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Abstract

Basil of Caesarea’s Anti-Eunomian Theory of Names
By Mark DelCogliano

Basil of Caesarea’s debate with Eunomius of Cyzicus marks a turning point in the fourth-
century Trinitarian controversies. For the first time in their history the participants
acknowledged that more fundamental differences—methodological and
epistemological—Iay at the core of their specifically theological differences. This
dissertation explores one of these fundamental points of contention between Basil and
Eunomius: the proper theory of names. A theory of names explains how names operate,
which is to say it gives an account of what names signify when they are applied to
objects. Eunomius and his teacher Aetius—the leaders of a movement commonly called
“Heteroousian”—maintained that those names uniquely predicated of God communicated
the divine essence. In response, Basil formulated a general theory of names wherein all
names fall short of disclosing essence, but nonetheless provide accurate and useful
knowledge of those who bear the names. This dissertation contains two parts. The first
offers a revisionist interpretation of the Heteroousian theory of names as a corrective to
previous ahistorical approaches and contests the widespread assumption that it is
indebted to Platonist sources. It is demonstrated that their theory represents a later stage
of a debate over divine names that began in the early fourth century and that it was
developed by drawing upon proximate Christian sources. The second part argues that in
response to Eunomius Basil developed and consistently applied a “notionalist” theory of
names wherein names signify primarily notions and secondarily properties, not essence.
It is demonstrated that Basil has a complex account of how names give rise to notions and
that his well-known theory of epinoia is but one aspect of a wider notionalism. An
extensive inquiry into Basil’s sources is conducted, revealing that Basil’s theory of names
draws eclectically upon ancient philosophical and grammatical sources, while at the same
time being heavily influenced by previous Christian reflections, particularly those of the
ecclesial alliance known as the Homoiousians.
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Introduction

The debate between Basil of Caesarea and Eunomius of Cyzicus marks a turning
point in the fourth-century Trinitarian debates. The Heteroousian doctrine promoted by
Eunomius’s teacher Aetius under the aegis of Bishop Eudoxius of Antioch was the
impetus for the formation of the Homoiousian alliance in 358 by the bishops Basil of
Ancyra and George of Laodicea. The Homoiousians not only formulated a theology
which encapsulated the best of earlier fourth-century currents of thought and was
indelibly shaped by the need for a swift refutation of Heteroousian doctrine, but they also
were successful in orchestrating the ecclesiastical censure of the principals of the
burgeoning Heteroousian movement, at times with actions of dubious legality. But the far
more nuanced form of Heteroousianism articulated by Eunomius in the early 360s
prompted a different kind of reaction from Basil. Though not as swift and without
machinations in the ecclesio-political sphere, it was all the more cutting because of the
comprehensiveness of its theological critique. This initial stage of the Eunomian
controversy is pivotal because for the first time in the history of the Trinitarian debates
the participants acknowledged that more fundamental differences lay at the core of their
material differences. Hence in Basil’s refutation of Eunomius we see the emergence of
dispute over the proper theological methodology. In other words, the key issue becomes
formulating a theology of theology.

The central feature of these second-order debates was rival theories of names. A
theory of names explains how names operate, which is to say it gives an account of what

names signify when they are applied to objects. Aetius and Eunomius maintained that



those names uniquely applied to God disclosed or revealed the divine substance,
substance being understood as essence. In other words, the Heteroousians believed that
such names permitted access to the highest form of knowledge imaginable in the ancient
world, knowledge of essences. Basil denied that God’s names allowed such knowledge.
In contrast, he formulated a theory of names in which not only divine names but all
names fall short of disclosing essence, but nonetheless express accurate and useful
knowledge of those who bear the names. In response to Eunomius’s limited theory of
divine predication, Basil articulates a general theory of how all names operate.

It is this central point of contention between Basil and Eunomius that this
dissertation explores. It offers a revisionist interpretation of the Heteroousian theory of
names as found in early Heteroousian writings and uses this revised understanding to
elucidate the theory of names that Basil developed in response to Eunomius. Only with
an accurate reconstruction of the theory to which Basil responded can Basil’s own theory
be properly understood. Unlike the Heteroousian theory of names, Basil’s theory of
names has not been studied as a whole. Hence this dissertation is the first comprehensive
study. Some aspects of Basil’s theory have received attention in compartmentalized
studies, particularly his theory of epinoia, translated here as “conceptualization.” It is
commonly assumed in scholarship that all names for Basil correspond to
conceptualizations. In contrast, | argue here that Basil’s theory of conceptualization is but
part of a larger “notionalism,” in which all names signify primarily notions, which in
their turn provide information about non-essential properties of the objects that bear the

names. Hence instead of the close connection that Eunomius posits between the



ontological and nominal orders, Basil inserts a notional order between them, wherein the

human mind plays an active and even creative role in theological epistemology.

Historical setting

Though this dissertation concerns itself with intellectual developments, their
significance can only be fully appreciated when situated within the wider context of the
fourth-century Trinitarian controversies. The vigor of the debate between Basil and
Eunomius is due as much to the prior history of these controversies as to a concurrence of
several contemporary factors, imperial, ecclesiastical, theological, and personal. In what
follows I give a brief overview of how Basil and Eunomius were participants in the wider
conflicts and aspirations of their age. This survey has the additional purpose of
introducing and contextualizing many of the councils, figures, and documents discussed
in this dissertation.

Traditional accounts of the fourth-century Trinitarian controversies have tended to
corral participants into two competing camps: those in support of the Council of Nicaea
and its term homoousios and those opposed to it, the “Arians.” Revisionist scholarship of
the last few decades has done much to deconstruct this bifurcated categorization and to
uncover the plurality and complexity of fourth-century theology. Arius and Athanasius
are no longer seen as the fountainheads of two irreconcilable and long-lasting streams of
theology. It is now recognized that the Trinitarian controversies arose in the fourth

century when pre-existing theological trajectories clashed.! The dispute that arose in

! Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy: An Approach to Fourth-Century Trinitarian
Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 31-76.



Alexandria around 318 between the bishop Alexander and Arius, one of his presbyters,
occurred within this context of theological diversity.?

Many Christians throughout the eastern Mediterranean shared Arius’s theology of
the unique status of the Father as unbegotten. Prominent eastern bishops supported him
against Alexander, such as Eusebius of Nicomedia, Eusebius of Caesarea, Theodotus of
Laodicea, Paulinus of Tyre, Athanasius of Anazarbus, Theognis of Nicaea, and Narcissus
of Neronias—an ecclesiastical alliance commonly called the “Eusebians” after its two
most prominent leaders.® In the following pages the views of several of these Eusebian
bishops are examined at length. These bishops did not agree with Arius’s theology in
every detail. Though there were theological differences between them, they rallied
around Arius in common cause against what they deemed to be Alexander’s doctrinal

innovations and his mistreatment of Arius. In the ensuing years, the Eusebian alliance

2 For discussion of Alexander’s theology, see Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 43-45; John
Behr, The Nicene Faith (Crestwood: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2004), 124-9; and R.
P. C. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God: The Arian Controversy 318-
381 AD (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1988), 138-45. On Arius’s theology, see Ayres,
Nicaea and its Legacy, 54-57; Behr, The Nicene Faith, 130-49; Hanson, The Search for
the Christian Doctrine of God, 5-27 and 60-128; and Rowan Williams, Arius: Heresy
and Tradition, Rev. ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001).

% «“Eusebian” is a problematic term, as recently discussed by David M. Gwynn, The
Eusebians. The Polemic of Athanasius of Alexandria and the Construction of the ‘Arian
Controversy’ (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007). | use “Eusebian” here in contrast
to the Athanasian usage deconstructed by Gwynn and in line with other recent usage to
name the ad hoc alliance of eastern bishops and theologians initially formed around the
figures of Eusebius of Nicomedia and Eusebius of Caesarea that lasted from c. 320 to c.
350. For a definition of the category, see Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 52, and Joseph T.
Lienhard, Contra Marcellum. Marcellus of Ancyra and Fourth-Century Theology
(Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1999), 34-5.



was animated by a common set of values and a shared agenda in the ecclesiastical sphere,
but displayed considerable diversity in theology.*

The emperor Constantine convened the Council at Nicaea in 325 to resolve the
controversy between the supporters of Alexander and Arius, now spread throughout the
East. The council ratified a creed designed to exclude the theology of Arius and to secure
his excommunication and exile.® Thereafter Arius was marginal. Constantine recalled
him from exile a few years after Nicaea but the Alexandrian church repeatedly refused
him re-admission to communion. He died outside of the church in the mid-330s, having
long ceased to be a factor in ongoing theological debates. He was not the founder of
“Arianism” as a theological system nor as an ecclesiastical movement.

The fifteen year period after Nicaea was the golden age of Eusebian theological
development. Lingering Eusebian questions over the meaning of the Nicene Creed and
the emerging debate between the Eusebians and Marcellus of Ancyra produced a flurry of

documents, which unfortunately survive only in fragments.® At the forefront of this

* See my research on the theological and ecclesio-political cohesiveness of the Eusebians:
“Eusebian Theologies of the Son as Image of God before 341,” Journal of Early
Christian Studies 14.4 (2006): 459-484; and “The Eusebian Alliance: the Case of
Theodotus of Laodicea,” Zeitschrift fur Antikes Christentum / Journal of Ancient
Christianity 12 (2008): 250-66.

> On the events from the outbreak of the controversy to the Council of Nicaea, see Ayres,
Nicaea and its Legacy, 15-20 and 85-100; Behr, The Nicene Faith, 62-69; and Hanson,
The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 129-78.

® On Marcellus’s theology, see Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 62—-9; Hanson, The Search
for the Christian Doctrine of God, 217-35; Lienhard, Contra Marcellum, 49-68; and
Markus Vinzent, Markell von Ankyra: Die Fragmente [und] Der Brief an Julius von Rom
(Leiden / New York / KélIn: Brill, 1997). On Marcellus’s career, see Sara Parvis,
Marcellus of Ancyra and the lost years of the Arian controversy, 325-345 (Oxford and
New York : Oxford University Press, 2006).



theological renaissance stood Eusebius of Caesarea’ and Asterius the Sophist, a layman
from Cappadocia who was permanently debarred from clerical status because of his lapse
in the Great Persecution.® The achievements of this initial period of Eusebian reflection
influenced the course of eastern theology for another twenty or thirty years, and the
Heteroousian theology of Aetius and Eunomius owes a great deal to it.

In the late 330s Athanasius and Marcellus joined forces in the execution of an
anti-Eusebian agenda. As a deacon Athanasius had attended the Council of Nicaea in
Alexander’s entourage and succeeded him as bishop in 328.° In the early years of his
episcopacy Athanasius struggled with the Melitians, and soon was charged with violence
and other crimes. He was tried and convicted at the Council of Tyre in 335, and exiled to
Gaul. For the remainder of his ecclesiastical career, these charges would dog Athanasius,
rendering him suspect and tainted in the eyes of many eastern bishops. In contrast,
Marcellus was deposed and exiled in 336 specifically for his theological opinions. Both
wound up in Rome in 340, where they made common cause against the Eusebians.

Athanasius’s Orationes contra Arianos, written in the years 339 to 345, marks
the transformation of his ecclesio-political struggles with the bishops of the Eusebian

alliance into a quest for orthodoxy against the “Arianism” of his opponents. In this

” On Eusebius’s theology, see Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 58-60; Hanson, The Search
for the Christian Doctrine of God, 46-59; and Holger Strutwolf, Die Trinitatstheologie
und Christologie des Euseb von Caesarea (Gottingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 1999).

® On Asterius’s theology, see Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 53—4; Hanson, The Search
for the Christian Doctrine of God, 32-8; Lienhard, Contra Marcellum, 89-100; and
Markus Vinzent, Asterius von Kappadokien: Die theologischen Fragmente (Leiden /
New York / Kéln: Brill, 1993). Thomas A. Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism
(Cambridge: The Philadelphia Patristic Foundation, Ltd., 1979), 29-34, gives a summary
of Asterius’s theological differences from Arius.

® On Athanasius’s career, see Timothy D. Barnes, Athanasius and Constantius: Theology
and Politics in the Constantinian Empire (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1993).



treatise, which Lewis Ayres calls “one of the key early anti-Eusebian theological
manifestos,”*° Athanasius sets out to refute the tenets of “Arianism” as taught by Arius,
Asterius, and other Eusebians. It is now recognized that his depiction of the fourth-
century church as polarized between his own “orthodoxy” and the “Arianism” of his
Eusebian enemies is a polemical misrepresentation aimed at pleading his own case
against his many detractors.'! Despite his distorted polemics, Athanasius is a significant
theologian in his own right, and his writings represent a considerable theological
achievement that had immediate and long-lasting influence, though perhaps not as
pervasive as previous generations of scholars have believed. *2

In this initial period of anti-Eusebian collaboration between Athanasius and
Marcellus, their opponents were not idle. They held a council in 341 in conjunction with
the dedication of the church in Antioch—the so-called Dedication Council—which in
many ways set their theological agenda for the next twenty years. The Eusebians rejected
the idea that their theology could be described as “Arian,” considering themselves as
representatives of the mainstream tradition of theological orthodoxy in the east that
avoided the extremes of Arius, on the one side, and Athanasius and Marcellus, on the

other. The Dedication Council produced a number of creeds. The Second Creed is a bold

19 Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 117.
1 Gwynn, The Eusebians.

12 For overviews of Athanasius’s Trinitarian doctrine, see Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy,
45-8, 110-17, and 140-44; Behr, The Nicene Faith, 163-259; and Hanson, The Search
for the Christian Doctrine of God, 417-58. Of the many more detailed treatments of his
theology, I list those | have found particularly helpful in this dissertation: J. Rebecca
Lyman, Christology and Cosmology: Models of Divine Activity in Origen, Eusebius, and
Athanasius (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993); Peter Widdicome, The Fatherhood of God
from Origen to Athanasius (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994); and Xavier Morales, La
théologie trinitaire d’Athanase d’Alexandrie (Paris: Institut d’Etudes Augustiniennes,
2006).



statement of Eusebian theology, echoing the theology of Asterius. The Fourth Creed was
drawn up a few months after the Dedication Council to summarize the Second Creed and
was brought to the West. The Fourth Creed became standard in the East for more than
twenty years and was reissued at many subsequent eastern councils.

The Dedication Council marks the beginning of a period that lasted through the
late-350s, in which various councils sought to achieve theological consensus by
eliminating the extreme views of Arius, Athanasius, and Marcellus. But the situation
reached a nadir before the serious work of consensus-building began in earnest: the
debacle of the Council of Serdica in 343. Western and eastern bishops refused to meet
with each other in the same place due to political maneuvering on both sides, mutual
distrust, and irreconcilable theologies. But the failure of Serdica prompted attempts of
rapprochement.™® The so-called “Macrostich” (“long-lined”) creed of 345 is the best
example. Responding to western Serdican theology, it attempts to moderate the Eusebian
theologies of the Dedication Creed and the eastern Serdican statement in order to find
common ground with western bishops. Another key council took place at Sirmium in
351. Here Basil of Ancyra (Marcellus’s Eusebian replacement) managed to have Photinus
of Sirmium, an adherent of Marcellan views, deposed on theological grounds.

The year 353 can be considered a turning point. In this year the emperor
Constantius attained undisputed mastery of the Roman world when the usurper
Magnentius committed suicide. Constantius now had the power and the means to shape
the empire according to his own agenda without impediment. One of the issues that

threatened the stability and cohesiveness of the empire was of course Christian division

13 Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 306-14.



over Trinitarian doctrine, which his father had attempted but ultimately failed to resolve.
Nonetheless, modeling his rule on his father’s, Constantius adopted Constantine’s
programme of binding the empire together religiously. From the mid-350s onward, he
convened a series of ecclesiastical councils, orchestrated key changes in personnel,
secured the condemnations of Athanasius, Marcellus, and Photinus, and involved himself
otherwise in the internal affairs of the church in an effort to unify the church doctrinally.

The period in which Constantius was trying to bring about doctrinal consensus
coincided with the collapse of broad Eusebian alliance that had united many eastern
bishops over the past twenty or so years, precipitating an upsurge in theological debate.
In the councils of the 350s, one can trace an increasing reluctance to use ‘substance’
(ousia) language, viewed as problematic because of its associations with the positions of
Marcellus and Photinus. It was over this issue that the Eusebian alliance was splintering.
Some rejected ousia language altogether. Adherents of this approach are generally called
“Homoians” because they affirmed that the Son was like (homoios) the Father without
specifying anything about the ousia of either. Others endorsed the use of ousia, although
differently than first generation Eusebians like Asterius and Eusebius of Caesarea.
Adherents of the Nicene theology had of course always used ousia language in their
defense of “same in substance” (homoousios).

At a small gathering of bishops at Sirmium in 357, a confession of faith was
produced that condemned all use of ousia language when speaking about the relation

between the Father and the Son, and rejected the Dedication Creed of 341, that classic
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statement of Eusebian theology that had found widespread use throughout the east.** The
Sirmium Confession of 357 sent shockwaves throughout the east due to its stark
subordinationist agenda and its proscription of terminology deemed essential for the
correct understanding of God. It catalyzed all participants in the Trinitarian debates to
take stock of their own positions and to formulate responses.

Soon thereafter Eudoxius of Antioch convened a synod that voiced its approval of
the Sirmium Confession of 357. He also welcomed Aetius to his see, where he
propagated his Heteroousian teaching. For many churchmen at that time, the teaching of
Aetius would have appeared to be the logical conclusion of the broadly Homoian
theology of the Sirmium Confession of 357. Indeed, in this period there was no clear line
of demarcation between Homoian and Heteroousian theology. The reticence of Homoian
theology allowed for various—and at times widely divergent—interpretations of it.

George of Laodicea was alarmed at Eudoxius’s promotion of Aetius and his
teaching, and together with Basil of Ancyra he formed what has come to be called the
Homoiousian alliance. Around Easter 358, Basil of Ancyra and other bishops produced a
long doctrinal statement that constitutes the initial statement of Homoiousian theology.*
After the conclusion of the council, Basil of Ancyra headed a delegation to Constantius in
Sirmium to secure the deposition and banishment of Eudoxius, Aetius, and Aetius’s pupil

Eunomius. The Homoiousians were successful and had the support of Constantius.*°

14 On this council, see Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 137-40; and Hanson, The Search
for the Christian Doctrine of God, 343-7.

1> preserved in Epiphanius, Pan. 73.2-11.

16 S0zomen, h.e. 4.13.4-14.7; Philostorgius, h.e. 4.8. On Basil’s response to Aetius, see
Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 149-53; and Hanson, The Search for the Christian
Doctrine of God, 349-57.
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Thinking that Homoiousian theology could achieve lasting consensus,
Constantius planned a large double-council to secure its empire-wide endorsement.
Before this double-council met, however, Constantius convened another council in
Sirmium in early 359 to compose a statement of faith that could be presented to both
sessions of the double-council. This statement is called the “Dated Creed” because the
date of its promulgation has been preserved: May 22, 359.%" It was intended to be a
document that would find acceptance among Homoiousians and Homoians, but exclude
Heteroousian and Homoousian theologies. Since the Dated Creed proscribed the use of
ousia language, Basil of Ancyra signed it with trepidation, including a note with his
signature giving the Dated Creed a Homoiousian interpretation.*® At this juncture the
Homoiousians recognized that Constantius’s desire to effect theological consensus
threatened to compromise their theology. Hence shortly after this, George of Laodicea,
together with Basil, composed a defense of Homoiousian theology against Heteroousian
theology, seen as a competing—and mistaken—way of interpreting the Homoian
theology of the Dated Creed.*

When the twin Councils of Ariminium and Seleucia met in 359, things did not
unfold as Constantius had hoped. At the eastern council in Seleucia, the fragile agreement
reached between the Homoians and Homoiousians at Sirmium in May, 359 quickly fell
apart over political and theological differences. The council devolved into chaos, and

ended with bishops of competing alliances deposing one another. Embassies representing

7 preserved in Athanasius, Syn. 8.3-7 and Socrates, h.e. 2.37.18-24.
18 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.22.7-8.

19 preserved in Epiphanius, Pan. 73.12.1-22.4. On its date, see Ayres, Nicaea and its
Legacy, 158 and Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 365-7.
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the various positions were then sent to Constantius at Constantinople. Through coercion
and trickery Constantius got the Homoiousians to subscribe to a modified version of the
Dated Creed, sometimes called the Creed of Niké because of its place of original
composition. While the Dated Creed had declared the Son “like the Father in all respects
(Buotov kotd avta), as the holy Scriptures also declare and teach” and condemned the
use of all ousia language, the Creed of Niké omitted the phrase “in all respects,” an
omission that excluded the very possibility of its Homoiousian interpretation. Thus the
Homoians now had the backing of Constantius; the Homoiousians had been out-
maneuvered. The Homoiousian embassy in Constantinople signed the Creed of Niké on
December 31, 359.

The twin Councils of Ariminium and Seleucia in 359 brought Constantius to the
threshold of achieving what Constantine could not. In January 360 he convened a small
council in Constantinople to ratify the decisions of the two councils that had taken place a
few months earlier, and thereby intended to bring years of concentrated efforts to their
conclusion. It was an august gathering of the most prominent churchmen and theologians
of the day, though not as large as other councils of the era. The council president was
Acacius, the longtime bishop of Caesarea in Palestine and now the leader of the Homoian
faction. Since the Homoians had gained the support of the emperor at the councils held in
the previous year, upon them the emperor now pinned his hopes for theological
consensus in Trinitarian matters. Acacius and his fellow Homoians, such as Eudoxius of
Antioch, George of Alexandria, Maris of Chalcedon, Uranius of Tyre, and Patrophilis of
Scythopolis, were determined to parlay their newly-acquired imperial backing into

permanent ascendancy. Acacius ruthlessly prosecuted his opponents. He fixed his



13

attention first on the Homoiousians, the Homoians’ chief rivals for the ear of the emperor
during the past few years. Acacius managed to depose nearly all leading Homoiousian
bishops such as Basil of Ancyra, Eleusius of Cyzicus, Eustathius of Sebasteia,
Sophronius of Pompeiopolis, Macedonius of Constantinople, Silvanus of Tarsus, and
Cyril of Jerusalem.?® He also secured the banishment of Aetius, who had so annoyed the
emperor at a colloquy the previous month that he had had him thrown out of the palace.*
The Council of Constantinople was a success in every way. Unanimity of doctrine
had at long last been achieved in the empire, at least officially. It was a time for
Constantius to celebrate. Soon after the council, he presided over the dedication of the
original Hagia Sophia in Constantinople and no doubt participated in the installation of
Macedonius’s replacement as bishop of Constantinople, Eudoxius formerly of Antioch.
But the long-desired achievement would be ephemeral. Concurrently with these joyful
events in Constantinople, in far off Gaul disgruntled soldiers proclaimed Constantius’s
nephew, Julian, as Augustus. The news reached the emperor in the middle of spring as he
was marching across Asia Minor for war with the Persians. The emperor had just begun
his return journey west to face Julian when he contracted a fever and died. The new
emperor—Iater given the epithet “the Apostate” because he renounced Christianity—
actively pursued a policy of religious disunity among Christians in direct contradiction to
the previous rulers of the Constantinian dynasty. Julian’s subtle maneuvers to let the
church destroy itself from within, coupled with liberation from the coerced unity of

Constantius, encouraged Christians to resume their squabbles with renewed vigor.

2% Socrates, h.e. 2.42; Sozomen, h.e. 4.24-26. See also Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy,
164-65 and Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 380-82.

2! Epiphanius, Pan. 76.3.7-10; Philostorgius, h.e. 4.12.
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This is the ecclesiastical context that gave rise to the controversy between Basil of
Caesarea and Eunomius of Cyzicus. Their paths crossed for the first time at the Council
of Constantinople. Eunomius, then a deacon, attended along with Aetius, whose disciple
he had been from the late 340s. Basil, then at most a reader, may have attended in the
entourage of Dianius, the bishop of Basil’s hometown of Caesarea. If so, Dianius most
likely wanted to take advantage of both Basil’s theological advice and his superior
rhetorical power.?? Basil also may have been drawn to the proceedings because of his
theological and ascetical sympathies with Eustathius of Sebasteia, his mentor in these
matters since the mid-350s.%® In any event, both Basil and Eunomius were bit players on
a stage packed with many leading men.

Basil seems to have attracted no attention at the council and played a negligible

role. It is unlikely that he participated in the debates.?* Once it became clear to Basil that

22 On Basil’s reputation for rhetorical skill, see Philostorgius, h.e. 4.12.

23 On Eustathius’s mentoring of Basil, see Philip Rousseau, Basil of Caesarea (Berkeley /
Los Angeles / London: University of California Press, 1994), 72—-76; and Anna M. Silvas,
Gregory of Nyssa: The Letters (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 56-60. On the possibility that Basil
attended the council with Eustathius, see Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 361; and
Rousseau, Basil of Caesarea, 98-101.

2 Gregory of Nyssa says that he and his brother “were present at the time of the contest
and did not mingle with the contestants” (Eun. 1.82). Basil’s non-participation is also
noted by Philostorgius, who attributed it to timidity (h.e. 4.12). It is often claimed that the
young Basil was chosen as the spokesman for the Homoiousians at the council but when
faced with debating the deacon Aetius (the spokesman for the Heteroousians), he
declined out of fear. See, for example, Stephen M. Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology
of Basil of Caesarea: A Synthesis of Greek Thought and Biblical Truth (Washington
D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2007), 21 and 214; Kopecek, A History of
Neo-Arianism, 300-1 and 361-2; Behr, The Nicene Faith, 263; and Richard Lim, Public
Disputation, Power, and Social Order in Late Antiquity (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1995), 119-20. But this claim is based on a misinterpretation of
Philostorgius, h.e. 4.12; the historian refers to Basil, the bishop of Ancyra, as the
representative of the Homoiousians. This interpretation is corroborated by the fact that
the Basil in question declined to debate with Aetius because it was inappropriate for a
bishop to dispute with a deacon. At most a reader, Basil of Caesarea could not have
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the Homoiousians had lost the contest and were doomed to deposition and banishment, he
fled Constantinople and returned home.? Because of this Basil was later accused of
cowardice; while Gregory defends his brother against the charge, he does not deny that
Basil left the proceedings early.?®

While Basil was so minor a player that he could easily slip away to his
Cappadocian homeland, Eunomius’s strong connections with Aetius left him suspect to
the newly-ascendant Homoians. Near the conclusion of this council, Eunomius probably
delivered the speech that would later be issued as his Apologia in order to demonstrate
his agreement with the Homoian theology endorsed at it.%” He did not merely avoid the
fate of his teacher successfully; he was in fact rewarded for his carefully-crafted speech
with appointment as bishop of Cyzicus. However, soon after taking up his post,
Eunomius enraged the Christians of Cyzicus and never again exercised the pastoral

oversight of that church or any other church. Aetius returned from banishment when

lodged such complaint. Thus the spokesman must have been Basil of Ancyra. See also
Raymond Van Dam, Becoming Christian: The Conversion of Roman Cappadocia
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003), 197 n. 22.

2® Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 1.79. Here Gregory summarizes the account of Eunomius, who
said that Basil was present when the bishops were debating and encouraged them, but
does not mention Basil actually participating.

% Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 1.79-90.

2 See Lionel R. Wickham, “The Date of Eunomius’ Apology: a Reconsideration,”
Journal of Theological Studies, n.s. 20 (1969): 231-40; Richard Paul VVaggione, The
Extant Works (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), 5-9; and idem, Eunomius of
Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 226—7. It is
sometimes said that situating the Apologia of Eunomius at Constantinople in January 360
is made difficult by Basil’s denial in Eun. 1.2 of its delivery there, especially since Basil
himself attended the council. But Basil did not deny that Eunomius delivered his
Apologia at Constantinople; rather, he denied that there was a need for Eunomius to make
a defense there. Based on the lack of need for defense at Constantinople Basil dismisses
Eunomius’s Apologia as a fiction. See Wickham, “The Date of Eunomius’ Apology,”
238.
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Julian became emperor, and was even made a bishop (though without a see). But after the
Council of Constantinople, Eunomius eclipsed him as the leader of the Heteroousians.

There is no record of Basil and Eunomius meeting at the Council of
Constantinople, though Eunomius is our source for Basil’s early departure from it. Basil
never mentions any personal knowledge of his opponent. But soon enough Basil came to
know Eunomius’s name all too well. Eunomius’s publication of his Apologia in 360 or
361 enhanced his reputation as a theologian and contributed to the spread of
Heteroousian theology. In fact, under Julian, the Heteroousian movement thrived.

It was this growth of Heteroousianism that prompted Basil to issue a refutation of
Eunomius in the mid-360s. Some scholars hold that he composed Contra Eunomium
during the period of his third stay at Annisa, probably in its initial form rather hastily
dictated to Eustathius in preparation for the Council of Lampsacus held in autumn of 364,
or at least resulting from conversations between the two churchmen.? Raymond Van
Dam has suggested that Basil wrote Contra Eunomium soon after the accession of Valens
(which occurred in 364) to ingratiate himself with the new eastern emperor whose

opponent, the usurper Procopius (proclaimed emperor in 365), was supported by

28 Jean Gribomont, “Notes biographiques sur s. Basile le Grand,” in Paul Jonathan
Fedwick, ed., Basil of Caesarea: Christian, Humanist, Ascetic. A Sixteenth-Hundredth
Anniversary Symposium (Toronto: The Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1981),
35-8 (the year 364); Paul J. Fedwick, “A Chronology of the Life and Works of Basil of
Caesarea,” in idem, ed., Basil of Caesarea, 10-11 n. 57 (the second half of 364); Bernard
Sesbouié, Basile de Césarée, Contre Eunome suivi de Eunome Apologie, SChr 299 (Paris:
Cerf, 1982), 42-5 (before 366, possibly in 364); Rousseau, Basil of Caesarea, 102
follows Fedwick; Volker Henning Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinitatslehre des
Basilius von Césarea: Sein Weg vom Homdusianer zum Neonizaner (Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 45-6 and 145-6 (Bks. 1-2 in 364; BK. 3 in 365). Other
scholars place Contra Eunomium a few years earlier: Kopecek, A History of Neo-
Arianism, 364-72 (360-361) and Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of
Caesarea, 214-8 (360-362).
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Eunomius.? Hence a date of 364 or 365 is most likely for the publication of Contra
Eunomium. And so, thus did the Eunomian controversy begin: Basil, a presbyter of
Caesarea since 362, taking on the prominent Eunomius, the quondam bishop of Cyzicus

and leader of the Heteroousians.

Basil and Eunomius in recent scholarship

Only in the past thirty or so years have scholars working on the development of
Christian doctrine begun to recognize Basil and Eunomius as theologians of great
significance and interest in their own right. Since the late 1970s scholars have turned
their attention to the writings of the Eunomian controversy as crucial for understanding
the fourth-century Trinitarian debates, and have come to view Basil and Eunomius as
figures pivotal for the direction they took. The study of the rival theories of names
developed by Basil and Eunomius that is undertaken in this dissertation both builds upon
and critiques Basilian and Eunomian scholarship of the past few decades. The following
historiographical survey is meant to introduce those scholars with whose work | interact
most and demarcate where my approach differs.

I begin my survey in 1979, a watershed year for the study of the debate between
Basil and Eunomius.® The celebration of the sixteen-hundredth anniversary of Basil’s
death in this year was critical to the resurgence of academic interest in Basil, inspiring a

symposium dedicated to this anniversary and the publication of two volumes of papers

2% Becoming Christian, 27-28.

%0 studies of Basil and Eunomius previous to 1979 that retain value are: Bernard Charles
Barmann, “The Cappadocian Triumph over Arianism” (Ph.D. diss., Stanford University,
1966); Manlio Simonetti, La Crisi Ariana nel IV secolo (Roma: Institutum Patristicum
«Augustinianum», 1975), esp. 455-525; and Elena Cavalcanti, Studi Eunomiani (Roma:
Pont. Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1976), esp. 23-46.
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delivered at it.** One of these was Milton Anastos’s summary of the Contra Eunomium,
which attempted to arouse interest in the text.* In the same year, Thomas A. Kopecek
published his two volume A History of Neo-Arianism, a valuable and at times
controversial discussion of the origins, history, and theology of the movement now more
commonly called Heteroousianism.*

The study of debate between Basil and Eunomius was for a long time hampered
by the lack of critical editions and translations into modern languages. In the 1980s, this
situation was greatly remedied. In 1982 and 1983, Bernard Sesbo(ié and his collaborators
published the first critical editions of Eunomius’s Apologia and Basil’s Contra
Eunomium in the Sources chrétiennes series, with informative introductions and
accompanying French translations.® In 1987, Richard Paul Vaggione published critical
editions and English translations of Eunomius’s Apologia, Expositio fidei, and numerous
Eunomian fragments.® In this dissertation | employ Vaggione’s edition of the Apologia
rather than Sesbotié’s. VVaggione’s otherwise excellent volume contains only an outline of

Eunomius’s fragmentary Apologia apologiae. While Bernard Pottier has since published

31 paul Jonathan Fedwick, ed., Basil of Caesarea: Christian, Humanist, Ascetic. A
Sixteenth-Hundredth Anniversary Symposium (Toronto: The Pontifical Institute of
Mediaeval Studies, 1981).

%2 Milton V. Anastos, “Basil’s Katd Evvoulov, A Critical Analysis,” in Fedwick, Basil
of Caesarea, 67-136.

* Thomas A. Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism (Cambridge: The Philadelphia
Patristic Foundation, Ltd., 1979).

% Bernard Seshoiié, Georges-Matthieu de Durand, and Louis Doutreleau, Basile de
Césarée, Contre Eunome suivi de Eunome Apologie, SChr 299 and 305 (Paris: Cerf,
1982-1983).

% Richard Paul VVaggione, The Extant Works (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987).
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a French translation of the fragments of this last work of Eunomius,* we still lack an
edition and English translation.*’

Since the 1990s Basil and Eunomius have attracted sustained attention in
monographs dedicated to their Trinitarian theology. In 1996, VVolker Henning Drecoll
published a chronological study of the development of Basil’s Trinitarian theology from
his earliest through his latest writings.*® In 1998, Sesboiié published a systematic study of
Basil’s Trinitarian theology, elaborating many of the ideas initially expressed in his
edition as well as in his 1980 dissertation.*® In 2000, VVaggione published a study of the
fourth-century Trinitarian controversies that focused on Aetius and Eunomius.*® Stephen
Hildebrand’s 2007 book is the first English monograph devoted to Basil’s Trinitarian
thought.*! The first English translation of Basil’s Contra Eunomium produced by Andrew
Radde-Gallwitz and myself should contribute to the emerging discussion of Basil’s

f.42

Trinitarian thought, not least with respect to Contra Eunomium itself.” And we eagerly

% Bernard Pottier, Dieu et le Christ selon Grégoire de Nysse: Etude systématique de
«Contre Eunome» avec traduction des extraits d’Eunome (Turnhout: Brepols, 1994).

37 Of course one can consult the editions and translations of Gregory of Nyssa’s Contra
Eunomium, which preserves the fragments of the Apologia apologiae. Nonetheless, a
separate edition and translation of the fragments remains highly desirable.

% \olker Henning Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinitétslehre des Basilius von Césarea
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996).

%9 Bernard Sesbolié, Saint Basile et la Trinité: Un acte théologique au IV® siécle (Paris:
Descleé, 1998). See also Bernard Sesboiié, “L’Apologie d’Eunome de Cyzique et le
Contra Eunome (L. I-111) de Basile de Césarée. Présentation, analyse théologique et
traduction frangaise,” (Ph.D. diss., Pontifica Universitas Gregoriana, 1980).

%0 Richard Paul Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000).

* Stephen M. Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of Caesarea (Washington,
D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2007).

%2 Mark DelCogliano and Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, Basil of Caesarea: Against Eunomius,
FoC (Washington D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, forthcoming).
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await Radde-Gallwitz’s forthcoming Oxford University Press monograph, a revision of
his doctoral dissertation, on the transformation of divine simplicity in the Eunomian
controversy, which devotes three chapters to Eunomius and Basil.**

For too long Basil’s theology was studied as part of a more or less monolithic
“Cappadocian” theology rooted in Athanasian thought, which is to say that Basil’s
thought was most often considered along with and inseparably from that of his fellow
Cappadocians Gregory of Nyssa and Gregory of Nazianzus. While the usefulness of the
category of the “Cappadocian Fathers” has rightly come under suspicion, there is still a
tendency in scholarship to analyze Basil’s anti-Eunomian theology in concert with
Gregory of Nyssa’s, as if his theology is nothing but an elaboration and continuation of
his older brother’s. I believe this approach is potentially mistaken and distorting, and
does justice neither to Basil’s nor to Gregory’s thought.** Accordingly, the approach |
take is to study Basil’s anti-Eunomian writings on their own terms, without reference to
his first and greatest interpreter lest it prejudice my own interpretation of Basil. This is
not to say that I do not draw upon Gregory when appropriate. But as a matter of
methodological principle, | prefer to interpret Basil in the light of his opponent’s writings

and his proximate theological context.

* Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, ““Seek and You Shall Find’: Divine Simplicity and the
Knowledge of God in Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa” (Ph.D. diss., Emory
University, 2007); idem, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa, and the Transformation of
Divine Simplicity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, forthcoming).

 Of course | do not mean to imply that Basil did not influence Gregory: far from it!
Gregory’s anti-Eunomian theology was consciously a defense and clarification of Basil’s,
and much can be learned from analyzing how Gregory interpreted and used Basil.
Nonetheless, Gregory did not simply repeat or flesh out Basil, but made a distinct
contribution. | distance myself from that trend in scholarship which tends to blur the lines
of difference between Basil and Gregory.
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Another trend in the study of Basil that | seek to depart from in this dissertation is
the concern with his usage or non-usage of technical terms like homoousios and his
contribution to the development of technical Trinitarian terminology, such as in the
phrase “one ousia, three hypostases.”*> Sometimes these projects are aimed at pigeon-
holing Basil within ecclesiastical alliances or theological trajectories. While such
scholarship is helpful, I believe it is ultimately of limited value for truly understanding
Basil’s Trinitarian theology and his place within the fourth-century Trinitarian
conflicts.*® The debate between Basil and Eunomius hardly dealt with such issues. This
dissertation takes a different approach to Basil: it identifies and explores a key area of
conflict between him and Eunomius on the supposition that this will provide greater
insight into Basil than studies of technical terminology.

A large part of this dissertation is focused upon detecting possible sources for the
ideas of Aetius, Eunomius, and Basil. The source-claims made in this dissertation have
the primary purpose of illuminating a theologian’s teaching. As every scholar of antiquity
knows, ancient authors can at times be frustratingly reticent or unclear when articulating
their views. Interpreting their statements in the light of their identifiable sources often
brings greater insight into what they are trying to say. As such, the identification of
sources serves the task of historical theology itself.

But in making source-claims | have a subsidiary goal of clarifying and

complexifying traditional assumptions about lines of theological influence in the fourth

%> See Joseph T. Lienhard, “Ousia and Hypostasis: The Cappadocian Settlement and the
Theology of “‘One Hypostasis,”” in Stephen T. Davis, et al. (eds.), The Trinity (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000), 99-121; Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 187-229; and
Behr, The Nicene Faith, 263-324.

*® The monographs of Drecoll and Hildebrand take this approach.
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century. Until recently, it was commonplace to tar Aetius and Eunomius as more-or-less
dialecticians rather than theologians because of purported indebtedness to Aristotelian or
Platonist philosophy.*’ Though the monographs of Kopecek and Vaggione have done
much to deconstruct this interpretation of the Heteroousian project, even they ascribe the
Heteroousian theory of names to philosophical sources. In contrast, | see this theory as
firmly embedded within the preceding Christian tradition, being particularly indebted to
the Eusebians, but also having unexpected commonalities with the thought of Athanasius.
In this dissertation | analyze Basil’s theory of names in relation to possible
philosophical and grammatical sources. Though scholars have long recognized Basil’s
use of philosophical sources without impugning his orthodoxy, Hildebrand in his recent
monograph is disturbed that Basil’s appropriation of his Hellenistic heritage somehow
makes his theology less Christian and more Greek, and devotes much energy to proving
that this is not s0.*® I do not follow him in this judgment. I believe his approach is based
on a false dichotomy between Christianity and Greek thought, and that Basil’s
appropriation of the resources of his culture does not need to be defended. | also make
source-claims with regard to Basil in order to contribute to recent scholarship that has
increasingly contested the traditional assumption that Athanasius was a major influence

upon him.*® Building upon the work of Jaakko Gummerus™ and Jeffrey Steenson,** |

*" The two articles consistently cited in support of this portrayal are: E. Vandenbussche,
“La part de la dialéctique dans la théologie d’Eunomius ‘le technologue’,” Revue
d’histoire ecclésiastique 40 (1944-45): 47-52; and Jean Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien et
I’exégése néo-platonicienne du Cratyle,” Revue des Etudes grecques 69 (1959): 412-32.

“8 See my review of Hildebrand’s monograph in Journal of Early Christian Studies 16.1
(2008): 108-9.

*° See Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 221, and Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology of
Basil of Caesarea, 80 n. 10. Marina Silvia Troiano, ‘Il Contra Eunomium Il di Basilio di
Cesarea e le Epistolae ad Serapionem I-1V di Atanasio di Alessandria: nota comparativa,’
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maintain that Basil is influenced by the Homoiousians in significant ways but not
beholden to all features of their thought. In addition, while Basil engaged Athanasius
directly, the Athanasian tradition is for the most part mediated to him through the
modifications of the Homoiousians. And so, while there is a stream of thought flowing

from Athanasius to Basil, it runs through the filter of the Homoiousians.

Plan of chapters

This dissertation is divided into two main parts. The first part spans Chapters One
through Three and explores the Heteroousian theory of names. In Chapter One | offer a
revisionist interpretation of the theory, highlighting what | think are its central features
and its intended scope. Using this new reading of their theory of names, the next two
chapters investigate its sources, a question that has generated considerable scholarship. In
Chapter Two | refute the widespread assumption that the Heteroousian theory of names is
heavily indebted to some form of Platonism, whereas in Chapter Three | argue that their
theory is best viewed within the context of earlier fourth-century Trinitarian debates and
as one attempted resolution to some of the most pressing theological concerns of the era.
The habit of positing Platonist sources for the Heteroousian theory of names—which has

become almost a commonplace in scholarship—has obscured the Christian roots of the

Augustinianum 41.1 (2001), 59-91. She refutes the claims of Athanasian influence in
Eun. 3 made by Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinitatslehre des Basilius von Césarea,
138f.

%0 Jaakko Gummerus, Die homéusianische Partei bis zum Tode des Konstantius (Leipzig:
Helsingfors, 1900).

> Jeffrey N. Steenson, “Basil of Ancyra and the Course of Nicene Orthodoxy” (DPhil.
diss., Oxford, 1983).
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theory and led to a distorted understanding of the theological project of Aetius and
Eunomius.

Chapters Four through Seven comprise the second part, which focuses upon
Basil’s theory of names. Chapter Four summarizes Basil’s critiques of Eunomius’s
theory, which | contend indicates his understanding of what features a good theory of
names should have. The next three chapters are devoted to setting forth how Basil
articulates these features in his own theory. Chapter Five argues that notions play a
central role in Basil’s understanding of how names operate, being the means of linking
names and the objects that bear them. Basil recognizes two basic kinds of notions, only
one of which are epinoiali, here translated as “conceptualizations.” Because of the key
role that notions play in Basil’s theory of names, I call it “notionalist.” In Chapter Six |
turn to one of Basil’s tactics for his decentralization of the name for God favored by the
Heteroousians, ‘unbegotten’, namely, his argument for the primacy of the name ‘Father’.
Here | demonstrate how Basil’s argumentation is drawn variously from Athanasius of
Alexandria and George of Laodicea. In Chapter Seven | analyze Basil’s discussion of
four basic kinds of names and how they operate: proper names, absolute names, relative
names, and what | call “derived names,” which is to say those names that are based on
conceptualizations. | argue that one can detect in these discussions a consistent theory in
which names signify primarily notions and secondarily properties of the objects they
name. | situate Basil’s discussions within preceding philosophical, grammatical, and

Christian thought in order to gain new vistas on his thought.



25

Sense and reference

In analyzing the theories of names advanced by Aetius, Eunomius, Basil, and
others in this dissertation, it is helpful to employ a modern distinction usually blurred in
ancient philosophical and theological discourse and only rarely, albeit inchoatively,
made. | mean here the Fregean distinction between the reference (Bedeutung) and sense
(Sinn) of proper names. This is roughly equivalent to the distinction between a term’s
denotation and connotation, which is analogous to the medieval Latin distinction between
the res significata and the modus significandi. Frege said that a name expresses its sense,
but stands for or designates its reference.>® Therefore, the reference of a name is that
thing to which the name refers, or points to. In contrast, the sense of a name is “its
contribution to the thought (proposition) expressed by a sentence in which it occurs.” In
other words, it is what we grasp when we understand a name.>* A sense is said to
determine its reference because it presents the thing it expresses under some aspect. A
name’s sense, then, contains what Frege called its “mode of presentation.”

This distinction is significant because two names can have the same reference but
need not necessarily have the same sense. But if two names do have the same sense, they
cannot have different references. Classic examples are the names ‘the Morning Star’ and
‘the Evening Star’. While both names refer to the planet Venus, the contribution that each

makes in sentences in which they occur is not the same. For example, someone could

%2 Gottlob Frege, “On Sense and Reference,” in A. W. Moore, ed., Meaning and
Reference (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 27.

%3 Sam Cumming, “Names,” in Edward N. Zalta, ed., The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (Spring 2009 Edition), URL =
<http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2009/entries/names/>.

> A. W. Moore, “Introduction,” in idem, ed., Meaning and Reference (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1993), 2.
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think that, “the Morning Star is the Morning Star” is true, but hold that, “the Morning
Star is the Evening Star” is false. This is only possible if the two name for the planet
Venus have different senses.

Aetius and Eunomius consistently blur this distinction: names that have the same
reference also have the same sense. Athanasius and Basil have an incipient understanding
of the distinction, recognizing that names can refer to the same thing without having the
same sense. Despite this realization on their part, neither has the vocabulary to express
the distinction clearly. It is Gregory of Nyssa who articulates the distinction most clearly,
and he recognizes the insufficiency of his vocabulary for expressing it.”> Nonetheless, the

distinction is helpful for understanding the theories of names developed in this period.

A note on style, translations, and references

This dissertation is principally concerned with explicating two rival theories of
names, each of which explains how names relate to the things or notions to which they
refer. Accordingly, | have thought it helpful to indicate that | mean the name rather the
thing or notion that bears the name by using inverted commas (*,”). For example, ‘Father’
refers to the name by which God can be called rather than the reality that God the Father
is.

All translations from Basil’s Contra Eunomium are taken from the previously
mentioned translation of the work produced by Andrew Radde-Gallwitz and myself that
is forthcoming in the Fathers of the Church series. All other translations are my own

unless otherwise indicated. There are three terms | wish to highlight at the outset. The

> Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, “Ad Eustathium de sancta trinitate,” in Proceedings of the
11" International Colloguium on Gregory of Nyssa. Leiden: Brill, forthcoming.
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first is dryévvntog, which | render as ‘unbegotten’. | depart from this practice only in
Chapter Three, for reasons explained there. The second term is ovota, which I generally
translate as ‘substance’ rather than ‘essence’. The authors discussed in this dissertation do
not distinguish between substance and essence, and it was felt that the former rendering
better captured their thought than the latter. Finally, I render éxtivoia as
‘conceptualization’. This is a notoriously difficult term to translate, but
‘conceptualization’ covers its use for the intellectual process of breaking down a simple
item into its various aspects as well as for the notion that results from that process. In
addition, the oddness of ‘conceptualization’ underscores its status as a technical term.
Finally, when quoting from critical editions | only provide an abbreviated source
reference in the notes. The complete biographical information can be found in the
bibliography of primary sources. The abbreviated references have the following form:
first, the series and number within the series (if any), followed by a colon; then, the page
number of the edition and line numbers (if any), followed by the editor’s name. For
example, when quoting lines from Basil’s Contra Eunomium 1.12 in Sesbotié’s edition,
the reference would be: Basil, Eun. 1.12, 32-35 (SChr 299: 214 Sesboué). If | have
employed an English translation, | indicate this by “trans.” followed by the translator’s

last name and page number.
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Chapter One

The Heteroousians on Names and Naming

The Heteroousians are frequently presented as formulating a general theory of
language.’ This is inaccurate not least of all because they concerned themselves only
with articulating a theory of names, not also of the other parts of speech which comprise
language. By ‘name’ (6voua) the ancients understood proper names, common nouns, and
adjectives. A theory of names explains the relationship between names and the objects to
which they refer. Two basic theories were debated in antiquity. In a “naturalist” view of
names, there is a natural connection or correspondence between names and their objects
such that names can disclose the natures of the their bearers. To use a modern example of
the naturalist position, when the neologism ‘telephone’ was coined in the 19" century
from Greek words to label the recent invention that allowed communication over vast
distances, the word was intended to give a sense of what the device did, that it produced
“sound from far away” (téle phoné). Thus ‘telephone’ tells us something about the object

that bears that name. The naturalist view is contrasted with the “conventionalist” theory,

! Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy: An Approach to Fourth-Century Trinitarian
Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 149; Michel R. Barnes, The Power of
God: Avvauis in Gregory of Nyssa'’s Trinitarian Theology (Washington, D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 2001), 202-6; John Behr, The Nicene Faith
(Crestwood: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2004), 274; R. P. C. Hanson, The Search for
the Christian Doctrine of God: The Arian Controversy 318-381 AD (Edinburgh: T & T
Clark, 1988), 630-2; Thomas A. Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism (Cambridge: The
Philadelphia Patristic Foundation, 1979), 266—77 and 328-32; Manlio Simonetti, La Crisi
Ariana nel 1V secolo (Rome: Institutum Patristicum «Augustinianumy», 1975), 462-8;
Richard Paul VVaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000), 233-65; Lionel R. Wickham, “The Syntagmation of Aetius the
Anomean,” Journal of Theological Studies, n.s., 19 (1968): 560.



29

in which names are used merely as references to objects and thus have no natural
connection with them, making them useless for inquiry into the natures of their bearers.
On the conventionalist view, names are tags for objects but do not provide any
information about the object to which they are applied. For example, everyone would
agree that the English word ‘cow’ seems to be an utterly arbitrary designation for the
farm animal that bears that name. The word gives us no insight into the nature of that
farm animal, but because all agree that ‘cow’ is the word for that animal, it allows us to
refer to the animal successfully. Because the Heteroousians believed that certain divine
names like ‘unbegotten’ revealed the divine substance—that is, that the names applied to
God granted knowledge of the divine essence, the highest form of knowledge
conceivable in the ancient world—it is widely assumed that the Heteroousians endorsed a
version of the naturalist theory of names.

The view that the Heteroousians had both a general and a naturalist theory of
names is based on the evidence of the Aetian fragments preserved in the Homoiousian
defense from 359,% Aetius’s Syntagmation, and Eunomius’s Apologia (ca. 360-361) as
well as his later Apologia apologiae (378-381). | suggest, however, that interpreting the
theory of names elaborated in the earlier Heteroousian documents through the lens of the
much later Apologia apologiae, or at least in concert with it, results in a distorted
understanding of the theory in its initial formulation. Reading a document like the
Apologia in light of the Apologia apologiae fails to highlight adequately both the central
concerns of the early Heteroousian theory of names and its limited scope, as well as how

Eunomius’s theory in the Apologia is marred by inconsistencies. Such an ahistorical

2 See Appendix A, Texts 8-13.
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reading obscures the fact that in these early texts there is scant evidence for a theory that
accounted for how all names operated when applied to objects; rather, the exclusive
concern of the Heteroousians in this era was to make sense of certain divine names.
Hence initially the Heteroousians did not have a general theory of names, but only a
theory of divine names. Furthermore, such an interpretation is insensitive to the fact that
Eunomius only expressed a general theory of names in the Apologia apologiae in
response to Basil’s attacks on his theory as presented in the Apologia and thus represents
a polemical recontextualization of the original theory. Finally, it is only in the Apologia
apologiae that Eunomius articulates a theory of names that can be called naturalist. The
earlier Heteroousian theory of names does not merit that description.

In this chapter | offer a revised interpretation of the initial Heteroousian theory of
names as it was articulated in the Syntagmation and especially in the Apologia, for the
latter is the version against which Basil reacted in his Contra Eunomium. | will first
demonstrate two key features of the early Heteroousian theory that reveal the absence of
a general theory of names: (1) the primary concern with the significance of the divine
names, particularly ‘unbegotten’ on the part of both Aetius and Eunomius, and (2) the
centrality of the doctrine of divine simplicity in Eunomius’s theory. These two features of
the early theory indicate that it was conceived as explanatory of what the divine names
signified when applied to simple beings, and was not intended to give an account of how
all names in general relate to their bearers. Second, | will point out inconsistencies in
Eunomius’s theory to demonstrate that even in its limited scope it lacks integrity. I will
show that Eunomius’s theory “works” only when applied to names for the Father but falls

apart when applied to names for the Son, and that he effectively conflates name,
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meaning, and substance despite claims to the contrary. Third, | will illustrate how
Eunomius formulated a general, naturalist theory of names in the Apologia apologiae by
grounding his original theory in a theory of the divine origin of all names in order to

refute Basil’s objections to the initial formulation of his theory in the Apologia.

I. The early Heteroousian theory of names

The primary concern that drives the initial formulation of the Heteroousian theory
of names in the writings of Aetius and the Apologia of Eunomius is making sense of the
name ‘unbegotten’. This concern is linked with a theological epistemology and, in
Eunomius, a doctrine of divine simplicity. I begin with analysis of several of Aetius’s
obtuse syllogisms to demonstrate the centrality of ‘unbegotten’ in his theory of names,
then turn to Eunomius’s more explicit presentation of the theory of name that he inherited

from his teacher.

Aetius and the centrality of ‘unbegotten’

One of the central concerns of Aetius in the Syntagmation is to demonstrate that
‘unbegotten’ is the proper term for God that discloses his substance. He argues this
principally by eliminating other possibilities of the term’s significance: that it is a mere
name derived by human reflective processes,® or that it is revelatory of privation® or
cause.” Thomas Kopecek has identified Syntagmation 12-18 as the key section within the

treatise that aims to prove that ‘unbegotten’ is not a human invention but reveals God’s

3 Synt. 12-18.
4 Synt. 19-20 and 24-25.
> Synt. 27-30.
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substance.® It is thus the best place to gain insight into Aetius’s theory of names. Since
Aetius’s complicated syllogisms have been little studied and are not well understood, my
analysis will be more detailed than elsewhere.’

Let us begin by citing five relevant texts:

(12) If “unbegotten’ does not communicate the subsistence of God, but the

incomparable name is due to human conceptualization, on account of the

conceptualization ‘unbegotten’ God gives thanks to those who have

conceived it since in his substance he lacks the superiority that the name

implies.®

(13) If “‘unbegotten’ is considered in God from an external point of view,

those doing the considering are better than what they are considering,

having given him a name superior to his nature.®

(16) If “‘unbegotten’ is revelatory of substance, it makes sense to contrast it

with the substance of the begotten-thing. But if “‘unbegotten’ signifies

nothing, so much the more does ‘begotten-thing’ reveal nothing. And how

could nothing be contrasted with nothing? But if the utterance

6 Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 266-8.

" Besides Wickham’s indispensable edition and commentary, to my knowledge only the
following discuss Aetius’s syllogisms at any length: Kopecek, 4 History of Neo-
Arianism, 225-97; Raoul Mortley, From Word to Silence (Bonn: Hanstein, 1986), 2.128—
35, and Behr, The Nicene Faith, 272-3.

8 Synt. 12 (541-2 Wickham): el un 10 dyévvntov Ty vdotaoty tod Oeod
oplotnowy, GAN’ émvolag €otiv AvBpwTivng TO dovykoLToV dvoua, XAoLV Tolg
grmLvonoooL ywvwoker O 0edg S1d Ty 10D dyevvnitov €rivotay, Ty Vtepoyny Tod
OVOUOTOS OV QEPWYV €V OVTLAL.

% Synt. 13 (542 Wickham): i #Em0ev émiBempelton 1@ Oed 1O dyévvntov, ol
émbewpnoavieg tod émbewpEndévtog eiowy duelvoug, kpelttov dvopa Tiig puoemwg
aVTQ TOPLOGUEVOL.
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‘unbegotten’ is contrasted with the utterance ‘begotten’, and there is
silence after the utterance, then it turns out that the hope of Christians
comes and goes, being based on a distinct utterance, but not on natures
that are what the meaning of their names implies.™

(17) If “unbegotten’ contributes nothing at all to the superiority of
substance with respect to the begotten-thing, the Son who is surpassed
only in utterance will know that it is those who coined this designation
that are superior to him, not the one who is designated his God and
Father.'

(18) If the unbegotten substance is superior to generation, having its
superiority from its own resources, it is unbegotten substance itself. For it
is not by willing that he wills to be superior to generation, but that he is by
nature. So then, God, being self-existent unbegotten substance, entrusts to
no power of reasoning the conceptualization of his generation, thrusting

aside from begotten beings all inquiry and all rationalization.*?

10 Synt. 16 (542 Wickham): i 10 dyévvntov ovotog 0Tl SNAmTLKOV, elkOTOS TEOC
TV 100 YeEVVIIUOTOS 0VOLaY AVTLOLAOTEANETOL €L O UNOEV ONUALVEL TO
dyevvntov, TOA® wdAhov o0dEV dNAOT TO yeEvvnua. undevi 8¢ undev g dv
avtdraotadein; el 8¢ 1 AyEvvNTOC TPOWOPH TEOS TNV YEVVNTIV TTROPOPAV
AVTLOLOOTEMAETAL, OLWTHS TNV TOOPOPHY SLOSEXOUEVNS, YIveoDaL ovuBalver Kol
dmoyiveobor Ty TV XeLoTiavdv EATTida, £V dLa@opw TPOPoPd KELUEVTY, AN
OVK €V QUOEOLY OVTWS £X0VoaLS MS 1) TOV OVOUATWY BOVAETOL OTUOOLOL.

1 Synt. 17 (542 Wickham): el undév mhéov véuel eig vepoynv ovotag T dyévvnrov
TPOG TO YEVVIUL, TTOOPOPEH UOVOV VITEPYOUEVOS O VoG Behtiovg favTtod
YVWOETOL TOVE TTOO0AYOPEVOAVTOS, OV TOV TTPOOOyOPeVOEVTA OedV Kol TOTEQA.

12 Synt. 18 (542 Wickham): ei dyévvntog odota kpeltmv 0Tt yevéoems, olkodev
gyovoa TO KEEITTOV, 0VTO 0VoLa 0TIV AYEVVNTOS. 0V Y& Bovhouevog Ot
BovAeToL YeEVESEMS £0TL KPELTTOV, AN &TL TéPUKEV. 00TO 0DV VIdpyovoa ovGiol
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The syllogisms cited here are premised on a disjunction between names that are
revelatory of substance and names that are based on human reflective processes. Aetius
believes, as Eunomius believes, that names derived from human reflection result in
mental fabrications that do not have substantial existence.™® They are “mere names” that
do not correspond to any mind-independent, substantial reality.'* This is explicitly seen
in Syntagmation 16, but it is also evident in Syntagmation 12-13 and 17-18. Aetius
identifies human conceptualization (12), external observation (13), coining (17), and
inquiry and rationalization (18) as analogous mental processes that result in names that
do not disclose the divine substance. He thinks that if ‘unbegotten’ is a name that results
from such activities of human reflection upon the divine substance that it is basically
revelatory of nothing, that is, it is a mere utterance that has no substantial existence, that
does not point to any mind-independent reality.

In these syllogisms, Aetius employs a distinction between de dicto superiority and
de re superiority. Human reflective processes result in names that merely attribute de
dicto superiority to God, unlike names that disclose substance which accurately reveal
God’s de re superiority. If ‘unbegotten’ is derived by human reflective processes, it
reveals a non-existent reality—nothing—and thus attributes to God a de dicto superiority
that has no ontological basis. In fact, Aetius makes the sarcastic claim that in this case

human beings, as the namegivers, have de re superiority over God (Synt. 12 and 17)!

dyevvntog 6 0e0g oVdevi MOyw €mitpemel kad’ favthig yéveowy Emvofioat, mbodoo
@eEe00aL TAPA TOV YEVVNTOV TOOWV £EETAOLY KL TTAVTO AOYLOUOV.

3 Though he does not state it as explicitly as his disciple, Aetius seems to have the same
understanding of conceptualization that Eunomius did, that it is the kind of mental

reflection that invents fictions, concepts that have no reality outside of being pronounced,
like *hippocentaur’ and ‘pigmy’; see Apol. 8.3-5 and Gregory Nyssa, Eun. 2.179.

4 See Synt. 8 and 26.
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Another syllogism helps clarify why Aetius thought that humans would be
superior to God if they coined ‘unbegotten’:

(26) If “‘unbegotten’ is a mere name for God, and merely uttering it

elevates the subsistence of God over all the begotten beings, then this

human utterance is of greater worth than the subsistence of the Almighty,

since it has adorned God Almighty with incomparable superiority.*
Lionel Wickham notes that here the very utterance of ‘unbegotten’ is superior to the
divine substance, not the human namegivers as in Syntagmation 12 and 17.*° Kopecek
sees here only exaggerated sarcasm of the point made in Syntagmation 12 and 17, and |
think he is correct.’’” Raoul Mortley apparently thinks the same when he suggests that
here Aetius advances the view that human namegivers exercise power over God’s
substance through the medium of the names they use. He identifies the disjunction that
Aetius employs as follows: “either God’s essence causes the name, or the name causes
his essence.”*® Of course all would agree that the latter is absurd, but, as Mortley admits,
it is difficult to make sense of what Aetius thinks would allow names to have such power

over being.*

> Aetius, Synt. 26 (543 Wickham): el Yuhov dvoua éotiv &l 0eod 1O dyévvntov, 1
& Pl Tpoopd TV VITooTaoLy ToD 00D émalpel KATA TAVIWV TOV YEVVITAV,
TLLOTEPA AP0 0TIV 1) AVOPWITWY TEOPOEH THS TOD TAVTOKPATOTOS
VITO0TA0EWS, AOVYKELTQ VITEPOYT KOAMITLO00 OOV TOV TAVIOKPATOPA.

18 Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 565

7 Kopecek, 4 History of Neo-Arianism, 289.

8 Mortley, From Word to Silence, 2.134.

19 Mortley suggests that Aetius is implying that “orthodox confidence in theological
discourse” makes it appear “as if they want to make the deity” (From Word to Silence,
2.134). But this is pure conjecture.
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I suggest another interpretation. Since a “mere name” does not disclose substance,
if ‘unbegotten’ is a mere name, God’s substance is not unbegottenness. Hence calling
God ‘unbegotten’ gives him merely de dicto superiority over created things. The name is
“of greater worth than the subsistence of the Almighty” and “has adorned God Almighty
with incomparable superiority” because it overstates what God really is. So ‘unbegotten’
IS not causing the divine substance (as Mortley thinks) but presenting it as something that
it is not by deceptive embellishments (which is what the word kaAlwrtioaoo, “has
adorned,” connotes). Therefore, if God’s names are not revelatory of substance, the
superiority of human beings over God when naming him “unbegotten’ consists in their
ability to make God greater than he is in actuality. This represents the primary reason
why Aetius rejects that God is called ‘unbegotten’ by way of human conceptualization
and its related reflective processes.

By ruling out these processes as responsible for ‘unbegotten’, Aetius implies that
this name has a special characteristic vis-a-vis the divine substance that enables it to
disclose it. I suggest that he views it as an “intrinsic’ name in contrast to ‘extrinsic’ names
derived by human reflective processes, a distinction most clearly seen in Syntagmation
13. | follow Kopecek in not accepting Wickham’s suggestion that this syllogism “rejects
the supposition that ingeneracy might be a non-essential relational property” such as was
advanced by Basil of Caesarea in Contra Eunomium 2.28.%° Rather, Aetius is making the
same general point as in Syntagmation 12. But unlike that syllogism, here Aetius hints at
a difference between an ‘“extrinsic’ name, that is, a name derived by considering God’s

name from an external point of view—the only human point of view of God—and the

20 Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 558; Kopecek, 4 History of Neo-Arianism, 269 n. 1.
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divine substance’s ‘intrinsic’ name. In other words, the divine names reveal substance
because this substance has its name intrinsic to it regardless of external observation.
Expressing a similar idea, Eunomius would later say that “God, whether [the sounds of
the name ‘unbegotten’] are silent or uttered or have come into existence, and before the
beings were brought into existence, was and is unbegotten.”* God is what he is prior to
any human reflection upon him or any activity of namegiving. Therefore, extrinsic names
given to God from external observation are at best superfluous and at worst inaccurate.
And so, because ‘unbegotten’ is intrinsic to God, it can reveal the divine substance.
Names derived by conceptualization and similar processes, being by definition extrinsic,
are incapable of being revelatory of substance.

Therefore in the Syntagmation Aetius is trying to make sense of the divine name
‘unbegotten’. Aetius considers ‘unbegotten’ revelatory of the divine substance because it
is intrinsic to that substance. Hence it is not something that can be assigned to the divine
substance based on human observation. In fact, Aetius altogether removes humans from
giving names to God. Accordingly, human beings do not give the name ‘unbegotten’ to
God, but must have ‘unbegotten’ revealed to them, by which they then come to know
God’s substance. His syllogisms aim to show that all kinds of absurdities result when
‘unbegotten’ is not understood as revelatory of the divine substance. The theory of names
that he employs in his arguments is focused solely upon ‘unbegotten’ (and its related term
‘begotten-thing”). Aetius gives no hint of having in mind a more comprehensive theory of

names; his theory is limited to divine predication. It is not a general theory of names that

21 Eunomius, 4pol. 8, 5-7 (42 Vaggione).
22 Mortley, From Word to Silence, 2.134.
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accounts for how all names operate. The arguments of his theory of names focus on the

special character of ‘unbegotten’ that is the basis for its ability to disclose substance.

Eunomius: an untraditional and illogical interpretation of ‘unbegotten’?

Eunomius accepted Aetius’s understanding of ‘unbegotten’ and its centrality to
his theory of names, but significantly improved upon his teacher’s argumentation for it.
After his introduction, Eunomius’s first order of business in the Apologia is to establish
that when God is called ‘unbegotten’, the term names the divine substance itself. He
begins by saying that, on the basis of our natural notion of God and the teaching of the
fathers, we know that God “did not come into existence either from himself or from
another.”?® This is a non-controversial statement to which all would have agreed;
nonetheless, he proceeds to demonstrate how both alternatives are impossible. That done,
he uses what he has demonstrated as the premise of a syllogism that draws upon Aetius:

So then, if it has been demonstrated that God neither pre-exists himself

nor that anything else pre-exists him, but that he is before all things, then it

follows from this that he is unbegotten, or rather, that he is unbegotten

substance.**
Eunomius draws two conclusions from the fact that God has no prior cause: (1) that God
is unbegotten, and (2) that God is unbegotten substance. The first conclusion is

uncontroversial, and Eunomius acknowledges the established custom of calling God

2% Eunomius, 4pol. 7, 1-3 (40 Vaggione).

2% Eunomius, Apol. 7, 9-11 (40 Vaggione); Cf. Aetius, Synz. 28: “If everything that has
come to be has come to be from another but the unbegotten subsistence (Voota0Lg) has
not come to be either from itself or from another subsistence, then unbegottenness must
reveal substance (ovotav)” (543 Wickham).
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‘unbegotten’.”® But the second conclusion is controversial. Traditionally, ‘unbegotten’
named one of many divine characteristics. In contrast, Eunomius identifies divinity with
this single characteristic, thereby re-interpreting the tradition: whenever God is called
‘unbegotten’, it means that his substance is unbegottenness.?

The second conclusion is not only controversial, but it also does not follow from
its premise. Similarly to Aetius, then, Eunomius only proves that God is unbegotten; yet
both claim as well that unbegottenness is the substance of God. Are Aetius and Eunomius
simply guilty of a logical gaffe? I suggest that Eunomius and Aetius think it follows from
God’s having no prior that God is unbegotten and that unbegottenness is God’s substance
because of their theory of names and the theological epistemology that this theory

supports.

The Heteroousian theory of names and their theological epistemology

The Heteroousians state their theory of names clearly. Aetius says that the name

‘unbegotten’ “communicates the subsistence of God” (t1)v Vrtootaory tod 0o

noplotowv),?” “is revelatory of substance” (ovotag dnimtikov or similar phrases),?
and “signifies subsistence” (Urtootaowv onuaiver).? Eunomius never says that

‘unbegotten’ reveals the divine substance as clearly as Aetius does, though it is the main

2% Eunomius, Apol. 7, 13-15 (40 Vaggione): “To some people it will seem useless and
superfluous to develop an argument for things that are commonly acknowledged as
though they were subject to doubt” (trans. Vaggione 41).

%8 Barnes, The Power of God, 174-5.
2T Aetius, Synt. 12.

8 Aetius, Synt. 16, 28, and 30.

29 Aetius, Synt. 27.
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point of Apologia 7-11. Yet when speaking of the name ‘something begotten’ for the Son,
Eunomius say that “it is the subsistence itself that his name signifies, since the
designation truly applies to the substance.”* Elsewhere Eunomius states with regard to
‘creature’ that he has already shown that “the designations signify the substances
themselves.”*! Note that to state that which the divine names reveal, both Aetius and
Eunomius use the terms vootaolg (“subsistence”) and ovota (“substance™), which
they regarded as interchangeable.®® In this they reflect a usage that was widespread in the
early fourth century.®® According to the Heteroousians, then, the divine names reveal
substance, understood as essence.

The Heteroousian theory that names specifically disclose substance is the basis of
their theological epistemology.®* The Heteroousians are heirs of a long philosophical
tradition that understood real knowledge of things to be a comprehension of their
essences. According to the Heteroousians, names are the means by which such real
knowledge of God is attained. Hence ‘unbegotten’ reveals God as he truly is. If the divine
names do not objectively refer to the divine substance, then knowledge of God is

impossible and theology is a mere game played with meaningless words in futility. As

%0 Eunomius, 4pol. 12, 9-10 (48 Vaggione): adtiv elval v VooToowy fiv onuaivet
Tovvoua, émaindegvoung tf ovolq Tfig mpoonyoptlog. | believe that Vaggione has
mistranslated this passage. Its structure parallels the citation in the next note, and is
translated similarly.

1 Eunomius, Apol. 18, 19-20 (56 Vaggione): atdv eivat TOV oVolwv oNUovTLKAC
TUE TPOOMYOPLOG..
%2 Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 552; Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 165.

%3 For example, the Nicene Creed anathematizes “those who claim that the Son is from a
different subsistence or substance” (§€ £1€p0g VITOOTACEWS 1} OVOLOC PAOKOVTIG).

% Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, ““Seek and You Shall Find’: Divine Simplicity and the
Knowledge of God in Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa,” (Ph.D. diss., Emory
University, 2007), 114-33; Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 245-58.
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Aetius said, if ‘unbegotten’ does not signify substance, “then it turns out that the hope of
Christians comes and goes, being based on a distinct utterance, but not on natures that are
as the meaning of their names implies.”®

The theory of names that the Heteroousians employed also furnished them with a
basic epistemological principle: a difference in names implies a difference in substance.
A statement of this principle is found in a fragment of a document that Aetius produced
probably during the Council of Seleucia in the autumn of 359.%° Of the two extant
versions, Basil of Caesarea’s preserves the fullest summary:

Somewhere in his letters [Aetius] wrote, saying: “Things unlike in nature

are expressed in unlike ways.” And vice versa: “Things expressed in

unlike ways are unlike in nature.” Furthermore, for testimony of this

rationale he drew upon the apostle, who said: One God and Father, from

whom are all things, and one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom are all

things [1 Cor 8:6]. “So, then,” he says, “as the terms are related to each

other, so too will the natures signified by them be related to each other.

Now the through whom is unlike the from whom. Therefore, the Son is

also unlike the Father.”®’
This passage is notable because it is the only extant instance of Aetius’s syllogistic use of
scripture. The Father relates to all things as the from whom while the Son as the through

whom. The different ways of speaking about each in relation to all things indicates their

different natures. The same principle is seen in Epiphanius’s summary of the main thesis

% Aetius, Synt. 16 (542 Wickham).
% See Appendix A, Text 14.
37 Aetius, Text 14a. Theodoret also preserves the text; see Aetius, Text 14b.
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of Aetius’s Syntagmation, which he puts into the mouth of Aetius himself: “The
unbegotten cannot be like the begotten. For they differ in name: the one is unbegotten and
the other begotten.”*® Here Epiphanius rightly picks up on the names ‘unbegotten’ and
‘begotten’, which are central to Heteroousian theology. The principle is frequently

invoked by Eunomius as well.*

The centrality of divine simplicity

Above | mentioned that Aetius argued that ‘unbegotten’ referred to God’s
substance by eliminating other possibilities; Eunomius does the same thing. Both Aetius
and Eunomius argued that ‘unbegotten’ was not said by way of conceptualization or by
way of privation.*’ But Eunomius also advances upon Aetius by arguing that this theory
of names is a consequence of divine simplicity.** He writes:

So then, as the preceding argument has shown, if his unbegottenness is

neither by way of conceptualization, nor by way of privation, nor in part

(for he is without parts), nor as something else in him (for he is simple and

incomposite), nor as something else alongside him (for he is the one and

only unbegotten), then it must be unbegotten substance.*?

%8 Aetius, Text 24.

% Eunomius, 4pol. 12, 3-4 (48 Vaggione); 18, 13-14 (56 Vaggione)

0 Aetius, Synt. 12-13, 16-17, 19-21, 24-26; Eunomius, Apol. 8, 1-14. For discussion, see
Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 117-25.

* Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 115-6. See also G. C. Stead, “Logic and
the Application of Names to God,” in Lucas F. Mateo-Seco and Juan L. Bastero. El

“Contra Eunomium 1" en la Produccion literaria de Gregorio de Nisa (Pamplona:
Ediciones Universidad de Navarra, 1988), 318-9.

%2 Eunomius, Apol. 8, 14-18 (42 Vaggione). See Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall
Find,” 125-28 for a discussion of the arguments in this citation.
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Here Eunomius intends to rules out the view that ‘unbegotten’ names something other
than God himself and concludes that it must be an essential predication that refers to
God’s substance.

While Eunomius’s opponents will claim that he has not eliminated all possibilities
by this disjunction, ancient summaries of his theory recognize the centrality of divine
simplicity in it. At the beginning of the second book of his Contra Eunomium, Gregory of
Nyssa sums up his opponent’s theory as follows:

God is named ‘unbegotten’. But that which is divine is simple by nature,

and what is simple admits of no composition. So then, if God is

uncompounded in nature, and the name ‘unbegotten’ applies to him, then

‘unbegotten’ would be the name of his very nature, and his nature is

nothing other than unbegottenness.*?

Gregory cuts to the heart of the matter: Eunomius’s claim that ‘unbegotten’ names the
substance of God is rooted in his doctrine of divine simplicity. A similar argument is
made in a Eunomian fragment cited by Cyril of Alexandria:

The name ‘unbegotten’ is either understood as something indicative of the

substance of God or signifies something accidental to it. But nothing can

3 Gregory, Eun. 2.23-24 (GNO I: 233 Jaeger): ®aciv &yévvniov tOv 8edv
ovopdllecBot, amAody 3¢ eivor Th @Ooet 10 Belov, 10 8¢ AnAoDV pundepioy
Emdéyecol 6OVOESLY: £l 0DV AGVHVOETOG KT TNV POOLY €6TLV O B0, M TO TOD
AYEVVATOL ETECTLV OVOLX, ODTHG GV €1M THG PVOEWS OVOLLX TO AYEVVNTOV, KO
£o0TLv 00OEV £TEpOV 1| Ayevvnoio N evotg. In his edition Jaeger presents these lines as a
fragment of Eunomius’s Apologia apologiae; he is followed in this by Bernard Pottier
Bernard, Dieu et le Christ selon Grégoire de Nysse: Etude systématique de «Contre
Eunomey avec traduction des extraits d’Eunome (Turnhout: Brepols, 1994), 473. | follow
Richard Paul VVaggione, The Extant Works (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), 105,
who sees it as a summary.
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be accidental in the divine substance. For it is perfect in itself. Therefore

‘unbegotten’ is revelatory of substance.**

It is unclear whether this is a fragment of Eunomius or a report on Eunomian teaching. In
any event, it retrieves (and simplifies) the disjunction of Eunomius cited above:
‘unbegotten’ is said of God either by way of essential predication or not. Divine
simplicity eliminates non-essential predication. Therefore, ‘unbegotten’ reveals God’s
substance. Thus divine simplicity entails that all predication of God be essential.

This centrality of divine simplicity explains the seeming logical gaffe mentioned
above. According to both Aetius and Eunomius, it follows from God’s having no prior
that God is both unbegotten and that unbegottenness is the substance of God because
there is nothing else that ‘unbegotten’ can name in God. While this interpretation of
‘unbegotten’ is surely not traditional, it is a logical consequence of their theory of names
and theological epistemology.*®

The Heteroousian theory of names, their theological epistemology, and their
doctrine of divine simplicity are deeply intertwined. They are the three legs of the tripod
that supports the rest of Heteroousian theology. Just as the entire edifice of Heteroousian
theology would collapse if any of these three legs were removed, so too the viability of
each depends upon the others. One of the tasks of their opponents would be to undermine

this close logical connection between the three.

* Cyril, Thesaurus assertio xxxi (PG 75.445d): 10 dyévntog dvoua, Qaoty, 1 T
TOPAOTATIKOV Thig ovotag Tod B0l vondnoetal, 1 onuatver T TOV ovppefNKOT™Y
aVTh. AAMG unv ovdev Th Bela ovuBEPnkey ovoLg. tehelo Yoo € £avthig. TO
dyevnrov dpa thig ovotag otal dnlwtikov. On the origin of Cyril’s Eunomian
citations, see VVaggione, Extant Works, 180.

% | discuss traditional interpretations of ‘unbegotten’ in Chapter Three.
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I1. Eunomius’s theory of names: implications and inconsistencies

Even in its limited scope, Eunomius’s theory of names had unintended
implications and is marred by inconsistencies. It is the purpose of this part to demonstrate
these in order to prove how far the early Heteroousian theory of names is from being a
general theory of names. Not only is Eunomius solely concerned with how names operate
when applied to God, his account of divine attribution lacks integrity. It holds together
best when explaining the names used for the unbegotten God, but this same rationale

does not apply in every way to the names for the begotten God.

Homonymy and synonymy

The Heteroousian theory of names, as formulated by Eunomius in the Apologia,
really only pertains to simple beings. There are two consequences of his theory: (1)
names used of both simple and non-simple beings are homonymous, and (2) all names
used of simple beings are synonymous. Richard Vaggione noted, “it is the absence of
matter or any another pre-existent substratum which distinguishes the meaning of
ordinary words used in a divine context from that of their normal usage.”*® But the
homonymy and synonymy mentioned above cannot simply be due to divine
incorporeality. It is also—and I would suggest, more fundamentally—due to divine
simplicity. Eunomius this affirms when speaking of God’s begetting of the Son: “We
neither ascribe parts (u€épm) to God nor indeed do we root either his begetting in his own

substance or his creating in [pre-existent] matter; it is from these that the difference [in

“® \saggione, Extant Works, 55 n. 10.
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the use] of the names [“thing-made and ‘thing-begotten’] naturally arises.”*’ VVaggione
translates péopn as “bodily members.” If this interpretation is correct, then Eunomius is
rooting equivocity when speaking of God’s begetting of the Son solely in his
incorporeality, at least in this passage. But given Eunomius’s emphasis on simplicity, his
denial that God has parts in this passage seems rather an affirmation of this doctrine and
that the incorporeality of the divine begetting is a consequence of it. In this case, the
simplicity of the God would ipso facto preclude corporeality. Eunomius appears to
believe the God’s simplicity is logically prior to his incorporeality. In any event, it is
simplicity as well as incorporeality that accounts for homonymy of names said of God
and creatures, an interpretation that other passages cited below will support.

On the subject of homonymy and synonymy in the predication of names for the
unbegotten God, Eunomius writes:

What person of sound mind would not confess that some names have only

their pronunciation and utterance in common, but not their meaning? For

example, when ‘eye’ is said of a human being and God, for the former it

signifies a certain part while for the latter it signifies sometimes God’s

care and protection of the righteous, sometimes his knowledge of events.

In contrast, the majority of the names [used of God] have different

pronunciations but the same meaning. For example, I Am [Ex 3:14] and

only true God [John 17:3].%

" Apol. 17, 14-17 (54 Vaggione).

8 4pol. 16, 9 — 17, 3 (53-55 Vaggione): Tic Yo ok dv ouohoyioetey TV
gVPEOVOVVIWV OTL TOV OVUATWV TO UEV KOTA TNV EKQOVNOLY KOl TTROQOPAV TNV
KOWWVLOY EYeL LOVOV, OVK ETL 8¢ KAT TNV oNuooloy; g 0pOaiudg €l te
avOpwmov kal Beod Aeyouevog, ToD uev yap onualver T u€pog, tTod 8¢ moTE utv
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Names applied only to God, like ‘I Am’ and “only true God’ therefore mean the same as
‘unbegotten’. For if God is simple, they cannot name anything but God’s unbegotten
substance. But names common to the unbegotten God and human beings, like ‘Father’
and ‘eye’, have different meanings and do not name substance, but rather divine
activities. Hence names unique to God name his substance; all other names do not. Other
unique names that Eunomius uses for God are ‘incomparable’, ‘creator, ‘unmade’, and
‘uncreated’.*®

Eunomius also states that the synonymy of the divine names is due to simplicity
when arguing that terms like ‘light’, “life’, and ‘power’ mean different things when
applied to the Father and the Son: “If every word that is used to signify the substance of
the Father is equal in force of meaning to the ‘unbegotten’ because of his partlessness and
lack of composition, then when the same word is also used for the Only-Begotten, it is
equivalent to ‘begotten-thing’.”*® Hence Eunomius intends the names of both God and
the Only-Begotten to exhibit synonymy because of their simplicity.

But Eunomius’s theory turns out to be muddled for the names of the Son. He
affirms that names common to the begotten God and human beings, like ‘thing-made’,

‘thing-begotten’,** and “creature’, have different meanings in each case.>® Yet for

AVTIAN@LY Kol QUAAKNY TOV SIAOTWV, TOTE 8¢ TV TPOTTOUEVOV YVDOLVs TO O
TTOAMO KOTO TNV EKQOVNOLY KEXWOLOUEVO TNV 0TIV £XEL onuaotay, O 1O MOV Kal
uovog akndLvog Beoc.

