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ABSTRACT

This study examines — in its immediate and larger context — the exposition of the
christological doctrine in the fifth and sixth centuries, and in particular, how Justinian
and the Fifth Ecumenical Council (553) interpreted the Chalcedonian Definition through
the condemnation of the Three Chapters, namely 1) the person and writings of Theodore
of Mopsuestia, 2) the writings of Theodoret of Cyrus against Cyril of Alexandria and
the Council of Ephesus, and 3) the Letter of Ibas of Edessa to Maris. All three
theologians belonged more or less to what is conveniently called ‘the Antiochene
school’ of thought and were in one way or another associated with the doctrine of
Nestorius.

In tackling the heretical (Monophysite) teaching of Eutyches, the Council of
Chalcedon proclaimed the christological doctrine in dyophysite terms: Christ 1s one
hypostasis or prosopon in two natures. By it, Chalcedon meant to safeguard the oneness
of the subject in Christ and its identification with that of the Logos as well as the
‘difference’ of the two natures in him. However, the terms it used (hypostasis, prosopon,
nature) were not clearly defined. Thus the Definition was open to misinferpretation from
two points of view.

Firstly, the ‘strict Cyrillians’ or ‘Monophysites’, with their Alexandrian
background, regarded the Chalcedonian Definition with its ‘in two natures’ doctrine as a
vindication of Nestorius. For them, to say ‘in two natures’ was to say ‘two Christs’ and

‘two Sons’. They contended that the only way to safeguard Christ’s oneness without

abolishing the ‘difference’ of his natures was to confess Cyril’s ‘one incarnate nature of
the God Logos’.

Secondly, a group of Christians with Antiochene background, concerned primarily
about preserving the distinction of the two natures in Christ and the impassibility of
God, refused to identify Chalcedon’s one hypostasis with that of the eternal Logos.

As a reaction to both interpretations of Chalcedon, a number of Cyrillian

Chalcedonians or ‘neo-Chalcedonians’ undertook to show that, although they used
different language, Chalcedon and Cyril were in essential agreement. In other words,
they both taught that Christ is the same hypostasis or prosopon as the God-Logos who
really became man by assuming perfect human nature. To these Cyrillian Chalcedonians
belong Justinian and the fathers of the fifth ecumenical council.-

Justinian and fifth council condemned the Three Chapters and in them the ‘strict

Antiochene’ interpretation of Chalcedon. The condemnation of the Three Chapters was
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correct given the material that was examined. At the same time they condemned the
Eutychian interpretation of Cyril: Cyril’s ‘one physis’ formula meant the same as
Chalcedon’s ‘one hypostasis-two physes’ formula. They re-affirmed the Chalcedonian
Definition, but decreed that the ‘two natures’ should be understood in the sense that
Christ is composed of two different elements—not in the sense that in him there are two
subjects of attribution. Cyril’s ‘theopaschism’ far from introducing ‘change’ and
‘passibility’ in the Divine nature, was meant to stress that Christ was the God-Logos
himself.

The question that remained after Chalcedon was not only whether the hypostasis
of Christ was that of the Logos, but also how the two perfect natures were united in the
one hypostasis of Christ. The Cyrillian Chalcedonians contributed decisively to the
solution of this problem. They distinguished between physis or nature and hypostasis.
Physis was identified with ousia and hypostasis with prosopon. So two physes did not
necessarily mean two hypostases. They professed the formula ‘union according to
hypostasis or synthesis’. By this, they meant that the human nature, did not subsist by
itself, but in the hypostasis of the Logos. So the one hypostasis and prosopon of the
Logos became the hypostasis and the prosopon of both the divine and the human

natures. Thus both the oneness of the person of Christ and the duality of his natures are

preserved.

Justinian and the fifth council intended primarily to clarify Chalcedon against
misinterpretations. Howe{zer, it cannot be denied that they were concerned about the
Monophysite schism. By showing the Monophysites that Chalcedon was at one with
Cyril, they hoped that they would reconsider Chalcedon. They did so without

compromising the Chalcedonian doctrine.

The Fifth Ecumenical Council was not a political manoeuvre masterminded by
Justinian as part of his plan to win over the Monophysites. Justinian and the fifth
council produced a christology which lifted ambiguity in the theological stage between
451 and 553. It preserved the tenets of the christology of Ephesus, Cyril and Chalcedon
and integrated them in a definition which should satisfy the sensitivities of both the

orthodox Alexandrian and the orthodox Antiochene traditions.
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INTRODUCTION
This study aims to examine a highly controversial phase in the history of Christian

doctrine: the christological ideas of the emperor Justinian I and the Definition of the
Fifth Ecumenical Council (A. D. 553) which he convened and inspired. This resolution
is the conclusion of a long process during which the Church, faced with questions
regarding the person-of Jesus Christ, and the how of his incarnation, attempted to
formulate her essential faith. Amidst various social, political and philosophical
movements that inevitably had a bearing on this process of doctrinal formulaﬁon, the
Church fathers met in three councils between AD 431 and 553 and officially formulated
their faith in Christ as the Son of God who for our salvation became man by assuming
the human nature. They did so authoritatively but not without facing much
misunderstanding and often opposition.

I. A HISTORICAL OUTLINE

The christological problem did not directly occupy the mind of the Church up to the 4"
century. The priority in the first three centuries was the establishment of the trinitarian
doctrine and, in particular, the confirmation of the divinity of the Logos and the holy
Spirit. But any decision on these issues was bound to influence christology. Thus, the
Council of Nicaea (325) condemned Arianism, which taught that Christ’s humanity was
imperfect, and included in its Creed the phrase ‘the Logos became flesh’. Thereby it
proclaimed Christ’s real incarnation and his perfect humanity. By the Council of
Constantinople (381) the christological problem proper was being addressed, through
the teaching of Apollinarius (c. 360-¢.390). In his attempt to safeguard the oneness of
the subject in Christ, Apollinarius was faced with the philosophical principle that ‘two
perfect things cannot become one’. His solution was to deny the completeness of
Christ’s humanity. Christ consisted of a body in which the human soul was replaced by
the Logos.' The condemnation of Apollinarius was a reiteration of the faith of Nicaea in

the co-existence of perfect humanity as well as perfect divinity in Christ. Yet, since the
Council of Constantinople was not primarily concerned with this issue it did not expand
on the matter: if in Christ there were two perfect elements, divine and human, how were
they united to form one perfect subject? Obviously, Apollinarius’ challenge had opened

the debate which was to last for more than two centuries.

' The works of Apollinarius in H. Lietzmann, Apollinarius von Laodicea und seine Schule (Tubingen:
19004).
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The problem was viewed from mainly two angles corresponding to the basic
schools of Christian thought of the time: 1) the Antiochene, represented by writers like
Eustathius of Antioch (d. ¢. 337), Diodore of Tarsus (d. ¢. 390) and Theodore of

Mopsuestia (350-428), and 2) the Alexandrian with Athanasius (c. 296-373) and Cyril
of Alexandria (375-444) on the orthodox, and Apollinarius on its heterodox sides.” The
Antiochenes, anxious to show the completeness of Christ’s humanity and its
significance for our salvation, spoke in terms which allowed a degree of autonomy of
the human element in the Saviour. If there is one doctrine that characterises their
christology, it is the distinction between the two natures (‘Antiochene dyophysitism’).’
The Alexandrians, on the other hand, were much more concerned with the intimacy of
the union of the two natures and strove to safeguard that Christ was a single subject, that

of the Logos.! While both schools took pains to show that they taught one Christ, one
Son, it was the Alexandrians, and especially Cyril of Alexandria, who succeeded in

reflecting, much more convincingly than the Antiochenes, the liturgical faith that in
Christ there was one subject, that of the Logos. Cyril never stopped proclaiming that
God did not ‘enter’ a man as his Antiochene opponents appeared to teach but that He
truly became man without undergoing any change. As Grillmeier has put it ‘whereas for
the Antiochenes “Christ” seems to emerge along-side the Logos as a new subject of
christological expressions, in Alexandrian theology all expressions are directly
orientated to the Logos’.” However, we must note at the outset that the two schools of
thought, on basic issues, were complementary and by no means account for all

theological divisions in the early Church. Nor is it always feasible to categorise

* For a detailed analysis of the characteristics of the two schools see R. V. Sellers, Two Ancient
Christologies (London: 1940); Often these two schools are associated with two types of christology: the
‘Logos-Sarx’ christology with the Alexandrians and the ‘Logos-Anthropos’ with the Antiochenes. Cf. A.
Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition: From the Apostolic Age to Chalcedon (451), trans. by John
Bowden, 2™ edn (London: 1975) 1, (henceforth cited as Christ 1) pp. 167-439; J. N. D. Kelly, Early
Christian Doctrines, 4™ edn (London: 1968), pp. 281ff. It is not our intention to discuss the validity of
this schema — which, in turn, depends on the validity of the schema ‘Alexandrian-Antiochene’; we
should however mention that it has not gone unchallenged. E. g. G. Dragas has contended that, in at least
the case of the major exponent of the ‘Logos-Sarx’ christology, Athanasius, the application of the schema
1s untenable. Dragas has shown that the Alexandrian uses the term anthropos, as well as sarx, when

referring to Christ’s humanity. See ¢ *Evavipannoic, or éyévero avipwnmog A neglected aspect of
Athanasius’ Christology’, SP 16 (1985), 281-294.

* See G. L. Prestige, Fathers and Heretics (London: 1963), pp. 133f; See also D. S. Wallace-Hadrill,
Christian Antioch: A study of early Christian Though in the East (Cambridge: 1982), pp. 117-150.

* See J. A. Domer, History of the Development of the Doctrine of the Person of Christ, trans. by D. W.

Simon, 3 vols (Edinburgh: 1861), Division 2, vol. I, pp. 55-56.
S Christ 1, p. 476.
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theologians according to that model for in many fathers’ teaching both ‘Alexandrian’

and ‘Antiochene’ elements are to be found.®

The majority of the Christian East was much more sympathetic to the Alexandrian
approach. With its more mystical, affirmative element, the latter had a wider appeal and
especially among influential monks than- the analytic Antiochene thought.
Consequently, when Nestorius (d. c. 451) the Patriarch of Constantinople tried to
impose the Antiochene outlook on christological understanding in the early fifth
century, a fierce controversy broke out. The seeds of this had already been sown in the
writings of theologians like Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia on the one
hand, Origen (c. 185-c. 254) and Apollinarius on the other. As has been mentioned, all
theological differences in the early Church may not be explained by ascribing them to
the divergent principles of the two theological currents, but it seems certain that in the
Nestorian controversy there was a serious clash between the two christological
viewpoints. In one way or another this clash was at the heart of the christological
controversies of the fifth, sixth and seventh centuries. The Third Ecumenical Council
(Ephesus, 431), the Fourth (Chalcedon, 451) the Fifth (Constantinople, 553) and the
Sixth (Constantinople, 680/1), all tackled christological problems posed by followers of

the one or the other theological tradition.
This, however, does not mean that in the Nestorian controversy we simply had a

clash between two different points of viewing the same truth. Nestorius’ teaching was

undermining the foundations of the christological and soteriological doctrine ‘widely
held in the Church. So when Cyril of Alexandria rose against him he certainly did so out
of his deeply felt concern for the soundness of faith.

At Christmas in 428, Nestorius preached that Mary should not be called the

‘Mother of God’ (Theotokos), as an established Church tradition had it,” but the ‘Mother
of Christ’ (Christotokos). The latter was more compatible a term with the teaching of

the radical Antiochene teachers and especially of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Nestorius’

° E.g. Eustathius of Antioch who used the ‘Alexandrian’ title Theotokos for the Virgin Mary (for the
significance of the title see Chapter II) and applied the communicatio idiomatum; John Chrysostom, an

Antiochene by education and a close friend of Theodore of Mopsuestia, was also an advocate of the title
Theotokos and the communicatio idiomatum.

" The earliest reference to the title Theotokos is by Origen, Selecta in Deuteronomium, PG 12, 813C et al.
Its use by the Cappadocians, John Chrysostom et al. shows that the title had been established in the East
at least as early as the fourth century. In the West, Tertullian spoke in terms that imply the term
DeiMater: Nasci se Deus in utero patitur matris. De patientia 3, PL 1, 1363A. So important was the title

Theotokos in the fourth century that Gregory of Nazianzus said that those who did not accept it were
separated from God. Ad Cledonium 1, PG 37, 177C.
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mentor. The innovation was challenged by Cyril of Alexandria. He saw in Nestorius’

denial of the title Theotokos the repudiation of the oneness of the person of Christ. If
Mary was the Mother of Christ, but not the Mother of God, this could mean that Christ
and the Logos were not one and the same subject. Indeed, Nestorius’ teaching sounded
as 1f he was dividing the subject in Christ into two distinct and independent agents.

Nestorius of course would never admit such a charge, but Cyril’s critique was effective

in showing that the radical Antiochene party did not have the same focused perception
of the union in Christ as he. Cyril’s campaign culminated at the Council of Ephesus
(431) (Ephesus I) where his doctrine prevailed at the expense of the Antiochene
viewpoint.®

The controversy was protracted because a nucleus of uncompromising followers
of the Cyrillian christological terminology, led by Dioscorus the Patriarch of Alexandria
(441-451 AD) and encouraged by the dominance of their party, tried to eliminate the
Antiochene i1deas from the stage. In 449 they called a Council, aéain in Ephesus
(Ephesus II or the ‘Robber Council’), in which they hoped to repeat Cyril’s triumph 1n
the same city eighteen years ago, and seal the issue in favour of their ideas. This
however did not happen.

Just a few years later, the imperial couple, Pulcheria and Marcian, who were

concerned about the discomfiture of the Roman Church — which had been sidelined by

Dioscorus at Ephesus — called for another Council which would rectify the procedural
irregularities of Ephesus II. Indeed the Council of Chalcedon (451) restored order by
declaring the actions of Dioscorus null and void. But, much more importantly, it came
up with a statement of faith which was to become the cornerstone of orthodox

christology in both East and West and a stumbling block for the strict Cyrillian
followers of Dioscorus: Christ was one hypostasis or prosopon in two natures. The strict

Cyrillians saw in the Chalcedonian Definition a vindication of Nestorius. Just like him,

Chalcedon, with its ‘in two physes (natures),’ they believed, was dividing the one Christ

into two.
One of the causes of the misunderstanding that followed Chalcedon was the
variable usage of the terms ‘ousia’ (essence), ‘hypostasis’ (subsistence), ‘physis’

(nature), and ‘prosopon’ (person), all of them central to the debate.” Up to the middle of

® For all these events see Part One, Chapter L.

? On this see G. L. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought (London: 1969); R. V. Sellers, The Council of
Chalcedon (London: 1953), p. 138, n. 7; A. Grillmeier and T. Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition:
From the Council of Chalcedon (451) to Gregory the Great (590-604), 1, pt. 2 (The Church of
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the 4" c., with regard to ‘theologia’, i.e. the doctrine of the Trinity, ousia was used in the
sense of real existence or essence. Hypostasis could mean just the same as ousia or it

could mean individual being or person. The term ‘physis’ was also fairly vague; it could
mean either ousia or hypostasis. At the council of Alexandria (362) the term
‘hypostasis’ was: for the first time officially associated with the individual being or
subsistence, again with regard to the Trinity.' It was through the Cappadocians (Basil
of Caesarea (330-379), Gregory of Nazianzus (329-389) and Gregory of Nyssa (c. 330-
c. 395)), that the meaning of these terms was crystallised as regards the trinitarian
doctrine: Ousia or physis would be used to denote the common essence, whereas
hypostasis or prosopon the concrete being or subsistence.

Yet, in christology the situation remained confused. The Alexandrian theologians
very often understood the terms physis, hypostasis and prosopon as synonymous, 1.€.

meaning the concrete being, and applied them interchangeably to the person of Christ.

To denote the essence, they could use ousia as well as physis. The Antiochenes, on the
other hand, used the term physis, and sometimes hypostasis, for the common reality or
essence, whereas for the concrete being or subsistence they preferred the term prosopon
rather than hypostasis. They opted for the latter term in the sense of the ‘underlying
reality’ (they spoke of ‘two hypostases’ in Christ in order to show the reality of his
divinity and humanity). But with prosopon originally meaning simply ‘face’ or the
character that one assumes, and later on ‘appearance’,’’ the Alexandrians always
suspected that the Antiochenes, by applying this term to the one subject in Christ, did
not refer to a single concrete being, but to a theoretical one. Unlike the Alexandrians,
the Antiochenes never used the term physis in the sense of the individual being or

person. Finally in the christology of both schools ousia, just as in trinitarian theology,
meant essence.'
Faithful to his native tradition Cyril spoke of ‘one physis of the Logos incarnate’"

meaning -apparently ‘one hypostasis of the Logos incarnate’. This Cyrillian

‘monophysitism’ was the conventional mode the majority of the Eastern Christians were

Constantinople in the sixth century), trans. by J. Cawte and P. Allen (London: 1995) (henceforth cited as
Christ 11, 2), p. 430; M. G. Fouyas, The Person of Jesus Christ in the decisions of the Ecumenical
Councils (Athens: 1997) (in Greek), p. 73, n. 7. For the philosophical origin of these terms see below.
'9Kelly, pp. 253-254.

'! Prestige, God, p. 157; G. C. Stead, Philosophy in Christian Antiquity (Cambridge: 1994), p. 196.

'* For the rather inconsistent use of philosophical terms by the fathers see the works by C. Stead, Divine
Substance (Oxford: 1977); ‘Greek influence on Christian Thought’, in Early Christianity, ed. by L
Hazlett (London: 1991), 175-185; Philosophy.

" This formula comes from Apollinarius, as we shall see in Part One, Chapter II.
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accustomed to in describing the union in Christ. Thus, the Chalcedonian phrase ‘in two
natures’, borrowed from Leo’s Tome,'* was for the strict Cyrillians nothing but a clear
vindication of Nestorius.

Much has been written about the motives of the fathers at Chalcedon and what

they drew on for the final formulation of the Definition. The majonty of Western
scholars have asserted that the Chalcedonian Definition was more or less a triumph for
the Antiochene dyophysitism which found its way to official recognition assisted by the
equally dyophysite Latin christology of Leo’s Tome.” In this way, it is claimed,
Chalcedon corrected the one-sidedness of Ephesus I and furnished the Church with a
more balanced christological dogma. Some historians, (both Western and Eastern), more
appreciative of the thought of Cyril, see a certain Cyrillian bearing on a Definition
which on the whole favoured the Antiochenes,'® whereas, others ascribe to the council
of Chalcedon an essentially Cyrillian character.”

The years that followed Chalcedon were turbulent. The Church suffered bitter
clashes between the orthodox (Chalcedonians) and the strict Cyrillians’ (Monophysites)
which eventually resulted in the first serious and abiding schism. Such turmoil was no
less painful for the Empire as well. The Monophysite schism fractured Church unity;
important for political unity, it loosened the ties of the Empire with the increasingly
Monophysite Egypt and Syria, both vitally important for the Roman state. Besides, the
orthodox (i.e. Chalcedonian) church was herself divided into two factions: a) those who
saw an agreement between Cyril and Chalcedon (‘Cyrillian Chalcedonians’) and b)
those who saw in the Definition a vindication of the Antiochene dyophysitism (‘strict
Dyophysites’).

This situation explains the concern of the emperors of the late fifth and sixth
centuries to try and resolve the problem of the authority of Chalcedon, sometimes by

abolishing it, sometimes by defending it. The latter was the approach of Justinian I. He

immediately set out to terminate the debate on the basis of a universal acceptance of

'Y The famous letter of Pope Leo I (d. 461) to Flavian (also known as Epistola dogmatica) which we
discuss in detail in Chapter I.

'> E.g. S. Cave, The Doctrine of the Person of Christ (London: 1925, repr. 1962), pp. 112-115; J.
Tixeront, History of Dogmas, trans. by H. L. B., 3 vols (London: 1920-1926), 111, pp. 144; K. Aland, 4
History of Christianity, trans. by James Schaaf (Philadelphia: 1983), 1, pp. 199ff.

'° E.g. H. R. Mackintosh, The Doctrine of the Person of Jesus Christ, 34 edn (Edinburgh: 1914), p. 213;
Kelly, p. 342.

'" E.g. J. Romanides, ‘One physis or hypostasis of the God Logos incarnate and Chalcedon’, GOTR, 10
(1964-65), 82-102; J. Meyendorff, Christ in Eastern Christian Tradition (New York: 1987), pp. 13-46
(esp. pp. 26-27); P. Gray, The Defense of Chalcedon in the East (451-553) (Leiden: 1979).
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Chalcedon. A political motive was surely behind his actions, but his concern was
primartly theological. He became convinced that the Cyrillian Chalcedonian viewpoint
was the orthodox one and strove for its imposition. Undoubtedly his convictions were
influenced by a group of theologians of the sixth century who undertook to defend the

Cyrillian character of Chalcedon against the attacks of the Monophysite camp as well
against the misinterpretation of the Definition by the Antiochene Chalcedonians whose

christology was Nestorianising. To the efforts of these theologians Justinian contributed
with significant theological works of his own which bear important witness to
christological ideas of his time. The christology of these Cyrillian Chalcedonians,
including that of Justinian and the Fifth Ecumenical Council 1s what certain historians
have called ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism’ as we shall see below.

At the centre of Justinian’s efforts to defend the orthodox faith was his initiative
asking in 544 for the condemnation of the Three Chapters, namely, a) the person and
writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia, b) Theodoret of Cyrus’ writings against Cyril and
Ephesus I, and ¢) a controversial Letter to a certain Maris which was attributed to Ibas
of Edessa.

Theodore of Mopsuestia was one of the most gifted minds of the early Church. A
staunch defender of the Nicene ‘theology, he vigorously attacked the Apollinarian
heresy. His christological ideas helped shape the outlook of the Antiochene school.

Revered in his lifetime Theodore was later attacked by Cyril as the mentor of the

Nestorian heresy.

Theodoret the bishop of Cyrus was a friend of Nestorius and an opponent of the
Cyrillian ‘monophysitism’. He was involved in the Nestorian controversy mainly by
attacking Cyril’s faith as expressed in the latter’s most controversial work the Twelve
Anathemas.'®

Finally, Ibas of Edessa, sometime head of the catechetical school of that city, and
then its bishop, was a keen promoter of Antiochene christology mainly through the
writings of Theodore. He was believed to have been the author of a widely circulated

letter which was addressed to a certain Maris. The letter included derogatory references

to Cyril and the Council of Ephesus.'?

Already during the Nestorian controversy the Three Chapters were at the core of

the christological issue. For all those who shared Cyril’s views the Three Chapters

¥ See Part One, Chapter II and Appendix.
'” All these issues are discussed in detail in Part L.
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embodied the same thinking as Nestorius and should be officially condemned. This was
achieved — by dubious means — at the council of Ephesus II (449): Theodoret and
[bas — Theodore was already dead — were excommunicated. This decision, however,
was reversed at Chalcedon and the two bishops rehabilitated to their sees. One can
easily anticipate the reaction of the Alexandrians: the reception of two ‘Nestorians’ was
for them a clear evidence that Chalcedon had indeed sided with Nestorius. Since then
the Three Chapters were constantly a serious obstacle for the anti-Chalcedonians to
reconsider their rejection of Chalcedon.

This association of Chalcedon with Theodoret and Ibas was also proper in the
mind of some Chalcedonian circles, especially in the West. For them Chalcedon had |
irrevocably cleared Theodoret and Ibas of any suspicion. Therefore, any suggestion for a
reconsideration of their place in the Church was, in essence, a disavowal of Chalcedon
itself. Further, at the time of Justinian’s proposal all Three Chapters had long been dead.
A posthumous condemnation of them would be canonically and morally hard to justity.
Consequently these Chalcedonians fiercely opposed the imperial policy on the Three

Chapters issue as well as its doctrinal outcome.

