II. Dogmatic Background

a) 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 (lo,goj/logos). The Logos, according to his view, took the place of the human spirit (pneu/ma/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.

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).

b) 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?

c) 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 (suna,feia/synapheia) rather than union (e[nwsij/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 (suna,feia/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 (suna,feia/synapheia), moreover, which he selected here, instead of the term union (e[nwsij/enosis)... being derived from (suna,ptw/synapto) [to join together
] expresses only an external connection, a fixing together, and is therefore expressly rejected... by the doctors of the Church.

d) 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 (qeoto,koj/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 qeodo,coj (theodokhos - the vessel of God), but not qeoto,koj (theotokos - God-bearer), for only God the Father is the qeoto,koj 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.”

e) Venerating the Doctors of Heresy: Diodore, Theodore, and Nestorius in the Assyrian Church of the East

In a paper presented by Metropolitan Aprem of the Assyrian Church, at Vienna in June 1990, that was published as a supplementary to the documents of the Syrian dialogue held at Vienna in June 1994,
 he explained how the Assyrian Church venerates Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius of Antioch in its daily prayers and commemorates them as saints. In these same prayers the adversaries and opponents of Nestorius, like Cyril of Alexandria and Severus of Antioch, are referred to as wicked. He wrote the following:

“While we examine the prayer books found in the Chaldean Syrian Church in Trichur, we come across references to three Greek fathers, namely Diodoros of Tarsus, Theodoros of Mopsuestia and Nestorius of Antioch. To mention these three together is the common custom of the Church of the East. That is the reason why it is called the Nestorian Church. It is a Church that venerates Diodoros, Theodoros and Nestorius, but it is not a Church founded by any of the three. A Nestorian father of the 13th century, Mar Abdiso, says:                          

“As to the Easterns, however, because they never changed their faith, but kept it as they received it from the Apostles; they were unjustly styled ‘Nestorians’, since Nestorius was not their Patriarch, neither did they understand his language; but when they heard that he taught the doctrine of the two natures, two Qnome, one will, one Son of God, one Messiah, they testified about hi[m] that he confessed the faith as orthodox. Because they too held it likewise. Nestorius, then followed them, and not they him, and that more especially in the matter of the appellation ‘Mother of Christ’.”

The fifth Friday after the Epiphany is observed as a memorial to the Malpane Yavnaye
 Greek doctors. The prayers for that day are seen in the Khudra.
 The heading of these prayers is given as Memorial of Greek Doctors. The second line, like a subtitle states “Mar Diodoros and Mar Theodoros and Mar Nestorius.”
 The next twenty printed pages of prayers have several references to these saints.

On the second Wednesday of the Advent season the Church requests that the prayers of Diodoros, Theodoros and Nestorius be a fortress to them.
 These prayers speak of Nestorius as Kadhisa (holy) Nestorius
 and their holy teaching. All the three, i.e. Diodoros, Theodoros and Nestorius are spoken of as teachers (Malpane), priests and holy men (Kadhisa). These prayers also speak of the opponents of Nestorius, namely Cyrill of Alexandria and Severus as “wicked” men.
    

These three fathers are so important to the Church of the East, so that their names are mentioned not only on the Memorial of the Greek Doctors but also every day in the litany of the evening prayers
 as well as the litany of the liturgy.
 In the litany these three are remembered along with the three Syrian teachers, i.e. Ephrem, Narsai and Abraham.”

f) The Attack of The Assyrian Church of the East Against the Council of Ephesus in 431 AD

An example of the Assyrian Church attack is the paper presented by Metropolitan Aprem G. Mooken entitled “Is the Theology of the Assyrian Church Nestorian?”
 where he wrote:

“A short evaluation of the Council of Ephesus of 431 A.D. would bring us to the conclusion that the Council of Ephesus of 431 A.D. was guided also by the personal enmity of Cyril against Nestorius, rather than the Christological issue which was evidently the cause according to the “official version”. Moreover, the help of the Pope of Rome given to Cyril resulted in the ultimate victory.” 

[For more details see Appendix I, (i) (ii) (iii)].
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