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JOHN PHILOPONUS
ON THE BODILY RESURRECTION'

1. INTRODUCTION: THE PROBLEM

John Philoponus was probably the most influential Byzantine philoso-
pher in non-theological matters and also a very influential, but even
more controversial theologian. He belonged to the Severian non-Chal-
cedonian camp, where he became the principal theoretician of the so-
called Tritheism, which was, in the sixth century, one of the three ma-
jor Trinitarian doctrines. Within the “Tritheite” Church, he provoked
a new schism by his teaching about the resurrection. The schism took
place short before the death of Philoponus near 565, but did not stop
after him.

Philoponus’ controversial teaching on the resurrection is known in
general, but remains unclear in the details. It is clear that Philoponus
shared the Origenist view on the resurrection as an exchange of body.
The new body must be numerically different from the dead one — in-
stead of being the previous one, but transformed into an incorruptible
state. Such a position was always (at least, since the late third century,
in the first known anti-Origenist polemics led by Methodius of Olym-
pus) considered by its opponents as a total negation of the resurrec-
tion. Indeed, what is resurrected in this case? Certainly, not the soul
which has never died, but also not the dead body, either. Then, what?

Philoponus not only knew all this argumentation but, together with
the theological mainstream of his epoch, was disposed negatively to-
ward Origen. Thus, he certainly had an answer to this question. Our
modern problem is that we do not understand Philoponus in this re-
spect, which is not a particular theological subtlety but a very funda-
mental anthropological issue: what is the identity of the human indi-
vidual?

(1) The reported study was partially supported by Russian Foundation
for Basic Research, the project Nr 11-06-00364, “The Heritage of John Philo-
ponus and Transformation of Ancient Physical and Cosmological Paradigm.”
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Itis clear that Philoponus, unlike Origen, included the body into his
concept of the human identity. But in what manner??

2. SOURCES

We have only two primary sources, both of which are not only hostile
to Philoponus, but present him from the same viewpoint, that of his
former “Tritheite”-fellows Cononites (named after their leading bish-
op Conon). The first and the most important source is a Cononite anti-
Philoponian florilegium preserved in the Syriac version. It contains
several quotes from the lost works of Philoponus. The second source
is in Greek: the late sixth-century Chalcedonian catalogue of heresies
written by Timotheus, presbyter of Constantinople. This source, how-
ever, also relies on some Cononite exposition of the teaching of Philo-
ponus. Other Byzantine sources on the Philoponian teaching on the
resurrection seem to be completely dependent on Timotheus (or his
primary source).

The problem in our understanding of Philoponus arises because
these sources in their available forms are inconsistent. The attempts to
extract from them a doctrine exempt from a striking contradiction —
impossible in such a great logician of the time as Philoponus — have
failed.

3. PHiLoronNus’ CriTiciISMS AGAINST GREGORY OF NYSsSA

According to the Cononite florilegium, the two main opponents of
Philoponus in the Christian past were Gregory of Nyssa and Cyril of
Alexandria. Philoponus argued against both of them in a very harsh
manner. The meaning of the Philoponian criticism of Gregory of Nyssa
was clarified by Lionel Wickham in a short article that passed without
due attention from the scholarly world.?

(2) I consider the problem of human identity in Philoponus in more de-
tail in B. M. ZlypbE, “VIAeHTIYHOCTD Yea0Bedeckoll AnaHocTH 1o Voanny ®u-
Ao10HY: puU3IMIecKoe TeA0 B IPOCTPAHCTBe I YyeA0BedecKoe TeA0 II0 BOCKpe-
ceranu” [The identity of the human personality according to John Philoponus:
The physical body in space and the human body after the resurrection], Eivat.
ITpooremor Durocopuu u Teorozuu, 1(1) (2012), c. 307-339 (also in on-line ver-
sion <http://einai.ru/2012-01-Lurie.html>, accessed 12/16/2012) (in Russian).

