Lecture 3

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 Scriptures draws a sharp line of demarcations 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 (in Greek ) rather than union (in Greek ().  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, in 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 had 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 nature of 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 () 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.  Moreover, the expression conjoining () which he selected here, instead of the term union (()... being derived from () [dancers joining hand in hand - i.e. to join together] expresses only an external connection, a fixing together, and is therefore expressly rejected ... by the doctors of the Church.
We have already explained the Apollinarian heresy, which cancelled the presence of a human spirit in the Lord Jesus Christ.  Apollinarius tried to avoid bringing forth two persons in Christ by putting the human rational spirit together with the divinity of the Logos, who is also a rational spirit, because God is spirit and the Logos is rational.  Having two rational spirits in the composition of Jesus Christ meant, for Apollinarius, two persons.  Thus he cancelled the rational human spirit, and applied the trichotomy of Plato to Jesus Christ, saying that the Logos Himself replaced the human spirit, and He was united only to the flesh.  Instead of body, soul, and spirit of man, he said body, soul, and Logos.

Now, we move forward to discuss the opposite heresy, which was fighting against Apollinarianism; i.e. the heresy of Nestorius.  This heresy started with Diodore of Tarsus, who is considered the grandfather of this heresy, to Theodore of Mopsuestia, the father of this heresy, reaching to Nestorius, the fighter of this heresy. Therefore Nestorius is Diodore’s grandson in theology.  All were in the encounters of the Antiochian School of Theology, also affected by Paul of Samosata, who said that Jesus Christ became the Son of God when He was baptized in the Jordan River.  The idea was not a novelty, but was already condemned by the church in the person of Paul of Samosata.  It revived through the three Nestorian teachers.  

Diodore of Tarsus

Diodore of Tarsus said that the Son of God is not the son of David; there are two sons.  He depended on the teaching of Jesus Christ when He said, “And anyone who speaks a word against the Son of Man, it will be forgiven him; but to him who blasphemes against the Holy Spirit, it will not be forgiven” (Lk 12: 10).  Diodore said that blasphemy against the Son of Man is not considered blasphemy against the Son of God because Jesus said that blasphemy against the Son of Man will be forgiven, and blasphemy against the Holy Spirit will not.  The Holy Spirit is God; the Lord Jesus Christ explained that blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is not forgiven because it is blasphemy against God.  Since Jesus is not God, blasphemy against the son of man receives forgiveness.  Through this trick, and cunning interpretation, he sub-graded, or subordinated the Son of God to the son of man.  He said that they have a relationship together, or that they are linked to each other by some type of conjoining or indwelling. Blasphemy against the son of man is not against the Son of God.  This distinction between the two sons is the core of the teaching of Diodore of Tarsus. 

Blasphemy against the Son of Man receives forgiveness, while blasphemy against the Holy spirit does not, is not because the Son of Man is not God, but because blasphemy against the Son of Man is out of ignorance. Blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is to refuse the action of the Holy Spirit, and to resist truth.  The Holy Spirit moves everyone towards repentance, convicting him and bringing him to repentance.  If the person refuses the action of the Holy Spirit, Who is the healer of every sinner, this means he is not going to repent, and therefore he is not going to receive forgiveness.   That is the reason why blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is not forgiven, not because the Son of Man is not God and the Holy Spirit is God.  

This evil interpretation may explain to you how cunning the heretics are; they bring a verse from the scriptures, give a wrong interpretation, and simple people with no theological background can be easily deceived.  This is a short description of the theology of Diodore of Tarsus, who claimed that divinity must be compromised if the Word and the flesh of the humanity forms a substantial or hypostatic unity analogous to that formed by body and rational soul in a human being.  

The compromise of divinity is a very big issue in the Nestorian theology.  They base their theory on the concept that, man is formed out of two natures, spirit and body, both form one human nature.  

Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the fathers of the church were using this example: the union of the spirit and body in a human being resembles the union of the divinity and humanity of Jesus Christ.  The result is one composite nature.  

The Nestorians say that when a human being is subjected to bodily pains, his rational spirit is involved and shares the passions of the body.  Necessarily, the passion of the humanity of Jesus Christ will be shared by His divinity.  This theory is not accepted by our theologians.

How can anyone prove that the human spirit suffers when the body does?   The Lord Jesus Christ said, “…do not fear those who kill the body but cannot kill the soul” (Mt 10: 28).  The gospel makes a clear distinction between the suffering of the body and the state of the spirit.  What the body suffers, cannot be put on the spirit.  

On the contrary, martyrs were suffering in their bodies, but were cheerful in their spirits, because they were filled with the Holy Spirit, and they saw heavenly revelations.  Saint Stephen the archdeacon saw the glory of God during his trial and during his passions, when he was being stoned.  So, according to the spirit, he was in a glorious state, but according to his body, he was being stoned, killed, and suffering.  When your body is suffering, your spirit might be in great joy and happiness.  It is wrong to say that there will be a compromise, to say that a natural union occurred with the incarnation of the Logos, between His divinity and His humanity.  This is a great debate between the Alexandrian School and the Antiochian School of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Diodore of Tarsus, and Nestorius of Constantinople.  Nestorius was an Antiochian priest before being raised to the post of Patriarch in Constantinople.
Question: 

If somebody slaps me on the face, my body would have pain, which would go away in a couple of days, but the spirit or the soul would feel hurt for the next ten or fifteen years, because they felt humiliation, and humiliation does not touch the body, but it touches the spirit as part of the human being. 

