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PREFACE

Ever since the idea was first suggested to me by David Evans, at
the opening reception of the 1975 Oxford Patristics Conference, 1
have wanted to publish an edition and translation of the long-
neglected but fascinating sixth-century theologian, Leontius of
Jerusalem. Over the decades since then, Leontius and 1 have
become better acquainted, as my Greek improved and my know-
ledge of the world in which he lived and played his part deepened.
We reached an understanding about my distaste for his Against the
Nestorians as my aflection for Testimonies of the Saints grew ever
greater.

I feel fortunate that during the long gestation of this work there
has been a flowering of interest in the sixth century, that amazing
age of transition out of Late Antiquity into the Byzantine Period
in the East, and into the Middle Ages in the West. In very recent
times, the growth in interest in the church of Syria, and its
vigorous anti-Chalcedonians, has been particularly noticeable. 1
trust the same interest will extend to the writings of the pro-
Chalcedonian Leontius, whose engagement in the works pub-
lished here, one essentially negative, but the other remarkably
positive, is with anti-Chalcedonian followers of the great Severus
in Syria.

Besides the friends and colleagues to whom this book 1is dedi-
cated, I owe and gratefully offer thanks to the many people and
Institutions that have supported, encouraged, tolerated, and
endured its long gestation. My interest in patristic christology, and
particularly of the later fifth and the sixth century, was sparked in
the library of Yale University, and by Jaroslav Pelikan, who taught
me there; it grew into a passion at Trinity College, Toronto,
encouraged by my thesis supervisor, the late Eugene Fairweather.
Having discovered Leontius of Jerusalem (at first under the guise
of Leontius of Byzantium) in that research, I began the present
work with the support of the Killam Program, then of the Can-
ada Council, by means of a Post-doctoral Scholarship which I
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held at the Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies in Toronto.
There I was introduced by the late Walter Hayes to the mysteries
of Greek manuscripts and their edition. I owe much to him. The
Institute has, over decades, been unfailingly generous in allowing
me access to its collections, as has also the library of St Paul’s
University in Ottawa. Valuable suggestions and encouragement
came from many colleagues, including (besides those to whom this
book 1is dedicated) notably the late Aloys Grillmeier, Luise
Abramowski, Istvan Perczel, and Timothy Barnes. I was accom-
panied in the sometimes baffling task of translating Leontius by
the spirit of Francois Combéfis who, through his hand-written
Latin translation, often pointed the way to what a passage meant,
and often comforted me, when I was faced by a difficult passage,
by revealing through crossed-out attempts that he, too, had had a
hard time of it! Marcel Richard was another giant from the past
who came to my aid: Maurits Geerard, his literary executor, made
available to me his unpublished work on the florilegia of Leontius
of Jerusalem, without which identifying the ancient authors Leon-
tius cites would have been an endless task. Assistance with the
preparation of the text was ably provided by George Bevan, and
by others. I am particularly in debt to those who have helped me
with complex problems with Leontius’ Greek, but who prefer to
remain anonymous. I am grateful to Henry Chadwick, who, as
general editor of this series, encouraged me to submit this edition
and translation for publication, and to my editor, Lucy Qureshi,
who has been a delight to work with. Among those who have had
to live under the shadow of Leontius, perhaps with some bewil-
derment, and have done so with a good grace, I must thank my
sons Trevor, Ben, Tim, and Geoff, and my dear wife, Cathy.
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been started, pursued, or finished.



INTRODUCTION

I. LITTLE-KNOWN WORKS OF A LITTLE-KNOWN WRITER

Two little-known and little-studied short works by the sixth-
century theologian Leontius of Jerusalem'—Testimonies of the
Saints, and Aporiae—are presented here in the first complete edi-
tion ever made from the oldest and only textually significant
manuscript, and the first accompanied by a modern-language
translation.’

It is no surprise that these two works have remained in obscurity
until now. For one thing, the ‘age of the church fathers’, involving
the articulation of catholic Christianity in church and creed, has
frequently and persistently been seen as simply ending in 451 with
the Council of Chalcedon. For another, the emerging Byzantine
East has not had the intrinsic interest for western scholars of
western Europe’s parallel emergence; fellow representatives of the
sixth century in the West, such as Boethius and the Venerable
Bede, are popular enough to appear routinely on reading-lists for
university courses, and in paperback translations, but not so any
contemporary representative of the East, least of all Leontius.
Part of such a way of looking at things is the suspicion that the
quarrels that consumed the eastern church after Chalcedon for

! Fl. 536-8. See sect. XI below.

* The individuality of these works was hidden by the blanket title, Against the
Monophysites, which disguises what the text’s previous editor, A. Mai, knew perfectly
well but did not clearly indicate, that we actually have two works here: the manu-
script’s descriptions of each work are separated by the equivalent of a semicolon, and
a space of eight lines is left between the two works, perhaps meant to be filled by a title
which a rubricator forgot to supply. The complete corpus of extant works of Leontius,
appearing, however, under the name of his contemporary, Leontius of Byzantium, is
usually found in J.-P. Migne (ed.), Patrologiae graecae cursus completus, lxxxvi' (Paris,
1865), 1400A-1768'8 (Against the Nestorians) and lxxxvi® (Paris, 1865), 1769-1901A
(Against the Monophysites = Aporiae, 1769-1804¢, and Testimonies of the Saints, 1804D—
1QOIA).

* On previous editions, see sect. X below.
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some eighty years before Leontius involved himself in them were
the product of the over-subtle Greek mind, relating to issues of no
real consequence to anyone other than the theologians concerned,
and certainly not deserving serious historical or theological analy-
sis—presuming that anyone could make sense of this impene-
trable tangle of arguments. Another part of it is western suspicion
of the attempt, styled neo-Chalcedonianism, of which Leontius
was a part along with the Emperor Justinian, to find an accom-
modation with the anti-Chalcedonian schismatics traditionally,
but misleadingly, dismissed as ‘Monophysite’ heretics; to many
western scholars, that accommodation meant compromising the
authority and the orthodox teaching of Chalcedon and of Pope
Leo ‘the Great’, whose Tome was taken to have informed Chal-
cedon’s statement of faith. To make matters worse, these two
works by Leontius belong to genres (the first is a sort of ‘com-
mented florilegium’ or, more accurately, series of florilegia, and
the second a collection of aporiae) that are not likely to be familiar
to anyone but specialists, and which seem at first sight to justify the
charge of over-subtlety. Florilegia—literally ‘bouquets of texts’—
tend to be dismissed by moderns as at best tedious catalogues of
dry proof-texts, and at worst, when full of misquotations and
forgeries—as Leontius’ florilegia tend to be—sad examples of an
author’s poor scholarship. Aporiae—logical arguments designed to
show the unacceptable implications, or ‘impasses’, into which an
opponent’s position leads him if strictly analysed—tend to be
dismissed as no more than logic-chopping rhetorical display with
little real relevance. It was no help that the way in which the
Leontine corpus was transmitted from ancient times doomed
them to obscurity of a different kind for several centuries.* Finally,
while the one other extant work of Leontius—Against the Nestori-
ans—recently engaged the passionate interest of the pre-eminent
specialist on the history of christology of our times, Aloys Grill-
meier, in his monumental history of christology, Grillmeier left
Testimonies of the Saints and Aporiae entirely to one side; his interest
in the development of christological concepts and language quite
rightly found no original contribution of that sort in them.’
Testimonies of the Saints is, admittedly, not a particularly original
work in terms of concepts and terminology, but there is no

* On the years in obscurity, see sect. X below.
° On Grillmeier see sect. IX below.
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intrinsic reason why only such works should be of historical inter-
est. As it happens, Testimonies of the Saints represents, instead, a
different kind of initiative of very considerable historical interest,
an 1initiative designed to engage a specific group of anti-
Chalcedonian churchmen, not high-level theologians, and to con-
vince them, at their own level, that the arguments they give for
dividing themselves from the official Church are groundless.® Apo-
riae makes no positive contribution to terminology, either, being
concerned only with exposing the inadequacy of its opponents’
terminology, but that in itself is a matter of historical interest.
What is also significant about both works of Leontius here—
perhaps particularly significant precisely because of their lack of
originality in conceptual terms—is what they show us about how
theological argument itself was being transformed in this period.
The fact that Testimonies of the Saints is addressed to a popular
rather than an advanced audience gives us a remarkable
opportunity to understand how the controversy over Chalcedon
divided the Church, and how the issues were being understood in
the 530s on both sides, for Leontius cites and addresses a whole
series of anti-Chalcedonian concerns in a conversational, give-
and-take style.” It is clear that Leontius, a monk of Palestine, was
addressing, not the Church at large, but anti-Chalcedonian
churchmen in neighbouring Syria who considered Severus of
Antioch their teacher. Testimonies of the Saints therefore allows us to
see just how the case for restoring the schismatics’ union with the
official Church that Justinian was so anxious to achieve, and
towards which he was working so vigorously at the imperial level,
was being made contemporaneously at a very specific and local
level by Leontius. Because the florilegium material is built into the
conversationally presented argument, and commented on at
length, the text also allows us to see how the heritage of the fathers
weighed on Leontius and his contemporaries, and at the same
time was being deployed and, in the modern sense, ‘massaged’, by
him to serve his purposes as a lively and potent instrument for
controversy.” Seen in this light, Testimonies of the Saints is as attract-
ive and revealing a resource for historical understanding as any
other. That the sixth century is not as familiar as, say, the fourth

® On the specific situation, see sect. XI below.

7 On the causes, development, and nature of the schism between Chalcedonians
and anti-Chalcedonians, see sect. II below.

% See sect. VII below on this issue.
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(the ‘golden age’ of patristics, according to traditional scholar-
ship), means that it is all the more important to have texts like
this available in accessible form for both scholars and general
readers.

Leontius’ Aporiae are considerably narrower in range, their
whole focus being on terminology and christological formulae.
Nonetheless, there is some interest to be found in how Leontius
exposes inconsistencies in anti-Chalcedonian vocabulary, and in
one case some intellectual fun to be had from a series of double
meanings he employs to good rhetorical effect. Moreover, rival
formulae really were, as we have said, at the heart of the contro-
versy between Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians. Zestimonies
of the Saints meets the Aporiae, then, when it proposes a way of
resolving the seeming contradictions of anti-Chalcedonian formu-
lae (the very contradictions the Aporiae point out) by representing
the underlying christology they used those formula to express in
new, non-contradictory terms, and goes on to argue that these are
nothing other than the terms intended by Chalcedon and Chalce-
donians. That meant, Leontius argued, that the two factions
actually agreed.

Both Testimonies of the Saints’ concentration on resolving the
many and seemingly disparate testimonies of what it calls ‘the
select fathers’ into a single, consistent christological orthodoxy,
and the Aporiae’s concern to move anti-Chalcedonians away from
attempting to express orthodoxy in inadequate and contradictory
terms, are aspects of a fundamental transformation in theological
method that was going on, a movement away from arguments
based on the Bible and on reason, and towards scholasticism.

In the present volume, Testimonies of the Saints and the Aporiae
emerge as quite distinct works, with the former given pride of
place as being of inherently greater interest from many points of
view. Though in the manuscript it is preceded by the Aporiae, there
is no compelling reason to follow that practice or to see the two
works as closely related in time or situation, though both are
apparently addressed to the same audience, anti-Chalcedonians
of Syria under the influence of Severus of Antioch.”

? On the close connection between Testimonies of the Saints and Severus and his
followers, see sects VI and XI below. On the identity of the addressees of the Aporiae,
see sect. VIII below.
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II. DIVIDED OVER HISTORY: THE BACKGROUND

Leontius responded in the 530s to a highly problematic and quite
real ecumenical situation that had, for over eighty years, divided
the church within the eastern part of the Empire. Since 451 virtu-
ally all of the church in Egypt, and much of it in Palestine and
Syria, had refused to accept the Council of Chalcedon’s teaching
or to be in communion with those who did accept it. The church
of Rome, much of the church in the patriarchate of Constantino-
ple, and parts of the church elsewhere in the East, did claim
loyalty to Chalcedon. By the 530s the ecumenical situation was
reaching crisis proportions, for the possibility was becoming
stronger that anti-Chalcedonians would abandon their sense of
being part of the one Church of the one Empire with a responsi-
bility for restoring the rest of the church to orthodoxy as they
understood it. The danger was that they would come to see them-
selves as the ‘real’ church contrasted with the ‘heretical’ imperial
church. In the end, of course, that is precisely what happened, but
in Leontius’ time that outcome did not seem at all inevitable, just
dangerously possible—if the situation was not amended. Under-
standably, the Emperor Justinian actively lent his potent support
to various initiatives to avert the impending schism, recognizing in
it a danger to the unity of the Empire itself.

The parties’ quite different positions resulted from rival inter-
pretations of a tumultuous period that began with the outbreak of
the Nestorian Controversy in 428, and ended with the Council of
Chalcedon in 451. This was the disputed history.

