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BYZANTINE DOCTRINES 
ON THE RESURRECTED BODY 

OF CHRIST AND THEIR PARALLELS 
IN LATE ANTIQUITY

This study originated as an a  empt to reconstruct the theological 
system of Byzantine Iconoclasts and to discover its doctrinal sources. 
The comparison of extant fragments of the original Iconoclastic writ-
ings and Iconodulic polemics showed that the Iconoclasts seem to up-
held the doctrine on the radical change of qualities of Christ’s Body 
a  er the Resurrection: Christ’s coarse material body becomes subtle 
casting o   its material and circumscribable elements, thus becoming 
u  erly undepictable.1 The doctrine on the spiritual state of God reveal-
ing himself in no way through the sense of vision is emphasized in the 
Scriptural  of the Iconoclastic Council of Hiereia (754).2 The 

 also contains a verse from II Cor 5:163 that is related to the 
Iconoclastic understanding of the dichotomy between Christ’s state af-
ter the Resurrection and ours still expecting it. The argument on radical 
change of qualities is presented in its clearest form in a fragment from 
the  of the Iconoclastic Emperor-theologian Constantine V: 

You depict Christ before Christ’s Passions and Resurrection. But what 
[can] you say about that which is a  er the Resurrection? Then the 
reality is not in those things: the body of Christ was assigned with 

(1)  Cf. M , 13, 336D. On the Iconoclastic doctrine of Christ’s Resurrected 
body see . . ,    —  -

      -
, in: . . , . . , . .  ( .), 

 ( :   , 2002) 34–
49; V. A. B , The  as a Source for Reconstruction of the Icono-
clastic Theology,  2 (2006) 331–339; , The Theological Back ground of 
the Iconoclastic Church Programmes, in: F. Y , M. E , and P. P  
(eds.)  40 (Leuven: Peeters, 2006) 169–172.

(2)  M , 13, 280DE–285BC.
(3)  “Even though we have known Christ according to the  esh, now we 

know Him thus no longer.”
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5Vladimir Baranov

incorruptibility and immortality (      
    ). How then for you 

those things will give way to depiction and how will be depicted 
that which entered without any hindrance to the disciples while the 
doors were closed?4 

The next problem was to identify the sources of this Iconoclastic doc-
trine and to locate the Iconoclasts within the line of development of a 
certain theological tradition. In several important aspects the Christol-
ogy of the Iconoclasts followed the Origenist theology based, in turn, on 
the wider Platonic doctrine on the dichotomy between the material and 
noetic (or “spiritual” in Christian terms) realms. As I have argued else-
where, the Iconoclasts followed this tradition and built their polemics 
on the necessity of Christ’s soul as a mediator between the divinity and 
the  esh,5 and of intellectual contemplation of the divinity, deprived of 
all sensual perception necessarily connected with ma  er and multiplic-
ity.6 In this case Christ’s casting o   material components of his body 
corresponds to a general Origenist paradigm of eschatological spiritu-
alization of creation and its return to primordial unity with God along 
with the destruction of transitory material bodies.7 

Yet if we a  empt to verify our hypothesis on the Origenist inspira-
tion behind the notion of changing material qualities in the Resurrec-
tion, and to seek for another possible in  uence, we may note in the 
above fragment that the qualities of “incorruptibility and immortal-
ity” which were granted to Christ’s body a  er the Resurrection are, in 
fact, technical terms widely used in the Antiochean theological tradi-
tion to describe the spiritual .8 In the Eucharistic doctrine of 

(4)   100, 437B. 
(5)  V. A. B  and B. L é, The Role of Christ’s Soul-Mediator in the 

Iconoclastic Christology, in: Gy. H , and R. S (eds.)  
(in print).

(6)  . . ,      
  , in: 

 5 ( - , 2003) 390–407; V. A. B -
, Origen and the Iconoclastic Controversy, in: L. P  et al. (eds), 

, vol. 2 (Leuven: Peeters, 
2003) (BETL 164) 1043–1052.

(7)  For this doctrine in Evagrius of Pontos, see A. G , 
 (Paris: Librarie Philosophique J. Vrin, 2004) 384f.

(8)  Most o  en used four qualities: “incorruptability,” “immortality,” to-
gether with “impassibility” and “immutability” (R. B , 
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6 Scrinium IV (2008). Patrologia Paci  ca

the Byzantine Iconoclasts that speaks of the Eucharist as the real body 
and blood of Christ and yet “the true image of Christ’s natural  esh,”9 
we may  nd a striking resemblance to the Eucharistic doctrine of the 
Antiocheans: for Theodore of Mopsuestia as well the Eucharist has 
dual character — the Gi  s are simultaneously the real body and blood 
of Christ, and sign and image. 

One of the  rst interpretations of Theodore’s doctrine of the Sacra-
ments was advanced in the 1941 study by Wilhelm de Vries. According 
to him, Theodore perceives the Eucharistic gi  s as “empty” symbols 
which merely give a hope for us to enjoy the bene  ts of the future 
world.10 De Vries links this position to Theodore’s Christology and 
argues that Theodore of Mopsuestia regarded the Sacraments from 
an eschatological perspective — the present life Sacraments (primar-
ily Baptism and the Eucharist) give a believer only a hope to achieve 
in the future age the immutable and immortal state which Christ ob-
tained a  er his Resurrection, whereas there is no real spiritual change 
occurring with the Sacraments now.11 He assumes that Theodore’s Sac-
ramental exegesis does not entail a real presence in the Eucharist and 
is nothing more than a mere symbol. 

In response, Oñatibia objected that de Vries, in proclaiming the 
view on the “empty symbolism” of Theodore of Mopsuestia, ignored 
the speci  c doctrine of Theodore on the relations between the type 

 (Chevetogne: 
Éditions de Chevetogne, n. d) 190–191. On Theodore of Mopsuestia’s doctrine 
of two  in general, see R. A. N , 

 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963) 160–172.
(9)  M , 13, 264BC, for more details, see V. A B , The Doctrine 

of the Icon-Eucharist for the Byzantine Iconoclasts, in: Av. C  (ed.) 

