
Uwe Michael Lang

1>Iotes John Philoponus and the Trıitheist Controversy
1n the Sıxth Century

When the aACI1MON1IOUS CONLFOVEISY NCr the Councıl of Chalcedon cooled
OoOWn SOTINEC EXTONT: VT hundred aftter 1T had begun, the Christian
aSTt wıtnessed the outbreak of dispute OVCI the doctrine of the Frinity.
Towards the en! of the fourth CENTUFY, thıs 1ssue seemed ave been settled
wıth the Cappadocı1ans’ MOMENLOU contribution Trınıtarıan theology. At
the SA4aJInle time, there W 4S chıft of attention Christology, maınly OW1ng
the quest10ons raısed by Apollinarıus of Laodicea. In the second half of the
sixth CCENLUrY, however, the problems which had troubled Gregory of Nyssa,
for instance, 1n hıs Ablabıum A GYraecos, re-emerged. The rıse of
“TIrıtheism” 15 usually connected wiıth the teaching of the Syrıan Miaphysite
John Ascoutzanges, the sobriquet meanıng lıterally “wıith bottle-shaped boots”.
According the informatıiıon oiven 1n Michael the Syriıan’s Chronicle, Ası
COUTZANGES, natıve of Apamea, studied Greek philosophy ın Constantinople
under Samuel (also called Peter) of ReS$saına. Atter hıs master’s death, he began

1n public that there WEeIC C  AaSs IAaLLY Natures, substances AN! vodheads
AS hypostases” 1n the Trinity. Michael the 5Syrıan iInsınuates that the orıgın of
Ascoutzanges’ heresy W 4s assoc1ated wıth hıs philosophical studies. In order

Ssustaın hıs doectrine of pluralıty of nNnatures Al vodheads 1N the Trinıity,
Ascoutzanges produced collection of Patrıstic testımon1es, which 15 longer
EXTAaDE An 1ın the chronology of Elias of Nısıbiıs aSS1ENS these EVeEeNTSsS

the yCal 56/557 AT
The MOST promınent advocate of Triıtheism W as the Alexandrıan philosopher

and theologian, John Phıloponus (€ 490—575 AUD)); est known 4S the prolitic
om  Ar Arıstotle from the Neoplatonic school of Ammonius Her-
me10u. Philoponus W as probably reared Christian despite scholarly

Miıchael the Syrıan, Chronicle 1X,30 ed ]_ Chabot, vol., Parıs -1 vol 1
313 \ vol A 251 Chabot:; S6 also the chorter report ın Gregory Barhebraeus, Chronicon
ecclestiasticum: ed eI00S Lamy, vol., Louvaın 2-18 vol I) 272
Elias oft Nısıbiıs, Opus chronologicum. Pars prı07: ed Brooks
Parıs 1910: 121 [59]; Jacob of Edessa, Chronicon, 1n Chronica MINOYTA FE ed Brooks,
Gui1dı, J- Chabot© 16]), Louvaın 1905 90771 5D dates the rıse of Triıtheism
ıIn the 344' Olympiad, between Ya and 560
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distinguıish between and Christian peri0ds 1in hıs ife Among historians
of ancıent thought hıs reputatıon has een established 4S outstandıng philo-
sopher who aunched overall attack the domiınant Aristotelian sc1entitic
world-view of hıs day In Z Philoponus published hıs iımportant treatıse
077 the Eternity of +he World agarnst Proclus. hıs work a1ımed Ar refutatiıon
of Proclus’ argumentTs that the world did NOLT ave beginnıng 1in time. Philo-

Sa 1n them assault the Christian taıth AH telt obliged COUNteEeTr

them. In hıs AÄgaınst Arıstotle, wrıtten only tew later, Phiıloponus
argued the Samne poıint agalınst the Stagırıte. hıs work contaıned signıfıcant
elements of Christian doetrine. hat Phiıloponus composed hıs OMMENTtAr

Aristotle’s Meteorologica after these < polemical wrıtiıngs certaınly chows
that, ın the words of Christian Wiıldberg, he “cherished hıs dual interest z€
philosophy and theology|] throughout hıs intellectual development”.‘ Still, there
15 transıtıon of SOMMC kınd ‚hel hıs lıterary act1v1ıty from philosophical
theological wriıtings. It W as only the CVC oft the Second Councıl of Constan-
tinople 1n 553 that Philoponus turned specıtically doetrinal subJects.

Philoponuss, MOST likely prominent figure 1n the Miaphysıte communıty
of Alexandrıa, W 4S asked by hıs co-religionists Z1ve defence of theır
doectrine. In the heated CONLFOVEISY NOr the doectrine of Chalcedon, he adopted
the pOSTLUrC of impartıal arbiter of the claıms PUL orward by the rıval
factions; AT the SAaIille time, however, he presented Miaphysıte Christology, 1n
the moderate torm developed by Severus of Antioch, 4S the only consıstent
exposıtiıon of the Incarnatıon of the 0g0S To Philoponus, Chalcedonıian
Chrıistology W asSs siımply unintelligible. Hıs Christological treatıises WEeTITC al
wrıtten 1n the 550s Some scholars AVe detected the seeds of hıs later TIrıtheism

See CS Gudeman Kroll, “l 9oannes (No Z1 loannes Phiıloponus)  ”  9 1ın Panlys
Real-Encyclopädıe der blassıschen Altertumswissenschaft 1916), thıs 1e W W as

retuted by Evrard, “Les CONVvVICt1ONS relıg1EUseSs de Jean Phılopon la date de SOI Commentaıre
‚D}

au  54 ‘Meteorologiques ‚ Bulletin de Pacademie royale de Belgique, rlasse des lettres, SCLENCES
morales e polıtiques, N  Z 5) 1953.; 299357 Verrycken, “The development of Philoponus’
thought and 1ts chronology”, 1n Sorab]yı (ed.), Arıstotle Transformed: The ncıent Commen-
FEALOTYTS an +heır Influence, London 199@C; 233-2/74, has presented moditied versiıon of thıs
thesıs. For eritic1ısm of Verrycken, ct. Scholten, Antıke Naturphilosophie UN christliche
Kosmologize ın der Schrift «DEe op1f1CL0 mundı» des Johannes Philoponos (Patristische Texte und
Studien 45), Berlıin New ork 1996, 118271723

Wıldberg, “Prolegomena the Study ot Philoponus’ CONLYA Arıstotelem”, 1n
Sorab]yı (ed.), Philoponus an the Rejection of Arıstotelıan Scıence, London 1987, 197-209,
209; ct. also hıs comprehensıve study John Philoponus Orıticısm of Arıstotle’s T’heory of Aether
(Peripatoi 16), Berlin New ork 1988 (In Phiıloponus’ theological writings, SCS the chapter
wrıtten DYy Hainthaler 1n Grillmeıier, Jesus der Christus ım Glauben der Kıirche, and
I1/4 Dıie Kırche UON Alexandrıen mı1L Nubien UN Athiopien ach 45 1, Mitarbeıt VO

Hainthaler, Freiburg M Br. 1990, 109-149, and Chadwick, “Philoponus the Christian Theo-
logian”, ıIn Sorab]ı, Philoponus, S
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1n them: however, Philoponus still appeared there ASs detender of the orthodox
doecetrine of the Krinitys an insısted the (OHEHECSS of the divıne substance iın
hıs polemical work Agaınst Andrew, which W as wrıtten SOXIHEG time betore
56/

Phıloponus W 4S NOLT widely known be Tritheist until the publication of
hıs treatıse (Dn the I’rınıty in 56 / hıs ate 15 rather ell attested. On the
OCccasıon of the tirst condemnatıon of TIrıtheism by the Oriental archimandrites
who had een assemble ın the MONASLECY of Mar Bassus 1n Bıtabö May
17th 56/, Philoponus W as NOT mentioned al all However, when the S4InNle

achimandrıtes AT the SAaInle place anathematiısed TIrıtheism tor the second time
January 3rd’ 568, they WCIC concerned wiıth Trıitheist treatıse that had

apparently been circulated anonymously.‘ Shortly before thıs, 1n 56/, Bıshop
John of Cellia aAM the Miaphysıite clergy of Alexandrıa had condemned Philo-

an hıs OIn +he Trinity. That the SaIinlle treatıse W as also the object of
the archimandrıites’ second anathema 15 suggested by letter wrıtten by Mıa-
physıte bıshops resiıdent 1n Constantıinople, 1n which the EVEeHNTS connected
wıth the rise of TIrıtheism untiıl the second assembly al Bıtabö 1n 568 AIC

briefly recapıtulated. 'The untitled work be ıdentical wıth Philoponus’
On the I'rınıty, which had tallen under the anathema of the Alexandrıan
bishop.‘ hıs would INCAanl that the treatise W as publıshed in the second half of
the yCal 567