The first phase of the disputed history began with Nestorius,
the recently elected patriarch of Constantinople, lending his sup-
port to attacks on the use of the title ‘God-Bearer’ (theotokos) for the
Virgin Mary."’ As someone trained in the school of Antioch, he
shared the school’s long-standing concern that a title like that
dangerously obscured the human reality of the Word incarnate,
and concealed the earlier heresy of Apollinarius. To those follow-
ing in the tradition of Alexandria, however, the Antiochenes’ pen-
chant for distinguishing the human Jesus from the divine Word
flew in the face of the teaching of the church fathers and of the

' The key texts from the controversy, with a useful introduction, are to be found in
the sister volume from this series, L. R. Wickham (tr. and ed.), Gyril of Alexandria: Select
Letters, OECT (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1983).
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Council of Nicaea; Cyril, patriarch of Alexandria 412, became
the champion of this view. The creed of Nicaea, the Alexandrians
said, spoke of ‘one Lord Jesus Christ, who . . . was made man . . .’
echoing John’s Gospel, which said ‘the Word became flesh . . ..
That kind of language meant that there was only one subject of
all of the Word incarnate’s actions, both in His divinity before the
incarnation, and in His flesh; you could not legitimately talk about
the human Jesus as if He were a distinct subject performing His
own actions, as Nestorius was doing. The quarrel quickly escal-
ated, and in 431 Cyril presided over a council at Ephesus which
condemned Nestorius for dividing the one Christ, but without the
participation of John, patriarch of Antioch, and his bishops. John
and his bishops held a counter-council condemning Cyril, and a
period of uncertainty followed. The first phase ended in 433 when
the combatants were reluctantly brought by intense pressure from
the imperial court to an agreement of sorts. This agreement
involved the subscription by both sides to a statement of faith—
often called the Union of 435—which included the assertions that
Mary was ‘God-Bearer’, that the Word Himself was born ‘accord-
ing to his humanity’ of the Virgin Mary, and that there was a
‘union’, rather than a ‘conjunction’, of His two natures.'" All of
this was very agreeable to Cyril, and looked like a victory for his
position. On the other hand, he did have to agree that ‘theo-
logians divide [some] of the sayings [of the incarnate Word] as
pertaining to two natures . . ..

Cyril’s capitulation on that last point proved enormously prob-
lematic for the vast network of churchmen who had read his
letters, agreed with his objections to ‘Nestorianism’, and saw him
as the reliable voice of orthodoxy. In the episode of the disputed
history that followed, the champions of the Antiochene position
lost no time in claiming that, by agreeing that one could legitim-
ately divide the two natures of Christ, Cyril had capitulated to
their position. Language about natures, heretofore uncontentious,
thus took on new significance. Sometime after 433, Cyril in
new letters'” attempted to address his partisans’ disquiet by clarify-
ing what he meant by natures: Christ was indeed ‘out of two

""" Cyril, Letter 39 (to John of Antioch, known as Laetentur coeli, ‘Let the heavens
rejoice’, from the biblical quotation with which it opens), tr. J. I. McEnerney, FC lxxvi'
(Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 1987), 147—52.

"2 See esp. Letter 45 (the first letter to Succensus), tr. Wickham, 70-83; and Letter 46
(the second letter to Succensus), 84—93.
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natures’ before the Incarnation, in that one could with the mind
distinguish the human and the divine which were united in Him;
concretely, in the Incarnation, there was—as he assumed Athana-
sius had said—only ‘one incarnate nature’. The analogy used to
explain how that could be the case was the time-honoured ana-
logy of the union of body and soul in a human being: the mind
could recognize somatic and psychic natures all right as the com-
ponents of a human being, but in the concrete person they were
united in one human nature. There was, in that sense, a ‘natural
union’ in Christ. Since one way of talking about the dangers of
Nestorianism was to say that Nestorius talked of the human and
divine as separate ‘hypostases’ (hupostasis being a word often
enough used to point to the concrete individual existence of an
entity, as in trinitarian language about the three ‘persons’ or
‘hypostases’ of the Trinity), Cyril sometimes made the same point
about the concrete oneness of Christ by saying there was a ‘union
by hypostasis’ or ‘hypostatic union’. While Cyril was clarifying his
position, the Antiochenes continued to claim victory for their pos-
ition, and to try to diminish the influence of Cyril. The struggle
continued.

It was the elderly and influential monk of Constantinople,
Eutyches, who proved the lightning-rod for hostilities in the next
episode of the disputed history. The facts are clear enough: at a
Home Synod of 448 presided over by Flavian, patriarch of Con-
stantinople, Eutyches was charged and condemned for his sup-
posed heretical belief that the human and divine were confused or
mingled in one nature in the Incarnation.'” This heresy, if really
his, would make him the first genuine monophysite (monos mean-
ing ‘single’, and phusis meaning ‘nature’). Whatever he really
thought—the issue demands more attention than it has been
afforded to date—Eutyches fled to Cyril’s successor as patriarch
of Alexandria, Dioscorus, who certainly accepted him as an
orthodox Cyrillian. In 449 Dioscorus presided over a second
council at Ephesus.'" It exonerated Eutyches, condemned the one
who condemned him, Flavian, and silenced Cyril’s Antiochene

" The record of the trial of Eutyches is embedded in the acts of session one of
Chalcedon, ed. E. Schwartz, ACO 1ii, 1, 1 (Berlin and Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter,
1933), 55-147. The charges against him: 124 and 144.

" Known as the Second Council of Ephesus or, pejoratively, the Latrocinium
(‘Brigandage of Ephesus’ or ‘Robber Synod’—Pope Leo’s epithet). Its records are,
like those of the Home Synod that tried Eutyches, embedded in the acts of session
one of Chalcedon, ACO i, 1, 1, 55-147.
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critics such as Theodoret of Cyrrhus. Flavian died as a result of
injuries sustained at or in connection with the council; Dioscorus,
rightly or wrongly, was widely blamed for the violence. The pap-
acy, which had been brought into the controversy by an appeal
from Flavian and others, was offended that Pope Leo’s letter (the
famous 7ome) laying out the Roman position was never read at
Ephesus. It took a sarcastic and deeply unsympathetic view of
Eutyches. Thus, while Cyril’s partisans were triumphant, and saw
the council of 449 as an ecumenical council confirming Cyril’s
council of 431, there was profound resistance to it in the West,
and in spheres of Antiochene influence in the East.

When a new emperor, Marcian, suddenly came to the throne,
he chose to attempt to resolve the tensions plaguing the Church by
calling yet another council, the one which eventually met at Chal-
cedon. He meant this council to satisfy the concerns of Rome. In
yet another dramatic reversal, Chalcedon condemned Eutyches,
and deposed Dioscorus. It approved Leo’s Tome as expressing the
teaching of Cyril, though perhaps not paying too much attention
to the fact that it spoke in typical Western language of two
natures, each having distinct operations of its own. At Marcian’s
insistence, the council went on (reluctantly) to draw up a state-
ment of faith meant to become the agreed statement of faith unit-
ing—such was the hopel~—the Church and the Empire. The first
version, though enthusiastically received by the majority of
bishops, was withdrawn and its contents suppressed. We know
only that it contained the phrase ‘out of two natures’, but that fact
is a clear indication that it adopted the christological language of
Cyril’s post-433 letters as the touchstone of orthodoxy. That
approach would satisfy neither Rome nor the emperor. Urged to
approve something that would rule out Eutychianism—FEutyches
proving to be a useful bogeyman to spook a reluctant council
into compliance with the imperial agenda—the bishops finally
subscribed to a second and final version which radically reversed
the approach of the first. In it the language of the Antiochenes
and of the West was triumphant: Christ was ‘known in two
natures’. The added phrase, ‘and in one person and hypostasis’,
was undoubtedly meant to deny a fully Nestorian understanding
of the distinction of natures as Cyril had construed it, i.e. that to
say there were two natures meant there were two persons and
hypostases. It was inevitable, however, that this qualification would
pass unnoticed by Cyril’s partisans, for whom the combination of
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the statement of faith and Leo’s Zome gave the very clear message
that it was really Nestorianism that was being affirmed.

Anti-Chalcedonians took the decisive positive moment in the
disputed history to be Cyril of Alexandria’s clarification of his
teaching in the wake of the Union of 433 and of Antiochene
attempts to hijack his authority. For them, the faith of the fathers
was expressed clearly and authoritatively in the letters Cyril wrote
during those years to clarify his position. Christ was ‘out of two
natures’, and there was ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’ in
the actual Incarnation. The emphasis was all on what Cyril had
fought for throughout his career, the oneness of the Word incar-
nate, the one subject who acted through both His divinity and his
flesh. Chalcedon, in their view, betrayed that orthodox Cyrillian
christology when it said Christ was ‘in two natures’. This was
exactly the heresy Nestorius had tried to perpetrate in 428. The
Union of 433 used by Nestorius’ friends and sympathizers to
associate Cyril with Nestorian ideas was not so much an expres-
sion of what Cyril really believed as it was a generous gesture to
his enemies in an attempt to bring them, eventually, to what he
really believed himself. To say baldly that Christ was in two
natures simply did not have Cyril’s authority behind it. The epi-
sode of Eutyches was troubling for later anti-Chalcedonians,
though, for they seem not to have had a clear sense of what he
actually believed. What was clear to them was that Dioscorus
upheld Cyril in 449 and rescued him from being totally mis-
represented, and that made him in their books a hero of the faith.
That Chalcedon deposed and condemned Dioscorus under suspi-
clous circumstances two years later revealed, so they thought, its
opposition to Cyril’s faith. It pretended to condemn Nestorius,
and to be against Eutyches, but its loyalty to Nestorius’ ideas was
clear in the language it espoused in its statement of faith—Christ
recognized ‘in two natures’—, and in its exoneration of Nestorian
sympathizers like Theodoret of Cyrrhus and Ibas of Edessa.
Cyrillians had shown, even before Chalcedon ended, that they
were willing to go to the ramparts to defend the faith of the fathers
and of Cyril against this betrayal of all they stood for, and
eighty years later, in Leontius’ time, anti-Chalcedonians still saw
themselves in exactly that light.

By contrast, the position of the official, Chalcedonian church
was by this time that the decision against Nestorianism had
been made once and for all in 431. Chalcedon, in the view of
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Chalcedonians, really was not about that issue, though it con-
firmed Ephesus and the condemnation of Nestorius. It was
needed, rather, to defend the dual realities of divinity and human-
ity in Christ against a virulent new threat, the heresy of Eutyches.
Only a clear statement about the two natures of Christ could
exclude that heresy. Dioscorus had at the very least discredited
himself by accepting the heretic at the illegitimate council of 449.
For Chalcedonians, Cyril’s decisive teaching was contained in his
Second Letter to Nestorius, in which he said that the unity of Christ
did not imply ‘that the difference between the natures was abol-
ished through their union’" (a text to be contrasted with the post-
433 Cyril who said that Christ was ‘out of two natures before the
union’), and of course in the Symbol of Union. Those texts had
special authority, in fact, because they had received synodical
approval. Chalcedonians claimed that this Cyril, interpreted
through the ‘synodical’ texts, was perfectly in agreement with
Chalcedon on Christ’s two natures.

At issue, then, were contrasting views of a disputed history, and
especially contrasting views of what Cyril of Alexandria stood for.
Cyril was defined for the disputants by two very different selec-
tions from his works. One selection privileged ‘one incarnate
nature’ of Christ; the other privileged ‘two natures’. Given the
centrality of Cyril for the anti-Chalcedonians, any attempt to rec-
oncile them to Chalcedon and to Chalcedonians had the formid-
able task of convincing them of something that seemed to them
patently not the case. That is, anti-Chalcedonians had to be
convinced, not just that Cyril spoke of ‘two natures’ as had
Chalcedon—anti-Chalcedonians could argue with considerable
plausibility that what he really meant by such talk was authori-
tatively explained by ‘out of two natures’™—but that Chalcedon
actually agreed with what to them was his central article of faith,
the ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’. Leontius of Jerusa-
lem is particularly interesting for the developed way in which he
attempts to make precisely that case. For better or for worse,
though, by the time he made it his audience was beyond hearing
1t.

' Cyril, Letter 4, tr. Wickham, p. 7.
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III. THE LESSONS OF HISTORY

That Leontius came at the end of some eighty-five years of debate
and conversation between the parties goes a long way towards
explaining how he addressed the issues as he did: he had learned
what might succeed, and what was doomed to fail. That long
history had certainly demonstrated how difficult the whole situ-
ation was. Every attempt by the state during those eighty-five
years to force the anti-Chalcedonians to give up their opposition
and be reunited with the official Church failed.'® Likewise, efforts
to reduce the place of Cyril and his christology in their eyes were,
if anything, counter-productive. For instance, the Emperor Mar-
cian published evidence ¢. 455 that Cyril’s ‘one incarnate nature
of God the Word’ was derived from a heretical source, not from
Athanasius as Cyril had thought.'” That revelation perhaps
seemed to Marcian and his advisers to be the appropriate bomb-
shell needed to convince anti-Chalcedonians once and for all to
abandon the post-433 Cyril. There is no evidence, though, that
there was any effect whatsoever on the anti-Chalcedonian resist-
ance. The tactic, tried again in 532 during conversations between
anti-Chalcedonians and Chalcedonians, again deepened the div-
ide. The anti-Chalcedonians simply would not listen to any
argument that meant compromising, as they saw it, the authority
of Cyril on the central statements of doctrine they held dear,
and Chalcedonians would challenge it at their peril."® The most
positive initiative of the period immediately after Chalcedon,
taken not by the state but by some anonymous scholar, was the
Cynillian Florilegtum, an assembly of texts from Cyril showing him
asserting two natures, or at least some kind of persisting duality in

' My short account of imperial policy in this period remains useful: P. T. R. Gray,
The Defense of Chalcedon in the East (451-553), SHCT 20 (Leiden: Brill, 1979), 17-61.

