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A THROLOZICAL AND HISTORICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE CHRISTOLOGY OF NESTORIUS IN
THE CONTEXT OF HIS TIMES

The Reverend Graham Hendy B.A. Abstract of Thesis of M.A.

The Patriarch Nestorius was condemned as an heretic at the Councils of
Ephesus and Chalcedon. ~ During the last century, folldwing the rediscovery of
meny of his writings, several important scholars have examined his case. Their
conclusions have varied cons:.derably, on the whole they have been too kind

to him.

This thesis begins by examining the life of N-storius to put the
.controversies in context. In particular, the question of whether he was still
alive at the time cf Chalcedon is examined; also the length of time h= spent
in exile., Certainly he was alive until shortly before the Council met, but
that is all we can say with certainty,

Following this discussion, the historical reasons for the condemnation
of Nestorius are treated. The political and sociological controversi=g betwsen
Alexandria, Constantinople, Rome, Antioch and Jerusalem are examined, together
with the differences between the Antiochene and Alexandrian schools of theology.
Parsonality and group conflicts no doubt played their part, but could not have
led to Nestorius' condemnation on their own.

A major section of the thesis is concerred with the Christology of the -
main theological schools. Their concepts are examined and the variations
among individual representatives of the Antiochene school part:.cularly are
examineds All this helps to set Nestorius' work in cont-xt.

After a short critical chapter on the literary history of Nestorius'
writings, including references to Abfamowski's recent work on a dual=-authorship
hypothesis of the Book of Heracleides, we turn to Nestorius' own thought and
vocabulary. The conclusion reached suggests that although Nest orius'
intantions were good, and that he rendered good service by safeguarding the
humanity of Christ, he ended up in a cul-de-sac, when it came to establishing
the unity of Christ's person in the Prosopon., - We also conclude that the Book
of Heracleides did little or nothing to help his case.:
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Chapter One

CONTROVERSY AND TRAGEDY: A BRIEF SKETCH OF THE LIFE OF

NESTORIUS, BISHOP OF CONSTANTINOPLE

'There are few more interesting figures on the great canvass of the history
of Christian Doctrine than that of the learned, eloquent, and austerely religious
abbot of the monastery of Ruprepius outside the city of Antioch, called un-
expectedly to the see of Constantinople, like a second Chrysostom; eagerly _
setting to work to make the Christian faith a reality in the life of the capital
of the Bmpire; suddenly charged with heretical teaching and involved in a
merciless doctrinal controversy; deposed from his bishoprick, excommunicated,
deserted by friends who really shared his beliefs, banished to a remote spot in
the deserts of Egypt, dying in exile.' '

This is how J.F.Bethune-Baker opened a worki published over sixty years ago
marking an important change in the history of Nestorian research and criticism..
The literary discoveries which made such an impact at that time will be reviewed
in a later chapter. For the moment it is necessary to note in passing the
biographical context of the Book of Heracleides and the correapondence between
the Patriarch and other important figures of his time, omitting for the moment
their literary-critical and textual importance.

Very little is known of Nestorius' early life, but it is thought that he
was born and reared in Germanicia which is in the district of the _Euph:ca.'l:es.2
He remained under the Jjurisdiction of the Patriarch of Antioch when he was ..
ordained priest and entered the monastery of Buprepius. It appears that he was
extremely fervent and might be accused of obduracy or even fanaticism. He was
8 great extempore preacher at the Cathedral of Antioch a,nd. may have been as
'golden~mouthed' as S.John, whose see of Constantinople he was to hold briefly .
at a later dates In many ways the lives of the two men have their parallels.5
His enemies accused him in similar vein of pride in eloquence and hasty remarks,
but this was no doubt a cover for their criticism of the content. 1Indeed they
used ths same rhetorical methods as Nestorius did when they so desired - thoughl‘
perhaps not so effectively. '

A collection of the sermons of Nestorius was published over a period and
mist heve spread Purther afield than the confines of Antioch.” It may have
been the resding of these which won him the favicurr of the Emperor, for l:i_.ke the
young Chrysostom, at first he enjoyed the patronage of the Court, though with |
both, this was short lived.5 G.L.Prestige compares the two patriarchs, whose

PARC
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consecrations were separated only by a matter of thirty years.6 He says that
Nestorius was in many ways extremely like, in other ways extremely unlike, John.
Both were monks, both hailed from Antioch, both were great preachers, both were
devout, able and diligent. But Nestorius had a deeper speculative and intell-
ectual interest in theology - 'a touch of that brillant dialectical inquisitive-
ness which so intensely irritates the moralists and statemen against the
intellectuals.'’

Nevertheless at the instigation of the Emperor he was consecrated Bishop of
Constantinople in April 428, He is reported to have said to his patron:8
'Imperial Majesty, give me the land purged of heretics, and I will give you
heaven in return: assist me in destroying the heretics and I will help you
obliterate the Persians.’

True to his word it was only five. days after his consecration that, learning
an Arian chapel was still in existence, he began to pull it down. 1In fact the
Arians themselves completed the process and more besides, for they set fire to
the remains and burnt down a lot of other buildings; yet it was Nestorius who . -
gained the nickname 'Pyromaniac' or 'F:i.re’nra.né.'.9 Nevertheless he was supported
in his campaign by the Emperor who at his request issued a harsh law making the
Penalties for heresy even more extreme.lo Nestorius then began a systematic
attack against the Novatians, the Quartodecimans, and the Macedonians. = Like
Chrysostom he attacked loose living and thus made many enemies in addition to
those he inherited by the mere fact of being an Antiochene and the holder of the
See of New Rome.> :

The first major controversy concerned the use of the term 9501': Kof and
Nestorius' reaction to that use. Obviously it already had citizen rights at
Alexandria but possibly it had only just been introduced at Gonsi‘.an‘l:inopll.e.12
Bethune-Baker compares the growth of its use to that of ;}nos’ww; ,15 but there
was one great difference because the latter was a technical term imposed on,
though unused by, the common people. On the other hand Qeoﬂ;xo; was a term
of popular devotion. Nestorius and his associates attacked it not so much
because of growing piety towards the Blessed Virgin Mary, but because there were
doctrinal implications involved. It seemed that the humanity of Jesus Christ
was not being sufficiently safeguarded - 'this was a subtle danger that needed
to be exposed. So Nestorius was forced into the position of one who brings

technical objections against a popular term.'14
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There seems to be some difference of opinion as to how the dispute began,
but Nestorius probably did not spark it off. His views were in any case more -
moderate than those of the presbyter Anastasius, whom, according to Socrates,
he had brought with him from Antioch and whom he permitted to preach against
the title Oeotowos in November 438,

Nestorius himself began a course of sermons on Christmas Day which continued
until spring 429, in which he was able to rebut the local attacks of Eusebius
(later Bishop of Dorylaeum) and Proclus (who was to succeed him after a short
interval in the See of Constantinople). It is clear that Nestorius was not
aware of the full tradition which sanctioned the use of this term, for even in
the Book of Heracleides he asked: >

'First prove unto us that the fathers called her the mother of God or that
God the Word was born in flesh or that hg was born at all and at the same
time both suffered and died and rose, and explain unto us how they say that
God suffered and rose. But if it had surely been fabricated by thee, and
thou art calumniating the fathers, how can anyone without doubt admit the
rest of these things? - For thou hast made them all doubtful, because thou
hast not said those things which the fathers have said but hast changed
even the very term.’

This was in answer to Cyril's affirmation that 'we have found that the holy
fathers thought thus and that they thus were confident in calling the holy virgin
the mother of God. Thus we say that he both suffergd and rose.'17

As a result he was felt by Cyril to be a oricavSedov o{«wyevw;\r.la
Pirst, Cyril sent his encycligal Ad Monachos Aegy'pt:i..:l'9
ioning Nestorius, he circulated reports that he was a heretic and sent letters
to the Emperor's sister and other officials at Court.2° The evidence of wide~

spread bribery is found in the letter of Cyril's arishdeacon Epiphanius to
21
).

Without even quest-

Maximisnus (who was to succeed Nestorius at Constantinople

Nestorius explained that he found the dispute already begun when he
arrived at Constantinople, and his affirmations are made both in the Book of
Heracleides, in the Tragoedia, and in a letter 1_:6 John of Antioch written in
December 430.22 The disputants could not decide whether Mary should be called
Qeo‘r;-:os or av GeuT"ofefwos e In order to decide the matter he had suggested
the use of the term Xetﬂof:xo_(.zs We have to ask when Nestorius actually took
this action. Was it in his 'first sermon on the OeoTokes' which may date from
the end of 428 or possibly at the beginning of 4297°° Unfortunately for this
theory the term Xewro-nfwo; does not occur in the fragments of this Se::'xnon.25

Apparently the two parties which called each other 'Manicheans' and 'Photinians'
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arrived at his palace and asked him to arbitrate. He ‘soon realised that
neither side was heretical in the sense each was using its terminology and it
was then that he suggested the alternative term Xpiorrorewes.?® . Tnus
according to Nestorius the controversy would have been settled, but for the
fact that Cyril interfered. In the Book of Heracleides he sées on to attribute
the magnification of the controversy to the action of those who were disappoint~
ed over the election, and the partisans of Cyril who wanted bribes which he

did not give, and who also wanted to discredit him over the question of certain
Alexandrians who had brought complaints about Cyril to Constantinople.>’

Loofs draws three points from this account. 28 First, Nestorius said he
advised the two groups in his own home. This is confirmed in his 'first sermon
on Geo'rc’»kos'.zg This is important because it relates to the second boint.
Nestorius affirmed that he would allow both terms equally although he advised
Xeu’Tﬂ’o,l{o_ﬁ yot in the sermon (preserved in large fragments) he seemed to dis-
allow Géoﬂ;xag totally, and he was continually accused of refusing to give Mary
that title.’® Even John of Antioch in August of the following year asked him
to yleld on this point, ' and it is in reply to him that Nestorius wrote the
letter already mentioned above. However if we accept the statement of Nest-
orius at its face value, it seems that, when passing judgement in camera, he
was prepared to allow the term 9eoero; as tolerable. This is confirmed by
his reply to John of Antioch.®2  Also when he wrote his Pirst letter to
Caelestine, Bishop of Rome, he still allowed the term when rightly understood -
'the term may be tolerated'.>> Yet he was afraid that the term, which he had
not found in the fathers, was liable to lead to misunderstanding and heresy
and so he undoubtedly opposed 5.1':'.EML Nevertheless in a sermon preached in the
spring 429 he affirmed: 'If you will use the term Ocorokof with simple faith,
it is not my custom to grudge it you.'55 And in a rather later sermon he was |
.able to say: 'I have alrsddy repeatedly declared that if anyone of you or
anyone else be simple and has a preference for the term Georo'uag » then I have
nothing to say against it - only do not make a Goddess of the virgin (eei\f).'ss

Meenwhile Caelestine of Rome began to ask questions.57 Nestorius explained

his position quite clearly in his first two letters to the Bishop of Rome

written in either the summer of 428 or spring 429:“58
'"There are even some of our clergy, some of them merely ignorant, but others
with conscious heretical intent, who openly blaspheme God the Word, con-
substantial with the Pather, representing Him as having received His first
origin from the Virgin Mother of Christ....in speaking of the deification
of the Pflesh and its transition to Godhead they rob both flesh and Godhgad
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of their real nature. But this is not all. They dare to treat the Virgin

- Mother of Christ as in some kind of way divine, like Godecss If however
anyone Jjustifies this title Mother of God because of the conjunction with
God the Word of the manhood that was born, and not because of the mother,
then I say that this title is not suitable for her, for a real mother must
be of the same substance as that which is born of her: yet the application
of the term to her is tolerable on one ground only, viz that the temple of
God the Word which is inseparable from Him was derived from her - not that
she herself was the Mother of God the Word.'

The same sort of thing is repeated in the second letter sent at the same time
together with copieé of some of his sermons..59 There was however some delay
because Rome did not have available translators to examine the Greek original,
and Caelestine wrote to Alexandria asking for further information on the matter.

In June 429 Cyril sent his first letter to Nestorius, the first part of
which is quoted in the Book of Heraczleiﬁea.40 Nestorius was prepared to reply
peacefully to this. What then caused the outburst? It was, according to
Loofs, to be found in the third point which can be drawn from the account in the
Book of Heracleides, that the intrigues of Cyril were largely responsible, in
the general context of interpatriarchal rivalries. We have already noted the .
passage in which Nestorius tells of accusations made against Cyril in Constant-
inople.41 Loof's says: 'Cyril is regarded by Nestorius as having framed the
dogmatic controversy for no other reason than to keep these accusations in the
backgi'cuml.'42 Loofs provided evidence by pointing to a letter written by
Cyril to his clerical agents in Constantinople:

'I had till now no quarrel with him and wish him betterment; but for
supporting my enemies he shall give answer before God. No wonder if the
dirtiest persons of the city, Chairemon, Victor and others, speak ill of
me. May he, who incites them, learn that I have no fears about a journey
or about answering them. Often the providence of the Saviour brings it
about that little things cause a synod to be held, through which his Church
is purified. But even if others and honourable men should accuse me on
his instigation - that wretched man shall not hope that he can be my judge.
I will withstand him, if I come thither, and it is he who shall answer for

- error.' 49
'If he possesses the right faith, then shall be made the most perfect and
firmest peace. If he longs for that, let him compose an orthodox confess-
ion of faith and send it to Alexandria.....Then, I t00, «... will publish
a writing and declare that nobody shall reproach die-of my fellow-bishops
because of his words - so I shall say - are rightly meant.'44
T received and read the petition you sent me, which, after having received
ny consent, is purposed for presentation to the Emperor. But since it
containg various complaints against my brother there - or what shall I call
him? - I kept it back for the time, lest he should reproach you saying: you
accused me as a heretic before the Emperor. But I composed another pstition,
in which I declined to be judged by him, pointing to his ermity and proposing
that....the judgements be handed over to other officials. Read this petition,
and present it, if need be. And if yew see that he continues to scheme
against me and really tries to set all things aginst me, write it to me at
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onces Then I shall choose some wary and prudent men and send them as
soon as possible. For, as it is written, I will not give sleep to my
eyes or slumber to mine eyelids till I have finished the fight for the
salvation of all (Psalm 152,4).' 45

This last section, which is missing from Marius Mercator's version, was
held by Garnier and other scholars to be a supplement to the letter. Nestorius
quoted it after recounting his clash with Cyril's agents who had interfered
with his Xpirrovxes judgement.’® Yot Cyril wrote the main letter, preserved
by Marius Mercator, at the same time as his epistols dogmatica (ad Nestor. II)
in January 450, though Nestorius knew that Cyril admitted to certain accusations
before either letter had been written. VWhat is more Nestorius gave no hint
that he was quoting only part of a letter, and it is unlikely he would have
omitted the vitriolic remarks in the main letter if it had been attached to
the 'supplement'. - We may therefore conclude that the so-called 'supplement-
letter' was a separate missive written as early as Cyril's first letter to "

Nestorius or even before.47

Loof's concludes that Cyril could have quite eas:.ly come to terms with
Nestorius over the dogmatic controversy 'if he had. not had, on account of the
charges brought against himself, an interest in discrediting him... Nestorius
wag not quite guiltless, as he had been incautious in his polemics against the
Oeoroxo §« But it does not seem to have been his fault that he made an enemy.
of Cyril.'®®

Nor is it really his fault that Rome began to side with Alexandrie against
hin.%® It is true that after he had sent his first letters to Caelestine,
he received in the autumn (429) some Pelagian exiles from the West. It must -
be admitted that he wrote to the Bishop of Rome to ask for more information
‘about them.5° Bethune-liaker_ noted.s:" that he wrote as a brother bishop and _
Caelestine did not like the word of Rome to be questioned. This was further
fuel to the fire which Cyril's agents in Rome had been stirring up from the
late spring 429 until approximately the same time the following year, culmin-
ating in the arrival of Poseidonius with Cyril's letter to. Caelestine together
with supporting documents.’? The conflict really began to grow intense. At
the end of 429 Basil and his monks had petitioned the Emperor for a General
Council to deal with Nestorius. Soon after Cyril wrote his second (dogmatic)
letter to Nestorius at the same time as that to his agents already mentioned.
Nestorius' reply,55 written in Lent, is more aggressive. It is about this

time that Cyril sent out the letters to the Court already mentioned.’*
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In fact the second letter of Cyril to Nestorius®® is quite moderate in its
approach_and reads strangely in the l;i.ght of phrases in his letter to his
agents sent about the same time. He passed lightly over the subject of the
accusations made against him, and probably hoped at this stage that dogmatic
agreement might avoid further disputation. He quoted the creed of Nicaea and

56
then went on to comment on it:

'For we do not affiim that the nature of the Word underwent a change and °
became flesh, or that it was transformed into a complete human being con-
sisting of soul and body; but rather this, that the Word, having in an
ineffable and inconceivable manner personally ws8’ STésTasw united to
himself flesh animated with living soul, became man and was called Son of

" Man, yet not of mere will or favour, nor again by the simple assumption to
himself of a human person, and that while the natures which were brought
together into this true unity were diverse there was of both one Christ and
Son: not as though the diverseness of the natures were done away by this
union, but rather Godhead and Manhood completed for us the one Lord and

Christ and Son by their unutterable and unspeakable concurrence into unityee.e..

'We must not theil divide the one Lord Jesus Christ into two soms. To hold
this will no wise contr:.bute €0 soundness of fa:Lth even though some make a
show of acknowledgidy ,,a union of person(Tgordmer évwfls) For Scripture
does not say that the Word united to himself the person of man, but that
he became flesh., . But this expression the Word became flesh is nothing
else than that he became a partaker of flesh and blood, like us and made
our body his own, and came forth a mafi of a woman, not casting aside his ~
being God, and his having been begotten of God the FPather, but even in the
assumption of flesh rema.:.nlng what he was.

*This is the doctrine which strict orthodoxy everywhere prescribes. Thus
shall we find the holy Fathers to have held. 5o did they make bold to
call the holy virgin Qeotox oC . Not as though the nature of the Word or
his Godhead had its beginning from the holy Virgin, but forasmuch as his
holy body, endued with a rational soul, was born of her, to which Body also
the Word was personally united, on th:l.s account hg is said to have been
born after the flesh.

'Thus writing even now out of love which I have in Christ, I entreat thee
as a brother, and charge thee before Christ, and the elect angels, to hold
and teach these things with us, that the peace of the Churches may be
preserved, and that the bond of harmony and love between the preests of
God may remain unbroken'.

-As can be seen, a one-sided use of Christological terminology was already
present and. it is not surprising that in sp::.te of its conciliatory tone »
Nestorius realised the hidden force behind it and answered sharply. His
action would appear to be justified, for at the same time Cyril was compiling
his five treatises against Nestorius, which_quoted and condemned adapted quot-
ations from Nestorius' sermons. He then sent these documents translated into
Latin to the Bishop of Rome together with a covering letter.58
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That Rome_took up her position with Alexandfia rather than with Antioch
(Constantinople) is perhaps explained in part by .the fact that John Cassian
hed. already, before.the sumer of 430, written seven books against Nestorius,’>

“based on the four sermons sent first 1:.0. Roms by Nestorius himself with his
Pirst letter to Caelestine.so 'The. prejudice which had been brought about by
the case of the Pelagians has been mentioned;sl Probably Cyril's agents in
Rome had ensured that things went -the right way, and this rather than a lack
of translators explains.the delay of Caelestine's. reply._ Interpreters there

' certainly were in fhe persons of Poseidonius, a_deacon sent_with Cyril's

latest works, and John Cassian, whose assistance had been requested. by

Archdeacon Leo. Cassian was already convinced that there was a heresy

present connected with that of Pelagius, and as he was not a particularly
clear-sighted Christological scholar himself, he turned his task into a full
censure of the accused, ably provoked by Pos¢-;:i.doniv.‘.<-..62 .Possibly it was
because he had just been occupied with the Pelagian controversy that he.
allowed his recent preoccupations to overflow into the new dispute. Certainly
the evidence available about Nestorius had little to do with Pelagianism.

..In August Nestorius was condémnéd at a Council in Rome, and Caelestine
wrote to Cyril instructing him to carry out the sentence..65 From this time
forward Cyril was assured of Roman support whatever happened and he acted
_ accordingly.. Ceelestine also wrote to John of Antioch, Rufus of Thessalonica,
| Juvenal of Jerusalem, and Flaveen of Philippi to inform them of the decision.64
He also wrote to Nestoriusss__a.nd ordered him.to recant on the question of .
Deoroxog within ten days or_else suffer excommunication. -~ Cyril immediately
wrote to Juvenal of Jerusail.em66 and John of Antio_¢h67 to win their support,
and John in turn wrote to Nestorius and begged him to submit..6 8. Nestorius'
reply to John we have already noted.’®  In November he wrote his third letter
to the Bishop of Rome7o and again he allowed the use of the term Gem'«o;
without its Apollinarian connotations.

Theodosius II and Valentinian III summoned a‘ General Council to meet at
Ephesus at Pentecost 451. Thus the relatively minor incident concerning a
Mariological or Christological term had attained ecumenical proportions, but
the dispute is probably best described as the occasion rather than the cause. "
of the conflict which necessitated a cou.ncil.71 However this meant that the
affair was. taken out of the hands of local bishops and put before the judgement

of the Fmperor and the whole episcopal college.72



Cyril was not deterred by this and called a synod at Alexandria. ' He
then wrote in the na.me.of this meeting his third letter to Nestorius, the
epistola synodica with its 12 enathemas, ° which he sent to Nestorius with
the Pope's letter.. ._Nestorius was to accept within the prescribed limit or
suffer. the consequences... On 6 December Nestorius received Cyril's letter,
but Caelestine's sentence of excommunication could not be 'put into effect
because of the Imperial Letter convoking a Generel Synod at Fphesus.

The Third Letter to Nestorius is too well known to be quoted at length.74
It upheld the hypostatic umion (Ka® undoTac v ); it denled that the
indwelling of Christ was similar to that in the sa.intg; it refused_to accept
words like 'juxtaposition' or 'conjunction' as adequate to describe the union;
it denied that worship of the a.ssume_é. could be separated from worship of the
assumer; it declared that God suffered impassibly in the Crucif'ied Body; it
refused to separate the words of Jesus into those appropriate to either nature;
it used the express:.on ‘one incarnate person of the Word' (U!Tor'reto'éb yw- rv, Tov
ASyo) esap Kwyewl );7°  and finally it upheld the term which occasioned the.
dispute - 6@..“@; e  The letter concluded with the 12 anathemas. ‘'Deliber-
ately provocative, these anathemas summarise the Cyrillic Christology in
uncompromising terms'._ 76 It is quite clear that Cyril did not mean Nestorius
to accept them.. Indeed he speaks of them as 'the twelve Articles which were
written irreverently and shamefully against God the Word, immortal and

incorruptiblescss’ 77

Now both sides began to prepare for battle and to enlist the support of
as many as possible. . There followed a great spate of writing. On 13 and 14
December Nestorius preached two sermons (XVIII and XIX)78 and sent them to _
Cyril with counter-anathemas. He replied to John of Antioch 79 and made sure
of his support by informing him of Cyril's anathemas. In his turn John _
enlisted the support of Axidrew of Samosula and Theodoret of Cyprus on the side
of Nestorius; in the outcome they proved firmer allies that John himself.
Meanwhile Cassian continued his polemic.,80 and Marius Mercator wrote the
'Nestorii blaspheniarum cap:i_tula;81 based on the December sermons. Cyril wrote
the 'Apologia contra Theodoretum pro XITI capitibus! ,82 as. well as the 'Apologia
contra Orientales' ,85 in reply to Andrew, and 'Adversus Nestorii blasphemias
libri V'_.84 Fearing. that even then Nestorius might be able to evade the
issue', he wrote to Caelestine .and asked him what was to be..done if Nestorius
should reca,n'l:.85 The difference of. personality shows itself in the Bishop of
Rome's reply, dated 7 May 431, for he pointed out that 'God willeth not the
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death of a sinner', and exhorted Cyril to do what he could to win back
Nestorius. ' ’

A month later it was Pentecost, and on 12 June there assembled at Ephesus,
Nestorius with ten bishops, the counts Irenacus and Candidianus (the latter
representing the Pmperor, with letters of introduction), Cyril with £ifty
bishops, Juvenal of Jerusalem with some £ifteen bishops of Palestine, Flavien
of Philippi with the bishops of Macedonia, and Besulas the deacon representing
the church 6f Africa.  The first act of the host bishop, j{emnon, was to
close the churches of Fphesus to the Nestorians, The next round of the
conflict had begun.

It will be necessary to exaimine the account of the council only very
briefly for the result is knm.87 The Council was summoned for 21 June and
Cyril was the highest ranking prelate present then. He received a letter
from John of Antioch saying that he and the Syrian bishops would be delayed
only a few da.ya.aa Yet the next day (22 Juve) he opened the council with
dubious authority of ¢aelestine's commission of investigation.eg There was
a protest by 68 bishops including 21 metropolitans; and Candidianus, as the
representative of the Pmperor, complained, but was overruled.go

Yet 160 bishops met with Cyril, Juvensl and Memnon.?® After Candidianus
had read his instructions and been ignored, some bishops supporting Nestorius
arrived and tried to raise the matter of the official protest, but with the
Count they were ejected.  The bishops summoned Nestorius and he refused to
appear. Then a second summons wae sent and finally a third in the form of a

o.’a.i:a‘l::l.un.92 " He was then condemned and deposed in absentia.

The Creed of Nicaea was read. Then Cyril's Second Letter to Nestorius
was read and was voted to be orthodox, but when Nestorius' reply was delivered
it received an unfavourable v<:o',l:e.95 Then the letter of Caelestine to Cyril
was read, and Cyril's Third letter to Nestorius with the anathemas. This
was follo;ved'by extracts from Nestorius' own lips, quotations from the fathers,
and thus proof that Nestorius was & hel'e'l::I.c.mlr These doeuments were read
without a vote and it is significant that the fathers did not receive cyru'g

Third Letter with the same acclamation they accorded to his Second.

Candidianus posted formal notices against the meeting, and did the same
the next day, but he did not dare to lay hands on the bishops. His fear was
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well founded if the popular support as seen from the reactions of the crowd
when Nestorius' condemnation leaked is to be trusted. The following declar-
ation was made:’® '

'To Nestorius, new Judas. Know that by reason of thine impious preachings

and of thy disobedience to the canoms, on the 22nd of this month of June, in
conformity with the rules of the church, thou hast been deposed by the Holy

Synod, and that thou hast now no longer any rank in the Church!

This anathema immediately received 197 sigmatures.”® It was made public the
following day.

Candidianus sent a report to the Fmperor, which is not preserved but
which is mentioned in the Imperial reply to the synod. -This was the result
of a formal protest made by Nestorius and 10 other bishops favourable to hin.%”

. Four days later John of Antioch and the Rastern bishops arrived with a

perfect battery of exonaes.ga A rival synod was immediately opened at which

45 were.present’® including Candidiemus and some of the bishops who had mot

Det with Cyril. The Count gave & report of the proceedings, 1°° and then

read his letter of Imperial authority. It was with Candidianus' support that
the bishops deposed Cyril and Memnon.”'  There were riots as John tried to
enforce his decrees and Memnon was supported by the local people. Meanwhile
Candidianus sent a stream of nepoz_'ts to the Emperor.

This is how a'Ales sumarises the situation: 102

"Ml ya des 1ors dans Ephese deux conciles ennemis qn:l. 8 a.mthemt:l.aent 1'un
1'autre. Nearnmoins lours attitudes respectives different profondement. De la
part du conciliabule greside par Jean d'Antioche, la rupture est officielle et
complete des la premiere heure; de la part du concile présidé par cyrille -
d'Alexandrie, elle n'est encore que virtuelle.. Ce concile a prononcs 1'anatheme
conh'e Nestorius; a l'egard de ses adherents, il se reserve. Il ne demandait .
qu' a8 rallier tous les eVegues orientaux; mais 1'acte inconsidere de Jean
d'Antioche a creuse un abime entre les deux fractions de 1l'episcapat catholique
et singulisrement complique 1'oceuvre d'union.

'Telle est la situation au soir du 26 juin 431.'

On.29 June there arrived an Imperial resoript, condemning Cyril's hasty
act and appointing a new commissionere ‘Repmientatives of both parties went
to Constantinople to present their cgse to Theodosius, and the stalemate
continued at Ephesus. Then on 10 July Caelestine's legates arrived from Rome: .
and, as ordered, they supported Cyril. The pﬁest Philip presented his
credentials together with those of the bishops Arcadius and Projectus. They
heard the acts of the Gyr.l].line syuod end subsoribed to the condemnation of '

Nestorius.1%®
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While subsequent sessions which amounted to nothing more than party-
synods contirved, ®* the Buperor at Constantinople contimued to hear both
sides of the case. The fourth and fifth sessions (16 and 17 July)i%®
realised the need to overthrow the authority of John's council in order to
reverse his condemnations and depositionms. That they did not depose John
is thought by Duchesne to be the result of the moderation of the Roma.ns.:l'o6
They did pronounce an excommunication against John and his adherents to the
total of 54, including his supporters mentioned above, together with Theodoret
of Cyrus and Paul of masa.lov Meatwhile Caslestine and the Buperer were
furnished with biassed repoz'izs.j'08 A sixth session was held on 22 July
which ratified the acts of a month previous and declared that the Nicene
Creed was sufficient as a statement ef doctrine and that no additions should

be made to it. This received 197 signatures.l®

At the seventh gession the Cypriots made themselves independent of
Antioch, and Juvenal Bishop of Jerusalem also made attempts to gain further
jurisdiction. a'Ales sumariess: 10

'Ie mois de julllet s'acheva sans que les deux assembleea rivales eussent
r\epns contacte Le comte Irénée s'etait rendu a la Cour ‘pour appuyer les
doléances du parti oriental.'’

In August the Fmperor sent as his new representative. Count John, 'comes
sacrarun largitionum'. He ratified the depositions of Cyril, Memnon and
Nestorius and put them in prison. He read the letters of the BEuperor to the
majority of those present and tried te reconcile the Fasterms with Cyril but
without result.}’l  As he could mot dlssolve the Council, he referred the
matter to the :F_mperor..l‘:"2 The letters to and fro continued throughout the
month. d'Ales notes that the commumication of the Oriental party was quite
conciliastory (and as we shall see later) was the basis for the ultimate
reunion.!®  Tnis contrasted with the letter of the Cyrilline party.ll*
spite of this the Cyrilline party had a large number of supporters in the
capital including the archimandrite Dalmatius who possessed great moral auth-
ority there, and was able to influence the Emperor. Indéed the palace doors
appeared to be always open to hj.m.n'5 The clergy of the capital also
complained to the Eumperor about the depositions of Cyril and Memncm,l'16

the former encouraged them with 1etters.u7

In

and

This was the situation at the end of August, and in Sei)tember the Emperor

made fresh attempts to reconcile the parties.na Rach of the Councils was to

send eight representatives to Chaloedon.® ‘o 11 September the Emperor



b L)

arrived and met them. The oriental representatives still remained convinced

that they were right and they wrote to certain bishops who were unsure of their
position with a certain calm certainty of their position as against that of'the
Cyrilline party. D'Alds notes2" how they wrote to Rufus, Metropolitan of
Thessalonica and declared that Cyril's position was nothing other than
Apollinarianism in disguise and how Apollinarius and his disciples had been
condemned. On their own side they claimed that they represented the faith of
Nicaea, and also that of Bustathius of Antioch, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of
Naziangus, John Chrysostom, Athanasius and other fathers. They told Rufus that
they had been summoned to ,.Cpnsta.ntimple, and that the EBuperor had constantly
ordered the Cyrilline perty to sbandon the Twelve Anathemas, but that these had
renmained intractible. Nevertheless it seems likely that the presence of the |
two Roman legates in the Cyrilling party must have had some influence on the
Rmperor. '

_ Theodoret disputed with Acacius and thought he had the better of the
debate, but there was a complete refusal to discuss the Twelve Anathemas. It
became clear there was no hope of a settlement, although there is evidence that

the Fasterns could accept the gearg\(os .121 . |

With the bishops of Rome and Alexandria in alliance against Nestorius,
and supported by mwost of the bishops in the Rupire, Theodosius was convinced
that his course of action was olear. A sentence of exile would be issued against
Nestorius and probably executed without delgy.mz However it seems possible
that Nestorius suggested to the Bmperor that -he should be sent back to his
nonastery, if an orthodox peace could be established as a result. Apparently
pernission was given and he left without being disgraced, and came to Antioch
in September.l?> This is a'Ales' acoounmt, but it ssems probable that by this
time he had olready lost favour with the PBuperor, and he attributed this to
his lack of bribery, and the overwhelming aotion of Cyril in this field. His -
sumary of Cyril's actions at Ephesus is interesting: =

‘ 'And I was summoned by Cyril who had assembled the council, even by .-
Cyril who was the chief thereof. Who was judge? Cyril And who was the
accuser? Cyril. VWho was bishop of Rome? Cyril. Cyril was everything.

Cyril was the bishop of Alexandria and took the place of the holy and saintly
bishop. of Rome, Celestinus,'

Meanwhile because Theodosius had been impressed by the Alexandrian-
Roman alliance, he invited them to consecrate a successor to Nestorius. The
choice fell on Maximianus, a venerable and respected presbyter of Constantinople
and he was consecrated on 25 October in the presence of all three Roman legates?>
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| ' Because no agreement had been reached it was necessary to conclude
the Council, and the methods employed by the Emperor do not suggest that he
bgd decided in favour of Cyril's council rather than that of John of Antioch.
The ciissolut:lon took place by means of two decrees. In the first the Ibishops
were ordered to return home, seek peace and try to repair the damage done.
Cyril and Memnon were still officially deposed and were not included in this
order.1®®  But Cyril escaped and entered Alexandria in triumph on 50/51 October,
but he did not receive a total welcome in Bgypt. Isidore of Pelusium spoke
out against him and acoused him of being like his uncle Theophilus who had
attacked St John Chrysostom.m7 Cyril kept quiet about the anathemas which by
this time caused him no little embarressment. A second imperial rescript
addressed this time only to the Cyrilline council declared that Cyril and
‘Memnon might return to their sees, but that there was to be no condemnation of
the FPasterns.}2®  So Cyril was esteblished st Alexandria and John had returned
to Antioch.

There remainsd a party of Nestorians at Constantinople supported by
Dorotheus of Marcianopolis, and they made numerous protests to the Zmperor and
wrote letters to important sees during the nmext few momths.12’ A sentence
of deposition was maﬂe against Dorotheus, together with Himerius of Nicomedia, .
Futherius of Tyana and Helladius of Tarsus by Maximiamus, Juvenal, Flavian
and others, though only Himerius was forced out. The Orientals maintained
their attitude when returning to their sees. The Emperor even tried to get
John to .'bandon his mmthems-."i‘0 |30

Thus the Council of Ephesus was over; but what oouncil? To become
a General Council the decisions taken at Ephesus had to receive general assent.
The following years are really an account of the various. stages which led to
that agreement. In the process Nestorius was abandoned, but not, it must be
admitted, the best of Antiochene Christology. From a state in which there
were two enemy councils facing each other, it took only 22 months to achieve
at least the appearance of concord.

The Euperor's peace mnission was entrusted to Aristolaus, a tribune and
lawyerwho was sent in 452 both to Alexandria and Antiooh.ui The new Pope
Xyxtus III also wanted a settlement and wrote in these terms to the respected
Acacius of Bevea.l>? The Bmperor wrote to him and also to St Simeon Stylites.t
Acacius also wrote to Cyrill®® and suggested that he should only adhers to
Nicaea as explained in Athanasius' letter to Epiptetus, and therefore he was to
lay aside both his own and Restorius' writings. Cyril replisd > defending

33
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his anathemas, but making the condemnation of Nestorius an essential pre-

" requisite for peace. Maximianus naturally required the latter but was willing
to sacrifice the anathemas. Many at Court concurred and so Cyril set out to
bribe all those whom he felt held sway there.

His modifications did however suit the taste of John of Antioch and
Acacius and also the bishops of the provinces of Phoenicia (Tyre and Damascus), -
of Syria (Antioch and Apames) and of Arabia (Bostrs).  In Cilicia there was
strong feeling for the memory of Theodore of Mopsuestia; Helladius was influent-
ial as were Butherius, Himerius and Alexander of Hierepolis. Theodoret and
Andrew of Samosata had & moderating influence within the provincé. Although
they agreed thgt Cyril had explained away his anathemas, they did not see that
it was necessary to condemn Nestorius.

John of Antiooh left to Theodoret the theological debate. D'Alds
says that John was only an average theologian, but he did see the great necessity
for religious peace in the EmPire-“s He sent Paul of Bmesag to Alexandria
to represent him and Acacius of Beroea, the senior bishop in the Best. Paul
and the letters he brought with him were well received at his destination.
The matter of the anathemas was dropped. Cyril bad previously drafted a long
letter (abridged by d'Alds) only extant in Latin'®’ after reaching agreement
with Aristolsus. This was sufficiently moderate to make a peace settlement
more likely.m. Acacius was overjoyed when he received this letter through
the: magistrate Maximus, and he wrote in this vein to Alexander of Hierspolis,
but the latter would not change his conviction that Cyril was a heretic in the
line of Apollinarius. |

159

_ The propositions whioch Paul of Emgsa brought appeared to be more
accoptable to Cyril. He explaingd the Oriental position in the cathedral and
Cyril accepted this, and Paul was allowed to preach twice subaequently,“o on
Christmas Day 452 and on 1 January 435. Paul had offered to pronounce the
anathemas against Nestorius but Cyril did not insist on this, and sent him
back after admitting him to communion, together with Aristolaus and two Alex-
andrian deacons, and with a formulary which expressly condemned Nestorius and
his teaching. In return for John's signature, letters of communion would be
 emchanged. The Orientals were thereby forced to acknowledge that Nestorius
was wrong and condemn his teaching. They hoped it would be enough to6 have
Maximiarus confirmed in the now vacant see of Constantinople but Nestorius was
demanding his own reinstatement. Now too the Fumperor had resumed -
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relations with Cyril and so Nestorius had to be abandoned. John secured small
'modifications of vocabulary and then signed the @ocuménts together with other
notable Orientals. ‘Acaocius did not, and Duchesne seems to think he had died
by this tine.'* Others 1ike Helladlus, Futherius, Hinerius and Dorotheus
refused and wrote to Cyril, Xyxtus and Maximianus to explain their positiom. '

Paul retwned with John's letters and the statement: '‘Depositum sive
damnatum habemus Nestorium...anathematismo subicientes quaecumque sb eo aliene
ac peregrine dicta sunt contra apostolicam d:acsi:i"j.nam.'-M'2 It was deliberately’
vague, but it accepted the faith traditionally expressed at Nicaea, the term
Theotokos, the dgpoaition of Nastoriﬁa and the condemnation of his errors,
recognised the elevation of Maximianus, and remewed communion with orthodox
churches. The letters of John of Antioch to the Pope, to Cyril and to Maximianus
are extant.1%®

The confession of faith which John made and which Cyril was to accept
is interesting in that the terms are the same employed by the Fastern bishops

at ¥phesus. We have noted abovelu_' that their council gathered round John of

Antioch expressed their faith and Count John had included this in a letter to
Theodosius.>®® It is primarily intended as a dootrinal statement of their
views without any reference to a reconcilation with Cyril, and is dated August
451. Nevertheless Cyril came to accept it and included it in his reply, the
'Lastentur' lotter, -C and is known as the Formulary of Reunion. Pxcept for
the addition of a last sentence, it is verbally identical with the original.

The actual formula contained in Cyril's letter is quite brief:>%”

'We confess, therefore, our Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God,
perfect God and perfect Mgn, consisting of a rational soul and a body, begotten
of the Father before the ages as touching his Godhead, the same, in the last
days, for us and for our salvation, born of the Virgin Mary, as touching his
Manhood; the same of one substance with the Father as touching his Godhead,
and of ong substance with us as touching his Manhood. For of two natures a
union has been made. For this cause we confess one Christ, one Son, one Lord.

