Thdt., haer. IV 8 (PG 83, 425BC).

¢ Cf. the Tomus synodalis of Constantinople 382 (COD? 28,18-27 = Thdkt., h.e. V 9,11;
292,11-16 Parm./H.).

¢l Johannes Zachhuber, Basil and the Three-Hypostases Tradition. Reconsidering the Origins
of Cappadocian Theology, ZAC 5, 2001, 65-85, 80.

2 Ep. 362 (204,34 de R.).

5 Ep.263,4 (CUFr III, 124,8-10 Courtonne); cf. also Thdt., h.e. V 3,3 (279,21f. Parm./H.).
But at least via negationis the contribution of Apollinaris is of crucial relevance to the
development of Cappadocian neo-nicenism; cf. esp. Hiibner, Genese (see note 26), 131,
and Drecoll, Entwicklung (see note 14), 43.

¢4 Bas., ep. 214,3 (CUFr II; 204,21f. C.) identifies “sabellianism” with the formula: &ve pév

givan Tf) UmooTdoer Tov Bedv (cf. ep. 125,15 31,26f. C.) and complains that his former cor-

respondent had fallen back into this heresy (ep. 265,25 129,10£.29-31 C.; cf. ep. 244,3;

76,3f. C.)

Cf. Jerome’s complaint: cauterio unionis inurimur (ep. 15,3,2; 65,6 Hilb.) which refers to

sabellianism; cf. Lienhard, Ousia (see note 9), 101f. note 13. That miahypostatic theology

did not instantly cease to have supporters even in the East is attested by the confession of the

exiled marcellian bishops in Diocaesarea (dating from ca. 376) that illustrates how (while

readily stressing the triad of persons) the notion of hypostasis continued to be carefully
avoided (Epiph., haer. 72,11,5; 266,3-5 H.): dvaBeportifovTes... ToUs uf) AéyovTas Thv &yiov

Tp1&da Tpia TpdowTa &Treply paga Kad EvutrdéoTaTa kad dpooUoia kad ouvaidia kai aUTOTEAT.

Cf. also the marcellian Expositio fidei of the deacon Eugenios which mentions the Tpi&s

but refuses to speak of Tpeis (quoted from Martin Tetz, Markellianer und Athanasios von

Alexandrien. Die markellianische Expositio fidei ad Athanasium des Diakons Eugenios

von Ankyra, ZNW 64, 1973, [75-121] 79,31f.): 0¥ y&p &vutrdoTaTov Th Tpidda Aéyopev,

&AN v UTrooTéoel aThY ywdokopev; cf. Lienhard, Ousia (see note 9), 115-117.
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V. Conclusion: A Trinitarian Link between East and West?

Despite the victory of trihypostatic theology in the East, it is tempting
to ask if Apollinaris as the probable author of Contra Eunomium IV-V
continued to figure in the struggle against neo-arianism — in Western
trinitarian theology. As I have tried to demonstrate in my Oxford com-
munication four years ago, the defence of the Nicene 6pooUcios by arguing
from the generation of the Son from the substance of the Father is crucial
to the anti-arian trinitarian theology of Augustine®. It is remarkable that
Augustine recurs to the generation of the Son by virtue of nature where
he explicitly criticises Eunomius: “He was unable to understand and un-
willing to believe that the only-begotten Word of God through whom all
things were made is the Son of God by nature, that is, he is begotten of
the substance of the Father; and so he said that he is not the Son of the
nature or substance or being of God but the Son of his will. He wished
of course to assert that the will by which God begot the Son is something
accidental to him”¢’. Here we find the same basic anti-arian features as
in Apollinaris: the generation of the Son by virtue of substance, explicitly
not by virtue of willing, is presented as threshold against arian subordi-
natianism. I am far from neglecting other important factors which helped
to shape his trinitarian concept — e.g., the latin pre-nicene theology or the
anti-arian contributions of Ambrose of Milan and Hilary of Poitiers®. But
it should be taken into account that the pattern of argumentation found
in Apollinaris lies at the core of Augustine’s late anti-arian writings, too,
e.g. the debate with the homoian bishop Maximinus®. It is possible that
Jerome only echoed the critique on the trinitarian use of YméoTacis he had
heard in Antioch by Apollinaris and perhaps Paulinus. But one should not
forget that at the same time Pope Damasus only reluctantly accepted the
neo-nicene trihypostatic theology which was presented to him by Basil in

%  Gemeinhardt, ,,Geboren ...“ (see note 11), 158-165.

