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1. Outline of the Life of Saint Severus 

"Athanasius of Antioch… stresses that Severus was a compassionate man,
 and, as we will see, this is an important quality in understanding him. All the early biographers emphasise Severus' asceticism, and Severus himself, writing to Justinian, says that his life was habitually frugal.

Severus was born in Sozopolis in Pisidia about 465. His family was well-to-do, and as a young man, not yet baptised, he was sent to Alexandria to study  and  From Alexandria he went to Beirut, to study Roman law. At Beirut Severus came under the influence of a group of Christian students, and began to study Basil and Gregory Nazianzen. At this stage he was baptised, at the shrine of Leontius at Tripoli.

We are told that after his baptism Severus became increasingly ascetic, spending much of his time in church. He qualified as an advocate, and visited Jerusalem, where he decided to follow the monastic life. From Jerusalem, looking for a still more ascetic life, he went into the desert of Eleutheropolis. Here he eventually became ill, and was persuaded to enter the convent of Romanus. At this time he shared out with his brothers the property he inherited from his parents, and after giving most of his share to the poor, bought a convent near Maiuma.
Severus was already actively involved in opposing the Council of Chalcedon. Maiuma had been the episcopal seat of Peter the Iberian, one of the two(?) bishops who consecrated Timothy Aelurus;
 and Severus was to follow in this tradition. He already belonged to the more extreme [non-Chalcedonian]
 party, which rejected the Henoticon of Zeno. Liberatus, the archdeacon of Carthage, wrote of Severus that "dum sederet prius in monasterio Iberi, non suscipiebat Zenonis edictum, nec Petrum Mongon ... exinde missus est permanere Constantinopotim ..."
 Severus was indeed sent to Constantinople. A Chalcedonian monk, Nephalius, stirred up the bishops in Palestine against the anti-Chalcedonian monks, who began to be harassed. John of Beth Aphthonia tells us that Nephalius even wrote an Apologia for Chalcedon, which Severus destroyed as if it had been a cobweb, with his two Orationes.
 This was the first important anti-Chalcedonian work of Severus that we have, and it was written around 508.
 Cobweb or not, Evagrius tells us that Severus was expelled from his own monastery by Nephalius and his party, and thence proceeded to the imperial city, to plead the case of himself and those expelled with him.
 

Severus spent the years 508-11 in Constantinople. He seems quite quickly to have gained the sympathy of Anastasius, who was already not over-fond of the

Patriarch Macedonius, who had definite leanings towards Chalcedon. The Chalcedonians in the capital made a collection of edited excerpts from Cyril, in an attempt to show that Cyril himself supported the Chalcedonian account of the two natures. This work was apparently given to Macedonius, who gave it to the emperor. Severus, in turn, wrote his Philalethes, giving the true context of the quotations from Cyril.
 Relations between Severus and Macedonius steadily deteriorated. Macedonius' position was not strong. He had already undermined his support with the extreme Chalcedonians by promising to uphold the Henoticon.
 In addition, Anastasius had a personal grudge against him. Euphemius, the previous Patriarch, had withheld his approval from the elevation of Anastasius, unless he wrote an agreement to maintain the faith of Chalcedon inviolate. This document had passed into the hands of Macedonius, and according to Evagrius, Anastasius' objection to the document was largely the cause of Macedonius' expulsion.
 In 511 he was replaced by Timothy,
The removal of Macedonius was only part of a concerted effort by the [non-Chalcedonian]. While Severus had been in the capital, Philoxenus had been busy in Palestine, undermining the position of Flavian of Antioch. At Anastasius' order, a Synod was assembled at Sidon in 512. Flavian was presented with a list of seventy-seven anathemas, as well as the request openly to anathematize Chalcedon. Flavian refused...
 This was not Philoxenus: his monks informed Anastasius that Flavian was a heretic, and they received an order for his rejection. In November 512, Severus was consecrated Patriarch of Antioch in his place.

In his enthronement address,
 Severus affirmed Nicea, Constantinople and Ephesus. He affirmed the Henoticon of Zeno as "an orthodox confession of the faith", but explicitly anathematized Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo, as well as Nestorius and Eutyches, and Diodore and Theodore, "the masters of Nestorius". Added to the list are Ibas of Edessa, Barsumas of Nisibis and Cyrus and John of Aigai.
 In a Synod held at Tyre around 514,
 the assembled bishops openly anathematised Chalcedon and the Tome, and Severus joined with Philoxenus in expounding the Henoticon as annulling Chalcedon.
 Evagrius also tells us that Severus ceased not daily to anathematise Chalcedon.
 