The Three Chapters controversy led to the Fifth Ecumenical Council (553)
(Constantinople II). A general Council was deemed necessary by the emperor and Pope

Vigilius to enable the Church to make a final decision on how the Three Chapters
should be treated. Nonetheless, the decision that the Council was called to make was to

be far more important than that. By judging the Three Chapters the fathers at
Constantinople inevitably had to define the way the Church should interpret the

Chalcedonian definition. Was that to be along the lines of the Antiochene approach, or
was 1t to be compatible with the Alexandrian and, in particular, the Cyrillian tradition
which advocated the intimate union of the natures in Christ and the singleness of his

person? Eventually the Fifth Ecumenical Council condemned the Three Chapters, but

far more importantly it condemned the Nestorian approach to Chalcedon by interpreting

its Definition on the basis of the thought and language of Cyril.
II. THE INTERPRETATION OF CONSTANTINOPLE II IN MODERN SCHOLARSHIP
Modern scholarship has generally been unsympathetic of or puzzled by Constantinople

I1. Among all the Ecumenical Councils it is the one that raises the most problems. In the

words of P. Gray: ‘if there is a problem child among Ecumenical Councils

’
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Constantinople II must certainly be it’.** Taking the polarisation between Cyril and
Chalcedon for granted, a great number of scholars charge Constantinople II with
distorting or even completely disavowing the Chalcedonian doctrine. More specifically,
it has been maintained that by reading christology only through Cyrillian spectacles the
Fifth Ecumenical Council brought the christological doctrine back to the stage it was
after the Council of Ephesus (431), i.e. the stage of Cyrillian exclusiveness. The whole
work of the Council has been very often viewed through the lens of the allegedly sole
political motivation of the emperor to reunite the Monophysites with the Church by
condemning their arch enemies and thus bore no real theological importance.

A. Harnack represents a typical form of criticism of Constantinople II. For him the
decisions of Constantinople II were a reversal of the Chalcedonian Creed and, by and
large, a general condemnation of its sources, namely the Antiochene and the Latin
theology. In his words: ‘Rome had given the foﬁnula of the two natures to the East, but
a hundred years later the East dictated to the West how this formula was to be
understood, an interpretation of it which in no way corresponded to the actual wording
of the formula’.?' Through the condemnation of the Three Chapters and the doctrine of
the Fifth Council, the Church adopted for the first time “a falsified tradition, by shutting
out its true fathers as heretics under the patronage of Justinian’.”? In all ‘the blow which

the West gave to the East at the Fourth Council was parried by the Fifth Council’.”

In the same vein, K. Aland sees in the Chalcedonian Definition a clear answer to

the christological problem and that was due to the positive influence of the Latin

christology. This achievement was annulled by Justinian and the Fifth Council whose
christology closely resembled that of the Monophysites.”* A ‘leaning towards
Monophysitism’ in the decisions of the Fifth Council is also discerned by P. Schaff.”

The same scholar in his History of the C};rz'stian Church sums up the general feeling as

regards the significance of the Fifth Council: ‘as to its [the Fifth Council’s] importance,

it stands far below the four previous councils’.*

The whole Three Chapters controversy is often-attributed to the influence of

Theodore Ascidas, an adviser of Justinian’s and allegedly an Origenist, who wanted to

% “Ecumenical Dialogue, Ecumenical Council, and Constantinople II', Toronto Journal of Theology 3
(1987), 50-59 (p. 52).

*! History of Dogma, trans. by N. Buchanan et al., 7 vols (London: 1894-1899), 1v, p. 250.

22 1bid., p. 247.

2 Ibid., p. 250.

2 A History, p. 199f.

2: Th.e Creeds of the Greek and Latin Churches (London: Hodder, 1877), p. 73.
History of the Christian Church, 3 vols (New York: 1867), 11, p. 352.
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divert Justinian’s attention from the persecution of the Origenists of Palestine.”” So C.
Hefele says that Ascidas exploited Justinian’s ‘passion for dogmatizing’.® However,
this author sees reasons for Justinian to denounce the Three Chapters: a) Theodore of
Mopsuestia was ‘the real father of that heresy which took its name from one of his
disciples, Nestorius,’? b) Theodoret’s writings contained material which was erroneous

and could be unhesitatingly anathematised™ and finally c) an anathema on Ibas’ letter
‘was fully justified’ as it unfairly denounced Cyril and the Council of Ephesus I; 1t was

indeed ‘penetrated with the Nestorian leaven’.”

How little attention is paid to the work of the Fifth Council is characteristically
reflected by the space dedicated to it in large histories of doctrine like that of J. Pelikan.
In the single paragraph dealing with it, Pelikan observes that ‘the christological problem
was not settled at the Second Council of Constantinople much more effectively than 1t
had been at Chalcedon’.? Similarly P. Tillich, in his History of Christian Thought does
not think much of the Fifth Council. He concludes his brief reference to'the post-
Chalcedonian debate by observing that Chalcedon was never really adopted in the East
but it was ‘transformed’ and ‘swallowed up in the eastern Christian sacramental way of
thinking and acting’. >

J. B. Bury regards Justinian as ‘a sort of imperial pontiff’.* For the sake of a
reconciliation with the Monophysites, Bury maintains, Justinian stirred up an
unnecessary controversy. In particular, he writes:

The Fifth Ecumenical Council differed from the four which preceded it in that
while they pronounced on issues which divided Christendom and which called
for an authoritative decision of the Church, the Fifth dealt with a question
which had been artificially created [...] the purpose of the Council which
Justinian summoned was to confirm a theological decision of his own which
was incidental indeed to a vital controversy, but only incidental. His object
was to repair the failure of Chalcedon and to smooth the way to reunion with
the Monophysites; and it may be said that the Three Chapters were entirely in
the spirit of the orthodox theological school of his time. But the question was

?7 For this issue see Part Two, Chapter II.

8 C. J. Hefele, A History of the Councils of the Church, trans. by W. R. Clark et al., § vols (Edinburgh:
1871-1896), 1v, p. 230; Similarly, H.-G. Beck, ‘The Early Byzantine Church’ in History of the Church,

ed. by H. Jedin and J. Dolan, trans. by A. Biggs, 10 vols (London: 1980-1981), 11, pp. 450-456.
® A History, 1v, p. 233.

0 1bid., p. 237.
1 1bid., p. 239.

2 The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition (100-600), The Christian Tradition 1 (Chicago: 1971), p. 277.

> A History of Christian Thought (London: 1968), pp. 86-90.

A ;ﬁstory of the Later Roman Empire from Arcadius to Irene (395 AD to 800 AD), 2 vols (London:
1889), 11, p. 1.
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provoked by himself; it was not one on which the decree of a General Council
was imperatively required.”

The fact that Constantinople II ‘adopted theological tenets formulated by the
Emperor’ was for Bury ‘the most characteristic manifestation of Justinianean
Caesaropapism’.*

Similarly, F. Dvornik regards the whole affair as stirred up by the emperor for the

sake of a reunion with the Monophysites.”’

Particularly negative towards the Fifth Council are the works of E. Amann®® and
R. Devreesse.” These authors see no particular merit in the work of the Fifth Council
which did not hesitate to use interpolated material to incriminate the Three Chapters,
and in particular Theodore of Mopsuestia.

J. Tixeront* and I. Watkin*' consider Justinian’s initiative to convoke a Council in
order to condemn the Three Chapters unwise and eventually harmful for the unity of the
Church, even though they do not see a fault in the doctrinal work of the Council in

itself.

Other Western theologians, however, being more sympathetic of the work of Cyril
tend to see less contrast between Cyrillianism and Chalcedonianism. J. N. D. Kelly, for

instance, argues that Cyril clearly distinguished the two natures in Christ which made

the differences between him and Leo less obvious than it has often been suggested.”
Even Cyril’s much criticised insistence on employing the ‘one physis’ formula, far from
denying the doctrine of the two natures, simply served as a safeguard against
Nestorianism and on the assurance that it had been used by Athanasius. Moreover Kelly
discerned the great part the Cyrillian christology played at Chalcedon thus challenging
the traditional western view'that it was due to Leo’s contribution at Chalcedon that

orthodoxy was saved even in the East. Kelly characteristically says that if Cyril had

been present at Chalcedon ‘he too would have acquiesced in the Chalcedonian

> History of the Later Roman Empire from the Death of Theodosius I to the Death of Justinian (AD 395-
AD 565), 2 vols (London: 1923), 11, pp. 391-392.

* A History of the Later Roman Empire from Arcadius to Irene, 11, p. 5.

*! The Ecumenical Councils (Washington: 1961), p. 33.

** “Trois chapitres (affaire de)’, DTC 15, pt. 2 (1950), 1868-1924.

* Cf. R. Devreesse, ‘Le cinquiéme concile et I’ oecumenicité byzantine,’ Studi e Testi 123 (Vatican City:
1946); idem, Essai sur Theodore de Mopsueste, Studi e Testi, 141 (Vatican City: 1948).

** History of Dogmas, trans. by H. C. B., 3 vols (London: 1926), 111, p. 144.

*'E. I. Watkin, The Church in Council (London: 1960), p.64.
“* Early Christian Doctrines, p. 342.
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settlement and would have been embarrassed by the intransigence of his over

enthusiastic allies’.*’

The validity of such an analysis is arguably limited by Kelly’s acceptance of the
theory of ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism’ in its slightly pejorative sense, namely that it ‘subtly
shifted the bias of the council [i.e. Chalcedon], interpreting its teaching in a positive

Cyrilline sense’.*

P. Gray is another Western historian who challenged the long established theory
that Chalcedon represented the Latin/Antiochene christological point of view as
opposed'to the Cyrillian outlook of the Eastern Church. For him Chalcedon was a
Cyrillian Council®®’. In this sense he does not see anything wrong in ‘Neo-
Chalcedonianism’ as an attempt to interpret Chalcedon through Cyril. He rather regards
it as a natural development induced by the Churches themselves and by J ustinian.*® In
particular, he argues, ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism’ was the product of a Cynllan-

Chalcedonian ‘middle-ground’ party who intended ‘to integrate the two sides of its

christology into a synthetic view. The synthetic christology of Neo-Chalcedonianism

was precisely this developed christology’.*’

A positive evaluation of Constantinople 1I was that of H. M. Diepen.”
Appreciative of Cyril’s Christology, Diepen sees no disaggrement between Ephesus I
and Chalcedon. As regards the Three Chapters, this author believes that they were

rightly condemned at Constantinople II. Theodoret and Ibas were accepted at Chalcedon

but only because they concealed their true doctrine.
Certainly positive is the view of the Council taken by most Orthodox historians. J.
Karmiris contends that the Fifth Council was summoned for the purpose of tackling the

last Nestorians and also to bring back to the Church the separated Monophysites. It did
not produce a new creed but reaffirmed the teaching of the previous Councils. The
eventual condemnation of the Three Chapters did not imply any kind of disavowal of
the Fourth Ecumenical Council which had not examined the teaching of the Three
Chapters since Theodore and Ibas agreed to condemn Nestorius officially.” Similar is

the view of M. Kalamaras who holds that The Three Chapters contained the Nestorian

“ Tbid, pp. 341-42.
“ Ibid, p. 343.
¥ The Defense, pp. 7ff.

¢ Ibid., pp. 78ff.
Y Ibid., p. 79.

® Les trois chapitres au concile de Chalcédoine. Une étude de la Christologie de 1'anatolie ancienne
(Oosterhout, 1953) |

* *The Fifth Ecumenical Council’, Ecclesia 40 (1953), 321-323 (in Greek).
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aberration. In the teaching of those opposing the imperial policy, Kalamaras sees
Nestorianism which was, in fact, creeping under the form of the so called ‘strict
Chalcedonianism’. For Kalamaras, the Council of Constantinople was as much Cyrillian
as the Council of Chalcedon itself. The orthodox line on the matter was proclaimed by
Cyril and the fathers of Chalcedon; Constantinople II did nothing else but to follow
them. Justinian was sincere when he declared that the reason he issued the edict against
the Three Chapters was to pacify the Church by eliminating the last remnants of
Nestorianism. The Council of Constantinople by no means abolished the decisions of
the Chalcedonian Council, but interpreted what the latter meant to proclaim.” For J.
Meyendorff the idea that the imperial condemnation of the Three Chapters was a result
of the intrigues of Theodore Ascidas, the Origenist advisor of the emperor, 1s ‘rather
naive and malevolent’. He substantiates his rejection on the fact that Antiochene
christology had already been criticised not only by its natural opponents, the Severian
Monophysites,” but also many Chalcedonians.™ |

Meyendorff maintains that Justinian ‘was not raising a new issue, but trying to
solve a standing difficulty in his relations with the Monophysites’. However, he admits
that the issue involved persons who had died long before, thus, putting the validity of
their proposed condemnation at stake. Finally, Constantinople II was for Meyendorff an
ecumenical Council (in the modern sense of the word) aiming at reconciling the
Monophysites with the Church on a sound theological basis.”

Inspired by Meyendorff’s approach, G. L. C. Frank saw the importance of the
Fifth Council for the reconciliation between Chalcedonians and ‘strict Cyrillians,” as the
fathers of Constantinople managed to formulate the doctrine in language much more

inclusive than Chalcedon’s.”

A less sympathetic view of the council was expressed by the Orthodox historian
B. Giannopoulos. In his opinion the Fifth Ecumenical Council was conciliatory but
eventually failed in its objective. Justinian called the Council to help a possible reunion
with the Monophysites but the circumstances were not conducive to such a move. The
work of the Council itself did not contribute anything new to the faith of the Church and
this is why the following Councils — even those of the Orthodox Church — did not

** M. Kalamaras, The Fifth Ecumenical Council (Athens, 1985) (in Greek), pp. 119ff.

>! The moderate Monophysites who followed Severus the Patriarch of Antioch. See Part One, Chapter V.
** Imperial Unity and Christian Divisions: the Church 450-680 AD (New York: 1989), p. 236.

3 Ibid,, p. 247.

5‘3‘The Council of Constantinople II as a Model Reconciliation Council’, Theological Studies 52 (1991),
636-650.
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care to remember the personal anathemas that were pronounced by the fathers at
Constantinople. It did, however, try very successfully to clarify the Chalcedonian
Definition and the Cyrillian terminology in order to persuade the Monophysites that
Chalcedon did not grant amnesty to Nestorius.” For Giannopoulos the Fifth Ecumenical
Council did not really offer anything noteworthy to orthodoxy. Even the Greek Church
did not take care to preserve the original Greek text. The decisions of the Fifth
Ecumenical Council as regards the personal anathemas were taken on the basis of the
needs of the time (‘out of dispensation’) and were practically forgotten when the
situation changed. This is manifested in the Seventh Ecumenical Council where the
anathemas of the Fifth Council were not mentioned.

V. Feidas accepts the theory of ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism’ but sees its positive
aspect: by interpreting Chalcedon on the basis of the Cyril’s christology, Constantinople
IT showed the coherence between Chalcedon and Ephesus I and removed any doubt as to
the adherence of the Fourth Council to the Alexandrian theolo:zogién.56 For Feidas the
value of Constantinople II lies in the fact that it condemned the extreme wings of both

theological schools (Alexandria and Antioch) by incorporating them in the already
anathematised heresies (Monophysitism and Nestorianism).”’

The ‘Neo-Chalcedonian’ theory

Perhaps the most systematic attempt to interpret the theology of Justinian’s era was
made by J. Lebon, C. Moeller and M. Richard, three scholars of the University of
Louvain who were the first exponents of the popular theory of ‘“Neo-Chalcedonianism’.
J. Lebon was the first to use the term in order to describe the christological thought of
those Cyrillian Chalcedonians who sought to interpret Chalcedon more firmly in the
light of Cyril’s christology and thus defend it (the Council) against the Monophysite
attacks.” The so called ‘Neo-Chalcedonians’ would accept as legitimate both the
dyophysite language of Chalcedon (‘two natures or physes-one hypostasis’) and the
monophysite one of the strict Cyrillians (‘one nature or hypostasis after the union’)

provided that the terms physis and hypostasis are understood as synonymous.

*> The Ecumenical Councils and their Teaching (Athens: 1995) (in Greek), p. 35.

* Ecclesiastical History, (Athens: 1992), pp. 657-726.
*TIbid., p. 722.

** Le monophysisme séverien (Louvain: 1909).
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This idea of ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism’ was adopted by C. Moeller, who in a lengthy
article expanded on Lebon’s idea.” It is with Moeller that the term ‘Neo-
Chalcedonianism’ acquires a rather pejorative sense. Rather representing a genuine
expression of the theology of the Church in the sixth century, it was a kind of
‘phénoméne induit’ which appeared in the midst of the religious crisis that followed
Chalcedon.’® For Moeller, the ‘Neo-Chalcedonians’ distorted the achievement of the
Chalcedonian Definition by interpreting it solely on the basis of Cyril and in particular
on the basis of his Twelve Anathemas. The latter, in Moeller’s view, had been
completely ignored at Chalcedon. Justinian played a key role in this realignment of
Chalcedonian orthodoxy by adopting the ideas of ‘Neo-Chalcedonians’ and finally
sanctioning them at the Fifth Ecumenical Council. |

Next in the succession of Lebon’s idea was M. Richard. He made clear that what
defines ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism’ was the simultaneous use of both the Chalcedonian
formula ‘one hypostasis in two physeis,” and the Cyrillian ‘one physis of the Logos

incarnate’ as necessary for orthodoxy.*!

The basic idea of ‘“Neo-Chalcedonianism’ has also been adopted by A. Grillmeter.
He examines the christological issues after the council of Chalcedon and accepts

Richard’s definition that ‘Neo-Chalcedonians™ are those theologians who availed of both
christological formulae: a) the ‘one physis’ against Nestorianism and b) the ‘two

physes’ against Eutychianism.* Yet, Grillmeier goes even further to trace the existence

of a tendency which he calls *‘moderate Neo-Chalcedonianism’. The latter represents a
christology which, while based upon Chalcedon, used strict Cyrillian language, and in
particular the one that was established by the Twelve Chapters, without however
regarding the use of the ‘one physis’ formula necessary.” This ‘moderate Neo-
Chalcedonianism’ is, according to Grillmeier, the christological outlook of Justinian and
the fathers of the Fifth Council since in the work of neither of them can we find
allowance for simultaneous use of the formulae ‘one physis-two hypostases’ and ‘one

physis and hypostasis’.®* Yet both made full use of the christology of Cyril’s Twelve

Anathemas, a central characteristic of all ‘Neo-Chalcedonians’.

** ‘Le chalcédonisme et le néo-chalcédonisme en Orient de 451 3 1a fin du VI° si¢cle’ in Das Konzil von

Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart, ed. by A. Grillmeier and H. Bacht, 3 vols (Wirzburg: 1951), 1,
(hereafter cited as Chalkedon 1) pp. 637-720.

* Ibid., p. 669.
*! ‘Le néo-chalcédonisme’, Mélanges de science religieuse 3 (1946), 156-161.

°2 Christ 11, 2, p. 434; Idem, ‘Der Neu-Chalkedonismus’, Historisches Jahrbuch 77 (1958), 151-166.
®* Christ 11, 2, p. 434.

* Ibid., pp. 434-35.
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Grillmeier sees Justinian’s christology in a positive light. The emperor’s main
contribution was his distinction between the terms physis or ousia and hypostasis or
prosopon. Thus in his thought ‘trinitarian and incarnational terminology are brought into
harmony’.® Yet when it comes to Justinian’s interpretation of Chalcedon (as expounded
in the Confessio fidei®®) Grillmeier observes that ‘the terminology is refined beyond
Chalcedon in the sense of a cautious new interpretation’.®’

As regards the Three Chapters issue, Grillmeier subscribes to the interpretation of
the events offered by Liberatus® and Facundus of Hermiana,”” the sworn enemies of
Justinian and his policy. Grillmeier maintains that the emperor’s decision was mainly
influenced by Theodore Ascidas.” Again Theodore is considered an Origenist who
wanted to divert Justinian’s attention from the case of the Origenists in Palestine.
Although Grillmeier cites Justinian’s assurance to the East Illyrian bishops that his
motives in asking the condemnation of the Three Chapters was not to make any
concessions to the Monophysites — the Severans in particular — but to eradicate the

impiety of the accused theologians,”" he thinks that his main aim was to win back the

Monophysites.” Overall, Grillmeier thinks that the Three Chapters issue should not
have been raised. For the three personages, long dead, ‘caused no discernible damage in
the Imperial Church of the East at that time nor in the Latin West’. In other words ‘a

Neo-Nestorianism within the Imperial Church was not a threat’.”

Nevertheless Grillmeler maintains that one should make a distinction between the
vigorous and partisan critique by the Council against the Three Chapters, on the one

hand, and the Council’s own doctrinal statement, on the other.”®

Concluding his analysis of Constantinople II Grillmeier observes:

The Council unfortunately did not address the real task at that time of
presenting a definition of hypostasis-person in contradistinction to that of
nature-essence... The Council also did not open people’s eyes to the necessary
distinction between the unio in hypostasi et secundum hypostasin on the one
hand, and the unio in natura et secundum naturam on the other.”

* Ibid., p. 428.
* See Part Two, Chapter 1.
" Christ 11, 2, p. 429.

° Breviarum causae Nestorianorum et Eutychianorum, ACO 11, 5, pp. 98-141; PL 68, 969-1050.

** Facundus of Hermiana, Pro defensione trium capitulorum libri XII ad Iustinianum imperatorem, CCL
90A, pp. 3-398; PL 67, 527-854.

" Christn, 2, p. 418f

"! See Part Two, Chapter II.

2 Christ11, 2, p. 421.

P 1Ibid., p. 461.

" 1bid., pp. 453-54.

" Ibid., p. 462.
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In addition, according to Grillmeier, the Council did not even achieve its express
aim, i. e. to integrate Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas and Chalcedon in one synthesis. In fact,
‘the best synthesis between Cyril and Chalcedon still remained the definition of
Chalcedon itself, especially if it was read against the background of the old Symbols

and Cyril’s Laetentur letter.” ™

Another exponent of ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism’ is W. de Vries. His view is quite
interesting because it represents a cautious approach to the issue from a Roman Catholic
point of view and in the context of the dialogue between the Roman Catholic and the ;
Oriental Orthodox (Anti-Chalcedonian) Churches. This author regards Justinian’s |
intervention as understandable if seen in the light of the imperial ideals of his time. As a
Christian emperor he ought to care about the unity of the Church. Yet de Vries, too,
thinks that the Cyrillian christology, for which Justinian was advocating, was abandoned
at Chalcedon and replaced with the Antiochene one.”” As regards the decisions of the
Council they were they ones that the emperor had determined in advance. In fact, at
Constantinople II ‘maximum concession were admittedly made to the opponents of the
Chalcedonian -Council’ save the complete disavowal of Chalcedon. This the
Constantinopolitan fathers could not do for fear of reaction from the Western

Churches.”” Nevertheless, de Vries believes that Chalcedon and Constantinople II

differed in terminology and theological attitudes, but were in agreement as regards their
doctrine. Speaking from a Roman Catholic point of view de Vries observes that the
‘innovations’ of the Fifth Council were ‘tolerated’ by the church, but ‘the entire
theological work of the Second Constantinopolitan Council has never been established
as a dogma’. In fact, this author maintains that the Church ranked the Fifth Council as

an Ecumenical only as far as the condemnation of the Three Chapters is concerned. The

validity of its particular interpretation of Chalcedon is open to discussion.”.

In general, the theory of ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism’ became widespread.®

" Loc. cit.

" Vries, W, de, ‘The Three Chapters Controversy’, Wort und Wahrheit, 2 (supl. issue) (1974), 73-82 (p.
76).

" Loc. cit.

? Ibid., p. 78.

" Other works on ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism’ include: P. Galtier, ‘L’ Occident et le néo-chalcédonisme’,
Gregorianum 40 (1959), 54-74; S. Helmer, Der Neuchalkedonismus, (Bonn: 1962); E. Ludwig., ‘Neo-

Chalcedonism and the Fifth Ecumenical Council of 553’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Berkeley, California: 1983).
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Brief critique of the ‘Neo-Chalcedonian’ theory

As already indicated, we do not agree with either the traditional criticism against
Constantinople II that it disavowed Chalcedon, or the ‘Neo-Chalcedonian’ theory in its
pejorative sense. Both these interpretations are based on the false premise that
Chalcedon and Cyril were more or less incompatible. Yet, as we shall see in the minutes

of Chalcedon, the vast majority of the fathers of Chalcedon were Cyrillian. It is true that

the eventual Horos did not make express use of Cyrillian language, but was endorsed
only after it had been made sure that it agreed with Cyril. As we shall see, the Council
was compelled by the Palace and the Roman legates to produce a document of faith
which would incorporate the suspicious sounding dyophysite language used in Leo’s
Tome. But it is obvious to us that the committee in charge for the drafting of the final
document qualified it with such clauses so that it would be faithful to the teaching of
Cyril. Indeed the Horos reflects the orthodox (non-Nestorian) dyophysite faith of Leo
and the majority of the (Cyrillian) fathers.