7 Trin. XV 20,38 (CChr.SL 50A, 515,2-7 M./Gl.): Qui cum non potuisset intellegere nec
credere uoluisset unigenitum dei uerbum per quod facta sunt omnia filium dei esse natura,
hoc est de substantia patris genitum, non naturae uel substantiae siue essentiae dixit esse
filium sed filium woluntatis dei, accidentem scilicet deo, uolens asserere uoluntatem qua
gigneret filium (translated by Hill, The Trinity [see note 5], 425). The Antithesis “willingly
— unwillingly” is also stressed by Gregory of Nazianzus (or. 29,6; SC 250, 186-188 Gal-
lay; cf. R.J. de Simone, The Dialectical Development of Trinitarian Theology: Augustine
Versus Eunomius’ “Technological” Theology, Angelicum 64, 1987, [453-475] 461) but
can already be found in Eun. IV 19f. (PG 29, 676C).

¢ Cf. now M.R. Barnes, Rereading Augustine’s Theology of the Trinity, in: The Trinity

(see note 9), 145-176. Another point of convergence to neonicenism can be found in

the notion of the inseparabilis operatio of the Trinity; concerning Apollinaris cf. Hiib-

ner, Apolinarius (see note 14), 243 with note 146; for Augustine see recently L. Ayres,

“Remember That You Are Catholic” (serm. 52.2): Augustine on the Unity of the Triune

God, JECS 8, 2000, 39-82.

See the evidence collected in my previous study: Lateinischer Neunizdnismus bei Augustin,

ZKG 110, 1999, 149-169, esp. 162-168.
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order to refute the “Arians” in East and West”®, and the Tomus Damasi of
3771378 keeps in line with the Nicene miahypostatic usage when stating:
“He who not confesses that the Son is born from the Father, that is, from
his divine substance, is a heretic””!. Therefore, it might seem that Apol-
linaris in refuting Eunomianism by underlining the generation of the Son
from the substance of the Father indeed met the requirements of western
neo-nicene theology in statu nascendi.

Of course it may be asked whether Eunomius was adequately under-
stood by both Apollinaris and Augustine — most probably he was not”.
But the question of interest within the framework of the present study
is not if Augustine did Eunomius understand appropriately but if he did
rely on an identifiable miahypostatic tradition in developing his ,,anti-ar-
ian“ argument. And in this respect, the parallels of the strategy of defence
employed are striking. At least it should be allowed to ask if Augustine
reveals an after-effect of Greek anti-Eunomianism based upon the miahy-
postatic tradition. Certainly this does by no means imply that Augustine
was consciously referring to a heretic already condemned by Damasus.
But one has to keep in mind that the disciples of Apollinaris continued to
draw upon his theological principles not only in questions of christology
(thereby exerting an important influence on Cyril of Alexandria) but also
in trinitarian theology. Namely the apollinarian Epistola ad Prosdocium
written by Timothy of Berytos, stressing the Apollinarian theory of the
TpdTror Tfis UdpEews in connection with the generation by virtue of sub-
stance, was well-known in the West as a letter of Pope Julius of Rome”.

70 Markschies, Lateinischer Neunizidnismus (see note §), 255-257.

7' Tomus Damasi, § 11 (DH 163 = EOMIA 1/2,1, 288,78-80 Turner): Si quis non dixerit
Filium natum de Patre, id est de substantia diuina ipsius: haereticus est; see Gemeinhardt,
Lateinischer Neunizanismus (see note 69), 161.

72 ML.R. Barnes, The Arians of Book V, and the Genre of De Trinitate, JThS NS 44, 1993,
(185-195) 186f., is right in denying that those “Arians” are simply to be identified as
“Eunomians” (as does de Simone, Dialectical Development [see note 67], 462-469) and
also in stressing that Augustine did not know neo-arianism in its details; cf. the sketchy
definition in haer. 54 (CPL 314; CChr.SL 46, 324,3-5 vander Plaetse/Beukers): Eunomius
quippe in dialectica praeualens, acutius et celebrius defendit hanc haeresim, dissimilem
per omnia patri asserens filium, et filio spiritum sanctum. On several occasions Augustine
simply parallels ,, Arriani“ und ,, Eunomiani“; e.g., bapt. Il 15,20 (CSEL 51, 211,5 Pet-
schenig); ep. 238,1 (CSEL 57, 535,11 Goldbacher); sermo 71 (ed. by C. Lambot, RBén
75,1965, 119,70). When debating with Maximinus in 428, Augustine obviously did not
meet a skillful eunomian philosopher, as W.A. Sumruld (Augustine and the Arians. The
Bishop of Hippo’s Encounter with Ulfilan Arianism, Cranbury NJ 1994, 27-32) believes,
but a theologically limited homoian bishop. However, the fact should by no means be
classified as “irrelevant” that in Pseudo(!)-Basil and Augustine the same opponent is
refuted by an argumentation which runs quite similar (and is clearly distinguished from
Cappadocian anti-eunomianism).