Philoponus SOOIl became NOtOr10uUs 4S the heresiarch of the Trıtheıists, especıal-
ly for Greek-speaking Chalcedonıian polemuicists. Whıile thıs ascrıption 15 NOT

COTFECL 1t 15 indicatıve of the ımportance attached the underpinning Philo-
provıded tor the Trıitheist doetrine. hat thıs CUr10US theology of the

TIrınity W 4S phenomenon tound wiıthin the Miıaphysıte Can be ıllustrated
by the tact that Chalcedonıjans WFE usually observers of aM NOLT partıcıpants
1n thıs CONLFOVEISY. For instance, John Scholasticus, Patrıarch of Constan-

Edited by Van Roey, “Fragments antıarıens de Jean Phılopon”, 1n DE 4979);
237-250, Za A
C Documenta ad orıgınes monophysitarum ıllustrandas: ed J- Chabot UOSCO
1031), Louvaın 1962 119651, 16/ hıs important collection oft SOUTCCS 111 urther be
cıted
D  „ 160-161 '  X
C D  y 125155, CSpP 1951157 105-106]:; ct Van Roey, Sa 1SEe
trıtheite Jusqu ä ”excommunicatıon de Conon el d’Eugene (557:569)5; OLP 16 (1985),
141-165, 162
G Martın, x  ean Philopon T: Ia TS  m trıtheite du \VZI- siecle”, ın Studia Patrı-
$t1Ca (1962), 5195525. Aat 522-525; Honıgmann, Eveques el 6vueches monophysıtes d’ Asıe
anterıeure V3 szecle CSCO 27 Louvaın, 954ı 18 holds that thıs anathema W asSs directe:
agalınst a 11 the wrıtings of Philoponus and W d4s issued before the actua|l publıcatıon of the
treatıse 1in question.
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tinople, presided Ar fruuntless debate between “orthodox” A “Trıtheist”
Miaphysıites. hıs meeting W as held 1n the capıtal 1ın 69/570 under the Emperor
Justin ! at the inıtlatıve of the Trıitheist monk Athanasıus, the ograndson of
Justinıan’s wite Theodora 2N: member of the Imperi1al court.‘°

Many Chalcedonian heresiologists of the Patrıstic ABC perceived Intrinsıc
ınk between Severan Miaphysıtism AN! TIrıtheism. They consıdered Severan
Miaphysitism be deeply entrenched 1n phılosophy aMl partıcularly
1n Arıstotelian ontology. Anastasıus I Chalcedonian Patrıarch of Antıioch
(559-570 ar 593—-598), argued ın hıs dialogue agalnst the Trıtheists that the
distinction between VEVLAN QOVOLO. An LÖLXN OVOLO W as AT the heart of theır
doetrine. 1+ the gener1C divinıty eX1ISTS only in the partıcular substances, that IS
1ın the Father, the Son, an the Holy Spırıt, aAMn 15 SCE1I] only by ratıional
abstraction, then the diviıne unıty has toundatıion 1n reality. Although
Anastasıus Oe€es NOT explicıtly reflect upON the relation between Christian
theology and phılosophy 1ın thıs dialogue, It 15 evident that the distinction
between particular and gener1C substance corresponds the distincetion between
tirst and second substance 1n Arıstotle’s Categorıes. Sımilar eriticısm W as offered
by Eutychius, Patriıarch of Constantinople 552-565 an 577 582) al by
Pamphilus owards the en of the sixth 3  century. Eulogius, Chalcedonian
Patrıarch of Alexandrıa (580/1-607/8), regarded TIrıtheism 4S logical develop-
10 &: Van ROeYy, “La TSEe triıtheite depuls Ia condamnatıon de Conon e Eugene

JuSsqu ä la conversıon de l’eveque Elie”, 1n Delsman al (ed.), Von Kanaan hıs Kerala.
Festschrift J. Van der Ploeg, Kevelaer Neukirchen-Vluyn 1982 487-497, RLA
tew later, Anastasıus of Antioch acted the arbıter between LW riıval Miaphysıite
tact10ns, S Van RKoey, “Une CO  S christologique SOUS le patrıarcat de Pıerre de
Callinique”, 1n 5Symposium Syriacum 1976 (OCA 205), Rome 1978 349-35/, AL 950-351
Allen, “Neo-Chalcedonism an the Patrıarchs ot the Late Sıxth Gentufy:s 1n Byzantıon
i 5175 Inquıres into the attıtude of Chalcedonıian Patriarchs 1n the ate sıxth CENLUFY
towards the INanı y Miaphysıite splinter STrOUDS. C Van Roey Allen, Monophysite
Texts of the Sıxth Century. Edited, translated an annotated (Orıientalıa Lovanıensı1a Analecta
56)7 Leuven 1994, 105 “Hor the dogmatıc wriıters the Chalcedonian sıde trıtheism posed
apparently problem, SINCE there 15 only the evidence of Anastasıus of Antıioch ...
who dıialogue agaınst tritheists, anı that of Eulog1us of Alexandrıa and Maxımus
Contessor ... triıtheism tor ]] these wriıters 1$ SYNONOMOU: SLC wıth John Phıloponus, and
they know nothing A about the earlier Stages of triıtheist doetrine”

v Anastasıus of Antioch, Adversus C0S quı divinıs dicunt Ires essent14s ed Kı Uthemann,
1)Eas Patrıarchen Anastasıus VO Antiochien Jerusalemer Streitgespräch mi1t einem Trıthei-
R  ten”, 1ın Tradıtio ))3-1 al 102705

12 Eutychius, De dıfferentia NALUYAe e hypostaseos Vl  D ed Ananıan, “L’opuscolo dı Eutichio,
patrıarca dı Costantinopoli sulla ‘Dıstinzione della natura persona” 1ın Armen14ca. Melanges
d’etudes armenıennes, publıees Poccasıon du SO ANNLVeErSAaLTE de ’entree des Peres MeRhita-
Yıstes dans U’Ile de Saıiınt-Lazare (1717-1967), Ile de Saınt-Lazare Venise 1967 316-382,
364-37/8 (Italıan translatıon of the ancıent Armenıuan vers10n).

13 Pamphıilus, Diversorum capıtum SCH dıfficultatum solutıo X1,42-112: ed Declerck, 1n
Dıiversorum postchalcedonensium OTrTum collectanea (GEG 19)a Turnhout Leuven 1989
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ment of Miaphysıite Christology. According the repOort 1n Photius, he argued
that ıf “(particular) nNnat: an “hypostasıs” AL iıdentified, the CONSCYUCNCEC
ll be eıiıther Sa y that along wıth the ONEC nature of the godhead, there 15
also ONC hypostasıs, 0) S1INCe there AIC three hypostases, diviıde the OME

Natfure iInto three HaLlLles At the FrOOTLT of thıs evı] Eulogius Sa rationalıstic
subjection of the Christian doectrine of God human crıter1a, wıthout
countıng tor the dıfference between the created al the uncreated order.“ In
the late seventh CENLUFY, Anastasıus oft S1na1 overtly denounced the Christology
of Severan Miaphysıtism 4S CONSCYUECNC of allowıing Greek philosophy
intrude into Christian teachıing. Adopting the Arıstotelian doetrine of indıvi-
duals Aa particular substances, he argued, the Mıaphysıtes Callle ıdentify
QUOLG an NOOOWNOV. hıs tallacıous iıdentification had COMNSCYUCNCCS,
The ormula “  one incarnate Natlııre of the God-Logos” could be understood

ımply partıcular nAatiure tor each PCISON of the Ärınıicy, NOT only for the
5on, but also tor the Father an tor the Holy Spirıt, an thus o1Vve rıse the
Trıitheist heresy.‘”

The Chalcedonian authors of the sixth an seventh centurıles present sımılar
pıcture regardıng Philoponus’ endorsement of Trıtheism. dramatic portraılt
of Philoponus 4as the “heresiarch of the Trıitheists” 15 tound 1n the treatıse De
sect1Ss, composed between aN! 1n the ftorm of dialogue between
Philoponus an: the personified Church. Philoponus attempted chow that
the Chalcedonian doetrine of LW nNnatures necessarily ımplied < hypostases,
Ssince NAatLure an hypostasıs AT the S4Ua4INE When Ecclesia contested that 1ın that
Car would aVe speak of three HAtures of the Tranmıtye, Philoponus
replied that it W as pertectly legitimate do thıs He sa1d 5

takıng hıs startıng-point trom the Arıstotelians. For Arıstotle SayS that of indıvıduals there ATC

partıcular substances and ONeE COILNLLTLLON SC. substance]. Thus Philoponus sa1d lıkewise that there
d1IC t_hree partıcular substances ın the Holy Trinıty, and OIMIC COININON |SC. substance].

