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Abstract : The customary exegesis of Old Testament theophanies in the Antiochene
milieu ascribed them to the Logos. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, as one of the foremost theologians of
the Antiochene tradition, follows the established exegetical tradition. His concern, however, is
twofold: he endeavors to preserve the transcendence and incognoscibility of God, while
upholding God’s immanence and the veracity of his self-disclosure. Here it is argued that
Theodoret provides an ingenious solution to safeguard his exegetical tradition from the potential
charges of Apollinarianism by holding that God created perceptible images in the theophanies
before the Incarnation. In other words, the self-revelations of God in the Old Testament were in
fact iconic theophanies.
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There is little doubt that the Christological debates of the fifth century left an indelible
mark on the history of doctrine by defining the mode of union of the divine and human natures
in Christ.  Their impact, however, on the exegesis of the Old Testament passages containing
God’s self-revelation and intervention in the world is seldom appreciated.

In the East, the customary exegesis of the theophanic passages of the Old Testament
ascribed the divine self-disclosures to the Logos. A brilliant advance of the exegesis of the
theophanic texts, comes from Theodoret of Cyrrhus, the main representative of the theological
interest of the Oriental bishops in both controversies of the fifth century. He follows the
established exegetical tradition of the Old Testament theophanies by ascribing them to the Logos.
His concern, however, is twofold: he endeavors to preserve the transcendence and
incognoscibility of God, while upholding God’s immanence and the veracity of his self-
disclosure. The obvious question is: how did the Logos disclose himself in the Old Testament
(i.e., before the incarnation), since God, being indescribable (ἀπερίγραφος), does not have a form
perceptible to the created order of existence?

It must be mentioned at the outset that Theodoret never addressed this question directly
in his exegetical works. I argue, however, that an ingenious solution to this problem is inherent
in his Eranistes, a work written in the mature years of his Christological output. There he states
that God created images/icons perceptible to his creatures to communicate with them before
taking on a visible nature in the Incarnation. In other words, the self-revelations of God in the
Old Testament were in fact iconic theophanies.

The God of the Old Testament is a transcendent God. Even in his self-revelations, he
still remains beyond reach and comprehension. Thus, the cry of Isaiah “σὺ γὰρ εἶ θεός, καὶ οὐκ
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ἤδειμεν, ὁ θεὸς τοῦ Ισραηλ σωτήρ” [LXX Isa 45:15] (RSV: “Truly, thou art a God who hidest
thyself, O God of Israel, the Savior.”).

At the same time, however, God of the Old Testament is immanent. By virtue of the
Old Testament divine self-revelations - starting from the encounter in the Garden of Eden with
Adam and Eve, through the encounters with the patriarchs (Noah, Abraham and his descendants)
and the intimate dialogues with Moses on Sinai, to name a few, - the divine transcendence has
been assuaged by frequent theophanies.

The task of finding the balance between the divine transcendence and immanence in
the Old Testament had preoccupied the attention of many patristic exegetes predating Theodoret.
The incognoscibility of God is implicitly present already in Justin who argues that it is
inconceivable that “the Master and Father of all things should have abandoned all supercelestial
affairs and made Himself visible in a minute corner of the world.”1 Justin, thus, maintains that
one of the primary functions of the Logos was to “reveal truth to men,” i.e., to manifest God to
the human race.2

Theophilus likewise believed that the Old Testament theophanies were in fact
appearances of the Logos. The function of the Logos was to manifest the mind and will of the
indescribable/uncontainable God.3

Irenaeus of Lyons advanced the debate by putting a strong emphasis on the permanence
of divine incognoscibility.4 This inability to know God is not only reserved for the Old
Testament, claims he, but it extends even to the New Testament. The Transfiguration of Jesus, a
New Testament theophany, served as an example. Irenaeus says that the Transfiguration is a
paradox in which the impossible is made true, being “a revelation of the invisible deity that is
authentically true.”5 He claims that “He [Jesus] truly revealed God to men, but also presented
man to God, all the while preserving the invisibility of the Father.”6 Following Irenaeus,
Tertullian introduced the notion of divine incognocibility in the West. The teaching quickly took