Answer: 

That is wrong because you should be happy by fulfilling the commandment of Jesus Christ, who said that, “whoever slaps you on your right cheek, turn the other to him also.” (Mat 5:39).  If you felt pain for several years this means that you are proud of yourself… this applies to impious people.  A pious person can be cheerful, and glad if he was slapped.  In the Sermon on the Mountain the Lord said, “Blessed are you when they revile and persecute you, and say all kinds of evil against you falsely for My sake.  Rejoice and be exceedingly glad, for great is your reward in heaven, for so they persecuted the prophets who were before you” (Mt 5: 11-12).  To be exceedingly glad, this means that the spirit can enjoy something, which is painful for the body.  So, no compromise!
Saint Peter in his first epistle wrote, “If you are reproached for the name of Christ, blessed are you, for the Spirit of glory and of God rests upon you.  On their part He is blasphemed, but on your part He is glorified.”  (1 Pt 4: 14).  This shows how saints rejoiced as they were suffering for the name of Christ, since they feel that the spirit of glory and of God rests upon them, simultaneously they gain the fruits of the Holy Spirit, one of which is joy.  The body suffers, but the spirit is in joy, and exceedingly glad.  This proves that there is no compromise for the divinity.  It is a very delicate and sensitive issue, any compromise or decline in our discussion will bring us down and they will conquer us immediately.  If you ever say that the spirit can suffer together with the body, the direct conclusion will be that the divinity suffered with the humanity of Jesus Christ, and this is their aim.  Their aim is to destroy the teaching of the fathers, that there is an analogy between the union of spirit and body in a human being and between divinity and humanity in Jesus Christ.  

Theodore of Mopsuestia: 

Theodore of Mopsuestia, used the terms  (synapheia).  Synapheia means conjoining.   (synapto) in Greek means ‘dancers joining hand in hand’.  Our fathers spoke about ( (enosis), which means union.
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At the moment of the incarnation, in thought alone we can see, two natures, divinity and humanity.  In thought alone, but in reality, we cannot see two, but we see only one incarnate nature of the Logos.  

Conjoining means that the Son of God and the Son of Man were two friends dancing together or going together.  This is the Nestorian Christology, two persons going together like friends, the Son of God and the son of man, this is why he used the word conjoining.

Thus Theodore of Mopsuestia said that, as man and wife form one body, the Son of God and the son of man form one composite person, out of two persons, making an external union resulting in what he calls the person of union.  When the cabinet of ministers meet, it can be said that the cabinet took such a decision, so the members of the cabinet have a common personality, although they are different persons, but since they have one decision together, they form a common personality.  That is what the Nestorians considered as a unity of persons in Jesus Christ: with external personality expressing the presence of different persons in Him, and at last they are going together with one decision, one force, one power, and one honor.  For Nestorius, the union in Jesus Christ, is not a union of natures but a union of honor, power and authority; it is an external union.  

The above diagram explains the difference between the Antiochian Nestorian Christology and the Alexandrian Orthodox Christology.  It expresses the moment of incarnation when divinity and humanity came together, in zero time and zero space.  

In zero time means that the humanity of Jesus Christ was brought into existence at the same moment of its union with the divinity. The humanity of Jesus Christ never existed alone, separately from the union, but it existed in the union, from the very moment of  the conception, or incarnation.  In our contemplation we can see two natures coming together, but in reality there was no separation, even for a moment or a twinkling of an eye.  

In contemplation we can realize that two different natures coming into union. However, contemplation can give the zero a magnitude.  For example, if you are driving a car and crossing train tracks, the way was open, and you passed, in a second the train passed.  In contemplation you can imagine, if this second was not there and you were on the rail, an accident would have taken place. You can even continue with your contemplations seeing your car scattered and destroyed and you are killed or in the hospital.  All this was only in your contemplation, but you were lucky and God helped you to pass the crossing in half a second and the train passed directly after you.  In the above diagram the distance is some centimeters, but it is in reality Zero.  This diagram only illustrates that there were two different natures, coming together in the union. In contemplation we see two natures, but in reality we can only see one incarnate nature of the Word of God.

A diagram  illustrating the Nestorian concept
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The Nestorians said that the divinity can never come in conjunction with material.  After the cross, the spirit of Jesus Christ and His body became separate, as a result the divinity is separated from the body.  They do not like to put the Logos in conjunction with the body because they consider it an insult for the divinity to touch or be in contact with material.  God is superior than being in conjunction with material.

This concept is derived from Platonism.  Plato said that the Logos was created by God, and the Logos created the world, because God cannot create material.  It echoes pagan philosophy.  Origen, the heretic, also taught that souls were created before their bodies, and the Logos was united to the human spirit of Jesus Christ before the creation of Adam.  When Adam needed salvation, the Logos, together with His human spirit came to the womb of Saint Mary and took flesh.  The human spirit was an interlink between the divinity and the body.  This theory of Nestorius was invented by Origen, and also affected by pagan philosophy: that the human spirit is a mediator, or an interlink between divinity and body.  

The result is that by the death of Jesus Christ the Logos departed completely from the body, although it is written, “Nor will You allow Your Holy One to see corruption” (Ps 16:10).  Saint Athanasius said that the body of Jesus Christ did not corrupt, because it was united to the Logos, and He was the first fruit of resurrection.  So, the union between His body and His divinity continued even after the cross.  His divinity never separated neither from His spirit nor body.

Example: if you put a piece of blotting paper into a bath of oil, it will become saturated with oil?  If you cut it into two pieces, will the oil be separated from any?  No. The divinity is unlimited, God is omnipresent.  The body of Jesus and the human spirit were separated, but the divinity was still united to His spirit, and His body, because His divinity fills the entire universe.  His divinity is also united originally to both His human spirit and body, so even if they were separated, it will not separate from each of them.  

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.
We have already explained that the Logos Himself gave His Person to the human nature and personalized it in Himself.

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.