'In accorsance with this sense of the unconfused union, we confess the holy
Virgin to be Heorices , because God the Word became incarnate and was made
man, and from the very conception united to himself the temple taken from her.
And as to the expressions concerning the Lord in the Gospels and Epistles, we
are aware that theclogians understand some as common, as relating to one Person,
and others they distinguish, as relating to two natures, explaining those that
"befit the diving nature according to the Godhead of Christ, and those of a
humble sort according to his Manhaod.'

The original lacked the final section on exegesis which is included
in this Formulary of Reunion proper. Its moderation is striking and its ultimate .
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suthership unknown although its original was a dootri.na.l' statement issuing from
the Council of Bastern bishops at Ephesus sent to the Emperor in a letter to
Count John written in August 451. The letter began by praising the Rumperor's
wisdom and mentions the indiscretion of Cyril which caused such a turmoil. It
advocates a return to.the pure dootrine of Niscaea but wished to do justice to

the pinoipal points made by Cyril, e.g8. in the Third Anathema Cyril suggested
z’vuo':g 4wo'u<1', but John suggested 800 pucewv evweg yelyove. ~ He also admitted OeoToneS
without adding the counterbalance avee“'t?“f:ws s and thus was accepting the -
traditional word of the Fathers. D'Alds notes that the letter was a private one,
possibly in circumstances which militated against similar statements of an
afficial nature.l%®

It is often stated'®® that the original statement of faith was the
composition of Theodoret, but the difficulty is that Theodoret is usually regarded
as a 'hard-liner', perhaps rather more over his support of Nestorius personally
rather than in his own theological propositions. He certainly refused to
disown Nestorius explicitly in the reunion negotiations which followed and the
point in his case was not pressed.  His answer to the Twelve Anathemas is
fairly firm although at certain points the scholiast Arethas stated that in the
controversy between Theodoret and Cyril it was a question of six of one and
helf-a-dosen of the other. ’®  T.Sagl Bunic doubts™® whether Theodoret, or
at least Theodoret alone, was the author. D'Ales asoribes the statement to
Jobn of Antioch,%* noting its remarksble openness towards the opinions of Cyril
and explains this partly as the moderation of John himself and partly as the
result of the bad tactical position of the Orientals at the time. Indeed he
asks specifically: 'Fut-elle du goﬁt de 'Tha'odomt, esprit beaucoup moins prompt
que Jean aux resolutions extremes? Nous ne le savons pas; il y a lieu d'en
douter. ' 1%°

The FPastern bishops avoided a vote on a document which might have
divided them and in both Greek and Latin versions it has reached us as the
collective thought of the Council convened by John without individual signatures.
Fven 80 Alexander of Hierapolis who later headed the Nestorian opposition
disclaimed it. Sixteen months later it became the basis for reconciliation
together with the exegetical addition. It was, as we have seen, proposed by
J hn1b4 and warmly received by cyr:I.l 155 for he was content to accept the
Antiochene document as long as his anathemas were not actually condemned, SO

that his session at Ephesus could be recognised as the General Council.



Nows of the agreement was sent to the Pope, to the Emperor and to
the Patriarch of Constantinople by both John and Cyril. But not everyone
accepted it, and it is ironical that both Cyril and John were believed to have
sold the pass by a minority of their followers. Cyril had to defend the
agreement to his more extreme .-‘.'ollowe:l.'s!'ss Once again Isidore of Pelusium did
not like what Cyril had done and in a letter told him not to give in under
threat. Duchesne suggests'®’ that the Emperor, through Aristolaus, had threat-
enod Cyril with exile. Perhaps it is a little surprising that Cyril could
accept it though in the long rum he 8&?0-11151518 away in doing so. The clue here
is that, provided Nestorius was abandoned by his allies, Cyril was prepared
to be oomﬂﬁhw about anything else.m8 But his-successor Dioscorus, after
his acoession, refused to be bound by the Reunion. )

Y For Cyril the condition precedent for reunion with the Fastern bishops
was that they explicitly abandoned Nestorius. John of Antioch was willing te
accept the condition, but many more disagreed with him, ¢specially in Cilicia
under Alexander of Hierapolis. Andrew of Samosata was soon appeased and put
himself in communion with Acacius of Melitene and Rabbulas of Rdessa. Helladius
of Tarsus and Futherius of Tyana wrote to the Pope for suppprt, thinking him te
be very different from Caelestine,  Theodoret could accept the Formulary of
Reunion but not the abandonment of Nestorius. He would rather have both his
bands cut off than abandon his friend.ﬁg Nostorius' own reaction seems to

be contained in the next dooument in the Lgtin collectionmo -.a firm rejection
of the basis of union. But Loofs mfes.ml 'Nestorius could have accepted

the confession of faith on which the upion was based. It was, therefore,

really tragic that the anathoma against him was the price of the peace. He was _
now also robbed of his former friends, end there cannot be the least doubt that
for this painful experience, too, he had to thank Saint Cyril.' A rather
negative reaction of Alexander of Hierapolis , described as 'alter Neestorius'

is further evidence of Antiochene cappcas.'l.t:i.cor.t.-1-‘52

It is important to note that those Fastern bishops who refused to
condemn Nestorius claimed that it was John of Antioch and not Cyril who had
given way and therefore refused either to accept the Formulary or to disown
Nestorius. '

Maximianus died on 12 April, 454, and Proclus was enthroned at
Constantinople in the face of the few who still advocated the return of I\Iesi:o::':.us:l'e5
Theodoret, influenced by Simon Stylites, entered into communion with John and
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the latter did not require him to condemn his friend. Mest of the Cilicisns
followed his exauple though some recalcitrants were senmt into exile.’®* 1In

view of the origin and contents of the Formulary of Reunion it was not surprising
that s0 many of the Antiocherns party felt they were quite able to assent to it.
Therefore in April only the firm Alexander of Hierapolis and seventeen nther
bishqpsles had to be deposed and these were sent to the Egyptian mines.166 It

is true that for the time some, including Theodoret, assented without actually
condemning Nestorius. Their support counted for very iittle because in August
4355 an edict of Theodosius proscribed the writings of Nestorius and the meetings
of his follomrs.m?- They were to be called Simonians; his books were |
forbidden to be read, copied or kept; -existing copies were to be burnt; metings
were forbidden, even outside towns. The tremendous effect which such an order
for the virtual destruction of All Nestoriug works had on the attempt of modern
scholarship to asses his real p&éit:i.on will be noted in a later section. Count
Irenseus and the priest Photius were banished to Petrs and their goods confiscatedioc
Aristolaus made sure that all who had not formally condemned Ngstorius did so, |

and eventually even Theodoret signed.

Soon after this edict Nestorius was banished to Arabia. There is ne
doubt that Cyril would have urged this, and before he died Pope Caslestine had
petitioned the Pmperor for the same thing. However two accounts, the authority
of Bvagrius the historian and also & Nestorian legend, seem to point the finger :
at Nestorius' 0ld friend John of Antioch as precipitating the decision. It must
have been very difficult for the reconciled Antiochene leader to keep the peace
when he had Nestorius in his own territory, probably attracting sufficient interest
as a 'confessor' even if he was not actually agitating. Whether or not jealousf
of a challenge to his own authority influenced John need not concern us very !
nuch. - The result was that Nostorius was banished even further afield, though
not to Arablia, for he is next seen at Oasis in Upper Rgypt, and it was here, as -
far as we know, that he spent the remainder of his life.

There he was to live as an outcast for at least sixteen years and
outlived many of the other original contestants at Fphesus. The Pope Caelestine
had died soon after the Council had ended in 452, and his successor Xystus died
in 440. In the same year John of Antioch and Dalmatius the Abbot who seems to
have influenced the Emperor ageinst Nestorius,mg died. The former was succeeded
by his nephew Domnus and the latter succeeded as abbot by Eutyohes.17° Four
years later his arch-enemy Cyril also departed this 1ife and he was succeeded by

Dioscorus. In 446 Flavian was consecrated the “third bishop of New Rome since
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171 and in 014 Rome the former Archdeacon Leo became Pope.

Nestorius' deposition,
The stage was now set for the final round of the struggle and the
principle protagonists established in the sees. Dioscorus and Butyches
represented the extreme Alexandrian position while Leo on the other hand was a
better Christologian than Caelestine and his Tome represented the traditional
Western position with marked affinities to the starting point of Nestorius.

At Constantinople the Bmperor Theodosius II was strongly influenced
by Putyches, and his godson, the imperial eumuch Chrysaphius. On the other side -
were Flavian the patriarch, a moderate Dualist, and Pulcheria, the sister and
successor of Theodosius. The struggle at court betwsen Chrysaphius and Pulcheria
is well documented in an article by Goubert in Das Konzil von Chalkedon (Vol.I),
a three volume collection of essays written by French and German scholars to
commemorate the Pifteenth centenary of the Gouncil of Chalcedon.}’? In 447
Theodoret attacked Butyches in 'Eranistes' (Beggar-lian). The swing was felt
when Irenseus was deposed unlawfully by the Faperor as a supporter of Nestorius,
though Irenseus, then a lawman, had actively opposed Nestorius in the events
leading up to Ephesus (451)!'75 The Formulary of Reunion was overthrown and
Cyril made the arbiter of orthodoxy. A certain Photius was made bishop of
Tyre and they condemned Theodoret to house arrest to prevent his presence at
synods. Putyoches tried to gain the support of Leo who replied evasively.

On 8 November 448 Busebius, Bishop of Dorylaesum, set the wheels in
motion when at the so-called ov veSos e’vf-, yovo= , peeting at Constantinople, he
initiated a charge of heresy against Putyches in the form of a libellus. The
trial lasted for seven sessions (12-22 November) and the proceedings have been
reoordetl.ﬂ4 In the first session a.ft{gr the charge, Cyril's Second Letter to
Nestorius and the Formulary of Beunion were read out, thus bringing to the fore
the phrase e‘:rwn § xab "5"50“1"""/.175 Flavian then read out a confession of
faith which contained the following important formula:l’®c

'We acknowledge that Christ is from two natures after the Incarmation,
in one hypostasis and.one person confessing ong Christ, one Son, one
Lord."'

He thus tried to balance two Christological points of view.

 Although it is clea¥ that Flavian understood the phrase 'out of two
natures' in the sense of ‘in two natures', Butyches accepted it and gave it a
twist which made it a Monophysite slogan and 8o unusable by the orthodox. With -
his other phrase to describe the union, which he had taken over from his
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predecessor at Constantinople, Proclus, he was very much more successful.
The Chalcedonian Definition used it as a source for the formula 'the one

hypostasis and the one prosopon' .'177

'There now appears the most important christological document of its
kind which the Lgtin Church produced. - The impulse came for it from the Fast'.
Futyches only appeared at the last session of the council, entered a formal
protest against the judgement and appealed 'to the holy council of the Bishops
of Rome, Alexandria, Jerusalem and Thessalonica' .179 The omission of Antioch
was probably deliberate. He sent letters to many bishops including one to
Le0, 180 in which he gives his version of the hearing in which he declared he was
not allowed to have a fair say and that the judgement had already been prepared, .
and his 1ife had been in danger. We may note in passing that the treatment
accorded to Flavian at the eounéil of Fphesus a few months later, was far worse
than the treatment he is supposed to have inflicted on Butyches at this stage.

178

While Leo waited, Putyches spread his propaganda and enlisted the
support of the Fumperor through Chrysaphius, and the former wrote in his favour
to Leo, and only then did Leo reply.:'al Af'ter investigating the Home Synod,
Theodosius agreed to call a General Council on 50 ' March, 449. The decree
and the resoripts to Dioscorus and Archimandrite Barsumas show that the clear
intention was the removal of Flavian, thereby crushing the last remants of 'Nest-
orianism', and the reinstatement of !.!!.11:yches.:|'8‘2 Dioscorus was to preside and
the chief Antiochéne, Theodoret, barred from the meeting. Flavian realised
what was intended and wrote to 190,185 who became alarmed and sent a Papal deleg-
ation to Constantinople, consisting of Julius of PuYeoli, the presbyter Renatus
(who died en route), the deacon Hilary and the notary Duloitius. His letters

- weYe unsuccessful in preventﬁg the council which met at Ephesus on 8  August 449.

About 140 bishops had come to the council but the event was completely
doninated by monastic strong-arm men. .Butyches had brought monks from Constant- °
. inople, Barsumas more from Syria, and Dioscorus had twenty suffragans, more monks
and the peu-a‘m':ll.tmft..1'84 The pépal legates were armed only with lLeo's Tome to
F’lawri.a.n.m5 At this stage of the controversy the Tome of Leo became the decisive
" document (a partial, though not complete compariscn being the Formulary of Reunion,
after the Council of Wphesus, 451). That it was rejected by the supporters of
Putyches is not surprising since in their eyes it smacked of the opinions of

N.estorius.ies
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At the first session Putyches was allowed to read out his numerous
represenfations s but although the Roman legates continually demanded that Leo's
Tome should be read at the outset, they were thiarted by Butyches' rumour that
they were allies of Flavian. PButyches was reinstated by the votes of 113 of the
Fathers, but Flavian and Pusgbius of Dorylaeum were deprived for having viclated
the ruling at Fphesus that no addition should be made to the Creed of Nicasa.lo!
This refusal of the Council to allow the Tome of Leo to be read breaks the
traditional alliance between Rome and Alexandria. The deacon Hilary tried to
protest by shouting 'Contradicitur'. Then all hell was let loose for Dioscorus
gave the signal and soldiers, monks and parabolani broke in, and the Synod
became chaotic. . As a result Leo gave the proceedings the nickname, *the
Latrocinium' or 'Robber-council' .'188

At a later session on 22 August Ibas of Edessa, Dompus of Antioch
and Theodoret were deposed and exiled. Immediately after this session Hilary
returned as fast as possible to Rome, with a letter from Flavian asking Leo to
spread propaganda and win over the support of the court and the monks of the
east. A synod was held at Rome (29 September-15 October) and from it
letters were sent to Theodosius, to Pulcheria, to the clergy and people of
Constantinople, and to four important archimandrites. Meanwhile the FEmperor
bhad remained stedfast and in November had appointed as successor to Flavian
the Alexandrian apoerisarius Anatolius. 0 Replies to the letters were
received in March 450 from Pulcheria, the clergy and people, and two of the
archimandrites. The Latrocinium certainly resulted in the death of Flavian
and this is fully elaborated in the Liber Heraclidis.lgl Leo sent another
delegation to the Fast on 16 July 450 with his Tome and with more letters.id?

So matters stood in apparent deadlock, when on 28 July the Fmperor
suddenly died as a result of a riding accident, and was succeeded by Pulcheria.
The Tome of Leo was then translated into Greek and was promulgated in a synod
at Constantinople in October. MNeanwhile Pulcheria had secured the assassination
of Chrysaphius, and on 20 August had married and taken as consort an elderly
soldier called Marcian. 1In a letter to Leo announcing his election, Marcian

declared he was ready to assist the restoration of peace in the Church by calling
193

& new General Council.

The deoree first called on the bishops to meet in Sgptember 451 at
Nicaea, and when they were assembled Rutyches excommunicated Leo. Because of
the threat of the Hun invasion, Maroian could not go to Nicaea and ordered the
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bishops to move to Chalcedon. In the first session on 8. . October Theodoret
was re-admitted as a bishop, while Rusebius of Dorylaeum took up the attack
again, this time against Dioscorus. The minutes of the Latrocinium and the
synod of Constantinople were read. Flavian's memory was vindicated. After
Dioscorus and his followers had been removed from the assembly, all those
present bur;;;i.nto singing the Trisagion, which is the first reported occasion
of its use.

On 10. October, Session II was mainly ocoupied with a discussion
of Leo's Tomes1®° In the third session, three days later, Dioscorus was
formally deprived of his episcopal office. But it was only under considerable
pressure from Marcian that the bishops agreed to draw up a new confession of
£aith.2%  Bven in the fourth session (17: . October) the Council declared:
'The Rule of Faith as contained in the Creed of Nicaea, confirmed by the Council
of Constantinople, expounded at Ephesus under Cyril, and set forth in the Letter
of Pope Leo when he condemned the heresy of Nestorius and Butyches' was perfectly
aoceptable to them.l®”  The Chaloedonian Definition as en independent addit-
ional statement of falth was due to the pressure of the Imperial commissioners.
The first attempt by a drafting committee under the chairmanship of Anatolius
which met on 21° October was not accepted. It is no longer extant.lga From
the following discuasion it appears that it was Cyrillian in essence and almost
cartainly contained the romm\,.Z« Scfo 4’66&«0‘/ .'1'99 To this the commissioners
took exception because it echoed too closely the usage of Dioscorus (anow
condemned) and failed to harmonise with the 'in duabus naturis' of the Tome of
Leo.

The assembly agreed that a oomm.ttee formed by the emperor should work
out this final definition in socordancs with the dootrize of the Tome of Leo.
It can still be seen that Leo did not gat his own way. He thought that the
whole controversy could be settled doctrinally by the acceptance of his Tome by '
the Council. The inclusion of the Letters of Cyril was not only the recognition
of an important tradition of Basterm Christology but also by implication an
indication that, while Chalcedon reversed the council of Ephesus (449), it bad no
intention of going back on the Council of Ephesus (451). However, the evidence
would seem  to suggest that Cyril's third letter to Nestorius with the attached
anathemas did not attain the same status as his second letter to Nestorius and
as the letter to John of Antioch.

Twenty three bishops assembled with the Imperial commissioners in the
oratory of St Buphemis, and on 22 . October they produced a long declaration of
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faith before the whole assembly. This was formally promulgated in the presence
of Marcisn and Pulcheria on 25. :October. The Acts cite first a lengthy |
preamble, and then quote the oreeds of Nicasa (525) and of Constantinople (581).°
It accepted the documents already noted, of Cyril, lLeo, Flavian, and possible
references from Theodore.t.zol This document of faith was to be totally binding
on all Christians. Then it set out what is now properly called the 'Chalcedon-
fan Definition:202

'Wherefore, following the holy Fathers, we all with one voice confess
our Lord Jesus Christ one and the same Son, the sam¢ perfeot in Godhead,
the same perfect in manhood, truly God and truly man, the same con-
sisting of a reasonable soul and a body, of one substance with the
Father as touching the Godbead, the same of one substance with us as
touching the manhood, like us in all things apart from sin; begotten
of the Father before the ages as touching the Godhead, the same in

the last ,aays, for us and for our salvation, born from the Virgin Mary,
the Gsoroxos , as touching the manhood, one and the same Christ, Senm,
Lord, Only-begotten, to be acknowledged in two natures, without -
oonfusion, without change, without division, without separation (% oy -
)(urns, krpéTrrms | abcarpérs, a Xwelomws )3 the distinotion of natures
being i.n no way abolished because of the umion, but.rather the character-
istic property of each nature being JDreserved, and con;urring into

one person and one subsistence (&g 1% We‘mrl'cv deatl polatv owdoTeonrv ),
not as if Christ were parted or divided into two persons, but one and
the same Son and only-begotten God, Word, Lord, Jesus Christ; even as
the Prophets from the beginning spoke concerning him, and our Lord
- Josus Christ instructed us, and the Creed of the Fathers was handed
down to us.'

The documents which are chiefly used to construct it are a most
representative colleotion. While Dualist Christology is well represented in
the second half, the first half again indicates the intention of the council

< not to abandon the Monist emphasis of St Cyril. ‘Here, a8 in almost no other
formula from the early councils all the important centres of church life and
all the trends of contemporary theology, Rome, Alexandria, Constantinople, and -
Antioch, have contributed towards the framing of a eommon expression of faith. -
It would be & mistake to understand Chalcedon merely as a reaction to the
Cyrillian council of Ephesus.'2’> It can be said that Chalcedon asserted the
reconcilability of Cyril and I-eo.z")4 Theodoret and Ibas were restored to
their bishoprics after anathemat:l.sing Nestor:l.us, while Domnus received a pension.
from his suoeessor.zos

A1l that remains to be asked is whether the confession of faith
included Nestorius. éither by mistake or design. It may appear that the events
of the Council were kmown to Nestorius and that he considered its decrees had
Y gindicated nin.2%  Wnat he apparently did mot know was that the Council come
demned him alongside Rutyches as a heretic.
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. We now turn to the final stages of his life and try to assess the

date of his death and his final epitaph. Nestorius, it will be remembered,
had been exiled to the deserts Fvggrius quotes fragments from two letters of
Nestorius to the govermor of ‘I‘heba.is.zov He had been captureé by invaders at
Oasis but, when relegsed, gave himself up to the governor, who sent him to four
different places of exile. These events took.place soon after 455 because he
mentioned the Council of Fphesus as in the recent past. He probably lived the
life of a mork and may have been attached to some desert monastery, for, although
he was attacked by the leader of the Pgyptian monks, Schnoute, he seems to have
won respect fbf his devotion and personal life. But it is not surprising that.
until the discovery of the Liber Herat&:ldis s scholars thought that the exiled
patriarch who felt old as a result of his trouble, was soon released from his
sufferings by death. '

The Liber Heracl:l.dis informs us that Nestorius wa.s alive much later,
and a life of Dioscorus, written in Coptic,2CC says that he was summoned to the
Council of Chalcedon, but died before the summons reached him, Bedjan who
notes tl;s; Nestorius was aware of the death of Theodosius II in July 450,

writes:
'L'auteur de sa vie, aussi bien que 1'historien Zacharie le rhe teur
préatendent qu'il fut appele au concile, convoqué le 17 mai 451, S'il
faut en creoire ces donnees, Nestorius serait resté en Afrique de
1'annge 456 a 1'année 451, qui serait 1'annde de sa mort.'

Rvagrius, who mentions this account of Zacharias, rejected it not because he ,
knew Nestorius had died, but because the Council had anathematised rather than
welcomed him, 231

Following Bethune-Baker, Driver and Hodgson note the reference to the
death of Theodosius and the flight of Dioscorus, and therefore give 451 or 452
as the terminus as quem.z:l'2 Loofs, however, rejects this view as un;jus‘l::i.f’:l.ed..z:l'5
Before coming to @ decision on this, it is better to begin with a possible
terminus a quo and to work forward from. this.

For a systematic answer four questions are of vital importance.
Did Nestorius know the Tome of lLeo? Did Nestorius know the events of the
Latrocinium? Did Nestorius know of the death of Theodosius II? Did Nestorius
know of the events leading up to Chalcedon?

We have noted how Leo sent a delegation of three to Fphesus in June

449 with his Tome to Flavian.214 It is also clear that Nestorius was not only

aware of the Tome, but also agreed with its contents. The doctrine of the
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! communicatio ‘Wgo'o—mrov * (if the expression may be permitted) which he elaborates,
seens to reflgct the use of the communicatio idiomatum to which Leo makes so

strong an appeal in the Tome :i.'l:se:I.t‘.z:l'5
~

There are also definite referencesto the Tome in the Liber Heraclidis:

'This stirred up the Pmperor, and he had not wanted him (i.e. Butyches) to b{
thrust out by deposition, but he was not heard, He therefore prepared all
things for the deposition of Flavian and for the restoration of Putyches.

He commenced by attaching to him(self) the bishop of Alexandria and the bishop
of Rome by written accounts of what was done against Butyches; and one agreed
and one agreed not (with him), For the bishop of Rome had read the things
which were done against Putyches and had condemned Rutyches for impiety; but,
when I found and read this account, I gave thanks unto God that the Church of
Rome was confessing correctly and without fault, although they (the Romans)
were otherwise (disposed) towards me myself,'

216

Slightly later in his account of the Council of Ephesus, Nestorius
' actually mentioned the existence of the Tome, or rather the attempts by the two
remaining Roman legates to have it read at the outset of the council:3l’

'The bishop of Rome was not (there), nor the See of Saint Peter, no ' the
apostolic honour, nor the primacy dear to the Romans, but he of Alexandria
sat in guthority and made him of Antioch also to sit with him; and he of

Romé « and we mean Julian, who represented the holy bishop of Rome ~ was
asked if he was in agreement with the holy council and wished to read in this
account what was done at Constantinople. He (the bishop of Alexandria), as
one that had authority, then asked and spoke as though even passing sentence
against them. Yet they (the Roma.ns_) conceded however unto him their intended
purpose, not that he should accept that which they wished nor et that he
should give unto them the primacy, but that, if the bishop of Rome should
agree with him, he should accept him as an addition to his party, and otherwise,
supposing he were found (to be) against them, he might reprove him afar as

one that had not authority even in a single (thing), wanting to prove unto
every man that they should not look unto the bishop of Rome, since he was not
able to aid him of Constantinople. .For after Julian had said: "For this do
we wish, that the deed which was committed should be read out, if the letter
of our Father Leo has firat been read,” afterwards indesed Hilary the deacon
of the holy bishop of Rome said: "After these records which you now want to
read had been read before him, he (Leo) then sent that which he sent", When
he had heard these things and there was naught that he ought to say, he (the
bishop of Alexandria) passed the opposite sentence concerning them: that "this
indeed was a procedure pleasing (unto him), that the things which were done
should be read out and then the writings of the pious bishop of Rome".'

It is quite clear from these accounts that Nestorius was well aware of
the Tome of Leo and seems to have been sufficiently aware of its contents to
asoribe to the author many reverent epithets. This answers our first question
and allows 5 positive terminus a quo to be established which would allow a
document written in June 449 to reach the desert exile of Nestorius. We may
now turn to comsider the second question, whether or not Nestorius was fully aware
of the events of August 449, Ve have already partly answered the question by
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noting that he knew of the account of the opening session of the council.

We can be<oertain that Nestorius was alive at the time of the
Latrocinium for -he -spent..a considerable proportion of Book.II Part 2 of the
Treatise of Heracleides dealing with the treatment of Flavian during. that tragic
affair and compared his own fate at the General Council of Ephesus. Flavian
died as a result of the ill treatment of the monks under Barsumas in mid-August,

218 . 219
449, Nestorius remarks:

'By means of the liberty (accorded) by the Pmperor they were doing all things
by force, so that suddenly there came about the decease of Flavian, distressed
80 that he had no respite in all the accusations against him and was amased
and perished.’

And again:zzo

'eeeThe Fmperor was as one that desired not his life but wanted to punish
him and not to keep him alive. And thus they brought him down by force

and gave him to a man (that was) a murderer so as to destroy him and to send
hinm without mercy, in word indeed unto his (own)place, but in reality unto
destruction. And thus he was dragged away and led off, (with strength’)
sufficlient only to survive four days, as men say, while every day his
soul was being released from his body, and they counted his deccase (as) a
festival for them(selves).es.’ '

Wé can thus firmly establish a terminus a quo when Nestorius was
certainly alive as August 449, or to be more precise a time after that to allow
the news of the Latrocinium an@ the deposition of Ibas, Irenasus, Domnus and
Theodoret to reach Nestorius in the desert.zm' Scholars have tried to establish
" a later terminus a quo, but I propose to show that there is nothing in the
Liber Hez\"acl-idis which can positively indicate that Nestorius himself was alive
later than“the end of 449,

' _ : 222

Be thune-Baker was rsther more confident when he began an article:.
'The recovery of the work of Nestoriuse..the Book of Heracleides shows con-
clusively that Nestorius survived the Council of Chalcedon.'

In Session I of the Council of Chalcedon on 8 October 451 it is
recorded that after the proceedings, the whole assembly broke spontaneously
into the singing of the Trisagion. This was the first occasion when we know
that it was used. The occasion seems to be alluded to in the Book of Heracleides,
but as we shall see in a later section, we have to discount this, as the portions

which include it are later :i.n‘l'.erpola.'l‘.:i.ons.225

Another possible piece of evidence which is alleged to show that
Nestorius was aware of the Council of Chalcedon, is that he knew of the deposition



and exile of Dioscorus, Bishop of Alexandria after Cyril. N‘e.lstorius certainly
seems to allude to the downfall of Dioscorus=224 :

'And he who was able (to do) everything, that is Dioscorus, bishop of Alex-
andria, was reckoned as naught. I say indeed, as naught, since he had recourse
to flight and was looking out (means) not to be deprived and banished into
exile.'

Duchesne says:zzs 'The last fact that he has mentioned in his
memoirs is a local fact, the £light of Dioscorus to esoﬁpe deposition and exile.
This relates to some rumour, or to some episode -otherwise unknown but prier to
the Council of Chalcedon. Of that Nestorius does mot speak.'

Bethune-Baker notes that in fact Dioscorus attended the Council of
Chaloedon and tried to bluff his way through the proceedings. He was informally
deposed on 8 October as we have seen, and was formally deprived of his office
at the third session five days later. Bethune-Baker says that, although the
Boperor issued an edict confirming the decrees on 7 February 452, he did not
issue the decree of banishment until 6 July. He felt therefore that Nastorius
wrote the passage after the Council but before the 'Acta' or the notice of
banishment had reached him in the Upper Nile regi.o'n.z?‘6

But this is far too great an assumption from such a small piece of
evidence. In the context, the Council of Chalcedon is not mentioned at all,
and Ne:storins has just declared that God has replaced Caelestine by L90,227 s
that truth might out:22S

'God allowed these things to come to pass contrariwise, that he might cause
the bishop of Romg, who was exercising the direction of the plotting of the
Council in Fphesus against me, to pass away, and (that) he might make him
agree with and confirm what was said by the bishop of Constantinople.'

o

Surely the Bishop of Comstantinople in questién here is Flavian, and there is

no doubt that Dioscorus, worried by a possible alliance between Constantinople
and Rome, might exhibit the anxiety which Nestorius describes with a metsphorical
hyberbole, before the Latrocinium. He is therefore describing the atfempts of
Flavian to win support and to defend his condemnation of Rutyches in the period
between the Synod of Constantinople in November 448 and the Latrocinium. That
this meeting rather than the Council of Chalcedon is the meeting to which refer-
ence is being made seems to be confirmed by Nestorius' remarks later in the
paragraf»h:zz9

'But God...proved it by his (the Empcror's)aid in (the affair of) Rutyches and
in (that of) Flavian, whereby it was seen that he gave not (permission) for
an assembly to be held, and those who were assembled permitted not aught to be
said except what they were commanded (to say); but they condemn~d themselves
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also in fear and in ignominy,’'
Here he is certainly referring to the Latrocinium.

So far there is no evidence that Nestorius was writing after the
Council of Chalcedon. Bethune~-Baker also cites the references to the invasions
of the barbarians together with earthquakes as evidence of a later death for
Nestorius.zso He cites in particular the prophecy that Leo would deliver up
the sacred vessels to buy off the barbarians who were surrotinding Rome under
Attila in 452.251 Unfortunately again this evidence cannot be counted because
the referenceé to the disasters prophes:i.etl252 occur in the interpolations alresady
mentioned, and to which Abramowski has called attention.

We are thus forced back in our attempt to determine the terminus ad
quen to the remaining question which we asked at the beginning of the discussion,
Some scholars cite the alleged knowledge by Nestorius of the death of the Fmperor
Theodosius II on 28 July 450.25° The succession of Pulcheria, who took as
husband and Emperor, the soldier-senator Marcian, meant an immediate swing of
imperial favour against Futyches and Dioscorus. If it could be proved that
Nestorius was aware of the death of Theodosius II, he would have been aware of
its political importance and the possibility of his own vindication at a General '
Council. He certainly notes on one single occasion that 'Theodosius, who had
raised himself up against God, was taken from (their) midst'.2>Y  However, agsin,
we have to discount this piece of evidence as authentic to Nestorius because it
comes within ong of the i.nterpolations s and no other evidence is found to suggest
Nestorius knew of the event, in sections that were written by him.

In order to make his hypothesis work Bethune~Baker had to discount
the evidence recorded by Evagrius of a belief current at the time of the Council
of Chdcedon that Nestorius was already dead.255 Evagrius o:l.tes 236 a letter of
Bustathius of Berytus, who had been deprived bgcause he had accepted the
proceedings of the Latrocinium, but was later reinstated because bhe only did so

under pressure 'l‘he extract from his letter is important ev:.dence. ,
UTavr gevTes Se TkAw oL jqfou vreg Neo"roeuou Tot ,\u X vTo -:!g a:u«oSou
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_ M.R.Reveillout translates this passage:>>' '13 arrivsrent ceux
qui suivent avec op:i.nia{\trete’ le parti de Nestorius et ils se mirent a vociferer
contre le concileees’ But Bethune-Baker translates the passage :2%8 " 1403 those
who wo going to fetch the remains of Nestorius came again and carried out against
the Council, saying, Why are holy men anathematised? So that the Bumperor was
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indignant and ordered his guards to drive them off to a distance'. He justifies
this translation because of the comment Fvagrius makes immediately afterwards:
‘How then Nestorius was summoned (or recalled) when he had already departed this
life ( Tov &vreu Be\/}lé‘lao'r;j), I cannot tell'. -

It is true there were all sorts of legends about the death of
Nestorius, including one that he died of cancer of the tongue, but these were
no doubt, the pious hopes of his opponents.s However the letter of Fustathius
of Berytus makes it clear that a report of Nestorius' recent death seems to
have been circulating at the time of the Council of Chalcedon and that his friénds
were setting off for BEgypt to collect the body. Bethune-Baker relates the
story of the dream of Macarius » bishop of Tkou, just before the council members
were about to set off,' a8 dream which apfea-red to come true when a messenger
arrived with the actual news of Nestorius' death. He suggests that this was a
case of wish-fulfilment and that extremists of the Alexandrian party tried to
make sure that the rumour spread..259 In support of this theory he suggests
that Evagrius did not make usg of the later portions of the Treatise of Hera-
cleides, simply because he was bored with the rep<tions of the earlier sections
and did not bother to complete his reading. This would seem to be a little
harsh to the historian., However an alternative view that Evagrius had a first
Greek edition which did not have the second section of Book II seems equally
possible. In any case we cannot lightly dismiss a story current at the time
that Nestorius was dead before the Council of Chalcedon.

Having answered the'mxestions at the beginning of our attempt to
decide on the evidence for the date of the death of Nestorius, it is possible
to summarise as followse It can be shown that Nestorius was aware of the Tome
of Leo, and also of the events of the Latrocinium, and also of the death of
Flavian., ©Even if we take Chadwick's view that the latter did not die until

'Fe,bruary 450, we have an effective terminus a quo. it almost turns out to be
the terminus ad quem also, because we cannot show from the Book of Heracleides
that Nestorius knew of the death of Theodosius, and either the summoning or the
results of the Council of Chalcedon. The date of the death of Theodosius is
known to have been on 28 July 450. .

/ ! i

We are thus left with the conclusion that the last possible evidence
from the Treatise itself which can certainly be ascribed to Neatorius, is that
the Latrocinium had taken p_laée and its full effec‘i: known. To allow this time
to filter through to Nestorius, we must admit thet he was alive and able to

write the last section of the Treatise in the winter 449-450, It is almost
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certain that he did not know that the Emperor Theodosius had died or else he
would have included a reference to this, as a disciple seems to have done shortly
af'te,r.24° Bverything here depends upon the extent of the interpolations.
Possibly Nestorius knew of the Fumperor's death and at .’I-.éas‘f’-the possibility of a
new council being éa1196_. for which the Treatise may have been a brief for the
defence in absentia.

The most probable view appears to be that Nestorius died some time
in 450 and about the sametime as Theodosius. -This would explain the rumours
current in the Alexandr:l.an party about a possible return of Nestorius to favour
or alternatively about his recent death. Both would fit well with the growing
fears of the extreme Alexandrians, who immediately after the accession of
Marcian and Pulcheria could see the way events would turn, even before the
convocation of a General Council was issued.

Therefore Nestorius ended his long exile in the desert still
proclaiming his innocencee Some of his humble closing remarks may be quoted:

'But may Nestorius be anathgmatised; but may they sey what I pray them to

say concerning God... But I have endured the torment of my life and all my
- (fate) in this world as the torment of ome day and lo! I have now already

got me to (the time of my) dissolution, and daily every day I beseech God

to accomplish my dissolution, whose eyes have seen the salvation of God.'

241

A concluding epitaph is provided by Loof's: 'How rich the years of
exile Were in tragic events we have seen already (in his first lecture). I nerely
renark here that Nestorius in these years was even before his death a dead man
for the world = I mean the orthodox churche He now was nothing but the con-
demned heretic, noth-iné but the cause of offence thrust out from the people of God.

'He - was really not dead: he hailed with joy the change of the situat-
ion after the robber-synod, .hailed with joy Leo's letter to Flavian, hailed with
joy the new council he saw in prospeot.242 He did not live to experience the
fact that this council, too, condemned him ani that also Theodoret, who even up to
his death held to him, was forced to ‘consent to his condeﬁmtion. With this the
tragedy of Nestorius' life came to an end. Now he was regarded by all in the
church as a cursed heret;i.o; now for him camg to pass what, according to the edict
of 435, was to be the future of his adherents: he had not only supported the
. punishment of being covered with igiominy during his lifetime, but also after
his death did not escape from ignominy. ' '
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'The orthodox saw in his sufferings nothing but a just penalty:
Nestorius himself called his life a tragedy. I, too, used the same expression,
But his life was a tragedy only if he was guiltlesss The question as to
whether be was guiltless (will concern us lateﬂ.'m



33.

Chapter One Notes

1. J oF.Bathune-Baker, Nestorius and his Teaching. p.1

2. Socrates, HeF. VII,29 (P.G.1xvii,804A). Many of the details of Nestorius'
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4, J.F.Bethune-Baker, ibid., p.6, n.2, quoting Gennadius (£1.480), 'he _
composed innumerable tracts on various subjects in which with subtle malice
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25, Nestorius also proposed GeoS oXos" ('sbe who received God'). This would
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24,  Sermo, IX, Nestoriana, pp.249-264, preserved complete in Latin 'by Marius

- Mercator EP L. xlviii, 828B-829B); some fragments are also preserved in
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Sermo IX, Nestor:.ana, P.251,21ff,: 'Audiant hasc, qui ..., sicut modo
cognovimus, in (ex°) nobis invicem frequenter sciscitantur: Oeoréwos
Maria, an auten xveg»W°f°Kos°'

Ibid., pp.249-264; cf. Sermo XVIII, Nestoriama, p.300,15: 'Non, dicit,
inquiunt, 7o Eeoré Ko , et hoc est totum, quod nostris sensibus ab illis
opponitur,'

John of Antioch, Pp. ad Nestor., A.C.0. I,1,i, pp.93-6

Nestorius, ®p. VII ad Joann, Ant., Nestoriana, pp.163-6, see esp. p.185,
10f.: 'Volentibus concessi, ut pie genitricen vel particcn dei virginem
nominarent,'

Nestorius, Ep. I ad Caelestin. I, Nestoriana, pp.165-8, see espe. pP.167,24:
'ferri tamen potest hoc vocabulum,'

Sermo X, Nestoriana, p.275f.

Ibid., p.272, 15f

Sermons Pr., III, Nestoriana, p.355,17ff,

Caelestine, ¥p. ad Nestor., I,1,i, pp.77-85.

Nestorius, Fp.I ad Caelest. I, Nestoriana, pp.165-8, preserved only in
Latin.

Nestorius, Bp. II ad Caelest. II, Nestoriana, pp.170-2, s-e esp. p.171.
DrH., pp.103ff. The full text is given in A.C.0. I,1,i, pp.23=5

Supra, pe.4, n.27

Ope.cite, P33 :3 Duchesne, pp.251-4

Cyril, Pp. X ad apokrisarios Constantinopoli constitutos, A.C.0. I,l,i,
PP.110-2, cfe Latin translation of Marius Mercator, P.L. xlviii, 813A-814A
Ibid., PoL. xlt¥iii, 817A~B, preserved only inLatin.

Ibide, PeG. 1lxxvii, 68C=69A, preserved only in Greek.