In Antioch he must have made his presence felt. John of Beth Aphthonia tells us that on becoming bishop, he sent away the cooks from the episcopal palace, and demolished the baths he found there.
 In his Cathedral Homilies, he warned his people against resorting to the races
 and the theatre,
 and his letters show his energy, and the trouble he had in financial matters. But his time as Patriarch was not to be long.
Anastasius died in July 518, and Evagrius tells us that, many contentions having arisen in the church, Justin, in the first year of his reign, ordered him to be arrested and punished.
 Severus, with a number of the [non-Chalcedonian] bishops, managed to escape to Egypt. Philoxenus was sent into exile at Gangra. In Egypt, Severus lived a harried existence,
 but wrote some of his most important works,…. he completed his correspondence with Sergius from his exile. Lebon dates his great anti-Chalcedonian work, the Liber contra impium Grammaticum, to around 519.
 

Around 530 Justinian relaxed persecution of the [non-Chalcedonians], and in 532 he summoned the leading [non-Chalcedonian] to a 'collatio' with the Chalcedonians in Constantinople. Though invited, and promised immunity by Justinian, Severus did not attend this conference.
 He came instead, again at the summons of Justinian, in the winter of 534/5. At about the same time Anthimus of Trebizond, whom Zacharias tells us would not receive the Synod of Chalcedon into the faith,
 succeeded Epiphanius as Patriarch of Constantinople, and Theodosius, a friend of Severus, became bishop of Alexandria.
This unity in the [non-Chalcedonian] camp so alarmed… Ephraim of Antioch that he sent a special envoy to Agapetus in Rome.
 Justinian was engaged in an operation to regain Rome, and the Goths sent Agapetus to Constantinople to treat with Justinian on their behalf. Agapetus arrived in Constantinople in 536. Zacharias tells us that he perverted the love of the king to Severus and Anthimus. Justinian's interest clearly lay in the West, and Anthimus was replaced by Menas as Patriarch of Constantinople. Though Agapetus died in April 536, the position of Severus and the [non-Chalcedonians] was lost.
Severus, and his friends, were condemned
 at a ( in Constantinople lasting from May to June 536. The synod was confirmed by an edict of Justinian on the 6th of August 536. According to the edict, Severus was guilty of both Nestorianism and Eutychiamsm,
 his books were to be banned,
 and he was to be banished.

According to Athanasius, Severus left Constantinople with the help of the Empress Theodora.
 He returned to Egypt, and there, about 538, "the Lord visited him with a light disorder, and .... he fell asleep".

2. The Council of Tyre, the Capital of Phoenica, in 514 A.D.

“Severus and Philoxenos… tried to consolidate the forces against Chalcedon. With imperial orders, they held a great council at Tyre, the capital of Phoenicia, in 514. It had representatives from Alexandria and Jerusalem along with bishops from the provinces of Antioch, Apamea, Euphratesia, Osroene, Mesopotamia, Arabia and Phoenicia. This assembly could reverse the memory of Sidon. It declared the Henotikon its theological standard, but in so doing, the assembly interpreted the document, not in the light of its original intention of unifying the parties, but as a formula which cancelled the council of Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo. Elias of Jerusalem who was opposed to a position like this had to submit, though he resisted later and was deposed. John replaced Elias. The Council of Tyre wrote letters of unity to the patriarchs of Constantinople and Alexandria. Thus a union of the four major sees in the east was carved out for a time. About this time empress Ariadne dies.”

3. What Some Russian Theologians Wrote About St. Severus and His Christology

(i) Professor N. A. Zabolotsky 

In his paper on "The Christology of Severus of Antioch"
 presented during the unofficial dialogue between the Eastern and Oriental Orthodox Churches, Professor N. A. Zabolotsky who was teaching at that time in "Leningrad Theological Academy", wrote:

"It is important to mention here also the point of view of Prof. V.V. Bolotov about the attitude of Severus towards Chalcedon; although Severus rejected this Council that had become "a sign of controversy" for many centuries, he did it not because the Council taught about two natures, mediating about the unity of Godhead and manhood in Christ, but because the fathers of the Council did not follow St. Cyril's doctrine and did not use the terminology of this great master of Alexadrine school; V. V. Bolotov thought that Severus had rejected the Chalcedonian Council for its being incomplete, one sided, for its clumsy choice of dogmatic words, that are a less successful, instead of the most characteristic ones
. Examining Severus as a polemist against Nestorian errors and actual Monophysitism, we acknowledge that nobody of the oriental opponents of Chalcedon "approached the Chalcedonian dogma in such a degree as this famous author"
, avoiding formalism and assuming an attitude of examining Severus' Christology in its essence, we shall be able perhaps to consider him a spokesman of Eastern Orthodoxy although not in the Chalcedonian shape."

He also wrote in the same paper:

"The best western investigator of Severus… J. Lebon (Joseph Lebon) speaks more than once about a direct dependence of the dogmatic system of  this non-Chalcedonian patriarch on St. Cyril of Alexandria. He writes: "Severus' explanations are based on the Holy Scripture and on the works of the holy fathers, primarily Athanasius and Cyril of Alexandria".