“ Apol. 11, 15-16; 16, 4; 17, 10; and 18, 11.
% 4pol. 19, 16-19 (58 Vaggione):

> See Apol. 12, 6-10 (48 Vaggione): “Therefore, we say that the Son is ‘something
begotten’ in accordance with the teaching of the scriptures. We do not conceive of his
substance as one thing and what his name signifies as something else alongside of it.
Rather, it is the subsistence that his name signifies, since the designation truly applies to
the substance.”
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Eunomius these designations—as well as the name *Son’—name the begotten God’s
substance.”® Because of the simplicity of the Son, these names are equivalent to
‘begotten’. Hence he upholds the principle that names used of simple beings are
synonymous. But these same names are also used of non-simple, created beings, albeit
homonymously. In the case of the unbegotten God, homonymous names designated
God’s activities; in the case of the begotten God, his substance. Therefore, there is an
inconsistency in his theory. This is undoubtedly due to the fact that there are no unique
names for the begotten God. Every name scripture uses for the Son can also be applied to
human beings or other created beings.

Despite this inconsistency, Eunomius explains this homonymy in more detail
when he argues that we can call the Son a “creature’:

No attempt should be made to make meanings completely equivalent to

names, and even less to have different meanings when names are different.

Rather, attentive to the notions of the objects they refer to, we should

adapt the designations accordingly. For the natures of realities do not

naturally follow upon the terms for them; rather, the force of the names is

adapted to the realities in accordance with their dignity.>*

%2 4pol. 17, 8-17. This passage was partially cited above.
% Apol. 12, 2-4; 18, 9-20; 24, 20-21; and 28, 20-24.

> Apol. 18, 4-9 (54-6 Vaggione): urte dvn T0ig dVOUOOL GUVEEOUOLODV TTELPdoDaL
TOG ONUOOLAS, UNTE UV TTOEUANATTELY TTOENAAAYUEVODV, TAlS & TV
VITOKELUEVWV EVVOLOC TTPOO0EXOVTAS GKOAOVOWS EPaOUOTTELY TAS TTPOONYOPLOG
(€rtel unde Talg PVORS TEQUKEV AKOAOVOETY TV TEOYUATWV 1) QUOLS, TOTS &¢
TEAYUOOLY £popuoleodol katd Ty dElav 1 TdV dOvoudtmv duvoulg). Note that my
translation and thus interpretation of this passage differs significantly from Vaggione’s.
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Eunomius begins by making two points about the relationship between a name and its
meaning. First, names and their meanings are distinct. Eunomius allows for both multiple
meanings of a single name and multiple names for a single meaning. The second point
reinforces this: different names can have the same meaning. Each different name need not
have a different meaning. The remainder of this passage provides the basis for the
distinction between names and meaning. The meaning of names is a function of the
object that bears the name. Natures are primary; names are secondary. Each name takes
on meaning according to the dignity of its bearer. So when ‘eye’ is said of a human
being, it indicates a bodily part. But when the same word is said of God, whose nature far
exceeds the dignity of human nature, it means something else. Similarly with names like
‘Father’, *Son’, ‘creature’, and so forth. The “dignity” of the reality to which such names
are applied is at least a function of its simplicity or complexity: God is higher in dignity
because he is simple, whereas creatures are lower in dignity because of their composition.
While the divine dignity vis-a-vis creatures is surely not limited to simplicity, we have
seen how this doctrine plays a central role in Eunomius’s theory of names.

As seen in the passages cited above, Eunomius alludes to what certain names
signify when used in ordinary contexts in order to highlight that the same names are
equivocally said of God, either the unbegotten or the begotten. But the purpose of his
theory of names remains the explanation of how names are applied to God. Eunomius is
not interested in formulating a theory of what names said equivocally of God signify in
mundane contexts, though for a few select names like ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ he reveals that

he thinks they are hopelessly materialistic.> Yet Eunomius does give a hint of his later

> Apol. 16.
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theory when he states that natures are primary and names secondary. But he does not at
this point take the crucial step of asserting that names in general reveal the nature of their

bearers. Accordingly, his theory of names remains limited to explaining divine names.

Blurred distinctions

Despite Eunomius’ distinction between name, meaning, and object in the passage
from Apologia 18 cited above, | argue that in the case of God he effectively collapses
them into a single reality. In other words, ‘unbegotten’, unbegottenness, and God all refer
to the same reality.>® This appears to have been Gregory of Nyssa’s interpretation:
“Eunomius promises to demonstrate that the name [sc. ‘unbegotten’] is identical with its
bearer, since he defines ‘unbegottenness’ as substance.”>’ Because Eunomius defines the
divine substance as unbegottenness, the name ‘unbegotten’ is the same as God. Eunomius
viewed the name yévvnuao similarly: “We do not think of his substance as one thing and
the meaning of the term for it as something else.”*® ‘Begotten’, begottenness, and the
begotten God all have the same sense and reference.

When ruling out that God is called ‘unbegotten’ by way of human

conceptualization, Eunomius says:

% Aetius is guilty of the same conflation. He frequently uses T dyévvntov in his
Syntagmation. Yet it is often difficult to decide whether he means the name ‘unbegotten’
or its meaning, unbegottenness. The fact that his syllogisms work with either
interpretation of the term indicates his conflation of name and meaning.

> Gregory, Eun. 2.178 (GNO I: 276 Jaeger): deifelv 0010¢ KorTemaryyEALETOL TADTOV
elvorl T® DIOKEILEVE TO OVOpa. ool Yop elvorl TV &dyevvnoiav opiletol. See
also 2.377-386.

*8 Eunomius, Apol. 12, 7-8 (48 Vaggione): ovy, €Tepov ugv v ovolay voodvrec,
£TepoV O TL TP’ AVTNV TO ONUOLVOUEVOV.



51

things said by conceptualization, you see, have an existence in name alone

and when they are being pronounced, and by nature are dissolved together

with the sounds used to say them. But God, whether the sounds are silent

or uttered or have come into existence, and before the beings were brought

into existence, was and is unbegotten.>®
Names said by way of human conceptualization subsist only insofar as their sounds linger
in the air. In contrast, ‘unbegotten’ confesses “that he is what he is,” which God is
intrinsically and before all else. It is not an ordinary name. Eunomius is expressing here
the same thing as Aetius’s notion of an intrinsic name. This statement also reveals the
strong connection that Eunomius posits between God’s name and its referent, God
himself. If ‘unbegotten’ is said by way of conceptualization, it signifies an evanescent
reality and thus surely cannot be used of God. God’s name must be as permanent and
substantial as God himself is. The correspondence between God’s name and its referent is
so strong for Eunomius that they are interchangeable: God is his name; God is unbegotten
substance.®® Since God is simple, his name cannot be something alongside of him;

therefore, God is his name.

I11. Eunomius on the origin of names
One of the principal concerns of Eunomius in Apologia apologiae—as gleaned

from Gregory of Nyssa’s citations and reports in the second book of his Contra

% Apol. 8, 3-7 (42 Vaggione).

% Cf. Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 560: “Essence, concept, and real name are hence
the same thing—the Ingenerate essence, ingeneracy, and the Ingenerate are, rightly
considered, one and the same.”
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Eunomium—is to argue that God gave names to all the things he created and taught these
names to human beings. He presumably made this argument to contradict Basil’s
wholesale rejection of Eunomius’s theory of names in his Contra Eunomium—to be
discussed in Chapters Four through Seven—and his claim that ‘unbegotten’ is said of
God by way of conceptualization. In answer to Basil, Eunomius asserted that not only
does God’s name reveal his substance, but in fact every name reveals substance. He
grounds this general theory of names in the fact that God is responsible for all names.
Accordingly, he denies that human beings have ever played any role in namegiving,
especially by conceptualization, in order to undermine Basil’s account. Hence it is only in
the Apologia apologiae that Eunomius articulates a theory of names that is both general
and naturalist.

Eunomius’s theory of the origin of names also needs to be described at this point
because of its importance as the basis of various source claims made about his theory of
names, which are discussed in Chapter Two. But it is necessary to note that these two
theories attempt to resolve two distinct problems that were often conflated in Greek
thought. While a theory of names describes the relation between names and things, a
theory of the origin of names accounts for how names came to used for things. The two
theories can be connected, but a theory of names is not necessarily dependent upon a

theory of the origin of names.®* Eunomius provides an example of the conflation of the

81 Jan Pinborg, “Classical Antiquity: Greece,” in Thomas A. Sebeok, Current Trends in
Linguistics. Volume 13: Historiography of Linguistics (The Hague / Paris: Mouton,
1975), 70; and Peter Matthews, “Greek and Latin Linguistics,” in Giulio Lepschy, ed.,
History of Linguistics. Volume II: Classical and Medieval Linguistics (London / New
York: Longman, 1994), 21-5.
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two theories, as he articulates a theory of the origin of names as way of transforming his
original, limited theory of names into a general theory of names.

The primary concern of Eunomius is to deny that human beings ever played any
role in namegiving. He claims that the invention of words is due to neither the poets nor
the biblical saints.® Eunomius does not even accept that Adam named the animals. He
seems to have interpreted Adam’s naming of the animals in Genesis 2:19-20, not as an
activity accomplished by the first human being, but, using the Pauline identification of
Adam as a type of Christ (1 Cor 15:45), as Christ’s activity.®® Furthermore, Eunomius
appears to have made much of the common sense belief that the namegiver must pre-exist
the things he names. For he argues that if human beings give names, they must be “closer
to the beginning” (doxnytkwtépovc) than God, who is the origin of all things.®* In
addition, as the Genesis account makes clear, names were given to things before God
made the first human being; therefore human beings cannot be responsible for names.
Echoing the Apologia, Eunomius also argues that human beings cannot be responsible for
the name of God since God is unbegotten even before human beings were created. %

Therefore, if it was impossible for humans to give any names, then God must
responsible for all namegiving. This is the second step of Eunomius’s argument.
Eunomius based this claim on the cosmogony in Genesis. He appears to have appealed to

Genesis 1:3-10, where Moses recounted that God made the light, the firmament, the dry

%2 Gregory, Eun. 2.414-416.

% Gregory, Eun. 2.444.

% Gregory, Eun. 2.284 and 289.

® Gregory, Eun. 2.198 and 262.

% Gregory, Eun. 2.153, 159, and 170.
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land, and the waters, and called them by certain names.®’ This passage seems to have
been the scriptural foundation of Eunomius’s theory of the divine origin of all names.®®
“The writing of Moses does not lie,” writes Eunomius, “where it is declared that God has
said something.”® Eunomius seems to have extrapolated from Genesis 1, arguing that
God did not merely give the names that Moses recorded God giving, but all names in
general. Accordingly Eunomius can remark that “God ordains the words of human

70 and is responsible for inventing words.™

beings
Third, in addition to articulating a theory of the divine origin of all names,
Eunomius used this theory as the basis for a general naturalist theory of names. Eunomius
asserts that, when God gave names to the things he made, the names given to things were
suited to their natures. Eunomius writes: “It is clear that God assigned names that were
appropriate for and corresponded to their natures.”’? God’s giving of names in accord
with nature reveals his wisdom: “not only is the majesty of the creator manifested in the
things made, but also the wisdom of God is revealed in their names, since he adapted, in a

proper and naturally suitable way, the designations to each thing that has come to be.””

®7 Gregory, Eun. 2.205 and 269-270.

% Eunomius also appeals to the witness of David, understood to be composer of the
psalms; see Gregory, Eun. 2.423.

% Gregory, Eun. 2.219 (GNO I: 289 Jaeger): dA\’ 0¥ Pevdetar, gnolv, 1) 100
Mwiicéme yoagr], St Tig T elpnkévar v TOV BedV dmogaivetad.

® Gregory, Eun. 2.263 (GNO I: 302 Jaeger): 0ed¢ d100e0100eTel TV AVOPMOTMV TAC
onoeLc.

™ Gregory, Eun. 2.265.

2 Gregory, Eun. 2.408 (GNO I: 345 Jaeger): dnhodtat 1o 1OV 8edv Talc @ioeot
TPEETOVOUS KOl KATOAMAAOVS TOS KANOELS.

"3 Gregory, Eun. 2.403 (GNO I: 344 Jaeger): u1j LOVoV T0IC TOMUOOLY Eugaiveadol
v 100 duovpyod ueyolompemetoy, GALY Kol Tolg OvouaoL dtadetkvvodol TV
100 020D coglav olkelwg Kol TPOTPUADS EKACTM TAV YEVOUEVOV TAC
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And so, in Eunomius’s general naturalist theory of names, the natural connection between
name and thing is guaranteed by God’s namegiving.

Finally, Eunomius maintains that God teaches human beings the names he has
given to the things he made. Eunomius interprets the testimony of Moses in Genesis 1 as
saying that “the use of things named and of names was granted to human beings by the
one who created their nature.””* Eunomius seems to have imagined the divine instruction
in names as a kind of conversation between God and the first human beings. Eunomius
writes: “those who were first created by God, or those immediately born from them, if
they had not been taught how each thing is spoken of and named, would have lived
together speechless and dumb.””® Elsewhere he says: “Since God does not spurn
conversation with his own servants, it is consistent to think that from the beginning he
has given designations that were naturally suited to the reality.””® Since God gave all
names to human beings, there was no need for human beings to coin names for things,

least of all “‘unbegotten’ for God.

TPooNyoplag Gpuooavtog. See also Eun. 2.335 (GNO I: 324 Jaeger): “God himself,
who created the universe, adapts the designations of every named thing in a naturally
suitable way to the limits and laws of relation, of activity, and of analogy.” See also Eun.
2.417, translated below.

™ Gregory, Eun. 2.262 (GNO I: 302 Jaeger): mapd T00 dnutovpyiooviog Ty oLy
dedwpfobat tolg AvOPWIToLS TOV Te OVOUATOUEVDVY KOl TOV OVOUATOV TV
yofouv.

"> Gregory, Eun. 2.398 (GNO I: 342 Jaeger): a0tolg ToUS TP®OTOVS Vo 1ol Heod
TAO0EVTAC T TOVS TPOoEXNC €€ EkelvV QUVTAC, €L W) EddayOnooy g £kaota
TOV TPAYUATWVY AEYETOL TE Kol dvoudletal, dhoyla kol dewvia ovliiv; trans. Hall
149.

"® Gregory, Eun. 2.417 (GNO I: 348 Jaeger): émeld1) ovk dvaivetar 6 0edg TV TPOC
ToVg £autol Oepdmrovtag Oudlayv, dkohovbov ¢otry oteoBal avtov €€ dpyfic Tdg
TPOOQPUETS TO TEAUOTL TEOELo0AL TPOONYOPLOG.
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And so, Eunomius sought to salvage his original theory of names by
recontextualizing it within a general naturalist theory of names. In response to Basil’s
claim that no name—whether applied to God or creatures—revealed substance,
Eunomius countered by asserting that all names were indicative of the natures of their
bearers. This was but an instance of the wisdom of God, who in his omniscience insured
that every name corresponded to the nature of the objected called by it. Eunomius used a
theory of the divine origin of names as the guarantee of the naturalness of names: God
himself is responsible for the natural connection between name and thing, even his own
name ‘unbegotten’. While conflating a theory of names with a theory of the origin of
names is typical of Greek thought, Eunomius also exhibits some ingenuity in making this
move. Basil’s own theory of names is not linked to a theory of the origin of names.
Gregory of Nyssa must have felt that Eunomius’s tactic had some merit, since in his
defense of Basil and refutation of Eunomius he offers an alternative theory of the origin

of names.”’

Conclusion

In this chapter | have demonstrated how the early Heteroousian theory of names
was focused upon explaining the significance of the term ‘unbegotten’, as well as other
divine names. Eunomius made the doctrine of divine simplicity central to his theory,
advancing significantly upon the argumentation of Aetius. These two features of the early
Heteroousian theory, | contend, show that they did not originally envision it as a general

theory. Furthermore, | have pointed out two areas in which Eunomius’s theory lacks

" See Eun. 2.237-293.
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internal consistency: his theory is seamless when explaining ‘unbegotten’ and other
unique names for God the Father, but comes apart when used to explain the significance
of names applied to God the Son. These inconsistencies militate against Eunomius’s
theory being a general theory of names, to say nothing of a successful and self-consistent
theory. Finally, I have illustrated how Eunomius’s recontextualization of his earlier
theory of names within a more general naturalist theory of names is a response to Basil’s
critique of his theory and is grounded in a theory of the divine origin of names.
Interpreting the early Heteroousian theory in the light of this later theory only obscures
the central features and limited scope of theory in its initial formulation and distorts our

understanding of the theory to which Basil responded.
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Chapter Two

The Heteroousians and Philosophical Theories of Names

Ancient debates over the character of names had their origins in the contrast
between nature (@votg) and convention (vouog) that was promoted by the Sophists in the
fifth century B.C.E. While the Sophists exploited this antithesis principally in the realm
of morality within society, it was extended to other areas of life, including language.*
Others took up the issue. For example, the pre-Socratic Democritus of Abdera, according
to Proclus, formulated four arguments for the conventionality of names.? But the locus
classicus of this debate is Plato’s Cratylus, where the merits of naturalist and
conventionalist theories of names are compared and dissected. While conventionalism
always had its advocates (particularly among Aristotelians), the naturalist theory came to
be the accepted view in antiquity, advocated in both technical and popular forms by

Platonists, Epicureans, Stoics, and Christians alike.®

! Jan Pinborg, “Classical Antiquity: Greece,” in Thomas A. Sebeok, Current Trends in
Linguistics. Volume 13: Historiography of Linguistics (The Hague / Paris: Mouton,
1975), 69; A. A. Long, Hellenistic Philosophy, 2™ ed. (Berkeley and Los Angeles:
University of California Press, 1986), 132-3; Peter Matthews, “Greek and Latin
Linguistics,” in Giulio Lepschy, ed., History of Linguistics. Volume II: Classical and
Medieval Linguistics (London / New York: Longman, 1994), 15-16; Peter Schmitter,
“Sprachbezogene Reflexionen im frilhen Griechenland,” in Sylvain Auroux, E. F. K.
Koerner, Hans-Josef Niederehe, and Kees Versteegh, eds., History of the Language
Sciences (Berlin / New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2000), 356-60; and David Sedley,
Plato’s Cratylus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 67.

2 Proclus, in Crat. 16, 23-47 (6 Pasquali). On Democritus’s views, see Schmitter,
“Sprachbezogene Reflexionen,” 354-56.

% John Dillon, The Middle Platonists, Rev. ed. (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996),
181.
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The assumption that the Heteroousian theory of names is naturalist has inspired a
variety of scholarly attempts to connect it with philosophical discussions of the theory,
particularly those from the Platonist school. In this chapter | will argue that the
Mesoplatonist and Neoplatonist writings suggested by some scholars as the sources for
the Heteroousian theory had only a very remote influence upon them. | contend that if
Platonist speculations on names had any influence on the Heteroousians, it was mediated
through Philo of Alexandria and Eusebius of Caesarea. Yet even in these cases there are
only scattered points of contact, and these not without considerable modification. | argue
that neither Philo nor Eusebius had any influence on the Heteroousians in the initial
formulations of their theory of names. Yet | do suggest that Eunomius’s later theory of
the origin of names is an adaptation of Philo’s similar theory. In the next chapter I argue
that in formulating their initial theory of names the Heteroousians were attempting to
offer solutions to the theological dilemmas of their era by drawing upon proximate
Christians sources. Attributing their earlier theory of names to philosophical sources

simply obscures this fact.

I. The quest for the sources of Eunomius’s theory of names

The quest for the sources of Eunomius’s theory of names begins with Gregory of
Nyssa. In the second book of his Contra Eunomium, he suggested that Eunomius derived
his theory that God “properly and naturally fitted the designations to each thing that has
come to be” from the Cratylus, whether directly or indirectly.* Hence Gregory attributed

Eunomius’s theory of the divine origin of names to the Cratylus, the addition to

* Eun. 2.403-404 (GNO 1: 344 Jaeger).
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Eunomius’s original theory that transformed it into a general naturalist theory of names.
In a classic essay Jean Daniélou, picking up on Gregory’s accusation, argued that
Eunomius’s view of the origin of names—not his theory of names in general—was
influenced by the Neoplatonist commentary tradition on the Cratylus.> Other scholars
connect the Heteroousian theory of names itself with Platonism. Without specifically
mentioning Daniélou, Thomas Kopecek argued against him that the Heteroousian view of
names finds direct precedent in the Mesoplatonist view of names presented by Alcinous
in his second-century Handbook of Platonism.® Raoul Mortley claimed that Aetius was
influenced by Dexippus.” Most recently, Michel Barnes has suggested that Eusebius of
Caesarea’s discussion of names at Praeparatio evangelica 11.6, which engages the
Cratylus, is the immediate precedent for Eunomius.® Hence Heteroousian view of the
naturalness of names has been consistently attributed to Platonist sources, whether Plato
himself, or his Mesoplatonist, Neoplatonist, and Christian heirs.

It is an attractive thesis. From the time of its composition, the Cratylus was
viewed as one of the principal texts on the philosophy of language. The Stoic recourse to

etymology and their concept of elementary sounds have rightly been assumed to be

> Jean Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien et I’exégése néo-platonicienne du Cratyle,” Revue des
Etudes grecques 69 (1959): 412-32.

® Thomas A. Kopecek, 4 History of Neo-Arianism (Cambridge: The Philadelphia Patristic
Foundation, Ltd., 1979), 122, 269-5, 321, and 331. In line with older scholarship,
Kopecek mistakenly identifies Alcinous with Albinus.

" Raoul Mortley, From Word to Silence (Bonn: Hanstein, 1986), 2.130f. Andrew Radde-
Gallwitz, “*Seek and You Shall Find’: Divine Simplicity and the Knowledge of God in
Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa” (Ph.D. diss., Emory University, 2007), 109-12,
denies the influence sufficiently.

& Michel R. Barnes, The Power of God: Avvauc in Gregory of Nyssa’s Trinitarian
Theology (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2001), 203 n.
132.
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influenced by the dialogue, and A. A. Long has argued that parts of the Stoic linguistic
theory represent a revisionist reading of the Cratylus.9 There is admittedly little evidence
for engagement with the Cratylus on the part of Platonists themselves until the second
century C.E., but this of course does not preclude a wider readership. Our only hint of its
usage in the Academy comes from Polemo, Plato’s third successor at the Academy (314-
276 B.C.E.). John Dillon maintains that Polemo’s doctrine is recoverable from the
exposition of the Academic philosophy in Cicero’s Academica posteriora.'® Here it is
said that the Academicians “approved of the analysis of words, that is, the statement of
the reason why each class of things bears the name that it does—a subject they call
etymologia.”** Etymology, then, was viewed as one methodology among others
(definition, dialectic, and rhetoric) that was helpful for explanation. Dillon notes that “the
method envisaged is doubtless that of the Cratylus.”*?

Nonetheless, starting in the second century C.E., the Cratylus takes center stage in
Platonist reflections upon names and naming. This is best seen in Alcinous’s second-
century handbook of Platonism, which summarizes the Crazylus.™® The high estimation of

the Cratylus in this period comes as no surprise since the dialogue formed part of the

standard curriculum of Plato’s works: it appears on the syllabi found in both Albinus’s

% A. A. Long, “Stoic Reactions to Plato’s Cratylus,” in Monique Canto-Sperber and
Pierre Pellegrin, eds., Le style de la pensée. Recueil de textes en hommage a Jacques
Brunschwig (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2002), 395-411.

19 john Dillon, The Heirs of Plato: A Study of the Old Academy (347-274 Bc) (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 2003), 156—77.

1 Cicero, Acad. post. 32 (LCL 268: 440 Rackham).
2 Dillon, The Heirs of Plato, 175 n. 60.
3 Alcinous, Did. 6.10-11 (159, 45 — 160, 41 Whittaker).
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Introduction to the Platonic Dialogues from the second-century C.E.** and the later
anonymous On Platonic Philosophy.*® At least from the time of lamblichus, the Cratylus
was one of the twelve dialogues in the Neoplatonist curriculum of Plato’s works.*® While
the Cratylus features prominently in many Neoplatonist works not specially devoted to it,
we possess only one extant commentary on it, the fifth-century commentary of Proclus.
And so, by the fourth century there was a strong tradition of Platonist
interpretation of the Cratylus and it is hard to imagine that fourth-century Christians were
unaware of it. Unfortunately Eusebius of Caesarea’s use of the Cratylus is unique among
Christians. It is debatable to what extent other Christians of the fourth century viewed the
Cratylus as Eusebius did. Yet Gregory of Nyssa’s suggestion alerts us to the possibility
that churchmen of the fourth century were aware of its basic themes. And so, the
suggestion that the Heteroousians are indebted to the tradition of Platonist interpretation

of the Cratylus is both plausible and attractive.

I1. The Platonist tradition: the Cratylus and its interpretation

In this part I discuss the naturalist theory of names advanced in Plato’s Cratylus
and the subsequent Platonist interpretations of this theory by Alcinous and Proclus. |
argue that these Platonist theories bear little resemblance to the theory of names
formulated by either Aetius or Eunomius. | highlight two features (more precisely, one

feature and the absence of another) of the Platonist interpretation of this dialogue that

Y% Introductio in Platonem 3.
> De philosophia Platonica 26.

16 See John Dillon, “lamblichus of Chalcis,” Aufstieg und Niedergang der Romischen
Welt 11 36.2 (1987), 872; John Dillon and Lloyd P. Gerson, Neoplatonic Philosophy
(Indianapolis: Hackett, 2004), xv.
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militate against its use by the Heteroousians: (1) the centrality of etymological analysis of
names in determining the natures of the objects that bear them, and (2) the utter

insignificance of simplicity in accounting for how names signify nature.

Plato’s Cratylus on names and naming

Gregory of Nyssa accused Eunomius of deriving his theory of the origin of names
from the Cratylus, which theory he correctly recognized as the basis of Eunomius’s
position on the naturalness of names. In this section | explore the features of the naturalist
theory of names expressed in the Cratylus more broadly than strictly necessary to
respond to Gregory’s claim, for two reasons. First, this will allow for a more
comprehensive denial that the Cratylus itself is a source for the Heteroousians. Second,
understanding the naturalist theory in the Cratylus is a prerequisite for appreciating its
use by the subsequent interpreters, which are discussed in the following sections.

In the Cratylus Socrates has two interlocutors, Hermogenes and Cratylus."’
Hermogenes advocates a conventionalist view wherein names are contentless tags whose
sole purpose is reference, a reference entirely determined by convention (e.g. 384c10-d8).
On the conventionalist view, names lack all descriptive content (Fregean sense) and the
correctness of a name consists in using it according to agreed usage. In contrast, Cratylus
holds to a naturalist view wherein names are keys that convey information about their

bearers because they are naturally fitted to them (e.g. 383a4-b2). They are tools of

7 The literature on the Crasylus is vast. In interpreting the Cratylus, | have been
particularly helped by Norman Kretzmann, “Plato on the Correctness of Names,”
American Philosophical Quarterly 8 (1971): 126-38; Allan Silverman, “Plato’s Cratylus:
the Naming of Nature and the Nature of Naming,” Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy
10 (1992): 25-71; David Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2003).
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instruction (388b).*® Names can thus be analyzed to learn the nature of their bearers. This
sort of analysis is posited on the belief that names were purposely constructed long ago
by certain wise namegivers who had insight into the nature of the things they named.
These namegivers gave names to each thing as encoded descriptions of the nature of their
bearers. As a result “names can be successfully decoded as messages about the nature of
their nominata.”*® On the naturalist view, the correctness of a name consists in divulging
what sort of the thing it is (otdv €otL TO mEdyua) (428e1-2).

Plato has Socrates point out the incompatibility of Hermogenes’s Sophist-inspired
conventionalism with his realist view of things and gets him to endorse, at least
provisionally, the naturalist view (385e4-391b). It is noted that not all names are correctly
given such that they communicate the natures of their bearers; the things that by nature
exist always are most likely to have correct names (397b). When Socrates debates the
naturalist view with Cratylus, they come to acknowledge that convention has a role to
play even when names are natural (435c2-6). John Dillon claims that the most influential
passage of the Cratylus for Platonist speculations on language comes from the point in
the debate between Socrates and Cratylus (430a-431e) where it is advanced that, though

things were assigned their names by a namegiver (a type of conventionalism), the names

18 | borrow “tag” and “key” from C. D. C. Reeve, Plato: Cratylus (Indianapolis: Hackett,
1998), xiii-xiv. Plato himself speaks of names as tools.

19 Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus, 23.
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thus given were correct, that is, true representations of the nature of their bearers.”’ G. C.
Stead calls it a “compromise theory.”#

The naturalist theory debated in the Cratylus can be called “formal” because each
name has a form (e1doc) that communicates the nature of the bearer regardless of the
actual syllables or language used (389d-390a). The Cratylus speaks of two ways in which
the namegiver can achieve the proper form of a name in any language: by combining the
appropriate words or the appropriate letters. When this is done by a prudent namegiver,
analysis of the words or letters used to construct a name reveals the nature of the bearer.
Hence on the basis of either a “etymological” or “phonetic” naturalist theory, a name
embodies the proper form that gives access to the nature of its bearer.?

When a name is etymologically natural, it is understood to be derived from other
words whose corresponding natures are already known. Hence etymological analysis of
the name reveals the nature of the bearer as disclosed by the names’ roots (390e-422b).
For example, anthropos is the correct name for humans because he is the only animal that
“observes closely what he has seen” (anathron ha opope)—that is, he reasons (399c).
The bulk of the Cratylus is taken up with such etymological analysis of names. But in
order to avoid an infinite regress, certain primary names are posited which are not

derived from others but of a self-evident nature due to their elements: these fall into the

next category, names that are phonetically natural. Here the very elements from which

20 john Dillon, The Middle Platonists, 80 B.C. to A.D. 220, Rev. ed. (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1996), 181.

1 G. C. Stead, “Logic and the Application of Names to God,” in Lucas F. Mateo-Seco
and Juan L. Bastero. El “Contra Eunomium I” en la Produccion literaria de Gregorio de
Nisa (Pamplona: Ediciones Universidad de Navarra, 1988), 313.

22 | adopt the labels “formal,” “etymological,” and “phonetic” naturalness from Long,

“Stoic Reactions to Plato’s Cratylus,” 395-411.
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names are constructed—the letters—represent properties that correspond to the nature of
the name’s bearer (422c-427d). In a phonetic theory, then, a name imitates, by the letters
that comprise it, the being (ovota) of the entity named and expresses the entity as it is
(423e7-9). For example, the Greek letter rho connotes motion, as in raein (‘flowing’) and
rhoé (‘flow’) (426d).

The crucial point for a formal naturalist theory is that when names have the proper
form they communicate the nature of their bearers. And so, on the one hand, it is
acknowledged that the natures that names reveal transcend their specific etymological
derivation and phonetic representation. But on the other hand Plato only speaks of two
ways of doing this: etymological and phonetic analysis. In any given language, then,
whether due to etymological or phonetic elements, different names can have the same
form and thus disclose the same nature in different entities. For example, Plato speaks of
how the names ‘Hector’, ‘Astyanax’, and ‘Archepolis’ signify the same thing (ta0tov
onuatver; dMAol ... T avto), namely, the nature of a king (393a-394c). What is
important here is the “force of the name” (1 o0 dvouatog dvvaulg) that is embodied in
the letters of the name, which must mean something like the meaning of the name as
determined by etymological analysis (394b).

In the Cratylus, the nature that names reveal through etymological or phonetic
analysis is some distinctive property, quality, activity, or power of the bearer of the name.
For example, ‘Demeter’ is given that name because she gives (didousa) nourishment like
a mother (metér) and “Hera’ is so-named because she is loveable (eraté) (404b). The
name ‘Apollo’ reveals the powers of the god (medicine, archery, music): (1) he washes

away (apolouon) and releases (apoluon) us from impurities; (2) he always (aei) makes
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his shots (bolon); and (3) he brings about harmony (homopolon) (404e-406a). The
Cratylus is a treasure-trove of such information. Hence the nature revealed by names is
basically some fact about the name bearer.

The kinds of naturalness found in the Cratylus and in the Heteroousians have a
mostly superficial resemblance in their shared belief that a name reveals the nature of its
bearer. The differences between them are patent. There is nothing in Plato that even
approaches the Heteroousian claim that names reveal essence. The nature revealed by
names according to the Cratylus falls far short of the essence of the namebearer that the
Heteroousians wanted names to reveal. There is no trace of formal naturalness, either
etymological or phonetic, in the Heteroousians. The doctrine of simplicity plays no role
in the naturalist theory of names of the Cratylus.

Yet there is one resemblance that may be more substantial. In both the Cratylus
and the Apologia apologiae the natural correctness of names is insured by the prudence
of the namegiver. Even though Plato attributes namegiving to wise human beings,
whereas Eunomius in the Apologia apologiae ascribes this activity wholly to God, the
mechanism that guarantees that names naturally correspond to things is more or less the
same. Hence Gregory displayed some acuity in saying that Eunomius derived his theory
that God was responsible for the naturalness of names from the Cratylus.”® But | will
suggest below that this particular feature of Eunomius’s theory owes more to others than
to Plato. Eunomius himself is not responsible for identifying God as the namegiver of the

Cratylus.

%% Eun. 2.403-404 (GNO I: 344 Jaeger).
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Every other aspect of the Eunomius’s theory of names lacks parallels with the
naturalist theory of the Cratylus. Hence it is unlikely that Eunomius’s general naturalist
theory of names is indebted to the Cratylus itself, despite Gregory’s charge. In the fourth
century, accusing one’s theological opponent of indebtedness to philosophical rather than
scriptural sources was a fairly common tactic. Thus while Gregory of Nyssa’ allegation
of Eunomius’s use of the Cratylus may have been effective as polemic, it is incorrect as a

source claim.

A Mesoplatonist theory: Alcinous

As mentioned above, Thomas Kopecek argued that Alcinous’s summary of the
Cratylus in his second-century manual of Platonism was the direct precedent for the
Heteroousian theory of names. But a careful analysis of what Alcinous says reveals that
the resemblances are superficial, much as was the case between the Cratylus itself and
the Heteroousians. This section of the Handbook has in fact been little studied. John
Dillon has remarked that Alcinous’s discussion, while derived principally from the
Cratylus itself, is “overlaid by Stoic theorizing.”** Despite this Stoicizing, Alcinous’s
reading of the dialogue is our earliest witness to the Platonist tradition of commentary
upon it.

Alcinous introduces his readers to the doctrines of Plato divided into the three
classic branches of philosophy, logic, physics, and ethics. Though adopted by the

Stoics,® this division was actually formulated in the Old Academy by Xenocrates of

24 John Dillon, Alcinous: The Handbook of Platonism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993),
Xvi; see also 85-6.

2.5 26.
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Chalcedon and may go back to Plato himself.?

Alcinous’s discussion of the Cratylus
forms part of the section on logic, appended to his explanation of syllogisms. He views
the subject matter of the dialogue as an inquiry into whether names arise from nature or
from convention.?” He endorses the view that John Dillon claimed was most influential
for subsequent Platonist speculations, G. C. Stead’s compromise theory, that names
fundamentally express the nature of their bearers, though conventionalism has a role to
play. He summarizes Plato as follows:

His view is that the correctness of names is a matter of convention, but not

absolutely or as the result of chance, but in such a way that convention

arises from the nature of a given thing. Indeed, the correctness of a name

is nothing else than a convention which is in accord with the nature of the

given thing. For neither is the arbitrary postulation of a name adequate and

sufficient for its correctness, nor yet its nature and its first utterance, but

rather the combination of both, so that the name of every object is fixed by

its proper relationship to the nature of the given thing.?

Alcinous attempts to mediate between radical conventionalism wherein names are totally

arbitrary and the kind of naturalness seen by the Epicureans as the first stage of the origin

% A, A. Long and D. N. Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1987), 1.160; Dillon, The Heirs of Plato, 98-9.

27 Alcinous, Did. 6.10.

%8 Alcinous, Did. 6.10 (160 Whittaker): &péoketl 8¢ odt®, 0é0el DNGpyeLy TV
opBOTNTOL TOV OVORATMV, OV PNV ATADG 00O MG ETVYEV, AAAX OOTE TNV BECLY
yevéoBal akOA0VOB0V 11} TOD TPEYHOTOG DOEL Un Yop GALO TNV 0pBOTNTA elvait
100 ovopowog il mv m)u(pwvov M (pDGSL 100 npowuocrog BéoLv. Mnre Yop TNV BECLY
tnv OTOLAVTOTE TOV ovouom:og ocm:ocplcn elvan kol omoxpwoocv TPOG opeormoc unTe
TNV @OGLY KOl TNV TPOTNY EKEOVNOLY, AAAX TO €€ AUPOly, MOTE E1val TAVTOG

dvopa Kot T0 oikelov Tf ToD TPAypotog evoet keipevov; trans. Dillon 12.
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of language wherein humans utter sounds upon receiving impressions of sense-objects
similarly to animals.? Indeed, giving of names is not a random process, but requires an
insightful namegiver: “Naming rightly and wrongly would not come about according to
any random arrangement, but according to the natural affinity of the name to the thing;
and he would be the best namegiver who indicates through the name the nature of the
thing.”*® Thus it is the namegiver who enables names to disclose their natures. This
makes names be tools of instruction, as Plato’s Cratylus had taught:

For the name is an instrument corresponding to a thing, not attached to it

at random, but appropriate to it by nature. It is by means of this that we

teach each other things and distinguish them, so that the name is an

instrument which teaches about and distinguishes the essence of each

thing.*

% The Epicureans rejected a strict conventualist view of language (LS 19B3-4, 19C), but
their theory of the origin of language has three stages that actually combine naturalist and
conventualist viewpoints. First, when experiencing particular feelings or presented with
various impressions, primitive humans uttered sounds in reaction to each of them by a
kind of natural instinct, similarly to animals. These sounds constituted primitive words
and were used to denote sense-objects and feelings. Next, new coinages were adopted by
convention within particular languages to reduce ambiguity and improve concision.
Finally, terms for abstract ideas derived from the previous two stages were introduced by
intellectuals (LS 19A2-5 [=PC 11l 7c3], 19B1-2 [=PC Il 7c4] and 19B6-7). Hence words
are fundamentally natural for the Epicureans, though refined by convention. This
refinement was aimed at producing a one-to-one correspondence between words and their
meaning. Accordingly, there is a single natural meaning for each word. See Long and
Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, 1.100-1; and Dirk A. Schenkeveld and Jonathan
Barnes, “Language,” in Keimpe Algra et al., The Cambridge History of Hellenistic
Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 179-80.

%0 Alcinous, Did. 6.10 (160 Whittaker): 10 6p&¢ ko i dpOdc dvopdlely od kot
€01V OTOLOLVODV YEVOLT GV, AAAD KOTOL TNV GUOLKTV TOO OVOROTOG OTKELOTNTOL
TPOG TO TPAYUO, KO 0DTOG Ov €11 OVORATOBETNG BPLETOG, O ONUALVEVY U dVOHOTOG
TV eOGoLY 10V TTpaypotog; trans. Dillon 13.

31 Alcinous, Did. 6.10 (159 Whittaker): "Eott yap 10 Svopa 8pyavov mpéypatog ody O
ETVYEV, AAAN TO KOTAAANAOV T1T) VOEL Kol d10 TOOTOV S1BACKOUEV AAANAOVG T



71

Therefore, according to Alcinous, the Cratylus teaches that names reveal the ovota of
their bearers when a namegiver is responsible for them, making them tools of instruction.

Alcinous’s naturalist theory wherein names reveal ovota may seem to anticipate
the Heteroousians. Nonetheless, the full significance of Alcinous’s theory only comes to
light when it is viewed within the context of his handbook. I mentioned above how the
summary of the Cratylus is part of his treatment of dialectic. He opens his discussion of
the dialogue by saying: “in the Cratylus he [sc. Plato] goes thoroughly into the whole
topic of etymology.”** This is a crucial point: Alcinous views the subject of the Cratylus
to be etymology conceived of as a dialectical methodology. The primary piece of
evidence that Dillon provides for Stoic influence upon Alcinous is the use of the “not
Platonic, but probably Stoic” term ‘etymology’.*® While the term itself may be lacking in
Plato, the methodology is thoroughly Platonist, as we saw in the last section, and was
used in the Old Academy, as noted above. Alcinous says that “it is dialectic which has the
job of using names rightly. ...the dialectician, once the namegiver has laid down the
name, would be the one to use it properly and fittingly.”** In other words, the dialectician
knows how to use etymology to discern the natures of things under examination.

However, Alcinous qualifies this viewpoint: “Even so, the namegiver would perform his

npdrypata kol drakpivopey adtd, dote eivol 10 dvopa didackaAlkov TL Kol
SlokpLTIKOV THg £KAGTOV 0volag Opyavov; trans. Dillon 13.

%2 Alcinous, Did. 6.10 (159 Whittaker): tov £TULOAOYLKOV Te TOTOV SAOV €V T
Kpathiw die€épyeton; trans. Dillon 12.

3 Dillon, Alcinous, 85.

% Alcinous, Didaskalikos 6.11 (160 Whittaker): ITept 10 StokekTikdv 81 Koi 10010
VRAPEEL TO TOTG OVOLAGLY OpOMG YPToOL MG YOP KEPKIdL XPNOALT &LV VPOVTLKOG
avNp, e18MC aOTHG TO TPOCTKOV €PYOV, TEKTOVOG OLDTNV OMNILOVPYNOUVTOG, 0VT® KOl
0 dLohekTIKOG, OVOLOTOBETOV BEVTOC TOVVOU, XPNOULT GV OVTH KATO TPOTOV KOl
npocpdpwg; trans. Dillon 13.
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fixing of names best if he did this, as it were, in the presence of the dialectician, who
would know the nature of the referents.”*® This accords perfectly with the teaching of the
Cratylus itself, which suggests that a dialectician and namegiver collaborate in coining
names (390cd). Nonetheless, the point is clear: Alcinous is interested in the naturalist
theory of names as the theoretical basis for etymological analysis. As was the case for
Plato, the naturalness of names and etymology go hand in hand.

Hence it is unlikely that Alcinous has influenced the Heteroousians. Once again,
the centrality of etymology for the Platonists finds no analogue in the Heteroousians. The
Heteroousian limitation of namegiving to God has little correspondence to the Platonist
belief in collaboration between a dialectician and namegiver. The simplicity of the
bearers of the names plays no role in the Platonist theory. There is a superficial similarity
between Alcinous and the Heteroousians in that names disclose natures, but

methodologically they are quite different.

The Neoplatonist interpretation of the Cratylus
Jean Daniélou’s classic essay on Eunomius from 1959 is often cited as an
investigation of the Neoplatonist sources of Eunomius’s theory of language, or of his

theology in general, though not always with complete agreement.*® With the exception of

% Alcinous, Didaskalikos 6.11 (160 Whittaker): obto yép tot kol adtog 6
OVOHOLTOBETNG KAADG GV xpNooto Th BECEL, el g dLAEKTIKOD TOPOHVTOG TOLOTTO
TV B€C1Y, TNV OOV TOV VIOKEEVOV ETtoTopEvov; trans. [slightly modified] Dillon
13.

% See Lionel Wickham, “The Syntagmation of Aetius the Anomean,” Journal of
Theological Studies, n.s., 19 (1968): 558 n. 1; Bernard Sesbolié et al., Basile de Césarée,
Contre Eunome suivi de Eunome Apologie, SChr 305 (Paris: Cerf, 1983), 193; R. P. C.
Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God: The Arian Controversy 318-381
AD (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1988), 630 n. 143; Richard Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus
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John Rist’s denial of Neoplatonist influence upon Eunomius,*’ there has been no
sustained critique of Daniélou’s thesis. Accordingly, this is the purpose of the present
section. And so, unlike in the previous two sections of this part, my denial of
Neoplatonist influence upon Eunomius will be conducted by directly engaging the
arguments of its principal proponent.

Daniélou’s article actually has three parts: (1) an exposition of Eunomius’s
thought on names as recoverable from the second book Gregory of Nyssa’s Contra
Eunomium, (2) any inquiry into Eunomius’s sources for this teaching—it is here that
Daniélou’s argues that his view of the divine origin of names is Neoplatonist—, and (3) a
brief survey of Eunomius’s familiarity with the Neoplatonist milieu and his indebtedness
to Neoplatonist doctrine. While one may quibble with certain points of interpretation in
the first part, it is more or less a straightforward summary of the material. Therefore, |
will not engage it. In addition, the third part is tacked on to the second to make the claims
advanced therein more plausible. But Daniélou’s claim that Eunomius’s theology is
Neoplatonism in Christian dress takes Gregory of Nyssa’s polemics too seriously,*® and
John Rist has pointed out other problems with Daniélou’s conclusions.*® Such a view is

furthermore no longer tenable given the work of Kopecek and VVaggione, among others,

and the Nicene Revolution (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000) 239 n. 262; Lewis
Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy: An Approach to Fourth-Century Trinitarian Theology

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 149 n. 50; and John Behr, The Nicene Faith

(Crestwood: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2004), 274 n. 43.

%7 John Rist, “Basil’s Neoplatonism,” in Paul J. Fedwick, ed., Basil of Caesarea:

Christian, Humanist, Ascetic. A Sixteenth-Hundredth Anniversary Symposium (Toronto:
The Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1981), 137-220 at 185-8.

% Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien,” 428: “Le systéme d’Eunome est en fait un systéme néo-
platonicien, une explication de la genese du multiple a partir de I’Un. ... Sous un
revétement chrétien, il s’agit d’un systéme platonicien.”

% Rist, “Basil’s Neoplatonism,” 185-8.
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which reveals how deeply embedded the Heteroousians were in the Christian milieu.
Therefore, my attention will be focused on the second part, which is the meat of the
article.

In the second part, Daniélou argues that Eunomius’s view of the divine origin of
language reflects Neoplatonist discussions stemming from the era between lamblichus
and Proclus. He sees Eunomius and the Neoplatonists as adherents of a “mystical and
supernatural” view of language that arose in the second century and which is also found
in Clement and Origen. But Daniélou discounts Clement and Origen as Eunomius’s
precedents, and sees the influence of the Chaldaean Oracles upon Eunomius as the most
decisive, even if mediated.*

The use of the Chaldaean Oracles in post-Porphyrian Neoplatonism is well-
known, and turns up in lamblichus, Julian (the Apostate), Proclus, and many others.
Daniélou detects a general correspondence of ideas among Eunomius, lamblichus, and
Julian. But he finds the doctrinal resemblance between Eunomius and Proclus in his
commentary on the Cratylus striking. Since Eunomius (died ca. 396-7) lived before
Proclus (born ca. 410), he estimates that Eunomius is drawing on fourth-century
Neoplatonists, disciples of lamblichus, such as Aedesius, Maximus, and Priscus, whose
work presumably also eventually influenced Proclus. On the one hand, Daniélou

identifies Nestorius, the father of Plutarch of Athens, as the initiator of the Athenian

%0 Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien,” 424: “Mais y a-t-il lieu de supposer aussi et plus
directement une influence, directe ou indirecte, des Oracles Chaldaiques, en dehors de
celle qu’il a pu subir a travers Origene? Nous pensons qu’il en est ainsi. Et que c’est
méme cette influence qui est la plus importante.”
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Neoplatonist tradition of using the Chaldaean Oracles to which Proclus was indebted.**
For Plutarch in his turn was, along with Syrianus, one of the principal teachers of Proclus.
Hence Daniélou implies that Proclus was influenced by the disciples of lamblichus
through Nestorius. On the other hand, Daniélou identifies the essential link between
Eunomius and the disciples of lamblichus as Aetius, who had connections with Julian,
who surrounded himself with disciples of lamblichus.** Therefore, Daniélou’s lines of
influence have the following form:

lamblichus

Disciples of lamblichus such as Aedesius, Maximus, and Priscus

(Athenia/n school) (Circle ar(;und Julian)
Nestlorius Ae'lius
Plutlarch Eunclnmius

Ascle;ligenia
Procllus

But there are several problems with Daniélou’s historical reconstruction. In order
to explain the parallels between Proclus and Eunomius, Daniélou posited a number of
proximate connections between each of them and the disciples of lamblichus. Yet the
chain established in each case has a very weak or indemonstrable link at the most crucial
point—the point which is the lynchpin Daniélou’s historical reconstruction—namely, the
link on the one hand between Nestorius and the disciples of lamblichus, and on the other

hand between Aetius and the same group.

* Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien,” 424. In Vita Procli 28 Marinus reports that Proclus
learned theurgic practices from Asclepigenia, the daughter of Plutarch, who had taught
her the theurgic system he learned from “the great Nestorius.”

“2 Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien,” 428-9.
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First of all, Daniélou’s historical claims are hindered by the fact that there is scant
evidence for the character of the philosophy taught in Athens between the mid-360s (for
which we have Eunapius’s record of the intellectual life there) and Plutarch’s headship of
the Neoplatonist school in Athens in the early fifth century. lamblichus himself had no
connections with Athens during his life. In his twilight years he established himself in
Syria, either at Apamea or Daphne (a suburb of Antioch), where he attracted a number of
students.*® Foremost among these were Sopater the Syrian, Aedesius and Eustathius, both
of Cappadocia, Theodorus of Asine, and Euphrasius.** Aedesius later established a
philosophical school in Pergamum.“® His most prominent students were Maximus of
Ephesus, Chrysanthius of Sardis, Priscus, and Eusebius of Myndus.*® Priscus lived in
Athens in the latter part of the fourth century, and may have been there from the 350s.*’
In the late 350s Theodorus of Asine appears to have also been active in Athens, teaching
a version of Neoplatonism that was critical of lamblichus.*® These two figures are our
only evidence for Athenian philosophy in the dark period before Plutarch. Nonetheless, it
seems reasonable to suppose that forms of Neoplatonism both in favor of and hostile to

lamblichus were available in Athens from the 350s onward in the persons of Priscus and

3 Dillon, “lamblichus of Chalcis,” 869-70.
** Eunapius, VPS 458.
%> Eunapius, VPS 465.

%® Eunapius, VPS 474. On Aedesius and his disciples, see Robert J. Penella, Greek

Philosophers and Sophists in the Fourth Century A.D.: Studies in Eunapius of Sardis
(Leeds: Francis Cairns, 1990), 63-78.

" Rist, “Basil’s Neoplatonism,” 184.

“8 Julian, Ep. 12 B. / Ep. 2 W. On Theodorus, see R. T. Wallis, Neoplatonism, 2" ed.
(Indianapolis: Hackett, 1995), 95; and Penella, Greek Philosophers and Sophists, 62.
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Theodorus.* 1t is well-established that later on, in the fifth century and beyond,
lamblichaean Neoplatonism came to dominate in Athens, and so it is likely that the roots
of this predominance were planted earlier.

Yet there is no evidence that explicitly links Nestorius with Priscus, the more
likely candidate as a teacher of the doctrine of the Chaldaean Oracles, let alone any
evidence for the content of the teaching that may have been conveyed. All we know
about the philosophy of Nestorius was that he was interested in theurgy, as mentioned
above.> The sources for his knowledge of theurgy are not known. Even though
lamblichus and some of his disciples were theurgists, Daniélou’s assertion of a
connection between them and Nestorius is circumstantial and speculative, being based on
the mere presence of Priscus and Nestorius in the same city at the same time. The kind of
details that Daniélou would have needed to demonstrate his claim are lacking: the link
between Nestorius and the disciples of lamblichus is ultimately indemonstrable.

Daniélou’s linking of Eunomius with the Neoplatonists through Aetius’s
connection to Julian is similarly problematic. While Aetius’s connections with Julian are
well-established, the link between Aetius and Julian circle of Neoplatonist disciples of
lamblichus is very weak. We first need to establish who was part of Julian’s Neoplatonist
circle. In 351 Julian went to Pergamum, where he studied briefly with the aged Aedesius
of Cappadocia, then more extensively with his disciples Chrysanthius of Sardis and

Eusebius of Myndus, before moving on to Ephesus, where he studied with Maximus, who

%% Rist, “Basil’s Neoplatonism,” 184.

% Marinus, Vita Procli 28. Note that there is some debate over whether the hierophant
Nestorius who saved Athens from an earthquake in 375 (Zosimus 4.18.2-4) should be
identified with Nestorius the father of Plutarch of Athens; see Polymnia Athanassiadi,
Damascius: The Philosophical History (Athens: Apamea Cultural Association, 1999),
173 n. 149.
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converted him to paganism.** He spent less than a year (355) studying in Athens, where
he met Priscus.® The Neoplatonists Maximus and Priscus, along with the physician
Oribasius, constituted Julian’s inner circle, and they remained intimate with him, either in
person or by letter, until his death.

Aetius first had contact with Julian in the early 350s, when he attracted the
attention of Caesar Gallus (Julian’s brother) in Antioch, and was sent repeatedly to
dissuade Julian from his new-found paganism.>® Upon becoming emperor, in late 361
through early 362 Julian wrote to a number of prominent intellectuals in attempt to win
their support and form a circle of advisors.>* Among those invited to court were
Maximus,® Aetius,>® and Basil of Caesarea.>” Maximus joined Julian in Constantinople
and Basil clearly declined. Aetius not only accepted Julian’s invitation to visit him, and

used the public conveyance to get there, but also received from Julian an estate in Lesbos

> Eunapius, VPS 473-475. On Julian’s philosophical education, see Joseph Bidez, Le vie
de l’empereur Julien (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1930), 67-72; Robert Browning, The
Emperor Julian (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1975), 55-9 and 64-66; G. W.
Bowerstock, Julian the Apostate (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1978), 28-9;
Polymnia Athanassiadi-Fowden, Julian and Hellenism: An Intellectual Biography
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981), 30-41 and 46-50; and Rowland Smith, Julian’s Gods:
Religion and Philosophy in the Thought and Action of Julian the Apostate (London and
New York: Routledge, 1995), 29-33.

>2 During his residence in Athens, Julian would have met, or at least learned of, Basil of
Caesarea and Gregory of Nazianzus, who were also studying in Athens in this period.

>3 Philostorgius, A.e. 3.27; cf. Sozomen, #.e. 3.15.8. For discussion, see Kopecek, A
History of Neo-Arianism, 106-13; and VVaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 160-1.

> Bowerstock, Julian the Apostate, 62f.
> Julian, Ep. 26 B./ Ep. 8 W.

% Julian, Ep. 46 B. | Ep. 15 W.

> Julian, Ep. 32 B./ Ep. 26 W.
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near Mytilene.?® But there is no indication that Aetius became a confidant of Julian and
part of his inner circle.>® Aetius did not travel with Julian as part of his entourage as did
Maximus, Priscus, and Oribasius when the emperor left for Antioch in the summer of
362, and then for Persia in March 363. During the reign of Julian, Aetius seems to have
wholly pre-occupied with the expansion of Heteroousianism from his base in
Constantinople.®

There is no doubt that Aetius visited Julian on several occasions in the years 351-
355 (when Julian went to Gaul) and at least once in 362. But it is unlikely that these early
visits were of such a duration that Aetius could have learned the Neoplatonist doctrine of
the Chaldaean Oracles from Maximus or Priscus. There is no explicit record of Aetius
meeting directly with either of them. Indeed, Aetius was sent to Julian to dissuade him
from his associations with these philosophers. This makes it all the more implausible that
Aetius developed an interest in Neoplatonism from contact with these philosopher-friends
of Julian. As emperor, Julian appears to have esteemed Aetius because of his support of
Gallus, for whom Aetius had suffered,® not because of any shared interest in
Neoplatonist philosophy. Therefore, the link the Daniélou posits between Aetius and the
disciples of lamblichus in Julian’s circle is very weak, again circumstantial and
speculative, merely based on Aetius’s occasional visits to Julian.

One more comment can be made on the implausibility of Daniélou’s historical

reconstruction. It requires an excessive number of intermediate figures to connect both

%8 Sozomen, h.e. 5.5.9; Philostorgius, &.e. 6.7, 6.7b, and 9.4. See also Kopecek, A History
of Neo-Arianism, 414-6 and Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 272.

% vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 272.
% Kopecek, 4 History of Neo-Arianism, 416-7
%1 \vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 272.



80

Proclus and Eunomius with lamblichus. First of all, he need not have posited Aetius as
the link between Eunomius and the disciples of lamblichus in Julian’s circle. Eunomius
became a disciple of Aetius in the late 340s, and so could have accompanied his teacher
upon his visits to Julian in the early 350s. But there is no evidence for this, and Daniélou
was right not to suggest it. Yet the problem of excessive levels of mediation remains.
Eunomius is connected to lamblichus through four levels of mediation: lamblichus -
Aedesius = Maximus and/or Priscus = Aetius = Eunomius. Proclus is connected to
lamblichus by even more levels of mediation, six: lamblichus - Aedesius - Priscus =
Nestorius = Plutarch - Asclepigenia = Proclus. It is hard to believe that the detailed
parallels between Eunomius and Proclus which Daniélou adduces, such as shared
technical terms (discussed below), could have been passed down by means of an oral
tradition through so many levels without substantial modification.

Even if Daniélou’s historical reconstruction were not so problematic, it still could
not be claimed that Eunomius acquired a knowledge of the Neoplatonist doctrine of the
Chaldaean Oracles through his own education. While we know that Eunomius’s
education included shorthand (in Cappadocia), basic instruction in literature (in
Constantinople), and rhetoric (in Antioch), there is no evidence that he ever studied
philosophy, even though he resided in Alexandria for a period.®* His education in
theology seems to have come to him almost exclusively through Aetius, whose own
education was at the hands of Christians, aside from a brief period of study with a
grammarian in Anazarbus.®® As far as we know, neither Aetius nor Eunomius ever

studied philosophy, let alone visited Athens. Therefore, if my critique of Daniélou’s

%2 \/aggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 6-14 and 35, especially n. 29.
%3 \Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 14-24.
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historical reconstruction is accepted, it is still unclear how Eunomius would have come to
know the teaching of the disciples of lamblichus.

I turn my attention now to a critique of the doctrinal resemblances between
Eunomius and Proclus that Daniélou proposed. As mentioned above, at the core of
Daniélou’s thesis is the category of “the mystical and supernatural” view of language. He
borrows the category from Heymann Steinthal, the late nineteenth-century historian of
linguistics, who used it to describe one of three fifth-century Neoplatonist views on the
nature of language. Steinthal links the mystical and supernatural position with the view
that “Ammonius attribue faussement a Cratyle et a Héraclite” and reports that “elle
apparait vers la fin du second siécle aprés le Christ.”® Daniélou asserts: “La conception
mystique est celle d’Eunome” and “voit dans les mots des institutions divines, sacrées,
immuables.”® For Daniélou, the mystical and supernatural position amounts to the view
that God alone is responsible for language.

Yet there are problems with this category. First of all, the view that Ammonius
attributes to Cratylus makes no mention of a divine origin of names:

Some of those who think that they (sc. names) are by nature say ‘by

nature’ opining that they are products of nature, as Cratylus the

Heraclitean thought when he said that a fitting name had been assigned by

<the agency of> nature to each thing. ... And this is the job of the

% Cited by Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien,” 415.
% Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien,” 416 and 422.
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knowledgeable man, to hunt down the fitting name provided by nature for

each thing.®®
Ammonius has not picked up on Cratylus’s comment that “a more than human power
gave the first names to things, so that they are necessarily correct” and Socrates’ response
that the namegiver is therefore “a daimon or a god” (438c1-6). The Cratylus does not
develop this observation. Nonetheless, it was latent with the Platonic tradition from the
beginning. lamblichus seems to have developed the possibilities of Cratylus 438c1-6
when he describes Pythagoras as “he who is said to be wisest of all, having structured
human speech and generally having become the discoverer of names, whether god,
daemon, or some divine man.”®” Daniélou cited this line as an example of the doctrine of
the Oracles.®® But another version of the same story recorded by Diogenes Laertius is
directly preceded by the report that Pythagoras’s disciples believed him to be Apollo.®
Hence lamblichus is not offering a “mystical” view of names inspired by the Chaldaean
Oracles, but employing ancient traditions about Pythagoras and possibly connecting them

with a minor point in the Cratylus. Therefore, it is clear that the so-called mystical view

% Ammonius, in Int. (CAG 4.5: 34, 22-25 and 30-31 Busse) TOV pev yocp pboer adTd
glvol G€LodvTeV ol PEV 0VT® 1O PLOEL kayoucw G (pucemg oOTa mopevm elvor
Snmoupynuocroc KaBdmep nElov Kpocn)kog 0 Hpom?»ewswg EKGOTO TOV npocypocm)v
oo Thg. (pucemg oc(pmptcseou T keymv OilKETOV OVOUQL. ... KoL TOD emc'mpovog 100710
gpyov givar, 10 ONpav 10 VRO THg POoEWG KocrscKeuoccuevov OlKETOV EKAOTE

6vopa; trans. Blank 43.

®7 Jlamblichus, De vita Pythagorica 56 (80 Dillon / Hershbell); trans. Dillon / Hershbell
81.

%8 Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien,” 424.

% Diogenes Laertius, VP 8.11 (LCL 185: 330 Hicks): “Indeed, his bearing is said to have
been most dignified, and his disciples held the opinion about him that he was Apollo
come down from the far north. There is a story that once, when he was disrobed, his thigh
was seen to be of gold; and when he crossed the river Nessus, quite a number of people
said they heard it welcome him.” Trans. Hicks 331.
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predates the second century and that it always remained a possibility among Platonists.
Hence the category, at least as defined by Steinthal and used by Daniélou, should be
discarded.

This is not to deny that there was a tradition of attributing names to God. The pre-
Eunomian examples cited by Daniélou are Origen, the Chaldaean Oracles, and
lamblichus.” There are two features of these passages: (1) names, when used in their
original, sacred languages, are deemed to have efficacious power in rituals and spells, and
(2) such names must be kept in their original, “barbarian” language, and not translated in
Greek (or any other language), lest they lose their efficacy. The oracle adduced by
Daniélou sums this up: ““Never change foreign names,’ for names are given by God to
each people and have an ineffable power for ritual.””* The discussions by Origen and
lamblichus make the same point vis-a-vis Hebrew names and Egyptian names,
respectively. Both argue against their opponents (Celsus and Porphyry, respectively) that
it does in fact matter what names are used for God, that one cannot address God by just
any name. The difference between these views and Eunomius is patent: Eunomius does
not discuss the efficacy of names for rituals and spells, nor does he advocate calling God
by any “barbarian” (i.e. Hebrew) name, but the very Greek dyévvntog. Eunomius is

clearly not part of this tradition.

" Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien,” 4224 and 425. See also Richard Sorabji, The Philosophy
of the Commentators 200-600 AD: A Sourcebook (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
2005), 3.220, and John Dillon, “The Magical Power of Names in Origen and later
Platonism,” in Richard Hanson and Henri Crouzel, Origiana Tertia (Rome: Edizioni
dell’ Ateneo, 1985), 203-16. The relevant passages are: Origen, Cels. 1.6, 1.24-25, and
5.45 [=PC Il 7d1]; Homilies on Joshua 20.1 (apud Philocalia 12) and lamblichus, De
mysteriis 71.4-5 [partially=PC I11 7d3].

"PC 11 7d2 (=Chaldaean Oracles, Fr. 150 Des Places).
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But the pivotal element of Daniélou’s case for Eunomius’s indebtedness to the
Neoplatonist view on the divine origin of names is the correspondence between Proclus
and Eunomius. He places significant weight on the following passage:

The assimilative activity of the demiurgic Intellect is two-fold (Crat.

389A): there is the one with which the Intellect, looking to the intelligible

model, institutes the whole cosmos; and the other with which it assigns

(érunuiteoBat) names proper to each object. Timaeus gave a brief

exposition of these matters (7im. 36C), but the theurgists and the

utterances from the gods themselves teach us more distinctly: “But the

holy name even with unresting whirl leapt into the stellar sphere because

of the rushing command of the Father,”"

and another oracle says: “The

paternal Intellect sowed symbols in the cosmos, by which it contemplates

the intelligible things and is made one with ineffable Beauty.””® The

lawgiver too, as he looks to the whole cosmos, both transmits the best

polity and puts the names that resemble real beings.”*
This passage ascribes names to the demiurgic Intellect, one of the divine beings in the
Neoplatonist system. Proclus’s teaching here is based on the Cratylus, which had called

the namegiver a kind of maker (i.e. demiurge). Daniélou makes much of the fact that both

Proclus and Eunomius appeal to scriptural authorities (the Chaldaean Oracles and

2 Chaldaean Oracles, Fr. 87 Des Places.
8 Chaldaean Oracles, Fr. 108 Des Places.
™ Proclus, in Crat. 52, 1-15 (20, 22 — 21, 5 Pasquali); trans. Duvick 29 [=PC 111 7d5].
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Genesis, respectively) and use the term émugnuiCecBoi.” But these are unconvincing
connections. First, appeal to scriptural authorities is hardly unique to Eunomius or
Proclus; it is a general characteristic of late-antique writers, whether they be Neoplatonist
philosophers or Christian theologians. Second, Proclus’s use of the term émupnuileodat
is actually a citation of Plato (7im. 36¢4-5).” This Platonic passage is one of several that
Proclus cites to prove that the Demiurge is the primal namegiver.”” So Eunomius need
not be drawing on the same Neoplatonist source that Proclus did; the term’s Platonic
pedigree is far more ancient. But the word is not necessarily Platonic at all since it is a
very common term. Therefore it is useless for demonstrating a link between Eunomius
and Neoplatonists.

In addition, Proclus did not ascribe names solely to God. He taught that there
were three orders of names: (1) those given by God, (2) those given by particular souls,
and (3) those given by humans:

Therefore, some names are products of the gods, and have come all the

way down to soul. Others are the product of particular souls which are

able to fashion them through intellect and knowledge and others are

instituted through the intermediary genera. * For certain men who have

become involved (Tpootuyets) with daemons and angels were taught by

them names that are better fit to their objects than those which men

generally put. * We must recognize their differences which have been

" Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien,” 427. For Eunomius’s use of éugnuiCeodat, see Gregory,
FEun. 2.44.

"® Proclus does the same elsewhere: in Crat. 63, 7-11 (27 Pasquali). See also 71 (33
Pasquali).

" See Proclus, in Crat. 51 (19-20 Pasquali).
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given from their creative causes, and refer all names to the one Demiurge,

the intellectual God."
Daniélou cites only the portion between the asterisks.’® On the basis of that sentence he
argues that Proclus teaches that names are divinely revealed to human beings through
daemons and angels, and considers this similar to Eunomius’s idea that God had
conversation (Outhlo) with human beings. But Proclus does not teach that God conversed
with human beings. In the second and third orders of names,

individual souls, whether acting under inspiration from the gods or now

operating by [human] knowledge [introduced names] once they either

associated their own intellectual thought with the divine light and were

perfected from that source, or entrusted the creation of names to the

rational power of speech. For it is thus that artisans, such as geometers,

doctors and orators, impose names on the various aspects of their art, the

aspects whose properties they thoroughly know.*°
Either God teaches human beings the name for things by inspiring them, or human beings
out of the resources of their own knowledge and expertise formulate names that accord
with the natures of the objects named. In contrast, Eunomius attributes all names to God
alone. If he is following the same source as Proclus, he has modified it considerably.

Though Daniélou did not suggest that Eunomius’s general naturalist theory of

names was indebted to the Neoplatonist commentary tradition upon the Cratylus, such a

"8 See Proclus, in Crat. 51, 64-69 (20, 11-18 Pasquali); trans. Duvick 28 [partially= PC
111 7d4]. Proclus expresses the same idea in 7P 1.29 (124, 3-12 Saffrey-Westerink).

" Daniélou, “Eunome I’arien,” 427.
8 proclus, in Crat. 71 (34, 2f. Pasquali); trans. Duvick 42 [partially=PC 111 7d6].
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possibility is precluded by the fact that, in line with the Platonist tradition, Proclus
devotes much space in his commentary to the etymological analysis of names. He
endorses the formal naturalness of the Cratylus when he comments:

Concerning the names “Astyanax’ and ‘Hector’, the philosopher who

looks to the form and the object of signification describes them as nearly

the same, but the grammarians, who are drawn down to the matter and the

syllables, would say that they are very dissimilar.®
The philosopher, through etymological analysis, knows that both names indicate a king;
the form of the names reveal this. In contrast, grammarians cannot penetrate the deeper
significance of these names and their similarity in object disclosed, since they do not
employ etymology. Before launching into his etymological analyses, Proclus even
provides a kind of introduction to etymological studies, setting out certain guidelines to
be followed.*

And so, Daniélou’s thesis that Eunomius’s theory of the origin of language is
indebted to late fourth-century Athenian Neoplatonism is undermined by several issues.
First, the historical links that Daniélou attempts to establish between Eunomius and the
disciples of lamblichus and between Nestorius and the same group, are tenuous. Second,
the category of the mystical view of language, as Daniélou following Steinthal has
defined it, seems to be historically inaccurate. Third, Eunomius’s theory of names has
nothing to do with the “mystical” view of barbarian names for God found in the
Chaldaean Oracles, lamblichus, and Origen. Fourth, the supposed correspondences

between Eunomius and Proclus evaporate upon further inquiry. Appeal to scriptural

8 Proclus, in Crat. 80 (37 Pasquali); trans. Duvick 46.
8 proclus, in Crat. 85-86
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authorities and the use of the Platonic term émugpnuiCeoOau are insufficient to
demonstrate a shared Neoplatonist tradition. Furthermore, Proclus does not attribute
names solely to God as Daniélou claims, but accords a creative role to human beings.
Therefore, it seems highly unlikely that Eunomius drew upon the Neoplatonist
commentary tradition on the Cratylus stemming from lamblichus when he formulated his

theory of the origin of names.

Concluding remarks on Platonist influence on the Heteroousians

In the preceding sections | have argued that Platonism, in whatever form, has not
influenced the Heteroousian view of names or of the origin of names. While there is a
superficial resemblance between the Platonists and Heteroousians in their shared belief
that a name reveals the nature of its bearer, they have little else in common. There are
three main differences concerning both names and naming. First, Platonist naturalness is
‘formal’, which means that names have a form that reveals the nature of their bearers
through etymological analysis. Heteroousian naturalness is neither formal nor does it
employ etymological analysis. Second, the doctrine of simplicity, which as we have seen
is central for the Heteroousian theory of names, is not a factor in Platonist discussions of
names. Third, while the Platonists and Heteroousians agree that there is a namegiver who
insures the natural connection between name and thing, they differ over who the
namegiver is: the former, a wise or even inspired human being, or God and wise human
beings, and the latter, only God himself. Below | will suggest another more likely source

for Eunomius’s theory of the origin of names. But all in all, it seems that Platonist
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naturalist theories cannot be a source for the Heteroousians, either in their theory of

names or theory of the origin of names.

I11. Mediated Platonism: Philo and Eusebius

Philo of Alexandria and Eusebius of Caesarea are the two of the most significant
appropriators of the Platonist naturalist theory of names. Not philosophers per se, they
adopted this theory—explicitly in Eusebius’s case—for various non-philosophical
projects. In contrast to the Mesoplatonist and Neoplatonists discussed in the previous
part, both Philo and Eusebius would seem to be far more likely candidates as sources for
the Heteroousians, given the esteem accorded to both by fourth-century theologians.®
Yet only Eusebius has been suggested as a possible source for Eunomius. And so in this
part | explore in detail the possibility of Philonic or Eusebian influence upon the
Heteroousians. In fact, there are striking points of contact between Philo and the
Heteroousians on the one hand, and Eusebius and the Heteroousians on the other hand.
Nonetheless, | argue that these points of connection are insufficient for positing either
Philo or Eusebius as the source for the Heteroousian theory of names in its initial
formulation. Yet | suggest that Eunomius’s later theory of the origin of names is likely an

adaptation of a similar theory advanced by Philo.

Philo and the exegesis of Hebrew names

8 On the use of Philo by fourth-century Christian theologians, see David T. Runia, Philo
in Early Christian Literature (Assen: Van Gorcum; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993),
especially pp. 184-271.
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John Dillon points to Philo as a representative of the contemporary Platonist
compromise theory that, though names are given to things by a namegiver, they reflect
the nature of their bearers.?® Indeed, it is likely that Philo directly engaged the Cratylus.®
Surprisingly, no one to my knowledge has suggested Philo as a source for the
Heteroousian naturalist theory, even though Gregory of Nyssa himself vaguely accused
Eunomius of borrowing terminology from Philo.®® Hence this section seeks to determine
the likelihood and character, if any, of Eunomius’s borrowing from the Alexandrian. |
argue that Eunomius’s initial theory of names is not indebted to Philo, but that Philo’s
complex theory of the origin of names is the most likely source for Eunomius’s later
theory of the origin of names.

It must be noted at the outset that Philo’s naturalist view of names differs in an
significant way from previous Platonist theories: it is focused upon the Hebrew
scriptures.®” The language of scripture represents a rarified and paradigmatic use of
language. Philo writes:

Every other member of the human race gives names to things that are

different from the things themselves, such that what they are is one thing

and the names we give them another. But with Moses the names given

8 Dillon, The Middle Platonists, 181.

8 John Dillon, “Philo Judaeus and the Cratylus,” Liverpool Classical Monthly 3 (1978):
37-42; David Winston, “Aspects of Philo’s Linguistic Theory,” in David T. Runia, ed.,
The Studia Philonica Annual: Studies in Hellenistic Judaism. Volume III (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1991), 109-25.

8 Gregory, Eun. 3.5.24; see also Eun. 3.7.8. For discussion, see. Runia, Philo in Early
Christian Literature, 244—49. Runia opines that Gregory’s accusation merits further study
(p. 249). Note that Gregory never linked Eunomius’s theory of names with Philo’s.

87 Lester L. Grabbe, Etymology in Early Jewish Interpretation: The Hebrew Names in
Philo (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 19-23, and Mortley, From Word to Silence, 1.88-9
and 103-7.
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provide the clearest possible evidence for the things themselves, such that

the thing itself is at once necessarily its name and in no way different from

the name given it.%
According to Philo, then, the names used in scripture are the best at disclosing the nature
of their bearers. Such names when given to things “indicate the nature of the things.”®*
This is a consequence of the pre-eminent knowledge of the namegiver: “Because his
knowledge of things was vastly superior, Moses was accustomed to use names as
accurately and clearly as possible.”® But Philo’s naturalist theory of names is not limited
to the Hebrew scriptures; he merely emphasizes the “absolute precision of Mosaic name-
making” to communicate that scriptural names convey information about their bearers
supremely better than others.**

Philo identifies Adam as the extra-scriptural namegiver on the basis of Genesis
2:19-20:

Since the rational nature in his soul was still pure, and no debility or

sickness or disturbance had entered into it, Adam received uncorrupted

impressions of bodies and things. This enabled him to construct accurate

% Philo, Cher. 56 (PO I:183,25-184, 4 Cohn) 0 |.L8V aANOG ocﬂ:ocg ocvepommv omkog
ovouoc*coc TIBETOL TTPAYILOCL Stoc(pepov'coc OV npowuoctmv do®’ etepoc uev glvo 1o
wyxocvovroc £TéPOG O K?ﬂ]GﬁlC_, 'cocg e ocm:mg Topd Mwuoel 8¢ ol TV OVOUAT®V
98(581@ gvapyeton npowuonow eloilv su(pocvmcww*cou OG aOTO TO POy £E
Avaykng €00VG elvo ToOvopo Kol <toDvopa koi> ko oD Tifetan dlapépety
undév. See also Agr. 1-2.

¥ 0G2.717.

% 4gr. 2 (PO II: 96, 7-8 Wendland): Mmvofig 8¢ katd ToAAV Teplovoiov Tig &V Toig
TPAYLAGLY EMGTAUNG OVOHLOOLY €00VBOAMTATOLG KOl ELOAVTIKMOTATOLS E1mOE
xphooot.

%L Winston, “Aspects of Philo’s Linguistic Theory,” 123-5.
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names for them. He was so good at discerning what their natures revealed

that he gave them names as soon as he perceived them.
Similarly to Moses, Adam had unparalleled knowledge, but in this case by virtue of his
prelapsarian innocence. Philo also describes Adam as the viceroy of God, to whom, as
the specially endowed first created man, God delegated his own namegiving.** God
stirred up Adam “to coin names spontaneously which were neither unsuitable nor
inappropriate, but which very clearly manifested the distinctive features of the various
objects.”® Adam gave names not only to the animals, but to everything; the scripture
only records his naming of the animals because they are the most excellent class.”® And
so, Adam is responsible for all names and insures that they correspond to the nature of
their referents.

In his identification of Adam as the namegiver, Philo betrays some awareness of
the Cratylus when he discusses who the namegiver is:

The Lawgiver attributes the giving of names to the first-created man. Now

those among the Greeks who philosophize claim that there were primeval

sages who gave the names to things. But Moses has the better account for

two reasons. First, he attributes the giving of names, not to some men from

% Opif. 150 (PO I: 52, 15-21 Cohn): oucpomzou yop €Tt THG koymng (poceoog

VTP ovoNg €V qn)xn Kol anevog ocppcocmuowog il vocnuocrog 1| T&BoVG
TAPELGEANAVOOTOC, TUG PAVTAOLAG TAV COUATOV KOl TPAYLATOV AKPALPVESTATOG
AopBdvav e08VBOLOVG EToLETTO TOG KANCELS, €0 HAAX 0TOXOLOLEVOS TRV
dNAOVPEVMV, MG GO AeXOTVaL T Kol vONBTvaL TOS UOELS ADTMV. OVTWG HEV €V
Amool TOTG KOAOTG SLEPEPEY € QDTO TO TEPAG POGVMV THG AVOPOTLVNG
gvdapoviag. See also QG 1.20-21; Mut. 64.

% Opif. 148.

% Opif. 149 (PO I: 52, 13-15 Cohn): {v’ &mavtoportion tog BEceig PAT dvotkeiong
UNT AvapprdoToug GAN ELeaivodoag £0 LAA TOG TMV DTOKEILEV®Y 1810TNTOC.

®0G1.22.
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earlier times but to the first-created man. Hence just as he was formed as

the beginning of creation for all others, so too he is considered the

beginning of language—for without names there is no language. Second,

if many people were to give names, they would be different and

unconnected since different people give names differently. But when one

person gives names, the name given is guaranteed to be appropriate for the

thing named and the same name is a symbol for everyone of thing referred

to or its meaning.*®
Here Philo does not allude to Adam’s ability to grasp and express the nature of things due
to his prelapsarian perfection. Rather, he makes the common-sense claim that the first
man had to coin names and thus devise language if his progeny was to communicate. Of
course the Greeks had no notion of a first-created man so Philo’s first argument against
the Greeks is beside the point. His second reason, however, is even less satisfying. Philo
claims that a plurality of namegivers would result in different names for the same thing,
whereas a single namegiver (1) insures the appropriateness of names with respect to what
they name and (2) provides universal symbols for things. While the second claim is
reasonable, the first is problematic. If there is a single namegiver, it makes sense that he
provides single token for each thing. But Philo does not explain why a single namegiver

necessitates that names be natural. Rather, as Philo said elsewhere, it must be due to the

% Jeg. 2.14-15 (PO I: 93, 20 — 94, 1 Cohn): mapdoov TV BEGLY TV HVORETMV
TPOCHYE TA TPAOTY YEVOLEVE O VOROBETNG. kKol Yap ol mtap’ “EAANCL @LA0GOQOVVTEG
elMoV €1voil 60QOVG TOVG TPAOTOVE TOLG TPAYHACL TA OvOpata BEvtog Mwuotg 8¢
GUELVOV, OTL TPAOTOV HEV 0V TIGL TV TPOTEPOV, AAAL TA TPMT® YEVOUEV®, TVaL
MAOTEP ADTOG APYM TOTG AAAOLG YEVECEWG EMAAGHON, 0VTMC Kol CDTOG dpPYM TOD
SLaréyecBol VOULOOTI—HT YOP EVIOV OVOLAT®Y, 008 &V dLAAeKTOC NV—, ETELTA
OTL TOAA@V HEV TIBEVTOV OVOPOTO dLAPOVO Kol GpLkTo ELEALEV E0ECOML, AAADV
GALOG TIBEVTOV, EVOG € DPEILEV N BECIG EQOPUOTTELY TQ TPAYLATL, KOl TOVT
glval o OpBorov Graot 1O aDTO TOD TLYYXAVOVTOG 1| TOD GNILOLVOREVOV.
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specific character of the namegiver that insures the naturalness of names. Otherwise a
single namegiver may be either naturalist or conventional. Nonetheless, it is clear enough
that Philo endorses the naturalist view of names and roots this in his identification of the
namegiver generally as Adam or in the special case of scripture as Moses.

Even though God delegated namegiving to Adam, Philo states that in some cases
God named things directly. God, whose omniscience need not be demonstrated as for
Adam and Moses, is responsible for names of the realities whose creation is described in
Genesis 1, indicating that these names have a special significance. Philo explains how in
Genesis 1:3-10 Moses recounted that God made the day, the firmament, the dry land, and
the waters, and called them by certain names.®” Admittedly, God’s direct namegiving is
not a large feature of Philo’s theory of the origin of names, being rather the exception to
the rule that Adam named everything.” Nonetheless, this feature of Philo’s theory of the
origin of names is of great importance. The Platonist tradition is consistent in viewing the
namegiver as the guarantor of a name’s ability to express the nature of its bearer. Others
before Philo made the transition from positing multiple namegivers to a single one.*® But
Philo is the first to assign a direct role to God in namegiving based on the cosmogony in
Genesis.

I suggest that Eunomius’s recontextualization of his earlier theory of names
within a theory of the origin of names represents an adaptation of Philo. For Eunomius
appealed to the exact same passages in Genesis 1 when asserting that God is both

responsible for all names and insures the natural correspondence between name and

%" See especially Opif: 15, 35, 37, and 39.
% Winston, “Aspects of Philo’s Linguistic Theory,” 117.
% Winston, “Aspects of Philo’s Linguistic Theory,” 112.
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object. Eunomius seems to have zeroed in on this feature of Philo’s theory of the origin
of names and made it central to his own theory. Eunomius’s explicit denial that Adam
was a namegiver seems to be a rebuttal of Philo’s view of Adam’s primal namegiving.
Eunomius was so opposed to human beings having any role in naming God that he
removed them, even Adam, from all namegiving in direct contradiction to Philo. But
since Eunomius eliminated Adam’s role as namegiver, he had to devise a way for humans
to learn language other than by the first man and chief namegiver teaching it to his
progeny. His theory that God conversed with the first humans and taught them language
seems to be this alternative way. Therefore, it seems likely that the theory of the origin of
names that Eunomius set forth in his Apologia apologiae has its origins in Philo, not in a
Neoplatonist commentary tradition upon the Cratylus that he purportedly learned from
the disciples of lamblichus via Aetius. Not only is the precise argumentation—both
scriptural and otherwise—that Eunomius used for the divine origin of names paralleled in
Philo, but Eunomius also seems to account for his modifications of Philo.

