Christological Controversies

in the Fourth And Fifth Centuries
By Metropolitan Bishoy of Damiette, 2001

The Heresy of Apollinarius, Bishop of Laodicea 

Apollinarius transferred the doctrine of trichotomy from the Psychology of Plato into Christology in such a manner as to teach that, as the ordinary man consists of three factors –body, soul and spirit, so the God-man (Jesus Christ) consists of three factors –body, soul and Logos (/logos). The Logos, according to his view, took the place of the human spirit (/pnevma), and combined with the body and soul so as to constitute a unity.

Apollinarius did not envisage the possibility of having a rational human soul in Christ in the presence of God the Logos, who is a spirit and whose name indicates the reason in the state of birth. Perhaps he had imagined that the rational human soul necessarily means a human person distinct from the person of God the Logos, meaning that he mingled the concept of the person (the owner of the nature) with the concept of the mind (one of the attributes of the rational nature owned by the person), or rather the concept of the person with the concept of the rational nature, so that the rational soul, in his view, is a necessarily distinct person. In other words, he considered that the person is the mind. He wanted, by annulling the rational human soul, to affirm that the person of the Word of God is the one who was incarnate and that he himself is Jesus Christ, which means the confirmation of unity in the person of Jesus Christ, and that the Word of God did not assume a human person, but took a body that had a spirit without a rational soul. And thus, in his view, the unity of nature in Christ the incarnate Word is achieved, and along with his infallibility.
Some have imagined that in the fourth century, Saint Athanasius the Apostolic had been influenced by the concepts and teachings of Apollinarius in Christology. However, Saint Athanasius, with his habitual straightforwardness in teaching, has explained this in his letter to Epictetus and said that the expression of Saint John the Evangelist ‘the Word became flesh’ (John 1: 14) means that ‘the Word became man’ and that the Lord Jesus has assumed a perfect human nature consisting of a body and a rational soul. Saint Athanasius said: “For to say ‘the Word became flesh’ is equivalent to saying ‘the Word has become man’ according to what was said in Joel (2:28) ‘I will pour forth of My Spirit upon all flesh’; for the promise did not extend to irrational animals, but for men on whose account the Lord became Man.”

He also said in the same letter: “But truly our salvation, is not merely apparent, nor does it extend to the body only, but the whole man, body and soul alike, has truly obtained salvation in the Word himself.”

Condemning the Heresy of Apollinarius

Numerous Home Councils at various places such as Rome 377, Alexandria 378, and Antioch 379, have all condemned the teachings of Apollinarius. Later, he was also condemned at the Second Ecumenical Council that was held in Constantinople in 381 AD.

The fathers of the Council at Constantinople were of the opinion that the Lord Christ had a rational human soul because He came for the salvation of human beings and not for beasts. Christ should have perfect humanity in order to fulfil the redemption of the human nature. The human soul, like the body, is in need of salvation and is likewise responsible for the fall of man. For without the rational human soul how can the human being be morally responsible for his sin? The human soul has, together with the body, sinned and needed salvation. Therefore, the Word of God has to assume the soul together with the body, because what has not been assumed cannot be saved. Or as Saint Gregory of Nazianzen puts it in his famous phrase against Apollinarius in the Epistle to Cledonius the Priest, “What has not been assumed cannot be restored; it is what is united with God that is saved.”

What had mostly concerned the Fathers against Apollinarianism was that “It was man's rational soul, with its power of choice, which was the seat of sin; and if the Word did not unite such a soul with Himself, the salvation of mankind could not have been achieved.”

Reactions Against Apollinarianism

Reactions against Apollinarianism appeared in the same area where Apollinarius lived (Syria) in the persons of Diodore of Tarsus (394) and Theodore of Mopsuestia in Cilicia (428).

Diodore of Tarsus
Diodore claimed that the divinity must be compromised if the Word and the flesh formed a substantial (or hypostatic) unity analogous to that formed by body and (rational) soul in the man.

In his reaction, his own theory led him into holding them (the divine and the human) apart and thus he was led to distinguish
 the Son of God and the son of David. He said
 that the Holy Scripture draws a sharp line of demarcation between the activities of the two Sons. Otherwise, why should those who blaspheme against the Son of Man receive forgiveness while those who blaspheme against the Spirit (the Holy Spirit) do not?

Theodore of Mopsuestia

Theodore of Mopsuestia wanted to affirm the perfect humanity of Christ and considered that this perfect humanity cannot be achieved unless Christ was a human person because he believed that there is no perfect existence without a personality. Thus he did not only affirm the existence of a perfect human nature in the Lord Christ but went further into affirming that God the Word took a perfect man and used him as an instrument (tool) for the salvation of humanity. He considered that God the Word dwelt in this person through good will, and that He was conjoined to him externally only. He used the expression conjoining (/synapheia) rather than union ((/enosis). Thus he puts two persons in Christ, one Divine and the other human; together they formed one person who is the person of the union (external union) in the likeness of the union between man and wife.

