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THE CHRISTOLOGY OF NESTORIUS AND THE CHALCEDONIAN SETTLEMENT - ABSTRACT

The assessmentzof Nestorius' Ghristelogynbeginé with a consideration of his
indebtedness to Paul of Samésata, Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia,
The t'i‘adi_tion of Alexandria is reviewed, referring primarily to Athaﬁasius,
Apollinarius and Cyril. .

The historico-political backgreund is outlined and an account of
the Theotokos affair given. The subsequent fall of Nestorius at Ephesus 431
is recounted.

An examination of the christolegical vocabulary of the period,
followed by a detailed study of the terminology and metaphysics of Ngstorius,
cencludes that his foremost concern was the diagnosis of duality in tﬁe
Incernation but assesses him:a moderate Dualist thinker. No conclusion is made
on whether he provided satisfactoerily for the unity of Christ's person.

An account is given of the reconciliation of Cyfii and John of
Antiech on the basis of the Formulary of Concord. It is receunted how
Dioscorus repudiated this and, following the affair of Eutyches, enforced his
views at the Latrocinium only for the sudden death of the Emperor to lead to
another General Council ; Chalcedon.

The proceedings of Sessions 1 - 6 are recorded, describing the
condemnation of Dioseorus and the promulgation of the Chalcedonian Definition.
This composition is examined to show that, while defining little, it was the
means of reconciling Cyril and Leo. Moreover, it rehabilitated moderate Eastern
dualism and set guide-lines for future christological speculation.

Ifzis considered whether the Christology of Nestorius falls within
the permitted limits of Chalceden. The anti-Nestorian temper of Chalcedon is
noted and the verdict is given against Nestorius.
| The conclusion examines the judgement passed on Nestorius'
Christology by Loofs, Hodgson and Grillmeier. Cyril and Nestorius are
contrasted, showing how the former, despite shortcomings of character, had the

sounder position theologically.

Abramowski's critical analysis of the Treatise is discussed in the

Appendix.
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CHAPTER ONE - THE ROOTS OF THE CHRISTOLOGY OF NESTORIUS'

The heresy of Arius,Atﬁe presbyter from Alexandria, was to deny full
divinity to Jesus Christ. As his great opponent Athanasius records in his
De Synodis this Arius taught :

For He ( the Son ) is not eternal, or co-eternal, or co-uneriginate
with the Father...

This teaching was condemned at the Couneil of Nicaea in 325, which went on to .
formulate a standard of faith as a safeguard for the future. Thus the Council
received a creed in which was introduced the gre#t phrase which no Arian
could acce.pt or explain away, namely that the Son is 5/#00(/;'/01/ 77;; /7:7/":
This creed of the Council of Nicaea,‘though primarily a landmark in
orthodox Trinitarianism, may be taken also as a landmark in the develﬁpment
of precision in orthodox Christelogy. Henceforth, all discussions on the
person of Jesus Christ must accord with the clear pestulate of the Council
of Nicaea.. This islthat Jesﬁs Christ is truly God.
However, Arianism did not vanish overnight, and in 381 we
find the Emperor Theodosius summoning a great council to Constantinople with
an intent to put an end to the long drawn-out Arian controvefsy. This
council also proves to be a landmark in the development of precision in
orthodox Christology. This is so because the first canon of the Council of
Constantinople reads thus :
.That the faith of the 318 Fathers who assembled at Nicaea in Bithynia,
is not to be made void,.but shall continue established; and that every
heresy shall be anathematized, and especially that ... of the
Apollinarians.

This specifiic condemnation of Apollinarianism bfings a second postulate into

all discussions on the person of Jesus Christ. This is that Jesus Christ

is truly man. To these two postulates, that Jesus Christ is truly

1. H.G, Opitz, Athanasius Werke III, 1 p.13.
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God and truly man, is to be added a third. This is the clear picture
derived from Scripture that Jesﬁs Christ is one person. So we arrive at
the problem of orthodox Christology which is how can these two statements
(that Jesus Christ is truly God and also truly man) be true of one person.
It is a problem that can be stated in at least three ways :

How could God and man be united in one persoﬁ?

How could God, remaining God, become also man?

How could man, remaining man, become also God?

These nuestions, immediately above, reveal for us the two
basic approaches possib;e to the problem of Jesus Christ., The one is to
stress that in Jesus Christ we meet with God. This approach would appeal
particularly to those who wanted and needed to have from their religion a
physical presence of the divine. A.C. Headlam thus deseribes this reed :

The -Egyptian monk or devotee who gave up everything for Christ,
and lived in the desert an ascétic life, hoping more and more to
gain some union with God, had his mind overborne by the fact that
in Jesus Christ he saw the Godhead on earth; that God thus
incarnate in man had taken frail human nature capable of sin and
had glorified it by union with Himself and made it divine; and

he lived always with the vision that just in the same way, his own
weak and imperfect and frail nature might be made divine. 1

Paul Tillich explains how this neéd may be filled :

Imagine a simple-minded human being who wants to have God. If you

tell her: "There is God, on the altar; go and have Him there."

then she will go. But how is this possible? Because of the

incarnation, for in the incarnation God became somethiné which we

can have, whom we can see, with wkom we can walk, etc.
Clearly such a need would dictate that the christological problem be
approached from the side of how God, remaining God, became also man.

This, the approach of the Alexandrian School of Theology, is

to be seen in the writings of Cyril, Bishop of Alemandria. For him the given
position is that redemption is an act centred in God and wrought by God in

1. H.M. Relton, A Study in Christology. Preface p.ix.
2, P,Tillich, A History of Christian Thought p.85.




the flesh. God remains God. Nothing in the act of Incarnation does
énything to change the Logos. Cyril writes :
We do not say that the nature of the Word was changed in order to
become flesh, nor that it was transférmed into a complete man of
soul and body: but rather this, that the Word united to Himself
in an objective reality, ineffably and incomprehensibly, flesh
ensouled with a rational soul, and thus became man.
With this theory that the Logos asarkos is self-identical with the Logos
ensomatos it follows that Cyril was unable to accept any doctrine of
kenosis which would involve a loss of attributes on the part of the Logos.
Later in this dissertation we shall see Cyril defending the term Theotokos
against Nestorius. His reason for so doing is that just outlined above,
It is not that he wishes to deify the Virgin Mary or to assert that she,
creature as she was, brought forth God the Logos, but that the Incarnate

and Discarnate persons are in essence and in prineiple one and the same.

Again, for the same reason, we find Cyril able to speak of God the Logos
as suffering in the flesh: | B
He Himself, who is the Son begotten of God the Father and is God
only-begotten, though He is impassible in His own nature, suffered

in flesh for us according to the Seriptures; and in the crucified

body Heéwas making His own, impassibly, the sufferings of His own
flesh.

Being united to manhood like ours, He could, impassibly, endure
human sufferings in flesh that was His own.

While his opponents dismissed such paradoxical statements as ridiculous
quibbles or compared them to the antics of children building and destroying
sand castles, Cyril defended them as corollaries of the ineffable and
.incomprehapsible mystery of the Incarnation.

_His opponents adopted the other possible approach to Chfistology.
They pointéd to the historical picture of Christ and found there the true

focus for Chriétology. This would perforce lead to an acknowledgement

1. Cyril Ep. IV ad Nest. 2 (A.C.0. I, i, 1 p.26).
2. Cyril Ep. XVII ad Nest. 3 (A.C.0.I, i, 1 p.37).
3. Cyril-Orat. ad Augustas De Recta Fide. 31 (A4.C.0.I, i, 5 p.50),
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of the absolute reality of all that was human in Christ. He was a baby;
He became a bo&, growing in wisdom and stature. His childhood was spent in
Galilee, and He grew up and reached manhood just as other men do. But
more than this - He presented a beautiful model of what man should be.
Thzs approach of the -Antiochene tradition in Christology
differed from their rivals in two main respects. First, there is the
positive religious valuation which it gives to the humanity of Christ.
Unlike the rival traditién, this assigﬂs to the human experiences of our
Lord a very important function in the economy of redemption. For example,
Paul of Samosata (whose intreduction here is not meant to prejudge his
influence on the subject of this dissertation) is recorded to have said :
’ - ” ” [y b 1Id
Ma/m‘ ETEKEV o’a/é/wﬂm/ };brl/ ooy .. .. Af«.‘/’ffo%x
o KxTxk Tvia !
Again Theodore of Mopsuestia attaches decisive importance to the homo
assumptus, as may be seen in the following quotation :
Mais nos peres b1enheureux mlrent en garde sur tout cela, en
disant : qui s'est incarné et devint: homme, afin que nous
croyions qu'il est un homme parfait, celui qui fut assum€ et.en
qui demeura Dieu le Verbe, - lui qu1 fut parfait en tout selon
la nature humalne et dont 1'état résultait 4'un corps mortel et
d'une 2me 1nte111gente, car c'est "pour l'homme et pour son salut
qu'il descendit du ciel". A bon droit, ils dirent qu'il prit un
homme semblable a ceux d'entre lesquels il fut pris; car 1l'homme
% u'il assuma, étant semblable a Adam qui introduisit le péché dans
e monde, il abolirait le péché par ce qui lui etait connaturel.2
Finally, we may notice the decisive place which Nestorius gives to the
humanity in the plan of redemption :
God the Word was made man that he might therein make the humanity
the likeness of God and that he might therein renew ( the likeness
of God ) in the nature of the humanity 3

But if he has not been made man in man, he has saved hmm(self) and
not us; but if he has saved us, he has been made man in us and has

been in the likeness of men

1. H. de Riedmatten, Les Actes du Procés de Paul de Samosate p.152,
2. R. Tonneau, Les Hcmelles Catechethues de Théodore de Mopsueste pp.123-5,

3+« G.R.Driver and L. Hbdgson, The Bazaar of Heracleides p, 212,
4. Ibid.p.205,
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The second distinguishing feature is the aceent on will in
Antiochene Christology which stands in contrast to the prefererice for
christological ontology in the rival tradition. Paul, Theodore and
Nestorius may again be used to demonstrate this :

[ J‘ € )/\ a‘:,/(ilJa é, é oa f é Aol os “‘/d
ovTw €, W5 AKAY S'S,OWOS v// vios ws b4 /

Kol @eds Z}v, J’ o{z S 7&1;/0, 7l W«’y?‘ 7/?7:‘017(:‘:)‘.-0&,‘1 W
Jra éoy,x’vou ovd® «K “ﬁ'/?’?f—’,’}/ﬁ IVIT0rTATOU .
Hhov obv s eidouis Aéyew yivesOas T3v fvoz’/;;f'v
T oa-;%é/ . 5&/0102(“,/@ ,‘/le;re/’ai/ 3 p%ld'T}géﬁf(/ /-(/xnm-r}
5(’/17075 Tou 96(?‘3 ,7‘/ 14 ﬁ?)’l}"'};ri" o ﬁf ’-;' /oz‘S
Avureiodns T &Eomoedxi ST Kio 700 €0 KXi
KAk oxeérnv «iTe ﬁ'é/: DTV £

For ( to have ) the prosSpon of God is te will what God wills,
whose prosdpon he has.

That briefly, then, is an indication of the position adopted by
the two rival schools of theology. We shall have occasion to look more
closely at these positions as we proceed to focus attention on the main
subject of this dissertation.

Nestorius was, before his elevation to the see of Constantinople
in 428, priest and superior of the monastery of Eupreprius, in the
neighbourhood of Antioch. He came to be one of the lexders of the
Antiochene Tradition of Christology. It is appropriate that we turn first
to the consideratiqn of some of his antecedents in this school who may be
said te have influenced his teaching. |

"Socrates in his history of the Chn;ch'tells us :

Nestofius acquired the reputation among the masses of asserting
that the Lord was a mere man, and attempting to foist on the
Church the doctrine of Paul of Samosata ... ¥

Certainly we may readily identify a geographical connection between

1. G.Bardy, Paul de Samosate p.15.

2. H.B.Swete, Theodore of Mopsuestia on the Minor Epistles of S.Paul, II p.29,

3. @.R.Driver and L.Hodgson, op.cit. p.59.
4. Socrates, H.E. vii 32 ( P.G. LXVII 809 ),
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Nestorius and Paul of Samosata since the latter was Bishop of Antioech
between 260 and 264. Befidre this he had been.: at Samosata (hence his
title ) in the Kingdonf of Palmyra where he associated with King Odenatus
and his wife Queen Zenobia. Zenobia, who favoured Judaism, and indeed was
possibly a Jewess, encouraged a *school' at her court to which Paul belonged.
It has been suggested that the Qﬁeen‘s Judaism may have been influential in
1':he Adoptionist teaching which Paul came to advance, and which, in effect,
made Christ just another prophet ( albeit the greatest ). Be that as it
may, when Paul was Bish(;p of Antioch his teaching"was held to deny the
divine nature of the Saviour and he was deposed. |

As to what exactly Paul's system was, it is difficult to

1

ascertain. The sources are few and problematic.” Consequently, the

observations which follow have been based only on those fragments accepted
as authentic by H. de Riedmatten in his Les Actes du Procés de Paul de
Samosate. PFrom these three features of particular interest in Paul's
teaching emerge. First there is his disliké of an ontological _
Christology. The encyclical letter from the Synod at Antioch which
condemned;Paul made it known :

I1 congoit autrement la conjonction & la Sagesse (73 auwx’¢ﬂa’ v
TPpos Thv r{oqﬁxv ), selon 'ltamiti€ et non selon
1'ousie ( oV KuT’ odorav

At this Synod the ‘priest Malchion, who was chosen to lead the
examination of Paul, said to him as follows :

Tu vero videris mihi secundum hoc nolle compositiomem fateri,
ut non substantia sit in eo Filius Dei, sed sapientia
secundum participationem.

The reason for Paul's refusal to confess 'compositio' is revealed in a
record of the confrontation between Pail and Malchio :

1. C.E. Raven in his book Apollinarianism considers the most important to be
five fragments of Paul -to Sabinus. These discourses (though accepted by
Harnack) are almost certainly not authentic. They certainly reflect the
interest of the much later Monothelite controversy and are more developed
in their Christology than the third century. While F.Loofs in his Paulus
von Samosata (p.339) thinks that they have a genuine kernel, G,Bardy in his
Paul de Samosate (pp.181- 96) and H. de Riedmatten in his Les Actes du
Proces du Paul de Samosate (p.ls) dismiss them completely.

2. H. de Riedmatten, Les Actes du Proces de Paul de Samosate S,24 p.147,

3. Ibid. S,25 pp.l49 - 50. .
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Paul dit : Le Verbe ne peut 2tre compose’, sinon il perd

son rang. .
Malchion : Le Verbe et son corps ne sont pas composes ’ . 4
Paul : Qu'é aucun prix il ne soit compos€ ni melangé !

The dignity of the Logos seems to have been of prime concern for Paul :
$q07 voivov év 7ois GiiopVEpATIV | — &5 TeDi //;J/lou
’ ’__ﬂ ”~
Aéyovtes —, T3peiv 73 & wpd T35 Todrxs.
Because he held that the status of the Logos _ﬁould be destroyed by a
substantial union, he preferred to speak of a qualitative bond and allow

only a participation of the Logos with the man Jasus :
ov )'02/ o'u)'/é/f/}‘rﬂw T v ‘wTrT/l:J 73 0-'0/'/“ v 2
S ,f/.e?s rua-feu'yr’u) oémwo/u_g xAa Kt KT Fo1oTy7.

T,‘v Je awx',é&xu é(f(fﬁag ///Pég 73V o'osé/au/ Voe/,

-, 4 ' a2 .-
MocT /hot'&"} oV K, pETowolxV, 0uX! otV
. 2
Oéd'll‘ylft/}l/ v r«;«.dﬁ_

- %
The picture that emerges seems to be as follows. Paul considered Jesus,
though born of a virgin, to be a man like other men who however- was the
recipient of a special gift of divine force andws thus elevated to the
position of Christ. Certainly we are left in no doubt that Paul excluded
any conception of a divinelchrist'descended-from on high. Rather the
direction of movement is upwards 5— of a man raised up to a special position
and purpose in the plan of God. Jesus was a man inspired from above with
the power of the Logos, which inhabited him just as men live in houses. Such
teaching was inevitably condémned.' It made Christ but another prophet, and |
it entertaiﬁed no idea of a utnion of the human and the divine in the one
person of Jesus Christ.

These ideas indicate that Paul presented a divisive Christology
and Leontius of Eyzantiuﬁ,.in a passage referring to Theodore of Mopsuestia,

says of these ideas :

1. Ibid. 5,22 p.147.

2. H. de Riedmatten, op.cit. S,29 p.154.

3. Ibid. S,29 p.154.

4. Ibid. S,33 p.155, ’

5. It is to be noted, however, that Paul says the Logos is xvwBev (from
above) "and the man év7ed/dev  (from here). See H. de Riedmatten, op.cit.
S, 26 'p.153. T
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otuo /uFl/ //m//[ou 7090 fyhoo'e(fwv o(f/aﬂ/oc Jd D(é
& A odpev dxrnv7iowv7a, Egri s
7oV éu/’/ﬂ44“"J 7s A /ﬂ ,5 ’
oo TGV ﬁ(o((a)l/ 7ol 7wV )’F/al/Fl/ ;/71«6)1/

This charge, which would involve NestoTius being indebted to Paul of
Samosata, does not seem to us to stand since Nestorius must at least be
acquitted 6f the charge that Jesus Christ was just a man, as will be seen
when we come to a consideration of Nestorius' Christology. Put briefly, we
would not ascribe to Paul of Samosata any decisive ihflgénéé in the teaching
propounded by Nestorius. At the most their commbH—Eonneqtion with Antioch
might hint at a common mould and a community of outlook ; it cannot support
direct indebtedness.

Socrates, whose opinions generally are valued for their
impartiality, takes the same view as that just expressed. He writes of
Nestorius : "I camnnot then concede that he was a follower of ... Paul of
Samosata." 2 However it must be said that all judgements expressed on the
relationship between Paul and Nestorius are conditioned by the scant
material avail&blé to us regarding the teaching of Padl. As A. Grillmeier
‘says :

There can be no doubt that the 'Affair of Paul of Samosata' is a
distinctive event in the history of Christology. Unfortunately
the necessary critical conditions for its interpretation have not
yet been created. 3,4

Cyril of Alexandria observed on more'than one occasion that the
sources of Nestorianism could be found in the teaching of Diodore. From the
other side, in the translation by AbbE Martin of a sermon by Narses the
1. Leontlus, Adv. Nest. et Eutyeh. III 37. (P.G. LXXXVIT T 1376)

2. Socrates, H.E. vii 32, (P.G. LXVII 809).

3. A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition p.177e

4. The controversy about Paul of Samosta was ‘recontexted' in four successive
ways: first he was connected with Artemon, then in the fourth century he
was dragged into the Homoousion controversy by the Seml-Nlcenes, then in
the fifth century he was used as a stick with which to beat Nestorius and

finally, in the sixth century, used by the Monothelites against their
Dyothelite opponents.
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Nestorian there is this sentence :

Une foi invincible a éte’ p'ré‘che’e par les justes, Diodore,
‘'Th€odore et Nestorius.?

Diodore came .from a noble family in Antioch where he was for a time a priest
and head of the catechetical school there, Subsequently he became Bishop of
Tarsus where he served until his death about 39.4. Béfore his elevation to
the episcopaté he had won for himself the reputation of an apologist for the
Nicene faith. This ﬁe did in the opposition he conducted to the teaching of
the Arianizing Leontius who was Bishop of Antioch 344~357. Also his support
of the Nicene'féith brought'him into opposition with the teaching of
Apollinarius in the nearby see of Laodicea. It was in the course of this
opposition, according to B.J. Kidc_i,2 that Diodore gave to the doctrine of
Christ's person at.Antioch that direction in which it was to move from his
day forward. This was so to stress the completeness of the human nature in
Christ, which, of course, Apollinarius denied, and so to separate it from
the divine nature that his opéonents-could charge him with teaching two
Sons., For e#ampiea'in the fragments of his writings which have been

preserved for us we £ind him stating : . C o
7;7/(,,0_( 7{7'0 xiwvey & l/‘as /(/(FIOV 373!/ E& Acxﬂl
&Véf/’}/ﬂ/ Vaf Beoo - vioV Av‘/‘ /o

Agaln we find him wrltlng

Xopi7 (/or O & M/'df xc/é’/wfr0§
¢uo-ez Je O Beéos /,oyos

1. vide Journal Asiatique 1900 'p.486.

2. B.J. Kidd, A History of the Church III p.19k,
3. Diodore Fr. 1. (P.G. XXXIII 15604),

4. Diodore Fr. 3. (Ibid. 1560C),
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Aa a final quotation we may cite :
_ne Mariase filius Deus Verbum existimetur .... duas navitates Deus
Verbumm non sustinuit, unam quidem ante saecula:, alteram autem in .
posterioribus temporibus : sed ex Patre quidem natura genitus est,
templum vero, quod ex Maria natum est, ex ipso utero sibi fabricavit.
This evidence leaves us in no doubt that Diodore was at pains to preserve
the distinction of the two natures in Christ. His detractors would say that
the language of this distinction was tantamount to teachlng a separation ;
that his Chrlstology was divisive ; that he taught two Sons. Thus Cyril
pointed to Diodore as the fons et orige of Nestorianism.
The sharpness with which he distinguished the natures in the

Incarnate Lord has traditionally been held to make him a forerunner of
Nestorianism. In recent times, however, a différent interpretation has -
been proposed. 4. Grillmeier? urges that Diodore's Christology has been
judged far too much in the light of his oppositioﬁ to Apollinarianism and
so placing it exclusively in the stream of Antiochene theology. He also
claims that Diodore should be distinguished from Theodore- of Mopsuestia
since the theology of distinection in Diodore_reveéls traces (particularly
in the early stages ) of a logos-sarx framework, while Theodore uses the
Logos-man framework exclusively. In support of this Grillmeier points to
the Syriac fragments relating to Diodore which was edited by R. Abramowski
in ZNTW’ for 193l. He quotes Pragment 36 :

(a) Jesus, he (Diodore) says, increased both in age and in wisdom.

But this cannet be said of the Word of God; because he is born:

perfect God of the perfect (Father), Wisdom of Wisdom, Power of Power.

Therefore he himself does not increase; indeed he 'is not incomplete so

as to need additions .(incrementis) for his completion. (b) But that

which grew in.age and wisdom was the flesh. (c) And as this had to be

created and to be born, the Godhead did not impart to it a2ll wisdom,
but bestowed it upon the body in portions (particulatim).

1. Diodore Fr. 3. (P.G. XXXIIT 1560 f).

2. A. Grillmeier, op. cit. Pp. 260- 70.

3. Zeitschrift far Neutestamentllche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der alteren
Kirche.:
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This, he argues, showed that Diodore used a Logbs—sarx frémewopk. He draws

a similar conclusion from fragment 39
But how do you have one wnrshlp °‘ Perhaps as with the soul and body
of a king ? For the soul by itself is not the king and the body by
itself is not the king. (The two, then, cannot be separated in honour
and are the subject of one action. But not se Christ. ) But the
God-Logos is king before the flesh and therefore what can be said of
body and soul cannot be said of the Ged-Logos and the flesh.

If this thesis of Grillmeier is accepted, then Diodore is not te be
contrasted with the Logos-ﬁarx framework of Alexandria as had been supposed.
As evidence, he quotes Jerome to show that there was a spiritual teacher-
“pupil relationéhip between Eusebius of Emesa and Diodore :

Diodofus, Tarsensis episcopus, dum Anticchae esset presbyter,

magis claruit. Exstant eius in Apostolum commentarii et multa
alia ad Eusebii. magis Emiseni characterem pertinentia, cuius cum

sensum secutus sit, eloquentiam 1m1tar1 non potuit propter
ignorantiam. saecularlum litterarum.’
Busebius of Emesa was an exponent of Alexandrian theology who is known te
have lived at Alexandria and also, significantly, at Antioch.

If Grillmeier's interpretation is accepted, it would appear that
Diodore used a Logogesérxlframework and may have been subjected to
Alexandrian influence. His opposition 'to Apollinarius did not arise from
the' diminution of the humanity of the Lord but in the threat to his divinity
which would arise from the acceptance'Bf the formula of natural unity
(/9/2_ ﬁ,(/;’lf 790 Beov /103'04/ fFN/‘”‘/“:/} ) adopted by Apoliinarius._ This led
him to write so strongly against any confusion of natures in Christ éhat he
Sometimes seems to tﬁlk of two persons.

It is difficult to believe that Grillmeier has completely made out
his case. Unfortunately the_gragments of Apollinarius's treatise against
Di.c-:dore. ( Apoliinérids’ Fr. 117-46 H. Lietzmann pp.235-42) do not enable us
' to determine precisely. the views of Diodore. They stfongly suggest however
that what was at issue_betweeh thé two was fhe'presence or absence of a htman
soul in Christ without enabling us to decide the wider theological context
in which Diodore is to be placed. Grillmeier's case cannot be regarded as a

present more than non-preoven.

1. Jeome »e Ve linvs. 179 (PL XXIL 750 A).
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So, to conclude, the view of Narses the Nestorian which would see no vital
aiffereﬁce between Diodore, Theodore and Nestorius does not go unchellenged.
What may be said is that Diodore in his opposition to any natural or substantil
union of the two natures in Chfist was preparing the ground for a Christology
which, while preserving the natures unimpaired, would give fuller consideration
to the unity 6f the person. This was profided by Theodore of Mopsuestia to whom

we now direct‘attention.

Theodore was born at Antioch about 350. He was a student of Libanius, the
most famous professor of rhetoric of his day. Sbcrate; and Sogomen1fell us that
he was going at first to practise law, but eventually followed Chrysostom, also
a student of Libanjus, into the monastery of Diodore and Carterius. At one point
he left the monastery, intending to marry, but Chrysostom, who was obviously a
great influence in his life, persuaded him to return. Eventually, when over
thirty years of age, he was ordained priest by Flavian, Bishop of Antioch. Ten
years later he was appointed Bishop of Mbpsuestia in Cilicia, where he continued
till his death some thirty-six years later.

In a long life of'neanly eiéhtj years he wrote much and his extant writings

are sufficient to pronounce him the greatest of Antiochene teachers.2 From his

1. Socrates H.E. ¥i 3 (P.G. LXVII 665); Sozomen H.E. ¥iii 2 (P.G. LXVII 1513)

2. The last forty years has ®en a great increase in our knowledge of the works of
Theodore. Previous to 1932 there.was available of his commentaries only that on -
the Twelve Minor Prophets in complete form, together with fragments on Genesis,
Psalms, the Gospels and the Major Epistles. There was also a complete commentary
on the Epistles from Galatians to Philemon, but in a Latinctranslation only.
Similarly with regard to his dogmatic works there was a complete text (in Syriac)
of his Controversy with the Macedonians and besides fragments only of his De
Incarnatione, Contra Apollinarem and Contra Eunomium. Then in 1932 A. Mingana
discovered a Syriac text of Theodere's Catechetical Homilies which he published
with an English translation. K. Staab followed this in 1933 with his
Pauluskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche which provides parts of Theodore's
commentary on the Major Epistles : Romans, I and II Corinthians, and Hebrews.

R. Devreesse added further to our knowledge in 1939 when he published
considerable sections of Theodore's commentary on Psalms I-LXXX. Finally 1940
saw the appearance of a Latin translation by J.M. Vost€ of the complete Syriac
text of Theodere's Commentary on the Gospel of St. John.

This wealth_of material now available shows Theodore to have been both a
systematic theologian and an exegete of distinction. The premier place among
Antiochene teachers goes without serious challenge to the Bishop of Mopsuestia
who knew his way so very well around the whole field of systematic theology. .
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writings we see that he began with certain premises. The universe, for
example, was made up of 'sensible phenomena' together with intelligible beings.
Man, with his body made up of earth, air, fire and water was clearly linked
to the realm of_sensible rhenomena, At thetséme time he possessed an invisible
soul which gave him a place in the realm of intelligible beings. So man is a
unity of two different elements : body and soul. As aﬁ illustration of this
teaching, we may instance the following quotation :
Quoniam autem et iuxta nos homo dicitur ex anima et corpore constare,
et duas quidem huas dicimas naturas, animam et corpus, unum uero
hominem ex ambobus compositum;l
With regard to the soul certain things are axiomatic in the twught and
teaching of Theodore. First, it is a substance in its own right. It is
capable of an independence separate from the bedy and, though normally
associated with a body, it transcends it. This is made clear in the following
passage : |
Or en ceci seulement différe 1'2me humaine de celle des animaux, que
cette derniére n'a pas d'hypostase propre ... Quant aux hommes, il
n'en va pas ainsi: mais 1'2me existe dans son hypostase propre, et

fort &levée au-dessus du cOrps ...2

Second, the soul, though enjoying s&bstantiality, is incorporeal :
§ Peoc ... Rewoi3kE ToV a?'Vﬁ/UWV, éf J/ﬂa’?f& MEv )
,uy,@;;;wu 780 OWpNTOS AX: SUyyEVOCS 73 gorvomevy

P ” ' 2 - ’n

KTI0Er . . .. xofk7ou 0 73S %UX}S‘ AKXs o/REXS Torg
¢§6700F7b/§ 3

Third, the soul is immortal :

Elle dure en son hypostase, parce qu'elle est immortellea
It foliows for Theodore that because the soul is immortal, therefore, it is

rational ':

L'4me des hommes ... est immortelle; et necessairement la croit-on
aussi intelligentq5

1. Theodore C. Apollin. BK IV Fr. 1 (Swete II p. 318)

2. R.Tonneau, Les Homelies Catechetiques de_Théodore de Mopsueste p.121
3. Theodore Com in Rom. VIII 19 (P.G. LXVI 824c )

4. R. Tonneau, op. cit. p.123 o

5. Ibid.
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This composite ofvbody and soul which is man is made, as Scripture'teaches,

in the image ‘of God. In-Theodore's thought this man, by virtue of resembliﬁg
God; stands as a representative of God before all e?eation and $e is entitled
to receive the homage ef all creation. Creation, the realm of seneible |
phenomena, exists to meet man's need. It is in the service of man, their
Maker's imege, that the creatures of God are held together in unity and
harmony. This explaihs why man is a composite of body and soul i.e., made

up of sensible phenomena and an intelligible being. It is that he might unite
in himself all the elements of the created order and be the bond of creation.
We see this expressed by Theodore in the following passage :

fabricauit autem animal unum, id est, hominem, qui et ad inuisibiles
naturas propinquitatem sibi anima uindicaret, et uwisibilibus naturis
corpore iungeretur. ex quattuor enim integris elementis, terra,
inguio, et aere et aqua et igne, corpus composuit nostrum; et guasi
guoddam amieitiae pignus1 totius c¢reaturae fecit esse hominem,
utpote omnibus in eum coadunatis.

Here we are introduced to Theodore's idea of the cosmic function of man.
By failing to fulfil his office as the image Theodore holds that Adam introduced

death into creation.’ Similarly men's sins made them subject to mortality.

1. This $dea of man &s the pignus amicitiae (Greek 0 KX EO5Aou ECvdeo a;)
is unique to Theodore and leads Dorner to describe man in the teachlng of
Theodore as a 'cosmical God'. The rival tradition (tough in a rather
different context) would seek to lay stress upon the Logos as the linch-pin
of creation.

2. Theodore Com. in Eph. i,10 (Swete I. p.129).

3. Theodxe's approach to the Fall and its consequences is eguivocal. In his
Catechetical Lectures and his Commentary on Romans he is conservative but
minimalist by Western standards. However, he also wrote a lost treatise

'Agajnst those who say that men fall by nature ( ¢Uge, ) and not by will

( 7?%1 })' of which the fragments are edited by H.B.Swete, op. cit. II pp.
332-'37., The problem of the two streams of thought on the subject in the
writings of Theodore is fully discussed in Julius Gross' Entstehungsgeschichte
des Erbsundendogmas I pp. 190-205.
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Christ the second Adam, is the remedy for the consequences stemming from this
failure. ( If it be asked how, if the soﬂ is immortal, can men be subject to
mortality, “then Theodore would say that man dies when his soul is separated
from his corruptible body. Man, as distinect frem his soul, will become
immortal when his body receiv_es; the gift of incorruptibility. )

Turning now to Theodore's teaching with regard to God, we may
state the axioms in his thoughts briefly as there is little here which
distinguishes him from the patristie traditionl as a whole., God, then, is
conceived first and foremost as the Creator. He is unlimited in nature and
transcends his creation. God is thought of as a purely spirituai being.
Finally, we may mention that against Arianism with its teaching of a changeable
Godhead, Theodore, in company with Oriental theolegians generally, approached
his studies with thé understanding that God is immutable.

Theodore's doctrine of.the Trinity only calls. for brief mention
since it has few dis‘i:inc,tive features. It was in any case not-directly

involved. In the Ecthesis he wrltes :
& ..o/(ayoﬁ//aﬁa/ o’é m,( €% 7’5/5,04/ ﬂ'Od"t-lT?.J ﬁ(/ Seov 3«01&5
Kdl ”l/wfp( Jf n' /ovV wd"p((/fwg' o-wf él/oU 7ou /(0,900 735
£ W.%EMS- v fy //df?%( Kxcr wol/ o/l.-cv WS ke 7 ueyw(
7,0‘/ /} /HS' TIUKS oﬂu;/o ovs OUO'IXS' I// {2/1/ a(,l»(x/a/ola/

7’, ﬁ(t//ofﬂ 7’7)’ 95017705‘ /‘/“/ Q(V}/ ?
He.believes, then, in one Divine substance revealed in three persons. While.
_l-nis‘ use of 0:/0’/:( here for substance is _Perfectly regular, the same
may not be said for the use of 71770/0"\)70‘/ "~ for person. Sabellius before
him may have used this term ( though the point is disputed ) in the sense of
a merely temporary aspect or function and we should have expected Theodore to
have preferred Ucl_f?)'d' To+§ which was the regular term in use for person
in the East since the Cappadoecian Fathers. A possible explanation may lie
in the suggestion that he preferred to use lleo/f/’ola' /¢  to express the
1. It is known that he wrote against both the Arians and the Pneumatochi though

his works are lost.
2. Theodore Ecthesis (Swete II p.328),
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aistinct or concrete existence of God er man. So heAwould turn to 37&£;~ﬁ70'/
as a better word for expressing a particular form or manifestation of the
one divine being.
Two ideas, then, predominate in Theodore's teaching about man's
relation to God. The first is that man resembles God and is God's )
representative on earth. Man was created in the image of God and it is in
serving man that the creatures of God are held together in unity and harmony.
This representative status of man entitles him to the homage of all creation.
.The second idea is that this position of man demands that man shoulg live in
obedience to God. If he is disebedieﬁt, then he remains the image of God
without performing the role of God's image. This in fact is the situation
that was produced by Adam's disobedience and has in turn produced the disunity
in ereation. Theodore exbresses the situation thus :
propter hominum etenim malitiam omnis, ut ita dixerim, creatura
disrumpi uidebatur. auertebant enim se a nobis angeli et omnes
inuisibiles uirtutes, propter indeuotionem nostram quam erga
Deum exercebamus.
If then the relation between man and Goed at the time of the creation is te be
. restored, a relatiomship involving man's perfect obedience to God must be
initiated. Perhaps his thought here mﬁy be sumarised in this way. As it
was by the man Adam that death was introduced, so then must the nemedy be
-introduced by God initiating immortality with a man. This has been done by
the man Jesus in whom God dwelt. It will readily be seen, then, how
important both the category of will and the full humanity of our Lord were
in the theology of Theodore.
In line vith the Antiochene tradition Theodore saw the
Incarnation as a unien ﬁf Logos with.man and se found himself in opposition

to the Logos—-sarx framework:of Alexandria. The whole scheme of salvation-

history as understood by Theodere, and as indicated in the preceding paragraph,

1. Theodore Com. in Col. i. 16 (Swete I pp. 267-8).
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demands that man in the full sense be present in the Incarnation. For
Thedbre, if the humanity is limited in any way or its importance minimised,
thén redemption goes lame, For redemption is not so much divinization, as
at Alexandrié, but the saving of man frem the consequences of sin, Now while
Theodore seeé Christ as paying the debt for sin, much more prominent in his
thought is it that Christ initiates a New Age in which sin is not just
forgiven but abolished. In order to understand what is meant by the New Age
in the teaching.of Theodore it is necessary. to probe somewhat deeper into the
christian understanding of man at the time. |

R.A, Norris, in his book Manhood and Christ observes :

e.e Christian theology of the fourth and f£ifth centuries owed to
Middle Platonic and Neo-Platonic thought much of the conceptual
structure in terms of which it interpreted the Church's gospel ....
Thus, for example, the Christian thinker, while he tended to
reject any equation of matter with evil, nevertheless found a useful
instrument in the fundamental Platonic distinction between intelligible
and corporeal substance.... The fact that the same sets of terms were
used to explain the contrast between Creator and creature on the one
hand, and 'spirit' and 'flesh' (soul and body) on the other, made it
quite natural to suppose that Ged and the soul were somehow of the
same 'kind'. - Though certainly a creature, the soul was nevertheless
'more divine' by reason of its intelligible nature than the creatures
whose substance was merely material or visible. Thus the doctrine of
the image often appears as a Christian restatement of the Platonic
conception of the continuity of the soul with its divine Source: ...

When we turnto Theodore we find him imposing a certain
" modification upoh this view 2 by linking mutability and rationality. ' He = es
these two qualities as dépendent on one another :

Nam si quidem statim ab initie immortales nos fecerit et immutabiles,
nullam differentiam ad irrationabilia habemus, proprium nescientes
bonum. Ignorantes enim mutabilitatem, immutabilitatis ignorabamus
bonum : nescientes mortem, immortalitatis lucrum nesciebamus :

" ignorantes corruptionem, non laudabamus incorruptionem : nescientes
passionum gravamen, impassibilitatem non mirabamur. Compendiose
dicere, ne langum sermonem faciam: nescientes malorum experimentum,
bonorum illorum non poteramus scientiam mereri:.

1. R.A. Norris, Manhood and Chrlst pp. 18 - 9.

2. A.Harnack, C.E. Raven, R.V. Sellers and J.N.D. Kelly have argued that
‘Theodore's philosephieal outloek is Aristotelian rather than neo-Platonist.
R. Arnou (Nestorianisme et Néoplatonisme) has questioned this generally
accepted position, maintaining that Theodore is also neo-Platonlst in outlook.
Attention is drawn to R.A. Norris!' comment on these two’ opp051ng views
(Manhood and Christ pp. 250 - 2).

3. Theodore Com. in Gen. (P.G. LXVI 633 AB),
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While he thus sees mutability and rationality dependent on one another he at
the same time holds to the comnection between rationality and immortality: :

rationabiles nos enim faciens Dominus, ipsamque rationabilitatem in
nobis efficacem expedire uolens, gquia nec aliter uideri possit, nisi
discretione contrariorum, ex quibus et meliorum electio adquiri
potest - haec enim summa est cognitio rationabilium omnium; ...

R.A. Greer comments thus on the same passage :

Man's rationality is exercised in the discretio contrariorum; and
while the discretio or choice can and often does involve us in pain,
our mutability can also be exercised in the meliorum electio and in
the right course of life. 4nd so our lives in this age become a sort
of training to prepare us for the perfect obedience and immutability
of the age to come.

At this point we might summarise Theodore by saying that man in this age has
chosen the way to sin that was opén to him and that this dhdice was necessary
if man were to be rational. ‘At the same tlme the destiny of ummortallty in
the second age is possible to man only through the effective use of rationality
in this age.
The two ages just referred to relate to the two stages in which

. God's plan is to be worked out for the whole of creation :

Quod quidem placuit Deo, hoc-erat, in daoos status dividere

creaturam : unum quidem qui praesens est, in quo mutabilia omnia

fecit ; alterum autem qui futurus est, cum renovans omnia ad

immutabilitatem transferet : quorum principium nobis ostendit in

dispensatione Domini Christi, quem ex nobis existentem resuscitavit

ex portuis, et immortalem corpore, et immutabilem fecit animam :

per quod demonstravit, quia circa universam creaturam hoc futurum est. 3
R. Greer has a useful definition of the two ages :

The First Age is (a) mutable and (b) present. It is mutable because

of the necessity of allowing man free choice. The Second Age is (a)

immutable and (b) future. Yet an immediate qualification must be made

of the assertion that the Second Age is future, for Christ has ushered

in the Second Age.