 (forthcoming).
(10)  W.  V , Der ’Nestorianismus’ Theodors von Mopsuestia in sein-

er Sakramentenlehre,  7 (1941) 91–148; , Das eschatologische Heil bei 
Theodor von Mopsuestia,  24 (1958) 309–338, and his remarks on Theod-
ore in , (Rome: Institutum Orien-
talium Studiorum, 1947). The arguments of de Vries and his opponents, Luise 
Abramowski and Ignatio Oñatibia, together with his own remarks are summa-
rized in F. G. M L , The Christological Rami  cations of Theodore of Mop-
suestia’s Understanding of Baptism and the Eucharist,  10.1 (2002) 41  .

(11)  W.  V , Das eschatologische Heil bei Theodor von Mopsuestia, 
 24 (1958) 319; and , Der ’Nestorianismus’ Theodors von Mopsuestia 

in seiner Sakramentenlehre,  7 (1941) 111.
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7Vladimir Baranov

and the archetype.12 This doctrine ultimately bounds type and arche-
type in a way that the former is realized in the la  er. So as the types 
and symbols of the Old Testament are to be ful  lled in the future life 
of the Church, the Sacraments are such types that guarantee a hope 
that their future ful  llment will be granted to a faithful Christian. The 
grace of the Sacrament gives the participant in a real but embryonic 
way a certain potential participation in the future immortal life. Oñati-
bia concludes that Theodore did believe that a certain real transforma-
tion occurs with the Sacrament, although he postponed its full actual-
ization to the Age to come. Even in the application of the terminology 
of “symbols” and “signs” to express the real presence of Christ in the 
host,13 Theodore is in agreement with other Fathers of the fourth cen-
tury.14 This ultimate parallelism between the type and the archetype 
highlights the role of the priest in Theodore’s exegesis: the celebrating 
priest o  ers the Eucharistic sacri  ce as a representative of Christ, the 
high priest, who o  ered His own Body as a sacri  ce at his death on 
the Cross.15 

Luise Abramowski advanced additional arguments in favour of 
this view on Theodore’s Sacramental theology, using the liturgical in-
terpretational approach to Theodore’s Sacramentalism. She takes the 
common “prosopon” of Christ as the object of worship, and thus con-
cludes that Theodore’s concept of union between the two natures in 
Christ was not simply moral but ontological. Then she analyses the 
notion of participation in Theodore: through Baptism, Christ becomes 
the proper Son of God and through baptism Christians become ad-
opted sons and daughters of God, the la  er typologically depending 
on the former. Although the accent in Theodore’s Sacramentalism is 
put on baptism (the baptized person naturally participates in the hu-
man nature of Christ and thus, can participate in the grace of the Spirit 
just as Christ did, though not fully but partially), the Eucharist is also 
indispensable since it provides the baptized person with necessary 

(12)  I. O , La vida cristiana, tipo de las realidades celestes. Un 
concepto basico de la teologia de Teodoro de Mopsuestia, 

1 (1954) 101, and 128–133.
(13)  Cf. Theodore of Mopsuestia, ,  66, 713B.
(14)  I. O , La vida cristiana, tipo de las realidades celestes. Un con-

cepto basico de la teologia de Teodoro de Mopsuestia, 
1 (1954) 119. 

(15)  Ibid., 122.
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8 Scrinium IV (2008). Patrologia Paci  ca

spiritual nourishment.16 Thus, in her conclusions Luise Abramowski 
joins Oñatibia: both baptism and the Eucharist are types which not 
only hint at future realities but really participate in them.

Finally, the same view on the Sacramentalism of Theodore of Mop-
suestia was bu  ressed by Frederick McLeod who treated the problem 
from the point of view of Theodore’s approach to the Scriptural notion 
of “the image of God.”17 Theodore, as opposed to Origen and the Alex-
andrines, was opposed to any spiritual interpretation of the image of 
God, believing that creatures had to have a visible and palpable image 
of the transcendent God which was Christ, the visible bond of creation 
and recapitulation of the broken unity of creation. Since the Scripture 
also names Adam and Eve as images, Theodore constitutes the rela-
tionship of type/archetype between them and Christ; this relationship 
secures the organic unity of people as members of Christ’s body, the 
Church. This chain of types conditions the meaning of the Sacrament: 
as opposed to de Vries, who thought that participation in the Sacra-
ment had to entail supernatural participation in the divine nature, and 
could not  nd anything close in Theodore, McLeod suggests, that, 
rather, the participation in the Sacrament in Theodore entails participa-
tion in Christ’s bodily life, and a person’s bond to Christ’s body in this 
life though baptism and the Eucharist secures the participation of this 
person in the immortal life of Christ’s resurrected body. In this way, the 
Sacraments are two-fold: they have both an active impact on one’s life, 
gathering the communicants into one organic unity with Christ’s body 
in this life, and serve as a pledge of future immortal life. 

Fully accepting the arguments of the above authors, yet another 
argument can be advanced: Theodore of Mopsuestia’s doctrine of the 
Sacraments as symbol, ,18 which has its ontological counterpart 

(16)  L. A , Zur Theologie Theodors von Mopsuestia, 
 72 (1961) 281–283; the English translation of the article 

is L. A , The Theology of Theodore of Mopsuestia, in: , 
(Ashgate: Variorum, 1992) 

no. 2; the discussion of the arguments of de Vries and Oñatibia see on pp. 5–13 
[pp. 267–274 of the original publication].

(17)  F. M L , The Christological Rami  cations of Theodore of Mop-
suestia’s Understanding of Baptism and the Eucharist,  10.1 (2002) 53f.