(3) L. R. Wicknam, “John Philoponus and Gregory of Nyssa’'s Teaching

on Resurrection — A Brief Note,” in Studien zu Gregor von Nyssa und den
christlichen Spitantike, ed. by H. R. DrRoBNER, Ch. KLock, Leiden, 1990, pp. 205
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Philoponus argued against Gregory’s doctrine of the material iden-
tity between the dead and the resurrected bodies (according to Grego-
ry, the material parts which once participated in the human body are
sealed by the soul, and so, will be found and put in their place in the
resurrection). The doctrine of the Cononites, as Timotheus testifies,
was the same: Kai mdAwv dvapoopovoBat tnv avtv VANV Aéyova,
KQELTTOV €100 dexopévny adpbaptov kal alwviov,* namely, the mat-
ter is unchanged, the eidos becomes new.

Against this, Philoponus stated that the matter of the resurrected
bodies is “created” (donuiovpyeioOat) by God as a completely new one,
whereas the previous one is “destroyed according to both matter and
eidos (pOelpeaOat katd Te VANV Kal €idog).”> We still need to discuss
the problem of destruction “according to eidos,” even if this doctrine
is attributed to Philoponus by both Timotheus and the Cononite flori-
legium. However, the destruction “according to matter” is confirmed
by the very fact of Philoponus’ polemics against Gregory of Nyssa;
otherwise, Philoponus would certainly agree with him.

Lawrence Schrenk proposed an untenable interpretation of Philo-
ponus’ doctrine ascribing to him two ideas. One of them is, in my opin-
ion, absolutely outside the real theological context of the sixth centu-
ry — about an uncreated “divine matter,” from which the resurrected
bodies will be “crafted” (Schrenk must avoid translating onuovoyéw
as “create”).® Another one (about identity of bodies as their place in
space) is also incompatible with Philoponus’ views, but, at least, it con-

210. Theresia Hainthaler did not take this paper into account. Cf. ,,Heftig kri-
tisiert werden Cyrill und Gregor von Nyssa, der letztere, ohne daff — aus
den vorhandenen Fragmenten — die inhaltlichen Griinde ersichtlich sind”
(A. GriLLMEIER mit Th. HAINTHALER, Jesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche.
Bd 2/4. Die Kirche von Alexandrien mit Nubien und A'thiopien nach 451, Mit einem
Nachtrag aktualisiert, Freiburg, Basel, Wien, 2004, S. 142).

(4) PG 86/1,61D.

(5) T cwpata T AloONTA TAVTA TTAVTO KOl OQWHEVA, KATA T VANV
Kat 100G €k ToL pur OvTog €lg T0 eivat magayOnvat 11To ToL Oeov: GOapTA
te Tavta YevéoOal, kat GpOelpeoOat kata te VANV kat 100G, Kol AVTL TOUTwWV
€TeQt COUATO KQELTTOVA TOVTWV TV 0QWHEVWVY dPOapTa Kat atvia VO
oL Ocov dnuoveyeloBatl (PG 86.1, 61C).

(6) L.P.ScHreNk, “John Philoponus on the Immortal Soul,” The American
Catholic Philosophical Association Proceedings, 64 (1990), pp. 151-160. For a de-

tailed criticism of Schrenk’s approach, cf. /yprbe, “Vaentuanocts...,” C.319-
327.
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tains an interesting intuition, namely, that we have to put Philoponus’
ideas of bodily resurrection within the context of his physics.

4. Epos IN PaiLoroNus’ Paysics

In his Commentary on the Physics of Aristotle, Philoponus provides
the following argumentation against the possibility of the existence of
vacuums:

Even if you remove all the qualities of the body, even then the bo-
dily duration will be not identical to the vacuum. Because even if
we exclude all the qualities of the body, the matter that forms the
volume and the non-qualified body (10 &motov owua) remain, the
latter being composed from the matter and the quantifying eidos
(T0 kT TooOV €id0g), whereas the vacuum is not composed from
the matter and the eidos, because it is not a body but it is incorpo-
real and immaterial and only the place of the body.”

It is clear from this and other places in the same commentary that, for
Philoponus, the material body consists of two main components: mat-
ter and the eidos which quantifies the matter. This understanding of the
eidos is applicable to human bodies, too, because it is formulated for
physical material bodies in general.

Therefore, it seems a priori very unlikely that Philoponus could ne-
gate the existence of the “quantifying eidos” in the resurrected bodies.