However, not only has Christ as principium ushered in the Second Age, He is

also, by virtue of His bmion with our nature, our link with that Second Age

1. Tueopore=Com.-iv. GAL. ii] I5-6(Swere T p.27).

2. R.A. Greer, Theodore of Mopsuestia p.17.

3. Theodore Com. in Gen. (P.G. LXVI 6330— 6344).
4. R. Greer, op. cit. p. 73.
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The things that the ancients held as figures and shadows came now into
reality when our Lord Jesus Christ, who was assumed from us and for us
died according to the human law, and through His resurrection became
immortal, incorruptible and for ever immutable, and as such ascended
into heaven, as by His Union with our nature He became to us an earnest
of our own participatioen in the event. In saying: "If Christ rose from
from the dead, how say some among you that there is ne resurrection from
the dead." (the Apostle) clearly showed that it was necessary for all to
believe that there is a resurrection, and in believing in 1t we had also
to believe that we will equally clearly participate in it.1
R. Greer, again, has a useful comment on the passage just quoted :
The word 'earnest' probably represents arrabdn or pignus. Just as
man was the earnest or pledge (pignus) for the universal harmony of
the created order, so Christ is the pignus for the general resurrection
and for man's salvation.
It will readily be seen that Theodore has a greatly developed sense of
salvation history and of eschatology. It_is a veritable extra dimension to
his thinking as compared to the Alexandrians. It comes over strongly, for
example, in his doctrine of Baptism which for him is not the beginning of
deification but something which points as an arrabdn to future fulfillment.
To sun up we may say that Theodore sees man's trouble in this
present age as a combination of his sinful soul (manifésted in his wilful
disobedience) and his natural mortality. So salvation will be the bringing
of moral '_invertibilitas'3 to the soul and. immortality -to the body in a New
Age. God as immutable péssesses this 'invertibilitas' by nature. Through
the action of de in. the Incarnation this 'invertibilitas' is now made
available to man ‘'by grace'. But this by-itself is not sﬁfficient, for man's
salvation must imean the establishment of a relationship of free obedience to
God. Ths Christ achieves through his work as a man. It will be seen, then,
that only if the Incatnation. involves a union of Logos with man, will it
support the scheme of man's-salvation as Theodore teaches it. He sees Christ
1. Theodore Hom. Cat. XII 6 (Tonneau p.331),
2. R. Greer, op. cit. p.7k.
3. This term is fairly frequent in the Lat1n translations of Theodore's

commentaries. See for example his commentary on Galatians ii, 15-6 and
1 Timoty i, 9-11 (H.B. swete, op. cit. I p.29 and II p.76 respectively).
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as playing two roles. He i; at once the locus of divine intervention and the
locus of man's conquest of sin.

. This strong emphasis upon the co-presence of two complete natures
not unnaturally raises the question whether he taught two sons or two persons
in the Incarnation. Theodore strenously Aenies this :

neque adsumens épod adsumptuﬁ est, neque quod adsumptum est

adsumens; unitas autem adsumpti cirea adsumentem 1nseparabills

est, secundum nullum modum incidi ualens.
Nevertheless the problem remains whether the bond of union is sufficiently
strbng to bear the weight of duality which it is required to support. It is
to this problem we now direct attention.

| A start may be made with the follew1ng quotation :
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Here we see Theodorq using Assumption language. This, while much preferred
by non-Antiochene theolegians, was not eschewed completely by Antiochenes
forlwe can fin@ the idea in Origen and Athanasius on the one hand, and iﬁ
Diodore an@ Chrysostom on the other. " Clearly everything depends upon what
was assumed and thé total evaluation of the assumption.
We move a'stage‘deeper in Theodore's théught ﬁheﬁ we note his

use of the term Jwifé/X . He writes foz-'example :
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Unlike assumpt:l.on, gt 0Vd¢f/t( would seem to be used only at Antioch in
connection with the theolegy of the Incarnation. We may instance its use
4. Theodore c. Apollin. Bk. IV Fr. I (Swete II p. 319),

2. Theodore Ecthesis (Swete II pp. 328—9)
3. Ibid. (Swete II pp. 329-30):
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by Paul of Samosata and Flé.vian, Eishop of Ant'ioch’;. aﬁd note, too,. that
Cyril was the first to criticise it explicitly.

We come to the deepést point in Theodore's'thought with the
term ?vd?(} r:g' (in awelling) - and come, incidentally, firmly within
the realm of Antiochene thought also., Eustathius, Diodore and Chrysostom
had all used the term before him, but it is Theodore who gives the term a
careful definition. In his De Incarnatione he asks what is the mode of this

indwelling. First he considers it as being by substance :

_ 2 n
iotr i STEPSV ;}«fv Ewervo jpo/cyeffr&m, TOTEfov Tiolory EWol €T
F1Y f/ P ) - >, iy J"J v ? o'(;v ¢C/, Axd7v/
¥y o‘l:{.oﬂ/“ﬂ’ ov &olory 340 “'-‘3‘/ M

L} - J ” -~ 2 >
evexer (70070 yof/’,f/ﬂ/), ov Ay 7oy OghV‘/‘ﬂ'W’I/,otJJ
oové: &jéb‘ﬂtf 30’ra<_{‘ov7:,<’ Trve s Enser 7ov_d opev f‘;;'

o

,

S Amd’ OV FETors TRPETTIV AOVOV OIS v EverkEn/

car N ~ \J \ ~
Acyeror, oboiel” pév ou;/ J(—;znv Etor k€Y Fov Qedv TSV

-

KIDET a8 TG 2V errv,
Clearly, he observes, it would be improper to limit the substance of God

who is ocmnipresent, yet egually clearly God dwells not in all men but only
in His saints. So indwellipg, he concludes, is not by substanée.- This
rejection of 0(;0’ I;I is not altogether surprising. Theodore is at ore.with
the An.tiochenes_in their dislike of ontology.
Next indwelling by activity (2// 7 ;’f'/o( ) is considered :
2 SoiTS AV Tis Elftor kil e’-m‘) 73 E,-V7a/’€/5{§.
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This again is rejected for much the same reasons as led tc; the rejection: of
indwelling by substance. While it is absurd to limit the aétivity of Ged
who is present in all His worics, yet the: opd.z"ation. of God must be limited to
the saints. This re,jéction‘ of é\)?/;/é'tx does seem to be surprising.
Certainly we may say it is a term which Paul of Samosata would have accepted
with alacrity. Tl'_‘leedore, howeyer, elearly' finds it, along with Ou)flg >

1. Theodore de Incarn. VII (Swete II pp.29%)r'..
2. Ibid. :
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inadequate to indicate -t_he. uniqueness of God's indwelling in Christ.
Theodore sees onllyl one other mode reméining. ,de.must dwell
., . . .
in man by goodwill ( Evdofird ) :
v
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In the same place Theodore goes on to say what he means by ét/p/m(//a(

C’UC/OK(O( \‘/& Jﬁ/ffx/ 4 ofﬂ’ﬁ'} Aol l/x/{m—73
2 -

ﬂé:(}d—ff —02 Geod

In this definition the emphasis on will is te be noted. This may in faet .
.derive from Ephesians i. 5 and not simply Theodore's own concern about will.
However that may be, '&vdfomr< refers to God's will which is exercised by
God towards those who fear him., That is to»sé.y,- those who are disposed to
fear God are become indwelt by God While, as has been rnentioned earlier,
the substance of God is omnipresent, nevertheless His good-will is near to
some and far from otht_ars, depending upon their dispesition towards God. The
visible evidence of this is, of course, the righteous men in whom God drells
and the wicked men who enjoy no such divine presence. At the same time there
are to be recognised differences of 'd'egree regarding é’volOI(I:( as one can
recognise that some men are more righteous than others. In regard to dhrist,
says Theodore, this él;DIOA/(:( is of such a high degree as to constituté
in fact a difference in.lind rather than degree. So he defines the indwelling
of God in Christ as a &vo/&307S Kir €bdowidV &5 & UIG . ina, lest it
be thought that this does not establish a difference in kinid, we find '
Theodore writing the following :

Mox autem in ipso .p'lasm'ato' Deus Verbum factus est ... erat autem forte °

. in ipso et nascente, et cum 1n materno utero esset a prima statim
plasmatione ...

1.- Iheodore de Incarn. VII (Swete I P 291;.)‘
2. JIbld '
3. "heodore C. Apollln. Bk III Fr 2 (bwete II p. 314)
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" With Christ the undion goes back to the very first moment of human existence.
-This union is original and absclute, so the difference is oné of kind.as
there is no comparable kind of union to which one ecan point.

In conclusion, it may be said that £he Christology of Theodore,
as the leading exponent of the Antiochene School, has an affinity to his
ﬁredecessors in that milieu. Diodore, who must have taught Pim in his
monaétery, is to be mentioned in this respect. More problemétic is the
extent of his indebtedness to other names in the Antiochene tradition  (Paul
of Samesata and Eustathius )'because we have no evidence_to posit a real
institutioﬁ at Antioch with a progressive development in thought such as was
the case with the Catechetical School of.Alexan&ria. What may be said ié
that there was centred upon Antioch a tfaditipn which perforcé had to deal
with the Arian énd Apollinarian heresies, Agéinst Apollinarius, Theodore
emphasised that in Christ there is a perfect nature of man in union with the
pérfect nature of God.  He diélikéd any suggestion that the Logos became
flesh and preferred.to think in terms of the Logos taking én humanity. aThb,
then, was his problem : how to ?reserve the unity of Christ while at the same
time preserving the human and the divine sides of Christ. Theodore claimed
that the problem was not insuperable. His reasoning was that if we fasten
atteﬁtion upon the two natures in Christ, both of which are personal, then we
do observe two persons : but if we keep in mind the perfect and harmonious
uhion‘of will into which #hey have entered, then we have only one person.

While th;s problem may not have seemed insuperable to Theodore,
his opponents ar; most sceptical about the méans whereby he claimed to have
overcome it, Particularly uﬁfortunate, in their view, is his use of the
analggy of the relatién of a man and a woman in marriage :

Ce n'est pas, en effet, parce que nous disons deux natures que nous
sommes contralnts de d1re deux maitres ou deux fils, ce qui serait
d'une naivete extr@me : car tous ceux qui en guelque chose sont deux
et un en guelque chose, leur conjonction, qui les fait un, n'andantit
pas la distinction des natures, ni la distinction des natures ne

s'oppose & ce qu'ils soient un... Et ailleurs il est dit de 1'homme
et de la femme qu'ils ne seront pas deux, mais un seul corps (Mt. 19 v.5)
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et ce n'est pas parce qu'ils sont un seul corps que l'homme et la femme
ne sont pas deux. Mais ils demeurent deux en ce par guoi ils sont deux,
et ils sont aussi un ence par quoi ils sont un et non pas deux.!
The most Theodore can point to in this analogy is a moral union, while the
persisting distinct personalities of the man and the woman are a didtinet-
embarrassment to his argument. F.A. Sullivan is not disposed to treat this
embarrassment lightly. It is for him indicative of the basic inadequacy of
Theodore's position which he outlines as follows :
Theodore's "One Son" is not the Divine Person, but a common térm
including both the natural Son of God and an adoptive sen. There is
"One Son" because the name "Son" inecludes both him who is Son by
nature, and him who shares in this title by adoption, by conjunction
w1th the true Son... Strictly speaking, the name "Son" belongs only to
Him who is Son of God by nature, but the "inhabitation by good
pleasure" involves the sharing of the honours and ‘titles of the
natural Son with the man whom He assumed. Hence, when we say : "the
Son of God", our thought includes not only the Divine Son, but also the
homo assumptus who shares this title.
Sullivan concedes that Theodore's system unites the Word and the homo
assumptus in one prosopén.:but denies that this prosepon is the Divine Person
of "the Word :
There is one "Son of God", but this is because the one who was born
.of "the Virgin Mary is an adoptlve son of God, and shares in the title
of the true Soh who dwells in him by "good pleasure".3
Despite the vigour with which Sullivan advances his adverse
conclusions on Theodere's Christology a less pessimistic view is taken here.
It is that Theodore's uﬁderstanding of the Incarnate Lord is not to be reduced
to 2 mere moral union and that he does not intend to endorse a view that in
Christ there persists two distinct personalities. Nevertheless, his language
and theolegical conceptions do not sufficiently allow him to promote the former
or escape the latter. Had Theodore and the Antiochene school been able to
accept, as the Alexandrians did, the Platonic notion of °man', then they woull
have come to a Christology which preserved the unity. That they could not was
part of their Aristotelian heritage. They could not comprehend the abstract
1. R. Tonneau, op. cit. p. 207.

2, F.A. Sullivan, The Christology of Theedore of Mopsuestia pp. 276-277,
3. Ibid. p.283.
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concept 'man' having a reality of its own. Because they could not, the
'homo aséump%us' became a logical consequence for them. Theodore insists

that manhood in@olvéd in its very essence existence as a man :
o0 dé y,‘(/ -.,?ﬁ/»o?:-m@v Eoriv pmszow e 7E7v !
So to insist is inevitably to present oneself with the problem of the unity
of Christ in its most acute form.
The opposite tradition qf Alexandria which was cradled in

2 1aiq greater stress on the unity of Christ. If however

christian Platonism
they avoided the principal problems of the Antiochene tradition, the
establishment of the uniqueness of Christ and an over-emphasis upon duality
which might put the unity of Christ in danger, their equal and opposite danger
was a reduction of the human mtatus of our Lord and an under-valuation of his
human experiences. )

This christian Platonism was an attempt with mingled elements
of loss and gain for the Churgh. It is not in-doubt that the Biblical Faith
rested on the Hebrmic premise of an all-holy and all-loving Creator active in
hisfory. The Biblical doctrine-of the transcendence is never so phrased as to
set this conviction at risk. When, however, Christianity moved into a
Hellenistic environment the task of communication led inevitably to.the attempt
to restate the Gospel in terms which a reasonable; educated man could accept.
The dominant strand in conteﬁporary philosophical thought owed much to the
thought of Plato whose strongly emphasised contrast between the Eternal and
the ‘Temporal when applied to the idea of God led to a sharply expressed
transcendence of an onfologieal kind. While Stoicism, a system of a -
different type exerted some influence ( particularly in-the West ) either as
a system in its own right or as an important ingredient in aﬁ eclectic
philosophy drawn from a different system, the dominant tradition was becoming
Middle Platonism ('and-later Neéplatonism ) in which the mystical elements in

1. Theodore De Incarn. VIII (Swete II p.299),
2, v. C.Bigg, The Christ;ap Platonists of Alexandria.
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Plato were emphasised at the expense of the more strictly philosophical parts
of his sytem.

| The whole movement is discussed by Henry Chadwick! in -Early
Christian Thought and the Classical Traditien with reference to Justin,
Clement and Origen. Justin together with the other apologists do not belong
préperly to this thesis. He uses a number of philesophical proof-texts drawn
frqm various sources and the whole layout of his Logos doctrine owes much to
currenf Flatonic thought. Glemént of Alexandria is not inaptly described by
Bigg as ' the father on whom the spirit of Helleni;m brooded most heavily °'.
His knowiedge of the Greek philosphical writings is more extensive than that
of Justin and his Logos doctrine is even more fully developed though he still
claims that it is. Christianity which gives men knowledge of the';iivine.2
Yet Clement can alse write as if Greek philosophy was almost a third Teétament
addressed to Greeks. The movement reached its climax in Origen. -Whether
Origen himself had been trainéd in the philosephicgl schools of Ammonius
Saccas ( Eusebius H.E. VI.19.6 ) ié disputed,’ but at least the impression
left by Origen on Porphyry is indisputable :

Vhile his manner of life was Christian and contrary to the law, in his
" opinions about material things and the Deity he played the Greek....*

Certainlj in his theologibal writings the philosophical and the christian
theological interests lie side by side.”?

The same general backgrougd recurs in the earlier thought of
Athanasius, though perhapé he became increasingly a Biblical theologian the
older he grew. waever; while in his De Incarnatione ( one. of his earliest .
works ) the appeal to man the reasonable being is detectable, yet there is no
doubt that Abhanasius begins his approeach with man the sinful being.
1. See also A.H. Armstrong and R.A. Marcus, Christian Faith and Greek

) Philosophy.
2. Clement Alex, Protrept. II ( G.C.S. I p.79),
3. v. R. Cadiou, La Jeunesse d'Origene; H.Chadwick, op.cit. pp. 68- 9.
4. Eusebius H.E. ¥i.19.7. ) . _
5. "We hold that the great God is in essence simple, invisible, and

incorporeél, Himself pure intelligence, or something transcending
intelligence and existence ...." Origen c. Cels. VII 38 ( G.C.S. II p.188)
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While it is accepted that man is a reasonable being capable of knowing God,
yet his starting point is that man is a fallen creature. Therefore, what
man primarily needs in a means of release from the bondage of sin with a
concﬁmitant restoration of incorruptibility and a.state of being "in God"
which was man's before the Fall.l
Here in 'incorruptibility' and the state of being 'in God' we

meet with two idéas which are fundamental in the Athanasian doctrine of
Redemption. He taught that man shares with the irrational creatures a nature
subject to corruption ( ¢€a/d' ) but that Ged gave man an additional gift,
making him in His éwn image and giving him a pertion of the power of His own
Word.. So man became A rational being. Further, because the 'w111 of man'
could sway man God secured grace for him 5y a law. So then if man kept the
law, he would be preserved and would have the promise of incorruption in
heaven. If, on the other hand, man did net kéep the law, then he would
forfeit the grace and the promise of incofruption and so incur corruption in
death which was his by naturé. Since man has transgressed-and forfeited the
grace of God he is accordingly involved in cerruption, Athanasius taught that
repen+tance on the part of man was powerless to reproduce incorruption
( &%ﬂaf&' /X ). PFor this the grace of God must be restored and this
requires the action of the Word of God who made everything at the beginning.
So the Word of God came and took a body of like nature with man and give it
over to death and as an offefiﬁg to the Father. Athaﬁaéiué saw a twofold
purpose in this. First, that all being held to have died in Him, the law
- invelving the corruption of man might be undone and, second, that man
Appropriating His body and the grace ﬁf the Resurrection might be turned from
corruption té incorruption. Athanasius is clear about the reason for the
1. A valuable-discussion of the Athanasian doctrige of Redemption is to be

found in J. Gross 'La Divinisation du chrétien d‘aprds les peéres grecs'

PpP.201- 18 and H.E.W. Turner 'The Patristic Doctrine of Redemption'pp.70-96.

2. See Athanasius de Incarn. 3,4 (P.G. XXV 101C).
3. See Athanasius de Incarn. 7 (P.G,XXV 109D) 8 (Ibia. 109D) and 20 (Ibid.190C).
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bodily appearing of the Word : only He who made all things out of nought had
the power-to'turn the corruptible to'incorrqptibility; only He who was the
image of the Father could create anew tﬁe likeness of God's image; only He
who is the very Life could render the mortal immortal.

"A further=development in Athanasius' doctrine of Redemption is
to be seen in his Four Discourses against the Arians.? Here he taught that
Chriét is the First-born because His flesh ( as the Word's body ) was saved
before all others. Man now 'becoming incorporate with it' are saved after
its pattern. For in it the Lord become our guide to the Kingdom of Heaven
. and the PFather. He is the way and the door and through Him all must enter.
While in Adam we éll die, now, our origin and infirmity of flesh being
transferred to the Word, we rise from the earth. This -is so because in
Christ we are 'all gquickened and because the flesh is no longer earthly but
henceforth made Word, by reason of God's Word who for our sake became flesh.
This, it seems, indicates the way to ihterpret the two famous Athanasian

statements on delflcatlon

Au?’o_{ }Id/ GV}V9/0N47J€I/ /Vo( ;/615 &0/707/&705\/
ﬂ/ow— yac/) m/ﬂ/wrﬁ 2 /W\’S év Eo/uﬂd 6’@0/?»;@

As H,E,W. Turner points out :

The Logos who deifies cannot be of the same substance with those whom
He deifies; He camnot therefore be, like us, a creature. Nor could
He deify Chrlstlans if He were God by partlc pation and not by full
identity of substance.

To which, to quote the same author agéin, must be added :

Man would have failed of his delflcatlon if... the Logos had not
become flesh.?

1. See Athanasius Orat. c. Arian. II.61 (F.G. XXVI 277) III.31l (Ibid. 397)
ITI.33 (Ibid. 383) and II.70 (Ibid.296).

2. De. Incarn. 54 (P.G. XXV 192).

3. Epist. ad Adelph. 4 (P.G. XXVI 1077) o -

4. H.E.W. Turner, op. clt p 87 ' ' -

5. Ibld Ppen89i, .. : .
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| It will be readily apparent that in the teaching of Athanasius
only the Incarnation of the Logos who is fully divine can achieve the
redemption of man., This the@e, already present in his earlier writings, is
a constant theme in his anti-Arian apologetic. This is abundantly clear
from the expositions and applications of the doctrine in the Orations against
the Arians to which reference has already been made. The point is summarised

briefly in the de Synodis 51 :

Whence, if He was Himself too from participation, and not from the
Father His essential Godhead and Image, He would not deify, being
deified Himself. TFor it is not possible that He, who merély
possesses from participation, should impart of that partaking to
others, since what He has is not His own, but the Giver's ; and
what He has received, is barely the grace sufficient for Himself'.1

But Athanasius cannot be acquitted of an undervaluation of the
hunanity of Christ; indeed it is arguable whether he accepted the existence
of & human soul in Christ. There.may be reasons to explain this. Athanasius
contended long in his life with Arianism which argued against the full divinity.
of Christ. Thé Ariens had instanced the sufferings of Christ as proof of his
inferiority to the deity. The way to victory against Arianism was to establish
unequivocally the full divinity of Christ. It is nonetheless surprising that
Arvavasivs '
hg did not employ the concept of the human soul of Christ to ease his
- explanation of the sufferings of Christ had it been available to him.
J.N.D. Kelly in Early Christian Doctrinespp.287~9 . gives the case of those
who doubt whether Athanasius accepted thé existenée of a human soul in Christ.
This interpretation of the evidence is disputed by A. Crillmeier in Christ in
Christian Tradition pp. 210-7 where he concludes that it is possible that he
accepted the human soul of Christ as a physical (psychological) fact but not

as a theological factor to which any special importance is assigned. The

question turns, first on the assessment of the silence of the Orations against

1. Athanasius de Synod. 51 ( P.G. XXVI 784).
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the Arians where the use of the concept would have been most relevar}t,sﬁacrgi?y oV
the equivocal cha.facter of a passage in the Tome to the Antiochenés! where
the reference is put in a negative form :°
‘Q/uo A dyouv 72/ i To0Te, 871 oV 0’%
> c “
;’¢%ov ... EYEV O fwr}-/-.
This could either be a somewhat indirect allusion to the human soul of Christ
or at least leav-e open th_e view that the Logos Himself served as the nous of
the Incarnate Lord. While a conclusive answer to this problem is impossible
the probabilities tend in' the direction taken by Kelly. All that Grillmeier
provides is a sustained plea for stay of ex'ecution. Meanwhile Grillmeier
himself writes :
The Athanasia.n picture of Christ is c.;llea.rly centred on the Logos ....
The human element in Christ is governed by the Logos, and the Lord
is 'flesh-bearing Logos', but not 'God-bearing man' .2
This emphasis, which some would see as a weakness, Athanasius bequeathed to
the thinking of Alexandria., It is met, for example, in the teaching of
Apollinarius. '

While, in company with -Atha.nasius, the opposition of
Apollinarius’. to Arianism is not in _doubt, his Christology, unlike that of
Athanasius, tends strongly in a similar direcfion to that of Arianism. His
thought.on the Incarnation is that it is primarily and centrally as act of
God. Thus we find him referring to Christ as J'ay/(()f/a/l)afj and

d’oyOKw gf l; # o This thought is seen in the following fuller

statement :
9

. \ ”
fess xAyb vos o oqy-o;a(ag 2v 0'7/#/ ¢ vc;ﬂa;gﬁs
These leave us in no doubt that Apollinarius thought of the Incarnation in

1. Athanasius Tom. ad Ant. 7 ( P.G., XXVI 804B ).
2. A. Grillmeier, op. cit. p. 219.

3. Apollinarius Fr. 109 (Lietzmann p. 233),
4. Apollinarius KMP.. 30 (Lietzmann p.178)

5. Apollinarius Ibid. 31 (Lietzmann p.179).
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terms of a divine .irruptien. For him the Parousia of Christ was an epidemia

of "God and not merely the genesis of a man.! The reason for this emphasis
in the writings of Apollinarius is not difficult to find. His chief
christological opponents were the Antiochenes Paul of Samesata and ( probabYy )
Diodore. He objected stréngly to their teaching :
0ok S OGS ETRI TS KyGpaiivery  YEvos oy’ Avadigens
* Vou ,éa(/\ oﬂ/{ov o,(a/%oji'o Y, 'sé/(!& 0401 7?00'//}754/; d'of/o_;".
Geot ._éuc/y };olt/To s avh w,”_g '&R?’s/é??j/ /r’/a?’;’f} 5
’j/()u/ o)(/wfrro/log, ov 6'07}7 /(O%OU.

/

Apollinarius is his insistence upon the fact that the action of God upon

N

The second thing to be noticed in the Christology of

mankind in the Incarnation issues in a unitary person and that the Logos is
the directive principle in this unitary person. To quete Hooker, the position
of Apollinarius is 'One Christ and He divine'. So against the duality of
Diodore, Apollinarius insisted upon /a/:( /d}rfl /0/;’ ;i/'ofd'ﬁ’d’ 7S ,/“";'
él/fﬁ’ffa( wpEV /70?‘"773 V. In this case, the fuller statement to be quoted is
his great formula : _ L ~
ik Jidss T fecd  Aofou FErdpR Y nES
Two things are implieit in this formula. First, Apollinarius rules out of
court a dyad of sons which he said would involve substituting a Tetrgd for
the Trinity. Second, it excludes the acceptance of a human nous in Christ.
Apollinarius considered he had strong reasons for the second rejection.
First of all a human nous would set up two directive principles in the
Incarnate Lord, while we have already seen that Apollinarius held that to
the Logos as the sole directive principle.5 Second, and what is worse,

Apollinarius held that a human _nous in the Incarnate Ilord would lead to the

1. Apollinarius Fr. 70 (Lietzmann p.220),

2. Apollinarius Fr., 76 (Lietzmann p.222),

3. Apollinarius Anaceph I (Lietzmann p.242),

4. Apollinarius Ep. Ad Jovian I (Lietzmann b.250),
5. 4pollinarius Fr. 74 (Lietzmann p.222),
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setting ﬁp of twe contrary principles : the 'unconquerable sﬁul'1 of the Loges
and the human nous which is for him the seat of sin and 'the prey of sinful
thoughts'.2 The assumption of a human nous in Chriét is'#herefore to be
rejected-for it would lead to civil war in the Incarnate Person.
Strong though Apollinariﬁs' reason may have been for rejecting
- the human nous and however strongly he ma& hﬁve urged the inadequacy of a
hunanly orientated person for rédemptive purposes, this precisely is Where
his difficulties began from the standpoint of redemption. The deficiency
of a human nous in Christ rebounds to make Apollinarius' system itself
defective. His Cappadocian opponents, particularly, were quick to seize the
point : .
75 1y apor T 45’ el
£ j;’ ﬁdﬂq?'f57’ re/ & //nnrc/ 123(/ 70
\

o€ A ooV &/a’/ 7o a-wﬁ él/Ol/ B _
Afo(/ d(/a% Ve éfu Tuu /o//tuv G%NV 0//ol/ 70

{;?3/&x7bv og///Vov7l/ '77;0/ 700 7 //5%’/::0 Of;ék(”/

There is some ev1dence that Apollinarius himself saw the
problem inherent in his sydem. It has often been noted that his psychological
statements fall into two groups 56 making it difficult to determine his
standpoint in psychology. Some of the statements are dichotomous, others
trichotomous, depending upon whetherlm;n is classified as body anéd soul of
as bédy, soul and spirit. The suggestionws made as early as Rufinus that

Apollinarius switched from the first to the second in order to 'undergird the

6

ship'. The suggestion is, at least, attractive. However, scholarly opinion

is divided on the point. But, whatever may be the final appreciation of

1. Apollinarius KMP 30 (Lietzmann p.178),

2. Apollinarius Ep, Ad Diocaes. 2 (Lietzmann p.256 cp. Fr.150 (Lietzmann p.248).

3. Gregory Naz. Ep. GI Ad Cledon. 2 (P.G. XXX VII 181).

4. Gregory Naz. Ep. €I Ad Cledon. 6 (P.G. XXVII 18%),

5. Gregory Nyss. C. Eumon. II, 175 (P.G. XLV 545). Thls reference is not against
Apollinarius but against an Apollinarian type Christology.

6. For example, C.E.Raven, Apollinarianism, argues that his theory of human
nature is consistently trichotomistic while H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris, is for
original dichotomy and later trichotomy. Differing again, G.L. Prestige,
Fathers and Heretics, takes Apollinarius' normal view to be définitely
dichotomistie.
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Apollinarius' Christolegy in the ;ight of further study, the #atal weakness
of “his systém with regard to the assessment of the humanity will rema2in. At
the same time it is to be admitted that his system -~ his pioneer system - set
the current of Monist Christology. From him many, orthodox as well as
'heretics, were to draw material for their wviews in the centuries to come.

To one of these, Cyril, the great adversafy of Nestorius, we now turn ouf

attention.

' Cyril was made Bishop of Alexandria in 412 and for the first
seventeen years of his episcopacy his writings reveal primarily the influence
of Athanasius, his great predecessor. With Athanasius his conception of
redemption is in terms of deification ( é’(otbcié*?; ) and is therefore an
act centred in God and wrought by God in the flesh. *One Christ and He
bivine' equally indicates the standpoint of Cyril for whom the Logos asarkos
is self-identical with the Logos ensomatos. It follows from this that Cyril
rejects any doctrine of kenosis which involves loss of attributes on the
part of the Logos. This may be seen in his understanding of Philippians ii.
5-11 where for Cyril, as with:'the Monist school generally, the subject of
Fhia kenosis passage is the Discarnate Logos. This being so, the kenesis
for Cyril is the addition of the human experiences of the Logos which is
rightly, if paradoxically, to be understood as a substraction. The added
flesh which is present with the Logos in the Incarnate Lord involved physical
limitations for the Logos - limitations which the Logos was pleased to impose
upon Himself : |

' We assert that the very Word out of Ged the Father in the act wheréby

he is said to have been emptied for our sake by taking the form of a

sérvant lowered_himself within the measures of manhood. !

He who lowered himself for our sakes to a voluntary kenosis, on what
grounds could he reject the principles proper to kenosis??

It will readily be seen that Cyril conceived of kenosis as

residing in the will of the Logos. So when the Incarnate Lord professed

1. Cyril c. Nest. III Prooem. (4.C.0, I, i, 6 p.54).
2. Cyril Ep. XVII Ad Nest. III (A.C.0. I, i, 1 p.38)/



-3 -

ignorance of some matter this was really an act of will whereby, out of
respect for the limitations which the Incarnation imposed, He refused to make
use of what he knew as Logos. This is a position, of codrse, which strongly
contrasts with that adobted by the Antiochenes with respect to the Incarnate
Lord. While Cyril was in difficulty with such passages as Luke ii, 52 and
Mark xiii. 32, interpreting them in terms of the gradual unfolding of the
Logos to the beholder, the Antiochenes accepted them at their face value and
handled them realistically.- As Dorner observes the Qntioéhenes find a

~ positive value in progress which the starting point of Cyril excludes and
rests rather in the static perfection of the Loges.

| Before the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy Cyril was

mainly engaged in anti-Arian polemic and therefore, at that period, the
christological question of how God and man are one in Christ was not acute
fog him.' J. Liébaert, La Christologie de saint Cyrille d'Alexandrie avant
la guerelle nestorienne, calls attentien to the fundamental identity ef
approach between Athansius and Cyril and finds few genuine traces of an
acceptance of the human soul in Christ.] Accordingly it would seem that
during this peried Cyril thought of Christ as a combination of Logos and
sarx. In the'years'h29 and 430, in his controversy with Nestorius over the
term A‘o 70:(0 § , Cyril gave himself to deeper theological study than
ﬁitherto. It is at.this time that Cyril, as a means of expressing his

| belief in the fundémental unity of the Incarnate Word, took over the

'/kA; ;ﬁ;&;ff formula. from Apollinarius believing it to be Athahasian.
While J. Liébagrt and others hold that this put him on the wrong track for
understanding his Dualist opponents, H.M. I&epenz takes a different view.
He urges that while Cyril used Apollinarian formulas, the use he made of them
1. However, H.M. Diepen, Aux origines de l‘anthropoleogie de saint Cyrille

d'Alemandrie, argues otherwise, but with dubious success.
2. H,M, Diepen, Douze dialogues de Christelogie ancienne, pp. 13-48.
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was orthocdox. It is to be acknowledged that Cyril did not think as
Apollinarius did- for;. after the outbréak of the Nestorian controversy, we
find hJ.m writing with increasing confidence of a rational soul (’hﬂ’},/{o}’/.(’}/)
in Christ. Indeed in his later writings we find ¢//%’,’ /af/a(' and G.M, de
Duran.d1 makes the convincing suggestion that Cyril substitutes noeros for
iogikos in order to provide a more direct head-on clash with the rejection
of the human nous by Apellinarius.

Nevertheless, it is curious, to say the least that Cyril
could at once assert the presence of a human soul in the Incarnate Lord and
at the same time use the Apollinari@ formula 4 /p? %ﬂ} 7§ . Yet Cyril,
deceived by the Apollinarian forgers, céhtinued to do seo thinking that it was
an expression approved by the Church. Thus, n§ little confusion ensued.
Cyril, meanwhile, continued to argue that the person of Christ was a unity
of.Logos and sarx and.soui. Nor was thg confusion relieved at all by Cyril
stating that the Logos is flesh without being changed into flesh - a
statgment he made without demonstfating his argument in clear terms or
explaining -how such a statement could be made. However, some measure of
demonstration and explanation may be fopthcoming_from a consideration of the
terms used in the East in the'sgarch for a doctrine of Christology.

First there was the term 72705"6/7;2)1/ which we have
already seen was ﬁsed by Theodore of Mopsuestia for expressing the concept
of person. The original meaning.of the word is 'face', and it is therefore
a non-metaphysical term. From this eriginal meaﬁing it came to express the
external Being as seen by an onleoker - in other words, the person.
Apollinarius, the Cappadocian Fathers, and'Cyril Jjoined with Theodore of
Mopsuestia in using the term in this way.

It has been observed that Theodore of Mopsuestia probably
looked upon (;ﬁ'olé’ X 0"/5' as.a,. term to be used of the distinctive existence
of God or of mén. He was seeiné the word as active in meaning, having the

1. G.M. de Durand, Cyrille d'Alexandrie. Deux Dialogues Christologiques, pp.
. 192-3.
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sense of ‘'that which gives support!. It can, however, be taken as being
passive in meaning, having the sense of" 'that which underlies'. It is
clea_r that in the former sense, although ‘Theodore preferred //lad’aifal/ s
w?o:r 7XO07S is neverthéless very close to it in meaning. In the latter
sense of 'that which underlies' it obviously means the basis of something and
is the guivalent of the Latin term substantia, There are, then, two senses
in which the temm (/CFOIO_’EIO’IS could be used and Cyril does not make it any

easier to follow his thought when we find him using the term in beth senses :
évi Toryapodv T orsiiico TS &u 775 ebXyyed fous mlTns

o(l/xélé‘f(-'al/ p’wv’dj a/zao"b?anf//;.ra( 7} v Y, ”O)’Ou m.‘a-/ﬂ//l-él/;
Wodos TIxyudj v ovV wraa-fom-pcuv
oitedes pepiros Jyoow

To add to the .possibility of confusion we find there is

another term which is :eq_uival-ent to the Latin term su‘bs_tantia. This is
030’/2 . Aristotle had spoken of a primary 00’4' /:( and a secondary
0?/()7:(. R referfing in thé fonhér case'to the pgrticula.r existence of an
individual, and in the latter case to substantiél existence. In the latter
case m)/r/.f is éequivalent teo substantia and thus it came to be used in
the main. But we find thﬁt Greek theollogia.ns were still capable of using
030'/;{ in the Aristoteliaﬁ sense, namely in the sense of //70;'61/%1/ .

Here, obviously, is another source of confusion and this is compounded when

2 -~
oJord gave way in popular usage to the term f(dd'/ (nature).
Since %(/0'7 now replaced OV 0’/4( , the Alexandrian School took

to u51ng 0(/&'/0( also in the two senses of indi;ridual existe:;ce
( //6_#'&.:7(‘0(/ ) and nature (substantia).

So in their Search for a doctrine of‘ Christology the
Alexandrian School had four terms af their disposal. Of these (/r/Ta'd/”f,(a’/g_ ,
Of/&lo/(— AUD %{/5’/5 could ;11 equal each other in the sense of
*substantia', and the same three tefms could also equal ?V@UTOV in

the sense of person. It was inevitable that confusion should arise and that

1. Cyril Ep XVII ad Nest. III, 8 (A.C.0. I, i, 1 p.38).
2. Cyril Apol. XIT Capit, ¢. Thdt. 1 (4.C.0. I, i, 6 p.112).
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.the.schools of Alexandria and Antioch should.each become suspicious of the
others teaching. It was not primarily this, however, that led_to the clash
betweenCyril and Nestorius. More mundane reasons reveal themselves when we
turn to consider the history of the period up td the Council of Ephesus in

431.
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CHAPTER TWO - THE TRAGEDY OF NESTORIUS

The Acts.of thé.Apﬁétle;vteilé ;ﬁe sf;ry of how St. Paul moved from city te
city-on his missionary Jjourneys, preaching in the synagogues at first and,
4later,-wherever men would give him audience. Se Christianity took root in

the cities. Subsequently, the churches in these cities sent evangelists inte the
countryside ;bout them. That this was a subsequent movement is revealed by

the word pagah. This came to denote non-christian but originally meant

merely a countryman er villager. So the churches in the countryside were
founded by and owed their origin to the great city of their area.?’ As these
cities held the status of provincial capitals in the Roman Empire administering
themselves and yhe immediate countryside which made up the province, se the
church in these cities became the mother church of the churches in the
province., Thus_the Church adopted, albeit unconsciously, the same territorial
divisions as appertained in the Roman Empire. The christian communities in a
civil province became an ecclesiastical unit.

But fhis is not te suggest that the pattern of development was
everywhere the same. J. Zeiller? shows that the need for teaching these remote
churches of the countryside and the difficulties of communication between them
and the main city church was a problem resolved in various ways by the Church.
In certain regions visiting priests (ﬁaﬂlopéu/7iz,/ ) were resorted to, whilé
in others, where the church-membership justified it, a resident priest would
" be provided. ( In the latter case, of course, is to be seen the origin of the
parish system.) Yet again there was another solution. This was to multiply
the number of bishoprics - a -solution favoured barticularly in Africa where
the numbers ran inte many hundreds. While this particular solution provided
the region everywhere with the full benefits of episcopacy it led inevitably

\
to a devaluation.in the office of a bishop, especially as at the beginning the

1. For the first part of this chapter I am particularly indebted to "Alexandria
and Constantinope" by N.H. Baynes in his Byzantine Studies and Other Essays.
2. Fliche Martin Histoire de 1'Eglise II pp. 394-402.
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holders of lesser bishoprics were accorded the same powers as the city-bishops.
Eventually the é/f/a”(a?/o/ _z/ Tx); Xﬁ/}th , as they came,
disrespectfully, to be known, had their pewers and numbers reduced and, byithe
end of the fourth ;entury, were largely a thing of_thg past. With all of this
in mind it was however wholly natura% as the Church came to develop a more
integrated world-wide organisation that this should follow the lines of civilian
administration. The very terms diocese and vicar were taken from the imperial
reorganisation of Diecletian and the right_of the Bishop of Alexandria to
confirm eleven episcopal appointments in Egypt, which antedates the rise of
patriarchal jurisdiction, reflects the predominance of Alexandria in the civil
province of Egypt.

As Ghristiag numbers and influence grew, so came the need far
the church leaders to .confer on matters of common interest. We see this in the
second century when bishops gathered in councils, and usually this was a
gathering of bishops of a civil province in the capital city of the province.
Further development took place in the third century when these gatherings,
hitherto ad hoc affairs, became.regular provincial synods meeting annually
in the'provincial capital. It will readily be ;hderstood that this
development contributed to the prestige and authority of the bishop of the
provincial metropolis as he became the standing president of the synod - a
decisive position for influencing the election of bishops in the province.