The historian C. J. Hefele
 says that Theodore, and here is his fundamental error, not merely maintained the existence of two natures in Christ, but of two persons, as, he says himself, no subsistence can be thought of as perfect without personality. As, however, he did not ignore the fact that the consciousness of the Church rejected such a double personality in Christ, he endeavoured to get rid of the difficulty, and he repeatedly says expressly: ‘The two natures united together make only one Person, as man and wife are only one flesh... If we consider the natures in their distinction, we should define the nature of the Logos as perfect and complete, and so also His Person, and again the nature and the person of the man as perfect and complete. If on the other hand, we have regard to the conjoining (/synapheia) we say it is one Person’
 The very illustration of the union of man and wife shows that Theodore did not suppose a true union of two natures in Christ, but that his notion was rather of an external connection of the two. The expression conjoining (/synapheia), moreover, which he selected here, instead of the term union ((/enosis)... being derived from (/synapto) [to join together
] expresses only an external connection, a fixing together, and is therefore expressly rejected... by the doctors of the Church.
Nestorius 

From the school of Theodore came Nestorius, with whose name the first period of the great Christological controversy is connected. Born at Germanica, a city of Syria (in present day Turkey), Nestorius came to Antioch at an early age, ... entered the monastery of Euprepius at Antioch, and was thence appointed as deacon and afterwards as priest in the Cathedral of Antioch…  In consequence of the fame which he acquired, after the death of Bishop Sisinnius of Constantinople (Dec. 24, 427), he was raised to this famous throne; and his people hoped that in him they had obtained a second Chrysostom from Antioch. From the time of his ordination (April 10, 428) he showed great fondness for the work of preaching, and much zeal against heretics. In his very first sermon he addressed the Emperor Theodosius the younger with the words: “Give me, O Emperor, the earth cleansed from heretics, and I will for that give thee heaven; help me to make war against heretics, and I will help thee in the war against the Persians.”
 … In another letter to John, Bishop of Antioch, Nestorius asserts that at the time of his arrival in Constantinople he had found a controversy already existing, in which one party designated the holy Virgin by the name of “God-bearer”, the other as only “man-bearer”. In order to mediate between them, he said, he had suggested the expression “Christ-bearer”, in the conviction that both parties would be contented with it.
 … On the other hand, Socrates relates that “the priest Anastasius, a friend of Nestorius, whom he brought to Constantinople with him, one day warned his hearers, in a sermon, that no one should call Mary the God-bearer ((/theotokos), for Mary was a human being and God could not be born of a human being”.
  This attack on a hitherto accepted ecclesiastical term and ancient belief caused great excitement and disturbance among clergy and laity, and Nestorius himself came forward and defended the discourse of his friend in several sermons. One party agreed with him, another opposed him...

According to this account of the matter, Nestorius did not find the controversy already existing in Constantinople, but, along with his friend Anastasius, was the first to excite it.

The sermons, however, which, as we have stated, he delivered on this subject, are still partially preserved for us, and are fully sufficient to disprove the inaccurate assertion of many, that Nestorius in fact taught nothing of a heterodox character. In his very first discourse he exclaims pathetically: “They ask whether Mary may be called God-bearer. But has God, then, a mother? In that case we must excuse heathenism, which spoke of mothers of the gods; but Paul is no liar when he said of the Godhead of Christ (Heb. vii. 3) that it is without father, without mother, and without genealogy. No, my friends, Mary did not bear God;... the creature did not bear the Creator, but the Man, who is the Instrument of the Godhead. The Holy Ghost did not place the Logos, but He provided for Him, from the blessed Virgin, a temple which He might inhabit... This garment of which He makes use I honour for the sake of Him who is hidden within it, and is inseparable from it... I separate the natures and unite the reverence. Consider what this means. He who was formed in the womb of Mary was not God Himself, but God assumed Him, and because of Him who assumes, He who is assumed is also named God.”
…
It is easy to see that Nestorius occupied the point of view of his teacher Theodore of Mopsuestia... Several of his priests gave him notice of withdrawal from his communion, and preached against him. The people cried out, “We have an Emperor, but not a Bishop”. Some, and among them laymen, spoke against him even in public when he preached, and particularly a certain Eusebius, undoubtedly the same who was subsequently Bishop of Dorylaeum, (a city within the patriarchal diocese of Constantinople) who, although at the time still a layman, was among the first who saw through and opposed the new heresy. Nestorius applied to him and to others for this reason the epithet of “miserable men”,
 called in the police against them, and had them flogged and imprisoned, particularly several monks, whose accusation addressed to the Emperor against him…

The fragment of another sermon
 is directed entirely against the communicatio idiomatum, (inter-change between the divine and human titles of Christ the Lord when referring to His human and divine attributes.) particularly against the expression “the Logos suffered”. But his fourth discourse which was against Proclus* is the most important, containing these words: “The life-giving Godhead they call mortal, and dare to draw down the Logos to the level of the fables of the theatre, as though He (as a child) was wrapped in swaddling-clothes and afterwards died... Pilate did not kill the Godhead, but the garment of the Godhead; and it was not the Logos which was wrapped in a linen cloth by Joseph of Arimathea and buried... He did not die who gives life, for who would then raise Him who died?... In order to make satisfaction for men, Christ assumed the person of the guilty nature (of humanity)... And this man I worship along with the Godhead… as the instrumentum of the goodness of the Lord,... as the living purple garment of the King... That which was formed in the womb of Mary is not God Himself... but because God dwells in Him whom He has assumed, therefore also He who is assumed is called God because of Him who assumes Him. And it is not God who has suffered, but God was conjoined with the crucified flesh... We will therefore call the holy Virgin ( (theodokhos - the vessel of God), but not ( (theotokos - God-bearer), for only God the Father is the (but we will honour that nature which is the garment of God along with Him who makes use of this garment, we will separate the natures and unite the honour, we will acknowledge a double person and worship it as one.”

From all this we see that Nestorius… instead of uniting the human nature with the divine person, he always assumes the union of a human person with the Godhead... He can never rise to the abstract idea, nor think of human nature without personality, nor gain an idea of the union of the merely human nature with the divine person. Therefore he says quite decidedly, Christ has assumed the person of guilty humanity, and he can unite the Godhead and manhood in Christ only externally, because he regards manhood in Christ as person, as shown by all the figures and similes which he employs.