Therefore we are entitled to say that the Council of Constantinople II did nothing
else but present the Chalcedonian Creed in the way its authors intended, 1.e. as a

confession of faith which would proclaim the union in Christ along the lines of Cyril of
* Alexandria.

This is why we believe that despite its popularity, ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism’, in 1ts
pejorative sense, is unhistorical. The so called ‘Neo-Chalcedonians’ did not express a
‘new’ theology but that of the mainstream. Thus, an interpretation of Chalcedon through
Cyril was the natural reaction of the Church against the misinterpretation of the
Definition of 451 by both Nestorians and Monophysites.

As regards the related issue of the Three Chapters we believe that Grillmeier 1s
not right when he says that one should distinguish between the condemnation of the
three theologians and the positive doctrinal work of the Council. It was exactly because
of the teaching of the Three Chapters that Chalcedon was misinterpreted and, therefore,
a clear condemnation of their ideas was necessary. If Constantinople II is to be credited

for clarifying Chalcedon that was precisely because it removed the language of the

Three Chapters from the theological stage.
I11. THESES OF THIS STUDY

We consider that modern scholarship in general has been rather unfair to the work of
Justinian and the Fifth Council. Our view is that the largely downplayed Fifth

Ecumenical Council was in itself a significant moment in the history of the
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christological doctrine. Its decisions helped eliminate both Nestorian and Monophysite
interpretations of the Chalcedonian definition and elucidated the mystery of the
incarnation.

In particular the theses of our study will be the following:

1. Chalcedon was predominantly a Cyrillian Council. Thus it was intrinsically in

full accord with Constantinople II. -

2. The crisis that followed 451 was caused because Chalcedon, having to tackle
the Eutychian Monophysitism, shunned Cyrillian (i.e. orthodox) monophysite terms.

3. The Three Chapters issue was legitimately raised because it was on account of
their teaching that Chalcedon was misinterpreted as Nestorianising.

4. The crisis could only be healed by a clear condemnation of the Three Chapters
and the exclusion of their strict dyophysitism from the stage.

5. Justinian and the so called ‘neo-Chalcedonians’ did not impose a new

christology on the Church. They tried to sanction the ideas of the majority in the
Church.

6. Justinlan’s christological works were an important contribution to the
clarification of the terms ousia, hypostasis, prosopon as well as the controversial

formulae ‘one physis’ and ‘out of two physes’. In this sense the emperor was

instrumental in clarifying the Chalcedonian Definition.

7. There certainly was political pressure upon Constantinople II to condemn the
Three Chapters — in any case not greater than that felt by the Chalcedonian fathers to
proceed to the final formulation of the Definition. But it was not enough to diminish the
theological importance of the Constantinopolitan decrees. In our view the bishops came
up with an ecumenical document of faith which could satisfy both Cyrillian
“‘Monophysites’ and Cyrillian ‘dyophysites” without compromising the faith.

8. The Fifth Council did not disavow or distort Chalcedon as is often maintained.
Rather it clarified the Chalcedonian Horos in the way the Chalcedonian fathers meant it,
that is it showed that in Christ there was one subject, that of the Logos. It is true that the
fathers of the Fifth Council were Cyrillians and their interpretation was akin to the spirit

of the Alexandrian father. However, as we will see below in more detail, the same is
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also true of the Chalcedonian fathers and the majority of the Church in the sixth
century.”!

IV. PLAN OF THIS STUDY

This study is divided into two parts. In the first part, ‘The Background of
Constantinople II’, we describe briefly the political and philosophical context of the late
Roman Empire. We highlight Justinian’s military aspirations in the West as having an
impact on his ecclesiastical policy (Chapter I).Then we trace the development of the
christological debate from the Nestorian controversy up to the so called ‘Neo-
Chalcedonian’ era. The thought of Cyril as the predominant christologist of the early
Church, the decisions of Ephesus I, the clash between the Cyrillians and the
Antiochenes in the late fifth century are all vital for the understanding of the issues that
occupied the mind of Justinian and the Fifth Council. These are discussed in Chapter II.
Chapter III inquires into the ideas of the Three Chapters. We do not intend to
investigate their christology in the full as this would require a major study by itself. We
only give an outline of their thought with special reference to the issues that occupied
the mind of the fathers at the Fifth Council. Chapter IV briefly examines how the
Chalcedonian Definition was formulated and what its significance was. Chapter V

describes the clash between Chalcedonians and Monophysites, the rise of the

Monophysite movement and evaluates the most significant attempts for reunion.
In Part Two, we examine the christology of the Cyrillian defenders of Chalcedon
or ‘Neo-Chalcedonians’ (Chapter I). In Chapter II the christology of Justinian is

discussed on the basis of his various writings with particular emphasis on his three

major christological treatises. Then we study the work of the Fifth Council (Chapter III).
In this Chapter III we first follow the events of the Three Chapters controversy that led

to the convocation of the Fifth Council. After a brief account of the proceedings we
consider the doctrinal definition of the Council, which interests us most. In Chapter IV
we give our conclusions. Finally, we append Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas, the Letter of
Ibas to Maris, and a comparative table of the Thirteen Anathemas of Justinian (from his

Confessio fidei) and the Fourteen of the Fifth Ecumenical Council.

"' A. Harnack, although resenting the way Constantinople II handled Chalcedon, does not deny that

Justinian and the bishops at Constantinople II did nothing else but sanction ‘the true feelings of the
majority’. History 1v, p. 247.
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V. SOURCE TEXTS"

Another issue that should be briefly mentioned in this introduction is that of the text of
the Council proceedings. Although the original manuscript was in Greek, the only
complete surviving copy of the minutes is in Latin and is found in the codex Parisinus
lat. 16832, f. 125"-189" (9™ c.). A shorter version of the proceedings, which includes

only the first four sessions and the Anathemas, exists in the codex Sangalensis 672, {. 6-

135. The proceedings were first published by L. Surius on the basis of an unknown

manuscript.” Surius’ version was shorter than that of the Parisinus codex. What is
interesting here is that the shorter versions of the text omit the following crucial parts of
the minutes: a) the letter of Pope Vigilius to Justinian, b) the letter of Pope Vigilius to
the Empress Theodora, and c¢) the Oath of the Pope. They also differ considerably in
other parts of the text such as Justinian’s Letter to the Council (Psiog Turog). It is
noteworthy that all the parts that the shorter tradition of the text omits show an
inconsistent attitude by the Pope with regard to the condemnation of the Three

Chapters.

A detailed comparative examination of the two textual traditions in the parts in

question by Chrysos,™ proved that the extended version of the cod. Parisinus is the

oldest one. The Parisinus text is the one that has been used by most scholars who

worked on the Fifth Ecumenical Council. In this study we will use the Parisinus text as
published by J. Straub.”

Finally we should note that some fragments of the original Greek have survived

and are found in the following sources®: a) cod. Parisinus gr. 1115, f. 31'-38" (13" ¢c.),

b) cod. Ibiron 381, £. 308"-316" (15" ¢.), ¢) cod. Ambrosianus gr. F 48 sup., f. 85"-87
(12% ¢.), d) cod. Ambrosianus B 107, f. 43447 (12"-13" ¢.), €) cod. Ambrosianus E 94
sup., f. 219" and 235%-235" (15" ¢.), f) cod. Venetus Marcianus gr. 226, f. 43%-44 (13-
14" ¢.), g) Evagrius’ Church History,®” h) Georgios Monachos’ Chronikon,’ i) Georgios

*2 For the following information I am indebted to E. Chrysos, The Ecclesiastical Policy of Justinian in the

Dispute Concerning the Three Chapters and the Fifth Ecumenical Council, Analecta Vlatadon 3
(Thessalonica: 1969) (in Greek), pp. 145-199.

* Tomus primus conciliorum omnium, tum generalium, tum provincialium atque particularium, 5 vols
(Cologne: 1567), 11, p. 490. See Chrysos, Justinian’s Ecclesiastical Policy, p. 155.

* Ecclesiastical, p.160-195.

» Concilium Universale Constantinopolitanum sub Justiniano habitum, ACO 1v (Berlin: 1971).

** See Chrysos, Ecclesiastical, pp. 145-146; Idem, ‘Excerpts from the Minutes of the Fifth Ecumenical
Council in Byzantine Chroniclers’, Kleronomia 2, pt. 2 (1970), 376-400 (in Greek).

¥’ PG 66, 2415-2906; Engl. tr. in A History of the Church, ed. by H. G. Bohn, (London: 1854), pp. 255-
467. “

*Ed. by C. de Boor, 2 vols (Leipzig: 1904), 11, pp. 629-640.
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Kedrinos’ Synopsis Historion,® j) the minutes of the council of Lateran (649),” and k)

the minutes of the Seventh Ecumenical Council (787).”

PG 121, 24-1165.
% Mansi X, 1069-1070.
! Mansi XI, 225E-228A.
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CHAPTER1
THE POLITICAL AND PHILOSOPHICAL ENVIRONMENT

The Three Chapters Controversy and its aftermath, the Fifth Ecumenical Council, are
closely associated with Justinian I. He instigated the controversy and it was his
guidelines that the Eastern Church came to endorse with the Fifth Ecumenical Council.
Justinian’s actions as well as many of the ecclesiastical developments in relation to the
issue, can be better understood if studied in their historical setting in the later Roman
Empire.

1.1 THE POLITICAL ENVIRONMENT

The Later Roman Empire

The dawn of the sixth century found the Roman Empire in a situation far different from

that in which it used to be two centuries ago. It had long passed the peak of its glory and

was in decline. Dramatic changes had happened since the late first century which were
to shape the future of the Roman world. Emperor Diocletian (284-305) divided the
Empire into two spheres of administration: the Eastern and the Western. This move, on
the one hand, implicitly recognised the diverse cultural and economic outlook of the two
halves of the Empire and, on the other, marked a gradual but clear shift of the centre of
political gravity from the West towards the East.

The importance of the Eastern part made Constantine decide to transfer the capital
from Rome to Constantinople (330) — at the cross-roads of East and West and a far
more suitable location for the regenerating Empire. This event, along with his previous
decision, the Edict of Milan (313), making Christianity lawful, were two of the three
major landmarks 1n the history of the later Roman Empire. The third was the collapse of

its Western part in the fateful year 476. The end of Roman rule in the West that year
was the climax of a long process of barbarian attrition afflicting the Western Empire. By
the end of the fifth century the whole of the Western Empire was virtually ruled by
barbarians: Italy by Ostrogoths, N. Africa by Vandals, Spain by Visigoths and Gaul by

Franks. The consequences of the barbarian invasions were felt not only in the political
sphere but also in the ecclesiastical one. The Goths from as far back as the fourth
century had been converted to Arianism by their major missionary Ulfilas. That could
not have been welcomed by their orthodox subjects.

These losses, however, by no means meant the end of the Roman world nor of the
Roman Christian Church in the West. For the most part, the Eastern Empire was still

intact, capable of not only surviving and weathering successive barbarian assaults but
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also of thriving for another thousand years. The Emperor in Constantinople remained
the only legitimate successor of the Roman Emperors and as such he was recognised
even by the barbarian rulers.”> What somehow misleadingly came to be called the
Byzantine Empire was still the Christian Roman Empire, if less universal, of the
Mediterranean world.”® The sovereigns based in New Rome, as Constantinople was
called, never abolished their lawful rights over the lands once encompassed by their
Empire. The Eastern Emperors still saw themselves as the guarantors of the integrity

and welfare of their state and the orthodoxy of Christian faith.

Justinian .

With such ideals Justinian I’* (c. 483-565), ascended to the imperial throne. Born in
Illyricum, he was the nephew of the Emperor Justin I (518-527).” Justin seems to have

appreciated his nephew’s brilliance and took care to promote him through the imperial
high ranks.

As we shall see in more detail below, by the end of fifth century the unity of the
Church and consequently that of the Empire was shaken. Numerous Christian
communities in Egypt and Syria, the strongholds of ‘Monophysitism’, became virtually
detached from the rest of the Empire as they did not accept the decisions of the Council
of Chalcedon. Various attempts by the Roman rulers to heal the schism were futile.”

Meanwhile, in Rome, relations between the orthodox Romans and the barbarian
Arian rulers became even more fragile despite the benevolent reign of Theodoric. He
felt rather insecure as Constantinople seemed to strengthen its power in the West. A
worrying sign of that development was the conversion to orthodoxy of Clovis, King of

the Franks (496), and Theodoric’s son in law, Sigismund of Burgundy (510). The
situation pushed Theodoric to take extreme actions such as the execution of the
renowned Roman philosopher Boethius (524) on the grounds of alleged treason to the

Romans. It was at this time of tension that Justin published an edict banning any activity

by the Arians inside the Empire. The despair of the papacy under these circumstances

2 Theodoric the Ostrogoth ruler of Italy and Clovis the Frankish ruler of Gaul had to request that insignia
of imperial power be granted to them from Constantinople in order to be accepted as heads of their states.
Cf. A. A. Vasiliev, History of the Byzantine Empire, trans. by S. Ragozin, 2 vols (Madison: 1928-1929) 1,
p. 139,
:3 J. W. Barker, Justinian and the Later Roman Empire (Wisconsin: 1966), p. 37.

* On Justinian see P. N. Ure, Justinian and his Age (Middlessex: 1951); R. Browning, Justinian and
Theodora (London: 1971); J. Moorhead, Justinian (London: 1994).

:IOn Justin and his policy see A. Vasiliev, Justin the First, Dumbarton Oaks Studies 1 (Cambridge,
ass.: 1950).

** See Part One, Chapter V.



335

was such that Pope John I (523-526) had to travel to Constantinople in a mission of
intervention on behalf of the Arians (526), and out of fear of a Gothic retaliation against
the Roman orthodox in Italy.” |

These developments were influential factors in forming Justinian’s policy towards
the West. He was now more than ever convinced that it was in the best interests of the

Western Catholics to get rid of the Arian rulers and return to the unity of the Empire

under the one ruler in Constantinople. To this end he worked behind the scenes by
advising his uncle in most matters, especially ecclesiastical ones.

The extent of Justinian’s influence on his uncle, however, should not be
exaggerated, despite the fact that Justin made him officially co-emperor in 527. Indeed,
when Justinian became sole emperor he proceeded with a series of actions which,
obviously, he had not been in a position to accomplish during his uncle’s reign.”

Justinian was a powerful personality with intellectual interests rarely found among
the Roman sovereigns. Throughout his reign Justinian proved to be a man of strong
convictions, inexhaustible energy and high ideals, ready to carry out, in an
uncompromising manner, what he thought it was good for both the spiritual and the
social welfare of his subjects. His genuine piety was manifested not only in his love for
theology, in which he was very well versed, but also in his ascetic, almost monastic way
of life.” In his undertakings Justinian was assisted and sometimes decisively influenced
by his wife Theodora whose dubious past gave rise to bitter gossip by contemporaries
and historians. Her strong religious and alleged Monophysite leanings'® are believed to

have influenced Justinian’s ecclesiastical policy to some degree. All these factors played

their part throughout Justinian’s memorable reign.

Legal Achievements

Upon his elevation to the throne Justinian determined to reorganise Roman society. The
most remarkable of his achievements was probably the codification of Roman law, an
accomplishment which gained him universal fame. He set:up committees of expert

lawyers and jurists who, under his vigilant supervision, a) systematised the impernal

’! See Meyendorff, Imperial, p. 220.
*® Loc. cit. |

929452111-3;, History of the Later Roman Empire from the Death of Theodosius I to the Death of Justinian, pp.
-25.

' Evagrius says that there was a kind of agreement between the couple, Justinian adhering to Chalcedon
and Theodora to Monophysitism. HE 1v, 10. J. Meyendorff disagrees with this designation of Theodora
as a MonOphysite. He thinks that she was also a Chalcedonian who saw that it was possible for the
Severian Monophysites to return to the orthodox Church. To this end, in consultation with Justinian, she
developed personal relations with them. Imperial, p. 222.
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laws of the previous centuries and incorporated them into one much more manageable
code (Codex lustinianus, 529), b) collected and codified into one corpus (Digest, 533)
the vast number of laws produced by the Roman jurists over the preceding centuries,
and c¢) published a concise textbook for the law students (Institutes, 533). Further
Justinian issued a number of complementary laws (Novels) dealing with particular

issues. The Corpus Juris Civilis, as Justinian’s corpus of legislative works came to be

known,"”" served as the basis for the legislation of many Western states.

Wars in the West

Central to Justinian’s political ambitions was the recapture of the Western provinces.
Throughout his reign, he was orientated towards the West, something which probably
had to do with his coming from an area traditionally ascribed to the Western

jurisdiction. However, the main reason for his dream to annex the West was his overt

ambition to restore the Empire to its ancient glory, and free the Western Catholics from

the yoke of the Arian rulers. He conceived this as his legitimate right, duty and mission

as a Christian Roman Emperor.!®

Thus, after coming to terms with the Empire’s old enemy, Persia (though on the
basis of a humiliating for the Romans treaty), Justinian embarked on a gigantic military
campaign for the recapture of the West. His first target was N. Africa and the kingdom
of the Vandals which was based in Carthage. A relatively small army headed by the
brilliant general Belissarius was enough to rout the Vandal troops and storm Carthage
itself (533). After a few months, Belisarius had gained control of the greater part of N.
Africa, Corsica, Sardinia and the Balearic Islands. Although a little short of Justinian’s

expectations (the Western part of North Africa was not annexed), this was a stunning

achievement which was enthusiastically received in Constantinople.

Now it was the turn of Italy. After a relatively easy advance, Belisarius conquered
the whole of South Italy and on 9 December 536 triumphantly entered Rome. He was
joyfully welcomed by its Roman citizens. The establishment of imperial control in Italy
was not an easy task though. The Ostrogoths soon struck back and besieged Rome. The
siege, unsuccesful, lasted for almost one year during which time an interesting
development occurred which is closely related to the Three Chapters issue.

When Belissarius entered Rome, Silverius (536-537) was the Pope, a cleric who

had been installed with the help of the Goth rulers. That was enough for Silverius to be

101 Vasiliev, History, p. 179.
‘22 Ibid, p. 166.
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accused by some of treason during the Gothic siege. This accusation combined with
Silverius’ refusal to lift the excommunication of the Patriarch of Constantinople
Anthimus (536),'” paved the way for Vigilius, a Roman deacon of Constantinople, to
present himself as a possible candidate for the Papal throne. Being Theodora’s friend
made things much easier for Vigilius, who shortly afterwards was elected Bishop of
Rome, while Silverius, charged with treason, was on his way to exile.'” Vigilius was to
be the Pope with whom Justinian hoped to have better co-operation in sorting out the
Three Chapters issue.

While the foregoing ecclesiastical intrigues were taking place, Justinian’s fortunes
in the battle front changed. The Persians captured Antioch. The imperial army now had
to battle on two fronts, a fact which weakened the imperial position in Italy. The Goths
seized the opportunity and recaptured some of the land they had lost to Belissarius. Six
years later (552) however, Justinian managed to establish imperial rule in Italy and gain
control of nearly the whole of Mediterranean Sea.

Justinian’s military successes had two sides. They doubtless raised the prestige of
the Empire and showed the world that the imperial Romans had lost little of their old
vigour. Yet, these huge expeditions had a serious impact on the finances of the Empire.
To sustain his army, Justinian drained the resources of the treasury which in turn had to
rely on heavy taxation. The wars in Italy, also, had devastating results on the social and
economic life of the country which lasted for centuries. Furthermore, the Empire’s
preoccupation with Western enemies left its rear unprotected against the Eastern ones,
Persia in particular, which proved to be deadlier. One, however, should not be quick to

condemn Justinian for his choices, for at the time he made them one could hardly

anticipate the way things could turn out.'”

Religious Policy

The basic principle of Justinian’s ecclesiastical policy could be summarised in one
phrase: unity of faith throughout the empire through universal adherence to the four
Ecumenical Councils. For Justinian there should be not only one state and one law but

also one faith and Church.'” In the Christian Roman ideology of his time there was no

' Anthimus, a Chalcedonian who turned Severian, had been excommunicated by Pope Agapetus (535-
536) during the latter’s visit to Constantinople in 536, and replaced by Menas (536-552).

'** Later on, Justinian looked at Silverius’ case anew and accepted his innocence. However, Vigilius was
not prepared to give up his throne and the unfortunate hierarch was sent to Palmaria a small island off the
[talian cost where he died. See Moorhead, pp. 81-82.

" H. G. Koenigsberger, Medieval Europe 400-1500 (New York: 1987), p. 37.
" Vasiliev, History, p. 181.
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such clear divide between State and Church as we perceive it today. Although imperial
authority and priesthood had distinct roles, they both had divine origin and shared the
same mission: to unite all peoples under one God, one faith. In Justinian’s view the
Emperor had the responsibility to care for the Church and her priests as they, in turn,
prayed for the rulers and the welfare of the state.'”’

These ideals were put into practice already from Justinian’s days as a Caesar

under Justin. The edict of 527 (De Haereticis)'" prescribed severe measures against all
those who refused to accept Chalcedon. When he became Emperor his policy towards
religious minorities remained equally rigorous. The Manicheans,'” were among the first
to face the new Emperor’s measures. Those of them who refused to abandon their
beliefs were burnt. Radical also were the imperial measures against the old Jewish
heresy of the Samaritans''® whose synagogues were destroyed. Their attempt to push
things harder by organising a separatist movement (529) along with threats of a possible
approach towards Persia, the Empire’s old enemy, only worsened their position.
Justinian’s army crushed the rebels."!! Similarly, he persecuted the Montanists, "
although a more tolerant attitude was taken towards orthodox Jews. Whilst seen with
contempt and excluded from state positions, they were not deprived of their civil
rights.'> That was, however, as far as their liberty could go. The pagans were also
naturally targeted and were officially eradicated from the Empire. Justinian’s hostile

legislation against paganism resulted in the closure of the famous philosophical school
of Athens (529).'"

In the midst of all these major political, social and military undertakings Justinian

decided to re-open the christological debate over the Three Chapters. The way he

handled it is quite representative of the kind of ecclesiastical policy he imposed. He

understood himself as having a legitimate right to intervene in theological matters or

even initiate doctrinal debates. Certainly his theological learning enabled him to do

97 Preamble of the 6th Novella.
' CI1, 5 (ed. by P. Krueger, (Berlin: 1877), pp. 73-86.
' A religious philosophy originating in Persia. Its teaching was characterized by an uncompromising

dualism (a sharp conflict between spiritual and material realms). For the history of the heresy see G.
Widengren, Mani and Manichaeism, trans. by C. Kessler (London: 1965).

""" The Samaritans accepted only the first five books of the Old Testament. Rejecting the traditional

Judaism formed their own Synagogues. See A. D. Crow (ed.), The Samaritans (Tibingen: 1989).
" Ibid., pp. 55-81.

2 Another early Christian heresy (second half of the 2™ c.) originated by a certain Montanos from
Phrygia. The heresy had a strong apocalyptic and ascetic element in its teaching.

'31;63111')’, History of the Later Roman Empire from the Death of Theodosius I to the Death of Justinian, p.

" 1bid, p. 370; Moorhead, p. 27.
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so.'"” Justinian’s involvement in Church affairs was well within the limits of previous
practice in the Christian Empire, notably his respect for the Church Council as the only
means of determining its doctrine.'"

1.2 THE PHILOSOPHICAL ENVIRONMENT

It is commonly accepted that developing early Christian theology is influenced by
Greek philosophy. As most theological developments of the Early Church took place in
areas overwhelmingly dominated by the spirit of Hellenism, the impact of Greek
culture, positive or negative, on Christian thinkers cannot be exaggerated. Not only were
early theological treatises written in Greek, but also key terms which the Church used to
clarify the subtle principles of her faith were Greek. Terms like ‘Logos’, ‘ousia’

(essence or substance), ‘prosopon’ (person), ‘hypostasis’ (individual existence),

‘homoousios’ (of the same substance) were loan-words from philosophy that facilitated

the expression of doctrine.