DrH., p.101

For tha fuller argument see Loofs, op.cit., pp.38-41

Ibid., pe41

See inf,'ra. Pe k-Of-

Nestorius, Pp.IL.  ad Caelest. II, Nestoriana, pp.169-72; Duchesne, p.229f.
Bethune-Baker, op.cit., p.8f

Nestorius, Pp.V ad Cyrill.II, Nestoriana, pp.175-80

See supra. pe5, n.20.

Cyril ¥p.IV ad Nestor. II, Bindley-Green, pp.95-7, A.C.0. I,1,i, pp.25-8
Ibldo

See “vefSQ DrH., pp0141fo’ 162, 257

cy'!'il’ mo X1 ad Ca.elest., AOCQOQ I’l’ﬁ, Pp.10-12

John Cassian, De Incarnatione Domini contra Nestorium Libri VII, P,L, 1,
9=272; CSEL xvii, 233=391; cf. Nestoriana, pp.51-7

Nestorius, Ep. I ad Gaelest, I, Nestoriana, pp.165-8

See supra, p.6

For a fuller treatment, see Grillmeier, pp.292-9

Caelestine, ¥p. XI ad Cyrill., P.L. 1,459C-463C; also preserved in Greek
(A.C.0. I,1,i, PP«75~7); Duchesne, p.254f.

Caelpstlne, Fp. XII ad Joann. Ant., P.L. 1, 4654-69A

Caelestine, Fp. XIII ad Nestor., Pl.L, 1,4693'85A

Cyril, Fp. XVI ad JuVenal, A.C.0, I,l,i, pp.96-3

Cyril, Ep. XTI. ad Joann. Ante, AeC.0. I,1,i, pp.92-3

John of Antioch, Ep. a.d Nestor., AeCeOs I,l,i, PPe93~6; Duchesne, p.238,
e SPe NeJe

Nestorius, Fpe. VII ad Joann, Ant.,, Nestoriana, pp.185-6; See supra, pp.5-4
Nestorius, Ep. VI ad Caelest. III, Nestoriana, pp.181-2

The fact that Cyril was able to:reach agreement relatively easily with
the Syrian bishops provided they disowned Nestoriusis evidence of this.
For evidence of the patriarchal rivalries, and the gssessment of the
relative importance of doctrinal and ecclesiastical issues in the condemn-

" ation of Nestorius, see infrg. Ch. Two.
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From the Records of the things which were done against me at Ephesus.
Peter, priest of Alexandria and chief of the secretaries says: 'When
formerly the reverend Nestorius received consecration to become bishop

of the holy church of Constantinople, and a few days were passed by, his
homilies which disturbed those who read them were brought by certain men
from Constantinople, so that there rose on that account much disturbance
in the holy church. When then the rewverend bishop of Alexandria, Cyril,
learned this, he wrote one letter and a second unto his reverence, full
of counselsand warning; and in reply to these he wrote that he listered
not, hardening himself and resisting the things which were written. And
withal again, when the reverend bishop, Cyril, learned that the letters
and books of his homilies had been sent by him to Rome, he also wrote to
the pious bishop of the church of Rome, Celestinus, by the hand of the
deacon Poseidonius, whom he commanded, (saying), "if thou findest that
the books and the homilies and the letters have been delivered, give also
t hese things which have been written by me; but if not, bring them

back hither without now delivering them.” But when he found that his
letter and his hoanilies had been delivered, necessarily he also delivered
(those of Cyril). And those things which were proper...were written by
the pious and saintly bishop of Rome, Celestinus.' (DrH., pp.151f) _
Cyril, Fp. XVII ad Nestor, III, A.C.0. I,1,i, pp.10-25; Bindley-Green
PP. 108-115; Duchesne, pp.236ff.

Tbid. . .

The phrase or a similar ome was originally Apollinarian, but Cyril thought
it was derived from Athanasius. The existence of Apollinarian forgeries
particularly in the form of the ascription of Apollinarian treatises 1»

P athers of a more orthodox reputation was known in the sixth century
(see Leontius, Adversus fraudes Apollin.). Paul Galtier, Saint Cyrille
et Apollinaire (Gregoriamum XXXVII, pp.584-600), argues convincingly that .
these false attributions imposed themselves upon Cyril and affected his
Christology. H.M.Diepen, Douze dialogues de christologie ancienne,
defends both the integrity of Cyril and the orthodoxy of the phrase as he
used it, keenly but without complete success.

J.N.D.Kelly, Rarly Christian Doctrines, p.3524.

DrHo’ p0268. -
Nestoriana, pp.297-515, and pp.515-22. The counter- anathemas of Nestorius
are however not now usually regarded-as genuine.

Nestorius, Ep. VII ad Joann. Ant., Nestoriana, pp.183-6.

P.L. 4, 9-272; see supra, p.S8.

P.L. ﬂViii’ 8186‘8138

Theodoret, Reprehensio XII Capitulorum (with Cyril's replies), A.C.O.
1,6, pp.108-45.

Cyril, Apologia XII Capitulorum contra Orientales (with Andrew of Samosata's
criticisms), A.C.0. I,7, pp.53-68.

Cyril, Explanatio XII Capitulorum, A.C.0. I, §, pp.15-26

Cyril, Fp. XI ad Caelest., A.C.0. I,i,v, pp.10-12.

Cae].eStine, Epo ad cyrillo, A.C.O. I,i’i, Pp.75-77o P
See L.Duchesne, op.cit., Vol.III, pp.240-252; A. d'Al8s, Le Dogme d'Fphase,
PP.116-223.

A.C.0. I,1,i,30, p.119; FEp.XXII, P.G. lxxvii,132; d'Alds, pp.155,158.
Duchesne, p.243,n.1; d'Ales, pp.159-42.

Count Candidianus' instructions forebade him to be present at doctrinal
debates, but he was able to see that meetings were fairly conducted, and
was to keep order outside; see Duchesne, p.242.

a'Algs, p.l142.

Ibid., pp.142-4.

Ibid., p.145. - :

Ibid., pp.145-9.

Duchesne, p.246.
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128,
129,
150.
1351,

1352. .

135.
154.
135.

156.

56.

d'Ales, p.149 ‘
Ibid., pp.150-1. (Nestorius y Pritilas of Heraclea, Dexianus of Seleucis,
Basil of Thessaly, Himerius of Nicomedia, Alexander of Apamea, Rutherius
of Tyana, Maximus of Anagabus, Alexander of Hierapolis, Dorotheus of
Marcianopolis, and Helladius of Tarsus.)

Duchesne, : p.246,n.6.

Ibid., p.247, NeS.

A.C.0. I,iv,87; d'Alss, p.151.

d*A18s, p.154f.

Ibid., pp.155f,

Ibid., pp.164-7.

Loofs summarises: 'Two party-councils had sat and cursed each other; the
dogmatic question had remained undecided.' (Op.cit., p.53)

A.C.0. I1,1,3,89, pp.17-24; a‘'Alss, pp.168ff.

Duchesne, p.249. .

A.C.0. 1,i,5,90, pp.24~5.

A.C.0. 1,1,5,92’ pp.28-50-

A.C.0. 1,i,7,76, pp.95-105.

d'Ales, p.172.

A.C.0. 1,i,5,95,pp.51-2.

A.G 0. I 1,7 “’ pp067"8

d'Ale., p0175f., A.C.0. I,1,7r,43, ppo@‘ A.C.0. I,iv,i,l%, pp.57"80
d.'Ales, pp.176f., Aoc 0. I 1’5 94., Pp.52-5. .

d'Ale\s, P.180. ’

A.C.0. I1,i,5,105~4, pp.49-51.

A.C.0. .I,'i,5,100, ppo45-6.

Duchesne, pp.253£f.

From Cyril's council there went the Romans Philip and Arcadius, Juvenal
of Jerusalem, Flavian of Philippi, Firmius of Caesarea, Theodotus of
Ancyra, Acacius of Melitene, and Fuoptius of Ptolemais.

From John's council the representatives were John himself, Himerius of
Nicomedia, John of Damascus, Paul of Pmesa representing Acacius of Beroea,
Macarius of Laodicea representing Cyrus of Tyre, Apringius of Chalcis
representing Alexander of Apamea, Theodoret of Cyrus * representing
Alexander of Hierapolis, and Helladius of Ptolemelis.

d'Alss, p. 184; A.C.0. I1,i,3,97, pp. 39-42. ' :

Synodicon, 47. '

A.C.0. I,i,3,111~2, pp.68~70.

A.C.0, I1,1,7,55-6, p.71; Synodicon, 15; 24~6. .

Drd., p.152. Nestorius' account of the Council of Fphesus is reported
in the L.H. (DrH., pp.106-42, 267-85).

A.C.0. 1,i,7,84, pp. 124-5. The exact date is given by Socrates, H.E.
V11,57 (P G-. 1xvii, 825B). ‘ :
A.C.0. TI,iv,1,118, pp.68-9,

Isidore of Pelusium, Bp. CCCX (P.G. lxxvi, 570)

A.C.04, I,iv,1,122, pp.75=4. X

Pvidence is rscounted in d'Ales, PP.191-4,

Synodicon, 50,208.

d'Ales, p.195, A.C.0. 1,1,4,120, pp.3~5.

Synodicon, 55; cf. d'Ales, 197,199f. '

Synodicon, 51; A.C.O. I,i,7,105, P«146; Letter to Simon - Syn., 52;
A.c.o. 1’1’4’121’ Posf.

Synodicon, 125,129; A.C.0. I,i,7,105, p.146. The six propositions are
listed by d'Aleés, p.199f, and examined on pp.200ff.

®p. XIV, P.G. 1xxvii,97; 'A.C.0. I,i,l 16, PP.98=9. E'p_. XV, P.G. Ixxvii,
100-1, A.C.0. I,i,1,17, pp.99-100; d'Ales, P.197.

d'Ales, P«194, .
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137. A.C.0. I,i,7 (Collectio Atheniensis),107, pp.147-150; Fp. XXXIII
P.G. lxxvii, 157-162.

1358. pp.202-6.

139. A.C.0. I1,i,7,106, p.147.

140. A.C.O0. I,i,4,124~5, pp.8-11

141. Duchesne, p.264.

142, Synodicon, 91.

145. A.C.0. I,i,4,130, p.53.

144, Supra, p.ll. .

145, Preserved in Latin - A.C.0. I,iv,1, pp.55-7; in Greek - A.C.0. I,i,7,
ppo 69-700

146. ©PFp. XXXIV, Bindley-Green, pp.141-4.

147. Bindley-G-reen, p.142-

148. Op.cit, p.3500.

149. e.g. Duchesne, p.265. . '

150,  A.C.0. I,i,6, pp.125f (on article 4). The Greek is 'eleven' and 'ten & one'.

.151. T.Sagi—Bunfc, Deus Perfectus, Homo Perfectus, p.24.

152. Op.cit., p.500ff.

1535. p.302. : _

154. Jobn of Antioch, Bp. ad Cyrill. preserved as Cyril Fp. XXXVIII, A.C.O.
I,iv, pp.7-9.

155. Cyril, Ep. XXXIX ad Joann. Ant. A.C.0. I,iv, pp.15-20; Bindley-Green, -
PPe.141=4, -

156, Cyril, Pp. XL ad Acaciam, A.C.0. I,iv, pp.20~-32; Ep. XLIV ad Eulogium,
ibid., pp.35~7; Ep. XLV ad Successum I, A.C.0. I,vi, pp.151-7; Ep.XLVI
ad Successum IT, pp.157-62. :

157. Dp.265, n.l.

158. For the two Cyrils, conciliatory and recalcitrant, see Duchesne, p.281f.

159. Theodoret, Fp. ad Nestor. A.C.0. I,iv,2 pp.149-50 preserved only in Latin.

160. A.C.0., I,iv,2, pp.150=-3, The attempts to get a uniform settlement are
described in the L.H. (DrH. pp.286-93).

i61. Op.cit.', posso : .

162, A.C.0. I,iv,5,189, line 24; of. Ep. ad Andream Samosatem, A.C.0. I,iv,2,
pp.151-2.

165, Symodicon, 150.

164, Synodicon, 190.

165. 4d'Algs lists (p.296f) the following: from A.C.0. I,iv,5,279, p.203-4:
Alexander of Hierapolis, Abbibus of Dolichium, Dorotheus of Mareianopolis,
Valerian and Rudocius from the same province of Moesia, Meletius of
Mopsuestia, Zenobius of Zephyrium in Cilicia, Putherius of Tyana,
Apastasius of Tenedus, Pausian of Ypata, Basil of Larissa, Julian of
Sardica, Theosebus of Cios, Acylinus of Barbalissus, and Maximian of
Dimitrias. '

166, See Nestorius' own account, Dri. pp.529-35.

167. Cod. Theos., xvi.5,66.

168. Synodicon 188,9.

169. DrH., pp.272-8.

170. The rise of Rutyches is described in the L.H. (DrH., pp.536-45). He had
500 monks under his rile.

171. DrH., p.356. He was a man of moderate views, and although not a
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Chapter Two

WHAT ARE THR HISTORICAL REASONS FOR THE CONDEMNATION OF NESTORIUS?

It is necessary first of all to define the limits set within this
chapter. G.L.Prestige has summarised the causes of Nestorius' fall as :
a. the unorthodox inferences which others drew from the extreme Antiochene
school of thought; b. the resentment at the man and his see as upsta.rts.1
We cire not concerned at this juncture w:i.th the question whether the opponents
of Nestorius were right in their Judgements concerning his orthodozy, rather
we will examine the political and eccles:.ast:.cal causesS. th.le it is important
to recall with Sellers, 'yet at bottom the conflict was governed, not by the
political, but by the religious motive, each side being firmly persuaded that
it was fighting for the preservation of the truth of the Gospel'z, the directly
theological issues in the downfall of Nestorius will be reserved for consider-
ation in later chapters.

Rome:. 014 and New

The whole conflict can easily be summa.rised'. Fear and jealousy of the
rise in prestige of Constantinople on the part of the ancient sees of the Church
was the root cause of their attacks on the. holders of the bishopric of 'new
Rome'. Onle/ the one side there was tradition and prestige and on the other
political threats and the rise of upstart sees - Constantinople of course,
but Jerusalem and Ephesus also come into the story.

The principal upstart was New Rome. Unlike the Apostolic See of the Wes.t
(and for that matter the Apostolic Sees in the Rast), the See of Constantinople
had no real claim to Apostolic foundation, though an attempt was later made
to remedy this by attributing this to St Andrew and perhaps by the description
of Constantinc. as the 'equal of the Apostles' (1o'o<;1\'o’o--ro)~os ). This appeal
to apostolic foundation was not an empty desire for prestige, but the basis for
real and moral authority. It had been given to Constantinople largely because
the empadrs of the Fastern Roman Fupire had decided to enhance the prestige of
the bishop in their civil capital. When Constantine refounded Constantinople,
it was inevitable that the see of Byzantium would sometime be raised to the
status of a Patriarchate. This was a corollary of state control over the 8hurch.
But it did mean that the old authority of Rome, the capital of the West, was
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being challenged by an upstart, and from the point of view of Rome this had

to be resisted. - Indeed the pretensions of Constantinople led to a working
alliance between Rome and Alexandria. The axis tended to be political rather
than theological for Western Christology had more in common with Antioch rather
than Alexandria. If Leo's Tome is any guide, Rome had greater sympathy with
Pastern dualist Christology than with Alexandrian moniam.5

It is a matter of continual controversy as to how great was the
authority of the Bishop of Rome in the early period of the Church. It is
interesting to note that Cyril of Alexandria writing to Pope Caelestine I in
order to get his support calld him 'Most Holy Father' in spite of his own
seniority of consecration, and in his letter recalled the tradition that
serious questions were to be submitted f‘or,;judge;e\nt to Rome. fle did not -
mention that this tradition had been ignored wheh Theophilus, then Bishop of
Alexandria, had sought to remove John Chrysostom, in spite of the pleas of
the Pope.

Alexandria was not the only plaintiff to the see of Rome and we find
both contenders repeatedly writing to the Pope and explaining their theological
positions, and often attempting to prevent their opponents' mail getting through.
In many controversies the contestants wrote numerous letters - to the emperors,
to court and civil officiaia., and to bishops of other important sees, to win
support for their ce,\:ISe.6 Nevertheles's it does seem that many appealed to the
Pope as a particularly weighty authority, not so muchbecause they thought he
was a test of orthodoxy but because there was no doubt that he had considerable
influence. Prestige neatly sums up the position: 'Rome never condoned anything
that it believed to be heresy; having few positive theological gifts of its
own it maintained a faithful guardianship over other people's.'7

5

Certainly in 380 Theodosius I had proclaimed that his measure of
orthodoxy was the faith held by the two sees of Rome and Alexandria. The
Council of Constantinople in the following year assigned to Constantinople as
the New Rome the place of honour in the east that Rome enjoyed in the west, a
position of pre-eminence before all the other sees except the Papal c:'l.'l'.y.8
The city built by Constantine had until then no metropolitan status, much less
that of a patriarchate. The primacy was one of respect and not of Jurisdiction
and it was not until the Council of Chalcedon seventy years later that the
Patriarch was given metropolitan status over some bishops from the 'diocese’

of Asia M:i.nor.9
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- 'That this primacy among Fastern patriarchates. did not extend to
matters of faith is proved by the. remarkably slow progress towards universal
recognition of_the Creed associated with the Council of Constantinople in 581.
It is a strange fact that it was the Creed of the Council of Nicaea which
remained the_canon of _strict orthodoxy until the Councjil .9'3_Cha.lcédon (451)
which sccepted. the Creed of Nicasa but ratified or gave jurisdictional author
ity to the Creed of Constantin.ople.lo_ .Neither the.Council of Ephesus (451)
nor the Latrocinium of 449 appealed tq any other Creed than that of Nicaea.
'Even the Home Synod called at Constantinople by Flavian agginst Butyches in 448
did not quote the creed of 381. Cyril was a stickler for the Creed of Nicaea
as the sufficient test of orthodoxy and poured scorn on Nestorius for a supposed
alteration of the clause on the Incarnation. While Kelly's solutionll that
the term 'the. faith of Nicaea' might have a wider. reference to orthodox creeds
other than the Creed of Nicaea itself and while certaiyly both Theodore of/n -
Mopsuestia and Nestorius used crisds which were fuller than the Nicene architype
and which overlap with the Creed .of 381, it is clear that neither the friémfs/
nor the enemies of Constantinople considered that any special doctrinal
.significance belonged to.a Creed produced by a Council held in the capital city
of the Bast until it received ecumenical status at the Council of Chalcedon. |

—  But this_gradual rise of Constantinople inevitably caused jealousy _
on the part of_the Patriarchs of Romg and Alexandria and they became firm allies
in most disputes_before the Council of Chalcedon. Rome certainly. was very
suspicious_of the domination .of the Church in Constantinople by the Court,. and
no d.oubt. feared that with the delicate situation in the Western half of the
Roman Bmpire, an ascendency for the civil authorities in the Fast might mean
that New Rome completely superseded 0ld Rome.

-In 395 on the death of Theodosius I the empire was divided between
his two sons and from then on it is necéssaxy to think of 'the two parts of the
Pupire separately. It has already been noted that the Church in the Rast,.
and particularly that of Constantinople, was very much tied up with the Fmperor.
In the West the situation was entirely different. The Papacy enjoyed a position
of authority_much more independent of the Empire. . Tl_xe Court might be at
Milan or Ravenpa, but in Rome the Pope was the sole leader. Further, the
unstable political situation in the West, the frequent rise of usurpers and the
growing threat from the barbarians greatly_increased the_spiritual authority.
and political power of the Pope. The Pope might be able to master the Western
‘mperor, but it locked as though his. brother in Constantinople might be able to
have greater influence with the more powerful Fastern Emperor. Naturally, the
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the Popes resented the position but, although they tried to influence the eastern
court through the western, they were not very.successful as in the case of
Chrysoston and much later Flavian.l? They needed move powerful allies in the
'Popes' of Alexandria.

In these circumstamces it was only to be expected that the Pope Caelestine
(422-32) and his successors should have opposed the Nestorian cause when its
prime_mover was Patriarch of New Rome. Papal opposition was basically caﬁsed
by the fear of _a new authority in the church and a new_influence in the civilised
Tmpire and, theological iésuas aside, this would have been enough to stir the
Pope. _ In fact he wrote a letter to Cyril in 430 from a Roman synod which _
made_the following points:15 Nestorius' teaching was unacceptable, therefore
his excommunications were void; therefore he must retract or step down, and
do so within ten days of receiving the letter; he must profess the doctrine _of
the churches. of Rome and Alexandria; Cyril was appointed as a representative
of Rome as well as in his own right to execute the sentence.

-It is interesting to note that Nestorius had not merely to subscribe -
to the. faith of Nicaea, but to the interpretation of that faith by the churches
of Rome and Alexandria. We have seen how Cyril interpreted this order.?
Meanwhile the Papal policy of allinace. .with Alexandria against Constantinople
and _Antioch continued until just before Chalcedon when 'through his celebrated
Tome which he now sent to Flavian, the representative of Peter.... announced
to the _world that the traditional alliance between his see and that of Alexandria
had been broken.'1.5_ . Leo realised that the truth was more important <than
political manceuvres, and that, if Rome_held the truth, moderate Antiochene
Christology was more akin to it than the Alexandrian Christology expounded by
Futyches, and Dioscorus the successor of Cyril.,

_~ It seems that Nestorius did himself a great injustice, much more than he
knew, in accepting the Pelagian exiles condemned in the west, into communion .
et Constantinople. Any claim on Roman sympathy was gone, and the way was open
for Cyril. By contrast at Chalcedon, Leo, affronted by the refusal to read.
his Tome at the Latrocinium, was on the rampage against Dioscorus and Rutyches.
It was now_clear that Rome could not simply give Alexandria carte blanche...

We have seen how Cyril interpreted this order; he behaved as if he had the

Roman proxy vote in his-pocket.



Chrysestom and Ne steri_us

Scholars_have noted the similarity of character between these two
holders of the see of Constantinople,.® and elso the diversity of alliances
which sought to remove them.. Both were monks, both came from Antioch and
also were considerably influenced by the Antiechene teaching. Both were
eloquent preachers, and John's nickname bears witness to this. It was Nest-
orius' preaching, eapecially about the title Oeo Té»@ that brought him into
the oontroversy.l? But Nestorius had a _greater intellectual mind than his
predecessor and was a.greater. speculative and creative theologian, though
considerably influencéd by Theodore of Mopsw,-stia.ls

Becaus'e both Alexandria and Antioch had such tight party networks there ..
was not much either side _could do on its home~-ground. Constantinople therefore
became the natural battle-ground between the fwo. Constantinople was a new _
see without theological traditions, but there was a te!_ldency for Antioch to get
in its own candidates (though not always), and as a result the Popes of Alex-
andiia tended to make their position intolerable. Thus Gregory of Nagzianzus .
resigned in disgust (383), Chrysostorm was exiled (%98), Nestorius was condemned_
.a8 a heretic and exiled (451), and Flavian died from ill-treatment (449). .There
was usually an _Alexapd.i:i,_a;n_ghg.;‘gé d'affaires in Constantinople who could be relied
upon to stir up troub_le a:b' Ehe appropriate moment, and so this procedure became
standard drill. But we should note that not all the bishops of Constantinople
were recruited from Antioch.or had Antiochene christqlogical sfymf:athies. Of'ten
a balance of power between the two parties in the capital was maintained. |

Lo

e

There was precedent for an attack on the occupant of the throne of
Constantinople by a Patriarch_of Alexandria. Cyril's. uncle and predecessor,
Theophilus, tried in 398 to get his_ownh candidate consecrated.bishop of Con-
stantinople, but was forced to consecrate the candidate of the government's
choice, Chrysostom, whox;l the imperial officers had kidnapped from Antioch for
the purpose. Having failed to prevent the elevation of John, it was largely
the power of Alexandria,.together with imperial disfavour, and the attacks of
local clergy who had been disciplined by Chrysostom, that brought about. his
downfall. Similarly, after a disputed candidature between the presbyter Philip
and Proclus, bishop-elect of (:yzicus:]'9 s it was the Emperor Theodosius II_who
chose another candidate from Antioch for the vacant see of Constantinople in
428, and Cyril was faced with Nestorius.

Isidore of Pelusium seems to have been the only one of the Alexandrian

h
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camp who felt able to criticise his patriarch, but what this recluse had to
say in his letter, concerning the impréss:’_.on made by Cyril et Ephesus,_ is ..
important:zo 'He is sister's son to Theophilus and in disposition takes after _
him, Just as the uncle openly expended his fury against the inspired and beloved
John, so also the _nephew seeks to set himself up in his turn, although there is
considerable difference between the things at-stake.'

There is a later example of Alexandrian interference in the episcopate
of Cyril's successor Dioscorus (444-51). Unlike Cyril he was prepared to throw
moderation to the winds and in the dispute over Butyches he used every method
possible to triumph over_.Flavia.n.21 At ‘!;he Latrocinium it was Diocorus to-
gether with Juvenal of Jerusalem who dominated the council ( just as Cyril had
done at his sessions of the Council of Fphesus) and condemned not only Ne'storius'
and Ibas, but also Theodoret, Domnus and Flavian. The latter was to die at
the hands of Dioscorus' followers.'22

Therefére we have the case of Theophilus, who was said by contemporaries .
to have 'gone to Constantinople_to degrade Chrysostom!' ,25 We have the pressures
of Cyril ageinst Nestorius. We have the ill-treatment and murder..of Flavian
to lay at the feet of Dioscorus. And, at an earlier date (379) we find that
Peter, Patriarch of Alexandria had tried to put his candidate in place of Gregory
of Nazianzus. In the case of Chrysostom the Court allied with Alezandria
against_the hg;l.der of the throne.of Constantinople (and thereby Antioch).. 1In
the case of Nestorius, it was Alexandria and Rome against Antioch and a reluctant
Courts . In both cases ths basic opposition came. from Alexamh_:'ia. What then._
were the reasons._why the Alexandrian patriarchs were so opposed to their brothetrs
at Constantinople and why in particular did Cyril have a grudge ageinst Nestorius?

We nmust now turn to examine his motives in this t;ase.z4

_ Like the Pope of Bome, the Pope of Alexandria felt threatened by the.
sudden_rise of the Bishop_of Constantinople.  Rome had the apostolic authority
of Peter and Paul, and Alexandria claimed the foundation of Mark, the 'interpreter
of Peter', but Constantinople had only acquired the relics of Andrew and Luke
in 557. . Also Alexandria.could boast St Athanasius who almost_alone had defended
'the cause of orthodoxy when most of the Fast, including the see of Constant-
inople_was under the sway of Arianism (c.357-80). = The Bishop of Alexandria was
sole metropolitan of Egypt and could command the. support of its desert_monks
and his suffragan bishops. The relations between the bishops of Alexandria and
the monks of Egypt was particularly close. Athanasius had alike supported and

been supported by them during his exiles.25 Cyril wrote his first letter in
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the Nestorian controversy‘to the monks of Emt.% Dioscorus however alien-

ated them by his financial exactions from them. ... Fusebius of Nicomedia said
that a bishop of Alexandria was 'a rich man and powerful and able to do
any'bhing.'27 ce,rta.ainly Cyril's power seems to have been very great when for
obvious reasons he sought the downfall of Nestorius, and, at the time of the
Council of Fphesus, he was accused of bribing the court officials.zs_ This .
upstart Constantinople with another of its 'golden mouthed' bishops was a blow
to his prestige and the authority of his sees, By dealing with Nestorius,
Cyril hoped both to strike Constantinople by showing its bishop was not sound
in the faith and to enhance the prestige of Alexandria by showing the stedfast-
ness of its orthodoxy. -

There was the added threat that Nestorius was following up tlré cause
of some Alexandrian clergy in Constantinople.2°  After he had written the third
letter to Ngstorius with its 12 anathema35° there was also the possibility of a
counter-charge against him. Duchesne says:51 'Ag to the proceerdings with
which he was threatened, Cyril was inwardly more concerned than he was willing
to avow.' Therefore following the lead of his uncle, Cyril used a coup de force
by putting himself in the judgement- seat to avoid being accused, and he openly
said: 'Let not this poor creatiire imagine that I shall allow myself to be tried
by him, whatever may be the type of accusers he will hire against me. The roles
will be reversed. I shall refuse to recognise his {urisdiction, and I shall
know well enough how to compel him to make his own de;fence."'!’2

In the dogmatic letter with i‘fs twelve anathéma_s attached, Cyril

. demanded that Nestorius should affirm not so much the faith of the universal
church, but of the Alexandrianchurch, though this was also held to be the proper
interpretation of the Creed of Nicaea both by east and west.°>  But Cyril
displayed a further reason for his attack when he held up Alexandria as the norm
of interpretation, for Nestorius was an exponent of the extreme position of
Antiochene Christology, the rival school.“ The Pmperor decided, however, that
the whole disptite should be settled in the context of an ocecumenical council.55

_The Patriarch of Ale:ia.ndria. might claim the interprete_r of Peter as
his forerunner,'but the Patriarch of Antioch, like the Pope could point to the
Apostle himself being recorded in Antioch;56 and he might have argued that
whereas Alexandria had produced Athanasius the champion of orthodoxy, it had
also fostered the heresy of Apollinarius ( and was later to produce Rutyches).
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John of Antioch (428-41) had a huge 'diocese' under his sway and he
too could count on the support of monks = those of Syria. In 431 he had no
hesitation in excommunicating Cyril.®! Like Nestorius he had venerated the
teaching of Theodore of Mopsuestia, although he relied heavily for his doctrinal
statements on Theodoret of Cyrus.58 It was not surprising that he could not
allow Antiochene Christology to decline before that of Alexandria. But in
addition to the two rival schools of Christology, the whole question of the
prestige of the two ancient patriarchates was at stake. By supporting
Nestorius, John was defending Antioch, just as by attacking Nestorius, Cyril
was attacking an Antiochene. When the Antiochene position seemed to be secured
in the Formulary of Reunion. John felt reluctantly able to abandon Nestorius
(‘though a few like Theodoret did not)59 and this really sealed the deposition

of the former Patriarch of Constantinople.

It may also be sﬁown that theambition of Juvenal of Jerusalem and
Memnon of Rphesus also served to assist the downfall of Nestorius. Of Juvenal
Duchesne says:4o 'This ambitious prelate was engaged at that time in trying to
create a Patriarchate for himself at the expense of Antioch; it was a matter of
grave moment to him not to offend the ecclesiastical potentate of Alexandria.'
Further explanation is not needed, but Juvenal was not so much the henchman
of Cyril as Memnon of Ephesus.41 The ancient see of Ephesus had metropolitical
status but the bishops of Constantinople were anxious to attach to their own
obedience the two 'dioceses' of Asia and Pontus. In his enthusiasm to remove
Nestorius, Memnon was willing to share imprisonment with Cyril by his whole~-

heartsd support in the See where the Council had gathered.42

Imperial Pressure

In the Fast Church and State were considered virtually to be one.

- It was the Fmperor who had called the oecumenical councils and ratified their
canons and declarations. Theodosius I had nominated Chryséstom for the see of
Constantinople in 598, and it was Theodosius II who nominated Nnostorius to the
same see thirty years later. Chrysostom had lost the support of the Court
through his uncompromising preaching; Nestorius had slighted Pulcheria by
refusing her the honours which she thought her due as & consecrated virgin.

" Actually for the first part of his reign Theodosius II was a minor, and from
414 his slightly older sister had been named Augusta. It was the later rivalry
between brother and sister which laid the court open to intrigues and bribes
from both sides.45 In this Alexandria had considerably more resources than

Constantinople.
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Cyril not only used this mefhod of inducement to win the support of
the Pmperor; he also roused the monks around Constantinople under Dalmatius of
the monastry of Isaac to try to influence the court and citizens of Constantin-
ople. - Meanwhile at Fphesus Count Candidian was seeking rather unsuccessfully
to prevent the moves of Cyril. @ His successor Count John arrested Nestorius,
ny;il and Memnon in order to maintain the balance of power, bﬁt he was not able
to reconcile them and realised only the Fmperor could do this. But the Bmperor
was powerless against the combined pressures of Rome and Alexandria. It is.
interesting to note that the reason why the Cyrilline sessions came to be
regarded as the cecumenical council of Ephesus (though not specificelly by the
Poperor) was not .thal the . representatives of the Imperial interests had
been present at them and ratified their proceedings, but their acceptance by
the three legates of Caelestine on arriva1.44 '

In fact Theodosius II had an amateur interest in theology, though
this was often surpassed by his other interest - hunting! His attitude was
.not completely consistent. If Loofs is correct he called the Council at the
request of Nestorius and was:'-.‘not best pleased with his Patriarch when things
turned out badly. His attitude at the Latrocinium was wholly different from
his initial support of Nestorius. His influence was really balanced off by that-
of'the princesses. Despite her personal artipathy to Nestorius“ it is almost
certain that Pulcheria had dualist tendencies, and this is confirmed by the new
turn of events which were to lead to the Council of Chalcedon. Thus the Court
was divided. Before Ephesus Cyril's move in writing separate treatises to
the princesses as well as to the Fmperor himself greatly displeased Theodosius.

Nestorius was sent back to Antioch after the Council of Fphesus; but,
although Cyril was still 'deposed', he managed to escape back to Alexandria.
As Cyril and John of Antioch had not been brought into communion again at Ephesus,
Aristolaus was entrusted to bring this about.46 Now imperial pressures were
able to make the leaders seek reconciliation; Cyril adopted a policy of moder-
ation and in 433 he and John were brought into communion on the basis of the '
Formulary of Reunion. Attitudes to Nestorius had changed, Cyril had been
unofficially accepted back into his see. Antioch was forced to abandon
Nestorius in order to achieve peace with the rest of the church and to have most
of its own view-points accepted alongside noderate Alexandrian Christology.
Maximianus, the new Patriarch of Coﬁstantinople swas quite content with the
situation as long as Nestorius was firmly rejected and officially deprived.
Xyxtus of Rome (432-40) was delighted with the way things had turmed out.
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Only a few of his friends were prepared to stand by Nestorius for a little

while longer.47

The story of Nestorius' deposition is not quite concluded. Diosco'rué-
hounded his followers until even Theodoret abandoned his friem..48 In this
he was assisted by the fact that Pulcheria had been banished to a convent and
the weak Theodosius was dominated by the Grand Chamberlain, Chrysaphius (441-50).
His downfall was brought about after the accidental death of the Bmperor. >
It was this which made it possible for Pulcheria and Marcian to ensure that
Constantinople should be the seat of the government of the church as well of the
state. Also as Sellers says:50 'storms in the west did not deter Marcian and
Pulcheria from embarking on their gmbitious attempt once for all tp put an
end to the doctrinal controversies, which for so long had been affecting the
well-being of Wastern Christendom.' It is a curious quirk of fate that either
Nestorius himself or at least an early interpolator appears able to declare
in the Book of Heracleides that whereas the Council might not have reinstated
him, it had indirectly vindicated his Christology. >

Thus ends the tragedy of Nestorius, and it will have been seen that
gart from any actual or assumed heresy on his part the force of circumstances
and the pressure of opponents would have made any excuse 8 possible means of
securing his downfall. As an Antiochene he might have expected Alexandrian
opposition, and he lost Roman support by ecclesiastical tactlessness. What
nade his downfall historically inevitable was a combination of the ambitions
and fears of the great sees led by Alexandria and Rome and the vacillations
of a divided Court at Constantinople itself. Unlike Chrysostom who was
theologically blameless in Alexandrian eyes, Nestorius gave a handle to them
over the question of the DeoToko( , which was based on a Chris-tology in
extreme opposition to that of Alexandria. Theological reasons apart there
were sufficient political, social and ecclesiastical reasons for his fall from
the throne of Constantinople.

It is thegefore necessary to turn now to examine the theological
background to the Nestorian crisis.
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DrH., pp.96=7. It is ironical that she should be champion of the
Dualists at Chalcedon.
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For the view that the point was made by an interpolator rather than by
Nestorius himself, see pp. l‘lﬁ and 103§,
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Chapter.Three THR CHRISTOLOGICAL CONCFPTS AND VOCABULARY OF THE ANTIOCHRN®R
TRADITION AND OF ITS OPPONENTS TO THR TIME OF THE NESTORIAN
CONTROVERSY.

The Council of Nicaea (525) opened up & new era in theological debate.
The establishment of a horm with regard to at least the first two persons of the
Trinity (the doctrine of the Holy Spirit was further clarified at Constantinople
in381) heralded a new division over the personality of Jesus Christ. Theology
(in the strict sense of the doctrine of the Trinity) gave place to Christology
in the important debates of the Fourth and Fifth centuries. Even Arianism
had strands of a Christological heresy as well as & Trinitarian error.

Just as the early debate on the Godhead was‘c;osely linked to an
exanination of the Divine Fconomy, 80 Christology emanated from Soteriolegy
and Anthropology in the works of the post~Nicene period.

Debates were staged betweep exponents of two basic schools of thought
'which have traditionally be=n designated Alexandrian and Antiochene. We shall
ser that such a division is far more complex than might at first appear. Just
as some scholars use different terms to distinguish the rivals, so thépattern
became more and more involved and some of the Fathers seemed to sit lightly
within their own tradition and even to span both streams. These other dis-
tinguishing terms are 'Monist' and 'Dualist', 'unitive' and 'divisive', or
(with Grillmeier) 'Logos-sarx' and 'Logos-anthropos'. As can be seen they all
stenm from attempts to relate the divine and human factors in the Person of our
Lord.

From the beginning there was a considerable amount of agreement between
the two traditions. Both sides held the normal Greek view of an absolute Being
who was incorruptible, immortal, impassible. Both sides accepted the definitions
of God as 'three persons in one substance' - Apollinarius and Diodore were both
staunch Nicenes. Both sides saw the logical oconnection between the need for
Man's redemption, and the answer to this in the Incarnation (and the Fucharist)
through God's grace and Man's response. It is true within this framework they
approached frou differ-nt viewpoints as we shall see, and it is vital to see
their differences within the perspective of this common ground.

To take the example of what each group meant by 'redemption', we may
say that in broad and simple terms the Alexandrians thought ‘of man's redemption
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in terms of his deification' (that is incorruptibility),? whereas for Antiochenes
it was a conversion of the will leading to the restoration of man's original '
moral harmony. The first was more ontological or mystical; the second was
clearly ethical. It has therefore been said that Alexﬁndrian thought was a
form of Christian Platonism, and Antiochene thought was more in the tradition

of a Christian Aristotelianism; or else the first was more Hellenistic, and

the second more Hebraic. But the division was not merely one of words or
method; their starting points were different.

The Alexandrians took the pib't;ure of Christ in the Johannine wr:l.tmg";,s
as their pattern. They began with the Discarnate Logos and moved into the
particularity of the Incarnate by deductive methodology. The activity ‘of the

~- Logos was thus divided vertically. In contrast the Antiochenes began with the
Synoptic view of the Man (the Incarnate Logoa,,_,) and moved towards the uncondit-
ioned Logos with induction. Because of their basic premise that a deep and
(almost) unbridgeable gulf existed between God and man, their division of the
activity of the Logos may be seen horizontaelly. The Alexandrians stressed the
unity of the Person of Christ but tended either to restrict the humanity of

" Christ or else to give it no theological im:gortance. The Antiochenes put the

accent upon the humanity but the forms of unity proposed were not able to contain

"the duality which they emphasised.

Before exanining the two schools any more deeply, it is necessary to
note the vocabulary they used, and the possibility of confusion in the terms

themselves.

CHRISTOLOGICAL VOCABULARY

R.V.Sellers not9322

'.es in setting out to present the Gospel to the world, Christian teachers were
compelled to use terms with which that world was familiar. This, however, is

" not to say that they took over the ideas with which these terms were associated
among the Greeks.'