This makes this human person the savior, and not God Himself.  So, the Savior is no longer God, but He is the man Jesus.  Although God said in the book of Isaiah, “You are My witnesses…  Before Me there was no God formed, Nor shall there be after Me.  I, even I, am the LORD, And besides Me there is no savior.” (Is 43: 10,11).  How can the savior be a man and not God?  Only if we said that God Himself became man, then God is the savior, because He became man.

He considered that God the Word dwelt in this person through good will.
This is a very important point: that by good will the conjunction took place. Like the good will of a person asking to be engaged to a woman for marriage.  The theory of engagement and marriage continues in the consideration of Theodore of Mopsuestia.

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 (in Greek ) rather than union (in Greek ().  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 following quotation is from Hefele, a western Catholic scholar, who was the Bishop of Rottenburg in Germany
.  

The historian C. J. Hefele
 says that “Theodore, in 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 had 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 nature of their distinction, we should define the nature of the Logos as perfect and complete, and so also His Person,
Now, he is making a distinction of persons, not only of natures.

and again the nature and the person of the man as perfect and complete.
A distinction of a human person in Jesus Christ.

If on the other hand, we have regard to the conjoining () 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.  Moreover, the expression conjoining () which he selected here, instead of the term union (()... being derived from () [dancers joining hand in hand - i.e. to join together] expresses only an external connection, a fixing together, and is therefore expressly rejected ... by the doctors of the Church.
Doctors of the church are Saint Cyril of Alexandria, Saint Dioscorus, Saint Severus of Antioch, and all the defenders of Orthodoxy.

Question:

That means that Theodore of Mopsuestia is separating the wills of the divinity and humanity?  By having two separate persons?

Answer: 

He did not say two separate persons but two distinct persons, conjoined together, united by good will, and united externally in honor and authority.  

Concerning the will, he said that, by good will there was a union of will, and the Logos gave the man Jesus His authority.  There was always harmony of will, and union of will between them, so whatever the Logos was willing to do, the man Jesus Christ did.  He did not create a contradiction of will, but of course since they are two persons, there are in his understanding two wills, but he said that these two wills are united together.  Thus he said: dwelt in this person through good will.  Good will means that there is some type of harmony, or agreement.  

Now we move from the grandfather, and the father, to the son of Theodore of Mopsuestia, who is the hero of this heresy.

Nestorius

From the school of Theodore came Nestorius, with whose name the first period of the great Christological controversy is connected.  Born at Germanicia, a city of Syria (in Turkey, today), 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.
John Chrysostom was also a preacher and priest in Antioch, and like Nestorius, he became Patriarch of Constantinople.  

From the time of his ordination (April 10, 428) he showed great fondness for the work of preaching, and much zeal against heretics.
Especially against Arians and Apollinarianists.

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 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 Greek, Theotokos (God-bearer), and the other Anthropotokos (man-bearer), Anthropos means man, or human being.

In order to mediate between them, he said, he had suggested the expression "Christ-bearer",
He was very cunny, he wanted to escape, showing that he was following the teaching of Diodore of Tarsus, so he said, Christotokos.  Christotokos is very deceiving and the most dangerous of the three appellations, since Anthropotokos is clearly offending those who want to confess the true divinity of the saviour born from St. Mary.

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,
Socrates is a historian, not the old philosopher of Greece.

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,

( (Theotokos)
This is an attack on an accepted ecclesiastical term, that was handed to the church.  The priest, Anastasius, who does not deserve his name, started the war against Orthodoxy, in the presence of his Patriarch Nestorius, who was very cunning.  He instructed him to start the attack while he was sitting on his throne.  He did not start it personally, but pushed heretical priests to the front to start it, so that he can say I didn’t say it myself, or that the priest said it and I just passed it. Later, he started to say it openly, and to defend his position.  

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 (, for Mary was a human being and God could not be born of a human being".
  

Their theory is that what is human is born from what is human, what is divine is born from what is divine.  Their claim is, how can God be born from a human being?  However, God was born from Mary according to His humanity, not according to His divinity, but because He Himself became incarnate, became man, He was able to be born from Mary, according to His humanity.  

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...

By the garment he means Jesus Christ the man. 

Heterodox means heretical because heresy and hetero means opposite. Orthodox means straight and correct, heterodox, means opposite to the correct teaching.
This garment of which He makes use I honour for the sake of Him who is hidden within it, 

He says that the Logos is hidden in the man Jesus Christ.

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 ... because of Him who assumes, He who is assumed is also named God]...

Now he says that Jesus Christ was not God Himself. He is very clearly denying the divinity of Jesus Christ.  Can this be considered a Christian, who says that Jesus Christ is not God?  Of course, he is not Christian.  The Assyrians are not Christians.

Question:

Does Nestorius believe in the immaculate conception of Jesus? 

Answer: 

Nestorius does not believe that Jesus was free from the original sin, but he does believe that He was formed by the Holy Spirit without marriage.  He accepted the virginal birth, but not the immaculate conception of Jesus. The true faith is that the redeemer should be pure, because if He Himself is under condemnation, how can He save others?  Heretical views are always evil, coming from Satan, you should understand that.  Satan is inspiring them with very strange ideas.  

Question:

He said that Jesus was born with the original sin?
Answer: 

Yes, of course, and that’s why he said that He needed to sacrifice Himself for Himself and for the world.

Question:

What is the explanation of the role of the Holy Spirit?
Answer: 

He was born without a father.  He was formed by a miracle, but He took full humanity with the same stain from Mary.  Mary was human, He was fully human, so He took exactly the same nature of Mary, but without marriage.

Nestorius could not cancel what was written in the gospel, he could only introduce his own interpretation. It was not written in the gospel that He did not carry the original sin openly, so, this concept he can introduce.  But, it was written that He was born without a father of marriage, so he could not change this.  If it was not mentioned in the gospel, he would have denied it also, and said that He was born of Joseph and Mary.