7 ACOi, 5, ed. E. Schwartz (Berlin and Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter, 1936), 4.

'® The case for the formula’s inauthenticity, made by Hypatius of Ephesus, the
Chalcedonian advocate at the Conversations, was recorded by one of the Chalcedo-
nian participants: Innocentius of Maronea, Letter to Thomas the Priest, ed. E. Schwartz,
ACO v, 2 (Berlin and Leipzig: Sumptibus Caroli J. Triibner, Librarii argentoratensis,
1914), 172-3. The absolute refusal of the equivalent anti-Chalcedonian report by
John Bar Aphtonia even to mention this issue indicates how firm was the anti-
Chalcedonians’ denial of the forgeries: see the Syriac fragment of John’s account,
with translation, in S. Brock, “The conversations with the Syrian Orthodox under
Justinian (532)’, OCP 47 (1981), 92—113.
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Christ." It thus moved the case for Chalcedon’s compatibility with
Cyril beyond the two ‘synodical’ letters. It did not, however, even
cite the texts central to the anti-Chalcedonians, much less attempt
to show that Chalcedon was true to them. Leontius evidently was
familiar with Severus of Antioch’s devastating critique of the
Cyrillian Florilegium in his Friend of Truth, composed some fifty years
after its publication.” Perhaps he recognized the futility of argu-
ing that Chalcedon and Cyril agreed simply because both used
‘two natures’, however well the case could be documented. A more
convincing resolution of the substantive issues was required if
Severus and like-minded anti-Chalcedonians were to be satisfied.

The Emperor Zeno found an alternative to resolving the crisis
over Chalcedon in simply putting brackets around it: he instituted
the policy of the Henoticon, a decree which ruled that the parties
should stand down from insisting on either the acceptance or
rejection of Chalcedon. He thereby achieved uneasy peace for his
empire (the Henoticon was in effect 482—518), but at the price of
removing much of the impetus for any real attempt to address
substantive issues.”’ We have no idea what Leontius thought about
the Henoticon. As a Palestinian, though, he would almost certainly
have been aware of the efforts of a few Palestinian residents of the
previous generation to reopen the discussion with the anti-
Chalcedonians. Nephalius of Alexandria, operating in Palestine c.
508, and John ‘the Grammarian’ of Caesarea (fl. 515), earned the
wrath of Severus of Antioch by publishing defences of Chalcedon
in which they took the case for Chalcedon much farther than had
the Cyrillian Florilegium. Both took seriously—for the first time in
Chalcedonian circles—the ‘one incarnate nature’ formula. They
proposed different ways of bringing out its compatibility with,

' The text is preserved in Syriac within the refutation composed by Severus of
Antioch called The Friend of Truth (Philalethes), ed. and tr. R. Hespel, Le Philalethe, CSCO
ccctil and cceiv = Scriptores Syri Ixviii and Ixix (Louvain: Imprimerie orientaliste L.
Durbecq, 1952 and 1954).

* Ibid. Leontius seems pretty clearly to be referring—sarcastically—to Severus’
title, The Friend of Truth, in Testimonies of the Saints at 1812Dp, when he speaks of
‘friendship for the truth’. An anti-Chalcedonian, Severus was the controversial patri-
arch of Antioch 512-18. Dethroned in 518, he lived out his life in exile in Egypt,
which remained virtually entirely, and certainly obdurately, anti-Chalcedonian. From
exile he continued, through his letters and books, to be the most influential and
theologically articulate voice of the anti-Chalcedonian party.

' The text of the Henoticon: Evagrius Scholasticus, Ecclesiastical History, iii. 14, ed. J.
Bidez and L. Parmentier (Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1964), 111-14.
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or in John’s case complementarity to, Chalcedon.” Severus’
responses showed that they had been successful in convincing at
least some anti-Chalcedonians to return to the official Church, if
not Severus himself.”” Severus in fact became only more deeply
convinced of the rightness of the anti-Chalcedonian resistance,
and 1n his Friend of Truth he clarified and systematized that stance:
everything that Cyril had written could and should be interpreted
through and by the key formula ‘one incarnate nature of God the
Word’. What neither Nephalius, nor John ‘the Grammarian’, nor
indeed anyone on the Chalcedonian side had succeeded in doing
was to demonstrate convincingly how Chalcedon was fully true to
that part of Cyril. It could never be sufficient to argue that it was
merely compatible with, or complementary to it.

Leontius must have known, too, of the conversations Justinian
sponsored in 532 between representatives of the Chalcedonians
and representatives of Syrian anti-Chalcedonians who main-
tained connections with their exiled patriarch, Severus.”* Those
same Syrian anti-Chalcedonians were, after all, to be the intended
audience of his own TZestimonies of the Saints a few years later. He
may even have been the ‘Leontius, representative of the monks in
[Jerusalem]’, who was listed among those present.” The conversa-
tions had the express purpose of uncovering possible grounds for
reconciliation. Though they failed after just two of the projected
three days, and no official minutes were kept, we do have accounts
from participants on both sides that give us a fascinating look at
how the issues were formulated, where the sticking-points were,
and what strategies were unproductive. Leontius seems to have

* Nephalius argued that what Chalcedon really meant was ‘two united natures’,
and suggested that the word ‘incarnate’ in ‘one incarnate nature’ pointed to the
second nature that Chalcedon asserted in a different way: Severus of Antioch, Orations
against Nephalius, ed. and tr. J. Lebon, Sever: Antiocheni Orationes ad Nephalium: eiusdem ac
Sergti Grammatict epistulae mutuae, CSCO cxxx = Scriptores Syri Ixv (Louvain: Apud L.
Durbecq, 1949), 15; idem, Against the Grammarian, ed. and tr. J. Lebon, Liber contra
impium grammaticum, CGSCO, Scriptores Syri, series 4, vi, 48. John ‘the Grammarian’
made a subtle historical argument for the view that the Union of 433 showed both
parties to have accepted both ‘two natures’ and ‘one incarnate nature’. Each was
necessary against one of the antithetical errors of Eutyches and Nestorius. Chalcedon
affirmed one, and Cyril the other. On this argument see A. Grillmeier (with T.
Hainthaler), Christ in Christian Tradition, ii®, tr. P. Allen and J. Cawte (London and
Oxford: Mowbray, 1995), 67—9.

» As is confirmed also by Severus’ biographer: John Bar Aphtonia, Lif of Severus,
ed. and tr. M. A. Kugener, PO 2 (Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1904), 248-50.

* See n. 18 above on the accounts of the Conversations.

» Tnnocentius, p. 170.



14 INTRODUCTION

been aware of precisely this information, since, as we shall see, he
attempted in every case to formulate things in such a way as to go
beyond the problems that led to the conversations’ failure. Among
the unproductive strategies, as has been mentioned, was discredit-
ing key anti-Chalcedonian and Cyrillian articles of faith as based
on forgeries. Another was any attempt to privilege as authoritative
or ‘synodical’ only two letters of Cyril that spoke clearly in favour
of ‘two natures’. No anti-Chalcedonian could be convinced to
leave aside the crucial post-433 letters in which their favoured
formulae were found, and the attempt to get them to do so could
lead only to a deepening of their suspicion that Cyril was being
betrayed, not honoured. In fact, the conversations showed again
that the anti-Chalcedonians could never be satisfied by anything
less than convincing proof that Chalcedon meant exactly what
Cyril and they meant by ‘one incarnate nature’. Moreover, the
conversations showed that the anti-Chalcedonians, though unwill-
ing to say that Eutyches was orthodox, and though troubled by the
fact that Dioscorus had received him, still viewed the latter as a
hero of orthodoxy. They were convinced that there was something
underhanded about his condemnation by Chalcedon. They like-
wise remained convinced that Chalcedon was made deeply sus-
pect by its acceptance of Theodoret and Ibas, the friends of
Nestorius and enemies of Cyril; their account showed that they
got some pleasure out of embarrassing the Chalcedonians on that
very point. The conversations showed one more thing, something
that was to be central to Leontius of Jerusalem’s own approach:
they showed that, at least in the not-unperceptive opinion of
Justinian, it was possible to conceive of winning over anti-
Chalcedonians of Syria without the participation or approval of
their leader-in-exile, Severus.

Shortly after the Conversations, in 533, Justinian promulgated
an edict identifying “‘union by hypostasis’ as central to the ortho-
dox faith.” Cyril, as has been observed, and his followers through
the generations, had seen behind Nestorius® ‘two natures’ the
assertion that there were two hypostases (i.e. independent subjects)
in Christ, and had countered with what amounted to contrary
slogans: there was ‘one hypostasis’ in Christ; there was a ‘union by
hypostasis’. The edict was aimed at allaying anti-Chalcedonian
fears, as Chalcedon’s addition of ‘one person and hypostasis’ had

% Codex Justinianus 1, 1, 7.
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been, by denying that there were two hypostases or a mere con-
junction of persons, rather than at developing a christology of
hypostatic union. Leontius of Jerusalem would not make a major
contribution to the conceptual development of union by hypo-
stasis in either of the works published here, but he would propose
that the formula be seen as the basis on which the divided
churches could discover their unsuspected unity.

IV. TESTIMONIES OF THE SAINTS. THE ARGUMENT FOR
RECONCILIATION

Testimonies of the Saints was published at a time of great urgency
about resolving the schism in the Church before it became
irreversible. It was also published in the context of considerable
momentum towards bringing about union on the part of the state,
in that Justinian—having learned much from his earlier attempts,
including the failed Conversations—was fully engaged in orches-
trating, with a more and more confident hand, the great drive
towards reunion that was to culminate in the Fifth Ecumenical
Council of 553.

As has been remarked, Testimonies of the Saints seems to be not so
much a theological statement debating theologians of the other
side as it is a work addressed to anti-Chalcedonian churchmen at
an almost popular level. It takes the form of a conversation, a long
and rambling and rather informal literary conversation,”” between
Leontius as representing the Chalcedonians on one side, and vari-
ous representations of anti-Chalcedonian voices on the other.”
The latter are represented sometimes directly as ‘you’ (plural) or
‘you’ (singular), sometimes indirectly as ‘they’ or ‘he’.* More than

7 A certain informality has been noticed by some scholars. It is hoped that the
informality is suitably reflected in the translation.

% A sense of the conversation as a whole can be gained from the summary
provided in the Appendix.

* In the translation, the pronouns standing for anti-Chalcedonians in the plural
are usually rendered as ‘they’, or ‘these people’ if they are being spoken about, and
‘you’, ‘you people’, or ‘my friends’, if they are being addressed. Leontius has the habit
of slipping into the third person singular—°‘he says’, without an antecedent—and
here ‘he’ is rendered by ‘my friend’. The intention is to capture some of the irony
implied by debaters when they call opponents ‘my friends’, as also the ambiguous
sense, implied by the language, that the opponent is being invited to listen and be won
over to a better point of view, i.e. to become in fact a friend. This second sense is
especially suited to this work, which overtly invites its opponents to become friends.
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is the case with most of Leontius’ contemporaries, the anti-
Chalcedonian voices are treated with a certain respect. The
agenda is quite clear: We Chalcedonians, Leontius says, ‘do our
winning over by charm’, and we intend to ‘bring your anger
against us to an end by winning you over’;*” what he intends to
win them over to is the ‘recognition’ that what they stand for in
terms of genuinely Cyrillian christology is what Chalcedonians
stand for too, and that therefore they have sadly misjudged
Chalcedon and Chalcedonians. They really have no excuse for
remaining in schism with them.

Leontius’ anti-Chalcedonian voices identify two serious issues
and several minor ones; the work addresses them in turn: Chal-
cedon’s novelty, and its dishonesty, are the serious issues, and they
take up almost the entire work. The first charge is the absolutely
fundamental one, and the one to which Testimonies of the Sainis
devotes by far the most space, naturally enough: Chalcedonians
use ‘a strange [expression] we [anti-Chalcedonians] don’t find
being used explicitly by the fathers anywhere, i.e. “two natures,
albeit undivided, of Christ”’, whereas we anti-Chalcedonians use
‘the fathers’ teaching about Christ ... in their own words, i.e.
“one incarnate nature of God the Word”, as in holy Athanasius
and Cyril’.”! What Leontius describes as ‘the charge of dishonesty
against the church’ comes down to the suspicion, amounting to an
unshakeable conviction, that the fathers of Chalcedon had ‘as
their pretext for convening the condemnation of Eutyches, but
were really an act of zeal for Nestorius’.*”> Among the less serious
charges is the claim by certain anti-Chalcedonians that the
soundness of their own doctrine was confirmed by God’s gift to
them of superior and more abundant miracle-working power.*

On the first charge, Leontius tips his hand right away. He sug-
gests that the anti-Chalcedonians’ claim that Chalcedonians
betrayed the teaching of the fathers when they used the novel
formula of ‘two natures’ resulted from their refusal to investigate
‘whether to speak of one incarnate nature of God the Word
really is the same in meaning as speaking of a duality of natures
of Christ united in one hypostasis’. They based their refusal,
he says, on the fact that they didn’t find the latter expression
explicitly affirmed by the fathers.”* The investigation he speaks of

% 1817a ' 1804D-18054. »
* 18058.