Terminology was still somewhat plastic or fluid even in Fifth century
Christology. In Trinitarian thought it had been crystalised but the same terms
were not used so confidently in Christology. The Council of Alexandria (362)
under the influence of Athanasius, reached agreemeht upon the view that whatever
the original meaning of the terms under review, henceforth in 'Theology' the
Oneness of God would be expressed by o’-.';‘:a-fa. and ¢L:0‘LS 3 tha Threeness by ﬂeéu’cm'w

[ 3 ’

Or UTTo o™ Too (g The use of vocabulary was further complicated by the use of
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Latin terms and their Greek ,para.llels.s

J Bethune-Baker defines 'Substantia' as 'that by which anything subsists
or exists, or the essence or underlying principle by which each res is what it
is', He then notes 'this comes to be an easy periphrasis for the thing itself".4
It can therefore mean the same as o:io':ck or l(;'l\‘o’o'Tnl-rlS (though the original meaning
of Gﬁ;o'rao'ls was closer to that interpretation). The Latin translations of
the Greek of Irenaeus have 'substantia' for both words. B~thune-Baker then
goes on to show the later use of the term and of its connection and use with
'Natura': :

'"The difference which Tertullian def:.nes esss between substantia and the
nature of substantia practically held its ground throughout the later movements
of Latin theology. Substantia is the term regularly employed to express the
being of God - the Godhead in itself, as a distinct entity. The substantia
has its own natura which is inseparable from it, but it is not its nature. The
d:Lst:.nct:Lon d.oes not Seen to have 'been blurred in Latln as the distinction
between ool  and <|>ucls and U'r\'odT-wts and -rreouwrrov were sometimes in Greek.
Natura does not appear to be used as $Go's wasfor example by Apollinarius and
to some ext;nt by Cyril (e.g. in his anathemas against Nestorius, the d:l.st:.nctlor
between (mWéordci¢ and $OctS  is uncertain). Marius renders the UTO o THos
of Cyr:.l sometimes by substantia, sometimes by subsistentia; while Cyril's use
of ¢oci§ , understood by Nestorius in its proper sense, was obv:.ously 80 unguarded
and lacking in precision that it was at times equivalent to u'voc'rums or parson.

"The retention of the distinction.is most plainly perceived in the exXpression
of the doctrine of the Person of Christ - the union of the Godhsad and the
Manhood. .Latin theologians hesitate to speak of the union of the two nmatures
merely. If they do not employ the term substantia, spesking of the substantia
of Godhead and the substantia of manhood as united in the person of the Son, they
use some other phrase to represent it rather than natura .... Leo, though he
Preely uses utraque natura, is careful to mark his full meaning by adding 'et
substantia' to natura, and by interchanging with it the expression utraque forma
- forma conveying a more definite conception of an actual entity (a subastantial
existence) than natura.’

These remarks on substantia have been quoted at length because they
illustrate a point which applies to the use of other terms. Both terms PP
and &Téa“wms can Dean something which is either generic or specific. In
secular usage Sﬂ'oo'mms meant a statve, a staging post on the imperial road,
the sediment or dregs of wine. Socrates noted that it was a popular word and
not a strictly philosoﬁhical coinage. It could naturally move in to replace
the specific use of o)uc'{at which was used by Aristotle both in the specific and
the generic sense, an ambiguity which the Church téok overs By derivation the
s8imilar, though not 1dent1ca1 s Gifferences of meaning can be traced both with
regard to tbuo-l s and mawrov « Ve now turn to these terms and examine them
in more detail. ‘
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1. oZﬁrﬁi.

This was a philosophical term used both by Plato and by Aristotle. In
its primary sense it means distinctive individuality, particular existence, and
really an individual. Aristotle used it to mean real concrete existence and
thus a class of things. But he also used it to denote a class concept, that
which all members of & particular genus had in common with each other. If we
follow through the generic sense which Aristotle derived from individual part-
icular existence to a class of things it could mean 'that which is common among
a group of particulars'. It is in this sense thatg¢t came to mean 'substantia'
and thus gave rise to the orthodox use of épco-.'ao'co; . In Stoic circles oJcia
could also be used of the fundamental ground stuff out of which a number of
entities could be constructed.

2. t‘Jrrc: TTALE IS .

A metaphysical term which was later introduced to the scene. 1In its
active sense it means *that which gives support' hence a particular object or
individual. The Alexandrians following Trinitarian usage used it to mean this
in Christology, but the Antiochenes were more reluctant. In the passive sense
however (é.nd Tatian used it in the sense of 'substratum’) it means 'that which
underlies', 'the underlying principle or essence, that gives reality to a thing
and constitutes it what it is', hence 'the matter', 'foundation', or 'reality
and genuineness'. Although the Alexandrians used it in this sense also, it
was really the word the Antiochenes used to express the concrete reality of
Godhead and manhood in Christ. We can thus understand Cyril's use of the phrase
'one incarnate hypostasis (or physis) of the Logos's When he spoke of union
according to hypostasis or physis he made the following equation: STre;o’Tato'(s =
Weécramov. de Durand says the union is made more precise by calling it

'real union' or 'physical union' .6

The double meanings of both cvcia and (UTl'o’c"rutd'!g have now been
made apparent. Origen 'Eried to distinguish the two, but their use as equiva-
lents was too firmly rooted. 'So the framers of the Creed of Nicaea and its
anathemas still used oLci% and STMocTwsi¢ 85 Synonyms...' Later usage to
which the Synod of Alexandria gave formal recognition could distinguish the two
by restricting oucix to that wherein the Godhead was ons Godhead and applying
e oTuri¢ to that wherein the Godhead was three. For those who maintained
the older equivalence of ousia and hypostasis to speak of TEELs UToordserq might
seem to border on tritheism. The Synod regarded both usages as legitimate and
recognised that despite the differences in terminology both sides sought to
remain faithful to the substance of the Creed of Nicsea. Yet tpérs urooTide
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was so obviously useful that it became increasingly widely used and the older
use of hypostasis as equivalent to ousia steadily dropped out of account in
_Trinitarian contexts, and so the agreement'was not permanent. Thus the two
terns Ol,.la{ot and Gfro'aﬁw.( expressed respectively the one Godhead and the forms
of its existence, the manner of being of esch of the Persons. By analogy in

Christology 'Man' is elcia , & perticular man is Uwooreeig.

5. pUag.

Sellers says that it is 'an empirical rather than a philosophical term'.8
It is found in populsr use to mean nature. It could be used in the same two
Senses as olcia and 5rrc'o—r.¢o—.(.9 In the first place it could mean an
individual, the person himself (= prosopon). In its generic sense it was
equivalent to substantia, e.g. 'divine nature', 'nature of Godhead', 'our nature'.
Apollinarius used it in the first sense and so did the later Alexandrians, e.g;
'one nature after the union'. As de Riedmatten points outlo there is a |
difference between the use of 460’:5 by Apollinarius and Cyril. The basic idea
of the verd ¢u’w = 'I grow or plant' from which ¢u'o-c g is derived, Apollinarius
used in a dynamic sense. For him the Logos was' To i-le)_:o’umo\, , the
directive principle, almost the 'growing point' within the Incarnate Lord. By
the time of Cyril the tern had become ontological and ceased to be dynamic.
Whether interpreted dyrnamically or ontologic,lly the Alexandrians used bJo S

in the first or specific sense. The Antiochenes however preferred to give it

a generic meaning. This difference of usage was & fruitful source of confus-
ion in the Christological controversy between the two schools.

rd
4, MMpoowitov 1:}

'In regard to the Latin word persona the most important fact to notice
is that, during the period with which we have to deal, it practically never
means what ‘person' means in popular modern usage. The sense of persona is
different, even when it seems to be used very nearly in the sense of 'person',
and when through the poverty of language it has no other representative in
Pnglish as adequate as 'person'. It is always - even in such cases - a person
looked at from some distinctive point of view, a person in particular circum-
stances; and the word conveys the notion much more of the environment than of
the subject.

'In its primary meaning it signified an actor's mask, then the actor's
part, and then a role assumed by somebody. In a secondary sense it was the
equivalent of condicio, status, munus, e.g. slaves were &mpdswuToL. "Not of
course that it is concerned as separate from living subject or agent, but that
attention is fixed on the character or function rather than on the subject or
agent®., Tertullian used it for status, character, part function:

— ¥ "7 £ind both in the Gospels and in the Epistles a visible and an invis-
ible God, with the recognition of a clear functional distinction in the condit-
ion of each, i.e. the mode of existence of, status of each ('sub manifesta et
personali distinctione conditicionis utruisque')."(adv. Prax. 15)' .
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Th- history of1q?§noﬂbv is similar. It was the translation of persona
in Greek theolegy, and could have sarved, apart from the use made of the term
by the Sabellians to express the temporary manifestations of the Godhead. The
quest for another term which was not suspectible of a Sabellian construction
ultimately led to the selection of hypostasis,

The word'ﬂPéruw»v was non-metaphysical and non-technical, We may
summarise the three uses derived from the Semitic origin. PFirst, it meant
'face' and so 'presence's Second,it referred to external appearance and
hence the 'individuality' or 'ownness' of a person - 'the external being or
individual self as presented to an onlooker.'12 Third, it was the individual
himself., These varying uses were continued by the Antiochenes and thereforé
it is necessary to ask whether a theologian is thinking of something real or
just an sppearances Sellers points out15 that, although the Alexandrians
sonatimes used it in the older sense, they usually avoided it (unlike the
Antiochenes) in doctrinal discussion.

The main difference of Nestorius from Theodore of Mopsuestia is in the
way he developed this term. In Phil,2,5-11 he subdivided Tpicwwov into
inru and VWP+6' Although this term unlike the other fhi;é does not take on
any generic sense in addition to its_individual sense, we find Nestorius using
it in two ways. He could say that each cbos must have its own Tposwmov , and
also he bases his whole theory of the unity of Christ's person on the same
term - the so called '"Prosopic union' which he holds against Cyril's 'Natural'

or ‘'Hypostatic Union'.14

The Alexandrian School of Christology

It is important to note first that Grillmeier prefers the double frame-
work 'Logos-sarx' and 'Logos-anthropos' to describe the developments of
Christology from Origen to the Council of Fphesus and beyond. He points out
that thise do not entirely coincide.ifith the downfall of the two heretical
forms of Logos-sarx' Christology (Arianism and Apollinarianism) and the over-
shadowing of the third, orthodox, form (which had found an outlet in Athanasius)
th2o the growth of ‘Logos—anthroﬁos' Christology began really to taka- root.

However, for th- moment we shall examine the two strands as they ar-
traditionally set out, and later study those individuals who are the forerunners

and contemporaries of Nestorius.
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According to Sellers Alexandrian doctors began with two basic
principles:16

(1)'In Jesus Christ, the Logos, while remaining what he was, has, for our
salvytion, united manhood to himself, thereby making it his own; He is not,
therefore, two Persons, but one Person, the Logos himself in his incarnate
statP.o'

(2)'In Jesus Christ, the two elements of Godhead and manhood, each with its
properties, are to be recognised; therefore, since these remain in their
union in his Person, any idea of confusion or of change in respect of these
elements nust be eliminated.'

i. One Person -— the Logos

'The fundamental principle of Monism which represents indeed their
permanant contribution to Christology can be summarised in the words of the
judicious Hooker "One Christ and He divine“.'17 This one Person is seen
as the Logos in two phases - the Logos simpliciter and the Logos qualified.

For Origen the Logos was the image of God and the soul was the
image of the Logos. Unity in Christ is achieved through the soul of Christ
as a mediator betwsen the Logos and the sarx, and was already united with the
Logos from eternity through a direct vision of love.

The Christology of Athanasius follows: the Alexandrian line and has
two main points - Jesus Christ is a divine person, and in him God became man.
The Son of God was sent from heaven and became man as Jesus Christ, but this
did not mean there was a change in the divine Logos. Similarly the 'Staterment
of Baliaf'! of the Origenist bishops opposed to Paul of Samosata speaks of
'one and the same Being', Sellers say518 that Athanasius used the term ovorix
the word the philosophers used in their classrooms, but, it should be observed,
he used it in its simple meaning of 'being': 'When we hear "I am that I am",*
he says, 'we understand the dsota of Him that is'e The Origenist bishops
usPG.oﬁaﬁ; to mean a particular entity (=‘WE66LNTOV ) and a similar use is

found in Apollinerius in his contest with Diodore.

Apollirarius was certain on the matter: 'If then He who was born
of the Holy Virgin is called one, and it is he "through whom are all things",
he is one person (wia $UTs Eoriy ), since it is impossible to divide one
T\"e;c'lJTFOV into two. For in the Incarnation (c'o’teKcoc—lg ) the body is
not a separate person.(fgu‘¢$aws), neither is the Godhead; but, just as one
man is one person (Pﬁ‘ ¢60ﬂg ), so also is he who became in the likeness of

man, aven Christ.'19




Cyril borrow-d a phras:- of Apoll:ma.r:ms (believing it to be of
Athanasian origin), namely: pm ¢u¢ra$ Tou Oéou /\oyou Cerapkw yeer 120
Soratimes ﬁrro’o"rdo-ug was- subst:.tuted. for ¢u¢rn3 and this brought it nearer
to the Chalcedonian Definition. By later standards the basic formula was
certainly heretical though it might just be defendea by treating the participle
as covering a full human nature. TRven here, however, as Duchesne shrewdly
notes, 'if you mean to assert two natures it is as well not to begin by saying
there is only one.'2" Nevertheless it is quite valid to see the Logos as the
underlying directive principle of Jesus Christ. But whereas the Antiochenes
employed a horizontal cross-sectioning of the Incarnate Logos into two simul-
taneous and parallel natures, the Alexandrians tended to see the Logos in a
vertical cross-sectioning as Discarnate and then Incarnate. As Gregory of
Naziangzus_concluded: ‘'what He was, He continued tc be, what He was not, He

assumad' .22

Cyril believed the Logos was the same Person before and af'ter the
Incarnation but 'He who existed ':[o-uezos (1s) now eva'wy-cro(, the nature or
STée TS of the Logos (is) now O'etdeku}lewl, the Logos himself is now
o'ec«pxwyevo,( 123 When he spoke of 'one (nature) after the union' or 'ons out
~ of two' (ets ex 8u:?) this was not in the sense of substantis as we have seen..

If ¢o'c-|g = substantia it leads to the concept of mixture or confusion, but
if ¢.Sc'|§ = trPSs-c.mo\/, the Logos is merely shown to be the sams through now

incarnate.

This dang},r of 'mixture' language to emphasise the closeness of the
union was a real one for the Alexandrians. It was open to érave misunder-
standing. Cyril, however, expressly denied a’uy Keuo-rg or ¢vp ’Joq
(1eavening) and preferred words like O’U\rseo,,)fl or cbvoSos (concurrence)
which he derived from Malchion, Apollinarius, amd Gregory of Nagianzus. So
even before Chalcedon the wrong implications of nmixture language were being
repudiated.

How then did the Alexandrian doctors see the process of Incarnation?
They employed the idera of Kenosis in successive rather than in simultaneous
tforms', 'From the time of Apollinarius the equation Ua’uekwmg |<évw¢rus
became a cardinal principle for Monist Christology. Por him it became co-
extensiva with the Incarnmation itself, a permanent policy of self-limitation
rather than with Origen an act of will with merely temporary consequences. Fronm
this insight of Apollinarius later Monists had no need to retreat.>+
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Kenosis was considered in three ways: a. Treéc- Amy i or addition.
The Discarnate Logos was the ILogos 'Yquo’S' (bare), and after the Incarnation
he assumed in addition whatever of humanity it was fitting he should assums;
b. Pefcoo'(; + This meant the reduction in the compass of the Logos by
allowing the humanity to prevail over himself. c. Ke\;qa ¢« This was
veiling or concealment of the Logos by human conditions.

Cyril wa_s faced with the problem of the humén experiences of Christ
recorded in the Gospels, e.ge his ignorance, especially with regard to the
date of the Parousia (Mark 13.32). This was the basic problem for all the
Monists who without assigning sufficient importance to the humanity of our
Lord, at ths same time cculd not concede attribution of these wegknesses to
the Godhead. As a result thore was a tendency to scale down the human
experisnces of Jesuse They did not seem able to deal sufficiently with the
Passion stories, for there are here many facts which do not fit easily into
their thesis. In the Nestorian controversy this led Cyril to formulats the
phrase 'the impassible Word suffered in the passible flesh' or more shortly
'Ho suffered impassibly', which Theodoret described as s ridiculous quibble.Z’

The Alexandrian school relied heavily on the 'communicatio idiomatum'.
This was basically only an eXegetical technigque which even the Antiochesnes
employed. As will be seen later, even Nestorius spoke of the mutuality of
the Tre&run’at . However, in Monism it was not just a metaphor but rather
an ontological reality, and from Cyril's quibble, we are eventuslly led to
the Monophysite war-cry 'One of the Holy Trinity suffered in the flesh'.

ii. Redemption and Christology

The Alexandrians were quite certain that the 'death of a2 man cannot
annul death', as a result only the very God can save s:'l.nners.z6 They described
redemption as a process of divinisation («no®cwe ¢ ) or attaining of
incorruptibility. The moral considerations of éoodness of mankind are assumed,
and so unlike the Antiochenes who saw it as an ethical process, the Alexand-~
rians took a strongfély ontological lines Yet tha best of Alexandrian theology
recognised that the Logos had imposed limitations upon himself. Nominally
both schools in beginning their Christology from recognition of the need for
redemption in Christ, saw that He had to be both God and man to make this
effactive. Although the Alexandrians put great stress on the Ong unified Person

yet that which the very God put on must be 'by nature human flesh'.
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'Athanasius, like Origen before him, sees that any Christology, if
it is to be sound, must include the principle of "recognising™ in Christ the
elexents of Godhead and Manhood, and, in accordance with their properties,
seeing the difference between them.'2’  Gregory of Nyssa noted:2° !Tha
contamplation of the properties of the flesh and of tha Godhead remains without
conflusion sb long as each is contemplatad by itself.' He meant that the
propertias can ba seen as distincet when aralysing them, for both the unity of
Christ and his duality ar- valid in themselves depending on the basis of tha

examination arnd its starting point,

Like Origen, Athanasius, the Cappadocians, and aven Apollinarius,
it is quits clear that Cyril held the principle of 'recognising the diffarent
of the natures'. This was in order to safeguard ths Alexandrian doctrine
against the concept of mixture. But although he accepted th- Doubla Homousion,
he does not appear to recognise that both sides are on the same level, As
far as tha Divinn Naturn is éoncnrnad this was firmly on an:ontologicel basis -
oPoo.m'aoS -rw -r,rreg. But thnre 1s no doubt that he would have preferread

as a correspondant - o‘.,uoumog ’V”u\v 29

iii. Anthropology: some 'Logos-sarx' attempts

It is sometimes difficult to know what the Fathers meant by 'a human
being', for soms certainly thought in bipartite terms and others in tripartite,
which they took over from pagan philosophy. When affirming that Jasus is
'man' the Origenists preferred to use ‘1o c:a,ad. ' or 'r5 Iueetomm ', though
tha later Alexandrians taken as a whole praferred o";e'g e It is clear that .
for this tradition the humanity has merely adjectival or instrumental sign-
ificance = it is merely the human conditioning of the continuing Logos.
Nevertheless some Monists in using this tarm, gave the huranity greater scope
than oth-rs.

a. Arianism, We hava seen that the question of the soul in Christ
is not just a side issue because it qffect_s the total picture of redemption,
yet Pustathius is led to ask:50 'But why do they (the Arians) take so much

>’ -
trouble to show that Christ took a body without a soul (X{uXov Cwpek )?!

Grillmeier thinks that, although the Trinitarian peculiarities of
Arienism bagar about 518-323, their Christological views go back to the
Subordinationism of* Lucian of Antioch and Origen. The doctrine of the
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Incarnation, he asserts, was the sterting point of the whole Arian system for
the supposed creatureliness of the Logos was dependent on ths fact that the Logos
was so closely linked to the sarx.51 Athanasius quotes the Arian as saying,

'If he (the Logos) was very God of very God, how could he become man?' Also to
the Nicenes, 'How dare you say that the Logos shares in the Father's existence,

if h~ had @ body so as to experience all this?'52

Tusabius of Caesarea's contact with Arian circles is proof that a strict
Logos-sarx franework existed even in first generation Arienism, and is a built-in
weaknass of that heresy. Tusebius thought that-the lack of a soul and its
raplacement by the Logos was essential if his hypostatic distinctness from the
Father was to be safaguarded - i.e. that he is a distinct {micrtws.g £rom the
Father. To do this he had to loosen the unity between Logos and sarx (and is
thus divisive), -but this according to Grillmeier, is quite distinct still from

Antiochene Logos-anthropos Christology.

These are not isolated instances. Tudoxios (fl. 557-369) declared that the
Logos became 'flash' not 'man' for he had no soul. And Lucian said: 'What need
was there for a soul, for the worship of a perfect man alongside God? John too,
loudly proclaims the truth, "The word was made flesh™. This means that the Word
was ccmpounded with the flesh (cuveréérl cwp e ) and certainly not with a soul,.
eeey rathar did it unite itself with a body, so as to hecome one with it...'55
But according to Theodore: 'But our Holy Fathers warned us of all these (the
Arians), by saying, "who was incarnate and was made man" (G‘dewweelvw. ,LVAVE‘M;FA&Q.
by which we believe that that which was taken is a complete man in whom God, the

Word qult.'54

That this Word-flesh Christologzy framework was not confined to the Arians
is proved by the Christological opinions of two firm anti-Arian teachers,
Athanasius and Apollinarius. The .latter described the former as his friend and.
teacher and, as we have seen, a phrase of Apollinarius of great importgnce in
later Christological controversy could be passed off as of Athanasian authorship-.55

b. Athana sius. It is not absolutely clear whether Athanasius believed in a

merely varbal Logos-sarx framework or a real one, i.e. was a soul present in
Christ though not theologically important, or was there no physical soul at all?
It seems clear that Athanasius regarded the Logos as a real personal agent in
the redemptive action and not least in the Passion and Death of Jesus Christ.
This brings up the o0ld difficulties of Christ's suffering. He seemed to put
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_eXpariences normally associated with the soul in th- context of the flesh, and
therefiore the Logos~sarx framework was sufficiant to explain the death of Jasiis,.
In him the death of Christ meant separation of the Logos from the human body.
He hzd greater difficulty in explaining the '"trouble of soul' and the human
ignorance of Jesus within this framework. But we should note that in the Symod
of Alexandria it appeared that the principle of Gragory of Nagiangus was being
exprassed: 'that which is not taken is not healed, but whatever is united to God
is sa,veti..."‘s6 According to Grillmeier it may be correct to see the recognition
of the soul of Christ in the Christological expressions of the Tomus ad Antioch-
enos (362), and the classical statement: 'The (Word) became man and did not
come into a man'.57 Grillmeier is perhaps too charitable to Athanasius, and
we may compare his treatment with that of Kelly who is more critica1.58

c. Apollinarius. He was largely the founding father of this tradition

I but his Christology is anhypostatic rather than enhypostatioc. The humanity of

Christ was only constituted by the union of divine preuma and earthly sarxe The
fleshly nature of Christ was taken from the Virgin and only became divine through
‘union with the Godhead. In his Letter to Dionysus he pointed out that if one
spoke of two Jpés'eus this was the first step towards destroying the unity in
Christ. He also noted: 'Holy scripture makes no diffgrence between thn Logos
and his flesh, but the same (umo,g ) is one ¢u<ns, Oone U‘FOO‘I’W'S, one evépyb'-d-
one n?urmov s, fully God and fully man' .59

'If however Apollinarius was early condemned, the status of the humanity
remainad a perennial prcblem for the ‘Monist traditionce.oe The test question
iS8eee0o "If the Logos were taken away from the Incarnate Lord, what would be left?"
The Monist tradition would prob:.bly reply,-"A truncated humanity, a human
conditioning"”, the Duslist wewl§: certainly maintain, "A complete human individual®, 140
d. Later davelopments before Cvril, Didymus of Alexandria (513%-398) in
his Psalm commentary tries to mekes clear the two realities in Christ. To do this

he used a significant concept, (in use since the Apologist‘s) which was later to
becom~ a stumbling block: Jesus had two T'fc(rwrrsl s one human and one divine.

He was using 'neoc-w'to: in its 0ld reaning of 'manner of appearance'. It is import-
ant to note that the acceptance of two ﬂpnrunu can still be employed in Alexandrian
th-ology. This is not the case with Cyril.

/
The Cappadoc:.ans failed to defins the relationship between ouc’w- and
u‘roc"uc:; (-‘CO\fw'TO\-’ )in Christology. This was to make it more d:Lt‘f:.cult for
Nestoriuss Gregory of Nazianzus said that in Christ there was no KMog K .AM“-S
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7/ \ 4/ )
but whdc Kot ®AXO | reversing the position in the Trinitarian terminology by
an interchange of masculine for neuter forms and by making a distinctionhbetween
'parson' and 'nature'. Gregory of Nyssa posits some independence for the human

< ' ’
natura, and occasionally does give it a separate vWoCoTuci§ e n()os‘wn'o-\/ o

The source of their terminology whether mediated through Stoicism or not is
the Aristotelian distinction between the universal and the particular (hoth
coverad by the same term oi\,(.;. ¢ The Stoics used a‘)(v”;u. and x‘f““' 7P for the
particulars. In Ps, Basil Pp.38 the hypostasis is the particular and the Quc\g
is the universal. The particularising characteristics (Lﬁtquw1:A ) make the
universal an hypostasis. Ha transferred this to the Trinity, saying the total
of the idiomata makes up the hypostasis of each member of the Trinity. The
hypostasis was visible and recognisable as a countenance, a prosopon. The 0ld

meaning is thorefore maintained.

The Cappadocians showed that the one essence of the Godhead has to be clearly
differentiated from his threefold personality. They remained firmly in tha realm
of individuality, and this made the transference of these terms to Christology
by Gregory of Nyssa a mattsr of some difficulty. He rebutted the charge of 'two
Sons' by allowing a human ¢55w; while denying it the human particularising
characteristics which make it an hypostasise It had reality but no longer its
earthly idiomata, ard there wer- only divins idiomata in the humanity of Christ.

ee Cyril of Alexandria. In the first decades of the fifth century it appears

that the battle was between an archiac Logos-sarx Christology and a developed
Logos~anthropos type. Before the outbreek of the Nestorian controversy there
wars few references to the human soul and it has no theological importasnce.
Indeed Cyril does not use the concept in his eXegesis,where questions of the human
ignorance of Christ (Mark 15.52) and the development (prokope) of Christ is
discussed without reference toc it. - The suffering was attributed to th- sarx.
He divided the statements of the Gospel between the Logos before the Incarnation
and the Logos after. This was a dynamic and historical approach which was later
replaced by a static and ontological one. He used expressions like 'flesh',
'what is of man', 'man', and 'human nature'. This appears to be a verbal Logos-
sarx framework in which the soul of Christ is only a physical reality. Thaolog-
ically speaking Christ was only Logos and sarx. At first his matn attack was

necessarily against Arianism and there are only a few passages which show -tha
- soul of Christ. After the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy he had to
defend himself against the charge of Apollinarianism, and so he allowed a rational
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"soul - Voeeickuyqi . There is no question that he accepted a soul
but he did not use it correctly and it was not a theological factor.
Liebaert has shown41 before the outbreak of the Nestorian contro-
versy where Arianism was primarily in mind he did not mention a
human soul in Christ (at least not definitely), but moved within
‘the Athanasian limits both in exegesis and theology. Later he
spoke with increasing confidence about a *uXﬁ NWlKﬁ or (later)uweei
to provide a better head-on clash with Apollinarius® liquidation
of the human vou¢ in Christ. Probably the stock ohjection of
ewery Dualist that he was an Apollinarian in disguise had taken
its toll. If he did not use it correctly at least he used it
"which he had not done earlier. Eut he does not markedly correct

his earlier exegesis in view of the explicit assumption which he

was now makinge.

As we have seen some Apollinarian formulas found their

way into his writings. But whereas for Anollinarius the concept
of @&wg was dynamlc, once Cyril had accepted a soul in Christ, he
had to modlfy it. In his Second Letter to Succensus he agreed
that the human nature is an.mquuvqrbv, a self-moving principle
or¢6mg.. He realised that either one ﬁas to accept the '"two
natures" or else the humanity of Christ and thus the means of
redemption is lost. Yet, *if there is only one ¢6owg in Christ
then the suffering must be predicated of the divine_¢$dwg ', 42

He agreed that the soul is the natural home for the suffering. " He
admltted language of two natures, but still retained his use of'

}n¢ @ocm. But, as Grillmeier points ou-t,43 Logos-~sarx Christology

had now been superseded on the Alexandrian scene - for these
fathers too, the soul of Christ had become a theological factor.
But Cyril believed that his own formula was part of the tradition
of the Chureh and so was reluctant to abandon it. Unlike
Apollinarius he did agree that the natural life ofﬂthe body comes .

from the soul and not from the Logos qua Logos.

After 422 he repudiated his former 'indwelling' formulas,
whereas Nestorius was still attached to some form of the idea.
Cyril's key formula is: 'God the Logos did not come into & man,

but he "truly" became man, while remaining &od.'44
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Thus it is apparent that Cyril could and did useQqu of the
human nature, but he was not fond of it. He preferred the Johann-'
. ine term sarx and he feared the framework into which it was placed

by the Dualists, and the use to which they put it. ‘He allowed that
'Christ suffered ¢6aeu1ﬁs &veewnfrqng. "Does the concept automat-
ically mean division or only in the hands of Nestorius? In a letter
to Acacius, Cyril said thét the danger lay in the definition of the

relationship of the two natures, not'in the two natures themselves.

His difficulty lay with pul dJoi¢ which made him limit the
content of¢60@ to the sense of an individual existent substance.
@ch§ means the 'essence' of a thing, also the notion of factuating'
and giving life. In the end it can only actuate if it is an hypo-
stasis, so he could use the expression hypostasis for the complete
nature. Thus the two terms are not so much synonyms as associated
with each other. Hypostasis is existent real substance, and this
led eventually to the idea of the unity of a person, even if he did
not bring this element sufficiently into the foregrdund. The Church

in the end preferred Cyril's ideas to his formulae.

f.__tonclusions Logos=sarx Christology and not merely the Arian

or anti-Arian group was primarily responsible for the restriction

end undervaluation of the true and complete manhood of Christ. On.
the contrary they gave decisive place to the Logos in:Qhrist as the:
final subject and the essential unity of the Person of Christ. It
may be asked whether the Monist tradition could expand its unity to
make the. human attributes more than instrumental or take in some of
the points the Dualists were trying to make. Alréady in their anti-
Apollinarian movements the Cappadocian Fathers were beginning to head

towards this. This needed a long and treacherous struggle.

*Even Sellers who tends to reduce the Christological conflict
of the fifth century to misunderstanding or even to a shadow boxing
hed to admit that Monist Christologians do not apply what they
recognise in principle. In reality they required the stimulus of
the Dualist tradition to give a satisfactory account of the matter
at 2alleveee In his more conciliatory moments Cyril could be brought
to recognise a union of two natures instead of merely out of two

natures which was ‘his first love. And a more careful distinction
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/ .
between ¢uci$ and 3&&}Twngthan perhaps he even drew himself right permit even
the formula 'in two natures' to be grafted intc the Monist frameworke... a
basically Monist Christology could support such modifications without losing its

distinctive character.‘45

It is this other tradition of the Antiochene, that we now turn to

exanine in general terms.

" The Antiochene School of Christology

Sellers in 'Two Ancient Christologies' points out that in”Antioch
there were not one but two parallel traditions, The ore is Greek in outlook
and has a tendency towards the ideas of Alexandria, and among its chief protag-
onists are Malchion and Lucian, The other is the Syriac grouping and this is
the one generally associated with Antigchene thouglit proper. It begins with
Paul of Samosata and passes down to Theodore of Mopsuestia, end from 'the Inter-
preter' fans out into many disciples and not least to Nestorius. Sellers coneludes
that from Paul and Eustathius right through to 451 the Hellenists gained in every

conflict over the Syrians, and the outg¢ome was schism,

'While for the most part the Monist tradition developed with the
full approval of the Church, few of the leading Dualists escaped condemnation
either during their lifetime or af'ter their death.'46 The chief fathers within
the tradition may be listed as follows:

Paul of Samosata
Eustathius of Antioch
Diocdore of Tarsus
John Chrysostom
Theodore of Mopsuestia
Nesitorius

Theodoret of Cyrus
Andrew of Sarosata.

These together with less important 'link-men' will be examined in greater detail
later in the chapter. For the moment we will examine some of the basic concepts

and word uses of the Antiocherne School as a whole.

Biblical exsgesis. Antiochene critical use of the Bible is in a way similar
to modern exegesis. They were utterly opposed to the form of allegorical
interpretation which Origen had really initiatéd and which the Alexandrians
favoured. Of course they were not entirely opposed to any form of allegorical

interpretation provided it was natural and not forced. 'The task of the



68.

Antiochene School lay .... in tracing the work of revelation on the historical
scenz, With such a purposé the modern theologian feels an immediate and instinct-
ive sympathy.'47 They were much-more at home with an historical view of the
Bible, and this can be seen most fully in the commentaries of the 'Interpreter’',
Theodore of Mopsuestia, the greatest exegete of this schoel, and in the sermons

of the 'Golden-mouthed' John. As a result they tended to be more Heég}ac, and
less influenced by philosophical thought forms than their opporents, and it is
often following an attempt to pour their ideas into sﬁch'a nould that leads then

into trouble. Their background leads to certain basic presuppositions.

God the Creator. The Antiochene School constantly stressed that God gnd man

appear to be essentially divorced from each other, The gulf cannot be bridgeéd-
Nestorius claimed:48 'the Maker is in every way other than that which was made,'
Because God is immutable, impassible, uncreated, eternal, and man is putable,
passible, created and temporal, it would seeu that there is no possibility.of
'real! Incarnetion. This appears in most of the Antiochene Fathers. Theosdore:
'"What possible relation can exist between One who is eternal and another who at
ons time was non existent and came into existence later on? The gulf between
them is unbridgeable.' And Theodoret: 'He is God and we are men - .and the
difference bestween God and men is incalculable.'49 The Antiochenss feared that
Monists were not safeguarding the impassibility of the Godhead in their theory
of the type of union variously callsd 'substantial', 'natural’, or 'hypostatic'.

We will examine this later in this section.

The Person of Christ and redemption. Both schools stress the importgnce of the

redemptive purpose of the coming of Christ into the world, but they sew this in
very different terms. The Alexandrians tended to see it as man's d;;fication,
but Nestorius for one sirongly attacks this. For him the unity of the Incarnate
Lord issues in a close conjunction (:Keat' T uverwo = deto ) not as a deificiation
(GEOTFOLVGWS ) Corresponding to their tight Logos-centred Monism in Christ-
ology the Alexandrians tended to favour metabolism in their doctrine of the
Eucharist, While Chrysostom (aud more surprisingly Theodore) used metebolist
language with regard tc the Eucharist, other Dualists like Nestorius and Theodoret
match their christological dualism with eucharisbistateménts more consistent with
their theclogical stance. Thus Nestorius is convinced that the Bod& and Blood are
of the humanity, and Theodoret prefers the idea of the co-presence of the Body

and Blood and the bread and wine, All this becomes apparent because this

school had an 'ethical' rather than a 'spiritual' or 'mystical' approach to the
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Christian life. They do in fact have a high anthropology and it could be said
that their doctrine of grace has more affinities with a semi-Pelagian or even a
Pelagian than an Augustinian position. They saw man as a moral and rational
being, and therefore redemption was a restoration of the original harmony of
Creator and creation. Theodore in particular has a better developed eschatology
than most fathers, and this is reflected in his teaching on grace. His doctrine
of the Two Agesso is linked with the Sonship of the redeemed which will not reach
its completion until the Re'surrt-zct:i.or:51 and applicd to Baptism as the proleptic
enjoyrent of the New Age.52 This eschatological emphasis adds to his mistrust

of 'deification'. The accent falls on the redirection of the human will and for

this the human experiences of Christ were absolutely wital.

Their view of the Fall is important in this context. They believed
that in Adam both body and soul wers in obedience to the will of God until the
Fall and the disharmony of all creation, Before this man was in the likeness
of God because he willed what God willed. Here Theodore is specially important.
Julius Grossr-"j5 establishes the fact that, while in his Catechetical ILectures
Theodore remains well within the limits of the Eastern theories of the Fall and
its effects, at a later stege (possibly agzinst 5eromé) he begins to write more
radically on the subjects It is not clear whether Nestorius =zver said that Adanm
had the prosopon of God because he willed what God willed. While admitting that
Adam had the image and likeness of God, he did not possess the prosopon of God,
which was reserved for the Second Adam, Certainly the image includes or is
demonstrated by obedience, the prosopon of God identified with willing what God
wills is noet his. So at least explicitly did Ps. Nestorius.