Christianity came into contact with Greek thought as soon as the Gospel was
preached to Gentiles. In Athens Paul used dialectical arguments to defend Christian
beliefs when challenged by Stoics and Epicurean philosophers.''’ However, the most
decisive and fruitful encounter between Christianity and Greek ideas occurred from c.
150-250 A. D."" Then, the Apologists and especially theologians in Alexandria started
assimilating Greek concepts into their thought. The philosophical systems dominant at
that time were, mainly, Platonism, in particular the so called Middle Platonism,
Stoicism, and Neoplatonism. Naturally, Christian thinkers drew on these philosophies. It
is noteworthy that, perhaps with the exception of the Antiochene thinkers,
Aristotelianism was not a dominant influence during that era. That was perhaps because

the rather scientific and empirical nature of his thought did not appeal to the

increasingly religious and idealistic intellectuals of the late Roman Empire, including
Christians.

Let us now give a brief account of these Schools:

Platonism

A basic understanding of Plato’s philosophical system, involves grasping his theory of

‘ideas’ (18¢at) or ‘forms’ (¢10n). ‘Ideas’ are not mere concepts existing in our mind as

''* Chrysos, p. 200.
8 Ibid., p. 17.

""" Acts, 17.16ff. See Stead, ‘Greek influence,’ p.175.

""" A. Theodorou, The Influence of the Greek Thought on the Theological Schools of Alexandria and
Antioch (Athens: 1983) (in Greek), p. 24.
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we consider them today. They are real entities existing outside the material world which
1s but a poor and defective imitation of those ideas. In other words whatever exists 1n the
visible world has its analogous entity in the realm of ideas only that the former 1s
defective whereas the latter perfect. An example is the idea of justice which exists in the
realm of ideas and it is perfect. But what we achieved in the world as particular justice 1s
an imperfect imitation of it.

The highest of the ideas and at the same time the summation of all is the idea of
the ‘Good’. The ‘Good’ as an idea is not a person, which means that in Plato’s system
there is no personal God. The ‘Good’ is the perfect ‘Being,” unchanging and absolute.

The only way human beings can communicate with the realm of ideas is through
the soul (yuvy1). Plato’s teaching about the soul is perhaps the one that has'left the

deepest imprint on Western thought. Much of our modern understanding of the human

being as the synthesis of body and soul goes back to Platonic teaching. The soul, is one
of the two parts that human beings comprise — the other being the body. The body 1s
inferior as belonging to the material world and in fact is the prison of the soul. The real
home for the soul 1s the sphere of the planets, the realm of the ideas, from which it came
and to which it longs to return. That return constitutes the redemption of the human soul
from the material world. Unlike the body, the soul is eternal.

Human soul is divided by Plato into three parts: the rational part, the will and the
appetites. Man’s duty is to control the appetites by the rational part of the soul. Then he

is rational and just. For each of these of parts, man has to cultivate the corresponding
virtue: wisdom for the rational part, courage for the will, and self-control for the
appetites.

Particularly interesting, especially from a Christian point of view, is Plato’s theory
of knowledge. Knowledge for Plato is attainable. Its attainment, however, does not
result from experience but from recollection of what the soul already knew in its pre-

existence before it entered the body. This knowledge was forgotten because the soul,

before leaving the true world of ideas drank the water of Lethe and so it comes into the
world oblivious of its origin.'"” So all recollection is difficult and it requires an ascetic
abandonment of the sensual world and an entrance into the real world of truth which 1s
the world of ideas. This reality is represented in the ‘Myth of the Cave’.!” The myth has

the following symbolism: the cave is the sensual world where people are chained by

' Respublica 621c¢. See, W. K. C. Guthrie, The Greek Philosophers (London: 1993), p. 97.
' Resp. 514-518.
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their passions and appetites. The shadows are what we mistakenly take as truth not
being able to discern what is really true. The climbing of the hill is the exercise of the
virtues necessary to bring people to the truth which is symbolised by the sun.

Plato’s deeply mystical view of the world and man, and in particular, the
description of God as a ‘craftsman’ who created the world (an idea which matched the
biblical teaching of God as creator'?)), the transcendence of God, the depreciation of the
material world compared to the spiritual, the distinction of body and soul and the
immortality of the soul, were particularly appealing to Christian thinkers. The great
Alexandrian thinkers Clement of Alexandria (150-215 AD) and Origen (c.185-254 AD)
were the first to look positively upon Plato’s ideas and introduce them into their
theological system.'? The Apologists (Aristeides, Athenagoras, Justin) before them
were also positive towards Plato and ancient philosophy but not on the scale of Clement
and Origen. After them, a whole sequence of theologians followed the lines of the
Alexandrian School — most influential of them being the Cappadocians — and used
Platonic ideas in order to express their faith.'”® This supports the hypothesis that during

the patristic era there was a kind of florilegium of Platonic ideas helping to shape

theology.'*

Aristotle'®

Some basic Aristotelian ideas are thought to have played an important part in the
development of the formulation of the christological dogma. The most obvious seems to
have been the Aristotelian teaching about physis, ‘primary’ and ‘secondary substance’
and the union of things which we examine below. Here it is necessary to mention

Aristotle’s general distinctions between form and matter, substance and ‘accidents’.
Aristotle, in contrast to Plato, taught that the substance of everything that exists is in the
being itself and not in another ideal, immaterial world. Every individual being possesses
substance. However, we normally do not see this substance because things are in

constant motion; what we see is its ‘accidents’ which are properties of the being but

which are external and do not belong to its substance.

! Guthrie, The Greek Philosophers, p. 180. ,

'*2 See, H. Chadwick, Early Christian Thought and Classical Tradition (Oxford: 1966).

'3 Sellers, Christologies, pp. 2-3; On the influence of Platonic ideas on the Greek fathers see I. P.
Sheldon-Williams, ‘The Greek Platonist Tradition from the Cappadocians to Maximus and Eriugena’, in

The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy, ed. A. H. Armstrong
(Cambridge: 1967), pp. 432-456.

:z: A. Meredith, The Cappadocians (London 1995), p. 11.
See W. K. C. Guthrie, 4 History of Greek Philosophy (Cambridge: 1981), vol. VL.
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Aristotle accepts a kind of ‘forms’ but for him they are not transcendent but

immanent. The £107, as he calls them, determine the particular mode of existence of
beings and do not survive their death. Every being —which as we have said possesses its
substance—ultimately consists of form and matter. Form cannot exist independently of
the matter. Form is found only in the individual being, the concrete existence. Aristotle
applies his theory to man: the body is the matter whereas the soul the form. It follows
that a body cannot exist without a soul and vice versa.

The Aristotelian theory of form and matter seems to have had a bearing on both
the Antiochene and the Alexandrian Christologies. When we consider that the term
‘prosopon’ (mpoowmov) corresponds to the Aristotelian ‘form’ and ‘physis’ (pvaig) to
‘matter’, then we can explain why Nestorius —as we shall see—- had great difficulty to
accept an ‘impersonal’ human nature in Christ. For him ‘every physis... must have its
own...prosopon’.'* Similarly, the strict Cyrillians of the Alexanrian school would
refuse to accept the Chalcedonian ‘two physes’ because for them that implied ‘two
prosopa’.

Another interesting parallel seems to exist between Aristotle’s idea that soul and
body can be distinguished only in thought'?’ and the later teaching of Constantinople II
that the distinction between the natures in Christ is permissible only ‘in thought’ or
‘contemplation’ (z7f Jewpia udvy). But this we will discuss in detail in Part Two,
Chapter I1.

Stoicism
Another philosophical School that had a considerable impact on Christianity was

Stoicism. Stoicism was the one of the two great philosophical Schools of the Hellenistic

era — the other being the Epicureans. However, in the period prior to the emergence of

Christianity Stoicism had become the most influential philosophical system in the:

Roman World.

The Stoic School was established in Athens in ¢. 330 BC by Zeno who along with

his disciples Cleanthes of Assos and Chrysippus represent the first period of Stoic
philosophy (300-200BC). The second period, usually termed as Middle Stoa, coincides

with the introduction of Stoicism to the Romans and is represented by teachers such as

Panaetius of Rhodes and Posidonius of Apamea in Syria. The third period of Stoicism

'** F. Loofs, Nestoriana (Halle: 1905), pp. 71; 72; 78. |
7 E. Ferguson, Backgrounds of Early Christianity (Michigan: 1993), p. 269.
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or Later Stoa is Roman and includes Cato the Younger, Seneca, Epictetus and the

Emperor Marcus Aurelius.

The Stoic view of the world 1s fundamentally materialistic. For them everything in
the universe is matter; some parts of it grosser, some others finer. The grosser matter is
the reality that surrounds us and is passive. The finer is a kind of fire (#0p) which is
omnipresent pervading and holding together everything that exists. This fire which is
also called breath (zvedua), providence (mpovoia), Zeus, or —very interestingly from a
Christian point of view — ‘logos’ (10y09), is for the Stoics the ultimate Divine being. In
this sense Stoicism is a pantheistic system. |

Stoicism, like Platonism, sees in man two entities: body and soul. The former
belongs to the realm of heavy matter, the latter to the realm of the light. As such the soul
is a manifestation of the ‘logos’ in human beings. Like the ‘logos’ in the universe, so the
soul pervades the whole body. The soul consists in eight parts: the five senses, voice,
creative power and the ‘the leading part’ (7ysuovikov), which is the mind.

The moral advance of the person lies on the moral state of his soul: this is the
main point of the ethical teaching of the Stoics. A moral person should be liberated from
the passions and desires generated by the surrounding world and this is achieved
through wisdom and restraint. Drawing on Plato the Stoics recognised four virtues:
wisdom, courage, justice and self-control.

Another interesting, from a Christian point of view, aspect of the Stoic philosophy
is their allegorical interpretation of Greek mythology. The Stoics held that the simple
unsophisticated stories about the gods imply deeper truths which may not be obvious to
the ordinary people but it is the duty of the true philosopher to discern them. The Stoic
allegory was adopted by the Jewish philosopher Philo of Alexandria (c. 30 BC-c. 50
AD) and through him passed to Clement of Alexandria and Origen who established it as

the official method of interpretation of the Alexandrian theological school.

However, the Stoic theory that is most relevant to the doctrine of incarnation is

that of the union of things. This we intend to examine in the section of the ‘hypostatic

’

union’.
Middle Platonism
What is known as Middle Platonism is in fact the kind of Platonism which we come

across in the period between the first century B.C. and the second century A. D. Its
philosophers sought a coalescence between Platonism, Stoicism, Aristotelian logic and

Pythagoreanism. It is generally accepted as the form of Platonism that the Fathers were
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most acquainted with. A characteristic development in the synthesis of Middle
Platonism is the identification by Albinus of the Platonic form of ‘Good’ with the
Aristotelian ‘Supreme Mind’. Carrying this identification further, Philo, the learned
Alexandrian Jew who was greatly influenced by Middle Platonism, teaches that the
(Platonic) forms are thoughts in the mind of God."®

Neoplatonism

By the sixth century, Neoplatonism had become the mainstream philosophical current in
the Roman Empire. Neoplatonism is a collective name for a school of various thinkers
who based their thought on Platonic metaphysical ideas but, in fact, they incorporated
and developed many other philosophical and religious doctrines of the ancient Greek
and Hellenistic era. It originated in Alexandria, in the third century. Its founder was
Plotinus (c. AD 205-270), a pupil of Ammonius Saccas (f. 200-250) — the same doctor
who initiated Origen into the world of Greek philosophy. His ideas were published by
one of his students, Porphyry (c. 232-305), in the form of nine treatises known as the

Enneads.

129

In Plotinus’ system'* the universe is divided into three levels: a) the ultimate one

which 1s occupied by the One, the highest authority in the universe, b) the Nous
(Intelligence), and c) the Soul. The One is a perfect, infinite, absolutely transcendent
reality which is the source of all values. It can be said that it is what remains when we
transcend all duality (the material and the spiritual world)."*® Man can only desire and
worship the One and if there is any proper way of referring to it that has to be the way of
negation: all we can say of the ultimate being is what it is not. Being absolutely
transcendent, the One cannot create the material or the spiritual world for that would
necessarily involve 1t in the universe. The only way the One communicates with the
material world is through ‘emanations’.

Through such an emanation of the One came the Nous which is the highest

intellectual principle, the 1deal Mind. The Nous is the highest knowable reality. It was

emanated — not created — from the One so that the One could consider itself.
The third reality in the universe which is also an emanation from the One, is the
World Soul. It is the power that moves the whole universe. The World Soul lies between

the Mind and the bodily reality.

128 Ihid., p. 309.

'* See R. T. Wallis, Neoplatonism (LLondon: 1972), pp. 57-90.
% Ferguson, p. 368.
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Plotinus’ doctrine of man draws on Platonism. Man consists of immortal soul and

mortal body. The soul belongs to the realm of the One to where it longs to return. The
soul 1s redeemed and achieves happiness only when she is united to the One-that is her
ultimate goal. To achieve that, however, man needs to live a strict ascetic life, purifying
himself from the desires and passions caused by this corruptible world. Contemplation
of the One is also required. When one eventually achieves the ultimate stage of union
with the One then he experiences ecstasy. That stage, however, is very rarely achieved.

The influence of Neoplatonism on culture was immense. It 1s widely believed that
Neoplatonic ideas lie under the teaching of almost all Christian teachers. Christian
doctrine appropriated fundamental Neoplatonic ideas while Neoplatonic terms became
termini technici of the Christian theology.

The greatest examples of Neoplatonic influence over Christianity are Augustine in
the West and, in the East, the fifth century unknown author of the writings
(Areopagitica) that came down to us under the name of Dionysius the Areopagite,'!
Paul’s first convert in Athens. This author is particularly interesting as his mystical
thought has greatly influenced the doctrine and worship of the Christian Church and
especially that of the Eastern Church. The whole structure of Christian beliefs in relation
to the spiritual world, the angelic orders as well as the way God communicates with His
creatures are largely based on the teaching contained in Pseudo-Dionysius’
extraordinary treatises. In his Divine names, Pseudo-Dionysius gives an account of what
is called affirmative (xataparixn) theology (theologising by means of affirmation)
whereas in his Mystical Theology he develops the so called negative (azopartixmn)
theology (theologising by means of negation) which is also found in the platonic
tradition. This apophaticism, which was to become the predominant theological method
of the Eastern Church, was, however, not introduced by Pseudo-Dionysius; it had
already been a central feature of the Eastern theology from as early as the time of
Clement of Alexandria (2nd c.). Apophatic was also the theology of the Cappadocians,
Gregory the Nazianzen (¢. 330-c. 390), Basil the Great (c. 330-c. 379) and Gregory of
Nyssa (d. 394)." It is the thought of these theologians, along with the rest of the

131 Opera, PG 3.

"2 For an analysis of the teaching of Dionysius and of the terms ‘affirmative’ and ‘negative’ theology see
V. Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church, trans. by a group of members of the Fellowship
of St. Alban and St. Sergius (London: 1957), pp. 23ff.
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Alexandrian tradition, the later St. Maximus Confessor and Johannes Scotus Eriugena,
that forms what is called Greek Christian Platonism. '

When speaking of ‘Christian Platonism,” however, we should make a crucial
remark: the Fathers were attracted by the ideas of Plato as more compatible to their
understanding of the Gospel and used mainly Platonic categories and terminology, but
what they described thereby was their experience of the living Church tradition. This 1s
clearly shown by the fundamental differences between the Platonic system and the
Christian doctrine. For example the two traditions viewed the human soul differently:
for Plato the human soul was a divine being of the same quality as the Divine itself.
Contained in the body which is created and belongs to the material universe, the soul 1s
imprisoned awaiting its freedom and return to the uncreated divine realm. For the

Christians, on the other hand, the soul is created and of the same nature as the body. The

goal of the human soul is not to be liberated from the body but in union with it to be

illuminated and eventually be united to God by grace.

A brief history of the relevant christological terms

As already indicated, the influence of the Greek philosophical thought on the
formulation of Christian doctrine is unquestionable. Key terms used by Platonists,
Aristotelians, Stoics and Neoplatonists were borrowed by the Fathers to make the
Christian faith more accessible to prevalent culture. Thus, terms heavily charged with
philosophical connotations, such as Logos, ousia, physis, hypostasis, prosopon, — to
mention only those used in Christology — played a crucial part in the various doctrinal
formulae. Yet, one should never understand this as implying any kind of general
hellenization of Christianity as has been suggested."”* On the contrary, Greek thought
and Christian patristic theology are often incompatible especially on issues such as
creation and freedom as has been shown particularly by George Florovsky."”” Even
though terms and concepts very similar to the Christian ones are found in philosophical
systems contemporary to the early Christian Fathers, such as the various triadic
theologies, to say that Christianity was directly shaped by them is not provable.””® As

Meyendorff has put it ‘such concepts as ousia, hypostasis, or physis acquire an entirely

'** Sheldon-Williams, ‘The Greek Platonist Tradition’, p. 426.

P4 Most notably by Adolf Harnack, History 1l, pp. 169-380. Similar view in H. A. Wolfson, The
Philosophy of the Church Fathers (Cambridge Massachusetts: 1964), (passim).

'*> G. Florovsky, ‘The Idea of Creation in Christian Philosophy,” Eastern Church Quarterly 8 (1949), 53-
>7.

% See Stead, Philosophy, pp. 148-155. The author sees —correctly in our view— internal reasons for the
development of the doctrine of the Trinity, i. e. the need for the Church to accommodate the Biblical
explicit references to the Father, the Son-Wisdom-Logos and the Spirit.
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new meaning when used out of the context of either the Platonic or Aristotelian systems
of thought, and imply new personalistic (and therefore non-Hellenic) metaphysical
presuppositions’.’*” Given the scope of our study we cannot expand on this immensely
important issue. We ought however to give an outline of the history of the most
important terms employed by the fifth and sixth century theologians.

Logos

The term ‘logos’ first appears in Heracletus (end of 6™-beg. of 5" c. BC) where it
denotes the logical order that exists in the world. The Logos harmonises the
contradictions and conflicts that operate in the universe. Plato thought of it as being the
supreme Form which is the soul of the universe whereas Aristotle sees it from an
anthropological point of view. In his thought man is a ‘rational being’ ({@ov-Adyov

138

gyov).” The logos is the soul’s rational and moral power which guides the irrational

part of it and the passions to which it gives harmony. He also uses the same term for the
supreme mind. Democritus called it the highest wisdom. In Stoicism, later on, the Logos
is viewed as the universal spirit (1dyo¢ 706 mavrdg). The Stoic understanding of the
Logos is pantheistic; the logos permeates the world and vivifies it. It is called Nous,
Psyche, Pneuma, Eimarmene, Pronoia and Theos. The Logos is a universal power but it
is shared by the individual human beings through their spirits which are parts of the
universal Logos and are-called Aoyor omepuarikoi. In Stoic anthropology the
individual ozgpuarixos Aoyog is the guide of men towards God. It is called vody,
Aoytoudc or mvebua nyeuovikov. The passions (zadn) of the soul should be
submitted to the logos.

In the ensuing centuries the logos increasingly assumed divine characteristics in
the Greek world. Neoplatonism taught that the logos was the supreme power which acts
in the world and determines the hypostasis, the form and the motion of all beings.

In the mystical religions it is the sacred logos that reveals the gnosis to their
followers. In the Alexandrian mystical religion the logos revealed Hermes the
Trismegistos, the bearer of the gnosis. It seems that Hermes was sometimes identified
with the logos himself.

The Gnostic systems also used the term. In them the Logos was a divine being

which was sent by God to the world to bring it the supreme knowledge and redeem it.

7 J. Meyendorff, Byzantine Theology (New York: 1979), p. 24.
8 Ethica Nicomachea 1098a3.
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From the Christian point of view, however, the most interesting development in
the history of the concept is found in Philo (¢. 20 BC- ¢. AD 50). Being a Platonist, the
Alexandrian Jewish philosopher firmly upheld God’s absolute transcendence. Yet he
could not accept the idea of his contemporary Platonists that God’s transcendence and
His care for His creation are both safeguarded by the principle that he communicates

with the world through intermediary divine beings. That would undermine the Old

Testament idea of the uniqueness of God. Thus he taught that God communicates with
the world through powers (dvvaueig) which he seems to have understood as God’s
operations.”” The highest of all those powers is the Logos. Through the Logos God has
created and governs the world. He is a divine hypostasis, ‘a second God’. Having being
created according to the image of God and also being His ‘first-begotten Son’
(mpwtdrokoc) the Logos can reveal God to the world. Wolfson sees three stages of
existence in the Philonian Logos: a) as a thought of God, b) as an incorporeal being
created by God prior to the creation of the world, and ¢) as immanent in the world.'®

It is questionable whether Philo conceived the Logos as a person or an energy of
God. Kelly says that when Philo speaks about the Logos in personal terms °‘this
personification should not be taken too seriously’.!*! Philo’s system seems to have been
an attempt to harmonise the immanent God of the Old Testament with the transcendent
‘supreme Being’ of the Greek philosophy and in particular the platonic one. The created
and impersonal nature of the Philonian Logos leaves very little room for arguing that it
had any other than terminological bearing on the Logos of the Fourth Gospel.

The idea of ‘Logos’ 1s also prominent in the teaching of Justin Martyr (d. c. 165).
He taught that in Christ there was the fullness of the eternal Logos. Yet ‘seeds’

(omépuara) of it were already present in the prophets of the Old Testament and Greek
philosophers (A0yo¢ arepuarikog).

Ousia-hypostasis -prosopon

The term °‘ousia’ seems to have first been used in a philosophical context by

Pythagoras.'* In Plato the term has various meanings: a) existence as opposed to non

9 Kelly, pp. 9-10.
'O Wolfson, p. 364.

! Ealry Christian Doctrines, p. 11.
" C. Niarchos, Fundamental Concepts of Philosophy 1 (Athens: 1992), p. 217.
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existence,'* b) the existence of perceptible things,'* c) the mode of existence of the
‘true being’ (70 Ovrwe 6V)i.e. the Forms.'®

‘Ousia’ assumes a particularly interesting meaning in Aristotle’s Categoriae
where it denotes the essence or substance of a thing, what a thing is. In particular,
Aristotle distinguishes between ‘primary essence’ (mpawtn oboia) and ‘secondary
essence’ (dsvrépa ovaia). The former denotes the individual being, whereas the latter

the Spedies to which the individual belongs (e. g. ‘this man’ is ‘primary essence’,

. . 6
whereas ‘man’ —and even more generally ‘animal’- is ‘secondary essence’)."

Many
historians of doctrine have seen this distinction as facilitating the formulation of the
doctrine of the incarnation: the Logos did not assume ‘a man’ (‘primary essence’) but
‘man’ (‘secondary essence’).

Coming to hypostasis we must note at the outset that in many cases its meaning
has been the same as that of ousia. Appearing rarely in classical Greek literature this
term originally meant that which lies under or below, the basis or foundation.'*’ In later
Platonism hypostasis came to mean the actual reality of the intelligible principles. Thus,
Albinus uses it regarding the soul.'”® Very significant from the point of view of the
christological doctrine is the usage of hypostasis by the Stoic philosophers Chrysippus

and Posidonius. In Stoicism —where something really exists when it possesses a material
body and where ‘reality presupposes matter’**— hypostasis came to be understood as
meaning —apart from foundation or basis— that which really exists and which came out
of ‘pure matter’.” In this sense hypostasis was very close to meaning the individual
being. -

Finally, hypostasis 1s used by the Neoplatonists; Porphyry ascribes it to the
Plotinian three primary forms of beings: the One, Mind and Soul.

In the ancient Greek world the idea of prosopon does not seem to have had any

philosophical usage; it merely meant ‘face’ and later on the role or the character that one

assumes."! In Latin the corresponding term was ‘persona’.

'S Theaetetus., 185¢, 219b.
44 Theaet., 186b.

'*> Resp., VI, 509b.
14622 11-17.

"7 Stead, Philosophy, p. 174.
'“* Ibid., p. 177.

** Loc. cit.

1% Ibid., pp. 175-77.

! Ibid., p. 196; Prestige, God, p. 157.



50

The particular theological and philosophical significance of the term ‘prosopon’
was developed by the Christian Fathers who gradually gave it the meaning of the
individual human being. By the 5" c. the term ‘prosopon’ had already acquired two
meanings: a) outward appearance and b) person (in the modern sense of word)."
Undoubtedly the most significant development of this process was the identification by
the Cappadocian Fathers of prosopon with hypostasis —in the sense of the individual
being as opposed to the species— which helped overcome a serious theological confusion
as we are about to see.