5. PuiLoroNus’ CriTiCcisMS AGAINST CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA

The basic disagreement between Philoponus and Cyril (and the Con-
onites) was related to the understanding of human nature. It is im-
plied in Philoponus’ criticism of Cyril’s understanding of the bodily
resurrection. The general line of argumentation is the following. If you
(Cyril) acknowledge that the resurrected bodies will be immortal, but,
at the same time, you insist on their identity by nature with dead bod-
ies, you destroy the very definition of a human, because man is a living

(7) k&vyag maocav &vEATC TOL COUATOS TTOLOTNTA, OV’ OUTWS TAVTOV
o0Tal TO CWUHATIKOV DIACTNUA TG KEVQ. KAV YaQ APEAwUEV Taoav
TOLOTNTA TOV OWHATOG, kataAewpOnjoetal 1) 0ykwOeloa VAN kat tO &ToL0V
owpa, 6meQ ovYKeLTal €€ DANG Kal TOD KATX OO0V €1DOVGS, TO OE KEVOV OV
ovykertat €€ DANG Kal €idovg: 00dE YAQ €0TL COUA, AAAX ACOUATOV Katl
avAov, kat xooa povn cwpatog (Ioannes Philoponus, In Aristotelis physico-
rum libros octo commentaria, ed. by H. ViteLLi, 2 vols. (CAG, 16, 17), Berlin,
1887-1888, p. 687.30-35).
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being rational and mortal. If you remove “mortal,” you change the es-
sence (~award = 000(a) of man.®

Indeed, for Philoponus, the resurrected bodies are of different es-
sence than the dead ones. However, for him, this does not affect the
identity of the human essence itself, because, unlike Cyril, Philoponus
did not include into this essence the mortal body. The mortal body has
an essence of its own, which is not a part of the human essence, and so,
need not to be preserved in the resurrection. It is Cyril who, according
to Philoponus, is denying that the resurrected humans will belong to
the same human essence.

In another fragment against Cyril, Philoponus uses a key term
which will be needed for understanding his own doctrine on the res-
urrection. Here he quotes Cyril (from an otherwise unknown work)
denying his statement that the change of the schema (<=~ =oxnua)
does not lead to the change of the nature (~ua = pvo1C).”

ST 4 o Alanho & taue Ao Fidus ue 7 1 .oeho
o due Jal vizain usda o 1 duoe @mass wdma us oo teed
1culs vén elm A un e e:_ul aisaxla tAm o wiiea Y\L:r:
Az 3 e 1a L0 sl Jurfuiaes e U o o lae
Almnden ,moderd M nier? ol Minua e A sl ol ~nnone
~oda Ra o M A®I Mua s eI s ) Fhcamo clashes 1)
.tu:.&\aél\m ol

And again:'* When saying ‘better and incomparable, incorrupt-
ible and imperishable” you <Cyril> have shown that the nature of
the resurrected ones is different. But with either of these <state-
ments> you assail yourself, because you state that which is nei-
ther true nor in accordance with reality (=sis o = modypaTat), but
you declare that which is pleasing to you alone. But you accept
as granted" what you say that the change of the schema (<o

(8) A.van Rogry, “Un traité cononite contre la doctrine de Jean Philopon
sur la Résurrection,” in ANTIAQPON. Hulde aan Dr. Maurits Geerard hij de
voltooiing van de Clavis Patrum Graecorum, I, Wetteren, 1984, pp. 123-139, see
pp- 135-136.

(9) Van Roky, “Un traité cononite”, p. 136.

(10) The words of the Cononite composer of the florilegium introducing
Philoponus” words.

(11) Cf. van Roey’s translation: “Mais comme énongant une regle, tu
dis...” (ibid.) accompanied with a note “Traduction incertaine” (n. 58). I un-
derstand the expression e i huranama as “you take as granted / by way
of acknowledgment.”
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= oxnpa) does not entail a different nature. But how the corrup-
tible could not be of different nature than the incorruptible, and
the mortal — than the immortal? Thus we contradict the nature
of things (=isama ~ua = PUOIG TOV MEaypdtwv) and the Divine
Scripture.