The Fall means cosmic disharmony, death and mutability. Sin's origin
is in the will, ard it is the soul which must théref’ore be changed. The Antioch-
enes see the need for this Second Adam who is totally obedient, and yet it must
be through the direction and operation of God. Man cannot save himself.54 Their
key Biblical passage is Phil, 2,5ff, Jesus the Logos emptied himseli and
assumed the forzo of a servant in order to effect man's renewal, and in return the
renewal of the whole of creation. The important difference in their exegesis
of Phil. 2.5ff is8. that while the Monists uniformly teke the passags to mean that
the discarnate Logos (while remaining what he was) becomes/ Incarnate, the Dualists
tend, though not quite uniforumly, to treat the two jwo 6’4’“‘ as simultanecus

characters of the incarnate Lord and not as successive phases of the oné God, the

Logos.,
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Paul of Samosata clearly bases his thought on the Divirne Economy .in
these terms. It was the Antiocheme School which began with the concept of .the
Unity of God (in the Hebraic tradition) and then fanned out towards three
hypostases. It is much too easy to condemn Paul for adoptionism or unitarian-
ism, but he must have used the 'triadic' formularies of the Church. Loofs in
'Paulus von Samosata'®® believes his thinking was probably similar to that of

Marcellus of Ancyra: 'the Logos was in God "potentially" (do le.(.JGL ), and that
with the beginnings of the self-communication of the Monad, who is one prosopon,
this Logos came forth as an activity, an ZVée\/etd Se.“-f. m{, of the Divine to be
the author of creation, and - later, and for the purpose of redeeming mankind -
to dwell in a complete manhood, and thus, as "the Son", to becore in some sense
personal.'56 He thus began with the Monad - 'the Logos is the Ao7;s z-vee"'r; S 157

- 'immanent' in God as reason is in ma.n53 and 'put forth' with the beginnings of

the divire activity.>? |

It has been suggested that Paul of .Samosata thought of the Logos as the
spoken Word of God rather than as personal and eternal., God together with his
Logos form ore Person ( gPOOkf'O’lOQ )o Since he seems to be using cvcux a8
‘rerson', his teaching about the Godhe.d appears to be 'unipersonal'. He shows
that 'Wisdom' was clearly joined to the Son. There were not however two since
they are related in a permanent 'coexistence'. He distinguished 'the Logos'
and 'Jesus Christ', but insisted on the uniqueness of the divine indwelling in
'Hir from Mary'. This shows a special purpose of God, and pointed towards a

soteriological emphasis,

Loof's also says that Eustathius 1ike Marcellus thought of the expansion
of a Monad into a Sué; and then a -reufs. The fragments do not refer to the
'hypostasis' of the Son or eternal gereration for while dwelling in the Man, he
'continues in the Father's bosom'. -But unlike Paul he thought of the 'Son' as
' really being begotten by the Father. The teaching on the personal existence of
the Son is less obvious because he had to emphasise the divinity of the Son
against the Lucianists who tended towards subordirationism. It may appear that
for him the Incarnation was just a divine indweliing of the Logos ('dwelt in',
‘was clothed with', 'bore' the manhood), but the manhood was to the Logos ‘'the
own temple', the 'own house', and 'the own body' which is his own special
contribution. In 'De Anima‘', while commenting on John 20.17 he spoke of the
Man 'who. had not yet after his death gone back to the Father', and this must be
contrasted with "the Logos and God who cometh down and continueth in the Father's

. bosom'. Loofs thinks the present tense indicates the Logos is all the while
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in God, but surely in order to safeguard divire immutability he was saying that
the Divire remained all that he was. It seems clear that Eustathius thought
that the Logos becare man for our salvation. Of the Presentation of Christ in
the Temple he said: 'It was not because He Himself (u‘?rr’os) stood in need of

such observances that he submitted to treatment, but that He might redeem from
the bondage of the Law those who had been sold to the doom of the curse' .60 This
is not conclusive but Sellers thinks it appears that 'so{:eriological ideas are

bound up with other aspects of his Christology! .61

Eustathius believed that the Logos was in this Man from the beginning.
Sellers agmin says: 'For Eustathius the obedience of the Man of Christ has a
real soteriological sigm’.ficance'62 ; and he cites: 'The Man vfhom God bore
deternined of his own free will ('sponte') to undergo the Passion of death for the

sake of man's good.'65

In his belief in the superiority of the indwelling of the Logos

in Christ, Eustathius was following Paul: 'Wisdom should not so.dwell in (any)
o}:her' (Frag. 6) .... 'But she (Mary) brought forth a man like one of us ('r“.uv
(cov ), though superior to us in every respect, since grace was upon him from
"the Holy Spirit, and fror the promises, and from the things that are written'
(Frag. 2). Thus according to Loofs there is a threefold argument here - Christ
was a direct creation frorm the Spirit fror his very conception, he was foreknown
before the creation, and he was foretold by the prophets (e.g. Isa. 61.1).64

Theodore of Mopsuestia pointed to the fact that the Nicene Fathers had
taken into account this reason for the Divine Economy: 'He came down to save
and to deliver from evil by an ineffable grace those who were lost and given up
to iniquities' .65 Also: 'In Him towards whom He showed his good pleasure He
dwelt as in a Son (o5 ev vl ) - that is to say, He united the ¥an assumed
entirely to Himself, and fit‘l;d Him to share with Him all the honour which He,
the Indweller, who is Son by nature, 1:'ossesses'.66 It was also essential for
him that the man had a rational soul for as he says it was not his body which
cursed Adam but his will. Without self-determination there wes no real struggle
and no real obedience of the Man, and hence no redemption. 'Ag soon as he could
decide between good and evil, he conceived a great hatred for evil, and joired
hirself with an irresistible affection to goodness; and, by receiving the co-
operation of the Logos correspondingly with his own determination, he was secured
continuously without change or deviation towards evil' ._67 'Because, when we

were subjected to sin, we had no deliverance, the grace of God kept that Man
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whom God put on for us free from sin' 58 e (the Man assured) did not receive
a soul, and if it was the Godhead that conquered sin, then what was effected can
be of no possible advantage to us. The Lord's struggle would have been no more
than the gratification of the love of display’ .69

Nestorius developed the idea of the unique man - the Logos did not
dwell in Christ as he dwelt in the prophets. 'He is not like Moses, although
Moses is called a god.'70 " Adam had the prosopon of God, and willed what God
willed. He had the appearance and individuality of God (Bazaar, p.167). This
was lost by Adam and so that Jesus could return it, he had this from the start,
so the fore-ordained, though tried throughout his life, was obedient to the will

. 71
of the Logos.

Theodoret agreed: 'To put the matter briefly, both (i.e. the two texts
John 1.14 and Phil.2.5,8) teach that being God and Son of God, and clad with the
Father's glory, and having the same nature and power with Him that begat Him, He
that was in the beginning, and was with God, and was God, and was the Creator of
the world, took upon him the form of a servant, and it seemed that this was all
that was seen; but it was God clad in human nature, and working out the salvation
of men.'72 Sellers summarises: 'through His perfect obedience to the will of the
Logos who "took" Him, the Man played his part in this work of effecting the
world's redemption.'75 The Antiochere view of the redemptive importance of the
humanity of Christ may thus be summarised in three ways. First, Christ was the
High Priest in his humanity; - second, Christ was the Second Adam who renewed
the image lost by the first Adam; third, he was Christus Victor, for Christ wins
- the victory over the devil. As the defeat of Adam caused the defeat of all rmen,
so the victory of the.Second Adam caused victory for all men. Thus the themes
become joined. The reality of our Lord's experiences demanded for the Antioch-
enes a full humanity, and so their answer to the question, 'If the Logos were,
taken away from the total Incarnate Person, what would be left?' would almost
certainly ha§e been, 'A complete human being.'

No confusion of the two natures in Christ

Unlike the Alexandrians it was necestary for the Antiochenes to safeguard
the full scope of the human experiences of Christ from a theological point of
view. Eustathius interpreted the Lukan accounts as implying a physicael and
moral development, Theodore saw'a threefold progress, in life through the passage
of time, in wisdom by the acquisition of understanding, and in virtue through

grace received from the Holy Spirit, especially after the Baptism. Nestorius
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agreed but placed grester emphasis on the obedience of Christ so that he received
the Name that is above every name not by virtue of either moral progress or of
knowledge and feith, but rather as a result of this obedience.

They also saw & real morel conflict within our Lord. There is a slight
difference between Theodore and Nestorius for the former said God helped him,
and the latter declared 'in nothing was He helped', which was based on Hebrews
2 'by the grace of God he tasted death for every man' (Xa{,eun, Oel ) or 'without
God .,.. (XIS(JLS Becv).  This was read by Origen and Theodore without comment.
Nestorius tock it up and pointed out the integrity of the passion. But it is
really because here Nestorius is stressing the obedience of the manhood in

deterrining freely to undergo the passion for all men.

The Passion always presented sore difficulty for the Fathers, for either
the Logos was central and the reality of the suffering had to be explained away,
or else, if they were Dualists they said it was the differentiated Manhood who
suffered. This was true of Paul and Eustathius. Theodore, argued against
Apollinarianism: 75

'If the Godhead tock the place of the nous (sensus) of the One Who was assumed,
how did He show fear in the Passion, why His earnest prayers and sweat of blood
and why his need of angelic visions and help?.... The Jews did not kill God .,..
Pilate did not slay the Godhead .... The Godhead did not die but raised the
dead .... It was the temple that was raised ....'

They were clearly opposed to the- idea of "mixture' and 'confusion', e.g.
Theodoret's letter to the monks of Constantinople, in which he said the natures
were two and two they mmained.76 When commenting on John 1.14, he said that
we should not falsely interpret 276"\/ eto (becare) as if it meant 'was turmed
into' since this would mean the Logos had changed his nature. Theodore had
previously sa.id:77

'The Word "became" can be interpreted only as meaning "according to appearance"
eses in appearance the Logos became flesh, and by "appearance™ we mean, not that
the Logos did not take real flesh, but that He did not "becoms™ flesh. For when .
the Scripture says He "took", it means that He tock not in appearance but in
truth. But when it says He "became™ then it is speaking "according to appearance®;
for He was not transformed into flesh.'

He did not deny the Incarnation, but in the Incarnmation the divire nature of the

Logos remgired unimpaired.

The Monists preférred 'OUT of two natures', but the Dualists insisted on
'IN two natures'. This implied a double proclamation. Paul of Samosata referred
2 :
to the Logos from above (elVew Oev) and the man Jesus Christ from below (kdteOev

, .
or 2.,7“. @ev) and hence there were two distinet persons, masculine not neuter
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(:'LMo; . ..:{.\'\os) though he continually denied that he taught two sons.78 And
Diodore: > 'Both the Son of God and the Son of David are perfect (or complete)...
You will ask, Do I then preach two sons? I do not say two Sons of God or two
Sons of David.' And Theodore:so 'When we distinguish the natures we say that
the nature and the prosopon of God the Logos is complete and likewise with them
the manhood for it is impossible for a hypostasis to exist without a prosopon...

8
The natures will remain two because they are two.' 0

03'5:( and cfulwls signified for ther as we have seen 'that which exists',
therefore there must have been two of either in Jesus Christ so that His was real
Godhead and real manhood. This is reinforced by STécTac 1S (reality). They
agreed that in 'Theology' it almost equalled wec_fc-mrov or person, but usually
in Christological discussion they used it in its root meaning (= substantia).
Occasionally Andrew of Samosata and Theodoret said they were not two ':Troa"roc’o-e‘g
in Jesus Christ, but here they were adopting their opporents' terms.

It may appear that the Antiochenes taught two Sons by 'conjunction’
because there were two natures each with a Teva'rwrrov. This is not really true
for they would have said that in Jesus Christ the Logos, the Second Person of the
.Trinity took a human nature so that there was only one Person whose wers the two

natures,

'Christ is indivisible in his being Christ, but He is twofold in His
being God and His being man. He is single in.his sonship; He is twofcld in Him
who has assumed and Him who is assured. In the Person of the Son He is a single.
(Person), but, as with two eyes, He is different in the natures of manhood and
Godhead. For we know not two Christs or two Sons or Orly-begottens, or Lords....
but Orne and the Same, who was seen in the created and the uncreated nature.’ .

Sellers argues that this is the same doctrine as the Alexandrians even
if the Antiochenes object to the word 'composition' (cn,)\/ Oeci§). The Son is
revezled in flesh which means that He who was ch'u-exos is now ’e'VGotek’os. Is this

. ~ Q
not, he says, the same as the Alexandrians' pia ¢dos rov Beov /\0700 a—ea-.tex.wye,w[?."2

Is it true then that the Antiochenss began with 'two natures' and ended
with 'two persons'? They began with the Person of the Logos who united to Him-
self real manhood; they denied that they taught two sons - the union was indivis-
ible. The two Chslcedonian adverbs 'without division, without confusion' were
alrcady to be found together in their writings.85 Theodoret said: 'I am equally
anxious to avoid both the impious "confusion" and the impious "division"; for to
me it is equally abominable to divide the One Son into two, and to deny the duality
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. _
of the natures.'a‘ .The Antiochenes insisted on the principle of dividing the
natures to remove 'confusion', but they would shars the view of Nestorius: 'I

separate the natures, but unite the worship.'85

'Recognisins' the tweo natures

Sometires to resist 'confusion' they used 'discerning', 'seeing', 'con-
ceiving', and 'recognising' rather than 'diﬁiding' or 'separatiné' the two natures.
This'discerning' is what Theodore had in mind when he wrote: 'We confess, and
‘rightly, one Son, since the dividing of the natures ought of necessity to te
upheld, and the inseparability of the oneness of the proscpon to be p'r'eserved.'86

Herc are the two basic prinéiples of Antiochere Christological doctrine.

Sellers makes much of the principle, and in 'The Council of Chalcedon'
he states: 'eeee But it should be understood that, while the Antiéchenes employ
such strong terms as "separate" and "divide" ...., they also speak of “"recognising"
or "apprehending", the natures ir their difference - terms, that ic, which show
that their "dividing"™ is after all a purely mental process.'87 This did not make
then exactly level with the Monists however, for we must balance with this the
dualist phrases which Cyril only allowed hesitatingly, e.g. 'teuple', 'shrine',
'tabernacle', 'robe', Also the Yonists only'differentiated the sayings and
actions of the Discarnatz or Incarnate Logos according to the 'times', whereas

the Antiochenes divided these as appropriate tc one or the other nature,

Nestorius said88 that each nature had real existence.in the mind and
must be 'conceived' if ceonfusion is to be avoided. If we had the Greek original
it would probably have shown that Nestorips reant 'a seperation which ic conceived'

or 'a separetion which is in the mind'. This is not made clear in the Syriac.89

Thiz gave the Antiochenes the: advantage that they could clearly define
and preserve the differences of the two n.atures. They fiercely upheld the im-
passibility of the Divine nature, e.g. Eustathius: 'the temple suffers but the -
(divine)&zwa abides without spot and preserves its dignity without defilement.' 0
And Theodoret says that since the Son is gpooécwos with the Father who is impass-
ible, His is a nature which cannot undergo passicn.91 Here they wers upholding

their first soteriological principle that God Himself must 'condescend'.

This was real Incarnation, and Nestoriuz was clear that the Logos emptied
himself to achisve this: 'he possessed nothing human of his own, in human things,

but the will of God becaze His own human will, when He was made firm in the actions




76.
and sufferings of the nature. Thus slso in things divine, nothing is His apart
from the human humiliation; but while remaining God in all things, (He is)
that which the Man was by His nature in sufferings, even in impassibil:i.ty.'92
Therefore in the Incarnation - though only in the Incarnation = the Logos whose
prosoﬁon was now a human one, allowed himself to be conditiorned by this manhood.

Elsewhere Nestorius elaborated this theory of condescension.95

The Logos in his'divine nature has remained impassible and immutable
though he has taken the form of a servant. Later Antiochenes wers especially
insistent on this, Theodoret af'ter quoting Phil. 2,5ff said: 'Now it is plain

"~ from these words that the form of G-osl was not changed into the form of a servant,

but remaining what it was pévouou o 'i?v ), took the form of the servant. ' t
I'd

Despite his continued emphasis on Wevwo:§ in Christologzy Cyril is certainly no

Kenoticist in the modern sense of the word.

There was a large measure of agreement between the Antiochenes and the
Alexandrians over the case of Kenosis. Of the three Cyrilline forms, the
Antiocheres would not have aécepted. pec.’wd‘(s H Kpé\Puq was not foreign to them,
but they would have turned naturally to 'rreéo- A-y,(}ug o« In fact of the two proof
texts, John 1.14 and Phil, 2.5-11, the Antiochenes preferred the second. There
were some differences: a. in the Philippians passage the Antiochenes thought
of 'Christ Jesuz' as the subject and this is what it actually says, but the
Alexandrians thought of the Logos as the single factor; b. the Antiocheres thought
of this as a description of the two simultaneous natures, whereas the Alexandrians
said that the break at v.7 was from the Discarnate to the Incarnate Logos;

c. whereas the Pathers, as we have seen, thought of Kenosis as addition rather
than subtraction, Nestorius specifically thought of the two poecpm’, of Paul as
two Tter’m’uﬂ'u( related by a process of giving and receiving; . d. whereas the
Alexgnirians tended to gloss over the Philippians passage with the Johannine

and stress 'made flesh', the Antiochenes interpreted the Johannine passage in
terms of the other so that 'becoming' meant 'receiving' or 'assuming'. The diff-
erence between the two schools is therefore about the extent and still more the
significance of what was added., All depended on how the traditions answered the

questions: what is assumed? and how is i% related to the essuming Logos?

Pronm Paul of Samosata onwards the Antiochenes upheld the completeress
of the human nature, Eustathius asserted a *totus homo' - not onlv a body but
also a soul whick is ;poéumog with men's souls and rational (/\oyu«'r\'l ).
Theodore attacked the Apollinarian doctrine that the Logos took the place of the
rational soul for if it was not resl the redemption of the most important pert of

human nature was incomplete. Therefore it is not surprising that the Antiochenes




77'

said that the manhood had its Tl'frfc'mro« s its 'individuality', so that it could
be regarded' as a 'person'. In the fifth century this was set alongside the
TS LoV of the Godhead, Theodore said:™-

'When we discern (§wicplvepev) the natures, we say the nature of the divine
Logos is complete, and that the wpiruwov is complete - for it cannot be said that
a Swoerwos is without its prosopon (&mpscwrrou ); and we say that the nature
of the Man is complete, and likewise the Wpdownov ,... We say that the wpdewnov
of the divire Logos is proper, too, that of the Man; for the nztures are discern=d-
though the wpeswrov constituted by the union is one. So then, when we taeke ih
hand to discern the netures, we say that the wgosumv of the Man is complete, and
complete, too, that of the Godhead.' :

What is the' root cause of the insistence on the 1Q>o’o'umw of the manhood?
First, because every vmootss had to have.a wposwwove Second, because the Antioch-
eres thought their opponents were unsound, they determined to uphold it. They
were really only upholding the gu; 'ﬁ?&\, pxta.  of the Alexandrians, according to
Sellers, but put more stress on it, They had different ends in view, for the
Antiochenes were determined to reject Apollinarianism and Eultychianism and hence
their emphasis on dvality, whereas the Alexandrians knew that extreme dualism
had to be dealt with an so they stressed the unity. There was alsc a difference
in their attitude to the manhood 2hd its place in the redemptive process. The
Alexandrians tended to think of 'Representative Man', but .the Antiochenes laid a
firn hold on 'The Yan' and 'a man' s the one perfect and obedient individual.

We can surmarice the Antiochene position by saying that from a soteriolog-
ical point of view and therefore a Christological ome, both the Logos and the man
had an important and an essential part to play in Jesus Christ. The 'Homo
assumptus' was a junior partner of the 'Verbum assumens', and not just the envir-
orment in which the battle took place.s Grillmeier points out that the Antiochene
school developed out of the Logos-sarx background but the problem became acute
when the Logos-anthropos combination threatened the unity of the Person of Christ.
Nevertheless the Antiocheres wers right to stress the Double Homoousios and this
was allowed at Chalcedon, .

Reciprocity of the Two Natures and the Bond of Union

Jesus Christ ia one Te;o'uww with two Oi-o'u(. But also each ovex had
its own T\P;rwmw o« The Logos 'takes' the TT(De’e'mtw of the manhood and ‘gives' the
divine ousia to the manhood. TLoofs sea.ys96 'giving' and 'taking' does not imply
a substantial union, but the relationship is set up on the rational level on both
sides by freewill. The reciprocity is of two personal actions. But the Logos

'givés and takes' ('giving us his and teking ours'97) for the union was centred
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in the Person of the Logos. It was not a union on the spirituel plane but a
theory of the philosophical union. Nestorius used it tc explain the 'commun-
icatio idiomatum'. Sellers says: 'To regard him as orne who wculd set up a non-

metaphysical Christology is to reiove him from his own age' .98

Nestorius following Theodore certainly allowed the transference of attributes -
in Jesus Christ 'the flesh is called God'>° and 'God the Logos is called man' .00
Indeed his theory of 'giving' and 'taking' leaves nb doubt., Jesus Christ was the
'common prosopon of the divinity and the humanity'.lOi Then, 'all the things
whiéh are called after the union in respect.to both of these things which are
united come to be with reference to the one prosopon‘.102 In the union the
prosopa of the natures made use of each other so the names of each could be
changad.los It was not merely that one prosopon could make use of the other
prcsopon for one nature could make use of its opposite prosopon, hence the prop-
erties of humanity or divinity could be exchanged. But the natures 'remain the

onz and the other! .104

The Alexandrians used the rethod of communicatio idiomatum to give full

scope to this process of transference. The Antiochenes too were compelled to
admit its legitimacy since it was occassionally found in Scriptare. They allowed
three ways in which to accept it and gave Scriptural references (e.g. Acts 3.15,
20.28, I Corinthians 2.8). It could be & metaphorical use only, so that Diodore
said: 'If anyore should wish to use the title Son of God for the Son of David

me taphorically (Kotmxe—qo-n Kfoss ), he is at liberty to do so because He from Dazz‘.)g.
is the Temple of the Logos'. Theodore also finds good Scriptural warrant:

'The sacred books also teack us this union, not only when they impart to us the
knozledge of each nature but also when they affirm that what is due to one is also
due to the other so that we should understand the wenderful sublimity of the union
which took place between them' ....

'Any time the Bible wishes to speak of the things done in the hurman nature, it
rightly refers them to the divine nature because they are high above our nzature;
in this it shows the union &f the divine nature with the mar in order to make
credible the things done to him ... (but) let us learn the distinction between
the natures and their union from Holy Scripture and let us hold stedfast to this
doctrire and understand the difference between these natures.'

Finally Nestorius thought he had 1lifted the problem into a new sphere by
his theory of theory of the prosopic union. So the Antiochenes allowed this
technique even if they felt bound to qualify it simply because Scripture occasion-
ally used it. Yet they wers always happier when they could divide the attributes
into God-befitting and man-befitting, and interpreted as much as poss'ible- in the
New Testament in accordance with this principle, evzn when a modern exegete would

be against them.
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The great test case of the principle was the Theotokos controversy which
led ultimately to Nestorius' downfall. Between the two extremes of eeorgxas
and o-:\leeb‘tro‘ro/v(os hs suggested the compromise term Xeurro TO,KoS « He was prepared
to allow the simple bheliever to go on using the term Theotokos but realised its
inherent danger. Both Diodore and Theodore before him had rejscted the 'double
birth'.theory and Nestorius was even more emphatic. - The Fathers deseribe the
Economy not as the Birth (\févv"]f's) but as the Incarnation (Evev eecfa'rrq °’l§)_i
for the Godhead is incapable of birth or suffering and therefore the Logos is not
susceptible to a double birth, The nature which was eternally with the Pather
was not born rew. Two births could imply two Sons. 'Prove unto me that God |
the Word was born in flesh of a woman and then explain to me how thou understandest

that he was born.'107

The real difficulty for Duslists over the Double Gereration theory (favoured
by Cyril) lies in describing it as the double birth of the Logos. Sellers says
that the Antiochenes accepted the principls of 'two births' but in a qualified
fashion. It may seem that Diodore rejected it, e.g. in contra Synousiastas:
'The divine Logos did not undergo two bifths, one before the ages, the other in
these last days'. But it does have a context: 'In any discussion concerning
the births according to nature, it must not be thought thal the divine Logos is
son of Mary'. He does not deny saying the Logos is bori of a Virgin but it is

'thfough a figure of speech'.108

Why did these teachers ascribe divine and human attributes to the nams
'Christ'? By 'Christ' they rmeant the One in whom the two natures have bsen
joined together -~ the Logos Incarnate. Nestorius called 'Chrizt', 'the name of
the ecenomy'.lo9 Theodoret was moere explicit: 'The name "Christ" in the case
of our Lord and Saviour signifies the Incarnate Logos (Tov é"“"eef*’"""?"' e /\:"/W),
The Ezmenuel, the "God with us", so said, signifies the single nature (v ATAYY

¢Gcw), before the world, supsrior to time, and incorporal (JférJ&Tb\/ ).'110

Nestorius particularly could not allow the Cyrilline view of 'naturali' or
"hypostatic' union, because such a union was not voluntary and his idea of a
voluntary union was certainly not ontological. It meant that the Logos was not
preserved in impassibility or else the whole thing was a sham. Cyril speaks
frequently of voluntary'xé/wtug but spoils this for Dualists by maintaining after
the Kenotic aet an ontological theory of the union. Nestorius' protests against
the theory of natural union on the grounds of its non-voluntary character ars

explained by Scipioni as follows. Every natural union of which the model is the
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relation of soul and body in man is a union of incomplete natures, édﬂ“ﬁfbﬂéqh_f

is affected by the union to form a new nature. This is a natural and not a
volitional compulsion arising from the necessify of nature and not tie determination
of will., While this may be part of the truth it does not exhaust for Nestorius

the signifiicance of his cbjection. He seems to pass from metaphysical to volit-
ionael considerations without strain, Probadly it is a two—pointed'ohjection

rather than a single metaphysical attack.

According to Nestorius the Logos had 'taken a prosopon of humility'111 and

'given' Man a divine appearance and a prosopon of 'exaltation' or 'adoption'.112

So 'the manhood is the prosopon of the Godhead, and the Godhead is the prosopon of
the me.nhood'.n5 He thought the union of Godhead and manhood in %he Person of

Jesuz Christ had to be both voluntary and personal. It was voluntary because it
depended on the will of the Logosy and he was following Theodore who had cailed it
'union according to good pleasure', It was personal because the manhood was united
to the Logos himselfs All the Antiochenes denied that the manhood assumed by the
Logos was 'that of snother beside himself' (ET{éou-rwos -waeﬂuzréb ) - it was the
'orm' of the Logos. Andrew of Samosata expressly said this in his reply to

anathema IT of Cyril, but using the analogv of the union of the soul with its own

and not snother flesh.

It has been showr: that the Antiochene position was not just a Christolog-
ical preference but an integrated point of view. 'Vonism stood for the rich
realities of religious faith even when these landed in paradoxes or mysteries.
Dualism, the strength of which lay in critical analysis offered a corrective "Yes,
but” in the interests of clarity. Thus the conflict over the term Theotokos

bearz all the marks of a struggle between popular piety and scientific theology.'ll4

It remains to examine some of the forerunners and contemporaries of
Nestorius within the Antiochene school, and assess not so much how they fulfil
in detail what we have noted in general terms, but rather how much they link with

each other and with the heresiarch himself.

PAUL OF SAMOSATA

Paul may be called the forerunner of Nestorius but he was writing at a stage
when the Trinitarian disputes had not really settled and his Christological
influence may therefore be said to be indirect. 1In one aspect of his thought
we find the same Aristotelian dialectic which emerges later irn Thoras Aguinas'

philosophical attitudes to 'substance' and 'accidents'. For instance one fragmenf
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distinguishes 'substantial' and 'qualitative' union.115 Ee had a double

characterisation of the Incarnate Lord, which he compared with God indwelling

in the Termple or one person dwelling in another person. Was the difference

of kind or degree? There is evidence of a bond of union in activity Gﬂ%eyetd
cf. evuo'us o Xer )(»vl ()e Loofs says 16.th1.; represents the mature crystalis-
ation of Paul's thought, but Bardy is more doubtful and thinks we can go no
further than the theory of personal indwelling, evidence for which is relatively

plent1fu1.117

Thers is the problem of the definite distinction between on the onrne hand
the saints and sages, and on the other hand the Incarnate Lord. He certainly
appeared to interpret the Incarnation in terms of 'inspiration' and the thought
forms usually belonging to the doctrine of the Holy Spirit. Christ was 'a
118 1t is important that he claired
Chrict had a different constitution from us, and in three particular ways:

a. the birth of the 'home Christi' was of the Holy Spirit, and possibly by this

man like us but greater in every respect!.

he meant the evidence of the Virgin Birtk; Bardy discounts this as confused;
b, He was the predestinate man, the man of bromise (from prophecy) and vet
there was a difference from the indwelling of the patriarchs and prophets:
c. it was according to the Scriptures, i.e. the Christological use of the 01d

Testament.

Thers is an indication of the problem all the way.throvgh -~ the tendency
to approximate the Divine nature in the human nrature, as Christ in the Christian.
Cyril pointed this out (eux ooflwSE( *Mx kg™ TeLdTyw), the Logos from above,
below - manhood from below above, orlf'rom below here (62:190 Bev , Ku,'r;oo Oev  or
v T%qékv). This particular objection to a substantial indwelling is not nade
anywhere else and amounts to a denial that a logical synthesis is possible
between two elements with different 'direction marks' (*from above' - 'from -
belox'). As s result, while seeking to discover a difference of kind he has
4o fall back on a difference in degree. But he did also stress that manhood
matters and that moral progress was important, and thus he certainly points

forward to Nestorius.

- EUSTATHIUS OF ANTIOCHE (died before 337)

M, Spanneut in an agrticle 1n the Journal of Theological Studies sald' 119
'On a lengtemps nerrllo-e les idées theologmues d'Eustathe d'Antioche... Fr,
Loof's avait pressentl 1'importance de 1'oeuvre eustathienne pour 1' hlst01£§ de
la theo1or1e. Dés 1914 il 1an9a uns these pouvelle sur la place de 1l'évsque
d'Antioche et la reprit jusqu'a sa mort, non sans évoluer guelque peu.'
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Af'ter mentioning works by Zoepfl Burn, Sellers and Gericke, he continves:

'En somme deux re/ponses sont en presence' 1'1ntemretat1on traditionelle, reprise
. par Zoepfl, qui voit en Eustathe un theolovler\ pur de tout Sabellianisme et
orthodoxe en christologie (une personne, devx natures, mons la terminologie);
une pos:.t.‘.or plus recente garantie par Fr. Loofs, qui f'a:l.‘t d'Eustathe un
representant de 1'ecole antmchenne, avec uhe conception economoue de la
Trinite et upe christologie exagerement dualists. Dans le dernier cas, notre
auteur a coté de ¥arcel d4'Ancyre, assurerait 1'= relai entre, d'une part, Paul
de Samosate, Theoph:.le d'Antioche et, par dela, 1 Occident, d'autre part,
Dipdore de Tarse , Theodore de Xopsueste, et, par' (a, le Nestorlanlsme. Cette
thése nouvelle - on nourralt dire cette svnthese - est a prem:.ere vue vraise-
wblable et en tout cas sedulsante. les idfes trinitaires et christologiques
d'Eustathe s'y nxetent—el‘l.es on s'y refusent-elles?'.

HMore recently Grillmeier claims a rather different position for Eustathius.

He says that before the controversy with Apollinarius, Eustathiug tried to
balance Word-flesh terminology with another framework, and he has been unfairly
set between Paul of Samosata and Mestorius. He used un-Antiochene language
and only because of the reputation was doubt felt about his belief in the
Compunicatio Idiomatum. In fact he says quite clearly: 'Maanifestse deprehensi
sunt, qui Verbum Deum occidissent et crueci affixissent'.120 He also used the
title 'Theotokos'. 2! His ideas of the divinisation of the soul and body of
Christ and communicatio in the Logos also pointed to what Grillmeier terms a
'unitive theblog;_,v'. This may be compared with Origen, though Eustathiuz also
said that Origen's theory of the soul made Christ an ordinary nan and he did not
talke the divine nature into consideration (_;,\,\’ S Kot Tﬁs 66",'*5 4TV
Ero)(azorevog dUrews)e The soul also had the power of the Logos to lead sculs out

of hell.

Thus Grillmeier concludes that his theology is 'unitive' though well
balanceds It was in his fight with Arian Logos-sarx Christology that we find
the 'other' Eustathius with a 'divisive' theologzy. Prestige also thinks there
was. \c extreme ermphasis on duelity which endangered the unity of the person of
AChrist in the writings of Eustathius, Chrysostom or Theodoret. But it is
necessary to question how Grillmeier can deduce so much from the scanty frag-
ments. In the absence of secure dating his theory of a radical changs in his
Christology after the outbreak of the Arian controversy is particularly

vulnerable. 122

Dualist elements however undoubtedly exist in the fragrents, and his Heas
have been categorised by Spanneut as: a. 'le réchanisme de 1'Incernstion':

. A 7z
b. 'la nature humaine dans l'etre que en resulte'.
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: \
The impassi®lé Word took a human texple, he assured (_:Wd.z\dPLaV) a huran
instrupent, he 't-\oo u"p and wore', he 'inhabited', 'occupied himself' the man,

so that the experiénce was real but it was the experience of God. 'L'Incarn-
ation aux yeux d'Eustathe est bien 1'assomption d'un homme par le Verbe! .125
He thus chose the Word-man framework. He celled the human nature 'l'homre du
Christ' snd 'il lue ettribue explici{ement une are’'. The Fathers were silent
about the existence of a human soul of Christ at this period yet Eustathius

said: 'pourquoi jugent-ils si importent de monter que le Christ assuma un

124

A ] . ’ >
corps sans ame?' Spanreut. says of this: 'Par cette clairvoyance unique

’ 7
it attaquait 1'hérésie en son point faible et sauvait 1l'integrite des natures

dans le Christ! .125

If the human nature was complete was it necessary to call this man a
person? 'La tendance exagerement dualiste est evident chez Eustathe. Cependant
ne donnons pas au term 'ﬂeﬂ'm'\'ev qu'il -applique parf-';qis_a la nature humaine
du Christ une valeur qu'il n'avait pas. Souvent en effet 1'e/v€que d' Antioche

affirre ailleurs 1'unité du Sauveur. C'est le meme Christ que a deux

. 126
NnaissanceSesces’

Grillmeier points out that he began to qualify his communicatio state-
ments, e.g. 'For it is not right to say that the Word, or God, died'.’?’ we
begin to see him separating the actions within Christ as recorded in the
Scriptures.128 The body was variously described as 'temple', 'tabernacle’',
'house', 'garment' of the Logos, and to make it unique he used the term .-

'fullness', Ignatius of Antioch had used the phrase 9605 Capxo +oeog ;5 his

successor used uveeuﬂog 9604:0605 » homo aeifer.1%

Spanneut sums up by saying:

'Puisque l'insistance dualiste n anpara;'l.\t que dans les fragments » gereralement
anti-ariens, tout laisse croire au'Eustathe y fut arené par la nolemloue.

Contre ceux qui diminuajent tour 3 tour dans le Christ 1'humain et le divin,

il eut a monter la perfect19n reclnroque de 1'horme et du Verbe. Fustathe,

en ce sens, ne seraif pas ne Antiochien. Ies Ariens 1'auraient rendu tel....
Eustathe d'Antioche nous naralt donc peu fondé a servir de témoin pour attester
le cpntlnu}te d'une tradition antlochenne ssess  Sa chrlstoloele R tres affirmative
sur-1'unite su Sauveur, ne doit peut—etre dualisme exagere qu'avx circon~
stances.'

DIODORE OF TARSUS (died before 394)

This Fether is usuvally associated with Eustathius a:z being an intermediary

between Paul of Samosata and the later Antiocherxes.lsi The existence of a
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direct link cannot be substantiated and a continuous succession is at least
non proven. Certainly the charge of 'being Paul's men' was hotly denied by
Theodore and Nestorius, despite a gemersl similarity of pattern.

Jerome mentioned that Diodore was & disciple of Busebius, but we have to
remember that Eusebius was within the Logos-sarx framework, and previous
interpretations have always made Diodore & representative of the Word-man school.
What place dces he appear to give to the 'soul' in the extant fregments? His
writings in opposition to the Emperor Julian ssem to make him defend the true
divinity of Christ. He introduced a loosening in the concept of the un:.ty of
Christ in reply to the attacks of Julian in order to safeguard the Godhead,
and possibly the idea of a twofold worship is to rebut the accusation of
worshipping a man. He allowed Theotokos but wanted it to be balanced by
Anthropotokos. The distinction betweén the divinity and the humanity of Christ
was not necessarily carried to the lengths of separation. According to
Grillmeier his theology of distinction was set within a Logos-sarx and not, as
with Theodore, a Logos-anthropos framework. Thus for him Christ had a human
soul but as with Athanasius, it was not a theological factor. There was a
striking pneglect of the soul even in the Apollinarian controversy, and yet
Apollinarius said of Diodore and Flavian of Antioch, that they were 'sycophants,
dividing the Lord into two prosopa'.1°2  Grillmeier however points out that
whereas this is found among the Paulinists, 'Diodore, as a Meletian, would net. . -
have been much inolined to resort to the theclogical ideas of the other side.'1S®

His exsgesis of Luks 2,52 is important. He said the Logos himself could
not have increased in age and in wisdom, and so it must have been the flesh for
it was the flesh which had to be created and born and the Logos imparted wisdom
gmduail.ly.154 We should note that in this the Logos was not opposed to the
‘man' but to the flesh and. the Logos was the direct source of s 5v¢V'S s which
shows his link with Eusebius of Emesa. There was a real link with the Logos-
sarx school, even though the bulk of his writings show the other framework.

The mixture may point to a transitional per:i.oﬂ,.]'{"5 Thus although it was gensr-
ally thought that representatives of 'divisive' Christology were God-man types,
Eusebius (completsly) and Diodore (in part) are representatives of divisive

christology of the Logos-sarx type, which was soon to be overcome by the other.

His temporary use of a Logos-sarx framework for this divisive theology
surprised Cyril, who said: ‘'Diodore should also listen to this: If you now
call (that) flesh which you once described as the man from Nazereth taken (by
the Logos), then show yourself to us without any disguise and mask, say clearly
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what in your opinion a man should think, and do not seek to deceive (simple)

listemsrs by speaking simply of a soulless flesh'.":156

This thesis of Grillmeier is contested by Rowan Greer in the Journsl
of Theological Studies.157 He adrits that on terminology alone Diodore does
not match up to the usual Antiochens Logos—anthropos-framework, but there is no
ground for thinking he is a Logos-sarx theologian by his mere use of 'flesh'.
He asserts that as a Soriptural theologian he believed that there were two
subjects of predication in Jesus Christ. He notes of Diodore's exegesis of
Matthew 22.41f: 'Diodore's explandtion is that Christ in the Gospel is demon-
strating that he is both David's son qua man and David's Lord qua the Word and
in so far as the man received the title by his union with the Word.... The
title Lord properly belongs to God, bu\t by graces 1s bestowed upon David's son.
The human subject is David's son by nature; his Lord,by -graa.c:e.'l'er'8

Greer disputes that for Diodore humanity was really only fleghien three
grounds. He defined man as a creature rather than as a relation between body
and soul. The soul more appropriately took a part of the grace of God rather
than the 5ody. It is untrue that the soul was not a centre of discussion with
the Apollinarians, and it is their basic assumption of the analogy of the soul
and body which he rejects. Also Greer contends that the difficult Pragment 2
is not what Diodore himself believed but rather an attempt on his part to give
a fair statement of Apollinarian teaching, in ordexr. to show the absurdity of
their position. Again the term 'flesh' when used by Diodore is simply the
uncritical way of expressing the man born of Mary, and this clear in Pragment 13.

'eeeo The reason he uses the term is that it is firmly embedded in the universal
tradition of the Church. His terminology is, in any case, rather loose and fluid;
and there is no compelling reason to doubt that he could sirmply adopt uncrit-
ically the usual way of speaking of the Incarnation, a way which ultimately
derives from John 1.14 .... In short, Diodore uses ."flesh” in a traditional

and non-technical way. Theodore alone of the Antiochenes eschews the word

and replaces it with his more fixed terminology «... The traditional term
"flesh" is interpreted biblically rather than philosophically. And, I should
argus, Diodore's use of flegh must be read against a biblical rather than a
philosophical background.'159

With regard to the Communicatio Idiomatum, the communion was thought to
be one of honour, worship and grace. David's son might be called Lyrd 'not
because he is from Mary', but 'in repect of honour'.:"‘lo This interpretation
woi:ld not satisf'y the Alexandrians who wished to assert a full metaphysical

communication of the attributes of God and man.
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Greer summarises his contention against Grillmeier's thesis that Diodore
built upon a Logos-sarx framework under four headings. a. He was misled by
Briere's translation of the anti-Apollinarian fragment into thinking this was
Diodore's own view. b. He puts too much weight on Diodore's terminology, e.g.
'flesh'. c¢. He thinks Diodore's communicetio idiomatum is some kind of natural
union and so misinterprets his descriptions of Christ's remarkable powers.

d. His attempts to reorientate his Christology in terms of a defence of Christ's
divinity against the Emperor Julian 'seem quite gratuitous'. And so Diodore
should be reclassified as a 'true Antiochene’'.

In conclusion it seems that Diodore's Christology was completely after
579 and 581. At the Council of Constantinople, Meletius (who died while the
Council was: in session) and Diodore played a special role and probably influenced
the canons of the Council. Diodore was certainly regarded as the standard of
orthodoxy in his own regioxi. Agoording to sbme Neatoris:n writings in 612 this
council brought the Logos-anthropos frameworl: into the open as an effective
counter-balance to the Logos-sarx framework. It is precisely because he did
not accept a soul that he opposed 'ons hypostasis' formulas, for this did not
sufficiently loosen the unity between Word and fleshi He is concerned not so
much because the humanity of the Lord was being lost by the Apollinarian contro-
versy, but, says Grillmeier, that the Godmead of:the Logos was endangered. He
was unable to construct an effective theology in the Logos-anthropos framework
and prepared the way for another Antiochens, Theodore.