Later Writings of Nestorius
Some ascribe the book ‘Bazar of Heracleides’ to Nestorius claiming that he wrote it at his place of exile under a pseudonym. It seems that in this book he tried to exonerate himself, but ended up to the opposite, asserting his commonly known heresy through his conviction that the person of Jesus Christ is not the same person of the Son of God, the Logos; i.e., believing in the external conjoining of two persons, an external union only in image. This destructs the whole concept of redemption, as, accordingly, God the Word would not be, Himself, the crucified redeemer and saviour of the world. This would make meaningless the everlasting words of John the Evangelist “For God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life” (John 3:16). How then would the words that the Lord said through his prophet Isaiah be fulfilled: “I, even I, am the Lord; and beside me there is no saviour” (Is. 43:11).

Here are the texts that were attributed to Nestorius in the book ‘Bazar of Heracleides’:

1 -     “Two are the prosopa, the prosopon of he who has clothed and the prosopon of he who is clothed.”

2 -
“Therefore the image of God is the perfect expression of God to men. The image of God, understood in this sense, can be thought of as the divine prosopon. God dwells in Christ and perfectly reveals himself to men through him. Yet the two prosopa are really one image of God.”
 

3 - 
“We must not forget that the two natures involve with him two distinct hypostaseis and two persons (prosopons) united together by simple loan and exchange.”

The Conflict Between Cyril and Nestorius Begins 

It was not long before the Nestorian views spread from Constantinople to other provinces, and so early as in the year of 429 Cyril, Archbishop of Alexandria, found it necessary in an Easter sermon to give clear and plain expression to the orthodox doctrine, without, however, mentioning Nestorius and the events which had occurred at Constantinople, declaring that not the Godhead (in itself), but the Logos which was united with the human nature, was born of Mary.

There had been a special attempt made to extend Nestorianism among the numerous monks of Egypt, and emissaries sent for the purpose had been active in this effort... In a very complete doctrinal letter to his monks
 Cyril shows how even the great Athanasius had used the expression “God-bearer”, and that both Holy Scripture and the Synod of Nicea taught the close union of the two natures in Christ... The Logos in Himself cannot properly be called Christ;* but neither must we call Christ a homo deifer ((/theophoros) who has assumed humanity as an instrument, but He must be called “God truly made man.”

The body of Christ is not the body of any other, but of the Word; i.e., the human nature of Christ does not belong to any human person, but the personality to which it belongs is the Logos... At the close he further compares the death of Christ with our death. In our case, he says, it is properly only the body which dies, and yet we say the “the man dies”... So it is with Christ. The Godhead in itself did not die, but the Logos has what in the first place belonged to His human nature,… and thus we can say, “He suffered death.” As man He suffered death, as God He again abolished death; and He could not have wrought our salvation by His divine nature if He had not endured death for our sake in His human nature.
This treatise of Cyril was also brought to Constantinople, and excited Nestorius to employ violent expressions respecting his Alexandrian colleague. Cyril therefore directed a short letter to Nestorius, in which he said, that it was not he (Cyril) and his treatise, but Nestorius or his friend (Anastasius) who was the cause of the present prevailing ecclesiastical disorder…
 Nestorius answered in a few lines, which contained hardly anything but self-praise…

In a fresh letter to Nestorius, Cyril defines the orthodox doctrine saying that “the Word did not become flesh in such a manner as that God's nature had changed or been transformed…  On the contrary, the Logos had hypostatically united with Himself the body (/sarx) animated by the rational soul ( /psykhi logiki), and thus had, in an inexplicable manner, become man… The two distinct natures had been united into a true unity,... not as though the difference of the natures had been done away by the union, but, on the contrary, that they constituted the one Lord Jesus Christ and Son by the unutterable union of the Godhead and the manhood... The Logos united Himself with the human nature in the womb of Mary, and thus was, after the flesh, born. So also He suffered, etc., since the Logos, who is in Himself impassible, endured this in the body which He had assumed.”

Nestorius replied… we ought not to say that God was born and suffered, and that Mary was the God-bearer; that was heathenish, Apollinarian, Arian...

Afterwards, Cyril sent the Deacon Possidonius to Rome, and gave him… a special memorial in which he had drawn out in short propositions the Nestorian error, and its opposing orthodox doctrine.

The Synod at Rome in 430 AD
In consequence of this, Pope Celestine, in the year 430, held a Synod at Rome, at which he approved the expression Theotokos  (() for the Virgin Mary, and Nestorius was declared a heretic.
  Pope Celestine also sent a letter to Pope Cyril of Alexandria delegating him to give effect to a public sentence against Nestorius if he perseveres in his ways. In this letter he said:

“... let him know that he cannot share our communion if he persists in this path of perversion by opposing the apostolic teaching. 

Accordingly, since the authentic teaching of our see is in harmony with you, using our apostolic authority you will carry out this decree with accurate firmness. Within ten days, counting from the day of this warning, he should either condemn his evil teachings by a written confession, and strongly affirm that he himself holds that belief concerning the birth of Christ, our God, which the Church of Rome, and the Church of your holiness, and universal devotion upholds, or, if he should not do this, your holiness, because of care for that Church, should immediately understand that he must be removed from our body in every way ... 

And we wrote the same to our holy brothers and fellow bishops, John [Bishop of Antioch], Rufus [Thessalonica], Juvenal [Jerusalem], and Flavian [Philippi], in order that our judgment concerning him, or rather the divine judgment of Christ, may be manifest.”

The Synod of Alexandria in 430 AD

Pope Cyril held a Synod at Alexandria in 430 AD. This Synod approved the text of Pope Cyril's third letter to Nestorius which is the one that contains the celebrated twelve anathematisms, composed by Cyril, with which Nestorius was required to agree. The Synod also addressed two more letters, one to the clergy and the laity of Constantinople, and the other to the monks of Constantinople. A commission of Egyptian Bishops and clergy publicly delivered, on a Sunday, in the Cathedral at Constantinople, to Nestorius the synodal letter respecting him, together with the documents from Rome.