73 Ep. ad Prosdocium 2 (CPG 3726; 284,8-11 Lietzmann): méds odv 8oTis ywpifer Tiis ToU
BeoU pdvou oloias ToV Uidy Kal TO Trvelua dos ¢k Poufis duta kabdrep kad fUels, oUk &k TR
oUoias THs aUTiis €5 v duolmpaTt KaTd TNV aUThY, EoTw dvdbeuc; for literary transmission
see Lietzmann, Apollinaris (see note 12), 156. The latin text is printed as a letter of Julius
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If now the pseudonymous Contra Eunomium IV-V can be attributed to
Apollinaris of Laodicea appropriately, he might be identified as a hitherto
neglected trinitarian link between East and West. The indignation of Jer-
ome about being forced to confess three hypostases fifteen years after the
Tomus ad Antiochenos is a clear indication of the prevailing importance
of miahypostatic nicene theology to western writers’ but implies that also
in the East one could adhere to this manner of speaking confidently. While
it has long been recognized that the lines of demarcation of trinitarian
theology between the synods of 362 and 381 do not simply divide East
and West but Rome and Alexandria on one side and the Cappadocians
on the other™, the observation might be added that also in Antioch mia-
hypostatic trinitarian theology continued to figure as a means to refute
the current heresy of neo-arianism. Perhaps in this way the landscape of
neo-nicene trinitarian theology in late fourth and early fifth century ap-
pears to be open to a description like the conception of trinitarian unity
and plurality as Apollinaris pointed out in his epistle to Basil: “the same
thing in another way and another in the same way”’.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Die Trinititslehre des Apollinaris von Laodicea hat in der patristischen Forschung
bislang nur wenig Beachtung gefunden. Aufgrund einer verbreiterten Quellenbasis du-
rch die Zuweisung von Ps.-Athanasius, Contra Sabellianos und Ps.-Basilius, Contra
Eunomium IV-V an Apollinaris wird in der vorliegenden Untersuchung dargelegt, dafd
mit dessen trinitarischer Theologie ein eigenstandiger Entwurf in die Diskussionen der
360er Jahre eingebracht wurde. Charakteristisch dafiir ist die Identifizierung von Ousia
und Hypostasis und die Unterscheidung der Personen durch tpémor Tfs Umépecos, die

in PL 8, 954-959; see col. 956A: Quicumque igitur a Dei unici substantia Filium separat
et Spiritum, quasi ex uoluntate sint quemadmodum et nos, ac non eadem e substantia,
sed ad eiusdem substantiae similitudinem, anathema sit*; cf. ACO 11 2/1 (39,27-40,11
Schwartz) where the stress on the will is lacking.

As late as 401, Jerome could criticise the origenist theology of Pamphilus because the
latter wrongly claimed: Spiritum sanctum non de eadem Patris Filiique substantia (adv.
Rufin. II 15; CChr.SL 79, 49,33f. Lardet).

See ML.R. Barnes, The fourth century as trinitarian canon, in: Christian Origins. Theology,
Rhetoric and Community, ed. by L. Ayres/G. Jones, London/New York 1998, (47-67)
60-62; Spoerl, Apollinarius (see note 17), 590 note 87. For example Jerome, accused of
Sabellianism, pleaded to both the bishops of Rome and Alexandria (ep. 17,2,2 [71,6-12
Hilb.]): Hereticus uocor homousiam praedicans trinitatem; Sabellianae inpietatis arguor
tres subsistentes ueras, integras perfectasque personas in defessa uoce pronuntians. si ab
Arrianis, merito; si ab orthodoxis, qui huiusmodi arguunt fidem, esse orthodoxi desierunt
aut, si eis placet, bereticum me cum occidente, hereticum cum Aegypto, hoc est cum
Damaso Petroque, condemnent. The same prelates are named in 380 in Theodosius’
famous decree Cunctos Populos (Cod. Theod. XVI 1,2); but it is interesting to note
that in later imperial decrees directed exclusively to the East (as early as 381, see Cod.
Theod. XVI 5,6) the sees of Rome and Alexandria do no longer figure as the guardians
of Nicene orthodoxy!

74

75

76 Basilius, ep. 362 (203,31 de R.): ToTOV ETépws kad ETEPOV doAUTWS.
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sowohl eine reale Dreiheit zu behaupten als auch einer ,,Dreipersonlichkeit* Gottes
zu widersprechen erlauben. Wihrend sich im Osten mit Basilius von Caesarea die
Rede von drei Hypostasen durchzusetzen begann, konnte Apollinaris’ Theologie eine
bislang nicht beachtete Nachwirkung im lateinischen Westen entfaltet haben. Es wird
damit moglicherweise stringenter zu erkldren sein, wie sich innerhalb des nizdnischen
Grundkonsenses beziiglich der Homousie der trinitarischen Personen in Ost und West
unterschiedliche, nicht aufeinander reduzierbare Konzepte etablierten, deren Einheit
und Dreiheit begrifflich konsistent zu fassen ist.