1876D-1877A.

* 1896B—.
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is precisely what Leontius now challenges his anti-Chalcedonians
to take up. For instance, he says, ‘one incarnate nature’ was enun-
ciated to protect against Nestorianism, and ‘a duality of natures
of Christ united in one hypostasis’ was enunciated later to protect
against Eutychianism. Analysis shows they were not opposed for-
mulae at all, just different ways of affirming the same thing to
emphasize what needed to be emphasized against heresy. ‘One
incarnate nature’ affirms one fundamental aspect of Christ in
terms of ‘unity’, whereas ‘a duality of natures of Christ united in
one hypostasis’ affirms it in terms of ‘union’. The former affirms
the other fundamental aspect of Christ by distinguishing impli-
citly between what is ‘incarnated’ and what ‘incarnates’, whereas
the latter affirms it by frankly speaking of ‘two’.”” There is then,
Leontius invites them to see, an underlying unity beneath the
disparity in language; they and the Chalcedonians actually believe
exactly the same thing,

The key to discovering this unity in meaning is getting below
the surface differences in language, and the key to doing that, says
Leontius, is realizing that ‘to thoughtless people “nature” is a word
with more than one meaning, and is often used in place of “sub-
stance” and “hypostasis”’.* For him, ‘nature’ (phusis) is properly
identified with ‘substance’ (ousia, the essential character of a thing)
rather than with ‘hypostasis’ (an individual entity or person).”
When Cyril spoke of ‘one incarnate nature’, however, he was
using ‘nature’ in the sense of ‘hypostasis’, which meant he was
talking about a hypostatic union in Christ—a union in one par-
ticular entity or person—not a natural union, despite the use of
the word ‘nature’. (In a natural union properly speaking, things
are joined by virtue of being subsumed to the same nature or
substance.”) Similarly, when Chalcedon spoke, with the synodical
Cyril, about ‘two natures’, it was speaking about two substances,
not about two hypostases or persons.

At the centre of Leontius’ proposed neutral way of talking
about the allegedly shared christology beneath their rival formu-

35

1809A-B.
1808D-1809A.

%7 Throughout the translation phusis and ousia are always represented by ‘nature’
and ‘substance’ respectively. Hupostasts is always transliterated, or anglicized, as hypo-
stasis, since no single English word or phrase accurately captures its meaning,

* At 1816a-B the example is provided of mixed gum and wax, a mixture that
results in a new nature with new properties.

36
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lae is ‘union by hypostasis’. He offers not so much a conceptual
explanation of what a union by hypostasis is, as some examples:

When papyrus or a sponge is dipped in water, and has drawn all the
water into its whole self] it doesn’t end up being one nature with the
water, but one hypostasis. In the same way, iron and fire result in a
hypostasis of red-hot metal. Stones and wood, too, result in a new hypo-
stasis, that of a house, but they keep the same natures, though they’re
united to each other and come together in a house’s structure and in the
reality that underlies a single entity, i.e. the house’s hypostasis.™

His point is that there do exist single entities in which distinct
natures are united without being destroyed. A key feature of such
unions is the capacity of a single hypostasis to become more com-
posite, without losing its unity, by the addition of a second nature.
Thus, in Christ, the one hypostasis of the Word, eternally pos-
sessed of a divine nature, can be understood to have become more
composite by the addition of a human nature, without ceasing to
be one hypostasis.

With these terminological clarifications, Leontius can approach
the many texts of the fathers he adduces in the florilegia that
follow, systematically interpreting all texts that refer to one nature
as really meaning one hypostasis, and all texts that refer to a
duality of any kind as really meaning a duality of natures under-
stood in the sense of substance."’ In this way, Leontius attempts to
move the Chalcedonian agenda beyond the failed strategy of
granting authority only to certain texts of Cyril that spoke of ‘two
natures’: on his view even the most anti-Chalcedonian sounding
texts of the post-435 Cyril speak to the one truth of a union by
hypostasis, and he devotes a special section to showing that this is
so: ‘[E]ven the sayings of the fathers that in your view agree with
your doctrines rather recommend ours when they’re examined, as
they ought to be, in terms of their meaning . . .”.*' The implication
of accepting Leontius’ argument is clearly that, if such substantive
agreement is recognized, none of the issues that seem to divide
anti-Chalcedonians from Chalcedonians need stand in the way of
unity:

So as to demonstrate, as may be, before God and men that your seces-
sion from the Church isn’t reasonable, look, we set aside every argument

¥ 18130-1816A.
0 1817¢-1841A.

! 1849¢—D; the section devoted to this demonstration: 1849c—1852c.
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we might make against your allegations, and make you the following
offer: if you’ll join with us in confessing the tried and true doctrines,
saying both ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’ and that there are
two natures of Christ united in His one hypostasis, and if you also don’t
repudiate the council and Leo and ourselves, then we, for our part,
anathematize even an angel from heaven sooner than we do you, if he
doesn’t think and speak and write likewise; we praise and accept Severus,
Dioscorus, Timothy, and you, and anyone at all who shares such views;
we add nothing to this . . .**

Leontius also brings a new approach to a related issue identified
by the Conversations of 532 as a real sticking-point for the anti-
Chalcedonians. Attempts to undermine the anti-Chalcedonian
position by demonstrating the Apollinarian roots of its cherished
‘one incarnate nature’ had, as has been observed, served only to
deepen the schism. The issue was inescapable in the context of
Leontius’ literary conversation with anti-Chalcedonians, since it
was central to the latter’s case to emphasize the ancient patristic
pedigree of their formula over against what they described as
Chalcedon’s novel (and Nestorian) language.” Leontius is con-
vinced that Cyril’s famous one-nature formula depended on Apol-
linarian forgeries—he probably knew personally one man who
had explored the evidence, John, Bishop of Scythopolis—and is
willing to present the case in some detail here."* He does so, how-
ever, in the light of an extended discussion of the orthodox mean-
ing Cyril, on his interpretation, intended by that formula, and
immediately following his insistence that Cyril was not inconsis-
tent, i.e. that what he meant by ‘one incarnate nature’ cohered
with what he meant when he spoke of ‘two natures’.* (It is clear
that he saw, in the real or imputed tendency of such leaders as
Severus to dismiss the Cyril of the Symbol of Union as inconsis-
tent with his real position, a useful bit of rhetoric for attempting to
detach Severus’ followers from him.*) Leontius is thus at some
pains to emphasize the positive nature of his presentation of
Cyril. He tries to show, in fact, that Cyril used the key heretical

forgery ascribed to Athanasius (and, as Leontius has already said,
? 1881a-B.
The discussion is found at 18644-1876c¢.
Leontius mentions John of Scythopolis in this connection at 18658—c.
1861c-1864A.
** Hence the odd citation from ‘Timothy Aelurus’ at 1849a—c that presents
Severus as curing ‘with his holy writings whatever of Cyril’s was unsound and contra-
dictory’. On alienating Severus and his follows, see sect. VI below.

43
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used it in a perfectly orthodox sense) without being aware of its
origins: ‘If our teacher Cyril introduces it as being Athanasius’
statement . . . it’s not impossible that he was drawn to it, either
construed in terms of our meaning, or—under the influence
of certain people’s forgery—mistaken for patristic rather than
heretical evidence.”*’ Moreover, even when it is the famous
pseudo-Athanasian text that he is about to show convincingly
comes from Apollinarius, Leontius makes sure first to offer a
positive interpretation of it, compatible with his own position, for
anti-Chalcedonians who could never accept its inauthenticity.*®

V. TESTIMONIES OF THE SAINTS. MEETING THE CHARGE OF
DISHONESTY

The second charge Leontius puts in the mouth of his anti-
Chalcedonians is the charge of dishonesty. Various anti-
Chalcedonian voices identify the suspicious circumstances:
Dioscorus was condemned, but not on the charge for which he
was cited;"” Chalcedon accepted Theodoret and Ibas, both friends
of Nestorius, proponents of his ideas, and critics of Cyril;”
Chalcedon dropped the first creed it produced, and replaced it
with another;”" votes were bought.”® In Leontius’ response to
this charge he makes careful attempts to disarm the ant-
Chalcedonians on these points.

Leontius sticks pretty well to the pro-Chalcedonian argument
used at the Conversations of 532 on the issue of Dioscorus’ treat-
ment. Dioscorus was called on suspicion of Eutychianism, and it
would not do to say his reception of Eutyches was based on the
latter’s abandonment of his earlier beliefs, since Dioscorus
deposed Flavian for deposing Eutyches before he could have
abandoned them. He was therefore either shown to be a Euty-
chian for his defence of Eutyches against Flavian, or else he was
unjust in deposing Flavian for deposing a heretic he, Dioscorus,
did not agree with!”® That argument for the justice of Dioscorus’
deposition does not change. Unlike the participants in the

7 1865A.

* 1864a-8. He likewise offers an orthodox interpretation of a text from ‘Gregory
Thaumaturgus’ just in case, though he clearly suspects it is a forgery: 1873¢-1876A.

¥ 1884c. % 18778. ' 1881c-D and 1884aA.

%2 1889s. % 1884c-1885D.
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conversations, though, Leontius sees that there are dark anti-
Chalcedonian suspicions on this matter, and seeks to lay them to
rest. On the one hand, Leontius uses these suspicions as one
opportunity among many to attempt to detach Severus’ followers
from their leader. Conspiracy theories of that kind, Leontius says,
are the inventions of anti-Chalcedonian leaders like Severus try-
ing to suborn ‘those not well-equipped to judge’.”* On the other
hand, he argues that the treatment of Dioscorus by Chalcedon
really was a model of proper and transparent legal process. He
was summoned on the charges of receiving Eutyches (i.e. on sus-
picion of heresy) and of unjustly deposing Flavian; he made
excuses for not appearing, which were eventually found to be
fraudulent; he was re-summoned, refused to appear, and was then
condemned for the refusal. In legal terms, the serious charges
initially brought against him were prevented from being brought
to trial, not because of any conspiracy to misrepresent the case,
but simply because he refused to appear and be tried.” In this
way, Leontius attempts to present Chalcedon as scrupulously fair
in its treatment of Dioscorus, and avoids associating himself with
any claim that Dioscorus—a hero to the people with whom he
seeks reconciliation—was in fact a heretic. The most he claims—
he can hardly do otherwise—is that Chalcedon had legitimate
and entirely public reasons for the deposition.

On the issue of Chalcedon’s damning acceptance of
Theodoret and Ibas—damning because it suggested so strongly to
anti-Chalcedonians that Chalcedon was bent on restoring the
Nestorianism with which these men were associated—Leontius’
response represents, again, an effort to bridge the ecumenical gap.
He does not deny the possibility that Theodoret and Ibas secretly
persisted in Nestorian beliefs. He admits, indeed, that the charge
may very well be true, though he pleads with the anti-
Chalcedonians to recognize the possibility of a genuine change of
heart on the part of such Antiochenes.” His appeal, though, is for
recognition that Chalcedon as a whole should not be condemned
just because two or three participants were closet Nestorians, any
more than Nicaea should be condemned because a few heretics
were known to be participants in it, or than Ephesus should be
condemned because some of its members also participated in
Chalcedon (if Chalcedon really was so heretical).”’” While not

"‘ 1884c. See sect. VI below. “ 1884D-1885B.
% 18778—18808B. 7 1880B-1880D.
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going nearly so far as Justinian was prepared to go in the proposal
he presented to the anti-Chalcedonians at the end of the Con-
versations of 532—a proposal that would eventually be developed
into the full-fledged campaign to condemn the Three Chapters—
Leontius shows himself once again to be willing to recognize some
validity in anti-Chalcedonian claims. At the same time, he tries to
show that remaining loyal to Chalcedon was not incompatible
with those claims if the historical and theological realities were
properly understood.””

The same may be said of Leontius’ responses to three minor
charges: that Chalcedon’s remaking of its creed was highly
suspicious; that votes were bought at Chalcedon; and that the
frequent manifestations of miracle-working powers among anti-
Chalcedonians was God’s way of demonstrating the truth of their
position. The first charge was difficult. As has been noted, Chal-
cedon’s first statement of faith was suppressed, and the second
and final statement of faith was adopted only under great pressure
from the court. The patent reversal, moving from a Cyrillian
statement of faith to a Nestorian-sounding one, lent instant
plausibility to the anti-Chalcedonian case that there was some-
thing decidedly fishy about that second statement.” Leontius goes
so far with his anti-Chalcedonian readers as to accept the facts,
embarrassing as they are, but he does try to limit the inferences
drawn from them: Chalcedon did indeed remake its definition,
but to impute sinister motives to it because it did so is nothing but
‘courtroom rhetoric’ he will not dignify with a response.”’ He
suggests instead a positive evaluation: Chalcedon simply recog-
nized imperfections in its first definition, and tried again.”’ On the
charge of bribery, Leontius again goes part way with his readers:
perhaps a few people were bribed, but not the vast majority.
Should not the sinners be forgiven?® On the issue of miracles,
though Leontius does dispute the claim of superior numbers for
anti-Chalcedonian miracles (‘one swallow doth not a summer

% The Three Chapters were the person and work of Theodore of Mopsuestia, the
writings of Theodoret of Cyrus against Cyril of Alexandria, and Ibas of Edessa’s
Letter to Mari the Persian. All were condemned, not many years after Leontius wrote, first
by an imperial edict of 544, then by Constantinople II in 553.