Nestorius then raised a complaint to the Emperor Theodosius the younger, against Pope Cyril, and further published twelve counter anathematisms, which he composed against Pope Cyril's twelve anathematisms, representing Cyril as a heretic.

In his seventh anathematism Nestorius completely denied that the one born of the Virgin Mary is, Himself, the Only-Begotten Son born of the Father before all ages. Here is his exact phraseology:

“If any one says that the man who was formed of the Virgin is the Only-begotten, who was born from the bosom of the Father, before the morning star was, and does not rather confess that He has obtained the designation of Only-begotten on account of His connection with Him who in nature is the Only-begotten of the Father; and besides, if any one calls another than the Emmanuel Christ; let him be anathema.”

Beginning, Conflict and Victory of the Synod of Ephesus

As we have seen previously, it was proposed to hold an Ecumenical Council, sometime after the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy in order to settle it. This was expressly demanded both by the Orthodox and by Nestorius.
 In his third letter to Pope Celestine, Nestorius spoke of this; and, in like manner, the letter of the monks of Constantinople to the Emperor, in which they complained of the ill-treatment which they had received from Nestorius, contains a loudly-expressed desire for the application of this ecclesiastical remedy.
 In fact, the Emperor Theodosius II, so early as  November 19, 430, and thus a few days before the anathematisms of Cyril arrived at Constantinople, issued a circular letter, bearing also the name of his Western colleague, Valentinian III, addressed to all the metropolitans, in which he summoned them, for the Pentecost of the following year, to an Ecumenical Synod at Ephesus, and that whoever should arrive too late should be gravely responsible before God and the Emperor.

In accordance with the imperial command the Synod was to begin on Pentecost (June 7) in the year 431.
 Nestorius, with his sixteen bishops, was among the first who arrived at Ephesus.
  The Fathers awaited the arrival of Patriarch John of Antioch for a period of sixteen days after the appointed date, but he did not arrive into Ephesus. With Pope Cyril of Alexandria as president of the Synod, the Synod then began on the 22nd of June, in the Cathedral of Ephesus, which was dedicated to the God-bearer and named after her. After inviting Nestorius three times, he refused to attend the Synod, and the second letter of Saint Cyril to him was read and so was the reply of Nestorius to that letter. 
Afterwards there were two other documents read, namely, the letter of Celestine and the Roman Synod, and that of Saint Cyril and of the Alexandrian Synod to Nestorius;* and the four clerics whom Cyril had sent to deliver that document to Nestorius were examined as to the result of their mission.
 They replied that Nestorius had given them no answer at all. In order, however, to be quite clear as to whether he still persisted in his error, two bishops, Theodotus of Ancyra and Acacius of Melitene, who were personal friends of Nestorius, and had during the last three days been in habitual intercourse with him, and had endeavoured to convert him from his error,… they announced that, unfortunately, all their efforts with him had been in vain.
  Nestorius had replied to these bishops “Never will I call a child, two or three months old, God.”

In order, however, to submit the doctrinal point in question to a thorough investigation, and in the light of patristic testimony, at the suggestion of Flavian, Bishop of Philippi, a number of passages from the writings of the Fathers of the Church were now read, in which the ancient faith respecting the union of the Godhead and manhood in Christ was expressed.

In opposition to these patristic passages there were next read twenty passages, some longer and some shorter, from the writings of Nestorius, in which his fundamental views, which we have presented above connectedly, were expressed in separate parts and in concreto.

All Bishops cried out together: “If any one does not anathematize Nestorius, let him be himself anathema; the true faith anathematizes him, the Holy Synod anathematizes him. If anyone has communion with Nestorius, let him be anathema... We all anathematize the heretic Nestorius and his adherents, and his impious faith and his impious doctrine. We all anathematize the impious /asvi Nestorius...”

The Holy Synod... then decreed that Nestorius be excluded from the episcopal dignity and from all priestly communion… This judgment was in the first place subscribed by 198 bishops who were present. Some others afterwards took the same side, so that altogether over 200 subscribed.

A few days afterwards, on the 26th or 27th of June, John of Antioch arrived at last at Ephesus, and the Synod immediately sent a deputation to meet him, consisting of several bishops and clerics, to show him proper respect, and at the same time to make him acquainted with the deposition of Nestorius... Immediately after his arrival John held a Synod at his own residence, with his adherents,… numbered forty-three members including himself. And he announced the sentence that Pope Cyril of Alexandria, and Memnon Bishop of Ephesus, were to be deposed and dismissed from all sacerdotal functions, and, with the others who gave their consent to the sentence against Nestorius, excommunicated, until they acknowledge their fault and anathematize the heretical propositions of Cyril.

Both sides now appealed to the emperor, each seeking his exclusive support. The issue became so tense that the council itself was dragged on till 11 September of the same year. Meanwhile the emperor gave orders deposing Cyril, Memnon and Nestorius. But shortly thereafter Cyril and Memnon were called back and Nestorius was sent to the monastery of Euprepius. In 435 he was exiled to Petra in Arabia, and then to the deserts of Egypt, where he died by about the year 449.

The Reunion of 433 AD

The removal of Nestorius did not solve the problem. Communion between the parties being now broken, the emperor himself exerted his influence to re-establish peace. His efforts produced the expected results and in 433 John of Antioch sent Paul of Emesa to Alexandria with a profession of faith (i.e. a written document containing a confession of the faith of John), which Cyril accepted and sent back to Antioch his famous letter which brought reunion. This incorporated a passage from John's confession, stressing the unity of Christ's person and the unconfused continuance of Godhead and manhood in Him.