He denies the divinity of Jesus Christ, or the divinity of the one born from Mary. He was human but the Logos was hidden in Him. It is somehow like how the devils possess people.

The body of Christ is formed by the power of creation, it was not created from vein, it was taken completely from Mary, but there is a miraculous act of forming a child without a father.  It is a power of creation of the Holy Spirit, but by forming Him from Mary, not by introducing any external agent, no materialistic addition: no germs, no molecules, no atoms coming from outside Mary.  The only thing is that the miraculous power formed the embryo from Mary, not from any other origin.

The following words are the words of Hefele. When you do not find a reference then it is my words. When you read a scholarly paper you should be accustomed to recognize where the words of the writer are, and where the references are.

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 diocease 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"
 and called in the police against them and had them flogged and imprisoned particularly several monks whose accusation addressed to the Emperor against him…

He scourged Eusebius who was a lawyer.  See how cruel Nestorius was, any person opposing him in the church was put in prison and scourged.  When he started his bishopric as Patriarch, he told the emperor, "Give me, O Emperor, the earth cleansed from heretics, and I will for that give thee heaven,” as if he is God.  He told the emperor I shall give you heaven if you help me to cleanse the earth from heretics.  He considered anyone who opposed his own ideas a heretic.  

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.  

He says that Jesus is called God due to the God who assumed him, but he himself is not God.

He says “the person of the guilty nature”,  adding a new heresy that He took the sinful nature? Then he says that He, “is not God Himself,” that is the biggest heresy.  He puts it plainly that Jesus is not God Himself, but He is honored and named God by union of honour.  He gave Him his name by honoring him,  He gave him His titles.  How can God give His name to another!?  God said, “I am the LORD, that is My name; And My glory I will not give to another” (Is 42: 8).
And it is not God who has suffered, but God was conjoined with the crucified flesh... We will therefore call the holy Virgin ( (theodochos) (the vessel of God), but not ( (theotokos) (God-bearer), 

Theotokos means mother of God, but Theodokos means vessel of God, each one of you is a vessel of God because the Holy Spirit dwells in you.

Protestants say that Saint Mary is like a jelly jar, we take the jelly and throw away the jar. 

Nestorius gave the title Theotokos to the Father only, this is a joke!  The word Theotokhos means God-bearer, meaning that He is the origin of His birth.  He calls the Father Theotokos, because He is the Origin of the Logos, in His eternal birth.  

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, 

This is the most important phrase for Nestorius.

we will acknowledge a double person and worship it as one".

Notice here he says, ‘acknowledge a double person and worship it as one’, here he plainly admits that there are two persons and he considers that they are united according to honour, forming a common personality.

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 in 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 savior 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 two verses against Nestorianism, “He gave His only begotten Son,” this means that the One crucified was not merely the Son of man, but He is the only begotten Son of God.  If we say that He gave the man Jesus Christ, we cannot say that this man is the only begotten Son sacrificed on the cross.  The Only Begotten Son is the Logos, how can the Logos be a sacrifice, while the Logos is divine?  But, if the Logos Himself became man, in this case He can be sacrificed according to His own humanity.  

When Christ said, “For God so loved the world, that He gave His only begotten Son,” here He does not say ‘that He gave the man Jesus Christ’, but says “gave His only begotten Son”.  This only begotten Son is not simply a man, “His only begotten Son”, is named “His only begotten Son” since there is no other; and this only begotten Son is God the Logos, not the man Jesus.  The man Jesus is one man of millions of humans.  The only begotten Son is the Logos Himself.  It would be impossible for this verse to be correct unless the one crucified is Himself God the Word.  How did He give His only begotten Son?  In the incarnation His only begotten Son had a body, thus He can die.

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

1 - “Two are the prosopa, the prosopon (person) 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.
 

‘One image’ means that it is only an external union, not a union of natures.  

‘Two Prosopa’ means two persons.

Subsistance is hypostasis in English.  The word substance consists of ‘sub’ which is ‘hypo’ in Greek meaning under, and ‘stance’, so substance is hypostasis.

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.” 

God made a loan, and man made a loan, so they made an exchange of loans, that is the incarnation for Nestorius.  So, God borrowed a man, and a man borrowed God, they borrowed each other, and exchanged the image i.e. each gave his image to the other.  Similar to the spiritual casting that Muslims speak of when they say that when Judas came to kiss Christ, He cast his image on him, so when they came to capture Him they were confused and captured Judas.  One casts his image on the other, or fades on him. 
Man is created in the image of God, and Christ is the image of God in Nestorius’ viewpoint, so the image of God, and the man made in the image of God, together created one image of God.  It is simply a print/photocopy that placed the image of God on man, and for him this is the incarnation.  He does not believe that God the Word Himself became man, or in the unity of the natures.  It is all a play on words to stray from the truth of the divine incarnation, and refuse the idea of the one incarnate nature of God the Word.

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",

His name is [Kyril], not [Syril].  A wrong pronunciation spread in the Western world; it is Cyril [Kyril], Kyrillos.

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 ( who has assumed humanity as an instrument, but He must be called "God truly made man".

He is saying that we could not call the Logos Christ, unless He became incarnate.  What is the meaning of the term Christ without incarnation?  The Logos is not called Christ unless He is going to become man and be anointed by the Holy Spirit.  He also said that we cannot call him Theophoros, Theophoros is for saints but not for God.

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 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.
Hefele here is explaining what Cyril of Alexandria explained.  He is comparing the death of a man with the death of Jesus Christ.  He is saying that Saint George died, but we don’t mean that he is still dead, only his body died.  When we say that God Himself died on the cross, we do not mean that He died according to His divinity but according to His humanity, or even according to His body, not His human spirit.  So, according to His divinity, He is not dead, according to His human spirit He is not dead, only according to His human body was He dead.