The schools of Alexandria and Antioch identified the meaning of the terms
‘prosopon’ and ‘hypostasis’ (as well as that of physis) in the pre-Nicene era and well
after that. Cyril of Alexandria speaks of ‘one person and [one] nature, that is of one
hypostasis’ (§vog mpoodmov xai @Uosws, 1Hyovy VrooTacews pidsg). In this
phrase apparently prosopon, physis and hypostasis all mean individual existence. That
could be the cause of serious confusion in Triadology, given that hypostasis was most of
the times synonymous to ousia. Thus, at least in the Alexandrian milieu, three prosopa
would mean three ousiae which is obviously tritheism.

Furthermore the early Greek theologians — Origen in particular'” — preferred
the term ‘hypostasis’ for the three divine Persons, whereas the Latin the term ‘persona’.
The latter, however, could mean mask (prosopeion) and not real individual existence,

which obviously was a denial of the Trinity — exactly as it was understood by

Sabellius."

Things started getting clearer after Nicea, when there emerged the need for a
distinct pair of terms to denote the oneness of the Trinity and the distinct divine Persons.
Hypostasis was a good term for the latter and had already been used in this fashion at
least since Origen as we have noticed. For the common essence (70 xotvov) ousia was
an obvious solution. Thus, ‘one ousia and three hypostases’ became the standard Eastern
formula mainly through the contribution of the Cappadocian Fathers. However the
previous identical meaning of the terms —even Athanasius had used ousia in the sense of

hypostasis or ‘mere being’'” and so did the Nicene Creed'*® — was bound to cause

12 Stead, Philosophy, p. 197.

'3 Contra Celsum 8. 12, PG 11, 1533C; Commentarii in evangelium Joannis 2. 10. 75.

** A third century heretic who taught that the three persons of the Holy Trinity are but mere modes in
which the one God appears to the world (modalism).

H 8¢ brdoracic oboia éori, xai obdév dAlo onuaiviuevov éxer 1§ abro 0 Jv. Epistula ad
Afros episcopos 4, PG 26, 1036B; Pelikan, p. 219.

1% Bindley, p. 26.
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misunderstandings. In the West the Latin theologians did not translate ‘ousia’ with
‘essentia’ — it had ceased to be in use'*’ — which was an accurate translation of the

Greek term, but opted for ‘substantia’ which is the Latin equivalent for hypostasis.

Jerome, in particular, suggested the formula ‘one hypostasis (in the sense of ousia) and

three persons’.!*®

In christology the term ‘person’ had been applied to the one subject of Christ at

least since Tertullian who used the formula ‘two natures—one person (una persona)."”
However, despite the general agreement that hypostasis and prosopon should be
understood as synonymous in triadology, it is doubtful whether all sides realised the
consequences of this development in Christology. In particular, the radical side of the
Antiochene school, as represented by Nestorius in the fifth century, did not quite give
prosopon the concrete meaning of hypostasis. In other words, in Nestorius’ system
‘prosopon’ does not necessarily mean ‘person’. Kelly is right in saying that when
Nestorius speaks of the ‘prosopon of the union’ namely Christ’s prosopon, he does not
mean personality, but ‘outward aspect of form’.'® It is to avoid this ambiguity that Cyril
of Alexandria, as we shall see when examining his teaching, preferred the term
‘hypostasis’ instead of ‘prosopon’ and stressed the hypostatic union (the union of the
two natures in the one hypostasis of the God-Logos) against the unsafe ‘one prosopon’.
Stead sees in this Nestorian usage of prosopon Platonic metaphysics. In Plato
when a being from the true world of the Forms decides to be ‘represented’ in the
material world by a temporal being, it either assumes this temporal being itself or its
‘individual characteristics’. Both ideas are present in Nestorius, says Stead. The former
is traced in Nestorius’ assertion that in Christ there is ‘one prosopon and one Son’. The
latter is traced when Nestorius says that Christ’s assuming the ‘prosopon of a beggar’

does not mean that the Saviour assumed the ‘beggar’ himself but only his ‘individual

characteristics’.'®!

As we shall see in Part Two, Chapter II it was the Fifth Ecumenical Council that

gave ecumenical authority to the identical meaning of the terms ‘prosopon’ and

‘hypostasis’ thus removing the long-standing ambiguity.

*7 Stead, Philosophy, p. 160.
8 Ep. ad Damasum, PL 22, 357.

'*® Adversus Praxeam, 27, PL 2, 213-216.
1% Kelly, p. 315.

'°! Stead, Philosophy, pp. 198-99.
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Physis

The term ‘physis’ is central to the teaching of the Alexandrian theologians. It was
discussed by Aristotle where it denotes the universe but also the ‘nature of a thing’ (in
the modern sense of the word ‘nature’).'* It can also mean the ‘species,’ (i.e. the nature
of things) or the individual being (‘primary ousia’). In Stoicism_ the term is assoctated
with nature and means the growth of plants.'” In the Alexandrian theological milieu
physis sometimes meant the individual being but mostly was identified with ousia

(essence or nature of the Godhead).

According to Harnack, Origen was the first to use the term ‘physis’ with regard to
the divine and human elements in Christ.'"™ Tertullian also distinguishes between two
substantiae or naturae in the Lord. In both cases physis is clearly identified with ousia
which makes it strange that Apollinaris spoke of one nature in Christ.'” As Stead
explains,'® the idea of two natures was for Apollinaris associated with Paul of

Samosata.'”’ Whatever Apollinaris’ understanding of the union in Christ,'®® his formula
‘one nature of the God-Logos incarnate’ — mistakenly attributed to Athanasius — was
to cause confusion and ultimately the Monophysite schism.

Union: natural, unconfused, hypostatic

The biblical doctrine of Christ’s dual origin, divine and human, called for a convincing
answer as to how it could be possible for two utterly different elements to unite into one
indivisible subject. The Fathers are unanimous that this union of the two natures in

Christ was not only real but also ‘unconfused’ (§vwoic daogtyyvrog).'” For the

Alexandrians, especially Cyril, as well as for the Cappadocians, that was not enough; a

real union had also to be ‘natural’ (pvoixn) and ‘hypostatic’ (Droorarikn). Following
them Chalcedon proclaimed this teaching in its Creed.!”® Constantinople II expanded

further the doctrine of the union by proclaiming a ‘union according to composition’

(évwoie ovvierog).!"!

12 Metaphysica 1014b, 16ff.

' Stead, Philosophy, pp. 46-7. ' ‘ |

'** Harnack, History of Dogma IV, p. 147, n. 2 (The reference is from Wolfson, p. 370).

' Epistula ad Dionysium 2, Lietzmann, p. 262; Epistula ad Jovianum, Lietzmann, pp. 250-151.

' Philosophy, p. 200.

' Paul was the founder of the School of Antioch. He taught the heresy of Adoptionism according to
which Christ was a man adopted by God at his Baptism.

'® It seems that the confusion had to do with the identification of physis and prosopon in Apollinaris’
teaching. See the passage quoted by Stead, Philosophy, p. 200.

"> E.g. Athanasius, De incarnatione contra Apollinarium 1, 10, PG 26, 1109.
""" See Part One, Chapter IV.

'"! See Part Two, Chapter III.
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Both the language and the concepts used by the Fathers in this context bear close
resemblance to analogous teachings in the Aristotelian and Stoic philosophical systems.
It is only natural that the Fathers used the language available to them to describe the
faith of the Church as convincingly as they could.

Wolfson observes'” that the idea of the union of two natures in one being is found
in Aristotle who calls the body and soul in man physeis or ousiac (natures or

).I” Although they are two distinct elements they constitute one man'’* who, as

essences
we have seen, in the Aristotelian system is ‘primary ousia,’ that is, -one single
individual, one person.'”

In his De Anima Aristotle tries to answer the question how body and soul can be
united into one being. His answer is based on the theory of ‘form’ and ‘ﬁatter’: soul is

the ‘form’ and body is the ‘matter’. According to this theory, it is natural for these two

categories to unite into one thing.!”

This could be an obvious authority to appeal to if the Fathers wanted to give a
metaphysical account of the union in Christ. Yet, the christological doctrine posed a
serious difficulty: the Fathers had to explain how, of the two elements (divine and
human) conjoined in Christ, only one (the divine) retained its personality and, in fact,
constituted the single subject of the union, whereas the other (human), although
complete in its nature, 1S never a ‘person’. A metaphysical solution to this can be found
in Aristotle’s account of the kinds of union.'”” For him two elements can be united
according to: a) ‘composition’ (ogvvideois) or ‘juxtaposition’ (mapadeoic); the
elements remain unchanged and unmingled after the union like when mixing grains or
beans, or b) ‘mixture’ (uiéig for solids-xpaoic for liquids); the elements mingle
without their nature turning into the nature of the one or the other. Nor is the resultant
the sum of the two elements but rather a tertium quid which without being identified
with either of the elements represents what is common between the two.!”® Although the
union is real, if it dissolves the two elements return to their former state.!” However, if
the one of the elements is stronger or larger than the other the result is not a tertium quid

but the stronger or larger element itself. As an example, Aristotle refers to the kind of

'" The Philosophy, p. 369.

I Metaph. V, 4, 1015a, 7-13.
'™ De Anima 11, 1, 412b, 6-9.
' Wolfson, p. 370.

'" De Anima 11, 1, 412a, 16-21; Wolfson, p. 373.
' See Wolfson, pp. 374ff.

'"® De Generatione et Corruptione 1, 10, 328a, 29-31.
" 1bid,, I, 10, 327b, 28-29.
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mixture that results when a little water is mingled with a large quantity of wine. The
volume of both increases but the end result is still wine. '*® Wolfson calls this last kind

of mixture ‘union of predominance’.'’

The Stoics developed a similar teaching about the kinds of union. They also spoke
about ‘juxtaposition’ and ‘mixture’ in almost the same terms as Aristotle.'® A notable
difference as regards the category of ‘mixture’ is that the Stoics would not agree with
Aristotle’s idea that it results in a tertium quid; even if a drop of wine is mixed with a
large quantity of water, they maintained, it still retains its properties and permeates the
whole amount of water.'” Also the Stoics added a third kind of union which they called
‘confusion’ (aUyyvatig). In this union the elements interpenetrate each other to such an
extent that they cannot return to their former state if the union resolves.

It is very tempting to assume that the Fathers adopted one or the other of the
above theories, depending on how they viewed the union (Antiochene ‘dyophysite’ or
Alexandrian ‘monophysite’). However, none of these theories seem to match exactly the
way the Fathers described the incarnation. For instance one can argue that the union
‘according to juxtaposition’ or perhaps the Stoic ‘mixture’ was the model for
Antiochene ‘dyophysitism’. But even the most radical Antiochenes would not accept the
charge that their kind of union does not result in one agent. Similarly one can jump to
the conclusion that the “hypostatic union’ of Cyril of Alexandria —which proclaims that
the end result of the incarnation 1s the Person or Hypostasis of the Logos incarnate-
draws directly on the theory of ‘predominance’.'® But it is clear from the teaching of
Cyril that although the only subject in Christ is the Logos the human element remains

undiminished.'® The same goes for the use of the term ‘union according to synthesis’ by

Constantinople II as we shall see in detail in Part Two, Chapter II.

"0 1bid., I, 5, 321a, 33-321b, 2.
'*! The Philosophy, p. 378.

'*2 See Stead, Philosophy, pp. 48, 208-10; Wolfson, pp. 379-382.
'3 Stead, Philosophy, p. 209.
'** So Wolfson, p. 409.

'*> See Part One, Chapter I1.
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CHAPTERII
THE THEOLOGICAL DEBATE: CHRISTOLOGY FROM THE NESTORIAN
CONTROVERSY TO EPHESUS II (449)
In 544 the Roman Emperor Justinian I issued an edict asking the Church to condemn a)
the person and the writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia, b) the writings of Theodoret of
Cyrus against Cyril of Alexandria and the Council of Ephesus and c) the letter of Ibas of
Edessa to Maris the Persian. These three theologians were accused by Justinian of

holding the heresy of Nestorius and thereby distorting doctrine as was proclaimed at the
ecumenical councils of Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon (451). This imperial decision 1s
regarded as the starting point of the so called ‘Three Chapters Controversy’'* which led
to the Fifth Ecumenical Council (553) and disturbed the Church for almost 150 years.
However, the origins of the issue lie in the controversies surrounding the Councils
Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon (451) and the associated doctrinal developments. In other
words, the Three Chapters issue emerged out of the Church’s struggle with the two

christological heresies of the fifth and sixth centuries, namely Nestorianism and
Monophysitism.

2.1 THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA AND NESTORIUS

Nestorianism evolved from the christological language used by the Antiochene
theologians Diodore of Tarsus and, mainly, Theodore of Mopsuestia. Confronting the

heresy of Apollinarius, who refused the completeness of Christ’s human nature, they

stressed the reality of his humanity to the point of appearing to accept its complete

independence from the Godhead.

Theodore of Mopsuestia'®’ (350-428), the first of the Three Chapters,
distinguished himself in the interpretation of the Bible so as to become known as the

‘Interpreter’.'®® He studied rhetoric and literature at Antioch under the famous sophist

Libanius, but the teacher who influenced him most deeply was Diodore of Tarsus. In

Diodore's monastery Theodore imbibed the Antiochene theology of which his master

'* The term ‘chapters’ (kepdAaia) was used to denote propositions for condemnation (anathematisms).
This 1s how Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas were called. Justinian himself in his CF (see Part Two, Chapter 11
) included 14 such anathemas which he also called ‘chapters’. But this original meaning of the term does
not apply in the literature of the controversy. In the sentence of the Council, Justinian’s letter to the
Council and in Pope Vigilius® letter to Eutychius of Constantinople and elsewhere, the term referred to
the persons and their controversial writings. See Hefele, 1v, pp. 231-232; Kalamaras, p. 31. Thus,
whenever in the controversy we find the expression Three Chapters we should understand it as referring
to: a) the person and the writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia, b) the writings of Theodoret of Cyrus
against Cyril and the Council of Ephesus, and ¢) Ibas’ letter to Maris.

'*7 On Theodore’s life and writings see J. Quasten, Patrology, (Utrecht, 1963) 111, pp. 401-423,.

*** See R. Bultmann, Die Exegese des Theodor von Mopsuestia (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1984).
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was a great representative. In 383 he was ordained priest and in 392 elevated to the see
of Mopsuestia in Cilicia where he remained until his death (428). Reserving a fuller
analysis of his christology to the fourth chapter of this work, we can just note at this
point that Theodore's teaching was based on Diodore’s ideas although it is more
advanced and systematic. Theodore’s terminology gives one the impression that the
union of the two natures is so loose as to imply the existence of two persons in Christ
(that of the God-Logos and that of the man-Christ). This was obviously in contrast to
the tradition of belief in one Christ who was the selfsame Son of God and Son of man
and provoked the orthodox reaction against Theodore. This reaction did not occur in his
life time. As the author of De Sectis'® informs us, Theodore as well as his teacher
Diodore were held in great esteem in their life time and died in peace in the Church.™
In fact Basil of Caesarea, John Chrysostom and even Cyril of Alexandria praised them.

Not that the seeds of the Nestorian heresy were not in their teaching but, as Leontius

Scholasticus characteristically observes, ‘the reason why nobody spoke against them in

their life time was that the need to fight against the gravest heresies of the time covered

their [erroneous] doctrines.”"” Yet reaction was bound to come when Nestorius, a pupil
of Theodore preached the teaching of his master and made his thinking more known. It

was then that Cyril had to write against Diodore and Theodore because Nestorius was

claiming that he borrowed his ideas from them.'”

Nestorius (d. c. 451) was an ascetic monk and a gifted preacher of the Church of
Antioch. His reputation caused Theodosius II (408-450) to call him to fill the see of the
capital which was left vacant after the death of Patriarch Sisinnius I (426-427).
Nestorius owed his theological education to Theodore of Mopsuestia from whom he
borrowed his christological ideas.'” However, his teaching was more modest than that
of his master as we can see in his autobiography which has survived in Syriac under the
title: ‘Book of Heraclides’."™* Like Theodore, Nestorius stressed the completeness and
the independence of the two natures 1n Christ to the point of appearing to accept two

persons: one divine and one human. As to the mode of union, Nestorius employed

'* This work is preserved under the name of Leontius Scholasticus, a Chalcedonian, whose identification
has hot yet been made with certainty. See T. Hainthaler, ‘The Chalcedonian writing De Sectis’ in
Grillmeier, Christ, 11, 2, pp. 493-502.

' De Sectis, PG 86, 1221A.

®I'Loc. cit.

2 Loc. cit.

' Evagrius, HE, 1, 2.

** French tr. by F. Nau, Le Livre d’ Heraclide de Damas, (Paris, 1910). English trans. by G. R. Drlver
and L. Hodgon, eds, The Bazaar of Heraclides (Oxford, 1925).
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Theodore’s concept, that the union was not natural (pvoiki or ka¥’ vrdoracty) but
‘according to good will’ (ka7 ebdokiav).'” In typical Antiochene language Nestorius
taught that the God-Logos dwelt in the man-Christ according to his will and because of
the virtue of the latter, and did not ‘become man’. To be sure, Nestorius spoke of one
person in Christ but this person is rather theoretical than real. Nestorius’ ‘person of the

union’ (zpdowrnov tijc évddoews) is the theoretical sum of the two actual persons.™

Denying the real or natural union of the natures, Nestorius inevitably rejectéd the
‘communication of the idioms’ (communicatio idiomatum) in Christ, i.e. the orthodox
belief that the properties of the one nature, because of the real union, can be predicated
of the other. This clear separation between the natures and the fact that the Antiochene
christology could not find a satisfactory explanation of how the Logos could be born
from a woman led Nestorius to refuse to accept that the Virgin Mary was Theotokos."’
Thus, he preferred the title Christotokos which meant that Mary gave birth to the man
Christ in whom the God-Logos dwelt as in a ‘temple’."® These ideas provoked a general
reaction.'”’

2.2 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA

The predominant personality in that reaction against the Nestorian heresy was Cyril of
Alexandria (d. 444), undoubtedly the pre-eminent theologian of the Alexandrian
tradition after Athanasius. Cyril’s teaching not only sums up the ideas of his

predeceséors — "especially that of Athanasius and the Cappadocians — but also
contributes positively to clarifying the Christological doctrine of the Church. He
developed his teaching during his sharp conflict with Nestorius, the outcome of which
was the condemnation of the latter and the repudiation of the radical Antiochene
doctrines at the ‘Cyrillian’ Councils of Ephesus I and Constantinople II.

As was the case with all the Alexandrian theologians, the undercurrent of Cyril’s

christology was the idea that Christ was a single being, one Person, that of the Logos:

'>> Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 220.

'* Bazaar (ed. Driver), 2. 1, 348, p. 252. |

7 In fact, this idea was first preached at Constantinople by one of Nestorius® clerics, the syncellus
Anastasius, whom he had brought from Antioch. Anastasius said in one of his sermons: ‘No one should
call Mary Theotokos; for Mary was a human being; and of a human being God cannot be bomn.’

Evagrius, HE, 1, 2; Socrates Scholasticus, HE, VI, 32. Nestorius publicly approved of this idea in his
Sermons. | |

"% Loofs, p. 252.

* The traditional view of Nestorius as a heretic has been challenged by authors like J. F. Bethune-Baker,

Nestorius and his Teaching (Cambridge, 1908); V. M. Anastos, ‘Nestorius was Orthodox,” DOP 16
(1962), 117-140 et. al.
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There is one Son, one Lord Jesus Christ, both before the incarnation and after

it. For the Logos who came from God the Father is not one Son and the one

who came from the holy Virgin another; rather the selfsame eternal [Son] 1s
~also born of a woman according to the flesh.*®

This oneness of the Person of Christ was the result of a real union of divinity and

humanity. The Johannine expression ‘the Logos became flesh’®' is the locus classicus
of Cyril’s system. The second person of the Trinity, he teaches, being always true God,
at a particular time, underwent ‘self emptying’ (kévwoig), became incarnate by taking
the ‘form of a servant’ and accommodated himself to earthly conditions. He did and said
what is proper to a man without however alienating Himself from what 1s proper to a
true God. That is, he continued to be what he was, i.e. the God-Logos, but now he 1s
with body (évowuaroc).*” The ‘form of a servant’ assumed by the Logos is the

complete human nature consisting of human body and — contrary to what Apollinarius

taught — rational soul.?®

Cyril firmly denies that the realistic way he describes the union implies any idea
of mutation or suffering in the divine nature as his critics complained: ‘I have never held
Arius' and Apollinarius' ideas; I neither say that the God-Logos changed into flesh nor
that the flesh became Godhead, for the Logos of God 1s immutable and
unchangeable.’** The Logos’ ‘becoming flesh,” Cyril explains, does not mean that the
divine nature was transformed into flesh but that the Logos really became man by

uniting to Himself flesh animated with rational soul, while remaining God. In his
Second Letter to Nestorius, Cyril explains his thought:

We do not say that the nature of the Logos became flesh by being changed, nor
that it was changed into a whole man, consisting of soul and body; but rather
this [we say], that the Logos became man by uniting to Himself according to
hypostasis ineffably and incomprehensibly flesh ensouled with rational soul.*’

The union of the two natures in Christ is called by Cyril ‘natural’ (pvoix)*® and,

most importantly, ‘according to hypostasis’ (vwoic kad’ Orndoraciv).*® Defending

*® Ad Succensum I, ACO1, 1, 6, p. 152, 18-21.

! John 1.14.

2 Explanation, ACO1, 1, 5, p. 18, 5-6.

““ odpra éyvywuévnv woxg Aoyiky évdoag 6 Adyos éavrg xad® vrdaraciv dppdorws TE
kat anspivonrtwg yéyovev avlpwnog Ad Nestorium II, ACO1, 1, 1, p. 26.

* Ad Acacium Ber., ACO, 1, 1, 7, p. 149, 20-27.

S Loc. cit.

26 ACO1, 1, 1, p. 36.40;1, 1, 5, p. 19.

“TACO 1, 1, 1, p. 26. 28. It has been contested that the unio secundum hypostasim is of Apollinarian
origin. E.g. P. Galtier, ‘L’ unio secundum hypostasim chez Saint Cyrille’, Gregorianum 33 (1952), 351-
398). For its origin Athanasius® De Incarnatione contra Apollinarem (PG 26, 1113B) has been suggested.
Grillmeier considers it of uncertain date and origin. Christ 1, pp. 482-483, note 35. In any case it was
Cyril who brought the expression into prominence as regards the christological doctrine, hence
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this idea of ‘hypostatic union’ against the accusation that it introduces mixture and
confusion, Cyril explains that it simply means that the hypostasis of the Logos was truly
united to the human nature without mutation or confusion forming thus the one
Christ.””® At this point, then, this crucial term signifies simply the fact that it was the
single hypostasis of the Logos that was united to the human nature. As we shall see later
this 1dea will be further clarified by Leontius of Jerusalem who will attempt to explain
how the natures were accommodated ‘in’ the one hypostasis of the Logos.*”

Cyril’s ‘natural’ or ‘hypostatic union’ was his answer to the radical Antiochenes
who spoke of a union between the natures which was rather moral or ‘relative/relational’
(oyerikn) and did not presuppose an appropriation of the flesh by the Logos. This kind
of union or ‘conjunction’ (cuvagpeta) — as Theodore of Mopsuestia calls it — brings
together the divine and the human nature not in the way man’s body and soul are united
and form one human being but rather in the way two mutually loving persons are
associated. But this, Cyril says, is contrary to what the Bible teaches; ‘The Holy
Scripture’, he writes, ‘did not record that the Logos united to Himself a human person
but that he became flesh.’*° Becoming flesh means union in the closest possible way
and not ‘conjunction’. For the Alexandrian Patriarch there is no other sound description
of the incarnation than to say that the Logos assumed and united to Himself the
humanity naturally and ‘made our flesh his own flesh’ (idiov 70 cwua to nuav
énotnoaro).t!! Nor is it right to maintain that the Logos ‘dwelt’ in an ordinary man
who was born of the Virgin; the Logos, Cyril contends, was Himself born of Mary since
he was united with the flesh 1n the Virgin’s womb and thereby appropriated the birth of
his own flesh.?'? Apparently Cyril teaches the basic Alexandrian doctrine of the ‘two

births’ (6Vo yevvnoeig) of the Logos: one eternal, of the Father according to his
divinity, and one in time, of Mary according to his flesh.2”® That, obviously, means that
the Virgin did not give birth to the eternal Logos but only to his manhood. Yet, because
that manhood became Logos’ own from the very beginning, we are allowed, according

to Cyril, to speak of Logos’ second birth.*'* This is why the Virgin is rightly called

Theodoret’s view that Cyril’s unio secundum hypostasim was a novelty (znv 8¢ xa®’ vndoractv
Evwoly mavrarnaocty dyvoovuev). ACOL, 1,6, p. 114.