Even though Eunomius borrowed from Philo’s theory of the origin of names, his
initial theory of names was not Philonic in inspiration. Philo’s naturalist view of names is
connected with his use of the etymology of Hebrew names as an exegetical method.
Indeed, Philo’s etymological analysis must be based on his naturalist view, even if he
never explicitly links the two.'® However, we cannot posit the Cratylus as the only
source of Philo’s etymologizing. Etymology was used as an exegetical method by Greek
philologists, such as in the interpretation of Homer. Philo undoubtedly owes something to

this philological tradition. Furthermore, the use of etymology is found even in the

100 \winston, “Aspects of Philo’s Linguistic Theory,” 109-25.
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Hebrew scriptures themselves (e.g. Gen 11:9) and there were other Jewish precedents for
it before Philo. Nonetheless, he represents a watershed use of etymology as an exegetical
method.'%*

The tradition of using etymological analysis for the exegesis of Hebrew names
that first developed in Hellenistic Judaism was later adopted by Christians.*® It is likely
that practitioners of the method had recourse to some sort of “onomastical” list of
standard etymologies of Hebrew names; fragments of such lists are extant.*® Jerome’s
Liber interpretationis hebraicorum nominum is the best preserved onomasticon, listing
the etymologies of Hebrew and Aramaic place and personal names.'® The Philonic
tradition of etymological exegesis was mediated to Christians chiefly through Origen,
though Christians were not wholly indebted to this tradition, since they drew upon other
streams of this sort of exegesis. %

Though etymological exegesis was usually practiced without a statement of its
theoretical foundations, it indicates an acceptance of the naturalness of names, or at least
an operative assumption. For example, the name “Israel’ was interpreted as meaning

“mind” or “mind that sees God” or “man that sees God” by such authors as Philo, Origen,

191 See Grabbe, Etymology in Early Jewish Interpretation, 49-87. Inscrutably Grabbe
fails to consider the Cratylus and other philosophical sources.

192 The classic study is F. Wutz, Onomastica sacra (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1914).
193 Grabbe, Etymology in Early Jewish Interpretation, 102-9.

104 Significantly, Jerome thought he was translating Origen’s expansion of a work by
Philo.

105 R, P. C. Hanson, “Interpretations of Hebrew Names in Origen,” Vigiliae Christianae
10 (1956): 103-23.
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Eusebius, and Didymus.'%

Origen is one of the few writers who made at least an oblique
connection between etymology and the naturalist theory. In the context of discussing the
meaning of Hebrew names for God, Origen notes the Aristotelian, Stoic, and Epicurean
theories of names and specifically rejects Aristotle’s—the conventualist viewpoint—
implicitly signaling his acceptance of the naturalist theories held by the Stoics and

Epicureans.'?’

With the exception of Eusebius of Caesarea (as we will shall discuss
shortly), Christian exegetes did not connect etymological analysis with Platonist
etymologizing nor did they even acknowledge that it was rooted in a naturalist view of
names. Nonetheless their practice of etymology betrays an assumed naturalist view of
names.

Christian etymological analysis appears to be a hybrid of Greek and Jewish
practices. Jewish writers did not subject the names of God to etymological analysis: of
the 166 names etymologized by Philo, none is a name for God.'%® Other Jewish sources
are similarly characterized.'® In contrast, Origen, Eusebius, and Jerome subjected the
Hebrew names for God to etymological analysis: El, Eloi, Jesus, Sabaoth, and so forth. It
was probably the Greek habit of etymological analysis of the names for the gods—

whether on the part of Platonists or Stoics—that led Christians, at least in part, to

consider the names for God similarly. The name ‘unbegotten’ therefore seems like it

106 phijlg, Congr. 51, Fug. 208, Abr. 57, Praem. 44, and Legat. 4; Origen, Princ. 4.3.8 and
Comm. Jo. 2.189; Eusebius, Praep. ev. 11.6.32, Dem. ev. 7.2.36, and Comm. Isa. 2.45;
Didymus, Comm. Zach. 2.46 and Spir. 201. For further discussion, see Jonathan Z. Smith,
Map is Not Territory (Leiden: Brill, 1978), 37-40.

197 Cels. 1.24 and 5.45. See also Mart. 46. Aristotle rejected the notion of natural names
and defined a name as a sound whose meaning is determined by convention; see De
interpretatione 2 (16a19-29).

198 Grabbe, Etymology in Early Jewish Interpretation, 124-222.
19° Grabbe, Etymology in Early Jewish Interpretation, 90-100.
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would have been tailor-made for such analysis. But Eunomius did not subject this name
to etymological analysis, nor is there any evidence that Eunomius practiced this
methodology elsewhere. Thus he stands outside of this Christian tradition of etymological
exegesis found in his contemporaries that was heavily indebted to Origen and Philo. His
position vis-a-vis etymology indicates his distance from the tradition of naturalness that
etymological analysis assumed.

If the Platonist naturalist tradition had any influence on Eunomius, I suggest that
it was only aspects of Philo’s mediated Mesoplatonist viewpoint—though not without
substantial modification. The Philonic influence on Eunomius is best seen in his theory of
the origin of names. It is likely that Eunomius drew upon Philo’s account of God’s
naming in Genesis 1, but alters his source considerably when he ignores Philo’s position
that Moses and especially Adam played a role in namegiving because of their unique
character and knowledge. In addition, Eunomius’s identification of name and object has
precedent in Philo: “the thing itself is at once necessarily its name and in no way different
from the name given it” (cited above)—this is a very strong parallel between Philo and
Eunomius. But other facts typical of Platonist and Philonic naturalness show the gulf
between them. Etymological analysis was central for Philo, but Eunomius does not
engage in it at all. Divine simplicity has no function in Philo’s naturalist view as it did for
Eunomius. Therefore, it seems that Eunomius’s earlier theory of names owes nothing to
Philo, but that he drew upon the Alexandrian later on when he recontextualized his

original theory of names by grounding it in a theory of the divine origin of names.

Eusebius of Caesarea and Platonist indebtedness to Moses
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Like his intellectual predecessors Philo and Origen, Eusebius of Caesarea also
employed etymological analysis, probably using a handbook like them but also
displaying some originality.**® Though Eusebius is part of an etymological-exegetical
tradition that goes back at least Philo, he is unique is connecting the tradition with
Platonist etymologizing. For in Praeparatio evangelica 11.6 he offers the most extensive
Christian reflection on names by engaging the Cratylus. As mentioned above, Michel
Barnes suggested this text as the source of Eunomius’s theory of names. Since this
chapter of Eusebius has received little attention in scholarship, | will offer a detailed
analysis of it in order to evaluate this possibility.

Eusebius appears to have been familiar with the Platonist view of the Cratylus,
though his interpretation differs slightly. In this section, | show that (1) Eusebius adopts
the typical Platonist acknowledgement that convention plays a role in the naturalness of
names, in the form of a prudent namegiver; (2) he rejects the Platonic view that the
proper forms of names can be constructed through phonetic naturalness; and (3) that his
view of the nature revealed by names is much the same as that of the Cratylus. As a result
of Eusebius’s mainstream Platonist interpretation of the Cratylus, | argue that it is highly
unlikely that Eunomius has borrowed from Eusebius.

In line with typical apologetics, Eusebius broaches the subject of names as part of
a wider argument about Greek indebtedness to the Hebrews (understood as Christianity in
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nuce).” More specifically, he brings up the correctness of scriptural names to prove the

119 see Michael J. Hollerich, Eusebius of Caesarea’s Commentary on Isaiah (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1999), 71-4.

11 See G. R. Boys-Stones, Post-Hellenistic Philosophy (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2001) and Aaron P. Johnson, Ethnicity and Argument in Eusebius’ Praeparatio
Evangelica (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), especially Ch. 4.
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accurate reasoning of the author of the Hebrew scriptures, believed to be Moses.™'? He
begins by outlining the general theory of names as he understands its:

While Moses sometimes assigned the names for all things around him and

sometimes attributed to God the decision for the changing of pious men’s

names, he taught that names are given to things by nature and not by

convention.'?

All names correspond to the nature of their bearers, whether Moses or God is the ultimate
source of a name. Eusebius sees Moses as responsible for proper names in scripture like
‘Adam’ and ‘Enoch’, but attributes the changing of names, like ‘Abram’ to *‘Abraham’, to
God alone. In any event, Eusebius advocates the naturalist view of names.

Eusebius’s next aim is to demonstrate that Moses is the source for Greek ideas on
namegiving, such as those of Plato. He takes his cue from Plato himself, who spoke of
“barbarians” from whom the Greeks learned about naming. Eusebius identifies these
barbarians as the Hebrews, citing Craylus 383a, 390a, 390de, and 409de.*** All these
citations stem from dialogue between Socrates and Hermogenes and thus deal with
arguments for the naturalist view of names over against conventionalism. Two points
need emphasizing. First, Eusebius presents these four citations as nothing other than the
opinions of Plato himself, betraying much as Alcinous had done that the Platonic

dialogues contained the doctrine of Plato. In the fifth century, Proclus, perhaps

12 Praep. ev. 11.5.9.

3 Praep. ev. 11.6.1, 3-5 (GCS 43/2: 13 Mras / des Places): kai Toté uév guotkdtota

TOV O OVTH TAVIOV TAS EMTWVURLOG SLATETAYUEVOV, TOTE Ot TQ Oew TNV KPLOLV
Tfic TOV 00OV AVOPOV peTwvuulog avadevtog guoel Te AL o B€oeL T
OVOUOTO KATO TOV TOOYUATOV KeloOaL TEmaLdevkoTOoC.

Y4 Praep. ev. 11.6.2-7.



101

expressing an older Platonic opinion, maintains that in the Cratylus, Plato presented his
own views in the person of Cratylus.*®> So Eusebius appears to be in line with the
standard Platonic tradition.**®

Second, besides demonstrating Plato’s appeal to barbarians (i.e. the Hebrews),
these four citations summarize the main points of the naturalist view. Eusebius cites
Hermogenes’s report of Cratylus’s naturalist view from the third line of the dialogue:
names are not agreed upon by men but there is a “natural correctness of names”
(0p00TNTA TLva TOV OvopdTwy TTegukeval; 383a). The remainder of his citations are
taken from the early part of the dialogue that discusses names as tools of instruction
(388c-390e): the form of each name suits (tpoofikov) its bearer, regardless of the
syllables used, whether Greek or barbarian (390a); a name has to be rightly given since
things have their names by nature (gpvoetL T dOvopoTa elval Tolg mpdyuaot; 390d);
and only the man who can discern the natural names should impose them (390de).**” This
is the extent of Eusebius’s presentation of the general theory. For Eusebius the fittingness
of names and their status as keys is due to their correspondence with the nature of their
bearers and their ability to disclose that nature. He thus endorses the formal naturalness
as outlined in the Cratylus, though he does not cite the passage of the Cratylus (430a-

431e) that John Dillon claimed to be most influential.

U5 proclus, in Crat. 10.

118 Holger Strutwolf, Die Trinititstheologie und Christologie des Euseb von Caesarea
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1999), 101.

YT Praep. ev. xi.6.2-5.
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Eusebius next turns to the question of the namegiver. He explicitly identifies
Moses as both the namegiver and dialectician mentioned by Plato.™® To prove this, he
cites Genesis 2:19 (Adam’s naming of the animals), explaining that the passage shows
that when Adam gave designations to the animals, he did so in accordance with their
nature (katd @UoLv 1edelobat Tdg Tpoonyoplag). There are two points to be noted.
First, like Philo, Eusebius identifies both Adam and Moses as namegivers. But Eusebius
is not clear whether Moses is the namegiver for the scriptures and Adam for all other
names generally. Recall earlier that he even allowed that some names—specifically,
changes in names—were due to God alone. Therefore, the identity of the namegiver in
Eusebius’s account is ambiguous. Nonetheless, the central role of the namegiver is clear,
regardless of the uncertainty about his identity.

Second, Eusebius explains that each name, before it is given, is contained in and
pre-exists in the nature and that the namegiver is inspired by a superior power—
presumably, God—to give the name that the nature contains.™® In namegiving, then, the
name is as it were elicited from the nature that contains it. Namegiving is thus conceived
of as an inspired activity.*® It is here that we find an original contribution of Eusebius, at
least in light of the previous Platonist tradition. According to Plato (and Alcinous), the
dialectician and namegiver collaborate in determining the natural name for things (390c-
e).*?! As for Philo, he at least implied that the namegiving was an inspired activity when

he said that God stirred up Adam to coin names. But here it is Adam’s unparalleled

Y8 praep. ev. 11.6.8 and 11.6.41.

119 Praep. ev. 11.6.8-9.

120 Strutwolf, Die Trinitdtstheologie und Christologie, 103-4.
121 Eusebius recognizes this: Praep. ev. 11.6.41.
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intelligence that enables him to pick the correct name for each thing. In contrast,
according to Eusebius the namegiver is inspired because he has the extraordinary
capacity to discern names that already pre-exist in natures. He does not coin the name as
Philo’s Adam did, but identifies it. Nonetheless, the resultant name is the same: a thing’s
name reflects, or embodies, its inherent nature, whatever the process by which it is given.

It is clear that Eusebius has understood Plato’s theory of formal naturalness
because he shows that Hebrew names are subject to etymological analysis just as Greek
names are.'?? As was the case in the Cratylus, the “nature” revealed by this sort of
analysis is, in the most general terms, some fact about the bearer. For example, he notes
that ‘adam’ in Hebrew means “earth’, and so when this term was used as a name, it
indicated that Adam was made of earth.'?* The Hebrew names for God ‘El’ and ‘Elohim’
mean ‘strength’ and ‘power’ and so reveal God’s strength and power by which he is
conceived of as Almighty.*** Abel means ‘sorrow’ because he caused his parents much
suffering; ‘Cain’ means “jealousy’ indicating his jealousy of Abel.** The tetragrammaton
is applied to the supreme power of God.?® The name ‘I Am Who Am’ (Ex 3:14) reveals
that God is the sole absolute being.**” Hence, names do not reveal essence, that is, they
do not provide a definition of substance, but identify some distinctive property of the

bearer of the name.

122 praep. ev. 11.6.10-40.

123 praep. ev. 11.6.10-12.
124 Praep. ev. 11.6.20, contrasting Plato’s view of theoi in Crat. 397d.
125 praep. ev. 11.6.23-24.

128 praep. ev. 11.6.36.

127 Praep. ev. 11.9.1-2.
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Though Eusebius fully grasped and adroitly applied the etymological analysis of
the Cratylus, he has a muddled understanding of phonetic naturalness. His claim that the
Greeks could not state the etymologies of their letters betrays a lack of understanding of
how letters contribute to phonetic naturalness. He treats letters as words, not as sounds.
His assertion that Plato could not explain the meaning of the letters is simply inaccurate,
unless he means that Plato could not explain all of them, not the subset that he did.'?®
When Eusebius comments on the meaning of the Hebrew letters like Aleph, Beth, and
Gimel, these letters have a basic meaning like other names but are not derived through
etymology. Nonetheless, the letters themselves do not represent in sounds the properties
that correspond to nature of the bearer as is the case in phonetic naturalness. Hence
Eusebius seems to misunderstand Plato’s notion of phonetic naturalness, viewing the
Hebrew letters as meaningful in themselves, but not providing a reason for their

meaning.*?®

And so, Eusebius appears to view etymological naturalness as the single way
of expressing formal naturalness.

Though Eusebius’s use of the Cratylus demonstrates that he viewed this Platonist
dialogue much as the Platonists themselves did, his interpretation differs in its rejection—
or misunderstanding—of phonetic naturalness. Nonetheless, he fundamentally agrees
with formal naturalness of the Platonists and shows that he could engage in etymological
analysis as well as any of them.

There are two points of contact between Eusebius and the Heteroousians (besides

the superficial link between them due to a shared naturalist view) that merit

consideration. First, Eusebius claimed that each name, before it is given, is contained in

128 Praep. ev. 11.6.33-34.
129 praep. ev. 11.6.34-36.
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and pre-exists in the nature. This is reminiscent of what I called Aetius’s notion of God’s
intrinsic name, which has parallels in Eunomius. But for Eusebius this is a general feature
of the naturalness of names, whereas for the Heteroousians it is a special feature of God’s
name. Hence it seems unlikely that the Heteroousians have adopted this idea from
Eusebius. Second, Eusebius averred that the namegiver is inspired by a superior power to
give the name that the nature contains. This too bears a slight resemblance to Eunomius’s
theory of the divine origin of names. But Eunomius’s theory excluded humans from all
namegiving; God did not delegate naming to humans in any way. Therefore, it does not
seem as if Eunomius has followed Eusebius in viewing naming as an inspired activity.
All in all, these reasons, coupled with Eusebius’s emphasis on formal naturalness and
etymological analysis, makes it unlikely that Eusebius has influenced Eunomius in any
significant way in the development of either his initial theory of names or his later theory

of the origin of names.

Conclusion

The naturalist view of names set out in the Cratylus and adopted by subsequent
Mesoplatonist and Neoplatonist interpreters of the dialogue such as Alcinous and Proclus
is characterized by two main features: (1) formal naturalness, and (2) etymological
analysis. In the Heteroousians, we find no trace of either. This fact alone indicates the
unlikelihood of the Heteroousians being influenced by a Platonist naturalist view of any
form in their initial theory of names. Such is the case for Philo and Eusebius as well.
Even though the possibility that either was a source for the Heteroousians is attractive,

given their stature in the fourth century, their emphasis on formal naturalness and
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etymological analysis in their understanding of the naturalness of names indicates that the
Heteroousians could not have drawn upon them in their initial theory of names.
Furthermore, in the theories of names in all of these figures, there is no trace of
grounding a naturalist theory of names in divine simplicity and of the synonymy of all
names said of simple beings. These, as | have argued, are the central elements of the
Heteroousian theory of names. And so, the differences between the Heteroousian and
Platonist theories of names are so great that positing any sort of influence of the latter
upon the former seems untenable.

But the same situation does not obtain with regard to theories of the origin of
names. Positing one or more namegivers as the guarantor of names having a natural
correspondence to the things that bear them is a feature of both Platonist and
Heteroousian theories. Nonetheless, Daniélou’s well-known claims for Neoplatonist
influence upon the Heteroousian theory of the divine origin of names fails to convince
upon further scrutiny. I have shown how his historical reconstruction of the links by
which both Eunomius and Proclus shared a common source—the disciples of
lamblichus—is at best based upon circumstantial evidence. The doctrinal connections he
identified between Eunomius and Proclus evaporate once one realizes the Proclus did not
attribute names to God exclusively. | have discussed how positing a divine origin for
names was suggested in the Cratylus itself and remained latent in the Platonist tradition,
becoming explicit—but not exclusive—in such authors as Philo, Origen, and lamblichus.

It is somewhat surprising that Philo had not been proposed as a source for the
Heteroousians. While | have already stated that the Heteroousians did not draw upon

Philo in their initial theory of names, I think it quite likely that Eunomius borrowed from
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Philo when recontextualizing his earlier theory of names within a theory of the origin of
names. In his interpretation of the cosmogony of Genesis, Philo identified God as one of
the namegivers, along with Adam and Moses. | discussed how Eunomius not only argued
that God was the sole namegiver based upon the same scriptural passage but also seems
to have justified his divergences from Philo’s theory. The possibility of Eunomius’s use
of Philo has an immediate plausibility because of the Alexandrian thinker’s popularity
among fourth-century Christian theologians, and does not require the speculative
historical reconstruction that supported Daniélou’s source-claims for Eunomius’s theory
of the divine origin of names. When this is coupled with the strong resemblances between
Philo and Eunomius, discussed above, in terms of both scriptural argument and doctrine,
one must reject Daniélou’s thesis of Neoplatonist influence upon Eunomius and accept
that Eunomius availed himself of a source that many of his contemporaries used as well.
And so, Eunomius emerges from this analysis, not as a Neoplatonist in Christian dress,
but as one of several fourth-century theologians borrowing from Philo Judaeus.

This chapter began with a survey of the quest for the philosophical sources of
Eunomius’s theory of names. Gregory of Nyssa stands at the head of this list of inquirers.
But even before Gregory, Basil had accused Eunomius of borrowing from pagan
philosophers, though not specifically with respect to his theory of names.*® In the
rhetoric of fourth-century polemics, divergence from what was considered orthodoxy was
ascribed either to a “Jewish” understanding of scripture or to the use of “external”—that

is, Greek or philosophical—sources, whereas the doctrine of those deemed orthodox was

130 Fun. 1.5 and 1.9.
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nothing other than a mere restatement of scriptural teaching based on the interpretation of
the orthodox fathers.*** The situation was of course far more complex.

Yet too often source-claims have been made, even in modern scholarship, in order
to prove either the unassailable orthodoxy of one writer or the undeniable heresy of
another. Scholars influenced by the Harnackian opposition of Christianity and Hellenism
are particularly susceptible to using source-claims in this manner, though rarely in such
an intentional manner. Aetius and Eunomius have been particularly susceptible to such
interpretations of their theology. Based on source-claims of Neoplatonist metaphysics, a
methodology of Aristotelian dialectic, and suchlike, scholars have depicted them as
philosophical rationalists, logicians, “technologues,” and so forth, rather than as Christian
theologians.*®* If one were to believe these portrayals, it is hard to account for many
successes of Aetius and Eunomius and their appeal to their Christian followers.

Not only do I believe that such characterizations are unfair, being reprises of
ancient polemics, but as caricatures they are also impediments to an accurate
understanding of the theological project of the Heteroousians. Maurice Wiles once
balked against such derogatory representations and tried to sketch out their deeply-felt

133

religious and soteriological concerns.”** My denials of Platonist source-claims for the

131 A good example of this is Basil’s Hom. 24. Here he depicts Sabellians as Jews and
Heteroousians as pagan Greeks. Basil is one of the first theologians to appeal to patristic
authorities to validate his claims; see the florilegium appended to his Spir.

32 Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 630-6, provides a nice survey,
though without being immune from polemical characterizations.

133 Maurice Wiles, “Eunomius: Hair-Splitting Dialectician or Defender of the
Accessibility of Salvation,” in Rowan Williams, ed., The Making of Orthodoxy: Essays in
Honour of Henry Chadwick (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 157-72. He
concludes by saying: “...the line between orthodoxy and heresy is not the line between a
soteriological and a rationalist concern, between a religious and a philosophical spirit.
Rather, it is a line which separates two understandings of faith, both of which were
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Heteroousians theory of names and in particular of Daniélou’s source-claim for their
theory of the origin of names are made in the same vein. In the next chapter | continue
this questioning of the commonplace portrayals of the Heteroousians by arguing that their
theory of names in its initial formulation is best viewed as a response made to pressing

fourth-century theological issues by drawing upon proximate Christian sources.

equally concerned to offer a reasoned faith as a way of salvation” (p. 169). An earlier
article by Thomas Kopecek explored Heteroousian religion, though without the express
intention of correcting distorted characterizations of Aetius or Eunomius; see “Neo-Arian
Religion: The Evidence of the Apostolic Constitutions” in Robert C. Gregg, ed.,
Arianism: Historical and Theological Reassessments (Cambridge: The Philadelphia
Patristic Society, 1985), 153-79.
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Chapter Three

The Heteroousian Theory of Names in its Christian Context

In the previous chapter I argued that the Heteroousians’ theory of names had only
superficial parallels with both Platonist theories and the Platonist-inspired theories of
Philo and Eusebius, making it highly unlikely that any of them had a determinative
influence upon the Heteroousian theory in its initial formulation. To counterbalance that
denial, in this chapter I offer a positive account of their sources. I argue that the
development of Heteroousians’ initial theory of names is best explained by situating it
within its proximate Christian context.

In Chapter One I suggested that Heteroousian reflections on names began with
trying to make sense of one of the traditional names for God, ‘unbegotten’, and described
how this term was central to their initial theory of names. Accordingly, I here
contextualize the Heteroousian emphasis upon this name within preceding Christian
usage, arguing that the Heteroousians were deeply embedded within this tradition. In
particular, I focus upon the early fourth-century debate over ‘unbegotten’ in order to
show that the Heteroousians were theological heirs of the Eusebian participants in this
debate and that they were trying to make sense of the term in the light of it, while at the
same time addressing the pressing theological issues of the 350s.

But previous Eusebian reflection on ‘unbegotten’ cannot on its own account for
Eunomius’s initial theory of names in all its features. For the doctrine of divine simplicity
played no role in Eusebian accounts of ‘unbegotten’. But this doctrine does play a central

role in one of Athanasius’s critiques of how his “Arian” opponents understood the
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application of names to God. He argued against them all the names by which God is
called must refer to God’s substance because of divine simplicity. Therefore I will argue
that the centrality of the doctrine of divine simplicity in Eunomius’s theory of names
represents not only a borrowing from Athanasius but also a clever deployment of the

Alexandrian bishop’s own argument against him.

I. The Christian tradition on ‘unbegotten’ as a name for God

The Heteroousians maintained that the name dy¢vvntog was uniquely revelatory
of the divine substance. This emphasis owes a great deal to previous Christian use of both
this term and another term, dryévntog. While dry€vvntog is the privative passive adjective
based on yevvaw, “I beget, give birth,” dyévntog is the privative passive adjective
derived from ytyvouat, “I come into being, am generated.” Though etymologically
distinct, in both philosophical and Christian literature these two words were often
regarded as synonymous.' Ayév(v)ntog was used to describe that which exists eternally,
that which was never created or made, that which always is and lacks a beginning or a
coming to be, and was never subject to an act of generation or begetting. Often they also
implied that which is without an end and so incorruptible and indestructible.

From the second century onward, Christians applied dyév(v)ntog to God. It was
only after ca. 350 that two senses of term began to be distinguished in theological

contexts, though much of the same connotations were retained in each sense as when the

'R, P. C. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God: The Arian Controversy
318-381 AD (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1988), 202—6, has a nice survey of the literature
on Ay£v(v)Tog. But I find his assessment that ancient writers “confused” the two terms
anachronistic. Note that what is said in the following paragraphs about dy€v(v)Tog
equally applies mutatis mutandis to the related positive terms, yev(v)nTog and

YEV(VINOLE.
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two terms were used synonymously. Generally speaking, the two senses corresponded to
denials of distinct kinds of contingency. One sense of dy€v(V)NTog was “not created” or
“not made,” meaning that that which was dy£v(v)ntog occupied one side of a
fundamental ontological divide between itself and created, contingent beings. The other
sense of Ay€v(V)NTog that came to be recognized was “not begotten” or “not born,”
implying that that which was dy€v(v)nTog was not subject to begetting (viewed as
somehow analogous to the act or process by which animals, including humans, give birth,
wherein one being is derived internally from another).2 In time dryEVVNTOC came to be
used for the latter sense, and dyévntog for the former. There is some hint of this
distinction in some early fourth-century texts, but on the whole the two terms are
synonymous.> Even in those authors who came to recognize these semantic and
terminological distinctions, they were not always observed, indicating that fluidity
between the two senses and terms still obtained.*

I have outlined the evolution of the meaning of dyev(v)NTog because it is crucial
for understanding the following discussion. Even though the Heteroousians themselves
normally used the term dyévvntog, there is continuity between their usage and previous
Christian usage of dryévntoc. In fact, the usage of Aetius and Eunomius—and of Basil
too—represents one of the earliest stages of the distinction between the two terms. Both

dyévvnrtog and Gyévntog are often translated as “ingenerate” or “unoriginate.” I have no

? Athanasius, Syn. 46, is one of the earliest passages to recognize two distinct senses of
ayev(v)ntog.

3 Leonard Prestige, “dyév[v]toc and yev[v]etdc, and Kindred Words, in Eusebius and
the Early Arians,” Journal of Theological Studies 24 (1923): 486-96.

* Leonard Prestige, “dy¢v[v]tog and Cognate Words in Athanasius,” Journal of
Theological Studies 34 (1933): 258-65.
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qualms with these translations, as each covers the meanings of the two terms from their
earlier synonymous through their later distinctive usage, in addition to underscoring the
continuity between them. For texts prior to the fourth century, I translate both dyévvntog
and dyevntog as “ingenerate,” as the former had not yet acquired its exclusive
connection with begetting that it later would. Nonetheless, using a common translation of
the two terms for fourth-century texts runs the risk of obscuring nuances in thought and
incipient stages of their distinction. For this reason, I translate dyévvntog as
“unbegotten” and AyEvNTOG as “ingenerate” when they appear in fourth-century texts.
And so, when reading such texts, the affinity that the two words have in Greek should be

kept in mind, even though these English translations may conceal it.

Second-century Apologists

Thomas Kopecek has supplied a survey of the philosophical and Christian uses of
dyév(vntog through the third century C.E.” Christians appear to have adopted it from
Platonists. As the disputants of the fourth century knew well, and as Athanasius liked to
point out,’ the term is not found in scripture. Nonetheless, by the second century
Christian Apologists began to apply this non-scriptural term to God and it soon became
normative in Christian theology.

Among Christians, the practice was to reserve the term for the Father alone. One

cannot really speak of a minor Christian trend, as Kopecek does, that called both Father

> Thomas A. Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism (Cambridge: The Philadelphia Patristic
Foundation, Ltd., 1979), 242—66.

6 Athanasius, Or. 1.30.3-4; 1.34.2; Decr. 28.2-3; 31.2; Syn. 46.2.
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and Son ‘ingenerate’.” Athanasius himself suggested that there was such a trend by citing
a passage from the Ignatius of Antioch’s Letter to the Ephesians,® which reads:

There is one physician,

fleshly and spiritual,

generate and ingenerate,’

God come in the flesh,

true life in death,

both from Mary and from God,

first passible and then impassible,

Jesus Christ our Lord. "
I have translated this passage poetically because it underscores the fact that interpreting it
as an endorsement of using ‘ingenerate’ for the Son in its technical sense misses the point
of its paradoxical rhetoric about the incarnation.'' Here ‘ingenerate’ and ‘generate’ mean
that Jesus is both divine and human.'? Kopecek cites only two other passages which call
the Son ‘ingenerate’, both from Origen’s Contra Celsum. But these passages hardly
constitute a minor trend even in Origen, since the overwhelming majority of other
Origenian texts reserve the name ‘ingenerate’ for the Father alone. The extremely sparse
evidence for calling the Son ‘ingenerate’ does not merit labeling it a “trend.”

The earliest extant Christian instance of calling God ‘ingenerate’ may be a

passage in the Apologia of Aristides of Athens, which has been to dated to ca. 124-125

7 Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 259-65.
8 Syn. 47.

? Gk. yevvntog kal dyévvntoc.

'"Eph. 7.2 (LCL 24: 226 Ehrman).

""'William Schoedel, Ignatius of Antioch (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985), 61, notes
that this passage is not a hymn but a “rhetorical expansion of semi-creedal paradoxes ...
seeking to emphasize the true human [and historical] reality of the divine Christ in
opposition to docetism.”

12 See John Behr, The Way to Nicaea (Crestwood: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2004),
90-1. Kopecek himself realizes that the passage is concerned with the incarnation but this
does not dissuade him from seeing Ignatius as the prime example of the minor trend.
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and as such is the earliest preserved Christian apology. We cannot be certain of this,
however, since the original Greek text is no longer extant. The Syriac version is probably
our best witness to the original Greek text,'’ and the relevant passage reads: “Now I say
that God is unbegotten (~1.\. ~\), uncreated, a constant nature that is beginningless and
endless, immortal, perfect, and incomprehensible.”14 In contrast, the extant Greek
version, which bears the marks of being modified version of the original, lacks
‘unbegotten’. For the same passage it reads: “So then, I call God him who establishes and
maintains all things, is beginningless and eternal, immortal and self-sufficient...”"
Despite the claims made for the Syriac version’s status as the best witness to the original
text, at least with regard to this line it seems that the extant Greek more likely represents
the original. The Syriac version appears to make a distinction between ‘unbegotten’ ( =\
~ul.) and ‘uncreated’ (<1.,an <\ = “not made”) that corresponds to the much later
distinction between dyévvntog and dyévntog. Furthermore, the words “unbegotten,
uncreated” seem to be a gloss upon, or at least an addition to, the descriptions that are
common to both versions: beginningless, eternal/endless, immortal, perfect/self-
sufficient.

We are on more certain ground when we come to Justin Martyr (wrote ca. 150-

160), who is therefore our earliest example of applying ‘ingenerate’ to God or the

' Bernard Pouderon and Marie-Joseph Pierre, Aristides: Apologie, SChr 470 (Paris: Cerf,
2003), 144-50.

'* Apol. 1.2 Syr. (SChr 470: 184 Pouderon / Pierre): =\ ,modud <ol o1 A i
~\o sy haen &\ plar @\io iar K\l ML L <o ¢\ el
i,

15 Apol. 1.2 Gr. (SChr 470: 256 Pouderon / Pierre): a0TtOV 00V Aéym eivat Bedv TOV
OVOTNOGUEVOV TO TTAVTA kol dtakpoatodvia, dvapyov kal atdiov, dbdvotov kol
ATPO0OER.



116

Father.'® Most often Justin used ‘ingenerate’ (Gy€vvNTOG) in conjunction with
‘incorruptible’ (6@O0pT0C) and ‘immortal’ (40dvatoc). Hence Justin is concerned to
deny of God not only a beginning but also an end. He argues that God alone is ingenerate
and incorruptible and adds “for this reason he is God.”'” In making sense of this odd
inference, Andrew Radde-Gallwitz argues that for Justin, while ‘ingenerate’,
‘incorruptible’, and ‘immortal’ may fall short of definitions of what God is, they function
as tags for a delineation or nominal definition, that is, an account of a thing that enables
one to identify one thing among others without stating the thing’s definition (which
would supply the thing’s essence). Hence when we say ‘God’, we mean that which is
ingenerate, incorruptible, and immortal. Indeed, Justin’s delineation of the concept of
God in a Platonizing fashion reflects this idea: “That which always remains the same and
in the same state and is the cause of the existence of all other things, this is God.”'®
Therefore, ‘ingenerate’, ‘incorruptible’, and ‘immortal’ are the terms that specify the state
of affairs outlined in this delineation. And so, for Justin, ‘ingenerate’ gains its full
significance only when used in connection with these other terms.

Theophilus of Antioch (writing ca. 180) has a similar logic for connecting

‘ingenerate’ with other terms. He maintains that God ““is beginningless because he is

1 Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 249-53; Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, “‘Seek and
You Shall Find’: Divine Simplicity and the Knowledge of God in Basil of Caesarea and
Gregory of Nyssa” (Ph.D. diss., Emory University, 2007), 82—7.

' Dial. 5.4 (97-8 Goodspeed): udvog yap dyévvnrog kal dgpdaptog 6 Bedg kal dud
10010 0€0¢ €0TL.
'8 Dial. 3.5 (94 Goodspeed): TO kaTd Td 00T kKal GooVTWS del Exov kal Tod elvat

naoL 10lg dAloLg aitov, todto &1 oty 6 0g0g. See Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and
You Shall Find,” 86 n. 9 for Platonist parallels.
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ingenerate (Ay€vnTog); he is immutable because he is immortal” (emphasis mine). Pt is
not clear why Theophilus draws these inferences. Nor is he consistent in making them.
For elsewhere Theophilus considers immutability as a consequence of ingeneracy, not
immortality:

Plato and those of his school acknowledge that God is ingenerate and

Father and Maker of the universe; but then again, they suppose that matter

as well as God is ingenerate, and claim that it is coeval with God. But if

God is ingenerate and matter is ingenerate, then, according to the

Platonists, God is no longer Maker of the universe, nor do they

demonstrate the monarchy of God. And moreover, just as God, since he is

ingenerate, is also immutable; so too if matter were ingenerate, it would

also be immutable and equal to God. For that which is generate is alterable

and mutable, but that which is ingenerate is unalterable and immutable.*
Hence Theophilus says that God is immutable both because he is ingenerate and because
he is immortal. This shows the strong connection in his mind between ‘ingenerate’ and
‘immortal’: these are logically prior to other terms. In this, he is similar to Justin, in that

both describe God as the one who has neither a beginning of existence (ingenerate) nor

' Auto. 1.4 (6 Grant): "Avapyog 8¢ €otwy, 11 ayévntog oty avarioimtog 8¢,
KOBOTL ABAVATOG £GTLV.

2 Auto. 2.4, 8-16 (26 Grant) I[MAGTOV 3¢ Kol ol tng octpecewg o0T0D B0V pEV
ouokoyoucsw ocysvmov Kol now:epoc Kol TCOLT]‘CT]V TOV GAV elval eltol VTTOTIOEVTOL
0e0V Kol VANV AyEvnTov Kol TadTNY QOGLY CVUVNKHAKEVOL TA Be®. 1 8¢ B0
ayévntog kol VAN ayEvntog, oVK €Tt O B0G TOINTNG TOV OA®MV €0TLV KT TOVG
IMA0T®VIKOVG, 0VOE UMV Hovopyio 60D delkvuTal, OGOV TO KOT oDTOVG. £TL € Kol
@omep 0 Be6G, AYEVNTOG DV, KOl AVAAAOI®MTOG E€0TLY, 0VTMOGC, €l Kol 1| VAN &yévntog
NV, Kol GVOAAOL®TOG KOl 16O0E0G TV TO YOP YEVNTOV TPETTOV Kol GAALOL®TOV, TO O
AYEVNTOV GITPETTOV KOl AVOAAOIMTOV.



118

an end to it (immortal, incorruptible). Theophilus’s terms ‘ingenerate’ and ‘immortal’
would surely also specify the state of affairs in Justin’s delineation of the concept of God.

Theophilus, however, makes a further move. If God is unbegotten and immortal,
then God must be immutable and inalterable. Without a beginning and without an end,
God never changes. Therefore, these names (‘immutable’ and ‘inalterable’), together with
‘unbegotten’ and ‘immortal’, also have a delineative character. When taken together, the
four uniquely identify God. Nonetheless, in spite of this, there remains some sense in
which ‘ingenerate’ and ‘immortal’ are logically prior. These terms suffice for identifying
God, even if other terms can be inferred from them. Though Theophilus does call God
the ‘immortal’ once without additional terms, he would not have thought that it alone
could name God since he believed that other things were immortal, such as the soul and
the resurrected flesh of saved human beings.?' Even still, Theophilus never concludes
that ‘ingenerate’ alone suffices as a description of God. As was the case with Justin, it
finds its full significance when used with other terms.

It is worth emphasizing that in this period ‘ingenerate’ was most often used in
conjunction with other terms. For instance, a number of statements of Athenagoras writes
(ca. 176-180) reflect such usage: “The divine is ingenerate and invisible;” “God is
ingenerate, impassible, and indivisible, and so is not composed of parts;” and “the
222

ingenerate, eternal, invisible, impassible, incomprehensible, uncircumscribed...is one.

Athenagoras does not link ‘ingenerate’ with ‘immortal” as Justin and Theophilus, but still

2 See Auto. 1.7 and 2.19.

22 Athenagoras, Leg. 4.1 (8 Schoedel): 1o pév yop Oetov ayévntov elvan kol aidov;
Leg. 8.3 (16 Schoedel): 6 8¢ Be0g dryeEvnTog Kol ATOONG KOl ASLALPETOS OVK BLpOL
ovveosTmg €k pep®dv; Leg. 10.1 (20 Schoedel): Evar 1OV dyévnrov xai &idiov Kol
adpatov Kol Aradn Kol AKaTeANTToV Kol aywpnrov. For a discussion of
Athenagoras on ‘ingenerate’, see Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 253-7.
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sees it as one term among many that contribute to a nominal definition of God. Clement
of Alexandria (writing ca. 200) exhibits a similar usage, linking ‘ingenerate’ and
‘incorruptible’.* And so, ‘ingenerate’ was one of handful of terms applied to God in the
early Christian centuries that was deemed useful for delineating the concept of him.

The use of such alpha-privatives by these second-century Apologists locates them
squarely (but not exclusively) within the burgeoning tradition of negative theology.>* The
emphasis placed on the transcendence of God in the Apologists has its roots in both
Mesoplatonism and Hellenistic Judaism. A central feature of this approach is the
namelessness of God, who is so far beyond human language and categories that he is
unnamable. Raoul Mortley reports that “the view that available names actually refer to
deeds, functions, or powers, rather than to God himself, is a commonplace in the Platonist

»2> The same view characterizes the negative theology of Hellenistic Judaism.

writings.
After examining Philo’s writings, David Runia concludes that “Philo is claiming that
every time we speak of God by means of his names, we are not speaking of Him as He
really is, but invariably in terms of His relationality, via the powers, toward that which is

5926

other than Him.””” Hence the recognition that the terms applied to God, whether positive

or negative, cannot not describe “God himself” or God “as He really is” betrays an

3 Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 257-9.

**D. W. Palmer, “Atheism, Apologetic and Negative Theology in the Greek Apologists
of the Second Century,” Vigiliae Christianae 37 (1983): 234-59; and Raoul Mortley,
From Word to Silence (Bonn: Hanstein, 1986), 2.33—44.

2% Mortley, From Word to Silence, 2.34-5.

?® David T. Runia, “Naming and Knowing: Themes in Philonic Theology with Special
Reference to the De mutatione nominum,” in van den Broek, Baarda, and Mansfeld,
Knowledge of God in the Greco-Roman World, 69-91 at 80.
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assumption that they do not grant knowledge of the essence of God, who is
incomprehensible and ineffable.

The second-century Apologists are fully aligned with this tradition of negative
theology. Aristides writes: God “does not have a name. For everything that has a name is
part of creation.””” Names are associated with created beings because being named
requires a prior namegiver; since God has no prior, he has no name. Justin sums this
attitude: “A name is not given to the Father of all because he is ingenerate. For the giver
of the name is older than the one to whom the name is assigned. So ‘Father’ and ‘God’
and ‘Creator’ and ‘Lord’ and ‘Master’ are not names, but designations derived from his

good deeds and words.”*®

The divine unnamability is a function of the divine ingeneracy,
and the terms that are predicated of God are mere designations for his activities. Similar
sentiments are found in Theophilus and Clement.”’ Hence for the Apologists negative
terms like ‘ingenerate’, especially when used in connection with similar terms,
emphasized the transcendence of God and the incomprehensibility of his essence.

Positive, scriptural names like ‘Father’ indicate that which is other than God himself.

Theophilus even goes so far as to claim that God is called ‘Father’ “because he is prior to

27 Apol. 2.1 Syr. (SChr 470: 1846 Pouderon / Pierre): s . a o ) e

hioy ,made dua =me o\ dua. The namelessness of God has gnostic and
other Christian parallels; see Roelof van den Broek, “Eugnostus and Aristides on the
Ineffable God,” in idem, T. Baarda and J. Mansfeld, eds., Knowledge of God in the
Greco-Roman World (Leiden: Brill, 1988), 202-218.

2% Apol. 2.6.1-2 (82 Goodspeed): “Ovopo 8¢ 1@ Thvtmv Tortpl OeTOV, AyEVVATO SVTL,
00K £0TIV: @ YOp OV Kol EVopud TL Tpocayopedntat, tpecPitepov €xel TOV BEpEVOV
10 GVOpQ. TO Og maTNP Kol BE0g KOl KTIOTNG Kol KOPLog Kol deGTHTNG 0VK
OVOLATA €0TLY, AAL €K TOV EVTOLIOV KOl TAOV £PYOV TPOCPNCELS.

%% Theophilus, Auto. 1.3-4; Clement, Strom. 5.82-83. On Clement’s negative theology
more generally, see Mortley, From Word to Silence, 2.36-44.
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3 Hence he makes ‘Father’ to be nothing more than a synonym for

everything.
‘ingenerate.’

Therefore, the prominence of dyév(v)NTog as a name for God in Christian
theology stems from the second century. At best, it is a tag used along with others for a
delineation that allows one to describe God without defining his essence. It is agreed that
there is no name for God that could give knowledge of God as he is in himself and as
such disclose his essential being. The names used for God—not really names, but
designations—communicate either what he is not (as ‘ingenerate’ and ‘immortal’) or
what is other than God himself like powers, deeds, and relations (as ‘Father’ and
‘Creator’).

The Heteroousians are heirs of this second-century tradition, but not in the way
that Kopecek thought.®’ Kopecek’s reconstruction of Aetius’s logic imputes to him a
gross misunderstanding of how dyev(v)ntog functioned within the nascent negative
theology of the Apologists. As stated above, the Apologists recognized the designations
used for God fell into two broad categories: (1) negative terms which communicated

what God was not, and (2) positive terms which communicated something other than God

himself. Kopecek would have Aetius affirm the existence of the kind of name that the

3% Theophilus, Auto. 1.4 (6 Grant): Totip 8¢ St 1O lvo odTOV TP TAY SAOV.

3! A History of Neo-Arianism, 270-3. After reviewing the “Christian Middle Platonic
position [on theological language] present Justin and Clement,” Kopecek concludes:
“Aetius’ version of this position, while it surely did not represent the intention of the
Apologists’ argument (theirs were designed to protect the claim of God’s ineffability),
was in harmony with the actual interpretation of the letter, not the spirit, of second and
third century Christian Middle Platonism. The Neo-Arian probably noticed that ...
Christian Middle Platonists employed the term ungenerated of God but did not include
the term among the designations of God which referred to his deeds or his power. Aetius
concluded that ungenerated does not refer to God’s attributes or his relations with other
things ... but to his essence. It is God’s ‘name’” (p. 272).
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Apologists denied. His belief that dyév(v)ntog did in fact reveal God’s essence
demonstrates his distance from the Apologist’s theory of names.*

Aetius’s belief that the dyév(v)ntog disclosed the essence of God needs to be
explained in a different way. Both he and Eunomius are heirs of the apologetic tradition
only insofar as they give a similar prominence to the term ‘ingenerate’. The use of this
term in Christian theology was quite traditional by their day. But of course they are not
the only heirs of the Apologists. In the approximately 150 to 200 years that separate the
Heteroousians from the Apologists, there are many other theologians who inherited the

same tradition, and it is their appropriations of it that contributed to the specific role that

dyev(v)ntog played in Heteroousian theology.

Dionysius of Alexandria
Dionysius of Alexandria (bishop 247/8 — 264/5) marks a departure from this
earlier Christian usage. In contrast, he uses ‘ingenerate’ in isolation from other terms
such a ‘incorruptible’ and ‘immortal’. Like Theophilus, his comments on ‘ingenerate’ are
made in the course of proving that matter is not ingenerate like God, though his argument
is made in an anti-Sabellian context. Dionysius writes: “For if God is the ingenerate-itself
and ingeneracy is, as one might say, his essence, then matter would not be ingenerate.”*

Andrew Radde-Gallwitz has analyzed this sentence and concludes that Dionysius sees

‘ingenerate’ as a definition of the divine essence, or more precisely, Dionysius equates

32 But this is not to say that negative theology had no impact upon Aetius (or Eunomius);
see Mortley, From Word to Silence, 2.128-59.

33 Apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 7.19.3 (GCS 43/1: 401, 12-13 Mras / des Places): €l uév
YA avTOYEVNTOV 0TIy O Oe0C kol ovola €0ty avToD, g v elmol Tig, M
dyevnoto, ovk dv dyévntov £l 1) VA.
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the definition of ‘ingenerate’ with the definition of ‘God’.** Furthermore, this definition
is motivated by the polemical context, as he is excluding the Son in his definition of God
in order to eliminate the possibility of the Sabellian God who is both Father and Son. As
Radde-Gallwitz says: “In Dionysius, we see the strongest identification of ingeneracy
with divinity before Aetius and Eunomius.”*’

The parallels between the Heteroousians and Dionysius of Alexandria are so
striking that it has raised the question whether Aetius and Eunomius knew and used the
Alexandrian bishop’s work. There is some evidence for this. At the beginning of his De
sententia Dionysii (ca. 353-356) Athanasius informs us that his “Arian” opponents were
appealing to Dionysius as a precedent for their views. It is not clear who these “Arians”
were. Athanasius himself had also appealed to Dionysius as a precedent for the
terminology of the Nicene Creed in the De decretis (ca. 351-353).%° So it seems as if
there was a battle in the 350s over who had the right to claim Dionysius as their
theological forebear.’” Athanasius of course had a vested interest in Dionysius because he
was his predecessor in the Alexandrian see; if Dionysius were viewed as heterodox in any
way, it would surely tarnish the reputation of the Alexandrian church.

So who were Athanasius’s rivals? Thomas Kopecek has suggested that it was

Aetius and his students who objected to Athanasius’s interpretation of Dionysius in the

3* Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 87-93.
35 Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 92.
36 Decr. 25.

37 The battle over Dionysius in the early 350s may have been a rekindling of a debate that
began in the early stages of the Trinitarian controversy. Athanasius of Anazarbus is said
to have appealed to Dionysius in the early 320s to prove that the Father existed before the
begetting of the Son; see Dok. 12.2.
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De decretis, prompting him to write De sententia Dionysii.*® Even if one does not accept
Kopecek’s thesis that Aetius developed Heteroousian theology in reaction to
Athanasius’s Homoousian theology in the De decretis,*” the similar emphasis on
‘ingenerate’ in Dionysius and ‘unbegotten’ in Aetius makes it plausible that the latter at
least appealed to former as an authority.

There is further evidence for Heteroousian appeal to Dionysius. Writing in the
mid-360s Basil of Caesarea reported that he viewed Dionysius as the originator of “that
impiety currently noised about, I mean that of the ‘unlike’,” meaning Heteroousian
doctrine.*” But this must have been a recent discovery of his, since in the slightly earlier
Contra Eunomium Basil had pointed to Aetius as the first one to teach that doctrine.*!
Hence in the mid-360s Basil either learned that the Heteroousians claimed Dionysius as
one of their patristic authorities or realized that Dionysius had anticipated Heteroousian
thought. Basil simply notes the resemblance of their ideas without making precise source-
claims. In any event, while Athanasius claimed Dionysius for Nicene orthodoxy without
qualification, Basil is more critical. He admits that Dionysius’s anti-Sabellian zeal had
led him into error, and adds that Dionysius contradicts himself at times and even

denigrates the divinity of the Holy Spirit.** Accordingly, the Alexandrian bishop needs to

be read carefully and selectively. Basil’s view of Dionysius could be more nuanced than

¥ Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 122.
3% On this thesis, see Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 114-32.
0 Basil, Ep. 9.2, 5-6 (1.38 Courtonne).

1 Basil, Eun. 1.1, 26-29 (SChr 299: 144 Sesboiié): “As far as I can tell, the first one who
dared to declare openly and teach that the only-begotten Son was unlike the God and

Father in substance was Aetius the Syrian.” On dating Eun. before Ep. 9, see Hildebrand
210-22.

*2 Basil, Ep. 9.2.
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Athanasius’s because there was nothing at stake for the Caesarean church if Dionysius’s
reputation for unstinting orthodoxy was questioned.

The resemblance of ideas between Dionysius and the Heteroousians cannot be
denied. Nonetheless, while Basil perceived a connection between the two, there is scant
evidence for the Heteroousians actually using Dionysius as a source or appealing to him
as an authority in making their claim that unbegottenness is the divine essence. It is of
course not impossible that the Heteroousians did draw upon Dionysius. As Kopecek
pointed out, the “Arians” against whom Athanasius defended Dionysius could very well
have been Aetius and his allies. But even if one grants that the Heteroousians did make
use of Dionysius, such a source-claim fails to explain the Heteroousian emphases upon
explaining how names operate when said of God and the role of divine simplicity in their
theory of names. These must derive from more the proximate concerns of fourth-century
theologians. Therefore, if the Heteroousians did appeal to Dionysius, I would guess that it
was calculated more as rhetorical framing of how their theology had ancient approbation
than as a statement of their true doctrinal inspiration. Still, the resemblances between
Dionysius and the Heteroousians are striking, and it would have been shrewd of the

Heteroousians to exploit the connection when they defended their views.

Early fourth-century Eusebians

We turn now to the fourth century. Most early fourth-century theologians
assumed without much comment that God was unbegotten. While the name ‘Father’ is
commonly used, dyev(v)ntog was frequently used together with it, seen as equally valid.

For example, Theognis of Nicaea, probably writing slightly before 325, called the Father
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‘ingenerate’, saying that “we know from the holy scriptures that the Father alone is

ingenerate.”*’

Theognis must mean that the ingeneracy of the Father can be deduced
from scripture since the designation ‘ingenerate’ is of course never used of God in
scripture. But his was a widespread assumption. For example, Asterius mostly called God
‘Father’, but could also use dy¢v(v)ntoc, the two forms of which were synonymous for
him.**

Eusebius of Caesarea used dyév(v)nrog throughout his long career to describe

God,”® the divinity (Bedtng),* the beginning (GoyM),*’ the divine nature (quoic),* the

divine substance (ovota),* the divine light,” the divine life,”" the divine power

 Dok. 13.1 (AW I1I/1: 89, 3-5 Brennecke et al.): solum autem patrem scientes ingenitum
de sanctis scripturis.

*E.g. Fr. 12 (&yévvntoc) and 27 (&yévntoc). In the fragments the spelling varies
between dyévvntog and dyévnTog, and in most cases, where the editor has chosen one
spelling, there is ample mss. support for the other. If Asterius’s use of the two spellings is
not merely the result inconsistency on the part of those who cited him and the copyists
thereof, they mean the same for Asterius. This is clearly seen when he claims that there
are not two dryeévnto (Fr. 3 and 72) but also rhetorically asks whether “10 dyevvntov is
one or two?” (Fr. 44).

5 With dyévnrog: Praep. ev. 4.5.4; Dem. ev. 4.10.16, 5.5.10, 5.12.2; Ecl. 34, 17; 214, 14
Gaisford. With dyévvntog: Dem. ev. 1.5.19, 4.1.2; Eccl. theo. 2.6.1, 2.7.1, 2.14.15; Ps.
110:1-2 (PG 23: 1149c¢).

0 With dyevntog: Dem. ev. 4.6.2; 4.15.13; 9.10.4; Eccl. theo. 1.11.3; 1.12.5; 2.23.4; Ecl.
124, 20 Gaisford. With dyévvnroc: h.e. 1.3.13; Praep. ev. 11.14.3-4; Eccl. theo. 1.7.3;
2.7.17; 1s. 1.41 (bis).

7 With dyévnrtoc only: Praep. ev. 7.15.8; Marc. 1.4.27; Ecl. 206, 6 Gaisford.

* With dyévntog: Praep. ev. 7.15.7; 5.proem.1; 5.1.4; 5.1.12; 5.1.18; 5.17.5; Eccl. theo.
3.3.64; Urk. 22.12; Ecl. 4, 23; 5, 8; 11, 24; 13, 3; 17, 12; 110, 4; 188, 25 Gaisford. With
dyevvnroc: Dem. ev. 5.1.7; Laud. 6.13; 11.12.

* With dyévnrtoc: Praep. ev. 7.12.2; 7.15.1; 13.15.9; h.e. 1.2.8; Dem. ev. 4.3.8; 4.6.6;
5.1.19; 5.4.13; 5.6.3; Eccl. theo. 2.9.3; Ecl. 13, 6 Gaisford; Ps. 18:1 (PG 23: 185d). With
dyévvnrog: Dem. ev. 5.20.7.

> With dyévntog only: Dem. ev. 4.3.8.
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(Svvapig),” the divine glory,™ the Father,** the Father’s hupostasis,’® and also used it
as substantive.’® It is difficult to discern a distinct pattern of usage for either dyévvntog
or AyEvnTog, except to say that the latter is in general more frequent and especially so
when used to modify the divine ‘nature’ and ‘substance’. Nonetheless, Eusebius thinks of
dryévvnroc and dyévntoc as synonymous.”’ For example, twice in Ecclesiastica
theologia Eusebius supplies a gloss for ‘eternal’, once saying “eternal, which is to say
ingenerate,” and once “eternal ... which is to say, unbegotten.”® While Eusebius
sometimes joins Gyév(v)ntog with ‘eternal’ (ctdtoc),”” far more frequently he joins it to
‘beginningless’ (dvopy0c),” as if they too were more or less synonymous. Such usage

indicates that dryévvntog, dyevnrog, dvapyog, and aidLog were functionally equivalent

! With dryévnroc: Eccl. theo. 1.20.33 (bis); with dyévvntog: Is. 2.12; Ps. 89:3-7 (PG 23:
1133b).

>2 With dyévnrog: Dem. ev. 4.15.16, 4.15.18, 4.15.31, 4.15.39. With dyévvnrog: Laud.
11.17.

>3 With dyévnrog only: Eccl. theo. 1.20.12.

> With dryévnrog: Marc. 1.1.17; Ecl. 214, 14. With dyévvntog: Dem. ev. 4.3.5, 4.3.13,
5.1.20.

> With dyévvntoc only: Eccl. theo. 2.7.3.

> With dyévnroc: Praep. ev. 11.9.3; Dem. ev. 4.7.4, 5.1.6, 5.4.6; Ecl. 16, 28 Gaisford.
With dyévvntog: Dem. ev. 4.15.15; Eccl. theo. 1.11.1, 2.14.7; Urk. 3.1; Is. 2.26; Laud.
11.12, 12.6

>7 Prestige, “dyév[v]tog and ye¥[v]etde, and Kindred Words,” 488.

¥ Eccl. theo. 2.3.3 (GCS 14: 102, 4 Klostermann / Hansen): &{dtov, To01” éoTLv
dyevnrov; Eccl. theo. 2.12.2 (GCS 14: 113, 32 K1. / H.): &tdLov ... TOVTEoTLY
AyEVVITOV.

> With dyévnroc: Dem. ev. 4.3.8; Marc. 1.1.17. With dyévvntog: Dem. ev. 4.1.2; Marc.
1.1.17.

% With dyévntoc: Praep. ev. 7.12.2, 7.15.1; Dem ev. 4.3.8, 5.4.13, 5.4.14, 5.6.3; Marc.
1.1.17, 1.4.27; Eccl. theo. 1.11.3, 1.12.5, 1.20.12, 1.20.33, 2.9.3. With &yévvnroc: Eccl.
theo. 1.2.1, 1.2.5,1.7.3, 1.11.1, 2.6.1, 2.7.1, 2.7.3 (bis), 2.14.3, 2.14.7, 2.23.1; Is. 2.12;
Laud. 6.13; Ps. 89:3-7 (PG 23: 1133b).
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for Eusebius. Still, dyév(v)ntog is Eusebius’s most common name for God and it
underscores “the creative power and uniqueness of the divine nature.”®’

In addition, Eusebius used a wide variety of other names for God, such as
‘Father’, which had more or less the same meaning as dy¢v(v)ntog. The names he uses
are both scriptural and non-scriptural, and convey a sense of the utter transcendence and
power of God.®” It has been noted that Eusebius found a congruence among Platonism,
the Hebrew scriptures, and Christian writings, which allowed him to use a variety of
scriptural and philosophical terms to describe God, though not always with sufficient
critical analysis.® Yet this is not due to a mere syncretistic blending of scriptural and
philosophical language, as if Eusebius gave equal weight to both schools of thought.**
Rather, scripture proved the correctness of philosophical descriptions of God. In other
words, the non-scriptural names for God were implied by it and could be deduced from it.
Indeed, Eusebius exhibits a certain glee in calling God by non-scriptural names, even of
all of them basically mean “beginningless and unbegotten/ingenerate.” For example, he
says: “Common to all people is the account about God, the first and eternal, the alone, the

unbegotten and supreme cause of all the universe, and universal king.”®> Many names

captured the unique status of God the Father of all. No single name sufficed.

61 J. Rebecca Lyman, Christology and Cosmology: Models of Divine Activity in Origen,
Eusebius, and Athanasius (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), 93—4, 96, and 112. Quote
from p. 94.

62 Lyman, Christology and Cosmology, 91, 93, and 98-9.
63 Lyman, Christology and Cosmology, 91-3 and 107-9.

64 See Lyman, Christology and Cosmology, 90, 93, 99 and 108; Holger Strutwolf, Die
Trinitatstheologie und Christologie des Euseb von Caesarea (Gottingen: Vanderhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1999), 113-123.

% Eusebius, Dem. ev. 4.1.2 (GCS 23: 150, 5-7 Heikel): 6 pé&v odv mept 10d mpdTov kol
A1d10V HOVOL T AYEVVATOL KO €L TAVI®V OTLOV TMV OAMV TAVNYELOVOG TE KOl
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In contrast, Arius and Eusebius of Nicomedia use ‘unbegotten’ instead of
‘Father’, not together with ‘Father’ as Asterius, Eusebius of Caesarea, and Theognis did.
When speaking of God in se, Arius avoids the name ‘Father’ and calls him such names as
‘unbegotten’, ‘eternal’, and ‘beginningless’.®® Indeed, these are Arius’s three primary
names for God.®” Eusebius of Nicomedia does a similar thing, though he uses only
‘unbegotten’.®® The letter to Alexander sent by Arius and his Alexandrian supporters is
the best example of this usage. After professing the one God whom he calls by sixteen
names including ‘unbegotten’, ‘eternal’, and ‘beginningless’, but not ‘Father’, and stating
that God has begotten an only-begotten Son, Arius only introduces the name ‘Father’
when refuting various heretical opinions about God’s begetting of the Son.” Thereafter,
he speaks of ‘God’ and ‘Father’, but the latter only in connection with the Son. The
remainder of the extant writings of Arius and Eusebius exhibit similar usage.”® And so,
unlike Eusebius of Caesarea, Arius and Eusebius of Nicomedia use ‘unbegotten’ (and
‘eternal’ and ‘beginningless’ in Arius’s case) instead of ‘Father’, not alongside of it.

Arius offers some rationale for this usage. In an extract from the Thalia preserved
by Athanasius, Arius says:

As to what he is (ka00 £€ot1v), God himself is ineffable to everyone. He

alone has no equal, no one like him, nor one the same as him in glory. We

TOUPBOCIAEWG BE0D KOLVOG AmacLy GvOpdTolg £€6Ti Adyog. For similar texts, see Dem.
ev.4.3.5,4.3.13, 4.15.15, and 5.1.20.

% Urk. 6.2; Athanasius, Syn. 15.3.

87 Peter Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God from Origen to Athanasius (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1994), 140.

8 Urk. 8.3.
% Urk. 6.3; see Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 138-9.
"0 See Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 139 for further details.
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say that he is ‘unbegotten’ because of the one who is begotten by nature.

We name him ‘beginningless’ because of the one who has a beginning.

We honor him as ‘eternal’ because of the one who came to be in time. The

beginningless established the Son as the beginning of generate things.”'
Hence the ineffable nature of God can be described apophatically by opposing it with the
known nature of the Son. Arius’s logic here is in line with the negative theology of the
Apologists. It is well-known that Arius’s primary concern was to preserve the ingenerate
uniqueness of God and from this he derives his description of the divine nature, in the
words of Peter Widdicombe, as “the uniquely self-existent and unconstrained source of

72 Hence the

all existing things who transcends all limitation and thus is inexpressible.
names ‘unbegotten’, ‘eternal’, and ‘beginningless’ most accurately describe God’s
substance, even if they fall short of definitions. In this, Arius uses delineations similarly
to the Apologists.

The early Eusebians, then, considered dyév(v)ntog one of the primary names for
God. In addition, there was clearly an early Eusebian tradition of viewing terms like
dyév(vntog, ‘eternal’, and ‘beginningless’ as synonymous.”” This set of terms, as we
saw in Eusebius of Caesarea and Arius, emphasized the transcendence of God, and in this
the Eusebians echoed the Apologists. At the same time, the usage of Arius and Eusebius

of Nicomedia indicates a move toward preferring the transcendent names for God over

against positive names like ‘Father’. The writings of other Eusebians do not exhibit this

! Athanasius, Syn. 15.3 (AW II/1: 242, 9-14 Opitz).
2 Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 140.

7 Asterius also joined Gyév(v)ntog to ‘beginningless’ (&vapxoc); see Fr. 62 and 66.
Note that Basil of Caesarea will later insist upon a distinction between ‘eternal’ and
‘beginningless’ (Eun. 2.17).
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preference, who used positive and negative terms equally, and even in apposition, as “the
unbegotten Father.”

The creeds and statements of faith connected with the various eastern councils in
this period were slow to use Gyév(v)ntog. This name is not used in the creed or
anathemas from the Council of Nicaea in 325.”* Neither is it used in any of the
documents associated with the Councils of Rome and Antioch in 340-341 (the latter of
whose so-called Fourth Creed of Antioch became standard in the east for nearly twenty
years),” nor in any of the texts produced by either the western or eastern factions at the
Council of Serdica in 343.7° Even though the Second and Fourth Creeds of the
Antiochene council are considered classic expressions of Eusebian theology, the name for
God that featured so prominently in two of their greatest theologians—Asterius and
Eusebius of Caesarea—does not make an appearance.’’

This began to change soon after the debacle of Serdica, a period of theological
rapprochement and consensus building.”® From the middle of the 340s, dyév(v)ntog

starts to appear in synodal documents. The first example is the Macrostich Creed,

7 On the one hand, this is not surprising since the creed was designed to exclude Arius’s
theology, which gave special prominence to dyeév(v)ntog. On the other hand, since Arius
has accused Alexander of teaching that there were two AyEV(V)NTa, it is somewhat
surprising that Alexander and his allies did not clarify their position that there is only one
who can be called dyév(v)ntoc.

5 See Dok. 41 and 42.
76 See Dok. 43.

" The bishops convened at Antioch in 341 explicitly distanced themselves from the
theology of Arius; see Dok. 41.5.

8 Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy: An Approach to Fourth-Century Trinitarian
Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 126-30; Hanson, The Search for the
Christian Doctrine of God, 306—14.
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produced by the Council of Antioch in 344.” While this creed reproduces the Fourth
Creed of Antioch, it appends a number anathemas. The usage of dyév(V)NTOG in the
anathemas reflects that of previous Eusebians in two significant ways.* First, it is the
Father who is explicitly called ‘unbegotten’, as in Eusebius of Caesarea but in contrast to
the usage of Arius and Eusebius of Nicomedia. Second, in three out of the four
appearances of ‘unbegotten’, it is joined to ‘beginningless’, in line with the Eusebian
tradition of connecting these terms.

Another example is the Sirmium Creed of 351, which similarly reproduces the
Fourth Creed and appends its own anathemas. In the latter, dyévvnrtocg is used as a

81 and “the unbegotten God.”™

substantive and to modify God: “the unbegotten
‘Unbegotten’ and ‘beginningless’ are treated as synonyms.™ But elsewhere, and more
frequently, ‘Father’ is used instead of ‘unbegotten’. One can discern a pattern of usage
here. God is called ‘unbegotten’ in those anathemas which condemn identifying God the
Father with either the Son or the Holy Spirit. Hence it appears that those who drafted
these anathemas believed that ‘unbegotten’ was the most suitable term for singling out
the Father.

Unfortunately we lack documents that report on the theological debates at the

Councils of Arles in 353 and of Milan in 355. While the statement of faith from the

meeting of bishops at Sirmium in 357 is extant, the closest it comes to using dyEV(V)NTOG

7 At this council Leontius was elected bishop of Antioch to replace the deposed Stephen.
Within a few years, Aetius and Eunomius were part of his inner circle.

* Dok. 44.5-8.

81 Athanasius, Syn. 27.3 (Anathema 4).

82 Athanasius, Syn. 27.3 (Anathemas 10, 15, 16, and 19).
83 Athanasius, Syn. 27.3 (Anathema 26).
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»% But at this point we are on the

is when it states that “the Father has no beginning.
verge of the emergence of Heteroousianism as a distinct theological stance.

And so, the preceding survey shows that the prominence which the Heteroousians
gave to AyEv(V)NTog is anticipated by and in line with Eusebian usage. At the same time,
the priority they accorded the term over against other names for God appears to be a
retrieval of the specific position of Arius and Eusebius of Nicomedia. The usage of
Acetius and Eunomius does not exhibit the typical Eusebian “looseness” of employing
other names for God like ‘Father’ alongside of ‘unbegotten’, as found in Asterius,
Eusebius of Caesarea, and synodal documents from the late 340s and early 350s. Yet in
contrast to Arius, the Heteroousians focus exclusively upon ‘unbegotten’ (incidentally,
much as Eusebius of Nicomedia did). Therefore, the Heteroousians carved out for
themselves a unique stance within the earlier fourth-century tradition. In the next section

I explore the reasons why the Heteroousians may have made the name ‘unbegotten’

central in a way that diverged from earlier Eusebian usage.

Early fourth-century debate over ‘unbegotten’

Alexander of Alexandria’s teaching that the Father and Son were co-eternal on
account the Father’s eternal generation of the Son seemed to Arius and other early
Eusebians as if he were implying that there were two “unbegottens,” that is, two first
principles, which of course destroyed Christian monotheism. In response to their charge,

Alexander vigorously denied that this was his teaching and agreed without complaint that

% Hilary, Syn. 11 (PL 10: 489a): Patrem initium non habere. Athanasius and Socrates
preserve an ancient Greek translation: TOV 8¢ otépa doymv w €xerv; Athanasius, Syn.
28.9 (AW II/1: 257, 15-16 Opitz); Socrates, h.e. 2.30.38 (GCS n.f. 1: 145, 18 Hansen).
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the Father alone was legitimately called ‘unbegotten’.®* Nonetheless, it appears that his

theology was still widely interpreted as implying two unbegottens. Surviving Eusebian
documents from the 320s are filled with statements that there is one unbegotten, that the
Son is not unbegotten, that Father and Son are not co-unbegottens, that the Father alone is
beginningless and eternal, and so forth. The same documents affirm that the Son is
begotten, not eternal, has a beginning, and so forth.*

On one level, the disagreement appears to be over which terms apply to which
beings. The Eusebian consensus is that dy€v(v)ntog is limited to the Father, and in this
they are in line with the Christian tradition that we have outlined above. But the fact that
no one in this period was advocating the use of dyév(v)ntog for the Son prompts us to
seek the more fundamental issues that were at stake. The Eusebians were not simply
refuting a distortion of Alexander’s views, nor were they merely decrying the demolition
of monotheism that a doctrine of two unbegottens implied. In their response to Alexander
they did not offer specific arguments why God must be one, but rather deployed a
different tactic.

If one looks at the contexts in which the Eusebians affirmed that there was one
dyév(v)ntog and not two, the other level of the issues at stake becomes clearer. It was
not solely Alexander’s belief that the Father and Son were co-eternal, but even more so
his advocacy of the Son’s being “from the Father” (ék 10D Tatp0g) that led the
Eusebians to assert the Father’s unique ingeneracy. For Alexander’s interpretation of how

the Son was from Father—that the Son was from the substance of the Father—seemed to

85 Urk. 14.19; 14.46.
% Urk. 1,2, 3, 6, 8, and 21; Dok. 13.
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the Eusebians to imply that the Son was the same kind of being as the Father. Early
Eusebian documents are replete with denials of this and attempts to explain how the Son
was from the Father or from God in alternative ways.®” A passage from Eusebius of
Nicomedia’s letter to Paulinus of Tyre summarizes these concerns in comments upon
Proverbs 8:22:

If he [i.e. the begotten] were from him [i.e. the unbegotten], that is,

derived from him (¢ avto?D, TovtéoTiv dr’ avtod), as though a part of

him, or from an outflow of his substance, it could still not be said that he is

created or established. ... For what exists from the unbegotten would still

not be created or established, either by another or by him, since it is

unbegotten from the beginning. If calling him begotten gives any basis for

thinking that, should he have been generated from the Father’s substance,

he also has from him identity of nature, we know that the scripture speaks

not of him alone as begotten, but also does so in the case of those entirely

unlike him by nature. [Here Eusebius cites Is 1:2, Deut 32:18, and Job

38:28]. None of these suggests nature from nature, but in each case the

generation of generated things from his will. For there is nothing from his

substance, but each and every thing, insofar as it has been generated, is

generated by his will.*®

First of all, saying that the Son was “from the Father” as if it meant “from the substance

of the Father” seemed hopelessly materialistic to the Eusebians, and they consistently

¥ Urk. 1,6,7,8,9, and 13.
8 Urk. 8.5-7 (AW III/1: 16, 12 — 17, 5 Opitz).
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denied material ways of conceptualizing the Father’s begetting of the Son.® Anti-
materialistic concerns aside, the Eusebians also maintained that what is from the
substance of the unbegotten must itself be unbegotten in substance. Eusebius of
Nicomedia describes this as “identity of nature” and “nature from nature.” Elsewhere in
the same letter, Eusebius expresses the same idea: “He has not been generated from his
substance and in no way at all participates in the nature of the unbegotten or exists from
his substance.”” A passage of Eusebius of Caesarea provides a good expression of the
logic:

So the Son was not ingenerate within the Father, as one thing within

another for infinite and beginningless ages, being a part of him which

afterwards was changed and discharged, and thereby came to be outside of

him. For such a one would even be liable to alteration and in such a

situation there would be two ingenerates, the issuer and the issued.”!
Because the Eusebians found “from the Father” so problematic, they asserted either that

the Son was from nothing or generated by the will of God.”* These ways of conceiving

% Urk. 1.4, 6.3, 6.5, and 9.1. Urk. 6.3 is notable because here Arius explicitly denies that
the Son was begotten in the materialistic ways held by Valentinus, Manichaeus,
Sabellius, and Hieracas.

% Urk. 8.3 (AW 11I/1: 16, 3-4 Opitz). See also Urk. 21 (AW III/1: 42 Opitz): “But if we
say that the Son of God is also uncreated (increatum = dy¢v(v)ntog), then we begin to
confess that he is the same in substance as with the Father.”

I Dem. ev. 5.1.13, 1-5 (GCS 23: 212, 12-16 Heikel): 00 toivov G¢ étepov év Etépe £E
aneipov kol dvépyov aidvov Av 6 Viog ayévntog v 1@ Tatpl, péPog MV adTod O
HeTOPANOEY VOTEPOV KOl KEVWOEV €KTOC CLVTOD YEYOVEV: TPOTHG YOP MdN TOVTO
oikelov, kol 300 7’ av oVtmg dyévnto elev, 10 TPoPePANKOC Kol 1O TPOBEPANUEVOV.
This argument is anti-Gnostic.

2 Urk. 1.4-5,6.3,7, and 11. Arius expresses the logic well; see Urk. 1.5 (AW III/1: 3, 5-6
Opitz): “We are also persecuted for this reason, because we say that he is from nothing.
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the Son’s generation from the Father were thought to insure that the Son did not share the
Father’s unbegotten nature.

It is hard to determine why the Eusebians found such a possibility so problematic.
The weight of tradition, which did not call the Son dyév(v)ntog, may have been factor.
Two unbegottens would obviously destroy monotheism as well. But neither of these
reasons is stated explicitly. Yet there is some hint that the Eusebians were trying to
maintain divine simplicity and immutability. They consistently deny that the Son is a part
(1€p0c), outflow (Grtoppola), or issuing (TPOPANUA; TEOBOA) of the Father.” If this
were so, then the Father’s simplicity would be compromised. Paulinus of Tyre exhibits
this concern clearly:

As for the Father, since he is indivisible and partless, he becomes Father

of the Son, not by issuing him, as some think. For if the Son is an issuing

of the Father and something begotten from him, such as those begotten of

animals are, he who issues and he who has been issued are necessarily

bodies.”
If the Son were from the Father in this way, it would involve the Father in change.”
Arius supplies a concise expression of the Eusebian concern to preserve divine simplicity
and immutability. After citing a few scriptural testimonies about how the Son is from the

Father, he says that if these are “understood by some to mean that he is a part of him the

We speak in this way because he is neither part of God nor from some substrate.” See
also Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 53.

% Urk. 1.4-5, 6.3, and 8.5.
% Urk. 9.1 (AW 1II/1: 17, 7 — 18, 3 Opitz):
% Urk. 1.4, 6.2, and 8.4
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same in substance and an issuing, then according to them the Father is composite and
divisible and mutable.””

And so, the Eusebian insistence on calling only God the Father dy€v(v)ntog was
meant to secure the doctrines of divine simplicity and immutability. But as a corollary, it
precluded an identity of nature between Father and Son. If the Son was not from the
substance of the Father, then the Father was unbegotten and the Son was not. In other
words, the Eusebian promotion of dy€v(v)ntog resulted in Father and Son being
different in substance—the Heteroousian position avant la lettre.”” This is not to say that
the Eusebians did not affirm likeness between Father and Son. Indeed, elsewhere in the
letter of Eusebius of Nicomedia cited above he affirms it, but in terms of other than
likeness of nature.”® One of the principal ways that the Eusebians affirmed the Son’s
likeness to the Father without identity of nature was in their understanding of how the

Son was the image of God. In virtue of being the image of God, the Son was clearly

distinct from the Father in both number and substance, but pre-eminently like the Father

% Urk. 6.5 (AW III/1: 13, 18-19 Opitz).

°7 Athanasius attributes phraseology to Arius that approximates later Heteroousian
expressions: Or. 1.6, 4-5 (AW I/1: 115 Metzler / Savvidis): “In everything the Word is
alien to and unlike the substance and distinctiveness of the Father;” 1.6, 14-15 (AW I/1:
115 M./ S.): “The substances of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are alien to each other;”
and so forth. It is Eusebius of Nicomedia who comes closest to heteroousios when he
says in Urk. 8.3 (AW III/1: 16, 4-5 Opitz) that the Son is “different in nature and in
power” (Etepov Tfj @uoeL Kol T duvauel).

%8 Urk. 8.3-4 (AW I1I/1: 16, 4-6 and 9-10): “But he has been generated as entirely
different in nature and in power and is generated in perfect likeness of the state and
power of the one who has made him. ... he is created, established, and begotten in a
substance and in an immutable and inexpressible nature and likeness to the one who has
made him.”
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because he mediated knowledge of God.” The theological rhetoric of the Eusebians
sought to exclude two extreme positions on the Son: (1) that he was unbegotten as the
Father, and (2) that he was begotten as all other begotten beings.'” Their theology is
therefore an articulation of how the Son occupies this middle position between these two
poles, in what ways the Son is like and unlike both the unbegotten Father and creatures.
In neither case was the Son like the other in substance. Therefore, while the Eusebians
promoted the attribution of dy€v(v)nTog to the Father alone in order to uphold divine
simplicity and immutability, it resulted in an inchoate doctrine of difference in substance.

This interpretation of the Eusebian emphasis on dyev(v)ntog also contextualizes
the Nicene Creed. Since its framers wanted to exclude the theology of Arius, they glossed
the phrase “begotten from the Father” (yevvn0evta €k o0 matpog) with “that is, from
the substance of the Father” (tovteotiv €k Tfig ovolog tod mateoc) and added the
homoousios. The gloss promotes Alexander’s interpretation of “from the Father” and the
homoousios targets the doctrine that was the consequence of Eusebian concern to
preserve an divine simplicity and immutability, namely, difference in substance.'®' While
the Nicene Creed, by inserting these lines, may have successfully excluded the theology
of Arius in no uncertain terms, but these same lines also explain subsequent Eusebian

resistance to it.

% Mark DelCogliano, “Eusebian Theologies of the Son as Image of God before 341,”
Journal of Early Christian Studies 14.4 (2006): 459-484.

19 On the latter theme, see Urk. 6.2-3, 7, 9.1, 11, and 13. The Eusebian rhetoric is most
clearly seen in Eusebius, Dem. ev. 5.1.13-24.

' G. C. Stead, ““Eusebius’ and the Council of Nicaea,” Journal of Theological Studies
n.s. 24 (1973), 86, argues that “from the substance of the Father” was specifically aimed
at Eusebius of Nicomedia’s letter to Paulinus.
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Asterius witnesses to debate over dyév(v)ntog and advances it. Unfortunately,
the fragmentary state of his writings hinders efforts at reconstructing the argumentative
basis for this theology. His fragments derive from two separate works. The first is the
theological handbook entitled the Syntagmation published around 320-321, a book which
Athanasius claimed that Arius himself used.'® Fragments of this work are preserved in
Athanasius. The second work of Asterius is a letter written in defense of the letter that
Eusebius of Nicomedia wrote to Paulinus of Tyre, which I cited from above. Apparently
the theological language used by Eusebius in his widely-circulated letter had become
within a few years after its composition so outdated that it was a cause of embarrassment
among the Eusebians.'® Fragments of this letter are preserved in the fragmentary
writings of Marcellus of Ancyra.

Long ago Wilhelm Kolling argued that the title of Asterius’s Syntagmation was
Ieptl 100 dyev(v)itov.'® This seems unlikely, but without a doubt the dyév(v)ntog
was one of the principal themes of Asterius’s handbook.'® Like his fellow Eusebians, he
affirms that there is one dyév(v)ntog'® and denies that there are two dyév(v)nta.'”’

Asterius also seems to make such affirmations and denials when discussing how the Son

192 Athanasius, Decr. 8.1 (AW II/1: 7, 20-21 Opitz): kai todt0 ydp Aotéplog 6 BVvoog
Eypapev, O 8¢ Apelog uetorypdpag dedwke Tolg LdloLg

1 Joseph T. Lienhard, Contra Marcellum. Marcellus of Ancyra and Fourth-Century
Theology (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1999), 92 and
95.

1% Wilhelm Kélling, Geschichte der arianischen Haresie, 2 vols. (Giitersloh: C.
Bertelsmann, 1874-1883), 1.99—103 and 2.99f.

1% Fr, 1. See Markus Vinzent, Asterius von Kappadokien: Die theologischen Fragmente
(Leiden / New York / KoIn: Brill, 1993), 42-3 and 147-9.

16 Er 12,
07 Er, 3.
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is from the Father, even though none of the extant fragments explicitly preserve this

108

context.'”® He affirms that the Son was begotten from the Father,'” but also amassed a

collection of scriptural testimonies to deny that the Son was from the Father by nature

2

(guoet), which to him meant that he was like the Father in substance (Opotog a0T® Kat

9 He considered this to be the theme of Eusebius of Nicomedia’s letter, from

ovoLav).
which I cited above:
The main point of the letter is to ascribe the generation (Y¢veoLv) of the
Son to the will of the Father and not to represent the offspring (Yovnv) as
the result of a change (71000¢) in God. This is what the wisest of the
fathers have declared in their own handbooks, guarding against the

impiety of heretics, who falsely alleged that God’s childbearing

(Tekvoyoviav) is corporeal and passionate, teaching the issuings

111

(TPOPOAAC).
Rather than being from God in this manner, Asterius denies, in typical Eusebian fashion,
that the Son was from the Father as if a part of him''? and maintains that the Son was
begotten, made, generated by the will of the Father.'"?