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 were the cause of the present prevailing ecclesiastical disorder…
 Nestorius answered this 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 (pseekee logiki)
Yuch pseekee means ‘soul’ Logikh logiki means ‘rational’, and logos means reason.

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.

This is a quotation from the writings of Saint Cyril as mentioned in the footnote.
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 the orthodox doctrine opposed to it.

Saint Cyril sent to Rome, with deacon Possidonius, the documented teachings of Nestorius i.e. the sermons of Nestorius which he received from Constantinople; showing what Nestorius says, and Cyril’s own response to such teaching.  The Pope of Rome was very happy with what he received from Alexandria, and started to condemn Nestorius.  This was Pope Celestine of Rome, who is considered a saint, and a very sincere friend of Cyril of Alexandria.

The Synod at Rome (430)

In consequence of this, Pope Celestine, in the year 430, held a Synod at Rome, at which he approves 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 to 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 conversion 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 judgement concerning him, or rather the divine judgement of Christ, may be manifest”.

The Pope of Rome authorized Pope Cyril of Alexandria with his own signature, in order to sign on behalf of both sees, Rome and Alexandria, in the ecumenical council.  So Saint Cyril was not only the presiding bishop of this ecumenical synod, but he was empowered to sign for two great sees or thrones of the historical churches in Christendom at that time.  It was the first time that a Pope of Alexandria was carrying the power of two thrones, both Rome and Alexandria.

Synod of Alexandria (430)

Pope Cyril held a Synod in Alexandria (430 AD) and 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.

‘Respecting him’ here does not mean to respect and honor him, but it means concerning him.  It was sent to confront his wrong teaching, although it starts with a word of greeting, because he was not yet deposed.  Cyril of Alexandria wrote in an official manner, addressing him by ‘to the most holy and pious brother in Christ Nestorius’, but he attacked him severely when it came to Christology.  At the end of the letter he put the twelve synodical anathemas from Alexandria, not his own.  So, although at the beginning he gave a word of compliment, he put the twelve famous anathemas, which until now are considered the twelve pillars of Orthodoxy: i.e. the twelve anathemas of Saint Cyril of Alexandria.

Question:

Do we understand here that the Pope of Alexandria asked the support of Rome first?

Answer: 

Of course, because he was going to face an ecumenical situation, so if he fights alone he will be condemned.

Question:

So, he asked for his support, and the Pope of Rome said, “Take an action with my support.”  Is it that the Pope of Rome is asking him to do the hard work.
Answer: 

No, if you read the whole letter of Pope Celestine, he told him that his letter washed the dirty teaching of Nestorius and removed the ambiguity in our thoughts that was caused by his erroneous teaching. He told him that the river of you pure teachings washed out the dirt and darkness in the teachings of Nestorius, and removed from our minds all ambiguity that resulted from it. As if a student is conversing with his teacher.  In the end, after saying these words to Saint Cyril, he added, and I warn him, that if he does not repent in ten days, I give you the authority of our throne, to apply the condemnation on him, because both our thrones and all the saints in the world follow the teachings you have mentioned.  We are in agreement in this teaching.

The Pope of Alexandria wrote to the Pope of Rome, asking for his support in the fight against Constantinople.  At that time, Constantinople had the second place of honour directly after Rome, and Alexandria was third.  Saint Cyril’s fight was against the Patriarch of Constantinople, which was the capital of Eastern Roman Empire, where Alexandria was just a colony. Egypt was surrendering under the rule of the Roman emperor, where the seat of Nestorius was located. From a civil standpoint Nestorius was able to toy with him.  So, Cyril, in facing this situation, i.e. confronting with the Patriarch of Constantinople, needed the support of the Pope of Rome along with the western capital of the empire.  

The Emperor of the west could have sent to the Emperor of the East saying, “What you are doing is shameful, you need to stop this state of affairs which will ruin Christianity.”  This is actually what happened, when the Pope of Rome supported the Pope of Alexandria, the Emperor summoned the Ecumenical Council at Ephesus 431. Pope Celestine ordered his vicars who were sent to the Council in Ephesus to agree to whatever Saint Cyril says, without thinking about it. They arrived a little tardy, but they attended the main session in which Nestorius was excommunicated, and they agreed to all the decisions.  Saint Cyril was the head of the council.  Unfortunately, the news reaching Constantinople claimed that John of Antioch arrived late, held a council, and excommunicated Saint Cyril and Memnon the Bishop of Ephesus.  The emperor received the decisions of two councils, so he signed for both; therefore Cyril and Nestorius were imprisoned.  Then they sent the Emperor the true decisions of the council inside a hallowed rod, which reached him, he knew that the true council was the one siding with Saint Cyril, so he released Saint Cyril and sent Nestorius to exile.

What happened in Ephesus is a never-ending story.  Whoever would like to study these things in more detail, they are available in books like, History of the Councils of the Church. We are only providing you with a summary of the story.
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.  And here is his wording:

"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".

He anathematized anyone who confesses that the One born from Mary is the same only-begotten Son of God.  With this anathema he condemned himself forever!  It is against the verse already mentioned, “For God so loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son” (Jn 3:16).  He is even against the scriptures, not only against Saint Cyril of Alexandria.

Beginning, Conflict and Victory of the Synod of Ephesus

As we have seen previously, it was proposed to hold an Ecumenical Council some time after the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy in order to settle it.  And 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.

You notice that he added Valentinian III, who is the Emperor of the West of the Roman Empire.  There was a sort of interchange of authority, ideas, and stands between the western Roman Empire and the Eastern Roman Empire.