“® Apologia contra Theodoretum, ACO1, 1, 6, p. 115.

*® See Part Two, Chapter 1.

*'° Ad Nestorium II, ACO1, 1, 1, p. 28.
1 oc. cit.

212 Ihid,, p. 27.

** E.g. Ad Monachos, ACO1, 1, 1, 15.
“4 Ad Nestorium II, ACO 1, 1, 1, p. 27.



60

Theotokos (the one who gives birth to God) — a title to which Cyril gave so much
emphasis — and not ‘Theodochos’ (the one who conveys God) nor ‘Christotokos’ (the
one who gives birth to Christ) nor ‘Anthropotokos’ (the one who gives birth to a man)
as the Antiochenes suggested.

One consequence of the hypostatic union is the so called Cyrillian
‘Theopaschism’. The appropriation (oixeiwoic) of humanity by the Logos, teaches
Cyril, is what allows us to say that God ‘suffers’. Thus in his Twelfth Anathema against
Nestorius he proclaims:

If anyone does not confess that the Word of God suffered in the flesh, and was
crucified in the flesh, and tasted death in the flesh, and became the first-born

from the dead,’” even as he is both Life and Life-giving, as God, let him be
anathema.?'®

Although this idea is found in the Scriptures®'’ it caused a strong reaction from the
Antiochenes and Cyril had to strive to defend it. He replied that it is not the
unquestionably impassible God who suffers but his passible body. Yet, again, because
this body is his own we can say that the Logos hungers, thirsts, wearies or dies.*'® It is
important, however, that we say that the Logos suffers because if it had not been Him
who through his fleshly sufferings saved mankind from death and corruption, then a
mere man must have done it for our sake. But this is beyond man’s power.?"” Very
characteristically Cyril says that the Logos ‘suffered impassibly’.?%

Sometimes Cyril uses a formula which was to provoke a long debate. The
ambiguous phrase ‘one nature (physis) of the God-Logos incarnate’ (uia @pvois to0
Pcob Aoyov ceoapkawuévn or oeoapxwuévov)™ is certainly not Athanasian, as
Cyril thought, but Apollinarian. It is found in Apollinarius’ Ad Jovianum®*?, a work
mistakenly attributed to Athanasius. In Apollinarius’ system the uia @voic formula
was justified by his belief that in Christ there was only one active and life-giving

principle, that of the Logos. The human element was never a nature because it was

215 Col. 1. 18.

21 See Appendix.
21T Cf. 1 Peter 4.1.

#8 *Ere1én 6¢ 10 yeyovoe abrov idiov odua rmémovie ravra, ndAiv avtoc Afyerar nadsiv
vrep nqudv."Hv ydp 6 dradrjc év ¢ ndoyovri owuart. Ad Nestorium II, ACO1, 1, 1, p. 27. Cf. C.
Dratsellas, ‘Questions on Christology of St. Cyril of Alexandria’, Abba Salama 6 (1974) (reprint), p. 19.
*® Ouod unus sit Christus, in Cyrille d’ Alexandrie, Deux Dialogues Christologiques, ed. by G. M.
Durand, SC 97 (Paris: 1964), 775, 32-39, p. 504. Cf. Sellers, Christologies, p. 89.

220 ¢ 1 ~ ~ R ~ ’ ’ % o~ 1 -~ / \
evwlels 8¢ pdldov tf xad’ fude avipwndrnr, nddot dv drada¢ capxi tf idia ta

avipamiva. De recta fide, ACO I, 1, 5, p. 50, 8-9. Cf. Sellers, Christologies, p. 88.

! Ad Acacium Mel., ACOV1, 1, 4, p. 26; Ad Eulogium, ACO1, 1,4, p. 35, et. al
*2 Lietzmann, p. 251.
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defective, consisting only of flesh, the place of a soul being taken by the Logos. Yet
Cyril was clearly not an Apollinarian as we have pointed out. His reverence for
Athanasius made him adopt the yia @voic and then try to make up for its apparent
disadvantages. However, Cyril understands and qualifies it in an orthodox way. In his
thought ‘one physis’ means one Christ, one ‘Son,” not one ousia. He clearly accepts that
in Christ there is perfect divinity and perfect humanity. But rather than being
individuated, they are united in one being, one subject, which is not a fertium quid but
the eternal Logos Himself made man. Christ is ‘out of two natures’ which ‘came
together forming an inseparable union without being confused or changed,’ yet after the
incarnation there is only ‘one Son and as the Fathers have said, one nature of the Logos
incarnate’.** In his Second Letter to Succensus,”** where he answers crucial questions
regarding the meaning of the ‘one physis’ formula, Cyril maintains that the ‘one nature’
formula by no means abolishes Christ’s humanity. By adding the predicate ‘incarnate’
(oecapxwuévn), claims Cyril, he clearly indicates the existence of perfect humanity in
Christ.”*® Further, since he makes clear that by gapé he means avdpwnog,** (not a
person but body with a rational soul) the human element in Christ is complete and
therefore is a ‘nature’.””” As Grillmeier observes, not only does Cyril acknowledge a

rational soul in Christ (as we mentioned above) but also attributes a theological
significance to it: Christ’s soul along with his body ‘bore’ his saving suffering.*

Cyril often in his writings acknowledges the ‘difference of the natures’. For

example in his First Letter to Succensus he says:

When we consider the manner of the incarnation, we see that two natures have

been united without confusion (aovyyvrws) or change (arpénrwg); for the
flesh is flesh and not Godhead though it has become the flesh of God; and the

Logos is God and not flesh, though, in virtue of the economy, he has made the
flesh his own.??

Even more clearly, in his Second Letter to Nestorius:

While the natures which are brought together into the real unity are different,
yet out of both is the one Christ and Son — not as though the difference of the

B Ad Succensum I, ACO1, 1, 6, p. 153.
4 ACO1, 1, 6, pp. 157-162.

** Ad Succensum II, ACO 1, 1, 6, pp. 160-161.
%2 Ibid., p. 158, 25.

*?? Grillmeier, Christ I, pp. 473-8.
28 1hid,, p. 475.

 ACO1, 1,6, p. 153: cf. De incarnatione, PG 75, 1471CD.



62

natures was abolished by the union — but rather they formed, for our sake, the
one Lord and Christ and Son.*.

In his Apologia adversus Theodoretum he goes even further. Heré he says that the
incarnation is real because the two natures are not mere ‘anhypostatic (i.e. unreal)
similarities” but ‘real existences’ (mpayuara) or hypostases.”!

As well as recognising the ‘difference of the natures’ in Chﬁst, Cyril is very much
concerned with preserving the oneness of the Saviour’s Person:

We should not define the one Lord Jesus Christ as if he 1s separately God and
separately man, but we say that he is one and the same, Jesus Christ, though

we recognise the difference of the natures (v 1@V @QUGEWV €100TES

otapopav) and preserve them without the one being confused with the
other.** *

Similarly, in his Letter to John of Antioch, Cyril writes: ‘There is one Lord Jesus
Christ although the difference of the natures is not ignored, out of which we say that the
ineffable union has been effected.”*” Although he distinguishes what is proper to each
of the natures (growth, hunger, weariness etc. for the humanity and everything which
was the Logos’ own before the incarnation for the Divinity) he still refers all of them to
the one person by whom all the actions of the Saviour recorded in the Bible are done. ™
The ‘hypostatic union’ allm;vs us to understand the doctrine of the ‘communication of
the idioms’ namely the fact that the God-Logos starves, thirsts, cries, suffers, is

crucified and, on the other hand, the humanity of Christ is transfigured, resurrected,
deified.

However, out of fear that an unqualified recognition of the ‘difference of the
natures’ could lead to the Nestorian ‘two persons’, he insists that the natures should be
considered as two only in contemplation (kara udvnv tiv Jewpiav)™’ and through

the eyes of the soul.”® In other words, although the difference of the natures is

B0 kati ort Siadpopor pusv ai mpoc tnv Evornra triv dAnSivijv cvveveyBeioar pvocic, elg 66
¢ aupoiv Xpiorog xai Yiogs oby ¢ thic tdv pvoswv Siapopdc avppnuévne dia v
Evooy, anortcdeoacov ¢ padilov nuiv rov éva Kopiov xai Xpiorov xai Yiov Jedotnrog e
Kkal avBpwnotnrog, Sia tiic aAppaAaTov Kai aroppnrtov mpo¢ évornta ovvdpounc. ACO1, 1, 1,
p. 27. It is noteworthy that this formulation of Cyril was incorporated into the Chalcedonian Definition.

1 ob yap ouoidrnreg dndag dvvndorarol, kai poppai cvvéfnoav dAAndaig xald’ Evwory
olxovouikny, dila rmpayudtwv, 1Hyovv UROCTACEWV YEYOVE OUVOS0oS, iIva kali O Ttijg
evavipwrnnoews Adyoc aAnlas yevéolair mioreverat. Apol. c. Theodoretum., PG 76, 396C; ACO
I, 1,6, 112,

32 Scholia, ACO1, 5, 1, p. 222, 33.

23 ACO1, 1, 4, pp. 18-19.

P mdoag roivuv tde év toic ebayyelioic pwvds tdc te dvlpwrivag xai urnv xai rag
Beonpeneis, Evi mpoodny mpoodyoucev. Explanation, ACO1, 1, 5, pp. 19-20.

®* Ad Succensum II, ACO 1, 1, 6, p. 162; Ibid., pp. 154; 158.

2 Ad Succensum I, ACO 1, 1, 6, pp. 153-154.
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acknowledged one should not separate them after the union, nor should one divide the
one Son into two but one should confess ‘one nature of the Logos incarnate’.?’

What is then the significance of the ‘one physis’ formula in Cyril? As regards the
term physis itself, we should note that in triadology he uses it in the sense of ousia,
whereas in christology he identifies it with hypostasis or prosopon.”* In other words in
Cynl physis, apart from its primary meaning of essence (ousia), could further denotg the
concrete life-giving basis upon which an individual being is established, which is the
hypostasis. Thus in his Third Letter to Nestorius, Cyril uses the same formula, except
that the term hypostasis has taken the place of the term physis (Urooraost uig
roU Adyov osoapxwuévn).* As we have seen above, he even speaks of ‘a coming
together of two hypostases’, apparently meaning physes but in concrete and real
manner. Obviously then, when he speaks of ‘one physis’ he means one being which for
him is the Christ-Logos. The existence of two ousiai in Christ should not lead to the
acceptance of two persons or sons. The ‘one physis’ formula was for Cyril a safeguard

against such a danger:

Those who distort what is right ignored that there is truly one physis of the
Logos incarnate. Because if the Logos who was born naturally and truly of
God the Father in an ineffable manner and then came forward from a woman
by assuming flesh (not soulless but rather ensouled with a rational soul) is one
then, because of this, no one should divide him into two persons and sons. He
rather remains one.**’

However, the ‘one physis’ formula became the slogan of the later Monophysites,
who based their argument on the authority of Cyril. But as we have seen Cyril was far
from suggesting any kind of Monophysitism, despite his sometimes dubious language.

From this point of view we can understand why he speaks of ‘one nature after the
union® or why he says that the two natures are distinguished after the union ‘only in
contemplation’ (év Jewpiq uovy). These expressions taken out of their context could
be considered as Monophysite, but, in fact, they have no other intention than to prevent
the fracture of the one Son into two. In his second and third Anathemas, which
Nestorius was called to subscribe to, Cyril clarifies:

If anyone does not confess that the Logos who comes from the Father has been
united to flesh according to hypostasis (ka’ vxdoraociv) and that there is

_ﬁ

7 Ibid., p. 153.

% Grillmeier, Christ 1, pp. 481-483: Romanides, ‘St. Cyril’s’, p. 99.

*® Ad Nestorium Ill, ACO 1, 1, 1, p. 38, 22; Bindley, p. 112, 206.
0 Ad Succensum II, ACO, 1, 1,6, p. 159.
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one Christ along with his own flesh, who is at the same time God and man, let
him be anathema.**'

And also:

If anyone divides the hypostases [i.e. physes] of the one Christ after the union,
and only unites them by a mere conjunction according to dignity or authority

or rule and not by a coming together in the sense of a natural union, let him be
anathema.*¥?

Cyril’s insistence on the oneness of the Person of Christ is his most distinctive
contribution to christological doctrine. His ‘hypostatic’ or ‘natural’ union became the
standard manner by which the Church explained the mystery of the incarnation. It also

served as the basis for the formulation of the doctrinal definitions not only of the
Councils of Ephesus (AD 431) and Constantinople (AD 553) — which many scholars
call ‘Cyrillian’ or ‘Alexandrian’ — but of the Council of Chalcedon itself.

In Cyril the Alexandrian theological thought found its most significant doctor
after Athanasius. His christology expressed the core belief of the Catholic Church about

the person of the Saviour and the way of the salvation of mankind. Hence, his teaching,
despite some obscurities in his terminology, was adopted essentially by the next three
Ecumenical Councils.

Cynl’s christology was not substantively an innovation or a development of the
ideas of the Alexandrian school as it is often maintained, rather a formulation of
traditional essential belief. This christology is completely consistent with the biblical
teaching about the God-man (‘The Logos became flesh’ [John 1. 14]) and in accordance
with what the Cappadocians had said about the incarnation.?*?

In Nestorius’ teaching, Cyril saw the subversion of the Nicene Creed which

proclaimed ‘One Lord Jesus Christ the Son of God’. Also, the Nestorian separation of
the two natures seemed to him to be undermining the soteriological dogma of the
Church according to which human salvation was established on Christ’s assumption of

the human nature, thereby the latter was united with the Godhead and was deified.
Cyril’s struggle against Nestorius was, then, primarily theological. Yet it did not

lack a political element. Ever since the Second Ecumenical Council ranked the

previously ecclesiastically unimportant see of Constantinople higher than the ancient

Patriarchate of Alexandria (the 3™ Canon provided that Constantinople become second

“ACO 11,1, p. 40, 25-27.

2 ACO, 1, 1, 1, p. 40, 28-30.

**® “The part which assumed and the part which was assumed were both God; the two natures became one
and constituted one Son and not two’. Gregory Nazianzene, In dictum evangelii, PG 36, 285 A.
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in the rank of the Christian Patriarchates after Rome with Alexandria dropping into third
place) the Alexandrian bishops kept undermining the position of their
Constantinopolitan counterparts.?** The first victim of that rivalry was John Chrysostom
(c. 347-407) who was harassed by Theophilus of Alexandria (385-412).** Now it was
Nestorius’ turn to face the zeal of Theophilus’ nephew and successor to the Alexandrian
throne, Cyril.

Upon learning Nestorius’ teaching and in particular his denunciation of the very
popular title Theotokos, Cyril orchestrated his reaction. In his Easter Sermon of 429 he
denounced the Nestorian ideas and defended the Alexandrian tradition on the
christological issue. At the same time he sent an encyclical to the influential Egyptian
monks informing them about the error of Nestorius’ teaching and in particular his
rejection of the title Theotokos.**® He also sent three treatises under the title De recta
fide to the Emperor Theodosius II (408-450 ) and members of the royal house in which
he was warning them about the danger that Nestorius was posing for orthodoxy.*"’

Cyril wrote to Nestorius himself urging him to accept the term Theotokos so that
the peace of the Church would be restored.**® Nestorius® defiance*”” prompted Cyril to
send him his celebrated Second Letter to Nestorius in which he defended himself against

the calumnies that his enemies had made known to Nestorius after his first letter and

stated his faith on the christological issue.”*® As Nestorius remained unswayed*"' Cyril

appealed to Pope Celestine (422-432) who promptly took his side. It was definitely a lot
easier for the bishop of Rome to favour Alexandria than the doctrinally dubious bishop
of the city that now enjoyed the political primacy and was gradually being vested with
ecclesiastical primacy. Besides, Nestorius’ rejection of title Theotokos could not help
his cause in Rome. Thus, Celestine summoned a council in Rome (August 430) which
entrusted Cyril to rectify Nestorius. That encouraged Cyril to take a more rigorous

attitude. He summoned his suffragans in Alexandria (November 430) and drew up his

Third Letter to Nestorius to which he attached the celebrated Twelve Anathemas.

* Sellers, Chalcedon, pp. 3-4.

*>W. Walker, A4 History of the Christian Church (Edinburgh, 1970), p. 130.
*% 4d Monachos, ACO1, 1, 1, pp. 10-23.

#TPG 76, 1133ff; ACO1, 1, 1, pp. 42ff.

2 PG 77, 44-49; ACO1, 1, 1, pp. 23-25.
*WACOL1,1,p.25.

30 ACO1, 1, 1, pp. 25-28; Bindley, pp. 95-104.
31 ACOT, 1, 1, pp. 29-32. -

®2 PG 77, 120-124. ACO 1, 1, 1, pp. 33-42; Bindley, pp. 108-115. Engl. trans. in J. Stevenson, Creeds

Councils and Controversies, rev. by W. H. C. Frend (London: 1989), pp. 301-308. For the full text see
Appendix.
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These Anathemas were a comprehensive statement of his christological doctrine. The

main points of the Anathemas are:
a) Christ is a single subject, that of the God-Logos who united the human nature to

himself according to hypostasis and made it his own (idia aapé). He is, therefore, the
Selfsame, both God and man.

b) The union in Christ is so close that one can say that the God-Logos was born of Mary
according to the flesh.”® This is why She is rightfully called Theotokos.

c) No one should divide the natures after the union but all the idiomata of both should
be predicated of the one Christ. |

d) The natural appropriation of the ‘flesh’ (human nature) by the Logos allows us to say
that he suffered and experienced death in his human nature (ogapxi). This is what
constitutes Cyril’s controversial, yet orthodox, ‘theopaschism’.**

Nestorius had to subscribe to these Anathemas if he wanted to remain in
communion with the Church of Alexandria. Quite predictably he rejected them without
giving a specific explanation for this to Cyril. Nonetheless, he was in a difficult position
as the majority of the eastern bishops along with Pope Celestine were on Cyril's side.
Thus, he retreated a little and accepted the title Theotokos. However he adapted it to his
system of thought which meant that the Virgin Mary was the mother of God in the sense
that she gave birth to the man who ‘bore’ the Logos and not to the Logos Himself.

2.3 THE REACTION OF THE ORIENTALS — THEODORET OF CYRUS

Nestorius was not alone in rejecting Cyril’s doctrine as proclaimed in the Anathemas.

His fellow Antiochenes were also prepared to fight for their cause. John the Patriarch of

Antioch (d. 441), who 'in the meantime had received the Anathemas from Nestorius,
being unable to understand Cyril's terminology asked two of his most eminent
theologians, Theodoret of Cyrus and Andrew of Samosata, to examine the Anathemas
and give a verdict. This 1s where the second of the Three Chapters Theodoret of Cyrus
became involved in the Nestorian Controversy. He was born at Antioch (¢ 393) where

he received a classical and theological education.*” In 423, Theodoret was elected

3 yeyévwnxe yap [0 'Euuavovrid] capxixde odpxa yeyovora tov éx Ocod Adyov. First
Anathema, ACO, 1, 1, 1, p. 40, 22-24.

** Formed from the Greek words theos and pathos ‘Theopaschism’ literally means the doctrine that
ascribes passion to God..It could have a heretical meaning when ascribed to divine nature. Here,
however, Cyril clearly ascribes it to the hypostasis of the Logos who suffers in his flesh. As the flesh is
Logos’ own flesh so is the suffering. As we shall see ‘Theopaschism’ will be the a central idea in the
teaching of the Cyrillian defenders of Chalcedon.

% He is said to have been a student of Theodore of Mopsuestia having Nestorius and John Chrysostom as

" his fellow students, but this cannot be proven. Quasten, Patrology 111, p. 356.
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bishop of Cyrus, a small town near Antioch. As a writer he was very effective as 1s
shown in his writings which have come down to us. Among them there are important
exegetical, historical and doctrinal treatises.

Theodoret’s reply, a severe critique of the Twelve Anathemas, survived only
through Cyril’s refutation in his 4d Euoptium.*® Theodoret expressed his aversion to
Cyril’s ‘realistic’ terminology which to him implied mutation of the divine nature. The
Cyrillian formula ‘union according to hypostasis’ was a novelty which entailed
confusion of the two natures in Christ. For Theodoret, Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas were
clearly reviving Apollinarianism. This was Theodoret's first attack against Cyril and the
reason why he was considered by the Cyrillians as pro-Nestorian. Later on he wrote
another treatise under the title Eranistes®®’ CEpaviotns 1 IloAvuoppos) (Beggar) in
which he argued against monophysite notions of the Alexandrian theologians in the
form of a dialogue between an orthodox and a Monophysite. In this treatise Theodoret
uses a less radical dyophysite language. In fact, Theodoret’s doctrine, as we shall see
when examining his teaching, is less akin to Nestorius’ than that of Theodore of
Mopsuestia. As Leontius Scholasticus points out, when Theodoret attacked Cyril’s
Twelve Chapters, he was fighting against what he thought to be Cyril’s Apollinarianism
rather than defending Nestorius.**

2.4 THE COUNCIL OF EPHESUS I (431)

This conflict between the two ways of approaching the mystery of the incarnation
caused the Emperors Theodosius II in the East and Valentinian III in the West to
convoke a general Council at Ephesus. Cyril was certainly the best prepared for that
Council which was summoned in a place much friendlier to him and his party than to
Nestorius. Indeed the popular sentiment in Ephesus favoured Cyril’s thought and the
local bishop Memnon was also on Cyril’s side.

Things became worse for Nestorius as his Antiochene friends delayed their arrival
by sixteen days thus, allowing Cyril to start the Council without them and of course
with the overwhelming majority of the participants on his side. Cyril jusﬁﬁed his
decision to proceed without the Orientals by claiming that the bishops already gathered

there were complaining for the delay (some of them had already died) which seemed to

% PG 76, 389A-452; ACO1, 1, 6, 107-146.
7 The work was written in 447 or 448 and comprises a refutation of Monophysitism in the form of a

dialogue between an orthodox and a Monophysite. The entire work is extant in PG 83, 27-336.
2% De Sectis, PG 86, 1224BC.
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them deliberate aiming at a possible avoidance of Nestorius’ condemnation.”” John of

Antioch had informed Cyril that he was coming shortly and asked that the Council not
commence its business before his contingent arrived.”® But nobody was prepared to
wait any longer.

In one day the Council reviewed the whole controversy by examining the letters
exchanged between Cyril and Nestorius, anathematised Nestorius and endorsed Cynil’s
teaching, particularly as expounded in his Second Letter to Nestorius.*®' Of course,
Nestorius refused to participate and along with Count Candidian, the head of the
imperial guard at Ephesus, protested against Cyril’s haste.

Six days after the Council had commenced its proceeding the Antiochenes arrived
at Ephesus (26 June 431). John immediately denounced Cyril’s Council and 1its
decisions as uncanonical and summoned his suffragans to another church. The

Antiochene Council excommunicated Cyril and Memnon who they accused of being

followers of Arius, Apollinarius and Eunomius.?®® The schism that seemed imminent
was completed when the Council, in turn, denounced the assembly of the Orientals and
deposed its members.**

In its sixth session the Council condemned a creed used by the Quartodecimans
and Novatians enabling them to be accepted in the Church.*** The creed, according to
which Christ was effected from the union of the Logos with the man Jesus, was
associated with Nestorius but as Cyril informs us everybody knew it was written by

Theodore of Mopsuestia.”> However, Theodore was not mentioned, let alone

anathematised, in order that his numerous admirers in the East were not be provoked to

break with the Church.*®

By reason of this creed the Council issued a decree that no creed should ever be

introduced other than that of Nicaea. This provision played a very important role later

on when, as we shall see, the Monophysites used it in order to discard the Chalcedonian

P ACOL 1,2, p.67.