Of the ILal Yy heresi0logists who assıgned Phiıloponus promınent role
the Trıtheısts, chall only mentıon the priest-monk George (first halt

of the seventh century),; wh. en]JOoys 70o0d reputatıon scholars today
tor the quality of the intormatıon he provıdes, which 15 based hıs US«C of
SOHLCE material./ George accused Philoponus of usıng QOLOTOTEALXALV

14 Eulogius, 1n Photius, Bibliotheca, CO 230 ed Menry, vol., Parıs Anvol V7
15 Anastasıus Sınaılta, Vıae dux V1,2,9-17, 1X,2,65-78, XAX111,3,20-43: ed Knl Uthemann GG

8)) Turnhout Leuven 1981
16 Leontius Scholasticus, De sectıs V’
17 hıs has een noted regardıng hıs repOrLS ()Il the UOrıigenist controversıes ot the sixth CENLUFYV;

ct Richard, CO traıte de George Hıeromoine SE les heresies”, 1n Revue des etudes
byzantines 28 (1970), 239-269, AL 244_)48%
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AOYLOL, AYın! of subjecting the apostolic teachings of the inspired Fathers the
ÖOEAL of the Greeks. hus Philoponus divided the sıngle AN! indivisıble OVOLO
of the Godhead into three OVOLAL. Moreover he reduced thıs COININOIMN OVOLO

MAGTESE mental abstraction, which has ex1istence of 1ts < (QAVONAQKTOV)
ftrom the three iındıvıdual OVOLAaL©

These ancıent genealogıes of Phıloponus’ TIrıtheism aV been echoed by
MOST modern students of thıs CY1SIS. Phiıloponus 15 thought aV e provıded
theoretical foundation tor the Trıtheist doctrine which had been spread maınly
by the actıvıtles of Ascoutzanges, Athanasıus the Monk, AD the Bishops
Conon an Eugenius. The (Gserman scholar Schöntelder suggested 1n
862 that Philoponus had antıcıpated the Nomiuinalıst posıtıon ın the Medieval
CONLFOVEISY the ontological STAatus of universals.”” According Schönfelder,
Phiıloponus adopted the Arıstotelian doectrine of Nature Anı iındıyıduals ANı
applied 1t the doectrine of the Trinity. The poıint made by Schönfelder 15
that what 15 e for the created order namely that, for instance, iın the CASsSe

of human nature there 15 real unıty but only conceptual (J)I: abstract ONEC

W as erroneously transterred the divıne MATUTe hus Philoponus tell into
the AT1AC trap A Roscelıin of Compiegne 1n the eleventh CENLUrCY. What both
of them had 1n COININOIMN W as LOO much contidence 1n the possıbility of inferring
ftrom the ontological SETLIGLUTE ot the created order the iımmanent doectrine
of the TIrinıty. They WEIC NOL sufficıently of the essenti1a] princıple
which MUSLT be tollowed when reasonıng about Goöa by of analogies
trom the created order, expressed VL succinctly 1n the MALOTY dissımaılıtudo of
the Fourth Lateran C60Rh60*

Recentiy, Phiıloponus’ TIrıtheism W 4S re-assessed by Rıtaat Ebied, Albert
Van Roey, and Lionel Wıickham 1n the COMHNISE of theır research the TIrınıtarıan

15 Georg1ius Hıeromonachus, De haeresibus 135  D ed Rıchard, ANtT. CLEB
19 Schönfelder, Die Kiırchen-Geschichte des Johannes VO  S Ephesus. Aus dem Syrischen

übersetzt. Mıt eINEY Abhandlung ber die Tritheiten, München 18562, 286-297/7; hıs analysıs 1S
Aase!| the from chapters tour and ot the Arbiter 1n John of Damascus, Liber
de haeresibus 8 9 1O avaılable 1n the erıitical edition of Kotter (Patrıstische Texte und
Studien 22); Berlın New ork 1981, SO

20 &+ the est1imates of Furlanı, “Una ettera d} (310vannı Fılopono all’ımperatore Giustiniano”,
1n ttz del Reale Istıtuto Veneto dı ScCıenZe, Lettere ed Ytz 79 1920X /-1 1265
“Eglı SC. Phiıloponus] monotisıta trıteista, perche eglı arıstotelico ”: Maspero, Hıstoizre
des hatrıarches d’Alexandrıe, Parıs FO25% DA trıtheisme etalt donc, indeniablement,
tils du monophysisme: ma1s tıls COMPFrOMELLANLT. L’horreur excıtee PreSQUC unıversellement
Par nouvelle doctrine, qu1 semblaıt AdUu YyCUX de beaucoup CHAaACGET: le monde chretien
d’un reftioOur SOUFrNOI1S A4AU.  e polytheisme, reJaıllıt partıe SUuT Ia doetrine severıenne”; Duchesne,
DE glise szecle, Parıs 1925 342-346; Martın, RR CONLrOVerse trıtheite dans l’empire
Byzantın VI“ siecle, doctoral thesıs Louvaın 1959 161-183; and Weıilßs, Studia AÄnastasıana

Studien den Schriften und ZUNYT T’heologıe des Patrıiarchen Anastasıus Vo  - Antıochien
S  9 München 1965, 161-166



Notes John Philoponus and the Tritheist Controversy

CONLFOVEISY between Peter of Calliniıcum a Damıan, the Mıiaphysıte Pa-
triarchs of Antıoch A Alexandrıa 1n the 5806“ Sımiularly Schönfelder,
they EXIract Philoponus’ Tritheism trom the Arbiter, hıs maJor Christological
work 'The distinction made between COININOIN aAM particular Nature, they
claım, bears the relatıonshıp between the ONC NAaLUTe and the three hypostases
of the godhead. The OE HNAaktkure 15 nothing else than the COININOIN intelligible
SETHGLUTFG of the divıne NAaLUre that 15 SC iın mental abstraction ftrom the

of each individual hypostasıs, that 1S, the Father, the Son, A the
Holy Spirıt. Ebied, Van Roey aN! Wıickham discern ere the nucleus of Philo-
ponus’ Nominalıst understandıng of the ontological SLTAaLus of unıversals which
made hım CSPDOUSC Trıtheism. Nonetheless, they concede that 1ın the Arbiter

the question whether the COIMININMNON nature substance really eX1StS whether 1t 15 only
product of the mınd remaıns undiscussed, though iıt 15 asserted 1n passıng that nature CAannOL

eX1St 1n ıtselt but only 1n d dl
In theır edition of Peter of Callinicum’s Contra Damıanum, Ebied, Van Roey
and Wıickham develop theır hypothesıs Phiıloponus’ endorsement of TIrıthe-
1SmMm by reference the Alexandrıan’s Aristotelianısm. I{ Arıstotle’s distinetion
between tirst substance an second substance 15 applied the T nIey, the
result 15 doectrine of three particular HALFes the unıty of which (  a only be
apprehended by the abstracting intellect.”