In accordance with the imperial command the Synod was to begin at 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; 

That includes the twelve anathemas of Saint Cyril, not only that, but also the letter of Celestine and the Roman Synod.  So, you can see that two local synods, both in Rome and Alexandria, have rejected the Nestorian teaching, before the Ecumenical Council.  The harmony of Rome and Alexandria at that time was an excellent and very beautiful one.  This harmony was converted to the contrary in the next Synod of Chalcedon 451, because Leo I  was jealous of Alexandria.  Leo was the deacon of Saint Celestine of Rome.  It is a terrible thing that the deacon of this great Pope of Rome, and becomes the great cause of the division of the church afterwards.

…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".

This was said in Ephesus, not in Constantinople.

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 () Nestorius...

The Holy Synod.. then decreed that Nestorius be excluded from the episcopal dignity and from all priestly communion… This judgement 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". 

Petra is in Jordan. This area is carved inside the mountain, it is beautiful, and frequented by tourists.
The Reunion of 433

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 following was mentioned in the text: "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". 

Here the division is not of nature, but sayings; some things may be said about His divinity, other things may be said about His humanity.  When we say Christ died on the cross, this refers to His humanity.  When we say that Christ said, “Before Abraham was I Am”, this refers to His divinity.  The sayings are divided, but not the natures, beware of this.  Here he says, “divide others of the sayings as pertaining to two natures,” not saying that we divide into two natures, but dividing the sayings which refer sometimes to humanity, and sometimes to divinity.  Referring to two natures in that way does not mean that we speak about two separate natures, but two separate categories of sayings.  For example: death refers to humanity; eternal birth from the Father refers to His divinity.

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 (Malta today), and Valerian, bishop of lconium, 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 (Aleppo today), 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.

Bishop Theodoret of Cyrus was the most dreadful person who caused the real division of Chalcedon afterwards.  Nestorius was the hero of the heresy, and Theodoret of Cyrus became the activator of the division.  

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 defence 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 defence of the men was brought 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.

Here V. C. Samuel is explaining how the atmosphere was prepared for the Chalcedonian division.  This was his thesis for Ph. D. of theology in the United States of America, The Council of Chalcedon Re-Examined.  He died only perhaps ten years ago, so he is not so far from us.  He studied in the United States, and his thesis was accepted and discussed by western theologians because he was supervised by those in the United States.

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 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).

By ‘simple person’ we mean that He is not composed of two persons.  He is not two persons composing one person, so it is more direct to say one single person, mono prosopon.

The Stand point 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 the 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 Savior 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 anathematized 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 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 to spread 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 of 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 the great Saint Cyril.

Now the leadership changed and Theodoret of Cyrus started his convoy against the bishop of Alexandria.  This might make it clear to you why after the Ecumenical Council of Ephesus there was a necessity for a new Council to abolish this great movement in the East.  Maybe you do not know that Nestorianism came and flourished in the East after the departure of Saint Cyril of Alexandria, to the extent that books were written  against his teachings.

The Heresy of Eutyches

As a reaction against the Nestorian activity in the East, an extreme teaching appeared in defence to 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 in 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 to defend 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' (  because the phrase 'moni physis' ( means an 'only nature' and not 'one nature', which is 'mia physis'  (.  

Eusebius bishop of Dorylaeum, visited Eutyches
 in his monastery at Constantinople many times and found out that the faith he maintains is unorthodox, for he believed that the two natures were intermixed into one.

The Home Synod of Constantinople 448

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 archemandrites.  The following statement was, for the first time, 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 1st 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 archemandrite from Syria on the Alexandrine side, to participate in the council. 

Now, the situation started with a new heresy when Eutyches was trying to defend Saint Cyril’s expression, “One incarnate nature of the Word of God’ in the wrong way.  His friend, Eusebius of Dorylaeum, an anti-Nestorian, but at the same time could not accept that the humanity of Jesus Christ dissolved in His divinity, began a struggle against Eutyches and brought it to the local synod of Constantinople.  In this synod they asked him to say that Jesus Christ was consubstantial with us according to His humanity.  This was already in the teaching of Saint Cyril of Alexandria, but he did not agree to say it. Eutyches felt that saying that He is consubstantial with us according to His humanity, is sub-grading or subordinating Jesus Christ to a mere human being.  After many discussions he wrote that He is consubstantial with Saint Mary according to His humanity, but he refused to read it in the council. He wrote it, and he said I am writing what you want me to write, but I cannot read it.  He differentiated between what he can write and what he can declare and confess.  

He was a weak theologian.  For thirty years, he had been the spiritual leader of one of the largest monasteries in Constantinople.  He was an Abbott of the monastery, and very highly respected person, he was very spiritual, a great ascetic, a teacher in monasticism, but in theology he was ignorant.  He took the theology of Saint Cyril with a wrong understanding.  He took it that the humanity dissolved in the divinity, because anything divided by infinity results in zero.  So, he said, infinity plus humanity equals infinity, and in this case He cannot be spoken of as being equal to us in essence, according to his humanity.

He was confused, the council cornered him and excommunicated him, but they erred in asking him to confess ‘two natures in Christ after the union’, in order to confirm that the two natures continued to exist and did not dissolve in each other.  They asked him to excommunicate those who do not say ‘two natures after the union’.  He said, “do you want me to excommunicate Saint Cyril?” and refused, so they excommunicated him.  

The news reach Alexandria that whosoever does not excommunicate those who claim the one nature, are excommunicated, and whoever does not confess two natures after the union is excommunicated. Saint Dioscorus received the news as if Saint Cyril’s teachings were excommunicated.  He did not know what Eutyches said, because the one who knew was Eusebius the bishop of Dorylaeum, his friend who used to visit him in his monastery.  