But Asterius also advanced upon Eusebian arguments. He was the first to offer a

precise definition of this term: “that which has not been made but always exists.”''* Such

1% See Fr. 5, 44, and 76.
9 Fr 10 and 11.

"0Fr. 74 (134-8 Vinzent).
"1 Fr, 5 (84 Vinzent).

"2 Fr 76.

"3 Fr. 16, 18 and 20 (Bovirioer); 18 (Behoer); 73 (Tfi fovAfi, T® Bovijuatt). See also
Fr.5 and 19.
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a definition was no doubt aimed at clarifying the existing ambiguity of the term, but also

115 .-
Hence it is a

would have clearly excluded the Son from being called dyév(v)nTog.
definition formulated to support Eusebian theology. Asterius also appears to have honed
the rhetoric of Eusebian arguments. He provoked his opponents by asking: “Is the

unbegotten one or two?”''® The question backed his opponents into a corner. No one

would dare answer, “two.” And so, when someone gave the expected answer, “one,”

"4 Fr. 2 (82 Vinzent): dyévntov etvor 1O un wom0év, dAN’ ditdov &v. I label this
Asterian definition AA. The words dtdL1ov &v are uncertain, and I prefer the reading dei
Ov. AA is preserved in Athanasius, where the reading of the Athanasius Werke edition
(based on mss. support) is del Ov (Or. 1.30, 24-25; AW 1/1: 141 Metzler / Savvidis).
Bardy preferred this reading: Fr. 7 (344 Bardy). There is also mss. support for GtdLOV.
But Vinzent’s reading is ultimately based on a “philosophical” definition preserved in
Athanasius, Decr. 28.4, which I label DD: T0 Doy oV UEV, UNTe 8¢ YEVITOV UNTE
doymv oymkog elc 1O elvar, AL &tdiov Ov kol adLagpdopov (AW I1/1: 25, 9-10
Opitz). A few lines later Athanasius rephrases DD at Decr. 28.6: 10 u1 £€xov dpynyv &ig
10 elvar undt yevntov f kTotov, dAL’ &itdov 8v (25, 14-15 Opitz). Though DD does
not correspond exactly to any of three philosophical definitions that Athanasius offered in
Or. 1.30, nor to AA, it has similarities to both AA and the third philosophical definition
[=D3]. D3 reads 1O VooV eV, un yevvnoiv 8¢ €k tivog unde Shwg éxov favtod
Twvo totepa (Or. 1.30, 22-23; AW 1/1: 140 M./ S.). D3 and DD are similar because
both affirm that the dyévntov subsists (T VTaEYOV) but deny that it is either generated
(un) yevvnOgv 8¢ = unte 6¢ yevntov) or has a beginning (Und¢ Shwg €xov £avtod
Twva totépa = urjte doymv oymkog eic TO elval). AA and DD are similar because
each adds an Ao clause that affirms the permanent existence of the dyévntov. Hence
D3 appears to be a conflation produced by Athanasius and as such not a preservation of
Asterius’s own words. Indeed, Athanasius presents D3 as a philosophical definition, not
Asterius’s. Therefore, it seems a dubious move to reconstruct AA based on D3. Note that
D3 is remarkably similar to the definition of dyévvntog that Athanasius preserved in
Athanasius, Syn. 46 (AW 1I/1: 271, 18-19 Opitz), where he glosses it as GKTLOTOV.

"> Markus Vinzent lists another definition as Fr. 4 (82 Vinzent): dyévntov eivol todto
10 w1 &ov 1o elvar tOv oltov, dAAL kol Totg dyevnTolc avTtov aitov eig TO
veveéoboL Tuyydvovta, “that which does not have a cause of its being but for those
things generated is itself the cause of their generation.” Athanasius preserved this
definition at Decr. 29.2 (AW 1I/1: 25, 29 — 26, 1 Opitz), but does not attribute it to
Asterius, but to unnamed koko¥pyot. Therefore, I find Vinzent’s attribution of this
definition suspect. It is clear enough, however, that it is a Eusebian definition.

16 Asterius, Fr. 44, 3-4 (108 Vinzent); see also Fr. 72.
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Asterius would reply: “then the Son belongs to things generated.”''” The fragmentary
state of Asterius’s writings do not permit further conclusions about his contributions to
the ongoing debate over dyév(v)ntoc. But that they were effective, or at least significant,
is proven by the fact that both Athanasius and Marcellus of Ancyra deemed it expedient
to refute him.

The earlier Eusebian tradition is evident in the anathemas of Macrostich Creed of
344 and the Sirmian Creed of 351. The former rejects Arius’s idea that the Son is from
nothing and affirms that he is from God.'"® But it still stresses that the dry€v(v)ntog is
one and that the Son is not cuvdyévvntoc with the Father.'"” The latter similarly
condemns anyone who maintains that the Son is from nothing and not from God,'*" that

121 The latter is concerned as well

he is dyev(v)ntog, and that there are two dyev(v)nro.
to uphold the simplicity and immutability of God.'** The continued stress on the one
dyEv(v)nTog in these anathemas indicates an ongoing Eusebian fear that their opponents’
theology compromised divine simplicity and immutability. And so, the features of the
earlier Eusebian insistence upon one yév(v)ntog passed into the creeds of the late 340s
and early 350s, albeit not without some modification.

Athanasius represents the most vociferous opposition to the Eusebian theology of

the one dyév(v)ntog. He rejected this term (as well as yev(v)ntog) as useless for

designating the Father and Son. His arguments against dyev(v)ntog are found on three

"7 Athanasius, Or. 1.30, 1-9 (AW I/1: 139-40 Metzler / Savvidis).
"® Dok. 44.5.

""" Dok. 44.5-8.

120 Athanasius, Syn. 27.3 (Anathema 1).

121 Athanasius, Syn. 27.3 (Anathema 26).

122 Athanasius, Syn. 27.3 (Anathemas 4 and 16).
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separate occasions spanning twenty years.123 Athanasius advanced three distinct

124 5

arguments.'** First, the term is unscriptural, but rather derived from Greek philosophy.'?
This makes it immediately suspect to Athanasius.

Second, dyEv(v)nTtog is ambiguous. In Oratio contra Arianos 1.30 he lists three
distinct philosophical senses of the term, though two are dismissed as absurd.'*® The
viable sense is “that which subsists, but has neither been begotten from someone nor has

any sort of father at all.”?’

It is in this context that he cited Asterius’s definition, for the
purpose of further mudding the waters: “that which has not been made, but which always
exists.”'*® Athanasius points out that even the Son can be called dyév(v)ntog according
to Asterius’s definition.'” Hence the polyvalence of dyév(v)ntog useless as a meaning
designation for the Father."*® Athanasius makes a similar argument in both De decretis
and De synodis, though the definitions of dyév(v)ntog that he uses vary from his earlier

131
ones.

3 0r. 1.30-34 (ca. 339); Decr. 28-31 (ca. 351-353); and Syn. 46 (ca. 359). See Xavier
Morales, La théologie trinitaire d’Athanase d’Alexandrie (Paris: Institut d’Etudes
Augustiniennes, 2006), 211-17.

1241 will discuss these arguments in more detail in Chapter Six, p. 241-3.
125 Athanasius, Or. 1.30.3-4; Decr. 28.1-3; Syn. 46.2.

126 Athanasius, Or. 1.30.5-33.8; Decr. 28.4-29.4; Syn. 46.2-3.

1270r. 1.30, 22-23 (AW I/1: 140 Metzler / Savvidis): T Vrdpyov uév, un yevvnotv o¢
€k Tivog unde Shwg Exov £avtod Tiva matépa. In n. 114 above, this definition was
labeled D3.

128 0r. 1.30, 24-25 (AW I/1: 141 Metzler / Savvidis): dyévntov glvar T ui ooy,
AAN diel Ov.

2 0r. 1.31.

B00or. 1.34.2.

B! Morales, La théologie trinitaire d’Athanase d’Alexandrie, 214-5.
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Third, Athanasius objects to dyEV(V)NTOg because it correlates the Father, not to

the Son, but to “the things which came to be through the Son”'*?

and thereby includes the
Son among the generated (i.e. created) beings. To Athanasius, this obscures the Son’s
unique status. But since ‘Father’ correlates to the Son, by implication it includes the
works made through the Son and so is more accurate than dyév(v)ntog.'”

And so, Athanasius problematized not only saying that God was dyev(v)ntog, but
also what was meant when it is said. Therefore, Athanasius questioned nearly 200 years
of Christian usage and sought to overturn it. Athanasius could have been seen as a threat
to traditional Christianity. On a Eusebian interpretation, the elimination dy€v(v)ntog as
the unique designation for the Father would have signaled a simultaneous lack of
commitment to divine simplicity and immutability. The Eusebians may have been
asserting the use of dyév(v)ntog precisely because Athanasius sought to undermine that
usage.

Given the prominence of dyév(v)ntog in the Trinitarian debates of the first half of
the fourth century among the Eusebians, it should come as no surprise that Aetius and
Eunomius saw this term as of the utmost significance for any viable theology. Their
position represents one interpretation of earlier fourth-century Eusebian reflections upon
this term and its significance. It is also possible that the Heteroousian view of

dyev(v)nTog represents a specifically anti-Athanasian stance. But the Heteroousians took

the further step of not simply seeing the term as a marker for God’s unique ontological

320r. 1.33, 10-11 (AW I/1: 143 Metzler / Savvidis).
33 0r. 1.33.8; Decr. 30.4.
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status, but as signifying the divine essence itself. I explore why they made this move in

the next section.

1. Athanasius and Eunomius

The preceding part has shown the cardinal significance of ‘unbegotten’ in the
early fourth century. So far nothing has accounted for the Heteroousian belief that this
name reveals substance. But this position too was similarly influenced by prior fourth-
century dispute over what divine names signified, further demonstrating how engaged the
Heteroousians were with contemporary theological debates. I argue that the Heteroousian
theory of names—more specifically, Eunomius’s theory—owes something to
Athanasius’s understanding of how names are said of God. In what follows, I discuss two
passages of Athanasius that contain ideas strikingly similar to those of Eunomius. The
first demonstrates that a commonality of ideas about names and natures existed between
the two theologians. The second Athanasian passage, I suggest, was decisive for the
formulation of Eunomius’s theory of names because it addressed how names are applied

to a God who is simple.

Athanasius on name and nature

In Chapter One I explained how Eunomius’s theory of names resulted in
homonymy and cited a passage from Apologia 18, in which he stated that natures are
primary but names secondary and as a result each name takes on meaning according to

the dignity of its bearer."** The principle that Eunomius expressed there is very similar to

13 See Chapter One, p. 48.
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one formulated by Athanasius in his interpretation of Hebrews 3:2. This was one of the
verses his opponents used to justify calling the Son a ‘thing-made’. In their minds, when
the verse speaks of Christ as faithful to him who made him (1@ oujoovtL avToV), it is a
straightforward inference to claim that he is something made (7roinuo) by God.
Athanasius denies this interpretation since he believes that the name ‘thing-made’
belongs exclusively to the realm of creatures, one of which he thinks the Son is not.

Athanasius’s challenge, then, is to argue that Hebrews 3:2 does not mean that the
Son is a ‘thing-made’ as he understands the term even though the verse says that God
made him. To this end, he adopts the principle that the particular expressions used when
speaking about the Son do not matter as long as “what the Son is according to nature is
confessed.”'** He continues:

For terms do not repudiate the nature; rather, the nature draws the terms to

itself and changes them. Indeed, the terms are not prior to substances, but

substances are first and the terms for them are second. Therefore, when the

substance is a thing-made or creature, then “he has made” and “he has

come to be” and “he created” are said in the proper sense in their case and

they signify a thing-made. But when the substance is something begotten

and Son, then “he has made” and “he has come to be” and “he created” are

no longer said in the proper sense in his case, nor do they signify a thing-

B50r. 2.3, 5-6 (AW I/1: 179 Metzler / Savvidis): 6voudCovatv ol &ytot, g
adLagpopov Tod Pruatog Gvtog €l TOV TOLOVTWYV, £mS TO KATA PUOLY
Ouoloyettat.
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made. But instead of “he has begotten” the expression “he has made” is
used without a difference.'**
Athanasius then proceeds to cite a number of examples from daily life and scripture
wherein people call others by a name that does not reflect their nature but without

forgetting the “genuineness” (10 yvijowov) of their nature. '’

For example, a father often
calls his sons ‘servants’ but this does not nullify the fact that they are his genetic
offspring. In this case, his sons remain his sons even if he does not call them such. This is
the essential point.

Accordingly, Athanasius’s solution to the problem of ‘thing-made’ is to argue that
the nature of the substance itself determines the meaning of the names applied to that
substance. Those names said “in the proper sense” (kvplwg) of the substance accurately
communicate the nature of the one thus named and their meanings are not altered. They
are literally true. The sons of fathers are called ‘sons’ in the proper sense because that it
what they really are. Other names not said in the proper sense do not reflect the nature of
the one thus named. They are not literally true, but are imprecise ways of referring to or
describing the natures. Hence, when a father can call his sons ‘servants’, they remain

29 <

sons. Such is the case when “to make,” “to come to be,” or “to create” is said of the Son.

B360r.2.3,7-14 (AW I/1: 179 M. / S.): o0 Y& ai AéEelg TV @UoLV TapaLpodvaTL,
GANO WOV 1) UOLS TS AEEELS elg €avThy EAkovoa UeTaBAANEL. Kol YO O
TEOTEPAUL TAOV 0VOLOV ol AEEELS, GAN’ al oVoloL TEMTAL, Kol OEVTEQUL TOVTWV 0L
MEEec. 810 kol dtav 1) ovota oinua 1 kttopa 1, TOTE TO »ETOINoEK Kal TO
WEYEVETOK KOL TO »EKTLOEC KVPLWE €717 aVTAV AEYETAL TE KOL ONUALVEL TO TTOLNUAL.
“Otav 8¢ 1) ovola yévvnua 1 kol viog, ToTe 1O »émoinoe« kal 1O »yéveto Kol 1O
»EKTLOEVK, OVKETL KVPLwg €1t” avTtod kettor o0dE moinuo onuaivets AN’ dvti tod
HEYEVVNOEK TQ) »ETOINOEVK AdLAPOPWS TLS KEYONTOL PrjuaTt. See Widdicombe, The
Fatherhood of God, 214-7, for a discussion of the interpretative principle Athanasius
formulates here.

B70r. 2.3.4-6.
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Since the Son’s substance is not made or created, and has not come to be, but is rather

99 ¢¢

begotten, when “to make,” “to come to be,” or “to create” is said of the Son, these
expressions mean “to beget” because they are used of a being who is by nature something
begotten. The nature of which the verbs are used determines their meaning. Hence, they
are synonymous with “to beget.”

Just as Eunomius claimed that ‘creature’ was homonymously said of the Son and
all other beings, so too Athanasius claims that “to make, come to be, and create” are said
homonymously of the same. In both cases the claim is based on the principle that natures
are primary and names secondary, and that the dignity of the nature determines the
meaning of the name applied to it. Yet both Eunomius’s and Athanasius’s application of
this principle suffers from the same weakness: they do not propose the criteria by which
one can know whether a name either accurately reflects the dignity (Eunomius), or is said
properly (Athanasius), of the one of whom it is said. Both base their views on prior
assumptions. Peter Widdicombe is surely correct to note that for Athanasius, the rule of
faith “provides us with the necessary prior knowledge that the Son who may be described

»138 But this understanding of the

as ‘made’ in any given text in fact the Son by nature.
rule of faith is shaped by his own theological assumptions and someone like Arius—or
Eunomius, for that matter—would not have agreed with him. Hence his argument for
which names are said properly is tendentious, even if ‘Son’ has the weight of Christian
tradition behind it.

Eunomius did not take over Athanasius’s language of names said “in the proper

sense,” perhaps detecting the subjectivity of the claim. For him, “to beget” meant the

3% Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 215.
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same as “to make, come to be, and create” when said of the Only-Begotten. Yet these
four verbs did not mean the same as when applied to creatures. The main point is that
Eunomius enunciated the very same argument as Athanasius when discussing the Son’s
names. He claimed that natures were primary and names secondary; the meaning of
names is a function of the dignity of the nature to which they were applied. While it is
difficult to claim that Eunomius knew this Athanasian passage, the commonality of ideas

between the two is striking.

Athanasius on divine simplicity and predication

Along with the importance of ‘unbegotten’ in the early fourth century there was
growing concern over what is was about God that names signified. For example, when
speaking about the names ‘Father’, ‘Son’, and ‘Holy Spirit’, the Second Dedication
Creed (341) says: “the names are given neither carelessly (ATA®DC) nor without meaning
(GpYODV), but they signify in a precise manner (ONUALVOVTOV AKOLBOC) the peculiar
subsistence (TN)v olkelawv ... VO0TAOLV) of each of those named, as well as their rank
and glory, such that they are three in subsistence but one in agreement.”"** As mentioned
earlier, both Aetius and Eunomius use the exact phrase “signifies subsistence”
(ONUALVOVTOV ... VTdoTaowy), though they were talking about different names.'*
Hence their language of “signifying subsistence” may reflect contemporary theological
usage. But the Heteroousians omit mention of rank and glory, and focus exclusively on

the subsistence or substance that names signify.

9 Dok. 41.4.5-6 (AW III/1: 147, 3-6 Brennecke et al.).
140 Aetius, Synt. 27; Eunomius, Apol. 12, 9-10.
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Thomas Kopecek has suggested that Aetius, realizing that ‘unbegotten’ did not
refer to God’s deeds or power—or we might add, rank and glory—concluded that the

411 think this is a

term did not refer to God’s attributes or relations but to his essence.
reasonable description of the logical process, but Kopecek does not explain what
prompted Aetius to make this move. I suggest that this move is due to an appreciation on
the part of the Heteroousians of the implications of divine simplicity. Earlier we saw the
centrality of the doctrine of simplicity in the Heteroousian theory of names. Here I argue
that it was Athanasius who prompted the Heteroousians to take divine simplicity into
account for the divine names.

Athanasius argued that because of divine simplicity, all God’s names refer to his
substance. His discussion is significant because it employs an inchoate, rudimentary
distinction between the sense of names and their reference, which in most ancient texts
are confused. More accurately, he recognizes that the divine names have reference apart
from their sense. He formulates his understanding of the reference of names in the
context of the debate over what it meant to say that the Son was “from God.” Recall that
this very debate was what prompted early Eusebians to stress the one unbegotten. Some
early Eusebians like George of Laodicea held that the Son was from God just as all other
things—all creatures—were from God.'** Above I cited Eusebius of Nicomedia’s
statement that “there is nothing from his [sc. God’s] substance, but each and every thing,

insofar as it has been generated, is generated by his will.”'* In contrast, Athanasius, in

line with Alexander, believed that the Son’s being “from God” meant that he had to be

4! Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 272.
2 Urk. 13.
3 Urk. 8.7 (AW 1II/1: 17, 4-5 Opitz).
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from the substance of God, not from his will, if the Son’s sonship by nature was to be
preserved. He argued that the Nicene phrases, “same in substance” and “from the
substance of the Father,” though not found in scripture, ensured the proper understanding
of scriptural testimony about the Son as the Father’s genuine and natural offspring. When
he defends this Nicene phraseology in De decretis,'** he argues that “from God” means
“from the substance of God” due to divine simplicity. In this context, he advances the
theory that divine simplicity implies that all God’s names refer to his substance without
fully disclosing it.

He begins by demonstrating the blasphemies that result from viewing God as
composite:

So then, if someone thinks that God is composite as (1) the accident is in

the substance, or (2) that he has a certain external covering and is

enclosed, or (3) that there are in connection with him certain things that

complete his substance, so that when we say ‘God’ or name him ‘Father’

we do not signify his invisible and incomprehensible substance, but rather

some one of the things connected with him, then let them, on the one

hand, find fault with the Council’s stating that the Son is “from the

substance of God,” but on the other hand consider that they utter the

following two blasphemies when they think this way: (A) they introduce a

14 On the polemics and argumentation of this work, see Lewis Ayres, “Athanasius’
Initial Defense of the Term ‘Ouoovoog: Rereading the De Decretis,” Journal of Early
Christian Studies 12 (2004): 337-59.
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certain corporeal God and (B) falsely assert that the Lord is not Son of the

Father himself, but of the things in connection with him.'*

Andrew Radde-Gallwitz has studied the three types of composition mentioned here
(marked 1-3) and concludes that Athanasius is denying both accidental and ordinary
essential predication in the case of God, even though he wants to argue that all
predication in the case of God is essential predication.'*® Nonetheless, this is the central
point of Athanasius: if God is composite, God’s names must refer to something other
than God, that is, to properties God merely possesses.

It seems as if Athanasius is missing a premise here that would explain why names
must refer to non-essential properties and not substance in the case of a composite God.
But why Athanasius assumes this becomes clear from his polemical context. Some of his
Eusebian opponents believed that ‘Father’ named a power or activity of God, not the
divine substance.'*’ In Athanasius’s mind, then, this was tantamount to saying that
‘Father’ referred to “one of the things connected with God,” not God’s substance. This is

the missing premise. Hence Athanasius is bringing the views of his opponents to their

" Athanasius, Decr. 22.1-2 (AW II/1: 18, 21-28 Opitz): Ei pev obv tov Beov fiyeiTai
IS glva oqusTov oog ev ™ OUO'IO( TO ouuBeBnKog 1 e€cabev T m—:plBo)\nv EXELV
KO(l KO()\UTTTEO@O([ 1 elval Vo nspl QUTOV TO ouun)\npouwa TT]\) OUO'IO(\) O(UTOU
COOTE )\syowag MuOS Oeov M ovouaCovrag rrom;‘pcx un aumv ™y O(OpO(TOV O(UTOU
KO(l O(KO(TO()\T]TI‘TO\) ouolow onuouvsw oG T1 TGOV 1'rep| aUTov usuq)eoewoav HEV
TT]V ouvoSov Yoayooav gk NS ouolag glval Tou Beou TOV unov Karavoschooav 8¢,
ol Buo TO(UTO( B)\aodmuouow OUTCO 610(voouusvon TOV Te yap Gsov ooauaTlKov
TIva enoayoum KO TOV KUPLOV OUK olUTOU TOU TTOTPOS, GAAX TGV TEPI GUTOV Elvail
vlov ko TopeuSovTal.

146 Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 98-100.

147 Asterius, Fr. 14; see also Philostorgius, h.e. 2.15 (Theognis of Nicaea); Dok. 12
(Athanasius of Anazarbus); and Urk 22.16 (Eusebius of Caesarea).
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logical, blasphemous consequences (marked A and B) by suggesting that they view God
as composite.

Next Athanasius teaches that divine simplicity demands that all God’s names
refer to the divine substance:

But if God is something simple, as he in fact is, it is clear that when we

say ‘God’ and name him ‘Father’, we name nothing as if in connection

with him, but signify his substance itself. For although it is impossible to

comprehend what the substance of God is, nonetheless, we understand

only the fact that God is (¢lvat TOV OeOV) when scripture signifies him in

these names, and when we ourselves wish to signify none other than him,

we say ‘God’ and ‘Father’ and ‘Lord’.”'*®
This is a straightforward claim: if God has no parts, any name used for God must refer to
his simple substance, not something else connected with God. At the same time, while
referring to the divine substance, they do not reveal what God’s substance is. Because of
God’s incomprehensibility, the names of God cannot reveal what his substance is, but
they do disclose that fact that he exists. In Fregean terms, Athanasius claims that due to
divine simplicity, God’s names designate the divine substance as their reference, and due

to divine incomprehensibility, the sense of the names reveal nothing about God’s

"% Athanasius, Decr. 22.2-3 (AW II/1: 18, 28-32 Opitz): el 8¢ amAouv Ti 0T 0 Beos,
morrep ouv Kol scm Sn)\OVOTl )\syowes Tov GEov KO(I ovouod;owsg TOV Tl‘O(TEpO(
ou6ev T WS TMEP! O(UTO\) ovouod;ouev 00\)\ aumv TT]\) OUO'IO(\) aUTOU onumvouev
KoV yap KO(TOO\O(BEW 0, Tl TrOTe EOTIV T TOU Gsou ou010( un f BUVO(Tov 0()\)\0( HOVOV
voouwsg glval TO\) Gsov Kol Tng ypaqmg £V TOUTOLS aurov onumvouong ou1< aAlov
TIVO KOl TELS T) aUTOV onuaval BeAovTes Aeyouev Beov kol TaTEPO Kol KUPLOV.
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substance.'*® Hence while his Eusebian opponents held that ‘God’ and ‘Father’ had two
different references, Athanasius maintains that they have the same reference, namely, the
substance of God."°

There is one more step in Athanasius’s argument. He connects ‘God’ with the
name that God himself disclosed to Moses, ‘I am who am’. He writes:

So when he says: | am who am [Ex 3:14] and | am the Lord God [Ex 3:15]

and when scripture says ‘God’, we read and understand nothing other than

that his incomprehensible substance is signified and that he is the one

about whom they are speaking.'”!
Athanasius sees the ‘who am’ (0 «3v) and ‘Lord God’ of Exodus 3:14-15 as equivalent
self-identifications. Hence it follows that any scriptural use of ‘God’ could be substituted
by o wv. Connecting this participle with its cognate noun ‘substance’ (ovoia),
Athanasius sees all God’s names as referring to his substance, that is, God himself and
not some aspect of him.'** This is a creative argument, intending to provide scriptural
justification for his theory that all divine names have the same reference, the divine
substance. Therefore, God and the substance of God are not logically or conceptually

separable.

149 Contra Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 100-1. I interpret voouvTes
elvat Tov Beov kal TNs YPodTs EV TOUTOIS OUTOV GTUEIVOUCT)S OUK GAAOV TIvar Kol
NuEls 1) auTov onuaval BeAdovTes with Morales, La théologie trinitaire d’Athanase
d’Alexandrie, 289.

159 Morales, La théologie trinitaire d’Athanase d’Alexandrie, 290-93.

1 Athanasius, Decr. 22.3-4 (AW 1U/1: 18, 32-35 Opitz): oTav Youv Aéyn PEY T eim o
cov« KO(I TO »Eyco gLl KUplOS‘ o esog« |<0(| OTOU TTOTE )\Eysl n ypo«j)n o Beos, Nuels
O(VO(YlVCOOKOVTES OUSE\) ETEpOV T] O(UTT]V TT]V O(KO(TO()\T]TI‘TOV O(UTOU OUGIO(\)
onuawousvnv VOOUHEV KOl OTI ECTIV ovnsp )\eyouolv

152 Morales, La théologie trinitaire d’Athanase d’Alexandrie, 288—90.
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While Athanasius maintains that “from the substance of God” is not merely
equivalent to “from God” but also clearer, he admits that it is pleonastic:
So then, no one should be startled when he hears that the Son is from the
substance of God. Rather, let him accept that the fathers, in order to clarify
the meaning wrote “from God” more clearly and as it were pleonastically
(©g €k mopalhnlov) as “from the substance of God.” For they
considered that the statements “from God” and “from the substance of
God” are identical in account, since ‘God’, as I said before, signifies
nothing other than the substance of he who is. So then, if on the one hand
the Word is not from God as genuine Son of the Father by nature, but as
the creatures are said to be, namely, by being created and he is from God
just as all things are, the Son is neither from the substance of the Father
nor is he Son by substance, but from virtue, just as we are who called
‘sons’ by grace. But on the other hand if he alone is from God as genuine
Son, as in fact he is, it also makes sense that the Son is said to be from the

substance of God.'>?

>3 Athanasius, Decr. 22.4-5 (AW II/1: 18, 35 — 29, 9 Opitz): OUKOUV un Eevileobow TS
AKOUV €K TN|S OUO'IO(S‘ TOU BeoU €lvai Tov uiov Tou Beou, 00\)\0( el ua)\)\ov
arroSsxsoeoa Toug TI’O(TEpO(S' BlO(KO(BO(pO(VTag TOV vouv |<ou )\EUKOTspov KO(I cog £K
napa)\)\n)\ov TO €K TOU Geou ypouj;owTag TO EK TT]S‘ oumag TCXUTOV yap nynocx\n"o
TO }\eyslv gk Tou Beou Kol TO }\eyslv €K ™ms ouclag TOU eeou glva TOV Aoyov, ETI'EI
KO(l TO esog |<0(60( nposmov ouésv ETEPOV n Tnv ouolow oUTOU TOU O\)TOS‘ cnuouvsl.
£l uev ouv un EK Tou Beov ¢ EOTIV 0 AOYos, ws Qv sm uloS ¢uosl yvnouog EK nanos,
oA\ s To KTIOUO(TO( 610( TO 655nuloupyn060u )\sysTou |<ou O(UTOS WS TO( 1TO(\)TO( £K
TOU Beou OUTE €K Tng ouolag ech Tou TTO(TpOS‘ OUTE OUTOS O UlOS’ KO(T OUO'IO(\)
EOTlV ul0s, 00\)\ s& apsms oag nuslg ol KO(TO( Xaplv Ka}\ouuevm UlOl El 8¢ ek TOU
Beov ¢ EOTI uovog WS UIOS‘ yvnolog WGTEP OUV KOl EGTL, AexBeln AV EIKOTWS KA EK
Ths ouclas Tou Beou o ulos.
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This conclusion to Athanasius’s argument demonstrates its polemical context. He is
concerned to preserve the Son’s genuine, natural sonship as unique and different from
adopted sonship of the Father by grace. He does this by claiming that the divine names
refer to the divine substance (though without revealing what that substance is) and not
one of the things connected with God. Hence, “from God” really means “from the
substance of God.”

This view of the divine names is not isolated; Athanasius repeats it in the later De
synodis when once again defending the Nicene phrase “from the substance of the
Father.”">* He writes:

If when you name him ‘Father’ or say the name ‘God’, you do not signify

his substance nor understand him who is what he is according to

substance, but signify by these names some other thing connected with

him or something worse (I dare not speak of such things), then you ought

not have written that the Son is “from the Father,” but “from the things

connected with him or in him.” Hence by refusing to say that God is truly

Father, and by imagining that the one who is simple is composite, even in

- - 155
a material way, you have became inventors of a newer blasphemy.

134 Athanasius, Syn. 34-36.

13 Athansius, Syn 34.4 (AW 11/1: 261, 33 — 262,3 Opltz) €l usv olv Tov ‘ITO(TEpO(
ovouaCOVTss r] TO Osog ovoua )\EYOVTES OUK ouonow onuou\)ETE oUSE aUTOV Tov OVTO(
orrep EOTI KT ouciov \)OEITE RIVNE ETEpO\) Tl m—:pl auTOV T TO youv Xelpov, |v0( un
TTO(p suou )\synTou Siax TOUTCO\) onualvsTs 5581 un ypad)slv UHOS EK TOU 1TO(Tp05‘
TOV UlOV O(M €K TQV TEPI CXUTOV n TAV £V (XUTOO v ¢8Uyovres }\eyslv oO\T]Gcog
TI'O(TEpO( Tov Beov oUVBeToV 8¢ TOV ATTAOUV K&l GWUOTIKGS OUTOV ETIVOOUVTES
kauvoTepas PAacdnuias edeupeTal yevnabe.
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The argument in this citation and what follows is a reprise of De decretis 22 and has the

136 Note that Athanasius has abandoned his earlier three ways of

same polemical context.
conceptualizing God as composite and simple. Now it is the difference between “the
things connected with him or in him” (like power) and being “what he is according to
substance.” Once again, Athanasius emphasizes that the divine names merely refer to the
divine substance without disclosing it: “For although it is impossible for us to
comprehend what he is, nonetheless when we hear ‘Father’ and ‘God’ and ‘Almighty’ we
do not understand something else, but that the very substance of the one who is is
signified.”"” Here too Athanasius affirms that ‘Son’ also signifies substance when he
complains that the “Arians” consider the name ‘Son’ “not as a substance but as a name

158 Hence for both Father and Son, names refer to substance.

only.

Both Athanasius and the Heteroousians not only use similar language of
“signifying substance” but also root their theories of divine predication in the doctrine of
divine simplicity. I suggest that the Heteroousians used a logic similar to that of
Athanasius when trying to make sense of what ‘unbegotten’ referred to when applied to
God. Eusebian reflection on the name had taught them that this one term was applied to
the Father alone and distinguished him from all other beings. Hence if this name was

uniquely revelatory of God, what then did it reveal about God? According to Athanasius,

if God is simple, then any name for God must refer to his substance. Hence when we say

13 Morales, La théologie trinitaire d’Athanase d’Alexandrie, 293-5.

7 Athanasius, Syn. 35.2 (AW 11/1: 262, 11-13 Opitz): k&v yop aduVaTedS EXGHEV
KO(TO()\O(BEW ) Tl TI'OTE schv OAN O(KOUOVTES‘ TO 1TO(TT]p |<ou TO Beos Kal TO
rrowTOKpaTcop OUX ETEPOV T1, GAN QUTNV THV TOU GVTOS OUGIQV GT)UCIVOLEVT|V
VOOULEV.

18 Athanasius, Syn. 34.4 (AW II/1: 262, 1-3 Opitz): oUTc 8¢ voouvTes €€ qudrykns Kol
Tov AOYOV KOl TO Ul0S OUK ouaiov, AN Gvoua Hovov voulleTe.
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that God is unbegotten, we must mean that God’s substance is unbegotten. The
Heteroousians drew upon the theory of essential predication in the case of God advanced
by Athanasius but misinterpreted the inchoate distinction between sense and reference
that Athanasius was making in those passages. Indeed, it was typical of ancient thought
that these two be conflated, so they are not alone in this. Besides, the Heteroousians did
believe that God was comprehensible. So they adopted only half of Athanasius’s theory
of divine predication based upon simplicity. Therefore, the Heteroousian use of
Athanasius winds up being at the same time a modification and refutation of him. They

cleverly used their opponent’s argument against him.

Conclusion

In this chapter I have argued that the Heteroousian theory of names represents a
continuation of earlier fourth-century debates and an attempted solution to the pressing
theological issues of the their era. | have demonstrated how their thinking advances upon
previous Christian reflection upon and dispute over ‘unbegotten’, especially among
Eusebians in the early fourth century. Their stance on ‘unbegotten’ appears to represent a
response to Athanasius’s critiques of the Eusebian usage of this term. In addition, two of
Athanasius’s two ideas about naming have striking parallels in Eunomius. The first is that
because natures are primary and names secondary, the meaning of a name is determined
by the nature of the bearer. The second is Athanasius’s theory of essential predication
rooted in a doctrine of divine simplicity. This idea seems to have been the lynchpin of
Eunomius’s theory of names and the source of his single greatest improvement upon

Aetius’s argumentation. Therefore, the Heteroousian theory of names was developed over
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time by engaging contemporary debate over the names for God and their significance.
They drew upon their theological forebears, the Eusebians, but also borrowed ideas from
Athanasius, but used them against him.

I am not the first to claim that the Heteroousians developed their theology by
engaging Athanasius. Thomas Kopecek argued that in the early 350s Aetius began to
stress the term heteroousios precisely because Athanasius had rejected it in his De

decretis. '’

His claim is intriguing, but we would need more precise evidence for it to be
convincing.'® In addition, I find it problematic that Kopecek portrays Aetius’s
theological project as fundamentally driven by his partisanship of Arius and his polemics
against Athanasius. He depicts Aetius as a little more than an dialectical disputant who
adopted his positions just to contradict Athanasius. While Kopecek allows for Aetius’s
discriminating use of Arius,'®' he does not grant a similar discernment when Aetius read
Athanasius. My claim that the Heteroousians, particularly Eunomius, selectively drew
upon Athanasius consequently alters Kopecek’s depiction of the Heteroousian theological
project. It is not solely, or even primarily, driven by a polemical spirit, but by a genuine

concern to speak about God accurately and truthfully, wherever good resources for this

theological task may be found.

159 Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 114-24.
10 Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 113 and 144.
16 Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 124—6.
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Chapter Four

Basil’s Critiques of Eunomius’s Theory of Names

The last three chapters examined the Heteroousian theory of names and its
sources. In this chapter we turn to Basil’s theory of names. Since Basil articulated his to
refute Eunomius’s, | begin my discussion of Basil’s with his critiques of his opponent’s.
We need to know what Basil found wrong with Eunomius’s in order to arrive at a full
appreciation of the alternatives that he offered. Basil’s critiques are both substantive and
reductiones ad absurdum. Nonetheless, by both forms of argument he reveals what he
thinks a good theory of names should be. Identifying these criteria will enable us to
understand the goals that Basil set for himself in formulating his own theory of names
and to evaluate whether he has met them.

Basil criticizes five aspects of Eunomius’s theory of names, all of which were
discussed in Chapter One: (1) that a name uniquely applied to God reveals his substance,
which is to say that it defines the divine essence; (2) that such divine names are
synonymous; (3) that divine simplicity necessarily entails essential predication; (4) the
epistemological principle whereby different names imply different substances; and (5) the

identity of name and substance.

The incomprehensibility and ineffability of God’s substance
We saw in Chapter One that the Heteroousians claimed to know both the name
and the substance of God—*‘unbegotten’ and unbegottenness. Basil denies the possibility

of knowing either, affirming the ineffability and incomprehensibility of God’s substance.
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He thereby followed a venerable Christian tradition whose adherents included the
second-century Apologists, as well as Arius and Athanasius, whom I discussed in
Chapter Three. His refutation of this Heteroousian claim has two elements: the
demonstration that it is impossible for human beings to know the substance of God, and
charges of Heteroousian arrogance for claiming that they do. As we will see, the latter is
weaved into the former in the three arguments that Basil employs.

(2) His first argument is that there is no means by which we may come to know
God’s substance. Basil challenges the Heteroousians to acknowledge the source of the
knowledge they claim to have. He sees only two possibilities: the common notions of
philosophy or scripture. If the Heteroousians claim a common notion, Basil replies that

»l Therefore, the common notions of

“this tells us that God exists, not what God is.
philosophy do not grant us knowledge of the divine substance. After he dismisses this
avenue, Basil asks whether scripture is the basis for their claim.? He cites several
scriptural testimonies to show such knowledge is beyond human capacities:
Isn’t it clear that the great David, to whom God manifested the secret and
hidden things of his own wisdom [see Ps 50:8], confessed that such
knowledge is inaccessible? For he said: | regard knowledge of you as a
marvel, as too strong—I am not able to attain it [Ps 138:6]. And when
Isaiah came to contemplate the glory of God [see Is 6:1-3], what did he

reveal to us about the divine substance? He is the one who testified in the

prophecy about Christ, saying: Who shall tell of his begetting? [Is 53:8].

! Eun. 1.12, 8-9 (SChr 299: 212 Sesboiié): AM\’ atitn T €lvar OV Bedv, ov T Tt
elval Muiv VmoBarer. | discuss this passage more fully in Chapter Five, p. 191.

2 Eun. 1.12, 10-11.
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Then there’s Paul, the vessel of election [Acts 9.15], who had Christ

speaking in him [2 Cor 13.3] and was snatched away up to the third

heaven and heard ineffable words which are impossible for a person to

utter [2 Cor 12.2-4]. What teaching did he bequeath to us about the

substance of God? He is the one who peered into the particular reasons for

the economy and cried out with this voice, as if the vastness of what he

contemplated made him dizzy: O the depth of the riches and wisdom and

knowledge of God! How inscrutable are his judgments, and how

unsearchable are his ways! [Rom 11.33]. If these things are beyond the

understanding of those who have attained the measure of the knowledge of

Paul, how great is the conceit of those who profess to know the substance

of God?®
Hence the Heteroousians display nothing but arrogance in claiming to exceed the
knowledge of Paul.*

(2) Basil’s next step is to argue by analogy: the impossibility of knowing even the
substance of created realities demonstrates the impossibility of substantial knowledge of
the highest reality. In this vein, Basil challenges the Heteroousians to name the substance
of the element of earth. For “if they were to argue incontrovertibly about what lies on the

ground and under their feet, we would believe them even when they concern themselves

$Eun. 1.12, 11-29 (SChr 299: 212-4 Seshoiié).

*Eun. 1.12, 1-7 (SChr 299: 212 Sesboiié): “Generally speaking, how much arrogance and
pride would it take for someone to think he has discovered the very substance of God
above all? For by their bragging they nearly eclipse even the one who said: Above the
stars | will set my throne [Is 14:13]. Yet these men are not insolently attacking the stars
or heaven, but are bragging that they have penetrated the very substance of the God of the
universe!”
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with the things beyond every notion.”*

Once again, assuming that the Heteroousians
would claim to have an answer, Basil asks by what means they came to know earth’s
substance. He again sees two possibilities: sense-perception or scripture.® If the
Heteroousians were to claim that it is by sense-perception that they can comprehend the
earth’s substance, Basil has another series of questions ready for them:
By which of the senses is it comprehensible? By sight? But sight
apprehends colors. Perhaps by touch? But touch can distinguish between
hardness and softness, between hot and cold, and such things, none of
which anyone would call substance—unless he had been carried away to
the utmost insanity! As for taste and smell, what do we need to say about
these senses? The former apprehends flavors, the latter odors. And as for
hearing, it is perceptive of noises and voices, things which have no
relationship to the earth. ... Insofar as the earth is perceptible to the
senses, it is either color or mass or lightness or heaviness or density or
rarity or hardness or softness or coldness or hotness, or the qualities
pertaining to flavor, or shape or magnitude—none of which they can say is
its substance, not even if they were to readily affirm all of them.’
By enumerating the proper objects of the five senses, Basil shows that none of them
apprehends substance, only particular qualities.

Basil then turns to the other half of the disjunction: scripture. He cites the

beginning of Genesis to show that it is only recorded who made the earth, not what its

® Eun. 1.12, 32-35 (SChr 299: 214 Sesbolié).
® Eun. 1.12, 35-38.
"Eun. 1.12, 38-46; 1.13, 9-14 (SChr 299: 2146 Sesbolié).
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substance is: “In the beginning God made the heaven and the earth; now the earth was
invisible and without form [Gen 1:1-2].”® Basil attributes to the narrator of the
cosmogony the kind of intellectual humility that he claims his opponents lack: “Thinking
it sufficient to state who made the earth and set it in order, he has refused to waste his
time investigating what the earth’s substance is, on the grounds that such an endeavor is

pointless and useless to his audience.”®

Hence there is no way to know earth’s substance
and claiming to have such knowledge is sheer arrogance: “those who have no
understanding of the nature of the earth on which they trample go so far as to brag that
they have penetrated the very substance of the God of the universe!”*°

Basil maintained his position on the incomprehensibility of earth’s substance, and
the hubris of those who would inquire into it. Commenting on Genesis 1:1 in the
Hexaemeron—the same passage Basil quoted in the passage cited above—, Basil
discouraged inquiry into the substances of each of things that exist, not only because it
results in an excess of words, but also because it is useless for the edification of the
church. He stated that one cannot use reasoning to abstract an unqualified substance
(ovoto) of the earth, since the qualities of earth are its essential complements: take them
away and you destroy earth.

He also continued to employ the argument that proved the impossibility of

knowing the substance of God by analogy with the incomprehensibility of the substance

of created realities or natural processes. In the context of discussing the divinity of the

8 Eun. 1.13, 2-3 (SChr 299: 216 Sesbolié).

° Eun. 1.13, 4-6 (SChr 299: 216 Sesbolié).

19 Eun. 1.13, 16-24; the citation is of lines 22-24 (SChr 299: 219 Sesboiié).
1 Hex. 1.8.
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Spirit, he pointed out the impossibility of knowing the substance of the sun and whether
vision occurs through the reception of images or the emission of a ray from the eye.?
Therefore, Basil’s anti-Eunomian argument in Contra Eunomium 1.13 about the
impossibility of knowing created substances, let alone the divine substance, was but the
first of a series of similar arguments he would make throughout his career. In every case
Basil exhorts the intellectually arrogant, who claim that sure knowledge of essences is
within their grasp, to epistemological humility.

(3) Basil’s third argument is based on his understanding of the divine will. He
cites Exodus 3:15 and 6:2-3—"“God said that he was the God of Abraham and the God of
Isaac and the God of Jacob, for this is my everlasting name and my memorial to
generations of generations [Ex 3.15]” and “I am the Lord, and | appeared to Abraham
and Isaac and Jacob, as | am their God, and I did not disclose my name to them [Ex 6.2-
3]’—to remind Eunomius that God did not reveal his name, and much less his substance,
to the great saints of old, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob because “his name is too great for
human ears.”** This is simply a choice that God has made because of its transcendence.
This fact furnishes Basil with another occasion for accusing Eunomius of arrogance: “Yet
it seems that to Eunomius God has manifested not only his name, but also his very
substance! This great secret, which was not manifested to any of the saints, he makes
public by writing it in his books, and blurts it out to all people recklessly.”** Basil adds

that God’s substance is not only incomprehensible to human beings, but to all created

12 Eun. 3.6; Hom. 24.7.
3 Eun. 1.13, 25-36 (SChr 299: 218 Sesho(ié).
% Eun. 1.13, 36-40 (SChr 299: 218-20 Sesbo(ié).
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rational natures—the angels.' Basil cites Matthew 11:27 and a conflation of 1
Corinthians 2:10-11 and 2:12—*“No one knows the Father except the Son; and: The Spirit
searches everything, even the depths of God. For no one knows what belongs to a man
except the spirit that is in him, and no one knows what belongs to God except the Spirit
that is from God”—to show that only the Son and the Holy Spirit know the substance of
the Father.'® If this is the case, how can the Heteroousians claim to have the same

knowledge?*’

Thus their arrogance is once again revealed. Human beings cannot know
the substance of God, but “are led up from the activities of God and gain knowledge of
the maker through what he has made, and so come in this way to an understanding of his
goodness and wisdom. For what can be known about God is that which God has
manifested [Rom 1:19] to all human beings.”*® Humans thus have true knowledge of
God, even if it falls short of his substance.

Therefore, in reaction to Eunomius, Basil held that God’s substance was
incomprehensible and ineffable. Basil employed three distinct arguments: (1) there is no
source, whether common notions, sense perception, or scripture, whereby one may come
to knowledge of God’s substance; (2) the impossibility of knowing even the substance of
created realities like earth underscores the impossibility of substantial knowledge of the
highest reality; and (3) God chose to reveal his substance only to the Son and Holy Spirit.

Interspersed with these arguments are accusations of Heteroousian arrogance for making

the claim to know substances. Basil affirms that human beings do have true knowledge of

> Eun. 1.14, 1-3.

18 Eun. 1.14, 4-8 (SChr 299: 220 Seshoié).

7 Eun. 1.14, 8-14.

18 Eun. 1.14, 16-20 (SChr 299: 220-222 Sesbolié).
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God, but it is not of his substance. There is no name that expresses the incomprehensible
and ineffable substance of God, despite Heteroousian claims to the contrary.

Each of Basil’s three arguments appeals to scripture. The first two are premised
on a disjunction between scriptural knowledge and knowledge from common notions and
sense-perception, respectively. The third is wholly scriptural. In each case Basil quotes
verses to prove his point. Therefore, while Basil is arguing that Eunomius is mistaken
about the possibility of knowledge of the divine substance, he is also implying that
Eunomius is a poor interpreter of scripture. This is a principal feature of Basil’s anti-
Eunomian rhetoric. His opponent’s errors are easily unmasked by an attentive reading of

scripture.

God is not a polyonym

In Chapter One | outlined how Eunomius’s theory of names resulted in the
synonymy of all names uniquely applied to God. Basil picks up on this and remarks that
one of the absurd consequences of Eunomius’s theory of names is that every designation
used of God must similarly refer to his substance, making God a polyonym. According to
Porphyry,

polyonyms are things that have several different names, but one and the

same account, such as ‘sword’, ‘saber’ and ‘blade’, and in the case of

clothing, “‘coat’ and “cloak’. In the former case, the thing in question is

one, as is the definition that corresponds to the name, for it is a double-
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edged blade fashioned for the purpose of killing animals, but the names

‘sword’, ‘saber’ and ‘blade’ are different. *°
Basil appears to consider Eunomius’s theory of names to amount to nothing more than
crude polyonymy. But in accusing Eunomius of making God into a polyonym, Basil is
not merely accusing Eunomius of having a simplistic theory of names, but also of having
a basic misunderstanding of God. For Basil would later censure Sabellians for believing
that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit were “one polyonymous reality” (€v pdyuo
rohvwvupov).? It is admittedly odd that Basil would posit similarities between
Eunomius and the Sabellians; his usual polemical tactic is to depict Eunomius and the
Sabellius as two contradictory extremes.?* But the kinds of polyonymy Basil accuses
Eunomius and Sabellians of are different: Eunomius does not conflate Father, Son, and
Spirit into a single modalistic reality as the Sabellians do, but considers the different
names for God as having the same account (logos). Yet in either case, it is inappropriate
to consider God a polyonym, and hence Basil’s charge attributes a defective
understanding of God to Eunomius.

There may be more to the charge of polyonymy. Basil may also be rejecting a
Christian tradition of considering God a polyonym. Among others, Cyril of Jerusalem
considered God to be polyonymous and Eusebius of Caesarea though that Christ was
polyonymous.? Yet it is unclear if these earlier fourth-century theologians were using

‘polyonymous’ in its technical sense, and may have meant nothing more than that God or

Yin Cat. (CAG 4.1: 69, 1f. Busse); trans. Strange 50. Cf. Dexippus, in Cat. 1.3 (CAG
4.2: 9, 19f. Busse).

20 Ep. 226.4.
1 Hom. 24 is the clearest example of this.
22 Cyril, Cat. 6.7; Eusebius, Dem. ev. 5.1.4, 6.10.1; Is. 1.54.
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Christ is called by multiple names.?® Whatever the precise polemical context which
makes sense of Basil’s charge, it is clear that Basil’s main goal is to affirm against
Eunomius that each name used for God has a distinct account (logos), that is, a meaning
that is not synonymous with the other names applied to God, thereby precluding the
possibility that God is a polyonym.

Basil makes this point twice, once concerning the names of Christ, once
concerning the names for God. As for Christ, Basil notes that he called himself by several
different names which are distinct in meaning:

He called himself “door,” ‘way,” ‘bread,” “vine,” “‘shepherd,” and ‘light,’

even though he is not a polyonym. All these names do not carry the same

meaning as one another. For ‘light’ signifies one thing, ‘vine’ another,

‘way’ another, and ‘shepherd’ yet another. Though our Lord is one in

substrate, and one substance, simple and not composite, he calls himself

by different names at different times, using designations that differ from

one another for the different conceptualizations.*

The fact that Christ is one in substrate, one substance, and simple does not imply that all
Christ’s names refer to his substance and mean the same thing. Hence Basil rejects
Eunomius’s teaching that divine simplicity necessarily entails essential predication. Since
Basil thinks that Eunomius’s theory of names would effectively make Christ a polyonym,

he offers an alternative account of names that maintains the simplicity of Christ without

23 See Eusebius, Dem. ev. 5.1.4 (GCS 23: 210, 32-33 Heikel), on Christ: moAvohupdg tig
OV kol dud Thelotwv Tpoonoewy Beoloyovuevog. The two clauses seem to be
parallel. Yet at the same time Eusebius appears to have believed that each of the Son’s
names, whatever else it disclosed, also indicated his derivative ontological status in
relation to the Father.

24 Eun. 1.7, 8-15 (SChr 299: 188-90 Sesboiié).
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falling into Eunomius’s errors (requiring essential predication or making Christ a
polyonym). Instead of indicating substance, each name that Christ used of himself
designates a different conceptualization. This teaching is discussed more fully in Chapter
Five, but for now we can say that these conceptualizations refer to non-substantial aspects
of Christ. Basil describes what ‘light’, “vine’, and ‘bread” mean when applied to Christ.?®
‘Light’, for example, “points out the inaccessibility of the glory in the divinity.” Hence
Christ’s names reveal his conceptualizations, not substance despite his simplicity: “If
anyone should examine each of the names one by one, he would find the various
conceptualizations, even though for all there is one substrate as far as substance is
concerned.”?®

Basil makes a similar argument regarding the names for God. He thinks that it is
preposterous that “all things attributed to God similarly refer to his substance.”*’ He
writes: “how is it not ridiculous to say that his creative power is his substance? Or that his
providence is his substance? Or the same for his foreknowledge? In other words, how is it
not ridiculous to regard every activity of his as his substance?”?® It is ridiculous because
“if all these names converge upon a single meaning, each one has to signify the same

thing as the others, such as is the case with polyonyms, as when we call the same man

‘Simon’, ‘Peter’, and ‘Cephas’.”* But according to both common usage and the Spirit’s

% Eun. 1.7, 17-27 (SChr 299: 190 Seshoié).
%6 Eun. 1.7, 27-29 (SChr 299: 190 Sesholié).
" Eun. 1.8, 21-22 (SChr 299: 194 Seshoié).
8 Eun. 1.8, 22-26 (SChr 299: 194 Sesholié).

2% Eun. 1.8, 26-28 (SChr 299: 194 Seshoié). Note that Porphyry considered the Romans
to be polyonyms because each had several names that referred to the same person, e.g.
Marcus Tullius Cicero; see in Cat. (CAG 4.1: 69, 8f. Busse).
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teaching each name has a proper signification (tnv idtav onuaotiav).* Therefore,
Eunomius is establishing outlandish linguistic conventions.

Basil cites a number of scriptural passages to show that each discloses a distinct
property (and thus name) for God:

And yet, when we hear it said about God that in wisdom he made all

things [Ps 103:24], we learn of his creative art. When it is said that he

opens his hand and fills every living thing with delight [Ps 144:16], itis a

question of his providence that extends everywhere. When it is said that he

made the darkness his hiding-place [Ps 17:12], we are taught that his

nature is invisible. Furthermore, when we hear what was said by God

himself, As for me, | am and do not change [Mal 3:6], we learn that the

divine substance is always the same and unchanging.®*
And so, these passage supply us with distinct names for God—*creator’, “‘provident’,
‘invisible’, and ‘unchanging’—each of which tell us something different about God.
Basil concludes: “how is it not sheer madness to deny that a proper signification underlies
each of the names, and to claim in contradiction to their actual meaning that all names
mean the same thing as one another?”%* Therefore, in rejecting Eunomius’s theory that all
the names for God are synonymous, Basil thinks that a good theory of names demands
that the proper signification of each name be preserved, in line with common usage and

scriptural practice.

%0 Eun. 1.8, 31-34 (SChr 299: 194 Sesbo(ié)
L Eun. 1.8, 34-42 (SChr 299: 194-6 Sesbo(ié).
%2 Eun. 1.8, 42-45 (SChr 299: 196 Seshoié).
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According to Basil, the many names by which God is called—none of which
names his substance—contribute bit-by-bit to our knowledge of God. He writes: “There
IS not one name which encompasses the entire nature of God and suffices to express it
adequately. Rather, there are many diverse names, and each one contributes, in
accordance with its own meaning, to a notion that is altogether dim and trifling as regards
the whole but that is at least sufficient for us.”** Some names like ‘incorruptible’,
invisible’, “immortal” and ‘unbegotten’ tell us what is not present to God, whereas other
names like ‘good’, ‘just’, “creator’, and ‘judge’ affirm what is present to God.>* The
negative names teach what it is inappropriate to think about God, whereas the positive
names affirm what is appropriately considered in connection with God.* For Basil the
multiple names of God are not synonymous; each has a meaning which adds to our
knowledge of God. Each name must retain its own meaning when applied to God, a

feature that Eunomius’s theory did not preserve.

Divine simplicity and predication

In the last section we saw how Basil rejected the notion that in the case of Christ
divine simplicity entailed essential predication. He made a similar claim regarding the
things said of God. In response to Eunomius’s claim that ‘unbegotten’ and ‘“light” are

synonymous because of divine simplicity, Basil writes:

%3 Eun. 1.10, 1-5 (SChr 299: 204 Sesbolié).
% Eun. 1.10, 5-35.

%% On Basil’s understanding of positive and negative terms, see Andrew Radde-Gallwitz,
“*Seek and You Shall Find’: Divine Simplicity and the Knowledge of God in Basil of
Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa” (Ph.D. diss., Emory University, 2007), 160-4. He
rightly critiques the interpretation of Basil’s negative terms as actually negations of
negations, and thus positives.
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Our response to the objection that God will be revealed as composite

unless the light is understood as the same thing as unbegotten goes as

follows. If we were to understand unbegottenness as part of the substance,

there would be room for the argument which claims that what is

compounded from different things is composite. But if we were to posit,

on the one hand, the light or the life or the good as the substance of God,

claiming that the very thing which God is is life as a whole, light as a

whole, and good as a whole, while positing, on the other hand, that the life

has unbegottenness as a concomitant, then how is the one who is simple in

substance not incomposite? For surely the ways of indicating his

distinctive feature will not violate the account of simplicity. Otherwise all

the things said about God will indicate to us that God is composite.*
Here Basil gives his account of how God can have non-synonymous essential properties
without destroying divine simplicity. Andrew Radde-Gallwitz has highlighted the
significance of Basil’s distinction between predicating properties “as part of the
substance” and “of the substance as a whole.” The former clearly violates divine
simplicity, whereas the latter preserves it by affirming that such “names do not refer to
one aspect of God’s essence while failing to refer to another.”*” Those names predicated
of God as a whole refer to properties that are co-extensive with each other and concurrent

with the divine essence. The latter means that these properties are necessarily connected

% Eun. 2.29, 13-24 (SChr 305: 122-4 Sesboliié). For a discussion of this passage and the
following in their wider context, see Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 179—
88.

3" Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 182.



175

with the divine substance without being identical with it.*® As such, they contribute to
God’s “formula of essence” (LOyog Tfic ovolog), that is, they are “predicated directly of
the essence, rather than some other feature”*® but do not define that essence. Basil sees
such names as indicating the “distinctive feature” of God.

Immediately after the passage cited above, Basil lays out the options of how
God’s names can by non-synonymous without violating divine simplicity:

It seems that if we are going to preserve the notion of simplicity and

partlessness, there are two options. Either (1) we will not claim anything

about God except that he is unbegotten, and we will refuse to name him

‘invisible,” ‘incorruptible,” ‘immutable,” “creator,” ‘judge,” and all the

names we now use to glorify him. Or (2), if we do admit these names,

what will we make of them? (2a) Shall we apply all of them to the

substance? If so, we will demonstrate not only that he is composite, but

also that he is compounded from unlike parts, because different things are

signified by each of these names. Or (2b) shall we take them as external to

the substance?*
Note that the names Basil lists are doxological, “the names we now use to glorify him,”
rather than those names that are predicated of the substance of God as a whole. There are
two ways of preserving divine simplicity if each name applied to God has a distinct

meaning. The first option is to use only one name for God, such as ‘unbegotten’. This is

more-or-less what Eunomius has done. But this clearly goes against scripture and

3 Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 183-6.
% Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 180.
4 Eun, 2.29, 24-34 (SChr 305: 124 Seshoiié).
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Christian tradition, which uses a variety of names to glorify God. And so, the first option
should be rejected on the grounds that it is unscriptural and results in a God who cannot
be worshipped. This leads to the second option, which tries to account for the usage of
the names Basil has listed, both negative and positive. If they refer to the divine
substance itself (2a) while retaining distinct meanings, then divine simplicity is not only
destroyed since each name refers to a different thing in the substance itself, but they also
make God a compound of unlike parts. This too is clearly an objectionable option.

This leaves Basil with a final option: “shall we take them as external to the
substance?” (¥cw tfic ovolog). Unfortunately, he does not explain what he means by
this. It is clear, however, that the names he lists here are not like those not names
predicated of the substance of God as a whole, those names which contribute to God’s
formula of essence. Nonetheless, according to Radde-Gallwitz, “they are necessary,
either because they name some truth about an essential property of God, or they refer to
an activity of God (such as judging or creating), or simply because they contribute to
Christian doxology. That is, they are true, but non-essential in the specific sense of not
belonging to the logos tés ousias.”**

And so, Basil has offered a way of accounting for a multitude of names for God,
each with distinct meanings, without compromising divine simplicity. The point here is
that he does not believe that divine simplicity necessarily entails essential predication or

synonymy. Hence his theory of names preserves the distinct meaning of each name used

for God without destroying divine simplicity by arguing that most names predicated of

*1 Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 188.
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God do not refer to his substance, but those that do name his substance refer to it as a

whole.

The consequences of the Heteroousian epistemological principle

Basil points out a number of inconsistencies and contradictions with regard to the
Heteroousian epistemological principled discussed in Chapter One, that a difference in
names implies a difference in substance. These arguments of Basil are for the most part
polemical reductiones ad absurdum aimed at scoring points in the debate and showing
the holes in Eunomius’s theory. In addition, the inferences he draws from Eunomius’s
positions in order to expose his opponent’s self-contradictions are not always logically
sound. Despite these facts, Basil’s arguments do nonetheless reveal what he thinks a
theory of names should not be. Basil makes use of three arguments.

(2) First of all, Basil points out that the Heteroousian epistemological principle
cannot be correct because in their system the same names can indicate different
substances. He notes that both Father and Son share many names such as “invisible’,
‘unchangeable’ and ‘incorruptible.” If such names indicate substance for God the Father,
why don’t they also indicate substance for God the Son?** Hence Eunomius does not
have a consistent account of how common names operate. In a good theory of names,
such names would operate the same way each time they are applied, which is to say that
would have the same significance each time they are used.

(2) The fact that two items of the same substance can be called by different names

also indicates that their epistemological principle is mistaken. Note that in this context

“2 Eun. 1.8, 47-58.
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Basil uses a slippery notion of substance. Basil points out that if Eunomius is correct,
then the names “Peter’ and ‘Paul’ would indicate that the two men are different in
substance (¢tepoovaotoug).*® But this is absurd since a scriptural passage like Job 33:6—
You have been formed from clay, as also have I—"signals nothing other than that all
human beings are the same in substance” (10 6pooVoLoV vty dvBpwmmv).** In this
argument, Basil understands substance as common substrate. Furthermore, he notes that
Eunomius calls the Son both ‘something-begotten’ and ‘thing-made’ but it is impossible
that the different names reveal different substance in this case since there is but one
substance (here understood as individual existent).”> Therefore, whether substance is
interpreted as common substrate or individual subsistence, Eunomius’s theory of names
is self-contradictory.

(3) Basil also attacks the epistemological principle by refuting its inverse. Basil
infers that if different names reveal different substances, then the same names would have
to indicate a sameness of substance. First of all, Basil’s logic is a bit shaky here, for the
inverse of a true conditional need not always be true. Eunomius’s conditional is: if
different names, then different substances. Basil assumes that the inverse is true: if the
same names, then the same substances. The contrapositive is: if the same substances, then
the same names. Since the contrapositive of a true conditional is always true, Eunomius
would have had to agree with the contrapositive, but not the inverse of his position
(which, as we shall see in the next paragraph, Eunomius explicitly denied). Nonetheless,

Basil’s assumption of the truth value of the inverse works well enough for his polemical

3 Eun. 2.4, 27-30 (SChr 305: 20 Sesbolié).
* Eun. 2.4, 32-34 (SChr 305: 2022 Sesbo(ié).
> Eun. 2.5, 5-9. Eunomius of course would have claimed these names are synonymous.
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purposes. So assuming it is true, then when those who are perfect in virtue are called
‘gods’ (cf. John 10:35), “human beings would be the same in substance as the God of the
universe.”* In assessing this absurd statement, Basil says it best: “But just as saying this
is sheer madness, so too is his logic here equally crazy.”*" In attempting to reduce
Eunomius’s position to absurdity, Basil’s logic, while not crazy, is surely lazy.

Basil assumed the truth value of the inverse elsewhere in order to point out
Eunomius’s own self-contradictions. He argues that it is incompatible for Eunomius to
assert that a difference in substance follows upon a difference in names, while denying
that a commonality of substance follows upon a commonality of names.*® Eunomius
made this denial in connection with the name ‘something made’. Just because the Son
and creatures share this name, he taught that it does not mean that they have a co-ordinate
ontological status.*® While in this instance Eunomius is being logically consistent with
his own claims, Basil’s logic, for the reasons mentioned earlier, is suspect. Basil notes
that shortly after the denial, Eunomius once again reasserts the Heteroousian
epistemological principle.*® Basil accuses Eunomius of having it both ways: “How could
anyone use language more carelessly? In short measure, he switches between contrary

positions: now he says that a difference in names intimates diversity in substance, now he

“® Eun. 2.4, 40-41 (SChr 305: 22 Sesbolié): 6poovoloL dv eiev 1@ Oed TOV Shwv ol
avOpwitot.

" Eun. 2.4, 41-42 (SChr 305: 22 Seshoiié).
“® Eun. 2.24, 55-78.
* Apol. 17.8-9.

%0 Basil refers to Apol. 18.13-14, and alludes to Eunomius’s previous statement of the
principle at Apol. 12.13-14.
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says that commonality of names does not mean that there is a substance in common.”**

But Eunomius is not being as self-contradictory as Basil makes him out to be.

It can be discerned in these three arguments that Basil’s main goal in pointing out
these absurdities, inconsistencies, and contradictions in Eunomius’s theory is to show that
the same name must mean the same thing in every case and operate in the same way in
every case, but in no case indicate substance. He thinks that the Heteroousian
epistemological principle and its inverse could be valid only if names are primary and
natures are secondary. He of course denies this, saying: “the nature of realities is not
consequent to their names but names are found posterior to realities.”* His denial echoes
sentiments of both Athanasius and Eunomius, discussed in Chapter Three. Unlike them,
however, Basil views the primacy of natures and the posteriority of names as meaning
that names do not give access to substance such that they express essence.

Only in the first argument has Basil exposed a real problem in Eunomius’s
thinking. Eunomius’s account of names common to the Father and Son, such as ‘light’, is
rife with logical problems and Basil devoted much space to demonstrating them.>® While
Basil’s second and third arguments may be effective polemically, they themselves suffer
from logical flaws. Nonetheless, Basil’s main point is clear: the Heteroousian
epistemological principle in invalid because the divine names do not and cannot disclose
substance.

Though Basil was quick to expose Eunomius’s self-contradiction, Basil himself is

guilty of the same. In the third book of Contra Eunomium, devoted to the Holy Spirit,

L Eun. 2.24, 74-78 (SChr 305: 104 Seshoiié).
*2 Eun. 2.4, 35-37 (SChr 305: 22 Sesbolié).
%% See Eun. 2.25-29.
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Basil assumes the validity of the principle that sharing a name indicates a commonality of
nature. In the context, he wants to argue that the Holy Spirit is of the same nature as the
Father and the Son, though different in rank and dignity. In order to prove this point he
brings in the principle that a single nature can admit of differences in rank in dignity. The
example that he uses is the angels, saying: “Just as all the angels share a single
designation, so too they share a nature that is absolutely the same.”>* Basil goes on to
demonstrate that scripture speaks of various kinds of angels whose dignities are
proportional to the number of those for whom they care: an angel who cares for a single
individual (that is, a guardian angel) is of a lesser dignity than an angel who leads a
nation. Yet he emphasizes that all angels share a single nature. While Basil’s point in this
argument is to show that the single divine nature allows for differences in dignity, he
betrays the assumption that the same name indicates the same nature.

In addition, Basil points out that the Holy Spirit shares the designations ‘holy’ and
‘spirit” with the Father and Son.> He cites various scriptural texts to this effect and
concludes: “These testimonies make it clear to everyone that the communion of the
names does not communicate the Spirit’s estrangement of nature, but rather his affinity
with the Father and the Son.”® Once again, Basil appeals to a principle that he berated
Eunomius for using. These lapses on the part of Basil show to what extent he was
resisting an understanding of names that was perhaps common in philosophical and

theological contexts, one that Eunomius drew upon.

> Eun. 3.1, 40-41 (SChr 305: 148 Seshoiié).
> Eun. 3.3, 1-16.
% Eun. 3.3, 14-16 (SChr 305: 156 Seshoié).
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The convertibility of name and substance

Another of Basil’s reductio arguments against Eunomius’s theory of names
concerns his opponent’s tendency to collapse name, meaning, and object into a single
reality, as we discussed in Chapter One. It is certainly one of Basil’s more tendentious
arguments. He argues that Eunomius’s theory means that names and substance are
linguistically convertible. This is a very questionable interpretation.

Nonetheless, Basil employs two examples. The first concerns the Only-Begotten
and Eunomius’s primary name for the Son, ‘something begotten’. He says: “if the [Only-
Begotten’s] substance is something begotten, and vice versa, if that which is begotten is
substance for anything that is begotten, then all things that are begotten are of the same
substance with one another.”>” While Eunomius’s claim is that begottenness is the
substance of the Begotten was ontological, Basil perversely interprets him a making a
linguistic claim, that the terms “begotten’ and *substance’ are interchangeable. His second
example is even more absurd. Given the convertibility of name and substance in
Eunomius’s theory, Basil opines that if we say that the Son is ‘something begotten’ of
God, then this means that the Son is the “substance’ of God. For ‘something begotten’
and ‘substance’ are linguistically convertible.?® And of course this is ridiculous.

However dubious Basil’s interpretation of Eunomius here, his comments reveal
what he thinks a good theory of names should look like:

Surely, he will not claim that ‘something begotten’ signifies substance

only when it is used for the Son, but that when it is used for the other

things that participate in begetting it no longer preserves the same notion.

" Eun. 2.10, 4-6 (SChr 305: 38 Sesbotié).
8 Eun. 2.10, 28-44.
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So let him give us a clear and incontrovertible explanation why the same
designation does not mean the same thing in every case similarly.*
For Basil, names must mean the same thing whenever they are applied. He is very
concerned with understanding the meaning, or notions, of names. According to Basil,
each name has a notion associated with it that is true of the name-bearer whenever the
name is applied, whether in mundane or divine contexts. The same notion must be

preserved in each instance of a name’s usage.

Conclusion

Basil’s critiques of Eunomius’s theory of names reveal three aspects of what he
thinks is a good theory of names. While his critiques do not always exhibit a charitable
interpretation of his opponent’s thought, and even though Basil himself is guilty of shaky
logic and self-inconsistency, his remarks do reveal his criteria for his alternative theory of
names. In this way Basil establishes the parameters for a radically different theory of
names.

First and primarily, names do not reveal substance, meaning that they do not
define the essence of the things to which they are applied or grant knowledge of that
essence. Essences always remain incomprehensible for Basil. Therefore, Basil will need
to identify what names do signify, if not essence. Aspects of his answer were hinted at
above. Negative names like ‘unbegotten’ and “invisible’ signify what is not present in
God, whereas positive names what is present in God. Of the latter, some like ‘good’ and

‘light’ refer to the substance of God as a whole without defining it; others like “creator’

% Eun. 2.10, 9-13 (SChr 305: 38 Sesholié).
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and ‘judge’ are, in Basil’s words, “external to the substance.” In other words, names
signify properties, not essences. | examine Basil’s argumentation for this position, which
cuts to the heart of Eunomius’s theory of names, in Chapter Seven.

Second, each name applied to God is non-synonymous and has a distinct
meaning. This is aimed at denying the two features of Eunomius’s theory of names: (1)
the centrality of the name ‘unbegotten’, and (2) that divine simplicity necessitates the
synonymy of all names predicated of God. Basil argued that no single name suffices to
exhaust knowledge of God; multiple names are needed. Each contributes in its own way
to our understanding of God, even if this understanding falls short of knowledge of God’s
essence. Basil’s theory of names will therefore support a theological epistemology that
allows for a far richer and more comprehensive knowledge of God than Eunomius’s. |
explore Basil’s account of the non-synonymy of God’s names in Chapter Five, and his
decentralization of ‘unbegotten’ in Chapters Five and Six.

Third, Basil holds that names must always operate in the same way whenever they
are applied, in both divine and mundane contexts. In other words, they mean the same
thing whether applied to God or creatures; the same notion must be preserved. It should
be noted that Basil thinks this must be the case only for those names that are literally true.
For example, we saw how Basil recognized ‘vine’ as a name for Christ. While this term
tells us something true about Christ, it does not meant that he is a grape-producing plant
whose stem requires support. Furthermore, Basil recognizes that scripture uses figurative
and allegorical language about God that is not literally true. For example, he
acknowledges that the scriptures have at times spoken of the substance of God as

something material, citing Ezekiel 8:2, Deuteronomy 4:24, and Daniel 7:9-10 as
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examples. These passages describe God as amber, fire, and so forth. Basil says that such
descriptions are meant to transfer us to worthy notions of God. But if we take them
literally, we will think of God as not only material but also composite.®® Basil’s
explanation of the unity of meaning and preservation of the notion between divine and

mundane context is explored in Chapter Five.

0 Eun. 1.14, 20-39.
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Chapter Five

Basil’s Notionalist Theory of Names

In Chapter Four, | discussed Basil’s critiques of Eunomius’s theory of names
because they revealed the criteria for his own theory. In this chapter and the next | take
up two of these parameters, (1) that each name applied to God is hon-synonymous and
has a distinct meaning, and (2) that names must always operate in the same way, part of
which is to say they must always mean the same thing, whenever they are applied,
whether it be to God or created realities. Basil achieves these two features in his own
theory of names by insisting that each name has a distinct meaning, which is to say a
distinct notion (£vvoua) associated with it, a notion which holds true of both God and
mundane realities. When a person hears name F, the notion of F is impressed upon the
mind of the hearer, and it is true of any entity that bears the name. Hence names, instead
of immediately disclosing substance, give rise to notions that are true of the name-bearer.
Because of the emphasis that Basil accords to notions in his theory of names, I call it
“notionalist.”

When discussing what specific names mean when applied to God, Basil appeals
to the distinct notions associated with the names. According to Basil, notions are present
to the human mind in three ways: (1) immediately, (2) after the purification of those
notions immediately present, and (3) through reflection upon either of the first two. This
schema results in two general kinds of notions. Basic notions are present to the mind

from a variety of sources either immediately or after purification, whereas derived
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notions are achieved by reflection upon basic notions.! Every notion, whether basic or
derived, has a corresponding name that can be applied to an entity.

Basil’s terminology for notions is inconsistent.? He uses the same term for both
the genus and the species. The word £vvola is the generic term for ‘notion’. Basil most
often uses it for both the general class and basic notions, though he also uses the
synonym ‘concept’ (vonua). A derived notion is most often called an conceptualization
(émivoua), though it is sometimes called an £vvouia or a vonua. Despite his inconsistency
in terminology, it is usually clear what he means. There is a semantic distinction between
basic and derived notions in Basil, even if the terminological distinction is less clear.?
Note that it is not content that accounts for the distinction between a basic and a derived
notion; rather, it is how the notion is arrived at that makes it one or the other.

I have three goals in this chapter. First, I will argue that Basil recognizes two
sources of basic notions, natural notions and common usage, but by far the most
important source of notions for him that are useful for theology is the latter. While Basil
presents these as immediately present to the human mind, | argue that he actually requires
that they be purified of their inappropriate content—chiefly their corporeal

connotations—in order for their use in theology. Hence while they are basic notions

! On the distinction between basic and derived notions in Basil, see Philip Rousseau,
Basil of Caesarea (Berkeley / Los Angeles / London: University of California Press,
1994), 112; and Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, “*Seek and You Shall Find’: Divine Simplicity
and the Knowledge of God in Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa” (Ph.D. diss.,
Emory University, 2007), 169 n. 5. Of course, one imagines that another derived notion
could be achieved by reflection upon a prior derived notion; but Basil does not speak
about this possibility.

2 Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 169-70.
8 Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 170 n. 6.
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insofar as they can be used to construct derived notions, they differ from those basic
notions immediately present to the human mind.

Second, I will argue that Basil views a conceptualization (epinoia) as a derived
notion and that his well-known doctrine of conceptualization is but part of a larger
understanding of notions. Most scholars who have studied Basil’s understanding of the
connection between names and notion have focused only upon the derivative
conceptualizations. | contend that Basil develops a consistent theory of names in which
all names reveal notions, but some notions are basic and others derived. In a sense,
theology for Basil is an appropriate understanding of the basic notions about God and the
use of these to discover derived notions about God. In addition, since it is often noted in
scholarship, but not sufficiently explored, that Basil draws upon Origen in his use of
conceptualization, I conclude the second part by examining how Basil used Origen, and
demonstrate that Basil has heavily adapted Origen’s doctrine of conceptualization for
polemical purposes.

In the third part of this chapter I seek to uncover upon what resources Basil may
have drawn in formulating his notionalist theory of names against Eunomius’s theory. |
suggest both a remote and a proximate background. I argue that Basil may have been
remotely influenced by fourth-century Neoplatonist commentators upon Aristotle who
taught that names signify primarily thoughts and secondarily things. Basil would have
found the wedge that these Neoplatonist placed between names and substances quite
useful for refuting Eunomius. Unfortunately, there is only scant evidence for
Neoplatonist influence upon Basil in this area. Accordingly, | argue that in the

formulation of his theory of names Basil was proximately influenced by the
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Homoiousians, who placed tremendous importance on the notions of the names ‘Father’
and ‘Son’ in their anti-Heteroousian theology. | suggest that Basil developed the

rudimentary notionalism of the Homoiousian into a full-blown theory of names.

I. Basic notions: the foundations of theology
Basil recognizes two kinds of basic notions: those immediately present to the
human mind and those notions achieved through the purification of notions as they are

commonly used.

Common or natural notions

Basil’s appeal to the natural notions immediately available to the human mind
represents an adaptation of philosophical epistemology. In Stoic and Epicurean
epistemology, a “common notion” (kouvr) €vvoia) or a “natural notion” (guotk)
£vvola) is any ordinary, naturally well-founded concept that is available to the mind as a
“preconception” (tpoAnpic).* According to Michael Frede, common notions “provide
us with an antecedent general understanding or grasp of the things which as rational
beings we perceive and think about, and which even in perceiving them we represent in

»5

terms of these conceptions.” A preconception is the innate concept of a thing that makes

discussion, investigation, and understanding of it possible. Preconceptions are the

% For ancient testimonies, see Cicero, Nat. deo. 1.43 and Acad. 2.30 [=LS 40N]; Diogenes
Laertius, VP 7.54 [=LS 40A]; Epictetus, Diss. 1.22 [=LS 40S]; and Sextus Empiricus, M.
7.331a-332a [=LS 40T].

> Michael Frede, “Stoic epistemology,” in Keimpe Algra et al., eds. The Cambridge
History of Hellenistic Philosophy (Cambridge/New York: Cambridge University Press,
1999), 295-322, at 3109.
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necessary foundations and principles of all further knowledge that arises from rational
inquiry.® Basil’s appeal to common notions is not remarkable; it was quite typical of
Christian theologians of his era to do so. Even Eunomius himself appealed to them. The
belief in the existence of natural notions immediately present to the human mind was
therefore not controversial in the fourth century.

For example, Eunomius wrote that he confessed that God is unbegotten in
accordance with “the natural notion” (guotknv #vvotav).” Basil chided Eunomius for
trying to prove that God was unbegotten after claiming it self-evident based on “the
common notions of all people” (talg kowvalg Tavtwy évvololg) and compared him to a
man that tries to prove that the sun is the brightest object in the sky at high noon.® He
continues: “if someone who uses rational argumentation to prove what is already quite
well known through sense perception is considered to be utterly absurd, how could the
person who teaches what common preconceptions (tolg kouwvalg Tpoheotv) enable us
all to agree upon not be considered guilty of the same foolishness?”® Basil recognized
Eunomius’s deployment of “natural notion” as a philosophical borrowing and used it
against him, employing the two more-or-less synonymous concepts, the common notion
and the preconception. But note that for Basil ‘unbegotten’ is not a common notion. As

we shall see, for him it was a derived notion.

® On the difference between a notion and a preconception, see F. H. Sandbach, “Ennoia
and prolepsis,” in A. A. Long, Problems in Stoicism (London: The Athlone Press, 1971),
22-37, and Matt Jackson-McCabe, “The Stoic Theory of Implanted Preconceptions,”
Phronesis 49/4 (2004): 323-47.

" Apol. 7.1-7, cited by Basil at Eun. 1.5, 15-22.
8 Eun. 1.5, 25-30.
° Eun. 1.5, 30-33 (SChr 299: 172 Sesboti).
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Basil’s rejection of Eunomius’s appeal to a common notion does not mean that he
denied the validity of that source of knowledge, for Basil himself appeals to common
notions. In Chapter Four | mentioned how Basil challenged Eunomius to say whether he
gained his knowledge of God’s substance from a common notion or scripture.'® He
claimed that the common notion of God “tells us that God exists, not what God is.”**
Here Basil is not limiting the common notion of God to the content that God exists
because saying “God exists” requires at least a nominal definition of God for the
proposition to have meaning. Both the Epicureans and Stoics had a common notion of
God that included a set of specific attributes of God. According to the Epicureans, God
was, for example, eternal, blessed, immortal, and imperishable; according to the Stoics,
immanent, providential, rational, and active.*? These attributes were discerned through
reason and a general observation of the universe. Basil expresses a similar view in Letter
234 to Amphilochius of Iconium in January 376, where he says that the notion (£vvoua)
of God is formed by reflecting on God’s attributes revealed in scripture such as his
greatness, power, wisdom, goodness, providence, and justice, but that God’s substance is
incomprehensible. Hence for Basil while the notion of God tells us far more than simply
that God exists, it still does not grant us knowledge of the divine substance.

In another example, Basil speaks of the common notion of grain. He says: “the

concept (vonuo) of ‘grain’ exists in everybody as something simple, by means of which

% Fun. 1.12; see Chapter Four, p. 162.
1 Eun. 1.12, 8-9 (SChr 299: 212 Seshoiié).

12 For the Epicurean view, see Epicurus, ep. Men. 123-4 [=LS 23B]; Cicero, Nat. deo.
1.43-9 [=LS 23E]; Sextus Empiricus, M. 9.43-7 [=LS 23F]; for the Stoic view, see
Cicero, Nat. deo. 2.12-16 and 75-76 [=LS 54C and 54J]; Plutarch, Comm. not. 1075e
[=LS 54K]; Diogenes Laertius, VP 7.147 [=LS 54A]; Sextus Empiricus, M. 9.133-6 [=LS
54D].
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we recognize grain as soon as we see it.”** Even though Basil uses the term vonuo
instead of £vvoua, it is clear from how he describes the vonua that it is a preconception,
or a basic notion. For it makes immediate recognition of grain possible as soon as the
senses perceive it, and from it derived notions can be discovered, as we will see when we
return to this grain example in our discussion of derived notions.