It is important to us here that, according to Philoponus, schema is a suit-
able term for what is changed in the resurrection apart from matter.

Schema is a synonym of eidos, but the anti-Philoponian sources say
univocally that it is the eidos which will be changed, together with the
matter, according to Philoponus, in the resurrection. Both the Conon-
ites and the Calcedonians (such as Timotheus) shared the view that
matter will be preserved but it is the eidos, which will be changed. The
Cononites, as Timotheus reports, stated that the dead bodies xata
d¢ 10 €ldog povov ¢pOeigovtar (“are destroyed according to the eidos
only”) and mtaAwv dvapogpovoBat Ty avtv VANV ..., KQELTTOV 100G
dexopévnv apOagtov kal aiwwviov (“will be formed anew, having the
same matter but receiving a better eidos, the incorrupted and eternal”)."

We have seen in the genuine quote from Philoponus that he used,
instead of eidos, the Cyrillian term schema to mark what is changed
apart from the matter in the resurrected body. From what is known
from his Commentary on Physics, it is clear that the two terms, eidos
and schema, were not identical to Philoponus, whereas the difference
would be hardly comprehensible to his theological opponents.

Thus, in another important passage (On the Creation of the World,
6.23) Philoponus writes that the soul is the eidos of the body, in the Ar-
istotelean sense of “separable entelecheia” of the body.” Here Philopo-

(12) ...té odpata T aloOnTX TALTA Kl OQWHEVA, KaTX péEV TV VANV
oL PpOeigeTal, AAAX pévouoL Tar avTa Kal 6pwHeva eig el pn GpOepdueva
Kata d¢ TO €ldog povov ¢pOeipovtat. Kat maAwv avapoodpovodat v avtrv
VANV Aéyovot, koeittov €idog dexopévny apOapgtov kal aiwviov. I'éveowv
HEV TOD OQWHEVOL KOOHOU Aéyouot, katd te VANV kat €idog, pOopav d¢
AavTOL YOUV TAQEAELOLY KATX HOVOV TO €ldog. TTv yao ANy, g elmopley,
aet dlapévery opoAoyovot v avt|v (PG 86.1, 61D-64A).

(13) kowd@g yao maocav Puxnv AQLoTotéAng woloato évteAéxewv
elval ouatog GuOokoL 0PYavVIKoL duvapel Cwrv €XOVToG, TOULTEOTLY
€100C Kol TEAELOTNTA Kl OLVOXTV TOD OWHATOS TNG 0¢ évteAexelag v
HEV elval Pnoty dXWLOTOV, WS 1) HOVOIKT] EVEQYELX TV AVAQV Kal ThHS
Avoag, oia €0l kal 1] TOV AAGYwWV LV Puxn T AQUOVIQ CUVILXAVOULEVT
TOU OWUATOG" 1] O€ XWOLOTH, WS O KLUBEQVIYTNG TG VEWS Kal O 1vioxog ToD
AQUATOC" €1DOTOLOVTL YXQ O UEV TNV vadv, 6 d¢ 10 dopa, WS Kal 1) TV
avBownwv Puxr) 10 Aoywov Coov (Joannes Philoponus, De opificio mundi
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nus explains why it is the soul which makes a human — a human, that
is, a rational living being. Thus, it is hardly possible for Philoponus to
share any teaching which would cut off the resurrected body from its
eidos which is its soul.

Nevertheless, beside anti-Philoponian sources which simply as-
cribe to him such a teaching, there is, in the Cononite florilegium, a
verbal quote from Philoponus where he seems to say the same thing
himself.

6. THE CRux INTERPRETUM

Let us read carefully the corresponding text:'

dinm o .00m o da alo rind IS Kdsaan ]
scmis o e0n elml o ~a S .\om& OO - aan <\ izt e&mx
~\ .\c_\.\dﬂ A pir o e -.\-_'._\m.s!n.srt’:l \cumk oo Rhusan
Qe oo o aoudur i /o by malasdes
Therefore, in the resurrection, the bodies of men will become
that which they have not been before, and so, the former (bodies)
will not resurrect because they perished and there will be no simi-
lar (bodies) to them. And not only by number® they will be dif-
ferent from the present ones, but they will be not identical to them
according to the eidos (<xags = kKat eldov), because, in the resur-
rection, they will be incorruptible and immortal.