Z Ebied Wıckham Van ROey, Peter of Callinicum. Antı- Tritheist OSSLET
(Orientalıa Lovanıens1a Analecta 109 Louvaın 1981, D

Z Op Gl 26
73 “IT. 11 be enough Sa y here that hıs teachıng the Trınıty develops trom hıs interpretation

of the Aristotelian distinction between tirst? and ‘second’ substance: only tirst substance
(MOOTN QUOLOL), 1n the ullest of the partıcular, I tor John, actual; second substance
(ÖEUTEOCO. QOUOLO.) the gener1Cc CONCEPL, 15 creatiıon of the abstracting ıntellect (“a poster10r
tabrication and invention of the mınd’, 1n phrase otften repeated by DPeter of Calliniıcum).
Applied the doectrine of God 1n the Trinıity, thıs that each dıvıne hypostasıs 15
equally God (the three ATC ‘“consubstantıal” 1n thıs but there 1$ actual Godhead
distinct trom the particular Godhead each 1S) Consequently IMNaYy indeed speak of three
ods anı three Godheads, three substances an Natures; the Oone of the Godhead 18 1ın the
viewıng mınd alone”, Ebied Van Roey Wickham (ed.), Petrı Callinıcensis
Patrıiarchae Antıocheni Tractatus C’ontra Damıanum Quae Supersunt Librı Secundı SC
29% Turnhout 1994, NT The trom Philoponus, In Arıstotelis Categor14s Commentarıum:
ed Busse (Commentarıa 1n Arıstotelem Giraeca ( AA >)7 Berlin 1598, 7.6-8, 16/.15-14,
105.18-19, which ARe= dduced substantiate thıs claım do NOL thıs DUrDOSC. In all of
these three Phıloponus repOrTLS the OP1N10NS of other COMMENLALOFS, an 1T 18 NOL
clear that he subscribes them



3( Lang

These ancıent an modern genealogıes of TIrıtheism do NOLT AaPPCal entirely
satistactory. In what tollows, chall 1n partıcular that:

The r1se of Tritheism CAaAnNnNO:r be explaiıned merely by reference the
philosophical LeNETtS of 1ts tirst proponents. The of the “ Proto-
Tritheists” W as above ll Patristic, NOT philosophical. They took AS their startıng-
pomnt certaın interpretation of the language which they tound 1in Patrıstıic

the Trimıity.
(2) theological explanatıon tor the venes1s of TIrıtheism GC2A  — be o1ven. hıs

peculıar doetrine of the Trinıty emerged trom difficulties 1n Miaphysıte hrı-
stology (though NOLT I exactly the SAa lHG WAY 4S suggested by the sixth- AT}
SEVEN-CENTLUFC heresi0logı1sts). John Philoponus’ LC4SOINS tor espousıng Trıthe-
1sSm WEIC rooted 1n thıs Christological problem.

(3) Philoponus’ understandıng of the ontologıcal STAatus of unıversals 15 NOLT

“Nomiuinalıst”, 4S often assumed. (In the CONLrFAarY, 1t would SOG1IMN that he chared
the COININON VIeW unıversals ot the sixth-century Neoplatonic OomMMeNntLaAatLOrSs

Arıistotle. Philoponus consıdered thıs theory OTL rather, certaın elements
of 1t useful tor Q1vINg Tritheism philosophical underpinnıing. chall attempt

read the EXTAanı fragments trom hıs wrıtings the doctrine of the Trinıity
agaınst thıs background.

(1) 'The Or1g1Ns of TIrıtheism

As aVe SCCH; authors ancıent and modern that the startıng-pomint tor
the Tritheists of the sixth CENTUCY W 4S philosophical. hus Ebied, Van Roey
and Wıickham conclude:

Irıtheism draws 1ts inspıratıon trom certaın philosophical SYySteEm which 1 applies the
Trinty. TIrıtheism 15 rationalıstic approach which seeks explaın the divine by and
princıples erıved trom the created order:

However,; the Or121Ns of TIrıtheism CANNOE be explained merely 4S intrusıon
of philosophy into Chrıistian theology. We A told by Michael the
Syrıan that John Ascoutzanges studied philosophy, but the iımpact of hıs
studies the zenes1s of hıs Tritheist beliefs 15 O7 clear. John Philoponus
certaınly applied hıs philosophical ACUHTHEN hıs defence of Ascoutzanges’
doctrine, but thıs W as decade after the latter had started speak 1about three
natures, three substances, an three godheads. Michael the Syrıan also tells us

that Ascoutzanges produced Patrıstic tlorılegiıum substantıiate hıs VIeWwS.
Indeed, chould iıke SsuggEST that the Or1g1Ns of the Tritheist heresy lie 1n

24 Ebj:ed—-Van Roey-Wiıckham, Peter of Callınıcum , 33
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particular interpretation of the language sed by Patrıstic authorities tor SPCa-
kıng about the T rIinIey. In other words, TIriıtheism emerged ftrom linguistic
problem an W as orıgınally centred Patristic: NOT philosophical dl 5U-
ment.  29 hıs 15 certaınly the impression OINlC recelves when readıng the earliest
EeXTAant document which CNHAHCS wiıth the Tritheists, the Theological Discourse
by Theodosıius, the Miıaphysıite Patriarch of Alexandrıa. Theodosius
thıs work during hıs exıle ın Constantinople atter the outbreak of the CONLrO-

1in an before 564, MOST lıkely NOLT long atter 560° Subsequently,
1t became the IMOST authoritative refutatıon of TIrıtheism wıthın the Miaphysıite

The Encyclical Letter which heodosius attached the Discourse strongly
that the CONLFOVEISY CT the interpretation of the Uus«e of language

1in Patrıstıic authorities:
At first they had tıght about small words and the interpretations of SOIMNEC eXpress10Ns of the
Fathers. They thought they agreed wıth HE another 1n doctrine, but each stuck SOTIINC

word Others
What kınd of conclusions SOIMNEC partıcıpants 1n thıs CONLFOVEISY actually TEW
ftrom theır readıng of the Fathers 15 made clear 1n CX TANt: (verview
Theodosius’ Discourse.” These “Proto- Trıitheists” spoke of three substances

nNnatfures of the Irinıty

75 By5 Ebjied-Van Roey-Wıckham, Peter of Callınicum, 2 $ AISUC that “Irıtheism’s
startıng-point W as philosophical (HAG. The patrıstic argumenNtTs they dduced ın tavour of 1T
WEeIC later arrıvals. It W as the CONCEPL of substance NatLure which led John Ascoutzanges
attirm three substances NAtHTes 1n (3ö50 ” However, they ave concede: “It 15 somewhat
surprisıng that despite the philosophical Or1g1Ns (John Ascoutzanges, ıt will be recalled, W as

phiılosopher) the first wrıting Z1ve us knowledge oft it; Theodosius’ Treatıse, 1$ completely
patrıstic ıthout sıngle word the philosophical ıdeas ave Just touched Ca  on C

26 AaCCCDL the datıng suggested by Van Roey, SIa HSE trıtheite Jusqu ä l’excom-
munıcatıon de Conon CT d’Eugene -569);,; 143-144 In 564, the He Patriarch of Antioch,
Paul ot Beıt Ukk  Aäme, synodical ettter Theodosıius in which he approved of the
Discourse: D  „ 10675714 173.37-74.6]. On Theodosius’ wrıtings agaınst the Tritheists, ct Van
Roey-Allen, Monophysite Texts, 1A1 They “If keep the ate proposed by
Elıas of Nısıbis tor the beginning ot trıtheism, MUSL aCCECDL that wıthın tew 1n the
monophysite church, particularly ın Constantinople, trend had begun, intluenced by Arısto-
telıan phılosophy, agalnst the tradıtional trinıtarıan doctrine”; ıbıd., 1252717256 However, they
observe ıth regard Theodosius’ T’heological Discourse: “Theodosius’ 1S merely

Patrıstic OMNEC 'Thiıs 15 somewhat disappointing. We chal]l aVe ASSUTNIEC that the trıtheists
themselves ın thıs per10d, partiıcularly ıt NOL exclusıvely, had the testımonYy of the
Fathers 1n order proclaım theır teachıng”; CLE 1382139

AT Theodosius, Encyclical Letter: ed Van Roey-Allen, Monophysıte Texts, AA L (the Syriac
version ot the manuscrı1pt Brit Labr. Add )7 translation: il A

2A8 Acording Van Roey-Allen, Monophysite Texts, Z the (OQverview W d probably NOTLT
wrıtten by Theodosius himselt.
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because 1n the LFAaGTAFes ot the Holy Fathers, they tound that each of the DCISOIS hypostases
W as also termed ‘substance‘) and “‘nature’ and that several OCCas10ns there W as wrıtten 1ts
substance’ anı 1ts OW nature’ in connection with each hypostasıs; and because all contess
and Sd y one incarnate NAaLure of od’; and because they tound that Chrysostom had saı1d
concerning the only-begotten Son of God QUTtOoc AOYVOG OVOLO LLC SOTLV In Ioh
59,471.”