Finally, Basil claims that Eunomius tried to destroy “the common preconception
(kouvn 1 TEOALE) that exists similarly in all Christians,” namely, “that the Son is the
begotten light who has shone forth from the unbegotten light, that he is life itself and
goodness itself that has proceeded from the lifegiving source and the paternal
goodness.”** Though this seems to be a rather complex concept for a preconception,
Basil explicitly says that it “exists similarly in all Christians.” Hence it has the status of a
common notion. Basil confirms this interpretation when he says that Eunomius used
sophisms to confuse “these notions of ours” (tatag UGV tag évvolac).!® Therefore it
appears that Basil understands two kinds of common notions: the general preconceptions
that all people have to which appeal was made by philosophers, and preconceptions
specific to Christians in virtue of their belief in Christ. This example shows that Basil was
not beholden to the philosophical understanding of common notions.

Therefore, generally speaking, Basil views common notions as those concepts
shared by all human beings (or at least all Christians) that constitute the starting point of
basic knowledge of the world or God. They enable the identification of the objects of

sense-perception, as in the case of grain or the identification of the being to whom names

3 Eun. 1.6, 44-45 (SChr 299: 186 Sesboti).
% Eun. 2.25, 2-7 (SChr 305: 104 Sesholié).
5 Eun. 2.25, 7-8 (SChr 305: 104 Seshoiié).
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refer, as in the case of ‘begotten light’. Note that Basil does not try to delineate such
common notions: they are so obvious to everyone that delineation is superfluous. They

are immediately available to the mind.

Common usage

The second kind of basic notion and the most important source of notions for
Basil is the “common usage” (cuviiOeLa, kowvr) cuvrifeta, or kouvr yoroic) of terms.
In fact, Basil mainly delineates notions by appeal to common usage. Only recently has
such appeal been highlighted as one of the key principles of Basil’s theological method.*’
Basically, Basil seeks to understand names by appeal to how speakers of Greek would
ordinarily use them. For him the ordinary sense of terms determines their meaning in
theological contexts. Words can be used according to their common usage or contrary to
it; indeed, usage contrary to common usage is simply misusage in the eyes of Basil.
Because his theology is grounded in common usage, Basil is bewildered by Eunomius’s

claim that the same word like ‘light’ can mean different things when applied to the Father

16 Basil’s terminology for common usage is inconsistent. He uses ouviieta alone to refer
to the customary usage of certain terms and sees it as parallel with kouvr yonoig (Eun.
1.6, 19-22; 1.6, 33; 2.20, 10-13; 2.24, 17). The phrase kouvi) cuvriOeia is also used to
refer to the common usage of certain terms (Eun. 2.8, 12, 34, 46; 2.10, 29; 2.13, 19), and
is frequently contrasted with scriptural usage, for which Basil uses the term yonoug
modified by t®v ypagpdv or something similar (Eun. 1.6, 21; 1.7, 2; 2.6, 38; 2.8, 13, 47;
2.24, 14).

7 Richard Paul Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000), 265; David G. Robertson, “Relatives in Basil of
Caesarea,” Studia Patristica 37 (2001): 279-80 and n. 11; and especially Andrew Radde-
Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 136-143.
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or the Son (homonymy),® or that different words like ‘unbegotten’ and ‘invisible’ can
mean exactly the same thing in the case of God (synonymy).'® Basil’s appeal to common
usage is, at least in part, meant to contradict Eunomius’s claim that names operate
entirely differently when applied to mundane and divine realities.?

Common usage is distinct from scriptural usage, though for Basil in practice they
are never opposed.?! Scriptural language about God operates on the same principles as
ordinary human language, even if—as we shall see—our ordinary language must be
purified. Only once in Contra Eunomium does Basil explain in sufficient detail what he
means by “common usage.” He makes clear that there are two aspects of the common
usage of a term. First, as we said above, the common usage of a term indicates how an
ordinary speaker of a language would normally understand the term. In other words, the
common usage of term F dictates the notion (¢vvota) that is impressed upon the mind of
an ordinary person when she hears term F.? For example, when an ordinary person hears
the term yévvnua, she understands this to mean, according to Basil, that the yévvnuo is
“the one who has been brought into being by the other through begetting.”?* The second
aspect of a term’s common usage is its universal applicability. When term F is said of
multiple entities, it means the same thing in every case. This universal applicability

extends even to God: the notion suggested by term F when used according to its common

18 Eun. 2.25-29. l.e., ‘light’ means ‘unbegotten’ when applied to the Father, but
‘begotten” when applied to the Son because of the synonymy that obtains for simple
beings.

Y Eun. 1.8.

20 Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 137-8.

1 Eun. 1.6, 19-21 (SChr 299: 184 Sesho(ié); 2.8, 12-14 (SChr 305: 32 Sesbolié).
22 Eun. 2.10, 16-21 (SChr 305: 38 Sesholié).

2% Eun. 2.10, 21 (SChr 305L 38 Sesboti).
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usage applies to both mundane and divine realities. Returning to our example, the Son
and any human being, or even any sort of offspring, can be called a yévvnua and in every
case it refers to one who has been brought into being by another through begetting.*

From Basil’s example of yévvnua, however, it is clear that “common usage”
cannot primarily refer to how an ordinary uneducated person would understand a term,
but rather to how the term is understood in typical philosophical discourse.? It is unlikely
that an ordinary speaker of Greek would have thought of the idealized notion described
above when she heard yévvnuao. Rather, that notion is derived by abstracting from the
range of meanings of the word yévvnuo what is common in each instance of its usage.
For example, elsewhere Basil mentions that yévvnuo. could be used for the products of
the vine or aborted fetuses.”® Yet even in both of these cases Basil’s notion of yévvnua
obtains: each has been brought into being by another through begetting. The notion that
vévvnuo impresses on the mind must hold true for all entities called a yévvnua.

The example of yévvnua hints that some words have multiple common usages.
This is explicit, for example, when Basil sets out to examine how the term
‘conceptualization’ is used according to common usage. He first discusses the
epistemological process whereby the intellect divides what appears simple at first glance
into its multiple aspects.”” But Basil acknowledges a second common usage of the term

‘conceptualization’: non-existent fabrications of the mind.”® Thus Basil’s deployment of

24 Eun. 2.10, 21-23 (SChr 305: 38 Seshotié).

?® Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 136 and 142.
26 Eun. 2.8, 25-31 (SChr 305: 32—4 Seshoi).

" Eun. 1.6, 21-29.

%8 Eun. 1.6, 29-33.



196

arguments based on common usage is made more complex by the fact that some terms
have multiple common usages, not merely a single one.”® In such cases, it then becomes
necessary to determine which sense is appropriate for the context. For example, Basil
maintains that there are two common usages of ‘to beget.” It can give rise to the notion of
the begetter’s passion or the begetter’s affinity to the one begotten.*® Basil argues that
when we are speaking about the divine begetting, which for Basil is incorporeal and
impassible, only the first common usage is inapplicable. Hence the divine begetting
communicates only the notion that the Father has affinity with the Son.*! But a human
father also has affinity with his son, so the first common notion of begetting obtains in
this case. It just that for humans, the second obtains as well because human begetting
involves passion.

Such a maneuver on the part of Basil may seem to indicate that he is equivocating
on the significance of common usage. If Basil chooses only one of two common usages
of ‘to beget’ as appropriate for God, he seems to be contradicting his claim that words
used according to common usage have universal applicability. But in reality Basil makes
a distinction between common usage for created realities and common usage for divine
realities. In the example of ‘to beget” mentioned above, Basil actually says that the term
signifies two things “according to common usage here below” (kotd TV OS¢

ovvnOetav). Such a distinction between common usage for created realities and divine

2 For example, Basil says that according to common usage, an interval (dtdotnuo) must
indicate a span of time or age (%] ypovoic 1 ai®owv) (Eun. 2.13, 19-20).

% Eun. 2.24, 16-18 (SChr 305: 98—100 Sesholié).
31 Eun. 2.24, 19-31 (SChr 305: 100 Sesbot).
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realities is found elsewhere in Basil’s corpus.® Yet it would be mistaken to think that
Basil places a wedge between “our” common usage for mundane realities and the more
philosophical/theological common usage for divine realities “there above.” The common
usage of terms in theological contexts is attained by purifying them, as they are
commonly used “here below,” of their inappropriate or irrelevant content. For Basil, this
means primarily removing their corporeal or materialistic overtones.*® The purified
common usage then meets the two criteria that Basil stated in the example of yévvnua:
(1) impression of a particular notion of what it means to be called by term F, and (2)
universal applicability. Hence, the begetter’s affinity with the one begotten signified by
‘to beget’ is universal: it holds true for both human beings and God. Only created
begetters experience passion.

In Eunomius’s theory of names, names were said of God and creatures
equivocally. For example, “father’ had intrinsic corporeal overtones for Eunomius and
therefore must mean different things when predicated of God and men.** Basil’s appeal
to purified common usage is a rejection of Eunomius’s equivocity. He agrees with
Eunomius that “father’ is not applied to God and men in the ordinary, corporeal sense of
the term, but disagrees that the name is used equivocally. He therefore formulates a
notion of fatherhood that results in a univocal use of ‘father’ in divine and human
contexts. Basil is very concerned that all our names for God be literally true of God

(excepting metaphors), not just one name as Eunomius thought.

%2 Cf. Spir. 21.52, and Fid. 3 (PG 31: 684), where Basil says that “if we were apply
‘Father’ to God entirely according to our usage (10 ot OAOKANEOV KT TV
nuetépav ypfiowv), we would be impious.”

3 Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 138-43.
% Apol. 16.
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Therefore, Basil’s appeal to common usage is more complex than it first appears
to be. It is not simply an appeal to how ordinary people use language. Rather, it is an
appeal to the notion encapsulated in term F when F is a term that can be applied to both
mundane and divine realities. One arrives at these universal notions by purifying terms of
their corporeal and materialistic connotations. This purification is achieved by abstracting
the notion that is common in each instance when an entity is called by term F. It is
common usage that plays the most significant role in Basil’s theology. Purified basic
notions based on common usage are the foundation for Basil’s understanding of what

names mean when applied to God.

I1. Derived notions: Basil’s defense of conceptualization
Other notions are derived by reflecting upon basic notions. Basil’s preferred term
for these is ‘conceptualization’ (éztivora). His doctrine of conceptualization has been

much studied.® There is general agreement that Basil viewed conceptualization as an

% Antonio Orbe, La Epinoia: Algunos preliminaires histéricos de la distincién «az’
émivorav (Rome: Pontificia universitas gregoriana, 1955), 36-45; Th. Dams, “La
Controverse Eunonéenne” (Ph.D. diss., Institut Catholique de Paris, 1951), 149-56 [n.b. |
have been unable to obtain this dissertation]; Bernard Charles Barmann, “The
Cappadocian Triumph over Arianism” (Ph.D. diss., Stanford University, 1966), 72-8;
Thomas A. Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism (Cambridge: The Philadelphia Patristic
Foundation, Ltd., 1979), 375-77; Bernard Sesbolé, Basile de Césarée, Contre Eunome
suivi de Eunome Apologie, SChr 299 (Paris: Cerf, 1982), 72-3 and 182-3 n. 2; Volker
Henning Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinitatslehre des Basilius von Césarea: Sein Weg
vom Homousianer zum Neonizaner (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 75-8;
Bernard Sesho(ié, Saint Basile et la Trinité: Un acte théologique au IV° siécle (Paris:
Descleé, 1998), 70-77; Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution, 241-
7; Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy: An Approach to Fourth-Century Trinitarian
Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 191-4; John Behr, The Nicene Faith
(Crestwood: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2004), 285-6; Stephen M. Hildebrand, The
Trinitarian Theology of Basil of Caesarea: A Synthesis of Greek Thought and Biblical
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intellectual process that made accurate and useful knowledge of a thing possible without
comprehension of a thing’s essence. At the same time, ‘conceptualization’ is an
ambiguous term, referring to both the activity of reflection upon a thing and the end-
result of that reflection. Scholars have suggested several possible sources or at least
precedents for Basil’s doctrine, both philosophical and Christian.*® Origen is frequently
cited as the source of Basil’s discussion of conceptualization in relation to Christ in
Contra Eunomium 1.7, 1-31. Most recently, Andrew Radde-Gallwitz had argued for a
‘conceptualist’ interpretation of conceptualization, by which he means that
“conceptualizations are only conceptions in minds, and hence have no extra-mental
reality.”®” | concur with this interpretation.

Most studies of Basil’s understanding of conceptualization have considered it on
its own, but I argue that it is a key element in his notionalist theory of names. I have two
goals in this section. First, I will explore how Basil derives notions from basic notions
and how they are connected with names. It is important for our understanding of his
notionalist theory of names to distinguish conceptualization as a process from the same as
a notion. For names are connected with the resultant notion, not the process. Second, |

will compare Basil’s understanding of conceptualization with that of Origen. Even

Truth (Washington D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2007), 52—4; Radde-
Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 168-79.

% Orbe, La Epinoia, 3-36; Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 376; G. C. Stead,
“Logic and the Application of Names to God,” in Lucas F. Mateo-Seco and Juan L.
Bastero, eds., El “Contra Eunomium I”” en la Produccion literaria de Gregorio de Nisa
(Pamplona: Ediciones Universidad de Navarra, 1988), 309-12 and 315-6; Drecoll, Die
Entwicklung der Trinitéatslehre des Basilius von Césarea, 75 n. 90 and 76-7 n. 82;
Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution, 241-3 and 248; Ayres,
Nicaea and its Legacy, 192-3; Behr, The Nicene Faith, 286; Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and
You Shall Find,” 172 and 175.

3" Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 168.
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though Basil’s use of Origen’s doctrine of conceptualization has been frequently noted,
there has been little discussion of how Basil uses him and how his appropriation of
Origen harmonizes with his overall doctrine of conceptualization. | will argue (1) that
Origen’s and Basil’s doctrines differ in significant ways, even though they share the
belief that conceptualizations reveal the ways in which God acts toward and relates to
human beings, and (2) that Basil’s appeal to Origen is fundamentally polemical,
intending to assert the revered Origenian tradition against Eunomian innovation. Andrew
Radde-Gallwitz divides Basil’s discussion of conceptualization into four stages, which |

adopt.

Stage one: the meaningfulness of conceptualizations

Here Basil refutes Eunomius’s claim that words are meaningless if they have no
external referent, being merely noise of the tongue.® This refutation represents one of
Basil’s clearest statements of his notionalism. In response to Eunomius, Basil argues that,
even if conceptualizations refer to non-existent things, there are still concepts of them
that are present to the mind. He uses the example of mythological centaurs and Chimaera
(kevtavpwy ... Kol yupotpog): these creatures are surely imaginary, but once ‘centaur’
or ‘Chimaera’ is spoken, the creature does not “dissolve together with the noise of the
tongue, seeing that the false concepts remain in the mind after the voice is entirely
dissipated into the air.”*® The concepts of fictitious things without external referents,
whether dreamt during sleep or imagined by the idle mind, are retained in the memory

and can be uttered at will, but “it is not the case that these mental impressions dissolve

% Eun. 1.6, 1-18; see Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 171.
% Eun. 1.6, 8-11 (SChr 299: 184 Sesbolié).
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together with the words that expressed them.”*® Hence names primarily signify notions;
whether they also signify things is secondary.

Dexippus, the early fourth-century Neoplatonist commentator upon Aristotle,
makes a similar argument regarding the fact that names primarily signify concepts and
things secondarily, against Sosigenes the Peripatetic who maintained that names signified
things.** In the first part of his response to Sosigenes, Dexippus notes that we can make
statements about things that are not present before us, such as the past and the future, as
well as about non-existent things like centaurs and goat-stags (istrrokevtavpovg kal
Tpoyehdouc), and what madmen and ecstatics speaks. If Sosigenes is correct, “we
would not be able to name anything that did not exist.”** Though the polemical contexts
of Basil are Dexippus are different, their common appeal to mythological creatures as

part of an argument for that fact that names signify notions is striking.

Stage two: conceptualization according to the common notion

In the second stage of the argument, Basil discusses conceptualization on the
basis of the common notion of the term.*® He first treats it as a fundamental intellectual
process.

Whatever seems simple and singular upon a general survey by the mind

(taic aBpdaLg EmiBoraic Tod vob),* but which appears complex and

“0 Eun. 1.6, 15-16 (SChr 299: 184 Sesho(ié).
“in Cat. 1.3.

“2in Cat. 1.3 (CAG 7.2: 7, 23 Busse): kai 00d&v &v uf Hpestnikodg Gvoprdlopev; trans.
Dillon 26.

3 Eun. 1.6, 21-57; see Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 171-4.
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plural upon detailed scrutiny and thereby is divided by the mind—this sort

of thing is said to be divided through conceptualization alone. For

example, at first glance the body may seem to be simple, but when

reasoning is used it reveals that the body is complex, dissolving it through

conceptualization into the things out of which it is constituted: color,

shape, solidity, size, and so forth.*
Basil makes a distinction between two mental processes: the general overview of an
object upon first glance and the detailed analysis of the same upon further reflection. The
knowledge of an object acquired by conceptualization is more nuanced and accurate than
that gained initially.*® “Reasoning” mentally breaks the body down into its components;
these components are not conceptualizations (understood as the end-results of the
process), but are arrived at by means of the process of conceptualization. “In other words,
‘epinoia’ (i.e. conceptualization) here names the faculty by which things that are in
reality inseparable are separable by analysis.”*’

In the same stage Basil offers another description of conceptualization: “After an
initial concept (td wpdTov ... vonua) has arisen for us from sense perception, the more
subtle and precise reflection (érevOvunoic) about the intellectual object is called

conceptualization.”*® Is Basil talking about the process or the end-result here? The

answer hinges on how érevOuunolg is understood. Most scholars think it refers to the

* See Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 172, for a discussion of the mixed
philosophical pedigree of this phrase.

* Eun. 1.6, 22-29 (SChr 299: 184 Sesboiié).
*® Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 172.
* Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 173,
8 Eun. 1.6, 41-44 (SChr 299: 186 Seshoié).
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process of reflection.*® This seems to be corroborated by a marginal note that many
manuscripts incorporated into the main body of Basil’s text directly following the
passage just cited: “Thus common usage calls it a ‘reflection’ (¢muhoyiondg), though
improperly.”®® Some ancient reader thought it necessary to supply the name for the end-
result of the process that remained unnamed in Basil’s text.

Here conceptualization is that “more subtle and precise reflection” upon the basic
notion (“the initial concept” and “the intellectual object”). Basil uses the above-
mentioned example of grain to show the distinction: “For example, the concept of ‘grain’
exists in everybody as something simple, by means of which we recognize grain as soon
as we see it. But when we examine grain in detail we come to consider more things about
it, and use different designations to indicate these different objects of thought.”* As
mentioned earlier, the concept of ‘grain’ is a common notion and this notion is the basis
for deriving other notions through the process of conceptualization. All the resultant
derived notions (“the different objects of thought™) are assigned distinct names
(“different designations™) because each notion communicates a distinct aspect of grain
(“more things about it”). The notions that Basil derives from “grain’ are given the
designations “fruit’, ‘nourishment’, and ‘seed’. Grain “is ‘fruit’ as the result of the
farming that has been completed, ‘seed’ as the beginning of the farming to come, and

‘nourishment’ as what is suitable for the development of the body of the one who eats

* Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinitatslehre des Basilius von Casarea, 76; Behr, The
Nicene Faith, 286; Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 173.

%0 See the critical apparatus at Eun. 1.6, 43 (SChr 299: 186 Sesboiié).
'Eun. 1.6, 44-47 (SChr 299: 186 Sesboié).
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it.”>? Hence names are given to the various conceptualizations that describe various
aspects of the basic notion. The conceptualizations of grain are ways in which grain is
viewed at particular stages of its existence (the source or end-result of farming) or how it
relates to human beings (food). Such aspects say nothing about grain qua substance.
Basil then provides a general description of conceptualization as a process:
“generally speaking, all things recognized through sense-perception and which seem
simple in substrate but which admit of a complex account upon further consideration are
said to be considered by conceptualization.”*® This concludes his discussion of the
meaning of conceptualization on the basis of common usage. His general description is
applicable to both examples: the body and the grain. Both are complex, material objects.
On the one hand, conceptualization can be used to analyze a material object into its
constituents (even though physically inseparable)—this use of conceptualization says
something about the object itself, though not about its substance. On the other hand,
conceptualization can also be used to analyze a material object into its historical or
relative aspects—this use also says nothing about the object in itself. Note Basil’s
progression: from the analysis of complex, material objects qua object to qua history and
relations. In what follows, Basil continues the progression: he moves from complex,

material objects to simple, immaterial objects.

Stage three: the conceptualizations of Christ

*2Eun. 1.6, 49-51 (SChr 299: 186 Sesboi).

>3 Eun. 1.6, 54-57 (SChr 299: 186-8 Seshoiié). At line 57, read £xtuvoiq for émwvola,
clearly a misprint.
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In the third stage Basil shifts from discussing conceptualizations on the basis of
common usage to on the basis of scriptural usage, thereby shifting from ordinary
knowledge to theological knowledge. He also shifts to discussing Christ, whom Basil
believes is immaterial and simple.>* Yet when conceptualizations are discussed in
relation to Christ, they are not derived from basic notions but revealed by Christ himself.
Basil says: “When our Lord Jesus Christ spoke about himself ... he did so by means of
certain distinguishing marks (iduwpoot tLot) considered in connection with him. He
called himself “‘door’, ‘way’, ‘bread’, ‘vine’, ‘shepherd’, and ‘light’, even though he is
not a polyonym.”* So far Basil does not connect these names with conceptualizations.
But he does so when he continues:

All these names do not carry the same meaning as one another. For ‘light’

signifies one thing, ‘vine” another, ‘way’ another, and ‘shepherd’ yet

another. Though our Lord is one in substrate, and one substance, simple

and not composite, he calls himself by different names at different times,

using designations that differ from one another for different

conceptualizations.*®
Basil is clear that the multiple names that Christ uses for himself do not indicate that he is
complex, as would be the case if names revealed substance. Rather, because each name
Christ uses reveals a conceptualization, his simplicity is preserved and he is not a
polyonym. The various names of Christ indicate various aspects of Christ—but what sort

of aspects? Basil says: “On the basis of his different activities and his relation to the

* Eun. 1.7, 1-31; see Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 174-77.
* Eun. 1.7, 4-9 (SChr 299: 188 Sesbo(ié).
5 Eun. 1.7, 9-15 (SChr 299: 188-90 Sesboiié).
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objects of his divine benefaction, he employs different names for himself.”>’ Basil then
describes what the names ‘light’, “vine’, and *bread’ describe about Christ. For example,
he is called “vine’ because “he nurtures those who have been planted in him by faith so
that they may bear the fruits of good works.”*® The conceptualizations of Christ, then,
describe Christ’s activities toward and relation to humanity.*® They reveal nothing about
his simple substance. In the third stage, Basil has applied his general theory of
conceptualization, described in the second stage, to Christ. In its main points, it is
consistent: conceptualization enables one to discern numerous aspects of an entity that
appears simple at first glance (whether or not the entity is complex or simple in actuality)
and these aspects are conceptual. But there is an important difference. In the second
stage, conceptualizations were derived by reflection and then named; in the third stage,
the names of the conceptualization are revealed and then the significance of each

conceptualization is determined through reflection.

Stage four: the conceptualizations applied to God
The first three stages have been preparation for the fourth stage, in which Basil
turns from Christ to the “God of the universe.”®® Here he argues that Eunomius’s primary

name ‘unbegotten’ refers to a conceptualization and thus does not disclose substance. But

" Eun. 1.7, 15-17 (SChr 299: 190 Seshoié). Eusebius of Caesarea maintained that such
names corresponded to the divine powers in Christ; see Eccl. theo. 2.10 and 2.14.

%8 Eun. 1.7, 21-23 (SChr 299: 190 Sesboiié).

% The case of ‘light’ is complex. Basil says that the name “light” indicates both the
“inaccessibility of the glory in the divinity” and that Christ illuminates believers with the
splendor of knowledge. “Light’ is both a common name for God and a particular name for
Christ. See Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 177 n. 30.

0 Eun. 1.7, 32 - 8, 69: see Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 177-9.
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‘unbegotten’ (and other similar names like ‘incorruptible’) are not revealed by scripture
(as the names of Christ were) but are names applied to notions derived by reflecting upon
basic notions. Basil says: “We say that the God of the universe is ‘incorruptible’ and
‘unbegotten’, designating him with these names according to various aspects (kata.
dragpdpovg EmBoldc).”® Basil’s terminology here is reminiscent of his first description
of conceptualization as a process in stage two—and his methodology is as well. Such
names refer to the notions derived from the basic notion of the divine life.®® This is clear
from the following:

Whenever we consider ages past, we find that the life of God transcends

every beginning and say that he is ‘unbegotten’. Whenever we stretch our

mind forward to the ages to come, we designate the one who is without

boundary, infinite, and comprehended by no terminal point as

‘incorruptible’. Therefore, just as “incorruptible’ is the name we give him

because his life is without an end, so too is ‘unbegotten’ the name given

because his life is without a beginning, when we consider each by

conceptualization.®

% Eun. 1.7, 35-37 (SChr 299: 192 Sesho(ié).
%2 Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 177 and 178 n. 33.

% Eun. 1.7, 37-44 (SChr 299: 192 Seshoié). At line 44, read Tfj émivota BewpoVTwV
Mudv txdtepa, following several important mss., a reading also witnessed to by Gregory
of Nyssa, Eun. 2.507 (GNO I: 374, 12 Jaeger).
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Basil derives the conceptualization of ‘unbegotten’ from the basic notion of “life’.%*

Though Basil treats the divine life as a basic notion, he does not say how we know it.
Perhaps he views is as a kind of common notion: “God is alive.” But it is more likely that
it is derived from scriptural passage like John 5:26 (as the Father has life in himself).
Further on, Basil implies that certain other names of God, like “creator’, ‘wise’,
‘provident’, “invisible’, and ‘unchangeable’ can be derived from certain passages of
scripture which are treated as encapsulating basic notions about God.®® For example,
Basil says: “When it is said that he made the darkness his hiding-place [Ps 17:12], we are
taught that his nature is invisible.”®® Thus, the name ‘invisible’. However he thought
human beings come by the basic notion of the divine life, it is the basis for several
derived notions about God, each of which has a name that is applicable to God and
reveals a distinct aspect about him. Note that the conceptualizations of ‘unbegotten’ and
‘incorruptible’ name aspects of God from a human point of view.®” Conceptualizations of

God describe God in relation to human beings.

Basil’s use of Origen
As mentioned earlier, it is generally acknowledged that Basil is principally

drawing on Origen in the third stage of his argument. But two questions remain

% See also Eun. 1.15, 4-7 (SChr 299: 224 Seshoié): “When our intellect scrutinizes
whether God who is over all [Rom 9:5] has some cause superior to himself, then, unable
to conceive of any, it designates the fact that his life is without beginning as
‘unbegotten’.” See also Eun. 1.16, 1-13. At Eun. 2.29, 20, Basil says: “the life has
unbegottenness as a concomitant” (SChr 305: 122 Seshoué).

 Eun. 1.8, 34-42.
% Eun. 1.8, 38-40 (SChr 299: 196 Sesholié).
67 Radde-Gallwitz, “Seek and You Shall Find,” 178.
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unanswered: How does Basil use Origen? How does Basil’s appropriation of Origen in
stage three mesh with his overall doctrine of conceptualization in all four stages? In order
to answer these questions, we need to describe Origen’s understanding of
conceptualization and compare it to Basil’s.

Basil’s deployment of conceptualization in his theology is polemically motivated;
indeed, it is necessitated by his opponent’s disparagement of the term. It has been
suggested that Origen’s use of conceptualization has both Mesoplatonist and anti-Gnostic
motivations.®® A brief look at Philo will help us elucidate the Mesoplatonist concerns.
When speaking of human knowledge of God, he states: “Though the substrate is one and
the same, the names differ in conceptualizations” (el koi 1O Vmokeipevov £v ko
Ta0TdV 0Ty, Emvotong ol khjoelg dapépovat).® The transcendence and simplicity
of God necessitates that the human mind pass from the singularity of the divine essence
to a plurality of human thoughts about God; these are the conceptualizations. They permit
a circumscription of God, not knowledge of the divine essence itself. The human mind in
its complexity and finiteness cannot comprehend the simple God as a whole but must be
content with piecemeal conceptual perspectives on God. Once accurate thoughts about
God are formulated they can be given names. Thus the different names for God

correspond to the various conceptualizations.

% See Marguerite Harl, Origéne et la Fonction révélatrice du Verbe Incarné (Paris:
Editions du Seuil, 1958), 94-95: Michael Ghattas, “Die ém{voia-Lehre bei Origenes und
Didymos dem Blinden von Alexandria,” in W. A. Bienert and U. Kiilhneweg, eds.,
Origeniana Septima: Origenes in den Auseinandersetzungen des 4. Jahrhunderts
(Leuven: University Press, 1999), 527; Henri Crouzel, “Le contenu spirituel des
dénominations du Christ selon le Livre | du Commentaire sur Jean d’Origene,” in idem
and Antonio Quacquarelli, eds., Origeniana Secunda: Second colloque international des
études origéniennes (Rome: Edizioni dell’ Ateneo, 1980), 131-132; and Henri Crouzel,
“Le Christ Sauveur selon Origene,” Studia Missionalia 30 (1981): 68.

% philo, Her. 23, 1-2 (PO 3: 5 Wendland).
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Origen has much the same theory about Christ, whose “substrate is one, but with
respect to the conceptualizations, there are many names for the different things.””® This
fact is the basis of Origen’s theological methodology: a full understanding of Christ
demands determining what each of the names of Christ means.”* The names scripture
uses for Christ—Ilike ‘word’—cannot be taken in their ordinary sense; when applied to
Christ, each has a meaning that differs from its meaning in mundane contexts, though the
two meanings are analogous. Therefore, like Basil, Origen sees conceptualizations as
derived notions. The theologian reflects on the basic notions that correspond to the
ordinary sense of the names and from that sense determines the conceptualization of that
name, that is, what it means when used of Christ. For example, a ‘door’ is that which one
enters in order to get to another place (the basic notion), but when “door’ is said of Christ
it means that “through which one enters into highest blessedness.”’? The scriptural names
for Christ therefore both give access to his conceptualizations and are labels for them
once they are known. It must be stressed that for Origen conceptualizations, though true,
are not real but conceptual. Henri Crouzel sums it up well: “the distinctions of the
émivoura are not distinctions in being: the word €rivoia actually designates a human

manner of considering things which are able to have a foundation in reality—such is the

" Origen, Hom. Jer. 8.2, 10-12 (SChr 232: 358 Nautin): 10 uév Vrokeluevov &v ¢0TLv,
Tl 8¢ muvolang T TOAAG OvouoTa €l drapopwv éotiv. In the continuation of this
passage, Origen describes the different things we think about Christ when is considered
as wisdom, righteousness, sanctification, and intelligence. See also Comm. Jo. 1.200
(even though epinoiai are distinguished in the Savior, his ousia is not similarly
distinguished) and Comm. Rom. 5.6.7 (Christ is one in ousia but designated in many
ways).

™ The methodology is frequently outlined, but most clearly at: Princ. 1.2.1, 1.2.13;
Comm. Jo. 1.52-57, 1.118-128, and 1.153-157.

2 Comm. Jo. 1.11 [54], 20-21 (SChr 120 bis: 86 Blanc).
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case for the émivoian of Christ—but without there being separate realities that
correspond to this distinction of concepts: the émivoiau is frequently contrasted to the
reality designated by vdotaoug or mpdypa.” "

Origen never specifies precisely how he understands the connection between a
conceptualization and its associated name. He speaks of conceptualizations being
revealed by names,* but also of the scriptural authors coining names to express
conceptualizations.” Hence conceptualizations are primary and names secondary. Some
conceptualizations are discovered only by names, whereas others are first discovered then
given names. It is clear enough, however, that names function as tags for
conceptualizations. Nonetheless, when speaking of the names of Christ, Origen
consistently thinks of names as revelatory of conceptualizations.

Origen is clearer about what conceptualizations and their associated names do
reveal. He asserts that the names of the Son “do not give his subsistence (VrtdoTO0LS) NOT
do they make his substance (ovolo) clear. We do not yet mean this or that, but what his
substance is like.””® Therefore, the names of the Son do not reveal his essence. Rather,

according to Origen, they reveal “the things in respect of which the names are predicated,

which names the Son of God is named.”’’ These are the so-called “good things” (t

3 Crouzel, “Le contenu spirituel des dénominations du Christ,” 131-132.

™ Comm. Jo. 1.19 [118], 51-52 (SChr 120 bis: 120 Blanc); Comm. Matt. 16.6, 14-17; see
also Comm. Matt. 17.6, 165-168.

> Comm. Jo. 19.22 [149], 41-44 (SChr 120 bis: 138 Blanc).

" Comm. Jo. 1.24 [151], 9-12 (SChr 120 bis: 134 Blanc): %td0Ta0Lv o0Td) ... 0V
dLdOaoLY 0VOE 0VOLAY 0VTOD CagNVIZOVOLY, OVOETW PAUEV TOLAVE T TOLOVOE,
AN Etwg ot ovotav.

" Comm. Jo. 1.9 [52], 3-4 (SChr 120 bis: 86 Blanc): & mpdyato ko’ v o
dvopota kettal, & 6 viog 10D Oeod dvopdaletal. In Comm. Jo. 1.9 [52-57], Origen
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dya0a) of Christ, most of which pertain to the things he does “because of us” (6oa S
fiubic) for the salvation and perfection of humanity.’® Christ is called “by many different
names according to the circumstances and beliefs of those who call him such things,”"
and they are “based on his activities and powers.”®® Hence the names of Christ are labels
for the various conceptualizations that describe the various ways in which humans
perceive how Christ acts toward and relates to humanity.

On several occasions, Origen lists the names what he considers to be the primary
conceptualizations of Christ. Most often, these are ‘light of the world’, ‘way’, ‘truth’,
‘life’, “resurrection’, ‘door’, “‘good shepherd’, ‘bread’, “vine’, and ‘word’—all from
John’s gospel—but there are many others that Origen investigates.®* He divides the
various names according to whether the Savior has the associated conceptualization only
for others or for both himself and others. “Wisdom’, and perhaps ‘word’, fall into the
latter category, whereas ‘shepherd’, ‘way’, ‘door’, ‘light’, and “life’ fall into the former.®
All the names that Basil lists as examples of designations that Christ uses to refer to
himself according to different conceptualizations come from Origen.

Basil is similar to Origen in other ways. He affirms that Christ is one in substrate

but called by different names that correspond to different conceptualizations. He says that

enumerates the principle good things of Christ: life, light, truth, way, resurrection, door,
wisdom, power, and word.

8 Comm. Jo. 1.118-128. The quote is from Comm. Jo. 1.20 [123], 28-29 (SChr 120 bis:
122 Blanc).

" Princ. 1.2.1 (GCS 22: 28, 2-4 Koetschau; 122 Gorgemanns / Karpp): multis quidem et
diversis nominibus pro rebus vel opinionibus appellantium nuncupatur.

8 Princ. 1.2.4 (GCS 22: 32, 8-9 Koet.; 128 G. / K.): hae omnes appellationes ex operibus
eius ac virtutibus nominatae sunt.

81 Comm. Jo. 1.22, 1.52-57, 1.126, 1.154; Cels. 2.64 and 7.16.
8 Comm. Jo. 1.123, 1.125-128, 1.248-251, and 32.387.
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the conceptualizations themselves describe Christ’s activities and relations. Nonetheless,
Basil’s explanations of what each name reveals about Christ do not always correspond to
Origen’s. Both Origen and Basil connect ‘light” with the illumination that Christ bestows

upon believers and ‘bread” with nourishment for the soul.®®

But Basil diverges from
Origen concerning ‘vine’. Origen connected it with the ecstasy that Christ gives to the
human heart, whereas Basil saw it as what enables Christians to bear the fruit of good
works.?* But this is merely a minor difference in the content of a particular
conceptualization.

Though it may seem at this point that Basil faithfully adopted Origen’s
understanding of conceptualization, there is actually a vast difference between them.
Recall how differently Basil used conceptualization in the third and fourth stages, even
though conceptualizations in both cases are derived through a process of intellectual
reflection. In the third stage, Basil (like Origen) starts with the scriptural names of Christ
and derives their conceptualizations from the basic notion of the name (its ordinary
meaning). The name of the basic and derived notion is the same. But ‘door’ means
different things when used in mundane and divine contexts. This goes against Basil’s
principle that names should mean the same things whenever applied regardless of the
context. In the third stage, the meaning of ‘door’ varies based on the nature of the object
of which the term is predicated.

But in the fourth stage, Basil (unlike Origen) starts with basic notions about God

and derives from them conceptualizations that have different names. This corresponds to

8 Light: Comm. Jo. 1.158-180, 1.267, and 2.133-170. Bread: Comm. Jo. 1.130-131,
1.205-208, 6.223, and 10.99-101.

8 \ine: Comm. Jo. 1.130-131 and 1.205-208.
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how Basil described conceptualization in the second stage. In the second and fourth
stages, Basil assigns names once the conceptualization is determined. The basic notion
and the derived notion have different names: ‘grain’ and “fruit’, ‘(divine) life’ and
‘unbegotten’. They are not related by analogy. Furthermore, the same basic notion can be
productive of multiple conceptualizations: ‘grain’ also gives rise to ‘seed’ and ‘(divine)
life’ to “incorruptible’.

Therefore, Basil’s understanding of conceptualizations in the third stage is
somewhat anomalous. His understanding of the meaning of such names as ‘bread” and
‘vine” when applied to Christ through conceptualization is similar to how he views
allegorical or metaphorical language. Basil recognized such language as producing
meanings “that are not suitable when taken in their obvious sense” but that it should not
be straightaway rejected nor understood materially. Rather, inquiry should be made into
the notions suggested by such language that are appropriate for God.®® But Basil would
surely not view ‘unbegotten’ as metaphorical.

Accordingly, Basil’s importation of Origen into his account of conceptualization
can be interpreted in two ways. The first is that he borrowed from Origen to make two
points: (1) conceptualization is valid in both mundane and divine contexts, and (2) in the
divine context, the resultant conceptualizations reveal the ways in which God acts toward
and relates to human beings. The second way of interpreting Basil is that he is simply
being polemical, or outright devious, in his adaptation of Origen. By clearly alluding to
the great Alexandrian’s doctrine of conceptualization, despite the differences between

them, Basil sought to situate his doctrine fully within longstanding ecclesiastical

8 Eun. 2.24, 1-15. The citation is at lines 8-9 (SChr 305: 98 Seshoié).
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traditions against the innovations of Eunomius. Both interpretations are probably correct.
The third stage of his argument crucially moves from mundane applications to divine.
This was a necessary step in order to prove his argument about ‘unbegotten’ in the fourth
stage. Origen had shown that Christ could be known through conceptualization and Basil
did well to draw on him. At the same time, one cannot underestimate the polemical

advantage Basil gained through his use of Origen.

I11. Possible sources for Basil’s notionalist theory of names

As we have seen, one of the chief points of Basil’s theory of names is that names
primarily signify notions rather than things. In this, his theory parallels ideas found in
both Neoplatonist commentators upon Aristotle and the Homoiousians. | suggest that the
Neoplatonists established an intellectual context in which notionalist theories like those
of the Homoiousians’ or Basil’s could have developed, but argue that Homoiousian texts
constituted one of Basil’s proximate sources for his notionalism. Hence | propose that the
development of Christian notionalist theory of names begins with the Homoiousians,
even if the theory is most fully articulated by Basil of Caesarea. The Homoiousians
formulated precise notions for the names ‘Father” and ‘Son’ when applied to the divine
beings. Basil builds upon the Homoiousians, but differs from them in significant ways,

and Basil’s theory has a coherence that is absent from Homoiousian theology.

A Neoplatonist background for Basil’s notionalist theory of names?
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In his On Interpretation Aristotle rejected the naturalist theory of names in favor
of a conventionalist view.®® But comments in the same work were also the source of a
later Aristotelian and Neoplatonist interpretation in which spoken words were held to
symbolize primarily thoughts and secondarily things.®” It may be the case that this
Avristotelian/Neoplatonist understanding—which is expressed most clearly in the early
fourth-century Dexippus—constitutes, at least in part, the philosophical context in which
the Homoiousians and Basil began to formulate a notionalist view of names. In this
section | would like to explore this Neoplatonist context to determine the likelihood of its
influence upon them.

In On Interpretation Aristotle wrote:

Spoken words are the symbols of experiences in the soul and written

words are the symbols of spoken words. Just as the letters are not the same

for all people, so neither are speech sounds the same. But the experiences

of the soul, which these speech sounds primarily symbolize, are the same

for all. And the realities of which our experiences are the likenesses are

also identical for all.®®
Here Aristotle makes a distinction between inner, mental experiences and external

realities, which are the same for all human beings, and the vocal and written expressions

of them, which differ from language to language. The latter pair is the basis for his

% De Interp. 16a19-29.
8 See PC 111 7a3-12.

8 Aristotle, De Interp. 16a3-8: "Eott pév odv 1t €v T 9oV T@dVv &v T Woxi
TOONUATOV GOPPBOAX, KOl TO YPOUEOLEVA TOV €V TH POV, Kol ACTEP 0VOE
YPOUPOTO TAGT TO ODTA, 0VIE POVOL Ol ODTOL OV HEVTOL TADTH OTUETD TTPDTWV,
TOOTO TOOT TOUONUOTO THS YOG, Kol MV TaDTO OLOLMIOTO TPAYHOTO TidN TaOTA.
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conventionalist view of language. This passage generated much commentary among
Avristotelian and Neoplatonist commentators, particularly concerning whether it was in
fact true that experiences in the soul are the same for all.®® But two other interpretive
issues are most pertinent to our discussion: (1) what experiences are, and (2) the
relationship between mental experiences and external realities.

Directly after the passage cited above, there is a sentence in which Aristotle
appears to make a cross-reference to his work On the Soul.*® He then continues: “Just as
there are in the soul thoughts which do not involve truth or falsity, and also those which
must be either true or false, so too it is in speech.”®! Aristotelian and Neoplatonist
commentators interpreted the ‘thoughts’ (vonuota) in this line to be the same as the
‘experiences’ (maOnuota) in the passage cited above, an interpretation which Sorabyji
notes has some justification in Aristotle himself.%? Thus Aristotle was interpreted as
saying that names (understood as utterances or vocal sounds) signify thoughts primarily
and things secondarily.

Clement of Alexandria provides us with one of the earliest pieces of evidence for
this interpretation of Aristotle in the eighth book of his Stromata, which is probably an

unfinished collection of notes published posthumously. Clement writes:

8 particularly the second-century C.E. Aristotelians Aspasius and Herminus, one of the
teachers of Alexander of Aphrodisias; see PC 11l 7a3-4.

% 0On the problems with the cross-reference, see PC 111 2a22.

% Aristotle, De Interp. 16a9-11: cocmep Y *m qn)xn 01¢ usv vOnpo &vev tod
ocknesl)sw | yebdecsbot 0te 8¢ 1Hdn ® dvaykn To0TOV VIAPXELY BGTEPOV, 0VTM KO
EV TN QOVIY'

%2 Richard Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 200-600 AD (lthaca: Cornell
University Press, 2005), 3.206.
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There are three things connected with vocal sounds. First, the names,

which are symbols of thoughts primarily and secondarily of substrates.

Second, the thoughts, which are likenesses and impressions of the

substrates. Hence in all cases the thoughts are the same because in all

cases the same impression is produced from the subjects. But this is not

the case for the names because the languages are different. Third, the

substrates, which are things from which the thoughts are impressed in

us.”
Here Clement has summarized the passage from On Interpretation cited above, but in
every case substituted “thoughts” (vonuota) for “experiences” (;rodnuato). Names are
not symbols of experience as in Aristotle, but of thoughts. Similarly, thoughts are the
likenesses of things, not experiences as in Aristotle. Likewise, not experiences but
thoughts are the same for all. In addition, Clement has made the hierarchy of signification
that was merely implicit in Aristotle explicit: “names are symbols of thoughts primarily
and secondarily of the substrates.” Therefore, Clement is a witness to an interpretation of
Aristotle that must have been current among the Aristotelians of his day and would later
find favor among Neoplatonists.

The clearest Neoplatonist expression of this interpretation is found in Dexippus,

who argued against the view of Sosigenes (one of the teachers of Alexander of

Aphrodisias), who held that Aristotle meant that utterances signify things, not thoughts.

% Clement, Str. 8.8.23.1 (GCS 17: 94 Stahlin / Friichtel): Tpio o671l mept THY pOVAY: Té
1€ OVOLOTO COUPOAC OVTOL TAV VONUATOV KOTO TO TPONYOVUEVOV, KOUT
ETAKOLOVONUO O KAl TAOV DTOKEIUEV®V, BEVTEPOV B TG VONILOTOL OLLOLOUOTOL KO
EKTUTOLATO TOV VTOKEULEVOV GVvToL (00EV ATOOT KOl TO VONLOTO TO QDT €GTL d10L
TO TNV QDTN ATO TAOV VTOKEULEVOV ATOOLY £YY1IVEGHOL TOTMOLV, OVKETL &€ KOl TOL
OVOPOLTO d10t TG SLOAEKTOVG TAG dLALPOPOVGS): TPLTOV OE TOL VTOKEUEVA TPAYLATOL,
aQ OV MUIV T0 VORLOTO EVIVTODVTOL.
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“The ancients,” says Dexippus, “declare that the only things signified are objects of
thought. Since these are about things and arise from things, it is thoughts which are
signified primarily, but on a secondary level things also.”®* One of his key arguments
against Sosigenes is that it is possible to speak about past and future events, and non-
existent things (like hippocentaurs and goat-stags), and to use meaningless words (like
“he is saying nothing™). If utterances signified things, when the items listed in the
previous sentences were spoken, they would have to be brought into existence. If this did
not happen, then we would be unable to speak about such things. Therefore, Sosigenes
cannot be correct and utterances cannot signify things. Rather, they must signify
thoughts.* 1 referred to this passage before when discussing the first stage of Basil’s
account of conceptualization. It constitutes the clearest—but only—demonstrable parallel
between Basil and the Neoplatonists.

Something similar to this may lie behind Porphyry’s statement (recorded by
lamblichus) that it does not matter what names are used for the gods, since it is the notion
(¢vvoua) that the name signifies that counts. lamblichus rejects Porphyry’s idea, saying
that only on the basis of a conventionalist view of names does it not matter what names
are used. He then affirms a naturalist view of names, saying that names depend on the
nature of things.® But it seems likely that lamblichus has not understood the intention of

Porphyry’s statement. The intent of Porphyry may not have been to assert or deny a

% Dexippus, in Cat. 1.3 (CAG 4.2: 9, 22-25 Busse): pova 8¢ onpovopeve ol épyoiot
AEYOVOL TAL VONLOTOL, ETELDN TEPL TAOV TPAYHATOV £0TL TADTO KL GO TAOV
TPOYHLATOV. TPONYOVLEVAOS LEV TO. VONLATA, KOTO SEVTEPOV d€ AOYOV KOl TO
npaypoto onpotiveton [partially=PC 111 7a6].

% See Dexippus, in Cat. 1.3 (CAG 4.2: 7,8 - 8, 23 and 9, 22 — 10, 32 Busse) [= PC 11l
7a5-6].

% Jamblichus, Myst. 7.7 (257, 1-8 Des Places).



220

conventionalist view of names, but rather to express the interpretation of Aristotle under
discussion, that that names signify primarily thoughts. Accordingly, Porphyry’s point is
that what really matters is whether the thought or notion a name signifies is appropriate

for the gods, not the vocal sounds used.®’

I suggest that the Aristotelian and Neoplatonist interpretation of Aristotle as
claiming that spoken words symbolize primarily thoughts and secondarily things is the
philosophical context for the Homoiousians’ and Basil’s development of a notionalist
view of names. The chief similarities are (1) the insertion of a notional level between
names and things, and (2) the fact that names signify notions primarily and things
secondarily. But since there is only one demonstrable parallel, it cannot be claimed that
either the Homoiousians or Basil were directly influenced by either Aristotelian or
Neoplatonists. Perhaps they knew of the passage from Clement, but then again, there is
not evidence for it. Nonetheless, the parallels in thought are striking.

This Neoplatonist interpretation seems to have been one of the current topics of
debates within philosophical schools starting from the early fourth century. Those
Christians who contributed to formulating the notionalist theory of names may have
become aware of this interpretation in the course of their education. We know that
George of Laodicea studied philosophy in Alexandria before becoming a presbyter in that
city.” Basil of Ancyra had been a physician before becoming bishop, signaling that he

was an educated man.®® We know more about Caesarean Basil’s education. In 348/49 he

% For other instances of Porphyry’s acceptance of this interpretation of Aristotle, see PC
111 7a4 and 7a9-10.

% Philostorgius, h.e. 8.17 (GCS 21: 115 Bidez / Winkelmann); Theodoret, Haer. 1.26
(PG 83: 381).

% Jerome, Vir. ill. 89.



221

spent a year studying in Constantinople, for a while under the famous rhetor Libanius.
From 349/50 to 355/56, he and his friend Gregory studied rhetoric and philosophy in
Athens. Basil is known to have studied under the renowned rhetors Prohaeresius (who
was a Christian) and Himerius, among others.® We do not know what sort of
philosophical education was available in Athens at this time, and still less do we know
with whom Basil might have studied philosophy.'®* But the culture of the intellectual life
of the city shortly after his time there is preserved in Eunapius.'® At any rate, Basil was
trained in rhetoric and philosophy at some of the best institutions of his day. Since both
the Homoiousians and Basil of Caesarea had superb educations by contemporary
standards, they could have encountered the Aristotelian /Neoplatonist interpretation of
Avristotle’s On Interpretation during their schooling. While this may constitute a context
in which they could have developed a notionalist theory of names, there is no evidence

that it was determinative for them.

The Homoiousian notions of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’
The Homoiousians were among the first Christian theologians to respond to
Heteroousian theology, and they rejected the Heteroousians’ theory of names. | suggest

that their initial formulation of the notionalist theory of names is best viewed as a

10 gocrates, h.e. 4.26.6; Sozomen, h.e. 6.17.1.

101 See my earlier discussion of what we know of Athenian philosophy in the middle of
fourth century in Chapter Two, p. 76f.

192 Eunapius, VPS. Eunapius studied in Athens from 362/3 to 366/7; see Robert J.
Penella, Greek Philosophers and Sophists in the Fourth Century A.D.: Studies in
Eunapius of Sardis, ARCA Classical and Medieval Texts, Papers and Monographs, 28
(Leeds: Francis Cairnes, 1990), 2—4. Prohaeresius and Himerius are included in
Eunapius’s account; on them, see Penella, Greek Philosophers and Sophists, 83-94 and
97-100.
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reaction against their opponents’ theory. It needs to be said at the outset, however, that
Homoiousian notionalism is inchoate and never theorized as in Basil. It is only
retrievable from its application.

At the beginning of the theological discussion in the statement of faith produced
by the Homoiousian synod held in Ancyra in 358, Basil of Ancyra affirms that Christian
faith is in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, not in the names favored, or thought to be
favored, by the Heteroousians. Basil cites Matthew 28:19 not merely as a scriptural
testimony for using these names instead of those preferred by the Heteroousians—
namely, ‘unbegotten’ and ‘something begotten’—, but also as a commandment of the
Lord to his disciples, that they should use these names and no others. Immediately after
the citation, Basil adds: “we who are born again in this faith ought to think piously about
the notions that arise from the names (tdc £k 1OV dvopdtov évvolag).” %

This statement does not merely acknowledge the contemporary disagreement over
what ‘Father’ and *Son’ signified. Rather, it suggests a new tactic. As a way out of the
confusion, Basil proposes investigating “the notions that arise from the names,” in other
words, what they mean when applied to divine beings. And so, Basil continues, being
baptized in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,

when we hear the names, based on the natural notions (4o TV QUOLKOV

104

évvoldv) " we think of (évvoduev) the Father as cause of a substance

103 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.3.2 (GCS 37: 271, 11-12 Holl / Dummer).

194 Here | emend Holl / Dummer’s év ofc to évvoldv and repunctuate his sentence. Holl
recognized that the text at this point was corrupt and suggested an addition: watnip det
Ouorov viov yevvd. Dummer retained this addition in the apparatus. But this seems
unnecessary. The emendation | suggest attempts to make sense of the text as it is, and the
phrase is paralleled elsewhere, at Pan. 73.7.4 (GCS 37: 274, 6-7 H. / D.): 1 ok
£VvoLaQ.
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like him (aitiov 6uotag avtod ovotac), and when we hear the name

‘Son’, we conceive of (vonowuev) the Son as like (uotov) the Father

whose Son he is.*®
When we hear the names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’, the natural notions that these names trigger
in our minds (dtd TV Quokdv £vvoldv) enable us to know what these names mean.

This emphasis of the notions of names is revolutionary. Seeing the theories of
names of the era as a theological dead-end, they refocus the debate on the notions that lie
between the divine names and the divine beings. It is unclear what resources the
Homoiousians have drawn upon in making this shift. Of the few possibilities, none can be
claimed as a direct influence. Above | discussed the Neoplatonist context as a possibility.
But other philosophical sources are possible. Even if my emendation of év olg to
¢vvolv is not correct, it may well be the case that here Basil of Ancyra is drawing upon
the philosophical idea of a common notion, also discussed above. Therefore, Basil may
be appealing to the natural notion of the terms “father’ and ‘son’ that are the common
property of all human beings. Indeed, Basil says: “every father is understood as father of
a substance like him.”*%®

Origen may also have been a source for the Homoiousians. It is well known that
in his Commentary on the Gospel of John Origen explored the meaning of the various

titles given to Christ in the scriptures. When speaking of what it means to call him

‘Word’, Origen spoke about how “one must explain the notion of what is named from the

195 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.3.1-3 (GCS 37: 271, 7-18 H. / D.). See also Pan. 73.4.4 (GCS 37:
273, 10-11 H./ D.), where Basil says that ‘Father’ does not mean “father of an activity
but of a substance like him.”

196 Eniphanius, Pan. 73.4.2 (GCS 37: 273, 3H./D.).
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naming.”*%’ He adds that it is useful to examine “the notions in relation to which the
names are used.”'% He further recommends such a method of investigation for all the
other names besides ‘Word’.** In this regard, the Homoiousians appear to have taken his
advice to heart. In the final analysis, however, there is no strong argument for any of
these source claims. This turn to notions may be one of the unique achievements of the
Homoiousians.

Whatever his sources, Basil of Ancyra specifies what these notions are. As we
saw above, according to Basil, ‘Father’ signifies the one who is the cause of a substance
like him (aitiov 6uotag avtod ovolog), and ‘Son’ signifies the one who is as like
(6uorov) the Father whose Son he is. George of Laodicea employs the same notions,
saying that “the Father is Father of a Son like himself and the Son is like the Father, from

110 and also that the one called ‘Father’ is “the

which Father he is understood to be Son
cause of a Son like himself.”*** The Homoiousians are the first theologians to offer such
precise definitions of names applied to God. Note that Basil’s understanding of the
notions of ‘father” and ‘son’ that he uses to understand ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ excludes any

corporeal overtones. Basil of Ancyra leaves unexpressed something that Basil of

Caesarea does express: it is possible to abstract from our everyday understandings of

197 Origen, Comm. Jo. 1.24 [153], 19-20 (SChr 120: 136 Blanc): 4o Tfic dvopaociog
dvosttukteov TV Evvoray tod dvopolougevov

1% Origen, Comm. Jo. 1.24 [156], 34 (SChr 120: 136 Blanc): tdg évvolag kb’ Gv To
OVOUOTOL KETTOL.

1% Origen, Comm. Jo. 1.157.
19 Eniphanius, Pan. 73.14.1 (GCS 37: 286, 17-19 Holl / Dummer).
11 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.14.6 (GCS 37: 287, 5H./D.).
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what it means to be a father or son, and arrive at a purified notion. As we have seen,
purified notions are central to Basil of Caesarea’s account of divine names.

What the Homoiousians have done, then, is to introduce a notional order into
theological epistemology. A name does not simply communicate substance; rather, a
name communicates a notion that is true of the substance to which the name is applied.
The Homoiousians not only inserted notions between substances and their names, but
also formulated precise notions for the names. The earlier authors, of course, recognized
that names had meanings. But these meanings were largely assumed and unexpressed.
The Homoiousians are the first to shift attention to the meaning of names and to focus on
determining the precise notions associated with the names ‘Father” and *Son’. Hence it
seems probable that Basil of Caesarea has taken the Homoiousian focus upon the notions

of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ as the starting point for his notionalist theory of names.

Conclusion

Basil formulated his new notionalist theory of names chiefly to attack
Heteroousian theology at its foundations. While a name immediately discloses substance
in the Heteroousian theory of names, in Basil’s notionalist view each name (when uttered
or read) primarily gives rise to a mental notion, which is comprised of the meaning of the
name. As we shall see in Chapter Seven, this notion in turn describes, or at least
corresponds to, a real feature of the name-bearer, but not its substance. Thus the key
difference between the Heteroousian and Basilian theory of names is the insertion of a

notional level between the nominal and substantial levels.
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The advantage of the notionalist theory is that attention can be given to the
meanings of names in a way that is impossible with Eunomius’s theory. While in the
Heteroousian theory, name and substance were inseparable and effectively identical, in
Basil’s notionalist theory, because of the “mental space” between name and referent in
the notional order, the meanings of names can be manipulated. In other words, for Basil
there is a creative role for the human mind in understanding and even constructing what
names mean when applied to the divine beings. It is not simply a matter of determining,
as Eunomius had done, the most accurate descriptor for a substance based on assumed
meanings. Rather, one figures out how all the names for God, which have been handed
down by scripture and tradition, can be used in a way that is appropriate for God.

While Eunomius envisioned basically a one-to-one correspondence between
‘unbegotten’ and the divine substance (with other names being synonymous with
‘unbegotten’), Basil believes that multiple, non-synonymous names can applied to any
substance, even God’s, since they primarily refer to notions, which in turn (as we shall
see in Chapter Seven) correspond to different non-essential features of that substance.
Hence for Basil there is a one-to-one correspondence between names and their notions,
not between names and substance as Eunomius had maintained. Eunomius held that each
name could have many meanings depending on the dignity of the name-bearer and that a
single meaning could be expressed by many names in the case of simple beings. Basil
rejects such a theory as rendering human speech about God as effectively meaningless.
We can say something true about God using human language, provided that we recognize
its limitations by purifying it of inappropriate connotations. Nonetheless, there remains

no human word that captures the divine essence.
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In general, then, Basil and Eunomius differ over the role of the notional in
semantics. For Eunomius, terms give immediate access to ontology; for Basil, a notional
level stands between terms and ontology. For Eunomius, a single term correctly names
the substance of God. For Basil, many terms can be correctly applied to God, each with
their specific notional content; none names the substance of God, but each is true of God.
Both Basil and Eunomius appealed to common notions, but Eunomius’s appeal seems
quite odd given his neglect of notions in his theory of names. In contrast, Basil is very
concerned to define the notions of the names that are applied to God.

Unlike Eunomius, Basil does not believe that names common to God and created
beings are homonymous; rather, he posits a strong correlation between the use of words
in divine and mundane contexts. Basil holds that each name has a notion that holds true
for every object to which the term is applied, regardless of whether the term is used in a
mundane or divine context. His theory therefore endorses a strong form of univocity for
names said commonly of God and creatures. Theological language for Basil is not
divorced from how language operates in the created realm. Rather, a term conveys a
specific meaning whenever it is used.

However, the notion of a term does not correspond to its ordinary usage in
mundane contexts. Such usage saddles a term with inappropriate connotations that are
inapplicable when the same term is used of God. Therefore, ordinary language must be
purified of its inappropriate connotations in order to be validly used of God. It is this
purified meaning conveyed by a term that holds good whether the term is used of created
realities or God. Accordingly, the names used of God must be purified of their created or

material connotations. Therefore, Basil’s univocity comes with a twist.
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Basil’s notionalist theory of names recognizes a number of sources for notions. In
theological contexts, the most important are the basic notions derived from purified
common usage, and the conceptualizations formulated by reflection upon them. Some
names for God correspond to basic notions, others to conceptualizations. Yet in both
cases names operate in the same way: they primarily signify the notion, not the object
that bears the name. And so, Basil does not envision all names as corresponding to
conceptualizations, but his theory of conceptualization is part of a more comprehensive
notionalist theory of names.

Determining the sources for Basil’s theory of names is difficult. | have suggested
that it represents an appropriation of an interpretation of Aristotle that emerged among
second-century Aristotelians (and is witnessed to by Clement) and was adopted by third-
and fourth-century Neoplatonists such as Porphyry and Dexippus. Despite a strong but
singular parallel between Basil and Dexippus in their proof that names signify primarily
notions, there is no evidence for direct influence. One can only conjecture that Basil
learned of this interpretation in the course of his studies at Athens. For this reason, | have
pointed to the Homoiousians as a proximate source for Basil. Like him, they made the
notions connected with names central in their theology. Basil may have recognized the
seeds that they planted and nurtured them into maturity, resulting in his notionalist theory

of names.
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Chapter Six

Basil’s Decentralization of ‘Unbegotten’

In Chapter One I discussed the centrality of the name ‘unbegotten’ in the
Heteroousian theory of names. In the previous chapter I demonstrated how Basil
decentralized ‘unbegotten’ by categorizing it as one a several conceptualizations derived
from basic notions about God. Basil therefore went against the long-standing tradition
that considered the term uniquely revelatory of God. But that was not the only way in
which Basil decentralized ‘unbegotten’. In this chapter, I turn to Basil’s arguments
against ‘unbegotten’ in order to prove the primacy of the name ‘Father’. Basil’s attack on
the preferred Heteroousian name for God is two-pronged: not only is ‘unbegotten’ not a
privileged term, but it is also not a particularly useful term for designating God when
compared to ‘Father’.

Basil’s arguments against ‘unbegotten’ are mostly negative; that is, he argues for
its inappropriateness or incorrectness. In addition, his arguments have been adapted from
those of others. Accordingly, this chapter not only demonstrates the second way in which
Basil decentralized ‘unbegotten’ but also investigates his complex use of sources. This
chapter begins with an investigation of how Basil drew upon Athanasius and Basil of
Ancyra in his deployment of Christ’s baptismal command in Matthew 28:19, which they
had used to argue against non-scriptural divine names, one of which was of course
‘unbegotten’. I argue that in this case Basil has drawn upon Athanasius rather than Basil
of Ancyra. But I claim as well that Basil of Ancyra’s argument provides clues for

reconstructing Heteroousian arguments about the Father and Son that were employed in
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the late 350s. Next I turn to Basil’s arguments for the primacy of ‘Father’ over against
‘unbegotten’. I demonstrate that once again Basil has borrowed from his predecessors,
but in this case I argue that Basil owes more to George of Laodicea than Athanasius.
Therefore, Basil’s arguments against ‘unbegotten’ for the primacy of ‘Father’ represents
a paradigmatic case for his adaptation of Athanasius through the modifications of the

Homoiousians, Basil of Ancyra and George of Laodicea.

I. “The names that belong to the saving faith”

Basil maintained that belief in the Father and Son was essential for Christian
identity. In an effective piece of rhetoric, he equates Eunomius’s rejection of the primacy
of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ for Christian belief and worship as a lapse into Greek polytheism or
Judaism. Following an established tradition, Basil appeals to Christ’s baptismal command
from Matthew 28:19 to demonstrate the centrality of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ for Christians.
While both Athanasius and Basil of Ancyra make a similar argument, I argue that in this
case Basil of Caesarea is indebted to Athanasius alone. Nonetheless, I contend that Basil
of Ancyra’s argument provides us with an insight into contemporary Heteroousian
syllogisms employed to prove their main thesis, difference in substance.

I have noted that Eunomius’s preferred names for the God of the universe and the
Word were ‘unbegotten’ and ‘begotten’. In contrast, Basil of Caesarea argues that the
names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ have primacy. In addition to the specific reasons that he
separately gives for preferring each name, he maintains that ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ are “the

names that belong to the saving faith.”' He judges that Eunomius uses the names

' Eun. 1.16, 27 (SChr 299: 230 Sesboiié): Td Tfic cwtnoiov Tlotewg dvouata.
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‘unbegotten’ and ‘begotten’ instead of these as a surreptitious way of inculcating his
blasphemy:

Since he wants to show that the only-begotten Son and God is unlike the

God and Father, he keeps silent about the names of ‘Father’ and ‘Son,’

and simply discusses the ‘unbegotten’ and the ‘begotten.” He conceals the

names that belong to the saving faith and hands over the doctrines of his

blasphemy unveiled, so that, when he has practiced his impiety first with

things and then shifted to persons, he might not seem to have said

anything slanderous while maintaining that his blasphemy has been

prepared by the implication of his account.
But Basil thinks that Eunomius is not simply guilty of subterfuge. For he estimates that
Eunomius’s statement that God could never admit a begetting if he is unbegotten utterly
destroys belief in the Father and the Son.” If this were true, Basil writes, “then God is not

Father and there is no....”*

He leaves the consequent unexpressed. Following the ellipsis,
Basil adds: “It is better for us to leave this blasphemous statement incomplete.”> This is

one of two instances in the Contra Eunomium where Basil is so horrified at the impieties
of Eunomius that he cannot even bring himself to utter what he considers a terrible

blasphemy.® Accordingly, belief in the Father and the Son, and in the Father’s begetting

of the Son, are deemed essential to Christianity.

> Eun. 1.16, 24-32 (SChr 299: 228-30 Sesboiié).
Eun. 1.16, 32— 17, 13.

*Eun. 1.17, 11 (SChr 299: 232 Sesboiié).

> Eun. 1.17, 11-12 (SChr 299: 232 Sesboii¢).

® The other is at Eun. 2.15, 3-4.
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Basil identifies such beliefs as that which distinguishes Christianity from both
Greek paganism and Judaism, as well as from schismatics, all of whom also believe that
God is the founder and creator:

As I see it, while there is much that distinguishes Christianity from Greek

error and Jewish ignorance, I think there is no doctrine in the gospel of our

salvation more important than faith in the Father and the Son. For even

schismatics, whatever their error might be, agree that God is the founder

and the creator (ktloTnV Kol dnuLovpyov).’
Basil thinks that Eunomius’s Christianity is tenuous since he “declares that ‘Father’ is a
pseudonym and that ‘Son’ only goes so far as a mere designation and thinks that it makes
no difference whether one confesses ‘Father’ or ‘founder,” and whether one says ‘Son’ or
‘something made’.”® Basil’s claim that ‘Son’ is a “mere designation” (;rpoonyopla
PuAf]) may be an allusion to Aetius.’ It is nonetheless an accurate assessment of his
opponent’s thought because Eunomius viewed ‘Son’ as synonymous with ‘something
begotten’ and ‘something made’ and similarly revelatory of the Only-Begotten’s
substance.'’ But when Basil says that Eunomius thinks of ‘Father’ as a “pseudonym”
(Yevdwvuuov), he does not refer to any text of Eunomius. This is, rather, an
interpretation of Eunomius. It is a somewhat tendentious charge that Eunomius thinks
that God is called ‘Father’ falsely, since Eunomius could have said the same about Basil.

Eunomius, reviving an earlier Eusebian position, held that ‘Father’, which because of its

"Eun. 2.22, 15-20 (SChr 305: 88-90 Sesboiié).
¥ Eun. 2.22, 20-23 (SChr 305: 90 Sesboiié).

? See Synt. 8.

9 Apol. 12, 14, 17-19, 22 and 24.
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corporeal connotations could not disclose the divine substance, instead indicated God’s
power or activity of begetting.'' In contrast, Basil believed that ‘Father’ indicated “he

12 Therefore

who provides to another the beginning of being in a nature like his own.
Basil’s characterization of Eunomius’s thought here amounts to nothing more than a
statement that his opponent does not agree with his own understanding of God’s
Fatherhood. In any event, because of his denigration of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ in favor of
certain other terms, Basil maintains that Eunomius’s belief is therefore more akin to that
of the Greeks and Jews, though in the Contra Eunomium Basil does not decide in which
group he should be placed. In a later homily, he specifically compares the Heteroousians
to the polytheistic Greeks because they worship both God and one of God’s works (the
Son). 13

Unlike Eunomius, those of us who true Christians, says Basil, “have not put our
faith in the creator (dnuLovEYOS) and something made (;toinua); rather, we have been

»14 1t is in this

sealed in the Father and the Son through the grace received in baptism.
context that Basil appeals to the baptismal practice based on Matthew 28:19: Go, baptize
in the name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Basil’s rejoinder here is an

example of a charge made by others before him based on how they thought, or wanted to

think, their opponents understood the names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’, not which names were

actually used in the baptismal ritual.'® Basil’s charge is reminiscent of both Athanasius

"' Apol. 16.8, 11.12-14 and 24.21-22.

2 Eun. 2.22, 49-50 (SChr 305: 92 Sesboiié).
5 Hom. 24.1.

" Eun. 2.22, 27-29 (SChr 305: 90 Sesboiié).

' See Richard Paul Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000), 258-9. Jeffery N. Steenson, “Basil of Ancyra and the



234

and the Homoiousian Basil of Ancyra because all three accuse their opponents of altering
the baptismal formula and appeal to Matthew 28:19 in the context of refuting
‘unbegotten’ (or ‘ingenerate’ in Athanasius’s case).

But before investigating how either Athanasius or Basil of Ancyra may have
influenced Basil of Caesarea, it must first be noted that there was a long tradition of
citing the baptismal formula of Matthew 28:19 as a summary of Christian belief. It was
included in the creed used at the church of Caesarea in Palestine that was cited by
Eusebius of Caesarea in 325."° The same Eusebius later cited the verse in an anti-
Marcellan context as a summary of the gospel taught by the Lord himself.!” Matthew
28:19 is also cited in the Second Dedication Creed of 341'® and is alluded to the Sirmium
Confession of 357." Appeal to Matthew 28:19 as a summary of Christian belief is
therefore not unique to Athanasius or Basil of Ancyra. Nonetheless, the way in which
they polemically employed this verse is unique and parallels that of Basil of Caesarea. In
what follows, I will examine the deployment of the verse on the part of both Athanasius
and Basil of Ancyra in order to assess their influence on Basil of Caesarea.

On four different occasions spanning nearly twenty years, Athanasius had
variously charged that his opponents baptized into the creator (ktloTnV) and creature, the

maker (;toiTv) and thing-made, the ingenerate and generate, or the uncreated and

Course of Nicene Orthodoxy” (D.Phil. diss. Oxford, 1983), 136 n. 14, lumps this charge
together with the charge that the Heteroousians baptized into the death of Christ.
Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution, 332—44, has shown that they
are different and that the latter has some plausibility.

1 Urk. 22.5.
" Marc. 1.1.9.
¥ Dok. 41.4.
¥ Dok. 49.
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creature, instead of Father and Son.?” In three out of the four contexts Athanasius cites
Matthew 28:19 because it is the Lord’s commandment to first teach, then baptize in the
name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Athanasius states that baptizands need first to
learn the correct meanings of the names in order to have correct belief in those named;
only when belief is correct will baptism be effective.”' Athanasius appeals to the
baptismal formula as a self-evident refutation of “Arian” pairs of names he listed,
provided that the names are understood as he understands them.

The Homoiousians have a more nuanced argument. At the beginning of the
theological section in the statement of faith produced by the Homoiousian synod held in
Ancyra in 358, Basil of Ancyra says:

Our faith is in the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. For thus our Lord Jesus

Christ taught his disciples, saying: Go and make disciples of all nations,

baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy

Spirit [Matt 28:19]. Therefore, we who are born again in this faith ought to

think piously about the notions that arise from the names. For he did not

say: “Baptizing them in the name of the fleshless and enfleshed,” or “of

the immortal and the one who died,” or “of the unbegotten and begotten,”

but in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.*

22 0r. 1.34.4-6; Or. 2.42.3-4; Decr. 31.3; and Syn. 36.3.
21 0r.2.42.4.
22 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.3.1-3 (GCS 37: 271, 7-15 Holl / Dummer).
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Basil of Ancyra makes a distinction between names and notions that is not found in
Athanasius at all.”> Basil notes that those who have been baptized according to the
Trinitarian formula of Matthew 28:19 must “think piously about the notions that arise
from the names (T0¢ €K TOV OVOUATWV £VvvoLog) —the names that the Lord himself
instructed his disciples to use, not the names favored by the Heteroousians. I discussed
this passage and incipient Homoiousian notionalism in Chapter Five.**

Scholars have noted the similarity between the Homoiousian passage just cited
and the four texts in Athanasius mentioned earlier.” It seems very likely that Basil has
modeled his argument on Athanasius’s, but the similarities should not blind us to the
differences between them. First, Basil of Ancyra’s citation of Matthew 28:19 may have
been as much motivated by Athanasian usage as it was by earlier Eusebian usage—here |
mean both the bishop and the alliance—and a desire to rescue the verse from its
blasphemous usage in the Sirmium Confession of 357. Second, Athanasius’s and Basil’s
lists of pairs into which one may be baptized do not overlap. Basil listed the fleshless and
enfleshed, the immortal and the one who died, and the unbegotten and begotten;
Athanasius the creator and creature, the maker and thing-made, and the ingenerate and
generate (or the uncreated and creature). If we allow for an equivalence in meaning

between Athanasius’s ingenerate-generate (or uncreated-creature) and Basil’s

3 Thus I disagree with Steenson’s statement that “Basil of Ancyra and Athanasius
occupy the same position against what might be described as the nominalism
characterizing the radical Arian treatment of these names” (“Basil of Ancyra and the
Course of Nicene Orthodoxy,” 136).

* See above p. 221-5.

%% Jaakko Gummerus, Die homéusianische Partei bis zum Tode des Konstantius (Leipzig:
Georg Bohme, 1900), 69 n. 1; Thomas A. Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism
(Cambridge: The Philadelphia Patristic Foundation, Ltd., 1979), 158; and Steenson,
“Basil of Ancyra and the Course of Nicene Orthodoxy,” 136.



237

unbegotten-begotten pairs, there is still only one correspondence between them.
Therefore, if Basil is drawing on Athanasius, he is modifying him considerably.26

While the difference in pairs used by Athanasius and Basil has little impact on the
overall point of their arguments, it may be of some significance for reconstructing
contemporary Heteroousian argumentation. For the first two pairs listed by Basil may
indicate what sort of syllogistic arguments the Heteroousians were employing in the late
350s. Based mainly on a statement in Eunomius’s Apologia apologiae, Kopecek argues
that the Heteroousians employed those pairs listed by Basil to argue that the Father was
different from the Son in substance.?’ Syllogisms employing such pairs would have
proceeded thus:

(1) That which is enfleshed has nothing in common with that which is fleshless.

(2) By nature, the Father is fleshless and the Son is enfleshed.

Therefore, there is no commonality of nature between Father and Son.
Kopecek’s suggestion finds additional support in a text from Aetius:

If the Word became flesh, he became composite in nature. He would not

have become this, if he were not receptive of composition by nature. How,

then, can the one who is obviously receptive of this be identical with the

Father who, according to any account, does not admit of composition?**
Unlike the hypothetic syllogism set out above, in this passage it is the composition
inherent in the incarnation that precludes the possibility of a shared nature between

Father and Son. Another corroboration of Kopecek’s suggestion is found in George of

26 As Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 158, correctly notes.
2T Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 158—61.
28 Text 4. See also Text 5.
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Laodicea, who affirms that the Father is “fleshless and immortal,” and that the Son
“assumed flesh according to the will of the Father and underwent death for us.”*’ George
has the habit of using the expressions and formulations of the Heteroousians against
them, and he makes these affirmations to clarify “the exact knowledge of the persons,”°
not to distinguish the substances of Father and Son as the Heteroousians had done.*!
Accordingly, it appears as if George has used the descriptions of the Father and Son that
the Heteroousians used to prove their difference in substance in order to make a different
point against them. He does not deny their language, but judges that it does not have the
import that they claim it has. Therefore, it appears possible that in the late 350s the
Heteroousians were using the pairs “the fleshless-the enfleshed” and “the immortal-the
one who died” in syllogistic arguments aimed at proving the difference in substance
between the Father and Son. But it remains highly unlikely that the Heteroousians were
actually baptizing with such formulas. Basil of Ancyra’s argument, then, like that of
Athanasius discussed earlier, is based upon how he thought his opponents understood the
names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’, not the names they actually employed in the baptismal ritual.
Basil of Caesarea therefore is located squarely within the Athanasian-
Homoiousian trajectory: he expresses a distorted, polemical view of his opponents’
baptismal practice. Nonetheless, it seems that in this case Basil owes more to Athanasius

than to the Homoiousian. Basil’s use of the pair of ‘creator’ and ‘thing-made’ has a

precedent in Athanasius, but not in the Homoiousians. Basil seems to have combined

*% Epiphanius, Pan. 73.14.3 (GCS 37: 286, 24-27 Holl / Dummer).

3% Epiphanius, Pan. 73.14.3 (GCS 37: 286, 23 H. / D.): 1} dkpifela g 1OV Tpoomhaonv
ETTLYVOEWC.

et Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 193-5, who sees George as backing off of
Basil’s criticisms of such language.
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Athanasius’s pairs ‘creator’ and ‘creature’, and ‘maker’ and ‘thing-made’. In addition,
even though Basil uses the term dnuLovPYOS, not kTLOTNS in his rejoinder to Eunomius,
immediately before this he twice uses kTloTng, in passages cited above.* This is only
time in the Contra Eunomium that Basil speaks of God as the kTt0tng. Elsewhere he
employs the terms dnuLovpyog and wountc. Accordingly, it appears that when Basil
was articulating his argument about Matthew 28:18 he borrowed Athanasius’s
terminology for the unscriptural pair and was particularly influenced by the Athanasian
usage of kTLoTNg for the creator, a term found only in this context in the Contra
Eunomium.

And so, Basil’s argument concludes, since ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ are particular to
Christian belief, they are to be preferred to Eunomius’s ‘unbegotten’ and ‘begotten’.
While Basil’s argument for the centrality of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ borrows from
Athanasius’s “anti-Arian” argument, he deploys it in a context where he sets up a
distinction between Christianity and other systems of belief, something that is not found

in Athanasius.”® Yet it is unlikely that Basil’s appeal Christian distinctiveness over

32 The rejoinder is at Eun. 2.22, 27-29 (SChr 305: 90 Sesboiié): true Christians “have not
put our faith in the creator (dnuLovpyOg) and something made (;roinua); rather, we have
been sealed in the Father and the Son through the grace received in baptism.”
Immediately before this Basil writes at Eun. 2.22, 15-27 (SChr 305: 90 S.): “As I see it,
while there is much that distinguishes Christianity from Greek error and Jewish
ignorance, I think there is no doctrine in the gospel of our salvation more important than
faith in the Father and the Son. For even schismatics, whatever their error might be, agree
that God is the founder and the creator (KTloTnV Kai dnutovpyov). Now in which group
should we put Eunomius? He declares that ‘Father’ is a pseudonym and that ‘Son’ only
goes so far as a mere designation. He thinks that it makes no difference whether one
confesses ‘Father’ or ‘founder’ (kTt0TNV) and whether one says ‘Son’ or ‘something
made.’” So in what party should we count him? Among the Greeks or the Jews? For
whoever denies the power of piety and the distinctive character (so to speak) of our
worship will not affiliate himself with Christians.”

3 However, Athanasius does note the ‘ingenerate’ is a “Greek” word.
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against both Judaism and Greek paganism was thought to be a clinching argument, not
least of all because he also offers specific arguments against ‘unbegotten’ in favor of
‘Father’ and against ‘begotten’ in favor of ‘Son’. The argument is most effective as
rhetoric since it depicts Eunomius as having more in common with Judaism and

paganism than with Christianity. I now turn to his more convincing arguments.

I1. Argument for the primacy of ‘Father’

Even before Basil of Caesarea’s foray in the debate, the argument for the primacy
of ‘Father’ had two components: (1) arguments against “‘unbegotten’, and (2) arguments
in favor of ‘Father’. But even the argument for ‘Father’ is mostly a negative argument
against ‘unbegotten’. In this section I would first like to explore arguments for the
primacy of ‘Father’ over against ‘unbegotten’ previous to Basil in order to establish the
influences on him. I begin by recalling my earlier discussion of how the Eusebians
provoked their opponents to examine the word ‘unbegotten’, and then review in more
detail the arguments of Athanasius, George of Laodicea, and Basil of Caesarea against
‘unbegotten’ and in favor of ‘Father’. I argue that George was influenced by Athanasius

but modified him considerably, and that Basil is indebted to George.

Athanasius and the Homoiousians
In Chapter Three I outlined the features of pre-fourth century use of ‘unbegotten’
and noted how a tradition of opposition to ‘unbegotten’ arose in reaction to its Eusebian

usage.>® The debate had not advanced sufficiently for Alexander to oppose it. Though

* See Chapter Three, p. 111-46.
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Arius accused Alexander of teaching that there were two unbegottens, and Alexander
keenly denied this, Alexander agreed without complaint that the Father was legitimately
called ‘unbegotten’.** Athanasius is the real fountainhead of opposition to ‘unbegotten’,
rejecting it as useless for designating the Father.’® His refutation arises in the context of
answering Asterius’s retort, mentioned earlier, whether the unbegotten is one or two.>’
And so, Arius, Asterius, and other Eusebians provoked their opponents to reconsider the
term. Note that in his works before the mid-350s Athanasius wrote against ‘ingenerate’
and after that used the same arguments against ‘unbegotten’. The words are synonymous
for Athanasius.™

Athanasius has three distinct arguments against ‘unbegotten’, which I also
mentioned earlier, but will discuss in more detail here.*” First, the term is unscriptural, by
which Athanasius means that it is nowhere used in scripture of the Father and is on the
contrary derived from Greek philosophy.* In contrast, the name ‘Father’ is used by the
Lord himself and so receives dominical approbation.*! In this context, Athanasius cites

John 14:9-10 and 10:30, and Matthew 6:9 (or its parallel Luke 11:2) and Matthew 28:19.

35 Urk. 14.19; 14.46.

3% Or. 1.30-34; Decr. 28-31; and Syn. 46-47. The second discussion closely follows the
first. See Peter Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God from Origen to Athanasius (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1994), 165-72; and Xavier Morales, La théologie trinitaire d’Athanase
d’Alexandrie (Paris: Institut d’Etudes Augustiniennes, 2006), 211—17. Morales has a
helpful comparative chart on p. 567.

37 Asterius, Fr. 44 V.

3% The differences may simply be due to ms. confusion as well. See also my comments on
these two terms in Chapter Three, p. 111-3.

3% See Chapter Three, p. 143-5.
0 0r. 1.30.3-4; Decr. 28.1-3; Syn. 46.2.
*10r. 1.34.3-4; Decr. 31.2-3.
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Note that all these passages are examples of Christ himself calling God ‘Father’. Hence,
Athanasius is not merely citing scriptural precedent for the use of ‘Father’, but is
claiming that the name has been sanctioned by Christ himself.