1 Justin, 60, 2: “οὐ τὸν ποιητὴν τῶν ὅλων καὶ πατέρα, καταλιπόντα τὰ ὑπὲρ οὐρανὸν ἅπαντα. ἐν ὀλίγῳ γῆς
μορίῳ πεφάνθαι πᾶς ὁστισοῦν, κἂν μικρὸν νοῦν ἔχων, τολμήσει εἰπεῖν.”
2 Justin, 1 Apol. 63: “Καὶ πρότερον διὰ τῆς τοῦ πυρὸς μορφῆς καὶ εἰκόνος ἀσωμάτου τῷ Μωϋσεῖ καὶ τοῖς
ἑτέροις προφήταις ἐφάνη· νῦν δ ἐν χρόνοις τῆς ὑμετέρας ἀρχῆς, ὡς προείπομεν, διὰ παρθένου ἄνθρωπος
γενόμενος κατὰ τὴν τοῦ πατρὸς βουλὴν ὑπὲρ σωτηρίας τῶν πιστευόντων αὐτῷ καὶ ἐξουθενηθῆναι καὶ
παθεῖν ὑπέμενεν, ἵνα ἀποθανὼν καὶ ἀναστὰς νικήσῃ τὸν θάνατον. Τὶ δὲ εἰρημένον ἐκ βάτου τῷ Μωϋσεῖ·
„Ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ ὤν,  ὁ θεὸς Ἀβραὰμ καὶ ὁ θεὸς Ἰσαὰκ καὶ ὁ θεὸς Ἰακὼβ καὶ ὁ θεὸς τῶν πατέρων σου“,
σημαντικὸν τοῦ καὶ ἀποθανόντας ἐκείνους μένειν καὶ εἶναι αὐτοῦ τοῦ Χριστοῦ ἀνθρώπους· καὶ γὰρ πρῶτοι
τῶν πάντων ἀνθρώπων ἐκεῖνοι περὶ θεοῦ ζήτησιν ἠσχολήθησαν, Ἀβραὰμ μὲν πατὴρ ὢν τοῦ Ἰσαάκ, Ἰσαὰκ
δὲ τοῦ Ἰακώβ, ὡς καὶ Μωϋσῆς ἀνέγραψε.” See also Justin, 1 Apol. 5, 4: “Οὐ γὰρ μόνον ἐν Ἕλλησι διὰ
Σωκράτους ὑπὸ λόγου ἠλέγχθη ταῦτα,  ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν βαρβάροις ὑπ αὐτοῦ τοῦ λόγου μορφωθέντος καὶ
ἀνθρώπου γενομένου καὶ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ κληθέντος, ᾧ πεισθέντες ἡμεῖς τοὺς ταῦτα πράξαντας δαίμονας
οὐ μόνον μὴ ὀρθοὺς εἶναί φαμεν, ἀλλὰ κακοὺς καὶ ἀνοσίους δαίμονας, οἵ οὐδὲ τοῖς ἀρετὴν ποθοῦσιν
ἀνθρώποις τὰς πράξεις ὁμοίας ἔχουσιν.” And Justin, Martyr, 2 Apol. 10: “Μεγαλειότερα μὲν οὖν πάσης
ἀνθρωπείου διδασκαλίας φαίνεται τὰ ἡμέτερα διὰ τοῦ τὸ λογικὸν τὸ ὅλον τὸν φανέντα δι ἡμᾶς Χριστὸν
γεγονέναι καὶ σῶμα καὶ λόγον καὶ ψυχήν. Ὅσα γὰρ καλῶς ἀεὶ ἐφθέγξαντο καὶ εὗρον οἱ φιλοσοφήσαντες ἢ
νομοθετήσαντες, κατὰ λόγου μέρος δι εὑρέσεως καὶ θεωρίας ἐστὶ πονηθέντα αὐτοῖς. Ἐπειδὴ δὲ οὐ πάντα
τὰ τοῦ λόγου ἐγνώρισαν, ὅς ἐστι Χριστός, καὶ ἐναντία ἑαυτοῖς πολλάκις εἶπον. Καὶ οἱ προγεγενημένοι τοῦ
Χριστοῦ,  κατὰ τὸ ἀνθρώπινον λόγῳ πειραθέντες τὰ πράγματα θεωρῆσαι καὶ ἐλέγξαι,  ὡς ἀσεβεῖς καὶ
περίεργοι εἰς δικαστήρια ἤχθησαν.”. See further Kelly 1977, 97.
3 Kelly 1977, 99.
4 McGuckin 1986, 103.
5 McGuckin 1986, 101.
6 Irenaeus of Lyons, Adv. Haer. 4.20.7 in Irenaeus 1857, 246.; Irenaeus 1885, 488f. See also McGuckin
1986, 101.
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hold and is evident in the Western theology a generation later; notably, in Novatian.7