% It was not Marcian’s heavy hand in the affair which drew the anti-
Chalcedonians’ suspicion—the Church accepted without question a prominent role
for the emperor in councils—but the radical reversal of position on the part of the
bishops.

018844,

o1 18844-B. 2 1889B—1892A.
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make’, he cannot help saying), he does not place any weight on
that point.”” As in the case of Apollinarian forgeries, he grants
the possibility that the anti-Chalcedonians may even be right,
but he attempts to challenge the implication drawn by some
anti-Chalcedonians: there are, he says, many plausible reasons
why God might grant miracle-working power other than dog-
matic correctness, such as miracles’ usefulness in winning over
non-Christians.”*

VI. TESTIMONIES OF THE SAINTS. SEVERING SEVERIANS
FROM SEVERUS

While the fundamental thrust of Testimonies of the Saints is clearly to
win over Syrian anti-Chalcedonians under the leadership-from-
exile of Severus, and Leontius is well aware of the profound influ-
ence Severus continues to exercise over anti-Chalcedonians in
Syria, he shares completely Justinian’s apparent belief, at the time
of the Conversations of 532, that Severus’ said followers can be
alienated from him, and reconciled independently of him. He
goes out of his way to drive a wedge between them.

The dismissal of Severus as a ‘nature-mixer’ (‘mixophysite’) is a
taunting way of identifying him with the standard phantom Euty-
chianism, but it is no more than a rhetorical flourish. From the
outset, though, Leontius makes a serious, sustained attempt to
make a more telling case to Severus’ followers against him. His
plan is to show Severus as genuinely inconsistent in his thinking,
and wilful in his resistance to Chalcedon. On the point of
inconsistency, Leontius says Severus claims to stand against ‘two
natures’, yet is on record as saying that ‘most of the holy fathers
used the expression . . . in a blameless way’, and as validating over
and over again two-natures language despite himself.”” He turns
Severus’ critique of Chalcedon for not saying ‘out of two natures’,
i.e. for not talking about duality in a legitimately Cyrillian way,
into an admission that Chalcedon was not incorrect in speaking of
two natures. That, he argues, is inconsistent with his condemna-
tion of Chalcedon,” and, having argued to his own satisfaction

5 1896¢. " 1896¢-1900A.
% 18054. The charge is repeated at some length at 18418-D.
5 18418-18448B.
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that Chalcedon and Chalcedonians of his own time accept every-
thing Severus claims they should (‘out of two’, ‘union by hypos-
tasis’, ‘combination’, ‘an entire nature’),”” he tips his hand
unmistakably: ‘Since [this is so,] what possible reason can these
people have for refusing to agree with us on these, using both “out
of two” and “in two”, and electing to anathematize Severus,
Dioscorus, and those with them, if they don’t think the same?**®

Leontius goes on, in a long section devoted to anti-
Chalcedonian texts that appear to support Chalcedon, to discredit
Severus again for risible inconsistency, and for the manner of his
deposition from the patriarchal throne of Antioch, ending with a
curious citation, allegedly but impossibly from Timothy Aelurus,
describing Severus as the one who ‘cured’ Cyril’s ‘inconsistency’
on two-natures language. The choice of that text can only have
been intended to leave Severus looking guilty, in the eyes of his
followers, of criticizing Cyril himself for using both one-nature
and two-natures formulae!® That this implication is fully intended
by Leontius becomes clear from a later reference to Severus as
‘patricidal’.”” Severus later is dismissed as the anti-Chalcedonians’
‘self-styled teacher’,”" and derided for individually anathematizing
a council completely outside his jurisdiction.”® All of this suggests
that the descriptions of Severus at the very beginning of 7est:-
monzes of the Saints as the anti-Chalcedonians’ ‘authoritative guide’,
and near the end, without actually naming him, as a man obsessed
with his ‘status as a teacher’, carry a clear message: the anti-
Chalcedonians are spinelessly letting themselves be manipulated
by an inconsistent egomaniac who sets himself against the whole
duly constituted Church, yet, as a deposed patriarch, he is a man
who has no legitimate claim over them. Moreover, in the name of
Cyril they are accepting Severus’ outright doctoring of Cyril’s
teaching to exclude the manifold texts in which Cyril does speak
of two natures or the equivalent.”

We do not need to be convinced that the strategy both Justinian
and Leontius adopted of trying to sever Severians from Severus

68

7 1844a-B. 1844B.

% 18454-1849c. Timothy Aeclurus (‘the Weasel’) was an anti-Chalcedonian, and
Patriarch of Alexandria at various times between 457 and his death in 477. He was
one of the first to write against Chalcedon. It is possible that Leontius intends to
attribute the text rather to Timothy III of Alexandria.

0 1864c. ' 1876D. 2 1888c.

7 “Authoritative guide’: 18054; ‘status as a teacher’: 1893a.
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had any real chance of success. Only one anti-Chalcedonian at
the Conversations changed sides, and Justinian’s more developed
strategy for reconciling anti-Chalcedonians at the Council of 553
certainly did not succeed, facts which suggest that Justinian and
Leontius were unrealistic in their hopes. That should not prevent
us from recognizing that, in the 530s, they could not know the
outcome, and could and apparently did believe their strategy
might succeed.

VII. TESTIMONIES OF THE SAINTS. THE WEIGHT OF THE
FATHERS

Central to Leontius’ strategy was the use of the patristic witness to
what he believed he could show was the fathers’ single underlying
christological faith, since the sides agreed on this at least, that the
faith of the fathers was what defined orthodoxy. In making the
appeal to the fathers the heart of his theological argument, he
exemplifies a late stage in a remarkable transformation that took
place in theological argument during the fifth and sixth centur-
ies.”* Though the roots of the patristic argument can be traced
further back, Cyril of Alexandria effectively marked its move to
the centre of the stage, when he discovered it was more effective
to charge Nestorius with betraying the faith of the fathers, and to
demonstrate the fact with a florilegium, than to tackle him on his
understanding of Scriptures (the Antiochenes had a formidable
and sophisticated approach to the latter). As the focus moved to
the fathers, the fathers themselves came to acquire greater author-
ity in the minds of those who argued over what they taught, and
from what they taught. Grillmeier puts it cautiously—°It was only
that the proof from Scripture acquired younger siblings who

7 1 have explored this transformation in a number of articles: P T. R. Gray,
‘Covering the Nakedness of Noah: Reconstruction and Denial in the Age of Justin-
ian’, in L. Garland (ed.), Conformity and Non-Conformity in Byzantium, = BF 24 (1997),
193-206; ‘Forgery as an Instrument of Progress: Reconstructing the Theological
Tradition in the Sixth Century’, BZ 81 (1988), 284—9; ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism and the
Tradition: From Patristic to Byzantine Theology’, BF 8 (1982), 61-70; ‘“The Select
Fathers”: Canonizing the Patristic Past’, Papers presented to the Tenth International Confer-
ence on Patristic Studies held in Oxford 1987, StudPat 2§ (Leuven: Peeters Press, 1989), 21-
36; “Through the Tunnel with Leontius of Jerusalem: The Sixth Century Transform-
ation of Theology’, in P. Allen and E. Jeffreys (eds.), The Sixth Century: End or Beginning?,
BA 10 (Brisbane: Australian Association for Byzantine Studies, 1996), 187—96.
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wanted to sit at the same theological table and seemed for a while
to demand the larger portion, which, however, must never be
claimed from the “first-born”"”—but the truth is that, by the sixth
century, the argumentum patristicum did not just demand a bigger
place in theological argument, it exercised virtual hegemony. That
fact 1s illustrated by the complete reliance of the Fifth Ecumenical
Council on a single way of demonstrating the heresy of the Three
Chapters: their works were compared minutely with patristic texts
of an assumed canon of fathers who represented infallible ortho-
doxy. There was not the merest hint of a demonstration from
Scriptures. Scholasticism had been born, and Testimonzes of the
Saints, as 1its title suggests, exemplifies how scholastic theological
argument functioned.

Very soon after Chalcedon, and from then on, champions of
both parties had indeed turned to the fathers, collecting key texts
into florilegia, or using florilegia previously collected by others.
Leontius evidently had at hand various florilegia, from which he
and others—his contemporary, Leontius of Byzantium, for one,
and in the next century John Maron, for another—drew in com-
mon. He even had one or more florilegia of anti-Chalcedonian
texts. Yet unlike Leontius of Byzantium, as a comparative study
shows, Leontius of Jerusalem was a careless user of sources. The
one scholar ever to make a serious study of the florilegia of the
period, Marcel Richard, has no kind words for our Leontius on
this score: “The little collection of definitions of Christ with which
[the first florilegium] opens wouldfhave made Severus jump for
joy . . . Not only does he not indicate from which works he’s bor-
rowed his texts, but he also altered almost all of them in his own
way.””® He goes on to add that Leontius cut most of them so short
as to leave their meaning in doubt, copied them inaccurately, and
generallyleftthemriniereatidisorder) Whether Severus, if he ever
came upon Testimonies of the Saints, did jump for joy or not—
Richard incorrectly assumed that he was dead by the time Leon-
tius wrote, as will be seen—we shall never know. Certainly

7 A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition 11, tr. P. Allen and J. Cawte (London and
Oxford: Mowbray, 1987), 20.

6 M. Richard, ‘Les Florileges diphysites du V¢ et du VI® siecle’, Opera Minora, i
(Turnhout: Brepols, 1976), no. 3, 741. Richard prepared a massive work with sections
on the florilegia of many writers, including both Leontii, but it was never published.
The section on Leontius of Jerusalem was kindly made available by M. Geerard,
Richard’s literary executor. Recent enquiries reveal that, sadly, at Geerard’s death,
Richard’s papers were not preserved.
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Severus’ followers, if they had the means and the will to test how
accurate were his citations of the fathers, will have been less
impressed by Leontius’ argument than they might have been.

To fault Leontius for bad historical scholarship is fair, but his
bad scholarship is not the end of the story. Severus’ much better
historical scholarship is not the end of the story either. We know,
after all, that a fierce critic of the scholarship of his opponents like
Severus was well aware of a very good piece of scholarship indeed
on the Chalcedonian side, scholarship which proved pretty well
beyond a doubt that the anti-Chalcedonians’ favourite ‘authorita-
tive’ texts rested, in part, on Apollinarian forgeries. Yet he did not
stop using the suspect texts.(lieontiusthimselfrisrablertormakera
decent enough scholarly case when he wants to, as he does in our

text when he attacks Apollinarian forgeries, yetahenismmotratall

Theologians of Leontius’ era were compelled to prove the
orthodoxy of what they taught by appealing to the texts of the
fathers. Appealing to the fathers involved a major assumption,
however: that all of the genuine fathers taught, consistently, one
orthodox faith. That assumption is revealingly expressed by Leon-
tius in Testimonzes of the Saints: ‘Surely none of the select fathers is at
variance with himself or with his peers with respect to the
intended sense of the faith’.”” He can confidently assume that his
anti-Chalcedonian audience agrees, and can proceed on that basis
to make his argument about an underlying common faith. Yet the
strains that universal assumption placed on theologians were
enormous. For one thing, the tensions between, for example, an
carly Cyril happily affirming the continuance of two natures into
the Incarnation in the Second Letter to Nestorius, and a late Cyril
sternly insisting on only ‘one incarnate nature’ after the union—
easily explicable, for moderns, in terms of the man’s historical
development—could be explained in only three ways: the reduc-
tion of the earlier statement to the later; the reduction of the later
statement to the earlier; or the reduction of both (as is urged by
Leontius) to a third way of talking about christology, which is what
he ‘really’ meant. In short, the rich variety of the real historical
debate had to be reduced in some way to a monolithic uniformity.

77
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That reduction could perhaps be achieved at one level by Leon-
tius’ stratagem of proposing a meta-language, but it inevitably
involved also, at other levels, the reconstruction of the patristic
record in the monolithic image a theologian like Leontius imposed
on it. No wonder, then, that troublesome documents were mis-
quoted, quoted out of context, cut short, or dismissed as forgeries,
while helpful and consistent documents were forged to meet the
need.

VIII. THE APORIAE

Testimonies of the Saints is not without its own examples of aporetic
argument.”” Clearly, though, whole works were devoted to aporiae
systematically developed to undermine the different doctrines of
an opposing group. Leontius tells us that he has responded to one
such collection of aporiae (in a work now lost to us), and in the
present work we find him going on to propose counter-aporiae
against the very people who propounded that collection of apo-
riae against him and/or his party”’ We can only guess at the
length of the missing response, but Against the Nestorians gives us an
idea of how long such a response could be.”” The attractions of
aporetic argument to all parties—Chalcedonians, Severian anti-
Chalcedonians, Nestorians—were obviously great, especially as
the controversies between them involved imprecise and often con-
tradictory-sounding formulae that invited adversaries gleefully to
spell out their contradictions in aporetic form. For their own posi-
tions they would always, of course, try to claim consistency and
clarity.