%9 John justified his delay on the grounds that his suffragans could not be ready in time as they had to
stay in their sees for the celebration of the New Lord’s Day, namely the first Sunday after Easter.
Evagrius, HE'1, 3.

*LACO1, 1,2, pp. 54ff.

2 ACO1, 1, 5, pp. 119ff,

%3 ACO1, 1, 3, pp. 24fT.

4 ACO1, 1,7, pp. 97-100.

2% 4d Proclum, PG 77, 345A.

**® Loc. cit. Hefele holds that the main reason that Theodore was not condemned—although he was the
“father of Nestorianism’—was that he was already dead. 4 History, IV, pp. 233-234.
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Definition as a doctrinal innovation. The decree, the 7" canon of the Council, reads as

follows:

It 1s unlawful for anyone to bring forward or to write or to compose another

Creed (étépav rmioriv) besides that determined by the holy Fathers
assembled with the Holy Ghost in Nicaea. But those who shall dare either to
compose another Creed or to introduce or to offer it to persons desiring to
come to the acknowledgement of the truth, whether from paganism or from
Judaism, or from any heresy whatsoever, shall be deposed if they be bishops or
clerics — bishops from the episcopate, and clerics from the clergy — and 1f
they be laymen, they shall be anathematised.**’

Moreover, in the decisions of the Council the crucial term Theotokos was clearly
proclaimed. The validity of the Cyrillian principle of Christ’s double consubstantiality
(with the Father eternally and with us in time), which was in essence the main point at
stake during the Nestorian controversy, was therefore confirmed.

In the meantime, the Antiochenes, unconvinced by several imperial attempts to be
reconciled with the Cyrillians, continued their own assembly, the product of which was
a Declaration of Faith.**® This document, which expounded the christological doctrine
in moderate Antiochene fashion, was to become the basis for the agreement between

Cyril and the Orientals.

The Council of Ephesus concluded its proceedings without being able to impose
its decisions and moreover to solve the problem. The Emperor Theodosius being at a
loss as to which view ought to be adopted accepted only Nestorius’ excommunication
and ordered that he be exiled in Egypt where he remained until his death (c. 451).

The Council of Ephesus which was undoubtedly supported by the great majority
of the Eastern Church (the decisions of the ‘Cyrillian’ Council were subscribed to by

one hundred and ninety seven bishops whereas those of the Antiochenes by fifty four)
was recognised as ecumenical as its decisions were also adopted by the Roman
delegates (11 July 431).2°

The Antiochenes, on the other hand, despite several mediation attempts by
political and ecclesiastical figures, remained adamant in rejecting Ephesus and its
decisions. The Antiochene theologians wanted to safeguard, at any cost, the dyophysite
christology as opposed to the Alexandrian ‘one nature’ approach. Particularly offensive

to their way of thinking were Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas which were endorsed at

Ephesus.

*"ACO1, 1,7, pp. 105-106; Engl. trans. in Sellers, Chalcedon, p. 12.
** Sellers, Chalcedon, p. 13.

% ACO1, 1, 3, pp. 60ff.
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It was, then, primarily a theological disagreement, but not just that; as Sellers
points out, the Antiochene Oriental Churches, | represented a relatively small
ecclesiastical and political bloc surrounded geographically by churches influenced by
the all powerful Alexandrian Patriarchate. Adherence, therefore, to their distinctive
dyophysite christology was for the Antiochenes a matter of protecting their theological,
ecclesiastical and political identity as well.*”

2.5 THE FORMULARY OF REUNION (433)

A solution to the disagreement seemed to have been found when the two parties
managed to agree on the basis of a confession of faith drawn up, as we mentioned
earlier, by the Antiochenes®”' which has been known as the Formulary of Reunion
(433).*”* The Formulary was joyfully endorsed by Cyril as is shown in his celebrated
Letter to John of Antioch (Laetentur Coeli)* which contains the Antiochene

confession. The passage in question is as follows:

We confess that our Lord Jesus Christ, the Only-Begotten Son of God is
perfect God and perfect Man with rational soul and body; before the ages he
was begotten of the Father according to divinity, and in the last days the
Selfsame [rov avrov], for us and for our salvation, [was born] of the Virgin
Mary according to humanity. {We also confess that] the Selfsame 1is
~consubstantial with the Father according to divinity, and consubstantial with
us according to humanity. For two natures were united (S0 yap @voewv

Evwalc yeyove), this is why we confess one Christ, one Son, one Lord. In the
~sense of this unconfused union we confess that the Holy Virgin is Theotokos,
because the God-Logos became incarnate and was made man, and from the
very conception united to Himself the temple which he received from Her.
Regarding the evangelical and apostolic sayings about the Lord, we know that
the theologians regard some as common because they belong to the one
Person, and others as divided because they refer to the two natures; [from the

latter] those that meet for God they attribute to Christ’s divinity whereas those
that are humble they refer to humanity.*”*

The Antiochene document, without giving up the two natures christology,
accepted central points of the Cyrilliag chfistology, namely the term Theotokos, the
‘communication of the 1dioms,’ ahd, crucially, the related ideas of the ‘two births’ (one
eternal of the Father and one in time of the Virgin Mary) and the ‘double
consubstantiality’ of the God-Logos. | '

* Sellers, Chalcedon, p. 6.

*'! It has been argued that the Formulary was written by Theodoret. Cf. Tixeront, p. 94; Kelly, p. 328,

Feidas, p. 617. This is not our view since some of the principles of the Formulary are not compatible with
Theodoret’s teaching.

2 PG 77, 172-176.

¥ ACO1, 1, 4, pp. 15-20; PG 77, 173-181. Engl. tr. in Bindley, pp. 220-223.
M ACO1L, 1,4, pp. 8-9; 17. .
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The acceptance of the Antiochene confession by Cyril was to be the cause of great
embarrassment for his hard-line followers. For the Antiochene confession is clearly
dyophysite. It accepts that Christ is ‘out of two natures’ as well as ‘in two natures’.
Cyrl’s acceptance of John’s confession shows very clearly that for the Alexandrian
father the doctrine of the Logos’ double birth and double consubstantiality was the
decisive safeguard against Nestorianism. Defending his subscription to the Formulary,
Cyril makes clear that whoever accepts that the Logos was born of the Father according
to his divinity and the self-same was born of the Virgin according to his own humanity

cannot be a Nestorian.””” As Romanides has shown, this is exactly what Nestorius as

well as Theodoret could not accept.?”

Furthermore Cyril’s acceptance of the Formulary showed that he was not as
narrow-minded as his subsequent followers. For his concern was not with terms and
formulae but with salvation. Cyril’s point of view is primarily a soteriological one.
Humanity is saved through its appropriation by the Logos who alone can save men. That
entails that the Saviour Jesus Christ had to be the Logos himself in flesh. If this
identification of Christ with the Logos as well as his ‘double consubstantiality’ (which
safeguards both the completeness of his divinity and his humanity) are proclaimed then
both the ‘out of two natures’ and ‘in two natures’ formulae are perfectly orthodox.

Yet, the acceptance by John of Antioch of those basic tenets of orthodoxy was not
enough for Cyril. The latter wanted from John a clear anathema against Nestorius. John
reluctantly submitted to political pressure by the Emperor’s envoys and signed a
declaration that included Nestorius’ anathema.?”

Despite the political intrigues, it is very important to note that, as the Formulary
showed, the moderate Antiochenes, like John of Antioch, were not far away from the

tradition that Cyril represented and that there were orthodox in both sides who kept the

same tradition and could speak the same theological language.

The conciliatory text did not fulfil its aim. It did not bring about peace to the
Church through a doctrinal consensus. For in both parties there were those who were not
prepared to surrender what they had held dear up to then. In particular, the Antiochene

theologians Theodoret of Cyrus, Andrew of Samosata and John of Germanicia decided

collectively that, although willing to accept Cyril as orthodox, they could not subscribe

* Ad Acacium Mel., ACO1, 1, 4, p. 25, 2-28.

¥ J. Romanides, ‘St. Cyril’s ‘One physis or hypostasis of God the Logos Incarnate’ and Chalcedon’
GOTR 10, (1964-65) 84-85, 91ff.

*T Cyril, Ad Donatum, PG 77, 252C; ACO1, 1, 4, p. 6.
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to Nestorius’ anathema.?”® Others, like Alexander of Hierapolis, broke communion even
with John accusing him of betraying the true faith through accepting a document of
‘ecclesiastical negotiation’.?”

On the other hand, Cyril’s position in his own party was not any easier. He also
had to struggle to convince his followers that he did not surrender the basics of their

christology and in particular that he did not withdraw his Anathemas for the sake of
reconciliation. The exponents of the Alexandrian doctrine were worried that their slogan
‘one nature after the union’ had been compromised as no mention of it was made in the
Formulary and the letters exchanged between Cyril and John. Thus Cyril had to reassure
his friends that his acceptance of two natures concurring in the incarnation does not
abolish the unity of Christ’s one subject or Person.*®

The question whether Cyril abandoned the christology of the Twelve Anathemas 1s

a crucial one, for, as we have seen, it is this aspect of the Alexandrian bishop’s thought
that offended the strict dyophysites the most. The latter spread the rumour that, after the
reconciliation, Cyril had indeed disowned the Twelve Anathemas.”®' This was not true.
In his Letter to Acacius of Beroea, Cyril made it clear that he was not going to revoke
anything of what he had said against Nestorius. He concedes, however, that the Twelve
Anathemas were meant to serve a specific purpose, to censure Nestorius’ doctrine, and
as such they should be interpreted.”®* In his Letter to Acacius of Melitine he says: ‘no
argument will convince us that whatever we have written correctly against the 11l words
of Nestorius, was not rightly done’.** It is our view that the Formulary does not abolish
the Twelve Anathemas but rather complements them.

2.6 IBAS OF EDESSA

The victory of Cyril at the Council of Ephesus as well as in the Formulary of Reunion
failed to eliminate the Nestorian heresy. Far from it, the Nestorian party became even
more vigorous, especially in the East where harassment against the orthodox occurred.***

In those Oriental Churches hard-line Antiochenes broke the agreement by interpreting

*’® Sellers, Chalcedon, p. 20; Hefele, Iv, pp. 145fF.

P Sellers, loc. cit.

*® Ad Acacium Mel., ACO1, 1, 4, pp. 20-31. Ad Succensum I, ACO1, 1, 6, pp. 151-157.
*! Theodoret, Letter to John of Antioch, ACO 1, 1,7, pp. 163-164.

2:2 1 6¢ ye tav kepalaiwv Svvauic xara 1wv Neoropiov Soyudrwv yéyparrar yovwv. d yap
EKELVOG Elpnké 16 KAl meppovnkev ovk Opl8dg, tabra éxPailer..oyoviar yap tads TGV
kepaldaiwv évvoiag xara udvav tov éxsivov ywpovoac PAacpnuidv. Ad Acacium Ber., ACO
ll l’ 7' p- 149-

8 Ad Acacium Mel,, ACO I, 1,4, p. 21.

PG 77, 225.
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the Formulary in the strict Antiochene-Nestorian fashion. Not being able to use the
name of Nestorius for fear of excommunication or persecution, they launched a
campaign of spreading the writings of Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of
Mopsuestia.””® Very active among them became Ibas of Edessa, the third person of the
Three Chapters.

Ibas was at that time the head of the Catechetical School of Edessa in Osrhoene,
which was founded by the great monastic figure, Ephraem the Syrian (c. 306-373).**
From this position, Ibas promoted the Antiochene cause, especially the teaching of
Theodore of Mopsuestia, whose writings he translated into Syriac.”’ Ibas was on bad
terms with his bishop Rabbulas, a faithful exponent of the Cyrillian doctrine, who saw
in Ibas’ teaching the Nestorian heresy. Rabbulas’ reaction was first to condemn
Theodore’s writings and forbid their circulation in the School and in his bishopric and,
eventually, to close the School itself (431).2%

This friction between Rabbulas and Ibas is shown in a letter that the latter
addressed to Maris (433).**° In this letter Ibas accuses Cyril of falling into the heresy of
Apollinarius, expresses admiration of Theodore of Mopsuestia — he calls him doctor of
the Church — and questions the validity of Nestorius’ condemnation asserting that the
Council of Ephesus did not examine his case properly. This letter is of great importance
as 1t manifests the thought of Nestorius’ sympathisers at the time. Moreover, being
included in the minutes of the Council of Chalcedon Ibas’ letter served as evidence in
the eyes of the Monophysites that the Council vindicated Nestorius.

Ibas’ activities were facilitated when he became the bishop of Edessa in Osrhoene
(438-449, 451-457) after the death of his enemy Rabbulas. From this position, he
showed impressive energy in spreading Theodore’s writings all over Syria,
Mesopotamia and Armenia where he created tension and dispute. In Armenia, in
particular, the missionary activities of Ibas and Meletius of Mopsuestia — another
radical Antiochene who was exiled in Armenia®® —were not welcomed by the local
bishops who complained to Proclus, the bishop of Constantinople (d. 446/447). The

latter, in response, issued his famous Tomus ad Armenios by which he condemned

*** Liberatus, Breviarum, ACO 1L, 5, p. 110.

%6 On the history of the school of Edessa see G. G. Blum, ‘Rabbula von Edessa. Der Christ, der Bischof,
der Theologe,” CSCO 300, Subsidia 34 (Louvain: 1969), pp. 169-174.

7 A. Voobus calls Ibas ‘the greatest protagonist of the Antiochian theology’. ‘History of the School of
Nisibis’, CSCO 266, Subsidia 26 (Louvain: 1965), p. 31.

**8 Grillmeier, Christ, 11, 2, p. 413.

“*? For the letter to Maris see Part One, Chapter IIL.
# Kalamaras, p. 56.
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Nestorianism, endorsed Cyril’s terminology and asked for a condemnation of
Theodore’s writings.”’! In view of this increasing popularity of the Theodorene writings

which were helping Nestorius’ cause, Cyril himself decided to write a refutation of the

ideas of Theodore and Diodore of Tarsus.?*

In the meantime, Ibas’ authoritarian behaviour as well as his favouring of
Nestorian ideas caused disquiet in Osrhoene where a number of his clergymen turned to
Antioch and Constantinople asking for intervention. At Antioch Domnus (443-450),

John’s successor and a dyophysite, was, predictably, not prepared to confront Ibas. In
Constantinople, however, after what seems to have been an unsuccessful attempt to win
over Flavian (447-449), Proclus’ succesor, and the Home Synod ( "Evénuodoa
2Vv060¢),”? Tbas’ accusers managed (through the help of Eutyches, an influential
Archimandrite of whom we will speak later on) to gain a hearing by the Emperor
Theodosius. The outcome of this meeting was an imperial decree summoning Ibas to
stand trial in an ecclesiastical court consisting of Photius of Tyre, Eustathius of Berytus,
and Uranius of Himeria as judges. The trial took place in two stages; first in Berytus (26
October 448)** and later in Tyre (25 February 449).” Along with a series of charges of
misconduct and breach of the canons, Ibas was faced with the accusation that he was a
Nestorian and that he had called Cyril a heretic on the grounds of his Twelve
Chapters.”® Some of his accusers even recalled that he had once publicly said: ‘I do not

envy Christ for becoming God, for if he became this, I too [could] have become the
same’.”’ Ibas emphatically denied that he ever said that.®® As for the accusation that he
had called Cyril a heretic, he first said that he could not remember doing this but later
admitted it. In fact, said Ibas, the whole of the Antiochene Church held Cyril a heretic

until he clarified his faith to John of Antioch and accepted the Antiochene confession.””
After the reconciliation of 433, he and the whole of the Antiochene Church, considered
Cyril orthodox and communicated with him.>® Then his accusers, in order to prove him

wrong, showed the letter to Maris where, as we saw, Ibas accuses Cyril of falling into

#1 PG 65, col. 856-875; ACO 1V, 2, pp. 187-195.

*2 Only Latin fragments exist. PG 76, 1437-1452.

® ACO1L, 1, 3, p. 20, no 31. For Flavian and the Home Synod see below.
P4ACO1, 1, 3, pp. 19fT.

5 ACOTI, 1, 3, pp. 14-16.

¢ ACO1I, 1, 3, p. 25, no 73; pp. 30-31.

¥ 00 plovy g9 Xprorg yevouéve Ocg ép ooov ydp abrog éyévero xdyw éyeviunv. ACO 1,
1,3, p. 27, no 81. Also ibid., p. 18, no 20.

#8 ACO1, 1, 3, p. 27, nos 83, 85.

¥ ACO1I, 1, 3, p. 31, no 133.

WACO, 1, 3, p. 31, no 130.



735

the heresy of Apollinarius. However, — and after a declaration of the clergy of Edessa
was read confirming Ibas’ orthodoxy— Ibas was acquitted. But Ibas’ troubles were far
from over; his opponents were very soon to try him again in the council of Ephesus II.
2.7 D1I0OSCORUS, EUTYCHES AND THE HOME SYNOD OF 448

The mutual antipathy between the Cyrillians and the Antiochenes became even more

intense after the death of the protagonists of the reconciliation John of Antioch (441),
Cyril (444) and Proclus (446), and their succession by Domnus, Dioscorus (441-451)

and Flavian respectively.

Dioscorus, Cyril’s archdeacon, was an uncompromising Alexandrian whose
ambition and unscrupulousness would surpass that of all his predecessors. He fought for
the imposition of the Alexandrian-Cyrillian way of thinking, and in particular the
christology of the Twelve Anathemas and the decisions of Ephesus. He also strove for
the ecclesiastical supremacy of Alexandria in the East. In so doing he was confronted
with Domnus of Antioch and Flavian of Constantinople. They represented the moderate
sides of the Antiochene and the Cyrillian tradition respectively. It should be noted
though, that Dioscorus was definitely not a Monophysite in the sense that the term
assumed later on account of Eutyches’ ideas. He certainly refused to accept the
Antiochene formula ‘two natures after the union,’ stubbornly insisting on the scheme
‘two natures before the incarnation—one after it,” yet he firmly proclaimed the reality of
Christ’s humanity, his double consubstantiality, and the distinction between the
functions of the two natures after the union.*”

Dioscorus’ struggle for the Alexandrian cause, however, inspired a fellow
Cynllian to defend the ‘one physis’ doctrine with such clumsiness that he eventually
discredited his party in a way its enemies could not achieve. Eutyches, a respected
Archimandrite (leader of a monastery) of Constantinople, was a faithful follower of
Cynl, but his less than average grasp of theological matters did not help him to do
justice to the thought of the great Alexandrian.*® The starting point of Eutyches’
thought was Cyril's ‘one incarnate physis of the God-Logos’; for him, as for all strict
Cyrllians, there was only one nature after the union. But, while Cyril and most of his
followers took care to safeguard the reality of Christ’s humanity, Eutyches was not clear

on this point. Whereas, he accepted that Christ was perfect God and perfect man he

! See the quotation from Dioscorus’ Letter to Secundinus in Zachariah of Mitylene, The Syriac
Chronicle, trans. by F. J. Hamilton, and E. W. Brooks (London, 1899), 111, 1, pp. 45-46.
" Leo calls him ‘ignorant old man’ (duadsj yépovra). ACO, 1, 1, p. 40.
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refused to acknowledge that his flesh was consubstantial with his mother’s, and
consequently with us.>®

The whole question of Eutyches’ doctrine was brought to light by Eusebius of
Dorylacum, the same person who first censured Nestorius at the Home Synod (
"Evénuoboa Xvvodog) of Constantinople without, however, specific mention of any

heretical ideas. The moderate Flavian, reluctant at the beginning to address the issue

(Eutyches was very popular with the people of the capital and many of the Palace
officials) eventually agreed to examine the issue. Eutyches ignored the first two
summonses by the Synod to appear and defend himself — he appealed to his monastic
vow never to leave his monastery. Nevertheless, his communications with the delegates
of the Synod are interesting. When asked whether he accepted that Christ was born ‘out
of two natures united in one hypostasis’, Eutyches replied that this idea was a novel one.
Even if it was found in the teaching of a Father it was not found in the Scriptures which
are superior to the Fathers.”™ He could only accept one nature of the God-Logos

incarnate and made man.”” He also denied that he had taught that the flesh of the Lord

came down from heaven (0 Osog Adyoc é£° obpavwv v cdprka karevivoye)™

but still did not want to specify where this flesh came from.””. When Eutyches
eventually appeared at the Synod he very reluctantly admitted that the body of Christ
was consubstantial with ours but insisted on his refusal to acknowledge that Christ was
“out of two natures’ (apparently here meaning ‘in two natures’) even though he was
reminded by the judges that this doctrine had been endorsed by Cyril in his letter to
John (433). Eventually, and under the pressure of Florentius, he came up with this
strange 1dea: ‘I confess that our Lord was out of two natures before the union, but after
the union I confess only one nature’.’”® As it became clear that Eutyches was not

prepared to confess ‘two natures after the union’ the Synod condemned and deprived

3 ACOT, 1, 1, pp. 38-39; 124.

MACOm, 1, 1, p. 124.

" pia pvoig o6 Ocob Adyov capxwlévros xai évavSpwrijoavroc, ACO I, 1, 1, p. 124. We
should note here that — if the delegates of the Synod attributed Eutyches’ words precisely — the
participles capxwdévroc and évavipwriocavrog qualify the @eoc Adyoc and not the uia pvotic,
which makes the phrase sound even more monophysitic than if it had qualified the ‘one physis’ in which
case it could have been taken as meaning one hypostasis as in Cyril.

@ ACOI, 1, 1, p. 92; 161, no 648, 18-20;

TACOW, 1,1, p. 92.

"% “Ouoldoyd éx Svo pvoewv yeyeviioOar tov xUpiov fudv mnpd thc viboews, uetd e Triv
Evwary piav pvorv Suoloyd. ACO, 1, 1, p. 143, 10-11.
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him of the title of Archimandrite. All this shows that Eutyches’ christology was rather
confused and ill-informed.’”

The proceedings of the Home Synod are very significant for both the formation of
the Chalcedonian christology and the development of the later Monophysite movement.
It was the first time that the ‘in two natures’ or ‘two natures after the union’ formula
was proclaimed at a council,’’® and what is more, clearly considered as being in
agreement with Cyril.*"! Eutyches’ monophysitism gave the bishops the chance to show
that dyophysitism was not necessarily a Nestorian tenet but — properly understood —
very Cyrillian indeed. Flavian as well as the other bishops of the Synod were Cyrillians.
This 1s manifestly shown in Flavian’s confession of faith which we shall see later on.

Eutyches appealed to Leo with a letter in which he anathematised the main
heresies of the past and complained tﬁat he was not treated fairly by the Home Synod.
Flavian wrote to Leo too, but his letter arrived later than Eutyches’. This explains why
Leo, at first, took a sympathetic view of Eutyches’ complaints. When, however, Leo
received Flavian’s letter along with the acts of the Home Synod he composed his
celebrated Tome.

In the meantime, another minor Synod was held in Constantinople (449) with the
aim of examining Eutyches’ allegations that the Acts of the Home Synod had been
tampered with. The result proved that the Acts where essentially authentic. Then
Eutyches managed to have Theodosius examine Flavian’s faith. In response, Flavian
sent the Emperor a confession of faith. This is an extremely important text as it shows
that Flavian’s thought was Cyrillian. Moreover, this letter was influential in the shaping
of the Chalcedonian Definition. Flavian’s letter, acknowledges the doctrine of ‘two
natures in one hypostasis and person’: ‘[although we believe that] Christ is out of two
natures after the incarnation through the Holy Virgin and his becoming man, we confess

one Christ, one Son, one Lord in one hypostasis and one person.””'* We must note here

3 Zachariah of Mitylene, a pro-Monophysite author, gives an interesting description of the way Eutyches
understood the incarnation: ‘He [Eutyches] taught many that [the Word became flesh]’® as the
atmosphere assumes bodily form and becomes rain or snow under the influence of the wind, or as water
by reason of the cold air becomes ice.” Chronicle, 11, 2, pp. 20-21.

MOACO, 1, 1, pp. 117-118.

ACO, 1, 1, pp. 120fT.