(18)  Cf. Theodore of Mopsuestia: “Every sacrament consists in the rep-
resentation of unseen and unspeakable things through signs and emblems. 
Such things require explanation and interpretation, for the sake of the person 
who draws nigh unto the sacrament, so that he might know its power. If it 
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in reality, seems to be also ultimately connected with the Antiochean 
doctrine of two  or two states of reality: the state of mor-
tality, corruption, and corporeality in the present age, and the state 
of immortality, impassability, and spirituality in the future age. It is 
only the “future” for us, since Christ a  er his Resurrection already 
exists in the age of spirituality. However, we, on earth, still remain 
in the corporeal condition until the general resurrection and estab-
lishment of spiritual , the  rst fruits of which are given to 
every Christian at baptism. Theodore of Mopsuestia thus expresses 
this Antiochean doctrine, in a way which gives a clue as to how the 
Iconoclasts’ icon of the Eucharist di  ers from its prototype, the real 
body of Christ: 

It is with justice, therefore, that when He gave the bread He did 
not say: “This is the symbol of my body,” but: “This is my body”; 
likewise when He gave the cup He did not say: “This is the symbol 
of my blood” but: “This is my blood,” because He wished us to look 
upon these (elements) a  er their reception of grace and the coming 
of the Spirit, not according to their nature, but to receive them as if 
they were the body and blood of our Lord. Indeed, even the body 
of our Lord does not possess immortality and the power of bestow-
ing immortality in its own nature, as it was given to it by the Holy 
Spirit; and at its resurrection from the dead it received close union 

only consisted of the (visible) elements themselves, words would have been 
useless, as sight itself would have been able to show us one by one all the 
happenings that take place, but since a sacrament contains the signs of things 
that take place or have already taken place, words are needed to explain the 
power of signs and mysteries” (A. M  (ed. and trans.), 

, Woodbrook Studies, vol. 6 (Cambridge, 1933) 17 (herea  er, M -
) = R. D , and R. T  (eds.),

 (Rom , 1966) (Studi e Testi 145) 325 (herea  er: 
D –T ). Cf. Cyrus of Edessa, East Syrian theologian of the mid-
sixth century and close follower of the theology of Theodore of Mopsuestia: 
“For (all sacraments) are signs and types, either of those things that once were 
and have passed away and are not seen, or of those things that have not yet 
been and are looked for” (W. M  (ed. and trans.), 

 (Louvain: Secr tariat du CSCO, 1974) 
(CSCO 356, Syr. 156) 39). On the theological methods of Cyrus of Edessa, see 
W. M , The Theological Synthesis of Cyrrus of Edessa, an Eastern Syr-
ian Theologian of the mid Sixth Century,  30 (1964) 5–38, 363–384.
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10 Scrinium IV (2008). Patrologia Paci  ca

with the Divine nature and became immortal and instrumental for 
conferring immortality on others.19

The Eucharist for Theodore of Mopsuestia serves as an image of 
Christ’s body which was transformed a  er His Resurrection, the im-
age given to us as a token of future realities or as a seed of a future 
plant. Theodore writes that God: 

…showed all this love to men, not because He received from us 
anything worthy of this good will, as it is by His grace and mercy 
that He made manifest to us a love for the sake of which the Only 
Bego  en Son of God, God the Word, was pleased to assume a man 
for us, whom he raised from the dead, took up to heaven, united to 
Himself, and placed at the right hand of God. And He vouchsafed 
unto us participation in all these, and gave us also the Holy Spirit, 
whose  rst fruits we are receiving now as an earnest. We shall receive 
all (the fruits) when we shall have communion with Him in reality 
and when “our vile body shall be fashioned like unto His glorious 
body” (Phil 3:21).20

The material Sacraments correspond to our state in the material 
 whereas Christ as  rst-born from the dead already exists in a 

di  erent, glorious state of reality. What does this mean in terms of the 
qualities of Christ’s Resurrected body? Theodore of Mopsuestia gives 
the answer about the quality of the resurrected body — it has been 

(19)  M , 75 (= D –T , 475). 
(20)  M , 98 (= D –T , 537), cf. M , 65, and Cyr-

rus of Edessa: “Furthermore, when she [Mary] wanted to cling to him, he 
forbade her saying: ‘I have not yet ascended to my Father.’ Rather, go unto 
my brethren and say to them: ‘I ascend to my Father and your Father, my 
God and your God,’ to teach her thereby, or rather, through her the blessed 
Apostles, that he had become completely di  erent a  er his resurrection from 
the dead, and that he would not remain on earth but would be taken up to 
heaven as one who had a  ained dwelling there and conjunction with the Fa-
ther from the perfection of the Resurrection” (ed. M , 101, 21–29). The 
cloud wrapped Christ at the Ascension to prevent the disciples from being 
blind of Christ’s glorious appearance (Ibid., 136). However, Christ does not 
lose his corporeality (Ibid., 139, 16–24). On the Antiochean liturgical exegesis 
of Theodore of Mopsuestia, see R. T , The Liturgy of the Great Church: An 
Initial Synthesis of Structure and Interpretation on the Eve of Iconoclasm, 

34/35 (1982) 62–65; R. B , 
 (Paris: Institut Française d’ tudes byzantines, 1966) (Archives 

de l’Orient Chr tien 9) 80–82. 
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transformed from the material state of this  into the spiritual 
state of the spiritual  :

…incorruption, glory and power will come then to man through the 
working of the Holy Spirit, which a  ects both soul and body, the 
former with immortality and the la  er with immutability; and that 
the body which will rise from the dead and which (man) will put on 
will be a spiritual and not a natural body.21 

Thus in search for the doctrinal sources of the Iconoclasts’ notion 
of Christ changing the material qualities of his body in the Resurrec-
tion, becoming “God-like” and immaterial, we arrive at a paradoxi-
cal intermediate conclusion — both the Alexandrine Origenist tradi-
tion of Christ’s subtle body a  er his Resurrection22 and Theodore of 
Mopsuestia’s (who, we should note, was an ardent opponent of the 
Alexandrians in general and Origen in particular) “spiritual” reality 
of the second , which people still living in the material realm 
contemplate in signs and symbols, seem to bear resemblance,  rst, to 
our Byzantine Iconoclasts, and, second, to each other. In order to re-
solve the riddle or at least to give a more de  nite answer concern-
ing the sources of Iconoclastic theology we are compelled to take one 