He also wrote:

“The formula ‘two natures’ was formally condemned by Severus mostly in connection with his anti-Nestorian polemics because he thought that the formula of the Council of Chalcedon, i.e. evn du,o fu,sesin
, introduces Nestorianism, for it discerns supposedly two individuals, because for Severus, to discern essences meant the same as to discern hypostasis; the Chalcedonian expression ‘in two natures’ meant for Severus ‘in two hypostaseis’ which was the same as ‘in two persons’. But without stopping his polemics against the Council of Chalcedon, Severus could not actually ignore arguments of the Council supporters about the existence of ‘two natures’. He agreed with the patristic testimonies in this respect but only said that the fathers spoke about two natures not in the sense of the participants of the Council of Chalcedon. According to Severus, when the fathers spoke about two natures, they understood that they were discerned in one Christ by a ‘subtle speculation’ –(.
 Consequently this use of terminology, Severus had to yield the expression ‘two natures’–  $(%, when he was compelled to oppose Synusiasts, confluing natures of the Lord in this sense. Emphasizing unconfluence and unalterability of Divinity and humanity in Christ, Severus, who strictly followed St. Cyril, introduced a limitation  i.e. ‘only in speculation’ which justifies his accepted formula about ‘two natures’.
 V. V. Bolotov wrote on this occasion: ‘In a subtle abstraction, in the limits of a purely theoretical thought, the man’s reason can imagine natures of Christ as they have been before their unification.
 Then he imagines each of them not only in its peculiarities, in its differences and variation after its physical quality, that distinguishes it out of other natures, but considers it as existing for itself like a ‘hypostasis’.
 We may agree with Lebon that Severus introduced the limitation  in order to show that ‘two natures in Christ’, or, better to say, ‘duplicity’, meant by (, does not express the existing order of reality but it allowed only in a subtle speculative construction, in abstraction from a real unity, in order to see the continuity of difference essentially (in esse) between the Logos and the flesh, in order to confirm non-confluence and unalterability’ of Divinity and humanity in one Christ.

To emphasize non-confluence and unalterability, Severus uses also the formula  ‘out of two natures’- which had been used by the participants of the Council of Chalcedon in the draft of the confessional documents and preserved in the Greek text of Oros.

(ii) Professor V. V. Bolotov wrote:

"Following St. Cyril, Severus added… "We also acknowledge the essential difference of two, combined into one nature; we know that the Word has one nature and the flesh had another."

Many other writings of Professor V. V. Bolotov were introduced above under the writings of Professor N. A. Zabolotsky.

4. Christology of St. Severus of Antioch

Saint Severus strongly defended the Cyrillian Alexandrine Christology and skilfully brought into unity the Antiochene and Alexandrine teachings concerning the incarnation of the Logos.

(i) The Double Consubstantiality

Saint Severus of Antioch wrote:

“Since the one Christ is one nature and hypostasis of God the Word incarnate from Godhead and manhood, it necessarily follows that the same is known at once as consubstantial with the Father as to Godhead and consubstantial with us as to manhood. The same is the Son of God and the Son of man. He is not, therefore, two sons, but he is one and the same son.”

(ii) The Composite Hypostasis and Single Prosopon

V. C. Samuel in his book “The Council of Chalcedon Re-Examined” wrote the following:

“The non-Chalcedonian theologian affirms that the union of Godhead and manhood in Jesus Christ was not a union of two natures understood as abstract realities, but of God the Son with the manhood which became individuated in the union. Though the manhood was not an independent hypostasis over against God the Son, it is hypostatic in the union. Accordingly, Severus and almost all other theologians recognized by the non-Chalcedonian side insist that the one hypostasis is not ‘simple’; but it is ‘composite’. As we have noted, this is a Cyrilline idea, which shows that the ‘one nature’ expression, as it is conserved in Alexandrine tradition, does not lend itself to be described as ‘monophysite’.

The one hypostasis of Jesus Christ is not simply the hypostasis of God the Son, but it is the hypostasis of God the Son in his incarnate state. So Severus writes in his contra Grammaticum.

The natures and the hypostases, of which he has been composed are perceived irreducibly and unchangeably in the union. But it is not possible to recognize a prosopon for each of them, because they did not come into being dividedly either in specific concretion or in duality. For he is one hypostasis from both, and one prosopon conjointly, and one nature of God the Word incarnate.”

For Saint Severus of Antioch a human hypostasis can be an individuated human nature and not a personalised nature but not in a separate existence in Jesus Christ. That is why he said that the hypostases of which the incarnate Logos has been composed “are perceived irreducibly and unchangeably in the union. But it is not possible to recognize a prosopon for each of them.”