Y2 Kai ydp éx Svo pvcewv tov Xpiotov uera v odpkwarv tijv éx thic dyiag rapdévov xal
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ouodoyovuev. ACO1L, 1, 1, p. 35.
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that, although Flavian used the expression ‘out of two natures’,*" he obviously meant
‘In two’ since he added ‘after the incarnation’.
Further, Flavian emphatically repeats the Cyrillian doctrines of the double birth

and double consubstantiality of the Logos and therefore his identity with Christ:

We proclaim that our Lord Jesus Christ, who was born eternally from God the
Father according to the Divinity, and in these last days the self-same [was
born] for us and for our salvation from Mary the Virgin according to the
Manhood, is perfect God and perfect Man, the self-same, by assuming a
rational soul and a body, [being] consubstantial with the Father according to

the divinity and the self-same consubstantial with the mother according to the
humanity.>"

Striking in this document is the use of the formula “one physis of the God-Logos
Incarnate and made man’ alongside the formula ‘two natures-one person and hypostasis’
(which was later on to be sanctioned by Chalcedon) as long as both refer to the one and
the same Christ: ‘And we do not refuse to confess one nature of the God-Logos

incarnate and made man, too, because from both our one and the same Lord (is
composed).”"* Obviously Flavian here does not understand the formula ‘one physis’ in
exactly the same way as Cyril. Whereas for Cyril physis is (in christology) synonymous
with hypostasis, for Flavian it means ousia. This is why the latter can speak of two
natures after the union. When Flavian accepts the ‘one nature incarnate and man’ he
does so because for him the qualifiers ‘incarnate’ and ‘made man’ denote the second
(human) nature.’" In this respect Flavian — although not fully appreciafing the usage of
the term ‘nature’ in Cyril — is orthodox since for him Christ is out of and in two ousiai

and at the same time one prosopon or hypostasis. Given his understanding of nature as
meaning ousia, had he said that in Christ there was one nature he would have fallen into

the heresy of Eutyches.?"

*" There is a variation of Flavian’s Confession which reads ‘in two natures’. Bindley, p. 161. Could this
be the result of interpolation (as Bindley suggests) in order that the text conforms with the Chalcedonian
definition? In any case it seems to us that the meaning is the same.

"M Knpvrrouev tov xvpiov fudv Incobv Xpiarov, npo aidvwv uév éx 9cob marpde dvipywe
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avipwrov tédelov tov avrov év mpocAryer wuyiic Aoyixiic xai owuaros, Suoovaiov T@
natpi karad v Sedrnra xai Suoovatov 1 unipi tov abtdv kara v dvipwrdrnra. ACO
I, 1, 1, p. 35. .

1 Kai piav pév 106 Scoi Adyov pvorv, ceoapkwuévny uévror xai évavipwrnijcacav Aéyetv
ovk dpvovusSa Sia 1o & dupoiv éva xai tov avdrov elvar xipiov fudv Incobv tov
AXptorov. ACO1, 1, 1, p. 35.

*'* Romanides, *St. Cyril’s’, pp. 97-99. This is how the ‘one nature’ formula will be interpreted by the so

called ‘neo-Chalcedonians’. See Part Two.
>'7 Romanides, *St. Cyril’s’, p. 100.
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Similar was the doctrine of another influential member of the Home Synod, Basil
of Seleuceia. The latter was clearly in favour of the ‘two natures after the union’ and at

the same time at one with Cyrnl as regards the person of Christ. He confessed Christ,

‘the Son of God, the only begotten, the God-Logos’ as being

acknowledged in two natures after the union, [that is] perfect divinity and
perfect humanity; the former he had from the Father before all ages, the latter
from the mother according to the flesh, which [flesh] the self-same united to
Himself according to the hypostasis and [thus] the Son of God became Son of
man$'313

What Basil said to Eutyches, in examining his doctrine, shows very clearly that
he, like Flavian, understood nature as ousia. Basil told the Archimandrite that if he
confessed one nature after the union without any qualification (@zodeAvuévwg) then he
taught confusion and mingling. But, if he added ‘incarnate and made man’ to the ‘one
nature’ and understood it like Cyril had done then he was orthodox.’"” Obviously here
again, ‘incarnate and made man’ indicate Christ’s second nature, his humanity.

Despite this critical difference in understanding the ‘one nature’ formula, Flavian
and the Home Synod intended to be Cyrillian, seeing no contradiction between Cyril’s
‘one physis’ and the doctrine of ‘two natures after the union’ as well as between the
Twelve Chapters and the Formulary of Reunion or the other writings of Cyril. Speaking
on behalf of all present, Basil declared: ‘we therefore accept everything [italics are

mine] which was written and sent by Cyril as being true and full of piety and worship,
our one Lord Jesus Christ being acknowledged in two natures.”**

2.8 THE TOME OF LEO

As a result of Eutyches’ appeal to Rome a correspondence between Flavian and Leo
took place. Flavian wrote two letters to Leo justifying his actions at the Home Synod.™*!
The delayed arrival of Flavian’s first letter, was the reason why the Pope did not
initially realise the seriousness of Eutyches’ aberration. Having known only the latter’s
version of the events, the Pope expressed his concern that the Archimandrite might have

been unfairly treated. However, when he received Flavian’s letters Leo replied with his

8 v Svo pvoeoiy yvwpilouevoy ucta tijv Evwary, Sedrnrt redeiq xai dvipwndtnrt tedesiq.
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1, 1, p. 93.

* Loc. cit.

ACO, 1, 1,p. 117.
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famous Tomus ad Flavianum®* — also known as the Epistola Dogmatica — in which
he clearly condemned the Eutychian Monophysitism and expounded the teaching of the
Roman Church on the general issue of the union of the natures in Christ. This letter was
to play a major part in the following theological developments. Its significance lies in
the fact that it made clear what the great Cappadocians and Cyril had taught somehow
ambiguously: the existence of two natures in the one person of Christ after the union.
Christ is perfect in his humanity and in his divinity which have been united without
losing their own properties. Each nature despite its integrity acts in communion with the
other (‘communion of the idioms’). However, the degree of independence that Leo
assigns to each nature and moreover the very fact that he prefers the term natura —
instead of the established in the West term ‘substantia’ — which in the Alexandrian

vocabulary meant not ousia but hypostasis, gave to many the impression that his

christology came dangerously close to Nestorianism. The controversial passages are the

following three:
Orniginal Latin Text Translation

a) et ad resolvendum conditionis
nostrae debitum natura inviolabilis
naturae est unita passibili, ut, quod
nostris remediis congruebat, unus
atque idem mediator Dei et
hominum, homo lesus Christus, et
mori posset ex uno et mori non
posset ex altero.’®

b) Agit enim utraque forma cum
alterius communione quod proprium
est; Verbo scilicet operante quod
Verbi est, et carne exsequente quod
carnis est. Unum horum coruscat
miraculis, aliud succumbit iniuriis.**>

and

a) ‘...and to pay the debt of our
condition the inviolable nature was
united to a passible nature; so that, as
was necessary for our healing, there
was one and the same “Mediator
between God and men, the man
Jesus Christ,” who was capable of
death in one nature and incapable of

it in the other.>3%

b) ‘For each nature performs what 1s
proper to itself in communion with
the other; the Word, that 1s,
performing what 1s proper to the
Word, and the flesh carrying out
what is proper to the flesh. The one
of these 1s brilliant with miracles, the
other succumbs to injuries.’**

and

2 PL 54, 755-782; ACO 11, 2, 1, pp. 10-20. Latin text and English translation in Bindley, pp. 168-173 and

224-231.
‘B Bindley, p. 169.

*# 1bid., p. 226.
*® Ibid., p. 170.

2 Ibid., p. 227.



¢) Quamvis enim in Domino lesu
Christo Dei et hominis una persona
sit, aliud tamen est unde in utroque
communis est contumelia, aliud unde
communis est gloria. De nostro enim
illi est minor Patre humanitas; de
Patre illi est aequalis cum Patre
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c) ‘For although in the Lord Jesus
Christ there is One Person of God
and man, yet that whence the
suffering is common to both 1s one
thing, and that whence the glory 1s
common to both 1s another; for from
us he has the Humanity inferior to

divinitas.>*’ the Father, and from the Father he
has the Divinity equal to the
Father.”**

Commenting on the Tome Harnack says that ‘in Leo’s view the “Person” is no longer
entirely the one subject with two “properties”, but the union of two hypostatic
natures’.’?

We will confine ourselves to saying that the pro-Antiochene bias of the Tome

should not be exaggerated. First of all one should always have in mind that Leo’s letter
was written for a very particular purpose: to combat the Eutychian heresy, i.e. the denial
of the reality of Christ’s humanity. Just as Cyril, in fighting Nestorianism ran the danger
of sounding Apollinarian, so Leo in fighting the opposite heresy might sound
‘Nestorian’. Yet, a careful reading of the Tome shows that Leo did not compromise
Cyril’s basic tenets, still less had a Nestorian tendency. As we have noticed, at the heart
of Cyril’s teaching were the doctrines of the ‘double birth’ and ‘double
consubstantiality’ of the Logos which the Patriarch expressed through the theopaschite
language of the Twelve Anathemas. Leo proclaims the very same doctrines with

amazing clarity:

W

27 Ibid., p. 171.
2 Ibid., p. 228
** Hamack, pp. 205-6.
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Latin Original Translation

..idem vero sempiterni Genitoris ‘...But the Self-same [Logos], who
unigenitus sempiternus natus est de was the  Only-begotten and
Spiritu sancto et Maria virgine. Everlasting One of the Everlasting
Quae nativitas temporalis il Parent, was born of the Holy Spirit
nativitati divinae et sempiternae and the Virgin Mary. And this birth
nihil minuit, nihil contulit, sed totam in time takes away nothing from that
se reparando homini, qui erat divine and eternal birth, nor does it
deceptus, impendit, ut et mortem add anything to it, but it is entirely
vinceret et diabolum, qui mortis concerned with the reparation of man
habebat imperium, sua virtute who had been deceived, so that it

destrueret® might both conquer death and by its
own power destroy the devil, who
held the sovereignty of death®

And then: And then:

‘In the complete and perfect nature,
therefore, of very man, very God was

In integra ergo veri hominis
perfectaque natura verus natus est

Deus, totus in suis, totus in nostris.>*? born — complete in what belonged
to Him, complete in what belonged
to us’.>>

We have seen that, in Cyril’s mind, anyone who would identify Christ with the

Logos (‘the Self-same’) cannot be a Nestorian. Leo’s faith is perfectly clear on that:

Latin Original Translation

He who, remaining in the “form of

Proinde qui manens in forma Dei
God”, made man was the Same who

Jecit hominem, idem in forma servi

factus est homo.**

Qui enim verus est Deus, idem verus
est homo 3

Unus enim idemque est, quod saepe
dicendum est, vere Dei Filius et vere
hominis Filius. Deus per id quod ‘in
principio erat Verbum, et Verbum
erat apud Deum, et Deus erat
Verbum;’ homo per id quod ‘Verbum
caro factum est, et habitavit in

29 Bindley, p. 168.
PIbid., pp. 224-225.
2 Ihid., p. 169.

3 [hid., p. 226.

¥ 1bid., p. 170.

33 Ibid., p. 226.

3¢ Ibid., p. 170.

37 Ibid., p. 227.

was made man in the “from of a
servant.’*

For the Self-same who 1s very God is
also very Man.>’

For he is One and the Same — a fact
which we must often insist upon —
truly the Son of God, and truly the
Son of Man. God, inasmuch as ‘In
the beginning was the Word, and the
Word was with God and the Word
was God’; Man, inasmuch as ‘The
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nobis. Word was made Flesh and dwelt

among us.™’

Another very ‘Cyrillian’ doctrine, that of the Logos’ appropriation of the human
nature 1s also asserted by Leo: Non enim superare possemus peccati et mortis auctorem,
nisi naturam ille susciperet et suam faceret’* (‘ For we should not have been able to
overcome the author of sin and death had he not taken our own nature and made it his
own’). 1 |

In Chapter V of his Tome Leo is little short of teaching exactly what Cyril taught

1n his Twelfth Anathema:
Latin Original

Propter  hanc ergo  unitatem
personae In  utraque  natura
intelligendam et Filius hominis
legitur descendisse de caelo, cum
Filius Dei carnem de ea virgine, de
qua est natus, assumpserit, et rursus
Filius Dei crucifixus dicitur ac
sepultus, cum haec non in divinitate
ipsa, qua Unigenitus consempiternus
et consubstantialis est Patri, sed in
naturae humanae sit infirmitate
perpessus. Unde unigenitum Filium
Dei crucifixum et sepultum omnes
etiam in  Symbolo confitemur
secundum illud apostoli: 'Si enim
cognovissent, numquam Dominum
maiestatis crucifixissent. **'

Translation

‘It is on account of this Unity .of
Person which 1s to be understood as
existing in both the Natures that, on
the one hand, the Son of Man i1s read

of as descending from heaven when
the Son of God took flesh from the

Virgin from whom he was born, and

on the other hand, that the Son of
God is said to have been crucified
and buried, although he suffered

these things not in his Godhead

itself, in virtue of which the Only-
begotten is both Co-eternal and Co-
essential with the Father, but in the

~ weakness of the Human Nature. And
this is the reason why we all confess,

too, in the Creed that “the Only-

begotten Son of God was crucified
and buried” in accordance with that

saying of the Apostle, “For had they
known they would not have crucified
the Lord of Majesty.” [1 Cor. 2. 8]**

Although Leo stood by Theodoret when he was under attack by the Alexandrians
between 449-451, the christological agreement between Leo and Cyril shows that the
chriﬁstology of the Tome is not akin to that of Theodoret as has been suggested.*®.

2.9 THE CouNnciIL oF EPHESUS 11 (449)
The decision of the Home Synod of 448 with its insistence on the dyophysitism of the

Formulary of Reunion did not please Dioscorus. Along with Eutyches he worked

¥ 1bid., p. 170.
¥ 1bid., p. 227.
0 1bid., p. 168.
! Ibid., p. 171.
2 Ibid., p. 228.
*3 E.g. Bindley, p. 162.

i
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successfully behind the stage for the rehabilitation of the Archimandrite and the
acceptance of the Alexandrian viewpoint. Persuaded by their intrigues, the Emperor
Theodosius decreed (30 March 449) that another Ecumenical Council be summoned,
again in Ephesus, to rectify what had gone wrong since 431, and especially to do justice
to Eutyches. Leo too gave his consent. In a letter which was meant to be read at the

council, the Pope asked for the condemnation of the Eutychian ideas, but was happy to

have Eutyches reinstated if he renounced his error.***

The ‘Robber Council’ (Latrocinium) of Ephesus (449) as it came to be called,’®
started its business.>* Dioscorus, contrary to the canons, was given the presidency.’*’ He
and his party easily imposed their will on the rest of the participants. Firstly Eutyches’
case was examined. He presented a ‘Confession of Faith’ in which he declared his
adhesion to the faith of Nicaea, Cyril and Ephesus I especially pointed to the provision
of the latter that nothing should be added to or taken away from the creed of Nicaea.’*,

This confession was regarded satisfactory and Eutyches was reinstated. The council
reaffirmed the formula ‘one nature of the Logos incarnate and made man’
(oecapkawuévny xai évavdpwrijoaca) and deposed the ‘innovators’ Flavian,®
Eusebius of Dorylacum,”® Domnus of Antioch,*®' Theodoret of Cyrus®™* and Ibas of
Edessa.””, The last two were not summoned to the Council but this did not deter their
angry opponents from condemning them.** In the case of Ibas, in particular, the fury of

Dioscorus’ followers was such that on hearing the letter to Maris, which was read at the

MACO, 1, 1, pp. 43-44.

*> This name was given to Ephesus II by Pope Leo in his Letter to the Empress Pulcheria ( ‘non
iudicium, sed latrocinium’). ACOI1L 4, p. 51, 4.

*¢ The main part of the minutes in ACO 11, 1, 1, pp. 68-101. The Syriac text with German translation in J.
Flemming, ed., Akten der Ephesinischen Synode von 449 (Berlin: 1917). Engl. tr. (from the Syriac) in S.
G. F. Perry, The Second Council of Ephesus (Dartford, 1881). A synopsis of the minutes is extant in
Latin: Breviculus Historiae eutychianistarum, PL 58, 929ff.

*7 Evagrius tells us that that was the result of the intrigues of Eutyches’ friend Chrysaphius, an influential
eunuch in Theodosius’ court, out of animosity against Flavian who, according to the canons, should have
presided over the council. HE, 1, 10. However, a fair objection to this allegation is that according to the
imperial edict (ibid.) the council’s objective was to examine the lawfulness of the judgment that Flavian’s
Home Synod had passed on Eutyches and, therefore Flavian could not be a judge himself, let alone the
president of the council. |

¥PACOM, 1, 1, pp. 90-91.

* Mansi v1, 908.

% Loc. cit.

31 Perry, pp. 356fT.

32 1bid., p. 257.

3 Ibid., pp. 134.

*** The Emperor Theodosius had suggested that Theodoret should not be present at the council. ACO 1, 1,
1, p. 69.
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council, they burst into shouts such as these: ‘Let Ibas be burnt in the middle of the city
of Antioch...let him be burnt along with Nestorius.*’

As Dioscorus later emphasised at Chalcedon, Ephesus II did not intend to
proclaim a new definition but to reaffirm the faith of Nicaea.””® Obviously for Dioscorus
and his followers the Home Synod (448), by decreeing ‘two natures after the union’, had
introduced a new faith and thus violated the provision of Ephesus I that no creed should
be added to that of Nicaea. Dioscorus justified the deposition of Flavian and Eusebius of
Dorylacum on this very canon of Ephesus I which provided that if a bishop introduced a
new creed he should be deposed.’” It seems then that, by reinstating Eutyches,
Dioscorus meant more to abolish the ‘novelty’ of 448, than to confirm the 1ill thought-
out faith of the Archimandrite.

Those offended by the decisions of the council of 449 accused Dioscorus — as it
will be shown after three years in Chalcedon — for serious irregularities in the course of
the Council, not least the use of force. These allegations, it should be noted, emerged at
the Council of Chalcedon and, of course, are not recorded in the minutes of Ephesus II.
If and to what extent Dioscorus used unlawful practices to have his line sanctioned
cannot be attested. On the contrary, when one examines the minutes one has to agree
with A. Harnack that ‘as regards its proceedings the Council does not compare
unfavourably with other Councils’.*® It is true that given the composition of the council,
Dioscorus would hardly need any force to impose his will.*”

The main issue here is why Dioscorus vindicated Eutyches. As it will be shown
clearly at Chalcedon the Alexandrian did not share Eutyches’ confused doctrine. This is
also the case with the majority of the Egyptians. When they heard Basil of Seleucela
saying that the ‘one nature’ formula by itself could mean confusion and mingling in a
Eutychian fashion, they complained strongly. But they agreed with him when he

explained that the same formula was orthodox, when qualified as by Cyril — i.e. in a
360

way that safeguards Christ’s perfect humanity.

33 Perry, pp. 124ff.

P¢ACO, 1, 1, pp. 189-190.

PTACOI, 1, 1, p. 191.

% History 1v, p. 208.

**? Contrary to the usual—negative—way Ephesus II is seen Harnack maintains that the irregularities of
the Council were surpassed in malice by the ‘calumnies spread regarding it on the part of those who two
years later had to extenuate their dastardly treachery... That Flavian was trampled on and left half dead is
anything but certain, and a Council which more than any other gave expression to the tradition of the

religious feeling of the time and to what it considered of vital importance, does not deserve the name
“Robber-Council™. Ibid., p. 210.
¥ACOT, 1, 1, p. 93.
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Ephesus II seemed to have been another triumph for Alexandria, and Dioscorus
must have felt that he had repeated the victory of his predecessor Cyril. He was to be
proved wrong very soon. Not only was Dioscorus obviously lacking Cyril’s theological
and political skills, but also the political and ecclesiastical circumstances were not
favourable. This time he could not even count on Rome, Alexandria’s traditional ally;
Leo had no reason to be happy with what had happened at Ephesus II. Later on, while
on his way to Chalcedon Dioscorus exacerbated the situation by excommunicating Leo

on the grounds that he had taught Nestorianism through his Tome.™'

**! Mansi vi, 1009.
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CHAPTERIII
THE CHRISTOLOGY OF THE THREE CHAPTERS

As we have already mentioned the main task of the Fifth Ecumenical Council was to

judge the Three Chapters, namely Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret of Cyrus (his
anti-Cyrillian writings) and Ibas of Edessa (his letter to Maris). Justinian and many
others in the East — certainly the Monophysites—considered the teaching of the three
theologians as Nestorian. The fact that their rehabilitation at Chalcedon (as we shall in
the next chapter) was seen by the Monophysites as an evidence of its ‘nestorian’
leanings must have played a significant role in. Justinian’s decision to ask for their
condemnation. Furthermore, their christological outlook was still popular in some
Chalcedonian circles. For Justinian and the fifth council, such an interpretation of
Chalcedon was a distortion of the doctrine of Chalcedon and so they condemned it. It 1s
then obvious that a brief examination of the ideas of the Three Chapters with special

emphasis on the points that Justinian and the fifth council took issue with is necessary.

3.1 THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA

Theodore was a great exponent of the Nicene theology and struggled for the acceptance
of its Creed. Like all Antiochenes, he fought the Arians and Apollinarius who
undervalued Christ’s human nature. This is why Theodore stressed the truth of the
reality of Christ’s humanity. In Christ, alongside the Logos’ divinity, Theodore wanted
to secure the existence of the perfect man, Jesus. So in his Commentary on the Nicene

Creed he writes:

Our blessed Fathers said that he became incarnate so that you might
understand that He assumed a complete man, who was man not only In
appearance but a man in a true human nature, and that you might believe that
He assumed not only the body but the whole man who is composed of a body
and of an immortal and rational soul.’®?

Theodore was clearly not an exponent of the Alexandrian literal interpretation of
the phrase ‘the Logos became flesh’. Such an interpretation, he believes, implies that the
Logos turned into flesh. For Theodore, the Logos ‘became flesh’ only ‘seemingly’
(kara 10 Soxeiv). What really happened was that the Logos ‘assumed’ flesh.** This

flesh was a complete man, the ‘assumed man,” (0 Aaufavousvog) the ‘one from

m

**2 Ed. and tr. by A. Mingana, Woodbrooke Studies V (Cambridge: 1932), p. 60.
**} De incarnatione, PG 66, 981CD.
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David’s seed’. The Logos was united with this man at the moment of his ‘formation’ in
Mary’s womb*** and made him his ‘temple’, a favourite Antiochene expression.*®’

To describe the manner of the incarnation Theodore used a notion that alarmed the
Alexandrians. For him the union consisted in God’s ‘dwelling’ (évoikxnoig)™® in the
‘assumed man’. As we see in the Scriptures, says Theodore, God dwells in those who
please him by their virtuous life (e.g. prophets, apostles). However, hts ‘dwelling’ in
Christ is of a different, far greater kind; God dwelt in him ‘as in Son’ (&g év vig).>
What is special about this kind of ‘indwelling’ is that through it God enabled the
‘assumed man’ to partake in all the ‘honour’ (zzu7) that by nature belongs to the Son

who now dwells in Christ, i.e. the Logos. This happens because the ‘assumed man’
meets with the Logos in the one prosopon of Christ.>*

This one prosopon of Christ is the result of the coming together of two perfect
physes, the divine and the human. In Theodore’s christology physis and ousia are

synonymous. So in Christ there are two physes or ousiai which, in spite of the union,
remain in their own limits distinct (S1axexpiuévat) and undissolved (@dradvrw).

However, in Theodore’s thought a complete physis is also a hypostasis. A
hypostasis, in turn, has to have its own prosopon. Therefore, each of the two physes,
when considered separately, possesses its own prosopon. Yet, when the ‘conjunction’
(ovvapeia) is considered then Christ is one prosopon. In his words:

When we try to distinguish the natures, we confess that the nature of the God-
Logos is perfect and perfect is the prosopon. For we cannot say that there 1s an
hypostasis without a prosopon; [We confess that] perfect is the human nature
and the person alike. But when we consider the conjunction then we confess
one prosopon.’”

Examining the possible modes of ‘indwelling,” Theodore identifies three: a)
‘according to ousia’ (0dcigq), b) ‘according to energy’ (évepyeiq)’™ and c¢) ‘according

to good will’ (evdoxiq). A union ‘according to ousia’ should be rejected for many

** Ibid., PG 66, 976D. .

3% Contra Apollinarium, PG 66, 997B.

%% De Incarnatione, PG 66, 972BCD;

37 Ibid., PG 66, 976B.
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