(21)  M , 56 (= D –T , 423–425). Cf. 1 Cor. 15: 42–44: 
“Thus also the resurrection from the dead. What is sown in corruption, is 
risen in incorruption, what is sown in dishonour, is risen in glory, what is 
sown in weakness, is risen in power. The body of the soul is sown [“natu-
ral body” according to the King James Bible translation], the body of the 
spirit is risen (      .   , 

     ,     
 ,      ,  

 ).”
(22)  See the detailed discussion in . . ,     

      , 
in: . . A , . .  ( .), 

( : – , 2005) 
577–615; L. H , A Philosophical Issue in Origen’s Eschatology: The 
Three Senses of Incorporeality, in: R. Daly (ed.), 

 (Leuven: 
University Press, 1992) 378; H. C , La doctrine orig nienne du corps 
ressucit ,  81 (1980) 241f., and D. G. B -

, Quality and Corporeity in Origen, in: H. C , and A. Q -
 (eds.),  (Rome: Edizioni dell’Ateneo, 1980) (Quaderni 

di “Vetera Christianorum” 15) 323–337 on the philosophical background of 
Origen’s doctrine. 
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more step back to see what anthropological doctrines existed in the 
formative periods of both Alexandrine and Antiochean theologies. 
Since Christian discussion of resurrected bodies in Late Antiquity had 
its counterpart in Platonist anthropological discussions,23 we should 
brie  y turn to the Platonist doctrine of the luminous or ethereal body, 
the vehicle ( ) of the soul.

Although the principal elements of the doctrine of the luminous 
body, the vehicle of the soul, can be found in Plato and Aristotle,24 the 
doctrine seems to have been most actively used by the Neoplatonists.25 
Plotinus used the concept, but it was not essential for his theory of a 
personal mysticism of a philosophical soul, which, even in the incarnate 
state dwells in the intelligible world united to its higher undescended 
essence by means of intellectual contemplation. According to Plotinus, 
the soul receives the vehicle when it descends from heaven and casts it 
o   on the way back to the intelligible world.26 Porphyry as well made 
some developments of the theory —  rst light and ethereal, the vehicle 
absorbs moisture from the air and becomes material and even visible 
during the descent, and only theurgy and philosophy can enhance the 
ascent of this heavy substance which dissolves back into the heaven.27 

It was Iamblichus, who elaborated the theory of the soul’s vehicle, 
in its most crucial points — composition, generation, and the fate of 
the vehicle — in opposition to the Porphyrian concept.28 In Iamblichus’ 
psychology, even the higher part of the soul is distinct from the Intel-
lect;29 the soul is immersed in ma  er and cannot immediately cast o   its 

(23)  R. S , 
, vol. 1 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2005) 221–241, esp. 229  .

(24)  A. P. B  traces the origins of the doctrine of the vehicle of the soul 
back to Aristotle himself (A. P. B , The “Vehicle of the Soul” and the Debate 
over the Origin of this Concept,  151 (2007) 31–50).

(25)  R. S , 
, vol. 1 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2005) 221.

(26)  Plotinus,  IV, 3, 15, 1–3 (cf. also 9), and IV, 3, 24.
(27)  E. R. D , Appendix II: The Astral Body in Neoplatonism, in: , 

 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963) 318–319 with references.
(28)  J. F ,  (Chico: 

Scholars Press, 1985) 11f.
(29)  On the di  erence of Plotinian and Iamblichian concepts of the soul, 

see C. S , 
 (Brussels: Paleis der Akademien, 1978) 28f.
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body (literally or  guratively — in a way of philosophical ecstasis) and 
return to the One: their divinity can be slowly recovered by means of 
bodies in the interaction with the natural universe by means of theur-
gical rites. In these rites, the soul gradually  nds its proper divinity by 
unifying itself with the divine powers di  used in the material world. 
Theurgy used the correspondence between objects from the natural 
world (stones, herbs, etc.) and their analogies inside the soul. The im-
portance of theurgy for Iamblichus pre-conditioned the importance of 
the notion of the vehicle of the soul since such a medium justi  ed the 
theurgical methods of working on the mind by material means. This 
luminous envelope could itself receive divine visions ( ) for 
which it should be  rst prepared by theurgy.30 

This active elaboration of the “subtle body” doctrine in the philo-
sophical schools of the  rst centuries of the Christian era may, perhaps 
o  er an explanation for the curious similarity between the Alexan-
drine Origenist doctrine on Christ’s spiritual body a  er the Resurrec-
tion31 but before the  nal  when everything should return 
back into the original monad, and the Antiochean doctrine on the 
subtle body of Christ in the second spiritual  This similarity 
can be explained by the early fusion of the philosophical doctrine of 
the  and the notion of the “spiritual” body from Apostle Paul’s 
Epistle (1 Cor 15:44: “It is sown a natural body; it is raised a spiritual 
body”). 

It is a known fact that active interaction and mutual in  uence of 
pagan philosophy and the Christian religion took place in Late Antiq-
uity — it is just enough to mention a pagan teacher Libanius, whose 
students in Antioch included not only the pagan historian Ammianus 
Marcellinus, but also numerous civil o   cials of the Christian Empire 
and great Christian theologians Basil of Caesarea, John Chrysostom 

(30)  Cf.: “This sort of invocation [theurgy] … makes us, who through 
generation are born subject to passions, pure and unchangeable” (E.  P -

 (ed.),  (Paris: Les Belles Le  res, 1966) 42, 
2–5; quoted in G. S , Neoplatonic Theurgy and Dionysius the Areopagite, 

7.4 (1999) 578).
(31)  Origen speaks about the resurrection as a transition from the body 

made-by-hands to the spiritual body not made-by-hands and its qualities in 
the  III, 6, 4 (H. G , H. K  (Hrsg.), 