He explained that the prosopon of the hypostasis of God the Word is shared by both the divine and the human hypostases of our Lord Jesus Christ, because as he wrote, “they did not come into being dividedly either in specific concretion or in duality. For he is one hypostasis from both, and one prosopon conjointly, and one nature of God the Word incarnate.”

The concept of assuming an individuated human nature can be seen in thought alone in the formation of Eve from Adam and also in the incarnation of the Word of God from Saint Mary the Mother of God (Theotokos).

(iii) Distinction In Thought Alone  “”

In the line of the Christological understanding of St. Cyril, concerning the distinction in thought alone, at the moment of incarnation between the divinity and the humanity of the Lord Jesus Christ, St. Severus wrote the following:

“Those, therefore, who confess that the Lord Jesus Christ is one (made up) of Godhead and manhood, and that He is one prosopon, one hypostasis, and one nature of the Word incarnate, recognize and affirm also the difference, integrity, and otherness of the natures, of which the one Christ is ineffably formed. As they perceive this by subtle thought and contemplation of the mind, they do not take it as a ground for dividing the Emmanuel into two natures after the union.”

This fact was expressed by Saint Cyril of Alexandria in his letter to Acacius Bishop of Melitene (letter 40):

“Accordingly, whenever the manner of the Incarnation is closely considered, the human mind doubtless sees the two, ineffably and unconfusedly joined to each other in a union; but the mind in no wise divides them after they have been united, but believes and admits strongly that the one from both is God and Son and Christ and Lord.”

Saint Cyril also wrote in the same letter:

“Wherefore, we say that the two natures were united, from which there is the one and only Son and Lord, Jesus Christ, as we accept in our thoughts; but after the union since the distinction into two is now done away with, we believe that, there is one physis of the Son”
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(iv) Natural Energies and Personal Act

In His letter to Oecumenius the Count
 about properties and operations, St. Severus wrote that St. Cyril of Alexandria in the Scholion about the coal speaks as follows : 

“Nevertheless we may see in the coal as in a figure that God the Word was united to the manhood, but has not cast off being that which he is, but rather changed what had been assumed or united into his glory and operation. For, as fire when it takes hold of wood and is introduced into it, prevails over it, and does not make it cease being wood, but rather changes it into the appearance and force of fire, and performs all its own acts in it, and is already reckoned as one with it, so understand in the case of Christ also. For, since God was ineffably united with manhood, he has preserved it as what we say it is, and he himself also has remained what he was. But, after he has once been united, he is reckoned as one with it, appropriating its qualities of himself, but he himself also carried on the operation of his nature in it”
.  If 
 then the Word changed the manhood which he had hypostatically united to him, not into his nature, for he remained that which he was, but into his glory and operation, and things which manifestly belong to the flesh have come to belong to the Word himself, how shall we allow that each of the forms performs its own acts? But we must anathematize those who confine the one Christ in two nature and say that each of the natures performs its own acts. Between the things performed and done by the one Christ the difference is great. Some of them are acts befitting the divinity, while others are human. For example, to walk and travel in bodily form upon the earth is without contention human; but to bestow on those who are maimed in the feet and cannot walk upon the ground at all the power of walking like sound persons is God-befitting. Yet the one Word incarnate performed the latter and the former, and the one nature did not perform the one, and the other; nor, because the things performed are different, shall we on this account rightly define two natures or forms as operating.”

The one hypostasis of the Word of God has one operation. He has one composite natural divine human energy , in which both the divine and human natural energies continued to exist without change, without confusion, without separation and without division. According to the dispensation the incarnate Logos was acting in one operation with different capabilities according to the different natural energies which He owned.

According to His human energy, He suffered in His own flesh, but nevertheless because of the perfect union of His divinity with His humanity with all their properties including their natural energies, those passions became healing to us; as St. Peter wrote concerning the scourges put upon the holy body of our Lord, “By whose strips you were healed” (1 Pt. 2:24). Even the death of His holy body was a life giving one, and still alive in His human spirit He went to Hades where He preached the imprisoned spirits of those who slept in the hope of salvation (see 1 Pet 3:18)!!

On His glorious resurrection the Lord Jesus Christ according to His divine energy He was able to raise His holy body from the dead bringing it again to life and to the glorious state of the body of resurrection. The first-fruit of His resurrection was declared by preserving His body after His death from corruption in the tomb “Nor will You allow Your Holy One to see corruption.” (Ps 16:10, Act 2:27). 

When He said “Lazarus, come forth” (Jn 11:43) raising him from the dead. The miracle was performed in one divine-human act by the one Person of Jesus Christ using his natural divine human energy .
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At the moment of Incarnation, the divine and human natures of Jesus Christ are united to each other in a mysterious union