The text contained the following: 

“We confess that our Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of God, is perfect God and perfect man, of a rational soul and body, begotten before ages from the Father according to his divinity, and that, in recent days, he himself for us and for our salvation was born from the Virgin Mary according to his humanity, consubstantial to the Father himself according to his divinity and consubstantial to us according to his humanity, for a union was made of his two natures. We confess one Christ, one Son, one Lord. With this understanding of a union without fusion we confess that the Holy Virgin is the Mother of God, because God the Word was made flesh and was made man, and from his very conception he united to himself a temple taken from her. And we know that theologians regard some of the evangelical and apostolic sayings regarding the Lord as common, that is, as pertaining to one person, and that theologians divide others of the sayings as pertaining to two natures, and refer those proper to God to the Divinity of Christ, but the lowly ones to his humanity”.

A State of Tension

The reunion of 433 did not really succeed in bringing about perfect unity between the two sides. The Alexandrines (i.e. the group that supported Saint Cyril) felt that Cyril had offered too many concessions to the Antiochenes. As for the Antiochenes, some of them felt aggravated and unsatisfied with the exclusion of Nestorius and his condemnation.

Yet Cyril was powerful and influential enough so as to contain his adherents. He sent many letters to his friends such as Acacius, Bishop of Melitene (present day Malta), and Valerian, Bishop of Iconium, explaining that the reconciliation with John of Antioch is not in contradiction neither with his previous interpretation of the dogma in his letters to Nestorius, nor with the doctrines of the council of Ephesus.

As for the Antiochenes, they were not all in agreement on the question of a rapprochement or a reunion. Although men like John of Antioch and Acacius, Bishop of Beroea (present day Aleppo), accepted the reunion and continued to remain loyal to the terms of the agreement reached in 433, there were others on the Antiochene side who were unwilling to comply with the Antiochene patriarch. This latter group consisted of persons holding to two positions. On the one hand, there were the Cilicians who were opposed to Cyril and the reunion, and on the other there were persons like Theodoret of Cyrus who would not accept the condemnation of Nestorius.

The Emperor now intervened and many of those bishops and clerics yielded. Yet fifteen recalcitrants had to be deposed. In 435 Theodoret accepted the reunion, without condemning Nestorius. An able controversialist, the Bishop of Cyrus played a significant role in the conflict following the reunion.

The Reunion Interpreted Differently 

The tension between the two sides was aggravated by the fact that the reunion itself was not taken by them in an agreed sense. The Alexandrines, on their part, regarded it as an incident which led the Antiochenes to accept the council of 431 unconditionally. Cyril himself had taken it only in this sense, and he made that point clear to the men on his side who asked him about it.
 This Cyrilline view, as we shall see later, was ably asserted by Severus of Antioch in the sixth century.
 The Alexandrines could offer sufficient justification for this position. Did not the Antiochenes, for instance, agree to the concordat withdrawing all their three objections to the council of Ephesus? Did they not also communicate with Cyril of Alexandria without making him formally give up the anathemas?
Though the legitimacy of this Alexandrine defense cannot be gainsaid, Theodoret of Cyrus and his supporters were not willing to grant it. Theodoret, on his part, proceeded on the assumption that the reunion of 433 had cancelled all decisions of the council of 431 which they did not positively endorse. Accordingly, they exerted all their abilities to build up a strong [i.e. extremist] Antiochene theology on the foundation of the Formulary of Reunion [according to their own understanding] and to appoint men in key positions to propagate this theology. This they hoped to achieve by admitting the Second Letter of Cyril to Nestorius as a document of the faith, in addition to the Formulary itself. In so owning the second letter, the Antiochenes may well have interpreted the phrase hypostatic union which it contained as a synonym for prosopic union (union between persons) though Cyril had rejected this phrase in that letter. In their effort to develop their theology it was felt that they should admit and declare Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia as their theological masters. The works of these two were published and even a defense of the men was brought out by Theodoret himself. As soon as this was produced, it was refuted by Pope Cyril. The Antiochene extremists did also raise men in important Sees from among their supporters. Ibas of Edessa was one of such persons, and he was made bishop of Edessa in 435. The Antiochene side also could offer a justification for their activities. They could argue, for instance, that they were unable to make sense of the Alexandrine phrases like hypostatic union, one hypostasis, and one incarnate nature of God the Word, except to see in them an Apollinarian meaning, and that they had not accepted the anathemas of Cyril.

Meaning of the Phrase ‘Hypostatic Union’  (() 

To Saint Cyril, the word hypostasis ((/hypostasis) means the person (/prosopon) together with the nature ((/physis) that he carries. The phrase hypostatic union ((/enosis kat hypostasin), to him, does not at all mean a union of persons, but a union of natures in one simple person, a natural union or a union according to nature ((/enosis kata physin). In other words the phrase hypostatic union to Saint Cyril very clearly means the union of two natures naturally in one simple person (i.e. single person).

The Standpoint of Saint Cyril

In this period Pope Saint Cyril sensed that there was an attempt by the bishops who were impressed by, or adhered to, Nestorius and his teachings, to bring back Nestorianism to the East, in the areas surrounding the Antiochene See. He thus wrote to John of Antioch, the Antiochene Synod, Acacius Bishop of Melitene, the clerics and Lampon the Priest, and Emperor Theodosius, warning them against the Nestorian tidal-wave which was trying to creep behind the teachings of Theodore of Mopsuestia and Diodore of Tarsus, the theological masters of Nestorius. He then wrote to Bishop Proclus of Constantinople, and to Rabbula, Bishop of Edessa, in reply to a letter which the latter had sent to him, praising him for his stand against the teachings of Theodore of Mopsuestia and the Nestorian undercurrent in the East.