In the light of our previous observation, it would be natural to suppose
that there is, here, one wrong “not.” Namely, the resurrected bodies
must be different from the dead ones by number, but not by the eidos,
because they have the only and the same soul, but the soul is, accord-
ing to Philoponus, the eidos of the living body, and, in general, any
body has, according to his commentary to Physics, its own “quantify-
ing eidos” which remains unchanged after the complete removing of
the qualities.

libri vii, ed. by W. ReicuHARDT (Bibliotheca scriptorum graecorum et romano-
rum Teubneriana), Leipzig, 1897, p. 278. 3-13; the same text is republished in:
Johannes Philoponos, De opificio mundi, Uber die Erschaffung der Welt, iibersetzt
und eingeleitet, ed. by C. ScHOLTEN, vol. 3, p. 584.14-22. Cf. also 1.16 (p. 36.13,
38.16-17, ed. by REICHARDT)).

(14) Van Roky, “Un traité cononite...”, p. 136-137.

(15) Identity or difference “by number” is a common philosophical term,
from the Antiquity to our days, signifying the physical (extensional) identity
or the lack thereof.
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Fortunately, there is a parallel place in an authentic Philoponian
work Arbiter (10.37), which was preserved in the Syriac version only
(lacking from the extant Greek parts).’® This fragment presents some
difficulties for a translator unacquainted with the Philoponian Com-
mentary on Aristotle’s On Coming-to-Be and Perishing, and so, the two
previous translations are not exact enough:

Qo) o« uon emAaymrdd L reins widuma ot fay @ra
) aly . i o o t"-‘& ~\a QU QU i oD
il =n am Mmad) o1 Mtee il A eidus cam o oy glom
¢ QI 1N QUT 1 RIS . A I e Al ) s izl
For although it is said that our body will be dissolved into the
elements from which it was composed, but those who are not
deprived of the natural theoria (~¥uiiaz iioreh = Oewpla TOV
¢voucwv) do understand that [these elements] will be not the same
by number as those into which [the bodies] were dissolved, but
there must be (<o) another generation (yéveoig)" of the elements
(ad)jors i A\l = 1) €TéQa YEVEDIS TV OoToLXelwv) in'®
the perishing </it. corruption: =Aaw = PO0A"™> of the body — not
the same [elements] by number® but the same by eidos (~earts =
Kot eldov). 2

(16) Toannes Philoponus, Opuscula monophysitica, ed. by A. Sanpa, Bery-
tus Phoeniciorum [Beirut], 1930, p. 34.21-24.

(17) The Syrian translator — probably, without understanding the gen-
eral meaning of the phrase and, moreover, confusing yéveoiwg with yévve-
o, — translated “birth” (~\.) instead of the correct “generation” (<sa\ok).

(18) Iunderstand & in em\as & in the temporal meaning.

(19) The term ¢pOopd would be better translated as “perishing” within
the context predefined by the Aristotelian On Coming-to-Be and Perishing (ITeot
vevéoews Kat $pOopag).

(20) Identity “by number” means the physical identity; see above.

(21) Our translation is somewhat different from the previous ones. Cf.
“Quamquam enim [in morte] corpus nostrum dicitur in elementa dissolvi, ex
quibus constat, illi qui rerum naturalium intellegentia non carent, iudicant ea
non in numerum eorum ex quibus orta sunt resolvi, sed novam elementorum
generationem ex corporis corruptione resultare, numero quidem non eorun-
dem, specie autem eorundem” (loannes Philoponus, Opuscula monophysiti-
ca..., ed. éANDA, p- 72); “For although it is said that our body is dissolved into
its constituent elements, those who are not deprived of insight into things of
nature know that [bodies] are not dissolved into numerically [the same ele-
ments as] those from which they had been, rather, there will be another gen-
eration of elements after the destruction of the body, which are not the same



Basil Lourié 87

Here we have an authentic Philoponian teaching of the elements from
which the resurrected bodies are composed. They are not physically
identical (“by number”) to the elements of the dead bodies, but they
share with them the same eidos. These elements result from “genera-
tion” and not a “change” of the previous ones. The difference is to be
understood in the light of Philoponus” Commentary on On Coming-
to-Be and Perishing: “Generation is a transformation according to the
essence from non-being to being, whereas change is a transformation
of something which is created by the eidos according to something ac-
cidental to it.”*

The generation does not affect the prime matter/substrate (Oro-
kewévov): “for the generation does not affect the prime matter/sub-
strate and matter, be it unchangeable or not, but (it affects) that which
is composed from it and the eidos,”* that is, the individual beings.