 (Darmstadt: Wissenscha  liche Buchgesellscha  , 1976) 
(Texte zur Forschung 24) 652–654).
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and Theodore of Mopsuestia.32 Thus, it is not surprising that the Alex-
andrine school with its philosophical background and the heritage of 
such a Christian Platonist as Origen, who thoroughly used the  
doctrine, and the Antiochean school with its “Scriptural” bent could 
both understand the enigmatic “spiritual body” of Paul in terms of 
the Platonist doctrine of the . In addition, both schools might 
have shared a common archaic teaching on the glorious state of Christ 
and saints in the Heavenly Kingdom in opposition to his earthly state 
of “a man of sorrows” (Is 53:3).33 This common layer might have been 
shared from the times before the Arian Controversy where the two 
schools of theology were formed in the process of a  acking di  erent 
premises upon which the Arian doctrine on the inferiority of the Gos-
pels’ Jesus to the Father was built.

In fact, the opposition between the two theological schools (Antio-
chean literalism vs. Alexandrine allegorism),34 usually taken for grant-

(32)  On the school of Libanius, see R. C , 
 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2007).

(33)  Cf. Athenagoras: “We are persuaded that we shall quit this earthly 
life for a heavenly life superiour to the present one, enjoying forever with God 
in his presence a changeless and impassible state of soul, not like beings of 
 esh, though we may retain it, but rather like spirits of heaven.” (  31.4, 

quoted in M. E , Origen No Gnostic; or on the Corporeality of Man,  
n. s. 43 (1992) 36–37). Hyppolitus repeats the same doctrine: “men in the resur-
rection will be like angels of God, to wit, in indestructability, immortality and 
incapacity of loss. For the indestructable essence generates nothing and is not 
generated, does not grow, sleep, hunger, thirst, su  er or die; it is not wounded 
by nails and spears, does not sweat and does not shed blood. Such are the 
natures of angels and of souls released from the body, since both these are of 
another kind, and di  erent from the creatures of the present world which are 
visible and will parish” (  254, quoted in M. E , Ori-
gen No Gnostic; or on the Corporeality of Man,  n. s. 43 (1992) 37).

(34)  On the di  erence between both exegetical methods, see M. S -
,  (Rome: In-

stitutum Patristicum “Augustinianum,” 1985) (Studia Ephemeridis “Augus-
tinianum” 23); J. H  (ed.), M. S , A. B , and M. B  
(trans.), 

, (Edinburgh: T and T Clark, 1994); R. G , 
 (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 

1973) (Beiträge zur Geschichte der biblische Exegese 15); and on interaction of 
both exegetical methods on the principles of Christology, see a paper, present-
ed at the Nogoya Conference: I. P , Biblical Interpretation and Christol-
ogy in the Early Stages of the Nestorian Controversy, Paper presented at the 
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ed, can be assessed in di  erent qualitative terms.35 As far as theology 
is concerned, R. Macina modi  ed the radical thesis of A. Guillaumont 
who argued about the ultimate opposition of the Antiochean school, 
and of Theodore of Mopsuestia in particular, to the theological con-
structions of Origenism,36 and suggested a hypothesis which may sup-
port the above mentioned assertion on the common archaic layer in 
both theologies. In the analysis of the exegetical methods of the school 
of Antioch, R. Macina suggested that the cosmology and anthropol-
ogy of Theodore of Mopsuestia were created as a response, very close 
in form but di  erent in its implications to that of Origen and based 
on the principle “to pluck the roses but leave the thorns.”37 Macina 
goes on to suggest: “Il se pourrait que la th orie des ‘deux catesteses’ 
de Th odore soit une r action à ce  e construction orig niste [double 
creation: spiritual and corporeal], et en prenne le contre-pied exact, 
en posant, elle aussi, deux catastases, qui — contrairement à celle des 
orig nistes — ne sont pas successives, mais coexistantes.”38 

Third Annual Conference of the Western Paci  c Rim Patristic Society “The 
Use of the Gospels in Early Christianity.” Nanzan University, Nagoya, Japan, 
29 September – 1 October, 2006. 

(35)  See J. G , Les xegèse d’Alexandrie et d’Antioch. Con  it ou 
malentendu?, 34 (1947) 257–302. The article is an a  empt to balance the 
view on the radical di  erence between the two exegetical schools, and on the 
“literalism” of the Antiochean school. In his analysis on the Sacramental the-
ology of Origen and Theodore of Mopsuestia, Frederick McLeod concluded 
that “The common use of language [the terms “symbol,” “type,” “participa-
tion,” etc. — ] calls into question the portrayal of Theodore and Origen as 
two radically opposed exegetes, one insisting only on a literal interpretation 
of the Bible and the other seeing the necessity for an allegorical interpretation 
to explain di   culties in scripture. The fact that Theodore and Origen speak of 
baptism and the eucharist in the same terms indicates that, if there is not some 
overlapping in their thought, they share at least a common religious tradition 
on how to speak of these sacraments in an acceptable way” (F. M L , The 
Christological Rami  cations of Theodore of Mopsuestia’s Understanding of 
Baptism and the Eucharist,  10.1 (2002) 50).

(36)  A. G , 
 (Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 

1962) (Patristica Sorbonensia 5) 183–185.
(37)  R. M , L’homme à l’ cole de Dieu: d’Antioche à Nisibe: Pro-

 l herm neutique, th ologique et k rygmatique du mouvement scholiaste 
nestorien,  33 (1983) 97 and n. 279, p. 96–97. 