The maın poılnt of CONLFOVEISY would SGGL ave been that ın the Fathers
the LETTN “ubstance” 15 sed individually tor each of the three PCISONS of the
Trinity. In the (Qverview Theodosius ‘ Dıscourse, thıs 15 PUL AS ollows:

The Trinity 1n ItSs entirety 15 called substance; but separately God the Word 15 Iso called
substance, tor example by John Chrysostom; and the Holy Spiırıt 1$ Iso called substance, tor
example by Gregory the Theologian; ONEC tinds Iso that the Father 1$ called substance

For thıs FCasSOI), SOMIEC considered 1t permissible Ahal iındeed ONSEQUECNL
speak of three substances 1n the Trinıty 45 ell hat they contended tor
certaın interpretation of Patrıstıc authorities rather than introduced phıloso-
phical arguments clear trom Theodosius’ reply. Hıs refutation 15 exclu-
sıvely concerned wıth the GCOTTFeCct interpretation of doectrinal STATEMENES found
1n Patrıstıc 01.11‘CCS.31

Startled by such interpretation of Patrıstıic which W 4S obviously Al

odds wıth the orthodox doetrine of the Trinıity, SOINNC of those wh opposed
the Tritheists went the other EXTITEINE They maıntaıned that siınce there 15
only OTE substance OT nNALHITEe 1n the Trinıty, It 15 thıs NALUTe which W as made
incarnate iın Its entirety. Whıile the Trıitheists WT denounced 45 Arıans, for
denyıng the consubstantıalıty of the three PECISOLNS 1ın the T'rınıity, theır OPPONENEIS
WEeIC quickly accused of Sabellianısm, tor faılıng ZCCOUNT tor the distinctions
between Father, Son A Holy Spairıt. Notably, Theodosius engaged 1n CONLrO-

wıth those who argued 1n IHOTE less crude WaYy that the entıre
TIrıinıty became human along wıth the Logos. Only the first part of hıs

29 DETrVLEW D  y 6:23:831.) -  5 1n the translatıon of Van Roey-Allen, Monophysite
Texts, 1 oı
DETDLEW D 37105e

A Theodosıius, T’heologica Discourse: ed Van Roey-Allen, Monophysite Texts, 149- 50/ KB
heodosıus ollows the advıce of of Basıl of Caesarea, 5 ‘9 24-726 ed Courtonne,

Saınt Basıle. Lettres E Parıs 193/% 134, NOL rely human arguments‚ but the testiımon1es
of the Fathers.
Theodosıus, Theologıcal Discourse: 178 4/209-2 1247-25 Van Roey-Allen, Monophysite
Texts, I9 SUuggESL that the OPpPONECNLIS of the Trıtheists who arrıved al thıs conclusion INay be
the “Condobaudites noted by John of Ephesus, Hiıstoriae ecclesiasticae Pars tert1ıa 11,45 ed

Brooks CDEO 105 |106]), Louvaın 1935 119361;, 1112112 181-82]1, an Tiımothy of
Constantıinople, De 115 quı ad ecclesiam Aaccedunt: 86,57BC
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Theological Discourse 15 concerned wıth the doectrine of the Trinıity; the second
part 15 dedicated Christology.”

(2) Philoponus’ endorsement of TIrıtheism

Philoponus’ motive tor entering the debate © Z:  — be discerned E thıs pomnt in
the early of the TIrıtheist CONLFOVEISYV, when the staunch OppONECNELS of
the HE heresy reached problematıc conclusions which had bearıng the
relationship between theologıa and o1Lkonom1a. In theır the teachıng
Dut torward by Ascoutzanges, they overemphasised the unıty of divıne HAu Fe

such Extent that they could NOT explaın sufficıently how OIlC hypostasıs
of the Trinıty, the Logos, became flesh trom the Father an the Holy
Spirıt. It would SGGIH that Ascoutzanges’ doectrine appealed Philoponus As

the HAOLE conclusıve ALN1SWECI thıs question. We chould take iInto ACGOUHHE the
doectrinal rCasONSs, properly speakıng, whiıch brought hım hıs endorsement
of Trıtheism. Reconstructing thıs history 15 intrıguıng task, S1NCe only
few iragments 1n Syr1aC translatıon 4AvVe GLE OWN us from Philoponus’
wrıtings the Trinıty. However, hıs maJor Christological treatıse, the Arbiter,
provıdes us wıth iıdea of hıs theological

In the seventh chapter of the Arbiter, Phiıloponus SEeTISs torth hıs understandıng
of Nature, hypostasıs aM PCISON. 'The teaching of the Church: he SaV5S,

holds that NatLure 15 the COIMMNMONMN intellig1ıble CONTLENT ot being of those whıich partıcıpate in the
Samnle substance (TOV XOLVOV TONU eLVOAL AOVOV TWOV ING QUTNC WETEXOVTOV OUOLAG), A4AS I1a  '

1s rational, mortal lıving being, receptive of 1CEC4SOIN and understandıng; tor 1n this respeCL
sıngle LLLa 15 distinguished trom another. Substance and nature tend the SaInlle. Hypostasıs,
however, PECrSON, 15 indicatıve ot the indıvıdual ex1istence of each NAaLUTE (INV
LÖLOOUÜOTATOV ING SUOAOTOU QMUOEWG UNAQEW) and, speak, cırcumscr1ıption compounded
of certaın properties (MEQLYOAANV EE LÖLOTNTWOV TLVOV OUYKELWEVNV), 1ın which those that par-
tiıcıpate 1n the SA\”AdI1L1C nNnature A1LC dıfferent, Sa y It 1n briet, those which the Peripatetics usually
call individuals (ATOUC), those 1n which the dıyısıon into SCHCIA and specı1es en
The doctors ot the Church amne them hypostases, sometımes also PETISONS.

4A3 Compare thıs wiıth Anastasıus of Antioch’s dialogue agaınst the TIrıtheıists. Three
of the dialogue deal wiıth Chrıistology, NOL ıth the doectrine of the Trinıity. The question
whether the whole Trinıty W 4S made lesh ın ıts entirety 15 raısed by the “Dissenter”
LCDOINSC the “Orthodox”, wh; efends the tradıtional doectrine of the Trimity; ct. Uthemann,
“Des Patriarchen Anastasıus VO Antiochijen Jerusalemer Streitgespräch mMI1t einem Trithei-
z  ten
Philoponus, Arbiıter 9: ed Sanda, Opuscula Monophysıtica Toannıs Phıloponit, Berytı
Phoeniciıorum 1930 0202173 51.31-39 Kotter (c£. tn 19).
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In ecclesiastical terminology iındıvıiduals AF called hypostases because ın them
gCNCIA an specı1es 4SSUMNEC ex1istence (UNAQELG), an they do NOL subsıst
trom them (YwOLG TOUTMV OUY ÜQLOTAUEVA).”

Philoponus’ UuUsSs«CcC of the Ferm “the logos of so-and-so” ere 15 iındebted
Arıistotle who employs IT 1n the locutions AOVOG TOU { NV eLVOL an AOYOG ING

99oVolac”® 'There 1t “the [0og05 that SaVS what 1t 15 be sO-and-so )

which 15 elucıdated by Arıistotle’s explanation oft
For $ OIMC 15 o1VE ACCOUNL OYOV) of each |SC. INall an OX | what being anl anımal 15 tor
each of them OIlC ]] o1ve the SAamnle ACCOUNLT

'The FErn QOVOLO. 1ın the technical expression AOYOG TNG OVOLAC indicates “being”
1ın general, an 15 thus NOLT restricted the ftirst Arıistotelian category.