From the Letter of Saint Cyril to Emperor Theodosius we quote the following:

“There was a certain Theodore and before him Diodore the bishop, the latter of Tarsus, the former of Mopsuestia. These were the fathers of the blasphemy of Nestorius. In books which they composed they made use of a crude madness against Christ, the Saviour of us all, because they did not understand his mystery. Therefore, Nestorius desired to introduce their teachings into our midst and he was deposed by God.

However, while some bishops of the East anathematised his teachings, in another way they now introduce these very teachings again when they admire the teachings which are Theodore's and say that he thought correctly and in agreement with our Fathers, I mean, Athanasius, Gregory and Basil. But they are lying against holy men. Whatever they (these holy men) wrote, they are the opposite to the wicked opinions of Theodore and Nestorius.”

Change of Leadership
So long as Pope Cyril of Alexandria and Patriarch John of Antioch were alive there was peace between the two sides. But Patriarch John died in 442, and Pope Cyril followed him in 444.

Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus, began to attempt spreading the Nestorian teachings in the East and, in 447, he published his book Eranistes, a book intended to distort and ridicule the teaching of the Alexandrine fathers, and especially the great Saint Cyril. This aroused so much opposition, that on 18 April 448, an imperial edict was published, proscribing Nestorius, his writings, and his supporters, and Theodoret himself was ordered to remain confined to his See of Cyrus. Also Ibas, Bishop of Edessa, aroused a great deal of reaction because of his letter to Maris, Bishop of Ardaschir in Persia, against the teachings of Saint Cyril the great.

The Heresy of Eutyches

In reaction to the Nestorian activity in the East, an extreme teaching emerged in defense of the belief in the ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’, which Saint Cyril the great had professed and taught, through Eutyches, the abbot of the Monastery of Job in Constantinople.

Eutyches, a friend of Pope Cyril, claimed to have received from the great Alexandrine theologian a copy of the decisions of the Council of Ephesus 431 and to have cherished it ever since.
 He was an indefatigable supporter of the Alexandrine cause at the capital. As the abbot of the monastery of Job in the seventh quarter of the city, he had directed more than three hundred monks for over thirty years. Through his godson and nephew Chrysaphius, the grand chamberlain of the emperor, he had direct access to the court. At a time when the ecclesiastical atmosphere in the East had been viciated by the rivalry between the Alexandrine and the Antiochene sides, Eutyches' undue zeal for the former may well have elicited opposition from the latter, and thus added to further tension.

Eutyches started defending the faith of the one nature but then fell into the heresy attributed to him, i.e. the humanity (of Christ) dissolved in the divinity as a drop of vinegar would dissolve in the ocean; or, in other words, that the two natures had been intermixed into one nature. From here came the appellation ‘monophysites’ (j) because the phrase ‘moni physis’ (j) means 'only nature' and not 'one nature', which is ‘mia physis’ (j). Eusebius Bishop of Dorylaeum, visited Eutyches
 in his monastery at Constantinople many times and found out that the faith he maintains was unorthodox, for he believed that the two natures were intermixed into one.
The Home Synod of Constantinople in 448 AD

In this Synod (8-22 November 448) which was presided over by Flavian, Bishop of Constantinople, and attended by 32 bishops, Eutyches was condemned, deposed and excommunicated upon a libel that Eusebius, Bishop of Dorylaeum, presented against him, and also the testimonies of Presbyter John and Deacon Andrew, whom the Synod had sent to summon Eutyches, because he insisted that the flesh which our Lord Jesus Christ took from the Virgin Mary was not ‘consubstantial with us’ and he hesitated in clarifying his point of view when he attended the Synod, and submitted a written confession of faith which he refused to read himself.
 The condemnation against Eutyches was signed by 30 bishops and 23 archimandrites. For the first time, the following statement was, affirmed: that Christ the Lord 'was in two natures after the union'. Many troubles and a very tense situation prevailed in Constantinople. Eutyches raised an appeal against the Home Synod to the emperor, who then wrote to Pope Dioscorus of Alexandria summoning him to preside over a council to be held on the first of August at Ephesus, and required of Juvenal, Bishop of Jerusalem, and Thalassius, Bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, to be co-presidents with him. An imperial mandate was sent to Dioscorus asking him to permit Barsumas, an archimandrite from Syria on the Alexandrine side, to participate in the council. 

The Standpoint of the Alexandrine Church
Pope Dioscorus sensed the danger of the spread of the ideas of Theodoret of Cyrus, and Ibas of Edessa, in the East; those ideas that attack the doctrines of Pope Cyril of Alexandria. He also feared the spread of the teachings of Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Nestorius, in many areas in the East. He knew that Eutyches complained that he had presented a profession of faith along with a writ of appeal to the Home Synod of Constantinople in 448 AD, and it had not been received from him.
 Pope Dioscorus feared that Eutyches might have been condemned for his adherence to the teachings of the great Saint Cyril about the one incarnate nature of God the Word. The Home Synod of Constantinople (448) had demanded from Eutyches to anathematize all who do not say ‘in two natures after the union’, but he refused and said, “if I anathematize, woe unto me that I condemn my fathers (as Saint Cyril the great).”
  