From this time onwards, the tendency to ascribe the Old Testament theophanies to the
Logos, as the medium of divine revelation who concurrently preserves the divine transcendence
by virtue of incognoscibility of the Father, has been overwhelmingly present in the patristic
exegesis of both the East and the West.

The only notable exception is Augustine, who argued that the Old Testament
theophanies ought not be regarded as exclusive appearances of the Logos, but must be attributed
also sometimes to the Father and sometimes the Holy Spirit, sometime yet to all Three, while at
other times it is impossible to say who appeared.8 This interpretation follows from his Trinitarian
theology, which posits the unity of action in the Holy Trinity. Three persons act as “one
principle”9 and “as they are inseparable, so They operate inseparably.”10 Thus, according to
Augustine, by virtue of the unity of operation, the Old Testament theophanies ought to be
understood as the acts of all Three Divine Persons. Yet, when confronted with the obvious
difficulty that his teaching was obliterating the individual roles of the Persons of the Holy Trinity,
Augustine explained that, “the Son, as distinct from the Father, was born, suffered and rose
again,” and that while the Father cooperated with the Logos in bringing about the incarnation,
passion, and resurrection only the Logos was made manifest and visible.11 Consequently, one is
compelled to understand Augustine’s claim that the Old Testament theophanies were acts of all
Three Persons of the Trinity only in the sense of perfect harmony of activity, while, ontologically
speaking, only the Logos is undergoing/enduring the economy of salvation. Thus, the orthodox
patristic exegesis (Eastern and Western) seems to be unanimous in the claim that the subject of
the Old Testament theophanies was the Person of the Logos.

The subtleties of the fifth century Christological debates, however, rendered inadequate
and insufficient the mere claim that the Logos appeared in the Old Testament. The debates about
the existence and the exact mode of union of the divinity and humanity in Jesus advanced the
Christology to the level of philosophical reflection. Thus, a step further in the theological analysis
of the theophanies was necessary to explain how it was possible that the transcendent,
indescribable, and invisible God, who alone belongs to the order of the uncreated, revealed
himself to the senses of the created beings.

A compelling answer to this dilemma comes from Theodoret of Cyrrhus, the champion
of the Antiochene party in the Nestorian and Monophysite (Miaphysite) controversies.
Theodoret reserved his work on the Biblical texts for mature years. He wrote a commentary on
the Octateuch less than a decade before his death.12 Following the patristic exegesis of the Old
Testament theophanies, Theodoret likewise ascribed divine self-revelations to the Logos.