Crucıal Philoponus’understandıng ot Nature An hypostasıs 15 hıs distinc-
t10on between COINIMMNOINMN an particular nature The COINIMMNON Nature, tor instance,
of INaN, 15 such that GUA COILNINOIN Nature iındıyıdual I11all 15 distinguished
trom another. But when 1It 15 instantıated 1n ındıyıdual It 15 PTODCI thıs
indıvıdual exclusıvely. Here Philoponus refers distinetion between the
COINIMNONMN an the particular which he has developed 1n the tourth chapter of
the Arbiter. hus the “rational, mortal lıving being in (tO EV EWOL COOV
AOYLXOV OvnNTtOV)” 15 NO COTMMNTHON al y OC else  40 Philoponus illustrates thıs
by tew examples: when INan (31 (1 horse sufters, other individuals
of the s AI specı1es (tO OWOELÖN TOV QATOWOV) do NOT suffer; when Pau!] dies,
thıs Ooe€es NOT ental that anı y other I1a  = dies; ATı when Peter 15 born an

1Into exıstence, the INEeN be orn after him do NOLT veLr exXI1St. SO HAarunure

15 spoken of iın LW WaYysS

A ıbıd.,9 21:10-13 Sanda 51.46-50 Kaotter.
36 Arıstotle, Metaphysıcs A29 024° 29, A 1 028*35 al.; Categorıes 1*10=12
37 Kırwan, Arıstotle’s Metaphysics. Books E an Translated ıth Notes, Oxtord 1993,

LO SCS the translatıon “tormula”, which 1$ also endorsed by Frede Patzıg, «Metaphysik
Z7» Text, Übersetzung UN Kommentar, vol., München 1985, vol I’ Thıiıs has decıdedly
lıngu1stic connotatıon, which misleadıng 1ın the CONLEXT of the ancıent phılosophical
and theological debate Opt tor translatıon such AS “intelligible content”, which would
correspond Aquinas’ understandıng of Yalıo, cf. Wıppel, ‘Metaphysıcs”, 1ın Kretzmann

Stump (ed.), The Cambridge Companıon FO AÄqumnas, Cambrıdge p993, 5-1 A 94-95
Zachhuber, Human Nature In Gregory of Nyssa. Philosophical Background an Theological

Sıgnıficance (Supplements Vıgıilıae Christianae 46), Leiden 2000, /1-/3, cheds lıght the
conceptual Tamewor. of Cappadocıan Trıinıtarıan theology agalnst the background of thıs
philosophical discussıo0n.

38 Arıstotle, (Jat. 11022
39 Arıstotle, (‚at. 244 47: Phıloponuss, In GZELS
4.() Phiıloponus, Arbiter9 DAa Sanda BD Kaotter. Phıloponus’ philosophical teacher,

Ammonius, STARes that 1ın the individual the COTIMNLMNNOIN specıes 1S “eircumscribed NEQL-
VEYOQNTAL)”, “tence. offt (MEQLWOLOTAL)”; Ammonius Hermıiae, In Porphyrii [sagogen: ed

Busse (CAG 1V,3), Berlin 1891, 6341924
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ın OIlLC WaY, when ook the COINIMNONMN intelligıble CONtLENT of each nNnatiLure Its OWIIL, such
4S the nature of I1a  ; of horse whıich 15 NOL SC. instantıated] 1ın OIl of the individuals; 1ın
another WaY, when ook S the S4aIlle COINIMMOMN MAaLllre which 15 ISC. instantıated] 1n the
indivıduals and 4SSUMICS partıcular ex1istence (WEQLXWTATNV UNAQELV) 1n each of them, and
Ooes NOLT fit ıth anythıng else CXCECPDL thıs alone. For the ratıonal, lıyıng being which 15 ıIn 15

41
NOL COMMMOIMN AallLy of the other LE  —

Subsequently, Philoponus applıes these CONcepti0ns of NatLure an hypostasıs
the doectrine of the Primty: OTG NAature of the Father, Son an Holy Spirıt,

but three hypostases, of which each diftfers from the other ONCS by certaın
property:42

For hat chould the (QG nature of the divinıty be + NOL the COINIMMNON intelligıble CONLGHE of the
divine nature whiıch 15 SCn 1ts OW: and 15 separated by the conception (Tn ENLWVOLO) of the

of each hypostasıs
Philoponus 15 concerned ere wıth the interactiıon between Christology an
Irınıtarıan theology; he 15 ANX10US be consıstent 1n the terminology he K
tor both o1LROonOMLA Al theologia.” In order achieve thıs he ArguCcSs that 1ın
the Trinity there AdIiIC particular NatLures which ATC distinct trom the (JIIG COININON

NAEUTFe of the Godhead. Philoponus’ traın of thought 15 AS ollows: the COINMMON

intellig1ble CONTLENT of the MAtHTeEe oft each indivıidual ()1 hypostasıs 15 PIODCI
1t AN oe€es NOLT fit wıth al y other member of the SAamMlle specı1es. hıs has
sıgnıficant ramıfications, ıf consıider that ın Christ there 15 unıon of LW

NALUTES, the divıne an the human. The COININMNON NAFEHTre of the dıvinıty that 15
recognısed 1ın the Trinıity has NOT become incarnate, otherwise would predi-
CAare the Incarnatıon also of the Father ATl the Holy Spirıt. Neıther has the
COMMON human NAaiLUre been unıted wiıth the God-Logos, otherwise the whole
human LACeE before aN: atter the advent of the LOogos would aVe een unıted

hım In fact, ıf Sa V “nature of the divinıty” InNnecan that NAEHrLe whiıch
has become indıvıdualısed, Aas distinct (EELÖLAOOELTOOLV) ftrom the COIMMNIMMNON NALUTEe
of the divinıty, In the hypostasıs of the Logos. It 15 1n thıs that

41 Philoponus, Arbiter9Z Z Sanda 52.60-66 Kotter. For sımılar distinction
between OUOLO and UNOOTAOLG, E Severus of Antioch, Homaulıa cathedralıis NN ed
Brıere (PO 2)’ Parıs 1960, 24056 Severus Iso remarks that “nature” 15 saıd In LW WdYS,
sometımes denoting QOUVUOLC, somet1ımes UNOOTAOLG, Contra ımpbıum grammatıcum. Oratıo
12 ed Lebon 111 121), Louvaın K965,; 69-70 D5l ED ed Brooks GLPO
1225 Parıs 1919 96-198; Ep. X  - ed Brooks (PO 14,1), Parıs 1920, Z8RTO,
Likewise Severus, Hom. cath XN 2 9 236-240; ct. also Hom. cath. (DA ed Briere
(PO 25)) Parıs 1943, 7909

42 Philoponus, Arbiter 22 6 Sanda HA V Kaotter.
hıs has become COINIMMON by the sixth CENLUFrY, especıially ın Leontius ot Byzantıum; ct.
Daley, “Boethius’ Theological Iracts and Early Byzantıne Scholasticism”, ın Mediaeval Studies
46 1984), 158-191, K
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contess “  one incarnate MackrTe of the God“Logos”,” dıstinguishıing 1t trom the
Father aMn the Holy Spirıt by the addıtion ‘God-Logos”. hus the unıon of
dıyınıty an humanıty ın Christ 15 unıon of partıicular, NOLT of COMMON

natures.46 The divıne NALUuFe 15 PFrODCI the God-Logos, an by “nature of
humanıty”, whıch attiırm be unıted the 0g0S, understand that
particular being which alone the 0g20S has assumed:

Therefore, ıth regard thıs meanıng ot Nature, hypostasıs and ature A the SaInc, 1T WEIC,