What had become generally accepted became laid down by the Council of Nicaea-
in 325. Here it was agreed that in future provincial councils should meet
twice yearly under the presidency of the metropelitan and that no episcopal
election in the province was to be valid without his approval. Thus was the
form of Church organisation determined., As each imperial province had a civil
head; the governor, so the Christian communities in that province had an
ecclesiastical head, the metropolitan,

The provincial councils, mentioned above, were subject later

to further development. This was the gathering fogether of bishops from many
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provinces which took place, naturally, in the great cities of the Empire e.g.,
Antioch, Ephesus and Alexandria. Inevitably the prestige and authority of the
bishop located in such great cities was further increased. He became over-
metropolitan and took the title of patfiarch. Moreover, as we have seen that
the metropolitan came to have the right of approving the election of a provincial
bishop, so the patriarch's approval became a pre-requisite for the election of
metropolitans. And, distinguishing Alexandria in a special way, the patriarch
of that:see came to have the right to approve the election of all bishops Within
the se%eral provinces of_Egypt. In this further development of Church
organisation the underlying basis continued to be the territorial divisions of
the Roman administration. As the metropolitan had corresponded to the govermnor,
so the patriarch corresponded to the vicarius of the praetorian prefect. Thus

a définite principle of Church organisation in the eastern provinces was that the
importance and precedence of a bishopric depended upon the importance and
precedence of the bishop's city in the Empire.

Tt will be appreciated, however, that the importance of the .
bishop's city in the Empire tended to attract to the bishop an importance and
precedénce in the civil sense. Importance and precedence in the christian
sensg, that is in the eyes of the Church generally, depended upon the christian
connections to which the bishopric could point. Hence the importance of .the ’
succession lists leading to an apostleé or an apostolic name. Here Rome and
Antioch had undisputed origins but Alexandria, of which the origins are obscure,
could only trace its descent from a hypethetical connection wi‘tlzh St. Mark.

This legend, which makes St. Mark the founder of the Church of Alexandria can
point, by way of support to the close histog}cal'connection between the Churches
of Rome-and of Alexandria.. This, however, raises the query as to why St. Mark
should be chosen in Preferenbe to St. Peter. H.E.W, Tﬁrner1 wrily suggests that

it may have been an unusual degree of modesty on the part of the Church of

1. HE.W. Turner, The Pattern of Christian Truth p. 46.
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Alexandria occasioned by the lack of any reference to this church in the New
Testament. Another suggestion for the tradition of St. Mark as founder is the
Specialiy close relationship between Alexandria and the Second Gospel. In.this
case ‘the query is why St. Mark father than St. John, for it can be shown that
the Fourth Gospel has even closer ties with fhe Church in Egypt. Without doubt,
in the ecclesiastico-political struggles'that went on between Rome, Alexandria,
Antioch and Constantinople, the Church in Egypt needed t6 be able to point to
distinguished beginnings. But reality:was far from this, for, as H.E.W. Turner
observes :
Nothing forbids the view that in the early Alexandrine scene the most .
prominent figures were Gnostic rather than orthodox. The absence of
signif%cant names in the §ar1¥ part of the succession list almost
necessitates this conclusion.

Tﬁe working out of these principles fegarding precedence, in a
crucial instance, is to be seen in the case of the see of Byzantium. Hitherto
a small Greek city with its bishop subjeet‘to the Bishop of Heraclea, Byzantium
became Constantinople and, in 330, fhe seat of imperial.govefnment. It wﬁuld
have run counter to principles of Church organisation and commonsense alike to
have persisted in making the ﬁishop of'Constantinofle subject to Heraclea - an
unimportant bishopric. Such an anomaly was handsomely corrected when it was
declared in the third canon of the Council of Constantineple, held in 381, tha@
the Bishop of Constantinople shéulé stand second in honour only to the bishop of
0ld Rome upon the Tiber, because the city of which he is bishop ®s new Rome.
This, however, was ta establish the see only in the civii sense referred to
previously. Thellack of standing in the christian sense would prové an
eﬁb;rrassmeﬁt to.so important a bishoprie. If Alexandria was handicapped then
Constantinople was even more so. -Pbssibly.the description of Constantine as
Isapostolos ( the equal of the apostles ) was intended to cover the point.

This creation of ﬁ new patfiarch - and not juét a new patriarch,

but one who was to take precedence over all others in thé East - provoked

1. H.E.W. Turner, The Pattern of Christian Truth p. 57.
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varyihg reactions in the patriarchal cities of Rome, Antioch! and Alexandria,

| Rome, which undoubtedly owed much of its de facto position to
its position as the Church of the capital eity of the earlier Empire, could not
reascnably object to the new precedence assigned to the capital see of the
Eastern Empire, especially as her own precedence was safeguarded by the canon
referred to earlier. In practice, however, it was obviously not in her
interests to allow the new patriarchate té:become too powerful. Hence arose

2 which. culminated in the

a diplomatic alliance between Rome and Alexandria
virtual appointment of Cyril as Caelestine's proxy in the condemnation of
Nestorius. It was a major defect of the pélicy of Dioscorus to'dissipate the
fruits of this alliance by his tactless action in refusing to allow the Tome of
Leo to be read at the Robber Council of Ephesus in 449.
Nor could Antioch object when Constantinople became the capital
city of the Bastern half of the BEmpire. She hén»se;f lay too far to the East
and insufficiently central £o keep in close 'touch both with Macedonia and Greece
on the one hand and Asia Minor on the ofhef. Further, she lay much too close te
the trouble spots of the Eastern frontier. A4 city that had once been lost to
the Empire'( in the fhird century ) made a most doubtful location for one of its
two capitals. Consequently there was no overt rivalry between Anfioch and
Constantinople., But there was a longstanding rivalry betweeh Antioch and
Alexandri? and it was this which determined the formér's attitude to
Constantinople. While Antioch could doilittle to Alexandria directly she could
try and influence Constantincple against her. In faét, much of the
ecclesiastical history of the fourth and fifth centuries can be interpreted as
a strugglé betﬁeen Antioch and Alexandria to get their man in to the see of
Constantinople and thus try to mould the traditions of the ﬁew see-to their
1. Antioch might have claimed and been accorded precedence because of its
prominence in the New Testament déspite its political and geographical
disadvantages. It had, of course, more christian centuries to its credit than
Alexandria.

2. This was no doubt facilitated by the special importance which Egypt had for
secular Rome as the granary which supplied the panem, if not the circenses in

which the Roman plebs delighted. That is why the Prefect of Egypt was an
imperial appointment from the times of Augustus onwards.
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liking. Se the Asiatic Gregory of Nazianzus and the Antiochenes John Chrysostom
and Nestorius found themselves opposed by Alexandrian candidates.

Constantinople, however, was not just a pawn for Alexandria in
her rivalry with Antioch - she was seen as a challenge to the position of
Alexandria. The leaders of Alexandria'pointed to the six centuries of pagan and
christian history of their city and aske@ how could pride of place by denied her
and given to the city of Constantine, which was but the city of yesterday. So
were initiated the conditions whereby Alexandria resented the growing power'of
Constantinople and whereb& the relations betﬁeen the patriarchs of these great
cities would so often become so much less than friendly. Athanasius, whose many
sufferings and triumphs increased the reputation of Alexandria much in the gyes
of the orthedox, would refuse a:summons* to appear before Constantine at
Caesarea and remained in a watchful Alexandria] though he did in fact later
present himself to the Emperor at Tyre. Late; Peter, Patriarch of Alexandria,
would make an unsuccessful attempt to have a certain cynic philosopher, Maximus,
appointed Bishop of Constantinopke. Similarly, Theophilus, Patriarch of
Alexandria, would try to have his personal friend, Isidore, elected Bishop of
Constantinople. The same Theophilus, subsequeﬁtly; would engineer the downfall
of Chrysostom, Bishop of Constantinople. The same bitter rivalry between the two
patriarchal sees is reflected in the Tragedy of Nestorius and ensured that it
would be played out to the end.

The Patriarch Atticus of Constantinople died in October 425 and
the question of a successor revealed a division of opinion between clergy and
people. The former were for Proclus or Philip while the latter favoured a
certain old priest named Sisinnius. The wish of the peoplejrevailed and
Sisinnius was enthroned. His short pétriarchate ended with his death in 427.
Again the clergy let it be known that they would have Proclus or Philip for
their patriarch but fhe court decided to look outside the ranks of the clergy of

Constantinople for the next occupant of the see. Nestorius was chosen, who at

1. v. H L. Bell, Jews and Christians in Egypt ﬁ. 53 ff.
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that time was a superior of a monastery close to Antioch. He was enthroned in
April 428. The clergy of Constantinople, twice baulked in their desire to see
either Proclus or Philip elevated, must have had some feelings of resentnent
against their new bishop. His immediate actions did nothing to help assuage
their feelings. He began by senaing police to demolish en Arian chapel in old
Constantinople. A fire broke out in the chapel, started, says Socratesj, by the
Arians themselves, Be that as it may, -the fire was soon out of control
resulting in the destruction of several nearby houses. This unhappy incident
earned for Nestorius the title of "Incendiary" which wes'used of hin by the
eretics and faithful alike. This 1nausp1c10us start to his patriarchate, which
brought him some.unpopularity, did nothing to restrain Nestorlus. Socrates
wrote :

..ohe couid not rest, but seeking every means of harassing those who

did not embrace his 'own sentiments, he contlnually dlsturbed the

public tranqu1111ty.2
Quartedecimans, Macedonians, Novatianiste:- all in their turn received attention
from Nestorius who enjoyea.the support of the government and a new law
promulgated against heretics.5 But whetiwas to kindle mosé—resentment, and
worse, against Nestorius was the 62kc>7324w' affair. Before pfoceeding to give

an account of this, it will be apprepriate to give an account of the word

LeoTokos  itself.

Aparthfrom & nuiber of references of ‘dubious authenticity in
Hippolytus the earliest use of the word is in Origen where it is found in his
SdanhZ&Z}GA.HI&ﬁAMHm.mLh7(QQ&IXp%ﬁ Compare

also Socrﬁtee H.E ¥ii, 32 (P.G. LXVII 812). Afterwards the term became common

1. Socrates, H.E. vii, 29 (P.G. LXVII soa)

2. Ibid.

3. Nestorius, in what may have been an official almost ex cathedra utterance, had
said to the Emperor: Give me “the earth purged of heretics and I will give you
Heaven as a recompense. (Socrates, H.E. vii, 29, 6).

4. In the note which begins here I would acknowledge my indebtedness to G.W.H.

- Lampe's A Patristic Greek Lexicon.
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currency at Alexandria as the following list shows : Pierius in P.Tnilip' of Side
Fr. 7; Peter Fr. ( P.G. XVIII 517), Alexander Ep. XII ( P.G. XVIII 568),
Athanasius Orat c. Arian III, prn ( P.G. XXVI 549), III, 33 (ibid. 393), Vit.
Anton. 36 (ibid. 897), Didymus de Trln. I, 31 ( P.G. XXXIX 421), II, 4 (ibid.
. 14.81), 111, 6 (ibid. 848), III, 41 (ibid. 988). As one would expect the term
is alse to be found in writers under Alexandrian influence e.g., Eusebius of
Caesarea, Cyril of Jarusalem é.nd the Cappadoéian Fathers.? It is also found

2 . de.fid. inc. &

three times in the preserved fragments of Apollinarius
(Lietzmann p. 195), 5 (ibid. p. 196, 6 (ibid. p. 198).
Evidence of the term spreading beyond the borders of theological
writings is provided by the charge of the_ Emperor Julian that Christians were
coﬁtinually repeating the title - see Cyril c. Julian. VIII ( P.G. LXXXVI 901).

While the term increased in use there were those who objected

to it. This objection antedates the time of Nestorius. It was, for example,
£

dismised by Paul of Samosata whose pos:.t:l.on is Mn%/a( 731/ /’0701' ovk € ’L‘&’é
«’
and /%t//o( recey ﬂVg/‘VTﬂV 3/‘"’ Torov Also we may suspect

Diodore to have been unhappy _mth the term judging by the reserve with which he
approaches the twofold Generation of the \Logos..'5 Further, the sole reference
in Bustathius is probably not authentic. .' Also ranged against the term,
accord1ng to Socrates, was Theodore of Mopsuest:.a as may be seen in his de
Incarn. Book XV fr. 2. ( Swete II p. 510) All of which reveals Nestorius to
have been thoroughly in line with his own tradition in his dislike of the word.
Coming now to the attitude of Nestorius, we may note first of

all that Socrates, who defends Nestorius against the cruéer charges made against

1. The Cappadocians though from Asia Minor show strong Alexandrine i.e.
Origenistic influence.

2. Apollinarius though from Syria also dlsplays strong Origenistic thought
pressures.

3. H. de Riedmatten, Les Actes du Proces de Paul de Samosate S, ‘1 p. 136.

4. Ibid. S, 4 p. 136.

5. see F, Sull:.van, The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia p. 189 citing
Fr. 2 from Cyril adv. Diodorum et Theodorum ( P.G. LXXVI 1483d) and from the
Syriac Briére Fr. 28 (p.270) and Fr. II (p.263) indicating denial of the
twofold Generation of the Logos and thérefore of the Theatokos. :.Compare::

. Leontius Fr. 4. (P.G. LXXVI 1388a) where the communicatie idiomatum can only

be used Wra%o;rﬁkgdf ~in a twrn of language.
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him, considers that Nestorius made a bugbear £/1549“0’40M(h< ) of the word
(Socrates H.E. vii, 32 (P.G. LXVII 809)) This is hardly fair on Nestorius for
a veritable barrage of theoloéicéi objections, ameunting to a powe?fpl case, can
be derived from his wiitings. His objections may be listed under five heads as
follows :
1. It is unscriptural (Ep. I ad Caelest. (Loofs Nestoriana p. 167)) and in
particular it contradicts Hebrews vii, 31 (Serm. IX (ibid. p. 252)).
2. It is unknown to the Fathers (Ep. I ad Caelest. (op.cit. p. 167)). Here,
while Nestorius may have been righthsqlfar-as the suspicions of his own tradition
are concérned, he ignores or does not know of its use in the Alexandrian
tradition. This oBservation is made by éocrates (,Socfates H.E. vii, 32-
(P.G. LSVII 809)).
5. In his view the term ié'unsound.theologically. For the Virgin did not give
birth to the divinity of the Incarnate Lord nor is it possible for a creature
to give birth to thé Creator (Serm. IX (op.cit. p. 252)).. Similarly, no one
gives birth to one older than herself (Fr. 1 a. (op. cit. p.351)) and that which
is born (nativitas) ought to be homoousios with the parent (Fr. 1 d. (op.cit.

351)). Consequently, the Father alone should be called Théotokos (Serm. X
(op. cit. p. 276)).2 | |
4. He argues that the term had Apoliinarian or Arian implications (Ep. III ad
Caelest. (op.cit. p.18l); Serm. X (op.cit. p.270); Serm. XVII (op.cit. p.300)).
Here, at least as far aslApollinarius was concérned;-Néstorius_was undoubtedly

right. -

1. Cyril interprets this text of the twofold Generation of the Logos thus :
in eternity he is ametor, in time (by the Virgin Birth) apator. :

2. Nestorius even suggests a neat reductio ad absurdum based upon the soul-body
relationship. - A human being is composed of body and soul, the former derived
“from the parents, the latter from Bod.(this is the view known-as Creationism).
But we should not call the mother psuchotokos because she gave birth to an
ensouled human being. Nor should we describe the Virgin as Theotokos because
of the co-presence of the divinity with the humanity (Fr. 1 f. (op.cit. p.352)).



- =47 -

5. _He was anxious about the pagan overtones he saw in the term, fearing that
its use would tend to elevate the Virgin into a goddess (Fr. 3 (op.eit. p. 35})).1

This 1i§t'qf dbjectiops readily reveals that it was more than
just an unreasoned dislike which brought'Neétoiius to speak against the term
Theotokos. Granted the Virgin Birth it seemed to one of his t;adition to be
saying too much  too ‘quickly. While the exegeticai @evice.of;the-Communicatio
Idiomatum could be taken for granted by the other tradition, it seemed to him to
blur the distinctness of the natures. His position'was.that since 'God' and
'being born' were linguiétiq and t?eological ipcoﬁpatibles, a term which
&onjéined tﬁem had better be avoided. Nevertheless, despite his devastating
critique of the term, Nestorius seems to have‘been.irenig. Thus he suggests as.
alternatives Christotokos (which begged no qpestionsir”theotbkos kai
Aanthrqpotokos which from his.point of view.wﬁs gxact but was rather a mouthful
for a term presumab;y used in devotional or even_seé}-liturgical contexts. He
even suggests Theodochos (she who received Him that was God) which was formally
closer to the offending term. Still more to the pdint.it seems that in the
last resort he was prépared to allew the use of Theotokes, particularly for
simple folk who could not rise to the subtleties of technical.fheology (Bp. I
ad Caelest. (op. cit. p. 168); Ep. VII ad Joann. 4nt. (op. cit. p. 185);

Ep. III ad Cadest. (op. cit. p. 181); Serm. XVII (op. cit. p. 312)).

”
To return now to the history of the BGKO70K0§  apfair,
two accounts are current of the outbreak of the.controversy. In one Nestorius
takes fhé initigtive as follows. He had, as bishoﬁs still do today, brought
1. Bethune Baker ( Nestorius and his Teaching p. 55 and. 66;8) evidently finds
this objection aturactlve, but finally comes down against it.as a major motif.

Certainly we may say that the question at issue was christological rather
than mariological.
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with him into his new diocese colleagues from former spheres. One such was his

chaplain A.nastasiué who one day in a sermon said :

Let no one call Mary Theotokos : for Mary was but a human being ; and
it is impossible that God should be born of a human being.!

When protests were raised against this teaching, Nestorius hastened to support

his chaplain. So a controversy flared. Nestorius preached insistently in support
of the position of Anastasius and seemed to his opponents to be adopting the
position of Paul of Samosata. Some ventured to insult the patriarch - but not
with impunity. In the str'ained atmosphere thus éngendered Nestorius made one
. step fha.t was to prove particularly unfortunate for him. This was to turn on a
deputation of honks, have them scourged and cast in1;o prison. As Duchesne
remarks : "Holy men never pardon‘these things : Nestorius had been very meise."‘2
The other account of the controversy comes from Nestorius himself -
hinted at in a letter to John of Antioch? and in his Tragedy*, and confirmed in
the Treatise of Heracleides.? Heré Nestorius asserts. that when he arrived at
Constantinople he found a qua.r'rel over the gquestion as teo whether Mary was to be
called yfﬂfoz’o (e or :('/9/"’7"7"2/"‘( . The parties to the quarrel, who
had been calling each other "Manicheans" or "Photinians" » Were .received by
Nestorius at his palace when they asked for his advice. The resulting discussion
re(rea.led tb Nestorius that those who adhered to 96'0 '/’a,éf.’af were not
Manicheans any niore than those who upheld ;“’?74/’7 070k ©S$  were followers of
the heretic Photinus and his advice to them was that;, while both terms, rightly
understood, were not heretical, the term /{//’/" 7o70&08 was safer than both.

6

To this both parties agreed and were reconciled. So, according to Loofs”, they

remained until Cyril of Alexandria intruded himself into the matter with a 1et1:er7

of intrigue to his own clergy at Comnstantinople.

1. Socrates, H.E.- vii 32 ( P.G. LXVII 808-9 ).-
2; L, Duchesne, Early History of the Christian Chutch III p. 229.
3. F. Loofs, Nestoriana p. 185.
4. Ibid. p. 203.
5. G.R., Driver and L. Hodgson, The Bazaar of Heracleides pp. 98-100.
6. F. Loofs, Nestorius p. 29.
7. Cyril Ep 11 ad clericos suos Censtantinopol. ( E. Schwartz A.C.0. I. v p.54
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It is not possible te decide which of the two accounts more
accurately reflects the begin;ning of the f)édfo?og affair, However, they
both indicate that the term gﬂp¢>732ﬁ9§ -was Jjust beiﬁg introduced into the
religious lifé of Constantinople wheh Nestorius became its bishop. Not
umnaturally this ferm of the moment figured largely in'thelsermons;of Nestorius
and, confidenf in his theological and ecclesiastical position alike, he unwisely
‘sent copies of his sermons far and wide : to-Rome as well as to Alexandria.

But if this ﬁas unwise, Nestorius now proceeded to make two mistakes in his

1 about

relations with Rome, one fatal, the other impolitic. He made enqguiries
the ecclesiastical status of some Pelagian exiles from the West who had taken
refuge in Constantinople. This was fatal, for Nestorius must have known full
well the attitude of religious authorities in the West to the followers of
Pelagius. DNot surprisingly, then, Rome cooled towards him as the reply2 he_
received from Caelestine indicates. So Nestorius prejudiced his case at Rome
and stultified the theological affinitieé between Western and Antiochene
Ghrisfology. Nor could his position.have improved.at all when Pope Caelestine
" turned to the Deacon Posidonius, who was an envoy of Cyril at Rome, with his
queries regarding the views of Nestorius. The less Serious error of Nestorius
was to send the relevant material at the stage of explanation untranslated to
Rome whereas Cyril in his correspondence with Caelestine always provided the
necessary translation of his own dossier. So he placed himself at the
disadvantage of a tardy exchangé of views with Rome; since Cadestine could
plead somewhat disingenuously the delay which translation'oécasioned, while
Cyril had the benefit of more speedy communication.

While Caelestine consulted Posidonius regarding Nestorius, Leo,3
Archdeacon of.Rome, sought the views of John Cassian, -Abbot of St. Victor in
Marseiliks:, who was well acquainted with the Easf. Cassian'é submission* on
1. Nestorius Ep. II ad Caelest. (A.C.0. I, 2, pp.l4-5 - Loofs Nestoriana pp.170-2).
2, Caelestine Ep. ad Nestorium ( A.C.0. I,1l,i pp. 77-83). '
3. It is ironical that Leo, the future Pope who was te intervene decisively against

Dioscorus and in favour of Flavian, was already.Archdeacon of Rome.
4. De Incarnatione contra Nestorium. C.S.E.L. vol.XVII.

-
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the case of Nestorius is discussed by O. Chadwick (John Cassiah ppP.138- 47).
This writer shows that Cassian evaluated the oéinions of Nestorius in terms of
Pelagianism. This evaluation was made on no aéequate basis! and may not unfairly
be seen as a natural tendency, on the part of Cassian, to evaluate_the unknown
or partially known in the light of what was for him the familiar. Nevertheless,
from the point of view of Nestorius' standiné at Rome, nothing could have been
more unfortunate than this imputatibn that Nestorianism was a disguised
Pelagianism,

Meanwhile, things were happening on the Alexandrian scene.
There there was much talk about the sermons Nestorius was preaching and when
" in 429 this talk reached the moﬁks of Nitria they became most disturbed. It is
to be noted that the importance of the monks of Egypt in the Realpolitik of the
. Patriarchate of Alexandria can hardly be overestimated. While an alliance
between bishop and monks had been-cemented under Athanasius, relations between
them had deteriorated in the time of Theophilus, the.predecessor of Cyril. So

2 now to allay the monks' fears, Cyril may also have been playing for

~in writing
their support. If this is the casé; he was completely successful. We find,
however, tha% this letter of Cyril made its greatest impact at Censtantinople
where the contents were eaéerly received and used by the opponents of Nestorius.
Not surprisingly Nestorius was incensed by this Alexandrian intrusion into ‘
Constantinople affairs and he instructed one of his priests, Photius, to prepare
a refutation of Cyril's letter. But before this refutation reached Alexandria,
Cyril, who was now aware of the resentment which Nestorius was feeling towards
him, w;'ote3 the first of his letters to Nestorius. In this he argued that
Nestorius was responsible for the trouble existing between them and he warned
Nestorius that his sermons were being viewed suspiciously at Rome. Cyril's
1. P. Loofs (Nestorius p. 43) is mod indignant that so strongly an anti-Nestorian
work could be based on three sermons and one letter of Nestorius.

2. Cyril Ep. XXVI ad monach. (A.C.0. I,1,i pp. 10-23).
3. Cyril Ep. II ad Nestor. 1 (A.C.O. I,1,i pp. 23-5).
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counsel was that Nestorius should stop attacking Mary's title of 52‘5r7b2ﬁ9(
and then peace might be restored. ’

At this time diplamatic relations between the two patriarchs
were strained : they wére soon te become much worse. Nestorius now took an
interest in the complaints and accusations against Cyril which certain deposed
Alexandrian clergy were making at Constantinople. Cyril's reaction was to writel
again to Nestoriﬁs in which he made light of the accusatiqns being made against
him and attached far more weight to the dogmatic differences between Nestorius
and himself. But that Cyril was concerned lest he should have to face
accusations may be gathered.. from what he wrote to one of his secretaries on the
matter :

Let not this poor creature imagine that I shall allow myself to be

tried by him, whatever may be the type of accusers that he will hire

against me. The rdles will be reversed : I shall refuse to recognise

his jurisdiction, and I shall know well enough how to compel him to

make his own defence.?
Cyril in fact did two things preparatory to turning the tables on Nestorius.
He was well aware that the activities of Nestorius were being viewed critically
at Rome and Cyril saw in this an opportunity to strengthen his own position.
Accordingly he wrote? to Pope Caelestine a letter phrased to show his dgference
to Rome and respect for the traditional authority and power of Reme. So Cyril.
addressed Caelestine as 'Most Holy Father' though he, Cyril, had been ten years
longer in episcopal orders than the man to whom he was writing. He recalled the
tradition that serious questions were to be éubmitted_to the Holy See (something
which was conveniently forgotten at Alexandria at the time of the Chrysostom
affair) and asked for Caelestine's advice on the position of the Church at
Constantinople, where many were fefusing communion with Nestoriﬁs. He remarked
also that Eishop Qprotheus, a supporter of Nestorius, had pronounced anathema
1. Cyril Ep. IV ad Nestor. 2 (A.C.O0. I,1,i pp.25-8).
2. Cyril BEp. X ad apocrisarios suos Constant. (4.C.0. I,1,i pp.110-2).

3. Cyril Ep. XI ad Caelest. (A.C.O. I,1,V pp.10- 2). A letter which Loofs
(Nestorius p.42) judges to be 'as untrue as it is clever'. .
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on any who termed Mary to be Jf07040§ .. In this the power of Rome was
weakened since the Macedonian bishops, who held office frem Rome, found 'themselves
included in the condemnation of Dorotheus. The positioh was serious ; Cyril had
attempted, without success, to reason with Nestorius ; Alexandria accordingly
turned to Rome for advice.1
This letter of Cyril, coupled with the interprdation of

Nestorius which Caelestine was obtaining from the Deacon Posidonius ana the
Abbot John Cassian brought about all and more for which Cyril could have wished.
At a synod in Rome in August 430 Nestoriﬁs was condemmed as teaching contrary
.to the common faith and violating the honour of the Virgin Birth. Moreover,
Caelestine replied to Cyril stéting that the teaching of Nestorius was
unacceptable and that the excommunications pronounced by Nestorius are not only
to be ignored, but that Nestorius must retract by accépting the doctrine of the
Churches of Rome and Aiexandria or be himself excommunicated. In the execution
of this deéision Cyril was appointed the Pope's représentative to whom Nestorius
must respond within ten days.

With Rome now firmly turned against Nestorius, Cyril tried to
produce the same position in the Court at Constantinople. Accordingly he wrote
a triad of treatises? and sent one each to the Emperor Theodosius II, the
virgins Arcadia and Marina, and the Empresses Pulcheria and .Eudocia. These had
a very different effect. He. received an imperial letter of great severity which
rebuked him for causing trouble in the Church and .for trying to provoke discord
in the Court by his triad of treatises. At the same time he was informed that
1. With this request for advice Cyril also despatched to Caelestine a Latin

translation of a work in which he denounced 43 quotations. from the sermons:of
Nestor1us as heretical. This is Cyril contra Nestorium libri IV (A.C.O0. I,1,
2. Cyril de recta fide ad Theodosium (a.c.0. 1,1,i pp 4.2-72)
de recta fide ad Augustas (A4.C.0. I,4,v pp.26-61
de recta fide ad Dominas (A.C.0. I,4,v pp.62-118
The Augustas were Arcadia and Marina., The Dominas were Eudocia the Empress

and Pulcheria the sister of Theodosius who later succeeded him and was
responsible for the Council of ‘Chalceden.
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the preéent vexed questions of doctrine‘were to be settled at an ecumenical-
council at which he, Cyril, must be present if he would av&id the displeasure of
the Emperor. |

Cyril thus disappointed of his hope of turning both the Church
at Rome and the Court at Constantinople against Nestorius, determined to make
the mogt of the one part which had succeeded. Hence Cyril acted in accordance
with Pope Cadestine's letter empowering him as his representative and wrote! to
Nestorius. This is the third letter of Cyril to Nestorius known as Cum Salvator
in which he refers to the decisions regarding Nestorius which had been taken at
the Rome Synod. Cyril, however, indicated not only that Nestorius must retract
within the presédribed ten days, but concluded his letter with Twelve Anathemas
to which Nestorius must assent. Meanwhile the Emperors Theodesius II and
Valentinian III had determined that Ephesus should be the scene of the coming

Ecumenical Council., The imperial letter?

, peremptory and ungracious in its
terms, summoning Cyril to Ephesus at Whitsun next year crossed with his Cum
Salvator which he had sent to Constantinople by the hand of four Egyptian bishops.
Nestorius did not reply within the prescribed time, possibly feeling himself to
be discharged from any riecessity to do se by the approaching Ecumenical Council
which the Emperors had summoned.

We have just recounted how an original dispute between
Nestorius and Cyril was widened to place Nestorius at enmity with the western
division of the Church and preceeded finally to the summoning of an Ecumenical
Council. While the process is clear, what is not clear is why precisely a Council
was called. Lo&fs’ argues that it was Nestorius who persuaded the Emperor to
call it. Certainly the Emperor'; sacra_indicated that at the Council Cyril's
conduct was to be subject to in%estigation and it is reasonable to assume that
Nestorias had urged upon his Emperor the need for this. Cyril's conduct was,
1. Cyril Ep. XVII ad Nestor. 3 (A.C.O. I,1,i pp.33-42).
2. Sacra ad Cyrillum et metropolitas qua synodus Ephesum cenvocatur

(A. C- ol i, 1’i Ppoull'-6) .
3. P. Loofs, Nestorius pp. 45=6.
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however, not subgect to investigation and Loofs, further to hls.argument claims
to show how Cyril was clever enough to change his position at Ephesus from anvil
to hammer. This is an interesting and nearly conclusive interpretation.. If it
is a true one, then it meant that N@storius travelled to Ephesus with all
confidence - a confidence that was to be rudely shattered.1

But whoever or whatever it was that prompted the Ecumenical
Coﬁncil, it was clear to all that it would be the stage on which the confrbntation
of Nestorius and Cyril would take place.2 Accordingly the bisheps and officials
that came to Ephesus came as supporters of the one or the other. Supporting
Cyril were the Fifty Egyptian bishops that travelleé with him. In addition he
was able to look for sipport from two other sources.. First, Juvenal of
Jerusalem hoped that Jerusalem might be raised to a patriarchal see, which hope
could only be realised if Antioch were made to accept a reduction in its étatus.
Juvenal saw that .the realisation of his hope depended on the support and
influence of Cyril whom, therefore, he was éareful to please. A similar
consideration brought Ephesus to the side 6f Cyril. It was a town of great
importance in the imperial diocese of Asia but ne recognition of headship. was
accorded -to its bishop. Memnon, Bishop of Ephesus, hoping alse for patriarchal
status came with one hundred neighbouring bishops to the side of Cyril. Indeed,
the paét attempts of the bishops of Constantinople to bring the two imperial
dioceses of Asia and Pontus under their contrel,‘combined with the recént attacks
of Nestorius against Quartodecimans and Macedonians in Lydia and the Hellespont,
respectively, made Memnon firmly pro-Cyril. He was to show this';nﬂno uncertain
manner by closing the churches of Ephesus to Nestorius and his party.3
1. It is interesting to note tﬂat both Nestorius and Cyril looked forward fo the
outcome of the Council with every confidence though for different reasons, -
Nestorius because of his Emperor s support, Cyril because of the Roman proxy vote.
2. Loofs (Nestorius p.53) raises the question whether it was not rather two rival
splinter groups rather than an Ecumenical Council. As a matter of historical

fact Loofs is right. Probably Ephesus gains its authority by being accepted at

Chalcedon.
3. Nestorius testifies that the populace proved even more hostile so that he and
his party had to use- soldiers as bodyguards. (Bazaar of Heracleides pp. 108

134-5, 266-7).
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The three groups mentioned earlier combined to give Cyril a
majority over the allies of Nestorius. Nevertheless, if Nestorius lacked the
dominance in numbers, supporting him wﬁuld be certain figures of authority.
Notable amohg these were John of Antioch wﬁo was satisfied with the teaching of
Nestorius but shocked by the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril, Andrew of Samosata who
attacked1 the Twelve Anathemas in the name of'the Orientals, and Theodoret of
Cyrrhus.who wrote? a refutation of the.

Finally, we may mention, as a figure of importance, the man deputed
as imperial representative to be at Ephesus with instructions to see that matters
were debated in orderly fashion inside thé assembly And that order was kept
outside it. This was the Count Candidian.,

Turning now to the events of thg Council, we notice first that it
did not begin on the appointed day of June 7. The papal delegates were still on
the road and the bishops of Macedonia were still waiting to accompany them. The
same was true for John of Antioch and the Syrian bishops who had been delayedlgy
accidents to their caravan. . Cyril, howpﬁer, was not prepared to wait
indefinitely for the late-comers.’ By virtue of the rank of his see and his
" commission from Pope Caelestine Cyril proceeded to have himself made President of
the Council and, on June 21; .summoned it to assemble tﬁe next dﬁy. Nestorius

bitterly recalls the position that Cyril usurped to himself :

1. Andrew of Samosata on behalf of the Oriental bishops (with Cyril's replies).
(A.C.0. T,1,vii pp. 33-65).

2. Theodoze; Reprehen51o XII Capitulorum (with Cyril's replies). (A.C.O 1, vii
PP.33-65

3. Undoubtedly the delay was involving the punctual bishops in unexpected and
‘costly accommodation charges and it is even recorded that some died during the
period so that Cyril may have been under some pressure to get the Council under
way. However, John did send him a letter saying that he had been travelling '
incessantly for a month and hoping to amive within a few days. This letter
would reach Cyril about June 21. But, to confuse the matter, two of John's
neighbouring bishops came on to say that John was agreeable for the Council
to proceed without him if he comtinued to be delayed.
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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. -Who was bishep 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.?

Cyril's call to assemble was met with protests from sixty-eight bishops and the
Count Candidian who said that no commencement should yet be made. Cyril ignored
these protests and sent Nestorius a second and a third summons.. to attend the
opening of proceeédings. When Nestorius dia not accept, Cyril opened the debates
without him. Under Cyril, and with the Count Candidian still protesting, the
Council proceeded to the conclusion that Nestorius was a-hgretic and should be
deposed. Shortly afterwards its deliberation was conveyed to the absentee :

To Nestorius, new Judas. Know that by reason of thine impious
preachings and of thy disobedience to the canons, on the 22nd of
this month of June, in conformity with the Rules of the Church,
thou hast been deposed by the Hol£ Synod, and that thou hast now
no longer any rank in the Church. . :

News of what had trﬁnspired was conveyed to John and hié
entourage when.they arrived on the 26th June. A meeting was now held with the
other bishops who had not been at the Council with Cyril. It heard from Count
Candidian the imperial instructions given to him and how he.had protested that
these instructions were not fulfilléd by the meeting of the 22nd June under
Cyril. Whereupon the meeting3 under John proceeded to pass sentence of
deposition on Cyril and Memnon and declare_theif adherents excommunicated until

such time as they ﬁépudiated'the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril.

1 Bazaar of Heracleides p. 132. It is not necessary to teke this passage as
telling against the view of Loofs (Nestorius pp.45-6) that Nestorius was behind
the summoning of the Council by the Emperor. That Cyril assembles the Council
and acts as its chief is an.act ultra vires. Moreover, earlier in the same
passage Nestorius says of Cyril : He did all things with authority, -after
excluding from authority him who had been charged by the Emperor, and he

- exalted himself.... Further, while the passage is a sharp statement of the fact
that Cyril behaves throughout as if he had the Roman proxy vote in his pocket,
the absence of Caelestine from the Council is not signifiecant. Since the
accident of the non-attendance of the Pope at Nicaea through illness or old age,

. it had become a principle that the Pope did not attend General Councils, ¢p. Leo
at Ephesus 449 and Chalcedon 451.

2. Gesta Ephesina 63 ( A.C.0. I,1,2 p.64)

3. A.C.0. I, iv pp.33-9.
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Meanwhile,. Candidian had képt hi—s: Emperor informed of the turn of
events at Ephesus.. On June -2§ .an imperial z"escfi'pt1 x.'eacﬁed Ephesus disapproving
of the events of June 22. anc_i commanding that no -bishep" should- le.ave Ephesus, but
await a new imperial commissioner who would arrive shortly.’

July 10 saw new arrivals at Ephesus in the form of the papal
delegates. In view of the preceding negotiations between Cyril and Caelestine
they naturally joined Cyril's synod where they.gave their assent to the
depo§ition of Nestorius. .With this further support now on his sidé, -Cyril
proceeded to move against John of Antioch. He summoned John to appear before
him and his assembly. John refused and Cyril had him -and his adheren‘ts
excommunicated. The date was the 17th July. -

Early August saw the arrlval of fhe new 1mper1a1 commissioner.
This was the Count John who -carried an J.mperlal letter2 accepting the
deposition of Nestorius, -Cyril -and Mennons:.  He placed -the thiree bishops under
guard. Next John attempted to reconcile' the-followers of Cyril.and the
Orientals, hoping thereby te institute acceptable proceedihgs‘ and ‘thus salvage
some;thing of value from this gathering of bishops. ' It was not to be. Though
the Orientals 4did draw up a statement’ on /go-’fcﬂ(af - which was to become
very impertant later as the -Formulary of Cohcord, thé rift- between them and the
supporters of Cyril continued. Nothing remained then:but :for John te refer the
- matter to the Emperor. -

1. A.C.0., I, iv p.8.
2. 4.C.0. i, iv pp.68-9.
3. Greek text A.C.0. I, vii pp. 69-70.
Latin- versions A.C.0. I, iv pp.55~7.
© A.C.0. I, v pp. 362-4.
As mentioned in the text above this statement of the Oriental blshops is
obnously the basis of the Formulary of Concérd but is not quite identical with
- That Theedoret played a large part in its formulation is proved by letters

to him from John of Antioch '(A.C.0. I, iv pp.121+-5) and Alexander of H1erapol:|.s
(A.C 0. I, iv ppe 133-k). . ' .
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Interest now switched towanstaptinople where the Emperor tried to
make peace between the two parties. Thi;her the Count Irenaeus was sent by the
Orientals to state their case and use'hi; considerable influence. Cyril sent
his physician John and ensured that he would be -influential by loading him with
considerable treasures frem Egypt with which to sway the Court.1 But possibly
more influential than both.wés a procession of monks, led by a holy man from the
monastery of Isaac, which marched through Constantinople to the imperial palace
in support of Cyril and against Nestorius. In the face of all this the Emperor
still sought to bring about a reconciliation if he could. With this in mind he
ordered each side to send eight delegates to debate before him at Chalcedon.

The two issues of debate were the term 564973221{ and the
Twelve Anathemas of'Cyril. The Orientals were prepared te accept the former
but wanted the latter condemned a$ heretical. The supporters of Cyril, however,
" were nt prepéred to allow any discussion on the Twelve Anathemas and it became
clear that no agreement was possible. However,'it was as intolerable for
Theodosius as it was dangerous for the Empire that the matter should be allowed
to drift on with no heope of a settlement. Accordingly, Theodosius detérmined
upon his own course of action. He ordered that Nestoriué should be expelled'from
Constantinople and sent back to his monastery at Antioch.

As we have noticed there is a problem concerning who was
responsible for the calling of thé Council of Ephesus so now we meet a problem
regarding why Theodosius should thus suddenly abandon and lose interest in
Nestorius. Was it out of disgust for Nestorius whe had lamentably failed after
he himself had prompted the Emperor to call the Council ? Was it disappointment

because the Emperor had.expected Nestorius to achieve some diplematic purpose for

1. Cyril‘'s bribery is discussed by F. Loofs (Nestorius pp. 51-6). The
documentary evidence for the bribery is found as follows : Acacius of Beroea .
Ep. ad Alexand. Hierapol. (A.C.0. IV,2 pp.80-6). Epiphanius ad Maximin.
(A.C.0. I, iv pp. 224-5). _
List of presents from Cyril to people in Constantinople (A.C.0. I, iv pp.222-4).
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him at Ephesus ? Did *PRulcherial seize the opportunity offered by the situation
to influence Theodosius against Nestorius ? Or was Nestorius' offer té quit
Constantinople and return to Antioch2 eagerly grasped by the ih@eror as a means
of relieving a difficult situation ? It is not possible to say which one or
combinafion of these things, coupled certainly with the bribing activities of
Cyril, caused Nestorius sSo precipitately to.losé the- Bmperor's favour and his
bishopric. But lose them he did. |

When the Emperor summarily closed the debate of the delegates
at Chalcedon he returned to Constantinople for the installation of a successor
to Nestorius, inviting the Cyrilline delegates to accompany him. On his return
to the capital, the Emperor pronounced the dissolution of the Council and
ordered'the bishops, with the exception of Cyril and Memnon who were to remain
under arrest, to return home. But by the time this pronouncement came Cyril -
had already escaped and was then on his way back to Alexandria. All the Emperor
could do was to accept the fait accompli which he did by issuing a rescript3
that Cyril might remain at Alexandria. Thus the course of events revealed the
bishop of old Alexandria to have scored another triumph over the new see of

Constantinople.