THEODORE OF MOPSULSTIA (died 428)

Theodore's Christology was largely unquestioned during his lifetime, and
is therefore likely to be less self-conscious and more subtle in its Antiochens
thought than 'The Bagaar'. The language appears to be formally orthodox but
we still must wonder whether what he intends to convey is what the orthodox
Church accepted as the correct teaching about the Person of Christ. He is always
classified as a 'biblical theologian' and hence his desoription as 'the Interpret-
er'. R.A.Norris™*! thinks there is a considerable link between his Christology
and his doctrine of man. There is a certain tension between his work as 'ths
Interpreter' and his attempts to move into speculative theology. The latter
is subsidiary but makes itself most felt in his anthropology. He certainly did

know his way into the field of theology, and was no mean systematic theologian.
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His main debate was with Apollinarius who denied the human soul of Christ
and so we have to see what Theodore thought about the human soul in general,
and in Christ in particular. Man consiéted of body and soul - he is a dich-
otomist in anthropology. Therefore the soul had an independent hypostasis,
was rational and practical, passible and mutable, and the seat of the intsllect.
It was brought .:Lnto conjunction with the body as a partmer but still an ‘indep-
endent substance. It was a creaturely being, yet man was made in the image
of God in whom the structure of creation was seen in microcosm. The Fall
deprived mankind of this role through disobedience, and redemption was to be
seen as ethical remswal in which the human nature played a vital role with the
Logos. In gpite of the Fall man had the freedom and moral responsibility
nscesgary to assist in this. Some scholers Kave called this Theodore's
Pelagianism, ,ﬂ:e emphasised the homo victor thems. The initiative is
certainly divire, but the Man won for himself and others that redemption
described by reason of his union with God the Word. It was the product both
of divire self-giving and of human obedience, .

This meant that the two natures had to be dualistically presented.
Applied to Scripture, certain sayings of Christ befitted either his deity of
his humanity. Theodore went beyond difference of properties to think of these
as two different substances. Like all the Antiocherss he found it difficult
to think of 'manhood' apart from 'a man'. He asked: ‘How is it not plain
that the divime Scripture cleerly teaches us that God the Word is ons thing,
and the man another, and that it shows us the great difference between them?'“’z
Diepen notes: '(the tendency is to) distinguish in Christ not only a double
"quid” but (also) a double l'q;uis"."’45

But he often wrote of the cooperation (ruve/e7£-,u>f- ") of the Man and
God the Son and this was the basis of the theory of the unity of Jesus Christ.
He said: 'We assert the One Son and Lord Jesus Christ, through whom all things
were made: understanding thereby principally God the Word who is Son of God
and Lord in real being, but understanding thereby conjoinily and secondarily
that which was assumed, Jesus of Nazeréth ... as sharing in sonship and lordship
by virtus of his union with God the \'Iord..'l‘14 The Sonship enjoyed bj the man
was 'by grace' and not :!'by nature'. Similarly he denied that human properties
can be attributed to ths Word by nature, but only derivatively by reason of
His relationship to the Man.

His basic dootrine is ome of 'inhsbitation'.  He used the term &volxkoi
as the best alternative to «ei‘c.g . He began from the fact that God is always
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working in the world and so is immarent in substanoce (o:;'cr{fh ) and activity
(efre-é\/(,u )e The inhabitation in man was eéxceptional and special. He seiged
on the expression 'indwelling according to good pleasure (KdT,euSo& Cav ),
and to differentiate this further from the indwelling in the prophets, he added
the phrase with a Scriptural basis 'as in a Son' (s cv ut%). 'But what
is meant by "as a son"? It mesans that in coming to indwell, he united the
assuned (Man) as a whole to himself, and made him to share with him in all the
dignity in which be who indwells, being Son by nature, participates: so as

to be counted ons prosopon according to the union with him, and to share with
hin e11 his dominion ....'1%°

For him the union was real and preceded the 'co-operation' and the
'prosopic union' which are effected. He used three analogies to elaborate
this. TFirst, it was like God dwelling in the Tabernacle (this was from the
Divine point of view). Second, it was like the union between man and wife
(this was from the human point of view). Third, it was like ths union of
body and soul (the actual description of the union).

He developed the idea of the prosopon and prosopic union which was latent
in Eustathius in an original way. It came to mean practically (though not
technically) what Cyril meant by hypostasis - an individual figure as presented
to the perception, which philosophically could be defined as an independent
objective reality.

Unity of prosopon was not in itself a kind of union: rather it was the
outward expression of an underlying unity which might be one of several differ-
ent kinds. The unity of prosopon was a product of the union, i.e. of the
indwelling of the Word in the man through a disposition of the will, and based
on the subordination of the Man to the Word. The doctrime of the ome prosopon
was not the equivalent of the later doctrine of hypostatic union, nor was it
'a merely moral union'. It was the dominance of the Word, who alone was the
agent of the union itself which madeit possible to speak of the one prosopon of
Christ. It was when Nestorius tried to use it in a technical sense as a
philosophical construction to oppose Cyril's theory of hypostatic union that
the trouble began.

The term 'common proscpon' is still pre-Chalcedénian., Theodore still
appoared to lack the good Alexandrian emphasis on one subject, and instead
appeared to make ths 'common prosopon' a third subject over and above the two
natures from which it derived its existence. This was summarised in the
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following remark: 'For when we distinguish the natures, we say that the
nature of God the Word is complete, and that (his) prosopon is complete
(for it is not correct to speak of an hypostasis without its prosopon); and
(we say) also that the nature of the man is complete, and likewise (his)

prosopon.’ 146

Grillmeier claims that there is no third 'mixsd' prosopon in addition, '
for Theodore only spoke of one proscpon in two natures, which was produced by
the Logos giving his own prosopon to the assumed man. The Logos-prosopon
became the means of showing forth Christ's human nature. We may examire an
important recently discovered fragment from Contra Eunom:i.um::"‘l'7

'Prosopon is used in a twofold way: for either it signifies the hypostasis
and that which each ons of us is, or it is conferred upon honour, greatness
and worship; for example "Paul”™ and "Peter" signify the hypostasis and the
prosopon of each ore of them, but the prosopon of Lord Christ means honour,
greatness and worship. For because God the Word was revealed in manhood,

he was causing the glory of his hypostasis to cleave to the visible one; and
for this reason, "prosopon of Christ” declares it (sc. the prosopon) to be

(a prosopon) of honour, not of the ousia of the two natures. Cgor the honour
is peither nature nor hypostasis, but an elevation to great dignity which is
awarded as a due for the cause of revelation .....] (Here he compares a
king and his robes) .... For anyorne who affirms God the Word to have flesh
by nature (predicates that) he has something foreign to the divine ousia by
undergoing an alteration by the addition of a nature. But if he has not
flesh by nature, how does Apollinarius say that the some ome is partially
homoousios with the Father in his Godhsad, and (partially) homoousios .with us
in the flesh, so that he should make him composite? For he who is thus divided
beocomes and is found (to be) something composite by nature.®

Unfortunately this fragment raises as many problems as it solves.
Theodore distinguishes two sensss of the word prosopon. The first is ident-
ical with hypostasis, the second is a prosopon of honour, greatness and worship.
Theodore fails to tell us whether heis applying both senses or only ths
second to Christ. 1If he is using the first in a christological way does it
apply only to the total incarnate person, or to both natures considered as
hypostases? The fragment is contained in a Nestorian collection and therefore
might have been modified in a Ngstorian direction. It is a welcome addition
to the evidence at our disposal, but settles no question in a decisive manner.

This is sufficient on the thought and vocebulary of Theodore for the
present, but it will be necessary to examine this in even greater detail when
reviewing the works of hisgreatest disciple, Ncstorius. Of Nestorius, =
Prestige says: '(be) put a raszor-like dialectical edge on Theodore's tools
and applied them to the cutting up of Apollinarianisn'.'®®  Unfortunately

he was using the Christological dualism of Theodore as a rival ontology and this
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was not the natural mould into which to pour what he had to say.

No further comments will :'s made about the heresiarch at this junoture
and so it remains to say something briefly about his two contemporaries,
Theodoret of Cyrus and Andrew of Samosata.

THEODORET OF CYRUS

Theodoret could easily have transferred from Trinitarian language the
idea of linking of 'prosopon' with 'hypostasis' and distinguishing them from
'physis' but this he did not appear to do until after 450. He was important
for the future in that he established the connection between the Chalcedonian
doctrine of the Incarnation and Trinitarian theological terminology and basged
this on Soriptural evidence. The Formulary of Reunion (433) owed much to
nin'®* and it was here that he linked 'ousia' and 'physis' as meaning essence
or nature. He deeply acknowledged the unity but wanted to stress the freedom
of the Incarnation and to do this he only bhad prosopon left. In De_Incarnat-
iore he acknowledged the 'distinction of the natures and the unity of the
prosopon' 150 (-a.nd he did not mean by this a mixed prosopon, though it does
bave much of its original meaning of 'countenance'). The Godhead and manhood
unite themselves in one ocombined appearance of Christ: 'in the countenance of
Jesus Christ' (2\/ -wPoc—u'nrcg 7’-70—57) Xewn?u) has this meaning: as the divine
nature is invisible, it becomes visible in its imwardness through the manhood
that is taken, for this is illuminated with divine light and sends out

lightnings.' 151

Wie should note that his conception of prosopon did not rest the unity
in the 'hypostasis' of the Logos as with Cyril but-is constitute$ by the union
of Word and manhood - the subject of the common‘sayings in Christ, i.e. the
conjunction of the two natures. Up to 448=9 he still found difficulty with
~ 'Theotokos'. - But he seems finally to have developed beyond this incomplete
picture of Christ and in two letters (449) the unity of subject and of person
in Christ is made explicitly: 'So the body of the Lord is.indeed a body, but
incapable of suffering, incorruptible and immortal.... For it is not separ-
ated from the Godhead and belongs to none other than the Only-begotten Son of
God Himself. And it shows us no other person (prosopon) than ths Only-begotten
hinself, who is clothed with our natwie.'®®  Algs: 'Our Lord Jesus Christ
is no othsr person of the Trinity than the .Son.'l55
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_ ANDREW OF SAMOSATA

He wanted to show that Cyril in fact asserted two hypostases: 'but we
must not assign the sayings to two persons or hypostases or to two Soné, dividing
the union, that is the om® Son; for the' complete unity and the one Son cannot
1194 He aliowed
the one hypostasis expression and elsewhesre accepted two natures and this prepared
for the Chalcedonian distinction of one hypostasis (the one prosopon) and two
natures. He returmed to Cyril's Trinitarian terminology and ocompared it with
his Christological concepts: physis = hypostasis, but hypostasis had come to
= prosopon. For the Trinity this meant three natures and three persons, and in
Christ two natures and two prosopa. He suggested that Cyril should ivedéfine
hypostasis to meen 'the forms in which substantial things exist' and then talk
of two hypostases without meaning two prosopa, or else as in the 'De Sancta
Trinitate' which be had already quoted, link prosopon with hypostasis and
distinguisk both from physis, or else contrast prosopon with both the other con-
cepts of physis and hypostasis. He seemed to prefer prosopon = hypostasis, and

be divided and are inseparable in every respect and way and view.

not physis = prosopon.

'Andrew for his part really seems to cling to the equation of hypostasis
and person made' in trinitarian terminology. We have heard above of the prosopon
of the Logos ... in the Ietter to Rabbula we read of the "nature of the hypostasis
(of the Logos)" - such statements are not mads about the manhood. The Logos, as
hypostasis, is thus, in fact, the centre on which the person of Christ is formed.
The natures occupy a somswhat different position; they are both present in the

one person of Christ and are carefully to be distinguished from one ano‘l:her.'ls5

CONCLUSION

Thus ~ the two schools are rapidly brought closer to each other and prepare
for the Chalcedonian Definition. The Antiochenss represent prolsptically strong
Chalcedonianism, i.e. a synthesis between Antiochene Christology and the formulas
of Cyril, though this depends on where ore locates the centre of gravity of
Chalcedon. From the viswpoint of the La‘rocinium it was dualistic, but it did not
restore Nestorius. In some places there were monist elements, so that both Cyril
and Nestorius would have had to think carefully before signing it. Cyril would huwe
had to agree that 'physis and 'lvpostasis'_ were aligned, and Nestorius would have
had to abandon the mutuality of the 'prosopa'. The brunt of the battle was borne
by Leo rather than the Easterns.’®® It could not have happened without the great
clash between Cyril and Nestorius. We now turn to the latters's apology.
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Chapter Four

THE LITERARY HISTORY OF THE BOOK OF HERACLEIDES AND OTHER WORKS OF NESTORIUS

The Discovery

The study of the Nestorian heresy has gathered great momentum only within
the last seventy years; this has been stimulated by the rediscovery of an import-
ant docurent reputedly composed by the heresiarch h:i.méelf. The great silence
was broken by the two German scholars Groussen1and Braunzwho noted the existence
of the Book of Heracleldes, The Liber Heraclidis is an apologetical work using
theological and historical arguments against the condsmnation of Nestorius at
the Council of Ephesus (431). This finding led to a rapid increase in the total
of the Patriarchfs writings made easily available, together with a number of

articles assessing the ev:i.dence.s

Loofs noted the Liber Heraclidis in his collection of the Nestorian frag-
ments ,4 from lists of Nestorius' works published in ancient times. He realised
that it was in some way comnected with the 'Tragoedia', and was probably the
'Liber historica' mentioned by Irenasus of Tyrus in the so-calleci 'Synodicon'.5
However, Loofs did not know of the recovery of the Liber Heraclidis when he
published the Nestoriana. The primary text in Syriac was edited and published
in 1910,6 end in the same year there appeared a French tra.nslation.7 Fif'teen
years later an English translation of the Syriac was publ:i.shsed,8 though Bethune~
" Beker had made a study of the Book in 1908,° and a friend of his had translated
large sections of it into English. Loog‘s':"cga've four lectures on the subject to
students of the University of London, and these were translated aid published.io

The S ac Textn

Kotchanes
I
Ourmiah
1
Strasbourg Bethuns-Baker Van
(s) (c) (V)

The only extant text is in the hands of the Nestorian patriarch at Kotchanes
in Persian Turkestan (Kotchanes). It dates from about 1100 and was discovered
by Amsrican missionaries near Ourmiah., The copy for their library (Ourmiah) was
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made secretly and in haste by a Syrian priest Auscha'na in 1889. From this
several copiss were mads including one for Strasbourg University (S), and one
which cams into the hands of Bethune-Baker at Cambridge (C). In addition Bedjan -
had his own copy made from the original partly at Kotchanes and partly at Van (V).
He also made use of S and C in oompiliné his standard edition.

Of course Nestorius wrote his treatise in Greek but this has been lost
and the manusoript mentioned above is a Syriac translation. The Syriac translator
in his preface notes the layout of the boak:1Z -

Book I Part 1: 'wherein he speaks of all the heresies against the Church
and all the sects that exist concerning the faith of the
three hundred and eighteen (Pathers at the Council of Nicasa)';

Book I Part 2: 'he assails Cyril, putting before (everything else) the \
inquiry touching the judges (who condemned him) and the {
accusation of Cyril'; |

\

Book I Part 5:¢ ‘'his own defence and the comparison of their letters';

Book II Part 1: 'the defence and the refutation of the blame for the things
on account of which he was anathematised';

Book II Part 2: '(he recounts that which took place) from (the time) when
'he was anathematised until the end of his life'.

The Syriac text at Kotchanes has been mutilated especially at the
hands of Kurds of Bedr Khan Bey in 1845, - Bedjan notes in his introduction:

'D'apres les feuilles blanches laissées dans les manuscrits que j'ai eus entre
les mains, et d'apres quelques petites ngtes des copis‘bes, j'ai oalcule qu's la
page 146 da mon edition, i.l ya a peu pxes 55 pages qui ont disparu; a la page
161, 42 pages manquent; e la page 209, 56 pages sont perdues., On ne peut

faire ce calcul que d'nna ma.n:l.ere approximatives En outre, il y a des passages
ou quelques ligres ont éts la:l.ssees en blanc, d'autres endroits de peu d'étendue
sont effaces par suite ds vetusts,'

13

It would seem that altogether about 15% - 20% of the book is missing
and most of these omissions occur in the first Book and usually at the beginning
or end of the partse The copyist fortuna‘bely has made a reasonably accurate
copy of the manuseript which was :mfront of him and thus we are @&le to see
exactly where the lacunse appear in the Kotchanes original. He has reproduced
it_1lire by line, leaving blank spaces where 'thése occur, Driver and Hodgson
following the hypothesis of Nau, suggest that pages 157-146 in the Syriac
edition ere msplaoed. The order of the book then appears as follows (with
the Syriac page references): '
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Translator's Preface (1=-10)
Book I Part 1 (10-125)
Book I Part 2 : (126-137)
éla.cuna).

fragment) (137-146)*
Book I Part 5 (146-193)
Book II Part 1 (194~270)

. _ (271-459)

Book II Part 2 (459-521)

Translator's Conclusion (521)

® The Syriac copyist notes: 'From here twelve pages have been torn out and lost
from the original by the troops of Bedr Khan Bey, whon they captured the
district of Das in the year 2154 of the Greeks (= A.D. 1843),'15

In spite of the considerable loss there is still sufficient to
dotermine the basic thoughts contained in the Book because Nestorius seems to
repeat the same points with boring frequency, unless we accept Professor
Abramowski's thesis of mutiple authc:msh:l.p.j'6 .Even 8o the Syriac text occupies
521 pages as wo have just seen, and the French translation with 551 pages, and
that of Driver and Hodgson with 580 pages, points to mo mean work. Much more
distressing from the point of view of scholarship is the fact that the work has
only be retained in Syriac¢, for the Greek might well have shown more subtleties
of thought which have been lost in the Syriac translation. Nevertheless we can
only be extremely grateful for the fact that after so many years it was rediscov-
ered and has been thought by some Patristio theologians to mepit a re-appraisal
of the whole question of Nestorius' orthodoxy. We will now examine thehistory
of the work from the time of its translation into Syriac, taking into gccount
the mentions 1t receives together with the other works of the Patriarch among
church historians before the nineteenth century.

The Date of the Syriac Translation of the Treatise

We now have to be as acourate as possible about the date of the
Syriac tmsla.tién to ascertain how soon after the original it was made. There
is no reason to belisve that the translator had to rely on oral tradition: a
Greek text was preserved, and there is evidence for this.

Professor Abramowski says:il? 'das Vorwort des Ubersetzers ... .ist
zgu Beginn verstummelt ..., s fangt mit den Pesten einer Dedkation au, die auf
Mar Aba zugeschnitten scheint e..' And Bedjan would appear to agree whsn he
qusﬂla '|'a version syriaque ds ce livre a otd fa.{'he vers 535 sous le patriarche
Paul,' The notes of Nau on the subject are worth quoting in dstai1:1°
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'La vie de Mar Aba, patriarche nestorien, nous apprend qu'il a rapporte de
Constantinople "la liturgie et tous les eor:l.ts de ‘Nestorius® ... Ce voyage se
place entre 525 et 533+¢s Je& livre d'Heracl:Lde fut traduit sous le patriarche
Paul et celui-ci .., fut patriarche de 539, 8 540 ..o L'avertissement du
traducteur syrien debuta.it par une dedicace s il semble, d'apnas le peu qui en
reste ... qu 'elle etait adressée a Mav Aba.

'Pou apres 540, le moine mestorien Bar 'Bitd (1o fils de 1'Egl:.se) 1'otudiait
par coeur et le récitait; il desait en effet, d'apnas son biographe: "... Je
recita:l. aussi par 0osur ... enfin le livre de Mar Nestorius qui est appelé de
Heracl:l.dos, gqui a ete _traduit récemment de mon temps v_?eo en syriaquo...”

_ 'Peu b.ples cette epoque, dans la seconde moitié du siecle, l1l'historien
Evagrius a vu le texte grec des deux derniers ouvrages de Nestorius. la Tragéd.ie
et le Livre d'Horaclide eee'

Nau adds a comment on the phrase in the Syriac translator's preface,
'C'est avec une ferme oonfiance dans la puissanoe de votre prisze que Mon
Humilits s appretna » traduire ce livre du grec en syriaqm"zo

'D'apnes Ebed-jesu, evequs de Nisibe de 1290 a 1518, 1e prasent ouvrage aurait
g5 traduit au temps de Paul", pa.triarche mstorian de 539 & 540. Dans ce cas,
les premieres lignes ~ si elles ne s'appliquent pas a Nestorius - pourra.:lant
8 a.ppliquar au patriarche nestorien Mar Aba, successeur de Paul 540 a 552,
qui avait se:;ourm & Constantinople, entre 525 et 533 D'aillesurs Mar Aba
est 1'un des tradnctaurs de la liturgie de Nestorius, il aurait traduit Thé odore
de ilopsusste et rapports de Constantinople "la liturgie et tous les écrits
ds Nestor:.us' eee ©t 1'0on comprend qu'il ait fait traduire ensuite le livre
d'Hraclide et qu'il en ait acoepte la dédicace.'

This seems to be fairly conclusive and gives an approximate period for the

translation, rather less than a century after the death of Nestorius, There is

one discrepancy which Nau notes in a comment on the text 'evBque d'Alep': .21

'"Alep™ (i.cs Aleppo) est du au traducteur. Le grec porte le nom Bérée
(1.0 Beroea.). C'est en 638 que Béree aurait repris le nom d'Alep ... Mais
le nom Alep etait sons doute rests en usage chez les syriens orientaux.'

Nestorius' Works: The Tunnsel Period.

The centuries between the translation of the Treatise into Syriac, and
its discovery in the ninetesenth century were not completely silent. August
Neander?2 reférs to the evidence of E agrius, nicknamed Scholasticus, who lived
at the end of the sixth century,zs and to an important fourteenth century citation.

Evagrius gave an account of two works by Nestorius dating from the time
of his exile, one of which was presumed to be the 'Tragedy' while the other remainsd

\
for a long time un;dent:l.fied. Evagrius squ. r(wcpet PN SL*Aekﬂ«kus
’
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It may be noted that 'the Egypt:i.an’ was a familiar method of describing
Cyril of Alexandria in the writings of Nestorius. Also the expression
probably means 'in the form of & dialogus' (librum in modum dialogi compositum).2’
The fragments preserved of the Theopaschites showed that this latter point was
true, and the Syriac translator's preface confirms that it was an apologetic
work and so makes the identification sure. Also the title implies a man who
thought God had suffered, and this might refer to the Cyrilline claim that God
'suffered impassibly' in Christ.2 There appears to be a list in tl» Syriac
translator's introduction of the works of Nestorius. Bethuns-Baker seems to
have mistranslated this so as to include a book called the ‘Historica' which
he claims was one of the two known to Evagrius. What the Byriac translator
actually said,although several lines are missing, 13’27

'.s0a8 that of the dispensation and of the truth of the inquiry concerning the
faith, and the fourth fkind of literature is that) of history; but this book
is placed in the third class, that is of chapters concerning the faith, to be
read after these two books which were made by the saiht - and I mean
Theopaschites and Tragoedia, which were composed by him as a defence against
those who blamed him for having wanted a council to be hsld'.

It is trne howsver that Enagrius did make the point el yv, Neo'-roewu B }Aw
Tl'ee(. e-ru)(w T‘v,v Trcet_ FosTev uo’.oeuw M PeXo,_J(_v'V) _ .28
Could the Tragedy be the historical part of the Bock and the Theopaschites
the introductory dialogue at the beginning? This would depend upon locating
fragments attributed to 'these works in the Liber Heraclidis. They may be
sources for the Book rather than descriptions of it. Incidentally if Evagrius
is referring to the first part of the Book when he refers to 'a certain Egyptian'
and the dialogue=-form, his statement might be corroborative evidence for the
Sophronius was intended to be Cyril himself.29 We -may also note that the two
letters to the governor of Thebals written during Nestorius' exile were also

referred to by Evagrius. 50

The citation from the middle ages referred to above must now be noted,
and it gives us a list of all the known works of Nedgbrius in the Nestorian

Church of that time. The Metropolitan of Nisibis in Armenia, Ebed-Jesu
51
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Nestorius Patriarcha/Plures exactos libros composuit
Quos e medio blasphemi sustelere,/

Qui autem ex illis remanserunt, hi sunt,/
Liber Tragoediae (r_.rok Por HI X ),/
Et liber Heraclidis (0. wlo T ONTRIN),/
Et epistola ad Cosmam, / .
Quee Tempore Paull translates sunt./
Prolixa eiusdem Liturgia,/ ’

Quanm Thomas et MareAbas transtulere /

Et liber unus epistolarum,/

Et alter homiliarum et orationum,

Until ,the d:l.scovaz';y of the Treatise, all the fragments of the above
which were known had been collected by Loof's, but since the publication of
the Nestoriana, a few other possibly authentic fragments have been discovered,
The Sermon on the High priesthood of Christ ascribed to St. John Chrysostom is
without doubt the onme of Nestorius' known from other sources in small fragments.
But of fragments not in the Nestoriana, that which is of major importance is the
'ILetter to the inhabifants of Conztantinople', the beginning and end of which
were known in a fragment of the Monophysite Philoxenus of Mabus.a”5 In it
Nestorius tries to show that his doctrine is in accordance with that of leo of
Rome, Loofs, in his later work, accepted this to be a genuine frasmentM
and espécially since the Liber Heraclidis proves that Nestorius tried to
show that his ideas were the same as Flavian and Ieo. The beginning of the
letter refersto the synod of Constantinople by Flavian in ordsr to deal with
the threat of Eutyches, and he refers also to Iso's Tome. 'It is my doctrime
which 1eo and Flavian are upholding', be says.>> Most of the letter is a
polemic against Cyril, and is ooncluded with exhortations, and the conclusion
which is preserved in Philoxenus reads: C

'Believe as our holy comrades in the faith, Ieo and Flavian! Pray that a
general council be gathered in order that my doctrins, i.e. the doctrime of
all orthodox Christians, be confirmed., My hope is, that when the first has
taken place, the second, too, will coms to pass'. -

32

It is not surprising that so few of Nestorius' works remain: the edict
of the Emperor Theodosius II (30 July 435) ordered them all to be burnt, and
even the Nestorian (Persian) church suffered undsr this edict and only some of
the Patriarch's works could be translated into Syriac under its auspices.
Nevertheless we may summarise the list of the works kmown to us:

A Book of Sermons and Homilies

A Book of Letters

The letter to Cosmas

The Tragedy

The Theopaschites

The Nestorian Liturgy

The letter to the Inhabitants of Constantinople
The Treatise of Heraclides
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Of these the Liturgy is obviously only a traditional ascription in the same
way as that used by the Orthodox Church is attributed to S. John Chrysostom,. g
We have no fragment whatsoever of the Letter to Cosmas. The rest are found
in Syriac, Greek and Latin fragments derived from the writings of friends and
eremies of Nestorius, The Tragedy recounts his tragic life up to the time

of his exile at Oasis and obviously underlies the work of Bishop Irenasus of
‘l'yrus.57 The other works have been mentioned, and as we have noted most of
the fragments were found in the writings of Nestorius' friends and enemies.
The first collection was made by Garnier, a French schclar, in an edition of
the works of Marius Mercator who lived in Constantinople at the time of
Ephssus.58 The same volume contains a catena which he had extracted from the
work of Cyril, as well as three letters of Nestorius and nine incomplete
sermonse There are also some quotations from Cyril himself, and also the
proceedings of the Council of Ephssus. These together with the writings of
Evagrius concluds the evidence for the opposition, Important among non-hostile
literature is a latin work now called the Synodicon which has been known since
1662,%° and in a complete form since 1875.%C It is an adaptation of the
Tragedy of Irenasus based on that of Nestorius already mentioned.

The most complets collection we have of Nestorius' works are to be found
in the four volumss, the Nestoriana, and the three translations of the Treatise
together with their appendices.

The authenticity of the Syriac translation may be checksd against
certain Greek fragments preserved in the Fathers. For a fuller assessment of
this see the Introduction to the English translation : where a few minor
mistakes are noted, but where also certain preferences for the Syriac over the
Greek are taken into accounte The one error which immediately springs to
mind is the title of the whole work. The Syriac has 'te gurta' based on the
Greek Tpxy rluTe/u which means both 'business' and 'treatise', and the English
translators following Bsthune-Baker,have taken the wrong meaning and rendered
it 'Bagdar', rathér then 'TI'EB‘EJ-SB_' orposs:.b].y simpiy *Book' . "

There is another problem. It is still a little difficult to know why
the Treatise has a pseudonymic title. Whether or not such a person as
Heracleides existed does not really concern us, and possibly his name was
used to safeguard the work from the Emperbr's fires. ° Evagrius probably
discovez"ed-his copy at Constantinople and it seems that it was under Nestorius'
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own name, However, the Greek edition from which the Syriac translation was
made already had the pssudonym. Bethune-Baker suggests > that Evagrius came
across a rare first cdition, but that by the time of Mar Aba it was usually
to be found in Greek circles with the pseudonym. Thsre is again mno
possibility of using statistical tests to determine the relationship of ths
Treatise to the other fragments, but there seems to be little doubt that the
thought in it is similar to that in the other works known to be authentic.
Thus if we assign ths Theopaschites and the Tragedy to the period immediately
after Ephesus, the documents at the end of his exile are just the letter to

the Inhabitants of Constantinople and the Treatise itself.

As regards the importance of the comparatively recently discovery of
this major work, I will quote Lnofs:4"'5

'In reading the book one has to regret, it is true, again and again, that it
has not been preserved intact and in its original languages It would be of
inestimable importance for the history of Christian doctrine if we possessed
the original Greek of these explanations, so important from a dogmatic point
of view'.

'Nevertheless even as we have it now in the Syriac translation the Treatise
of Heracleides of Nestorius remains ons of the most interesting discoveries
for students of ancisnt church history. In two respects it is able to
awaksn fresh interest in Nestorius: by what we hear about his life and by
what we learn about his doctrine.’' ' :

The Authorship and Date of the Liber Heraclidis

The survey of the history of the Treatise has now been completed but
we have tended to treat the work as a whole, and it is now nscessary to
turn our attention to a more detailed examination of the structure and
composition of the Book and an attempt to understand the shape of the work
before it reached the hands of the Syriac translator. . Nau stated quite simply:
tle Livre d'Heraclide a eto oompose en grec par Nestorius et termina en 451.' 144
However as we shall see the problem is much more complicated, and we have
already noticed that Nestorius must. have completed the Book before the Council
of Chalcedon, :-and probably before the death of Theodosius II. Therefore, if
Nestorius died in the summer of 450 as suggested, and the last reference to an
historical event in the work which can be reckonsd as authentic, we can safely
assign Book II Part 2 to that periods However we cannot be absolutely certain
that the whole book was written at the same time. The mainly historical
sections of the Treatise, as opposed to the more theological, are as follows:4.5
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Driver and Hodgson pp. 96-142 (Book I Part III and part of Book II Part I)
describing the Council of Ephssus.
Pp. 285-95 (Book II Part I - a section towards the end)
describing the settlement by 435/6.
pp. 329-80 (the end of Book II Part I, and Part II)
desoribing the period ofFlavian (446-9).
These sections have been covered in this chapter or the previous onms.
Bethuns-Baker thinks?s 'the earlier parts were probably written at a much
earlier time:- they breathe more of the spirit of battle and give no
indication of ths denoumcsment; it seems to be only to a distant future that
the writer looks for the vindication of his doctrime. The attack on another
bishop of Constantinople - done to dsath at another synod at Ephesus by
another bishop of Alexandria, as he says hs might himgelf have been had he
gone to Cyril's meetings - seems to have led him to take up the pen again,

rejoining to hail this time a bishop of Rome as champion of the Truth.'

This statement is somewhat tendentious. The question is not, however,
of great significance since, provided that the work was written by Nestorius,
it is of marginal significance whether it was written over a period or not.
Whatever may be true of the historical sections, there seems to be no
development in the theological thought of the book. What is more important
however, is the possibility that additions were made by at least ones nther
‘person before the whole work was translated into Syriac as we have it. We
w:L11 turn to what one German scholar has said recently on this,

L.Abramowski's Thesis

Luise Abramowski has done the first really major literary-critical
analysis of the Liber Heraclidis,47 and it is necessary to examine what she has
to say on the basio text before we examine its subsequent history. According
to her ths work is virtually a composite document. The divisions shs makes of
the book are set out as follows:48

i. The main part of the Book, by Nestorius.
(Bedjan 126-521; Nau 81.25-3351.26; DrH. 87-580.2)

2. A preliminary Dialogus, by a later hand (called Pssudo-Nestorius
or Ps. Nestorius.*®

(Bedjan 10.4~125; Nau 5-81.20; DrH. 7-86)

5. Interpolations at the end of ths Book.so

(B. 495.18-506.19; N. 8516.28-323.5; DrH. 562.,14-369.21)
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(B. 507.6-507.19; N. 523.12-523.26; DrH. 370.3-570,19)
(B. 510.14-512,3; N. 525.7-526.10; DrH. 572.12-575.15)
(B. 519.16-519.18; N. 350,30-530.33; DrH. 378.351-578.54)
(B. 520.2-520.16; N. 331.2-351.16; DrH. 579.2-579.19)

The possibility of a double authorship cf the Book of Heraclides had
already been suggested by two scholars in an article on Nestorius. I.Rucker
nade this proposal without giving adequate reasoné'?l while R.Abra.mowski called
gttention in a footnots to the similarity between the opinions of Sophronius
in the opening Dialogue and those of a later Momophysite writer.°2 It is the
merit of his daughter, Professor L. Abramowski of the University of Bomn, to
explore this hypothesis in greater detail. The éhrbnological limits for the
composition of the Dialogue fall between the death of Nestorius and the trans-
lation ofthe whole Treatise into Syriac, since the passage from Evagrius quoted
aboveseems to know of the Dialogue as part of the Greek original. Its author
(Ps. Nestorius) seems to have been a monk, probably of Constantinople itself,
writing not long after the death of Nestorius, with opinions not greatly different
from those of his master. Here an initial difficulty arises since the condemn~
ation of Nestorius himself, the persecution-of his.followers, and the destruction
of his writings might seem to exclude this possibility. She finds however a
possible place or origin in the monastery of the,AKDl’.'J"rl"OI—('thB Sleepless omnes')
where the Tragoedia of Irenasus and other works favourable to Nestorius may
have been preserved.’>  She cites the considerable authority of Moeller for a
revival of Neo-Chalcedonianism and an intsrest in its Antiochene roots in
Constantinople between 451 and 525 of which Gennadius, Patriarch of Constantinople
(455-71), was a noteble figure. Two veritable Nestorians, John of Aegea and
Basil of Cilicia belong to this period and the latter had definite links with

the monas'bery.“

Much depends upon the identity of Sophronius, the interlocutor opposed
to Nestorius, in the l):i.ail.og\n.55 He may bs an entirely fictitious character
but more probably he represents a pseudonym for an historical character. Those
who maintain the unity of the Treatise identify him with Cyril of Alexandria,
the theological and political oppoment of Nestorius. His views are not preoisely
what Cyril himself taught, but both protagonists tended to travesty each other's
views. Given the misunderstandings and cross-purposes between the two men this
remains a tenable view. In a later articls however Dr Abramowski claims that
the 6piniona ascribed to Sophronius in this section fit Philoxenus, bishop of -
Mebug (Hisrapolis) liks a glove.’®  Since his dates are c.440-525, this would

be too late Por Nestorius, and to that extent the theory of Ps. Nestorius may be
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confirmed. By itself, however, the possible identity of Sophronius cannot be
regarded as proven either way.

For an evaluation of this theory, three tests are admissible:-

i. Stylistic tests.

The preliminary section is divided into ninety-three chapters whose
sub-titles, though not their divisions, are secondary. Abramowski makes the

following comments :57

'Die Aufgliedsrung des Textes Bedjan 10-125,1in 95 capitula ist samt den 93
Kapiteluberschriften sekundar. (Diese 93 Uberschriften sind zu.eirer capitulatio
gusammengefasst und dem Texte des Buches nach dem syrischen Vorwort corangestellt
worden, Bedjan 6,7-10,2. In die modermen Ubersetzungen worde sie nicht
aufgepsmmen), Bereits Nau had einigs litarkritische Indizien fur die spitere
Hingufugung der Uberschriften festgestellt: einmal wird von Nestorius in 5.
Persen gesprochen (Nr. 9), bei anderen Gelegenheiten (Nr. 11.12.14) underbrechen
die Uberschriften den Beweisgang des Dialogredsrs. Die Inkongrueng der
Dialogform und der Einteilung in z.T ganz kurze Kapitel springt ohmehin ins

Auge, nur eins der beiden Formelemsnte kann ursprunglich sein ... Es gibt
eimen kleiren sprachlichen Hinweis darauf, dass die capitulaform erst im
syrischen Sprachgebiet uber den Dialog gelegt worden ist.'

The interpolations found in the latter part of the main section are
obvious non=sequiturs in a discussion of the case of Flavian, the Patriarch of
Constantinople murdered in 449, The first and major interpolation concerns the
punishments which fall on the Empire as a result of heresy, togesther with a
passage on the Trisagion. The discussion on Flavian then continues. The
second interpolation takes up the confession of the Trisagion; and again the
case of Flavian is continued. The third interpolation continues on the barbarian
invasions of the Empire. The rest of the Book continues with a comparistn of
Nestorius' own case with that of Flavian. The fourth interpolation is only
half a sentence in the English. The final interpolation points out the losses
of the Bmpire to the barbarians. But Abramowski no'laes:58

'Die interpolations sind schon griechisch Text vorgenémmn worden, wie man nach
ihrem Inhalt annshmen muss, denn sis lassen sich in Komstantopel lokalisieren.'

It would have been most desireable to have tested Abramowski's thesis
scientifically. For thirty years now it has been known that ome could apply
statistical techniques to problems of authorehip. Yule > applied such methods
to the problem of the authorship of the -De Imitatiome Christi, adducing statistic-

al evidence to support the view that it was written by Thomas & Kempis. _Yule'e




107,

work was concernsd with the constants of the sentence-length distribution
for the 'Imitatione', and was developed, insofar as Greek texts are concerned

by Wake.so

Unfortunately since the Greek original of ths Liber Heraclidis no
longer exists, it would only be possible to use tranglatioms. It is impossible
to use these statistical methods on Syriac, which as a Semitic language tends to
use simple co-ordinate sentences, and therefore it is impossible to test the
Greek which lay behind the Syriac translation. Obviously therefore any attempt
to test the tertiary level translations of the French and English would be
invalid. We are therefore thrown back on the work of literary criticism.

As a final comment on Abramowski's thesis, it must be said that Nestorius works
with a lizited set of concepts which he repeats at wearisome length, unless
Abramowski is right, and the Book is a composite documsnt.

ii, Historical probability.

Here Professor Abramowski has provided at least a possible historical
platform for the composition of Ps. Nes’orius at Constantinople during the Neo-
Chalcedonian rcaction. The suggestion that Sophronius may represent Philoxenus
of Mabug was lightly sketched, but not fully established in great detail in her
subsequent article. In eny case it might appear that the target was a Mono-
physite theologian ratherthan Cyril himself,

iii, Discrepancies betwéen the thought of Nestorius and the opinions of Ps.
Nestorius.