The account was placed before Dioscorus, that the teachings of Cyril were excommunicated in Constantinople, so he considered that Theodoret of Cyrus, and Ibas the bishop of Edessa  finally gained victory and Nestorianism was once more victorious.  Dioscorus thought that Orthodoxy was ruined.  There was lack of understanding between the group of Eusebius, bishop of Dorylaeum (who was flogged in the days of Nestorius) and Flavian, Patriarch of Constantinople on one hand; and Saint Dioscorus on the other.  

Those were defending against Eutychism, so they took a position supporting the idea of two natures, because they were afraid of the dissolving of natures; and Dioscorus was afraid of the Nestorians who are widespread in the East and attacking the teachings of Saint Cyril.  So, some were afraid of Eutychism, and others of Nestorianism.  Two trains travelling on one rail; crashed each other. One against Nestorianism and the other against Eutychism. 

There should not have been a rush in the terminology used in Constantinople.  They rushed claiming that one must confess the two natures in Christ because they feared Eutychism.  When they said this, and excommunicated anyone who did not confess the two natures, that means they excommunicated the Alexandrine theology. This way they created a catastrophe in Constantinople.  This catastrophe echoed in Alexandria, where it was felt that all the hard work of Saint Cyril was in vain.  Dioscorus began to defend the Alexandrine theology of Saint Cyril and took contrary standpoints to this council.  It appeared as if he was defending Eutychism, while he was not meaning at all to defend Eutychism, but to defend Saint Cyril.

The Home Synod of Constantinople 448

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 archemandrites.  The following statement was, for the first time, 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 1st 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 archemandrite from Syria on the Alexandrine side, to participate in the council. 

This council is called the Second Council of Ephesus 449, the Chalcedonians call it the ‘robber synod’.

The Standpoint of the Alexandrine Church

Pope Dioscorus felt 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.  Also of 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 (448), 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 had (448) 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 the great Saint Cyril)”.
  
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.
 

This is the confession of Eutyches, which Saint Dioscorus considered Orthodox.  For that reason he rehabilitated him again, considering him not guilty; that he was condemned because he defended the teaching of Saint Cyril of Alexandria.  If you read this paragraph, you shall see that it is fully Orthodox, confessing the real and perfect humanity of Jesus Christ.  He wrote this, but this was not his complete conviction; he was hesitating.  He wrote it in order to satisfy the second synod of Ephesus 449.  Perhaps he wrote it before, but he did not read it in front of the council. 

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.
  

Saying that he became a perfect man means that his humanity was not dissolved in his divinity; that is why his confession is considered Orthodox.  

Pope Dioscorus sensed that Flavian, Patriarch of Constantinople, and Eusebius of Dorylaeum, have joined the Nestorian trend that was present in the East when it was demanded from Eutyches in 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 Eutychesim 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 Chacedon 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 22nd October 451 had stated.
  Also, Patriarch Flavian and bishop Eusebius were not Nestorian.

The Second Council of Ephesus 449:

The first session was held on the eighth of 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.

Now, not only Flavian and Eusebius, but you can notice Ibas of Edessa, Theodoret of Cyrus, and others.  It is very important that the two leaders of the Nestorian campaign were condemned in this council.  Perhaps Flavian and Eusebius were not Nestorian, but seemed to be Nestorian because they asked Eutyches to anathematize those who do not confess two natures in Christ after the union.  They put themselves in the Nestorian camp without meaning it, that’s why they were condemned, but they were not Nestorian.  

The real Nestorians were Theodoret of Cyrus and Ibas of Edessa, who oftenly wrote books or letters against the teachings of Saint Cyril of Alexandria.  There was a great wave, not only those people, yet those were the leaders of a great campaign, as we described before.  Even Saint Cyril of Alexandria wrote to the Emperor saying that it is a very dangerous situation, that ‘the books of Theodore of Mopsuestia were being spread in the East’ and asked him to stop it.  He was asking for the condemnation of Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia.  But he died before this could be done.  Here also, you can see that Diodore of Tarsus was proclaimed in the Second Council of Ephesus as Nestorian; this was the great father of Nestorianism.  

Although, perhaps Flavian and Eusebius were not Nestorian and were condemned, yet the Second Council of Ephesus was a very great council, which stopped a great campaign of Nestorianism in Christendom.  It should not be called the ‘robber synod’ at all, even if Eusebius and Flavian put themselves in a critical position. They were condemned because they were not very careful, when they hurried to bring the new formula of ‘two natures after the union’.  They were not wise enough when they put themselves in this position. We did not and would not accept calling it a robber synod whatever may happen.  It was a great council, with great reality to the teaching of the one holy and apostolic church.  Now, if this synod rehabilitated Eutyches and he was guilty, Saint Dioscorus, in the Council of Chalcedon said, if he is not Orthodox, not only depose or condemn him, but even send him to Hades if you want.  He was not supporting Eutyches if he was and continues to be a heretical person.

Question:

Why did they excommunicate Flavian and Eusebius?

Answer: 

Because they anathematized those who do not confess two natures after the union, which is a Nestorian confession, in the view of the Alexandrian Pope. At that time the Nestorian teaching was widespread in the East, this expression was against the teaching of Saint Cyril of Alexandria.  He saw it as supporting the Nestorians, that’s why he condemned them.  But, you shall recognize as we continue reading afterwards, that not every person who speaks of two natures after the union is a Nestorian.  There is a third category.

Question:

Was it done properly?  Did he call them and ask them, instead of just…

Answer: 

They were attending the council, but it was the first time to anathematize those who do not speak about two natures after the union.  If you accept this anathema, you yourself are anathematized.  You speak about one incarnate nature of the Word of God, you cannot say I anathematize those who do not speak about two natures after the union.  They made of a heretical person, a hero of faith, by their unwise behavior, when they asked Eutyches to anathematize the terminology of Saint Cyril of Alexandria.  They were not wise in their fight against Eutychian heresy.