In the present case we find Leontius—a man with a reputation
for being ‘all-wise’ which must have signalled an aptitude for the
kind of technical and logical prowess aporetic argument invited—
delighting in exploring and exposing the inconsistencies of his
Severian opponents’ christological language. The Severians’ lan-
guage was based on Cyril’s post-433 letters, but that language had
always been difficult to explain and defend—Ciyril was taunted for

it, and Eutyches seems likely to have been condemned as a heretic
® e.g at 18618 and at 1872c.
1769A.
% Against the Nestorians occupies 368 columns in Migne, compared with 132 col-
umns for Testimonies of the Saints and the Aporiae combined.
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because of it—fundamentally because it was inconsistent in its use
of the one word ‘nature’ for both the christological unity (‘one
incarnate nature’) and the christological duality (‘out of two
natures’). It was entirely predictable that a Chalcedonian like
Leontius would, in controversy with Severians, use aporiae to
hammer home the logical inconsistency inherent in saying that
one Incarnate nature came out of two natures before the union,
and in continuing to assert that human and divine were uncon-
fused and different in Christ while asserting that in Him they were
united in one nature. He also used aporiae to undermine the
paradigm used by Cyril and the Severians to explain and defend
the notion of one nature out of two, the union of body and soul to
produce a human nature, as well as to attack the language which
that paradigm brought with it about the whole and the part.

Of the sixty-three aporiae of Leontius found in our text, sixty-
one address such weak points in the Severian position, and it may
be useful to categorize them roughly in terms of the point in the
Severian position on which they focus their attack:

1. There is one nature in Christ.”

2. Christ’s one nature came to be out of two natures.®

3. The human and divine natures became one nature just as body
and soul become one human nature.*®

4. A duality of natures in Christ may be recognized only n
thought.**

5. There is one nature afler the union.”

6. Dufference can be affirmed at the same time as one nature is
affirmed.*

7. There is one mcarnate nature of God the Word, not one nature
of the Word incarnate.”

8. Christ, though one nature, may be said to have improved or
suffered.”

9. There is one nature and hypostasis in Christ.”

2

The positive case constantly implied by these arguments is that
81
82
83

Aporiae 1-3, 5,7, 19, 3274, 3678: 40-1, 53, 63

Aporiae 2, 3, 8, 20, 234, 29, 58, 61.

Aporiac 4, 6, 15, 19, 22, 35, 45, 48, 54-5. * Aporia 10.
Aporia 9, 11-12, 52.

Aporiae 13-14, 16-18, 25-8, 30, 39, 56—7.

Aporiae 42-3, 59-60.

Aporiae 44, 467, 49-50. % Aporia 51.
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for the superiority of Chalcedonian language, which has one set
of terms to express Christ’s unity (‘person’, or ‘hypostasis’), and
another to express His duality (‘nature’, or ‘substance’).

There is one intriguing aporia, the thirty-first, which does not
resemble the others. Instead, it quite intentionally indulges in a bit
of quasi-logical sleight of hand which, as Leontius certainly rec-
ognizes, depends entirely on double meanings. The point seems to
have been to have some fun at the expense of the Severians. The
sixty-second aporia departs from the pattern in a quite different
way, and is really not an aporia except formally: Severians accuse
Chalcedon of introducing new terms unknown to the fathers, but
Leontius and his party find that the fathers characteristically speak
of two natures; Severians therefore must find fathers who speak of
one nature, or yield the point.

IX. THE THEOLOGICAL CONTRIBUTION

It 1s unfortunate that, from the moment of his rediscovery by
Richard in the 1940s, Leontius of Jerusalem was interpreted
almost exclusively in terms of conceptual and theoretical issues
having little to do with his own concerns, and a great deal to do
with the twentieth century. For one thing, the twentieth-century
struggle between conservative champions of an asymmetrical
christology (in which the human Christ is overwhelmed by His
divinity), and liberal champions of a more fully human Christ,
meant that liberal scholars—who were in the majority—tended to
sympathize with the Antiochene school in christology because of
its emphasis on the independent human reality in Christ, and to
feel a commensurate antipathy towards Cyril of Alexandria and
his asymmetrical christology. The Council of Chalcedon, in that it
adopted the Antiochene ‘two natures’ over Cyril’s ‘one incarnate
nature’, came in for sympathetic treatment. Its statement of faith
was seen as a balanced, statesmanlike achievement, nicely laying
to rest the antithetical errors of Nestorius and Eutyches, and
resolving all problems. When such scholars began to investigate
the theologians like Leontius of Jerusalem who interpreted Chal-
cedon in a Cyrillian way, they adopted a highly suspicious attitude
towards them, gave them the hostile epithet ‘neo-Chalcedonian’,
and tended to conclude that they were, in fact, not theologians in
good faith, but the instruments of an overreaching plan on the
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part of the Emperor Justinian to impose on the Church his private
(but not at all representative) Cyrillian-revivalist christology in
place of the authentic teaching of Chalcedon.” (The term has
since, however, lost its pejorative connotation and become merely
descriptive of a certain theological tendency, which is how it is
used here.) In so far as Leontius was taken to be implicated in the
real or supposed ecclesiastical-political agenda of Justinian, par-
ticularly as it concerned Constantinople II and that council’s rela-
tionship with Pope Vigilius, he became implicated, too, in modern
concerns about the papal magisterium and how it relates to concil-
iar authority, about the independence of the Church from
political authority, and thus about the evils of ‘caesaro-papism’.
For at least myself, that interpretation of the era raised more
historical questions than it answered. Could the Church really
have experienced a sudden conversion from the powerfully Cyril-
lian faith it espoused in 431 and 449 to the remarkably Antiochene-
sounding language of Chalcedon? In what way did it make sense,
if at all, to speak of a person as a Chalcedonian without specifying
what tradition informed that person’s interpretation of the bare
words of the council, a statement of faith foisted on the majority?
What happened to the Cyrillians? Was it even possible for an
emperor to impose his personal theology on the Church, as Justin-
ian was often said to have done? Were the so-called neo-
Chalcedonians really so unrepresentative of the mainstream? The
answers to many of those questions turned out to be entirely
negative, and an attempt was made to articulate a more accurate
view of the post-Chalcedonian developments on purely historical
grounds, which happened also to be a more positive view.”
Orthodox scholars, for whom Cyrillian christology was, and
continues to be, the authoritative expression of a living, viable
faith, began to argue for a more positive evaluation too.”” A more

% The high-water mark of this way of thinking is represented by C. Moeller, ‘Le
Chalcédonisme et le néo-chalcédonisme en Orient de 451 a la fin du VI° siecle’, in A.
Grillmeier and H. Bacht (eds.), Das Konzil von Chalkedon 1 (Wiirzburg: Echter-Verlag,
1951), 638—720. On ‘neo-Chalcedonianism’ as a historical description of certain
theologians, see Gray, Defense, 169—72.

9 Gray, Defense.

” e.g. J. Meyendorfl, Christ in Eastern Christian Thought (Crestwood, NY: St.
Vladimir’s, 1975); K. P. Wesche, “The Defense of Chalcedon in the 6th Century:
The Doctrine of “Hypostasis” and Deification in the Christology of Leontius of
Jerusalem’ (Thesis, Fordham, 1986); idem, “The Christology of Leontius of Jerusa-
lem: Monophysite or Chalcedonian?’, SVT0 g1 (1987), 65-95.
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sympathetic treatment of Leontius and his fellow neo-
Chalcedonians thus began to emerge in the later twentieth
century.

The weighty contribution of Grillmeier needs to be assessed on
its own. Over many decades Grillmeier undertook a complex
re-evaluation of the whole development of christology that
became noticeably more radical, more positive towards the
neo-Chalcedonians in general, and Leontius of Jerusalem in par-
ticular, as volume II of Christ in Christian Tradition took shape.”
Grillmeier’s subtle assessment seems to be influenced by a number
of things, including a deepening understanding (born of decades
of participation in ecumenical dialogue) of the non-Chalcedonian
churches of our time. That understanding surely helped him to
the remarkable conclusion that Severus of Antioch actually repre-
sented, in his sternly Cyrillian christology, not a heretical ‘mono-
physitism’, but an alternative articulation of orthodoxy to that
expressed in the particular conceptual vocabulary of Chal-
cedon.” That train of thought paralleled another, earlier train of
thought, a reconsideration of Chalcedon and what its statement
of faith represents in the light of its only partial ‘reception’ by the
Church as an ecumenical council.” That train of thought led to
the admission that, though Chalcedon had a certain status as
ecumenical council, and one could talk about its having a positive
theology, it had not spoken the final word on christology, and
aspects of its implicit christology were left to be developed. In the
light of those reflections, it is understandable that Grillmeier came
to a positive evaluation of Leontius of Jerusalem since, whatever
else Leontius was about, he was involved in arguing for a christo-
logy of hypostatic union, though not, in Grillmeier’s terms, in a
fully adequate way.

Grillmeier’s analysis of the entire history of christology is
sharply focused on the conceptual and terminological issues, how-
ever; sometimes so much so that the rarefied discussion of those
issues seems to be envisaged as taking place in the stratosphere. It
often seems, indeed, to take place well away from the everyday life
of the Church and the very human tensions over personalities and

% Grillmeier, Christ I, pp. 271-312.

" Tbid., 152-73.

% The initial statement of this perspective: A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition
i, tr. J. Bowden (Atlanta, GA: John Knox Press, 1975), 555-7. The theme developed:
idem, Christ I1', 115—235.
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cherished traditions and old wounds that often keep churches in
schism with each other much more effectively than theological
disagreements little understood by anyone other than the
theologians themselves. It is no surprise, then, that Grillmeier’s
treatment of Leontius of Jerusalem has, literally, nothing to say
about Testimonies of the Saints—which addresses tensions of just
that sort—and devotes itself entirely to the conceptual and
terminological issues addressed in the very different Against the
Nestorians.

Setting aside the Aporiae’s minor, and negative, contribution to
clarifying christological language, the Leontius met in this volume
is not interested in conceptual issues for their own sake, nor is he
original in the concepts he does use. If Testimonies of the Saints was
written between 536 and 538, as i1s argued here, it followed the
imperial edict on union by hypostasis by several years.” That
means the emperor and his advisers had already recognized the
potential of that expression, used by Cyril, in the campaign to
reconcile the anti-Chalcedonians; we cannot credit Leontius with
discovering the formula’s potential. Testimonies of the Saints shows
that what he was interested in was putting to practical use the
theological language that was available. An apparently frustrating
reluctance to define precisely in philosophical terms what a word
like ‘hypostasis’ or an expression like “union by hypostasis’ meant
was perhaps actually a tactical acceptance of an agreed common-
sense understanding of such terms. On the basis of such an
agreed sense, Leontius could and did use these words and expres-
sions in the service of an agenda no less historically interesting,
when understood on its own terms, than the intellectually more
challenging achievements of Leontius of Byzantium.

X. MANUSCRIPTS, EDITIONS, AND TRANSLATIONS

For reasons we shall never know, Leontius of Jerusalem’s Aporiae,
Testimonies of the Saints, and Against the Nestorians—in that order—
were copied along with works by other authors in a thirteenth-
century manuscript made in Byzantium.” The fact that this
manuscript included important works by and about Gregory of
Nyssa was to prove fortuitous. No other works by Leontius, and no

% The argument on dating is made in sect. XI below.
9 Codex Marcianus gr. 69.
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independent copy of the works we now have, has ever been found,
so that the survival of Leontius into modern times depended
entirely on that single manuscript’s fate. By a stroke of good luck,
Gregory of Nyssa happened to be a favourite theologian of the fif-
teenth-century Metropolitan of Nicea, Bessarion, which explains
why the manuscript was included in the extensive library of Greek
fathers Bessarion took with him to Italy. It still bears his personal
marking and catalogue number. Typically, in the scholion noting
the contents of the volume, Bessarion writes: ‘Gregory of Nyssa’s
Against Eunomius, and certain other works by different authors’;
Leontius of Jerusalem was not worthy of specific mention.” Even-
tually, the MS was part of Bessarion’s donation to the library of St
Mark’s in Venice, and there this oldest (and only textually signifi-
cant) copy of Leontius’ extant works has remained to this day,
apart from the entire library’s brief removal to Paris by
Napoleon.”

The likelihood that Leontius’ work would survive and become
known improved in the sixteenth century, when two copies of the
Venice manuscript were made independently by different copyists
for the library amassed by the wealthy Bavarian book-collectors,
the Fuggers. One copy remained in Bavaria, ending up in the
Staatsbibliothek of Munich. There it attracted no scholarly atten-
tion until modern times.'” The Fugger library in large part, how-
ever, passed to Maximilian, Elector of Bavaria, and the second
copy, dated 1552, was part of Maximilian’s magnificent donation
to Pope Gregory XV of what came to be known as the Vatican
Library’s Palatine Collection.'"” Leontius thus survived in a third
library, but again without, it seems, being read. (A copy of the
Vatican manuscript was made in the nineteenth century either for,
or destined to be retained by, the philologist Jean-Antoine Letro-
nne (1787-1848), who may have enjoyed playing with some of
Leontius’ odd Greek, but who seems not to have studied him
seriously or written about him.'")

Leontius was at last read seriously, in the seventeenth century,

% TIn the upper right-hand margin of fo. 2.

% Tt bears the stamp of the Bibliothéque Nationale.

1" Codex Monacensis gr. 67. It bears the Fugger library number (46) in the hand
of Hieronymus Wolf; librarian to Johann Jakob Fugger.