4. Pulcheria had a grievance against Nestorius because, doubting her virtue, he
did not pay her the ceremonial honours which she as a v1rg1n demanded
(Bazaar of Heracleides pp..96-7).: '

2. Nestorius Ep. IX ad scholast. (Loofs Nestorlana P.194 16ff)

3. A.C.0."I,vi,i p.142 and I,iv pp.73~4: .
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CHAPTER THREE - THE CHRISTOLOGY OF NESTORIUS

'"To Nestorius, new Judas. Know that by reason of thine
impious preachings ... thou hast been deposed by the Holy Synod, and that thou
hast new no longer any rank in the Church." So read the sentence of deposition.
What were the impious preachings ? For answer we turn now to a consideration of
the Christology of Nestorius.

Attention has already been directed in the first chapter to the
view of Leontius that the "ideas which originated with Paul of Samosata were
handed down in succéssion énd,aescended upen Diodore who became Theodore's guide
along these evil ways," as well as to the comment of Narses the Nestorian linking
Diodore, Theodore apd'ﬂestorius as proclaimers of one_invincible &octrine. We
have seen that these views do not ge unchallenged though many of the time would
have regarded them as unchallengeable. Evidence of thi§ was the action of
Eusebius, later to be Bishep of Dorylaeum,.in affixing a poster to the wall at
St. sophia comparing the teaching of Nestorius with that teaching of Paul of
Samosata which the Council at Antioch held in 268 had condemned'.1 This comparisen
was alse received at the Council of Ephesus in 431 ahd was held to show that
Nestorius was of the same opinion as Paul of Samesata. Indeed, sayings of Paul
and of Nestorius were placed side by side to show that the latter was at one
with the former in teaching that He who was born of Mary was only a men. And,
if further proof were neéded, Theodotus, Bishop of Ancyra, was able tb provide
it. He reported to the Council, when at last its meetings began, that during
the days of delay he had heard Nestorius state that one could not say of a child

of two or three months that he is God.2 o

However, the term which played the most important part,
~
initially at least, was Beo7ota § .. As Theodere of Mopsuestiad had done
before him, Nestorius objected to this term. Not ﬂéofo/’?o_s' but y0-7% Tk ® S
1. 4£.6.0. I,1,i pp. 102 - 3 (Greek); I,iii pp. 18-20 (Latin).

2. Gesta Ephesina 53 (A.C.O0. I,1,ii p. 38).
3. Theodore de Incarn. ~.. XII Fr. (Swete II p. 310).
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said Nestorius. He argued that He who was born of Mary should not be called
either 'God the Word' or 'Man', but rather !'Christ' or 'Son' or 'Lord' because
these térms-preserve—the distinctness of the two natures in the éérsoh. But while
Nestorius' purpose was to preserve the two natures in Christ, his accusers saw his
purpose producing a different result. They charged him with so distinguishing
between Godhead and Manhood in Christ as to make Christ not one but two persons.
In this they could readily centrast Nestorius;.who spoke of two hypostases in
Christ, with Cyril and his/,m.?( SHOXTao 1S . To determine whether Nestorius
was guiity or innocent of the charges we shall look more closely1.at the
vocabulary available to Christolegians of the period and then, with this background,
go on to examine the terminology and metaphysics of Nestorius' own Christology.
The vocabulary available to the Christologians of our perioed
was determined to a remarkable extent by Apollinarius., This is partly due to the
fact that he was the first to see the possibilities of applying terms already in
use in Trinitarian theology to Christology and partly to the !'fraudes
Apollinistarum' which gave to some of his writings a spurious-orthodox aﬁthority.
However, this vocabulary, as had happened in Trinitarian theology, was subject to
a period of considerable experimentation and the technical terms did not achieve
an agreed scaffolding before Chalcedon. In particular the two traditions used
the terms in different senses to express their fundamental insights while even
within the traditions the nuances conveyed by the térms can differ from writer
to writer. Add to this the questions of authority which arise with regard to
important passages and it will be understood that a precisé, unequivocal

evaluation of the terms is not possible.2

1. A brief reference to this vecabulary was flrst made at the close of chapter one
of this dissertation.

2. VWhile full-scale studies of particular terms are regrettably lacking, the
Patristic Lexicon devotes long and informative articlés: to the main terms.
A. Grillmeier, too, has much valuable information in the course of his study.
Attention is drawn to twe 1mportant articles on the term hypostasis by Marcel
Richard which are to be found in Melanges de science religieuse, Vol.II (1945)
pp. 1-30 and pp. 243-70. Studies on prosopon/perscna will be noted later.
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(I) gypostasi

This word became part of the accepted Trlnltarlan vocabulary in
the formula h/d 0‘/"7"‘ 77“5 ‘s umm‘rf Its subsequent introduction into
Chrlstology, especially by those who saw in the Incarnate Lord the conditioned
Logos, was wholly patural. The term denoted concrete existence.

We are indebtéd to M. Richard for establishing its Apollinarian
origin.1 It was current among the méderates but not the eitremists of his school.
Fourth century orthodox writers only .use the ﬁord in anti-Apollinarian contexts.

In Antiochene circles there is insufficient evidénce to.eétablish
its use by Diodore. The sole passage is found in a Syriac fragment éirected
against Apollinarius and this does not enable us to know whetber he used the term
to express his own views nor whether (had he done so) he would have spoken of twoe
hypostases or of one. A similar uncertainty attaches to Theodore of Mopsuestia.
Here the question turns largely on an appended note in the Greek text of a
fragment of the de Incarnatione which does not occur in the Syriac version.2
‘Richard expresses preference for the Syriac text and is supported in this by
Devreesse.” On the other side may be quoted H.M. Iﬁépen, F.A. Sullivan and
L. Abramowski.4 However; a recently discoveréd fragment of the contra Eunomium5
makes it clear that Theodore accepted two hypostases., The meaning of the term
in thé Christology of Theodore is to be seen in the context of ‘the concreteness
of both natures which he taught.

Cyril's use of hypostasis raises a well-known problem. The word

seldom occurs in his writings before the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy

1. Apollinarius de Fid. et Incarn. 3 (L:Letzma.nn P- 194); 6(ep. cit. p. 199);
8(op cit. p. 201); and possibly aw7a og ITT/S ,28(op,cit. p. 17@)
2. Theédore de Incarn. ~:. VIII Fr. o&/ %A olﬂ/’od’k)«ou OV JROUBOTY  ETRES
(swete ‘II p. 299).
3. M. Richard, art. cit. pp. 21-9; R. Devreesse, Essai sur Theodore de Mopsueste
. 243-58.
4. gBM .Diepen, Les trois chapitres au concile de Chalcedoine PP. 28—30-
F.A. Sullivan, The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia pp. 35-158;
L. Abramowski, Ein unbekannte ZitatJeMuséon Vol. LXXI (1958) pp. 97-1Ck.
5. Cited in translation by A. Grillmeier, op. cit. pp. 352-3.
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and the few instances where it is found are all disputed on strong critical
grounds. I?ts earliest uses are found in the Second Letter against Nestorius in
the form of the ét;wms "(‘.‘*’9 ! ;’70270’"4 It is also found in the Third Letter
against Nestorius and the second and third appended Anathemas where it is
identified with phusisz In the:last of these Anathemas hypostasis appears to be
equated with prosopon. In the controversial treatises of ‘the period up to 433
the term is to be found frequently. While it would be tempting to group together
the writings of Cyril which use hypostasis and those which restrict themselves
to phusis and to try to draw doctrinal or chronolegical inferences from the fact,
it is doubtful if it would lead to well-founded conclusions. In any event, Cyril
clearly uses the word in the sense of concrete reality te express the ontological
bond of union which he deemed necessary if.the unity of the Incarnate Person was
not to be destroyed or lost. It is just possible that some dissatisfaction with
the phusis terminology_was forming in his mind but no clear distinction between
the words can be detected in his writings., Where Cyril found his opponents
teaching a doctrine of two hypostases in Christ, he held this te be equivalent
to feaching a doctrine of two Soens.
-The reaction of the Orientals is interesting. Diodore against

Apollinarius had already complained that the word was an innovatien.2 The same
charge was repeated against Cyril. Thus Theodoret in his comments on the second
Anathema finds the formula ﬁ«w; /6(07' u(tFaé'Taca'/v strange and unprecedented.
He fears that it implies mixture or confusion. If it does not, then the single
word 'union' would serve as well., Cyril, for his paﬁt, does not deny the charge
of na%elty but claims that new heresies require new terms for their exclusion.3
Theodoret, for all he believes in two natures, does not himself speak of two
hypostases. Evidently, at this stage hypostasis did not fbrm part of his
1. Cyril Ep. IV ad Nestor. II.6 (A4.C.0. I,i,1 p. 28); Ep. XVII ad Nestor. III.

4. (op. cit. p. 35), 5 (op.cit. p. 36); Anathemas 2,3 and 4 (op. cit. pp.40-1)

2. Diodore in P. Lagarde Analecta Syriaca p. 98. .
3. Cyril Apol. c. Theodoret. (A.C.0. I,i,6 pp. 114-5).
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christological vocabulary. In the Latin version of Cyril's Apology to the
Orientals the objector -(who may be Theodoret) only uses hypostasis when he is
criticising the opinions of Cyril.! Otherwise he uses the term natura.
Although Cyril does not give the full comments of Andrew of Samosata, the latter
does seem to accept with Cyril the gquivalence‘of hypostasis and phusis, and on
this.basis cites Cyril against himself.2 He also seems to agree with Cyril that
all the attributes of the Incarnate Lord are to be ascribed to one hypostasis.5
Nestorius never comments on the word in his letters of reply te Cyril nor is it
used in his hémilies. That at least later he accepted two-hypostases is
established by an unedited lettér to Rabbula of Edessa.* The evidence of the
Treatise of Heracleides will be discussed later.

It can thus be seen that hypostasis was a word used in a
christological sensé by both schools. Mereover, in both schools there was a
virtual equation of hypostasis with phusis. The source of the @istinction
between the two terms is to be found in two documents emsanating from
Constantinople, the Tome of Proclus.to the Armenians® and' the Confessioh of
Flavian.6 Both of these were intended as comproemise documents, but the use made

of the distinction at Chalcedon was entirely the Council's own.

.fII} Phusis_

Three'maiﬁ meanings aré to be found :
(a) The common generic character shared by all members of a class. So in
Trinitarian contexts phusis and ousia are used in a generie sense. Thus
éqo ?{u?,g‘ is the equivalent of 94‘00007"5 .
(b) The essence of a person or thing viewed descriptively with the
attributes attaching t or inhering in it.
1. Cyril Apol. c. Oriental. (A.C.O. I,i,7 p. 38).
2. Cyril op. cit. (A.C.0. I,i,7 p. 41).
3. Ibid.
4. M. Richard art. eit. p. 255 n.2. . .

5. A.C.0.-I,v,2 pp. 189-95. -
6. A.C.0. II,i,-p. 1lk.. .
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(c) Th; -sc')urce, origin or censtitution of .a person or'thing - the principle
of mav'ex-nént or of rest - the dfrivi:;g force or organising prindipie of what is so
desc.;ribed. 'fhis is obviously a much more dynamic use than the ontological
ap;élication of the woré.

Two further comments may be added to the abeve analysis of
meanings. lFirst, phusis can a..lso be uéed of nature manifest in the physical
werld, -ereation, or even creature-in a derogatory sense. Second, wherever it is
us'e61 it implies fact or reality. |

Although tﬁeré are dccasional uses of two phuseis to e:cpz;ess the
two natures (or reali"cié's)-._..;.; of Christ in the pre-Nicene periad,‘l the decisive
éont;:'ibﬁtion was made by Apollinarius. 'Fozj l;llim_. Christ is one phusis no less than
one hypostasis.2 Indeed'Apollina.rius was the author of' tiae famo;zs phrase /u\o(
ﬁ/d"ls 700 Qéou /’oyou O'Ed“o(/A/ F(/’} A was the merit of de
Riedmatten to recover the approprlate context for th:Ls usage.l" The dynamic
quallty of the.thought of Apolllna.rlus, the concept ‘of the Logo.s'a-s 75‘ }'/70:///(0&
“in Chrisf, the'biologica.l and zeologicai metaphors a.l-ud his interest in problenms
of motion and ‘dire.ction (x&foy/a/}ro’u’ ecfe/oMV}707/ )} all suggest the meaning
of phusis as constitutive principle, dr'i'v-ing f‘orce,- almost 'gréwing point'.

From Apellinarius Cyril teok over the. dispui:ed formula as of
Athanasian origin. It fitted his Loges-centred Christology exactly. _But the
real question is not the qrigin but his application of the language of oné
phusis. Cyril and Apollinarius had the same intention : to stress the unity and
identity of the Incarnate Lord, but the problem had meved on a stage since the
time of Apollinarius. Not only did Cyril accept the existence of the human soul
1. e.g. Melito of Sardis 8 (if. genuine);; Irenaeus Fr. 8 (Harvey ii p. 479); Origen
. . €. Cels.III,28 (G.C.S. I p. 226),. Com. in John XXXIT 16,(9) (G.C.S. IV p. 451),

de Prine. I,ii,1 (G.C.S. V p. 27)

2. Apollinarius Ep. ad Dionys. A2 (Lietzmann p. 257), A8 (ep. cit. p. 259), Pr. 148
(p.. 247), Fr. 153 (p. 248), Ep. ad Jovian. 1 (p. 250).

3. Ibid. Ep. ad Jovian 1 (op. cit. p. 250).

4, H. de R:Ledma.tten, Seme neglected aspects of Apollinarist Christology.
Dominican Studies Vel. I (1948) pp. 239-60; La Christologie d'Apollinaire de
laodicfe. Studia Patristica II - Texte und Untersuchungen Vol. LXIV (1957)

pp- 208-34-.
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of Christ but he i.s also cqnéerned to offer an account of the union of the two
elements out of which Christ is co'nstitut.ed against opponents whom he believed
to set this unity at risk. He therefore rejects anything amounting to 0'U7X0rl S’
a'u)',{’/odns or ¢cf/w$ , while he equally rejlects any view of the two
entities in Christ as 67705' Aﬂr 671‘/0 § . Against both errors he accepts a

éVU&'lf or @Vof/‘} (concurrence) é’/( 063 %UE_EN(/ .
Significantly these are described as 7'057’0 -@(:@F;'I/O , that is neuter, not
masculine.! Christ is E-I( (ftm n/dVATwV .2 Quite apart from the
awkwa.rd use of the same term phusis for that wherein Christ is one and that
wherein he is out of two, the comment of Richard on the ove 17)u; o7X .

_ 'comme chose, non comme sujet 4'attribution' is disceming.3 Thus phusis in
Cyril is used concretely, but after the union the Logos is still the only subject
of attributes. The analogy of soul and body which stiil only form one phusis

. (concrete reality) even if the elements are disparate is of frequent oceurrence.
While this is moré. than merely corrected.Apollinarianism, as Loofs maintai—nedl,"
it still has two main defects : the untidiness in his use of phusis a-nd his
failure to integrate the human soull of Christ into his one phusis formula.L.

In the Antiochene tradition the assertion of two complete and
co-present natures formed .the starting point of their Christology. It led
directly to their suspicion of the communicatio idiomatum, their use of the homo
assumptus language and the charge againslt them of teaching a doctrine of two Sons.
The é’U e(,f; /a?‘éov(/ formula became as characteristic of them as the
eze.du -~ ¢”’a-éwv formula was for Cyril. Phusis is certainly used in a
concrete sense but it is always an entity to which attributes or 70//6&‘;‘44\’74(
can be convincingly attached. '

While many ideas and expressions characteristic of the
Antiochene tradition occur  in Diodore, it is something of a surprise to find him
1, Cyril Ep. XLV, ad Success' 1 (A.C.0. I,i,6 pp. 152-3).

2. Cyril Ep. I ad monach. 18 (4:C.0. I,1,1 p. 18); Apel. ad Oriental. 3 (A.C.O. I,

1,7 p. 40); Orat. ad Theodos. 4k (A C. 0. Li, 1p. 72).

3. M, Richard, art. cit. p. 248.
L. P. Loofs, Leitfaden zum Studien der Dognengesch:.chte P. 292.
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mﬁkingflitfle, if any, use of phusis terminology. This is part of the
notoriously difficult problem as to where Diodore is to be placéd
chfistologically.1‘ Theodore of Mopsuestia presents no such proﬁlem. Herecthe
sole question is whether the assertion of two natures implies two subjects as
well. On this the authorities are divided. Sullivan and Norris argue strongiy
that two subjects are implied in Theodore's use of two natﬁres.2 Similarly
Diepen summarises Theodore's téaéhing on the two natures as distinguishing in
Christ not merely a double"quid but alse a double quis.3 Others, however, give
less unfavourable estimates of Theodore's interpretation of phusis, of whom may
be mentioned Amann, Devreesse Ahd Galtiér.4 Nevertheless, the presént state of

the evidence tends to support the more radical conclusion.

(III) Qusia

Despife.its;great significance in trinitarian theology ousia
. had only a iiﬁited use .in Christology. Among early instances are Melito of
Sardis (if the passage is gehuine), Hippolytus and Tertullian.? The passage
referred to in Tertullian (see footnote below) which runs Adeo salva est
utriﬁsqpe broprietas subétantiae is particularly important because it proves
that for Tertullian substantiae is the subgect of attrlbutes, and also because
of 1ts 1nfluence (whether dlrectly or not) on the Tome of Leo. As in Stoic

.logic the OUO'H is the substratum of the k_on/} lror o’f’} s -

1. The problem is reflected, for example, in the contrasting discussions on
Diodore to be found in A. Grillmeier's Christ in. Christian Tradition,
PP. 260—72 and F.A. Sullivan's The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia,
Pp. 172-9

2. F.A. Sullivan, op. cit. pp. 20}-26 R.A. Norris, Manhood and Christ, pp. 197-202.

3. H.M. Diepen, L'Assumptus Homo a Cha1c6301ne, Revue. Thomiste Vol. LI (1951)
P. 579. Quoted by Norris op. cit. p. 199.

4, E. Amann, Article Théedore de Mopsueste (Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique
cols. 235-78); R. Devreesse, Essai sur Théodore de Mopsueste, pp. 109- 16;
P. Galtier, Théodore de Mopsueste; sa vraie pensée sur L'Incarnation.
Recherches de Science religieuses Vol. XLV (1957) pp. 161-86, 338-60.

5. Melito of Sardis Fr. 6 (Otto IX p. 46); Hippelytus de Ben. Jacob. 27,2 (Texte
und Untersuchungen Vol. XXVI (1899) p. 44); Tertullian adv. Prax. 37 (c S.E.L.
XXVII pp. 281%2). o _ '
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The Synod of Antioch in 268 affirmed the £#G/07S oo’a-rwpl}.’s
of the Incarnate Lord against Paul of Samesata who in a fragment (probably
derived from the bisputation against Malchion) asserted a mode of union not
substantially but a.ttri‘nu'l:iv.ely.1

Not unnaturally the term is found in Apollinarius though there

is no reason to suspect that he intreduced it into Ch:c'isi:ology.2

Further, there
is nothing in Apollinarijus to indicate the relation between ousia, 'hypostasis
and phusis. This is not surprising for his interest lies rather in the
proclamation of unity in every conceptual framework than in the distinction of
the terms involved. Against the Arian Eunemius who acecepted only a unity of

’ ”
power. ( D/VVy‘.‘ ’S ), Nemesius of Emesa asserted a union in ousia.’ The term
may mean little more -than a real or 'substantial' union.

It is not surprising-'that the notion of a union in ousia should
be rejected by Theodore of Mopsuestia. In his letter to Domnus* he makes the
valid peint that such a bond of union can only be predicated of entities which
are homoousia with each other. An extended passage from the de Incarnatione?

2 - - :
rejects an EVOIKJIOIS KxT ? a0 tol v on the rather surprising ground for him
that this woﬁld imply a flat immanence since the ousia of God cannot be limited
or circumscribed and therefore it cannot provide for his special or preferential
indwelling in Christ.

The first objection might seem more decisive but here the

I . 3 . ‘- - 0 ] p ’
distinction between participation .(/4. FPOCO7A ) and ousia may be in his mind.

S R .
The importance of /457'04/070‘ in the Christology of Theodore is stressed by
. 2, -~
L. A]:ma.mowski..6 = It should however be noted that cf'%k r( and not
){é?’aad'r:( occurs in his description of the mode of union. The new fragment
- o ouU .wb/ 7
1. Paul of Samosatg Fr. 7 (Loofs Paulus von Samosata p. 332: 00K OULE/ (e
RAkt Kx7d TO1STIT). ' . .
2. Apollinarius c. Diodor. Fr. 117 ;,Lietzmann pp. 235-6), Fr. 119 _um¢ A&7

govbeov 007k (op. cite p. 236) cp.fvait?s odoraf3s Fr. 12 (op. cit. p. 208).

3. Nemesius of Emesa de nat. hom. 3 (P.G. XL. 605).
4. Theodore Ep. ad Domn. (Swete II p. 339).
5. Theodore de Incarn. . MII Fr. (Swete II p. 284).

6. L. Abramowski, Zur Christologie Theodors von Mopsuestia. Zeitschrift far
Kirchengeschichte Vol. LXXII (1961) pp. 274-91.
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of the contra Eunomium brings together prosopen, hypostasis, ousia and phusis
without however explicitly leocating the ousia. It may nevertheless be inferred
that ousia and phusis are identical.
While then ousia occasionally occurs in christological contexts,
nothing prgpares us for its prependerance in the Christoloegy of Nestorius.

(IV) Homoousios

The double é«oaur/ﬁ';s of Christ is a theme which again has
not been fully studied. It is an.obw;ious implicate of the formula 'Perfect God
and perfect man'. The %00170705 7'53 7/; ?I’ was the achievgment of Nicaea,
the écao&no; ?rﬂl/ ' was slower in achieving currency in Christology.

Apollinarids ‘apparently accepted the émou’wog 5«-7 v in
so far as he recogniséd the humanity of Christ.? Yet he finds the need for
careful q_ualifications.v The "flesl.n' is %V’ﬂ"é/ &005076' ;ﬁ";/but by its union
with God the Logos it is divine (£%7X ).2 The Logos and the flesh are not

. o){aoﬁﬁoy yao‘/o-,g) for we must not confuse the visible and the invisible.”
The living Logos of God assumed the flesh which is ?“’"”' 7o }/(0'7/ by union
with the divinity.* The two entities out of which Gﬁ-ist is composed are .
therefore neither consubstantial with each other nor equipollent within the one
Christ. The significance of the phrase is still f_’urther reduced by the statement
that Christ is ok &/meif" 0§ Ay a’a/fémﬁbs since he is not 3:’/7%#?0;‘
wxtyy 7o KYliSTaToV |

7

double homoousios became an anti-Apollinarian slogan. It is in this sense that

In view of these qualifications it is not surprising .that the

Cyr:i_l6 could accept it in the Formulary of Reunion.

1. Apollinarius de unione 8 (Lietzmann p. 188), Tom. Synod. (op. cit. pp. 262-3).

2. Apollinarius Fr. 161 (op. cit. p. 254). '

3. Ibid. Fr. 162 (op. cit. p. 255).

4. Ibid. Tom. Syr(md (op. cit. p.)261+).

5. Ibid. Pr.-45 (op. cit. p. 214 . . . " .

6. Cyril can sometimes even speak of Christ as g'.‘oou’a—ms 73 )P &S Ly T 7/’
(Dial c. Nest. P.G. LXXVI 252). The exegetical background here is intergsting.
It derives from the déscription of Melchisedek as 'without-mother and father!'
applied to the double generation of the Sén rather than to the double A
'solidarity'. Eutyches thérefore had Cyrilline precedent for his preferred

expression 9{«000/07(3' 7‘7‘ /4}7/'.
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For the Antiechene tradition the double formula expressed a
fundamental trait in their Chr?Etblogy, the full co-present duality of the two
natures.1' Thence it passes into the Formulary of Concord. Possibly it is.one of
the points at which Cyril's agreement-is more with the letter of the Formula .than
its spirit. |

Unexpectedly, and somewhat unfairly, the double formula is twice |
used against Néstorius himself. Against his objection te the Theotokos |
'Homoousios parienti debet esse nativitas', John Cassian quotés the full double
formula.? The broadside misses its targef completely since Nestorius was far
from denying the double formula. Similarly in his discussion of Nestorius'
sermon on Christ our apestle and high priest for which he is qualified as
%oot/’a'ros‘ 'f/‘ v ’ Cyril quotes the full formula (which Nestorius is far from
denying).3 He adds, however, an important qualification. The :;uaodavqg"7e;
///c-(7/n’ denotes identity ( 726 fo’ 7}? ) of essence whereas the 51.005076 e
};u FV  merely implies similarity ( ‘a}-0/o’/’ } § ) with ourselves in accordance
with Hebrews xiii. 8.

" Cyril returns to the subjéct of the formula in the second epistle
to Successus.4 One crucial Questién emerged from his acceptance of the

Formulary of Concord. 'If the same Christ is conce;ved as perfect God and

perfect Man, homoousios with the Father as touching his divinity and homoousios

with us as touching his humanity, where is the perfection if the human nature no
longer has hypostasis, andIWhereeis the homoousios with us if our ousia, that is
our phusis, no longer remains ?'; Cyril would not dissent from the equation of
ousia and phusis but his extended reply nowhere meets the real point of the
objection, the consistency of the double formula with Cyril's main christological
teaching.

1. Diodore Com. in Psa 1xx.23 (P.G. XXXIII 1611 A), Theodore c. Eunom. Pr. cited
Grillmeier op. cit. p. 353, Nestorius Hom. V (Loofs Nestoriana p. 235),
Theodoret Ep. LI (P.G. LXXXIII 1414-40).

2, Cassian c. Nestor. VI 9 (C.S,E.L. XVII p. 336).

3. Cyr11 ¢. Nestor. III, 3 (A. C:0. Lil p. 65) '
4. Cyril Ep, XL¥I ad Success. II (A. C O 1,i,6 pp. 157-63).
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The double formuls occurs fairly frequently between the Act of
‘Concord and Chalcedon. It is found in Paul of Emesal and the Teme of Proclus.2
'The hesitations and changes of front of Eutyciaes about the
élwou/O?o(/ 7;14'?/ 3 are discussed elsewhere in this thesis. The formula
is found in the Confession of Faith of Flavian.* It comes probably from the
Formulary of Concord. Thereafter it travels to the Chalcedonian Definition.

(V) Prosopon (persona)
Here the literature is more plen‘l::.ful than w:Lth the other technlcal

5

terms.
As for context, a num‘ber of possibilities have béen suggested : the
dramatic (actor's mask or role), the gremmatical (first, second or third person),
" the legal (subjéct or object of an action at law) and the prosoﬁographical or
_ _ -
exegetical (in which a text is expounded as ex persena or 7 7”00@7"0‘1 of
the Father or the Son). In r_eceht scholarship the legal context (though
" favoured by Harnack) has lost ground and the importsnce of the exegetical use
has been given wide prominence. More generally prosepon could be used of face
or appearance but it can also have a more concrete ring as a person or party.
The vice of 700' 01101(75”/0( castigated in the New Testament might poss:Lbly
mean taking a person at face value but more probably it signifies 'showing
partiality to individuals'. Thus a more plastic and a more concrete usage can
be found but the margin between them need not be very large. Often the context
alene determines the shade of meaning. The use of prosopon and its virtual
replacement by hypbstasis will not concern us here.
In the West the use of persona in Christology goes back to
'.l‘e.é-.z-'l:ullia.n.6 The passage runs as follows :
Videmus duplicem statum non confusum sed coniunctum in una persona.

1. Paul of Emesa Hom. 2 (A.C.0. I,i,4 p- 12).
2. Proclus Tom. ad Armen. (A.C.0. IV,ii;pp. 189~ 90), cp. Hom. 4 (C. Martin,Un

florildge grec. (Le Muséon Vol. LIV (1941) p. 43).
3. See A.C.0. II, i p. 114,
4., A.C.O0, II,i, p. 1lk.
5. See, for example, R. Braun, Deus Christianorum pp. 207-42 (perscna), L. Hodgson

in Driver and Hodgson, Bazaar of Heracleides pp. 402-10 (prosepon),

M. Nédoncelle, Prosopon et persona dans l'antiquité classique (Revue des

sciences religieuses Vol. XXTI (1948) Pp._277-99.
.6. Tertullian adv. Praxeas 27 (C.S.E.L, XXVII pp. 281-2).
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Despite its importance as an ultimate source of the Tome of Léo, too much
should not be read into the term here. Presumably its origin is the Stoic
doctrine-of the ens concretunm. It is, however, remarkable that its use in the
West did not take firm hold for twoe centuries.,

In the East the word presopon first assumes importance in
Apollinarius. The key passage reads 'there is no distinction between the Logos
and -his -flesh but there is/lllaz (5?05‘70(0'75;/4:( ¢u’d’l$)/m:( é’uéfyfr;(‘,é‘/?’}oﬁmkv !
No indication of the distinction between the term§ is given. Apdllinarius,
commenting on John xvii. 19, equates -ﬂ; é(l‘/ /7-07,20:!73(/ and 7;\1/ 9,7701:7’70 v

é(;aj ’(Javoﬁ’//wm v £ (manifgstation or showing forth). The last is possibly
an echo of the exegetical usage. | Inlthe first letter to Dionysius he appears to
equate phusis and prosopen.5 |

The first recorded use of two prosopa is found surprisingly enough
in Didymus of Alexandria. His recently discovered Psalm Commentary is directed
both against the Arians and Apollinarius. To describe the divinity of Christ
(aga;inst the Arians) and his humanity (agaj.hst Apollinarius) he employs prosopn;n.

Difficulties beset the use of prosepon by Theodore of Mopsuestia.
The long fragment of the eighth boock of the de Incarnatione to which reference
has been made above is again relevant. In the Greek version the two phuseis are
brought together through the union to _form-one prosopon. As in marriage man and
wife are no longer two prosopa but one (Majﬂizhew xix.6), so after the union there
are no longer two prosopa but one. Yet in neither case is the distinction of
phuseis destroyed by the unity of prosepen. When we distinguish the natures we
speak of the perfect nature and prosopon of God the Word (forl it is impossible
to speak of hypostasis without a prosopon) and similarly with the human nature.
But when we look at the conjunctien then we speak of one presopon. The verb
g}ﬂZ;&%/Afl/_ might suggest a unity in the eye of the beholder but as with
1, Apollinarius de fid. ét incarn. 6 (Lietzmann pp. 198-9).

2, Ibid. de unione 9 (op. cit. p. 189).
3. Ibid. Epistle ad Diénys. A (op. cit. p. 257).
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Cyrilis ;fl\/l{( /ae/}" this would be a superficial ;judgent. The Greek
text then clearly impli;s a duality of prosopa belenging to the phuéeis out of
which the one prosopon of unity is constructed. The Syriac text however omits
an& reference to the two prosopa together with the explanatory note in brackets.
Earliervin this section we have summarised the authorities on either side of the
debate. The issue of authenticity is certainly not closed. Sullivan argues
strongly for the exegetical interpretation of prosopon as a defence and
explanation of the Greek text. 1 |

A passage from the previous book of the de Incarnatione®

speaks’
of one prosopon in the context of indwelling /Vd'f)t‘gO/Oﬁ(m/(l/ whereby the
Logos united the homo assumptus to himself to share his own dignity and authority
without lessening the difference in the characteristics of the two natures. TUnity
of prosopon is related with indwelling and participation in dignity and honour.
But is the unity in prosepon the ground of the union or its consequence? We
c;nnot tell from this passage.

The third key passage is the Syriac fragment of the contra
Bunomium. This treats directly of the term prosopon. It can.be used in two
senses : (I) the hypostasis (as Peter and Paul signify the hypostasis and
prosopon of each of them’. Here prosopdn and hypostasis are closely related in
a way which confirms the authenticity of the note in the Greek text of Book VIII
of the de Incarnatione. This meaning is the closest approximation of prosopon to
person in the writings of Theodore. The possibility that he is giving a use of
the term of which he knows but does not accept might be worth exploring. (2) The
prosopon of our Lord Christ means honour, greatness and worship conferred by God
the Logos on the homo assumptus. The proseopon of Christ is a prosopon of honour,
not of the ousiai of the two natures.

1. F.A. Sullivan, The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia pp. 58 - 82.
2. Theodore de Incarn. _'.. VII Fr. (Swete II p. 296).
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The interpretation favoured by Grillmeier1 (based on L. Abramowski)
takes both meanings of prosopon as accéptable to Theodore and can be paraphrased
roughly as follows. The!Logos has his own hypostasis and prosopon in a perfectly
matching situation, but the Logos and the homo assumptus have no community of
hypostasis and, if the prosopon of the Loges is to be shared by the homo assumptus,
it can only be in terms of henour and wérship. The Nestorian example of the king
and the purple robe would fit in well with this point of view. The passage ends
on an antf—Apollinérian note. - On this interpretation of the passage the
implication of two prosepa is clear enough. For what it is worth it throws some
light on the two fragments from the de Incarngtione.

Sullivan notes the importance of the prosepographic or exegetical
senée of prosopon for Theodore. Thq discriminatien of texts or even portions of
texts as referring to one or efher nature or to the common prosopon of Christ is
characteristic of his exegesis as a whole. The link between the exegesis and the
Ghriétology of Theedore is close. In exegesis the divinity and humanity of Christ
can be separately diagnosed while other texts refer to the prosepon of the unity.
In his Christolegy there is also a strong presumption that each of the two natures
have their own prosopon but there is alse a prosepon of unity. The interpretation
of the natures as two subjects is however hotly disputed.

Norris? concludes that unity in prosopon is not a type of union
pafallel to hyposfatic union but a way of describing an underlying unity which
rests on other grounds. The mode of union is not givén in the term itself but in
the thinking which preceaés its use, or with which it is associated. If this is
the case, Theodgre probably differs from Nestofius.

In view of'Cyril's emphasis on phusis and hypostasis it is not
surprising that he makes relétively little use of prosepon. Hodgson3 notes the
1. A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition.

2. R.A. Norris, Manhood and Christ pp. 232-3.
3. L. Hodgson in Driver and Hedgson, Bazaar of Heracleides p. 409.
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Ewide variety of uses fanging from the prosopographic to the colloguial sense 6f
person, It is interest that 'at least ten cases' occur of the word to replace
the more usual hypostasis in trinitarian contexts. In Christology prosopon
;naturally occurs in his expesition of Nestorius' views. But it occurs
occasionally elsewhere in his writings. Thus in the fourth Anathema prosopon
is'eqpatedmith hypostasis and the use occurs in two other passages.1 We should
expect to find prosopon and phusis equated but explicit statements are not easy
to discover. The.word is also used in contexts where the Fbrmularj of Concord
is plainly in mind.2 In both cases it is attached to the double homoousios
formula, No secure inference of its meaning in these contexts can be drawn.

The eqpation of proscpon and hypostasis in the Chalcedonian
Definition was prépared for in the Easf in the peried after the Formulary of
Concord. While. the background and pthEologY.c of Theodoret A& strongly
Antiochene ( e.g. the prosepographic use of prosopon ana the use of the temm
homo assumptus ) he works towards a formula of two natures and one prosopon and
hypostasis. The use of prosopon first occurs in his work de Incarnatione.’ In
the Dialogue4 he expressly rejects a doctrine of two prosopa. Similarly Andrew
of Samosata moves in.;he same direction.?

Tﬁe conjunction of prosepon and hypostasis is alse found in the
Tome of Proclus and the Confession of Flavian.

Two poinfs must be made in dancluSion :
(i) The background of the use of prosopon in the Dualist tradition differs
widely. from its use (however limited) in Momist circles.
(ii) Neither prosopon nor aﬁy other @erm which we have discussed is an exact
equivalent of the médern concept of person or personality.
1. Cyril Ep. XVII ad Nestor. IIT (the letter to which the anathemas are appended)

(a.c.0. I,i,1 p. 38; Apol. c. Oriental. 45 (A.C.0. I,i,7 p. 43).
2. Cyril Ep. ¥X¥IX ad Joann. Ant. (A.C.O. I,i,4 p. 18); Ep L ad Valerian
(A.c.0. I,i, 3 p. 100).

3. Theodoret de Incarmat. 21,31,32 (P.G. LXXV 1456 1472, 1473)
. Theodoret Dial. 3 (P.G. LXXXIII 280).

5. Andrew of Samosata Fr. preserved by Anastasius of Sinai on which see
L. Ambramowski, Oriens Christianus Vol.XLI (1957) pp. 55-60.
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Equipped with tﬁis background we can now direct our attentien
to the Christology of Nestorius.
'
Be may begin by noticing that Nestorius firmly believed in his
own orthodoxy. His previously quoﬁed words to the Emperor 'Give me the earth
purged of heretiecs and I will give you heaven as a recompenée'2 may be an
episcopal purple patch but his conviction comes out strongly in the Treatise.3
He constantly appeals to Scripture, especially te Phillipians ii. 5-11 and the
Epistle to the Hebrews. He calls the Nicene Creed as a principd witness in his
suppert against Cyril (pp. 142- 51). In his own support he calls St. Athanasius
(pp.192, 201, 227,255,261), St. Ambrose (pp. 191-2,199, 215, 227, 245, 255, 261), the
two Gregories (pp. 215,220-1 223,227 245, 255) and even Theophilus of Alexandria
(p.231) though it is uncertaln whether they would have welcomed his approbation
with unmixgd delight. In a letter to the people of Constantinople preserved by
Philoxenus and quoted by Loofs he claims an identity of views with Flavian and
Lee.4 In the Treatise he_éertainly hopes to be'vindicatea at the forthcoming
Council summoned by the Emperor. He can even rephrase Cyril's doétrine of
hypostatic union in terms of his own view of prosopic union és if that would make
it fully orthodox (pp. 155-7).
Nestorius certainly believed that he had provided satisféctorily
for thé unity of the Pe;son of Christ. Indeed, the unity of Christ is described
by Scipioni as the first, the fixed and the undiscussable starting point of his
thought. For this reason the charge that he taught a doctrine of two Sons was
so abhorrent to him. There is no distinction of place between the two natures
1. The page references to the Treatise of Nestorius, given in brackets in the text,
refer without exception to Nestorius, The Bazaar of Heracleides, translated and
edited by G.R. Driver and L. Hodgson (1925). A Syriac text was published by
P. BedJan and a French translation by F. Nau, both-in 1910. (Nestorius, Le Livre
d'Héraclide de Damas, €dite par Paul Bedjan; Nestorius, Le Livre d'Héraclide de
Damas, traduit en frangais par F. Nau)
2. Socrates H.E. vii,29,6.
3. A discussion of L. Abramowsk1 s critical analy81s of the Treatise is glven in

the Appendix.
L. F. Loofs, Nestorius and his Teaching pp. 24-6.



-77 -

~and not for a single moment was the humanity, however complete he conceived it
to be, separate from God the-Werd; Not even in abstraction can the two natures
be conceived gp;rt from egch other.1

Yet within this unity there is a full duality of natures, complete
in itself and self-sustaining. Nestorius accumulates technical terms expressive
of duality as his exposition proceeds. This contravenes the Apollinarian maxim
apparently confirmed by common sense that 'two complete entities cannot form one'
and inevitably leads to the charge of teacﬁing two Sons. His basic criticism of
the Cyrilline doctrines of natural or hypostatic union is. that they lead either
to the truncation or the destruction of the humanity either by the formation of
a composite nature or to the attenuation of the humanity to make it suitable for
attribution to the Word.