In his Question 90 in Genesis, Theodoret affirms that the Son (not the Father!) appeared
to Jacob in the vision of the leader:

He has seen angels ascending and descending the ladder and God set firm at the top,
whom he here called both “angel” and “God”: “God” as to his nature, and “angel” so
we would know that it was not the Father who appeared to him but the only-begotten

7 McGuckin 1986, 103.
8 Kelly 1977, 273.
9 Augustine, De Trin. 5, 14-15. See Augustine 2002, 194-195.
10 Augustine, De Trin. 1, 7; 2, 3. See Augustine 2002, 20, 56-7.
11 See Augustine, Sermo LII in PL 38, 354-364 in Augustine 1845; De Trin 2, 9; 2, 18 in Augustine 2002,
68-70, 90-93; Ep. 11, 2-4. In Augustine 2004, 229-30. See also J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines,
273.
12 Theodoret 2007, xxi.
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Son. While the Father does not serve as anyone’s messenger, the Son is both God and
“angel of great counsel.” It was he who announced to us the mysteries of the Father.13

Commenting on Jacob’s wrestling with God in Gen 32:24-32, Theodoret in his
Question 93 in Genesis says that the Son/Logos appeared to Jacob and wrestled with him:

Now, we should note that, here as well, the same being is called both “man” and “God”:
You prevailed against “God”; and he named that place “Face of God”, “for I saw God
face to face, and my life was preserved”; and again, “The sun rose upon him as he
passed Face of God.” Hence, we conclude that the only-begotten Son and God appeared
to Jacob here as well.14

With regards to the appearance of God to Moses in the burning bush, Theodoret says:

Now, as he is also called “angel” we should realize that it was not God the Father who
appeared to Moses. After all, is the Father anyone’s messenger? Rather, it was the only-
begotten Son, “the angel of great counsel,” he who said to the sacred disciples, “All I
have heard from my Father I have revealed to you.” As Scripture uses the term “angel,”
not to suggest a subordinate minister, but to indicate the person (πρόσωπον) of the only-
begotten, so it goes on to proclaim his nature and authority when it relates that he
declared “I am who I am,” and “I am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the
God of Jacob. This is my everlasting name and memorial to all generations.” This
indicates his divinity and shows his everlasting eternity.15

Naturally, Theodoret was aware of the possible theological pitfalls that such an
interpretation of the Old Testament theophanies could entail. Having spent over twenty years
fighting for the full reality of the human nature in the Logos incarnate, Theodoret was mindful
of the possible Apollinarian overtones of such an interpretation of the theophanies. If one simply
says that the Logos was the subject of the Old Testament theophanies, one runs the risk of
introducing materiality into the concept of Logos before the Incarnation, which sounds
dangerously close to the Apollinarian doctrine of “heavenly man” or “heavenly body.” It was
unacceptable to Theodoret to suggest that the Old Testament theophanies might have indicated
some form of pre-existence of Jesus of Nazareth – the Logos Incarnate, whose human nature