""" Codex Vaticanus Pal. gr. 342. The copyist identifies himself at the end as
‘Cornelius Mourmouris of Nauplia’, and says he made the copy in 1552 in Venice.

"% Acquired, eventually, by the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris, and held as Par.
Suppl. Gr. 1288.
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by the eminent French patrologist, Francois Combéfis, who even
made rough copies of both works in his own hand, plus an equally
rough Latin translation of Aporiae and Testimonies of the Saints. But
Combéfis published nothing by or about Leontius, and whatever
he thought about him or his significance died with him, his copies
and the translation lying uncatalogued among his papers in the
National Archives of France.'"”®

Leontius’ fortunes began to change dramatically only in the
middle of the eighteenth century, when a scholar from Verona,
Antonio Bongiovanni, formed the plan of editing and translating
portions of the Venice manuscript. In the end, in order to please
Mansi, he contributed only the closing section of Testumontes of the
Saints and selections from the florilegium, along with his Latin
translation of both, as an appendix to Mansi’s 1752 Supplement to
Cossart and Labbé’s collection of conciliar documents.'”* In the
process he departed from the order of the manuscript in the
attempt, as Richard observed, to extract a commentary on Chal-
cedon from a text that has a rather different purpose.'” Bongio-
vanni himself recognized that this Leontius should not be con-
fused with Leontius of Byzantium.'” Ominously, Mansi did not
agree: he remarked, rather cavalierly, ‘it is not . . . easy to see why
we ought to distinguish one Leontius from the other.”'"”

Leontius was fortunate, however, to have Angelo Mai, the Vati-
can librarian, as the editor of the first full transcription of his two
surviving works, even though Mai transcribed the Vatican manu-
script that was ready to hand, rather than the Venice MS of which
it is a copy.'”™ His transcription was at least careful and intelligent,

1% VIII, 834, no. 6: Greek of Aporiae and Testimonies of the Saints; 11, M787, no. 3:
Latin tr. of the same; IX, M836, no. 1: Greek of Against the Nestorians.

1% J.-D. Mansi (ed.), Supplementum to P. Labbé and G. Cossart, Sacrorum conciliorum et
decretorum collectio nova, vi (Luca, 1752), 467-546, and repeated in subsequent editions
of Mansi’s Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio (Florence: 1748-1752) as an
appendix to vii, 799208, as well as in A. Galland, Bibliotheca veterum patrum, xii
(Venice, 1778), 719—50, and subsequent editions.

' M. Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem et Léonce de Byzance’, Opera Minora, iii
(Turnhout: Brepols, 1976), no. 59, p. 41 n. 25.

1% Mansi, Supplementum, 719 n. 1: ‘Our Leontius is not to be confused with the
Nestorian [!] Leontius of Byzantium’. Galland agrees, Bibliotheca, xii, p. XXx.

17 Mansi, Collectio, 798.

% A. Mai (ed.), Seriptorum veterum nova collectio e vaticanis codicibus edita, vii. 11035,
[Against the Monophysites| and ix. 410-610 [Against the Nestorians] (Rome: 1833 and 1857).
In the meantime, Bessarion’s MS copy remained in obscurity in Venice. F. Diekamp
was the only 1gth-c. scholar to register there as a reader of it, but the great
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and he attributed the works, properly, to Leontius of Jerusalem.
Later in the nineteenth century, though, Migne essentially
republished Mai’s edition of Against the Monophysites and Against the
Nestorians, but included them among the collected works, both
genuine and spurious, of that other theological Leontius of the
same period, Leontius of Byzantium.'” The separate identity of
Leontius of Jerusalem, and the individuality of his approach, were
at a stroke condemned to remain thus obscured until they were
rediscovered in the mid-twentieth century. Not only that: Migne’s
anonymous editor was careless with the text, changed Mai’s care-
ful punctuation, and provided only a mediocre Latin translation
of his own, cobbled together where possible with Bongiovanni’s
(awkwardly, since the latter was made from a different MS). Little
help was offered to anyone who wished to approach Leontius of
Jerusalem through the pages of the Patrologia.

XI. IDENTITY, DATE, AND CIRCUMSTANCES

The one nineteenth-century scholar besides Mai to pay any ser-
lous attention to Leontius of Jerusalem’s works, Friedrich Loofs,
made matters worse rather than better, for he dismissed his works
as revisions of originals by Leontius of Byzantium—the work,
then, of a seventh-century hack. To Loofs, Leontius of Jerusa-
lem’s works were, to use Richard’s words, no more than ‘a shadow
of Leontius of Byzantium’; they were hardly likely to be worth
studying'"”

The credit for the modern rediscovery of Leontius of Jerusalem
belongs to Marcel Richard, whose 1944 article laid out the classic
case, now universally accepted, for distinguishing Leontius of
Jerusalem from Leontius of Byzantium, and for letting him
emerge as indeed a contemporary of the latter and of other
Leontii of the period, but a contemporary with a quite different
vocabulary, a quite different approach to theology, and a quite
different agenda.''' Richard’s case is too long and detailed to

patrologist noted, disappointingly, not that he had studied Leontius, but that he had
copied the Life of Gregory of Nyssa.

199 PG Ixxxvi', 1400A-1768'8 (Against the Nestorians) and Ixxxvi’, 1769-1901A (Against
the Monophysttes).

"% Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, 1-2; Richard, ‘Léonce’, 271 n. 3.

""" Richard, ‘Léonce’, 35-88.
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repeat here. Suffice it to say that he shows convincingly that there
are fundamental differences between the two Leontii on the philo-
sophical terminology to be used to describe the human soul and
its relationship to the body; on the use of scientific examples
(for which our Leontius has a characteristic fondness quite
absent from Leontius of Byzantium); and on the application of
neo-Chalcedonian formulae (Leontius of Jerusalem uses them;
Leontius of Byzantium does not).""” Leontius of Jerusalem thus
could stand out, at last, as an author in his own right. And scholars
did at last begin to write about him. Unfortunately, as has been
noted, the resonances attached to being a neo-Chalcedonian by
scholars like Richard and his successors stood in the way of a full
appreciation.

It would be helpful if we could identify Leontius as one of the
Leontii about whom historical information is available. A plaus-
ible case can be made for only one candidate: Leontius, the ‘repre-
sentative of the monks in the Holy City [Jerusalem]’, present at
the Conversations of 532."'"” That this Palestinian monk was theo-
logically sophisticated and knowledgeable about the issues
between pro- and anti-Chalcedonians seems certain, as there
would have been no other reason for his presence. We know of
two Leontii who fit that description: Leontius of Jerusalem, and
Leontius of Byzantium. Both are, suitably, associated with Pales-
tine, our Leontius by the manuscript’s description of him as a
monk of Jerusalem, Leontius of Byzantium by Cyril of Scythopo-
lis’ information about an Origenist monk by that name active in
the Judaean Desert monasteries.''* Richard favoured the former,
but knew the case could not be proven conclusively.'"” The weight
of scholarly opinion at the moment favours the latter.""® The case
cannot be proven either way, and no firm conclusions can be
drawn on this basis about either Leontius.

There is, however, internal evidence that helps with establishing
a firm date and situation. Richard dated Leontius’ activity to the
period 538—44. He took Leontius to be talking of Severus as if he

' The argument on these points: 52—62.

'3 See n. 25 above.

" Qyril of Scythopolis, Life of Sabas, in E. Schwartz (ed.), Kyrillos von Skythopolis, TU
49” (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1939), 176, 179.
' Richard, ‘Léonce’, 81-8.

"% Grillmeier, Christ 11%, 183, 186; D. B. Evans, Leontius of Byzantium: An Origenist
Christology, DOS 13 (1970), 156-83.
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had died, in that he listed him with the long-deceased Dioscorus
and Timothy Aelurus, and did not address him directly."” If
Severus had died, Testimontes of the Saints must have been written
after 538.""" Richard noted, too, that Leontius talked of John of
Scythopolis as though he was a contemporary; since he can have
been Bishop of Scythopolis no earlier than 536, and no later than
550, Leontius was writing within that period.'"” In his view, Leon-
tius’ near silence about issues connected with the Three Chapters
showed, too, that he wrote before 544, when the Three Chapters
Controversy began to rage. Richard’s dating of Leontius’ floruit as
536—44 has generally been accepted, mostly faute de mieux. As will
be seen, there are good reasons to modify his conclusions slightly.
First, however, the few serious alternatives to Richard’s dating that
have been proposed should be dealt with.

Michel Breydy argued that the abbreviated citations from the
fathers in Zestimonies of the Saints compared with those in the Doct-
rina patrum de incarnatione Verbi and in John Maron’s works meant
that he had succeeded them, and therefore wrote in the mid-
seventh century, but his argument has not found support.' It
seems more plausible to ascribe such variations simply to different
versions of an original florilegium used differently by the Leontii
and others, the proliferation of florilegia in the period being
extraordinary, and the difficulty of establishing clear connections
between them being notorious. It is better to date Leontius of
Jerusalem on the basis of more straightforward evidence.

More recently, Dirk Krausmiiller has made a determined and
intelligent effort to rehabilitate Loofs’s late dating for Leontius’
activity, though not his theory about the nature of the texts.'”!
Krausmiiller’s case rests on odd allusions in both texts. A central
instance 1is the reference to ‘Jacobites’ in the tale with which
Testimones of the Saints in its present form ends, since that was a way
of describing Syrian anti-Chalcedonians not current until the

117

Richard, ‘Léonce’, 44. The text is at 1881B.
Richard, ‘Léonce’, 44—5.
Richard, ‘Léonce’, 43—4. The text is at 18658—C.
M. Breydy, ‘Les Attestations patristiques paralleles et leurs nuances chez les
ps-Léonce et Jean Maron’, in P. O. Scholz and R. Stempel (eds.), Nubia et Oriens
Christianus: Festschnift fiir C. Detlef G. Miiller zum 6o. Geburtstag (Cologne: Dinter, 1987),
3-16; Breydy, jean Maron, Exposé de la foi et autres opuscules, CSCO, Scriptores Syri 210
(Louvain: E. Peeters, 1988), 497-8.

! D. Krausmiiller, ‘Leontius of Jerusalem, a Theologian of the Seventh Century’,
JTS, Ns 522 (2001), 637-57.
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seventh century.'”” On stylistic grounds alone, though, the story is
unmistakeably the work of a later writer (there is not a trace of
Leontius’ characteristic style in it), evidently the first copyist. The
copyist’s memory of this story, well known, as he says, in ‘our own
times and places’ (implying a distinction from Leontius’ times and
places), was apparently triggered by Leontius’ reference to mir-
acles worked by unexpected persons. A reference to Lombards in
the text is likewise said by Krausmiiller to be anachronistic, but
pre-seventh-century references to them are in fact to be found
elsewhere.'” A curious reference in Against the Nestorians to an
emperor’s son being crowned in early childhood or even i utero is
said to imply familiarity on the part of Leontius’ readers with a
just possible, but not attested, i utero coronation early in the reign
of Heraclius (i.e. ¢. 612). That year was marked at the very least by
an intense concern about establishing a legitimate successor.'*
The reference occurs, as Krausmiiller recognizes, in one of many
citations from a work by a fully fledged and articulate Nestorian,
otherwise unknown to us, to which Leontius is responding.'> We
cannot assume, though, that this Nestorian knew who Leontius’
audience was, or what historical information they possessed, or
even that he had Leontius in mind when he wrote. Moreover,
given the universal condemnation of Nestorians in Byzantium,
the writer may well have lived in Persia, and be referring to con-
cerns about and practices in imperial succession there. In any
case, we should be wary of mistaking what seems to be a perfectly
typical display of arcane knowledge by Leontius’ learned adver-
sary for a contemporary reference. Finally, the reference to an
aphorism, ‘How many souls have been slaughtered during the
conquest of Jerusalem!’, does not necessarily imply the Persian
conquest of 614."* It may as easily refer to cither the Babylonian
destruction of 587 BcE, or the Roman of 70 cE, both well known

' The passage: 19ooa—1901a. The reference to Jacobites occurs at 1900C.
Krausmiiller, 642—7.

' The reference: PG Ixxxvi', 1896¢. Krausmiiller himself has graciously con-
ceded in correspondence the existence, after all, of early references, citing as an
example Pseudo-Caesarius. See R. Riedinger (ed.), Pseudo-Kaisarios, Die Erotapocrisets,
GCS (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1989), 87.

' The reference: PG Ixxxvi'16294; Krausmiiller, 654—6.

' The existence of these citations from the anonymous Nestorian was first noted
in print by L. Abramowski, ‘Ein nestorianischer Traktat bei Leontius von Jerusalem’,
1IF Symposium Syriacum 1980, OCA 221 (Rome: Pont. Institutum Studiorum Oriental-
ium, 1983), 43-55-

1% The reference: PG Ixxxvi', 1768"c; Krausmiiller, 649-54.
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in literature. Attempts at establishing a post-sixth-century date for
Leontius have not, therefore, proven convincing:

It is taken, here, that Richard was close to correct about the
dating, but not absolutely correct. The point at issue is the status
of Severus. Some of the references to Severus, caricaturing him to
anti-Chalcedonians as ‘your own authoritative guide’, and espe-
cially as ‘your patriarch’,'” seem much more likely to be refer-
ences to a living person than to a dead one. The fact that Leontius
does not directly address Severus, too, has a much more natural
explanation: Leontius’ evident strategy of driving a wedge
between Severus’ followers in Syria and their exiled patriarch,
bringing them to the point of returning to unity with Chalcedoni-
ans despite his opposition and without his participation. In that
light the absence of direct address to Severus is very much con-
sonant with his being alive, and quite intentional. Assuming that
Severus was in fact alive at the time of writing, then, Zestimonies of
the Saints was written before 538. If John became Bishop of
Scythopolis no earlier than 536, we have a fairly firm way to date
at least Testimonies of the Saints: it was written sometime between
536 and 538.