Eutyches was clever when he put himself as a defender of faith, thus he was supported by Pope Dioscorus, especially when he wrote his confession which we already read.  

There was a degree of misunderstanding, but who was the cause?  The cause was the unwise behavior of the local synod of Constantinople 448; it created the misunderstanding.  To ask somebody to anathematize those who do not confess two natures after the union!  All of us are anathematized in this way, and even Saint Cyril himself would object.  What they asked him to do was against our Christology, so they were not wise, they didn’t put it in the correct form, and that created the division of the churches since Chalcedon until this moment; the unwise behavior of the local synod in Constantinople 448.
Question:

Why was the Tome of Leo not read at that time?

Answer: 

Because the emperor’s delegates did not agree to read it, and I personally think that Saint Dioscorus did not want to anathematize the Pope of Rome, in addition to condemning the Patriarch of Constantinople.  It was sufficient for him to depose the patriarch of Constantinople, and not to add to him also the most honorable see, that has the primacy of honor: Rome.  Those are the hierarchies of the two capitals of the Roman Empire.  As patriarch of an occupied territory in Egypt, deposing the hierarchies of the two capitals of the Roman Empire is something horrible.  Nobody can do that at one time.  But he was courageous enough afterwards to anathematize the Tome of Leo also, and he sacrificed himself.

Question:

Is that why they called it the robbers council, because Leo’s point of view was not read?

Answer: 

If it was read in its Nestorian flavor, Leo would have been condemned with Flavian.  He is lucky that it was not read.  The delegates of the Emperor, despite the request of Saint Dioscorus (he asked them twice to read it) refused to read it.  I think that he didn’t insist in order to avoid anathematizing or deposing the Pope of Rome.  He wanted to take time to consult with him, instead of getting into direct confrontation with the one who has the primacy of honor in the church.

Question:

Did that start a war?

Answer: 

Yes, it was the start of course.  You should know that Eutyches was the uncle of Chrysaphius, the grand chamberlain of the emperor. “Through his godson and nephew Chrysaphius, the grand chamberlain of the emperor, he had direct access to the court”.  After the condemnation of Flavian, Chrysaphius ordered the soldiers to punish him, because Eutyches his uncle was deposed by Flavian.  Eutyches was a very great and honorable spiritual father in Constantinople, so Chrysaphius ordered the soldiers to beat the deposed patriarch.  

This was written in history.  Nobody knows if it is purely correct or not, but he was beaten when he came out from the synod.  After being beaten he went to Constantinople, and he died afterwards.  It was considered that the synod caused Flavian to die, by the soldiers.  But you know that inside the synod, Saint Dioscorus was busy in the synodal affairs, and the soldiers were in the courtyard outside, far away.  So, if they have done such things, it is not his responsibility, it was the responsibility of the emperor and his grand chamberlain.  It is not the responsibility of Saint Dioscorus, he was a foreigner there; he was a guest in Ephesus.  It is the authority of the emperor and Chrysaphius, who was one of his great men.  

Saint Dioscorus was accused of being the cause of trouble to the Patriarch of Constantinople who was being beaten by the soldiers. This was written in history in a time when Saint Dioscorus was put into exile, and Egypt was occupied by the Roman Empire.  What is the truth, we don’t know, but even if this happened, it is not the responsibility of the fathers of the Council, it is the responsibility of the Emperor, because Saint Dioscorus had no soldiers. He was coming from an occupied territory: from Egypt.  Egypt was under the Roman Empire at that time.

A pope coming from an occupied land not owning anything. He was coming to attend the council. Egypt was a colony of the Roman Empire paying taxes and wheat. One of the accusations directed against Saint Athanasius at one point during his exile was that he was rioting the people not to send wheat to Constantinople.  Egypt was suffering from the time of Saint Mark, until the Arab invasion, and on.  Egypt never had an army,  so why do they place the responsibility of the actions of the emperor on Saint Dioscorus?  The man was defending the faith; he had no business with the conflicts of the emperor’s chamberlain, and the actions of the soldiers.  

They called it the ‘robber synod’ for those two reasons: not reading the Tome of Leo, and the beating of Flavian, the Patriarch of Constantinople.  In spite of the fact that Flavian was not beaten inside the synod; if he truly was beaten.  He went home to Constantinople safe, and did not die on the spot, he died a while afterwards.  The historians could have invented the story of the beating to convict the council as responsible for his death.  I don’t emphasis this point, I don’t care if he was beaten or not, that is not our job, and if he was beaten, so were our fathers beaten.  Saint Dioscorus, when they removed him from his seat, they beat him, took out his teeth, plucked his beard, and he received many insults.

The paper covers the period between the Second Council of Constantinople 381, till nowadays.  It puts much emphasis on the first and second Councils of Ephesus, and the Council of Chalcedon. This period is considered the most important period in which the Nestorian and Eutychian heresies emerged, their consequences, and the division of Chalcedon. At the end of the paper you find the contemporary view of the situation today, and how we are trying to reconcile the Chalcedonian with the Non-Chalcedonian families, especially the Orthodox churches on both sides, and to remove the misunderstandings, which emerged during the struggle of that time.  

The situation was affected also by political affairs: the political tendencies of Rome, the political situation in Constantinople, the influence of the Emperors, and the struggle for authority and power.  Now, when we are in dialogue we have no emperors, we have no soldiers, we have no threat of exile for our patriarchs, so in a relaxed situation we make theological dialogue.  Theological dialogue while the soldiers are outside and the emperor raising his decisions of exile to the heads of the churches was not a very happy one. Its consequences was the division of the church.  If the synods would have convened without interference of the emperors, the situation would have been much better.  It is lessons for generations to come.  
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