Therefore, as is stated in the Arbiter, the resurrection is a new gen-
eration of the elements, but not an appearance or any change of the
prime matter/substrate. These new elements will be new physically
(“by number”) but neither by their prime matter/substrate nor the
eidos.

7. REsoLuTION OF THE DIFFICULTY

We have enough reasons to propose a conjecture for the difficult Philo-
ponian quote in the Cononite florilegium. Most probably, the Cono-
nite text was hypercorrected in conformity with the common Cononite
(mis)understanding of the teaching of Philoponus, where Philoponian

in number, but the same in species” (U. M. LaNG, John Philoponus and the Con-
troversies over Chalcedon in the Sixth Century. A Study and Translation of the Arbi-
ter (Spicilegium sacrum Lovaniense. Etudes et documents, 47), Leuven, 2001,
pp. 203-204).

(22) Téveowg pév éott petafoAn kat ovoiav €k TOL pn OvTog Eeig
0 0V, dAAolwolc 0¢ petaPoAn megl TU EOOTMETOMUEVOV KATA TL TV
ovuBepnrotwv avte (Ad 314a4; loannes Philoponus, In Aristotelis libros de
generatione et corruptione commentaria, ed. H. ViteLt (CAG, 14.2), Berlin, 1897,
p- 8.31-33; Cf. é0tL Yo, wg elmov, Yéveoig PV peTafoAr) kat ovolav €k To0
ur) 6vtog eig T OV, dAAolwolg d¢ petafoAr) Teol TL elDOTETOMUEVOV KATA
TL TV TteRl avTo ovuPeBnoTwy (Ad 314a8; Ibid., p. 9.30-32).

(23) N yao véveolc ov TOD VTOKEHEVOL EOTL Kal NG VANG, K&v Te
ApeTAPANTOG LEVT KAV TE 1), AAAX TOD EE TG KL TOV €dOVG TLYKEUEVOL
(Ad 314a8; Ibid., 9.31-10.2).
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acknowledgement of the change of schema was comprised as the same

thing as the change of eidos.

Preserved Text

Reconstruction

il W Muras doals Ao
rads nér Ao A amulun
)

IR L anl i mano
i it i e

And not only by number will they
be different from the present ones,
but they will be not identical to

And by number will they be dif-
ferent from the present ones, but
they will be identical to them ac-

them according to the eidos cording to the eidos.

8. CONCLUSION

Philoponus’ teaching on the resurrected bodies can be reconstructed
as the following;:

¢ The resurrected bodies are physically (“by number”) completely
distinct from their corruptible predecessors,

* but the resurrected bodies share with the corruptible bodies
a common soul, which is for them their eidos that makes them
rational beings, that is, humans,

¢ therefore, the identity between the resurrected person and the
dead person is secured not only with their common soul but also
with their common eidos, which is now applied to other matter
which consists of other elements.

¢ The nature of the body is changed, but the nature of the whole
human being as composed from the soul and the body is not
affected.

¢ From the physical viewpoint, the soul of the human body must
be considered its “quantifying eidos” (t0 kata moéoov €1dOC).

SUMMARY

Impossibility of reconstructing Philoponus’ thought concerning the bodily
Resurrection resulted from our total dependency on the Cononite sources
(the monophysite Tritheist party of the opponents of Philoponus); Timo-
thy of Constantinople (a Chalcedonian) was depending on the Cononite
information, too. The Cononites understood Philoponus’ notion of €idog
as synonymous to oxfpa, whereas its real meaning was different (the soul
as a separable évteAéyeia of the body etc.).
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