Reference has already been made to the claim of Seipioni that the
real starting-ppint of Nestorius is the unity of the Person of Christ and that
whatever duality is contained within it is an important but subsequent question.,
Loofs similarly, though for different reasons, claims that his starting point is
the Carist of the Gospels and not as in Cyril the person of God the Word. But
others are inclined to find the true starting point in the twofold Christ and to
see him struggling to reach a viable and satisfactory bond of unien which can
bear the necessary weight of duality. His preference for concrete technical
terms to express the duality seems to support this approach. Duality even invades
his discussion of prosopon, the term on which he relies to provide for the umity
of the Person of Christ. The unity is of'ten affirmed on the basis of the Creed
and Scripture, the duality is diagnosed at a more technical level of .theclogical
discourse. The vital question. for the success of his enterprise is whether the
diagnosis of duality can or cannot be conta;ned within his affirmation of unity.

While the excellence of his intention is not in doubt, and vwhile his defence

1. L.I. Scipioni, Richerche sulla cristologia del 'Libro di Eraclide' di
' Nestorio p. 170. )
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against the charges raised against him together with his counter attacks on Cyril
are egually vigorous, the basic question at issue is whether Nestorius' positive
solution will stand up. Here all depends on the technical terms Nestorius employs
and the content which he gives to them. Accordingly we must now turn to the
technical terms of Nestorius and consider their content.

(1) Nature. This is used in a concrete and realist sense. Moreover, a complete
nature is autonomous, exists sui juris, independent or, as Nestorius describes it,
self-sustaining. 'Every complete naturé has no need of another nature that it may
be and live, in that it has in it and has réceived its whole definition that it
may be' ( p. 304). In contrast body and soul are incomplete natures which need
each other that they may be and subsist. Together by composition- they make up the
complete nature of man.

For Nestorius, then, a nature is complete in virtue of its definition, its
differentia and its properties, and if thgse are abgentfwe can only speak of an
incomplete_nature. At the same time, for Nestorius, tﬁgse properties, distinctions,
differences and the like are real and physical and not merely notional or
nominal. They determine the nature, make it recognisable, and distinct from any
other .thing. They persist after the union (pp. 155,167,310).

In particular, with respect to the Incarnate Lord, the two natures, human and
divine, persist after the union. As to what the brgperties of a human nature
comprise, Nestorius would answer anything which distinguishes human nature from
any other nature such as operation on the level of will, suffering, the physical
sensations of the body;  birth, growth, edication, natural development (pp. 208,
211-2). Some of these may be shared with the animals but in humﬁn nature they
have a specifically human texture.

Thus without doubt the term nature has a concrete ring in the thought of
Nestorius despite the use of abstract terms like humanity and human nature. This
is demonstratéd by the fact-that Christ is said to be and not to- have two natures.

By contrast we do not say that an individual man is but merely that he po;sésses
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- humanity. We can therefore safely conclude that nature for Nestorius has a
determinate and concrete sensé.

(2) ousia. The term ousia was no newcomer to Christology. The Synodal
Letter of the Council of Antioch in 268 affirmed a é;W/S 05&7«/’(/) ¢ against

its denial by Paul of Sambsata.1 Apollinarius2

asserted é/u.’( ou’a"n’( of
Christ whereas Theodore> denied an éro/.?f-;rrs A7’ oosra vV . Nothiné
however prepares us for its frequent use in the Treatise even when it is absent
in the Cyrilline passages which Nestorius is criticizing. This lends some

support to G-rillmeier's,assu::n_ption‘zF that phusis and ousia are identical. That

however is debatable and the more pertinent question to be asked at this point
is whether ousia is virtually equated with phusis, whether it is an element in
the res concreta additional to phusis or perhaps the phusis considered from a
particular staﬁdpoint. Frequently in the Treatise a discussion which begins on
the level of phusis ends with a rephrasingiin terms of ousia without a detectable
break in the sense.

The polemical pointing of the term ousia and the-oéinions which
it is used to exclude raise few problems. ;Theyﬂfall well within the general
limits of the Christology of Nestorius.

(1) The ousia of Ged the Father and our own ousia are alien_to each other

.(p. 298). The ousia of God is not the same as the ousia of the child (p. 233).
The ousia of the child and the Maker of the child cannot exist in the same ousia
(p. 231). The ousia of God cannot receive anyaddition (p. 212,298,301) or
diminution (p. 14k4). Passible and impassible (pp. 98,151,164), mortal and
immortal (p. 151), corporeal and incorporeal (p. 155) cannot be predicated of the
same ousia. Even though the revelation is made Sy little and little the ousia of
God is not subject to beginning, growth and completion (p. 194).

1. F.Loofs, Paulus von Samosata Fr. 7 p. 252.'

2. Fr. 119 (Lietzmann p. 236); Fr. 158 (Lietzmann p. 249).

3. de Incarn. ... VII Fr. (Swete II pp. 293-4); Ep. ad Domn. (Swete II p. 339).
4, A. Grillmeier, op. cit. pp. 440-1. -
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(ii) In the Incarnation, therefore, there can be no change of one ousia into
anbther'(ﬁp. 87,138,220,326-7). This would amount to mere heathenism (p. 177)
and would be useless for the purpose of redemption (p. 87). It would amount to
the suppression of one ousia in favour of the other (p. 90) and destroy the

 kenosis-exaltation rhythm vital to the Incarnation (p. 90).

(iii) There can be no union of the two natures in one ousia so that one ousia
results from their union (p. 88). This would lead to the destruction of the
human nature or to the unreality of the human qualities.. (pp. 88, 157). It
would @&stroy the voluntary character of the sufférings of Christ (p. 179).

Since it is impossible that both of them should be in the same
ousia W?en the one ousia is not as the other, or perhaps become non-existent
(p. 327), it foliows that there must be two ousiai in the Incarnate Lord. 'Two
then they are whereof is formed one Bon and Lord Jesus Christ, two also in the
union and the-naturai diversities wherein théy_are_conceived-as two are not
suppressed since the one is not the other, nor the other the one in ousia®
(p. 303). This is implied in the double consubstantiality of the Incarnate Lord
with the Father and with outselves (pp.. 155, 298-5).ér more widely the affirmation
that He is both God and Man (p. 32). 'The Son of God created and was created,
the same but noyrin the $ame(§usiél;_thé'§on of God suffered and suffered pot,
the same but not in.the sax_né Cousi_a}&j' fpi‘ (s'ome), of tha'e things were.in the nature of
the divinity and Cothers) :Ln the nature of the hmna.n:_ty He Isﬁf‘fezred' all'h@
things in the humanity and all divine things in the divinity' (p. 138). Such
passages could easily be multiplied, making it clgar, thqiefépe;.that whatever
is ;aid about the union, the distinctiop of ousias must bé firmly maintained.

We must now return to the crucial question as to whether for
Nestorius-nature and ousia are or are not identical terms. Already we have
noticeé his tenaency-Ee combine both terms in the discussion of particular topies.

. : . :
Alse, there is little in the quotations cited above that could not be rephrased

in terms of nature.” Yet in a nh@be: of impbrtant passages a distinction between
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the terms is stated or implied. We find for example the following : 'For the
union is in the prosopon.and-not in the nature nor thé ousia' (p- 145) which is
clogely followed by the statement that 'the two natures remain in their own
ousia and the diversities are not made void by the union of the natures',
Similarly he writes that 'the union came into being as touching the prosopon of
the Sen of God and neither- the ousia nor the nature, but by means of the natures'

(p. 158). The doctrine of two Sons implies 'each one of the natures by itself

|
|
in its own ousia' (p. 159) without any mention of the union in prosopen. ‘TFor
he took the 1ikeﬂess of a servant for his own prosopon and not for his nature by
change either of the'ousia, of the ousia in the nature of the humahity, 6r of the
humanity in the nature of the divinity' (p. 179). However cumbersome the mode of
expressioﬁ the passage suggests a distinction between the terms. 'The man in
respect of ousia and of nature is of the Jews and not God the-Word in respect of
nature' (p. 202). Cyril is not 'content to predicate the ousia and activity of
man in the existence of two natufes, each of them with properties and hypostases
and ousia.' (pp. 208—9); Here the analysis of what ‘itmeans to be a complete
nature is éushed very far.f Nestorius asks whether God the Word is two ousias
in nature (p. 212) and can also spesk of 'one nature of the ousia' (p. 216).
Against the charge of distinguishing the natures Nestorius replieé 'For in the
formula they are known as ousias without confusion, without mixture; in such wise
that in the union both the natures are preserved with their natural attributes
and nhaturally with the properties of the ousia, so that the divine nature is
éonceived in nature of God and the human nature is conceived in the nature of the
humanity in the ousia’(pﬁ. 217-8). This is hardly lucid as it stands but it does
imply a distinction bétween nature and ousia.!
1. Hodgson (p. 321 n.l) observes that Nestorius speaks indifferently of nature and
ousia, though in his Essay on the Metaphysic of Nestorius (p. 414) he writes
'It looks as if in the metghysic of Nestorius everything that exists may be
analysed into ousia, phusis and prosopon'. This ambiguity well represents the
state of the evidence. Scipieni (op. c¢it. p. 53) concludes that ousia and

nature are identical in reality but-‘not in meaning: 'There is a material
identity but a formal difference'.
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(3 Hyfostasis. In view of Nestorius' opposition to Cyril's theory of
hypostatic unity, it would not have been su,rprising-.‘if he had avoided the term
completely in his own Christology. This is not the case for, while it is far
less frequently used than either ousia or nature, it certainly occurs.
It will be useful first to summarise his arguments against Cyril's
theory, which may be itemised as follows :

(i) The hypostatic union involves the liquidation of the ousia of man. This
stropgly suggests, ipcidentally, that for Nestorius hypostasis and ousia are
identical.

(ii) Nestorius sees Apollinarian or even Arian implications in Cyril's view
which would allow antithetical predicates such as the impassible and passible to
fe predicated of & single hypostasis.

(iii) It prejudices the dou-ble cenéubstantiality of Christ, that with the

Father by ascribing human gualities to God the Word, that with ourselves by
denying the completeness of the human ousia in Christ. Again the identity of
ousia and hypostasis seems to be presupposed.

(iv) It is no improvement on Cyril's doctrine of natural union. ‘'As the soul
and the body result in one nature of the man, s alse God the Word is umited with
the humanity, and this thou callest the hypostatic union.' (p. 161). Thus
Nestorius shrewdly criticises Cyril and anticipates the modern view that there
is no discernible difference in Cyril's two views.

(v) If God the Word is united hypostatically or naturally to the flesh, his

sufferings are necessary and not voluntary and therefore lack saving efficacy.

Coming now to Nestorius' use of hypostasis1 we find it is one

1. Scipioni (op. cit. pp. 53- 6) holds that in practice hypostasis is identified
with complete nature though it is distinct in meaning, laying the.accent on the
completeness of the complete nature. The nature is made complete by,lts
attributes or properties, hypostasis merely expresses it as such. When applied
to the human nature of Christ it expresses its completeness in every respect.
Alternatively it mlght be suggested that normally for Nestorius ousia and
hypostesis are identical as that wherein the properties which constitute a complet
naturé are earthed or grounded. While ousia and hypostasis would both express the
logical pin cushion into which the pins of.the properties inhere or are stuck,
hypostasis might have a greater air of concreteness and particularity which
could explain the use of both terms in the same context. Neither interpretation
is ideal and the impression that the term is somewhat of an intruder into the
thought of Nestorius remains strong.
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more term used by him to express concrete reality. MNoreover that Ngstorius
believed in two hypostases is proved by M. Richard! on the basis of the
Nestofian fragments and accepted by L. Abramowski.2 This is also confirmed by
the Trgatise. For example, in Nestorius' criticism of Cyril's doctrine of
hypostatic union he speaks of the hypostasis of the humanity and of God the Word
in his own hypostasis and nature (p. 162). 1In a catalogue of'dhristological
alternatives he distinguishes a unien .in schema without hypostasis which suffers
impassibly (Cyril's o’(ﬁ’dﬂﬁs .;’Td fdev' ) and which he 'regards as docetic, a
union which results in a hypostasis of natures (Cyril's hypostatic union) and his
own view of hypostatic union in which each set of attributes is grounded in its
appropriate hypostasis (pp. 181-2). Cyril assigns to Christ a body in name
without hypostasis and activity and f;ils to predicate two natures each with
properties, hypostasis and ousia. St. Ambrose, like Nestorius himself (p. 218),
posits the human and divine natures each with prosopen and hypostasis (p. 216).

Clearly, then, Nestorius uses the terms ousies, phusis and
hypostasis to express the completeness of the two components within the one
Christ. Hé writes :

In every respect remember the many words in which I have made a
distinction between the two natures of the Lord Ghrist.3

Now I have said that the name 'Christ' is 1nd1cat1ve of two natures,
of God indeed one nature and of man one nature. (p. 209).

This distinction and basic difference, moreover, is always to the forefront with
Nestorius and is used by him as the key to his interpretation of Christology.
Thus he also writes :

He suffered all human things in the humanity and all divine things

" in the divinity; for birth from a woman is human but birth from the

Father is without beginning, whereas the former is in the beginning,

and the one is eternal while the other is temporal. (p. 138).
Never at any time will Nestorius allow that these tﬁo nafures have been altered
in any way and it follows then that what he says of Christ he says of one who is
1. Le mot hypostase au cinquieme 51ec1e. Melange de Science Rellgleuse. Vol., II

pp. 255-8.

2. Untersuchungen zum Liber Heracleides pp. 214-7.
3. P. Loofs, Nestoriana p. 354 IV b,
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the sum of these two distinct natures.
Nestorius' second guiding principle, which he saw quite clearly
and maintained, is that two complete natures unite in Christ :

Infolge dessen, der erkannt ist als ein Christus in zwei Naturen,
der gottlichen und der menschlichen, der sichtbaren und:der
unsichtbaren, wird das zukunf'tige Gericht.abhalten.1

The task of Nestorius, then, was to construct a Christology
which would contain these two positions outlined above. As L. Abramowski writes :

Nestorius versucht, von den beiden Naturen aus zu ihrer Einheit

zu gelangen. Dazu mussten die Naturen, die vom Begriff ihrer
selbst her nicht miteinander kommunizieren konnten, soweit bestimmt
werden, dass ihr Zusammenschluss zu einer untrennbaren Einheit
verstanden werden konnte.?2 '

Whether in fact NEStoriuﬁ‘achieved what he set out to do, it was certainly his
éttempt to do so which led to his condemnation as a heretic because of the
sharpened Antiochene formulas he employed. In this attempt Nestorius sought to
indicate the levels on which the unity and the distinction in Christ was to be
sought. To distinguish the human from the divine in Christ he used the
metaphysical tef@s we have just discussed. To recapitulate what has been said
we may take the words of M.V. Anastos who writes :

Thus, usia and nature are correlative terms, each of which implies
and requires the other.

But neither the usia nor the nature is fully present or
effective without a third equally indispensable element, the
prosopon. None of the three can be separated from the other
two, nor can the usia and the nature be recognized externally
apart from the prosopon which reveals them.3

Grillmeier comments on Nestorius! use of these terms thus -

If he is concérned to lay the foundatiens of the distinction in
Christ, he refers to the essence (ousia), the nature (physis),
the hypostasis and finally to the prosopon.

Again some words of Anastos may be. appropriate here :

Neither God the Word nor the human nature of Christ was combined
with the other in its own nature or usia. They were mutually
exclusive, or 'alien to one another', so that neither could have
served as the basis of union for the other.5

1. F. Loofs, Nestoriana p. 330 XXI e.

2., L. Abramowski, op. cit. p. 229

3. M.V, Anastos, Nestorius was orthodox. Dumbarton Osks Papers Vol. 16 (1962)
pp. 125-6. ' :

4. A. Grillmeier, op. cit. p. 435.

5. M.V. Anastos, art. cit. p. 126.
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So the queétion is raised as to how Nestorius indicated the unity
in Christ. We shall let the two scholars we have been quoting give the answer :

If it is necessary to demonstrate the unity in Christ he only refers
back to the prosopon.

Hence it was impossible for them to be jined together excépt through
a third medium, the prosopon. For, according to him, this was the
only vehicle of unien that was capable of preserving the properties
of the two usiai and natures of Christ inviolate.

To this term prosepon, with its rich and complex associations,

we now turn our attention.

(4) Prosopon. Ihsnbn»technical senses of 'role' or 'function' and of ‘persen'
or 'party' need not detain us. Both are found in the Treatise (role pp. 76,199,203);
(person pp. 132,133,264). Its use in trinitarian contexts is of greater
importance., Nestorius tries to trace a corinection between trinitarian and
christological terminology in the form of an inversion. A typical passage may
be noted :

But further in the Trinity there 'is one ousia of three prosopa and
three prosopa of one ousia, so here there is one prosopon and two

ousias and two ousias and one prosepon. Thus the prosopon exists

not without ousia, nor yet again the prosopon without nature.

(p. 247 cp. pp. 261-2-and 308-9) :

It is noteworthy that in this passage he uses prosopon for that wherein the
Godhead is threefold in place of the more custemary hypostasis.3 It is also
worth noting that apparently in ‘trinitarian contexts ousia and nature are
convertible-terms.

‘The use of prosopoﬁ in christological contexts varies from the
nearly Chalgedonién to more ‘complex and more disguieting formulae, Typical
passages of the former type ﬁre the following :

the two natures are united in one prosopon (p. 143,146)

one prosopon of two natures (p. 148)

one prosopon in two ousias (p. 150)

the indistinguishable union of two natures in one presopon (p. 161)
one prosepon in two natures and two natures in one prosepon (p. 236)

1. A. Grillmeier, op. cit. p. 435.

2. M. V. Anastos, art. cit. p. 126.

3. Nestorius, however,’ is-certainly no Sabellian for he makes the relevant
objection to Sabellius that he makes-the prosopa without hypostasis and without
ousia (p.-228) and he can also use the hormal term in speaking of the eternal
subsistence of God the Werd as hypostasis. Sclplonl insists that prosopon in
christological contexts in Nestorius must have the same meaning as with the
doctrine of the Trinity (Seipioni Richerche pp. 58,170) but the selection of the
term in place of hypostasis may be little more than to give status to his

christological terminology and to point up better the contrast between the two
doctrines. .
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" To be ranged alpngSide these is the fact that the four sentinal adverbs of
Chalqedon occﬁr in Nestorius applied to the one prosepon. One prosopon without
separation and without division (p. 310 cp. p. 182). The unioﬁ is without
confusion, without change of nature and ousia, without mixture and without
composition, yet in one proesepen (p. 171 cp. f. 313). There is not one and
another in the prosopon (p. 171) but 'we speak of one and another with regard
to the natures but of one prosopon in the union' (p. 207).

Other geperal expressions used in this connection are the
prosopon of the union (pp. 144-5,153,166,252,299), the prosepon of the Economyﬂ
(pp.171,301), the common.prosopon (pp.171,318-9) and the vplunfary prosopon
(p.181). The last two terms will concern us more fully later on.

For prosopic union Nestorius makes wide claims. It is
scriptural explicitly in the Kenosis passage in Philippians ii, 5-11 where
(unlike his oppﬁnents) Nestorigs regards the two morphai as‘simultaneous and
not successive. Grantgd-the duali§t tendencies of Antioghene exegesis it is the
natural clarification of the assertion of one Christ, one Son, one Lord
(pp.138,158-9). It harmbnisés betteg-wifh the structure and content of the
Nicene Creed than Cyrilline views (pp.l42-4). The title 'one Lord Jesus Christ!
poiﬁfs to the one prosppon and nét to the one'hypostasis of God the Word.
Athanasius, Gregory and Ambrose all imply or are groping after this theory
(pp.236,246). eril can rescue himself from the suspiecion of heresy if by
hyfostatic union he really means prosopic énion (pp. 157,162-#). The fact that
Christ, while one and another thing in the natures is not one and another in
prosopon (pp. 220,260) is sufficient proof that he does not teach a doctrine of
Two Sons (Ipp.153,l159-60, 201,215,218, 220, 225, 235, 237-8, 24.5-6, 260, 295, 302, 314, 317).
While prosopon and will are closely related Nestorius can evade the cﬁarge of
a pufely moral or relational union on the ground that moral union is an implicate
or consequent and not a strict definition of prosopic union. Further, equality
of honour and worship issue from and do not make up prosghic unity.

1. OIKONOMIA or dispensation had become almost a technical term for the
Incarnation by the fifth century. ' :
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For Nestorius prosepic union replaces Cyril's natural union

on good theological grounds. Natural union can only descriﬁé a composite union
in which two disparate parts such as soul and body, not in themselves complete,
result in a nature and the proscpon of a nature (pp. 164,179). A similar
example of a natural union is to be found in an animal (p. 309). The general
principle is stated as follows :

For every union which results from a natural composition in the

completion of the natures results frem incomplete natures but that

which results from complete natures results in one prosopon and

subsists therein. (p. 313)
Further the natures which result in the Incarnate Person are not merely complete
but diverse, even contradictory in their'atéributes. 'One prosopon in the
diverse natures' is a familiar theme in Nestorius. Both maintain the properties
of their own natures (p. 89). The union without confusion is preserved in the
diversity of the natures and the prosopon of the union of the natures is
individual (p. 174). If the diverse natures are ﬁo be complete the human nature
must not be superfluous (p. 262) or its qualities unreal (p. 157). But equally
the attributes of tﬂe humanity, passibility, corruptibility and mortality,
cannot be predicated of the divinity (pp. 178,181,217) and once again the
doctrine of a natural unioﬂ is excluded.. The diversities of the natures either
of divinity or humanity have not been made void by reason of the union because
they have been combined in one prosopon which belongs to the nature and the
prosopon (p. 246).
‘ A final and décisive objection to natural ﬁhion is that, while
the Incarnation demands a voluntary union befween.difinity and humanity, the
soul in the body endures of necessity the sufferings of soul and body (p. 179).
The voluntary union (a :corollary of prosepic uniaﬁy ishnéither changeable nor
ﬁassiblg (p. 179). The.Incarnate Lord accepts sufferings voluntarily though
there is a sibsidiary sense in which he suffered them voluntarily by a natural

property and by perception. In contrast Nestorius speaks of a voluntary

prosopon (p. 18L). For Nestorius the position is clear :
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I am not persuaded of any other hypostatic union with other natures
nor of anything else which is right for the union of diverse natures
except one prosopon, by which and in which both the natures are known,
while assigning their preperties to the prosopen. (p. 157)
If Nestorius had hadﬁto meet the criticism that heicouid not provide for
prosopic union an analogy similar to that of the unioen of soul and body for the
natural union, he could have replied that the mode of union was unique because
the Incarnation itself was unique..

The prosopic union validates the communicatio idiomatum or the
interpredication of attributes.which Cyril sets against a wholly different
context. It is a question of Cyrilline or Antiochene exegesis. Cyril ascribes
all the properties predicated of Christ in the New Testament to God the Word
with the consequence that he reduces the human qualities to the scale
apéropriate to God the Word incarnate. In the interests of biblical realism
the Antiochenes ascribe some properties to the divine or to the human natures
and can therefore take them at their face value. But other sayings the
Orientals make ceﬁmon and-'Those indeed which are made common they attribute
as unto one prosopon...! The Gommon prosopon of the two natures is Christ, the
same prosopeon whereof the natures make use even likgwise (p. 319). For Christ
'the same yesterday today and for ever'is the same in prosopon but not in the
sarie nature (p. 309). It will be recalled that for Cyril 'one and the same!'
is a catchword for his doctrine of the self-identity of God the Word both
within and without the Incarnation, Nestorius would have had no difficulty
with the repeated use of the phrase 'One and the selfsame' in the Chalcedonian
Definition, though the context in which he set it would have been decidedly
his own.

So far, then, 'two natures, one prosopon'. But Nestorius, it
seems, takes a further step when he uses a parallel formula 'two ousias, one
prosopon'. This is necessary for him if he is to do justice'to a cherished
Antiochene doctrine, the double consubstantiality of the Incarnate Lord,
'consubstantial with the Father as touching his Godhead and consubstantial with

ourselves as touching his manhood'. The Chalcedonian parallel is unmistakeable,
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There is the ousia of God the Word and the ousia of the flesh (p. 145). The
ousia remains and suffers not Whén it is in the ousia of the flesh and fhe ousia
of the flesh remains in the ousia of the flesh when it is in the nature and the
prosopon of the divinity (p. 89). The ousia of the likeness of God and the
ousia of the likeness of the servant remain in their own hypostases (p. 172).
But in ousia God the Word is of God the Father and the flesh is the flesh which
he put on from the Virgin that it might come to be (pp. 200-1). The double

- consubstantiality requires two cqmplete 6usias if it is to work shccessfully.

A union in ousia is therefore excluded no less than a union in
nature (pp. 145,158,218,230,233,262) and for precisely similiar reasons. It
would lead to unreality in the human qualities (p. 157). Cyril suppresses the
humanity as that which is without prosopon and without its own ousia (p. 246).
The union cannét involve any change of ousia (pp. 171,179). The general

prlnclple is stated as follows :
It is not indeed that one ousia without hyposta51s should “be conceived,
as if by union into one ousia and there were no prosopon of one ousia,
. but the natures subsist in their proscpa and in their natures and in the
prosopon of the union. (pp. 218-9)

Again the alternatlve is prosopic union. There is indeed a unioen
of ousias but not in the ousia (p. 145). The union took place not accordiné to
the ousia but according to the prosopon (p. 158). The prosopon is not identical
with the ousia but makes known the ousia (p. 158). 'The prosopon:is not in the
ousia for although the prosepon exists not without ousia the ousia and the
présqpon are not the same (p. 170). One and the same is the prosopon and not
the ousia (p. 172). All things which constitute the prosopon constitute not the
ousias., I indeed unite the o;sias but by the union of the ousias I assert one
prosopon (p. 230). That which is known by the ousia is one thing, that which is

known by the prosocpon is énqther thing (p. 262). In the unity of the Incarnate

Wt

Lord the ousia of the humanity makes use of the prosopen of the ousia of the

divinity but not of the ousia and the ousia of the divinity makes use of the

prosopon of. the ousia of the humanity similarly and not of the ousias (p. 309).
So far all is fairly clear. Nestorius is working with the A

. formula two natures and/or ousias in one prosepon which could fall within the
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limits of the Qhaléedonian_Definition. But'there is more to be ;aid with
regerd to the prosopon;
Each nature or ousia has its own prospon - the 7905'070(/
¢dﬂ‘ 7R 01/ . The following quotations may be taken to indicate this aspect
of Nestorius' teaching :
that which is in the nature is compulsorily that which the prosopon

is. (p. 327)
Neither are the natures: without prosepa nor yet the prosopa without

ousia (p. 309)

the union of these (i.e., soul and body in man) results in a nature

and the prosopon of the nature. (p. 164)

Neither of them (1 e., the two natures of the Incarnate Lord) is known

without prosopon and without hypostasis in the diversities of the

natures (p. 218)

the prosopon of the natures is not one nature, but it is in nature

and is not nature. (p. 189)
In other words for Nestorius a concrete entity consists at least both of a
nature and a prosopon. A nature would be .incomplete without a prosopon but
a prosopon ‘is not a further or additional nature. The term 'natural prosopon'
covers this meaning. In the Incarnate Person use is made not of the natures
but of the natural prosopon (p. 301).

For this union of natural prosopa Nestorius uses the terms
. -~

prosopen of union or commoen prosopon ( Ko/ VoV 7P68wwOlV ). There are
two natures but not two prosepa of union but only one belonging to both the
natures (p. 252). Nestorius apostrophises Cyril : 'Predicate then a common
prosopon and predicate of one prosopon the things that they make common' (p. 318).
Apparently then their properties can be predicated of this common prosopon
(cp.p.241). ‘The common prosopon of the two natures is Christ, the same
prosopon whereof the natures make use even likewise, that where and whereby
both of them, the divinity and the humanity, are known in ousia without
distinction and with distinction (i.e., both as diverse and yet as united).
Neither the divinity nor the humanity exists (by itself) in the common prosocpon,
for it appertains tp both the natures so that theréin and thereby both natures
are known' (pp. 319-20).

Thus in the. one Christ in addition to the common prosopon or the

prospon of union there are two natural prosopa. Each nature has its own
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prosopon. ( ??/0 v /?o??uﬂg/) or natural prosopon (7707"&]7701/ ;duﬂ' 7&0V )
(p. 214). There are two prosopa of the one who is clethed and the One Who
. clothes (p. 218). From him therefore who assumes the prosopon it ishis who
" has been assumed to'have the prosopon eof him who assumed it (p. 238).1 There
is the prosopon of the humanity and the prosopon of the divinity (pp. 246,251,
262,309) or the prosopon of'the humanity and the prosopon of God (p. é52) or
the prosopon of the humanity and God the Word in his prosopon (p. 260-1).

The differences are marginal and non-significant. The prosopon of one nature
is matched by the prosopon of the other (pp. 301,317) or more frequently in
long discussions telescoped intc 'the one' and 'the other' (pp. 218,219,301, 317).
The fp;mula 'one prosopbn in two.prOSOPA' is therefore
inescapable (p. 312).and seems to be superimposed upon the simpler and more
orthodox 'two natures, one prosopon'. Duality has invaded the very term
expressive of unity.
Thus we come to the crucial question 'as to how Nestorius
can speak at the same time of two prosopa and of a unity of prosépon. On the
answer to thls the whole matter depends. And Nestorius is content. for it so
to depend, for we find that throughout his career he is at pains to explain
this unity of prosopon which for him is the exclusive basis of.unity in Christ.
First it is to be noted that Nestorius' concept of prosopon
is largely determined by the Bible and, within the Bible, especially By the
passage Philippians ii. 5-8. An example of his use of the passage is as
fdlmm:-_
07’/0/}57 Beo (/Foy/m//w },/ ‘7///1} Ve Jéuflou.
ﬂfog- /0705' Nl/ 374 d"A’A’/ A(l?/)/ - O77 mf‘wfmfz)u 7ou

oa)ioy . X
/Iou/7a§ /faavrog‘ V/ uao(g‘ RELT, X/ /7” 7 |

These three concessive dhuses (627?.. . ) are placed side by side as one

might draw parallel lines. What Nestorius is saying is that what is seen i.e.,

1. The distinction between the Robe and the Wearer and the contrast between the
Assumer and the Assumed are both found in the Greek fragments., The analogies
are here rephrased by Nestorius in terms of the. two prosopa.

2. B. Loofs, Nestoriana p. 358. 1<4.
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Tthe form of the servant' and that which is 'visible in the flesh' is the
prosopon. This is one and it is at this point that the 'unity in Christ is to
be comprehendéd.

On another occasion he refers to the two eyes present in the
single countenance of a person. to illustrate the twe natures and the but one
prosopon in Christ :-

Christus ist unteilbar in dem Christus-sein, er ist aber doppelt in
dem Gott-und Mensch-sein; er ist einfach in der Sohnschaft; indem,
welcher angezogen hat, und in dem, welcher angezogen ist, doppelt.
In dem #Po2wwov des Sohnes ist er ein einziger, aber, wie mit
zwei Augen, geschieden in den Naturen der Menschheit und Gottheit.
Denn wir kennen nicht zwei Christi oder zwei Sohne oder eingeborne
oder Herren, nicht einen andern und einen andern Sohn, nicht einen
ersten und einen neuen Eingebornen, nicht einen ersten und einen
zweiten Christus, sondern einen und denselben, der erblickt worden
ist in geschaffener und ungeschaffener Natur ...

So far, however, mone of the references quoted have indicated
how this unity of prosopon was brought abeut. The follewing reference
introduces us to one of Nestorius' thoughts regarding this aspect :-

unus enim filius quod visibile est et invisibile, unus Christus

et iste, qui utitur, et id, quo utitur; naturae duplices, sed

filius singularis,
Here Nestorius is saying that the two natures, the visible and the invisible
element in Christ, are brought together by virtue of the former (the divine)
using the latter (the humen) as an instrument. Two comments are called for.
First, this 'use' excludes the idea of any human function being taken over
or suspended. The unity of Christ, Apollinarius taught, depended on the
Logos replacing the human spirit and using the human body, and to any such
teaching Nestorius was utterly opposed. For Nestorius the 'use' took place
only on the level of the proesopon. Second, the concept of 'use' introduces
the idea of active and passive elements in the person of Christ. Since the
active part is the Godhead and the passive part the manhoed, the unorthodox
idea of the man Jesus earning the henour of Sonship would seem to be excluded.

1. P, Loofs, Nestoriana p. 280. 5-16.
2. Ibid- po 299. 19-21. .
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Clearly the idea éf 'use' is important and it is an idea that we
meet. with again in the Treatise when Nestorius has had time to develop his
ideas. For example, he writes :-

the ousia of the divinity makes use of the prosopon of the
humanity ... (p. 320)

But now, lest the unorthodox idea, referred to at the close of the last
paragraph, should still be charged against him, Nestorius spells out that
~with regard to the unity of Christ the action is 'from above' :-
He took the likeness of a servant: and the likness of the servant
was not the ousia of a man, but he who took it made it (his)
likeness and his proscpon. And he became the likeness of men,
but he became not the nature of men, although it was the nature
of a man which he took; he who took it came to be in the
likeness of man, whilst he who took and not that which was taken
was found in schema as man; for that which was taken was the ousia

and nature of man, whereas he who took was found in schema as man
without being the nature of man. (p. 165)

In this action there is no room for the man Jesus to merit, through obedience
and love, his acceptance by the Godhead. There is no human action which gains
for the man Jesus the right to worship and honour. It is rather something
which happens to him and corresponds with the action of kenosis on the part of
the divinity :=-

the prosopon of the divinity and the prosopon of the humanity are

one prosopon, the one.on this hand by kenosis, the other on that

by exaltation. (p. 246)
Now we are brought to the point of asking of Nestorius by what means the
preosopon of the divinity and the prosopon of the humanity may be considered
one prosopon. He would reply by directing us again to the thought of the
Philippians' passage :-

so that the likeness of a servant which was taken should bécome

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 and the other remaining in their natures; (p. 183
What Nestorius is saying here is that the prosopic union is a result of the
'mutual compensation of the two proseopa involved. He says as much in another
passage :-

But in the prosopa of the union, the one in the other, neither by

diminution nor by suppression nor by confusion is this 'one' conceived,

but by taking 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
i ousias. (p. 252)
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It is, then, the action of mutuality and reciprocity that enables Nestorius
to speak at once of two prosopa and of a unity of prosepon.
But what kind of union will this prosopic union, the result
of mutual compensatlon, sustain?

§ External undivided appearance

‘Both Loofs and Hodgson, though with different theological anq philosophical
backgrounds, find here the root meaning of the wo;d prosopon;iﬁ the
Christology of Nestorius. Hodgson émphasises that the term appearance has
nothing to do with the contéast-between Appe;rance and Reality of later
thought. Whatever Néstorius was he was neithér.a Platonist nor a Hegelian.
Prosepen for him was an objectively real element in a res concreta. On this
point'Scipioni agrees :

This form, image, appearance is sqmethlng real, a phys1cal reality,
not a mere appearance in imagination.

There is certainly evidence in the Treatise- which supports this interpretation.
Prosopon and likeness are frequently connected in a single
phrase. For he made use of the likeness and the proscpon of a servant
(p. 147). God-the Word is said to have become flesh and the Son of Man after
the likeness and prosopon of the flesh (b. 158). Indeed, in one passage
likeness and prosépon are equated. For the likeneés is the prosopon (p. 166).
For this reason God also was in him whatscever he was himself in such wise
that he also became in God whatsoever God was in him for the forming of his
coming into being in his likeness (i.e.) the prosopon of God (p. 251). Even
more frequeﬁtly'likepss and prosopon taken together are contrasted with nature
#nd ousia (pp. 147,165-6,179).
Two typical examples of prosoponr;ikeness exegesis may be
clted in full : |
But God took upon himself the likeness of a servant, and that of rone
other, for his own prosopon and for his sonship .... He took the

likeness of a servant: and the likeness of the servant was not the
ousia of a man, but he who took it made it(his)likeness and his

1. L.I. Scipioni, op. cit., p. 66.
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prosopon. And he became the likeness of men, but he became not the
nature of men, although it was the nature of a man which he took;

he who took it came to be in the likeness of man, whilst he who took
and not that which was taken was found in schema as man; for that
which was taken was the ousia and nature of man, whereas he who took
was found in schema as man without being the nature of man. For the
nature he took not for himself but the likeness, the likeness and
sechema of man, in all things which indicate the prosopon: as touching
the poverty of the schema, he (Paul) relates: He condescended unto
death, even the death upon the cross whereby he emptied himself,1

in order to show in nature the humiliation of the likeness of a .
servant and to endure scorn among men; for they shamefully entreated
him, even him who displayed inf'inite condescension. He made known

aso the cause wherefore he took the likeness of a servant when : He
was found in the likeness of men in schema as a man and humiliated
himself unto death, even the death upon the cross.? But he suffered
not these things in his nature but made use therein of him who suffers
naturally in his schema and in his prosepen in erder that he might
give him by grace in his prosopon a name which is more excellent than
all names, before which every knee which is in heaven and on the earth
and beneath the earth shall bow; and every tongue shall confess him,3
in order that by his similitude with God and according to the
greatness of God he may be conceived as. Son who teek the likeness of

a servant and was in the likeness of a man and was found in schema as
a man and humiliated himself unto death, even the death upon the cross,
and was exalted in that there was given unto him a name which is more
excellent thaw all names* in the schema of the likeness of a servant
which was taken with a view to the union. But he was the likeness of
a servant not in schema but in ousia, and it was taken for the
likeness and .for the schema and for the humiliation unto death upen
the cross. PFor this reason it was exalted so as to take a name

which is more excellent than all nesmes.? (pp. 164-6)

The above passage is followed by a long but important

application :

For this reason the Apostle lays down the prosopon of the union (in
Christ Jesus) and next the things from which the union results (the

two morphai). . He says first the likeness of God,which is the
similitude of God and next it took the likeness of a servant, not the
ousia nor the nature but the schema and prosopon,in order that h2 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 miht be one prosopon from the two natures. For the likeness is
the prosopon,so that it is the one by ousia and the other by union in.
respect b6 the humiliation and$%he exultation..... He who took the
likeness é& a_servant is the property solely of the likeness of God,
whereas that which was taken concerns uniquely the likeness of the
servant: but the one belongs te the other and the other toithecoqs
through the union of the prosopon and not through the ousiéﬁ%ﬁ tny

4§£
\ )
where the one is in ousia, the other is in unjion and not another.

1- P}lilo ii. 7"8-

2.
3
k.
5.

Phil. ii. 8.
Phil, ii. 9-11.
Phil. ii. 7-9.
Phil. ii. 9.
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That which is in ousia the likeness of God is consubstantial with

this ousia,in that it is a natural likeness;but by union the likeness

of God took the likeness of a servant and the likeness of God,which

is naturally God's,became in scheme the likeness of a servant. But

the likeness of the servant,which is naturally the likeness of the
servant and in the union the 11kenessaﬂkﬂgs not naturally God's,so

that we understand severally in nature the sewveral qualities of each owg
of the natures and the natural distinctionsof each of the natures;and

the (properties)of the union are understood (s belonging)uniquely to the
union and. not the ousia. (pp. 166-7)

Here themes which have already been expounded in terms of prosopon
and likeness are more closely related to nature and ousia. Christ Jesus is the
suhpct of the union, the description of the total incarnate Person, human and
divine. There is a mutualiéy or reciprocity of proesopa, but each is the
natural prosgon of one ousia or nature and beléngs to the other not in ousia
or naéure but by the union.

A further theme.- the image - is brought into commection with
likeness and prosopon in a passage describing Christ as the Second Adam. It is
. of importance as indicating thé broad lines of Nestorius' doctrine of the
Atonement. The passage (pp. 182-3) opens with a discussion of the relation
between the prbsopon‘and'the-natures and uses the properties of the natures in
developlng the following argument :

they were clesely united unto one and the same w1th a view to the
dispensation on our behalf, since men were in need of the divinity
as for our renewal and for our formation anew and for((the renewa? of
the likeness of the image which had been obliterated by us:: but{men
had need alsq)of the humanity which was renewed and teok its likeness
anew; for the humanity was congruous, so as to preserve the order
which had existed. For he (Adam) who was honoured with the honour
which he gave him and rendered not unto him his(due) honour for the
honour which he received showed that he had lost the homour wherewith
he had been honoured. For the one (Adam) alse was honoured as the
other (? Christ); and he accepted him not for himself but regarded
him as an enemy. When the other (Christ) was in these(blrcumstances)
he thus preserved himself, making use of the things belonging to the
other as if of his own; he truly preserved the image of God and made
it his own : that(it 1s)wh1ch is the image and the prosepon. For this
reason there was need both of the divinity to renew and to create and
to give unto itself the likeness, so that(it might be changed)from its
own 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
becomé 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 and the other remaining in their natures; and he preserves an
obedience without sin because of his supreme obedience, and because

of thishe:was given unto death feor the salvation of all the world.
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But what else besides external undivided appearance, image and

likeness did Nestorius include in the expression unity of prosopen ?