Second, the term “unbegotten’ is ambiguous. He lists four distinct senses of the
term, though two are dismissed as absurd.** Athanasius points out that even the Son can
be called ‘ingenerate’ according to one of the two remaining senses, “that which has not
been made, but which is always.”* Hence the polyvalence of ‘ingenerate’ renders it
useless as a designation for the Father. Nonetheless, Athanasius’s identification of two
viable senses of ‘ingenerate’ made an important contribution, which he later expressed as
the difference between ‘unbegotten’ and ‘uncreated’.**

Third, like Alexander, Athanasius makes much of the status of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’
as relative terms. He objects to ‘ingenerate’ because it contrasts the Father, not with the

% and includes the Son

Son, but with “the things which came to be through the Son
among the generated (i.e. created) beings. Hence, it is more fitting to name God by

correlating him with the Son. Athanasius assumes God’s relation with the Son is primary
and essential to being God; God’s relation to created beings does not define who he is as

his relation with the Son does. Hence Athanasius is suggesting that ‘Father’ is a more

accurate description of God’s nature than ‘ingenerate’. Whereas ‘ingenerate’ is

*20r. 1.30.5-33.8; Decr. 28.4-29.4; Syn. 46.2-3. The latter lists only the two viable
Senses.

#0r. 1.30, 22-23 and 25 (AW I/1: 140—1 Metzler / Savvidis). The definitions of the
senses in Decr. and Syn. vary slightly; see Morales, La théologie trinitaire d’Athanase
d’Alexandrie, 214-5.

* Syn. 46.2.
¥ 0r.1.33,10-11 (AW I/1: 143 M./ S.).
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polyvalent, ‘Father’ is “simple and scriptural and truer and signifies only the Son.”*

‘Father’ is clearer in its reference than ‘ingenerate’. Because ‘ingenerate’ correlates the
Father only to generated (i.e. created) beings (and includes the Son among them), it says
nothing about the unique status of the Son. But since ‘Father’ correlates to the Son, by
implication it includes the works made through the Son and so is more accurate.*’

Therefore, Athanasius advances three distinct arguments preferring ‘Father’ to
‘unbegotten’ as names: (1) scriptural usage, (2) the ambiguous meaning of ‘unbegotten’,
and (3) the correlatives ‘Father-Son’ are more accurate than ‘ingenerate-generate’. In so
doing, Athanasius has distinguished two fundamental ways in which God relates to
existents: (1) as the uncreated creator of all, and (2) as the unbegotten Father of the
begotten Son. He claims that his opponents, the “Arians,” blur the distinction. In the end,
‘Father’ is the preferred name because it primarily signifies the Father’s relation to his
Son, and by extension to the all created beings made by God through the Son. Note that
Athanasius never explicitly denies the validity of ‘ingenerate’ for the Father, since he
would agree that God the Father is ingenerate. Yet he contests the primacy which the
“Arians” have given it.

In his rejection of ‘unbegotten’ and promotion of ‘Father’, the Homoiousian
George of Laodicea was indebted to Athanasius, but diverges from him significantly. He
adapts his first and third arguments, but omits his second completely and replaces it with
his own.

First, George rejects ‘unbegotten’ because it is unscriptural, by which he means

that Paul never uses it of God, unlike the terms ‘incorruptible’, ‘invisible’, and

0r. 1.342 (AW I/1: 144 M./ S.)
47 0r. 1.33.8; Decr. 30.4.
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‘immortal’.*® Like Athanasius, George appeals to scriptural texts that speak of God as
‘Father’. I will return to this aspect of his argument below.

Second, like Athanasius in his third argument, George argues for the lack of
comprehensiveness of the term ‘unbegotten’ when compared to ‘Father’, but does so
quite differently. He writes:

Those who are wise in the things of God realize that ‘unbegotten’ is

narrower in scope than the name ‘Father’. For ‘unbegotten’ means that he

has not been begotten but does not in any way signify whether he is also

Father. Now ‘Father’ is wider in scope than the name ‘unbegotten’. For in

‘unbegotten’, I say, (1) the Father’s power does not appear, but in the

name ‘Father’ there appear together (2) that the Father is not Son, if

indeed he is understood to be Father in the proper sense, and (3) that he is

the cause of a Son like himself.*’

Hence for George, ‘unbegotten’ has a single implication: that God has not been begotten.
It “never signifies the notion of ‘Father’.”*® Note that for George it does not correlate
God to generated beings (we will return to this below). In contrast, ‘Father’ implies three
things about God. The Father is the one who (1) has the power (presumably to beget), (2)
is not the Son, and (3) is the cause of a Son like himself. Hence the notions of ‘Father’
and ‘unbegotten’ are not the same: ‘Father’ has a much richer notion than ‘unbegotten’.

The same was true for Athanasius, but the comprehensiveness of ‘Father’ was understood

differently. For Athanasius, ‘Father’ primarily signified the Son but also by extension all

* Epiphanius, Pan. 73.19.1
* Epiphanius, Pan. 73.14.5-6 (GCS 37: 286, 31 — 287, 5 Holl / Dummer).
>0 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.19.2 (GCS 37: 291, 31-32 H. / D.).
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the created beings made through the Son. George views the comprehensiveness of
‘Father’ in another way: it does not imply God’s relation to created beings through the
Son at all but speaks solely of God’s relation to his Son. There are three aspects to this.

(1) George is presumably speaking of the Father’s power to beget. Perhaps he is
acknowledging the Heteroousian and early Eusebian understanding of ‘Father’ as naming
a power (or activity). George, however, does not limit ‘Father’ to communicating God’s
power to beget, but it is only one of three things that the title implies. Therefore, George
suggests that the Heteroousian understanding of ‘Father’ is reductionistic.

(2) George appears to be making an anti-Marcellan claim because he points out
that the Father is not the Son. But it also echoes the Second Dedication Creed of 341,
which had claimed that the Father was “truly Father.” George similarly speaks of being
Father “in the proper sense” (kvpiwg). George does not specify what he means by
KvpLlwg here, but he must mean that the Father always remains Father and never becomes
Son. Thus the Father is not Son. God’s Fatherhood is thereby distinguished from human
fatherhood, wherein a man can be a father and a son simultaneously. In contrast, God is
always Father and never Son.

(3) When God is called ‘Father’, it communicates that he is the cause of the Son.
This is a unique understanding of the notion of fatherhood that the Homoiousians
developed, as discussed earlier.

And so, George’s argument for the comprehensiveness of ‘Father’ adopts a
different tactic than Athanasius in his third argument. Athanasius had claimed that
‘Father’ was more accurate, not naming God in reference to his works as ‘unbegotten’

does, but in reference to the Son and by extension to the works made through the Son. In
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contrast, George does not speak of greater accuracy, but claims that ‘Father’ conveys
more information about God than ‘unbegotten’. While in both theologians, ‘Father’ has a
comprehensiveness that ‘unbegotten’ lacks, George focuses solely on God’s relation to
his Son.”!

In his third argument against ‘unbegotten’, George again adapts Athanasius. Like
him, he points to the status of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ as relative terms to argue for their
superiority to ‘unbegotten’ and ‘begotten’. Each of the names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ signify
“a relation to something” (T1|v TEOG TL O€0LV), even if either name is used alone.>
‘Father’ includes the notion of ‘Son’ and ‘Son’ the notion of ‘Father’. But George does
not view the names ‘unbegotten’ and ‘begotten’ as relatives; they have none of the kinds
of mutual entailment that relatives have. This differs markedly from Athanasius, who
correlated ‘ingenerate’ with ‘generated’. Furthermore, the pair ‘Father’ and ‘Son’,
because they are relative terms, communicate their “affinity of nature” (1fig pUoswg TV
olkeldtnta),> whereas the ‘unbegotten-begotten’ pair does not. Accordingly, George
rejects ‘unbegotten’ and ‘begotten’ because they do not communicate a relationship with
one another and do not signify a shared nature.”

Therefore, George advances three reasons for rejecting “‘unbegotten’ in favor of

‘Father’: (1) it is unscriptural, (2) it lacks the comprehensiveness of ‘Father’, and (3) it is

>! See Steenson, “Basil of Ancyra and the Course of Nicene Orthodoxy,” 223—4. But
Steenson is incorrect when he says that George’s notion was “apparently not taken up in
subsequent theological discussion” (p. 224). As we shall see, Basil makes the same
argument.

32 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.19.3. I discuss the use of arguments from correlativity more fully
in Chapter Seven.

33 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.19.4.
>4 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.20.1.
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not a relative term. He does not appeal to Athanasius’s second argument, the ambiguity
of ‘ingenerate’. This may be due to the fact that George realized that the Heteroousians
would not have accepted the premise that ‘unbegotten’ was ambiguous. We have seen
that George’s view of the comprehensiveness of ‘Father’ differs from Athanasius’s.
While George correlates ‘Father’ to ‘Son’ much as Athanasius did, he rejects the other
half of Athanasius’s argument that was based on the correlation of ‘ingenerate’ to
‘generated’. Accordingly, we can conclude that in his argument against ‘unbegotten’
George was influenced by Athanasius, but modified him considerably.

At this point I return to George’s appeal for ‘Father’ based on scriptural
precedence to provide a further indication of his distance from Athanasius. I postponed it
until this point because it is inseparable from his understanding of the correlativity of
‘Father’ and ‘Son’. Like Athanasius, George points to Christ’s own practice of calling
God ‘Father’ to argue for its primacy, but, in line with his stress on the correlation
between ‘Father’ and ‘Son’, he adds the point that Christ also calls himself by the relative
name ‘Son’. When explaining why ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ is to be preferred to ‘unbegotten’
and ‘begotten’, he writes:

The first reason is that we who have been called from the nations have not

been baptized in the unbegotten and begotten, but into the Father and Son

[cf. Matt 28:19]. The second reason is that no passage can be found in

which the Son has called his Father ‘unbegotten’, but he has always called

God ‘Father’ and always called himself ‘Son of God’.”

> Epiphanius, Pan. 73.20.1-2 (GCS 37: 292, 20-25 Holl / Dummer).
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First, George alludes the charge that the Heteroousians had altered the baptismal formula,
as Basil of Ancyra had done, retrieving an Athanasian argument against the “Arians.”
This was discussed above. Second, George appeals to Christ’s own practice of naming.
At this point he cites several scriptural verses to prove his point: John 14:28, John 10:36,
John 8:42,°® and John 16:28. All of these scriptural verses support George’s claim about
how scripture records the Christ’s manner of speaking of himself and his Father, and
none are the same as Athanasius’s.

But then George adds to this list Peter’s confession: You are the Christ, the Son of
God [Matt 16:16]. While the verse includes ‘Son of God’, at first glance this Petrine
usage does not appear to support his argument. But if one recalls the scriptural context of
this verse, George’s appeal to it makes sense. After Peter says this, Christ replies: Blessed
are you, Simon Barjona! For flesh and blood have not revealed this to you, by my Father
who is in heaven [Matt 16:17]. Thus Peter’s use of ‘Son of God’ is but a mediation of the
Father’s own nomenclature. This point becomes even clearer in what follows. George
cites the Father’s words from heaven: This is my beloved Son [Matt 17:5],>" and
comments: “Therefore, because the Father makes mention of the Son in this way and the
Son likewise of the Father, and by these names (I will say it again) we are sealed, we will
always use them, rejecting the godless prattle [1 Tim 6:20] directed against the apostolic
faith.”*® Hence George has expanded his initial claim that ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ reflect the

usage of Christ himself: it also reflects the usage of the Father. Therefore, George is not

>% Note that George’s citation (“I came forth from the Father”) differs from the standard
version (“I came forth from God”).

>7 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.20.3-4.
>¥ Epiphanius, Pan. 73.20.4 (GCS 37: 292, 32 — 293, 2 Holl / Dummer).
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merely citing scriptural precedent for the use of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’, but rather is claiming
that these names have been sanctioned by the Father and Son themselves. It is a stronger

argument than Athanasius’s.

Basil of Caesarea

We are now ready to discuss Basil of Caesarea’s arguments for the rejection of
‘unbegotten’ in favor of ‘Father’. While Basil agrees that God can be called ‘unbegotten’,
he prefers not to employ it as the primary designation for the God of the universe since
the name has no scriptural warrant and is, furthermore, the basis for Eunomius’s heretical
doctrine.” Therefore, Basil adopts the non-scriptural argument of both Athanasius and
George. But Basil also outlines why ‘Father’ is better name than ‘unbegotten’. He writes:

The term ‘Father’ means the same as ‘unbegotten’, yet it has the additional

advantage of implying a relation, thereby introducing the notion of the

Son. For the one who is really Father is the only one who is from no other,

and being ‘from no one’ is the same as being ‘unbegotten’. Accordingly,

we should not designate him the ‘unbegotten’ instead of ‘Father’, at least

if we are not going to claim a wisdom superior to the teachings of the

Savior who said: Go, baptize in the name of the Father [Matt 28:19], but

not in the name of the unbegotten.®

* Eun. 1.5, 63-67 (SChr 299: 174—6 Sesboiié): “For my part, I would say that we would
be justified in passing over the designation ‘unbegotten’ in silence, even if it seems to
harmonize particularly well with our notions, on the grounds that it is nowhere to be
found in Scripture and furthermore is the primary building block of their blasphemy.”

5 Eun. 1.5, 67-75 (SChr 299: 176 Sesboiié).
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Basil’s argument here is a version of George of Laodicea’s argument on the
comprehensiveness of ‘Father’ over against ‘unbegotten’. Basil here gives three reasons
for preferring ‘Father’ over ‘unbegotten’.

First, he states that both ‘Father’ and ‘unbegotten’ mean ‘from no one’. This is not
to say that ‘father’ in every case means ‘from no one’. Rather, only when God is called
‘Father’ does it mean ‘from no one’ because he is the only one who is uncaused and the
cause of all. Thus this corresponds to George’s idea that the Father is “Father in the
proper sense,” as described above. Basil is drawing out the implications of George’s
account. For George never stated that ‘unbegotten” means the same thing as ‘from no
one’, but that it meant ‘not begotten’.

Second, ‘Father’ is a relative term which implies the notion of ‘Son’, but
‘unbegotten’ has no such relative status. Like George, he speaks of ‘Father’ introducing a
relation and the notion of the Son. We have seen how the relative status of ‘Father’ and
‘Son’ was central to both Athanasius’s and George’s arguments, but George denied that
‘unbegotten’ was similarly relative. Basil makes the same point here.

Finally, Basil cites Matthew 28:19 to demonstrate that the Savior himself
instructed Christians to call him ‘Father’, not ‘unbegotten’. Both Athanasius and George
cite or allude to this passage in their accounts. Above I discussed how another of Basil’s
citations of this verse was an example of charge of altering the baptismal formula found
in both Athanasius and Basil of Ancyra. There I argued that Basil was more influenced
by Athanasius than Basil of Ancyra. In contrast, here Basil of Caesarea is more

influenced by George. As we saw above, George’s first reason for preferring ‘Father’ to
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‘unbegotten’ was Matthew 28:19. Coupled with the fact that Basil’s first two reasons for
preferring ‘Father’ to ‘unbegotten’ are derived from George, his third is probably as well.

There may be another indication of George’s influence on Basil in this context. In
the previous chapter I discussed how Basil had argued that ‘unbegotten’ named a
conceptualization of God, on par with God’s incorruptibility, invisibility, and
immortality.®’ As mentioned above, George similarly connected ‘unbegotten’ with
‘incorruptible’, ‘invisible’, and ‘immortal” when he claimed that it was not scriptural,
which is to say Pauline.®” Even though George does not consider these
conceptualizations, perhaps Basil adopted George’s list of alpha-privatives in his own
discussion of ‘unbegotten’.

But there is one aspect of Basil’s demotion of ‘unbegotten’ that is new to him. He
rejects the Eusebian/Heteroousian equation of ‘unbegotten’, ‘beginningless’, and
‘eternal’. He writes:

Since the Father’s beginninglessness is called ‘eternal,” these men declare

that ‘eternal’ is the same as ‘beginningless’. Since the Son is not

unbegotten, they do not confess that he is eternal. But the notional

difference between these two terms is great. For ‘unbegotten’ is said of

that which has no beginning and no cause of its own being, while ‘eternal’

is said of that which is prior in being to every time and age. Therefore, the

Son is eternal but not unbegotten.®

"' Eun. 1.9, 26 — 10, 27.
62 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.19.1.
6 Eun. 2.17, 51-58 (SChr 305: 68—70 Sesboiié).
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The context of this passage is Basil’s argument for the eternity of the Son. Note that
Basil’s distinction of the meaning of these terms is in line with his notionalist view of
names. Each name gives rise to a distinct notion; they are non-synonymous. His point
here demonstrates his awareness of the Eusebian/Heteroousian view of these names.
‘Unbegotten’ is not the privileged term that the Eusebians and Heteroousian thought it
was; it communicates a single property of God that is paralleled by other similar and
equally important properties, all of which together contribution to the human

understanding of God.

Conclusion

In this chapter we have seen how Basil further argued for the decentralization of
‘unbegotten’. The arguments that he used against Eunomius’s ‘unbegotten’ and for the
primacy of ‘Father’ is rooted in the work of his predecessors. Athanasius’s influence
upon Basil is for the most part mediated through the Homoiousians, though in his appeal
to Matthew 28:19 against imagined Eunomian distortions of the baptismal formula, his
debt to Athanasius is immediate. His argument about the lack of scriptural support for
‘unbegotten’, the comprehensive of ‘Father’, and its status as a relative term locate him
within the Athanasian-Homoiousian trajectory, though George of Laodicea is his
proximate source. Yet despite Basil’s “traditionalism” in these cases, his capacity for
innovation must not be overlooked. For I demonstrated in the previous chapter how his
classification of ‘unbegotten’ as a conceptualization relegated a term, which had been one

of the primary, if not the primary, designations for God in previous centuries and



253

especially among his contemporaries, to secondary status. Therefore, in his
decentralization of ‘unbegotten’ Basil both drew upon the resources available to him and

took novel approaches.
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Chapter Seven

Basil on Names as Revelatory of Properties

In Chapter Four I discussed how Basil criticized Eunomius for claiming that the
divine names revealed the substance of God. In this chapter, | demonstrate the alternative
theory of names that Basil advanced: a name does not reveal substance, but signifies
primarily a notion and secondarily properties. In other words, a name gives rise to the
notion that corresponds to the property or properties that are considered in connection
with the substance. For example, when someone hears the name ‘Basil’, he or she
receives a thought whose content is a set of characteristics that describes Basil and
thereby enables him or her to distinguish him from among other people and to identify
him. We see here the two main features of Basil’s theory of names: (1) a name primarily
signifies a notion, as discussed in Chapter Five, and (2) the content of this notion is a
single property, or a set of properties, that enable identification. This second feature of
Basil’s theory of names is the subject of the present chapter.

In contrast to Eunomius, Basil does not believe that names give access to
substance, but that they allow one to recognize a substance or an individual of a
substance by means of its properties. In other words, Eunomius and Basil agree that a
name refers to the objects that bear the name, but differ over the sense of that name. For
Eunomius, a name discloses the essence of the name-bearer, whereas for Basil, a name
reveals certain properties that allow the identification of the object, not knowledge of its

€ssence.
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In the Contra Eunomium, Basil discusses four kinds of names in order to refute
Eunomius’s theory of names: (1) proper names, (2) absolute names, (3) relative names,
and (4) what I will call “derived” names because they name conceptualizations. My main
goal in this chapter is to argue that in each case Basil advances a consistent notionalist
theory in which a name gives rise to a mental notion whose content is properties of the
substance, as described above. At the same time, it is necessary to show that the
properties that various names reveal are not of the same order: some belong to
individuals, others to a substance common to individuals.

My second goal in this chapter is to contextualize Basil’s discussions of the first
three kinds of names within previous philosophical, grammatical, and Christian
traditions, not only to make source claims about Basil but also to highlight the novelty of
his approach.' Not only is Basil indebted, in an eclectic way, to a variety of philosophical
and grammatical understandings of names in his account of proper, absolute, and relative
names, as well as to earlier Christian arguments based upon relative names, he was also
innovative in his approach with respect to the sources available to him as he struggled to
articulate a theory of names in which names and the objects to which they refer are

separated far more than existing understandings would have allowed.

I. Proper names
In this section I begin my investigation of what Basil thought names signify. Here
I will discuss a special class of names known as proper names—that is, names unique to

the individual thus named, like ‘Socrates’. Basil advanced a theory of proper names for

! The background of Basil’s theory of conceptualization was discussed in Chapter Five.
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the sole purpose of refuting Eunomius’s theory of names. According to Basil, proper
names reveal, not an individual’s substance, but an individual’s “distinctive features”
(iduwuata) or “distinguishing marks” (i010TnTEC)—these terms for properties are
synonymous for Basil. No other Christian writer besides Origen discussed proper names,
yet Basil’s theory differs significantly from Origen’s. In addition, his theory has
precedents in philosophical discussions. For this reason, it has attracted the attention of
scholars of ancient philosophy and been the subject of two recent studies.”

I will begin this part by discussing Basil’s theory of proper names, describing the
kinds of distinguishing marks which Basil thinks proper names disclose and
demonstrating how proper names signify them by being productive of mental notions.
Second, I will argue that Basil’s understanding of the distinguishing marks that proper
names reveal as elements of unique personal narrative constitutes an innovative
contribution to ancient debates over how individuals persist over time. Third, I will
suggest that in his theory of proper names Basil has appropriated a bundle theory of
individuals from Platonist philosophy in a highly selective manner. Finally, I will
demonstrate that Basil’s theory of proper names is little indebted to the theories of the

Stoics, Origen, or the grammarians.

Basil’s theory of proper names

? Paul Kalligas, “Basil of Caesarea on the Semantics of Proper Names,” in Katerina
Ierodiakonou (ed.), Byzantine Philosophy and its Ancient Sources (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 2002), 31-48; and David G. Robertson, “A Patristic Theory of Proper Names,”
Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie 83 (2002), 1-19; see also Richard Sorabji, The
Philosophy of the Commentators, 200-600 AD (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005),
3.226-8.
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Basil begins his discussion of proper names with a clear expression of the
polemical context:

[Eunomius] thinks that “the difference in substance is made clear by the

distinctions in names.” But what sane person would agree with the logic

that there must be a difference of substances for those things whose names

are distinct? For the designations of Peter and Paul and of all people in

general are different, but there is a single substance for all of them. For

this reason, in most respects we are the same as one another, but it is only

due to the distinguishing marks (Totg iduwwoot) considered in connection

with each one of us that we are different, each from the other. Hence the

designations do not signify the substances, but rather the distinctive

features (TOV 1S10T{TwV) that characterize the individual.’
Peter and Paul, as human beings, both have a single substance—by “substance” here
Basil means the common substance shared by individuals in a logical sense, that is,
human nature of which are predicated the multiple essential properties such as rationality
and mortality that all humans possess.” The shared possession of the essential properties
that are predicated of human nature make us “in most respects ... the same as one
another.” Yet Peter and Paul have different names. Therefore, the Heteroousian
epistemological principle cannot be right; a difference in names cannot indicate a

difference in substance, as Eunomius thinks. Then what do names indicate?

3 Eun. 2.3,29 — 4, 9 (SChr 305: 18-20 Sesboiié).

* Volker Henning Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinititslehre des Basilius von Céisarea:
Sein Weg vom Homdéusianer zum Neonizdner (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1996), 63; Kalligas, “The Semantics of Proper Names,” 42—3; Robertson, “A Patristic
Theory of Proper Names,” 12—13.
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Distinguishing marks that are “considered” in individuals. These are the respects in
which human beings differ from one another. As we will see, they are not material
distinguishing traits like “snub-nosed,” but rather non-substantial, non-definitional
properties. When combined, these distinguishing marks characterize, that is, constitute a
“character” that sufficiently differentiates the individual from other individuals of the
same substance. Their purpose is to enable recognition and identification.

Basil’s example of Peter in what follows indicates what sort of non-substantial,
non-definitional properties serve as distinguishing marks:

So whenever we hear ‘Peter’, the name does not cause us to think of

(vooDuev) his substance—now by ‘substance’ | mean the material

substrate which the name itself cannot ever signify—but rather the notion

(vvoura) of the distinguishing marks (idtwudtwv) which are considered

in connection with him is impressed upon our mind. For as soon as we

hear the sound of this designation, we immediately think of (voobuev) the

son of Jonah (see Matt 16:17), the man from Bethsaida (see John 1:44),

the brother of Andrew (see Matt 4:18), the one summoned from the

fishermen to the ministry of the apostolate (see Matt 4:18-19), the one

who because of the superiority of his faith was charged with the building

up of the church (see Matt 16:16-18). None of these is his substance,

understood as subsistence. As a result, the name determines for us the

character of Peter; it cannot ever communicate the substance itself.’

S Eun. 2.4, 9-20 (SChr 305: 20 Sesboiié).
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It is to be noted first that Basil by his parenthetical remark now introduces a different
sense of substance than a few lines ago. Whereas earlier he spoke of the common
substance shared by individuals in a logical sense, in the parenthetical remark he speaks
of substance as the material substrate underlying an individual.® This accords with his
usage of the term in the reminder of his discussion of proper names. A few lines after
this, Basil says no single distinguishing mark is the “substance, understood as subsistence

7 A little further on, Basil also cites Job 33:6 as an illustration of the

(hypostasis).
“common nature” of Peter and Paul: “the passage: You have been formed from clay, as
also have I [Job 33:6] signals nothing other than that all human beings are the same in
substance (homoousios).” Taking “substance” in the sense of “subsistence” (hypostasis)
points to a concrete rather than logical reality,® and humanity’s consubstantiality is
viewed by Basil as a function of its sharing the same material stuff, Job’s “clay.”
Therefore, Basil is saying that names do not communicate to us the exact nature of the
material substrate of the individual which he shares with all human beings.

The example of Peter shows that proper names do not directly signify
distinguishing marks (let alone substance) but act as a trigger for the impression of the

notion (£vvoLa) of the distinguishing marks upon the mind of the person who hears the

name. For example, the name ‘Peter’ evokes the notion of all the distinguishing marks

6 Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinitdtslehre des Basilius von Césarea, 63—64;
Robertson, “A Patristic Theory of Proper Names,” 12-3. Kalligas, “The Semantics of
Proper Names,” 43, sees the usage of “substance” here as “the material object, the
‘peculiar substance’.” But for Basil the name “Peter” designates the particular individual
substance (primary substance in the Aristotelian sense) Peter, but does not name the
material he shares with all other human beings.

7 Eun. 2.4, 18 (SChr 305: 20 Sesboiié).

¥ Stephen M. Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of Caesarea (Washington
D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2007), 62.
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listed above that constitute the “character” of Peter. Distinguishing marks are thus a
sufficient set of an individual’s characteristics that differentiate him from other
individuals of the same common substance. Basil runs through a similar example for
Paul. Here he says that ‘Paul’ signals a “concurrence”—which, as we shall see, is a
Neoplatonist term—of distinguishing marks (idtwudtmv ovvdpoun): “the man from
Tarsus (see Acts 22:3), the Hebrew (see Phil 3:5), as to the law a Pharisee (see Phil 3:5),
the disciple of Gamaliel (see Acts 22:3), the zealous persecutor of the church of God (see
Gal 1:3), the man who was brought to knowledge by a terrifying vision (see Acts 9.3-4;
22.6-8; 26.12-19), the Apostle to the Gentiles (see Rom 11:13).”° Therefore, according to
Basil, a proper name signifies a set of non-substantial, non-constitutive features of an
individual, the concurrence of which is unique to that individual and productive of a
unique “character” that distinguishes him from others. This “character” is entirely
notional and is in fact the synthetic notion that is impressed upon the mind of the person
who hears a name.

This theory of proper names is operative in how Basil understands the names
‘Father’ and ‘Son’, for he thinks of them as proper names. Just after concluding his
discussion of proper names, Basil says: “it is clear from what has been said that in the
case of both ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ the names do not communicate substance, but rather they

»19 Blsewhere Basil connects ‘Father’ and

are revelatory of the distinguishing marks.
‘Son’, respectively, with the distinctive features unbegottenness and begottenness, and

with the distinguishing marks fatherhood and sonship.'' It ought to be noted that it is in

? Eun. 2.4, 21-25 (SChr 305: 20 Sesboiié).
' Eun. 2.5, 1-3 (SChr 305: 22 Sesboii¢).
" Eun. 2.28-29.
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this context that Basil seems to make a distinction between a distinctive feature and a
distinguishing mark. He twice says that “the begotten and the unbegotten are distinctive
features that enable identification (yvoplotukcdt idtdtntec)”'? But “fatherhood and
sonship are distinguishing marks.”"® “Distinguishing feature’ is consistently applied to
the unbegotten-begotten pair, whereas ‘distinguishing mark’ to the fatherhood-sonship
pair. Furthermore, only a distinctive feature is spoken of as “enabling identification.”
Though Basil seems to be making some distinction in usage here, his understanding of
how both distinctive features and distinguishing marks function is the same.

In his fullest explanation of what distinctive features are, Basil writes that
“distinctive features, which are like particular characters and forms considered in the
substance, distinguish what is common by means of the peculiarizing characters and do

. 14
not sunder the substance’s sameness in nature.”

This definition includes three points.
First, a distinctive feature is like a character or form that is considered
(mBewpovuevar) in the substance; it is not substance itself. Second, a distinctive
feature make distinctions within the common substance. Third, the substance is not
ruptured by distinctive features.

Basil describes a distinguishing mark in a similar way. The nature of a

distinguishing mark is “to show otherness in the identity of the substance.”'® Basil likens

distinguishing marks to the differentiae of a genus (“the winged and the footed, the

12 Eun. 2.28, 27-28 (SChr 305: 118 Sesboiié); 2.29, 8-9 (SChr 305: 122 S.).
" Fun. 2.28, 35-36 (SChr 305: 120 Sesboiié).

" Eun. 2.28, 32-35 (SChr 305: 120 Sesboiié): y&p oL idLOTNTES, 0LOVEL YOPAKTHOES
TLVES KOl LoPQail EtBewpovueval T ovoid, dtopodol uev 1o Kowvov Tolg
1dLatovol yopakthoots TO 8¢ OUOPLES Thig 0VoLag 0V dLAKOTTOVOLY.

15 Eun. 2.28, 43-44 (SChr 305: 120 Sesboiié).



262

aquatic and the terrestrial, and the rational and the irrational””) which can be contraries.
His point is that just as differentiae do not rupture the unity of the substance, neither do
distinguishing marks. Hence the function of a distinguishing mark as outlined here is the
same as that of a distinctive feature described above. But of course Basil does not think
of divinity as a genus and fatherhood and sonship as differentiae—for this would define
what the Father and Son are. Instead, fatherhood and sonship are means of distinguishing
the common divine substance, and correspond to something real, and yet are not the
essence of God.

It is through the combination of the common substance and the distinctive
features or distinguishing marks that an accurate comprehension of the truth arises. In
other words, when the distinctive features of unbegotten and begotten, or the
distinguishing marks of fatherhood and sonship, are combined with the common divinity,
we gain the proper notions of the Father and the Son, which enable one to identify the
individuals who share the common divine substance. It must be stressed that both
distinguishing marks and distinctive features are productive of notions. Basil says that
“the begotten and the unbegotten are the distinctive features that enable identification and
are observed in the substance, which lead to the distinct and unconfused notion (€vvolov)
of the Father and the Son.”'® When the distinctive feature of unbegotten or begotten is
combined with the common divinity we “think of”” (vo€lv) the Father and “receive the
notion of the Son” (T1jv T00 YioD haupdvewv &vvorav).'” The distinctive features of

begotten and unbegotten characterize the common substance and enable our

1S Eun. 2.28, 27-30 (SChr 305: 118 Sesboiié).
7 Eun. 2.28, 38-41.
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understanding to “penetrate” (Suukvoito) it.'® Similarly, distinguishing marks “implant
the activity of what they identify (T®V yvwpLoudtwv) as a kind of light in our soul, and
guide to an understanding attainable by our minds.”"” Finally, “it is impossible to receive
a notion of the Father or the Son that distinctly identifies him, unless our thinking is
nuanced by the addition of the distinguishing marks.”** Hence the distinguishing marks
and distinctive features enable the knowledge of God as Father and Son. By means of the
distinguishing marks and distinctive features we can differentiate the Father from the

Son, identify them, and know them, without knowledge of the divine essence itself.

The bundle theory of individuals

According to Basil, the distinguishing marks signified by the proper name are a
sufficient set of the individual’s characteristics that, when combined, differentiate the
individual from others. No single distinguishing mark identifies the individual because no
single distinguishing mark is unique to the individual. For instance, other men besides
Peter were from Bethsaida and a fisherman summoned to the apostolate; other men
besides Paul were from Tarsus and disciples of Gamaliel. Rather, it is a unique
concurrence of distinguishing marks that marks one individual off from another.?!

Accordingly, Basil’s understanding of how proper names can identify individuals
is inseparable from his understanding of what differentiates individuals. Richard Sorabji

has identified three interrelated ancient philosophical theories concerning what

8 Eun. 2.29, 9-10.
¥ Eun. 2.28, 51-53 (SChr 305: 120 Sesboiié).
2 Eun. 2.29, 11-13 (SChr 305: 122 Sesboiié).

21 Contra Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 3.226, who maintains that each
distinguishing mark is unique to the individual.
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differentiated individuals: (1) unique bundles of distinctive qualities, (2) place, and (3)
matter.”? Basil’s theory that a proper name reveals a unique bundle of distinguishing
marks suggests that his understanding of what differentiates one individual from another
has some relation to the first philosophical theory mentioned above. Both Platonists and
Stoics subscribed to this theory in some form. In what follows, I will describe the
Platonist and Stoic bundle theory of individuals in order to argue that Basil is an heir to
the Platonist tradition of viewing individuals as bundles of distinctive characteristics
solely for identificatory purposes.

The bundle theory of individuals can be traced back to Plato himself. He
advanced a theory in which an individual is perceived to be a kind of ‘assemblage’
(GOpotoua) of distinctive characteristics, all of which must be perceived in order to
identify the “differentness’ (S10popdTNC) that one individual has from another.” The
distinctive characteristics of Theaetetus that Plato lists as examples are snub-nosed and
prominent eyes. These are unique to Theaetetus, whereas the characteristics “with a nose”
and “with eyes” could apply any human being. Myles Burnyeat has noted that these
distinctive characteristics constitute a “set of recognitional clues” that say nothing about

the essential features of the subject.”* They merely serve to distinguish and identify. The

word ‘assemblage’ (60poLoua) appears to have become a technical term in Hellenistic

22 Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 3.169-74.

3 Plato, Theaet. 157b8-c2 (‘man’ and ‘stone’ are aggregates) and 209al-d3 (correct
perception of individuals requires grasping the bundle of distinctive characteristics of the
individual). See Jonathan Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
2003), 343; Kalligas, “The Semantics of Proper Names,” 38 n. 21 and 43 n. 44.

** Miles Burnyeat, The Theaetetus of Plato (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1990), 221-5.
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philosophy, being used in the Platonic sense by, for example, Epicurus and the
Mesoplatonist Alcinous.”

Something similar to this Platonic theory is found in Carneades’s Academic
theory of perception (recorded by Sextus Empiricus), that we recognize an individual
such as Socrates when we receive the “concurrence of impressions” (cVVOpOW TOV
@avtaol®v) of the customary characteristics that uniquely connote the individual.
Sextus’s Carneades lists “customary characteristics” (T0 £iw00ta) such as color, size,
shape, coat, and position—all perceptible features. Paul Kalligas notes in this context that
the identification of an individual “will thus be accomplished not through the
determination of the presence of some specific, uniquely qualifying property, but instead
through the conjoined ascertainment of a variety of particular distinguishing features.”?’

We turn now to the Neoplatonists. While Plotinus described an individual
perceptible substance as “a conglomeration (GupgpdENoLS) of qualities and matter,”®
Porphyry thought of an individual as an assemblage of qualities alone.*” Indeed, the
classic formulation of the idea that individuals were bundles of distinctive characteristics

belongs to Porphyry.” In his shorter commentary on Aristotle’s Categories Porphyry

suggests that human beings do not differ from each other “in virtue of specific

23 John Dillon, Alcinous: The Handbook of Platonism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993),
70—1; Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 343.

%6 Sextus Empircus, M. 7.176-9. See Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 344, for other
similar texts in Sextus.

7 Kalligas, “The Semantics of Proper Names,” 38.

28 Plotinus, Enn. 6.3 [44] 8, 19-23. See Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 343—4, and PC
III 3el, on Plotinus’s understanding of sensible substances.

9 Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 345.
3% See Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 3.165.
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differentiae” (£100TOLOTG dLAPOPTS) but rather “in virtue of the distinctive feature
made up of a concurrence of qualities” (id1dTNTL cVVdPOUfc Tototitev).> In other
words, human beings gua human being, share the same differentiae of the genus ‘animal’
which serve to define what a human being is. Individuals of the same species, however,
are distinguished from one another by their distinctive concurrence of qualities. Porphyry
elaborates this idea in his Isagoge:

Socrates is said to be an individual (dtoua), and so are this white thing,

and this person approaching, and the Son of Sophroniscus (should

Socrates be his only son). Such items are called individuals because each

is constituted of distinctive features (€€ iOLOTNTWV OVVECTNKEV), the

assemblage (T0 (Opoloua) of which will never be found the same in

anything else—the distinctive features of Socrates will never be found in

any other of the individuals. On the other hand, the distinctive features of

man (I mean, of the common man) will be found the same in several

items—or rather, in all individual men in so far as they are men. >
Though Porphyry adopts both the Platonic term ‘assemblage’ and the Carneadean term
‘concurrence’, and uses them with the term ‘distinctive feature’ (10L0TNg), his
terminology is inconsistent. In the shorter commentary, he implies that the “concurrence
of qualities” is the “distinctive feature” whereby individuals in the same species are
differentiated. In the Isagoge, it is the “assemblage” of the “distinctive features” that

constitute each individual which accounts for the individual’s uniqueness. The term

31 Porphyry, in Cat. (CAG 4.1: 129, 9-10 Busse). Strange translates: “in virtue of a
particular combination of qualities.” (p. 140).

32 Porphyry, Isa. 2 (CAG 4.1: 7, 19-26 Busse); trans. [modified] Barnes 8.
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‘distinctive feature’ is used for both the resultant concurrence of properties and the
properties that constitute the assemblage. Nonetheless, despite the inconsistency,
Porphyry’s point is clear enough: an individual is a bundle of characteristics whose
uniqueness differentiates him from others.*

Other Neoplatonists criticized Porphyry’s bundle theory of individuals. Dexippus
rejected it because he believed a concurrence of qualities only suffices to differentiate
individuals in quality, not in number. Rather, the distinctness of individuals resides in
their ability to be counted.*® Jonathan Barnes gives a droll summary of Dexippus’s
objection: “how could Socrates, a thing of flesh and blood, be made or constituted by a
set of qualities or accidents? If you add snub-nosedness to baldness you get a complex
quality—you do not get a chap.”** Some Neoplatonists such as Proclus, Simplicius, and
possibly Philoponus criticized Porphyry’s bundle theory of individuals as Aristotelian,
making individuals consist of accidents.’® Others Neoplatonists such as the sixth-century
David claimed that Porphyry did not mean that individuals are constituted by accidents,
but rather that individuals are recognized and characterized by them.’’

Hence there seems to have been a tension within the Platonic tradition between
individuals being understood as constituted by distinctive characteristics and as
recognized and identified by means of them. Plato himself and Carneades seem to have

had the latter understanding, whereas the Neoplatonists (who accepted the theory) the

33 See Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 3.169.

* Dexippus, in Cat. 1.35 (CAG 4.2: 30, 20-34 Busse). See Barnes, Porphyry:
Introduction, 345 and PC 111 6d7.

3% Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 345.
3% See PC 111 6b2 and 6b5-6, and Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 342-3.
37 Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 343.
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former. Even though Barnes is correct to affirm that Porphyry only speaks of constitution
and not of recognition in the Isagoge, ** Porphyry’s understanding of propria (t& 1d1a1)
in Isagoge 4 as able to identify species would seem to indicate that his concurrences or
assemblages of distinctive characteristics (1010TN1€C) were identificatory as well as
constitutive. The Neoplatonist critique of Porphyry’s bundle theory of individuals on the
part of David would appear to signal an interpretation of the theory in this way.

We turn now to the Stoics. Similarly to the Platonists, the Stoics held that each
individual had a distinctive quality ({510 T0L0TNC) that distinguished it from other
individuals, a crucial aspect of their epistemology.”” The Stoics denied that there could be
two individuals (oVotor) with the same distinctive quality.*® Each individual had by
definition a unique distinctive quality inherent in it: if two individuals possessed the same
unique distinctive quality, it meant that the two were fact numerically identical. Only by
means of a cognitive impression (QaVTAOLOL KATAANTTTLKLOS), which could accurately
comprehend an individual’s distinctive quality, could an individual be unmistakably
recognized. Hence, the Stoic ‘distinctive quality’ was both constitutive and identificatory.

Yet it is not clear whether the Stoic distinctive quality was a bundle of distinctive
characteristics, as was the case for the Neoplatonists. They did not use such language. It
seems that recognition of individuals was a matter of receiving a cognitive impression of

a single unique distinctive quality. Yet in a passage of Origen, thought to be Stoic-

38 Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 343.

3 David Sedley, “The Stoic Criterion of Identity,” Phronesis 27 (1982): 255-75; Michael
Frede, “Stoic epistemology,” in K. Algra et al., eds., The Cambridge History of
Hellenistic Philosophy (Cambridge/New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 295—
322; and Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 3.173.

40 Testimonia of this Stoic teaching are found in Philo, 4et. 48 [=LS 28P]; Plutarch,
Comm. not. 1077C-E [=LS 280]; and Cicero, Acad. 2.83-5 [=LS 401]].
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inspired, it seems as if there was for the Stoics a separate distinctive quality for an
individual’s body, soul, and mind.*" If Origen is correctly interpreting the Stoics, then it
would seem possible that the overall distinctive quality was a kind of bundle of three
separate ones.*” Nonetheless, even in this case, knowledge of individuals requires
cognition of some specific, uniquely qualifying properties.

Therefore, the Platonist and Stoic traditions viewed individuals as assemblages of
distinctive features, though there were significant differences among them. These
distinctive features were sometimes thought to be constitutive of the individual,
sometimes identificatory, sometimes both. Basil is indebted to the tradition of viewing
the bundled distinctive characteristics of individuals as identificatory, not constitutive.
Accordingly, I suggest that he has more in common with the Platonists than with the
Stoics, and at the same time more in common with the Platonist tradition of viewing
individuals as bundles of distinctive characteristics that are solely identificatory and not
in any way constitutive.

Basil is clear that a bundle of distinguishing marks does not constitute an
individual but only serves an identificatory purpose. None of the distinguishing marks
that he lists for Peter and Paul define what they are essentially, but allow one to

distinguish them from each other and from other human beings, and recognize them for

! Origen, Or. 24.2, cited below on p. 276. On the Stoic-inspiration for this passage, see
Kalligas, “The Semantics of Proper Names,” 36 n. 17 and Sorajbi, The Philosophy of the
Commentators, 3.226. Sorabji (p. 173) notes that for the Stoics, an individual’s soul was
his or her pneuma disposed in a certain way.

* Dexippus’s critique of the bundle theory of individuals may be directed at the Stoics;
see Dillon, Dexippus on Aristotle Categories, 63 n. 109; Sorabji, The Philosophy of the
Commentators, 3.173. Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 345, esp. n. 50, thinks it is
directed against Porphyry. See also Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 3.171.
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who they are as individuals. Paul Kalligas has observed that for Basil proper names do
not refer to

exclusive, self-sufficient or stable properties. While they undoubtedly

possess some descriptive content, they do not even attempt to define, by

listing them exhaustively, the basic constituting properties of the object so

as to determine its nature absolutely in its individuality, but only to

individuate it, distinguishing it, by means of a sequence of

characterizations, from its peers.*
Presumably additional distinguishing marks could be added to the lists that Basil
supplied. For example, Peter also has the distinguishing mark of “the one who denied
Christ three times before the cock crowed” (see Matt 26:75; Luke 22:61); similarly, Paul
was also “the co-worker of Apollos” (see Acts 18-19; 1 Cor 3). Nonetheless, only a
minimal set of all possible distinguishing marks that suffices to constitute the “character”
of the individual is needed to identify either.

But there is a problem with this that appears to undermine Basil’s bundle theory
of individuals. David Robertson has noted that the last item on each list that Basil
supplies is “a property which is strikingly unique to the individual, given what is said

»# For Peter alone is the rock on which the church is

about him in the New Testament.
built and Paul alone is the apostle to the Gentiles. While it seems as if no particular
distinguishing mark should be more important than another, these “strikingly unique”

properties would seem to have a privileged role in distinguishing either Peter or Paul

since they could suffice by themselves to distinguish Peter and Paul. Furthermore, each

*# Kalligas, “The Semantics of Proper Names,” 43. Emphasis his.

* Robertson, “A Patristic Theory of Proper Names,” 17.
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of the distinguishing marks listed for each are based on scriptural passages that uniquely
describe the individual: for example, Peter is the only brother of Andrew mentioned in
the scriptures and Paul is zealous persecutor of the church par excellence.®

Nonetheless, Basil clearly does not intend such “strikingly unique properties”
alone to be sufficient for identifying either Peter or Paul; only when they are combined
with other distinguishing marks in a concurrence to constitute a character do they
contribute to distinguishing Peter from Paul. Perhaps the distinguishing marks Basil
chose to list are simply due to the fact that scripture does not record physical
characteristics such as ‘bald’ or ‘snub-nosed’ which the philosophers used as examples of
properties that combined to constitute or identify an individual. Perhaps Basil simply
overlooked the implications of the “strikingly unique” distinguishing marks he listed.

Nonetheless, it is clear that Basil envisions individuals as having a bundle of

distinguishing marks by which they can be identified.

The persistence of individuals

Despite the problems I just noted with the distinguishing marks that Basil listed
for Peter and Paul, I suggest that they were not idly chosen. Paul Kalligas has noted that
Basil’s distinguishing marks are “the components of some relevant narrative.”*® Both
Peter and Paul are distinguished from other human beings by the facts of their history.
Basil’s lists for each begins with their familial origins and follows the course of their pre-

Christian and ecclesiastical careers. Together they delineate “an absolutely original

* This fact must be the basis of Sorabji’s assertion that the distinguishing marks are each
unique to the individual (The Philosophy of the Commentators, 3.226).

* Kalligas, “The Semantics of Proper Names,” 44.
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profile of an individual person.”’ That distinguishing marks correspond to narratological
elements provides further evidence that any given concurrence of distinguishing marks is
not static but can be expanded as the narrative of a person’s life extends. For example,
Basil was called ‘Basil’ before he became the bishop of Caesarea, yet the notional
character impressed on the mind when the name ‘Basil” was heard after his episcopal
consecration could include the distinguishing mark of “the bishop of Caesarea” though
this fact of his narrative was not included earlier.

Basil’s idea that distinguishing marks are narratological contributes innovatively
to ancient debates over how individuals persist over time: what accounts for the stability
of individuals given the inevitability of change? The paradox of the Ship of Theseus
highlighted the problem: if every plank of wood on Theseus’s ship had been replaced,
was it still the same ship?*® The persistence of matter itself could not account for
individual stability. Nor could properties of the soul like habits and disposition preserve
the individual, since these too change through life.* Hence most ancient theories
ascribed an individual’s persistence over time to the individual’s form, that is, to that
which gave shape to the body. For example, the same form perdures through biological
growth, even though bodily matter is continually replaced (Aristotle and Alexander), or
the same bodily and psychological form is reproduced with new material in the next life

after the conflagration (the Stoics) or in the resurrection (Origen).so

*" Bernard Sesboiié, Saint Basile et la Trinité: Un acte théologique au IV* siécle (Paris:
Descleé, 1998), 79.

* PC 111 6h38.
¥ Plato, Symp. 207¢9-208b6.
>0 Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 176-83.
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Taking a new approach, Basil conceptualizes the persistence of individuals to be a
matter of a continually progressing narrative. The facts of our histories, whether chosen
(like studying with Gamaliel) or not (like being born in Tarsus), collectively contribute to
who we are as individuals. In a sense, we are the product of our histories. Basil’s
narratological distinguishing marks are strikingly different from the stable, defining
distinctive characteristics of the Platonists and Neoplatonists, and still more from the
constitutive distinctive qualities of the Stoics. Basil’s distinguishing marks are open-
ended, in that they can be added to. Who we are as individuals is not a product of
distinctive characteristics or qualities that define who we are from birth and persist until
death and beyond, but in a sense we construct our own identities as individuals through
our choices. According to Basil, an individual is not static, but constantly and
dynamically being formed. One only has to read Plutarch’s Lives to get a sense of the
widespread notion that human character is static and set at birth. While this viewpoint
continued within the Christian tradition, Basil appears to be advocating a far richer notion
of individuality that does not merely allow for human development but also makes the

individual person the deciding factor in who he or she is.

Basil’s sources

Above I argued that Basil’s understanding of an individual as a “concurrence of
distinguishing marks” owes something to Platonists and Neoplatonists. It is now time to
investigate whether Basil’s understanding of how a proper name functions owes anything
to preceding philosophical and grammatical discussions. I argue that Basil owes very

little to them. Since the Stoics are credited with inventing the grammatical category of the
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proper name, it makes sense to begin with them.’' Richard Sorabji considers both Origen
and Basil heirs of the Stoic theory of proper names as descriptions in which “the
description associated with a name is a description uniquely true of the individual
named.”** Paul Kalligas and David Robertson, however, conclude that he is only
remotely influenced by the Stoics.” I concur with the assessment of Kalligas and
Robertson, and maintain that Basil’s similarities with the Stoics and Origen are
superficial.

The best report on the Stoic theory of the proper name can be found in Diogenes
Laertius’s report on Diogenes of Babylon:

A designation (1tpoomnyopta) is the part of speech signifying a common

quality (onualvov KoV toLtoTNTa), such as ‘man’ and ‘horse’; a name

(8voua) is a part of speech indicating a distinctive quality (dnhoDv idtov

7TOLOTNTA), such as ‘Diogenes’ and ‘Socrates’.>*
Note that the Stoics—more specifically Chrysippus and Diogenes of Babylon—are
responsible for the distinction between the proper name (6voua) and the common name
(mpoonyopla). Yet both indicated qualities. Since Stoic distinctive qualities permanently
determine a nature by defining what constitutes it (as mentioned above), proper names

thus disclose the defining qualities of a nature. Therefore, a Stoic proper name does not

°! Jacques Brunschwig, “Remarks on the Stoic theory of the proper noun,” in Papers in
Hellenistic Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 39-56, at 39.
Kalligas, “The Semantics of Proper Names,” 33—4 discusses precedents in Aristotle.

32 Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 3.226.

>3 Kalligas, “The Semantics of Proper Names,” and Robertson, “A Patristic Theory of
Proper Names.”

>4 Diogenes Laertius, VP 7.58; cf. SVF 2.147. For discussion, see Brunschwig, “Remarks
on the Stoic theory of the proper noun,” 44—6; Kalligas, “The Semantics of Proper
Names,” 34-37; Robertson, “A Patristic Theory of Proper Names,” 1-3.



275

indicate a qualified individual, but a single, specific quality that is nonetheless
constitutive of the qualified individual.

In contrast, Basil’s proper name impresses a character upon the mind of the hearer
that consists of a concurrence of distinguishing marks which collectively enable a purely
notional differentiation that does not correspond to anything substantial in the individual.
Stoic distinctive qualities determine a nature by defining what constitutes it; Basil’s
distinguishing marks describe an individual in a sufficient way so as to distinguish it from
others. In addition, while Stoic distinctive qualities are descriptive like Basil’s
distinguishing marks, the former have a permanence that the latter do not have. Hence the
Stoic position is that proper names denominate defining qualities of the nature; Basil’s
proper names signify the notional “character” that consists in the concurrence of
distinguishing marks.”

Therefore, Basil appears to be little indebted to the Stoic theory of the proper
name. There is a superficial likeness between them in terms of proper names being
descriptions of individuals and communicating distinctive characteristics that are
identificatory. I have argued above that Basil more indebted to the Platonists in this
regard. Basil differs from the Stoics in that they emphasized a single distinctive quality
having both constitutive and identificatory functions, whereas Basil stresses the
conglomeration of distinguishing marks and their non-constitutive function.
Distinguishing marks do not bring substantial knowledge of individuals as was the case

for the Stoics.

> Kalligas, “The Semantics of Proper Names,” 35-36.
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Origen’s theory of proper names is thought to be Stoic-inspired.”® A comparison
of Basil’s theory of proper names with Origen’s not only reveals the distance him and the
Stoics, but also the distance between him and Origen. Origen writes:

A name (&voua) is an encapsulating designation (;tpoonyopla) that

communicates the distinctive quality (1510 T010TNC) of the one named.

For example, Paul the Apostle has a certain distinctive quality of his soul

by which he is such as he is, of his mind by which he contemplates certain

things, and of his body by which he exists in a certain way. Thus, the

distinctiveness of these qualities and their incompatibility with anyone

else—for there is no one indistinguishable from Paul in these respects—is

indicated by the name ‘Paul’. But for human beings, in cases of a change

in distinctive qualities, there is normally, according to scripture, a

corresponding change in the names. For when the quality of Abram

changed, he was called ‘Abraham’, when that of Simon changed, he was

named ‘Peter’, and when that of Saul, the persecutor of Jesus, changed, he

was designated ‘Paul’.”’

Note that here Origen indiscriminately uses the verbs “called” (¢kAn01), “named”
(dvoudobn), and “designated” (;tpoonyope0N) when referring to the proper names of
Abraham, Peter, and Paul. Basil displays a similar lack of precision in using the Stoic

technical terms “designation” (;tpoonyopia) and “name” (§voua). He does not use them

% See n. 41 above.
>7 Origen, Or. 24.2.
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in the strict technical way that the Stoics use them, but interchangeably.’® At least in lack
of terminological precision, Basil follows the lead of Origen.

Yet Origen adheres closely to Stoic doctrine when he considers that a bundle of
specific psychic, intellectual, and corporeal qualities determine an individual, such that
when these distinctive qualities change the name also changes, indicating that the
individual is no longer in some sense the same person (though there must be a certain
continuity in the individualities that Origen does not address). While Basil views the
character of an individual as a bundle of features, this bundle is not determinative of the
individual as it is for Origen and the Stoics but is a purely notional reality that enables
distinction among individuals. For Origen, Simon/Saul and Peter/Paul have different
peculiar qualities. In contrast, Basil considers the man who is alternatively called
‘Simon’, ‘Peter’, and ‘Cephas’ as a polyonym, for “all these names converge upon a

5% Because Basil

single meaning” and each one signifies “the same thing as the others.’
views distinguishing marks as elements of a historical narrative, the various names that
Peter and Paul bear in the course of their lives can equally signify, that is, identify, the
individual who is described by the concurrence of these elements. Basil’s idea of the
polyonymy of human beings demonstrates his distance from Origen’s Stoic theory of
proper names.

Grammarians did not accept the Stoic distinction between proper and common

names, reverting to the older custom of indicating all names by the term dvoua. In the

Techné grammatiké attributed to Dionysius Thrax, it is explicitly asserted that “the

*¥ For example, in Eun. 2.4, Basil refers to ‘Peter’ and ‘Paul’ alternatively as a
poonyopta, an dvoua, and a pwv).

> Basil, Eun. 1.8, 25-28 (SChr 299: 194 Sesboiié).
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designation is a subspecies of the name.”®

This statement appears to be directed against
the Stoics.®' The Techné lists thirty-one species of names, two of which are the proper
name (kKVpLov [@voua]) and the designative name (7TpoonyopLkov [Gvoua])—what we
would call a common noun. But the species of names are not exclusive of one another.*
The scholiasts recognized this, noting that every name falls under two primitive species,
the proper and the designative, and that either can possess an addition significance (i.e.
fall under another species).’ So in a certain sense the grammarians retained the Stoic
distinction between proper and designative names as basic, though as two species of the
genus ‘name’.

There are two grammatical traditions with respect to what proper and designative
names signify, associated respectively with the Techné grammatiké attributed to
Dionysius Thrax (c. 170 — ¢. 90 B.C.E.) and Apollonius Dyscolus (2" cen. C.E.).

Apollonius was considered the greatest grammarian in antiquity and the Techné was

enormously influential in the same period. Given that it remains unresolved in the

% Dionysius Thrax, Techné 12 (GG 1.1: 23, 2-3 Uhlig): 1} Y& Tooonyopta 6¢ £190g
TG OVOUOTL VITOBERANTAL.

61 See Kalligas, “Basil of Caesarea on Proper Names,” 38 n. 23.

62 See Eleanor Dickey, Ancient Greek Scholarship: A Guide to Finding, Reading, and
Understanding Scholia, Commentaries, Lexica, and Grammatical Treatises, from Their
Beginnings to the Byzantine Period (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 127. 1
discuss this in more detail below at p. 289f.

83 Schol. (GG 1.3: 232, 20-24 Hilgard): “Ov 8¢ tpémov eipfapev, 6t mav Svopo OO
T 300 €10M €0TL TA TPATO, 0VTM Kol EVTODOa EPOVUEV, OTL TAV GVOUO VTO TO 300
£1dn €071 T TPATA, PNUL KOPLOV KO TTPooNyopLkdv, Letd 8¢ ToD elvat kOpLov q
TPOONYOPLKOV KOl £TEPW GUUBALVEL CUOLVOREVE KOTEYXECOHOL, OLOV EMBET® Kol
€Enc. The same is repeated at (385, 1-6) and (552, 15-18).
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scholarship whether the attribution of the Techné to Dionysius Thrax can be trusted, it is
impossible to claim which tradition precedes the other.**

Apollonius both retained and modified the Stoic understanding of what a name
signified: “A name is a part of speech with case which assigns a common or distinctive

9965

quality to each referent, whether a corporeal entity or object of thought.””” He retains the

Stoic idea that a name signifies a quality, which implied a qualified substance. In other

%% The attribution of the Techné to Dionysius Thrax was questioned even in antiquity. If
there is any current scholarly consensus on this issue, it would be that at least portions of
the Techné, in the version we possess it, are later than Dionysius, quite possibly from the
third or fourth centuries C.E. On Dionysius and the Techné grammatiké attributed to him,
see Alan Kemp, “The Tekhné grammatiké of Dionysius Thrax. Translated into English,”
in Daniel J. Taylor, ed., The History of Linguistics in the Classical Period (Amsterdam /
Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1987), 169—89 (includes an English translation, with an
introduction on the problem of authenticity, along with some notes); Dickey, Ancient
Greek Scholarship, 77-80; R. H. Robins, The Byzantine Grammarians. Their Place in
History (Berlin / New York: Mouton de Gruyter, 1993), 41-86; Jan Pinborg, “Classical
Antiquity: Greece,” in Thomas A. Sebeok, ed., Current Trends in Linguistics. Volume 13:
Historiography of Linguistics (The Hague / Paris: Mouton, 1975), 103—6; Vincenzo di
Benedetto, “Dionysius Thrax and the Tekhné Grammatike,” in Sylvain Auroux, E. F. K.
Koerner, Hans-Josef Niederehe, and Kees Versteegh, eds., History of the Language
Sciences (Berlin / New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2000), 394-400; and Vivien Law and
Ineke Sluiter, eds., Dionysius Thrax and the Techné grammatike (Miinster: Nodus
Publikationen, 1995) (A collection of articles focusing on the issues of dating and
authenticity; most favor a late date for at least portions of Tekhné grammatiké).

65 Schol. (GG 1.3: 524, 8-10 Hilgard): Totéov 8¢ §t1 oi mepi "AmorAdViov kol
‘Hpwdrovov oVtwg opilovtor T0 Ovopa: GVopd €0t HEPOG AOYOV TTOTIKOV, EKACTH
TOV DIOKEPEVOV COUATOV 1) TPAYULATOV KOvNVy 1) 1dlav motdtnta drovépov. Also
see Constr. 22 (GG 2.2: 142, 1-2 Uhlig): 'H t@®v 6vopdtmv 6€c1g énevondn eig
noldTNTOC Kowvaig ) idlog, g &vepwmog, TIA&Twv. On translating VITOKELUEUOV as
‘referent’, see Jean Lallot, Apollonius Dyscole: De la construction (Paris: Librairie
Philosophique J. Vrin, 1997), 2.243; on tp0yna as ‘object of thought” or ‘abstract
entity’, see Pierre Swiggers and Alfons Wouters, “Content and Context in (Translating)
Ancient Grammar,” in idem ac idem, eds., Ancient Grammar: Content and Context
(Leuven / Paris: Peeters, 1996), 131—4. On the difference between a c®uo and a

TP YW, a scholiast comments (GG 1.3: 524, 13-15 Hilgard): “A corporeal object is that
which extends in three dimensions, length, width, and depth, and which is accessible to
touch and sight; an abstract entity is that to which none of these apply, but is thought only
by the mind” (Z®NE& €0TL 1O TPLYR dtooTaTtdHV, PiKeL TAGTEL PAOEL, QPT) TE Kol OEQ
VTOTIMTOV: TPAYLA, @ UNIEV TOOTOV ENETAL, V) 8 LOVE® VOETTAL).
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words, a name denotes the first two Stoic genera. Another Apollonian definition of the

name shows this even better: “Names signify substance with quality.”®

But he departs
from Stoic materialism when he asserts that names can denote both corporeal and
incorporeal entities, though to what extent is not clear.®’
The understanding of what names signify in the Techné departs even further from
the Stoics:
So then, a proper name is that which signifies the distinctive substance
(idtav ovoiowv), such as ‘Homer’ and ‘Socrates’. But a designative name
is that which signifies the common substance, such as ‘man’ and ‘horse’.®
By ‘distinctive substance’ Dionysius means the individual, for example, Socrates. On this
passage, Jacques Braunschwig comments: “the reform introduced by the grammarians
draws attention to what is felt to be paradoxical in the Stoic definitions: namely, the idea
that a noun (whether proper or common) signifies a quality (;toL0Tng) rather than object

qualified in a particular manner (;totov Tu).”%’ Others see a shift from a Stoic to an

Aristotelian notion of substance in the definition of the Techné.”® Therefore, according to

% Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron. (GG 2.1: 27, 9-10 Schneider): obciay onuaivovoty ai
AVTOVULULOL, TO 8€ GVOPOTOL OVCLOY PETA TOLOTNTOG.

57 Anneli Luhtala, “On Definitions in Ancient Grammar,” in Pierre Swiggers and Alfons
Wouters, eds., Grammatical Theory and Philosophy of Language in Antiquity (Leuven /
Paris: Peeters, 2002), 267-8.

% Dionysius Thrax, Techné 12 (GG 1.1: 33, 6 — 34, 2 Uhlig): KVplov uév odv ¢otL 10
v dlov ovotav onuatvov, otov “Ounpog Swkedne. Ipoonyoptkdv 8¢ 0Tt TO
TV koW ovotav onuaivov, otov 8vlpwrog imttog. For discussion, see Kalligas,
“Basil of Caesarea on the Semantics of Proper Names,” 38-9, and Robertson, “A Patristic
Theory of Proper Names,” 3-9.

% Brunschwig, “Remarks on the Stoic theory of the proper noun,” 44.

7% Luhtala, “On Definitions in Ancient Grammar,” 26970, reiterating a position that goes
back to Steinthal and is held by many others.
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David Robertson, “under the influence of Dionysius, many grammarians held things or

substances to be the significations of names.”’"

It is unclear whether the proper name, as
defined by the grammarians, has both sense and reference. It is clear enough that it
denotes the bearer of the name, which is to say has reference. If the grammatical
definition is viewed as fundamentally Stoic, it would seem that the proper name also
conveys information about the name-bearer. But this seems less likely on an Aristotelian
reading.

Basil’s divergence from the grammatical tradition is indicated not least of all by
his failure to use the technical term for the proper name kUpLov &voua, instead using a
variety of terms interchangeably. The tradition associated with Apollonius Dyscolus
maintains that a proper name signified the distinctive quality of the individual named,
whereas the Techné the distinctive substance. The former is more Stoic than the latter and
views the quality revealed by a proper name as constitutive of the individual name. But
Basil’s distinguishing marks are identificatory, not constitutive. Basil explicitly denies
the latter grammatical tradition, saying: “the designations [of Peter and Paul] do not
signify substances. ... the name ... cannot ever communicate the substance itself..”

Therefore, Basil appears to have willfully departed from the grammatical theories in

which he was presumably trained.

"I Robertson, “A Patristic Theory of Proper Names,” 4. In n. 7 he notes exceptions. The
Dionysian theory of the proper name has similarities with the Heteroousian theory of
names. Aetius spoke of names ‘signifying’ and ‘revealing’ substance, using Stoic and
grammatical terminology. Both Aetius and Eunomius understood the substance
communicated by God’s proper name to be that which defined what he is—
unbegottenness. But as we have seen the Heteroousian theory of names rooted their
insistence that names discloses substances in divine simplicity. Therefore while the
Heteroousians and Stoic-inspired grammarians may have shared some terminology, the
bases of their respective views of how names operate stand far apart.
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Concluding remarks on Basil’s theory of proper names

Basil develops a unique theory of proper names that reflects an eclectic and
heavily adaptive use of earlier (mostly Platonist) philosophical theories of what
differentiates individuals and what accounts for the persistence of individuals. It is a
theory that exhibits marked originality. This should come as no surprise since Basil
developed his own theory for specifically polemical purposes, in order to undermine
Eunomius’s theory of names, not to make a contribution to ancient philosophical or
grammatical theories. He differs from the Stoics, Origen, and grammarians in claiming
that proper names do not communicate a subject’s ontology, but rather a synthetic notion
of the subject’s character, the concurrence of distinguishing marks, by which he is
distinguished from other subjects of the same substance.

Paul Kalligas, David Robertson, and Richard Sorabji agree that, in terms of
modern theories, Basil’s theory of proper names is descriptive rather than designative.
That is, for Basil proper names are tags for descriptive expressions about the object in
addition to being denotative designations for concrete realities. Accordingly, Basil’s
proper names possess both denotation (reference) and connotation (descriptive content).
As Robertson notes, unlike ancient descriptivist theories, Basil’s proper names obtain
their descriptive material from the notions impressed upon the mind when the name is
heard, not from inherent (usually etymological) aspects of the names themselves.”” This
amounts to a rejection of the classic naturalist theory of names wherein, as we saw in

Chapter Two, etymology provided clues to the nature of the name-bearer. In Basil’s

2 Robertson, “A Patristic Theory of Proper Names,” 19.
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notionalist theory of names, meaning is not a function of etymology that discloses nature,
but is determined by the notion that corresponds to the name, which is unrelated to its
etymology. Hence Basil can purify names of inappropriate connotations when applied to
God. If the connotations of a name were inherent to the name itself, as in Platonist
naturalist theories, they could not be mentally excluded when the name was applied to
God. This feature is connected with Basil’s emphasis upon customary usage as a source
for basic notions about God. Because the descriptive content of names is not a function of
their etymologies, but of their notions (which itself is based on its common usage), they

can be easily stripped of their inappropriate content.

1. Absolute names

Basil of Caesarea discusses absolute and relative names in tandem, distinguishing
one from the other.” In this, he follows established grammatical and philosophical
accounts, which similarly treated them in concert and contrasted them. But Basil
discusses absolute names only to contrast them to relative names (to be discussed in the
next part). As a result, his treatment of them is undeveloped. Nonetheless, his
understanding of absolute names (insofar as it can be reconstructed) betrays myriad
influences, but I argue that he is mainly indebted to grammatical sources, though there
are striking parallels with Neoplatonist ideas. In addition, he is clear that absolute names
reveal distinguishing marks, not substance, much as was the case for proper names. For
this reason, some scholars have suggested a close connection in Basil’s mind between

proper and absolute names. I argue that this understanding is mistaken because Basil

" Eun. 2.9, 11-27.
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views all names as revealing properties that are identificatory not constitutive. I suggest
that the distinguishing marks that Basil thinks absolute names reveals are akin to

Porphyrian propria.

Basil’s grammatical description of absolute names

Basil’s description of absolute terms includes how they are expressed, what they
signify, and examples. He writes:

Now who does not know that some names are expressed absolutely and in

respect of themselves, signifying the things which are their referents. ...

For example, ‘man’ and ‘horse’ and ‘ox’ each communicate the very thing

that is named.”
Basil’s description of how absolutes are expressed—‘some names are expressed
absolutely and in respect of themselves” (TOV dvoudtwy T UtV AoheAVUEVDS Kol
ka®’ £0vTd Tpopepdueva)—echoes the grammatical definition of absolute names.”

The highly influential Techné grammatiké attributed to Dionysius Thrax defines them as

7 Basil, Eun. 2.9, 11-13 and 14-16 (SChr 305: 36 Sesboiié): Tic 00k 0tdev &1L TOV
OVOUATOV TO UEV AITOAEAVUEVICS KOl KOO’ E0VTO TTOOPEPOUEVT. TOV VITOKELUEVDV
aVTOlC TEOYUATWY £0TL ONUOVTLKA. ... olov, dvOpwmoc utv kal rtog kol fode
avTd £K0OTOV TAOV OVOUACOUEVWV TTOPLOTNOLV.

> On the grammatical understanding of absolutes, see Alfons Wouters, “The
Grammatical Term dmoiehvuévov in the School Book Brit.Mus.Add.MS.37533 (=Pack’
2712),” Chronique d’Egypte 68 (1993): 168—77; Pierre Swiggers and Alfons Wouters,
“The Treatment of Relational Nouns in Ancient Grammar,” Orbis 38 (1995): 153; and
Pierre Swiggers, Histoire de la pensée linguistique (Paris: Presses Universitaires de
France, 1997), 41.
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follows: “An absolute name is that which is conceived in respect of itself , such as ‘god’
or ‘reason’.”’®

The scholiasts unpack this terse definition. Following the Techné, they
consistently define an absolute name—both dwoAvToV and dworeAvugvoy are used—as
that which is conceived in respect of itself.”’ In other words, “an absolute is that which is

>78 This means that absolutes “do not have a

not conceived together with another.
correspondence or relation to another.””” One scholiast notes that all other terms are
somehow conceived relative to another term; for example, a comparative is considered
relative to its positive (e.g. ‘more beautiful’ to ‘beautiful’), a patronymic is relative to
another name from which it is derived (e.g. ‘Atreides’ comes from ‘Atreus’), and

relatives are always conceptualized in relation to another (e.g. ‘left’ and ‘right’).** In

contrast, an absolute is “unrelated, which is to say it does not have a relation to any

’® Dionysius Thrax, Techné grammatiké 12.23 (GG 1.1: 44, 6-7 Uhlig): drrohehupévov
3¢ €0TL 6 ka®’ €avTd voetTal.

" Schol. (GG 1.3: 70, 25 Hilgard): tobtov xéptv nérvto kokettor, &te 81 koo’
€00TO VOOOUEVD Kol Bempolpeva; (398, 28-29): "TATOAVTOV Yap €0TLY, O KOO EXLTO
dvvatat voeloBor; (243, 9): "Amolelvpévoy €0l O dVvaTol Ko €0VTO BewpelcOot.

8 Schol. (GG 1.3: 243, 14 Hilgard): xoi yop &moleAvpévoy €6Tiv O puf Led’ £Tépov
VOELTOLL.

7 Schol. (GG 1.3: 70, 21-24 Hilgard): ’Ene1dn tot pév Ao tdV eid@V 7 cbv £Téporg
N €€ ETEPmV VOETTAL, TO 08 BeOG TOUSELOLG AOYOG TEMPWUEVT TTPOG ETEPOV AOYOV T
oxéolv ok €xetl; see also (398, 10-12): 'Emedn AmAALaKTOL KOl €KTOG £6TL KO
domep EAeDBepOV T0D TPOG ETEPOV TL VOETGOIL, St TOVTO AMOAEAVUEVOV CDTO £lTte
(“For it [sc. an absolute] is removed from and outside of and as it were free from being
conceived relative to something else. For this reason he [sc. Dionysius] says that it is
absolute™).

% Schol. (GG 1.3: 398, 12-18 Hilgard). The grammatical understanding of relatives is
treated in more detail below.
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other.”®" An absolute “does not produce a relation with another, which is to say an
attachment” and it is “used alone.”™

Hence the grammatical understanding of absolutes is that they “do not derive their
meaning from other words, nor show a semantic relationship with other words.”* They
express concepts that are not linked with others and which are detached from others.**
Similarly to Dionysius Thrax and the scholiasts, Basil used the perfect participle of
dmolw (albeit adverbially) and the reflexive pronoun in the katd phrase. Basil does not
use typical the Stoic terminology for one variety of absolutes, Té katd diapopdv.® Tt
appears to be of little import that Basil considered absolutes to be “expressed,” or
“uttered,” (ITPOPEEOUEVQ) in respect of themselves, whereas for Dionysius Thrax and the
scholiasts they are “conceived” (vogeltat) in respect of themselves. Both are speaking

about names rather than things. Accordingly, Basil’s understanding of absolutes appears

to be derived from grammatical sources.

81 Schol. (GG 1.3: 398, 27-28 Hilgard): &oetév €011, ToVTESTLY 0DK ExEL TPOC BALO
OYEOLV.

2 . A \ \ < > ~ \

82 Schol. (GG 1.3: 243, 10-12 Hilgard): todto <y&p> mpdg £tepov od motelton Ty
OXEOLV, TOVTEGTL TNV EEAPTNOLY: TAVTO YO TO €101 T DTOTENTOKOTH TPOG TL KOl
Kot ovguylay elpnTot, ToVTO 8¢ LOVOILKOV.

83 Wouters, “The Grammatical Term dstohehvuévov,” 171; Swiggers and Wouters, “The
Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 153.

8 Swiggers, Histoire de la pensée linguistique, 41.

8 Simplicius, in Cat. 7 (CAG 8: 165, 32 — 166, 30 Kalbfleisch), reporting on the Stoic
difference between the relative and the relatively disposed [partially = LS 29C]; Sextus
Empiricus, M. 8.161-2, reporting on skeptical teaching; and M. 10.263-5, reporting on
Pythagorian teaching. See also, Sextus, PH 1.14 [1.137] [=LS 721], and LS 28M-N. This
phrase will be discussed in more detail below.

8 Another, later grammatical tradition regarding absolutes viewed them as the positive
form of adjectives; see Sextus Empiricus, M. 8.161-162; Diogenes Laertius, VP 3.108-
109. Such usage is found in Herodianus but not Apollonius Dyscolus. On this tradition,


http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b2.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b2.html
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Despite Basil’s grammatical definition of absolutes, his description of how
absolute names function—*signifying the things which are their referents” (t®v
VITOKELUEVWY AVTOLS TTOAYUATWY £0TL ONUOVTLKG)—is strikingly reminiscent of the
Neoplatonist Dexippus. In his final explanation of what predications signify, Dexippus
writes:

When they say, “‘animal’ is predicated of ‘man’,” they are saying that the

term that signifies (onuovTLkY)) animal, which is the name ‘animal’, is

predicated of the concept (vonuatog) signified by the term ‘man’ and of

the thing which is its referent (To0 Vrokelpévov TovTe TEdyuatog).y
Except for the change from the singular to the plural, Basil’s phrase T®V VITOKELUEVWV
aVTolg TEAYUATWY is exactly the same as Dexippus’s. In Chapter Five I raised that
possibility that Neoplatonists like Dexippus could have provided the philosophical
context in which Basil developed his notionalist theory of names. But note that in his
description of absolutes, Basil, unlike Dexippus, omits mentioning that names signify
concepts as well as things. If he had done so, it would have made my case for Basil’s
notionalism easier to demonstrate. It may be the case that Basil is less clear than I want

him to be because in this section Basil discusses absolute names only to contrast them to

relative terms. Nonetheless, Basil does not say that absolute names give rise to notions,

see Wouters, “The Grammatical Term dumrohehvuévov,” 173—4. Basil shows no contact
with this tradition.

87 Dexippus, in Cat. 1.3 (CAG 4.2: 10, 27-30 Busse): dtav ydp AMywot, 10 Lhov katd
100 dvOpwITOov KaTNyoPETTAL, AEyovoLy TL 1) onuovtikn AEElg 10D TMov, Htig éoTi
10 DoV dvoua, kotd 100 onuotvouevou vouatog vmd tfig dvBpwmog AEyEewg
Kol ToD VITOKELUEVOY TOVT(R TEAYUATOS KT yopeTTOL; trans. [modified] Dillon 30.
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but that they signify the things which are their subjects, which is to say the entities that
bear the names.

The same understanding of what absolute names signify is seen in his examples of
absolute names. Terms like ‘man’ (GvOpwWITOS: more accurately, ‘human being’), ‘horse’,
and ‘ox’, says Basil, “communicate the very thing that is named” (0010 £k00TOV TOV
OvouoLouEvmV Toplotnoy). Absolute names refer to the entities that bear them.
Basil’s triad of the absolute names ‘man’, ‘horse’, ‘ox’ was commonly used as an
example of species of the genus ‘animal’ from Aristotle onwards, including by Porphyry
and Dexippus.®™ A scholiast on the Techné attributed to Dionysius Thrax likens the
division of the genus ‘animal’ into ‘man, horse, ox’ to the division of the genus ‘name’
into its species.® Both Diogenes Laertius and Sextus Empiricus list ‘man’ and ‘horse’
among other examples of absolute things.”® In the Techné ‘man’ and ‘horse’ are given as
examples of a noun (Gvoua) “said commonly” (koLv®dg Aeyouevov) and the designative
noun (Tpoonyoptkdv dvoua).”’ A scholiast adds ‘ox’ to the examples of the designative
noun.”® In the Techné ‘ox’ and ‘horse’ (as well as ‘vine’ and olive’) are listed as
examples of the specific noun, which names a species that results from the division of a

genus.” A scholiast uses the triad of ‘man, horse, ox’ when explaining the generic noun,

8 Aristotle, GA 732a34; see also Porphyry, in Cat. (CAG 4.1: 96, 11 Busse); Dexippus,
in Cat. 1.13 (CAG 4.2: 19, 21 Busse). Note that the English translation of the latter
mistakenly omits “or a horse” (Dillon, Dexippus. On Aristotle Categories, 43).

8 Schol. (GG 1.3: 551, 21-25 Hilgard).

* Diogenes Laertius, VP 3.108, presenting the teaching of Plato; Sextus Empiricus, M.
10.263, presenting Pythagorean but actually Old Academic teaching (see n. 187 below).

°! Dionysius Thrax, Techné 12 (GG 1.1: 24, 4-5 and 34, 1-2 Uhlig).
92 Schol. (GG 1.3: 232, 26-29 Hilgard). See also (385, 32-34).
% Dionysius Thrax, Techné 12 (GG 1.1: 43, 3 — 44, 1 Uhlig).
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which names a genus, saying: “A generic noun is one in which many unlike species are
contained and included. In the [genus of] ‘animal’, there are many species: ‘man, horse,

ox’ 29594

Therefore, Basil’s examples of absolute names are ultimately derived from
philosophical examples of the species of the genus ‘animal’ that were taken over by the
grammarians as examples of both designative and specific names. Basil chose not to use
the typical grammatical examples of absolutes found in the Techné and the scholiasts,
‘0e0g’ and ‘hOYOC’, probably because their supreme theological significance would have
obscured his point.

Even though Basil’s examples of the absolute name are taken from the
grammatical examples of the designative name and the specific name, he is not merely
conflating the three of them. Grammatically, both an absolute name and a specific name
are kinds of the designative name. The Techné lists two main species of nouns: the
primitive and the derivative. There are seven subspecies of derivative nouns, which are
distinguished by form, and twenty-four subspecies of primitive nouns, which are
distinguished by content.” Among the twenty-four primitive nouns are the proper name
(kVpLoVv) and designative name (7Tp00NYOPLKOV), as well as the relative name (710G TL
¢xov) and the absolute name (Grrolehvuevov), and the generic name and the specific

name.

% Schol. (GG 1.3: 242, 23-25 Hilgard). See also (397, 18-19), which lists the same triad
as examples of the generic name. See also (385, 11-12), where ‘dog’ is added to the triad
as an example of the generic name.

% Dionysius Thrax, Techné 12 (GG 1.1: 25,6 — 29, 4 and 32, 2 — 45, 2 Uhlig). See Kemp,
“The Tekhné grammatiké of Dionysius Thrax,” 187 n. 16; and Dickey, Ancient Greek
Scholarship, 127-8.
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However, on further examination the grammatical taxonomy of names in the
Techné is more complex. The species enumerated are not exclusive of one another.”® For
example, there can be homonyms of both proper and designative names, whereas
eponyms (e.g. Apollo is also called ‘Phoebus’) and gentilics (e.g. ‘Galatian, Phrygian’)
appear to be kinds of proper names, and collectives (e.g. ‘people, chorus, crowd”),
generic names (e.g. ‘animal’), and specific names (e.g. ‘horse’) kinds of designative
name. The scholiasts recognized this, noting that every name falls under two primitive
species, the proper and the designative, and that either can possess an addition
significance (i.e. fall under another species).”’ Yet the scholiasts ignore the fact that other
species of nouns have no overlap with either proper or designative names, such as the
attached noun (e.g. ‘fast, slow’), which was placed next to either a proper or designative
name,”® as well as the interrogative noun (e.g. ‘who?”), the indefinite noun (e.g.
‘whoever’), and the distributive noun (e.g. ‘each’). In any event, both relative and
absolute names, and generic and specific names, appear to fall under the designative
name. Accordingly, Basil is using examples for absolute names that the grammarians
used for the class under which absolute names fell, the designative name, as well as
another species of the designative name, the specific. Hence Basil is treating absolute

names as designative names.

% See Dickey, Ancient Greek Scholarship, 127.

7 Schol. (GG 1.3: 232, 20-24 Hilgard): “Ov 8¢ tpémov eipfcapev, 6t mav Svopo Hmd
T 300 €10M €0TL TA TPATO, 0VTM Kol EVTODOa EPOVUEV, OTL TAV GVOUO DTO TO 300
£ldn €01l T TPDTO, ENHL KVPLOV KO TPOSTYOPLKOV, HETA 8¢ TOD glvor KOPLOV T
TPOCTYOPLKOV KOl £TEPEH GUUPOIVEL CTULOLVOLEVE KOTEXECOOL, OLOV ETOET® KOl
€Enc. The same is repeated at (385, 1-6) and (552, 15-18).

% Gk. émti@etov. This term was rendered in Latin as nomen adjectivum and later acquired
the status of a separate part of speech—the adjective.