In the nature of things these cannot be expected to be largs. A
follower of Nestorius whose work was destined at an early date to be bound up
with the genuine parts of the Treatise is unlikely to have differed drastically
from his theological master. Professor Abramowski discusses his chr:l.stolog

in detai1.5t

In terminology the term Sm;a-nw.g plays a restricted part. One

passage which is difficult to interpret may speak of one nypos'l:as:i.s62 as 'against
the normal Nestorian assumption of two hypostases. There is alsoc a charac‘beristic
use of the term 'own prosopon' of which the Greek original is certainly uf« ov
Trgoc-wuw . As against Cyril who uses the adjective of the "“Cf to express the
fact that the flesh belongs exclusively to the Logos, Ps. Nestorius claims that
both the manhood and the Godhead have their own specific prosopa which interact
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to form the single prosopon of the union. More accurately Nestorius speaks
of thewposwnov duoikev which is however not entirely unkmown in the Dialogue.®
Corresponding to his strong insistence on two wills in Christ, irreducibly two
but in perfect . glignment is the famous definition 'to have the prosopon of
God is to will what God wills','sq' and the strong epmphasis upon the obedience of
Christ which put into reverse the disobedience of Adam. In the last forty
pages of the Dialogue the conmection between ﬂe;fu“'m/ and ecov ig quite

strong.65

The dootrime of the Atomsment is more strongly stressed in Ps. Nestorius
as a corollary of Christology than in the. genuine parts of the Treatise. While
the difference in character of the two parts of ths Tr: tise must be borne in
mind, for Ps. Nestorius the chief emsmy is the Devil; for the genuine parts of
the work it is Cyril. The emphasis upon participation (in d.:t_.zect contrast
to the deifiocation of the other tradition) recalls Theodore. This excludes and
is intended to replace any notion of participation in the divine 0ot s Which
could only lead to the destruction of our humanity. If the importance of
Baptism (8o charactsristic of Theodore) is absent, there is a strong eschatolog-~
ical motif which resembles the thought of Theodore. If there are parallels
hore in the Nestoriana fragments, it is dlimost completely absent in the genuine
parts of the Treatises There are some indications in this section of the
Dialogue, particularly the mention of the saints among whom the author includes
himself, of the monastic status of the author,

It is too early to say whether the theory of dual authorship will sustain
itself in critical debate. Some scholars find it aceeptable, others possible
but non-proven. Recently however L.I.Scipioni offered critical comments in
his work 'Nestorio e il concilio &i Efeso’ .66 In his previous work written
before ihe publication of Professor Abramowski's book he accepted the authenticity
of the whole work, but omitted any reference to the Ngstorianmafragments. His
main purpose was to institute a careful comparison of the Treatise with the
writings of Babai the Great. His pew study is a comprehensive treatment of the
life and opinions of Nestorius in his own setting. The unity of the Treatise
is 'the sitting tenant' both in the Greek and the Syriac tradition. The burden
of proof lies squarely on those who maintain a duality of authorship. This in
his view Professor Abramowski fails to provide.

His conclusion is that the Treatise includes in one work, two previously
existent works, the Theopaschites and the Tragoedia, which it replaces. So far
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from the Dialogue being a systematisation of the opinions of Nestorius by a later
hand it represents an intemedigte stage in his thought during the earlier part

of his exile in reply to the two Cyrilline works, the De Incarnatione and the .
Quod Unus est Christus, in which Cyril writes more objectively and less polemically
than usual. Scipioni does not deny either the existence of interpolations in

the Treatise nor the clumsiness of the suture which joins the two parts together,
His point is that if Sophronius might be taken as an imagirary interlocutor, it

is not easy to double the pseudonymity by replacing 'Nestorius' by 'Ps.Nestorius'
falls some distance short of full conviction.

The fundamental loyalty of the later writer might be an equally
possible explanation. The role assigned to the monastery of the :Arol:l-)""r‘ouby
Abramowski cannot be sustained. According to the seme authority to whom
Abramowski appeals they were in no sense Nestorian in tendency unless to be Neo-
chalcedonian was to be Nestorian. The specifically doctrinal points which are
said to be specific to Ps. Ngstorius all have their place within the thought
of the work as a whole.

The choice lies between regarding the Dialogus as a genuine work of
Nestorius dating from about 457 and 438 in reply to Cyril's more considered views,
and a later treatise by a follower of Nestorius shortly after his dsath.

Scipioni tries to strengthen his case by pointing out parallels between the work
of Irenasus 'Against all the Heresies' as a guids to the ground plan of the
Dialogus. This might explain some of the emphases in the Dialogus, but he admits
that strict literary dependence cannot be established. The relationship to
Theodore, pointed out by Abramowski seenis altogether more probable., What Scipioni
has not explaimed is the close relation between the opinions oriticised in the.
Dialogue and the views of Philoxenus of Mabug, though admittedly the article in
which these are indicated by Abramowski is very brief. Further exploration of
these on the one hand, and a careful comparison of the Dialogue with the two
treatises of Cyril would advance the state of the question.®’

If, then, the :i.déntity of Sophronius remains hypothetical and statistical
tests are inadmissable, we are left with the criterion afforded by the theolegical
language and thought of the two parts of the Book. If substantial differences
in thought and language emsrge, this will have bearing on the theory of dual
authorship. In the meantime in our further discussion of the views of Nestorius
we shall continue to call attention to the evidence of the Dialogue as well as
the remainder of the work.
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Chapter Five

THE CHRISTOLOGY OF NESTORIUS ESPECIALLY IN 'THE BOOK OF HERACLETDES '

The controversies over the Person of Christ, the Son, within the Holy
Trinity had been thoroughly dealt with by the tire of Nestorius. By this stage
the most important issue was the manner of the union of divinity and humanity
in Christ, to which, though with different emphases, theologians were devoting
speciel attention. Even Cyril with his heavy accentuation of the preponderance
of the Logos in the incarnate Person, recognised that soms satiSfactory account
must be given of the humanity of Christ and the mode of union between God the
Logos and his human conditioning. Nestorius of course would agme,l though
it is also true that only his own mode of union was for him a satisfactory
guarantee of those two entities. The phrase 'I separate the natures, but I
_conjoin my nevemnce'2 is symptomatic of the stand he felt it necessary to make.

Socrates thought Nestorius erred only because he had incomplete knowledge
of the sub;ect,5 but Loofs is right to reject for Nestorius this 'privilegum
1gnorq.ntlae'.4 Our earlier examination of the life of Nestorius shows him to
have been a worthy scholary, if a little limited in his scope and pedantic in
his criticism. (I am thinking of his ignorance of the earlier use of Theotokos
and the limita.%ion of his knowledge of the Fathers displayed in the Tmatise.s)
Yet in a sense it was Nestorius who was the modern scholar trying to realise
a satisfactory mode of expression, and he failed because of the apparently
superior clarity and simplicity of the more static forms of his rival Cyril.
Each side therefore judged its opponents by its own presuppositions. It is
possible that Nestorius should never have tried to use essentially Biblical
concepts (though not always vocabulary) within a foi'eign linguistic and
philosophical argument, but are we to condemn him for being Biblical?

It is not surprising that Nestcrius is so firmly attached to thsse
thought patterns, for it is quite clear that he was first and foremos} a re-
presentative of the Antiochene school whose tenets were examined in chapter
three. It is interesting that Loofs denies that he was the pupil of Theodore
of lsdopsuast:i.a.6 although this was a general presupposition, even at the Fifth
Oecumenical Council., Hs does, however, reaffirm Nestorius' dependence on the
latter’s way of thought and expression. It is therefore not surprising that
in confounding the heretical extreme of the opposing school, Apollinarianism,
he should lay heavy stress on the full humanity of Christ, denying that by
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union the humanity lost any of its infegrity.7 He could not tolerate the
implication of the arguments of his opponents that the divine Logos must have
therefore suffered and died. That the two natures were perfect and unaltered
by union was afterwards accepted by the Council of Chalcedon. This he might
have been .. able to accept, for it is clear that he welcomed the support of
Flavian and Leo, who showed a certain sympathy with his general approach although
neither belongsd to the full Antiochene christologicel tradition.®

Nestorius oclearly rejects the idea that there were two Sons in Christ,g
though it remains to be seen whether his bond of union sufficiently excludes this
conclusion. While excluding emphatically the ideas of Paul of Samosatalo, he
was firmly convinced that there were two substances in the one Person of Christ.
This would appear to suggest that for Nestorius the term 'substance' is exactly
equal to the term 'nature', and the references in the foobnote seem to support
this inference. It is quite clear that in many cases Nestorius passes from one
term to the other indifferently, or where he says of 'substance' what he will
also say of 'nature'. Grillmeier following .“:c::l.l.ﬁ.on:I.J'2 seens to suggest there is
only a formal difference between the two terms. However there are passages
where Nestorius clearly distinguishes the 1:w¢.).15 He writes: 'If he is
concerned to lay the foundations of the distinction in Christ, he refers to the

essence (ousia), the nature (physis), the hypostasis and finally to the prosopon'.14

11

It is true that Nestorius was blustering and rude within the controversy,
but his opponents do not have the best records for good manners. Nevertheless
& blunt manner of expression did not have as its basis an unrefined theological
thinking, It is to an examination of this that we must now turn. During the
chapter we will be bearing in mind the thesis of Dr Abramowski, and in the foot~
-notes, where the references are not thought to be genuine, '(Ps.N)' will appear
after them. On the face of it there would appear to be little 'to choose between
the two 'authors' though Ps. Ncstorius heightens the accent on unity of will,
which pight suggest less orthodoxy. In any case the fathers did not find it easy
to find a place for the will in the terninology og substance, nature and prosopon.
There is also one passage of difficult interpretation in which Ps. Nestorius
speaks of ope hypostasis in Christ against Nestorius' uniform usage of 'Imo.ls-
This suggests a post~Chalcedonian date. On the other hand Nestorius seems a
great deal firmer in his use of prosopon in its various senses than Ps. Nestorius.
So the difference is quite Pinely drawn.




1i4.

THE DIAGNOSIS OF THE TWO NATURES - DISTINCTION OR SEPARATION

1. The Diagnosis of the two Natures - in exegesis and theology

We have already noted that one of the main prin&iples of the Antiochene
achool was that God and man were essentially di\mrcecl.:l'6 To associate the
Creator with a creature too closely was to denigrate the Divine nature. Nestorius
is no different from his teachers: 'For how can anyone conceive that the Maker,
seeing that he is in every way other than that which is made, should changs into
his being the other which hes been made."w He too was afraid of the opposite
tendency to 'mix' the constituent parts of Christ, and so to impair the essential
reality of both natures. This he was careful to avoid when interpreting the
Scriptures, and indeed we recall that it was from some of his sermons that Cyril
and his other opponents began to suspect his orthodoxy.

The evidence for divisive theology or exegesis can be illustrgted by
balf a dozen instances: a) 'I would not call a babe God'; b) Theotokos;
¢) 'Behold the Lamb of God'; d) The Second Adam; e) The High Priesthood of Jesus
Christ; and f) the passage in Philippians 2.5~11. We will examine each of
these in turn.
Socrates reportsi® that Nestorius had said 'I could not give the name of
God to one who was two or three months o0ld.' Here he is clearly following the
normal pattern of exegetical predication of some actions and attributes to the
divine nature in Jesus Cbrist while on earth, and some to the human nature. Of
course this is clearly connected with the Theotokos controversy which has already
been mentioned in our historical d:i..'.sscmss:i.on.:L9 Nestorius gives his own account
of this remark in the Book of Heracleides.2 It appears that he did not say
he would not call a baby God but rather that he would not call God a baby. The
reversel of the subject dand predicate considerably alters the sense. He is more
concern=d to safeguard the majesty of the ousia of God than to reduce the status
of the Babe of Bethlehem. Thus he appears to have safeguarded a correct use of
the communicatio idiomatum. But Bethune-Baker said of this:?l . 'I am quite
uaable to harbour the suspicion that Nestorius - writing at a later time after
further reflection - has himself given a cunning twist to the phrase he actually
used.' . Possibly the Syriac translator got it wrong. According to Theodotus
the phrase was: 'God ought not to be called two or three months 016.'.22

We begin to see what Nestorius meant by his various titles of our Lord,
some of which he sees as describing one or other of the component parts and others
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as describing the sum of those parts. He points to the Creed of Nicaea and
notes that it was not 'the Son of God' who is born of the Virgin Mary but 'One

Lord Jesus Christ'.zs That is whj he preferred 'Mother of Christ' as the title

best attributed to Mary. Again he says:2- 'The Scriptures spesk of the

"Incarnation" of the Word, but never of his "birth".‘'

The Theotokos COntrOVersy25 was according to Bethune-=Baker solely a
question of Christology and not a Marian dispu‘l'e.% As such it is important
for us. The historical occasion of the controversy has already been describ3d27
and according to.Nestorius he was drawn into a debate which was already in
existence,2° He had to arbitrate between those who maintained what had becoms,
in spite of Nestorius' apparent ignorance of the fact, a traditional epithet
of the Blessed Virgin Mary, Oeororos, and some extreme Antiochenes who opposed
this with the term :weewrrngKof. Instead of either he produced his compromise
of XpoTorexes and in doing 50 was effirming his use of titles, with 'Christ' as
the sum of the two parts.

Theodore of Mopsuestia thought of Christ as developing in the sense that
he received in an increasing measurs the gifts of the Word.29 But Nestorius did
not concelive of the Incarnation in these termss Nevertheless he had made an
attack on the communicatio idiomatum, which included 9&0«‘,0«05 and Deus Passus,
and had long been accepted by the Church, at least in many areas, though possibly
not in Constantinople.so In Nestorius' favour we can say that Cyril wes using
it in the wrong context, and in any case it had not been finally ratified by the
Church, and was therefore to some extent still under discussion.

Nestorius avoids talking of the Logos as being twofold but concentrafes'
on th- one Lord Jesus Christ who 1s twofold in his natures. Otherwise it might
appear that the Godhead was being lowered or contd'minated by too close a contact
with creaturelinesss Tharefore he constantly declares that 'Christ' shoudd be
the subject of the expressions of the Son, and not the Logose He was right to
oppose Cyril when the latter said that Christ felt or suffered not by his humanity .
but by his Godhead to which the humanity had been eternally joined.51

It was customary Antiochene exegesis to ascribe some actions of Christ
to his divine nature and some to his human nature. On the phrase of acclamation
'Bahold the Lamb of God', he says: 'For he who is visible is the Lamb, but he
who is hidden is Gods These natures are separates.s' > This title in itself
reflects both natures in one, for the Lamb is clearly the hunen nature which is




116.

defined apart from the divine. He examines the Johannine passage in some

dapth in the Boak of Heracleides -, but this idea of the.visible and the invisible

he takes up more fully in his discussion on the prosopa of the two natures. ;
Two titles which apply to the humanity of Christ are of special importance

to Nestorius for redemptive reasons. The title 'Second Adam' is reflected in an

e,xfendpd:‘ discussion Nestorius has on the work of the Logos in creation am.i

redemption. He states that th» Logos gave Adam his own image54 in all honour

and glory, but then Adam lost. this God-like quality55 and so the Logos became

man in order to restore to his nature the original imagezss

'For this reason there was need both of the divinity to renew and to create and

to give unto it(self) the likeness, so that (it might be changed) from its own T
type to the likeness of a servant; and there was also need of the humanity, so

that the likeness of a servant which was taken should become the likeness of God

and God the likeness of a servant and that the one should become the other and

the other the one in prosopon, the one aad the other remaining in their natures;

and he preserves en obedience without sin because of his supreme obedience, and
because of this be was given unto death for the salvation of all the world,'

It is worth remembering here that N.ostorius like many of the theologians
of his day derived their Christology practically from the necessity to show how
Christ in his life and death could have effacted the salvation of mankind. It
is this .i)oint which eventually determined the orthodox belief that Christ must
have both natures fully, and that these had to be wholly related to one another,
so that the work could be completed.

A considerable proportion of Nestorius' theology on the atonement is to
be found in his Sermon on the High Priesthood of Christ®’, which was originally
printeti as part of a collection of Chrysostom's sermons58 and subsequently
printed in Loofs' collection.>?
in the Epistle to the Hebrews. High Priesthood is, according to Nestorius,
attached to Christ as man, while according to Cyril, it is God. While not

neglecting the Logos image in Christ, it is particularly associated with his

It is an exegetical sermon based on passages

humanity.

It was not to- the Godhea& that Nestorius ascribed the High Priasthood
but to the seed of Abrabam. As such it is hethat suffered, not God - there was
no 'Deus Passus's He tried to confound the heretics, who, he said, represented
the Word who cam;ot suffer as a high priest who does suffer. Here there was a
parallel with Moses. To assert or imply thet God was passible would reduce the
ontological status of the divinity.2° On the other hand the work of Christ was
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to raise men to the level of the divine.41

- He finds himself clearly in agreement with the author of the Epistle to

the Hebrews: 'In that he has suffered and been tempted he is able to succour

them that are temp‘t'ed.'.42 - Again he states explicitly:“ 'God the Word was made
man thet he might therein make the humanity the likeness of God and that he might
tharein renew (the likeness of God) in the nature of the humanity; and thereupon
he renewed his material elements and showed him (to be) without sin in the
observance of the commandménts, as though he alone aufficed for renewirg him
who had originally fallen by the transgression of the observance of the commandments
eee. For this same reason the second man also observed (them) not, but God i
lived in his stead and observed the commandments, because he was in that nature
which sins not. And if this is 80, what was the need for the life of the
humanity to show that he who was God the Word was able to observe those human
things which he who was man was unable to observe.... Destroy not therefore

the pattern of the Incarnation, but concede the properties of the divinity and
concede the properties of the humanity anc concede one prosopon of the union,

and all of them (will be) true and all of them orthodox.'

So the high prissthood of Christ involved m~diation. He took phrases
like 'being tempted', 'learning ohedience',‘df.nd 'made perfect through suffering'
to be descriptive of the manhood. There is the ‘one who exhibits in himself
the person of human nature free from sin'. He is fit to be sent as a mediator
on behalf of himself and all men with the sacrifice of his body - 'he took the
image to abolish the guilt of the first man',** Or to put it a little more
explicitly he said: 'Remark inde~d that I have confessed, that all the chief
pri~sts have need of sacrifices, while Christ, as one who had no need thereof,
offerad himself as a sacrifice. on his own behalf and on behalf of his race.45
This is a reference from the genuine parts of the Book of Heracleides, but there
is a similar summary of Ps. Nastorius' belief on this st.tb;jeec:t‘..46

' Nestorius interpreted 'for every high priest being taken from among men'
(Hebrews 5.1) as a qualification - so that it is because Christ was himself a
man that be can be a high priest. He also lays heavy stress on another verse:
'who hath no ne~d daily, as the high priests, to offer up sacrifices first for
their own sins, then for the sins of the people, for this he did once for all
in that he offered up himself.' (Hebrews 7.27) In his humanity the perfect.
Representetive was an offering on behslf of himself~and the whole of mankind
which he represented. Therafore the qualification and the actual offering was
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the human nature., This presupposes the unity of the person because it was
not only an act of the manhood - 'man cannot save himself'.47 We may compare -
this with Cyril who laid this experience in the role of the Word though he
probably meant the Incarnate Word.

Thus Bethune-Baker says:48

'To Nestoriuvs it scems that th- moral purpose of the Incarnate Word of God
underwent a genuine human experiance, and he argues against eveary doctrine of
his Person which sesms to debar him from being a real Example and Pattarn of
a genuinely human life'.

49

And quoting the Book of Heracleides he remarks:

'If he did not become man in (or into) man, then He saved himself but not us.
But if he saved us, then in us He became man, and he was in the form of men,
and in fashion He was found as a man, and He did not himself become a man.'

Finally in this section he examines briefly his treatment of the
passage Philippians 2.5~11. He devotes special attention to the two phrases
from verse 5, 'ths form of a servant' and 'the form of God's He regards
them as co-existent and appears to use poeqﬂ/} as meaning the prosopon.50

While there are frequent allusions to the passage thoughout the Book of
51

examination. 52

Heracleides one axtract offers an extende-d discussion which merits fuller

'But God took upon himgelf th~ likensss of a servant, and that of nome
oth-r, for his own prosopon and for his sonship, as indeed are those who are
united in nature. He took the likeness of a servant: and the likeness of the
searvant was not the ousia of a man, but he who took it made it ( his) likeness
and his prosoponesss. For the nature he took not for himself but the likenasss,
- and schema of man, in all things which indicate the pProsoponeeese But he

suffered not those th:.ngs in his nature but made use therein of him who suffars
naturally in his schema and in his prosopon in order that he might give him by
grace in his prosopon & name wh:.ch is more excellentsess.. But he was the
likeness of a servant not in schéma but in ousia, and it was taken for the
liken~ss and for the schema and for the humiliation unto death upon the cross.
But to understand 'the likeness of a servant as the ousia' he appointed Christ
for the understanding; for Christ is both of them by nature. For this reason
the properties of the two natures befit also one prosopon, not (that) of the
ousia of God the Wordes... God the Christ is not indeed as it were another
part from God the Word, but he is indicative of the union of the two ousias
.of God the Word and of Manesesse The diversities of the natures are not
destroyed because of the union, but they have rather perfected for us One

Lord and Christ and Son, by an ineffable concurrence of the divinity and of
+th~ humanity in ths union,’'

Som= of these latter sentences s=em to provide us with the kernel of
Nestorius teaching, We should note that for him the PDG"P"“,' are
simultan~ous not succerssive as with Cyril. For Cyril the Incarnation happens
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at the 'but!’ of'_v.?. Everything before this applies to the Discarnate
Logos, everything after to the Incarnate Logos. But Nestorius takes the
first words 'Let this mind be in you which was in Christ Jesus' seriously
a8 indicating the Incarnate Lord and the switch in v,7 is from his divine
to his human nature.

Most of his theological tenets are contained in his exegesis, but if
we g0 beyond these we find the same basic principles expressed. The duality
within our lLord is expressed by him constantly at the level of the natures.55

54 These are two full natures and not

He is God by nature and man by nature.
just two qualities of ex:'.s‘l:e::me.s5 He stresses the full humanity of Christ,
and says he must have had a soul and body, and yet h~ is not Just a ma,n.56
Thus he is truly God and truly man.57 On.the other hand there are not two
Sons for there is a union of the two natu.ms‘..sa There are not two Sons or two
Christs but two natures and one prosopon,59 and this union can be expressed as
'two patures in one Son', 'two natures in one Christ', and 'two natures and
one Redeemer'.®  This 4s the basis for his differentiation between the title
'ths Logos' (for him the divine nature only) and 'the Christ' (the divine and
human natures united). This explains his misunderstanding over the term
Beo‘r{;;(oj and the phrase 'Deus Passus'.61 ' '

Grillmeier says of Nestorius' determination to make 'Christ' the
subject of the actions of both natm'eszez
'But Nestorius does not fully see the metaphysical structure of this work
"Christ"., He does not show by it that the Logos is subject as the bearer of
both the divinity and the humanity. Instead, he regards "Christ"
superficially only as the sum of the two natures and sees these in turn merely
as a collaction of qualitative expressions, 1In so far, then, as "Christ" is
the sum of the properties of Godhead and manhovd, Nestorius ventures to make
both eternal and temporal expressions about him, He thus reduces the subject
"Christ" to the sum of the two natures and only rarely leaves room to consider
the bearer of these natures.'

What is more important in Grillmeier is his use.of the phrase 'additive
subject'ss.. .This neatly pinpoints ths real problem. Does Nestorius make
"this concept a viable possibility? As the above paragraph suggests, Grillmeier
seems to think thatthe attempt is a failure.

Howaver Nestorius was right to stress that the Fathers at Nicea had
avoided the communicatio idiomatum and used 'Christ' as the ‘common name of the
two nat;ure_a.s'.ﬁ4 This is confirmed by the usage of the New Testament:65
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'And even if you make your way through the whole of the New (Testament) you
will nowhere f£ind death attributed to God (70 ©ew ) the Godhead, but ~ither
to Christ or the Son or the Lorde For (the designation) "Christ" and *"Son"
and "Lord" applied by Scripture to the only-begotten as ah express:Lon of the
two natures (rwv ¢uveuv €oTL TV §o O’v“JuL\/TLI(O\I) and reveals now the Godh~ad,

now the manhood, now both.'

That is why Nestorius rejected the O¢orowos formula, though in the and
he realised that it was parmissable as a complimentary title because if Mary
is the Moth~r of Christ (and he was not just prepar~d to say shs was the
Moth-r of a man) then she is the bearsr of the two. natures con:jo:n.ns-cl.6 Thus
h= is v~ry careful to repudiate the charge that ho was teaching two Sons

simply because for him the tern 'Son' is the expression of oneness of our

In ths same Snrmon he shows the Son as the pre-existent Logos who
takes flash, and so.the distinction clearly lay in the £i=ld of th- natures.
But immediately a.f‘l‘erwardssg he reverts to the name 'Christ' as the 'sum' of
the two natures. If he does not clarlfy his term1nology at least he rejects
quite adamantly the term ocveew"owtw}‘. His explana.t:.on in his apology of
the_misunderstanding over the Theotokos Controversy shows that his orthodox
intention continued to the end of his 1:|.fe.71

'So in th~ Liber Heraclidis, too, Nestorius still bases Christological
expressions on 'Christ' as the sum of the two natures and not on a final
(divine) subject as the bearer of th~ divine and the human natures in Christ:
"Therefor. the two natures belong unto Christ and not unto God the Worad",'

Thus remarks Grillmeier in conclusion72, and so ﬁestorius was still
following the old Antiochene determination to safeguard the full human nature

of Christ against Apollinarianism and Arianism (as a Christological error).

He remarks in agreement with_Cyril:75

'For when two natures, unlike one another, are namsd by the same name, they
ar- call=d two by homonymy. But thou sayest one in the union; this also
Nastorius ssys: that two natures (result in) onme Christ, which are self-
sustaining in th-ir natures, and need not, for the support of one anoth-r,
that they should bs supported by the union; but they have established the
.dispengation on our behalf,'

In this excerpt 'self-sustaining' is more than a mere synonym for
‘complat~', but just falls short of a full personality in our sense of the
word. Nestorius did good service for ths Antiochen~ cause and for the sake ~
of orthodoxy as this eventually triumphed at Chalcedon, by asserting. tha




121.

positive valua of th~ Assumer and the assumed. He thus safeguarded a vital
.truth, and in showing that the divine was the active constituent and the
hunan th- passive, he went much of the way towards the point reach-d by
Cyril in his hypostatic union by making the Logos the ultimate subject of
both natures unified, Nestorius' main weakness was that by distinguishing
so sharply between the two componants of Christ he stooé in danger of being
unable to link thems We must now consider the terminology which he employed
and in the light of this discussion, evaluate his attempts to provide an
adequat- bond of union betwe=en the Godhead and manhood of Christ.

2, The diagnosis of the two natures - in vocabulary

' "Half the controversi~s of the world would never have happened if
the disputants had at th- outset defined their terms"” is a saying the truth
of which is always more obvious to the onlookers of a later age than it was to
ths disputants at the time. But in this case it is we of a later age who
nead to be on our guard that we may not import into the terms which Nestorius
~mployed th= sens- that they bore in later scclesiastical uasage..- No ome
who reoads his writings as a whole could make the mistake, but single passages
might provae pitfalls aven for the wary. For one of the chief terms used had
already acquired in the time of Nestorius, in other connrexions at least, a
senss which is different from that in which he ~mploys ite The term in
question is hypostasis, and Nestorius always maintained that there were in the
Person of our Lord two Hypostases'.

So said Bethune-Baker74 though others have not been so confident as
he was of the apparent conformity of th«;. Nestorian works as a whole. Rather
it is Cyril who in the continuing fluidity of vocabulary of his .time, provided
not. only a key framework for the future, hut also much of the terminology
which has' stood the test of time.

Nestorius also employed many of .the traditional Christological formulas
and ideas, particularly in the Libar Heraclidis, but his application of them
to explain the unity of God and man in Christ is more cuestionable. Then we
find he has really used up all his words in explaining the two natures in
Christ, '

'Nestorius' particular difficulty arises from the fact that in intar-
prating Christ he is not dealing with two abstract natures, but with an indiv-
idual, concrete human nature and the Godhead which stbsists in the Logos.
Godhead and manhood in Christ are concrete realities. To describe them he
uses the expressions ousia (essence), physis (nature) and hypostasis (actual
concrets reality)'.75 '
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Thus he has left only the word prosopon for the unity of the natures, and
as we shall see, even this is employed sometimes in a dual framework.

Nestorius starts from the duality of Christ at the level of the
‘nature' :-
'If then I said "Christ"™ and "God the Word another, apart from Christ", or
"Christ apart from God the Word", you have said well.ee..s Now I have said that
the name "Christ" is indicative of two natures, of God indeed one nature (and
of man on~ nature),'76

Then he distinguishes between 'Christ' as the sum of the two natures
and 'Logos' as the one divine nature. For him two natures of th~ Logos
.would mean two substances (concrete natures) in the Logos. How do~s this
idea of ‘'natura cdmplé.ta' arise? His thought is based on the Antiochene
detarmination to preserve the humanity of Christ against Apollinarianism,
He therefore is bound to assert the completeness of both natures:

'Two natures (result in) ome Christ, which are self-sustaining (nti rin) in
their natures and do not need for the support of one another that- they should
be supported by the union: but th-y have established the dispensation on

our behalf,'77 ,

Although we should not interpret this in terms of two separate
personalitiss, still the problem is inharent in Nestorius' use of words.

'If he_is concerne=d to lay the foundations of the distinction in
Christ, he wfers to the ~ssence (ousia), the nature (Physis),_ the hypostasis
and finally .to the prosopon. If it is nacaessary to demonstrata the uhity
in Christ be only refers back to the 1>z'osopon."78

' So when he is describing the diversity in Christ Nestorius =mploys
all four words, and when he is describing the unity he merely refers back to
on~ of the oxpressions already used, namely the prosopon, -'To Nestorius
Godhead and manhood, God and man, wer- much too real to be able to lose
themselves in one another; the F'unity must b= found in something othar than
tha "substances" themselves.' 79

For Nestorius, 'the nature' was something which was real rather than
illusory. . But he allowed that it could be complete, or incomplete as body
and soul are incomplete natures, and he likens what happens in Christ to the
linking of a body and soul in a man., He has of course to avoid Cyril's
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application of ths model to which he objects on the ground that soul and
body are incomplats batures forming a singls complete man. He had no
‘objection to its use as an analogy of two disparate entities forming a

whole, 50 that he says:°O _ i}

'For this union, being variable and changeable, in that it takes place for the
naturs and for the completion of the nature, is not of two complete but of

two incompl-te hatures. PFor every complete nature has not need of another
nature that it may be and live, in that it has in it and bas received (its
whole) definition that it may be. For in a natural composition it seems

that neither of those natures whereof it is (formed) is complete but they nsad
on= another that they may be and subsist. Even as the body hath need of tha
soulesse How then dost thou predicate one nature of two whole natures, when
the humanity is complete, needing not the union of the divinity to become
man?'.

This is the key question gs fa. as Negtorius is concerned - man is a
complete nature. Natural union can only apply to incomplete natures and
this Nestorius will not tolerate. The two natures in Christ are complete
.and this is where he starts his anslysise The notion of an incomplete
nature is confinnd to controversial contexts against Cyril and plays no
further part in Nestorius' own analysise While in a sense the natures wer-
incomplst~ in that neither alone_could complete 'our Lord Jesus Christ',
Negstorius was determined to preserve their full integritw,

He made 'th. Essence' almost equivalent to 'the Nature' and so
narrowad it down to mean the 'specific being' of. the Natﬁre. Thus each
Nature has an ousia.. On top of this, or outside of it, each had its
hypostasis. which dotermined its final individuality. This again was cond-
ition=d by its properties located in the prosopon. Thus he has used all
four terms .in the context of the diversity within Christ. For him prosopon
retains its two basic meanings:~ it may mean 'a role', e.g. 'And thou hast
accepted the prosopon of those men....'al; or it may mean a 'human individual’,
evge "1t is certain that he in person took the place of a tribunsl for them', 2
Thus for him there are in Christ two 'natural prosopa' without which the natures
ar- incomplate. The natural prosopon is the outward collection of the prop-
orties which fully define the_nature. If these are not_preserved thetwo
natures ar- minglod, and therefore prosopon in this sense is almost equivalent
to hypostasis,

Nature in its 'natural prosopon' is the hypostasis, but_technically
hypostasis describes the compl-tenerss of natura completa, rather than either
being or adding anything to ths natura completa.
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It is 1little odd that Nestorius used hypostasis at all in view of
Cyril's hypostatic union which he clearly did not understand and tried to
rephrase in terms of prosopic union, It is seldom used by him end only
after ths outbreak of the controversy with Gyri.l.a"5 The word has been used
in Trinitarian doctrine but was relatively new in Chr:i.s‘lzolow.a‘lr Nestorius,
in his use of Trinitarian formulas, usually but not always preferred prosopon,
though he deliberately excluded a Sabellian interpretation of prosopon as

lacking an ousia.

'But further, as in the Trinity, (there is) there one ousia of three
prosopa, but three prosope of one ousia; here (there is) one prosopon of two

ousias and two ousias of one prosopon.'85

Nestorius is awar= of the possibility of identifying prosopon and
hypostasis in Christology particularly when he attempted to deal with Cyril's
ngmg k8 SmrooTosiv o Cyril had used the phrase and Nestorius retorted
that he 4id not understand it.”C For him therefors Siscraci¢ = Overix  but
Nestorius belirved each nature had its own hypostasis, and therefore, he

misunderstood what Cyril meant.87 If for Cyril it meant some~thing which was

'substantial', it is clear that Cyril is less clear or definite on th- relation-

ship between 'natural' and 'hypostatic'. 1In the Book of Heracleides,Nestorius
sought to discover what Cyril really meant and whether or not he agreed with

him. 28

In his commsnts on these pages, Bethune-Baker points out that Nestorius
considered three possible explanations of Cyril's definitions anduse of words.

First, th~ t-rm 'Hyﬁostatie Union' may mean the identification of two hypostases

to form a new hypostasis, which is something other than the original two.
This would hav~ b-~en 'confusion' or "mixture' and so validly opposed by
Nastorius.go Nor could he accept it as meaning 'personal union' in th~ same
sens- as his 'union of persons'. By prosopic union he understood the union
of two complata natures to make ona Person. What he meant precisely by th-

urion of the prosopa will conc-rn us late.r.gl

Secondly, Bethune-Baker suggests Nestorius could not have taken the phrase

'hypostatic union' as an adjectival.description of the resultant urion rath-r
than an explanation of its occurence. But this would still have b=en unsatis-

factory to Nastorius as ‘mixture® was still impli-d.

The language was still sufficiently fluid to make this a genuine query.

89
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Finally, Cyril could have meant the same as Nestorius meant by prosopic

union, but the intention of the two protagonists tehind their réspective, theories

was entirely different.

Cyrz:.l' 8

union is

union.

'The prosopic union of Nestorius is not a union in

sense, but a description of the two patures of Christ considered from
the point of view of their unity within the ome Christ.

Cyril's hypostatic
probably little more than a verbal variant of this theory of natural
It could be a nistake to read into it all the implications of its use

at Chalcedon.

Abramowski cites a passa.aeg2 in the Liber Heraclidis -to prove that

Ps. Nestorius spoke of one hypostasis, whereas Nestorius always spoke of two.

Scipioni

It is simply 'naturg reduplicative terminata et determinata',
sane thing as 'complate nature considered as complete'.

finds hypostasis difficult to fit into Nestorius' conceptual framework.

i.e. it says the
It is rather an odd

man out theologically speaking.

This may be summa.riSed.gs

'Nestorius argues tha.t he can only undsrstand Cyril's phrase evwmg -y IO o THE 1 v

if Cyril|

uses UmooTxsis  to eXpress what Nestorius calls Tpésum/ ... 1t would

Saen that N.storius regularly uses Umecss as practically equiva.lpnt to oua' t.aL
and 1n Tr1nitar1an doctrine would himself sp-=ak of three 'ngmfu‘rok in one Omdorevic

(or odcin

and so speaks of three JT\'eD’T‘U-O‘etS in one ducix .

) But Cyril has the later usage in which the two are distinguished
Nestorius evidently appreciates

this dnffi'erence of terminology in Trinitarian doctrine, and tries to find in it
a clue te the undarstand:n.ng of Cyril's chrlstology, askingwhether after all

Cyr:.l always means by uued‘rd.c'.s

what he calls ﬂecsw'ro\/ o!

So Nastorius allows the hypostatic union if hypostasis means the same

as prosopon, as contrasted with the ousia or the physis as in his use of Trinit-

arian formulas.

If he had clearly identified hypostasis and prosopon as

alternatives he would have gone even further than Cyril towards the eventual

Chalcedor

which bel

of union’

1ian definition.

Nestorius used the ﬁhrase 'natural prosopon'-to describe the prosopon
ongs to each nature independently, but he alsc talks of the 'prosopon

s Pe8e "I serk not to make as it were two sons nor again the dissolution

of the union, but I make use of one prosopon of union as (formed) of the two

ousias, as also Divine Scripture signifies.’

backs up
the term

'Only-begotten', or 'Jesus Christ'.

194 These affirmations hs always

with a rigid insistence on the titles of our Lord. He refused to use

'God the Word' or 'Man' alone; but preferred to emplgy 'Christ',
96

'‘Son’',




and
nots

phras= 'one prosopon in two ousia',

and
that

Pd
¢vc

unia

'We

126.
Thus Nestorius is clearly convinced about his use of vocabulary
h~ goes some of the way towards clarifications It is interesting to
that he had already used the phrase 'in two natures' and also the
9 e Pirst is classic Chalcedonianism,
thn second would have been accepted by the Chalcedonian Fathers providpd
he oquatod ousia and nature. Ve may compare this with Cyril's 7w Svo
€wv (036Lv ) which was rejected, though his basic ides of tha hypostatic
n, with its one principle in Christ was acceptable.
As G-rillmaier.says:97
ar- faced with the question whether the alrewdy almost Chalcedonian

formulas mentioned above are the fruit of an understanding itself character-

isti
the

c of the Fathers of Chalcedon, in other words, wheather Nestorius was on
right way to a spesculative solution of the christological difficulties

then p=nding. Doss Nestorius seek the solution of the christologicel
problen in a sphere in which the latear theology of the Church is active?'
TH% BOND OF UNION

1. The bond of union - conjunction preferred to union

and
in 8

was

Nestorius asserted the Godhead and manhood of Christ as both perfact

¥yet h=- is accused by his opponents for not having brought these tog-ther

satisfactory unions But what kind of union did Nestorius posit, and
it a real union? He .spoke on the one hand of 'the God' and on the othar

hand|of 'the Man'. These he said wer= 'joined tog=ther' and 'worshipped
togeth~r'. The union was ons of 'good pleasure' and the relationship to
God the Father 'as a Son'.. These phrases must now be examined and the other

side

of his Christology placed alongside its strongly marked dualist aspect.

He constantly stressed the_oneness of Christ: e.ge. 'diverse are the

patures which have come into a true umion, y=t from both of them (is formed)

98

on~ Christ,' Yot he avoided terms which expressed real unity and hence

/

arose the charge that. Ithp taught 'two Sons' and had added a fourth parson to
the Trinity. The use of concrete terms to express the substance feoll within
the recognised limits of christological language. There are parallesls in
Fathers of a very different Doctrinal tradition, possibly even in Athanasius

if Grillmeier's assessmant of the evidence is on the right lines.
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_ Accordingly Nestorius szvs that he separated the natures, but
conjoins the rnvnrencnloo but we have to ask whgthnr this is just an external
relationship, what Cyril describes as evwo'-s o')(e'nx-? The term ‘conjunction'

. (ouvedess) which-Nestorius and Theodore prefer to 'union' (euaur-g ) is

sometimes used by_theologians outside their trad:.t:xon.lol Nor did Nestorius

entiresly avoid the alternativa term, It occurs in on~ passage in the
102

N~storiana fragments, and, if _Loofs.is correct, it lies behind the Syriac of

8 long passag= in th- Treatise of Heracleides which contains the full
discussion of the arguments on natural and prosopic union.103 Bathune-~Baka~r
has pointed outloh' some 1nt=rast1ng facts on this words First it really
ma.an's ‘contact! or 'cohesion's Second, it is not to be céntras‘bn.d with union
(Z/uoﬂs) but with "mixture', 'commingling', or 'confusion' (K@:id's, ;J‘tl-gts )
667'Xugﬂg) - ‘one end only in view that no ons should call the Word of God

a creature, or the manhood which was assumed incomplo.te.ios

It is clear Nestorius has to maintain the separation of the two -
natures, but hs also presupposss the unity of the one Chri:zt, on- Son, one
Lord|- and almost goes as far as a communicatio idiomatum: -

'But|I say this for you to learn how clpse a conjunction existad between the
Godhiad and the flesh of the Lord visible in the Child,'10®

He further affirms: _ -

'for|the oneness of th- Son is not damaged by the distinction of the nature',
and that he b=li-ves in 'God the Logos one Prosopon of the Son'.107

Thus |far h~ is using traditional formulae.and explanations.