(38)  R. M , L’homme à l’ cole de Dieu..., n. 121, pp. 42–43. Late Ne-
storian theologians report on Theodore of Mopsuestia and Diodore of Tar-
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Yet three hundred years is too large a period to automatically con-
nect the Iconoclasts with their fourth century predecessors. In order 
to understand be  er the background of the doctrine about the subtle 
Resurrected body, we need to look in the sixth century theological de-
bates, where both Origenian and Antiochean theologies were banned 
from the Constantinopolitan church. Neither among the two sets of 
anathemas against the Origenists, nor among the anathemas against 
Theodore of Mopsuestia can we  nd the doctrine about the subtle 
body of the Resurrection condemned except the most excessive ver-
sion of this doctrine, stating that resurrected bodies (both of Christ 
and ours) become spherical and ethereal.39 Yet does this li  le interest 
mean that this doctrine was so insigni  cant or marginal for the “big” 
sixth century controversies that it was not followed by any signi  cant 
theologian and was simply passed over in silence by the theological 
Councils of the time? Indeed not. 

In a study on the theology of the second Iconoclasm, V. M. Louri  
discovered what seems to have been the intermediate source of the 
Iconoclastic doctrine of Christ’s subtle Resurrected body. Looking clos-
er at a strange question by Patriarch John Grammaticus to Theophanes 
the Confessor concerning the state of Christ’s  esh in the Sepulcher,40 
V. M. Louri  noticed that at least one theologian in the sixth century 

sus’ belief in the doctrine of the  nal apokatastasis (R. B , 
(Chevetogne: 

Éditions de Chevetogne, n. d) n. 73, p. 195); cf. G , 
..., 181, on accusations of Theodore of Mopsuestia in Origenism on 

the grounds of di  erence between Christ and the Word.
(39)  The   h anathema from the Edict of Justinian (E. S  (ed.), 

, t. 3 (Berlin, 1940) 213, 25–26), and the tenth 
anathema of the Fi  h Ecumenical Council (Ibid., 249, 19–22).

(40)  When Theophanes the Confessor was interrogated by the Icono-
clastic Patriarch John Grammaticus, he was speci  cally asked: “In the tomb 
in which Christ’s body lay, where was his divinity?” to which the Confes-
sor replied: “Divinity is everywhere, but in your heart, oh, adversary of God! 
(S. E , Le Pan gyrique de S. Th ophane le Confesseur par S. Th o-
dore Stoudite (BHG 1792b). Édition critique,  111 (1993) 280). For the dos-
sier of Patristic texts related to the problem of the relationship between the 
Word, body, and soul in the period when the dead body of Christ was in the 
tomb, see J. L , Une ancienne opinion sur la condition du corps du Christ 
dans la mort,  23 (1927) 5–43, 209–241; J. L , À propos de l’ tat 
du Christ dans la mort, 46 (1962) 
629–649; 47 (1963) 161–180.
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was pre-occupied with a very similar theological problem,41 that is Eu-
tychius, the Patriarch of Constantinople (552–565, 577–582). 

In his Pope Gregory the Dialogist informs us of the 
“heretical” doctrine of Patriarch Eutychius, which appeared in a book 
by the Patriarch as well as in personal conversations of the two hi-
erarchs. According to Pope Gregory, Eutychius wrote that “...corpus 
nostrum in illa resurrectioni gloria erit impalpabile, ventis aereque 
subtilius,”42 to which Pope Gregory replied that according to Rom 6: 9 
(

), a change of body in the Resurrection does not occur, to which 
Eutychius responded that: “Cum scriptum sit: 

(1 Cor 15: 50), qua ratione credendum est re-
surgere veraciter carnem?” implying by his question the absence of 
Christ’s  esh a  er His Resurrection. The Pope pointed that the two 
meanings of the word “  esh” must be distinguished: one signi  es hu-
man nature in general, and the other signi  es sin, about which the 
Apostle spoke. 

The “  esh” of the resurrection is that “glory” which Christ and the 
faithful receive in the Resurrection. Eventually Eutychius repented in 
professing this doctrine and  nished his life with the words: “Con-
 teor quia omnes in hac carne resurgemus.” Thus, in the theology of 

Patriarch Eutychius in sixth century Constantinople we can  nd a fa-
miliar doctrine on the change of the material body into a new “glori-
ous” and subtle body a  er the Resurrection.43

(41)  B. L é, Le second iconoclasme en r cherche de la vraie doctrine, 
in: M. F. W  and E. J. Y  (eds.),  34 (Leuven: Peeters, 2001) 153–155. 
The previous study on the subject: Y.-M. D , La discussion entre l’apo-
crisiaire Gr goire et le patriarche Eutychios au sujet de la r surrection de la 
chair. L’arrière-plan doctrinal oriental et occidental, in: J. F , R. G , 
S. P  (eds.), 

 (Paris: Centre 
national de la recherch  scienti  que, 1986) 129–158 was not available to me.

(42)  , book 14, chapter 56, 72; M. A  (ed.), 
 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1979) (Corpus Chris-

tianorum, Series Latina 143A) 743, 4–5. On the theological position of Patri-
arch Eutychius see also B. Louri , Un autre monoth lisme: le cas de Constan-
tin d’Apam e au VIe Concile œcum nique, in:  29 (Leuven: Peeters, 1997) 
290–303.

(43)  B. L é, Le second iconoclasme en r cherche de la vraie doctrine, 
in: M. F. W , E. J. Y  (eds.),  34 (Leuven: Peeters, 2001) 153, n. 28.
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The doctrine of Patriarch Eutychius found several mighty adversar-
ies.44 Besides Pope Gregory the Dialogist, it was Emperor Justinian who 
opposed it with an entirely di  erent doctrine on Christ’s body, name-
ly, the view that Christ’s body did not  incorruptibility, impass-
ability, etc. a  er the Resurrection but possessed these qualities from 
the beginning, from the moment of the Incarnation. We mainly know 
about Justinian’s alleged “aphthartodocetism” from his adversaries, 
especially from Eustratius, the biographer of Patriarch Eutychius, who 
reports in his , that Justinian held the tenet that “The body 
of Lord Jesus Christ became incorruptible from the very beginning of 
the union (   …    ).”45 
Eustratius interprets Justinian’s doctrine as pure docetism, which al-
most ruined the whole world. Evagrius Scholasticus as well reports 
that Justinian: 

…called the body of the Lord incorruptible and unreceptive for the 
physical and blameless passions; thus he said that the Lord had al-
ready eaten before the passion as he did a  er the resurrection; that 
he experienced no change or alteration from his formation in the 
womb onwards, not even in the voluntary and physical passions, 
just as a  er the resurrection of his holy body.46 

The position of Justinian, however, cannot be identi  ed with the 
Apthartodocetism of the Monophysite Gaianists, though such connec-
tion was made by the contemporaneous heresiologists in order to cast 
doubts on the Orthodoxy of the aged Emperor, who was becoming 
quite unpopular towards the end of his reign and who could be best 
criticized on the basis of the issues of faith. 