(ii) Unity in will and activity

He speaks frequently of veluntary aﬁd involuntary union, the former being
satisfied by prosopic union alone, the latter a prineipal defect in Cyril's
theory of natural union. Scipioni however warns us1 that the distinction.may
have a metaﬁhysiéai rather than a psychological context. By voluntary union is
‘meant a mode of union which respects the integrity of the_component natures
while in an involuntary union they are either modified or destroyed (pp. 161-4).
Yet clearly, espécially as applied to the sufferings of the Incarnate Lord, the
transition from an ontological to a volitional approach could easily be made
(pp. 179,181).

Scipioni himself admits that as a secondary meaning a volitional
or psychological sense is found, though unfertunately the bulk of the passages
to which he refers are found in the parts of the Treatise attributed by
Abramowski to Pseudo-Nestoriué. Here the clearest and most succiﬁ$ is the
sté%ement 'To have the prosopon.of God 'is to will what Ged wills' (p.'59).

In view of.the strong émphasis upon will as a categofy and
especially the insistence upon the integrity of the human will of Christ it is
somewhat surprising that more use of the term is not found in the Treatise.
This is partly explicable 6n two érounds. First, the pigeon-holing- of will
into the general metaphysic of a concrete person proved a probiem for
Patristic Christology as a whole. The Chalcedonian Definition avoids the
question and the main Dyothelite-Mbhéthelite,pontroversy which presupposes
that will is included in phusié still lay in the future. ' The controversial
context of Nestorius must'also be taken into account. As éoﬁpared with
Theodore, wﬁose preservédwfitings are mainiy exegetical, Nestorius in

controversy with Cyril is primarily a systematic theologian; indeed he might

1. L.I. Scipioni, op. cit., pp. 88-93.
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be described not unjustly as the Scholastic of the tradition. His allusions
to and inductions from exegesis, though écanty, are sufficient to establish
that there is no essential difference between him and his fellow Dualists.]
Second, Nestorius must have realised that any special emphasis he gave to will
would be a source of embarrassment to himself for it was Cyril's particular
charge against him that he was teaching a purely moral union (pp. 163,189,196).2
But in any case Nestorius' main task is to demonstrate the superiority of
prosopic union to the Cyrilline alternatives of natural or hypostatic union
and so he is: normally content to include will in prosopic union without further
special reference to it., IHis real answer to the charge of teaching & unity in
will is not to deﬁ&'the fact but to include it in the wider and to himmore

satisfactory framework of prosopic unien.

1. Hebrews v. 7-9 (pp. 207-8); Mark xv. 34 (p. 236); Luke ii. 52 (pp. 205-6)
are made the subjects of detailed exegesis while itemized references in
catalogue form to passages invelving the human will are found on pages
183,206, 214-5 of the Treatise. He uses a passage from Gregory of Nazianzus
to the same effect with evident approval 'He who begins and gradually advances
and is brought to fulness is not Ged although he is so called on account of his
revelation which was made little by little' (p. 215), A passage on page 184
is particularly revealing here 'the completion of the nature of the man, being
commanded and performing the things which are comprised in the tings
commanded and enduring unwillingly the whole human conduct truly in
observances difficult and painful and full of suffering, not doing what he
willed through fear of transgressing the command, thirsting and hungering and
fearing with human fear, willing with a human will'., This might be taken as a
summary of Antiochene exegesis.

2. This charge does not stand for Nestorius is completely orthodox in maintaining
that the unity of will is the consequence of the union but not its ground
*And such a conception (i.e., prosopic union) as this consists neither in
making void nor in the being made void nor in the extinction of one nature or
of the properties of the two natures, but the several qualities in the natural
qualities are distinct in purpese and in will, according to the distinction of
the natures in the one equality, while there is the same will and purpose in
the union of the natures, so that they may both or not will the same things'
(p.163). Using quotations from A. Grillmeier, L. Abramowski (op. cit., p.213)
makes the same point : Die 'fre1w1111ge Vereinigung' der Naturen und die
5,/m5 KG‘T 5:4/01(,0(‘/ ’ Ausdrucke, 'die so sehr im Sinne einer bloss
moralischen Einheit ausgelegt worden sind', haben 'den eigentlichen Sinn',
'die Naturnotwendigkeit der Inkarnmation und der Christuseinheit
auszuschliessen'. 'Sie lassen an sich Raum fir eine seinshafte, nicht bloss
moralische Einheit',
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There is however seme evidence both indirect and direct for
his teéching on the-place of will in his Christolegy and its relation to
prosopon- : |

(i) Nestorius conceives the whole rhythm of the Incarnation in terms of a
double process of humiliation (kenosis) and exaltation (plerosis). The model
of the Assumer and the assumed (in which the divine prierity is always
observed) equally plainly uses nouns of action. So with regard to prosopon
Ythe humanity takes tﬁe prosopon of the divinity, the prosopon of the humanity
is taken by the divinity'. |

(ii) His doctrine of the Atonement is clarified by the Adam-Christ
parallelism, It combines the themes of vicarious victory and vicarious
obedience. Words like combat (p. 173), obedience (pp. 187,205,247-8),
fulfillment or observ#nce of the commandments (pp. 1?3,213) are of fairly
frequent occurrence.

(iii) The emphasis on the voluntariness of the sufferings of Christ
certainly has a voluntary as well as an ontological context.

(iv) His insistence against Cyril, but'in full harmony with the Orientals
generally (see the concluding section of the Formulary of Concord), that the
scriptural distinctions or attributes of Christ are real and not merely nominal
or notional involves the existence of a human will in Christ (pp. 318-9,322).
'For the diversities (in the sayings) are those of the operations which are
set before us and these diversities are based on the sayings: for when there
is no diversity in the operations, the diversity ;lso of the sayings is
suppressed' (p. 307). Two wills in juxtaposition are implied here. God the
Word 'carried out all the opefations.of his prosépon' (p. 147). Against Arius
and A@ollinarius 'the union of the natures, iﬁ fact,"was neither without will
nor without imagihation; (é. 172). The humanity 'was not without activity in
his own nature' (p. 233). Clearly, then, Nestorius was what would be called
later a dyothelite.

So to conclude, while Scipioni looks chiefly to Pseudo-

Nestorius for his evidence for a volitional or psycholegical interpretatien of
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the voluntary character of prosepic union, similar evidence is not lacking
elsewhere in the Treatise, It is ferhaps significant thaf Abramowski, who
proposes the hypofhesis of Pseudo-Nestorius, in writing of the genuine parts
of the Treatisé statesroundly (though without adding any references) that
"ethical relations belong to the prosopon".

(iii) The prosopon and the community of properties

At first sight the idea of a comnunity of properties for Nestorius might seem
to be excluded by his heavy accentuation af duality. At every point in his
christological metaphysics, phusis, ousia, hypostasis and even prosopon, his
first reaction is to describe as two rather than one. Even when he speaks of
what is involved in the compensation of the prosopa, their mutuality or
feciprocity, he describes it as making use of or of giving and taking. Ihe
natures are complete énd self-sustaining. Should we not therefore expect them -
to be as it were hermetically sealed from each other as well ? Clearly the
weight of duality which his Christoiogy is asked to bear is a heavy one.
. Further the Theotokos controversy which opened the dispute”with Cyril involved
the pfinciple of the communicatio i&iomatum.(the transferencé of attributes or
properties), though allowance must-be made here for his answer to the
accusation of Theodotus of Ancyra (pp. 136-8) 'I did not refuse to call a babe
God buf only to call God a babe'.. Doés Nestorius dﬁject to the predication of
common properties or to certainpapplicatiens of this principle or to Cyril's
contextualisafion of this fact in terms of natural or hypestatic union,
especiaily to his attribution ef all the properties of the Incarnate Lord to
God the Word rather than to the Incarnate Lord, Son or Christ ? Dogs he in the
outcome wish to substitute a communicatie prosopon (if the expression is
permissible) for Cyril's communicatio idiomatum ?

That a community of propertiés is not excluded for Nestérius
on his premises seems established not only by indirect evidence but also by

explicit quetations.

1. L. Abramowski, op. cit., p. 212.
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(i) It is of course a truism that both Cyril and Nestorius are discussing
the same thing, the Incarnation which invelves a union of Godhead and manhood,
however widely they differ on their interpretations both of the fact and its
implications. This observation however does not sblve our problém which
concerns the'flace of properties or attributes in this union.

(ii) The second argument is presumptive and therefore disputable.
Philosophically Nestorius is a realist and not 2 nominalist with regard to the
titles and descriptiens of Christ in the New Testament. His preference for
concrete rather than abstraét connotations for the terms he uses has already
been noted. The differences in the attributes represents 2 difference of
things as well as of names, It would be surprising (though not impossible) if
his concept of prosopon did not include a more concrete content than mere
likeness or image.

(iii) His approximation of the terminology of the Trinity and of the
Incarnation (based upon an undeveloped hint in the Capﬁodocians) is a frequent
theme. IGrillmeier1 notes a passage (p. 207 cp. p. 309) where he not only
contrasts the one ousia and three prosepa of the Trinity with the two ouéias,
one prosopon of the Incarnation but also claims that the two ousias in the
persoﬂ ?f Christ are related 'after the same manner as the manner of the

Trinity'. Grillmeier's conclusion?

is unequivocal: 'This is an
incontrovertible proof that he (Nestorius) is concerned with a substantial
unity in Christ'.

(iv) While his mind'is normally occupied with the many points at which he
is at variance with Cyril, there are -some expressions relating to unity which
both can share. While this certainly does not apply to @v /= Fe/x
(conjunction) which is Nestorius' favourite theme, the frequent Cyrilline
~ expréssion d"(/V%y‘)’ occurs in two passages of the Treatise (pp.144,166),
once in a form 'the ineffable and incemprehensible concurrence of the divinity

1. A. CGrillmeier, op. cit., p.448.
2. Tbid, p. 449.




- 102 -
and the humanity in the Union' which Cyril would net have disowned. There
is even an isolated use of mixture language (probably &~ V/:’V"d' 7S ) (p.260)
thohgh.this should not be pressed. Nestorius even approves of the term
z7¢aw&b<;dﬁqf in Athanasius for which tﬁe Cyrilline equivalent is
0/’/(’612)07 ¢ (appropriation). One analogy, the Burning- Bush, has the
distinction of being used by both protagonists (pp. 156,160) though Nestorius
uses it as a model for union without coﬁfusion while Cyril uses it to express
the penmqation or interpenetration-of the natures.

But there is also some evidence of a more direct nature, more
substantial in fact than with regard to the relation of presopon and will.
Common properties or common qualities are asserted of the one prosopon though
in a number of cases the word 'property seemsvto be supplied by the English
editors to fill .in an ellipticél expreséion in the Syriac. Possibly Nestorius
lacked an appropriate philosophical term to express what was held in common
between the divinity and the humanity less extensive in its implications than
prosopon though this is unlikely in view of his less frequent use of quality
in this connection, but more probably he aveoided too frequent a use of idioma
because of its use by Cyril with regard to the suspect word Theotokos.

The governing principle of Nestorius is that 'the properties
of the two natures befit alse.one presocpon' but that 'the diversities of the
:natures are not destroyed beéause of the union' (p.166). 'There is one
prosopon of the: union and .. the properties of the humanity belong unto God
the Word and those of the divinity unto the humanity .. they were closely
united unto one and the same with a view te the dispensation on our behalf"
(pp.182-3). T@ey remain in fheir own natures and make 'the very propertieé
common to him who acts (the man).and to him who is in his own ousia (God the
Word) and he (Christ) possesses all those things which are made the common
properties' (p. 221). ‘'For except the ousia he (the man) has all the
properties of the ousia'owing to the union and not by nature. For the di%inity _

makes use of the prosopon of the humanity and the humanity of that of the
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divinity; and thus we say one prosopon in both of them' (p. 240). Here
‘properties and prosopon are brought close together. 'The orthodox (Nestorius
and the Oriental Duaiists) .. give in compensation the properties of the
humanity to the divinity and those of the divinity to'the.humanity, and that
this is said of the one and that of the other, as concerning natures whole and
united, unifeﬁ indéed without confusion and making use of the prosopa of one
another'.(p. 2;1). 'It has indeed made our own properties its very own
properfiés, conéeding its own to him to whom all these things belong completely,
except sin' (p. 247). ‘Apart from the ousia he had all the properties of. the
ousia; he is one Son who exists in the union' (p. 251). 'Wherefore whatsoever
God is by nature is said alse by reason of the union in whétever is united,
that is, man' (p. 253). | |

. For his view Nestorius claims widespread and unexceptionable
support. The Nicene Fathers begin with one Lord Jesus Christ because the
properties of the divinity and the humanify are common (p. 169). In their Creed
all the properties of God the Word -and all the properties of the humanity are
referred to: one prosopon, the common proscpon, in .t_hat we see 'they began ..
not with God the Word, but with one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God' (p. 169).
Athanasius indicates the commoen prosbpon 'for he lays down the common name
"Lord" which is conceived of nature and in nature, as well as the things which
are indicative of the préperties of the natures, indicating them both, the
divinity and the humanity, the one from God the Father in nature and the other
of a woman in nature' (p. 216). The common usage of the properties is the basis
of what Athanasius calls the appropriation ( 5040/7’0/’}_0' 7S ) from which
Nestorius does not dissent (p. 221). Gregory of Nagianzus iakes the same point.
'The flesh is outside (God the Word), participating not in the properties of the
divinity in its own prosopen, but by a compensation consisting of the taking and
giving of their prosopa he speaks of the union of the divinity and of the
humanity' (p. 261).

Cyril on the other hand is wrong not in holding a community

of properties but in referring them all to God the Word as the sole ousia,
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hypostasis or nature and not to the common proscpon of the union (pp. 146,154,
247). This Qould lead to the destruction of the properties of the flesh
(pp. 165,2&8;9) or to confusion and diminution (p.‘25§) or, more simply, to
change (pp. 248-9). The common attributes appropriated not to Ged the Word
but to the prosopon of the union (p. 247). .

| This commumity of properties arising frem or resulting in
the common prosopon or the prosepon of the unien is described by Nestorius in
terms of 'making use' (p. 219), of giving and taking of the prosopa or of - .-
the property of the prosopon (pp. 225,252) or as compensation consisting of
giving and taking of their prosopa (p. 261). Nestorius addresses Cyril as
follows:'Predicate then a coemmon proseopon and predicate of one prosopon the
things that they make common; for that which is made of things that are
opposite in anything is made common, se that it is therefore not sole but
common .... The common prosobon of the two na?ures is Christ, the same prosopon
whereof the natures make use even likewise? that wherein and whereby both of
them, the divinity and the humanity, are known in ousia without distinction
and with distinction. Neither the divinity nor the humanity exists by itself
in the common proscpon, for it appertains to beth the natures, so that therein
and thereby both the natures are known' (pp. 318-20).

There is therefore more approximation in the cgntent of #he

thought of Cyril and Nestorius than might have been expected but still a wide
difference in emphasis and in their conceptual framework. Nestorius accepts a
community of preoperties without prejudice to full duality of nature; Cyril
sets it against the background of natural or hypostatic union and even as
evidence in support of his theories. Nestorius suspects the Theotokos as
implying that every property of the Incarnate Lord must be attributed to God
the Word rather than to the common pfesqpon of the Incarnate Christ.

Less frequently Nestorius speaks of qualities instead of

properties. Both words seem to cover much the same ground. 'The inconfusion
of the natures in the union, in making use of the qualities of the natures'

(p. 153). 'I proclaim eagerly in every place that the things which are said
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either about the divinity or about the humanity must be taken not of the nature
but of the prosopen, so that there might be no unreality about the human
qualities' (p. 157). 'We understand severally in nature the several qualities
of each one of the natures and the natural distinctions of each single one of
' the natures; and the properties of the union we understand as belonging
uniquely to the union and not to the ousia' (p. 167). Here property and quality,
nature and ousia appear te be linked pairs"of synonyms. ‘'Since the humanity is
understood completely as the nature of man, it has comple%ely all the qualities
of the soné of mép, acting and suffering, as the nature of men is wonht to do'
(p. 217). Against Cyril Nestorius urges:'Thou .. confessest that the humanity
and the divinity are not the same in ousia or, as thou sayest, in natural
quality, - if it is right to call the quality nature ? .... (But)thou
confessest also these qualities in respect to the natures because they remain
without confusion' (p. 309). Yet despite these admissions Cyril still speaks
of natiural rather than prosopic uniomn. It -appears then that Nestorius
identifies property and quality.

Nestorius, then, like Cyril believed in a community of
properties but preferred to ascribe them to the cemmon prosopon which alone
made his diagnosis of full duality of nature possible without either confusion
or less of completeness., His statements and the way in which they are -
-eipressed make;-it clear-that there is a close relation between the prosopdn
and the properties, Common properties imply a common prosopon.

Evidently, then, -the content and implications of the term
prosopen are exceedingly far reaching. The uses to which he puts ;t both
polemically against Cyril and positively'in his own Christology are clear
énough. We pass now to making some assessment of the thouglt of* Nesterius.

While it may be said that modern study has made the quesfian
of whether Nestorius was a Nestorian one to be dismissed with an emphatic no,
it is nevertheless very clear from what has been wiitten above that it is a
difficult task for scholars:to assign him his place, be it within the company

of the orthodox or the unorthodox, or standing nearer to the one than the other.
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Later some attempt to place Nestorius will be made, but for the present this
Ehapter will draw to a conclusion with a cautious statement of his views which
we believe our study to have revealed.

(1) Nestorius was a moderate and not, as he has normally been regarded,
an extreme Dualist thinker. |

(ii) The prime motive of Nestorius was the diagnosis of duality within the
Incarnate Lord. Certainly he would not deny his unity as well and the common
presopon or the prosopon of union may well reflect a starting point in the
Iﬁcarnate Lord.

(iii) The balance. of Neéstorius' thinking is reflected in his use of terms.
Grillmeier! notes that he has four words for duality, phusis, ousia, hypostasis
and prosopon and only one for unity, prosopon, in which elements of duality
are already présent. Whether the weight of duality which is thus implied can
be satisfactorily sustained is problematic and this remains a difficulty
whether the four terms afe thought to deseribe constituent elements in a
concrete entity Qi the four related but distinct logical inroads into the same
entity. The second interpretation might work better. if it were not for the
édd man o&t, prosopon. used both of the natural prosopon and the common prosopon
~ or the prosopon of unibn.

(iv) Certainly for 2all his stress on duality Nestorius believed in the
unity of the Person of Christ. He-describes Christ (with Cyril) as one and
. even as the same (on the scriptural basis of Hebrews.xiii, 8). The unity
(though never detached from duality) comes out both in Scripture'anﬁ the Creed,
though unlike Cyril he finds its focus not in.Géd the- Word But in the total
Incarnate Person. ‘The empirical fact of the Incarnate Person establishes the
possibility of the Incarnation. Whether it is his starting point or not,
Grillmeier follows Scipieni in describing the unity of Ghrift as an

undiscussable fact in the thinking of Nestorius. -

1. A. Grillmeier, op. cit. p. 435.
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Yet, finally, we are constrained to ask the question which
ever and again raises itself as one studies the Christology of Nestorius.

Does his qonceptual scaffolding, his logical mapwork, provide satisfactorily

for the unity ? Does he provide a working hypothesis which can supply ;

concrete subject for the Incarnatquord ? " Whatever criticisms can be made by
Nestorius and others of Cyril's natural or hypostatic union, the views which

he rejects certainly provide such a subject. Is Nestorius equally successful

here ? The simpler formula 'Two natures in one prosepon' would probably serve even
allowing for the unéertainty which exists over the content of prosopon. But

this is qualified by the supplementary formula *‘two presopa in one prosopon'

and it is by no means clear that this improves his position. Scipioni1 can.go
as far as to claim that Nestorius meant by prosopon what is usually coﬁered by
'person' and that the prosopic union provides a single subject of attribution,
a subject which is real and not purely nominal or logical. His case, however,
would be a good deal stronger if Nestorius had not simultaneeusly spoken of
two prosopa as well. Granted that no fifth century Christologian had a word
whic¢h exactly corresponded to 'person' it seems as if Cyril had the edge on
Nestorius here, if'eril had more cléarly distinguished nature from

hypostasis and if Nestorius had identified prosopon with hypostasis they might

well have Jjointly put the whole Church in their debt.

1. L.I. Scipioni, op. cit., pp. 173 and 177.
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CHAPTER FOUR - BETWEEN EPHESUS 431 AND CHALCEDON

It will be récalled that the historical account of chapter
twb was concluded at the point where Nestorius, having been deposed, was
returned to his monastery at Antiech, while Cyril, escaping from arrest,
réturned to Alexandria. The bitter feelings between the parties of Cyril and
John persisted. They grew worse, first when sentences of deposition were
passed on certain metropelitans who had supported Nestorius, and second when
communion was broken off with John and his supporters. It was necessary for the
Government to find some means of settling the situation. Cyril found this an
opportune moment te try and remove the emmity between himself and the Emperor
by writing his Apologeticus ad Theodosium1. The Emperor's reaction was to send
a peremptory letter2 summbning Cyril and John to Nicomedia for purposes of
reconciliation., This failed and for the first architect of reconciliation we
must look to the venerable Acacius of Beroea, a confessor during thg last
persecution. He had not been present at Ephesus owing to his great age. He
had unbroken relations with both parties‘ahdvas therefore the ideal mediator.
His influence in moderating the attitude of John of Antioch may be significant.
Meanwhile the Emperor follewed up his unsuccessful letter by calling for the
tribune Aristolaus and sending him to Syria and Egypt with a twofold task.

In Syria he was to try and make the Orientals aceept the condemnation of
Nestorius whom they still held to be a colleague unjustly sentenced. In Egypt
he waé to try and make Cyril accept the condemmation of his troublesome
Anathemas which Theodoret and Andrew of Samosata had set themselves to prove
toibe heresy.

The first step in the campaign of reconciliation was not
auspicious. A conferencé between leading Oriental bishops, John of Antioch;
Alexander of Hierapolis and Theodoret together with Acacius of Beroe; drew up
Six Prbpositions3 as a basis for peace to be communicated to Cyril by
1. Cyril, Apologeticus ad Theodosium, A.C.O. I,i,3 pp. 75-90.

2. A.C.O. I,i,k4.
3. Propositio Johannis A.C.0, I,i,7 p. 146.
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Aristolaus. The meeting reaffirmed its faith in the Nicene Creed without
addition as containing the evangelical and apostolic doctrine. It accepted
the letter of Athanasius to Epictetus as the authentic and complete expositien
of this faith. It rejected emphatically the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril as an
innovation which disturbed the common doctrine. The sting so far as Cyril was
concérned lay in the last requirement (the fifth of the Six Propositions).
His reply to Acacius of Beroea1 politely but firmly rejected this demand. He
admits however that the Anathemas only had in.mind the errors of Nestorius.
Those who rejected his oPin;ons ought therefore to find nothing objectionabié
in them, Once peace was restored-to the Church it would be easy to reach an
understanding on the subjeect. OCyril then proposed to hold his ground, but
~there seems just a hint here that he might be prepared to let them fade into
the background. B

The Orientals regarded the Anathemas as confirming their
suspicions that Cyril was a thinly disguised Apollinarian (they certainly
presenf Cyril as a theologian at his least conciliatory). The letters of
Oriental bishops on receipt of - the .news of ‘Cyril's refusal to abandon the
Anathemas are preserved in most cases only in Lai:in.2 Alexander of Hierapolis,
the most intransigent of them all, roundly described Cyril as a heretic. - The
more moderate Theodoret was deeply distressed :and spoke of vacating his see and
retiring to the desert. Both Theodoret and Andrew of Samosata prepared
refutations of'the Ansthemas wﬁich.have been preserved with Cyril's replies3.

More ;urprising is the attitude of John of Antioch. While
in varying degrees:his fellow Oriental bishops drew back after Cyril's refusal’
to accept fhe Six Propositions ﬁc movgd steé&ily forward to the establishment

of full communion with Cyril. Certainly it is surprising that the former

1. Bpistle of Cyril to Acacius of Beroéa A.C.O. I,i,7 pp. 1l47- 50.

2, A.C.0. I,iv pp. 93~112,. ‘

3. Theodoret, A.C.O. I,i,6 pp. 107 - 4L6; Andrew of Samosata 4.C.0. I, i,7 pp.
33-63. The Latin version of both documents with Cyrll's replies is to be found
in A.C.O0. I, 5 pp. 116-65. The general impression left by these confrontations
in the light of Cyril's explanation is of more common ground than might have
been suspected. At one point the commentator Arethas suggests that the net
difference is between six and half a dozen - A.C.0. I,i,6 p.1lk.
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champion of Nestorius at Ephesus, the participant at the meeting which produced
the Six Propositioens, should eontinue negotiations which others would have
broken off. Explanations vary from chronic infirmity of purpése, respect for
imperial authority, embarrassment by (and possibly jealousy of) Nestorius, now
returned to his monastery at Antioch, to genuine concern for the unity of the

" Church. Nene of these explanations is completely satisfactory and pessibly they
are not mutually exclusive. At any rate the negotiations continued with the
visié of Paul of ihesa;to Alexandria. The terms agreed and ultimately accepted
by John of Antioch and the more moderate of his colleagues were the abandorment
of Nestorius and the condemnation.of his opinions by the Orientals. and the
acceptance by Cyril of the Formulary of Concord. In.exchange for the
acceptance .of these terms John was to receive letters of communion from Cyril.
The completion of the settlement evoked from Cyril his letter Laetentur Caeli1
contaihing the Formulary of Concord. This Formulary was, as we have seen,
originally an Antiochene production without any thought of its use as an
instrument of peace at the time of its compilation or at any later date.

At either. stage its content is remarkable theugh for
different reasons. As a statement of the basic theelogical position of the
Orientals it insists upon the Incarnate Lord as perfect God and perfect man
and asserts His double homoousia with the Father and with 6urse1ves;' It
continues with the assertion. J;;/o 7,(%%70—6«1(/ [VUJ'IS }/F;'o(/é « This might
seem strangely moderate for .a school of thought which steadily preferred. to
speak of 'in two natures'. It is possible however that the continuation of
the phrase 'wherefore wejacknowledge one Christ, one Son, one Lord' may provide
the key here. The Orientals are anxious to assure the Emperor that despite
charges to the contrary they nevertheless hold the unity of the Person of Christ.
' More surprising is the acceptance of the Theotokos though with_a.typical

. - ”~
Antiochene gloss which contains the expression ‘fg;u f,f. o(jf}_{ J}%ﬁﬂf/ﬁ( oy

1. Cyril Ep. XXXIX ad John. Antiech. A.C.O. I,i,4 pp. 15-20.
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It has often been remarked that at “this Stage the Antiochenes were giving
nothing away. The last sentence on Antiochene exegesis does not occur in the
earlier statement and seems to have been added by John of Antioch to the
original statement. |
It was surely on the grounds of the acceptance of this

statement that John of Antioch regarded the final terms of reconciliation as
"a victory - although me;ely a partial one sinece Nestorius was abandoned to
Cyril. Theodoret held similar views but he could also write in a less lyrical
vein about the settlement1. A long and unfavourable letter‘compiaining of the -
'feigned repentance of the Egyptian' (Cyril) is extant?. This is ascribed to
Nestorius himself by d'Aléss, but the matter seems uncertain and it is not
included among the letters of Nestorius in Loofs' Nestoriana. A list of fifteen
clergy who refused to accept the settlement of whom the most notable were
Alexander of Hierapolis and Eutherius of Tyana has been preserved with brief
biographical notest. The case was closed by an Imperisgl Ediét? againsf the
Nestorians excluding them from the Church and ordering that they should be
henceforth described as Simonians.

It has often béen noted as strange that Cyrfl could bring
himself to accept the Fbrmulary of Concord. No doubt one major factor in the
situation is that he had detached .the Orientals fromn their support of Nestorius.
Ecclesiastical and political factors of this kind were always at the front-of
his mind. Yet some theological self-justification cannot have béen entirely
absent. He may indeed have regarded it as little more than a gesture against
the charge of Apollinarianism raised against him by his opponents. The firm
stress on the unity of the Person of Christ (perhaps significantly piaced second
in the Fﬁrmulary) would for him be primary. He had made a 'clear recognition
of the soul of Christ'®. The phrase 'with a rational soul' or 'rationally

ensouled' is of frequent occurrence in his writings. He would frefer 'perfect

1. Theodoret's letter to the Nestorian party at Constantinople A.C.O. I,4
pp.165-6; letter to Himerius of Nicomedia, .ibid, pp. 107-8.

2. A.C.0. IV pp. 150-3. , |

3. A. d'Ales, le Dogme D'Ephese pp. 256-7.

4. A.C.0. I,4,p. 203=L.

5. A.C.0. I,4,p. 204 Codex TheodosianugXVI.5.

6. A. Grillmeier, op. cit., p. 403.
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in Godhead, perfect in manhood' to 'perfect God and perfe;t man' and the
double homoousia of our Lord would require a mental gloss on the phrase
%001//0' 70¢ ?”ﬂ v . i The double generation of the Loges eternally from
the Fathér and temporarily through the Virgin was a leading theme of his own
Christology. The phrase 'union of two natures' was in the historical context
ambiguous. For the Orientals it would cover 'in two natures', for Cyril it
might be réconcilable with the union AATX %U/O"ll/ or union out of two
natures which he himsélf preferred. Above. all there was the acceptance of
Theotokos however carefully qualified. If the Anathemas represent the
unconciliatory Cyril the acceptance of the Formulary of Concord harmonised
better with the more positivg and conciliatory moods of his Christology.

If John of Antioch had trouble with some of his supporters,
Cyril was not without critics among his own followers who criticised him for
having sold the pass by his acceptance of the Formulary of Concord. This
criticism is reflected in a wholé“group of letters of which those to Acacius
of Melitene,. Valerian and Successus are the most notable.! In addition the
letter of Acacius to Cyril is preserved in Latin.zl |

Both sides claimed a theological vietory. John of Antioch
claimed that Cyril had experienced theelegical cenversion, Cyril in the last
cited group of letters believed that the-Orientals had seen the light and
believed in the unity of the Person of Christ.- He had secured his prinecipal
targets, the abandonmenti of Nestorius, the acqe?tance.of Theotokos and withal
his Anathemas remained intact. Yet the Anathemas now fade into the background
and the Christology which he was now prepared to expound to his supporters had
a wider outlook and in spirit and emphasis could not be easily harmonised with
them.

The settlement produced by the Formulary of Concord afforded
but an uneasy peace; And what peace there was may not have long endured had

- 4. Cyril Ep. XL. ad Acacium Melit. (A.C.0. I,i,4 pp. 20-30) Epp. XLV-XLVI ad
Successum 1 and 2 (A.C.0. I,i,6 pp. 151-62) Ep.l ad Valerian. (A.C.O0. I,i,3

pp. 90-101).
2. A.C.0. I,iv pp. 118—9. T.Camelot, Chalkedon I p. 232 finds here the germ of
Eutychiani the ‘intransigent fidelity to the formulas of Cyril, particularly

the /0/;( and the fear of anyth:l.ng savouring of Nestorianism.
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pottthe Govermment, which had in fact forced reciprocal concessions from both
sides, taken steps to see that the dissidents on either side were not allowed
to unde what had been achieved. It was to underline its determination by
banishing Nestorius to Oasis in the year h35.1 Further imperial disfavour
almost certeainly lay behind this new deterioration in his fertunes. After all
Nestorius had already lost imperial support, and part of the bargain which led
up to the Formulary of Concerd was the abandonment of Nestorius by the
Orientals. ILoofs would seem to be amply Jjustifiied in regarding the charge that
it was due to the jealousy of John of Antioch as a Nestorian canard.
Obviously this is how it musf have appeared to Nestorius himself. Whethexr.John
of Antioch was as much to blame as Loofs2 makes. out i§ perhaps disputable.3
Probably the utmost that can be fairly laid fo the charge of John of Antioch is
that in his efforts for the peace of the Church as a whole he would not be averse
to be disembarrassed of the presence of his former friend.

It is difficult to say precisely when Nestoriu; died in
exile.# The historical parts of the Treatise which might have provided a
terminus post quem are unfortunately considered to contain several minor
interpolations by Abramowski.5 Because of this we cannot be certain that he
knew that the Emperor Theodosius had died in July 450 though he certainly did
know of Leo's Tome and the prospect of a new Council, It -would be ironical if
he had known that the Council which he hoped6 would rehabilitate him was to bé
summoned on the initiative of thé same Pulcheria who had been offended by
Nestorius for réfusing her the honours which she regarded as appropriate to

her status as a consecrated” virgin. This is mentioned by Nestorius himself

1. Evagrius, H.E. i,7,ed. Bidez and Parmentier, p.l3; M.,Briere, La légende
syriaque de Nestorius (Revue de 1'Orient chrétien, 1910, p.21).

2. P.Loof's, Nestorius pp. 58-9. i v

3. Celestine had petitioned the Emperor for the exile of Nestorius as early as
432 (A.C.O0. I,ii pp. 88-90).

4. Two fragments from Nestorius to the Prefect of the Thebaid preserved by
Evagrius belong to this peried (Letters XIII-XIV in lLoofs, Nestoriana
pp. 198-201). .

5. The interpolations are given by A. Grillmeier, op.cit., p. 499.

6. His hopes went unrealised as he died in exile. He 4id, however, outlive both
John of Antioch and Cyril who died in 441 and 444 respectively.
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in the Treatise.. This was, however, as nothing compared with the feud of
Pulcheria with Eutyches. later on.

Dioscorus, who had been archdeacon to Cyril, was appointed
his successor at- the see of Aléexandria and notified other bishops of his
consecration. Two of their replies are prese]rved : Theodoret Ep. 1x:(P.G.
LXXIII 1232), which is uneéfectedly favourablé, and Leo Ep. ix (P.L. LIV 624),
which in papal idiom recalls the. close association.of their two sees. In this
hope Leo was destined to disappointment. His.episcopate began inauspiciously
with financial demands from the relatives and fr:j.e.ﬁds of C,yril.1 These are
repeated with four testimonies at Chalcedon.z._ They.were.accepted by the Council
and are.probably to be accepted as historical. Dioscerus followed in
ecclesiastical. politics the normal line in interpatriarchal rivalries,
opposition to Antioch and, when opportunity offered, intervention at
Constantinople.. Theologically he followed the oppesition to the Antiochene
tradition in general and Nestorianism in particular. He rejected any formula
coﬁta-ining the expression 0/(/0/ %{/;24/ S. Dbecause to him it involved the
dyad of sons. His watchwords. were/( ol %WIS 7o Beoc ’(°7°U dfoyﬂ‘/yg‘/} and

/457& 7‘;1/5‘/4/!’1(//_, V. ?{00"!\/ and these. he stood by to the end.’
Throughout he followed the Cyril of the.Anathemas rather than the Cy'x_'_il, of the
letter to John of Antioch. Only a full acceptance of. the, Twelve Anathemas
would serve as. a sufficient test of éhristological orthodoxy. In this Dioscorus
_had the support of the monastic.world which applauded Dioscorus' advocacy of
the expression /I«KT;( '/’7\1/ éﬁVUr“./j /“'0,' V;ﬁu_f?u/ . He had also taken care
to bribe two important government officials : Chrysaphius (Grand Chamberlain)
and Nomus (Magister Officiorum). The former had used his office to prevent
Pulchéria exercising any power - and this _w'a-s ‘Ep Dios_-corus' advantage for she
would undoubtedly have_be-en ai.ga-inst him. Finally, also lining up behind
1. Liberatus Breviarium 10 P.L. LXVIII 992.  _

2. A.C.0. II,1,i pp. 211-2, 213-5, 216-8, 219-20
3. A.C.0. II,1,i P 120.
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Diescorus was the Empress Eudocia who, though now separated from her husband
and living in Jerusalem, still retained some political influence.

It fell to Domnus, the nephew of John of Antioch and 'heir
.no'less to his theological position than to his throne'1, to resist the
activities of Dioscerus. He turned for gnidance and for action to Theodoret,
Bishop of Cyrrhus, since the death of Cyril the leading theologian .of the
Eastern Church. Perhaps he saw in the role now given to him an eopportunity
to redress the wrongs done to Nestorius. At all events he acted with vigour.
He dirécted the defence of the traditional teaching of the Antiochenes.

At that time there was a monk at Antiogh, named Pelagius,
who upheld the Alexandrian teaching of the /o ?«/5’:5‘ . Theodoret
forced him to restrict his teaching and accept a confession in harmony with
the Formulary of Concord which accordingly stressed the oééf';dbééscr .
F&nally, menfion may be made of Theodoret's Dialogue2 or Eranistes which,
directed against Eutychién type opinions, was the most important theological
contribution made at this stage of the controversy.

News of these action; of Theodoret which some regarded as
renewed support for Nestorius soon reached Constantinople. There ;he
pfo-Alexéndrian party, prominent among whom. was a monk named Eutyches,
determined some action on its own part. They informed Lec of Rome of the
developments taking place and-asked for his suppert in the possible ensuing
éonflict. Next they persuaded the Emperor to issue his "Sanctioﬁ Edict of
448.5 This. was uncdmpromisingly anti-Nestorian and included in it was the
deposition of the twice-married Irenaeus, the former count and friend of

Nestorius, whom Theodoret had consecrated Bishop of Tyre. Conflict was made

1. B.J. Kidd, History of the Church III p. 281.
2. Theodoret Dialogus P.G. LXXXIII 227-318. In this the position of the
interlocutor is descrlbed as : 31(0/410 ﬁ/réwc/ Jéym oo b Jafétr ol JF}’N

- cp. Dioscorus. oo dé onts, TS Jus 00 Jeyounr (A.c.0. II,1,i p.120)
3. A.C.0. I, ik p.66 Cedex Jﬁgtlnlanl 1,i,3. X;A
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‘certain when at 'Antioch the bishops Domnus and Theadoret, with the people,
refused tb acknowledge the "Sanctio".

' The action noﬁ;p&ssed to Dioscorus. He wrote, the year is
448, to Domnus criticizing his beha;iour. Domnus, in his reply, refused the
criticism. About the same time Dioscorus began to harass ?hggdoret1 and
brought pressure on the officials he had bribed at court to influence the
Emperor intc confining Theodoret to his bishopric ef Cyrrhus.2 With Theodoret
removed from Antioch, Dioscorus renewed correspondence with Domnus at Antiech.
He wrote urging him to accept the Twelve Anathemas. Domnus' reply pointed out
that at the tﬁne of reconciliation Cyril had not mentioned the Twelve
Anathemas and.to insist upon them now would only bring turmoil to the East.
Deprived of Theodoret's immeédiate support, Domnus now wrote to Flavian, Bishop
of Constantinople, complaining of the hostile actions of Dioscorus and urging
him to come forward and champion the Faith. |

Flavian had succeeded to the see of Constantinople in 446
following two short episcefates since the deposition of Néstorius in 14.31.3
Duchesﬁe writes of Flavian that he was "a man of moderate views, readily prone
éd hold himself aloof from theological parties".* Therefore, though if
anything he favoured the formulés'of the East, he hesitated to be drawn by the
appeal of Domnus. It would have been dangerous for him to do otherwise since
at that time Eutyche55 and his supporters had the ear of the Emperor before
whom they were accusing the Orientals of NeStorianism. But it was not pos;ible~
that the occupant of the sée of Constantinople should be unconcerned in the.
spreading crisis; Eventually, at a meeting of the Home Synod of-Constantinople,
Flavian was forced to play his part - a pgrt which issued in tragedy for him.
1. P.G. LXXXTIT 1258-1280. °
2. P.G. LXXXIII 1256-1266.
3. Maximian (431- 4) and Proclus (434- 46).
4. L. Duchesne, op. cit. p. 275.
5. The developing crisis was in fact initiated by Eutyches who wrote to Leo .

complaining of the outbreak of Nestorianism. Leo's reply was guarded but
commended his zeal for orthodoxy (Leo Ep. XXI P.L. LIV 713).
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The Home Synod

The minutes are included in the Acts‘of the Couneil of Chalcedon.1 The metter
of Eutyches came up unexpectedly on the charge of Eusebius of Dorylaeum. He
was no Nestorlan sympathlser indeed as a layman he had called attention to.
the views of Nestorlus at the beglnnlng of the controversy whlch led to the
Council of Ephesus. He was a friend of Eutyches and had remenstrated with him
in private.zl Flavian appears to have treated the erring archimandrite with
every consideration. At the secoﬂd session Eusebius suggests the reading of

the second letter of.Cyril te Nestorius and his letter to John of Antioch.