In trying to produce a positive explanation of unity, Nestorius
sharpens the Antiochens emphasis. As a result he has to bind togethar not
two abstract but two concrete natures. He is quite certain there are two
ousigs (essence), two physis (natures) and two hypostases (actual concrets
realities, Accordingly in his sermon of 25 March 431 he appeared to speak
of 'two hypostases of the two natures', but we should compare the Latin.
version of Marius Mercator: 'Coniunctionis igitur confiteamur dignitatem

unam, naturarun autem substantias duplices' ,108 where of course 'substantia!'
stands only for th= concrete ,parficularity of the two natures; and does not
describe two 'persons' as {C}hould think of them.

Thus the two natures are joined in ovvxde& (or coniunctio) in the
unity; of the Tpoowmov o Nestorius congratulated Cyril on agreeing with him
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over this qwa.stion.log

The notion of synapheia in Nestorius' time had not been so clgarly
d=fin-d philosophically that we can conclude from the word alone whether
Nestiorius was describing a purely accidental unity in Christ as Cyril thought
he .ant,llo or a deeper substantial bonde Nestorius therefore defined
synapheia by various additions which were meant to show the quality of the
union.  These idiomata are componants of the prosopon not additions to
synaph~ia to show the quality of union.

2. Th~ bond of union - unity of glory,honour .and worship: unity of will

The first qualification was the assertion of a unity of glory, honour
and worship., Again basing much of his argument on th- passage from
Philippians (2.5-11), Nestorius showed that the Man was raised to the level
of God to receive the same honour, glory and worship (be-”i. 933’4 ) as God -
the Son, Nestorius was here agreeing with traditional theology but claimed
that| th- unity is provided for by prosopic union.

When God 'humbled himself' he took on the prosopon of manhood.
Bacause of this action the reverse process could take place and the man
Jesus would receive the honour of the Son. This idea comes out cl-arly in

the Liber Heraclidis and also in the earlisr works. it

Besides a unity of glory, honour and worship Nestorius also assert=d
a_unity of will, We have already noted how he used the pattern of the
Second Adaw’ T2 and if the image of Adam was to be restored there must be
son~[moral response in the humanity of Jesus Christ, and so the Antiochenas
tonded to think of a moral and religious development in Jasus - 'the will of
God bacame his own will'ns. Also: 'He raised up his very soul unto God,
confirming that which was according to his will to the will of God in order
that (he might be the image only of the Architype, and not of his being....
it was preferable to him that the will of God should be done and not that of
his flash: and in actions he made himself a likeness to will that which he

wills, that there might be one and the same will in both of them, on- prosopon
114
'

without divisiones.e
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Theodore had used the expression 'indwelling by good pleasure'
oxilx), It might appear that this was just a moral relationship

‘conditioned by the holiness of the man together with his obedience. God

ths Word is the subject of 'the good pleasure' to become incarnate. It
was |a free expression of God's love for man, who. while remaining whet he
is in ~ssence takeas to himself in the Logos the &8sence of man - so

Nestorius stated.

115 This 'according to good pleasure' became 'voluntary

union' (union of the will) in the Book of Heracj.eides, and this is.

particularly deve~loped by Ps. Nestorius,

late
ing .

r addition 'as in a Son' to describe the special nature of the indwell-
He describes the various kinds of indwelling in prophets, apostles,

atc and how these are= all of different degrees, and yet the indwelling in

'Chr

etc.

but

ist' is unique because God in Christ is head of all prophets, apostles,
116

This idea was sound in that it was based on soteriological demands,

its real weakness lay in the fact that Nestorius tries to base an

ontological unity on what was essentially merely a moral principle, though

he is.convinced that the unity in Christ is not just a moral bond.

sSome

117 To

axtent bhe realised the weakness and hence his attempts 1like Theodore

befors him to undergird it by something which would make it essentially
unique. That it failed to do so was sufficiently evident for him to try
to msat Cyril on his own ground of philosophical presuppositions. Whether
he really succeed~d in making the bridge between what were Biblical express-

ions

often in loose of 'dramatic' or 'mythical' language and thought, and

an ontic basis may b= contested. = It may be his weakmess that he tried. to
- use his own weapons in an enemy territory. The real question is whether

union of will is the ground or the consequence of prosopitc union, Nestorius
meant it to be the latter ‘but if his theory fails to convince the other
answer will have to be given. We will now examine how far he succeeded.

3. The bond of union — unity in prosopon

many

/
As we have already seen the word Wpoocwwev was currently used in
BenSesilst an actor's mask = the part played by an actor - a rols or

function in life - the character of someone - a particular person. All
these| m~anings can ba contained together in the use of the word. In the
definitions of the Chalcedonians Fathers,_the term 'hypostasis' was placed
alongsid~ 'prosopon' and theraby contrasted with 'ousia' and 'physis'.

Nestorius also takes over Theodore's
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But Nestorius clearly does not equate his 'prosopic union' with the 'hypo-
static union' of Cy::':i:l.,:":l'9 for Nestorius' use of the word 'hypostasis' is
practically synonymous with 'ousia'. ’

We will examine four modern representative treatments of Nestorius'
use of prosopon, in the work of Bethune-Baker, Loofs, Hodgson (in th~ essay
at the end of the Liber Heraclidis) and Grillmeier (who incorporates
Scipioni).

Bethune~Baker comm-.nts:lzo

'In view of the many expressions and arguments of which these ar~ only
'l:yp:i.cal,.“"1 it is impossible to doubt that Nestorius was clear in his own
mind that his doctrine of the Incarnation safeguarded absolutely the unity of
th~ subjectse He did not think of two distinct persons joined together, but
of a single Person who combined in Himself the two distinct things (sub-
stances) Godhead and manhood with their characteristics (natures) complete
and intact though united to him,' :

The Gresk theologians ware quite happy.in using the term prosopon to
define the ope.incarnate Christ, and in Bethune-Bakers opinion it is not so
much they suspected Nestorius was using it in an heretical sense but that
thoy did not beliave he meant what he sa:i.cl.:!'22 He also says that in the
Chalcedonian Definition prosopon was put alopgside hypostasis to defin- the
use of the latter rather than the other way round. In any case the word
was probably inserted rather to incorporate Le0's use of persona in the Tome
and thus to assert the harmony of Cyril and Leo. So he points out that we
should not allow the later distrust of the word to colour the earlier

N-storian controversye.

In summary Bethune-Baker defines Nestorius' use of the term as
follows: a) he 'used the term person to express that in which both the
Godhead and the manhood of our Lord were one';125 b) and he does not share
the later phraseology of the orthodox about an impersonal humanity personal
in Christe Th= human nature, though not a person, is fully personal.124

On the other hand Loofs expounds a more elaborate idew of what .

N-storius .meant by prosopon:l25 .a) The tarm proscpon does not equal 'parson'

as wo understand it, but describes the oneness of the z~;ub,iv=.c1:.126 b)

Nestorius can use it both of the Godhead and the manhood considered sapsrat-ly
and of an interchange betwesn th~ two - a 'making use of' one by the other.l27

A nature. to b= complete must always have a prosopon as well as its hypostasis.128
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c) Bu:E he uses the idea of the one (un:l.fying) prosopon much more than the
prosopa .of each of the two component parts.129 By this he means the
undivided appearance of the historic Jesus who was not ssen by his disciples

as a sort of ,sc%ophrenic.lso The different natures are not united

substantially but in the prosopon of the union.lsl d) In Christ the manhood
is the prosopon of the Godhead, and the Godhead is the prosopon of the manhoo%f>2
This results in the union of the prosopa so 'the prosopon of the one ousia

?
makes use of the prosopon of the other ousia...155

Unfortunately Loofs' judgement seems to have been coloured by
Ritschlian theology which suspected metaphysical formulations and sought
instead to base theology on moral and spiritual realities. He says that if
Nestorius rejected the idea of a substantial union he came near to it in a 135
union_'on a. spiritual plan', ®* or 'through an intelligent and rational soul',
He then takes up Nestorius' concept of the mlationship of the Logos and the
man as a voluntasry relationship of love and mutual giving, 'a relationéhip :
that becomes s0 close that the one presents himself as the o‘l:har.'m6 But
this is to deny that for Nestorius the prosopon has any metaphysical content
whatever, a curious position for any Fif'th Century Christologian to maintain.
He finds an anticipation in Nestorius of the views of a colleague of his
own, Dr. Martin Kahler, a colleague, who thoughtit 'a vain attempt to combine
two independent beings or two pervsons in an individual life'. The union
would only become intelligible 'if understood as a reciprocity of two personal
actions, viz. a creative action on ths part of the eternal Godhead and a
receiving action on the part of the developing manhood.'157

Loofs completes the equation of Amtiochene theology with his contemp-
oraries at the end of his thesis, by suggesting that only when 'popular
mythological views' are removed, will it be possible to arrive at an under-
stending of the Johannine & Asyos cupf €yévero 'which is in harmony with
the N.T. and avoids theological and rational imossibﬂiths.'isg

When we turn to the essay by Hodgson at the end of 'The Bagzaar of
Heracleides', we find a rather different view.14° He takes the idea of _
moral identity of will in Jesus Christ, and says it would only be satisfactory
if 'will' was linked with ouowt and Nestorius mever did that, Hodgson
believes that Nestorius did put :l’or'l;h a metaphysical theory like the other

Fathars,
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Nestorius has no term precisely the same as our 'p=arson', but the nearest
equivalent following the Cappaé.ocian rathers was 'hypostasis', and this is what
Cyril meant by his hypostatic union. ) Nestorius usually used hypostasis in the
0ld sense as equivalent to ousia, though in a few passages we se=~ h~ knew and
avan accepted the new usage.141 However he peferred the idea of prosopic
union, and Hodgson says his argument r-sts on two principles: the divine and

142

e / . i
human Guo-tet ars totally divorced, and one cannot become the other; and

the union must be voluntary. >

Hodgson shows that Neastorius considered three kinds of unity. It cannot be
1ik~ the union of the persons of the Trinity for their oucist are two and not
.144 It carnnot be a unity like that of body and soul for that is not
145 So ha opts
for proasopon,146 and s~ems to use the three terms, ousia, physis and prosopon
as if they wers all on the same level, If Nestorius' metaphysis can ba
analysed into these three, what was left for prosopon?

on=

voluntary, and are incomplete things incapable of separation.

Hodgson quotes Loofs who felt that for Nestorius prosopon meant just
'axternal undivided appearance!, but feels.that for Nestorius the term had a
wider application more akin to our term 'merson'. IIn his view this makes an
int-11igible and coherent Christology as is borne out by the Treatise of Hera-
claides. % 50 he sees in Nestorius a three-tier metaphysic, almost like three
concantric circles = the smallest is the ousia, the middle one physis, the outer
on= prosopone As appliad to .Christ, Godhead and Manhood have two totally
antithetical ooowsi , therefore there must be two ¢ioei; each with its own set
of idiomata, and .so the union cannot take place at these levels. But neither
would b= complete without its own prosopon, and so far he has =nded up with
e doctrine of Two Sons. But two things different in ousia and physis can be
id=ntical in appearance = two identical appearances overlap, and so there is
union without eithar ceasing to be itself,'*® This might sppear unsatisfactory
but Hodgson claims that prosopon is more than appearance and therefore prosopic

union is real union.

Therefore it appears to Hodgson that Nestorius taught more than moral
union and he links it with his view of Nastorius' metaphysic: 'to have the
prosopon of God is to will what God w:i.Zl.la;.'J"l'9 Hodgson also refers to other
passag~s which might suggest this intez-pretation.15o There. ar~ also passageas
of great significance in which the object of the sharing of the prosopa is said

t0 ba the man:i.fastation.lsl He feels that we mast not object to Nestorius'




.nanhood, Hodgson suggests
' is that while Nestorius was consistent throughout and his theory a brilliant

system because of its simplicity, and he feels Loof's has made it appear unduly
complicated, though he admits the acute subtlety of thought.

But Hodgson admits the_basic objection still remains: +two things which
look alike ar~ not really onee He elaborates his analysis without rwally

_improving ite The Christology of Nestorius is only possible when his metaphysic
- has becom= thoroughly artificial. His system really fails b=cause of his

natural conception of the complete and eternal antithesis betwemn Godhead and

152 that the differsnce between Cyril and Nestorius

(if unsuccessful) attempt to solve the problem on the basis of a principle
which makes it insoluble, Cyril's greatn-ss liss in his inconsistency. He
preferred the truth to the system and by his self-contradiction he laft room
for further davelopment in the future.

Wa may wonder whather Hodgson's viaw of Nestorius' three~tier metaphysic
is correct. Scipioni thinks rather of a_series of logical thrusts at a single
antity, the same thing looked at from three different vin.w-points.' We may
also wonder whether 'hypostasis' fits in. Nestorius usually avoids it__be_-.cause.
Cyril used it, but other_Antiochenes like Theodoret and Flavian employed it.

H- recognis-d that it need not be identified with ousia, but reduces unity
in proscpon to a mutuality of prosopa. This is insufficiant.

We now examine Grillmeier who uses the work of Scipion1155 with some
rasarvationse The problem is that prosopon occurs under the heading of f;erms
~xpressing both duality and unity. Grillmeier contends that prosopon has a
far less restricted meaning than either Loofs or Hodgson presupposea, Terms like
'image' and 'likeness', the 'prosopon of revelation', the contrast batween
'visible'_and 'invisible', indicate that Loofs and Hodgson are not wrong to
include 'ext-rnal undivided appearance', but unlike Loofs, Hodgson interprats
this ontologically. | »

There is howavaer a much wider range or rather content to the term. It
i3 obviously closely related to ‘will', whether as ground or as consequences,
but there s-ams to ba,_at least on occasions, & greater 'property content' as
well., Grillmejer accepts the clue_which Scipioni provides from Stoic 103:10.154
Scipioni accepts that this knowledge is mediated through Nestorius' familiarity
of th~ Cappacdocian Fathers rather than the Stoic sources t'lir-.c‘l:].y'.:"55 This
concept represents a progress from the complately indetarminate to the precise

or fully determinate. IThe last two stages in Stoic thought represent the
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- distinction betwsen the Universal and the Particular, between 'man' as a
species, and this, particular, named man. Obviously there must be
considerable overlap of content between the Universal and the Particular.
but the latter provides the final goal of logical determination.

Nestorius has a distinct leaning towards the concrets and the
particular. The natural prosopon is the universal. Godhead and manhood
would be incomplete without their respective prosopa.156 The prosopon of
ugion or the common prosopon represents the final determination of the
concrete, historical person of Jesus Christ, the 'additive subjee't' as
Grillmeier describes him,157 thét is a viable subject formed by the union of
two existing subjects. '

There is of course no fatal logical leap between universal 'horsiness'
and 'Snow Night' as tha Derby Winmer, 1974, But Nestorius has to make a
daring logical leap here, for granted that Godhead and manhood have their
respective prosppa, what guarantee is there that Nestorius could land safely
when it is a question of these two disparate and diverse, natursl prosopa
uniting to form an additive subject? Thus Grillmeier speaks of Nestorius as

jumping over his own shadow atthe critical po:i.nt.158 '

The idea of ‘unity in prosopon' was defined quite clearly as a
formula in the Book of Heracleides:i"° .
'so also concerning Christ: when we speak of the prosopon, we say that the
Son of God is adored, concerning also the flesh as united with himj; but in
discussing the natures and speaking of two natures, we say that the humanity
is adored with the divinity which is united with it,'
It is this which he calls the .'common prosopon of our Lord Jesus Chris
He is quite clear at_what lsvel this unity is reached:1%%
'When he (Christ) speaks as from his own prosopon (he does so0) by onme prosopon

" .160

which appertains to the union of the natures and not to one hypostasis or (one)
nature,.’'

But by reversing the Trinitarian formula Nestorius shows that he is
seeking to meke definitions within an orthodox framwork:'®2 'as in the
Tri;xity, (there is) one ousia of three prosopa, but three prosopa of one
ousia; here {there is) one prosopon of two ousias and two ousias of one
proscpon. There the prosopa exist now without ousia, nor her~ again does the
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ousia exist without a prosopon, nor also the nature without prosopon, nor
yet the prosopon without natures For of the prosopon of the one ousia and
not of arother the other ousia makes use in the same manner cn account of
the union. As Nestorius himself sees this is a development of a theme
touchad upon by the Cappadocian Fathers.

On . one occasion he does identif'y hypostasis_ with prosopon bﬁt this

was unusual. ®®  More usual is his dsmand of Cyril to explain what he means

by his terms. 0% Probably Nestorius did not reach what Cyril meant by
hypostatic union (unity of the one subjeét). This is uncertain for we
cannot be sure wheth-r or how Cyril distinguished hypostatic from natural
unions When Nestorius rephrased hypostatic union by prosopic union he re-
placed what for him was unintelligible by what for him again was clear and
orthodox. Certainly Cyril meant to provide a unity of subject by his means.
So did Nestcrius by means of the prosopic union, but he was content with what -
Grillmeier called the 'additive .subject's Ve must question whether or not
this is a real subjects Had he gone further to make the prosopon and the -
hypostasis really equivalsant he would have gone & long way indeed. But the
irony is that he was probably nearer to this position in the writings con-
tained in the Nestoriana than later.

Wa can be more precise on 'th= common prosopon of our Lord Jesus

Christ's 1%  Bach_nature has its own hypostasis (reality) and prosopon

(appearance), but each makes use of the prosopon of the oth-r nature, and
166

167

therefore there is on» prosopon of union. '(There is) one prosopon which
belongs to the natures and to the prosopa'.

a) by the compensation of prosopa; b) by the 'perichoresis' of the prosopa.

This is achieved in two ways:

Nestorius defined the Imcarnation as 'the mutual use of giving and
talking' %8, Ve must therefore consider his use of the interchange of the
prosopa, which was largely basad on the well used passage Philippians 2.5-11.
In his exegesis the Logos showed himself in the 'form' of a servant, and the
man in the 'form' of God. ’

169

The thought is expressed in this lucid passags :-170

'But in the prosopa of the union, the one in the other, neither by diminution
nor by suppresion nor by confusion is this "one" conceived, but by tgking and
by giving, and by the use of the union of the one with the other, the prosopa
take and give one another but not the ousias.' .
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We may compare this with Cyril's explanation in terms of the ousias, but

Nestorius accuses him: ‘'thou tekest away the compensation from the union

of the two ousias.'171

Nestorius takes the Biblical passage Philippians 2.5-11 and =xtracts
the expr=ssions 'form of God' and 'form of a servant' ,172 where it seams that
'form of a servant' is equivalent to 'visible in the flesh' or 'taken upon
"~ himself the prosopon of th- poor's. We must examine some of the references:

'And he is both God and man, and the likeness of God in condescension
and in kenosis and in schema, (and) the likeness af the flesh as manj and the
man is by =xaltation what God is, through the name which is above all names,
Consequantly in the kenosis he humbled himself unto death, even death upon the
cross, in that he made use of the prosopon of :dm who diesd and was crucified
as his own prosopon, and in his own prosopon he made use of th- things which
appertain-d unto him who dierd and was crucified and was exalted.

. 'For (to have) the prosopon of God is to will what God wills, whose
prosopon hes hase

'For it is not (the fact) that the :.mag- is his being, but what on
th- other hand the very image and proscpon (are) the humanity of the divinity
and the divinity of the humanity, Th= prosopon of him who is conceived, who
was in the likeness and in the similtude of God took the likeness of a servant,
and in echema was found as a man in him who appear=d. And he who appear=d '
(is considered) as representing him who is conceived as touching the prosopon
and th~ nam- which is above all names and honour and glory and adoration.'173

'He took the likeness of a servant; and th- likeness of the servant
was not the ousia of a man, but he who took it made it (his) likeness and his
Prosopons.ess For the nature he took not for himself but th- likeness, the
likenoss and the schema of man, in all things which indicate the prosopon...

'But he suffered not these things in his nature but made use therein
of him who suffers naturally in his schema and in his prosopon in order that he
might give hinm by grace in his prosopon a nam- which is more excellent than all
Nan=Sesee

'For this reason the propertiss of the two natures b-mefit also one
prosopon, not (that) of the ousia of God th- Worde And th- prosopon is not
in th~ ousia, for it is not in the ousia of God the Word, nor is it the
prosopon of the union of the natures which have been upiteds...

'Por this reason the Apostle lays down th~ prosopon of the union and
next the.things where from the union results. He says first the likeness of
God, which is the similtude of God and next it took the likeness of a servant,
not the ousia nor the nature but the schema and the prosopon in order that he
might participate in the likeness of a servant, and that the likeness of the
servant might participate in the likeness of God, so that of necessity there
might b~ one prosopon, so that it is th- on~ by ousia and th= other by union
in respact to tho humiliation and to the exaltation.'

'So Nestorius assert-d that God was in the prosopon of man but not in
th~ natur- of man.174 In oth~r words.the 'countenance' is a unifying concept,
becaus~ the whole, though in two natures, is seen as one Christ, the divine in
human form. He used the analogy of the two eyes on a face ,175 so that al-

though th=- =ay=s are part of the whole and complete in themselv-s,y=~t they do
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not make up the whole face or countenanca.

Everything in a concrete being over and above .the physis is found in
> 4
the prosopon, including will, characteristic properties (lJcwp T ),

physical appearance and moral attitu'de.176 The prosopon is th- basis on

which the unity of Ch.r:l.st is revealed:- 77

'The Divin- Logos was not one and enother (Jﬂ"'\°5 Kotk °"\*°S ) tha man in
whom he came to be (&v & eyovcv )e Rather, one was th= prosopon of
both in dignity and honour, worshipped by all creation, and in no way and no
time divided by otherness of purpose and will,

'The two natures have one Lordship («v@évriw ) and ome pOWe!‘ (§Sveapis) or
might (Swa-cr-rem/) and one prosopon in the one dignity (3(x ) and in the
same honour (¢ pv ).!

So the prosopon of the Logos used the prosopon of Christ's manhood.
This contrast between the visible and th- invisible is a frequent idea in
N.gs‘lzorius.:l'?8 But it- is not th- 'prosopon of revelation' as seen in Ps,
Nestorius and th- later Nastorian writings. There is more stress on the
ngwcvg than on the chbnfve tx o Yet the active constituent of the Inear-
nation was God and th- passive th- man. It is not therefore just a moral
union for Nestorius attempted to link it to the ontological sphere. The
prosopon has many qualities besides th~ moral attributes, but this base does
not include the physis as such. BEach does howaver have its full prosopon
(ontological reality) and that is why he used two prosopa at times and one
prosopon at other tima.s.179 This remains his fundamental weakness, yet he
had th- clear insight that he must leave th- physis of the man intact.

In fact he makes this quite cle.ar:leo -

'it was not therefore because I confess~d not that Christ himself - who is also
God, and none other than God th- Word, consubstantial = is God, but because I
confess that he.is also man,'

i'hp man made use of thes proscpon of God but Nestorius affirms that he is not
deifisd by nza.‘!:urn»..:"81 ' There is a unity implisd in the interchange of prosopa
with their property content182 and he is emphatic that the manhood had become

the Son of God because of the Son united with it.

We are forced to ask whether unity has thereby b-en achisved. This
is doubtful in view of the fact that he refars to two prosopa as well as the
prosopon of union, It is significant that whereas in the mat-rial collect-d
in Nestoriana, Nestorius speaks only of on~ prosopon, in the Treatise of
Heraclidis he introduces &nd emphasises the mutuality. This is unique to him
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among the Antiochen=s and casts some doubt on whather Grillmeier is right
in calling hinm a moder#te .l\nt:lochene.:l‘85 If ho had kept to one prosopon
he might well have b-en near-r a solution thanwith the more complex and

subtle theory which he sets out in the Treatise. It was because of this
that the Council of Chalcedon excluded all talk of two prosopa, with its

insistence on on- hypostasis and one prosopon.

It certainly ssems that Nestorius had produced not a substantial -

union but rath~r a rational or spiritual union achiaved by tha use of j'l:he

human soul of Christ.184 This view presupposes and is a special treatment

of the human soul of Christ considered as a theological factor (in
Grillmeier's phrase)s It appears to have been a voluntary union of love,
but only because each revealed himself in the form of the other. We must
conceds that his understanding of prosopon was different from ours, and according
to Loofs it was totally non--me‘t:e.phys:'u:s,l.:"86 . Yet he realised that the Jesus
Christ of history was (and was seen to be) one person in our sense of the

word. Loofs says:187 R

'This Jesus Christ of history is the beginning of a new humanity and at the same
~ tim~ the personal mevelation of God, and h- is the one because he is thes other,.'

185

But what of this charge of 'two persons'? Nestorius' object was to
make sure that one of the two natures did not become =liminated by. the union.
But h~ was certain it was not a 'conjunction' of two persons = 'the manhood is
the person of th~.Godhead, and the Godhead is the person of the manhood.':58
It was rather a merging of personality which for him was not exposed to the
charge of fusion or confusion. .This was th= centre of union, and with both
natures subject to_ the experiences of each other, there was still on= subj=ct.
It was a new Person (Christ) who was formed, not a new divine-human nature.
At l-ast Nestorius was able to distinguish between 'nature' and ‘person', and
paved the way for a unity richer and less mechanical than Cyril's 'natural

union,"

There ar= two d.ifficulties._ First it appears not to be a substantial
union, but on= which was only superficial; and éecondly, only a moral
attituds is involved (évars oXer <% )o But the union is not just an
extarnal rol- as when an ambassador represents his. sendner,189 for it is
intended to result in something ontologicels However the unity is achieved
in th~ sct of compensstion itself. 5o he says:1®°

'So by th- use of th-ir prosopa as though they were making use of th=ir own
authoritatively, the one. is the oth~r and the otherthe one and the other
abiding just as ' they are in their natures.

'And because also the prosopon aof th- one is the other's and that of the other
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the one's, and the one(comes) from the other and the other from the ons, the
will belongs to each one of them,'

It was because of this community of will and honour that Nestorius
was som~times known as a Monothelité. The description itself is in_exact
since he plainly believed in two wills, those of God the Logos and the
assumed man, howaver identical their scope and intention. We cannot avoid
the conclusion that the union achieved by Nestorius is only a moral and
accidental union, except for the fact that the initiativ- taken in the
Incarnation was a Divins. act and not a matter of the human w:i.ll.191 The
'grasping' of the manhood as mentioned in the Philippians passage is part of
th- creative act by God of his 'temple' (the man.'nood.).l92 The corresponding
" side is passive not active: .'that which took' is contrasted with 'that which
was taken's 195

(14
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The voluntary act is from above, and Christ is therefore

th human freedom of Christ is important to Nestorius, hence his stress on
the (human) obedience of Christ and th~ Second Adam par&llelism.lg4 This is
also trus of his whole theory of redemption where the human obedience of
Christ - and Ps. Nestorius would add 'his vicarious obedience' - was vital.
There is a sense in which the humanity is regarded as 'fhe Junior partner!

in th~ work of Re.demption.

If this appeared to be an accidental union on the basis of the same
honour and worship, it seemed to Cyril that Nestorius was putting ‘a man'
alongside the Logos with only the bond of mutual love to hold them, and there-
fore something else was neededs Nestorius felt he had provided this something
with the idea of mutusl compenstretionsi®°

'"We understand neither that which took nor that which was teken in distinction
but that which was taken in tha.t whlch took.!

1,19 the interpsnstration or

This Grillmeier calls 'perichoresis',
‘mutual inward hold' of the two natures. The term itself is used by the
Cappadocian Fathers of the inner relations of the three Persons of the Holy
Trinity and the idea maybe part of the legacy of Nestorius from the Gappad.oclans.
It starts from Nestorius' parallelism and contrast between Triniterian and '
Christological hmnology.lg? If this was already noted by the Cappadocians,
they never extended the idea of perichoresis to Christology. They were after
all Trinitarian theologians par excellence and their Christology is not their
strongest point. According to Grillmeier Nestorius transferred this

Trinitarian concept to the .relationship between the two natures. It is his
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own suggestion and should be noted as suche. .. Some connection between the
Trinitarian perichoresis and mutuality and reciprocity of prosopa is possible
but not proven. How far such a link serves Nestorius' need is more

questionable,

Nestorius rejects the undu- Seéaration of the two component parts in
his discussion of the analogy of the burning bush which Cyril :’L_rrt'.roé.ucea.'3..:"98
The lengths to which he was prepared to go in order to show that he 4id not
preach two Sons is shown by the fact that at least on on~ occasion he used
the tern 'mixture! (Kpaos )15 '
~ and is.of course contrary to all his usual tendencies and he never explains
precisely what he nmeant by ite Perhaps it is best understood as heavily in
inverted commas, a word borrowed from his source rather ‘than selected

deliberately by himself.

It is a quotation from Gregory of Nagianzus,

S0 Nestorius made his attempt to offect a union with a term which he

had already employed to stress the duality of Christ's natures. In conclusion
to the section, we may note remarks _made by Professor Turner on the sub:ject:2°0
'Thus an ~lement of diversity has been imported even into the bond of union
itself and th~ final formula might be desoribzd as one prosopon in two prosopa
or two prosopa combining in one prosopone That there is a mutuality or
reciprocity of the two prosopa of divinity and humanity is the inferance that
can be drawn from many passagese There is a giving and receiving of prosopon
between the natures, by kenosis or humiliation on the one hand, and exaltatim
on the other. The prosopon of the humanity is the divinity end vice versa.
The prosopon of the one becams the proscpon of the othesr so that the one is the
other and the other the one although they remain just as they are in their
natures. PEach makes use of the prosopon of the other nature as if it were
their own. There is one prosopon in two prosopa. It is obvious that for
Cyril's communicatio idiomatum Nestorius has substituted a reciprocity or
mutuality of prosopon.’'

And so our judgement is that although Nestorius made a dynamic att-mpt
to create a sound Christology,as Prestige says:zol. '1ike his master Theodore,
he could not bring within the framework of a single, clearly conceived
personality the two natures of Christ which he distinguished with so admirable

a realisme’
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CONCLUSION

We find a summary of Nestorius position in the section 'Conc-rning
the Faith' in the Book of Heracleides.ZOZ
opposition theories and then gives his own exposition. In another section

he summarises his position in relation to Cyril's'.205

Here he reviews the various

If we are to assess the orthodoxy of this we must judge it by
Chalcedon and not by Ephesus. This was a compromise and we have already
noted that he is .supposed to have agreed with the Chalcedonian Definition;
certainly he accepted. the Formulary of Union (455).204
the. ‘out of two natures' formula of Cyril, he could accept the 'of two
natures' of the Formulary, though greatly preferring th- suparior precision
of his own 'in two natures' formula. Leo would have agreed. Loofs says:2°5

It was a tragic feature in the future of Nestorius, that.he had already been
condemned, when the Council, whose creed he could have accepted, was h=ld.'

This statement is of course modified by the historicel factors up to the
Fifth Oecumenical Council (555).

While rejecting

It appears that hs was personally sacrificed to provide a means of
rconciliation between Antioch and Alexandria in 433, a reconciliation which
came to include the West in 451 Y-t he was resisting the incipient Mono-
physitism of his time by defending the Manhood of Christ. He gave an ethicel
emphasis which safeguarded the moral principles of the Christology of the
‘Church.

F.Nau declered that Nestorius was orthodox because his writings were
so similar to thos= of Ch.*a,lced.on.zo6 In complete contrast it has been saids:
"the surprising result ( of the discovery of the Book of Heracleides) is to
make him appear less orthodox than befom.'zw

2
It has been said: 08

'If Nestorius and Cyril could have been compelle d to discuss their differences
calmly and to define their terms with precision, under th- supervision of a
strict and impartial arbiter who could have kept them under control until they
had explained themselves clearly, there .is little doubt that they would have
found themselves in substantial agreement theologically, though separated toto
caelo as far as the prestige of their respective archiepiscopal sees was
concarn~d,'
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But this is wildly over-optimistic, and on= would pity the arbiter. This
In spite of what was said, the rif't between their actual thought was as deep
as tha iangua.ge appearad to mak~ it, and there was no patching over the cracks
when a common terminology could be found. Chalc-don-served warning notices
both on Cyril and Nestorius. To Cyril it gave .the warning that he must
distinguish physis and hypostasis (or his followers must)s To Nestorius
(or his followers) it pointed a way.forward by identifying hypostasis (thus
safeguarded) with prosopon, and by excluding any talk about two prosopa.
Grillmeier is right that the first equation of terms would have helped
Nestorius greatly; bes does not notice the other point.

Be thune-~Baker has .said:ZC?

'We have seen that the ideas, for which Nestorius in common with the whola
school of Antioch contended, really won the day, as regards the doctrinal
dsfinitions of the Church; though Nestorius himself was sacrificed to "save
th- face™ of the Alexandriness The manhood of Christ was safeguarded, as
distinct from the Godhead: <the union was left an ineffaeble mystery.

'The views against which Nestorius protested would have robbed us altogether
of the historical Christ of the Gospels. Though inspired by the inevitable
philosophical craving for unity, and the supreme desire of genuines piety to
See in the manhood of Christ the real deification of human natuxe as an entity,
they would have made of the Saviour of men a Person not really human,. and of
Redemption a magical, instantaneous, rather than an ethical, gradual process.
The possibility of an ethical valuation of His human life and experiences was
in large measure saved by the stand the Nestorians madeesse'

Again when we compare Cyril and Nestorius, Grillmeier has aaid:mo

'Chalcedon is here, infact, the via media. Nestorius is the more modern
th-ologian, but he doas not have the same religious force as his counterpart,
who thinks in more archiac terms. Chalcedon tekes over from Cyril and from the
whols tradition of th- one Christ, but dares to stress the distinction in him
more strongly, as did the Antiochenes.':

Grillmeier says that Nestorius was a moderate Antiochere at the end of
the controversy as well as at the bqginning.zu This seems a strange
judgement in the light of the point made by Grillmeier himself concerning
Nestorius' use of the mutuality and reciprocity of the prosopa. Though
Nestorius' opponents divorced his words from their theological context and
total Christological background, he cannot escape considerable criticism.
Grillmeier attributes this to his failure to understand and make use &f the
comnunicatio idiomatum, Certainly he objected to the misuses of it which
seemed_to lead to Arianism or Apollinarianism, but it is diffiicult to say this
" was th- cause as well as the occasion of the controversy. If his notion of

'-prosopon was as rich in 'property content' as Grillmeier, following Scipioni,
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believes, he seams to provide not less but more than the examples in
question needed. This is the main point of disagreement with Grillmeier's
Jjudgement. Prestiges' view that tha principal defect of Nestorius was a
negative impotence of method seems nearer the mark.

So Nestorius' concept of prosopic union failed to fulfil its
objective, His union was still only the sum total of the component parts
of Christ and remained so. There was no attempt to make the Logos the
real personal subject._of the combined natures. Therefore reluctantly we
have to record that Nestorius failed, and there is little to suggest in the
Book of Heracleides that later attempts to correct his earlier statements,
whether by himself or another, did anything to strengthen his position,.
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. APPENDIX: CHRISTOLOGY AND THE EUCHARIST

When turning to Nestorius' doctrine of the Bucharist, it soon becomes
evident that, just as in Christology, there are two basic schools of thought.
These two streams correspond quite closely to the two rival Christologies.

The Monist or Logos~centred Christology corresponded to ths metabolist traditioﬁ

" which believed in a change in the elements of bregd and wine into the life-giving
flesh and blood of the Logos. . A later but more sophisticated form of this '
type was the Medieval doctrine of 'transubstantiation'.

Against this view the rival Antiochene school in line with its Christ~-
ologicel dualism could argue on two lines, First, they could say that, granted
there is body and soul present, this must not be ascribed to God the Logos, but
to the homo assumptus. This would avoid the same situation which thsy foresaw
and disliked in the use of the terms 'Theotokos' and 'Deus Passus'. A second
viewpoint within the main Dualist framework might have suggested that just as in
the Incarnate Lord there was a full co-presence of Godhead and manhood, 80 in the
Bucharist there is a full co-presence of Body and bread, and Blood and wine.

Both points of view in the Dualist tradition were available to Nestorius.
and we must see what he said. There are ssctions concerned with this point
both in the early writings® and there is also caterisl by Ps.Nestorius and
Nestorius in the Book of Heracleides.? It is to these that we turn, bearing
in mind Professor Chadwick's authoritative article on the sub.ieet.'5

The metsrial used is based on an exegesis of the three main sacramental
passages in the Book of Heracleides.

The first is an explanation of Pauline passages, especially I Corinthians
10-12, 'Sophronius' begins by saying that when the bread becomes body it is
one not two, and is not to be 'conceived' as it was before, but as what it has
become, not what it appears to be. Therefore in Hebrews 10 there is a warning
against violating the sacred. It follows the Son must have raised the human
ousia to a level to be adored alongside himself. Nestorius refutes this by
showing that what the writer meant when referring to men trampling underfoot the
Son of God is not immediately clear. He shows that the ousie of the flesh and
blood of our Lord is common - not that of the Word. He then shows from Hebrews
11,1 ('For he who sanctifies and those who are sanctified are all of them one')
that it was because Christ was really man that he was able to redeem mankind. We
are one with Christ as ons bread, one 1:»0;']y.4
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In the second passa—ges he makes a nice point: 'I distinguish not the
union of the naturec but the natures which are united in reference to the ousias,
even as beirg without confusion of the one with the other,! '

But the most precise statempnt is made in the third'passagezs

'But that which is in the nature is compulsorily that which the prosopon is.

For example (in) what he says of the bread: "It is my body", he says not that
the bread is not bread and that his body is not a body, but he has said
demonstrably bread and body, which is in the ousia. But we are persuaded that
the bread is bread in nature and in ousia. Yet in believing that th: bread is
his body by faith and not by nature, be seeks to persuade us to believe in that
which exists not in ousia in such wise that it becomes this by faith and not

in ousia. If it is (a’ question of the) ousia, what is the faith worth? For he
has not said: "Believe that the bread is bread,” because everyone who sees the
bread itself knows that it is bread, nor further does he make it to be believed
that the body is body; for it is seen and known of everyons. But in that
which it is not he requires us to believe that this is (s0), in such wise that it
becomes this by faith to them that beliewe. Therefore it is not possible that
the (properties residing) in the ousia should be one thing and another, though"
it exists not in its own ousia, that they may become two and be alien:to one
another in the ousia. But he who therein suppresses the ousia therewith
suppresses that too which is conceived by faith.'

So his doctrine of the Eucharist is closely connected with his
Christology. A doctrine which did away with the ousia of bread and wine along-
~ side the lLord's Body and Blood was invalid. But Nestorius was not providing
a sort of 'consubstantiation' alongside Cyril's 'transubstantiation', for there
s2ens to be no ontological changs involved. If a child of the Reformation he
might have said the presence of Christ was dependent on the faith of the believer,
However, he was making an attempt to ensure that just as in his doctrins of the
Person of Christ he determined not to remove the reality of the Incarnation, so
t0o the 'material' elements of the sacrament were not to be eclipsed by the
divine,

1. Sermo III & IV, Nestoriana, pp.227-30; Frag. VIII, ibid., pp.355-7.

2,  DrH., pp.28-35 (Ps.N), 254-6, 327-8.

3. H.Chadwick, 'Eucharist and Chr:.stoloy in the Nestor:.an COntroversy s
J.T.S. 2, pp.145~-64.

4, DrH., pp.28-33 (Ps.N).

5. DrHs, pp.254-6.

6. DrH., pp0527-8.
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