Having Eutyches’ (deceptive) written confession, that he rejected those who say ‘that the flesh of our Lord Jesus Christ had come down from heaven’…  ‘For he who is the Word of God came down from heaven without flesh and was made flesh from the very flesh of the Virgin unchangeably and inconvertibly, in a way he himself knew and willed. And he who is always perfect God before the ages was also made perfect man in the end of days for us and for our salvation.’
 Pope Dioscorus sensed that Flavian, Patriarch of Constantinople, and Eusebius of Dorylaeum, had joined the Nestorian trend present in the East when Eutyches was demanded by the Home Synod of Constantinople (448) to anathematize all who do not confess two natures after the union. The truth was that Pope Dioscorus sought to fight Nestorianism by rejecting the phrase “two natures after the union”, and Bishop Eusebius was urging Patriarch Flavian to fight Eutychianism by asserting the phrase “two natures after the union”. Hence the misunderstanding occurred between the two sides, and had later developed into the Chalcedonian dispute. Accurate research proves that Pope Dioscorus was not Eutychian, this is why the Council of Chalcedon did not condemn him for any erroneous belief on his part, as Anatolius, Patriarch of Constantinople and president of the Council at its meeting of the 22 October 451 had stated.
  Also, Patriarch Flavian and Bishop Eusebius were not Nestorian.
The Second Council of Ephesus in 449 AD
The first session was held on 8 August 449, attended by 150 bishops, presided by Pope Dioscorus, in the presence of Bishop Julius, the representative of the Pope of Rome, Juvenal of Jerusalem, Domnus of Antioch, and Flavian, Patriarch of Constantinople.

After examining the proceedings of the First Council of Ephesus in 431 and the Home Synod of Constantinople in 448, and reading a written confession of the Orthodox faith which Eutyches had (deceitfully) submitted to this Council, and after hearing deliberations from those who were present, the Council decreed its condemnation and deposition of Flavian, Patriarch of Constantinople, and Eusebius, Bishop of Dorylaeum, acquitted Eutyches and restored him to his clerical post. The Council also condemned and deposed Ibas, Bishop of Edessa, Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus, and others.
 It proclaimed that Diodorus of Tarsus was a Nestorian.
 The letter of Pope Leo I to that Council, which is known as the Tome of Leo, was not read.
The Council of Chalcedon
Pope Leo I did not accept the results of the Second Council of Ephesus 449 and absolved Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus and restored him back into communion.
 But then Emperor Theodosius fell off the back of his horse and this led to his death on 28 July 450. His sister Pulcheria stepped forth, assumed authority, married Marcian, an officer in the army, and declared him Emperor on the 28th of August of that same year. Then, on 15 May 451, an imperial edict was issued summoning for a general council to be held at Nicea. By the 1st of September, the bishops had arrived in Nicea, but then they were ordered to proceed to Chalcedon, which was near to Constantinople. About five hundred delegates assembled in the great church of Saint Euphemia, and the first session of the council was held on 8 October 451 AD.

In that session Pope Dioscorus was questioned about the teaching of Eutyches whom the Second Council of Ephesus in 449 AD had exonerated. He said: ‘If Eutyches holds notions disallowed by the doctrines of the Church, he deserves not only punishment but even fire. But my concern is for the catholic and apostolic faith, not for any man whomsoever.’
  He also stated: “I accept the phrase from two natures after the union.”
 Thus in his affirmation of the one incarnate nature of God the Word he wanted to prove the indivisibility of the two natures after the union, and in his acceptance of the phrase 'from two natures after the union' he wanted to confirm what Saint Cyril had affirmed. i.e. the continuity of the existence of two natures in the union, without intermixture or confusion.
On the second session held on 10 October “there were men to raise objection to three passages of the Tome, and one delegate (Atticus of Nicopolis, a town in Illyricum) asked for time to compare it with the third letter of Cyril to Nestorius and the anathemas”... A five day recess was announced by the commissioners.

The Council of Chalcedon approved the synodical letters of the great Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Tome of Leo after revising it on the twelve anathematisms of Saint Cyril.
 The sentences resulting were: to excommunicate, condemn and depose Eutyches, to annul most of the decisions of the Second Council of Ephesus 449, to depose Pope Dioscorus of Alexandria for administrative and legal reasons, and to restore Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus, and Ibas, Bishop of Edessa, after they both agreed to anathematize Nestorius and his teachings. However, the Council did not judge the writings of Theodoret and Ibas which are against the teaching of the great Saint Cyril, neither did it judge Theodore of Mopsuestia, the theological master of Nestorius, or his teachings.

In spite of the fact that the letter of Ibas, Bishop of Edessa, to Maris, Bishop of Ardaschir in Persia, in which he attacked the Ecumenical Council of Ephesus 431, the teachings of the great Saint Cyril and his twelve anathematisms, was read out in the Council, the Council did not decree its condemnation.
 This led the group who rejected the decisions of the Council of Chalcedon to feel that there had been a kind of sympathy at the Council for the Nestorian side. However, the council affirmed the holiness of Saint Cyril and did not accept Theodore and Ibas till they subscribed anathemas against Nestorius.

The Chalcedonian side had later clarified its standpoint on this issue, showing the rejection of the Chalcedonians to Nestorianism in a definite manner, in the following Council held at Constantinople in 553, known as the Fifth Council. This Fifth Council took the decision to anathematize the person and the writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia, the teacher of Nestorius, and to anathematize the writings of Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus, also the writings of Ibas, Bishop of Edessa, against the teachings of the great Saint Cyril.
The Council of Chalcedon set a definition for the faith, although its members had refused to do so in the beginning but under pressure from the legates of the Emperor they finally gave up. The first draft stated that Christ was “of two natures”, but the legates of the Emperor insisted that the text should include “in two natures”. After much resistance, on the basis that this phrase was included in the Tome of Leo, which the Council had already accepted and therefore there is no need to include it in the definition of the faith, at the end the Council accepted this last phrase as both the legates of the Pope of Rome and the Emperor's commissioners insisted on it.