The third letter of Cyril to Nestorius containing the Anathemas is passed over
in discreet silence.’ Flavian's own confession of faith is based broadly on the
Formulary of Concord but contains the phrase G,K s %UZ'FGQU | which marks
a retrogression behind the'Formﬁlary.h Two metropolitans, Basil of Seleucia

and Seleucus of Amasea expressed their preference for é)l/ Dég %"3“ Frv .5
| It proved difficult to secure the attendance of Eutyches

and it is still more difficult'te assess or deduce hrs exact opinions from the
recorded evidenée. In a statement from him communicated to the third session
he declared himself willing to reaffirm the decisions.of Nicaea aﬁd Ephesus and
if the Fathers were at fault in eny chance expreesion ﬁe could ignore it. He
preferred to search the Sériptures es more reliable then'the Fathers. After the
Incarnation he adored one phusis of God incarnete. He rejeeted the phrase 'out
of two natures united in one hypostaeis'. Similarly, while he admitted that He
who was born of Mary was perfeet God and perfect man,-he rejected the statement
that He was consubstantial with ourselves.6 At the siﬁth session it was aéain
reported that while still: admlttlng that Christ was perfect God and perfect

man, he regected two natures as not found in Scr1pture.7 To an apparently

1. A.C.0. II,1,i pp.100-2 105 ll 113-4,117-8 119-21,122-3,124-40,141,14.2-3,144,
WU5-7,147~ 79.

2. A4.C.0. II,1,i p.102,

3. A.G.0. II.1.i pp.l03-11.

L. A.C.O0. II,1,i pp.113-4.

5. A.C.0. II,1,i pp.117-8.

6. A.C.0. II,1,i pp.124.

7. His reply to the objection that the term Homoousios was not found expressis
verbis in Scripture is not recorded.
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rigid Biblicism was added a refusal to undertake the speculative tasks of
theology.1 Eutyches admitted the é;< 04;; 97»;;3JV' but declined to admit
that this phrase implied the ?5’5 /”Z'P’f .2 Latér in his cross examination
he was led to admit that our Lord was ébaau’rmf 7";«:-1 although he had not
previously accepted the phrase. He had always maintained that the blessed
Virgin was /ooac—/og Vn/ . The point pressed against him that if the
Mother is 96 oobaro $ , so must her Son be Kot Tat 0’7046( « The reason for
His hesitation that he had been accustomed to call His body not the body of a
man but the body of God. 3e makes it clear that he made the admission under
pressure and returns to his formula:'Out of two natures before the union, but
af'ter the union one natu:_re".5 ‘He was sentenced by the Synod to be deposéd from
his priesthood as well as from his office of archimandrite. Sentence of
excomnunication was also passed on him and with it instructions forbidding
anyone to have intercourse with him. %

Eutyches, knowing that he had powerful allies and backers?
was not prepared to submit to the sentence. Immediately he gave notice of
éppeal to Rome5, Alexandria, Jerusalem and Thessalonica.6 On Alekandria he
could fully rely and the omission of Antioch was obvious enough. Tpgether
Dioscorus and Eutyches prevailed upon the Emperor to summon a General Council.
A Rescript7 to this effect was issued in Maréh 449. The Council was to meet
at Ephesus in Aﬁgust ;hat year and was chargeéd with-ehquiring into the affair
of Eutycheé and with the establishment of a true and orthodox Faith.

Realiéing that much depended on the forthcoming Council as

far as he was concerned, Eutyches now made preparations to ensure a successful

1. A.C.0. II,1,i p.136.

2. A.C.0. II,1,i p.140. '

3. A.C.0. IT,1,i pp.li2-3.

4. A.C.O0, II,2,1 pp.18-9.

5. The letter of Eutyches to Leo appears as Leo Ep. XXI (A.C.0. II, iv pp. 143-5)
P.L. LIV 713-20,

6. A.C 0. 11,1,i p.175.

7. Cunctis constltxf(A C.0. ]Jj,i,pp.68-9)



- 119 -
outcome. He sent off his libellus appellationis1 to the bishops of Rome,
Alexandria; Jerusalem and Thessalonica seeking their. support. He followed this

up by getting Chrysaphius to persuade Theodosius®

to write to Pope Lee in
support of his appeal. Then he complained to Theodosius that the minutes of the
Home Synod had been falsified.. Florentius, who had been preéent at the Home
Syned in question, took part in the review of these minutes.3 With the
information derived from this review Eutyches was ta-be.presented at the
forthcoming General Council as an upholder of Cyfilline orthodoxy. At the same
time a charge was made that Flavian had drawn up the sentence on Eutyches before
his trial had taken place. Whether or net the Emperor believed this; he saw
fit to demand alprofession of faith from Flavian. Such an action could not do
otherwise than strainithe relations between them. So Eutyches could be well
satisfied with the way things were going. All that'reﬁained uncertain was “the
attitude that Pope Leo would adbpt.

Though he was inQited to the General Council, Leo opted .
ins@ead to send-legates4,.to whom he entrusted a whole series of letters.”
One of these, addressed to Flavian, has become known as. the Tome of Leo. It
plays an important part in the Council of Chalcedon, but at this point it is
sufficient to notice that it, togéther with the other letters, showed that the
traditional alliance betwen Rome .and Alexﬁndria was at an ‘end. In no uncertain
terms he condemned the teaching of Eutyches. He named Bishop Julius,
Presbyter Renatus and the Deacon Hilary to be his repreéentatives at the
General Coﬁncil. Ehgy would line up in support of those who confessed two
natures and, in his letters to her, Leo urged Pulcheria to exert press;relin

the same direct;on.

1, A.C.O. II,ii pp.33~h.

2. Leo Ep. XXIV (A.C.0. IL,4 pp.3-4).

3. This review took place at a Council at Constantinople and the proceedings

_were corfirmed (A.C.0. I,1,i pp.149-79). :

4, Leo informed the Emperor of his decision (Ep. X¥TX. A.C.0. IT,4 pp.9-11),
though in fact 1t was not the- custom for the Pope to attend a General Council.

5. In addition to the Tome there were two letters to Pulcheria (Ep.¥XX and XXXI-
A.C.0. IL,4 pp.10-5).
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.Doubtless the contents of these letters'must have given heart to
Flavian and his supporters. Ne&érth?less.the pro-Alexandrian party came to the
Genergl Council with b& far the greater advantages. Théddoret, Bishop of
Cyrrhus and a leader among the Oriéntais, wis required by;fhe Imperial Rescript
to be.present at Ephesus but not te attend the Council unless specifically
requestea to be present. On the other hand the pro-Eﬁtyéhhh Abbot Barsumas'
was invited to the Council and, moreover, given a-ﬁbté. Finally, in giving
Dioscorus the presidency, the Emperor charged the-Council ﬁith'expelling the
error of Nestorius once ‘and for all. As the proceedings reveal, Dioscorus
intérpréted his task as one of puttihg down all opposition to the Alexandrian
wéy of belief. Accordingly, the Formulary of Concord was 1gnored there was
to be no talk of two natures after the 'union.

The  Second Council of Ephesus2 opened in #he cathedral church
of that c¢ity on the 8th August 449. Dioscorus presided and, aware of the
pro-Flavian attitude of the papal legates, reduced the effectiﬁeness of Leo's .
representatives by seating them at a distance from each ofher.-.ﬂhis, hbw%vér,
did not stop-the Deacon Hilary coming forward and presenting Dioscorus with'
Leo's letter to the Council. But while he received it, he did riot cause it.
to be read. Later, when Bishop Julius again pleaded for 'the reading of Leo's_
letter, further imperial letters were produced to take precedence. Eventuail&,
the Council moved from hearing the wishes of the EmPeror-to their implementation.
Foremost was the'questioh of Eutyches'and whether his condemnation was correct.
. So Eutyches was brought and allowed to make his plea. Next the minutes of the
Home Synoed of Constantinople were read and served to incénse the majority ef
those present when it was shown that Eutychés had Been_called upon to profess

1 He was invited sllghtly latér, nominally as a representative of the monks of
_ the East, but chiefly on his own account as a bitter anti-Nestorian (a.c.o.
I1,4 p.71). -
2. The proceédings of this Council are found on the following pages of A.C.O.
II,i : 68-9,71-4,78-83,85-7,88-91,92,94-6, 97-9 101,112,118-9,140-1,143, 144-5,
1#7-79,181—91 192-5.
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the two natures. Though Eusebius, Bishop of Dorylaeum, the original accuser
of Eutyches was présent, no qpportuhity was givén for him to speak. Had hé-.
been allowed to do so, he could only have delayed the inevitable by thellgngth
of his speéch. The inevitable outcome was the compléte re-instatement of
Eutyches for which 111 of the 130 bishops assembled gave their vote,

This much achieved, Dioscorus fhen caused long extracts from-
the proceedings of the First Council of Ephesus tovbe read. When all presenf
approved what they heard with its insistence that those who taught contrary £9
the Creed of Nicaea should be deposed, Dioscorus directed his gaze towards |
F;avian and Eusebius. He charged them with teaching contrary £o.the provisiens
‘of the First Council of Ephesus in that they supported the doctrine of the twﬁ
natures and had attempted to force Eutyches into accepting the Formulary of
Concord. Realising suddenly that Flavian and Euéebius were to be put on trial,
Hilary_and Domnus came‘forward to object - an action which brought many bishops
to their feet. Disorder ensued. This gave Dioscorus an opportiunity to fur?her.
his purposes and, claiming that he was being threatened, summoned the counts
and soldiers to his aid. Thus the military were introduced into the assembly.
and their presence was enough to compel the most reluctant to éign'the -
condemnation of Flavian and Eusebius. They were then treated as prisoners and
Flavian was apparently so roughly handled he died four days later.

Ten days later, on August 22nd;-Diqscprus caused another
sitting of the Council to bé held. His object this,tdme was to proceed against-
his enemies in the East. Sentence of deposition followed sentence of
deposition. While Theodoret and others undeubtedly expected their fate, it
was é surprise perhaps for Domnus, Bishop of Antioch, to find himself likeﬁise
removed from office. Finally, the Council moved to a solemn acceptéhce of
Cyril's Anathemas and so ended its proceedings.

It should be noted that the Roman legates were not present at
the second»Sé;sidn on August 22nd. This must have been an embafrassmeht to
Dibscorus.who, knowing their reaction to.what had taken place at Ephesus, tried

to prevent their return to the West. But Hilary escaped to report in full to
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Leo who, in turn, immediately objected to the Emperor. In his letter Leo
éptl& named the Second General Council of Ephesus the Latrocinium.

The protestations of Leo coming from afar did little to
disturb the powerful a;liance of Dioscorus with his Emperor which now came into
being. And Dioscorus, now back in Alexandria, lost no time in enforcing and
strengthening his achievements at Ephesus. ﬁe published an encyclical letter2

demanding that the writings of Nestorius should be burnt and that only the
.treatises of the hely Fathérs and those of others in harmony with the General
Councii“cf Nicaea and the First General Council of Ephesus should be received.
Again he used his influence with Chrysaphius to get an imperial law publishea
in the same sense ahd.at the same time confirmed the depositions of Dbmnus,
Theodoret and Flavian. He also insisted that 211 bishops through their
metropolitans should subscribeé to the teaching of Nicaea and Ephems and that
none should be ordained whose views corresponded to Nestorius and his
sﬁpporters. ‘Dioscorus could be well satisfied with his achievements ; he had
again demonstrated the supremacy of the Alexardrian see over that of
Constantinople.

Theodosius, foo, had reason to be well satisfied with the
results of the recent General Council., He could claim that as a result of the
removal of Flavian and other causes of disturbance; religious peace was again
established throughout the whole Empire of the East, and that without any
damage to the Faith. But it was & peace imposed by the soldiers of thg Emperor
who saw to it that the deposed bishops were in fact removed from their churches.
In place of Flavian a certain Alexandriin named Anatolius, resident in
Constantinople, was chosen as bishop. Because this was hardly a popular chéice
it was thought wise to follow the custom whereby a new Bishop of Constantinople
1. In illo Ephesino non judicio sed latrocinie (Leo Ep.;XGN'ﬂ.C.O..II,h p.51).

2. This is preserved only in Syriac. S.G.F. Perry, Second Council of Ephesus
pp. 373 ff. -
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should seek authorization from the Bishop of.Rome. Leo replied1 that -he was
sending two bishops and two priesté to Constaﬁtinople to see that Anatolius
accepted an approved profession of faith whereupon he, Leo, would be happy to
recognise Anatelius. So the affairs of Church and State progressed in a
watehful tranquillity:when fate suddenly took a hand to cleme things.

On July 28th 450 Theodosius II died as a result of an
accident on horseback. There werenho=cnildfen to'succeed him and so the reins
of government passed_to.fhe Empress Pulche-ria,.2 She seized them eagerly, and
among her first actions was thé execution of the Grand Chamberlain,
Chrysaphius. Less violently, she had Eutyches removed from his monastery and
placed in confinement. Then she set herself to redress many of the injustices
perpetrated at the Latrocinium. Much however needed to be done which lay
outside the competence even of an Empress to achieve - nor yet an Emperor,
for she had married a senator named Marcian whom she invested as.a member of
the imperial house with the insignia on August 24th-450. Accordingly, the
Jjoint mlers of the Empire, Valentinian IIT in the West.and Marcian in the East,
summoned a General Council and named Nicaea as the venue.’ However, the
Emperor Mhrciah, who had promised to be present, found that military matters
prevented him being so far distant from the capital and suggested Chalcedon
as an alternative place.# So we come to the .celebrated Council of Chalcedon

which opened there in the Basilica of St. Euphemia on the 8th October 451.

1. Leo Ep. 1xx (A.C.O. IIL,iv pp. 229-30).

2. Pulcheria had of necessity kept quiet under the regime of Theodosius II. She
had, however, tried to befriend Flavian and had corresponded with Leo.

3. A.C.O0, I,1,i pp. 27-8.

4. A.C.O0. I,1,i pp. 8-9.
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CHAPTER FIVE - THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON

The Council of Chalcedon was summoned by imperial decree in
order to undo the Wrongs of the Latroecinium and to initiate ecclesiastical unity
in the East. The BEmpereor, though not present,.signified his deep interést in
the proceedings by sending an imperial commission of eighteen high officials ef
the state. They were present in the basilice and sat with their backs to the
apse and so facing the long nave in which the bishops were assembled. The
seating arrangement is interesting. On the left of the commission were placed
the representatives of Leo, together with Anatolius of Constantinople, Maximus
of Antioch, Thalassius of Caesarea in Cappadocia and Stephen of Ephesus. This
meant that the bishops ef Thrace, Asia Minor and Syria joined their leaders on
the same side. To the right of the commissioners sat Iﬁ;scorus of Alexandria,
Juvenal of Jeruselemiand Anastasius, representative of the Bishop of
Thessalonica, who likewise were joined by their supporters from the bishoprics
of Egypt, Palestine 'and Illyricum. So arranged, the Council proceeded to its
business.

The First Session - October 8th1

Almost immediately Paschasinus, the-leader of
the papal legates, rose to demand that Dioscorus should be excluled from the
assembly. The impe;ial commissioners, who were presiding, had some difficulty
in persuading the papal legates that this could be in order only if it was
resolved by the Council as a whole. Consequently, Dioscorus was ordered to a
seat in the middle of the nave and his trial proceeded forthwith. Eusebius of
Dorylaeum rose as an accuser., His charge was that the records of the Council
of Ephesus would reveal Dioscorus to have acted unjustly and to be, indeed, a
heretic. So the Council settled to hear the reading of the records. It |
listened. te the 1mper1a1 letter in which Theodosius had written to Ihoscorus
that Theodoret of CWrrhus should not be allowed to attend at Ephesus except at

the spe01al request of the assembled bishops. The reading of this letter was

1. A.C.0. II,1,i pp.55-196.
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used by the imperial commissioﬁers as an opportune moment to bring Theodoret
into the assembly. His entrance brought the supporters of Dioscorus to their
feet with shouts of opprobrium. When quiet was restored the imperial commission
signified that Theoderet should remain and that the reading.should_continue.

So it was disclosed how Dioscorus had kept the letters of
Pope Leo from the assembly, how Eutyches had been re-instated, and how Flavian
had been condemned. As the disgraceful story proceeded so more and more
agitation was seen among those seated on the right. Several of the bishops
rose to offer excuses for the part they playe&. Finally, Juvenal of Jerusalem
rose to declare his belief that the late Bishop of Constantinople had.been'
sound in faith. With that, the more clearly to show his position, he crossed
over to the sther side taking with him the bishops of Palestine and Illyricum
and, most significant of all, four Egyptian bishops.. Despite .such changes of
front on the part of many bishops Dioscorus rsmained firm, insisting that
Flavian had beén rightly condemned. The assembly disagreed and was clearly
determined to rehabilitate Flavian posthumously, and to confirm the
condemnation of Eutyches. To this the imperial commission added its opinion
that Dioscorus, Juvenal, Thalassius, Eusebius of Ancyra, Eustathius of Berytus
and Basil of Seleucia, the men primarily responsible for the aptly-named
Latrocinium, should be deposed. The cemmissioners further stated that the
bisheps should come prepared to discuss the question of the right Faith at the
next meeting and, with the singing of the Trisagion (its earliest qpotstion}
fhe first session ended.

The Second Sessioen - October 10th1
It was no great surprise to anyone to find

that Dioscorus and the other bishops named with him above absented themselves
when the bishops next met. The commissioners, however, quickly reminded the
assembly that they advised their deposition and then passed on to request, in

' the name of the. Emperor, that the meeting should apply itself to drawing up a

1.A.C.0. II,i pp. 266- 80.
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Definition of Faith. Here fhey met with resistance from the bishops-who woiild
have preferred to-rest’ content with creeds already in existence. The
commissioners éave way while the creeds of Nicaea and Congtantinople were read,
follawed;by the two letters of Cyril to Nestorius and John of Antioch,
together with extracts from the Fa%hers in support of these. ! -‘Finally the Tome
of ieo to Flavian was read-and described as a model of dectrinal statement. 2
All were greeted with shéuts of approval-.3 But approval was riot unanimous for
the bishops of Illyricum4 and PaleStine argued that there were three passages
in the Tome of Leo that implied Nestorianism.5 Moreover; Atticus of Nicopolis
did notlhesitate to embarrass the assembly by suggesting that Cyril's third
letter to Nestorius with its Twelve Anathemas should also be read. for approval.
Seeing that no unanimous expression of the Faith would be forthcomingfthat'
day: the commissioners closed the sSecend session with the suggestion that --
Aniatdlius of Constantinople should call together some of the- bishops with the

purpose of preparing a statement of-the Faith that might be acceptable to all.

1. A.C.0. II,1 pp. 275~ 7.

2. A.C.0, II,1 p.274.

3. 'Peter has spoken through Leo, erll so taught, Leo and Cyril taught the
same' (A.C.O. II,1 p:277).

4. The Illyrians asked for time to consider (A.C.O0. II,i pp.278-9). General
satisfaction was eventually recorded and this, presumably, includéd the
Illyrians (A.C.0. II,i p.305).

5. Leo Ep. XXVIII ad Ilav1anum (P.L. LIV 755-82). This is best studied in
T.H. Bindky, The Oecumenical Documents of the Faith (revised by F.W. Green)
Pp.159-87. The three passages alleged to be Nestorian because they indicated
two parallel spheres of being in Christ were : ' ' '

et ad resolvendum conditionis nostrae debitum, natura inviclabilis naturae
est unita passibili : ut, quod nostris remediis congruebat, unus atque
‘idem mediator Dei et hominum, homo Jesus: Christus, et mori posset ex uno,
et mori non posset ex altero. (Section 3)
. Agit enim utrague forma cum alterius communione, quod proprium est; ‘verbo
scilicet operante quod verbi est, et carne exsequente qued carnis est
Unum horum coruscat miraculis, aliud succumbit injuriis. (Section 4)
Quamvis enim -in Domino Jesu Christo Dei et hominis una persona sit; aliud
tamen est, unde in utroque comminis est contumelia, aliud unde communis est
gloria. De nostro enim illi est minor Patre-humanitas; de Patre illi est
aequalis cum Patre Divinitas. (Sectlon 4)
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The Third Se551on - October 15th1
. At the previous session voices had been heard

pleading for mercy to be shown to Dioscorus. Now, though the third session had
beén arranged for October 15th, the bishops came together again for the express
purpose of considering the case against Dioscorus. In the absence of the
imperial commissioners, the papal legate, Bishop Paschasinus, acted as president.
Dioscorus twice refused to attend? and was eventually proceeded against per
contumaciam. The session listened to a recitafion'of the indictment against
the Bishop of Alexandria :

guod Eutychen receperit et Flauianum deposuerit nec’ permiserit

apostolicae sédis scripta in synodo recitari, ut hearesis nutriretur,

quod criminaliter appetatur, quod contra canones ab aliis depositum

ipse susceperit.

" Anatolius then proposed the condemnation of Dioscarus. To this sentencel all

the bishops present, 185 in number, gave their approval. Order was theﬁ made
for the sntence to be communicated to Pulcheria and Marcian and to the

.condemned himself. So concluded the third session.

The Fourth Session - October llth5
At this session the imperial commissioners

were present once more and present with the firm Qesire to have a Definition
of Faith from the bishops. They were interestgd tpen to hear what the meetings
of bishops at the residence of Anatolius had produced. The legate Paschasinus
spoke for these bishops and indicated that the Faith was contained in'thé creed
‘of‘ﬁiCaea which was confirmed at Constantinople, expounded by Cyril at Ephesus
and Eet forth by Leo. This speech was acclaimed by the assembled bishops :
OL(/.,TU{ FNVTFK 71-'07'6(/}‘46% Og(/;'wg ;ﬁxfﬁ.wﬁfqogfws /50(71"/’:’3"76 v, 6
Subsequently many bishops speaking by_turh went on to assert the agreement of

Cyril-and Leo.! This was far from producing the kind of precise definition

1. A.C.O. II 1 pp. 199 238, . : .-

2. A.C.0. II,1 p.206. _

3. A.C.O0. II,2,2 p.15. This showg, incidentally, that Dioscorus was impeached
not for heresy but for misconduct. .

4. A.C.0. II,1 pp. 237-8.

5. A.C.0., EI,1 pp.280-317.

6. A.C.0. II,1 p. 289. The close association of lex orandi and lex credendi is
asserted. here, '

7. A.C.0. 11,1 pp. 290—305
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that the commiésioners were seeking. So, in an attempt to bring precision into
the proceedings they'askea that_the bishops, one by oné:rg:giare whether or not
they accepitmithe Tome of Leo. One after another declared his acceptance of it.1
Then, possibly to the disappoiﬁtment of the commissioners, it transpired that
the five accomplices of Dioscorus were also in agreement with the Tome of Leo.
Moreover, some of thei¥ supporters had earlier petitioned the Emperor on their
behalf who had replied that the Council must be thei? judge. This came up for
decision at this session and the judgement went in favour of Juvenal, Patriarch
of Jerusalem, Thalassius, Bishep of Caesarea, Eusebius, Bishop of Ancyra,
.Basil, Bishop of Seleucia, and Bustathius, Bishop:of Berytusz, who were
accordingly reinstated.

So the fourth session ended with the commissioners
disappointed of their hope of a Definition of Faith. Hope was not extinguished,
however, for the drafting committee (under the chairmanship of Anatolius)

continued to meet at his house.

The Fifth Session = October 22nd’
On October 21st it was learned that agreement

had been reaqhed on a doctrinal formula. - Aécordingly tﬁe bishops gathered on
the following day to hear the probesed draft. This pleased the majority of the
bishops but not all. A determined supporter of the Antiochene school of
thought, John of Germanicia in Commagene, said that a revision was necessary
and in this he was sqﬁported by the papal legates. Though we do not possess
this formulaA, we may perhaps detect from the opposition t6 it, that it 4id
not contain the e#préssion_ 2V’C%75 75557?07V’ to which Leo attached so much
importance. Almost'certainly it contained the expression G’K (‘/u’a %UIU"C.'NV

since, as the commissioners later pointed out, in support of the papal legates,

this was acceptable even to the deposed Dioscbrus. Be that as it may, a grave

1. This significantly included the Palestinian and Illyrian bishops who had not
been satisfied earlier on (A.C.0. II,1 p.305).

2. A.C.0. II,1 pp. 305=6.

3. A.C.0., II,1 pp. 317-26.

4., Tt was not minuted. v. A.C.O0. IL,1 p. 319.
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disagreement arose in the Council and the papal legates showed themselves

1 But when the commissioners

ready to return home if it was.not resolved.
sought to appease the papal legates they found themselves provoking the anger -
of the majority of .the bishops who argued that the formula was an orthodox
definition and should be subscribed. 1In such a situation the imperial
commissioners could do nothing but refer to the Emperor for instructions. His
reply gave three possible courses of action. Either the committee of bishops
should set to work again to revise the formula, or the bishops express their
faith individually through their metropolitans, or, if neither alternative

were acceptable, the Council was to be transferred to the West. This again
provoked the anger of the majority. Their cry was 'Let the formula stand, or
let us go. The other side are Nestorians ! Let them go to Rome',2 Now, not
for the first time, the bishops were shouting at one another. Yet the ,
commissioners were determined men and when they had restored order they
addressed the direct question to the Council!'Are you for Leo or Dioscorus ?'
This admitted of only one answer and the commissioners pressed home their point
that the formula must be revised te accord with the standéoint of Leo as
contained in his Tomé; The waj was no% clear to set up a committee of bishops
to carry out the revisioﬁ.3 This was representative of the whole assembly and,
joined by Anatolius.:, the ﬁapél legafes and the coﬁmiséione;s it repaired to the
oratory.of St. Fuphemia to conduet its deliberatioﬁs in secret. On their return
the Definition of thé Faith of the Council of Chalcedon* was read to the whole
Council. The joyful‘reception it received on all sides indica%ed that a

solution had at last been found.
5

This was the.imperial session for it was

The Sixth Session - October 25th

attended and addressed by Marcian. In his presence the Definition was read

1. 'Give us our passports and we return home' (A.C.0. II,1 p. 319).
2, A.C.O0, II,1 p. 320, L. .
3. The real question was the agreement of Cyril and Leo so often acclaimed at the
_ Council, or rather, .granting Leo, which Cyril could be harmonised with him,
the Cyril of the Act of Union or the Cyril of the Anathemas.
4. A.C.0. II,1 pp. 322- 6.
5. A.C.0. II,1 pp. 326- 54.
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again; received again mdth—accla@atiéna; and to it the assembled bishops
appeﬁded their signatures. So was promulgated the Chalcedonian Definition of
the Faith. | -

Although there were further sessions? to. follow, we. can now
proceed to a theological examination of the Chalcedonian Definition.

Ironically neitﬁer of the two theological protagonists wAs
preéent at the Council of Chalcedon. OCyril had died some years before and by
custom the Pope did not attend a Gengral Council in person though his legates
were carefully briefed and their intervention at one peint proved decisive. The
theological reconciliation of Cyril and Leo was an important part of the Council's
work which is carefully, though not wholly conclusively, studied by Galtier.?2
Cyril was, of course, no Eutyches however nmuch the archimandrite of
Constantinople appealed to Cyrilline Monism, nor was Leo a Nestorian despite
the fears of the Illyrian bishops, however much he emphasises and stgrts from
; the duality of- the two natures. We cannot, of course, conjeéture how Cyril
would have moulded his-Ghristology if his principal opponent had been Eutyches
and not Nestorius. Possibly he would have taken evasive action or not regarded
a full scale collison-to be worth while. We know that Lee in an early, though
guarded, letter to Eutyches commended him for his oppositioh to Nestorian
opinions.3 |

Galtier certainly offers a helpful -approximation of the

Christologies of the two men but it is surprising.that he Pinds his task so
relatively simple. The acceptance by acclamation of the faith both of Cyril
and Leo is not in itself decisive evidence in view both of the hesitations of
the Illyrian bishops (though these were seemingly resolved) gpd the evident

: preferencé for many for the ‘C)/( (‘/US gp/ V;ENV formula, It r.equired the
1. These were the sessions 7-16 (A.C.0. II,1 pp. 362-495) which are of less

importance for our parpose.
?; Paul Galtier, Sainf Cyrille et Saint L&on & Chalceédoine in Chalkedon Vol.l

Pp. 345- 87. :
3. Leo Ep. XX (A.C.0. 'II, 4 p.3). -
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intervention of the imperial commissioners and the threat of departure by the
Roman legates to secure an advance to the gl/ dy’o %(70‘2-‘4‘7‘/ formula
without which the work of the Council would not have been complete. While
(depending on his context) Cyril could give gfeater or less emphasis upon the
manhood of Chriét his unswerving-emphasis'upon the unity of Christ and his fear
of anything whiéh might lead to the separation of the natures led him to prefer
the éx o/oo ;{I/‘;' RV formula. His insistence that after the union the
two natures are differentiated ZE&) Fol /aai_/} 1 must be taken with the
greatest strictness. It might be translated ';y'abstraction alone' or ‘'under
analysis alohe' and indicates how far he was from the assertion of the

.- 2 %’; %,,;-ga—/l/ formula. Evidently he could not go an inch beyond the
"union of two natureg' of the Formulary of Concord and even this needed a
mental glosé to be coﬁplgtely écceptable. While this would not completely
destroy their significance some of his most bositive statements on the humanity
;)f,Chris,t have a direct anti-Apollinarian intention. While f’((%g /:xgz‘au/
raised no Problgms for Cyril the overriding claims of the unity of Christ's
Person under the conditions which he saw it made any richer emphasis on the
duaiity of natures virtually impossible.

The position of Leo certainly differs from that of Cyril.

While Cyril was an accamplisheq1 if not whblly consistent Qhristologian, Leo
is' concerned tolfeiterate the Rule of Faith traditional in the West. Egual
weight is placed both on duality and unity-but (aparf'from the somewhat
threadbare and certainly not distinctive device of the communicatio idiomatum)
the Tomé contains no hint of christological explanation. The Tome has been
compared to a judge's summing up of a case. Be that as it'may; the statement
in balance of the ingredients of the problem could do nothing but good. it will

- be seen that the Council itself attempted something similar in its Definition
with é richer content more piosely'in touch with Eastern christological

explanations of the preceding generation. To describe the bulk of the Tome

1. Cyril BEp. XLVI ad Success. II (4.C.0. I,i,6 p.162) and elsewhere.
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with Dorn.er1

as 'mere verbal conjunctiens of  enantiophonies which are
imposing as paradoxes, but in no way clear up the difficulty' is somewhat
harsh but conveys the overall impression of the work.

Even though the Pope was to be disappointed in his wish to
see the Council restrict itself to the acceptance of the Tome and the
condemnation and rehabilitation of individuals, the influence of his legates
marked a turning point in the acceptance of the 'in two natures' formula at
the Council. Leo and the West would be satisfied with nothing less ; it is -
doubtful whether Cyril could have gone as far. The Eastern Dualists ( in
disarray after-the Latrocinium) were content to avail themselves of the
theological initiative of Leo and the political protection of the imperial
commissioners. It is highiy significant that many voices were raised from the
Cyrilline part in support of the 'of two natures' formula from Dioscorus
downwards and, as mentioned'earliér, it is very ﬁrobable'(though in the nature
of things undemonstrable) thdt the first draft of the Definition produced by
Anatolius' committee contained 'of two natures' and not 'in two natures'.?

The same ‘of two natures' formula is found in the two moderate
Constantinopolitan formulae, the Tome of Proclus and the Confession of Faith
of Flavian.? It is found in two MSS of tﬁe Chalcedonian Definition of Faith-
itself, the two siste; Greek coéices Ba(Vindobonensis ‘hist. gr.27, twelfth
century) and Bb (Vaticanus 831)A),01der treatments went even further and spoke
of a consensus of the Greek evidence in tﬁis sense. It was the merit of
Schwartz to establish that no less than ten Greek MSS in all, including one of
first class authority, read the more difficult reading 'in two natures'. It
was never disputed that the Latin versions going back to Rusticus read in
duabus naturis. This reading is also implied in the indirect evidence of other

authorities ‘both orthodox and monophysite.5 While then, both at the Council

1. I.A. Dorner, Doctrine of the Person of Christ II, 1 p.90.

2. A.C.O0. II,i,2 pp.123-4.

3. A.C.0. IV,2 pp.187- 95 and A.C.O. II,i,1 p.l1ll2.

4, Evagrius H.E. ii,4 (Bidez-Parmentier p.49); Ps-Leontius de sect. (P.G.
LXXXVI 1228). S )

5. Severus of Antioch c.Imp. Grammat. Orat.l,6 (C.S.C.0. syr.ser. IV,4 p.68).




- 133 -

itself and in the later evidence, the F)/(/ 04/; %VIJI‘NV formula did
not éo down without a.struggle, the pressure both of the legates and the
imperial commissioners overcame a strongly expressed preference on many members
of the Council for the Alexandrine-Constantinopolitan formula. This was
certainly one of the crucial issues which led to the Monophysite:échism.

But thé reconciliation of Cyril and Leo, however important
in its own right, was not the sole task of the Chalcedonian Definition. Ever
since Ephesus 431 the approximation of the two main Eastern traditions had been
a pressing theological and ecclesiastical conecern. The Formulary of Concord
had taken matters as far as possible in 433 but some progress (though not always
in the same direction) had been made in the intervening period.. Above all the
Western contributién to Christology (though not on all fours with the Eastern
systems of christological explanatien) was now available .and its weight was
thrown on to the duglist side. It was a far cry from Ephesus 431, where Cyril
had the Roman proxy vote in his pocket, to Chalcedon where by his ill-advised
action at the Latrocinium, particularly his high-handed refusal to allow the
Tome of Leo to be read, Dioscorus had virtually thrown away the advantage of
the traditional alliance of Rome and Alexandria in ecclesiastical politics.

In the nature of the case the Chalcedonian Definition could
not be expected to be a highly original document; indeed it would have failed
in its purpose had it attempted such a task, I. Ortiz de Urbina aptly

describes it :

The formula is no original creation but resembles a mosaic
constructed of already existing stones.

The main sources are the Formulary of Concord (together with the second letter
of Gyril to Nestorius), the Tome of Leo and, as a subordinate source, the
Confession of Faith of Flavian which was also read at the Council. One phrase

(the denial of two prosopa) is derived from Theodoret.2 It will be recalled

1. I. Ortiz de Urbina in Chalkedon I p.398.
2. Theodoret Ep. LI ad. monach. orient. (P.G. LXXXIII 1424 cp. Ep. CXXX ad.
Timoth. ep. ibid 1345).
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that Theodoret. though present at the Council was not a member of the draftihg
committee possibly becaus_e, like some others, he needed to be rehabiiitated
after the Latrocinit’:m.l Eastefn dualism sheltered under the wings of the papal
legates and the imperial commi‘ssioner.-;... |

The Greek Text of the Chalcédonian Definition of the Faith.]

Eﬁ'o/aﬂ/a, ToiVov Torg 05710/5 ro(/dd"'/V
z Eva Ka) 'foV «LUTOV 9/«vova olov
3 7ov KJprov }/awv _[7a'ou|/ X/uu--rov
4. "'U/‘W/:VUS TR VTES c‘Ko/o/xo'K/éV
5. 7?'/{""" Zov dUTol/ év 5&0/} 7/
. Ki TEherov 7oy xu,o/ v av gl 07’}7’/
4 ﬁéov *"}9“’5 AT ,(V/wﬁ'ov x/’}ﬂwg
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With one exception the first fifteen lines raise no special
problems. They follow clogeljr the Formulary of Concord. In lines 7-8 however
an important alteration occurs. The source reads 'perfect in Godhead, perfect
in manhood' followed by 'per_f,e_c_-t God and perfect Man'. The thrust here :is
clear enough. The Fo-rmuiary _juxtaposiesf the preferre@i Cy:'t'illine.,'and Oriental
expressions of the same truth. T. ‘éagic-Bunic' correctly notes that Cyril
prefers to speak. of two perfecta (Godhead and manhood), the Orientals of two
perf;ecti (God.and ma\:n).1 . The Chalcedonian Definition keeps the Cyrilline
phrasing heightening the unity of Person by repeating To‘l/ oL 5?’6\/ , &
typical Cyrilline touch, before each half of the phrase. In place of the
Oriental formula 'perfect God and perfect Man' it translates into Greek a
phrase from the Tome of Leo 'verus Deus, verus homo' substituting ;Ehe_ adverb
A ) ~ for the Lecnine adjective. The anti-Apollinarian slant is
clear enough and the phrase instead of repeating the previous line now goes with
the folldwing line ‘of rational soul and bedy'. It is difficult not to find
here a slight but pérceptible weakening of the Dualist emphasis.

The next section represents substantially a new minting.
Starting from a reaffirmation of the one Christ, it continues with the
& vt %«760’/4/ formula (1.17) on which the imperial commissioners and the papal
legates insisted. It will be recalled that it marks an advance on previous
formulations whether of Cyril or of the Constantinopolitan formulae after
Nestorius. Even the Formulary of Concord did not go beyend é(;a/ﬂ'/s‘ 0/5//0
%u’d‘c_fu(/ . The four negative adverbs are all polemically pointed. The
first pair a)(a'u)/// (/;’Alg , :(?6/?7'6/5 are directed against Monist heresies
(Apollinarianism and Arianism), the second pair 35{/6/:5’/’«)5} o’(ﬁd‘pf’rwg
summarise the Cyrilline propaganda against Nestorius. Whether as adjectives or
adverbs they are of frequent occurrence in Cyril. The fragment of Amphilochius ’

of Fcomium (fourth century) which includes three of the four is now generally

1. T, §agic-Bunic/, Deus perfectus et Homo perfectus pp. 213-4.
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1 They have been described as four

regarded as of post-Chalcedonian origih.
sentinel adverbs standing guard at the entrance of tempting by« paths of
christological speculation or as fouf'markef"budys'marking out a channel safe
for further navigation.2 They are certainly workmanlike. A4ll four are of
frequent occurrence in Cyril and the last two simmarise his objections to
Nestorius.

The next two lines (1.19-20) represent mafcﬁing quotations
from Cyril's second letter to Nestorius and the Toﬁe of Lee and lead in to a
terminology which is used to express the unity of person : éhf é?mﬁn&ﬁ?ov/
and_uid JOF OIS | Both terms are found in the Confession of Faith of
Flavian (though combined with the éq'aﬁz ;dZSQQJB’ ). Theodoret was moving
towards the equation of 7/ B ruiTo and &FO'MO'/; . The una
pe;sona of Leo is of course familiar. The next phrase denying vbe @Zb&raﬂﬁx

comes, as we have seen, from Theodoret. Well may'Cameiot comment :

On ferait ainsi ressortir 1'habileté des redacteurs ... qui ont su
heureusement fondre des elements d'origine si diverse ....

But it may be argued that this cleverness is'a source of
weakness. While the Definition urges thaf manhood_and Godhead are not
comparable natures to be set side by side, yet it does precisely this.
Moreover, while the two concepts are placed side by side{ no attempt is made
to say what they are. A4ll that is said is that whatever manhood may be and
whatever Godhead may be, then Christ is lacking in nofhing that belongs to
either.

To the above criticism it is of‘ten replied that nothing more-
could be hoped for from the Definition. Let it be admitted that_the
Chalcedonian Definition is a quite artificial compromise between diverse, or
even contradictory, theologies. After all the Alexandrian and Antiochene
1. Amphilochius Fr. 15 P.G. XXXIIT 113.

2, J.S. Macarthur, Chalcedon p.lil.
3. P.-Th. Camelot, Ephese et Chalce€doine p.l4l.
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schools of thought each represented one side of the truth of the . Church's
doctrine, and only in some union of the two sides coulkd the Church proclaim
the full truth. DMoreover, let it be acknowledged that these two schools of -
thought, by proceeding more and more one—sidaiif%g emphasiseits ownréidc of the
truth, were'presenting the Church with a possibly insoluble prdblem.' The
weakness of Qhalcedon, in this view, lies not so much in its cleverness but in
the fact that it was perforce obliged to use the inadequate cafegories of
ancient thought. In the last resort, the Chalcedonian Defih;tion is not
perhaps a definition and is certainly not a solution. It is a preservation
of the problem raised. by the Alexandrian and Antiochene schools of thought.

Nevertheless, it is possible to affirm that there is positive
achievement to be discerned in the Chalcedonian Definition. Certainly it
brought more into a composite statement than any previous document. It
incorporated matérial from the West into an ecumenical statement of faith.