In assessing the Orthodoxy of Justinian, the majority of scholars 
agree that,  rst, the Emperor-theologian certainly did not fall under 

(44)  For another study of the debate between Eutychius and Pope Greg-
ory, that, however, does not contain any principal advancements since the 
study of B. Louri , see . . ,     
(       -

), in: . . , . . , . .  ( .), 
 ( : , 2006) 98–108.

(45)  Eustratius, , IV, 33, quoted in A. G , 
, vol. 2, part 2: 

 (London: Mowbray, 1995) 469.
(46)  J. B  and L. P  (eds.), Evagrius.  (Am-

sterdam: Adolf M. Hakkert Publisher, 1964) IV, 39, 16–23 [ p. 190], quoted in 
G , 469. 
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the in  uence of the denial of Christ’s humanity, as “the heresy of Aph-
tharodocetism” was perceived at his time, and, second, that Justinian 
most certainly remained Chalcedonian; he denied the Monophysite 
formula of “one nature” and confessed two natures of Christ.47 Though 
the problem of Justinian’s “Aphtharodocetism” is far from being set-
tled, it is possible to suggest that Justinian’s doctrine of the constancy 
of the qualities of Christ’s Body before and a  er His Resurrection was 
worked out in opposition to the doctrine which we know about in the 
writings of Patriarch Eutychius. This doctrine taught about the radi-
cal change of qualities of Christ’s Body a  er the Resurrection, and the 
same doctrine we also detected in Origen and his followers in the Al-
exandrine school as well as in Theodore of Mopsuestia and his follow-
ers from the School of Antioch. It is likely that in promulgating what 
became known as the “doctrine of Justinian’s Aphtharodocetism,” the 
Emperor tried “to close a hole” le   by the anti-Origenian and anti-An-
tiochean Councils, which le   this doctrine out of consideration. 

Theological discussions of the status of Christ’s resurrected body 
were not limited to the debate of Patriarch Eutychius and Pope Greg-
ory. In the second half of the sixth century Patriarch Anastasius I of 
Antioch (559–570, 593–599) in his  builds 
up his argument on the basis of a doctrine that in the second coming 
of Christ of which the trans  guration is a foreshadowing, Christ will 
come not in the body he had while living on the Earth but in a spiritual 

(47)  A. G , , vol. 2, part 2: 
 (London: Mowbray, 1995) 471–473. See 

also M. J , L’Empereur Justinien a-t-il t  aphtharodocete?,  31 (1932) 
399–402; F. C , L’‘a  artodocetismo’ di Giustiniano: una misti  cazione 
strumentale del dissenso politico-religioso,  
7 (1984) 71–78. Strictly speaking, the doctrine on the state of the Resurrected 
body did not have to be tied with a traditional Christological division: a set of 
aphthartodocetic works were composed in the Armenian Church at the time 
when it was o   cially accepting the Council of Chalcedon (630–717) (M.  
E , The Aphthartodocetic Edict of Justinian and Its Armenian Back-
ground, in: E. L  (ed.),  33 (Leuven: Peeters, 1997) 584). According 
to the  of Constantinople, which expresses the o   cial ecclesiastical 
a  itude of the Constantinopolitan Church, Emperor Justinian is a saint and 
never fell into a heresy, see the  of Constantinople under November 
14 (H. D  (ed.),  (Bruxellis: Socios 
Bollandianos, 1902) col. 224,1f). 
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and heavenly body which he has had since his Resurrection.48 This 
body is not only incorruptible but also is “less dense” and less material 
than Christ’s former body, and our bodies will become just the same 
a  er the general Resurrection.49 

However, the doctrine of Anastasius seems to have been also aimed 
at refutation of certain adversaries, who believed in the “crude,” ma-
terial Resurrection. Dirk Krausmmüller, whose argument I will sum-
marize here, identi  ed a representative of this trend — priest Timothy 
of Antioch (6th/7th C.), whose views on the quality of the Resurrected 
body are manifested in his . Timothy con-
siders the bodies of Moses and El  ah who appeared at the Trans  gura-
tion solid, “carnal,” and material, and “while Timothy still insists on 
the superiority of the glori  ed body the di  erence between it and the 
earthly bodies is now simply one of degree.”50 A similar view can be 
already found in Ephraem of Amida who was the Patriarch of Antioch 
under Justinian and a  ghter against the Origenist monks in Palestine.51 
Ephrem insists that the resurrected body will only be “be  er” than the 
body of Adam before the Fall but will not be turned into a soul.52 

The con  ict of two concepts (“carnal” and “spiritualistic”) is testi-
 ed by a Le  er of Maximus the Confessor, where he complained about 

the spread of “a new dogma about the resurrection” whose main 
points were “that at the resurrection the bodies will again be kept alive 
through phlegm and blood and red and black bile and drawing in of 
air and sensible food so that nothing extraordinary at all will appear 

(48)          -
 (  89, 1365A6/7). Anastasius returns to this theme at the end of his 

interpretation (cf.  89, 1376B9–13.) The doctrine of Patriarch Anastasius was 
analyzed in D. K , The Real and the Individual. Byzantine concepts of 
the Resurrection, part 1,  5. 1 (summer 1997), accessed 
at h  p://www.isidore-of-seville.com/goudenhoorn/51dirk.html on Jan. 3, 2008. 