The definition that was accepted by the Council was not Nestorian; the Council had, in fact, stressed in all its decisions the anathematisation of both Nestorianism and Eutychism. However, the definition neither included the phrase “hypostatic union”, nor the phrase “there can be no distinction between the two natures except in thought only”, which are the important phrases in the teaching of the great Saint Cyril. There was also a statement that anathematized “whoever believed in two natures before the union, and one nature after the union”, by this they meant Eutyches and the doctrine of confusion between the two natures. It is well known that the Non-Chalcedonian side anathematizes whoever believes in “two natures before the union”, because this expression suggests the existence of the humanity before its union with the divinity. This party accepts the phrase “of two natures in the union” and also “of two natures after the union”. However, anathematising whoever says “of one nature after the union” needed clarification, what was meant was the doctrine of intermixture or confusion because this anathematism could be interpreted as against the teaching of Saint Cyril the great “one incarnate nature of the Word of God”, which is the teaching that the Non-Chalcedonian side held, and still holds and adheres to until today, along with its utter and full rejection to the idea of the intermixing and its affirmation of the continuance of the existence of the two natures in the union.

These issues of faith led Pope Dioscorus to reject the Council of Chalcedon, and led many groups in the East -including the Egyptian people- to denounce this Council. The Council of Constantinople in 553, tried to treat the matter by using the phrases of Saint Cyril the great: “hypostatic union” and “it is impossible to distinguish the two natures except by thought only”, and by explaining the implication of rejecting those who believe in one nature on the basis of intermixing.
 Yet the dispute between the Chalcedonians and the non-Chalcedonians continued concerning the phrases “in two natures” and “of two natures”.
The fourteen Egyptian Bishops who attended the Council of Chalcedon agreed with the anathematisation of Eutyches but they refused to put their signatures to the decisions of the Council or to the Tome of Leo. “They pointed out that they could not subscribe to it without the concurrence of their archbishop… They could not do that unless they had with them their archbishop”.
 Big troubles took place in the East due to the decisions of the Council of Chalcedon, and by the change of emperors, the situation changed.

On 16 March 457, Pope Timothy II (Aelurus) was elected in Alexandria as a successor to Pope Dioscorus after his decease. In the days of Emperor Basilicus, he was able to convene another general Council at Ephesus (some call this the Third Council of Ephesus) in 475, attended by 500 bishops. This Council anathematized the teachings of Eutyches and the teachings of Nestorius and abrogated the Council of Chalcedon. Seven hundred Eastern bishops signed the decisions of this Council.
  The standpoint of Pope Timothy showed, through this Council, that the Non-Chalcedonian side was not, essentially, Eutychian in faith, as the Chalcedonian side had frequently accused it.

Then, in the days of the Emperor Zeno, another attempt to restore the union took place on the basis of the Henotikon, a document issued by Emperor Zeno on 28 July 482. This was subscribed first by each of Acacius, Patriarch of Constantinople, Peter Mongus, Patriarch of Alexandria, in 484 by Peter the Fuller, who had then become Patriarch of Antioch, and Martyrius, Patriarch of Jerusalem. Yet Rome did not join in signing the document, and Pope Felix III held a council and excommunicated Acacius, Patriarch of Constantinople. Also, strong opposition took place in Egypt and a group called the Acephilists (without head) was formed. Thus the Henotikon or the union document was not able to maintain the union which began with the Patriarchs of the four Eastern Sees who accepted and signed it.

Contemporary View of the Situation
The Non-Chalcedonian side had wished to discard Nestorianism by confirming the doctrine of the one nature of God the Word incarnate, of two natures without intermixing or fusion or change. The expression ‘the one nature’ is the truest expression on ‘the natural union’ which Saint Cyril had taught in his third letter to Nestorius, and which was approved by both the Council of Ephesus and the Council of Chalcedon.

The Chalcedonian side wished to discard Eutychism by confirming the doctrine and expression of the two natures, non-separated, or non-partitioned, in order to affirm the continuance of the existence of the two natures and that they were not annihilated in the union, and to affirm the non-annihilation of the distinction in the attributes of the two natures due to the union.

Perhaps each of the two sides was complementary to the other in its expression of the one truth. For those who professed one incarnate nature of two natures have added “without mixture or change” in order to refute Eutychism. And those who professed two natures added “without separation or partition” in order to refute Nestorianism. Both sides spoke of one truth that the Lord Jesus Christ is one divine-human being, i.e. they spoke of one being of two essences united in the one Christ.

Those who used the expression ‘one incarnate nature’ had meant to express the state of existence; those who used the expression 'two natures' had meant to express the reality of the continuance of the existence of the two natures.
In other words, some have spoken about the state of existence, and some have spoken about the reality of the existence, and because they both used the same word 'nature', they clashed.

	Non-Chalcedonian Understanding

The word ‘nature’ refers to the state of existence
	Chalcedonian Understanding

The word ‘nature’ refers to the reality of existence




Those who meant the ‘state of existence’ said “one nature”, and those who meant the ‘reality of existence’ said “two natures”. The proof is that both sides have together accepted that there can be no distinction between the two natures except in thought alone. This means that there can be no actual distinction between them in reality, but rather in imagination and contemplation. This does not mean abolishing the reality of their existence, but abolishing the state of their existence not in union. Unity is the truest expression of the 'natural union' (j /enosis physiki).

On this basis, an agreement was reached between the Chalcedonian and the Non-Chalcedonian sides in the Orthodox dialogue at Saint Bishoy's Monastery in Egypt in June 1989. Both sides accepted the theological phraseology of the other, professing its orthodoxy. Both sides agreed that the Word of God, Himself, became perfect man, through incarnation, is consubstantial to the Father according to His divinity, and consubstantial to us according to His humanity - without sin. Also, that the union of natures in Christ is a natural, hypostatic, real and perfect union without fusion or intermixing or change or separation. That it is not possible to distinguish between the natures except in thought alone. That the Virgin Mary is ‘Theotokos’ (j) with anathematising the teachings of both Nestorius and Eutyches and also the crypto-Nestorianism of Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus. Our hope is that this agreement would be the basis of the union between the two parties.
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