The Western contribution, while deficient as compafed with the East in
christological speculation, proved an invaluable checkweight against the
lopsidedness of some Eastern speculatien. Without surrendering the gains of
7ve Dermymon/
Ephesus 431 iA marked a victory over Eutyches and Dioscorus who represented
the extrémer_fﬁrms of Cyrillinism. It rehabilitated moderate Eastern dualism
aftér the -debacle of the Latrocinium. These were no mean achievements despite
the resultant Monophysite Schism for which political as well as theological
reasons can be assigned. While these, then, were no inconsiderable
achievements, yet the most significant contribution of Chalcedon lies beyond
this. .

This decisive contribution is to be found in the
clarification of the terminology appropriate to describe both the unity and
the duality of Chrisf : one hypostasis and prosopen in two phuseis. This may
seem a barren achievement enough but it served an important warning to each of

the main Eastern christélogical traditions.
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Cyril had drawn no clear distinction betweéen phusis and
hypostasis and was at least equivocal on the status of the-two natures after
the union. Henceforth Monist Christologian;ﬂgas:iaraw a distinction between the

two terms, preserving phusis for that wherein Christ was twofold and hypostasis

for that wherein He was one. They were invifed to give a more realistic

- assessment of the humanity extending te a full duality of natures. For

Dualists the full equivalence of one prosopon and one hypostasis contained an
implicit warning to provide a more solid bond of union in their explanatien of

THe DEFWriions
the Person of Christ. In particular if excluded two errors to which Nestorius

- at-lea;;rg;lieved to be exposegf:hg§§5ygﬁé over the full duality of nature
into the sphere of ousia or hypostasis with the result of teaching a doctrine
of two Sons and predicating a mutuality or reciprocity of prosopa in a way
which could only prejudice the one prosopon. Here the express denial.of two
prosopa taken from Theodoret became relevant. While Monists were not asked to
abandon  their emphasis on the unity of the Incarnate Person or Dualists to
modify their belief in a full duality of the natures, both systems of
explaﬁation were henceforth required to deal more realistically with those
elements in Christology which had previously proved most difficult to
assimilate or to take into their own systems.

It has of'ten been observed that the Definition of the
Chalcedonian Fathers is not an explanatory but a dogmatic statement. The very
fact that it is dogmatic and not explanatory is their way of saying that what
happens in the God-man Jesus- Christ is a mystery and must be left as a mystery.
And since there is no other possible pattern of thought, the only means of
approach to Jesus Christ is by fai#h. Given this_—- fundamental of approach,
the Chalcedonian Fathers then proceeded to use metaphysical terms in such a
way as to burst throuéh‘ail previous thought-forms. Nowhere is this made more

clear than when the Definition records 1ts belief thus :
ev.c Kxi TSV ooToV fld'fov vidy Kc/fmv/uom:réy7’
v fdo PJireow
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As a statement this is perfectly clear and is eof great value to the Church in

- .
its proclamation of the gospel. Nevertheless, as 7ot ov and
éﬁké;VS ) had been used hithérto in christolegical thought, the statement

is clearly paradoxical.

But with this said, we should not be blind to the
considerable significance of Chalcedon. This was its provision of guidelines
for the future, a delimitation of the aréé for future christological enquiry,
and the provision of a scaffolding of technical -terms which would facilitate
these tasks. The immediate agenda was indicated in the final sentence of
Loof's' discussion of Chalcedon : 'How should Chalcedon be interpreted 9
According to Cyril ? or according to Theodoret ? or according to Leo ?'.1
Could a corrected Cyrillinism give a more realistic place to the human natﬁre
without loss of the unity of the Person ? At first sight the rise of the
Monophysite Schism which drew from the Chu;ch a considerable‘body of Cyrillinses
(not all of them extremists like Eutyches and Dioscorus) might render this
unlikely, but the emergence under Justinian of a Cyrilline-Chalcedoniaﬁ
orthodoxy formed the basis of the Eastern Orthodoxy of John of Damascus.

A corrected dualism takihg advantage of the considerable
dualist elements in the Chalcedonian Definition remained an open but
unfulfilled pbssibility. Unhappily the ablest dualist Christolqgian,

Theodoret, was ill-placed to aftempt a synthesis of this type. Until

Chalcedon itself he had been uhder a cloud harried by the relentless ﬁioscofus
and, in any case, had been undergoing a period of doctrinal evblution on his

own account of which the full story has never been written.? Despite the
important contribution of the Tome of Leo to the Chalcedonian settlement and the
important interventiOn_of the Pope's legates, Leo himself had never wanted a
new Definition of Faith and the Eastern style of Christology was scarcely his

own., Later the West moved into the Cyrilline-Chalcedonian ambit.

1. F. Loofs, Leitfaden zum studien der Dogmengeschichte p. 30l.

2. A start has been made in an important article by M. Richard, Notes sur
1'&volution doctrinale de Th€odoret, Revue des Sciences FPhilosophiques et
Théologiques Vol. xxv pp. 459-81.
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CHAPTER SIX - NESTORIUS AND CHALCEDON
| It has Béeh mentioned earlier in chapter four of this
dissertation that it is difficult to say precisely when Nestorius died in exiie.
All the indications are, however, that his death took place befpre it would
have been possible for him to have known of the Chalcedonian Definition. But
‘what if he had known of it ? It i§ more than probable that he would have
welcomed it and would have expressed himself ready to subscribe that document.,
While there may be little doubt of this, the question is whether, given
Nestorius' wish to sign, he should have been allowed to do so. And here the
problem réally turns upon the compatibility of the new estimate of Nestorius'
opinions made possible by the discovery and assessment of the Treatise of
Heracleides with the limité laid down by the Chalcedenian Definition. In
reviewing the guestion it is important to distinguish the intention of
Nestorius and the success of his theories. The intention; of Nestorius were
of the best ; the more difficult problem is whether his views succeed in
fulfilling his intentions. It is to this question that we -now turn.
' Mention was made at the beginning of the first chapter that

there were three postulates that had to be acknowledged in any Christology.
The first is that Jesus Christ is truly God and the second is that Jesus Christ
is truly man. Now Nestorius would claim that he accepted and abided by these
postulates and in support of his claim we may instance the foellowing passage
from his Treatise where he is arguing that Cyril contradicts the Nicene Fhfhers :

It was not therefore because I confessed not that Christ himself - who

is also God, and none other than God the Word, consubstantial - is God,

but because I confess that he is also man., If it were that this is so

and I had not thus confessed, in teaching I should have added that

Christ is God and consubstantial with the Father and at the same time

also man consubstantial with us.?

The third postulate is the clear picture given by Scripture

that Jesus Christ is one person. Here again Nestorius would claim that he

4. The Bazaar of Heracleides pp. 148-9.




taught nothing. else :
For both natures of which our Saviour is™(formed) are one thing and
anether, even as thou hast formerly agreed with them to say the same

things. : Diverse are the natures which have been combined in the union,
. but of both of them (there issues) one Christ cerl?

If the c¢laims of Nestorius indicated above are acknowledged
then it would follow that his Christology was orthodox. Nestorius, indeed,
would go further and claim that his Christology was in accord with the
metaphysical ideas current in his time. But, however difficult it may be to
discover the precise sources of the metaphysics eof Nestorius, whether basically
Aristotelian or Stoic or merely eclectic, it was certéinly distinctive. Indeed,
so distinctive in his metaphysic that it may be said that unless it is first
mastered, then his Christology is beyond compfehension. It has been observed,
too, that the prose style of Nestorius does little to help :
The repetitiousness of his great theological treatise, the Bazaar of
Heracleides, is frustrating, wearisome and painful. It would have been
vastly more effective if some expert rhetorician had prunedit of
tautology, eliminated centradictions, added the necessary logical
definitions, which Nestorius unhappily eschewed and reduced its length
by a half or three quarters.

Nevertheless, once his style and (more important) his metaphysic have been

mastered, there is a coherence in his thought which serves to qualify Socrates'

remark of him :

Being a man of natural fluency as a speaker, he was considered well.
educated, but in reality he was disgracefully illiterate.?

Socrates comes nearer fo'the truth in the words which féllow the above
quotation :

In fact he contefned the drudgery of an accurate examination of the'
ancient expositors :; and, puffed up with his readiness of expression,
he did not Eive his attention to the ancients, but thought himself
above them.

This was his weakness. Though his Christology revealed him to be a perceptive
and original thinker, he was not the rounded scholar because he had not the

self-disciﬁline or inelinatien to make a careful sfudy of what others had said.

1. The Bazaar of Heracleides. p. 243. .

2. M.V. Anastos. art. cit. p. 123. If, as Abramowski maintains,the Treatise of
Heracleides is a composite work thls criticism would be to some extent modified.
But it remains valid for the longer and indubitably genuine part of the work.

3. Socrates, H.E. vii 32.

4. Ibid.
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But to return to what Nestorius said. Reference has been made
to the coherence of histhought, the basis of which is as follows. Each of the
two natures in Chris% is to be taken concretely and in its individuality. This

ACCORD /8

belng so, the loglcal conclu51on to Nestorius was that the unity in Christ can
only come about by means of a compensation of prosopa. This, in turn, results
in the basic christological expression of one prosopon in two natures :

If then neither thou preachest this, nor this man who has written these

things, thou oughtest ‘not to have accused me and calumniated me as not

, confessing one proscpen in two ousias or as defining them individually

in distinction and in division, as things which are distant from one

another.1
Here 'in two ousias' we clearly have a parallel to the Chalcedonian formula,
which accordingly sﬁggests that Nestorius is very close to the Chalcedonian
position. Indeed, some scholars have concluded that he is so close that his
right to subscribe the Chalcedonian Definition cannot be effectively challenged.
As Bright concludes :

After all, if Christ is believed in as One, yet as beth truly God and

truly Man. - however little we can comprehend the relation thus created -

that belief is all that the Chalcedonian terminology implies : to hold it

is to be at one with the Fourth Council.?

-Yet,-whatever some scholars may think about Nestorius' eligibility
to subscribé the Chalcedonian Definition, there is abundant evidence from the
Definition itself thatthe Chalcedonian Fathers intended to renew the exclusion
of Nestorius achieved at Ephesus 431. Indeéd the temper of the Council was just
as resolutely anti-Nestorian as anti-Eutychian. This is amply illustrated both
by the féars of the Illyrian bisheps that the Tome of Leo contained Nestorian
passages and also by the protests in favour of the first draft produced by
Anatoelius and his committee. Just as at this turning point of the Council the
papal legates threatened to leave the Council and return home, so others cried

out:'Aut definitio persistat aut imus', The same Illyrian group exclaimed ?

'Qui contradicunt Nestoriani sunt Romam ambulent'.3

1. The Bazaar of Heracleides p. 233.
2. W.Bright, The Age of the Fathers II p. 550 :
3. A.C,0. II, i p. 321 (Greek); II, iii p. 392 (Latin).
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Some of the Chalcedonian Fathers would undoubtedly have wanted
to renew the exclusion of Nestorius bécause he had taught two Sons, two persons
in Jesus Christ. Undoubtedly, for some, this would have been the ground of their
charge, but equally without doubt is it that Nestorius would have denied
teaching any such thing. Moreover, the evidence favours Nestorius, for as
Duchesne writes :

one could not attribute to him, without established preofs, a doctrine
which had been sclemly repudiated by the Church of Antioch, and by which
his contem?oraries and friends, Theodoret and the re§t, arg assuredly
unscathed.

However, while Nestorius might resist this accusation, the more
acute thinkers amoné the Chalcedonian Fathers might have introduced a
consideration more difficult forA% This would be .that while it m'éy be
grantea that Nestﬁrius does not teach two persons in Jesus Christ, nevertheless
can Nestorius show fhat his teaching is in harmony with that implied in the
Chalcedonian Definitioni’ Here support would seem to leave Nestoriusjfor his
link with Theodore and, mofe.especially, Diodore leads many to conclude that
his teﬁching, ipso facto, cannot have the intention to express the teaching
about the person of Christ which the Church came generally to accept at
Chalcedon. This consideration would argue that Nesterius' signature on the
Chalcedonian Definition would be undesirable as it would tend to make Chalcedon
endorse the teaching of Theodore and Diodore.

Side by side with this we may place another consideration. This
is the weakness inherent in the Aiexandrian and Antiochene theologies. The
former, affirming a single hypostasis, concluded in a single nature. Similarly,
the latter, as exemplified by Nestorius, affirmed two natures and concluded
therefore (or seemed at least to conclude) in two persons. We may say of both
theologies that they were true in what they affirmed, but false (or at least
incomplete) in what they did not say expressly enough. It was the function of
Chalcedon to examine both of these theologies and remove all ambiguity from the

terminology they used. Thus Chalcedon affirmed one hypostasis in two natures.

1. L. Duchesne, op. cit. p. 312,
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And of these two natures in the one hypostasis it affirmed that they were
‘;c'quUITUS , o?f/aé:f’fﬂ 5) a?'acd/"f’fug a’y{af/dfrws ,’ As mentioned earlier, the
v
first two of these adverbs are clearly directed against the Alexandriénr
orientated teaching of Apollinarius and Eutyches, while- the latter twﬁ_adverbs
are equally clearly directed against Nestorianism. 3
Yet another péint may be mentiéned which reveals the
attitude of the Chalcedonian Fathers to Nesforius. . When Theodoret wished to be
received by them, they withheld his rehabilitation until he had-publicly
separated himéélf from Nestorius., Thus, far from abandening the decision of the
Council ef Ephesus in A}i, Chalcedon is seen to affirm it once more. From
Ephesus to ChAlcedon we may detect an infended and proclaimed unity. In its
turn this consideration would argue fhat ﬁéstdbius' signature on the
Chalcedonian Definition is inaémissible on the groﬁnds that Chalcedon is seen
still to stand by Nestorius' condemmation at Ephesus.

But perhéps the most important consideration of all is %hat
the Chalcedonian Definition bears witness to itsélf fhat it is not, and that
there never has been, an official explénation of'the Incarnation. If, then,
Nestorius had been alloﬁe&—to sign the Definition, it would have been
tantamount to giving official rédognition to the'explanation set forth in his
Christology. It is not so much that he is to be singled ouf, as that he is
excluded aloﬂg with-Apolliﬂariﬁs and Eutyches, for whatever was the true way
of expressing éhristian faith in the Incarnation, Chaltedon says that they h;d A
not found it. Indeed, it is inevifable that every-attempt to explain.the
Incarnation shall be inadequate and with a tendency to mislead. Nestorius may

not sign.
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CHAPTER SEVEN - CONCLUSION
We concluded the previous chapter with the opinion that
Nestorius' signature on the Chalcedonian Definition could not be justified.
While this conclusion standg it.would seem inappropriate to cenclude this
disse?tation finally without some expression of agreement with the attempts of
many scholars in this century to vindicate Nestorius and give him a place sf
honour in the history of christian dogma.
A beginning may perhaps be made with a quotation from

Sidney Cave. Commenting on the discovery of the Treatise of Heracleides he
writes :

This book makes it clear that the traditional account of Nestorius!

teaching owes as much to Cyril's malice as to Nestorius' heresy, and

that the condemnation of Nestorius was due less to his false teaching

than to his own amazing tactlessness and the clever adroitness of

Cyril, his great opponent.? '
There is truth here? for we have indicated in an earlier chapter the intense
feelings that existed between ancient Alexandria and her great rival
Constantinople, which she called the city of yesterday. Without doubt these
feelings, not for the first time, became crystallised into bittermess in the
time of Cyril and Nestorius. - The former defeated the latter and,. stemming
from this defeat, the ancieﬁt writers saw to it that pesterity was to kqow the
worst of Nestorius. He became an object of odium and his name a term of abuse.
Now in the light of the documents recently discovered, together with modern
research, we must ask in what way the traditional adwerse: picture of

Nestorius and his Christology has been modified. For this purpose we shall

review the work of Loofs, Hodgson and Grillmeier.

Friedrich Loofs. It is the argument of Loofs that it is wrong to look for any

form of christological metaphysics in Nestorius' theory of prosopic union. To

understand Nestorius all thoughts of a bubstantial unity ought to be dismissed.

1. S. Cave, The Doctrine of the Person of Christ p. 110,
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Néither God the Word nor the homo assumptus but the Incarnate Lord in His
totality is the right starting poinf for christological enqpir&. ‘But did
Nestorius maké the unity of the natures of Christ intelligible ? AS long as
we start from God the Word on one side and from man on the other it is
comprehensible that a negative answer should be given. ﬁut if a substantial .
unity is exéludéd the solé alternative is a unity on the. spiritual plane - a
reciprocity of two personal actions in a relation of giving and taking which
becomes so close that the one presents himself'aé the other and the other as
the one. The bond of union consists in a reciprocity-of personal actions,
Although for Nestorius prosopon did not precisely mean 'person' (we can never
completely free ourselves from our metaphysical presupposit;ons) he interpreted
the Incarnation as meaning.that in the person of Jesus Christ not oﬁ;y did God
the Word reveal Himself in human form but also fhat the man of history was the
manifestation of God the Word in such a ‘way that he exhibited himsélf as the
Eternal Logos; The one Incarnate Person is neither simply God the Word nor
merely a man. He is both the beginning of a new humanity and the personal
revelation of God : and He is the one because He is the other. Only redeemed
humenity could becomé the image of God but this again is only possible because
God the Word was. acting here in the manhoed by means of a union of giving and
tgking. Thus Nestorius remérkably anticipates the doctrine of Martin Kéhier,-:
a Ritschlian and former colleague of Loofs himself. Loofs defines prosopon as
'external undivided appearance' and emphasises the close relation between
érosopon and will in the Treatise. B

Comment here can be relatively brief. Loofs rightly

emphasises the starting point of Nestorius from the Incarnate Lord in his double

_character as divine and human and, above all, the ‘place given to the human will
in the Christology of Nestorius. This however he shareswith other members of
his tradition, especially-Theodore., It is also clear that the place at which

will was tote placed in the language of his own day was by no means clear.
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But his interpretation of Nestorius as an anti-metaphysical theologian falls
short of conviction. Certainly Nestorius makes much of prosopon-likeness-image
language and something pf prosopon-will-activity and operation. Loofslhas no
explanation to offer of the-community,of properties which prosopon alsé
invelves., It would appear, then, that as with Harnack's History of Dogma, so
Loofs' study of the Christology of Nestorius owes more to nineteenth century
German theology than'is;émﬂaﬁﬂhb. His parallel with the theology of Martin
Kahler discloses more of Loofs' own theological standpoint than it illuminates
the thought of Nestorius himself. It emphasises some peints of real significance
in the thought of Nestorius at the expense. of detaching.him from-his historical
context.

But the most conclusive evidence against the interpretation
of Loofs is-afforded in the Treatise itsg}f; Time and again Nestorius rejects
the charges of teaching a doctrine of Twe Sons or a purely moral union
precisely on the grounds of his theory of prosopic union. I? i; not that he
_rejects a fu;lHQuality in Ghri;t or an identity of will, activity or operation
or an:eqpality of adoratiop, glory and dignity. These are the cdnsequences and
not #he grounds of-ﬁnify. " By his theory . of prosopic union and as a counterblast
to Cyril's rival systém of ontology he seeks to provide a different but equally
metaphysical theory to undergird these facts.

We may therefore legitimately conclude that Loofs has
failed to provide the proper context for understanding Nestorius and.has

gravely oversimplified his methodology.

Leonard Hodgson. Hodgson begins with a criticism of Loofs' position. Unity

in will implied in Loofs' view of 'reciprocal personal actions' is excluded, . as
no Greek Christologien accepted the identity of ousia and will., It is common
ground to all Patristic scholars that the Greeks had no term equivalent to the

modern 'person' though he is right that probably hypostasis came as near to this
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as the terminology of the period allowed. Further, while Hodgson accepts Loofs!
definition of prosopon as 'external undivided appearance', he claims that tﬁis
must be regarded as a metaphysical concept, one of a number of ingredients in a
res or a persona concreta. For all Nestorius' empﬁasis upon will, his
Christology implies # metaphysical analysis, fhough naturally this is widely
different‘from that adopted by Cyril.
| According to Hodgson Nestorius adopted a threefold

stratification of a concrete entity whicﬁ might be likened to three concentric
circles. There is the ousia or hypostasis - the imner core of essence or |
substance. Ousia and hypostasis answer the question 'Is there anything or
anyone there ?' But if we stopped at this point we should be .confronted by a
bare and shivering 'Isness'. Phusis or nature fills out this individual
substratum ; ;it reﬁresenté the totality of attributes needed for a complete
description. .It converté a 'quis' or 'quid' guestion into a 'qualis' or 'quale'
question. But beyond these‘fwo iﬁgredienfs"there is also the'prosopbn, the
external undivided appearance, qonsideféi as a real ingredient in a res concreta.
Appearance is here not contrasted with but included in reality. As a phusis is
built up from attributes ( fJ(ﬁ&’dri ), so a prosopon is built up of
likenesses (a)r}y‘_d’fo( ). Thus the three terms connote concrete essence,
nature and appearance respectively and all are needed for the complete
description of an entity.

As applied to his Christology it is established that
Nestorius believed in two complete ousiai or hypostaseis and two complete
phuseis. The weight of the duality to be carried by his Christeology is serious
enough. The union can only be in the realm of the prosopon, a real but the most
}external' of the ingredients of an entity. Even here however Nestorius sees
6nly too blainly that the two ousiai and phuseis cannot lack their respective
prosopa. Each must have its natural prosopon ( ¢0€'/,(’o‘l/ W)O;Q-ITOV ) if
they are to be considered complete. Thus one proéopon of two prosopa, a
rutuality or reéiprocity of prosopa in a process of giving and taking is the

resultant picture of the Christolegy of Nestorius.
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Hodgsén claiﬁs that this relatively simple meaning of prosopon |
provides the key to the uﬁderstanding of the Treatise and allows the many and
varied statements to be worked into a coherent whole. He sees it as completely
clearing Nestorius of the charge of teaching two Sons though not completely so
of the charge of providing a less than adequate presentation of the unity of the ‘
Person of Christ in view of the weight of duality which his theory of unity is ‘
asked to bear.
In two important résPects, however, Hodgson's énalysis is not
fully supported by the evidence.
(i) While Nestgrius can distinguish ousia and phusis, particularly in
lists of technical terms, he can also pass indifférently from one to the
other in extended pass;ges'which suggeéts that he may have identified the
two. At least the use of the terms in the Treatise does not invariably
indicate the clear switcﬁ of meaning which Hodgson's view demands.

- (11) Hodgson's interpretation of prosopon as 'external undivided
appearance', taken over from Loofs but revalued as a metaphysical
ingredient in the res cbncréta, is not fully borne out by the evidence.

It is strongly supported by prosopon-image-likeness language; In view of
the contemporary uncertainty as to where to pigeon-hole will it would not
be impossible to place this in the prosopon-though prima facie its
connéction with the dndivided'appearance might be too.: external to serve.
It might also cover the giving and taking of the prosopa, their mutuality
anﬁ'recipfocity though the phenomenon of réciprocity does nothing of itself
to establish the content of what is reciprocated. Hodgseon' view fails
completely to provide for the property content of the prosbpa which
extends to the ethical life. On his interpretation this should bélong
to the phusis and not to the prbsopon at all,
For all its merits, therefore, Hodgson's interpretation (though an improvemént
on that of Loofs by recalling us to a metaphysical interpretation of the.

Christology of Nestorius) would still appear to be an oversimplification.
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Aleis Grillmeier. Before his treatment of him in "Christ in Christian

Tradition" Grillmeier had already written an extended artlcle on Nestorius.
Together they reveal that Grillmeier accepts the source-criticism of Abramowski
and, in the main, the philosophical analysis of Scipioni. The latter, in

) contrast with Hbdgson, takes the various technical terms as so many 1og1cal

approaches to a s1ngle entlty and not as metaphy51cal ingredients

from' whlch a res_gr persona concreta is censtructed, Wh11e Scipioni fimls
the &gad through the labyrinth of the Christology of Nestorius in Stoic logic,
Grillmeier for his part is less clear &hat Nestorius is directly indebted to
Stoic logic and suggests that the Cappadocian Fathers are a primary source and
possibly the 'carriers' of if to Nestorius. Tﬁis needs a good deal of primary
research before it can either be affirmed or denied.

Grillmeier takes Nesforius to start his analysis of the
Person of Christ from the two natures, described indifferently as God the Word
and the flesh or the man, Godhead and manhood, divine nature and human ngture.
These must be taken in a purely abstract and éualitative sense and any more
personalised descriptions-can be disregarded. Unlike body and soul which are
incomplete natures forming one human being, Godhead and manhood are complete
natures or, as Nestorius calls them, 'self-sustaining'.and we must resist any
tendency to read inﬁo.;elf—sustaining-anything other than their completeness as
natures, Nestorius' second term ousia is not rigidly distinguished from nature
and he can move indifferently in the same context from nature to ousia. It
denotes the 'essential content' or specific being of a nature - perhaps the
Godness of God and the manness of man. Hypostasis adds the note of concreteness
or actual concrete reality to the two previous terms. It turns two complete

natures into two complete individual natures.

1. A. Grillmeier, Das Scandalum oecumenicum des Nestorius in kirchlich-
dogmatlschir und theologiegeschichtlicher Sicht (Scholastlk Vol. XXVI
pp. 321-56
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" The fourth element in the analyéis, the prosopen, is the most
complex of his terms. It covers everything that éan be found in a concrete being
over and above the generic nature held in common between all the members of a
species. It is the appearance, the way in which a thing is seen and judged and
honoured; it is also the way in which it acts or exists. This definition

~explains why properties, will and the ethical life are included in the prosopen
§f Nestorius. Prosopon is a collective term for all that pertains to thé
characteristics of a nature inwardly and outwardly. Thus both natures have
their owh natural prosopa since they are both coﬁcreté individual natures.
But in Christ each prosopen makes use of the other by compéﬁsation and a
mutuality or'recibrocity of prosepa is presupposed. Thetwo natures are united
in a common présopon or in the prosepon of the unien.’

Grillmeier notes-that the concept of the reciprocity of the
prosopa is absent both -from the Nestoriana fragments and from other Antiochene
thinkérs. It may therefore represent. a second thought or an attempt
(possibly unsuccessful) to 'undergird the ship'. -He also notes the use of
virtually Chalcedonian language by Nestorius. and observes that the Chalcedonlan
equation of hyposta51s and prosepen would have been to his advantage. However,
it §hould also be added, something which Grillmeier dees not record, that the
Council,firﬁly eth@ed any talk about two préscpa. He sees Nestorius as
substituting a communicgtio prosopon in place of Cyril's communicatio idiomatum.
It is this which enables Nestorius to escape the chargé of teaching two Sons or
a merely moral union. Analysihg the passages which refer to one Christ, Son and
Lord, Grillmeier speaks of an 'additive subject' in the Christ of Nestorius.

The viability of this phrase dépends upon the ihterpretation given to the
mutuality or reciprocity of thie presopa. -

| As indicated Grillmeier warmly defends Nestorius against the
stock charges raiséd agaihst him and generally his poéitive judgements on
Nestorius are surprisingly gentle. But in the end the value to be placed on

Grillmeier's assessment of the Christology.of Nestorius turns on his phrase the
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tadditive subject'. Is this viable or not ? Here, of course, we have in a

nutshell the real problem of Nestorius.

. &s we might expect these three interpretations of Loofs,
Hodgson and Grillmeier,indicate that modern scholars are not of one mind! in
their interpretation of Nestorius' Christology. Nevertheless they can be
taken as indication that none wrifestoday so adversely of his Christology as
in the paat, while the man himself has been-rehabilitated to 'a degree that
would seem incredible to the Church of the fifth century. Few, we think,
would dissent strongly from the opinion of Foakes Jacksen :

He bore the sufferings of his exile with patience, and the oepinions
which have covered his name with such infamy were neither originated
noer even strongly held by him. It is by the irony of fate that
Nestorius is branded with the name of a heresiarch, whilst those who
held almost the same views have died in the odour of sanctity.

To turn now to Cyril is to meet with a contrast. Cyril,
for all he enjoyed'a repufation as the one who preserved the Church.from the

Nestorian heresy and died secure in his archiepiscopal see of Alexandria, yet

1. Other scholars who have written following the discevery of the Treatise of -

Heracleides reflect this diversity of opinions and judgements held on
Nestorius: Bethune Baker was particularly charitable towards Nestorius
and considered him never to have been a Nestorian; Jugie was less
convinced and held Néstorlus to teach that there was not only two complete
natures in Jesus Christ but also two persons and considered Nestorius to
envisage onlya moral union of the two compleéte persons; for Junglas the -
great error of Nestorius lay less in the duality of persons than in his
unacceptable idea of development in the person of Christ; Pesch took the
traditional view and underlined that Nestorius, if not expressly,
nevertheless implicitly distinguished two persons in Jesus Christ.
(J.F. Bethune Baker, Nestorius and his teaching, M. Jugie, Nestorius et la
doctrine nestoriemne, J.P. Junglas, Die Irrlehre des Nestorius, Chr. Pesch,
Nestorius als Irrlehrer). .

.2. F.J. Foakes Jackson, History of the Christian Church p. 456.
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received an obituary that would equal most, if net surpass all, in the
scathing treatment it gave to a departed bishop :
At last and with difficulty the villain has gone ... Knowing that
the fellow's malice has been daily growing and doing harm to the
body of 'the Church, the Lord has lopped him off like a plague ....
His survivors are indeed delighted at his departure, the dead, maybe,
are sorry. There is some ground of alarm lest they should be so much
annoyed at his company as to send him back to us .... Great care must then
be taken ... to tell the guild of undertakers to lay a very big heavy stone
upon his grave, for fear he should ceme back again, and show his
changeable mind once more ... On seeing the Church freed from a plague
of this kind I am glad and rejoice; but I am sorry and do mourn when I
~ think that the wretch knew no rest from his crimes, but went on .. 1
Without writing with the invective of a Theodoret, modern writers find much to
condemn in the life of Cyril., Foakes Jacksen, to quote him again, has an
apposite comment on Cyril :
We are inclined to pronounce him an excellent theologian but a bad man;
- "and to regard this divorce of practice from theory as a specially odious
trait in his character.

But for all the shortcomings of Cyril and for all the redeéming
features of Nestorius, the conviction has persisted in the Church down the
centuries that the former was right and the latter wrong. Wherein lies the
orthodoxy of the one and the error of the other ?

To take Nestorius first, we have seen how, following Thecdare
of Mopsuestia, he sought to express the unity and the distinction in Christ on
different levels : the unity on the level of the prosopon and the distinction
on the level of the natures. We have seen also that the Council of Chalcedon
came to its conclud;ng Definition along similar lines to those of Nestorius,
with the important difference that the Council was careful te include the
expressions which counteracted the dangerous weaknesses which led to Nestorius'
1. Theodoret Ep. éLXXX (P.G. LXXXIIT 1489-92). L. Duchesne, Histoire ancienne

~de 1'église III p. 390 notes however that it may be spurious. Ii is preserved

in the dossier of the Fifth Council of Constantinople and is addressed to
John of Antioch who died before the death of Cyril in 44 . The editor in
Migne alters the name of John to that of Domnus his successor in the see

of Antioch but seems to have his doubts about the la&ter.
2. F.J. Foakes Jackson, op. cit. p. 459.
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cendemnation. - These expressions safeguarding the oneness of the Incarnate
Lord reveal the‘persisting influence of Cyril. Thus Chalcedon is tle via media
between the distinction argued by Nesterius and the eneness affirmed by Cyril.
The words 'affirmed' and 'argued' used in the previous
sentence were chosen deliberately. For, without doubt, Nestorius is a careful
thinker and a man who guided by loyalty to his concepts step by step to the
Christology he proclaimed. .Cyril, on the other hand, ﬁas a man to whom concepts
and logical argument took seecond place to his intuition which led him. to
subordinate all else to the unity of Christ. Tixeront contrasts the two bishops
in this way :
En _somme, Nestorius restait, avec plus de nuance dans la pensée et de
précision dans les termes, dans la voie tracée par Théodore de Mopsueste.
Nestorien, on peut dire qu'il l'est moins v1olemment gque Théodore. Il
veut conserver les fagons de 's'exprimer de 1'Egllse et c'est
sincérement, on doit le croire, qu 'il proclame 1'unité personelle de
Jésus—Chrlst
Au lieu de construire en quelque sorte artificiellement, comme les
antiochiens, 1'unité du Christ, le patriarche d'Alexandrle la saisit .
directement et _en a le sens_lmmedlat Son point de vue est moins
métaphysique que religieux.2
Herein was Cyril right and Nestorius wrong. . The former, unlike the latter,
was more concérned with preserving the dogmatic essentials than in advancing
inadequate metaphysical solutions.
This finally is the judgement to be passed on Nestorius. It
" is not so much that what he taught was wrong and liable to 'misdirect!'
christian tiought, as that what he ﬁas trying to express could not be éxpressed
with the concepts he employed. With this Grillmeier seems to agree :
In the time of Nestorius it is everywhere apparent that no adequate
metaphysic of the substantial union of spiritual beings had been
evolved. More than all others, however, Nestorius saw the problem of
- finding such a substantial unity which would leave intact the phusis qua
phusis. This insight into the problem together with his inadequate

solution explains his inability to Justlfy his own theological p051t10ns
or to think himself into others.J

1, J. Tixeront, Histoire des Dogmes Vol. III p. 35.
2. Tbid. p. 79. - .
3, A. Grillmeier, op. cit. p. 388
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So while Nestorius, in his own mind, was clear about the union and the duality
in the Incarnate Lord, the way in which he presented the duality demanded a
stronger bond of unign than the prosopic union he advanced. G.L.Prestige puts
the matter with admirable clarity in this way :

The unorthodoxy of Nestorius was not a positive fact but a negative

impotence; 1like 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 realism.,?

Nestorius could not bring the two na%urgs within the framework
of a single, clearly conceived personality because he worked with a conception
that Godhead and manhood were in complete and eternal antithesis.. In fact, what
Nestorius could not do nobody cpuld do. Nestorius, however, thought he could
and believed he had done so. He was like the reséarcher, not unknown to the
world of science, who, convinced of-sbme truth, sets 6ﬁt to prove it. But the
truth is but partly comprehended‘b& the researcher himself and the proof he
advances is not acceptable to his colleagues. Subsequently, others take up the
-work and, advanciné further, acknoﬁledge,their.debt.ﬁo their disappointed
predecessor. -

No analogy is perfect and the above.is,‘perhaps, less so %han
most. But it is used to suggest that Nestorius séw the truth that Godhead and
manhood,‘both in their fulﬁess, came together in the Incarnate Lord. He was
however unable to express and explain this duaiity and oneness to the
satisfaction of his contemporaries. Possibly he should Be blamed for'not
realising that with the concepts of natures (diwiﬁe and human) he employed he
was embroiling himself in an overwhelmiﬁg and insoluble problem. Yet they were
not the concepts of Nestorius only but of Cyril aiso and_of all Christendom.
Faithful to these concepts, Nestorius constructed a scheme of prosopic union as
a means of explaining how.God could become a man. It failed, as it was bound
to do. Many failures, however, prove to be the stepping-stones to greater
insight. May we not say the same of the gallant failure which is the

Christology of Nestorius ?

1. G.L. Prestige, Fathers and Heretics p. 143.



APPENDIX
A literary-critical analysis (Untersuchungen zum Liber Heraclidis des
Nestorius) has fecéntly been made by Dr. Luise Abramowski, Professor of Church
History at the University of Bonn,‘which has led her to challenge its unity of
authorship. She explains the disparity between the two halves of the Treatise
by the hypothesis of dual authorship. In addition she detects a small number
of interpolations to which she ascribes a Constantinopolitan origin. The
analysi; of the Treatise advanced by L, Abramowski (using page references in
Drivef and Hodgson) is as follows : -
A. The greater part of the text is by Nestorius (pp. 87-380).

B. ‘Interpolations : pp. 36213 - 36921

3705 - 370%7
5722 - 375%
378% - 3787
3792 - 379%°

C. A Nestorian introduction in dialogue form (pp. 7-86).

The claim that the Dialogue emanates from another hand
(called Ps.-Nestorius by Abramowski) is an attractive suggestiqﬁ which would
éertainly i;luminate the literary critical probleps of the T;eatise. It must
however be tested by thg normal criteria used in cases of this kind._
(1) Statistical analysis of vocabulary and sentence structure. 1If, as seems
probable, both parts of the Treatise were written in Greek but subsequently
translated as a unity into Syriac, this test is wholly inapplicable.
(ii) The provision of a possible setting for the composition of the Dialogue.
HErg the chronological limits are fairly precise. They fall between the last
recorded incidents in the historical part of the book ( 450 or possibly.the
earlier part of 451 ) and the date of the translation,ofnthe Treatise into
Syriac which Abramowski brings down te about 525. At first sight the
production of a 'Nestorian' work in Greek after the Council of Chalcedon whose
author (1ike the Interpolator) she locates at Constantinople would seem highly

unllkely. She notes however the 1mportance of the monastery of the Akoimetae




at Cohstantinople. In 534 they were excommunicated for the Nestorian heresy.
It was in their library that much.of the material favourable to Nestorius was
preserved. Earlier they were a vigorous centre of New Chalcedonianism with
strong Antiochene leénings, a tendency represented by Gemnnadius, Patriarch of
Constantinople 458-471. Of the two Nestorians recorded by the Byzantine
tradition during this period, one, Basil of Cilicia, had links with this’
. commuriity. The possibility that Ps.-Nestorius could write a Dialogue with
Nestorian leanings at Constantinople cannot therefore be excluded.
(iii) Internal evidence from the Dialogue itself. Like the Heracleides of the
title of the whole work, the interlocutor Sophronius is a lay figure or
possibly a pseudonym. The way in which he.is addressed suggests that he wasof
- episcopal rank. Those whe maintain the unity of the work and the autﬁorship of
Nestorius assume that Sophroﬁius'represents Cyril. Indeed, I. Rucker ( Das
Dogma wvon der PersBnlichkeit Christi und das Probleﬁ der Hiresie des Nestorius )
made the ingenious emendation Pharaonius which in Syriac is easier than in
English., The difficultyis that the opinions predited to him are not a perfect
fit with those which Cyril is known to have held. This is perhaps not a
concluéive objection since what Cyril believed Nestorius to have taught and
his actual teaching are not identical either. It would not, of course,
necessarily follow that if Sophronius is a pseudonym, Nestorius must be as well.
In a more recent article in Volume LXXVII of the
Zeitschrift flr Kirchengeschichte (nPseudo—Nestorius und Philoxenus von
Mabbug ) Professor Abramowski returns to the problem of the identity of
Sophronius. Following the resganches of A. de Hal;eux into the life and work
of Philoxenus of Mabbug ( Philoxéne de Mabbug, sa vie, ses derits, sa
' théologieé) she finds fairly élose parallels between his views and those
credited to Sophronius. Philoxenus was a leading Monophysite bishop of Mabbug
(Hierapolis) whose dates run from about 440 to 523. His literary career of
forty years (480-521) falls well within the date bracket for the coméosition of
the Dialogue. At two perieds of his life, in 484 and 507, Philoxenus found

himself in controversy with the Chalcedonians and the Dialogue might represent



a critical comment on his views froﬁ somewhat fu:thér Yo the Nestorian left.
The parallels between the views expressed by Sophronius in the Dialogue and
those of Philoxenus listed by Abramowski are illuminating and significant but
hardly decisive.

(iv) Discrepancies between the two parts of the book in content and style.- The
nature of the two halves 6f the Treatise, the:one a_dogm;tic Dialégue ana the
other a personal historical Apelogy makes comparison partiéularly difficult.
The discussion ranges over a wide variety of views (not all lucidly handled or
readily identifiable). The tone is objective and impersonal and the two
participants never take on flesh and blood. The rest of the work is an urgent
historical and theological Apologia prd vita sua, the sole target being the
actions and opinions of Cyril. ibremowski notes as a principal difference
between the two parts of the book the differing attitude to the jﬁdgemént of
God. For Nestorius trust in the divine judgement is a matter of personal piety
which enables him to bear his bitter lot, for Ps.-Nestorius it is specifically .
directed against Satan. The victory over Satan plays an important part in the
Dialogue and has far—reaching christological, soteriological, cosmic and
eschatological consequences. Perhaps more surprising for the advocate of the

unity of the Treatise is the fact that, while in the historical part of the book

&
the two favourite Cyrilline formulae EVA/0/S AMu7a ¢u’a-,v and
ér/VUd‘lj K’ OWOT Toterv are clearly noted and critically discussed

they are not;muiumum iﬁ the Dialogue.

While the case for dual authorship advanced by Professor
Abramowski does not command universal assent it doe; seem prebable.
Consequently, the discussion of the Christology of Nestorius in chapter 3 of
this dissertation has used those parts of the Treatise considered by her to be

genuine.
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