13 Theodoret 2007, 176-7: “εἶδε δὲ ἀγγέλους μὲν ἀνιόντας καὶ κατιόντας διὰ τῆς κλίμακος, τὸν δὲ Κύριον
ἄνω ἐστηριγμένον· τοῦτον ἐνταῦθα καὶ ἄγγελον ὠνόμασε καὶ Θεόν· Θεὸν μὲν ὡς τοῦτο τὴν φύσιν ὄντα,
ἄγγελον δὲ ἵνα γνῶμεν ὡς οὐχ ὁ πατήρ ἐστιν ὁ ὀφθείς, ἀλλ' ὁ μονογενὴς υἱός. τίνος γὰρ ἄγγελος ὁ πατήρ;
ὁ δὲ υἱὸς καὶ Θεὸς καὶ μεγάλης βουλῆς ἄγγελος · αὐτὸς γὰρ ἡμῖν ἀπήγγειλε τοῦ πατρὸς τὰ μυστήρια·”
14 Theodoret 2007, 181-3: “’Eπισημαντέον δὲ κἀνταῦθα, ὡς τὸν αὐτὸν καὶ ἄνθρωπον ἐκάλεσε καὶ Θεόν·
ἐνίσχυσας,  γὰρ ἔφη,  μετὰ Θεοῦ.  καὶ ἐκάλεσε τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ τόπου ἐκείνου Εἶδος Θεοῦ· εἶδον γὰρ Θεὸν
πρόσωπον πρὸς πρόσωπον, καὶ ἐσώθη μου ἡ ψυχή. καὶ πάλιν· ἀνέτειλεν δὲ αὐτῷ ὁ ἥλιος, ἡνίκα παρῆλθε
τὸ Εἶδος τοῦ Θεοῦ. διὰ τούτων δὲ πάντων μανθάνομεν, ὡς ὁ μονογενὴς υἱὸς καὶ Θεὸς ἐπεφάνη κἀνταῦθα
τῷ Ἰακώβ.”
15 Theodoret 2007, 227: “Κέκληκε δὲ αὐτὸν καὶ ἄγγελον, ἵνα γνῶμεν ὡς ὁ ὀφθεὶς οὐκ ἔστιν ὁ Θεὸς καὶ
πατήρ· τίνος γὰρ ἄγγελος ὁ πατήρ; ἀλλ' ὁ μονογενὴς υἱός, ὁ μεγάλης βουλῆς ἄγγελος, ὁ τοῖς ἱεροῖς μαθηταῖς
εἰρηκώς· πάντα ὅσα ἤκουσα παρὰ τοῦ πατρός μου δεδήλωκα ὑμῖν. ὥσπερ δὲ τὸ ἄγγελος ὄνομα τέθεικεν,
οὐχ ὑπουργίαν τινὰ σημαίνων, ἀλλὰ τοῦ μονογενοῦς ἐμφαίνων τὸ πρόσωπον· οὕτω πάλιν αὐτοῦ καὶ τὴν
φύσιν καὶ τὴν ἐξουσίαν κηρύττει, λέγων αὐτὸν εἰρηκέναι· ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ ὤν, καὶ ἐγὼ ὁ Θεὸς Ἀβραάμ, καὶ ὁ
Θεὸς Ἰσαάκ, καὶ ὁ Θεὸς Ἰακώβ· τοῦτό μοι ὄνομα αἰώνιον, καὶ μνημόσυνον γενεῶν γενεαῖς. ταῦτα δὲ καὶ
τὴν θείαν οὐσίαν δηλοῖ, καὶ τὸ αἰώνιον καὶ τὸ ἀΐδιον δείκνυσιν.”
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must have received the beginning of its existence at the moment the Holy Spirit overshadowed
the Blessed Virgin Mary, in accordance with the Nicene Creed. Theodoret says elsewhere, “the
divine Logos, as some divine seed”16 effected the creation of Christ’s human nature. Thus, it
would be inconceivable for Theodoret to suggest that in the Old Testament the Logos was subject
to the limitations of the matter in the theophanies.17

In order to avoid suggesting that there were any limitations on the divine nature,
Theodoret argues that the theophanies in the Old Testament are not full experiences of God, but
merely visions He created so that the finite human nature could come into contact with Him:
“The prophet (cf. Isaiah 6:2 LXX) didn’t see the actual substance of God, but a kind of vision
adapted to his capability. After the Resurrection, however, all will see the judge’s [i.e., Christ’s]
visible (ὁρωμένη) nature.”18 Therefore, according to Theodoret, the substance of God remains
inaccessible both in the present life and in the eschaton. Even the theophanies fall short of truly
revealing the transcendent God, since the substance of Godhead remains hidden behind iconic
apparitions. Thus, Theodoret says, the theophanies are mere images and apparitions which are
created for the benefit of the human beings so that they could come into contact with the divine.
These iconic manifestations do not seem to have any permanence, since any stability of material
manifestations of God would imply limitations of the divine nature. Theodoret seems to suggest
that the Old Testament theophanies, being iconic and created for a particular purpose of making
God accessible to the human senses, cease to exist once they accomplish their task.