291

This is further demonstrated by how he describes what absolute names convey.
We saw above that he said that absolute names signify “the things which are their
referents” (TOV VITOKELUEVOV 0DTOTS TOOYUATWV E0TL ONUAVTLKX) and “communicate
the very thing that is named” (0010 €kaoTOV TOV OVOUOLOUEVOV TAOLOTNOLY). But in
the Techné the designative name is said to be “that which signifies the common
substance.””” Basil’s account of what absolute names convey seems deliberately vague,
as if he is trying to exclude the possibility of understanding them conveying the
substance (understood as essence) of the name-bearer.

Basil seems to have been aware of the ambiguity of his first two descriptions of
what absolute names convey since he clarifies what he means. He writes: “we indicated a
little before that, even if absolute names seem most of all to reveal some referent, they
too do not communicate the substance itself, but delineate certain distinguishing marks in
connection with it.”'° Basil is referring to his earlier discussion of proper names.'®' He
affirms against Eunomius that even absolute names do not reveal the substances of their
subjects, but rather emphasizes that they, like proper names, communicate the
distinguishing marks that are connected with the substance.

On account of this fact, Bernard Sesboti¢ has suggested that there must be some
connection in Basil’s mind between a proper name and an absolute name, and argues that

Basil believes that there are two kinds of absolute names, both of which nonetheless

% Dionysius Thrax, Techné 12 (GG 1.1: 34, 1-2 Uhlig): IIpoonyoptkdv 8¢ £6TL 10 THV
KOLVTV 00G10LV GMILOTVOV.

1 Basil, Eun. 2.9, 24-27 (SChr 305: 38 Sesboiié): kaltol ye pkpov §utpoodev

£0elkvUTO O™ HUAV OTL Kol T dTtoleAvueva TOV dvoudtmwy, KoV Td HoloTo
dokfi virokeluevov L dMAoDv, ovk adTV TaploTnol TV ovotav, iduwuato 8¢ TLva
el a0TV AQopPLLEL.

o1 Sesboiié, Saint Basile et la Trinite, 79.
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192 He calls the kind of absolute names

express distinguishing marks, not substance.
discussed here “absolute common names” (noms communs absolus) and the other kind
“absolute proper names” (noms propers absolus). According to Sesboiié, then, in Basil’s
understanding there is a genus of “name” and it has two species: absolute and relative
names. “Absolute name” is further subdivided into two species: absolute proper names
and absolute designative names.

This seems to be a reasonable taxonomy, but its divergence from both Stoic and
grammatical categorizations needs to be noted. The Stoics considered the proper name
(8voua) and the designative name (11poomnyopia) as two of the five distinct kinds of
language expressions.'®”® There was no Stoic genus above these two kinds of names. In
the Techné, the Svopa (name or noun) is viewed as one of eight parts of speech.'*
Above I summarized the grammatical classification of nouns as found in the Techné.
There I showed how absolute names were classified as designative names and have no
connection with the proper name, apart from being another species of names. Thus
Sesboii¢’s taxonomy distorts the classification of nouns commonplace in ancient
grammar.

Sesboii¢ furthermore notes that his absolute proper names and absolute common
names do not communicate the same “registre” of distinguishing marks.'”> He

extrapolates from the case of his absolute proper names to describe his absolute common

names. Since proper names indicate properties which, when taken together, make an

102 Sesbotiié, Saint Basile et le Trinité, 81. See also Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der
Trinitditslehre des Basilius von Cdsarea, 64-5.

1% Diogenes Laertius, VP 7.57-58.
1% Dionysius Thrax, Techné 11 (GG 1.1: 23, 1-3 Uhlig).

105 Sesbolié, Saint Basile et la Trinite, 81-2.
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individual distinct from others, Sesboli¢ suggests that designative names indicate “ce qui
est commun a tous les individus d’une méme substance et constitue tout en méme temps
les propriétés distinctives de cette substance par rapport a d’autres.”'® Sesboiié’s basic
point that proper and absolute names disclose different kinds of distinguishing marks is
surely correct, but there are a number of problems with his interpretation. First, he views
absolute proper names as signifying the Stoic (dlwg molov, that is, that which defines the
individual. As discussed earlier, this is mistaken. Second, he views absolute designative
names as signifying the Stoic koLv®g molov, that is, that which defines the substance.
Thus, for Sesboii¢, designative names communicate essential properties and proper
names personal properties, and in each case these properties determine the substance or
individual.'”” But as discussed earlier, distinguishing marks that proper names reveal are
for Basil not defining properties but non-essential attributes, the concurrence of which
enable distinction between individuals. Accordingly, Sesboiié¢’s understanding of absolute

names seems to be incorrect.

Basil’s distinguishing marks and Porphyry’s propria

That Sesboiié’s interpretation of Basil’s understanding is incorrect is corroborated
if we attempt to determine what sort of distinguishing marks Basil thought absolute
names reveal. [ suggest that the Neoplatonist commentary tradition helps us understand
what Basil might have had in mind: the Porphyrian proprium (16 1d10v). Porphyry

describes his fourth division of propria (said to be kvplwg 1oL as “where ‘alone and all

106 Sesboliié, Saint Basile et la Trinite, 81.

197 Sesboiié, Saint Basile et la Trinité, 81-2; idem, Basile de Césarée, Contre Eunome
suivi de Eunome Apologie, SChr 299 (Paris: Cerf, 1982), 78-81.
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and always’ coincide.”'*®

In other words, a proprium is always true of a species, and only
true of that species, yet does not define it (a species is defined by the differentiae of a
genus). Hence, a proprium is sufficient for identifying a species. In fact, Porphyry
remarks that his fourth division of propria are KvVplwg propria “because they

59109

reciprocate. Porphyry offers two examples of propria: the laughing of men and the

110 111

neighing of horses. "~ These were commonplace examples, even among grammarians.
You know it’s a horse if there’s neighing; you know there’s neighing if it’s a horse. The
proprium alone suffices for identification. Note that a proprium is different from an
accident (ovupePNKOTOC): accidents “come and go without the destruction of their

112 whereas propria are connatural (CUUQUTOV).

subjects,
Positing Porphyrian propria as the distinguishing marks disclosed by absolute
names is confirmed by other passages in Basil’s corpus. A single excerpt suffices to
demonstrate this. The context is the explanation why God called the earth ‘dry’ in
Genesis 1:9.
Dryness is the distinguishing mark, the characteristic (as it were), of the

nature of the subject, but ‘earth’ is a mere designation of a thing. For just

as rationality is the proprium of man but the term ‘man’ signifies the

1% Porphyry, Isa. 4 (CAG 4.1: 12, 17 Busse); trans. Barnes 12; see Isa. 4 (CAG 4.1: 12,
20 Busse) for kuptwg {dLa. Propria are also discussed at in Cat. (CAG 4.1: 93, 29 — 94,
17 Busse).

19 Porphyry, Isa. 4 (CAG 4.1: 12, 20-21 Busse).
"0 Porphyry, Isa. 4 (CAG 4.1: 12, 17-22 Busse).

" Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 208. For example, a scholiast commenting upon the
Techné writes: “A proprium is that which appertains to only one and is not shared with
another, as the laughing of ‘man’ and the neighing of ‘horse’. But white or black, or fast
or slow, are accidents” (GG 1.3: 214, 31-33 Hilgard).

"2 porphyry, Isa. 5 (CAG 4.1: 12, 24-25 Busse); trans. Barnes 12.
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animal to which the proprium belongs, so too is dryness the proprium of
earth and its particular trait. Just as that to which dryness distinctively
(idlwg) belongs is called ‘earth’, so too that to which neighing
distinctively belongs is called ‘horse’. This holds true not only in the case
of earth, but each of the other elements also has a distinctive quality
allotted to it, through which it is distinguished from the others and what
sort of thing it is is known. Water has the distinctive quality of coldness;
air, moistness; fire, heat.'"?

Here Basil uses ‘distinguishing mark’ and ‘proprium’ interchangeably—it is that which
distinguishes one species from another and enables one to know what sort of thing it is
when compared to others. The parallels with Porphyry are clear, though we need not posit
a direct influence because the idea of propria was well-known. While Basil uses the
commonplace example of neighing as the proprium of horse, he oddly considers
rationality (one of the differentiae of the genus ‘animal’) the distinguishing mark of a

114
human being.

But he must view rationality as the distinguishing mark of man because
it is unique to him in the class of animals.

In another passage, Basil explains how when each animal was created it was
given a distinguishing mark by means of which it could be distinguished from other
animals.'"”> Here he states that the distinguishing mark of an ox is ‘being sturdy’

(eV01a01<) and that of a horse as follows: “a horse burns with desire for the mare.”"'°

'3 Hex. 4.5 (GCS n.f. 2: 64, 24 — 65, 10 Mendieta / Rudberg).

14 Others used propria to state differentiae; see Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 217.
5 Hex. 9.3.

16 Hex. 9.3 (GCS n.f. 2: 149, 15 Mendieta / Rudberg).
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These characteristics hardly seem to function as Porphyrian propria: other animals are
sturdy and desire to reproduce. Yet, at least in the case of the horse, Basil is not simply
being inconsistent. Influenced by Jeremiah 5:8 (They became horses in heat, each one
neighing for his neighbor’s wife), Basil appears to have connected a horse’s neighing
with its urge to reproduce, remarking: “a horse in heat neighs for its neighbor’s wife.”'"’
One can only imagine in what way ‘being sturdy’ is connected with distinguishing oxen
from other animals. Perhaps the sturdiness of oxen was proverbial.

Finally, Basil considers names said commonly of both Father and Son, such as
‘light’, ‘life’, ‘good’, and ‘power’, as absolute names that indicate the proprium of their
common substance.''® Such names are predicated “as the substance of God,” which is to
say that “the very thing which God is is life as a whole, light as a whole, and good as a

99119

whole, and they are “the ways of indicating his distinctive feature.”'*’ The divine

substance is not defined by such features, but cannot be conceived apart from them.

Concluding remarks on Basil’s understanding of absolute names

Therefore, I maintain against Sesboiié that there is no special connection in
Basil’s mind between proper and absolute names. First, he thinks that the distinguishing
marks that both proper and absolute names reveal are defining properties. I have shown

in the previous part and here that distinguishing marks are identificatory only. Secondly,

17 pg. 48.8 (PG 29: 452a).

"8 Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, ““Seek and You Shall Find’: Divine Simplicity and the
Knowledge of God in Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa” (Ph.D. diss., Emory
University, 2007), 154—-60 and 179-88.

"9 Fun. 2.29, 18-19 (SChr 305: 122 Sesboiié).
120 Bun. 2.29, 18-19 and 21-22 (SChr 305: 122 Sesboii¢):
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in Basil’s notionalist theory of names, all names—including proper and absolute names—
do not communicate substance but properties, often called distinguishing marks.
Different kinds of names simply disclose different kind of properties. Proper names
indicate distinguishing marks that distinguish individuals of a common species from one
another; absolute names indicate distinguishing marks that distinguish one substance
from another. The former belong to individuals; the latter to substances. Basil
confusingly uses the same terminology for both, but the epistemological function of
distinguishing marks in each case is quite different.

Because of the brevity of Basil’s discussion of absolute names, he does not say
that they primarily give rise to notions and secondarily to distinguishing marks. But when
discussing ‘light’ as a common term for both the Father and the Son, Basil affirms against

121 . :
He even writes: “according to the very

Eunomius that there is a single notion of light.
definition of light, there is neither a verbal nor a notional difference between a light and a
light.”'** He implies a similar understanding of life and power. The single notion of light,
life, and power is true of the common divine substance. Therefore, even though Basil
does not explicitly say that absolute names signify notions, his discussion testifies to this
fact.

In his understanding of absolute names, once again we see Basil drawing upon a
eclectic array of sources. His description of absolute names is primarily grammatical in
origin, but the parallel with Dexippus suggests a possible Neoplatonist influence. In

addition, the examples of absolutes that he uses were drawn from grammatical sources,

who themselves drew upon philosophical sources. Finally, Basil’s understanding of the

21 Fun. 2.25-28.
122 Fun. 2.25.
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distinguishing marks that absolute names reveal have much in common with Porphyrian

propria.

I11. Relative names
Basil presents his theory of relatives specifically to argue that Eunomius’s

123 Basil also

preferred name for the Son, ‘something begotten’, does not reveal substance.
views the names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ as relative terms; in this, he is following a Christian
tradition that was well-established by his day. In this part I argue that, in line with his
theories of proper and absolute names, Basil views relative names as communicating
notions connected with properties, not substance. In this context, Basil never explicitly
says that a relative name signifies a distinguishing mark; rather, he asserts that a relative
name signifies a relation. Nonetheless, I maintain that Basil understands the relation that
relative names reveal as a characteristic property that is parallel with the distinguishing
mark or marks that proper and absolute names reveal. All names for Basil disclose
particular properties of the substance or individual to whom the name is applied; his
nomenclature simply differs.

Another goal of this part is to situate Basil’s discussion of relatives within
preceding traditions. Though the concept of relatives is found in Plato, when Aristotle
made it one of his categories, he fixed its philosophical usage for centuries.'**

Neoplatonist commentators upon Aristotle in particular explored all of aspects of

relatives and discussed the aporiai raised in connected with them. The Stoics were also

123 Basil, Eun. 2.9, 1-10 (SChr 305: 36 Sesboiié).

124 See Plato, Soph. 255d, Rep. 438ab, and Parm. 133d; Aristotle, Cat. 7. See Steven K.
Strange, Porphyry.: On Aristotle Categories (London: Duckworth, 1992), 113 n. 307.
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interested in relatives.'? In addition, these philosophical discussions of relatives
influenced grammatical treatments of them. Basil’s account of relatives undoubtedly
owes something to previous discussions. In the scholarship, there is a widespread
assumption that an Aristotelian understanding of relatives was commonplace in the fourth
century.'*® This assumption, coupled with the fact that Basil was familiar with the
Categories, '’ may have influenced Bernard Sesboiié and Volker Henning Drecoll to
view Basil’s theory of relatives as Aristotelian, or at least inspired by the Aristotelian
tradition.'*® Against Sesboiié and Drecoll, David Robertson argued that Basil of
Caesarea’s theory of relatives has its direct antecedents in Stoic-inspired grammatical
discussions.'*’ Lewis Ayres rejects a Stoic background for Basil’s theory of relatives and
situates Basil within the Neoplatonist-Aristotelian tradition rooted in Categories 7."*°
Ayres also notes the usage of the technical language of relatives by other fourth-
century theologians previous to Basil. To my knowledge, there is no comprehensive

study of this Christian tradition of using relatives in Trinitarian arguments, though studies

of its use by individual theologians have been made. I will argue that two Christian

125 Mario Mignucci, “The Stoic Notion of Relatives,” in Jonathan Barnes and Mario
Mignucci, eds., Matter and Metaphysics (Naples: Bibliopolis, 1988), 189.

126 Eor example, R. P. C. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God: The
Arian Controversy 318-381 AD (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1988), 85; and Xavier Morales,

La théologie trinitaire d’Athanase d’Alexandrie (Paris: Institut d’Etudes Augustiniennes,
2006), 201-3.

27 Eun. 1.9.

128 Sesboiié, Basile de Césarée (SChr 299), 84, and Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der
Trinitditslehre des Basilius von Cdsarea, 65 n. 56.

12 David G. Robertson, “Relatives in Basil of Caesarea,” Studia Patristica 37 (2001):
277-87.

B0 ewis Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy: An Approach to Fourth-Century Trinitarian

Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 201-2, esp. nn. 52-3.
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traditions of using relatives in theological contexts developed. The first is an Aristotelian
tradition that seems to have been used predominantly by Alexandrian theologians of the
third and early fourth century. The second is a grammatical tradition that developed in
Eusebian circles in the middle of the fourth century. I place Basil within this second,
grammatical tradition of using relatives in theological arguments.

This part begins by demonstrating the existence of these two traditions. In each
case, the demonstration requires summarizing the philosophical or grammatical
discussions of relatives and then showing how Christian theologians appropriated them.
Next, [ turn to Basil’s theory of relatives with two goals in mind, demonstrating (1) that
relative names operate similarly to proper and absolute names, and (2) that Basil is an

heir of the Christian-grammatical tradition of using relatives in theological debate.

The Aristotelian understanding of relatives

Since the Aristotelian understanding of relatives was largely mediated through the
commentary tradition, in the following exposition I will use some Neoplatonist
commentators because they represent interpretations of Aristotelian roughly
contemporary with the fourth-century theological debates. In his first of two descriptions
of the category of relative in Categories 7, Aristotle says: “We call relatives (T0. P0G
TL) all such things as are said to be just what they are, of or than other things, or in some

95131

way in relation to something else (TpOg £TEPOV). Hence relatives are things that

inherently imply a reference to other things, that is, things related to things—Auristotle is

B Aristotle, Cat. 7 (6a36-37); trans. Ackrill. Cf. 6b6-8. Porphyry notes that “in some
way in relation to something else” was Aristotle’s addition to Plato’s definition (in Cat.
[CAG 4.1: 111, 28-29 Busse]).
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not speaking of relative terms. Commenting upon Aristotle, Porphyry explains that
“relatives are not absolute (0Uk £0TLV AITOAVTO TA TEOC TL), but exist in a relation of
one thing to another (v oyéoel TLvOv PO dALo T1).”"*? I cite this comment of
Porphyry because it exhibits two of the most important technical terms used when
discussing relatives: ‘relation’ (0£01¢) and ‘relatives’ (T 7TPOG TU).

One of the principle features of relatives is that they reciprocate. Aristotle says

133 «all relatives are

that provided that they are “properly given” (0ikelwg GmodddTAL),
spoken of in relation to correlatives that reciprocate” (7TovTa 8¢ T TPOS TL TEOG
dvtiotpégovta Aéyetar).** Aristotle uses the example of a master and a slave: the
slave is called the slave of a master and the master is called the master of a slave.'”
Commenting on Aristotle, Porphyry claims that “being said in relation to correlatives that
reciprocate” is the proprium (1910v) of relatives insofar as they are relatives.'* In other

words, something is a relative if and only if it possesses a relational property, the very

property that makes a relative a relative. Mario Mignucci sums up Aristotle’s

132 porphyry, in Cat. (CAG 4.1: 112, 1-2 Busse); trans. Strange 113.

133 By “properly given” Aristotle means that the relative is stated in relation to something

non-accidental. Relatives are improperly given when one term “extends” (;theovaCeLv
0dtepov: Porphyry, in Cat. [CAG 4.1: 117, 27-28 Busse]) farther than the other. For
example, ‘wing’ is improperly given as ‘of a bird’ because other creatures besides birds
have wings. ‘Wing’ is properly given as ‘of the winged’. Similarly, ‘slave’ is improperly
given as ‘of a man’ because ‘being a man’ is merely accidental to ‘being a master’ and
there are many men who are not masters. Therefore, ‘slave’ is properly given as ‘of a
master’ because only a master has a slave. Relatives properly given ensures that they are
convertible. See Aristotle, Cat. 7 (6b36-7a5 and 7a31-b9) and Porphyry, in Cat. (CAG
4.1: 116, 6-14; 117, 2-8, and 117, 27-31 Busse).

34 Aristotle, Cat. 7 (6b28); trans. Ackrill.

135 Porphyry notes that when relatives reciprocate thus, “the term from which the relation

proceeds is given in the nominative case, and the term to which it is related is given in the
genitive case” (Porphyry, in Cat. [CAG 4.1: 112, 9-10 Busse]; trans. Strange 113).

136 Porphyry, in Cat. (CAG 4.1: 115, 17-18 Busse).
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understanding thus: “a property F is said to be a relative property if, and only if, it can be
expanded into a relation that determines F univocally.”"*’” Mignucci calls this the
“constitutive relation” of the relative property. Hence what makes a slave a slave is his
relation to a master: this is the constitutive relation of the property ‘being a slave’.
Accordingly, Aristotle says, “if that in relation to which a thing is spoken of is properly
given, then, when all the other things that are accidental are stripped off (Taviwv
TEPLOLPOVUEVOV TOV dAlwV doa ovufefnkota éotiv) and that alone is left to which
it was properly given as related, it will always be spoken of in relation to that.”'*® In
other words, in the case of properly given correlatives that reciprocate, a relation can be
abstracted from the two relatives, each of which has a relative property that relates them
solely to each other. This will not work for improperly given relatives that do not
reciprocate: when the accidental features are stripped away, the relation evaporates as
well.

In a second description of the category meant to prevent substances and their parts
from being relatives, Aristotle suggested that for those things that are relatives “being is
the same as being somehow related to something” (T €ivol TovTdV 20Tl TO TEOC T

139

wg €yewv). ~ The fifth-century commentator Ammonius explained Aristotle’s meaning

thus: “relatives are things whose being and essence is nothing other than their relation to

137 Mario Mignucci, “Aristotle’s definitions of relatives in Cat. 7,” Phronesis 31 (1986):
104.

1% Aristotle, Cat. 7 (7a31-34); trans. Ackrill.

139 Aristotle, Cat. 7 (8a32); trans. Ackrill. The phrase mpdg Tt wg #xewv could also be
translated “relatively disposed to something.” It also occurs in EN 1101b10-27, Phys.
246b3-20, Top. 142a.26-31 and 146a36-b4. Simplicius attributed the phrase to unnamed
members of Plato’s Academy (in Cat. 8 [CAG 8: 217, 8-32 Kalbfleisch]). The same
phrase was adopted by the Stoics for their so-called fourth genera.
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another.”'*

In other words, what principally defines or at least describes a thing that is
relative is its relation to the connected relative. For example, the relative property “being
a master” principally means having a slave. “Being a master” says nothing about the
substance of the man who is a master; “being a master” is accidental to him qua man. But
“being a master” is not accidental qua slave; rather, a master’s relation to the slave
defines what a master is. Ammonius says: “If something is a relative, not only is it
spoken of with reference to another thing, but it stands in a relation to that thing.”"*!
Another pertinent feature of relatives is their simultaneity. Aristotle writes:
“relatives seem to be simultaneous by nature (Gua Tf) @UoeL); and in most cases this is

142 . . . .
""" When there is a master, there is a slave; when there is a slave, there is a master.

true
Aristotle distinguishes between simultaneity by nature from that in respect of time (Kot
¥POVOV): “Those things are called simultaneous without qualification and most strictly
which come into being at the same time; for neither is prior nor posterior. ... But those
things are called simultaneous by nature which reciprocate as to implication of existence,
provided that neither is in any way the cause of the other’s existence.”'* At the same

»14 1 other

time, simultaneity implies that “each eliminates the other (ocvvavalpet).
words, when there is no slave, there is no master; when there is no master, there is no

slave. Hence, Porphyry comments that “whenever things introduce or eliminate each

140 Ammonius, in Cat. (CAG 4.4: 77, 28-29 Busse); trans. Cohen / Matthews 93.
14l Ammonius, in Cat. (CAG 4.4: 78, 2-3 Busse); trans. Cohen / Matthews 93.
142 Aristotle, Cat. 7 (7b15-16); trans. Ackrill.

43 Aristotle, Cat. 13 (14b24-29); trans. Ackrill. Cf. Cat. 13 (15a7-12).

14 Aristotle, Cat. 7 (7b19).
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»145__that is, simultaneous by nature. Aristotle did not go so

other, they are simultaneous
far as to claim that all relatives were simultaneous by nature.'*® Later interpreters such as
Porphyry viewed Aristotle’s hesitation as a dialectical argument'*’ and considered
simultaneity by nature a proprium of all relatives.'**

Because of the Aristotelian tradition’s emphasis on the reciprocation and
simultaneity of relatives, as well as relatives being defined by their relation, it can be
characterized as endorsing what has been called “ontological entailment.” In order words,
the existence of one relative implies the existence of the other relative to which it stands
in relation. Aristotelian relatives are co-eval because of their mutual introduction and
elimination.

Christian theologians saw the Aristotelian understanding of relatives as a resource
for proving that the Father and Son were co-eternal. But Aristotle did not use the father-
son relation when discussing relatives in the Categories. However, he did point to the

pair as an example of the relation between the active and passive that arises at a particular

moment of time.'* Plotinus explicitly denied that a father and son are simultaneous by

'3 Porphyry, in Cat. (CAG 4.1: 118, 5-6 Busse); trans. Strange 123.
¢ Cat. 7b15-8a12.

"7 Porphyry, in Cat. (CAG 4.1: 119, 4-6 Busse); Ammonius, in Cat. (CAG 4.4: 74, 11-26
Busse); Simplicius, in Cat. 7 (CAG 8: 190, 31-33 Kalbfleisch).

'S Porphyry, in Cat. (CAG 4.1: 117, 33-35; 119, 4-6; 120, 23f. Busse); Ammonius, in
Cat. (CAG 4.4: 73, 23 — 74, 1 Busse); Simplicius, in Cat. 7 (CAG 8: 189, 18
Kalbfleisch). Ammonius calls simultaneity by nature a “concomitant”
(mopakohovOnua) rather than a “proprium” (Id10Vv) of relatives. The claim that it is a
proprium of relatives to be simultaneous by nature was also made by Iamblichus and
pseudo-Archytas, both of whom traced the view back to Plato; see Strange, Porphyry. On
Aristotle Categories, 122 n. 358.

149 Aristotle, Metaph. 5.15 (1021a20-25). See also Alexander of Aphrodisias, in Metaph.
(CAG 1: 406, 8-10 Hayduck).
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nature, noting that a son is still a son even if his father has died."” In contrast, Porphyry
used the father-son relation as one of his primary examples of relatives that reciprocate
and are simultaneous by nature."”' Dexippus also seems to accept the father-son pair as
an example of relatives.'>> So it seems that even among late third-century and early
fourth-century Neoplatonists it came to be accepted that the father-son pair were relatives
simultaneous by nature.

A Christian tradition of viewing Father and Son as Aristotelian relatives
developed in the third century, even if the technical terminology (0%£01g and P0G TL)
was not always employed. In its most simple expression, the so-called “argument from
correlatives” is based on the view that, since a father and son are relatives that are

153 When transferred to

simultaneous by nature, there cannot be a father without a son.
theology, it means that the Father’s existence entails the Son’s existence, and if the Father
is eternal, so too is the Son eternal.

This argument was central to Origen’s assertion that Fatherhood was intrinsic to
God’s eternal nature.'>* Origen evinces a knowledge of relatives when discussing how

God is almighty. He writes: “Insofar as someone cannot be a father if there is no son, and

someone cannot be a master without a possession or a slave, so too God cannot be called

150 Plotinus, Enn. 6.1 [42].7, 38-41 (Plotini Opera III: 11 H-S?).
U Porphyry, in Cat. (CAG 4.1: 112,9; 113, 9; 115, 20-23 and 27; and 118, 8-16 Busse).
152 Dexippus, in Cat. 1.4 (CAG 4.2: 13, 15 Busse).

153 See Morales, La théologie trinitaire, 203. He notes the tradition of commentary on the
Categories.

134 peter Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God from Origen to Athanasius (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1994), 69-76.
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135 Jyst as fatherhood

almighty if there are none over whom he can exercise his might.
and lordship are impossible without a son or a slave, so too the divine omnipotence is
impossible without an object to which God can direct his power. Though he does not use
technical terminology, Origen takes it for granted that both the master-slave pair (the
typical Aristotelian example) and the father-son pair are uncontroversially relatives.

He deploys the latter pair in specifically theological arguments. “How can
anyone,” asks Origen, “think or believe that God was ever Father, even for a moment,

apart from the begetting of Wisdom?”'*®

Hence the Son’s eternity is necessary for God’s
eternal Fatherhood. Such ideas are the basis for Origen’s doctrine of the eternal
generation of the Son. He writes:

God did not begin to be Father, prevented as men who become fathers are

by the inability to be fathers yet. For if God is always perfect and the

power for him to be Father belongs to him and it is good for him to be

Father of such a Son, why would he delay and deprive himself of what is

good and, so to speak, of a Son on the basis of whom he is able to be

Father?"’

153 Origen, Princ. 1.2 [10], 307-310 (SChr 252: 132 Crouzel / Simonetti): Quemadmodum
pater non potest esse quis, si flilis non sit, neque dominus esse quis potest sine
possessione vel servo: ita ne omnipotens quidem deus dici potest, si non sint in quos
exerceat potentatum.

156 Origen, Princ. 1.2 [2], 31-34 (SChr 252: 112 Crouzel / Simonetti): Quomodo autem
extra huius sapientiae generationem fuisse aliquando deum patrem, vel ad punctum
momenti alicuius, potest quis sentire vel sentire?

7 Origen, De genesi 1.1 apud Marcellus, Fr. 21 (20, 11 —22, 1 Vinzent) oV Yl O
0e0¢g rcom]p elval fjpEato Kwkvouevog, (x)g ol ywousvou TOTEPES (XVGp(DJ‘EOL VIO
100 un dVuvaohal Tw narepeg elvaL. €l yap del rskuog O Gsog, Kol n(xpeorw avTd
Sduvapg Tod TaTépo aVTOV elvat, kal KahOV adTOV ELVOL TOTEPO TOLOVTOV VioD,
Tt dvaparretar kal Tod kohoD Eavtdv oteplokel kol, Gg fotwv elmetv, €€ ol
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The argument here assumes that God’s perfection and goodness requires that he always
be Father. The unexpressed premise of this argument is that that Father and Son are
relatives. Therefore, if God is always Father, then the Son must always be with him.
Origen does not employ technical Aristotelian language in making this argument, but his
endorsement of the ontological entailment of relatives in the case of the Father and Son is
clear.

Origen’s Alexandrian successors Dionysius and (probably) Theognostus also
deployed the same argument from correlativity to demonstrate the necessity of the Son’s
eternity for God’s being eternally Father.'*® A tissue of texts on this topic preserved by
Athanasius demonstrates Dionysius’s exploitation of the argument of correlatives: >’

For there was not when God was not a father. ... Christ is always, being

Word and Wisdom and Power [1 Cor 1:24]. For God was not first

childless, and then produced a child. On the contrary, the Son has his

Sdvvator ot eivar viod; This same fragment is also cited in Apologeticus pro
Origene liber 48 compiled by Pamphilius and Eusebius (preserved only in the Latin
translation of Rufinus), where it is described as a testimony from the first book De genesi
(Apologeticus 47, 2 [SChr 464: 106 Amacker / Junod]). Because this version of the
fragment reads ex quo potest esse pater efficitur pater (Apologeticus 48, 7-8 [SChr 464:
108 Amacker/Junod]) for the last line of the Greek fragment, some editions have
emended the final vioD (which is found in the ms.) to 0V yivetal mwatnE; see Eusebius,
C. Marc. 1.4.22 (GCS 14: 22, 17 Klostermann / Hansen). But see Markus Vinzent,
Markell von Ankyra : Die Fragmente [und] Der Brief an Julius von Rom (Leiden / New
York / Koln: Brill, 1997), 135 n. 28 for why this emendation should be rejected. Though I
agree with Vinzent’s reasons for retaining the ms. reading, I disagree with his translation
of the final clause: “und—wie man sagen kann—dessen, woraus er Vater eines Sohnes
sein kann.” For a discussion of the place of the passage within Origen’s theology, see
Widdicome, The Fatherhood of God, 70-1.

158 Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 123—6; Morales, La théologie trinitaire, 206—7.

¥ Some scholars have claimed that the Dionysian citations in Athanasius’s Sent. are
fourth-century forgeries; for a summary of the scholarship, see Uta Heil, Athanasius von
Alexandrien: De sententia Dionysii (Berlin / New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1999), 36—
43,
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being not from himself but out of the Father. ... Being the radiance of
eternal light [Wis 7:26], he himself is certainly also eternal; for when the
light exists always, it is clear that the radiance exists always. For that light
exists is perceived by its shining, and it cannot be light unless it is shining
light. Now let us return to examples. If there is sun, there is sunlight, there
is day. If there is none of these things, it is quite impossible for the sun to
be present. So then, if the sun were eternal, the day also would be
unceasing. But that is not how it is, but when the sun begins the day
begins and when the sun ceases, the day ceases. But God is light eternal,
never beginning nor ceasing. Therefore, the radiance lies before him and is
with him eternally; it appears before him beginningless and always-
begotten, as Wisdom said:  was that in which he took delight; daily 1
rejoiced in his presence at every opportunity [Prov 8:30]. ... So then,
because the Father is eternal, the Son is eternal, being light from light. For
when there is a parent, there is also a child. But if there were not a child,
how and of whom can there be a parent? But both of them exists, and they

160
are always.

1 Dionysius apud Athanasius, Sent. 15.1-5 (AW II/1: 57, 1-16 Opitz): o0 ydp fv dte O
0edg ok fiv TATNP. ... del TOV XPLoTOV £ival, Adyov dvta kal cogplov kol
duvauLy, o Yoo 01 toutwv dyovog dv 6 Oeoc elta éardomomoato, GAN dTL un
nap’ £avtod 6 vidg AAN ¢k Tod TaTPog el T etvat. ... dwovyaoua 8¢ Mv
POTOS AidLOV TAVIMWS Kol 00TOC 0idLOg £€0TLv. Bvtog Yo del Tod wTog dfilov
g £oTLy del 1O dmanyyooua. TovTw Yo Kol OTL g 0Tl TQ koTavydlely deltat,
Kol @ oV duvatol un eoTiLov eivat. ok Yoo EADwuev ¢l T TaPadElyHoTO.
el oLy filog, £otiy avyn, oty fuepa. el ToLovTwv undtv £oTL, TOMD ve del Kal
napetvol filwov. el ugv odv oidrog 6 ffhog, dmavotog v fv kal 1) fuépa, viv d¢
(00 Y €0TLV) APEAUEVOV TE HOEONTO KOl TTOWOUEVOV TTOVETAL. O O e DEOC
aloviov €otL @dg ovte APEduevoy otte MiEOV ToTE. OVKODV 0lMVIOV TTOOKELTOL
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Dionysius adopts Origen’s identification of the Son as the wisdom and power of God [1
Cor 1:24], the radiance of the glory of God [Heb 1:3], and related expressions found in
Proverbs 8:22-25 and Wisdom 7:25-26 in order to show that all of the names given to the
Son are relatives.'®' Though Dionysius does not employ Aristotelian technical
terminology for relatives, his examples underscore his assumption of the simultaneity of
relatives and their ontological entailment.

Alexander of Alexandria follows Origen closely in claiming that the Father is
always Father because the Son is always with him:

So then, since the supposition of ex nihilo has been revealed as most

impious, it is necessary that the Father is always Father. And he is Father

because the Son is always present, on account of whom he is called

Father. Because the Son is always present to him, the Father is always

perfect, lacking nothing that is good, having begotten the only-begotten

neither temporally nor after an interval nor ex nihilo.'*
Like Origen, Alexander argues for the eternity of the Father and Son and the Son’s

eternal generation from the Father by treating them as relatives. While Origen used

Kol oUveoTLV DT TO anowyaoua owapxov KO QELyeveg fcpocpawouevov avtod,
onsp £0TIV 1) )\eyovoa OO(pLOL syu) mmv i npoosxatpe- Ko nuepow o¢
M@EALVOUNY v TPoomT® adTod év TovTl Kapd. ... dvtog odv alwviov Tod
TOTPOS ALmLog O VIO £€0TL, POC £k PWTOC OV. BVTOC YO YOVEWS E0TL KOl
TEKVOV. €L 8¢ u1) TéKvov €ln, TOC kal Tvog elvol duvatal yovevg; GAN’ elotv
dugpw kKal oty det.

1! Origen, Princ. 1.2.1 and 1.2.5.

12 Urk. 14.26 (AW I1I/1: 23, 28-31 Opitz): doefeotdtng odv qovetong Tig €& ovk
vtov VTodéoeme, dvaykn TOV Tatépa del eival Totépas fotL 8¢ moTip del
nopovtog 10D viod, dU Ov yonuatiCel motnee detl 8¢ TaPOVTog avT® Tod VIO,
del €0tV O TOTNE TEAELOG, AVEAMITNG TUYXAVOV &V M KAAD, 0V XPOVIKDG 0VOE
£k OLooTHUOTOS 0VOE €€ 0K VTV YEVVIIOUC TOV UOVOYEVH VLOV.
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similar arguments to establish certain truths about God’s nature, Alexander uses them to
affirm certain truths about the Son’s ontological status.'® His goal is to demonstrate the

64 . . .
whereas Origen is more concerned to establish

eternal co-existence of Father and Son,’
the eternity of God’s Fatherhood. Origen thinks that God’s eternal perfection, goodness,
and Fatherhood necessitate the eternal existence of the Son, whereas Alexander implies
that the eternal existence of the Son insures God’s perfection, goodness, and
Fatherhood.'®

Directly following the passage cited above, Alexander employs Origen’s
additional identifications of the Son from 1 Corinthians 1:24, Hebrews 1:3, Proverbs
8:22-25, and Wisdom 7:25-26, much as Dionysius had done, but adds the character of
the subsistence of God [Heb 1:3] and the image of the invisible God [Col 1:15],'%® in
order to make arguments based on these terms being relatives to demonstrate further the
co-eternity of Father and Son. He writes:

What, then? Is it not sacrilegious to claim that the Wisdom of God at some

point was not? For he says: / was beside him forming all things; I was that

in which he took delight [Prov 8:30]. Or that the Power of God at some

point did not exist? Or that his Word was at some point cut off [from

19 Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 131-5.
104 See Urk. 14.23.

195 Note that Alexander omits Origen’s argument that the power to be Father always
belongs to God (TdpeoTLv adT® dvvaulg Tod Totépa adTOV elval), but does say,
using the same term G Pe0TLV, that God is Father because the Son is always present to
him (80TL 8¢ aTp del mopovrog 10D viod). Alexander’s omission of this aspect of
Origen’s argument is undoubtedly due to his rejection of the early Eusebian
understanding of the name ‘Father’ as indicating God’s power to beget, regardless of
whether the Son actually exists or not.

1% Origen, Princ. 1.2.1 and 1.2.5.
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God]? Or that anything else by which the Son is known and the Father

characterized? For saying that the radiance of the glory [Heb 1:3] does not

exist also eliminates (ovvovolpet) the archetypal light of which it is the

brightness. Moreover, if the image of God was not always, it is clear that

the one whose image he is also is not always. In addition, if the character

of the subsistence of God [Heb 1:3] is not, then he also is eliminated who

is wholly characterized by him.'®’

While Dionysius had already treated ‘radiance’ as a relative, Alexander is unprecedented
in viewing ‘image’ similarly.'® Alexander even borrows Dionysius’s citation of Proverbs
8:30. In this passage Alexander exhibits, in contrast to Origen and Dionysius, some
knowledge of Aristotelian technical terminology for relatives when he uses the term
‘eliminates’ (ovvavalpel). We noted above how according to Aristotle the simultaneity
(by nature) of relatives implies their mutual elimination. It is this very principle that
Alexander appeals to here.

Arius also betrays knowledge of Aristotelian technical terminology for relatives
when refuting Alexander. Perhaps owing something, at least in part, to Methodius of
Olympus’s rejection of Origen’s notion of the eternity of creation, Arius rejected
Origen’s idea of the eternal generation of the Son and thus abandoned the concept of the

eternal correlativity of the Father and Son.'® He described Alexander’s position as:

17 Urk. 14.27-28 (AW 11I/1: 23, 31 — 24, 6 Opitz).

168 See Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 133. Yet the resources for this were
available in Origen; see Princ. 1.2.10.

19 Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 1267, 138, and 143; Rudolf Lorenz, Arius
Jjudaizans? Untersuchungen zur dogmengeschichtlichen Einordung des Arius (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980), 57-60.
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170
2 Il’l

“always God, always Son; Father simultaneous with Son (duo oTE Gua viog).
this summary, Arius not only acknowledges Alexander’s use of the argument that Father
and Son are relatives, but he also seems to use the Aristotelian word for simultaneity,
Guo.'" Admittedly, the phrase Guo otp dua vidg is hard to interpret; another
possible rendition is: “no sooner Father than Son.” But even if this phrase is not sufficient
to indicate Arius’s knowledge of Aristotelian technical terminology for relatives, another
passage provides indisputable evidence. According to Arius, positing the eternal
correlativity of the Father and Son results in two unbegotten first principles:

For [the Son] is not eternal or co-eternal or co-unbegotten with the Father,

nor does he have being simultaneously with (duo) the Father on the

grounds, some men say, that they are relatives (T0 P0G TL), thereby

introducing two unbegotten beginnings. But as monad and principle of all

things, so is God is before all things.'”
Arius contends that using the argument from correlativity to demonstrate the eternal co-
existence of the Son violates God’s unique status as unbegotten. Arius uses two
Aristotelian technical terms for relatives, duo and T0 TEOG TL. Arius rejects arguments
based on Father and Son understood as relatives precisely because of the ontological

173

entailment that such relatives imply. * Hence Arius not only rejects a longstanding

70 Urk 1.2 (AW III/1: 2, 1 Opitz).
"' Widdicombe, The Fatherhood of God, 133.

12 Urk. 6.4 (AW III/1: 13, 10-13 Optiz): 00d¢ ydp oty ditdrog fj ovvaitdiog f
OVVOYEVWITOC T TOTEL, 008 dua T@ Tatel TO etvar £xer, MO TLveg Aéyovot T
TPOC TL, dVO AyEVVITOUS APYAS ELONYOVUEVOL. GAN OC MOVAC Kol GOy TAVIWV,
oUtwg 6 0e0¢ PO TAVIWV £0TL.

'3 On this passage, see P. Arnou, “Arius et la doctrine des relations trinitaires,”
Gregorianum 14 (1933): 269-72; J. de Ghellink, “Qui sont les Q¥ TINEZ AETOYZI
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Alexandrian use of arguments based on viewing the Father and Son as relatives, he also
provides the strongest evidence for knowledge of Aristotelian technical terminology for
discussing relatives.

Athanasius never uses the two technical terms oy€olg and 7POS Tu but clearly
deploys the idea of relatives in his arguments.'’ In a passage where he argues for the co-
eternity of the Father and the Son, Athanasius claims that the Son is proper, or intrinsic,
to the Father because what it means for the Son to be the Son is that he is related to the
Farther. He writes:

The Son is such as the Father is, of whose substance he is the proper

(tdLov) begotten-thing, Word, and Wisdom. For this is proper to ({1010Vv)

the Son, to be relative to the Father (1p0g tOV ITatépa) and this shows

that the Father is proper to (Idtov) the Son.'”

Just after this passage, Athanasius says that God is never without his Word and asks:

“when was God separated from what is proper to him?”'’®

Therefore, for Athanasius the
category of “being proper to” means something like “being essentially and by definition

related to, such that you cannot have one without the other.” It is Athanasius’s way of

de la lettre d’Arius?,” in Giovanni Mercati, ed., Miscellanea Giovanni Mercati, Vol. 1
(Vatican: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1946), 127-44; G. C. Stead, “The Platonism of
Arius,” Journal of Theological Studies n.s. 15 (1964): 16-31 at 28-30; L. W. Barnard,
“What was Arius’ Philosophy?,” Theologische Zeitschrift 28 (1972): 110-17 at 114-16;
Lorentz, Arius Judaizans?, 56—7; Morales, La théologie trinitaire, 205-6.

7% Morales, La théologie trinitaire, 208—17.
'7> Athanasius, Or. 1.19.10 (AW I/1, 129, 31-34 Metzler / Savvidis).
176 Athanasius, Or. 1.20.1 (AW I/1, 129, 36 Metzler / Savvidis).
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endorsing ontological entailment. Athanasius also deploys the idea of relatives in his
argument against the term ‘unbegotten’, which was mentioned earlier.'”’

And so, there seems to have been an Alexandrian tradition of using the argument
from correlatives to stress ontological entailment. Because of this, it appears that this
Alexandrian tradition is rooted in Aristotelian-Neoplatonist philosophy, by whatever
channels and however many levels of mediation. But the evidence for the appropriation
of this philosophical tradition by Alexandrian theologians is not limited to endorsement
of ontological entailment. Though theologians like Origen, Dionysius, and Athanasius do
not use Aristotelian technical terminology for relatives in their arguments, both Arius
(negatively) and Alexander (positively) seem to be aware of it in their argument against

or for the ontological entailment of the Father and the Son.

The grammatical understanding of relatives

But even in Alexandria there is evidence for another kind of argument from
correlatives that seems less indebted to the Aristotelian-Neoplatonist tradition and more
influenced by the grammatical understanding of relatives. In short, while the
philosophical tradition considered relatives to be things, the grammatical tradition
considered them primarily to be words. Sometimes these two traditions existed side-by-
side. Admittedly, the distinction between these two orders—the ontological and
terminological—is not always clear in the sources, and in fact logically the distinction
made little difference. Nonetheless, the distinction was made. Following the

philosophical tradition, one placed emphasis on the ontological entailment of relatives as

77 See Chapter Six, p. 242-3.
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things; following the grammatical tradition, the emphasis was placed on other kinds of
entailment that relative terms displayed.

The grammarians witness to two kinds of entailment of relative terms, which can
be called cognitive and terminological entailment. For example, the idea of ‘father’
implies the idea of ‘son’ (cognitive entailment) and the name ‘father’ implies the related
name ‘son’ (terminological entailment). However, the theologians indebted to the
grammatical understanding of relatives rarely distinguished them as clearly as the
grammarians did. Here I set out three variations to these distinctions that will be useful
for analyzing the use of theological arguments based on the entailment of relative terms.

(1) terminological-ontological entailment: one relative name implies the existence

of another who bears the related name, e.g. ‘Father’ implies the existence of the

Son.

(2) terminological-cognitive entailment: one relative name implies the notion of

another who bears the related name, e.g. ‘Father’ includes the notion of the Son.

(3) terminological-relational entailment: one relative name implies the relation to

another who bears the related name, e.g. ‘Father’ implies a relation with the Son.
Some theologians use only one kind of entailment; others use more than one in their
arguments. It must be emphasized that the distinctions between the kinds of entailment
that I have made here are not explicitly recognized in any ancient source. [ have
categorized the usage of entailment arguments in order to discern patterns of borrowing

and influence.
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178
8 1In

As mentioned above, Basil discusses absolute and relative names together.
this, he follows the grammarians, who treated them similarly. But the grammarians
themselves were influenced by preceding philosophical accounts. It is widely recognized
that the Stoics decisively influenced the development of ancient grammar.'” Against this
prevailing opinion, Pierre Swiggers and Alfons Wouters have argued that the
grammarians’ understanding of absolutes and relatives is a synthesis of Old Academic
and Stoic treatments, the former predominating. '®

Swiggers and Wouters claim that the ultimate source of the distinction between
absolutes and relatives is Plato. For example, in the Sophist he divides beings into those
“said in respect of themselves” and those “always said relative to other things.”'®' His
followers adopted this division. Simplicius reports that Xenocrates of Chalcedon, who

was Plato’s second successor at the Academy,'®* maintained that all things are classified

under “that which is in respect of itself and that which is relative to something else,”

" Fun.2.9,11-27.

' A. A. Long, Hellenistic Philosophy: Stoics, Epicureans, Sceptics, 2" ed. (Berkeley
and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1986), 131-9; Dirk M. Schenkeveld and
Jonathan Barnes, “Language” in Keimpe Algra, et al., The Cambridge History of
Hellenistic Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 177-216;
Michael Frede, “Principles of Stoic Grammar,” in idem, Essays in Ancient Philosophy
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1987), 301-37, and idem, “The Origins of Traditional
Grammar,” in idem, Essays in Ancient Philosophy, 338-59.

180 Alfons Wouters, “The Grammatical Term dmtohehvuévov in the School Book
Brit.Mus.Add.MS.37533 (=Pack® 2712),” Chronique d’Egypte 68 (1993): 168—77; Pierre
Swiggers and Alfons Wouters, “The Treatment of Relational Nouns in Ancient
Grammar,” Orbis 38 (1995): 149-78; and Swiggers, Histoire de la pensée linguistique,
42,

81 Soph. 255¢: "AAN” oljoil 68 GUYXOPELY TAV SvToV TO HEv adTd Ka® adTd, o 8¢
npog aAAo el AeyecsBar. Other Platonic passages include Rep. 438ab and Parm. 133d.

182 On Xenocrates, see John Dillon, The Heirs of Plato: A Study of the Old Academy
(347-274 BC) (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2003), 89—155.
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thereby affirming the two Platonic “categories” in reaction to Aristotle’s ten
categories.'*

Hermodorus of Syracuse, who was a student and biographer of Plato, also adopts
the Platonic division but further subdivides relatives.'®* According to Simplicius (who
was reporting on Porphyry, who in turn was reporting on the Middle Platonist

Dercyllides, who had quoted Hermodorus),'*

Hermodorus attributed the following
division to his teacher, Plato:
[Plato] says that some things are in respect of themselves, such as man and
horse, and others are relative to others. Some of the latter are opposites,
such as good and bad, and others are relatives. Some of the latter are
definite and others are indefinite. '™

A similar division recorded by Sextus Empiricus is attributed by him to the Pythagoreans,

but it likely reflects a position from the Old Academy.'®’ Sextus divides things into those

183 Simplicius, in Cat. (CAG 8: 63, 22-24 Kalbfleisch): oi yo&p mept Eevokpdtn kol
"AVOPOVIKOV TAVTOL TGO KOO aLTO Kol T® TPOS Tt TEPLAOUPAVELY d0KOVOLY, DOTE
TEPLTTOV E1VOL KAT ODTOVG TO TOo0VTOV TV Yevdv TAR00g [= Fr. 12 Heinze; = Fr. 95
Isnardi-Parente]. On this passage, see Dillon, The Heirs of Plato, 151. Dillon notes that
the condemnation of Aristotle’s ten-category system may only apply to Andronicus.

'8 On Hermodorus, see Dillon, The Heirs of Plato, 198-204.
'8 Simplicius, in Phys. (CAG 9: 247, 30 — 248, 1 Diels).

18 Simplicius, in Phys. (CAG 9: 248, 2-5 Diels): 1@v vtov to pev ko adtd elvon
AEYEL OG AVBPpOTOV KOl ITIoV, TO € TPOG £TEPX, KL TOVTOV T HEV MG TTPOG
EVaVTio MG AYoBOV KOK®, T 8€ ¢ TPOG TL, KOl TOVTOV T LEV DG MPLOUEVA, TOL O
g doprota [=Fr. 7 Isnardi-Parente]. On this passage, see Margherita Isnardi-Parente,
Frammenti: Senocrate, Ermodoro (Naples: Bibliopolis, 1982), 439—44; Mignucci, “The
Stoic Notion of Relatives,” 198; Dillon, The Heirs of Plato, 203—4; Swiggers and
Wouters, “The Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 155-6.

%7 On the Old Academic rather than Pythagorean provenance of this testimony, see
Swiggers and Wouters, “The Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 156; Mignucci, “The Stoic
Notion of Relatives,” 193 n. 58; Dillon, The Heirs of Plato, 203 n. 69. Sextus’s
discussion the Pythagorean division is embedded in a longer section of other doctrine
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conceived by way of differentiation (katd dLapopav), by way of opposition (kot’
¢vovtimowv), and relatively (;tpog Tu). '™ Things conceived kot dLogpopdiv—as we
shall see below, Sextus uses a Stoic term here—are “those things subsisting in respect of
themselves and a distinct self-containment™ and they are “considered absolutely and not
in respect of the relation to another.”'® Sextus’s examples are man, horse, plant, and so
forth. Opposites are “those things considered on the basis of the opposition of one thing
to another,” whereas relatives are “those things conceived in respect of the relation to
another.”'” Examples of the former are good and bad, pious and impious, and so forth;
examples of the latter are right and left, half and double, and so forth. According to
Sextus, opposites and relatives differ in two ways. The destruction (00pd) of one
opposite is the generation (Y¢veoLg) of the other (e.g. health and disease) and there is no
middle state (WE0OV) between them. In contrast, relatives display co-existence and the co-
elimination of each other (CUVUTAPEELV Te Kol oVvovoalpeoty GAAGAWYV), and admit a

middle state (e.g. between the greater and smaller there is the equal).'!

known to be Platonic; see C. J. de Vogel, Pythagoras and Early Pythagoreanism. An
Interpretation of Neglected Evidence on the Philosopher Pythagoras (Assen: Van
Gorcum, 1966), 196, 204, 208-9.

188 A1.10.263.

%9 .10.263 (LCL 291: 338 Bury): katdl SLopopdy tév ovv eivar To kaf’ éautd kol

idlov eprypagny vmokelpeva, olov dvOpwmog (mtmog QuTov Y VdwE dnp ThE.
TOVTWV YA £ka0TOV GIoAITWS OewPEelTAL Kol 0VY OS KATA TNV TPOS ETEQOV
OYEOLV.

0 M 10.264-265 (LCL 291: 338-40 Bury): kat’ évavtimoty 8¢ Vrdpyewv doma €&
¢vavtinoewg £Tépov mPog Etepov Bewpettal, otov dyadov kal Kakov ... TPOC TL
8¢ Tuyydvelry T KoTd TV OC TEOC ETEPOV 0oLV voouueva, otov deELOV
APLOTEPOV. ..

Y1 A1 10.266-268.
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The Old Academic division as reported by Sextus diverges from the divisions of
Plato, Xenocrates, and Hermodorus. Sextus omits the general class paired with absolutes
as in Plato, Xenocrates, and Hermodorus, resulting in “a trichotomy, not a proper

»192 Iy addition, Sextus omits the division of relatives into definite and

diaeresis.
indefinite relatives. John Dillon attributes Sextus’s divergences from Hermodorus to
some confusion in his sources, yet affirms that it is evidence for “an Old Academic
diaeretic division of reality which constituted a formalization of suggestions put out by
Plato himself.”'** But Dillon has not noted that Sextus uses the Stoic koTét duapopdrv for
absolutes and consistently speaks of absolutes and relatives as things considered or
conceived in respect of themselves or in relation with another, whereas the Platonists
speak of them as being in respect of themselves or in relation with another. Regarding the
latter point, Sextus represents a shift from a Platonic concern with the ontological sphere
to a concern with the cognitive sphere. As will be seen, this move is characteristic of the
Stoic and grammatical understanding of absolutes and relatives. Accordingly, if Sextus’s
account is evidence for an Old Academic division of reality, it is colored by Stoic and
grammatical theorizing.

The best evidence for the Stoic understanding of absolutes and relatives is a

testimony recorded by Simplicius. Unfortunately, this passage is rife with interpretive

difficulties.”* Stoics distinguished between two kinds of relatives: (1) ‘relatives’ (tpdg

2 Dillon, The Heirs of Plato, 203.
'3 Dillon, The Heirs of Plato, 203.

% Simplicius, in Cat. 7 (CAG 8: 165, 32 — 167, 36, esp. 166, 15-29 Kalbfleisch). The
differences found in the various English translations attest to the interpretive difficulties;
see Mignucci, “The Stoic Notion of Relatives,” 133 (translation of 165, 32 — 166, 15);
Swiggers and Wouters, “The Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 157-8, 161, and 163
(translation of 165, 32 — 166, 15; 166, 15-27 [with omissions]; and 166, 17-19 and 21-
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1) and (2) ‘relatively disposed’ (tp0g Tl g €xov). These were contrasted with two
kinds of absolutes, respectively: (1) ‘in respect of themselves’ (ka0’ a0td) and (2) ‘by
way of differentiation” (Kot dL0poPV)—the term used by Sextus in his presentation of
the Old Academic division. Some have claimed that these were a rival set of the four so-
called Stoic ‘categories’.'”> But despite the fact that the kind of relative contrasted with
PO Tu relatives shares a name with the fourth Stoic genus, they are conceptually
unrelated: the former deals with general terms, whereas the latter with individuals.'® In
other words, the two kinds of absolutes and two kinds of relatives elucidate and subdivide
the second Stoic genus, the qualified (moldv)."”’

Both kinds of absolutes do not depend on a relation to something else (€k Y0
1fic mPog €tepov oyeoews). Things by way of differentiation “are characterized by
some form” (To kAT TL €190¢ YopakINELOUeVO) and “are considered with some
characteristic” (LT YOO TLVOS %aPOKTTip0g Oewpettat). In other words, they possess a
specific intrinsic property (“form” or “character”) that accounts for their difference from

other things. Things in respect of themselves are simply said to be “absolute” (drrOAvTA).

It turns out that things in respect of themselves are a subdivision of things by way of

26); LS 29C (translation of 166, 16-29); Barrie Fleet, Simplicius: On Aristotle’s
Categories 7-8 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002), 19-21 (full translation). For
commentary, see Mignucci, “The Stoic Notion of Relatives,” 132-62; Swiggers and
Wouters, “The Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 157—-63; see also A. A. Long and D. N.
Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987),
1.177-9 and 2.179.

195 A. Graeser, “The Stoic Categories,” in J. Brunschwig, ed., Les Stoicens et leur logique
(Paris: Vrin, 1978), 199-221.

196 Mignucci, “The Stoic Notion of Relatives,” 180; Swiggers and Wouters, “The
Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 158-9.

7 Long and Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, 1.179.
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differentiation. ‘White’ and ‘black’ are things in respect of themselves, whereas ‘sweet’
and ‘bitter’ are things by way of differentiation. In other words, ‘white’ is intrinsically
white without relation to another, whereas ‘sweet’, while being an intrinsic property of a
thing, is only sweet relatively, that is, when the sweetness has an effect upon a perceiver
(for what is intrinsically sweet can be bitter if I am ill).'*®

The difference between relatives and relatively disposed is based on whether the
relational property was intrinsic or external. Hence relatives are also things by way of
differentiation.'” The sweet and the bitter are relatives tout court because they are
intrinsically differentiated, but ‘being on the right’ is a relative disposition because it is
external. The criteria for judging whether something was relative or relatively disposed is
to see if it could begin or cease to have the relational property without any intrinsic
change.”” A man on my right ceases being on my right when he moves to my left, but I
undergo no internal change. Since a father ceases to be a father upon the death of his son
without any internal change, according to the Stoics ‘father’ is a relative disposition not a
relative in the strict sense.

Swiggers and Wouters argue that the grammatical understanding of relatives
represents “the partial co-existence (or unachieved synthesis) of two traditions, an

9201

Academic one and a Stoic one. The focus on the relations between terms, as well as

the objects and concepts they are assigned to, is rooted in Platonic and Aristotelian

8 Long and Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, 1.178.
19 Swiggers and Wouters, “The Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 160.
201 ong and Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, 1.177-8.

21 Swiggers and Wouters, “The Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 168.
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approaches.”” This tradition is concerned mainly with the ontological entailment of
relatives. In contrast, in discussing the two kinds of relatives, as well as things by way of
differentiation and in respect of themselves, the Stoics are dealing with absolute and

relative terms, not individual things.203

Hence their concern is with the logic of the
terminological and cognitive realms, not the ontological order. Theirs is “an approach
focusing on the semantics of relative terms, viewed on their own, and not in their

(possible) interrelationships.”***

The grammatical tradition combines both approaches.
“The result is that semantic relativity is discussed with reference to existential
relationships holding between terms (or better, words) when these are used with some
ontological commitment: hence the reference to the establishing or annulation of the
correlative notion.”**

Ancient grammarians distinguished between relatives (TO P0G T1) and quasi-

relatives (10 (g mpdg T1).2*

Unfortunately the Techné attributed to Dionysius Thrax
does not provide a definition but only gives examples: “A relative is for example ‘father’,
‘son’, ‘friend’, and ‘right’. A quasi-relative is for example ‘night’ and ‘day’, ‘death’ and

‘life’.”?"” Commenting on the lack of a definition of relatives in the Techné, a scholiast

notes:

292 Swiggers and Wouters, “The Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 164. Note that they do
not discuss the Aristotelian tradition in any detail apart from the Cat. 7 passage.

203 Mignucci, “The Stoic Notion of Relatives,” 140-2; Swiggers and Wouters, “The
Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 157-63.

294 Swiggers and Wouters, “The Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 165.
205 Swiggers and Wouters, “The Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 165.

29 The term ‘quasi-relative’ appears to be a grammatical coinage, not appearing in
philosophical discussions.

27 Dionysius Thrax, Techné 12.4-5 (GG 1.1: 35, 3-4 Uhlig).
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One must realize that the grammarian [i.e. Dionysius] does not define
relatives, but he does make it plain what they are through examples. One
must define them as follows: “A relative is that which is has a relation to
another.” An alternative definition would be: that which is said allows
another to be conceived, comes in with it and goes away with it, as when |
say, ‘father’, I also conceive the son. For when the son does not exist,
there will be no father.*”*

This scholiast cites a definition of relatives that must have been well-known since it is

employed by other scholiasts.*”

It is an expression of two kinds of entailment: pure
terminological and terminological-relational entailment since one relative terms implies a
relation to the related term. In the alternative definition, the scholiast highlights several
more features of relatives: terminological-cognitive entailment and ontological
entailment.

Another scholion on this same text speaks of the same kinds of entailment and
illuminates the difference between a relative and a quasi-relative:

A relative is that which is in every case conceived of (VOOUUEVOV) in

relation to another, but does not exist in respect of itself. For example,

“father’, ‘son’, and ‘friend’. For these are conceived of (vogital) together

with others. For example, a father is a father of someone, a son is a son of

someone. But there is a difference between relatives and quasi-relatives.

298 Schol. (GG 1.3: 553, 25-30 Hilgard): "Totéov 6t O pév teyvikdg T Tpdg T ody
opileton, ALY O TAPABELYUATOV SapNnViLel OPLOTEOV O 0VTMG «TPAG TL EYOV
€0TL TO TPOG ETEPOV EXOV TNV GYECLV), AVTL TOV O AeYOHeEVOV d18MCL VOETGHOL KOl
£TEPOV GVVEGTL T€ VTR KOl GLVOTOANYEL, MG OTAV (MW «TATNPY, EVONCA KOl TOV
VIOV, 00 YOp UM GVTOg VIOV €0TOL TIG TOTNP:

29 Schol. (GG 1.3: 387, 8 Hilgard); see also (388, 13).


http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/Q6.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/Q6.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/Q6.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/Q6.html
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When a relative is introduced, it introduces another; when it is removed, it
eliminates another. For when the father is introduced, it also introduces the
son. Then again, when the father is removed, it also eliminates the son.
For when there is no father, it necessarily follows that there is no son. The
same goes for the other cases as well. But when a quasi-relative is
introduced, it removes the contrary, but when it is removed, it introduces
the contrary, as night removes and introduces the day.

The quasi-relative has the relation to another, but it does not remove the
other. For there is a difference between the relative and the quasi-relative,
though they seem alike. The relative is both found and destroyed with
another, whereas one quasi-relative removes the other. For example, in the
case of the relative, when you have used the name ‘father’ (®Ovouaoag
TOTEPQ), you are also using the name ‘son’ along with it (CuvOVOUATELS
Kol ViOV); when you remove the son, you remove along with it the father

as well. For when there is no son, how can there be a father?*'°

219 Sehol. (GG 1.3: 235, 9-26 Hilgard): TIpdg Tt €30V £0TL T KOUTh TALY TPOC ETEPOLY
OYE0LV VOOOUEVOV, KOO oDTO & GVLTTOGTOTOV, 0lOV TOTNP V1O £TOTPOG TADTO
<yap> 6OV £TEPOLG VOETTAL, 01OV TOLTAP TLVOG, VIOG TIVOG. Aloupépetl <8&> 10 PG TL
00 MG TPOG TL £XOVTOG, OTL TO LEV TPOG TL €OV CLVIGTALEVOV GLVIGTNCL <Ko
QVOLPOVILEVOV GVUVOLVALPET TO érspov GUVIOTAUEVOG YOP O TOTNP CVLVIGTNOL> KOl
nocpatcowst <Kol> TOV VIOV, KOl TAALY ocvoupouusvog 0 MaTNp GDVOLVO(LpSL Kol TOV
mov un yop ovrog 100 nocrpog ocvomcn Kol TOV VIOV un elvar ouow)g Kol €7l TOV

GAA@V. TO 3¢ g TPOG TL TO EVOLVTIOV GUVICTAUEVOV AVALPET, ALVOLPOVUEVOV SE
oVVIoTNOLY, MG VOE TNV Nuépav. Kol adto 10 @g Tpdg TL £xov <mpog £TEPOV> TNV
OXEOLV €XEL, BAA AVOLPETIKOV YIVETAL TOD ETEPOVL” TOVTW YOP KOl SLAPEPEL TOD
PG TL £YOVTOG TO MG TIPS TL €OV, Kainep dokoDv Gpotov eivat. TO pev yop mpog
TL €0V KOl CUVEVPLOKETOL KOl GVVUTOAAVTAL, TO € O TPOHG TL £YOV €V TOV
£TEPOV AVOULPETLKOV EGTLV: OLOV €Tl TOV TPOG TL £X0VTOG, MVOUACOG TATEPQL,
GVVOVORALELS KOl VIOV, BLVETAEG TOV VIOV, GUVOVALPELG KO TOV TATEPOL VIOV YA
un 6vrog Tatépa eivorl TG £y mpel; see also (193, 19-37; 387, 4 — 388, 40; 554, 5-11)
for a similar discussion of the differences between relatives and quasi-relatives.


http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b2.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b2.html
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http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b2.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b2.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b2.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b2.html
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The scholiast here speaks of three kinds of entailment that grammatical relatives display.
First, because a relative term “is conceived of” in relation to another term, it has
cognitive entailment. Second, because the use of one relative term (OVOUOOAS TATEON)
implies the use of the other related term (0vvovoudCeLg Kol viOV), there is
terminological entailment. The difference between relatives and quasi-relatives lies in the
fact that true relatives imply a related term, whereas quasi-relatives do not. Relatives are
those words “that imply a relatum as constitutive of their relational status,” whereas
quasi-relatives are those words that evoke “another word related to them as their
contrary.”*!" In other words, a quasi-relative simply involves only cognitive entailment,
whereas a relative has both cognitive and terminological entailment.?'?

Third, while cognitive and terminological entailment are the key features of
grammatical relatives, the grammarians also recognized ontological entailment. Relatives
are co-introduced and co-eliminated, whereas quasi-relatives are not: the removal of a
quasi-relative does not necessitate the co-removal of its related term. The existence of
one relative implies the existence of the other. Though the grammarians never speak of
Aristotelian simultaneity by nature, as seen above the Aristotelian term ‘eliminates’ is
used and they have a similar idea. While the grammarians were interested primarily in
how relative terms functioned, they did not neglect to affirm the existence of the

corresponding relative if an entity named by the relative exists."

! Swiggers and Wouters, “The Treatment of Relational Nouns,” 165-6.

212 Mignucci, “The Stoic Notion of Relatives,” 194 n. 60; Robertson, “Relatives in Basil,”
283.

213 Mignucci, “The Stoic Notion of Relatives,” 190; Robertson, “Relatives in Basil,” 284.
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Another scholion explains the difference between relatives and quasi-relatives in
this way: for a true relative, the ‘of whom’ must be supplied in thought, whereas for
quasi-relatives, there is no need to supply a similar phrase:

For as right seems to be said relative to left, and father relative to son, so

night is said relative to day. But there is a difference. The relative is

understood to be of someone. For if I were to say, ‘son’, someone would

surely ask, ‘of whom?’. But the quasi-relative does not exhibit this feature.

For if I were to say, ‘night’, someone would not ask, ‘of what?’ So I add

‘of the day’ since the night is its own proper interval and is not considered

relative to the day.”"*

The one who hears a relative term realizes that it is connected to another term (cognitive
entailment) and thus asks “of whom?” in order to learn the relative term (terminological
entailment). The grammarians emphasize that the related term is construed in the
genitive.”"> Hence, according to the grammarians, true relatives possess “a meaning
which seeks completion with something else in order to make sense.”*'®

Four aspects of the grammatical understanding of relatives are particularly

relevant for our purposes. First, while the Aristotelian tradition places the emphasis on

the ontological entailment of relative things, the grammatical tradition recognizes the

214 Schol. (GG 1.3: 388, 20-26 Hilgard): 6¢ yop 8eE10g mpog ptoTepdy, Ko Tathp
TPOG VIOV, OVT® KOl N VOE TTPOg NUEPALY dOKET AEYEGOHL TOVTT 08 dLaPEPEL, OTL TO
HEV PG TL €YEL TPOCVLTAKOVOLUEVOV TO TLVOG €0V YOP EITO «LIOG», AEEEL TIG
TAVTOG «TLVOG;» TO 0 MG TPOG TL 0V TOVTO QULVETOL EYOV 0V Yop €AV EIT® «VOEY,
AEEEL TIG TO «TLVOG» Tval EMAYAY® «TNHG NUEPUCH, EMELdN N VOE 1816V €0TL
SO, 00 TPOG NUEPALY BEWPOVILEVOV"

13 Schol. (GG 1.3: 387, 14-15 and 553, 31-32 Hilgard).

216 Robertson, “Relatives in Basil,” 283.
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terminological, cognitive, and ontological entailment (and variations thereof) of relative
names. Second, the grammarians used the names ‘father’ and ‘son’ as their primary
example of relatives. Third, the grammatical tradition stresses that the related term is
construed in the genitive. Fourth, while the grammarians recognized pure forms of
terminological, cognitive, and ontological entailment, they also frequently spoke of
variations of these. It is such usage that we find in the theologians of the third and fourth
century.

As we saw in the last section, the Alexandrian theologians Dionysius and
Athanasius used arguments from correlatives to emphasize ontological entailment. But
they also recognized cognitive and terminological entailment, or variations thereof. In the
following fragment preserved by Athanasius, Dionysius writes:

Each of the names that I have said is inseparable and indivisible from its

associated name. I said ‘Father’. Even before I added the Son, I signified

him too in the Father. I added ‘Son’. Even if I do not first say ‘Father’, he

would by all means be presupposed in the Son.”"”

First, Dionysius speaks of terminological entailment: each name is “inseparable and
indivisible” from its related name. Second, he uses terminological-cognitive entailment.
When someone speaks the names ‘Father’ or ‘Son’, each includes the notion of the other
because they are relative terms. Dionysius also uses terminological-relational entailment,

as is seen in the following fragment:

217 Apud Athanasius, Sent. 17.1 (AW II/1: 58, 15-17 Opitz): TOV 0’ éuod AeyBéviov
dvopdTwY #KaoTov dmwELoToV 0Tt kal ddwalpeTov Tod TANCLoV. TaTépa ElToV,
Kol 7LV Emorydyw tOV viov, fonuova kol ToDTov €v 1@ matpts viov mnyayov, i
KO UT) TTOOELPNKELY TOV TTOTEQN, TAVTIWG OV £V TQ VD TPOEIANITTO.
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The Father qua Father is not estranged from the Son. For his name is

213 to their connection. Nor is the Son banished from the Father.

antecedent

For the designation ‘Father’ indicates their communion.*"

Here, instead of saying that the name ‘Father’ also “signifies” the idea of Son and the
name ‘Son’ “presupposes” the idea of Father as in the previous citation (terminological-
cognitive entailment), Dionysius affirms that the very name ‘Father’ indicates his relation
with the Son (terminological-relational entailment). Here he does not explicitly say that
the name ‘Father’ implies the name ‘Son’, but only their relation (called here their
“connection” and “communion”).

Similar arguments based on the variations of the cognitive and terminological
entailment of relative terms are found in Athanasius when he seeks to demonstrate the
eternal generation of the Son. Athanasius affirms that the name ‘Father’ indicates the
existence of the Son. Two examples suffice to demonstrate this. He writes that the Son

is signified along with ‘Father’. For one cannot say ‘father’ when there is

no son. ... Whoever says ‘Father’ immediately signifies along with the

1% Gk. mpokatapktikdv. This Stoic term was originally applied to the type of cause that
precedes its effect and can be removed without removing the effect. It is distinguished
from the ‘containing’ (0UVEKTLKOV) cause, which is contemporary with its effect and
cannot be removed without removing the effect. For ancient testimonies, see Sextus
Empiricus, PH 3.15-16, and Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 8.9 [=LS 55I; SVF 2.351].
See also R. J. Hankinson, “Explanation and Causation,” in Keimpe Algra, et al.,
Hellenistic Philosophy, 479-512 at 483-91. Dionysius appears to use the term in a non-
technical sense to assert that the name ‘Father’ presupposes a relation to the Son.

19 Apud Athanasius, Sent. 17.1 (AW 1I/1: 58, 19-21 Opitz): urjte danirotplotat
oo viod N ToTE, TEOKOTOPKTLOV YaE 0Tl TS ouvagelog TO dvoua, olite O
VIOg ArpkLoTon ToD TOTEOC. 1 YA TEOONYOELO SNAOT TV KOLVWVLAG.
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Father the existence of the Son as well. Therefore, whoever believes in the

Son believes in the Father.**

When we say the name ‘Father’, on the basis of this name we recognize

also the Word who is in the Father.**'
Athanasius does not explicitly state that the name ‘Father’ implies the name ‘Son’
(terminological entailment), but rather that the name ‘Father’ brings to mind the notion of
the Son and therefore the existence of the Son. This is a combination of terminological-
cognitive and terminological-ontological entailment. In a similar manner, Athanasius also
correlates the names ‘Only-Begotten’, ‘Son’, ‘Word’, and ‘Wisdom’ to God the Father:
these names, he says, “have reference to the Father” (¢ig TOV ITatépa THV AvVOQOPIY
¢ye1).?? This is kind of terminological-relational entailment: the Son’s names reveal a
relation with the Father, though Athanasius does not use the technical term 0y€oLc. The
name ‘first-born’, however, correlates the Word to creation. Athanasius thus makes a
distinction between terms that indicate God’s internal relationships and those which
indicate his external relationships.”>> Those which indicate his internal relationships, like
‘Son’, function as true relatives in the grammatical sense, in that they imply the co-eval
existence of the relative terms.

In his Ecclesiastical Theology, Eusebius of Caesarea argued that ‘Son’ revealed
the Son’s relation with the Father, but more explicitly and differently than Athanasius. He

says that ‘Son’ and other names for the Son “somehow indicate the paternal divinity’s

220 Athanasius, Or. 3.6.4-5 (AW I/1: 312, 16-20 Metzler / Savvidis).
221 Athanasius, Or. 1.34.5 (AW I/1: 144, 20-21 Metzler / Savvidis).
22 Athanasius, Or. 2.62.1 (AW I/1, 239, 5-8 Metzler / Savvidis).

22 Morales, La théologie trinitaire, 208-9.
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distinctive relation with him alone (T1|v OS¢ LOVOV OOTOV ... LOLALOVONV OYEOLV) as

to an only-begotten Son.”***

Hence the name gives rise to the idea of the relation—this is
another good example of terminological-relational entailment. Eusebius expresses the
same idea elsewhere:

From his very designation, the Son communicates his natural relation with

the Father (T1)v 1pO¢ TOV TTOTEPO QUOLKNY OYE0LV), as also the name

‘Only-Begotten’ lays hold of his descent and generation and the fact that

he is alone and no one else has communion in sonship with him.**
Furthermore, commenting on Psalm 29:10 (The Lord became [¢yevnOn] my helper),
Eusebius remarks that £ygv1j0n does not signify bringing into being (000LwOLS) but
sometimes (as in the present case) “relation to someone” (7TPOG TLva 0yEoLv). He adds
even when £yevn0n is used of the Savior, “it signifies relation to something (0y£oLv
mpdc Tu) not bringing into being.”*** Eusebius focuses almost exclusively upon that fact
that the names for the Son indicate his relation with the Father—terminological-relational
entailment. The names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’, and the language of the Father begetting the
Son (£yev|0n) are revelatory of a distinctive and natural relationship between the pair.
Eusebius differs from the Alexandrians in not stressing ontological entailment at all.

Other theologians in the late 340s and 350s used similar arguments based on the

variations of cognitive and terminological entailment of relative terms. Eusebius of

Emesa, an Eusebian protégé and close companion of George of Laodicea is one example.

224 Eusebius, Eccl. theo. 1.9.3 (GCS 14: 67, 23-25 Klostermann / Hansen).

223 Busebius, Eccl. theo. 1.10.3 (GCS 14: 68, 31 — 69, 3 Klostermann / Hansen).

26 Eusebius, Ps. 29 (PG 23: 264). Eusebius also employs the technical term 7TPOG Tt in

Eccl. theo. 2.14.2.
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In an anti-Marcellan context, where Eusebius is arguing for the real co-existence of the
Father and Son in the beginning, he writes:

As soon as ‘Father’ is said, the term (vox) requires the Son. ‘Son’ is said,

and in the very saying of it the Father is confessed. For the term ‘Father’ is

not an inconsequential term (vacua vox), but reveals the nature of the Son.

Nor is the term that says ‘Son’ inconsequential, but once it is expressed it

confesses the Father.”*’

Since ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ are relatives; saying one discloses the other. Eusebius seems to
be using terminological-ontological entailment because the saying of a relative name
automatically introduces the existence of the other related thing.

A similar idea is found in Cyril of Jerusalem, another Eusebian ally, who employs
it in an anti-Jewish context. After citing scriptural testimonies to prove that God is the
Father of Christ, he adopts another tactic and adds:

The name ‘Father’, simultaneously with the very expression of the name,

also suggests (VOelv op€yeL) the Son, just as in a similar way when

anyone use the names ‘Son’, he will immediately think of (¢vonoe) the

Father. For if the one is Father, it is obviously because he is the Father of

the Son. And if the other is Son, it is obviously because he is the Son of

the Father.?*®

7 Eusebius of Emesa, Serm. 3.28 (95, 10-14 Buytaert II): statim ut dictus fuerit Pater,
requirit ista vox Filium. Dicitur Filius et in eo ipso dum dicitur, Pater confitetur. Non
enim vacua vox est Pater, sed exhibens naturam Filii. Non vacua est vox, quae dicit
Filium, sed praecedens confitetur Patrem. Eusebius often asserts that neither ‘Father’ nor
‘Son’ is a vacua vox; see Serm. 3.20; 4.9.

228 Cyril of Jerusalem, Cat. 7.4 (PG 33: 608c).



332

The very fact of calling God ‘Father’ reveals that he has a Son: the relative status of the
divine name ‘Father’ reveals the Christian understanding of God. Cyril displays
terminological-cognitive entailment in contrast to Eusebius of Emesa’s terminological-
ontological entailment because while Cyril maintains that the name ‘Father’ gives rise to
the idea of the Son, and vice versa, Eusebius held that the name of one introduced the
existence of the other. Unlike Eusebius, Cyril also endorses ontological entailment as the
basis for why the names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ have cognitive and terminological entailment.

The Homoiousians are another example of theologians who employ a
grammatical rather than a philosophical understanding of relatives. In the Ancyran
synodal of 358, Basil of Ancyra demonstrated his awareness of terminological entailment
when he noted that the ‘Father-Son’ pair differs in notion from the ‘Creator-creation’
pair, in that while ‘Creature’ implies ‘Creator’, ‘Son’ implies ‘Father’.”® George of
Laodicea expands upon Basil’s brief remark and emphasizes other kinds of entailment as
well:

The names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ each signify a relation to something (Tnv

71p0Og TL 0Y£oLv). Hence even if we use the name ‘Father’ alone, we have

the notion of the Son understood”" in the name “Father’ (for ‘father’ is

said of a father of a son). Even if we use the name ‘Son’ alone, we have

the notion of the Father because ‘son’ is said of a son of a father. For each

2% Epiphanius, Pan. 73.3.4-5.

239 Gk. ovvumakovopévny. Apollonius Dyscolus, Constr. 4.70 uses this term to describe
the noun that is not explicitly stated but ‘understood’ (i.e. present in the deep structure of
the expression) when adverbs are used with definite articles, as in £v Tfj adpLov [fuepq],
“during tomorrow.” A related term with the same meaning, TTOOOVITAKOVOUEVOV, Was
used by the scholiast when he explained that the question “Of whom?” is understood any
time a relative is used; see n. 214 above.
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pertains to the other and the relation is not sundered. Instead, when even

when the one is mentioned alone, it introduces the notion of the other, and

not only the name, but the affinity of nature along with the name.*"'

George of Laodicea acknowledges terminological-relational entailment when he says that
both ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ signify a relation. But he also uses terminological-cognitive
entailment when he says that the names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ respectively give us the
notions of the Son and the Father. The final line of the citation functions as a succinct
summary: when either ‘Father’ or ‘Son’ is said by itself, it introduces the notion of the
other (terminological-cognitive entailment), as well as the name (terminological
entailment) and the relation—here called “affinity” (terminological-relational
entailment).

The Alexandrians Dionysius and Athanasius, as well as Eusebius of Emesa and
Cyril of Jerusalem, represent a use of the grammatical understanding of relatives that has
a place for ontological entailment. Indeed, we have noted the affinities that these two
Alexandrians have with both the Aristotelian and grammatical traditions concerning
relatives. Cyril also endorses ontological entailment and Eusebius of Emesa recognizes
terminological-ontological entailment.

The Homoiousians Basil of Ancyra and George of Laodicea are the only two
fourth-century theologians discussed above who recognize pure terminological
entailment in the manner of the grammarians. George of Laodicea even uses technical
grammatical terminology—*“understood” (cvvvtokovouevnv). In addition to this, the

Homoiousians used terminological-cognitive entailment much like Cyril of Jerusalem

1 Epiphanius, Pan. 73.19.3-4 (GCS 37: 292 Holl / Dummer).
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and terminological-relational entailment much like Eusebius of Caesarea. All these
theologians did not place any emphasis on the ontological entailment of relative terms.
They always speak of what a relative term entails, and never of what a relative thing
entails, as did those Alexandrian theologians inspired by the Aristotelian-Neoplatonist
tradition. In their understanding and use of relative terms, the Homoiousians represent the
clearest indebtedness to the grammarians and the most sophistication before Basil of
Caesarea. According the Homoiousians, as relative names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ each give
rise to the mental notion and the name of the one to which they are related and thus of

their relation with each another.

Basil of Caesarea on relative names

Basil of Caesarea is the first theologian to define relative terms in addition to
using them in theological arguments. After describing absolute names, he outlines what
relative names are and then gives examples:

But other names are said relative to others, expressing only the relation to

the other names relative to which they are said (T¢. 6¢ TPOG £1EPA

Aeyoueva TV OxEoLY LOVNV Eugatver TV Tpog & Aéyetad). ... But

‘son’ and ‘slave’ and ‘friend’ reveal only the connection with the

associated name (LOVNG Tfig TPOS TO ovveLgvyueEvoy dvoua

ovvagetog £0tl dMiwtikd).
Like the Homoiousians and the grammarians, Basil recognizes that relative terms have a

pure form of terminological entailment. Relative names are those names said relative to

2 Fun. 2.9, 13-18 (SChr 305: 36 Sesboiié).
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other names (Tdt 8¢ TPOG ETePa Aeyoueva). In addition, like Eusebius of Caesarea and
George of Laodicea, Basil views relative terms as having terminological-relational
entailment when he says that relative names express a relation. But Basil is clear that the
relation expressed is between two ferms (TN|v 0y€owv ... TV TPOC & Aéyetar). Hence it
is a purely grammatical relation that relative terms entail. Basil is clear that he is not
talking about relatives as things, probably to preclude ceding any ground in Eunomius
that a relative somehow implies substance.”>> He further stresses this point by reporting
that relative names express “only the relation” between the relative names and reveal
“only the connection with the associated name.” Basil is very careful not to give even a
hint that he endorses the ontological entailment of relatives, or even terminological-
ontological entailment.