CXCECDL that by the term ‘'hypostasıs’” the properties, which along wıth the COINIMMNON 2EUTEe A

added each indıividual and through which the indıviduals Ad1i1C separated trom ONEC another, ATC

understood wel147

Philoponus’ analysıs of Nature, substance an hypostasıs 1in the seventh chapter
of the Arbiter leads us the GTE NOT only of hıs Christology, but also of hıs
TIrınıtarıan theology. Left 1O Lurn the EXTATHHE iragments of hıs writiıngs

the Trinıity, which ave COIMNEC OWN us NOLT 1in the orıgınal Greek, but 19
the torm of quotatıons 1ın Varı0us Syrıac OI‚II'C€S.4  5 Hence the interpretation of
these SU AT fragments 15 intrıcate task, an <hall NOL attemptL O1VE
comprehensive 2CCOUNT of them here, but rather select tew pomts which (  ;

be ılluminated wıth reference Philoponus’ earlier wrıtiıngs Christology.
Philoponus AarguCcs that what 15 PTODCI each of the DPersons of the Trinity
namely that thıs OMHNE 15 the Father AIı thıs OIlLC 15 the Son an thıs ONMNC 15 the

Holy Spırıt constıitutes specı1es of ItSs OWIL. Philoponus obviously CONCeEeIVeSs
of the three divıne Persons NOLT Aas ditferent iındıvıduals under COININOMN specıes,
4S miıght AaVe een expected, but 4A5 ditfferent specı1es under COINIMMNONMN 9
that S, “(CS0d” The analogy adduced tor thıs relatiıonshıp 15 that of ‘lıving
being (anımal)” which (  — be specıfied 4S either rational (91 irrational.” Lt
would SCCI1H that whart Philoponus when speakıng of the ditferent “prO-

of each divıne Person 15 Porphyry’s notiıon of the specıfic dıifferentia.
Such “ditferences that belong by themselves (aL wa.9) QUTLAC)” ATITC contaıned 1n
the AOYOC TNG 0VOLAG. ” In the Arbiter, Philoponus speaks of “substantıial
dıtference (0OVOLWÖNG ÖLAQOQA) . For instance, A  1HAan  » Ahal “horse” AL <

45 The only OGELHNHTENGE of thıs ormula 1n the Arbiter:‚ PTE T Sanda s
Kaotter.

46 hat the unıon 15 NOL unıon of unıversals comprisıng INalıy hypostases 1$ Iso stated empha-
tically by Severus, ED ed Brooks (PO 12:29; Parıs 1919 1856-196, 2N! Contra
ımpıium grammatıcum. (Iratıo 121 and 11,28 SC 111 12R 179-184©and 2875
f  .

47 Philoponus, Arbiter VIE 7 AD DA Sanda 5397295 Kaotter.
48 Van ROoey, “Les fragments trıtheites de Jean Phılopon”, 1n OLP 11 (1980), 1351653
49 Phıloponus, De trınıtate, tr. 6a/b 150151 Van Roey.

Porphyry, [sagoge: ed Busse (CAG INS1S: Berlin 188/, ct. Philoponus, In Arıstotelıs
de Anıma Libros ( ommentarıa: ed Hayduck (CAG XX Berlin 1897,D
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dıitferent substances natures, the NC being rational anımal an the other
being irrational anımal. Although they AN C under the SAainle CI1US, namely
anımal, they CAannot be subsumed under the SAamne AOVOG TING QOUOLAG, that IS
the SAamllec species.”

Thus Philoponus Sa y S 1n II6 of hıs iragments the Trinity:
'The dıvıne substance 1$ constituted 1n three-fold ashıiıon 1ın the Father, Son and Holy Spirıt,
hıs substance 15 dıivided NOL only by number but by the properties themselves. And thereiore
they A entirely dıtterent trom ONE another ın specı1es (&TEDOELÖELC). ”

Philoponus’ pomnt 1s that 1T 15 COFTTECGE affırm “ hree consubstantıal substances”
in the Trinity. The Fathers only rejected three substances which A 11011-

consubstantıal, that 1S, dıtferent 1ın To corroborate thıs claım, he reters
Dionysıius of Rome AMN Gregory (presumably Nyssen).”

(3) TIrıtheism aMn ontology
The Trıtheists of the sixth CENLTUCY AL usually regarded 45 rationalısts wh
applied their Nomiuinalıist understandıng of COININONMN HMAaLHtFe the Trinıty an
thus taıled 2ACGOUHE properly tor the real unıty of the three divıne Persons.
hiıs would SCCHE CINCISZC clearly from the ECXTANL {ragments of Philoponus’
treatıse (n the Irınıty, where he STAaties that SCIHLCIA an specıes A poster10r

partıcular entiıtlies 2AN! AT abstracted from them by OQLItE: iıntellect. Philoponus
EVEN qUOLES the famous line from the first book of Arıstotle’s De anımAd, “rthe
unıversal living being 15 eıther nothing (D secondary”.” For thıs FCasSOll, Philo-

explaıins, the unıversal oes NOLT EX1IST 1ts < Hypostases ATC called
“substances” 1n the PIODCI COTHLTHON ıtems, however, such A gCNCIA aM
specıes, AL © called substances only in secondary SCI'IS€.5

In thıs tinal secti1on of PapcCrtT, <hall that these isolated
c<hould be read wıthın the CONFEeXT of the theory the ontological STAatLus of

51 Philoponus, ArbiternA Sanda @;} Boethius’ tinal definıtion of ature 1ın hıs
Contra Eutychen eL Nestorium© ed Steward and Tester (Loeb
Classıcal Library), Cambridge, Mass. London 1973 8 „ tollowıng Arıstotle’s Physica B1
Q3°7Q.231. “Nature 15 the specıfic ditfterence thart Q1VeES torm anythıng (natura Pest YVLANTNL

GUMAMOQUE D{ ınformans specıfica dıfferentia)”.
Philoponus, De theolog14, fr. E 159 Van Roey.

A Philoponus, De trınıtale, tr. 5a/b an 1A95 ß  .  > T’hemistum, fr 71a/b 156

TO ÖE COOV TO “OABOAON NTOL QUÖEV SOTLV VOTEQOV, Arıistotle, De Aanımd AAı 40725 7) quoted
1n Phiıloponus, De trınıtate, fr 1458 Van Roey.

55 Phiıloponus, De trınıtate, fr b 148-149 Van Roey.
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uniıversals which W as COIMNMONMN the Neoplatonic OmMMeNtLALOrFrS Aristotle
According thıs theory, unıversals AVeE subsıistence, that 15 SdY, CoOncrete
CEX1SFECNGE from theır 1NSTa  1O indıviduals, 45 Philoponus ArgUuCS

hıs De Anıma Commentar'y
Universals ave theır subsıistence (UNOOTAOLG) the particulars, but when they DE understoo:
4S unıversals general9 they ATC tound 111 the mınd tor theır being general CONSISTS

theır being thought of general and thoughts ATC mental

Universals do NOL subsıst from the partıcular things which OUT ab-
STFaCLINS intellect NOW them The of iındıvıduals the
order of knowiıng, however, 15 complemented by the of unıversals
the order of being The Neoplatonic OmMMeEeNTLALOFS of the sixth CENTUrY thought
that unıversals could be considered threetold WaY first +he NLA ,
that 15y AaSs the ıdeas the mınd of the demiurge secondly, the IVLAN ), that 15,
havıng theır EX1STeENCE the particular things of the sens1ible world
and thırdly, DOStLENLOY +he IHLAN/Y, AS which OUT abstracting intellect
applies the Ial y particulars An CXPOSILON of thıs theory 15 by
Simplicıus hıis omMentTtar the Categorıes, where he Argucs tor three
kınds of COM 1Lems (TO XOLVOV) The tirst 15 transcendent OT from
the particulars an the (QLTLOV) of the 1 them, tor INSTANCE,
the first anımal” ÜT QWUTOCOOV which endows all anımals wıth anımalıty

GUA Cau 1T transcends 1E effects an 15 wholly other than they hus 1T 15

rather A COIMNIMMONMN Cau than COIMMNIMNMNONMN NAaLure The second 15 the COININOM

which dwells 111 the individuals such A 11 the individual anımal 1T 1I$ the

56 (In thıs complicated LOPIC, the semiınal Paper by Kremer, “[Die Anschauung der Ammo-
MN1US (Herme10u) Schule ber den Wirklichkeitscharakter des Intelligiblen Über 11161 Beıitrag
der Spätantike ZU platonısch aristotelischen Metaphysık” 111 Philosophisches Jahrbuch 69
1961/2 46 63 and dependent UDON Kremer, Benakıs, “The Problem of Genera Concepts
111 Neoplatonism and Byzantıne Thought”, 117 1 © Meara (ed Neoplatonism and Christian
T’hought Albany 75 SG ssent1a| (though CaSY) readıng the works of (
Lloyd Neoplatonic Logı1c and Aristotelian Log1c 111 Phronesis (1955 6) 5 and 46 160
Form an Uniwversal Arıstotle Liverpoo T’he Anatomy of Neoplatonism, (Ixtord
1990