In conclusion, following the highly technical theological debates of the fifth century
the conventional patristic attribution of the Old Testament theophanies to the Logos – the Second
Person of the Holy Trinity – became simplistic. The crux of the question was not so much
anymore who appears in the theophanies, but how? The theophanies were designed to bridge the
ontological gap between the uncreated and created orders of existence, between God and the
human beings. The theophanies, however, entailed materiality to the extent that the human senses
could detect them. This material quality of God’s self-revelation was perplexing, since God was
a perfect spirit and is immutable by definition. Thus, the theophanies ought to be understood as
something external to God. Theodoret was keenly aware of these difficulties, which he
ingeniously solved while remaining faithful to the established exegesis of the theophanies. Per
Theodoret, the subject of the Old Testament theophanies is indeed the Logos, yet his mode of
self-revelation is in line with his function as the divine medium of creation – He (Logos) creates
temporary icons/images detectable by human senses for purposes of revealing God to the human
race. Theodoret, thus, managed to explain the mode of God’s self-revelation in the Old
Testament while preserving both the divine incognoscibility and the veracity of the theophanies,
and all the while remaining within the framework of the conventional exegetical tradition.

16 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Expositio rectae fidei 10. See Theodoret 2022, 546.
17 See Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Interpretatio in Psalmos in PG 80.1741 in Theodoret 1860: “Ὁ γὰρ Θεὸς
Λόγος ἐνανθρωπήσας, καὶ ἀποσταλεὶς, ὡς ἄνθρωπος (ὡς γὰρ Θεὸς, ἀπερίγραφος, καὶ πανταχοῦ πάρεστι,
καὶ περιέχει τὰ σύμπαντα), τὰ παντοδαπὰ τῶν ψυχῶν ἰάσατο τραύματα, καὶ τοὺς διαφθαρέντας ἀνέῤῥωσε
λογισμούς.”
18 Theodoret 2003, 130.; Theodoret 1975, 150.: “Οὐκ αὐτὴν εἶδεν ὁ προφήτης τοῦ θεοῦ τὴν οὐσίαν, ἀλλ’
ὄψιν τινὰ τῇ αὐτοῦ δυνάμει συμβαίνουσαν.  Μετὰ δὲ τὴν ἀνάστασιν ἅπαντες αὐτὴν τοῦ κριτοῦ τὴν
ὁρωμένην ὄψονται φύσιν.”
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Василије Вранић

ИКОНИЧНЕ ТЕОФАНИЈЕ:
БЕЛЕШКА О АНТИОХИЈСКОЈ ПАТРИСТИЧКОЈ ЕГЗЕГЕЗИ СТАРОГ ЗАВЕТА

Христолошки спорови петог века су без сумње оставили неизбрисив траг на
историјском развоју догматског учења Цркве тиме што су помогли у дефинисању
богословског израза којим се описује сједињење божанске и човечанске природе у
Христу. Веома често, пак, утицај ових спорова на егзегезу старозаветних текстова који
говоре о Божијем пројављивању и делању у свету се занемарује у богословској науци.

На хришћанском Истоку, традиционална егзегеза старозаветне теофаније
приписује Логосу. Теодорит Кирски, главни заступник антиохијске богословске мисли у
оба христолошка спора петог века, следује установљену егзегетску традицију тумачења
старозаветних теофанија и приписује их Логосу, али на префињен начин даје и лични
допринос. Његова намера је двојака: покушава да остане веран егзегетском предању своје
богословске школе у очувању оностраности (трансцендентности) и свести о немогућству
потпуног познања Бога, док истовремено настоји да одржи Божију иманентност и
истинитост Његовог самопројављивања. Овде се намеће питање: Како се Логос
пројављује творевини у старозаветним теофанијама, јер Бог је савршено нематеријалан и
изван сваке материјалности? Бог је неописив и необухватан материјом (ἀπερίγραφος), те
пре оваплоћења нема облик уочљив бићима која припадају категорији материјалног.

На основу анализе егзегетских дела Теодорита Кирског, аутор овог текста сматра
да се одговор налази у христолошком спису Еранистис, које је Теодорит написао у
позном периоду христолошког опуса. Тамо он наводи да Бог, пре него што је узео на себе
видљиву људску природу у Оваплоћењу, у Старом завету је стварао слике (иконе)
уочљиве Његовим створењима да би са њима општио. Другим речима, Божија
пројављивања у Старом завету су биле иконичне теофаније.
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