The anti-Eunomian context of Basil’s formulation of his theory of relative names
is further seen by a statement he makes when he denies that the names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’
necessarily have overtones corporeal passion: “On the contrary, when they are said in
respect of themselves they [i.e. ‘Father’ and ‘Son’] indicate only their relation to one
another.”*** This sentence is slightly confusing because Basil describes the two names as
being said “in respect of themselves” (ka®’ €0vtd), which is one of the phrases he used
to define absolute names. But Basil is not conflating absolute and relative names here.
Rather, he must be saying that when either ‘father’ or ‘son’ is used by itself—that is, not
with a specific name for its related term as in ‘the father of Basil’ or ‘the son of

Constantine’, which would necessarily imply corporeal passions—the name signifies

233 Robertson, “Relatives in Basil of Caesarea,” 280.

2% Eun. 2.22, 47-48 (SChr 305: 92 Sesboiié): GAAY KOO £0VTA Uév AeYOueva, TV
TPOC GAANAO OxEoLV EvOELKVTOL LOVNV.
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only the relation between the two names. Basil’s point here is consistent with his appeal
to customary usage. In every case in which the names ‘father’ and ‘son’ are used, they
principally disclose the relation between the two. Only in the case of human fathers and
son do these names additional signify corporeality.

As a result, Basil does not say or imply whether terminological and relational
entailment also implies ontological entailment, as the grammarians and theologians like
Eusebius of Emesa and Cyril of Jerusalem did. Nonetheless, as we have seen, the
grammarians with whom Basil has much in common on the issue of relative names posit
the existence of the corresponding relative if individual named by the relative exists. If
there is a father, there must be a son. In the opinion of David Robertson, “it seems
reasonable to suppose that Basil’s neglect of the coexistence of relative things in this text
... does little to preclude the possibility of both types of entailment [i.e. cognitive and
ontological] working together in his thought elsewhere.”**> And so it may be the case that
relatives for Basil have ontological entailment in addition to terminological and
terminological-relational entailment; but his emphasis is clearly on the latter two.

Even Basil’s examples of relatives indicate his influences. We mentioned earlier
that Aristotle did not view ‘son’ as an example of a relative, though some Neoplatonists
did. But as we have seen it is used as an example in the grammarian Dionysius Thrax and
the scholiasts. Indeed, as mentioned above, ‘father’ and ‘son’ is perhaps the favorite
example of relative terms in the grammarians as well as in the scholiasts. Both Aristotle

and the Neoplatonists of course used ‘slave’. But ‘friend’ appears as an example of a

3% Robertson, “Relatives in Basil of Caesarea,” 284. Robertson’s category of “cognitive
entailment” also includes what I have been calling terminological and relational
entailment.
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relative only in Dionysius Thrax and the scholiasts. Therefore, Basil appears to draw his
examples of relative names mostly from grammatical sources but also uses the
commonplace example of ‘slave’ found in Aristotle and the Neoplatonists.

When Basil applies his theory of relative names, he reveals that he also views
them as having terminological-cognitive entailment. He writes: “The term ‘Father’ means
the same as ‘unbegotten,’ yet it has the additional advantage of implying a relation,

thereby introducing the notion of the Son.”**°

The name ‘Father’ implies both the relation
(presumably to the related name ‘Son’, as before) as well as the “notion of the Son”—
hence, terminological-cognitive entailment. In addition, there are strong echoes of the
Homoiousians in this passage, who as we have seen maintained: (1) the relative term
discloses a relation (terminological-relational entailment), and (2) introduces the notion
of the connected term (terminological-cognitive entailment). Basil’s theory of relatives
appears to be particularly influenced by the Homoiousians.

Therefore, Basil subscribes to pure terminological entailment like the
Homoiousians, as well as to terminological-cognitive entailment like George of Laodicea
and terminological-relational entailment like Eusebius of Caesarea and George of
Laodicea. Basil is thus a part of the Eusebian-Homoiousian trajectory of a grammatical
understanding of how relative names operate. But Basil is clearer than his predecessors in
signaling that it is the linguistic terms which are related, not the objects of which they are

used. A relative name communicates a relational property by virtue of which the relative

name is inherently associated with some other name that constitutes the relation.

2% Fun. 1.5, 67-69 (SChr 299: 176 Sesboiié).
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In Basil’s general theory of names, name give rise primarily to notions and
secondarily to properties of the substance or individual that bears the name. The same
holds true for relative names. This can be seen in two of his explanations of what
‘something begotten’ signifies:

So when anyone hears ‘something begotten’ he is not brought in his mind

to a certain substance, but rather he understands (¢vvoet) that it is

connected with another. For that which is something begotten is said to be

‘something begotten’ of someone else. So, how it is not the peak of

insanity to decree that that which does not introduce a notion of any

subsistence, but rather only signifies the relation to another, is the

substance?>’
The truth of our account finds its greatest proof in how each of those who
hear the word understands it. Let each one ask himself what notion is
impressed upon him when he hears that “such-and-such is ‘something
begotten’ of such-and-such.” Is it that the one who was begotten is the
substance of the begetter? That’s ridiculous! Is it that the one has been
brought into being by the other through begetting? That’s the truth of the
matter.>*
In the first citation, Basil denies against Eunomius that ‘something begotten’ reveals
substance; instead, the hearer of the name “understands that it is connected with another”

(OTL £T€pw £0TL ovvastTouevov évvoel). By “another” (£1€pw) Basil must mean

“another name” and the participle he uses for the relation between the names

37 Eun. 2.9, 18-23 (SChr 305: 36 Sesboiié).
28 Fun. 2.10, 16-21 (SChr 305: 38 Sesboiié).



339

(ovvamTouevov) has the same root as the word used in the passage cited above to signify
the relation (ouvogela). Furthermore, as both citations make clear, the name gives rise
first and primarily to a notion: the hearer “understands” (¢vvoel) and “has a notion
impressed upon him” (§vvolov évtvmodtal). In both citations Basil also notes that a
relative term is construed with a genitive: “that which is something begotten is said to be
‘something begotten’ of someone else” and “such-and-such is ‘something begotten’ of
such-and-such.” The grammarians also emphasized that a relative is always construed
with its connected term in the genitive, though this point was mentioned by Porphyry
t00.*’ The notion of ‘something begotten’ that is impressed upon the mind of the one
who hears the term is that the ‘something begotten’ is related to someone else, which is to
say its begetter, or as in the second citation, that the one begotten “has been brought into
being by the other through begetting.” Basil claims that this notion “established by

common usage” and insists that it is “denied by no one.”**’

Thus the relational property
of the name ‘something begotten’ is ‘having a begetter’. Therefore, ‘something begotten’
communicates only its relation to its begetter.

But the relation that Basil posits between relative terms does not solely belong to
the grammatical order. While he stresses that one relative names implies a relation with
its related name, the objects so named also have a real relation between them. Directly
after the second citation above, Basil writes:

So then, it is appropriate that this term [i.e. ‘something begotten’] be said

similarly of the Only-Begotten and of any of those who have been

239 See Schol. (GG 1.3: 387, 13-15 and 553, 31-35 Hilgard). On Porphyry’s observation,
see in Cat. (CAG 4.1: 112, 1f. Busse).

0 Eun. 2.10, 29-30 (SChr 305: 40 Sesboiié).
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begotten. Let no one suppose that being in relation, which is common in

both cases, diminishes the glory of the Only-Begotten in any way. For the

difference between the Son and other things does not reside in being

related to something. Rather, the superiority of God with respect to

mortals is seen in the distinctiveness of his substance.>*!

In this passage Basil does not seem to be talking about the relations that obtain between
names, but rather the relations that exist between the beings so named. The Son stands in
relation to the Father just as human beings stand in relation to their human fathers. In line
with Basil’s appeal to customary usage, in all cases what it means for one to be called a
‘something begotten’ means that they have a relation with a begetter. Though he tried not
to do so, Basil slips into a kind of ontological entailment.

Basil never explicitly says that the relational property that a relative name reveals
is a distinguishing mark. He does say, however, that a relative name does not reveal
substance but a relation, which as we have seen is for Basil primarily linguistic, but also
ontological. Hence a relative name does communicate some property of the substance or
individual which bears the relative name similarly to the distinguishing marks that proper
and absolute names communicate. As we shall see in the discussion of derived notions,
Basil linked the distinguishing marks and conceptualizations of Christ with his activities
and relations.”** So there is at least some hint in Basil that a relation can be a
distinguishing mark. But there is a difference: the conceptualizations of Christ describe
relations between Christ and human beings, whereas the relation of the Father to the Son

relation is internal to them.

! Eun. 2.10, 21-27 (SChr 305: 38—40 Sesboiié).
2 Fun. 1.7.
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Concluding remarks on Basil’s theory of relative names

I agree with David Robertson that Basil is heavily influenced by grammatical
discussions of relatives in the formulation of his own theory. He undoubtedly knew this
tradition from his own education. Yet at the same time I would like to nuance
Robertson’s observation. Basil’s employment of his grammatical understanding of
relatives in theology has been decisively influenced by proximate Christian
appropriations of the same tradition. Basil is most similar to the Homoiousians, who
themselves are indebted to earlier theological and grammatical traditions. Therefore,
Basil stands within the Eusebian-Homoiousian trajectory of a grammatical understanding
of relatives that thought of them primarily as ferms. Because of his de-emphasis of
ontological entailment, his deployment of arguments based on relatives has little in
common with the Alexandrian tradition in general and Athanasius in particular.

In addition, Basil’s theory of relatives in its broad outlines is parallel to his
theories of the proper and absolute names. Like those names, a relative name signifies
primarily a notion and secondarily a property (not the substance) of the bearer of the

name. His understanding of names is remarkably consistent despite their variety in kind.

IV. Derived names

For lack of a better term, I call those names that designate conceptualizations as
‘derived’ names because they refer to derived notions. Basil does not give these a
particular label. In Chapter Five I discussed at length how Basil derives notions from

basic notions and attaches names to them. We saw how in general conceptualizations
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describe divine activities and relations from a human perspective. In this part I want to
specify precisely what Basil thought derived names signified about God. Given the
discussion of conceptualization in Chapter Five, it does not need to be demonstrated how
derived names signify primarily notions. So here I argue that, as is the case for the three
other kinds of names that Basil discusses, derived names signify secondarily
distinguishing marks, not substance.

We begin by returning to a passage cited in Chapter Five when discussing the
third stage of Basil’s argument in favor of conceptualization against Eunomius—the
conceptualizations of Christ. He explained that

when our Lord Jesus Christ spoke about himself ... he did so by means of

certain distinguishing marks considered in connection with him (idiwuaot

TLoL T0lg OewpovuEvolg mepl avTov). He called himself ‘door’, ‘way’,

‘bread’... He calls himself by different names at different times, using

designations that differ from one another for different conceptualizations.

On the basis of how his activities differ and how he relates to the objects

of his divine benefaction, he employs different names for himself.**

It is actually in this passage that the term ‘distinguishing mark’ first appears in Contra
Eunomium. Basil clearly connects distinguishing marks and conceptualizations, noting
that Jesus “spoke about himself ... by means of certain distinguishing marks considered
in connection with him ... [and] calls himself by different names at different times, using
designations that differ from one another for different conceptualizations.” Hence the

names that Basil gives here for the distinguishing marks are the same as those for the

* Fun. 1.7, 4-9 (SChr 299: 188 Sesboiié).
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conceptualizations of Christ. A similar connection between conceptualizations and
distinguishing marks is made elsewhere when he discusses those conceptualizations that
indicate what is not present in God: ‘incorruptible’, ‘invisible’, ‘immortal’, and
‘unbegotten’.*** When taken together, these conceptualizations, says Basil, reveal “the

d.”** The difference here is

particular distinguishing mark (10 ¢Eatpetov idtwua) of Go
that several conceptualizations correspond to a single distinguishing mark. Nonetheless,
the connection in Basil’s mind between distinguishing marks and conceptualizations is
clear.

But what sort of distinguishing marks do derived names reveal? The connection
which Basil made between distinguishing marks and conceptualizations in the citation
above comes from the third stage of his argument in favor of conceptualization, where he
draws on Origen. But it seems unlikely that Basil adopts this connection from Origen.
First of all, Origen never spoke of the ‘distinguishing marks’ (idtopota) of God.**® But
he does speak of the “distinctive features’ (i010TN1£g) of God. Even though Basil uses
idtwpo and 16LOTNG as synonyms, he still does not seem to be drawing upon Origen.
Origen seems to have equated toLOTNTES and id10TNTES, and understood them to mean
something like ‘defining qualities’ in a Stoic sense.”*’ In refuting Celsus’s claim that God

is not nameable (dvouaotog), Origen agreed that God was not nameable if ‘being

nameable’ was understood to mean that a word could communicate the id10Tnteg of God

 Eun. 1.10, 11-27.
5 Fun. 1.10, 19-20 (SChr 299: 204 Sesboiié).

26 Cf. Or. 31.2, 18 where he speaks of the “distinguishing mark’ of the soul. Basil spoke
of ‘bread’ as that which preserves the distinguishing mark of the soul (Eun. 1.7, 24-25).

1 E.g. Cels. 1.25 and 6.65.
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and that the many to10tnTeg of God could be named. But against Celsus he asserted that
God was nameable if ‘being nameable” was understood to mean that T mepl 60D could
be named.**® Here Origen makes a distinction between the essential properties of God
which are ineffable and the non-essential properties of God which are comprehensible to
human beings and therefore expressible. Basil’s understanding of distinguishing marks
and distinctive features therefore appears to be in line with Origen’s understanding of T&
mepl B0, not his view of idLOTNTES. Like Origen’s Td1 7tepl 00D, Basil’s id10TN1EG
and idLmuato are knowable and nameable.

Unfortunately, Basil never makes an explicit connection between T¢ epl 0e0?
and God’s idL0tnTeS or idLwuata. In fact, Basil rarely uses the phrase 10 ;epl 00D by
itself. It is most frequently construed with participles or nouns such as “the things said
about God” (Tov mept Be0D heyouévov)** or “worthy concepts about God” (TdV
dElov mepl BeoD vonudtomv).”® When the phrase is used absolutely, it sometimes

251 . .
231 Nonetheless, in one case Basil

means something like “divine topics of conversation.

includes the conceptualization ‘unbegotten’ among 10 mepl B0V when he says:
If anyone wants to understand the truth of what we are saying, let him
examine what he does when he wants to get some notion of (TL vofjool)
the things concerning God (T®v mept OeoD) and see if he arrives at

whatever is signified by ‘unbegotten’.***

8 Cels. 6.65.

9 Fun. 1.8, 18 (SChr 299: 194 Sesboiié).

20 Fun. 1.14, 26 (SChr 299: 222 Sesboii¢).

31 Ep.223.5, 12 (2.14 Courtonne); Hom. 15.1 (PG 31: 464).
2 Fun. 1.16, 1-4 (SChr 299: 228 Sesboiié).



345

If, as Basil holds, any knowledge of God cannot be about his substance, then here he is
using 10 ;tepl OeoD in a technical sense to mean the non-essential properties of God, one
of which is ‘unbegotten’. Even though Basil does not connect Td tepl Oeol and
1d0L0TNTEC or idtmuata, he does make a connection between Td mepl 00D and
conceptualizations. Note that Basil considered ‘unbegotten’ a distinctive feature.*>

A similar connection between distinctive features, distinguishing marks, and
conceptualizations is seen in how Basil speaks of them as the things which are observed
in connection with God (;tepi 0£0V), in the case of God (7t 1) O£®), or in the
substance of God (£l Tfj ovolq). All three can be objects of ‘observation’ (Bewpta). >
A number of expressions demonstrate his usage.

(1) We saw above how Basil said that certain distinguishing marks of Christ “are

observed in connection with him” (tolg Bempovpévolg mepl avtov).” Basil

uses the same construction of Oewpetobal mepl + the accusative when talking

about both distinguishing marks and conceptualizations.*°

>3 Fun. 2.28.
254 Gee Sesboiié, Saint Basile et la Trinité, 76.

25 Fun. 1.7, 7.

% Fun. 1.10, 33 (conceptualizations); 1.16, 15 (conceptualizations); 2.4, 6

(distinguishing marks); 2.4, 13 (distinguishing marks). For similar expressions, see also
Hex. 1.8,22; 1.8, 28; Ps. 15.1 (PG 29: 252, 2); Ps. 33.10 (PG 29: 349, 4); cf. Ep. 38 (of
disputed authenticity).
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(2) Basil uses ém10smptw + the dative with a similar meaning. He speaks of
‘unbegotten’ being observed in the case of God and distinctive features being
observed in the substance of God.>’

(3) On one occasion Basil uses OewpetoOat €l + the genitive when he says that
the same formula of being is observed in both Father and Son.**®

(4) When describing conceptualization as a process, Basil repeatedly says that a
feature of an object which a derived notion (i.e. a conceptualization) describes—
which must be a distinguishing mark or distinctive feature—*"is considered by
way of/though conceptualization” (¢7tLvolg OewENTOV; Kat’ émivolay
BewENTdV; kat’ émivolav Bewpelobat). >

Hence Basil uses consistent expressions when he says that distinctive features,
distinguishing marks, and conceptualizations are observed in connection with God, or in
the case of God, or in the substance of God. Like t¢1 mtepl 0eoD, distinctive features,
distinguishing marks, and conceptualizations do not refer to the substance itself, even
though closely associated with the substance. The expressions that Basil uses to link
distinctive features, distinguishing marks, and conceptualizations to God or the substance
of God struggle to indicate that even though they are characteristics of the substance, they
are not that substance itself, but a step removed from it, observed in connection with it, or

even in it, without being it. How Basil speaks of ‘unbegotten’ clarifies the point. Basil

says that “our notion of the unbegotten does not fall under the examination of ‘what it is’

7 Eun. 1.14, 48 (how the conceptualization ‘unbegotten’ is observed in the case of God);
2.28, 27 (distinctive features); 2.28, 33 (distinctive features); 2.28, 41 (the distinctive
features ‘unbegotten’ and ‘begotten’); cf. Ep. 38 (of disputed authenticity).

28 Fun. 1.19, 34.
29 Fun. 1.5, 130; 1.5, 138; 1.6, 33: 1.6, 52; 1.6, 57; 1.7, 44; 1.8, 20; 1.11, 41.
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(10 Tl £0TLV), but rather—and here I am forced to speak this way—under the
examination of ‘what it is like’ (10 8mwg £otLv).”?*® The phrase T Ti 0TLV is of course
a typically Aristotelian expression for designating the essence of a thing.®' Hence
distinctive features, distinguishing marks, and conceptualizations describe what God is
like, not what God is.

Unfortunately Basil never spells put in precise terms how distinctive features,
distinguishing marks, and conceptualizations are related. It is clear enough that
conceptualizations are not merely equivalent to distinctive features and distinguishing
marks, though they refer to the same thing. It seems that distinctive features and
distinguishing marks are the non-substantial features of a thing like T ;tepl OeoD,
whereas conceptualizations are the human concepts about them derived from basic
notions. The example of ‘unbegotten’ helps clarify this. Unbegottenness is a distinctive
feature of God; it is also an conceptualization of God because human beings come to
know God’s unbegottenness by the process of conceptualization. While every
conceptualization corresponds to a distinctive feature or distinguishing mark, not every
distinctive feature or distinguishing mark has a corresponding conceptualization. In other
words, some distinctive features and distinguishing marks of God can be comprehended
by other intellectual processes besides conceptualization. The prime example of these that

Basil uses are, as we have seen, proper, absolute, and relative names.

Conclusion

260 Fyun. 1.15, 1-4 (SChr 299: 224 Sesboiié).

261 See, for example, Meta. Z, 4.
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In this chapter I have examined four kinds of names in order to demonstrate that,
in Basil’s notionalist theory of names, generally speaking, names reveal primarily notions
and secondarily distinguishing marks. This theory was meant to contrast starkly with the
Heteroousian theory of names wherein names give immediate access to substance. My
presentation of Basil’s notionalism attempts to configure his disconnected discussions of
names into a system. This configuration is admittedly not always successful since Basil
was not being systematic. Nonetheless, that Basil had a notionalist theory of names seems
undeniable, even if in certain cases evidence is lacking. Another difficulty is seen in
Basil’s imprecise terminology. Though he appears to use distinguishing marks and
distinctive features interchangeably, there is also a hint a some difference between them.
At the same time, he uses these two terms for quite different characteristics: some refer to
what distinguishes individuals of a common substance, others to what distinguishes one
substance from another.

In formulating his notionalist theory of names Basil drew upon eclectic sources:
philosophical, grammatical, and Christian. Basil is beholden to none. Though he is deeply
indebted to the grammarians’ understanding of names, he rejects their view that names
signify substance, whether individual or common. Instead, he seems to have borrowed
from philosophy to explain what names signified. Regarding proper names, Basil adopted
the view that individuals are bundles of characteristics and innovatively saw names as
signifying these rather than substance. In the case of absolute names, Basil appears to
have made use of the idea of propria to identify what they signified. In this theories of
proper and absolute names, Basil betrays no influence of earlier Christian writers simply

because (with the exception of Origen who advanced a Stoic-inspired theory of proper
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names) there was little to draw on. The case is different for relatives. By Basil’s time,
Christians had been using arguments from correlatives for two centuries. Basing myself
on the work of David Robertson, I have argued that two traditions of correlative-
arguments developed in Christianity, and that Basil can be set squarely in the
grammatical tradition seen in several early fourth-century theologians, primarily the

Homoiousians.
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General Conclusion

In this dissertation | have argued that Basil of Caesarea develops a notionalist
theory of names in response to Eunomius. Basil’s theory of names is fundamental to his
refutation of Eunomius, establishing a theological methodology and epistemology
radically different from that of his opponent. This is the signal achievement of Basil, to
have identified these fundamental points of difference and articulated alternatives. In so
doing, Basil subtly changed the terms of the Trinitarian debates that were raging in the
late 350s and early 360s.

In the first part of the dissertation (Chapters One through Three), | discussed the
Heteroousian theory of names. | contended that most previous accounts of this theory
have been marred by interpreting it ahistorically and as a theory of language as such. The
theory has been viewed as static and as recoverable from both early (Syntagmation,
Apologia) and late (Apologia apologiae) Heteroousian documents. In contrast, | maintain
that the Heteroousian theory of names developed in three main stages: (1) Aetius’s initial
formulation in the Syntagmation (and pertinent fragments), (2) Eunomius’s
improvements upon Aetius’s expression of the theory that Eunomius specified in the
Apologia, and (3) Eunomius’s re-expression of the theory in the Apologia apologiae in
the light of Basil’s Contra Eunomium.

The early Heteroousian theory of names was limited to what one might call a
theology of divine predication, which is to say how names operated when they were
applied to God. It was only later, in response to Basil, that Eunomius formulated a theory

of the origin of names, which transformed the earlier Heteroousian theology of names



351

into a general theory of names. This developmental model of the Heteroousian theory
also enables us to appreciate how Aetius and Eunomius were responding and reacting to
contemporary theological contexts when they formulated their theory of names. In
Chapter Three I argued that in their formulation of a theory of names the Heteroousians
were attempting to answer the most pressing theological questions of their era by drawing
upon the resources available to them from earlier fourth-century debates over the name
‘unbegotten’ and what it meant to apply such names to a God who is simple. In the same
vein, Eunomius’s late theory of the origin of names shows him responding to the
critiques of his opponent, Basil.

Therefore, Aetius and Eunomius were not trying to foist a fundamentally non-
Christian understanding of names upon their fellow Christians. | devoted Chapter Two to
arguing that the various Platonist source claims advanced for the Heteroousian theory of
names, particularly those made by Jean Daniélou in his frequently cited article, fail to
convince upon further analysis, despite superficial resemblances. Nonetheless, | argued
that Eunomius’s late theory of the origin of names represents a selective use of Philo.
While Christian theologians of all stripes skillfully employed the resources of their
culture in their theological endeavors (despite protests to the contrary), | believe that in
this case the Platonist source claims are not only unconvincing but also obscure the truly
Christian motivations of the Heteroousians. In his use of Philo, Eunomius reveals himself
as one of several fourth-century theologians who benefited from the works of Philo
Judaeus, who even in their day was being transformed into Philo Christianus.

In the second part of the dissertation (Chapters Four through Seven), I turned to

Basil’s theory of names. Various aspects of his theory have received some attention in the
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scholarship, such as his theory of conceptualization and his understanding of proper and
relative names. But in these chapters | have argued that these are but pieces of a larger,
general theory of names. Though I doubt that Basil would have claimed to have had a
systematic theory of names, | believe that there is one implicit in his writings and
operative in his thought, even if at times there are gaps | wish could have been filled and
inconsistencies | wish were not there.

I began my discussion of Basil by summarizing his critiques of Eunomius’s
theory of names, arguing that they reveal what Basil thought a good theory of names
should be. In them we see the parameters of his own notionalist theory. He rejected the
idea that any name—not just the names for God—can reveal substance, understood as
essence. He disagreed with Eunomius’s claim that divine simplicity implied that all
names applied to God were synonymous, affirming that each name used for God retains a
distinct meaning. He denied that any name, especially ‘unbegotten’, enabled privileged
knowledge of God, arguing instead that each name applied to God contributes to our
always-imperfect notion of God according to its distinct meaning. Finally, he repudiated
Eunomius’s belief that names mean fundamentally different things when applied in
divine and mundane contexts, which is to say that names are applied to God and creatures
equivocally. In contrast, Basil endorsed univocal predication.

The next three chapters explored how Basil formulated his notionalist theory of
names within these parameters. In Chapter Five | argued that Basil maintained against
Eunomius that names do not reveal substance, but primarily give rise to notions in the
mind. This is why | have chosen to label his theory of names “notionalist.” But while all

names signify notions, not all notions are the same. | argued that Basil envisions a
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hierarchy of notions: some are more-or-less immediately available to the human mind
and more fundamental, others are derived, formulated by reflecting upon the more basic
notions. Notions differ in kind not by their content but by the way in which the mind
comes to acquire them.

As for basic notions, Basil’s primary source for them is common usage. This does
not refer to how ordinary speakers understand a term, but to what a term means when it is
purified of its corporeal and temporal connotations. The importance of common usage for
Basil’s theological method has only recently been recognized by scholars, and here |
attempted to show its significance for his theory of names. Basil’s appeal to common
usage enables to affirm against Eunomius that names (excepting metaphorical names) are
applied to God univocally. Because the notions that names give rise to according to
common usage are stripped of inappropriate connotations, they have the same meaning
when used in both divine and mundane contexts.

Furthermore, | have situated Basil’s well-known theory of conceptualization
(epinoia) within his theory of names, construing conceptualizations as derived notions.
There is a tradition in scholarship that interprets Basil as holding that all names used for
God correspond to conceptualizations. This is simply not the case. | have outlined how
Basil envisions conceptualizations being derived from basic notions, showing that his
theory of conceptualization can only be fully understood when it is connected with his
more comprehensive notionalism. In addition, | explored Basil’s use of Origen in the
formulation of his theory of conceptualization, arguing that he heavily adapts him, that

his own theory is not entirely consistent with that of the Alexandrian theologian, and that
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his appeal to Origen probably implies an argument from authority against Eunomian
innovation.

In Chapter Five I also suggested two possible contexts in which Basil could have
developed his notionalist theory of names, which has no clear precedent in any Christian
author. I suggested the tradition of Neoplatonist commentary upon Aristotle as a remote
context, which viewed names are signifying primary thoughts and secondarily things.
Another possible context was the Homoiousian emphasis upon the notions ‘Father’ and
‘Son’ in their documents from the late 350s. In Chapter Six | continued this inquiry into
the sources of Basil’s theory by examining another way in which Basil decentralized
‘unbegotten’. Basil did not only argue that this name was but one of many
conceptualizations, but also that it was not a particularly helpful name for understanding
God. As an alterative, Basil argued for the primacy of the name ‘Father’ since it affords
us far greater knowledge of God. | demonstrated why he thought this was so and how in
this case Basil’s arguments drew upon those of both Athanasius and the Homoiousian
George of Laodicea. In this case Athanasius’s influence is mostly mediated to Basil
through the Homoiousians, though there is also evidence for an immediate debt.

In the final chapter | argued that, as an alternative to Eunomius’s theory that
names disclose substance, Basil maintained that names, while primarily signifying
notions, secondarily signify the properties of the objects to which they are applied. |
demonstrated how this theory is consistently invoked in Basil’s explanations of how the
basic kinds of names operate: proper names, absolute names, and relative names. For
each kind of name, | explored possible sources for Basil’s understanding in both

philosophical and grammatical texts. | demonstrated that Basil is eclectic here and draws
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piecemeal upon a variety of philosophical and grammatical theories. His theory of the
proper name seems most influenced by Neoplatonist accounts, whereas his theories of the
absolute and relatives are more indebted to grammatical discussions. In addition, Basil is
an heir to a long Christian tradition of using arguments based on relative terms in
theological contexts. Finally, | argued that Basil believes that derived names (the names
for conceptualizations) operate similarly to these basic names, though he is not as explicit
in stating it as one would hope.

My argument about the Heteroousian theory of names raises a number of
questions for further debate. Since the Heteroousian theory of names is fundamental to
their theology, how does this new interpretation of it affect our understanding of their
theology as a whole? How does it alter our understanding of the interpretations of
Heteroousian theology offered by other opponents besides Basil, like his brother Gregory
of Nyssa? In what way does it change our understanding of the issues of controversy in
the late 350s and early 360s? Does it contribute to a revised account of the course of the
Trinitarian debates?

Basil’s notionalist theory of names raises a similar set of questions. Though I also
drew upon other parts of his corpus, | derived the main evidence for his theory from his
Contra Eunomium. I have not considered here to what extent this theory is operative in
his other works. If Basil’s notionalist theory is as fundamental to his theological method
as | have claimed, what new insights into Basil’s theology does this theory allow? One
area of research only partially touched upon in this dissertation is Basil’s exploitation of

his theory of names in his interpretation of the names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’.
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Though the theology of the so-called Cappadocians is no longer considered a
monolith, it is undeniable that Gregory of Nyssa was heavily influenced by the theology
of his older brother. Indeed, after Eunomius issued his Apologia apologiae shortly after
Basil died, Gregory considered himself the defender of his dead brother’s legacy and the
heir to his controversy with Eunomius.! Accordingly, Gregory’s own theory of names
needs to be re-examined in the light of Basil’s. Not only do we need to determine to what
extent Gregory adopted Basil, but also why Gregory might have departed from the theory
of the one whose ideas he claimed to be defending. The re-assessment of Basil’s theology
as a whole that his theory of names prompts in turn prompts a re-assessment of the
theology of his greatest defender, Gregory.

Finally, Basil’s theory of names may be of interest to those not specifically
concerned with historical theology. First, Basil’s discussion of the basic kinds of names
deserves consideration by historians of ancient grammar. Since he was trained as a rhetor,
Basil must have had an education in grammar itself that exceeded most of his
contemporaries. It is true that Basil was not interested in technical grammar, but one
might call his approach “applied grammar.” His account of names is both descriptive and
prescriptive. He corrects his opponent’s erroneous understanding of what names signify.
Hence Basil’s grammatical discussions provide clues not only to what grammatical
teaching may have been like in fourth-century Cappadocia, but also to how grammatical
knowledge was used in the interpretation of texts and other contexts.

Secondly, historians of late-antique philosophy cannot ignore the contributions of

Basil. Some of Basil’s ideas have already attracted such attention. But there are other

! Gregory, Ep. 29.
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points of interest. | have suggested that he offered an innovative, albeit rudimentary,
account of what accounts for the persistence of individuals. More generally his theory of
distinguishing marks and distinctive features indicates a non-specialist’s appropriation of
themes heavily debated among the “professional” philosophers of his day. In particular, |
have suggested that Basil is the first Greek theologian to incorporate a version of the
Avristotelian/Neoplatonist understanding of what names signify—that is, primarily
thoughts, secondarily things. It remains to be seen if other Greek theologians similarly
abandoned the various expressions of the naturalness of names current in the early
Christian centuries for the kind of notionalism that Basil developed, and further if later
Greek theologians were influenced by Basil or came to the theory by other means.

Basil’s notionalism is reminiscent of the theory of names prevalent in the Latin
Middle Ages, which entered that world through the philosophical writings of Boethius. A
name (vox) was thought to express a concept and the concept (intellectus) was thought to
be a likeness of the thing named (res).? Basil never speaks of the notions that names give
rise to as likenesses of things, but as encapsulating the relevant features of the object
named. Nonetheless, the resemblance between Basil’s threefold division into name-
notion-feature and the Aristotelian/Neoplatonist/Latin Medieval division into word-
concept-thing is striking. Hence Basil’s theory of names should be of interest not only to
historians of philosophy, but also to those who study the history of linguistics.

Basil’s theological achievements have for a long time been overshadowed by
those of his fellow Cappadocians Gregory of Nazianzus and Gregory of Nyssa. | hope

that the detailed study undertaken in this dissertation will contribute to the growing

2 See Thomas Aquinas, ST 1.13.1.
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appreciation for his originality. However different his theology may have been from his
fellow Cappadocians, in many ways Basil’s ideas were often the seeds that the two
Gregories nurtured into viable pro-Nicene saplings. And if this is the case, Basil’s

contribution to the Trinitarian faith that the Church still professes today is immense.
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Appendix

The Fragments and Testimonia of Aetius

We possess from Aetius only one treatise, the Syntagmation. The critical edition
established by Lionel Wickham in 1968 remains the standard text." The aim of the
Syntagmation is to prove that God, as unbegotten, cannot beget according to substance,
resulting in a difference in substance between the unbegotten God and begotten God. The
text consists of thirty-six deductive proofs, preceded by an introductory paragraph which
explains the genesis of treatise and followed by a closing paragraph (numbered the thirty-
seventh paragraph in Wickham’s edition). From the introductory paragraph, we learn that
the extant version of the Syntagmation is a revision, or rather a restoration, of an earlier
edition. Aetius needed to restore the work to its original state because his enemies had
circulated it in a form with interpolations and omissions.? Wickham estimated that the
original version was composed “prior to 360,” whereas Kopecek dates the original text
more precisely to late 359, between early October and late December.® Both agree that

the treatise was based on earlier materials that could perhaps be dated to the early 350s.*

1 CPG 3445. L. R. Wickham, “The Syntagmation of Aetius the Anomean,” Journal of
Theological Studies n.s. 19 (1968): 532—-69. There are two older editions: Gustave Bardy,
“L’héritage littéraire d’Aetius,” Revue histoire d’ecclésiastique 24 (1928): 809-27, at
813-22, and that found in GCS 37.

2 Aetius, Synt. proem. (540 Wickham). See also Richard Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus
and the Nicene Revolution (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 142 n. 396.

¥ Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 550; Thomas A. Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism
(Cambridge: The Philadelphia Patristic Foundation, Ltd., 1979), 225-7; see also
Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 223 n. 140.

* Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 550; Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 127-8.
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Wickham suggests that Aetius produced the revised, extant version ca. 363.> As far as we
can tell, the extant text appears to be intact.®

In addition to the Syntagmation we also possess numerous fragments of Aetian
writings and testimonia about him. | employ here a distinction that is widespread in the
presentation of the remnants of Presocratic and Hellenistic philosophy.” A fragment is a
verbatim text of one author preserved by another. In contrast, a testimonium, in the strict
sense, is a report about, or paraphrase of, or summary of, an author’s teaching written by
someone else. Testimonia may or may not use the original author’s own words. But there
are also testimonia in a looser sense: passages that relate pertinent information about a
particular author, which does not necessarily concern the author’s views. In our sources it
is often difficult to determine whether a passage should be interpreted as a fragment or
testimonium. The ancients of course did not observe the distinctions made here.

We possess thirty-two fragments and testimonia of Aetius. It is the purpose of this
appendix to present these with a standardized system of numbering, to discuss their
authenticity, and to provide English translations of them. One point needs to be made at

the outset. The radical language of the Syntagmation should not blind us to the fact that

® Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 550.

® Wickham writes that “it seems more likely than not that we possess the series [of
syllogisms] complete” (“The Syntagmation,” 536). Kopecek calls the Synt. Aetius’s “only
completely extant writing” (A History of Neo-Arianism, 225). R. P. C. Hanson, The
Search for the Christian Doctrine of God (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1988), 607, concurs.

" Standard collections include: Hermann Diels, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 6™ ed.
by Walther Kranz, 3 vols. (Berlin: Weidmann, 1951-1954); G. S. Kirk, J. E. Raven, and
M. Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers, 2" ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1983); Hans Friedrich Arnim, Stoicorum veterum fragmenta, 4 vols. (Leipzig:
Teubner, 1903-1924); A. A. Long and D. N. Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987). Of course, there are also many
collections of the fragments and testimonia of individual philosophers.
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Aetius could present his teaching in more traditional terms. Aetius states in the preface to
the Syntagmation that its subject was the unbegotten God and the begotten—these are his
preferred terms because they accurately communicate the substance of each. He is not
altogether opposed to the names ‘Father’ and *Son’, but de-emphasizes these as they do
not accurately reflect the substance of each. As will be seen in the Texts below, Aetius
could present his Heteroousian doctrine using the names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ without

compromising it in any way.

Texts 1-5: From Aetius, Letter to Mazon

The first five texts come from Aetius’s Letter to Mazon, an otherwise unknown
tribune.® These are preserved in a Christological florilegium edited by Franz Diekamp
and his successors.® Compiled in late seventh or early eighth century, the florilegium is
directed against Monothelites. The fragments from the Letter to Mazon can be found in
the forty-first chapter, which is entitled: “The sayings of the God-hating heretics, who
agree with those who confess one activity and will in the case of the Christ of God.” This
chapter presents a series of fragments from notorious heretics such as Ebion, Paul of
Samosata, Nestorius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Montanus, Mani, Apollinarius of
Laodicea and his disciples, Eunomius of Beroea, Severus of Antioch, Eunomius of
Cyzicus, Irenaeus of Harpasus, Cyril of Tyana, Julian of Halicarnassus and several
others. The fragments are not are listed chronological order; those of Aetius are placed

between Severus of Antioch and Eunomius of Cyzicus. The purpose of these fragments is

8 CPG 3450.

® Franz Diekamp, Basileios Phanougakis, and Evangelos Chrysos, Doctrina patrum de
incarnatione verbi, 2" ed. (Munster, Aschendorff, 1981), 311-12.
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discredit Monothelite theology by linking it with previous heresies. The scribes of some
mss. of the florilegium displayed their orthodoxy when copying the fragments of Aetius
by adding in the margin: “Curse him!” and “Curse you, atheist!”

Gustave Bardy accepted these five texts as authentic.'® He noted that Text 1,
which reports Athanasius’s teaching, reflects Athanasius’s language and that the form of
the arguments in all five fragments corresponds to Aetius’s usual syllogistic approach.
But Bardy found the “insistence” on will and activity, which he believed constituted the
“principal motif” of the fragments, “strange,” given their lack of appearance in the
Syntagmation.** Hence, he would have been willing to countenance the thesis that the
Aetius fragments are genuine but interpolated in accordance with the anti-Monothelite
interest of the compiler of the florilegium.*?

Venance Grumel attempted to prove that there were in fact interpolations in these
fragments.*® He employed the following criteria: once the interpolated passages were
removed, the remaining text not only had to make sense, but also had either to provide a
better sense than with the interpolated passages or to be more coherent with the thought
and intention of Aetius.* He made a compelling case that these five fragments contain
interpolations and that the integral fragments reflect genuine Aetian theology.™ The basic

goal of Aetius in each fragment is to demonstrate the difference in nature between the

19 Bardy, “L’héritage,” 823-26.
1 Bardy, “L’héritage,” 825.
12 Bardy, “L’héritage,” 826.

13 \Venance Grumel, “Les texts monothélites d’Aétius,” Echos d’Orient 28 (1929): 159—
66.

14 Grumel, “Les texts monothélites,” 161.

1> Grumel, “Les texts monothélites,” 161-4. Note that his claim that Athanasius used the
phrase dvo OsAnuota is mistaken, having used the defective PG text of De incarnatione.
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Father and Son—an argument that becomes clear when the interpolated passages are
excised. The Son’s nature is dual; the Father’s is not (Texts 1 and 5). The Son is Creator
by decree; the Father by nature (Text 2). The Son is generated and begotten; the Father is
not (Text 3). The Son’s nature admits composition; the Father’s does not (Text 4). In the
translations below, the passages considered to be interpolations by Grumel are
surrounded by curved brackets, that is {}.

Thomas Kopecek accepted the letter to Mazon from which the fragments have
been extracted as authentic and dated it, tentatively, to the period 350-356.° His verdict
and dating appear to have been based on the fact that Text 1 explicitly shows Aetius
engaged in a theological debate with Athanasius of Alexandria. This squares well with
Kopecek’s thesis that in the early 350s Aetius began to promote the term “different in
substance” in reaction to Athanasius’s De decretis.’” Ayres, however, regards this
argument as “unproven.”*®

In contrast to Kopecek, R. P. VVaggione called the letter “suspect.”*® The only
fragment he discussed is Text 2, which he viewed as a “fabrication” rather than a citation
of Aetius.?’ He objected to the idea that Aetius would say that the Son is Creator “by

decree” (D¢oel), seeing the expression as a typical Nicene interpretation, or rather

distortion, of names actually claimed to be applied katd €mivoiay, “by way of

16 Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 128-29 n. 1.

7 Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 114-32.

18 |_ewis Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 144.
19 \vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 250 n. 313,

20 \/aggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 243 n. 281.
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conceptualization.” Hence, he doubted that Text 2 contains Aetius’s own words.*
Nowhere else does Aetius discuss the title “Creator.” But in Syntagmation 8 he says the
name “Son” is a mere mode of address.?* Hence, while VVaggione was surely correct to
note that Nicenes distorted what their opponents meant by names applied kot
émivora, it is also true that Aetius could speak of names (besides “something begotten”
and its equivalents) as mere conventions that had no correspondence to the nature of the
one named.

Except for the hesitancy of VVaggione, the scholarly consensus is that these
fragments are genuine. When the interpolated passages are omitted, it appears that we
possess five integral texts from Aetius’s otherwise unknown Letter to Mazon. It is to be
noted, however, that in these fragments Aetius speaks of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’, not
‘unbegotten God’ and ‘something begotten’ (or their equivalents). Such usage admits of
two explanations. The fragments could represent a Nicene restatement of Aetian thought
(a la VVaggione). Or the fragments could be a less radical presentation of Heteroousian
theology than that found in the Syntagmation (which for the most part avoids ‘Father” and
‘Son’). The latter explanation seems more likely than the former. The fragments give no
hint of being Nicene reports; on the contrary, they state Aetian theology clearly and
frankly and without compromise.

From the internal evidence, there is no clue to the date of their composition. As a

presentation of Aetian theology using the traditional names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’, they can

2! Note that Vaggione (Eunomius of Cyzicus, 243 n. 281) misquotes Text 2. He cites the
objectionable passage as 0ol povov (“The Son is Creator by decree alone”) whereas it
actually reads O¢oel wovog (“The Son is the only Creator by decree”).

22 Cf. Synt. 17 and Text 23.
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probably be placed in the years before the publication of the Syntagmation when Aetius
was honing his thought. Based on this, we can date the letter to the early to mid 350—a

timeframe that agrees with Kopecek’s dating.

Text 1
Source: Doctrina patrum de incarnatione Verbi 41.28
Edition: 311, 1-7 Diekamp, et. al.

Introductory formula: “Of Aetius the Arian, from the letter to Mazon the tribune.”

Athanasius the Egyptian, struggling to show that the Son was identical to the
Father in substance, ascribed two natures to him {as well as two wills and two activities},
not realizing in his clumsy way that he had impiously showed that he? is liable to
contrary movements. For every duality is something that can be split into two. This same

illness of his has also been contracted by all who assent to the “same in substance.”

Text 2
Source: Doctrina patrum de incarnatione Verbi 41.29
Edition: 311, 8-16 Diekamp, et. al.

Introductory formula: “Of the same, from the same speculations.”

The Father is the only Creator by nature. For he possesses this gift without

receiving it from another. The Son is the only Creator by decree. For he possesses this

23 |.e. the Son.
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gift by receiving it from the Father. Indeed, all things have been given to me by my
Father [Matt 11:27; Luke 10:22] and all authority in heaven and on earth has been given
to me [Matt 28:18]. Now if he is Creator by decree, then he is passible by nature. For all
that cannot create by nature is passible. {And if he is passible by nature, then he
possesses a will and activity that suffer.} Nor indeed does that which is passible by nature

possess impassibility.*

Text 3
Source: Doctrina patrum de incarnatione Verbi 41.30
Edition: 311, 17-24 Diekamp, et al.

Introductory formula: “Of the same, from the same.”

The Son would not have existed if he had not been generated. And if he had not
been generated, he would not have been begotten. For begetting is not ingenerate. Now if
the Son came to be begotten when he had already been generated, he is not identical with
the Father, who is neither of these?® naturally. And if they are not identical, their nature is
different. {And if their nature is different, then it is clear that both their will and activity
are different. For: not what | will, Father, but anything you will [Mark 14:36]. And:
whatsoever | see the Father doing, | do likewise [John 5:19]. Accordingly, it is a question

of imitation but not of nature.}

2+ Grumel deems this final sentence as well to be an interpolation. But it seems to follow
logically from the antepenultimate sentence.

2% |.e. generated or begotten.
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Text 4
Source: Doctrina patrum de incarnatione Verbi 41.31
Edition: 311, 25 — 312, 3 Diekamp, et al.

Introductory formula: “Of the same, from the same.”

If the Word became flesh, he became composite in nature. He would not have
become this, if he were not receptive of composition by nature. {And if he became
composite in nature, it is clear both his will and activity are composite.} How, then, can
the one who is obviously receptive of this be identical with the Father who, according to

any account, does not admit of composition?

Text 5
Source: Doctrina patrum de incarnatione Verbi 41.32
Edition: 312, 4-8 Diekamp, et al.

Introductory formula: “Of the same, from the same.”

If the Son is unique because he is one in nature but not in number, his nature {as
well as his will and activity} is one. But it would never happen that there were two
natures in one, even if he became flesh. For if that were the case he would have clearly

ceased being the unique Son in nature.

Texts 6-7: From Anastasius of Sinai, Florilegium
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The next two texts are preserved in Anastasius of Sinai’s florilegium against
Monothelites.?® They are explicitly attributed to Aetius, purportedly excerpted from the
treatise On the Son (¢k Tod mepl viod Adyov). Since this treatise is otherwise unattested,
Gustave Bardy attributed the title to Anastasius himself, but accepted the fragments as
genuine.?” In their favor, Bardy cited three features of theirs that reflect fourth-century
“Arianism”: (1) an anti-Manichaean argument, (2) a teaching on the mutable nature of the
Son, and (3) use of scriptural verses that speak of the Father’s will. But Bardy noted two
theological problems: (1) the use of the term “of two wills” (810ek1c) in Text 6, and (2)
the implied attribution of verses spoken by Jesus in the gospels to the Son rather than
Christ in Text 7. Nonetheless, noting their similarity with Texts 1-5, he did not think that
these difficulties warranted a denial of attribution of these texts to Aetius. Venance
Grumel concurred with Bardy’s assessment.?® He detected an interpolation only in Text
7. He argued for the authenticity of the fragments based on vague connections to “Arian”
theology. The arguments of both Bardy and Grumel fail to convince. Neither Bardy nor
Grumel allowed for doctrinal distinctions between Aetius and Arius (or “Arian” thought).
Simply because an “Arian” held a view does mean that Aetius subscribed to it. Grumel’s
argument for Texts 1-5 was convincing because he demonstrated that their arguments
were clearly Aetian, not merely “Arian.”

Thomas Kopecek noticed this problem as well. He denied that Text 7 was genuine

because it contradicted the Aetian teaching found elsewhere that the Son’s nature is

%8 CPG 3451. Karl-Heinz Uthemann, Anastasii Sinaitae Opera, CCSG 12 (Turnhout:
Brepols, 1985).

2" Bardy, “L’héritage,” 826-7.
28 Grumel, “Les texts monothélites,” 164-5.
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unchangeable. But he accepted the authenticity of Text 6, which he dated ca. 350-356.%°
While | agree with Kopecek that Text 7 is not Aetian, the difficulties adduced by Bardy
for Text 6 outweigh any argument in favor of attributing the fragment to Aetius. It is
highly unlikely that Aetius used the rare term “of two wills” (d10eh1|c), a term which
seems to reflect the polemics of the Monothelite controversy rather than the Trinitarian
controversies of the fourth century. Accordingly, I place Texts 6-7 among the spuria of

Aetius. Thus there is no evidence for a treatise by Aetius entitled On the Son.

Text6

Source: Anastasius of Sinai, Florilegium adversus Monotheletas 1, lines 24-27

Edition: CCSG 12: 88 Uthemann

Introductory formula: “Of Aetius, the cause of the entire Arian heresy that fights against

God, from his treatise On the Son.”

So, then, the son of Mary is not of two wills lest in accordance with the laws of

the Manichees he make war against the will of God by the fleshly will.

Text 7
Source: Anastasius of Sinai, Florilegium adversus Monotheletas 1, lines 27-35
Edition: CCSG 12: 88 Uthemann

Introductory formula: “Of the same, from the same treatise.”

2% Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 129-30.
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For the Son himself gave his own explanation of the subsistence of his own nature
and unlikeness, when he refused to exercise his own will.*° If, then, his will could be
refused, his nature is also entirely mutable. Accordingly, not even the Son deems it
unworthy to confess the Father as his own God and maker.>* After all, the Father’s will
alone is good.*? At any rate, the natures of Son and Father differ {and their two wills are

unlike}.

Texts 8-13: From George of Laodicea

At the end of the defense of Homoiousian theology that George of Laodicea
composed together with Basil of Ancyra in the summer of 359, he cited the very words of
six Heteroousian statements. He did not attribute them to anyone. Thomas Kopecek
maintained that they were “presumably from Aetius.”® R. P. C. Hanson equivocated on
their authorship, first calling them anonymous, then saying that “there can be little doubt
that these are the words of Aetius himself.”* In a recent article, Xavier Morales has
affirmed the verdict of Kopecek and the latter opinion of Hanson.® I agree that all six
fragments reflect Aetian theology.

The fragments appear to be excerpted from one or more letters. Aetius twice

speaks in the first person, once to a plural “you” (Text 8), once to a singular “you” (Text

%0 Cf. Matt 26:39; 26:42; Mark 14:36; Luke 22:42; cf. John 5:19.
81 Cf. Matt 27:46; Mark 15:34; John 20:17.

%2 Cf. Mark 10:18; Luke 18:19.

% Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 184.

% Hanson, The Search, 370 and 604-5. The citation is on p. 605.

% Xavier Morales, “Identification de I’auteur des citations néo-ariennes dans le Traité de
Basile d’Ancyre,” Zeitschrift fur Antikes Christentum 11 (2008): 492—-99.
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10). In addition, the first line of the first fragment sounds like it comes from the
beginning of a letter: “For | was especially eager to share with you briefly the sayings
which in God are best” (Text 8). As the six Aetian fragments were included in a text
written in the summer of 359, they must be from the first half of 359 or earlier. Therefore,
they represent genuine Aetian material earlier than the Syntagmation.

Note that Texts 12-13 have much in common with Texts 31-32.

Text 8
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 73.21.2
Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 293, 23-27

Introductory formula: “They write thus in these very words.”

For | was especially eager to share with you briefly the sayings which in God are
best. Those who suppose that the Son preserves the likeness in substance to the Father

136

have put themselves outside the truth, since by the designation “unbegotten”" they

condemn the phrase “like in substance.”

Text9
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 73.21.3
Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 293, 29 — 294, 2

Introductory formula: “And again they say.”

% | follow the reading of ms. J.
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The Son is and has been confessed to be inferior to <the unbegotten because of
his>*" generation. Therefore, while he does not preserve the likeness in substance to the
unbegotten,®® he does preserve God’s will in its purity, bearing it in his own subsistence.
So, then, he does preserve a likeness, not in substance but according to the formula of the

will, <in that> he caused him to subsist as he willed.

Text 10
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 73.21.3
Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 294, 4-5

Introductory formula: “And again.”

Why don’t you agree with me that in substance the Son is not like the Father?

Text 11
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 73.21.4
Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 294, 7-11

Introductory formula: “And again.”

Seeing that the Son is confessed to be everlasting, not having life from his own

nature but from the power of the unbegotten,® and that the unbegotten nature is

3" Morales (“Identification de I’auteur,” 494) rejects Holl’s emendation here, but the
claim that the Son is “inferior to generation” makes no sense. Clearly something is
missing.

% | follow the reading of ms. J.
%9 | follow the reading of ms. J.
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everlastingly superior to every power, why are the impious <not> exposed when they

exchange the pious doctrine — different in substance — for likeness of substance?

Text 12
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 73.21.5
Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 294, 13-16

Introductory formula: “And again.”

Therefore, the name “Father’ is not revelatory of a substance, but of a power
which brought the Son into subsistence before the ages, God the Word, who everlastingly

<possesses> the substance and power granted to him, which he continues to possess.

Text 13
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 73.21.6
Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 294, 18-20

Introductory formula: “And again.”

<If> they want the term ‘Father’ to be revelatory of substance, but not of power,

let them also designate the subsistence of the Only-Begotten with the name ‘Father’.

Text 14: From an Aetian document

Philostorgius recorded that at the Council of Seleucia in September 359 Aetius

and Eunomius drew up and circulated document that promoted their Heteroousian
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theology.*® A fragment of this document has come down to us in two versions. The first
is preserved in Theodoret. The ecclesiastical historian narrates an audience that
Constantius had in the aftermath of the Council of Seleucia with Basil of Ancyra,
Eustathius of Sebasteia, and Eudoxius of Antioch at Constantinople in December 359.*
In stating their case against Eudoxius, Basil and Eustathius had an exposition of the faith
read to the emperor which they believed Eudoxius had written. But Eudoxius denied
authorship and attributed it to Aetius. Aetius was then summoned, and he confessed that
he was the author.*? It is likely that this exposition of faith was the same one Aetius and
Eunomius had drawn up and circulated at Seleucia.*® See Texts 15 and 20 for what
happened after Aetius admitted authorship.

The same fragment is preserved in Basil’s treatise On the Holy Spirit.** While
Gustave Bardy believed it to be an authentic Aetian fragment without being aware of
Theodoret’s version,* the fragment preserved in the ecclesiastical historian enables us to
identify Basil’s text as an excerpt from the same document. Note that Basil claimed to be
citing from one of Aetius’s letters. Basil certainly cited some words of Aetius, but his
version is more a testimony than a fragment. The words “saying” (Aéywv) and “ he says”
(gnot) indicate the places where Basil cited his source. But the phrases “and vice versa”

and “as a testimony of this rationale he drew upon the apostle” show that Basil also

“0 philostorgius, h.e. 4.11. Kopecek (A History of Neo-Arianism, 202) suggests that the
document was issued in September 28, the day following the first session.

* Theodoret, h.e. 2.27.

%2 See Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 202—4.
%% Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 203.

“ CPG 3446.

> Bardy, “L’héritage,” 810-11.
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summarized his source. Therefore, Basil’s version is a testimonium that contains genuine
fragments of Aetius. Basil’s version is also fuller than Theodoret’s.

Text 14 is significant because it is one of the few texts of Aetius that employs
scripture in a syllogistic argument—1 Cor 8:6.*° Thomas Kopecek was probably correct
when he noted that the Heteroousian document’s use of this verse was based on its usage
in the Second Dedication Creed of 341, which the Homoiousians had ratified at the first
session of the Council of Seleucia.*’ Therefore, Aetius and Eunomius may have been
arguing that the Second Dedication Creed supported their Heteroousian theology, not the
Homoiousian position.*® 1 Cor 8:6 was also central to the creed that Eunomius quoted in
Apologia 5, which Basil of Caesarea tells us was used by some of the fathers as well as
Arius.®

Other fragments of the document from which Text 14 is excerpted are probably

found in Text 16.

Text 14a
Source: Basil, De spiritu sancto 2.4

Edition: SChr 17 bis: ### Pruche

They have a sophism, now somewhat old, that was invented by Aetius, the patron

of this heresy. Somewhere in his letters he wrote, saying: “Things unlike in nature are

%® See also Text 2; Epiphanius reports an Aetian usage of scripture in Text 21.
" Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 204.

“8 Epiphanius (Pan. 76.8.11-9.2 and 76.9.5-6) interprets 1 Cor 8:6 in his chapter on
Aetius, though he does not counter the interpretation of the verse as found in Text 27.

9 Basil, Eun. 1.4.
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expressed in unlike ways.” And vice versa: “Things expressed in unlike ways are unlike
in nature.” Furthermore, for testimony of this rationale he drew upon the apostle, who
said: “One God and Father, from whom are all things, and one Lord Jesus Christ,
through whom are all things [1 Cor 8:6]. So, then,” he says, “as the terms are related to
each other, so too will the natures signified by them be related to each other. Now the

through whom is unlike the from whom. Therefore, the Son is also unlike the Father.”

Text 14b
Source: Theodoret, Historia ecclesiastica 2.27.6

Edition: GCS 19: 160, 1-4 Parmentier [n.b. there is a new edition, GCS n.f. 5]

Things unlike in substance are expressed in unlike ways. One God the Father
from whom are all things and one Lord Jesus Christ through whom are all things [1 Cor
8:6]. Now the through whom is unlike the from whom. Therefore, the Son is unlike the

God and Father.

Text 15: From Philostorgius, Church History

Philostorgius recorded that soon after Constantius learned that Aetius had
defeated Basil of Ancyra in debate in Constantinople in late 359, he summoned both of
them to his presence. Constantius asked Basil what charge he had against Aetius. Upon

hearing Basil’s reply, Aetius protested. Constantius was so displeased with Aetius’s
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response that he banished him from the palace.®® See Text 20 for a report on the same

incident. Text 16 is likely the document that contained the offending phrase.

Text 15
Source: Philostorgius, h.e. 4.12

Edition: GCS 21: 66, 10-18 Winkelmann

Therefore, the emperor had both of them®® brought into his presence and asked
Basil what accusations he was making against Aetius. He replied: “He teaches that the
Son is unlike the Father.” In response to these accusations, Aetius asserted that he was so
far from saying or thinking that the Son was unlike the Father that he even proclaimed
that he was indistinguishably like. Constantius seized upon the term ‘indistinguishable’.
Refusing outright to learn in what sense he had uttered ‘indistinguishable’, he ordered

Aetius to be thrown out of the palace.

Text 16: The Exposition of Patricius and Aetius
The next fragment, the longest, is actually a document called the Expositio
Patricii et Aetii that is preserved in the Historia acephala, edited most recently by Annik

Martin. It is a Heteroousian profession of faith composed by Aetius and the otherwise

%% See Philip R. Amidon, Philostorgius: Church History (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2007), 73 n. 27 and Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 224-5 for a discussion of
this incident.

> |.e. Aetius and Basil of Ancyra.

*2 Annik Martin, Histoire «acéphale» et index syriaque des lettres festales d’Athanase
d’Alexandria, SChr 317 (Paris: Cerf, 1985).
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unknown Patricius of Nicaea.”® Dating it is difficult because of its muddled historical
contextualization within the Historia acephala itself. The document is introduced thus:
[4.5] Eudoxius of Germanicia was in possession of the church at
Constantinople. He and Macedonius divided heresy between themselves.
But through Eudoxius another heresy that was even worse sprang up from
the impure teaching of the Arians Aetius and Patricius of Nicaea who were
in communion with Eunomius, Heliodorus, and Stephen. When Eudoxius
accepted this, he entered into communion with Euzoius, the bishop of
Antioch who belonged to the Arian heresy. When there was a favorable
opportunity, he deposed Eleusius, Macedonius, Hypatius, and fifteen other
bishops who were like them. For they would neither accept “unlike” nor
“something made by he who is not made.” And so they were exiled.**
The narrative here is very confused.*® When Eudoxius became bishop of Antioch in late
357 or early 358 he convened a council that endorsed the radically subordinationist
Sirmian Creed of 357, welcomed Aetius to Antioch, and allowed the propagation of
Aetius’s Heteroousian theology. Eudoxius’s actions led to a series of events and councils
that culminated in the Councils of Seleucia in September 359 and of Constantinople in
January 360. At the latter, Acacius of Caesarea orchestrated the deposition and
banishment of the leading Homoiousians, who included Macedonius of Constantinople

and Eleusius of Cyzicus (there is no other evidence for Hypatius of Heraclea’s

%% Martin raises the possibility that Eugenius of Nicaea was deposed at the Council of
Constantinople in 360 and replaced by Patricius, but admits that there is no evidence for
this.

> Historia acephala 4.5 (SChr 317: 154 Martin).
% See Martin, Histoire «acéphale», 49-55, for a disentanglement.
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deposition). Eudoxius himself was installed as bishop of Constantinople and Eunomius as
bishop of Cyzicus. Aetius was also deposed and banished at this council; the previous
month (December 359) at his trial before Constantius, the emperor had thrown him out of
the palace (see Texts 15 and 20). Heliodorus of Sozusa and Stephen of Ptolemais in
Libya were two of the several bishops who refused to subscribe to the condemnation of
Aetius.>® Heliodorus was also one of the consecrators of Aetius a bishop in 362. Some
time after the council, probably in 361, Euzoius was made bishop of Antioch after the
initial replacement, Meletius, was found unsuitable. The heresy of Macedonius was
purportedly the denial that the Holy Spirit was divine, but there is no evidence that he
held such a view.

The jumbled history that precedes the Exposition hints at its connection with
Eudoxius, but its dating is otherwise difficult to determine. Martin dates it to the reign of
Julian (361-363), that being the most favorable time for an attempt at diffusing
Heteroousian teaching in Constantinople (in that period Eudoxius’s see), but admits that
it might belong to the years 358-359 when Aetius was promoting his teaching from his
base in Antioch (then the see of Eudoxius).”” At any rate, she demonstrates the
document’s consistency with the Heteroousian doctrine of Aetius and Eunomius.>®

Thomas Kopecek identified the Exposition as a series of citations from the

Heteroousian document circulated by Aetius and Eunomius at the Council of Seleucia in

*® See Theodoret, h.e. 2.27.
> Martin, Histoire «acéphale», 55-6.
58 Martin, Histoire «acéphale», 56-62.
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September 359 (see Text 14 for a fragment).>® He sees the Exposition as an anti-
Homoiousian restatement of the theology of the Second Dedication Creed, particularly in
its affirmation of the Son’s undistinguishable likeness to the Father—a characterization
that would well fit into a timeframe of late 359. But Kopecek also noted that the
Exposition contains two theological inconsistencies with Heteroousian theology: (1) an
unclear distinction between the referents of the names ‘God’ and ‘Father’, and (2) the
incomprehensibility of the nature of higher beings to lower beings in the hierarchy of
being. I think the first does not seriously injure his case, as the Heteroousians were
capable of using traditional nomenclature when necessary or desirable. But the second
inconsistency is more problematic, and Kopecek was correct to note that it appears to be
an instance of Aetius attempting to mollify Eudoxius.

R. P. Vaggione placed the Exposition early in the reign of Jovian, around late 363
or early 364, when Eudoxius was trying to reconcile with Aetius for political purposes.®
He describes it as an eirenikon in which Aetius tried to accommodate his views to
Eudoxius’s ideas without sacrificing his theological principles. VVaggione noted that
Aetius, when pressed, was willing to affirm the Son’s undistinguishable likeness to the
Father (see Text 15). In Aetius’s affirmation of the Son’s immutable goodness, VVaggione
detects a swipe at his fellow Heteroousian, Theodosius of Philadelphia, who apparently
had retrieved the old Arian notion that the Word was capable of moral advancement and

achieved immutability through perfection in virtue.®* Vaggione called Aetius’s

%% Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 204-5. He bases himself on the position adopted
by Vaggione in his 1976 dissertation, a position which he later repudiated.

%0 \/aggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 283—4.
®! philostorgius, h.e. 8.3. See Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 282-3.
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discussion of how God is known “perhaps the most delicately balanced section” and saw
it as compatible with Heteroousian theology.® Incidentally, his careful analysis how the
Exposition’s treatment of knowledge of God is compatible with Heteroousian theology
removes the second objection to Kopecek’s thesis.

Yet | argue that Kopecek’s dating is correct. Philostorgius recorded that
Constantius threw Aetius out of the palace because he claimed that Son was
indistinguishably like the Father (see Text 15). In his testimonium | suggest that we may
have an echo of an event recorded more fully in Theodoret (see Text 14 and its
introduction for more details). For both the testimonium and the Exposition affirm the
same about the Son. Philostorgius merely has a snippet of the story; Aetius’s denial of
“unlike” may reflect his agreement with the Acacian compromise. For as Kopecek noted,
Text 14 and the Exposition employ the term “unlike”—a term prohibited by the Acacian
compromise at Seleucia, subscribed to by Heteroousian-leaning bishops without
difficulty, and not used by either Aetius or Eunomius in subsequent writings (given the
ascendancy of Homoianism at the time).®® Accordingly, the Exposition’s use of “unlike”
appears to place it before the event of late 359. Finally, Theodosius of Philadelphia
attended the Council of Seleucia and signed the Acacian compromise,® a context that

makes Aetius’s swipe at his ideas understandable.

Text 16

Source: Historia acephala 4.6

%2 \/aggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 284.
®3 Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, 207—10; Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus, 220—4.
% Amidon, Philostorgius, 112 n. 8.
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Edition: SChr 317: 154-58 Martin

Introductory formula: “Here is their exposition.”

The Exposition of Patricius and Aetius, who were in communion with Eunomius,
Heliodorus, and Stephen.

Whatever traits are found in God—unbegotten, beginningless, everlasting, not
subordinated to another, immutable, all-seeing, infinite, incomparable, all-powerful,
knowing the future immediately, without a master—they are not the traits of the Son. For
he is subordinated to another. He is under authority. He is from nothing. He has an end.
He cannot be compared [to the Father]. As the principle of Christ,®® the Father surpasses
him. He is originated®® insofar as he is dependent upon the Father. He does not know the
future. He was not God but Son of God, the God of those who come after him. Finally, he
possesses an indistinguishable likeness to the Father®’ in the following respects: he sees
all that the Father sees and his goodness does not change. But he possesses neither a
divinity nor a nature that is like the Father’s.

Now if we were to say that he is begotten of the divinity, we would be speaking as

though he is a viper’s brood.®® Saying such a thing is impious. Just as a statute produces a

% There is a textual problem here. | read initio Christi. The ms. reads igo xpi. Following
others such Maffei and Fromen, Martin is surely correct to read Christi for xpi. Owing to
a suggestion of Verheijen, she reads origo for igo. This is certainly better than Turner’s
imago which required him to read Christus for Christi as well in order to make sense of
it. But Battifol read ico for igo, which was a common abbreviation for inicio, that is,
initio. And so, rather than viewing igo as defective it may simply be an abbreviation.

% | at. repperitur. The usage here is unclear; Martin translates “il existe.”

®7 Lat. invariabilem aput Patrem similitudinem, which must translate something like
ATAPOAAAKTWS TATEL OUOLOV.

68 See Matt 3:7; 12:34; 23:33; Luke 3:7. Cf. Basil, Eun. 2.8.
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patina from itself and is destroyed by the patina, so too, if the Son is produced from the
nature of the Father, he will destroy the Father. But it is because of the activity and first
instance of the Father’s activity® that the Son is naturally God. He is not from the
Father’s nature but from another nature. He is like the Father, but not from him. For the
image of God is not made from God but by God. If all things are made by God, " the Son
is also made by God though from another operation.”* As iron that has rusted breaks, as a
body that produces worms is consumed, as the one who has self-inflicted wounds is
destroyed by them, so too should he be cast out of the church and anathematized who
says the Son is from the nature of the Father but does not say that Son is like the Father.

If we were to say the Son of God is God, we would be introducing two beings
without a beginning. We say the image of God. He who says that the Son is from God is
a Sabellian, and he who says that he does not know the begetting of God is a
Manichaean. And if anyone were to say that the substance of the Son was like the
substance of the unbegotten Father, he would be uttering blasphemy. For as snow and
ceruse’? are alike insofar as they are white but unlike in form, so too the substance of the
Son is other than the substance of the Father, just as snow has another kind of whiteness.
But separating yourself from external things by shutting your eye, you want to hear that
the Son is like the Father in his activities. As angels are not able to comprehend or

understand the nature of the archangels, nor the archangels the nature of the cherubim,

% Lat. novitate operis. This is an odd expression. The idea seems to be that the Father’s
production of the Son is not merely due to the divine activity, but to the very first activity
of God.

0°Cf. 1 Cor 8:6.

™ Aetius carefully distinguishes between the divine activity that produced the Son and
the divine activity that created all else.

72 Lat. simithium, also known as cerussa, a white lead-based pigment.
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nor the cherubim the nature of the Holy Spirit, nor the Holy Spirit the nature of the Only-
Begotten, so too the Only-Begotten is not able to comprehend or understand the nature of

the unbegotten God.

Texts 17-28: From Epiphanius, Panarion

Eleven testimonia can be gleaned from Epiphanius’s chapter on Aetius in
Panarion 76. In six cases, the testimonium contains what are purported to be a verbatim
report of an oral statement by Aetius (Texts 20, 21, 23, 24, 27 and 28). Holl printed Text
24 as if it were a fragment of Aetius, but this is incorrect. The verbatim report of his
words is preceded by the statement: “Aetius claimed right at the beginning [of his
treatise] that...””® Epiphanius clearly thought that the statement of Aetius that he has
quoted is derived from the beginning of his Syntagmation. But as this statement does not
correspond to anything in the Syntagmation, it appears that Epiphanius was summarizing
the main thesis of the treatise. Accordingly, it is a testimonium, not a fragment.

Five of the testimonia merely report Aetius’s well-known teaching that the Son is
unlike the Father in substance, sometimes not accurately (Texts 17, 18, 19, 24 and 26).
There is no need to doubt the authenticity of the Aetian teaching in these testimonia. Text
25 reports that Aetius really thought that the Son was a creature who was only called
“Son” by grace. This report appears to be Epiphanius’s interpretation of Syntagmation 8.
Two testimonia report Aetius’s claim that he knew God perfectly (Texts 21 and 27).
Since this is a teaching not found in the Syntagmation, Epiphanius’s report is significant.

R. P. Vaggione suspected that Epiphanius was reporting what he understood Aetius to be

"3 Epiphanius, Pan. 76.6.1 (GCS 37: 346, 7 Holl).
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saying rather than his own words.” In addition, there are two testimonia in which
Epiphanius reports scandalous words of Aetius: Text 23 reveals Aetius’s relaxed moral
standards and Text 28 recounts his crude depiction of his opponents’ faith.

The final two testimonia report teachings, or at least Epiphanius’s understanding
of teachings, not found in the Syntagmation. In Text 20, Epiphanius preserves a statement
Aetius made before Constantius in late 359. Epiphanius actually viewed Aetius’s honesty
about his belief in the Son’s status as a creature in a positive light because it exposed the
duplicity of the “Arians.” See Text 15 for Philostorgius’s report on the same. Note that
Aetius never used the term “creature” of the Son. Aetius’s belief in the Son’s status as a
creature has been deduced by Epiphanius; see Text 25 as well. Text 22 is significant
because Epiphanius purports to record Aetius’s appeal to John 17:2-3 to support his claim
that God requires only knowledge of himself. While one suspects that Epiphanius has
parodied the Christian lifestyle of Aetius and his followers, in this testimonia we gain a

hint of Aetian soteriology.

Text 17
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.2.5

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 342, 13-14

For he dared to say that the Son is unlike the Father and is not identical with the

Father in divinity.

™ R. P. Vaggione, The Extant Works (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), 168.
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Text 18
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.2.9

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 342, 27-28

Our noble Aetius did not even think that the Son was worthy of likeness to the

Father.

Text 19
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.3.4

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 343, 20-21

Wishing to offer further opposition to the confession of truth, Aetius does not

even try to confess the Son’s likeness to the Father.

Text 20
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.3.7-10

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius I11): 343, 28 — 344, 15

But our man unmasked the whole of their”dissimulation as well as his own
impiety, pointing out in clear terms the harshness and shamelessness of their doctrine of
the Lord. Furthermore, it is really true that the precise language of the statement of

Aetius, who is also called Anomoius, presents a challenge of the most just sort to those

"> Here Epiphanius refers to the Arians who claimed the Son was a creature.
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who surreptitiously introduce the term “creature.” For all that is created is unlike its
creator, even if it can be made like him by grace, and the creator is unlike that which has
been created, even if someone tries to decorate it with various colors, unless the
representation is some sort of copy and replica that merely imitates his appearance. Our
man’s statement would have prevailed against Arians who think that the Son of God and
the Holy Spirit are created. Later, when he was excommunicated by the Arians
themselves—I mean the adherents of Eudoxius, Menophilus, and others—he rebuked
them in the presence of the emperor: “Whatever they believe, | believe, just as they all
believe! But as for what is true in my case, this they conceal; what I utter in the clear light
of day and openly confess, all these men say the same but conceal what they really
think.”"® At that time the emperor was not opposed to the Arian machinations; on the
contrary, for some reason he thought that they were pious. But since he refused to confess
that the Son of God was a creature, he became vexed [at Aetius’s statement] and, as |

indicated earlier, banished him.

Text 21
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.4.2

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 344, 18-21

For our Aetius is so self-deluded — he as well as his disciples — that he later said:
“Thus I know God in the clearest possible way, and know and understand him so well

that I do not know myself any better than | understand God.”

’® See also Epiphanius, Pan. 73.23.6.
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Text 22
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.4.4 and 76.4.6-7

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius I11): 344, 23-27 and 345, 4-12

Indeed, they have no concern for holiness of life, the practice of fasting, the
commandments of God, or any other thing that God has enjoined upon humanity so that
they may live. They flippantly say only this: a single saying is all that matters. ... Thus
both Aetius and the Anomoians that derive from him adduce the saying spoken by the
Lord in the gospel and interpret the text, but he and they are mistaken because they lack a
correct understanding of its meaning. For whenever someone falls in with them and
reminds them of the commandments, they claim that, according to the words of the
saying, God seeks nothing else from us but that we know him alone, as Christ said, they
claim, when he said: Grant them, Father, to have life in themselves. And this is life, that
they may know you, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent [John 17:2-

3.

Text 23
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.4.8-9

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 345, 12-21

Indeed, certain people told us what they clearly heard him saying when they

accused some men of committing a crime with a woman and condemned them. He had no
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difficulty at all with the act. He even made a frivolous joke, claiming that such a thing
amounts to nothing. After all, it is a bodily need and its fulfillment. “For when our ear
itches,” he said — | am really ashamed to report what that dirty man said — “we take a
feather or a piece of straw,” he said, “and scratch our ear and thus get rid of the ear’s

itching. This act is similarly natural,” he said, “and if anyone does it, he does not sin.”

Text 24
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.6.1

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 346, 7-9

The unbegotten cannot be like the begotten. For they differ in name: the one is

unbegotten and the other begotten.

Text 25
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.8.2

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 348, 20-22

It is clear that in his account Aetius calls him “something begotten,” but clearly

considers and believes him to be a creature who is called “Son” by grace.

Text 26
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.10.2

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 348, 10-12
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Taking the Son of God in relation to his Father as your pretext and saying that he
is unlike the Father, you yourself have become unlike and inherited this name, seeing that

you are no longer like those being saved by God.

Text 27
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.54.17

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 411, 22-28

For Aetius and those derived from him are the most self-deluded of all people for
thinking that they know God not by faith but by natural knowledge. Somewhere above |
mentioned’” that they claim that they do not simply know God with the knowledge of
faith, but as someone knows everything that is visible and touched by his hands, as if
someone were to use his hands to pick up a rock or piece of wood or tool made of some
other material. Our noble Aetius spoke thus: “I know God as well as myself, and | do not

know myself to the extent that | know God.”

Text 28
Source: Epiphanius, Pan. 76.54.24

Edition: GCS 37 (Epiphanius 111): 411, 27-31

T Cf. Text 19.
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What are you and your faith like? You and your faith are like a blind, deaf and
mute virgin who has been violated. It is clear to all who know her that she has been
violated. But when she is asked who violated her, she does not hear the question, nor did
she see who violated her because of her blindness, nor can she reveal who he is because

of her muteness.

Texts 29-30: From Didymus, On the Trinity

The next two texts are preserved in Didymus’s On the Trinity. In chapter 10 of the
first book, Didymus provided two unattributed citations in order to refute them. These
two citations must be distinguished from the abbreviated form of the citations given in
the chapter heading.” As Wickham noted, these two citations constitute a partial
quotation of Syntagmation 8,” which is cited here for purposes of comparison:

(a) If the unbegotten God is as a whole given to begetting, that which has

been begotten has not been begotten with respect to substance, since his

substance can beget but not be begotten. (b) If the substance of God, once

refashioned, is called “something begotten,” his substance is not

unchangeable, since the change has effected the formation of the Son. (c)

If the substance of God were both unchangeable and superior to

generation, that which is according to the Son is confessed to be a mere

designation.

"8 PG 39: 292a10-13.
" Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 533.
8 Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 541.
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Text 29 corresponds to Syntagmation 8a and Text 30 to Syntagmation 8b. The only
difference is found between Syntagmation 8a and Text 29. The former reads the neuter T
vevvn0ev, whereas the latter has the masculine 6 yevvnOseic. The text of the
Syntagmation 8 in the pseudo-Athanasian Dialogus agrees with Wickham’s edition.
Hence, the Didymus citation does not seem to preserve an earlier or alternate reading.

Therefore, this variant is probably due to Didymus himself, whether deliberate or not.

Text 29

Source: Didymus, De trinitate 1.10

Edition: PG 39: 292b2-5

Introductory formula: “Here is their pointless and outrageous [sophism], which they

expressed in such words as follow.”

If the unbegotten God is as a whole given to begetting, he who has been begotten
has not been begotten with respect to substance, since his substance as a whole can beget

but not be begotten.

Text 30

Source: Didymus, De trinitate 1.10

Edition: PG 39: 292c1-4

Introductory formula: “Once again they make a proposition, pursuing a line of argument

that is in every way contrary to scripture.”
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If the substance of God, once refashioned, is called “something begotten,” his

substance is not unchangeable, since the change has effected the formation of the Son.

Texts 31-32: From Cyril of Alexandria, Treasury on the Trinity

Cyril of Alexandria preserved two citations in Assertio X of his Thesaurus de
sancta et consubstantiali Trinitate. He explicitly attributed them to Aetius. Lionel
Wickham noted that Text 32 bore “a close” resemblance to Syntagmation 5, while Text

31 bore “a very loose” resemblance to Syntagmation 34f.%

Yet he never conclusively
stated that they are citations, presumably given their patent differences from the
Syntagmation text. But regarding Text 31, Wickham opined: “I doubt that there is
anything more here than a general reminiscence of the kind of argument used by Aetius
throughout the Syntagmation (and elsewhere, no doubt).”® He believed that the Father-
Son language of Text 31 was unoriginal to Aetius’s argument, which “has been altered to
suit the terms of the opponents.”® But other genuine Aetian fragments show that Aetius
was not opposed to using Father-Son language (see Texts 1-3, 5, and 8-16). Nonetheless,
Text 31-32 are not simple citations as was the case with the texts preserved in Didymus.
Furthermore, R. P. Vaggione said the following about the citations of Eunomius and

Aetius in the Thesaurus: “What is certain is that they have been reworked by Cyril prior

to their insertion in his own treatise.”®* Therefore, Cyril’s citations are testimonia.

8 Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 533.
82 Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 568.
8 Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 568.
8 \aggione, The Extant Writings, 180.
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Texts 31-32 have much in common with Text 12-13, which are fragments. Text
31 takes up the ideas found in Syntagmation 34f. But Text 32 differs only slightly from
Syntagmation 5, which I cite Syntagmation 5 for purposes of comparison:

(a) If God is unbegotten in substance, that which has been begotten has not

been begotten by a division of substance, but he has brought it into

subsistence by power. (b) For there is no pious account that would permit

the same substance to be both begotten and unbegotten.®
Syntagmation 5a corresponds almost exactly with Text 32a, with one significant
exception. The latter reads “partless” where the former reads “unbegotten.” Logically, the
form of the argument in the fragment is simpler than Syntagmation 5a. In both cases,
though, the syllogism only proves that God does not beget by dividing his substance. The
conclusion that God must beget by power does not follow from the premises laid out in
either case. In addition, Syntagmation 5b and Text 32b make the same point, namely, the
essential incompatibility of the begotten and unbegotten, yet the point is expressed quite
differently in each case. Hence, Cyril’s version represents a faithful expression of the

teaching (and logical flaws) of the argument enunciated in Syntagmation 5.

Text 31

Source: Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus, Assertio X

Edition: PG 75: 132b7-c1

Introductory formula: “That the Son is same in substance with the Father. The objection

of Aetius. He says.”

8 Wickham, “The Syntagmation,” 541.



395

Now how could an identity of substance be preserved in the case of the Father and
the Son if the Father is unbegotten and the Son is begotten? For one would be compelled
in every way to say that the unbegotten varies from the Son in nothing. If this is the case,
nothing would prevent someone from saying that the Father is begotten and the Son

unbegotten, thereby confusing everything.

Text 32
Source: Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus, Assertio x
Edition: PG 75: 133b5-9

Introductory formula: “From an objection of Aetius. He says.”

(a) If God is partless in substance, that which has been begotten has not been
begotten by a division of substance, but he has brought it into subsistence by power. (b)
Now how could the nature brought into subsistence be of the same substance as the one

which brought it into subsistence?

Conclusion

Besides the Syntagmation, then, we possess thirteen verbatim fragments of Aetius
(Texts 1-5, 8-13, 14 and 16). There are also fourteen testimonia of varying value (Texts
15, 17-28, and 31-32). Two of the fragments are actually citations from the Syntagmation
(Texts 29-30). These fragments and testimonia allow the researcher to gain a more

accurate understanding of Aetius’s theology. Of their many virtues, they demonstrate that
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Aetius could use the traditional language of ‘Father’ and *Son’ without compromising his

Heteroousian theology.
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