B / Philoponus In De Anıma, 61074 308 translatıon by Lloyd Anatom'y of Neoplatonısm,
(slightly modified) C Philoponus In At 58 59 Ammon1us, In Arıstotelıis Categor14s

C’ommentarıum Ld Busse (CAG 4);, Berlin 4Ö 19 13 15 Boethius, ()ontra
Eutychen e Nestorium [ 11 33 G Stewart-Rand QUOLCS the Greek sECNTENCEC (XL. ()UOLAL

LLEV KOABOAOU V OÖOVUVOVTOL Ö$ NTLOLOLG XL MLA LLVOLOTLOVLOL
That substances belong [O the class ()f universals, but subsıst only 111 indıviduals and partıculars,

also l]l 111 1 In Porphyria Isagogen ('ommentarıum Fditio Secunda ed Brandt
(Corpus Scriptorum Ececlesiasticorum Latınorum 48), Wıen CIDZIB 166- 67/

58 Phiıloponus, In Arıstotelıis Analytıca Poster:ora C’ommentarıa: ed Wallies (CAG {11
Berlin 1909 435iT (on An, POST, 100%3.5 Ö 10 HAOABOAOU I8 T.C0)

MWOAAOWV, ().U F LOLV (XL LÖECL (XL. MO (I) ITAC@TOVL, MCLL in8 UL NOAAOTC ML 1.0)

NMOAAOTC: ct Ammoni1us, In Porphyria [sagogen, 10 47 26, 68 25 69
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commonalıty which constıitutes the indıvidual, arı 15 thus differentiated,
that 1t 15 NOLT really the SAaIllCc 1n different specı1es. The thiırd kınd of WOLVOV 15
poster10r äan eX1IStS iın OUT thoughts 4a5 result of the PTOCCSS of abstraction
(EE APALOETEWC), which accompliısh by subtracting all ditterentiae that
modify anımalıty in the external world.” hıs “multiplication of the unıversal”
C be tound already 1ın the Middle Academy, when distinetion W as introduced
between the transcendent torm (XOOLOTOV eLÖO0GC), the Platonic
idea, which 15 the paradıgm of the demiurge, an the inseparable immanent
torm (EVUAOV ELÖOC) which could be equated wıth the Aristotelian AOVOG
EVUAÄOG, The doetrine of the Platonic iıdeas Aa thoughts 1n the mınd of an

Aristotelian self-thinkıng intellect 15 attested 1ın Alcınous an IMaYy - back
Antiochus (or MC 60  Xenocrates). It W 4S also held by Phiılo of Alexandrıa,
and exerted significant influence Christian theology.”

When Philoponus the aftorementioned PaSssapıcl trom Aristotle’s
De Aanımd (“the unıversal lıyıng being 15 either nothıing secondary”), he
ArBUCS that thıs does OLT entaıl A rejection of the Platonic doetrine of ideas A

the transcendent princıples (LOYOL) In the mıind of the demiurge. Rather, this
reters LO the VOTEOOYEVN, that 1S, the general CO (EVVONWATLXO) which
OUT abstracting intellect applıes LO the Man y particulars. At the SAaIne tiıme,
Philoponus emphasises that unıyersals d() subsist trom e particulars
1n which they ATC instantiated.” At the background of thıs theory, there 15 the
anxıety LO avo1id the problem of A Y.OQLOWOG, which 15 raised by Plato’s theory
of selt-subsisting ideas, AS tound ın the dialogues of 718 middle peri10d, Hence
the Neoplatonic OMMeENTLALOTFS of the sixth CCHLUFrY deny that the intelligible
realm 15 A Cparate world of ideas subsisting 1n the A1I11C6 WaAYy 4A5 the iındıyvidual
entities ın the visıble.

It would that S Can make SC of the EeXTAaNl tragments trom Philopo-
NUuSs writings O1 the Trinity ıf WC read them 1n the NLÜCXT of the position ON

the ontologıcal STAatus of unıyersals held by the Neoplatonic COI'I]I‘l‘l(ll'ltält()t'5f3
In three Eextant fragments trom hıs Agaınst Themistius, Philoponus 5SayS

59 Sıimplicius, In Aristotelıs Categor14s Commentarıum: (.d Kalbfleisch (CAG VJED: Berlin
5-8 ct. Kremer, “IDie Anschauung der Ammon1ius (Hermeiou)-Schule ber dC n

Wıirklichkeitscharakter des Intelligiblen”, 62-63
o See Alcınous, Didascalicus 1V,155.13-156.23 ed Whittaker, DParıs 1990 ct. Lloyd, “Neopla-

'PONIC logıc and Arıistotelian logic”, 59-60, and Blumenthal, Arıstotle an Neoplatonism
IN Late Antıquity, Interpretations of the De Anıma, London 9296 |3

6 Philo, De opificL0 mundı V,20 ed Colson G) Whitaker (Loeb C'lassical Library,
Philo I ö London Cambridge, Mass 1949 16-18

62 Philoponus, In De Anıma, 17-3 ct also In A 8 1325972
63 Booth, “John Philoponos, Christian and Arıstotelian Conversion”, 1 Studia Patrıstica

1/ (1982); 7=41 l) and Arıstotelian Aporetic Ontology IN Islamıiıc and Christian Thinkers,
Cambridge 6-61, A cOonNversion 11 Philoponus 'rom che commonly accepted Neo-
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For chow that the nature whiıch 1S called ‘common/’, has ex1istence of Its WTI] alongside
alLYy of the exıstents, but 1$ either nothıng ALl al which 15 indeed Lrue 15 constituted only 1n
OUT intellect trom particulars.

Nothing which 15 called ‘common’ has ex1istence of Its OW. P trom the particular: there
EX1ISTtS only thıs horse, only thıs Iall, only thıs angel.“”

There 15 other God P trom the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirıt, tourth (DEG who
would ave hıs OW : hypostasıs.

Hence what 15 COININOIN the three hypostases 1n the T'rıinıty Can : be
conceived of 1ın of concretely ex1isting substance. Philoponus’ earliest
cr1ıt1cs took hım HIGCAaRN that the unıty between the three Persons of the
Trinıty 15 NOLT real, but only figment of the mınd Arguably, Phiıloponus’
theory Oe€es NOLT sufficiently ACCOUNMNNT tor the divine unıty.

At the orıgın of the Tritheist CONLOVEISY of the sixth CENLUCYV, there W as

intelicıtous ınterpretatiıon of Patrıstıic testimonIl1es. Philoponus certaınly sed
hıs intellectual AaCUIMNECN defend Ascoutzanges’ heretical language the
Trinıty an SAVC 1t philosophical toundatıon. However, what motivated
Philoponus’ endorsement of Tritheism WT problems in the relatıonshıp be-

Irınıtarıan theology and Christology. Beyond the verbal battle the
Tritheist CONLFOVEISY 1in the siıxth CENLUCY testities genulne CY1S1S ın the
theological understandıng of the MYSTIELY of the Irıune (50d

platoniıc metaphysıcs “radıical Arıstotelianısm”. Accordıing Booth, thıs adoption of
“N ominalısm” then lead Phıloponus’ “vırtual Tritheism”. However, the force of Booth’s

1$ ser10usly impaıred by the tact that hıs Ea tor Philoponus’ “radıical Aristotelianısm ))

1$ maınly based the Scholıa Metaphysıcs. These Scholıa AL composed atter Michael of
Ephesus and thus after 1100, according Ebbesen, Commentators an Commentarıes
Arıstotle’s «Sophaıstıcı FElenchi» (Corpus Latınum ommentariorurn ın Arıstotelem Graecorum
7 9 vol., Leiden 1981, vol LÜL 86-87
Philoponus, Themaistium, fr 18 154 Van Roey.

65 GLE tr. 22 156
66 Op Gl fr 25 156