(49)        (  89, 1365A5/6; 
cf.:  89, 1376C2). Cf.:        

 (  89, 1376B11/12), and:    (  89, 
1365C9). D. Krausmuller rightly observes that the opposite quality which is 
implied by the comparative here would be  

(50)  D. K , Timothy of Antioch. Byzantine Concepts of the 
Resurrection, part 2,  5. 2 (winter 1997–1998), h  p://
www.isidore-of-seville.com/goudenhoorn/52dirk.html on Jan. 3, 2008. 

(51)  Cf. E. S ,  (Leipzig, 1939) 191.
(52)  Ephrem of Amida,  (R. H  

(ed.), Photius, , vol. 4, (Paris, 1965) cod. 229, p. 253b30–35, p. 139).
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through the resurrection compared with the present life apart from the 
fact that one will not be able to die again.”53

Finally we should return for a moment to the Iconoclastic debate. 
According to the Iconodulic refutation, the Iconoclasts interpreted the 
Scriptural verse from 2 Cor. 5: 16 in a radically di  erent manner from 
that of two passages from John Chrysostom and Cyril of Alexandria 
cited at the Sixth Session of Nicea II,54 which expressed the Iconodu-
lic interpretation of the passage: Christ’s existence “not according to 
 esh” means the sameness of his body with the only di  erence that it 

obtained a  er the Resurrection freedom from any passion and su  er-
ing such as hunger or thirst.55

Why were the Alexandrine Cyril of Alexandria and Antiochean 
John Chrysostom considered the best  t for the position of the Iconod-
ules on the retaining of the material element in the Resurrected body? 
Cyril’s single and divine subject of Christology, especially in its earlier 
period before the Nestorian Controversy, must have been shaped by his 
domestic  ght with the remnants of Origenism in Alexandria. Marie-
Odile Boulnois amply showed that the Cyrillian doctrine of retaining 
the sameness of the resurrected body was developed in direct opposi-
tion to Origenist eschatological doctrines probably common among 
certain monks at the time of Cyril. Although the foundation of these 
doctrines for Cyril are not purely polemical but rather soteriological 
and Christological: Christ was resurrected in his own body and not in 
a kind of alien temple of di  erent substance.56 Unfortunately, as far as 

(53)  Maximus the Confessor,  7 (  91, 433C4–12), quoted in 
D. K , Timothy of Antioch...

(54)  For Cyril of Alexandria, see P. V   V , La patristique et hagio-
graphie du Concile de Nic e de 787,  25–27 (1955–1957) no. 26, p. 350 
(M , 13, 320E–324B, esp. 321E; from Cyril of Alexandria’s 

). For John Chrysostom, see Ibid., no. 41, p. 352 (M , 13, 288D, 
from John Chrysostom’s 

), and no. 42, p. 353 (M , 13, 289E, from John Chrysostom’s 
). For a similar interpretation of the verse, 

see Theodore the Studite, II (  99, 385CD).
(55)  Or, in theological terms, a  er the Resurrection, Christ puts away the 

“natural” of “blameless” passions (cf. B. K  (Hrsg.), Johannes von Damaskos. 
 , B. 2 (Berlin—New York: 

Walter de Gruyter, 1973) (PTS 12) 162, 9–10; Ibid., 237, 92  , and esp. 238, 104–105).
(56)  M.-O. B , Le resurrection des corps selon Cyrille d’Alexandrie: 

une critique de la doctrine orig nienne?,  8 (2002) 83–113; I , 
Cyrille d’Alexandrie est-il un t moin de la controverse orig niste sur l’iden-
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I know there is so far no comprehensive study of John Chrsysostom’s 
eschatological doctrine which may show similar traits but developed 
in opposition to the radical “Antiochism” of such contemporary theo-
logians as Theodore of Mopsuestia. 

Thus, we may conclude that the doctrine of radical changes of bodi-
ly qualities a  er the Resurrection and transformation of the material 
body into a “spiritual” one was not a property of only one theological 
school. It appears not only among such Christian Platonist theologians 
as Origen, Dydimus and Evagrius but in Theodore of Mopsuestia’s 
theory of the spiritual , 150 years later in Eutychius of Con-
stantinople and Anastasius of Antioch, and another hundred years lat-
er among the Byzantine Iconoclasts. Although the eschatological doc-
trine of changing bodily substance until the sixth century had never 
been in the mainstream of theological debates, it has been countered, 
perhaps on di  erent grounds, by such theologians as Cyril of Alexan-
dria and John Chrysostom whose prove-texts, especially concerning 
the exegesis of 2 Cor 5:16, were later used by the Byzantine Iconodules 
for combating their Iconoclastic adversaries. 

SUMMARY

This paper focuses on the opposing views concerning the qualities of 
Christ’s Resurrected body expressed by the Byzantine Iconoclasts in the 
De  nition of the Council of Hiereia (754) and by the Byzantine Iconodules 
in the refutation of the De  nition at the Second Council of Nicaea (787). 
According to the Iconodules, who used the authority of Antiochean John 
Chrysostom and Alexandrian Cyril of Alexandria, Christ’s resurrected 
body retains its material component but casts o   certain natural limita-
tions of the human body. Another trend is represented by the Iconoclasts 
and such theologians as Alexandrian Origen and Antiochean Theodore 
of Mopsuestia. In spite of their speci  c and di  erent theologies they held 
that in the resurrection a radical change occurs with Christ’s body and it 
becomes subtle, casting away its dense material elements. The paper  nds 
parallels with the doctrine of a subtle body among neo-Platonic philoso-
phers, traces the tentative development of the doctrine into the Iconoclas-
tic period, and a  empts at challenging the popular view on the theologi-
cal opposition between the two main theological schools of late antiquity 
as far as their doctrines of Christ’s Resurrected body are concerned.

tit  de corps mortel et de corps ressuscit ? in L. P  et al. (eds.), 
, vol. 2 (Leuven: Peeters, 2003) 

(BETL 164) 843–859. 
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