That conclusion fits the circumstantial case perfectly. It cannot
be demonstrated for a certainty that Leontius was at the Con-
versations of 532, though he may well have been, but it can be
said that the agenda for the Conversations, including the severing
of Severians from Severus, is precisely the agenda of Testimonies of
the Saints. Moreover, Leontius is clearly familiar not only with the
issues that were discussed at the conversations, but also with the
strategies that had been tried but had proven counter-productive,
since he takes particular care to see that his own way of addressing
issues such as the Apollinarian forgeries and the deposition of
Dioscorus 1s much more diplomatic. As was observed above, if he
was not present at the conversations, he seems to have had
detailed information about what happened at them. Testimonies of
the Saints belongs to the 530s.

As for the Aporiae, the lack of internal clues makes their dating a
good deal more problematic. Since their dating is connected with
the question of other, now-missing works of Leontius (about
whose existence we know something only because of Leontius’
own references to them) it makes sense to turn to that question.
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XII. THE CORPUS

There once existed a larger corpus by Leontius of Jerusalem,
connected with works by anti-Chalcedonian and Nestorian
authors now no longer extant either. On the Nestorian side, we
note that Against the Nestorians presupposes a collection of aporiae
by an unknown Nestorian to which Leontius responds, often at
very great length, citing it (often at great length too) at the opening
of each chapter. The sheer length and the detailed nature of these
citations tells against the easy dismissal of them as inventions of
Leontius’ own imagination—though he is capable of putting
words in his opponents’ mouths in Zestimonzes of the Saints—and no
less an authority on late Nestorianism than Luise Abramowski has
judged them authentic.'” In the preface to Against the Nestorians,
Leontius lists eight themes he plans to address by way of response,
one per book, but the work as we have it ends, limpingly, with the
seventh book; either he did not write the eighth book after all,
or else it once existed but now, like the response to the
anti-Chalcedonians’ aporiae, it is lost.'*

On the anti-Chalcedonian side, we note that, at the beginning
of the Aporiae, Leontius says: ‘Seeing that we’ve confronted these
people’s aporiae, we’d now like to counter-propose aporiae our-
selves on a few points out of many’.'” At least two works in an
ongoing exchange between Leontius and Severian anti-
Chalcedonians preceded his Aporiae, then: a set of aporiae from
the anti-Chalcedonian side, and a response to those aporiae by
Leontius. We have neither. Richard supposes that the lost response
to the anti-Chalcedonians was at least as large a work as Against the
Nestorians, which is likewise a response to aporiae. He suggests
further that Leontius’ Aporiae and Testimonies of the Saints were
essentially appendices to that work. In his view, the response
would have taken up a complete codex, with these appendices
beginning a second codex, the rest of which was taken up by
Against the Nestorians. This would explain how we end up with the
works that we have: the second codex was copied in the thirteenth
century, along with works by other authors, but the first was not.
Richard sees the anti-Chalcedonians’ opening protestation in

1% See n. 125 above. 12 The preface: PG Ixxxvi', 1400A-1401A.
190 1260
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Testimonies of the Saints, ‘[b]ut why . . . do you push us towards your
teaching, pressing us on every side?’, as an imagined response
to the mauling they have received in the Aporae. In this
reconstruction, these two extant works are thus closely tied
together. "’

Richard’s case for the existence of an earlier response to anti-
Chalcedonian aporiae by Leontius is convincing, but his specula-
tion as to its size and original form of publication remains no
more than speculation. The opening of the Aporiae shows that this
work is closely connected with the missing response to anti-
Chalcedonian aporiae, as he supposes, but a close connection with
either is not so convincing for Testimonies of the Saints. For one thing,
it is a fact that, though both our texts are plainly addressed to the
same anti-Chalcedonian audience profoundly under the influence
of Severus of Antioch, the aporiae adopt a combative, dismissive,
and negative tone towards that audience suggesting a situation of
conflict, while the discussion of the patristic evidence in Zestimonies
of the Saints is notably more eirenic, bespeaking a quite different
situation. That conclusion stands even when account is taken of
the genre involved in aporiae, a genre that requires the antagon-
istic demonstration of the illogicality of the opponent’s position.
Moreover, whereas Leontius accurately cites a text from Cyril of
Alexandria in the twenty-first aporia, evidently having the text
ready to hand, in Zestimonies of the Saints he has no such text avail-
able, misquotes it rather badly from memory, and is reduced to
ending with the lame assertion that this is what Cyril says, ‘or
something of the sort’, even though an accurate citation would
have been useful to him."*? It may make sense to date the Aporiae to
a period when imperial policy hardened against the anti-
Chalcedonians, perhaps the period of the edict On Heretics of 527.
Testimonies of the Saints, as has been argued, belongs to the period
536-8.

XIII. THE TEXT

The text is based on our single textually interesting manuscript,
Codex Marcianus gr. 69, the source, directly or indirectly, of the

1 Richard, ‘Léonce’, 38-9. The text: 1804D.
132 The texts are to be found at 17810 and 1857A.
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few other known copies."”® Emendations and conjectures have
been kept to a minimum, though punctuation has been modern-
ized sparingly, and the opening words of sentences have been
capitalized. The manuscript contains some variant spellings, and
its approach to accenting is not always in accord with modern
practice. These have been preserved, as being correct for the
period; they will represent no barrier to the reader’s comprehen-
sion. In order to assist the reader, column numbers and letters
from the Migne edition are given in the margins of both the
Greek and the English. Within the Greek text, folio numbers of
the Venice manuscript are given in square brackets.

Note: The value of presenting text and translation in parallel lies
in the ease and accuracy with which a reader can move from the
translation to the text on which it is based. It is therefore essential
that the two be aligned closely, as they are here. However, it has
often been necessary to use more English than Greek words to
produce a readable version in modern English of what Leontius
says. On the other hand, where Leontius has cited the fathers
extensively, the footnotes required to identift the citations often
mean that the Greek sometimes takes up more room than the
English. In these cases it has been necessary to sacrifice aesthetics
to utility, and to have some pages look as though they contain less
text than they should.

"% The manuscript is accurately described in Mioni’s catalogue: E. Mioni, Bibli-
othecae divi Marci Venetiarum Codices Graeci Manuscripte I— Thesaurus Antiquus codices 1-299
= Indici e cataloghi, Ns vi (Rome: Istituto poligrafico e zecca dello stato. Libreria dello
stato, 1981), 94—6.
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OF THE ALL-WISE MONK LORD
LEONTIUS OF JERUSALEM:
TESTIMONIES OF THE SAINTS, AND AN
ANALYSIS' OF THEIR TEACHING

‘But why’, they say, ‘do you push us towards your teaching, press-
ing us on every side? We’re the ones, after all, who know what the
fathers’ teaching about Christ is in their own words, i.e. “one
incarnate nature of God the Word”, as in holy Athanasius and
Cyril. The expression you use, though, is a strange one we don’t
find being used explicitly by the fathers anywhere, ie. “two
natures, albeit undivided, of Christ”.’

Yet, my friends, your own authoritative guide Severus protests
that most of the holy fathers used the expression ‘two natures’ in a
blameless way." How does it happen that you say the opposite?
Really, it’s as wisdom says: a man finds a pretext if he wants to be divided
Jrom a friend. Seeing these grounds for your disagreeing with us
have no force, rational value, or accuracy to them, we’ll make our
case easily with God’s help, and we’ll make it on several counts
too.

In the first place, if, when we honoured the confession of an
undivided duality of natures in the Lord, we disagreed with you
over the other way of expressing doctrine—the one that speaks of
the ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’—and weren’t hap-
pier than you are with the latter confession too, then you were
right to separate from us. If, on the other hand, we accept the
latter as being entirely the same as the former, how does it happen
that you—abandoning any investigation as to whether to speak of
one incarnate nature of God the Word really is the same in mean-
ing as speaking of a duality of natures of Christ united in one
hypostasis—say this kind of confession is to be avoided just
because you don’t find this idea expressed by the fathers in exactly
these words? If hear this, all you peoples; hearken, all those who dwell in the
world isn’t a case of saying the same thing through parallelism,
they should tell us what ‘hearing’ is, as opposed to ‘hearkening’,
and who ‘peoples’ are, as opposed to ‘those who dwell in the
world’! But if they go on rejecting the confession that expresses
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itself in terms of duality, even though the identical reality is signi-
fied, because it wasn’t used by the fathers in so many words—
supposing it really is a stumbling-block worth talking about, and a
cause for scandal, to express a pious idea without the literal
agreement of certain pious, pre-selected fathers—what then? In
the first place, not one of the Persians, Romans, Franks, or Indians
is going to be receptive to Moses, to a prophet, or to the Lord
Himself when whoever it is talks about pious doctrines, since the
particular expressions used by the biblical authorities aren’t previ-
ously known to these people, unless they’re interpreted for them
by means of different expressions, phrases, and circumlocutions.
Otherwise, Jews won’t be persuaded that God’s Word is really His
image, and effulgence, and seal, since this isn’t stated in so many
words anywhere in the Old Testament. Nor will Samaritans admit
to anything concerning a judgement to come, since the facts about
it weren’t expressly stated by Moses anywhere. Nor, for that mat-
ter, will Arians, Funomians, and the rest embrace the assertion
about the consubstantiality or co-eternity of the Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit, since these doctrines aren’t expressly stated in any
way by Holy Scripture or by Christian writings from before their
time. But then we won’t accept the very expression our father
Athanasius used of the Lord when he said ‘one incarnate nature
of God the Word’ for, as it happens, it too wasn’t used by anyone
before him, though the idea of it was confessed before that. 7he
Word became flesh; that’s something we heard from the Theologian.
We certainly didn’t hear along with it the assertion that there’s
one incarnate nature of God the Word; rather, that’s something
we came to understand from this same text, the Word became flesh.
It’s simply the case that, if we aren’t better persuaded by pious
ideas, whatever way they’re proclaimed, but insist on the words in
which they’re expressed, every teaching enunciated for the first
time, even though it’s completely correct, will be condemned for
introducing new terms, and will scandalize its hearers. Iresh
teachings are enunciated by means of a quite new combination of
words even where, as often happens, we recognize intellectually
that the express usages of Holy Scripture themselves are true as
well. There are even times when we interpret these allegorically,
since we recognize that they are false.” The statement I shall lead
you nto a land flowing with milk and honey (referring to the land stretch-
ing from the Jordan to the Euphrates) would be false, if we didn’t
know with our intelligence that the soil there is very productive
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and rich in vegetation, that where fodder abounds there are many
cattle, goats, and sheep, and that where these animals are there’s
an abundance of milk. Likewise, wherever there are lots of
plants, there are bound to be lots of bees out gathering, and where
there are lots of them, there will be plenty of honey from them.
Likewise, when Scripture says if your eye offends you, pluck it out,
should you pay attention primarily to the statement, or to what it
means—if the letler kills, but the spirit gives life? Give us an answer to
that, my friends!

Your response to these points may run something like this:
‘Why do you people introduce a second, novel formula, when the
first captures the pious meaning completely, unless you’re plotting
some mischief against its meaning? We might, appropriately
enough, have added the further charge against you that, when the
meaning’s the same, the multiplication of formulae goes beyond
what’s necessary” What you have to realize, though, is that the
same charge can be made against those who initially proposed the
first formula too, and then there won’t be any kind of pious con-
fession at all! If saying ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’ is,
after all, the same thing as saying the Word became flesh, what did
adding the former do for us? If the consubstantiality of the Father
with the Son is identical to I and the Father are one, why was it added?
Certain people say there are two natures of Christ, each (i.e. the
Word, and the Lord’s flesh) existing individually, not just in terms
of what it means to be a nature, but in terms of the very subsist-
ence of the hypostasis; they don’t assert that the Word Himself
became flesh in a single union by hypostasis. Suppose it really was
necessary to say ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’, so that
the duality of the natures might also be expressed by virtue of the
nature’s being called ‘incarnated’ in relation [to something] (for
‘incarnated’ is predicated of the nature that became incarnate). If
so, it’s also clear that, as entities in relation aren’t in an undifferen-
tiated unity, so also no opportunity is offered here for godless
people to divide these two natures’ one hypostasis just because one
accepts the expression ‘two natures’. Since to thoughtless people
‘nature’ 1s a word with more than one meaning, and 1s often used
in place of ‘substance’ and ‘hypostasis’ (when this word refers to
person), we need to introduce some such new expression as well,
since certain people who profane one nature in a spirit of novelty
and contradiction declare that the Incarnation of the Word took
place through change or commingling. The point of our expres-
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sion 1s to oppose the heretics just mentioned, in much the way ‘the
one incarnate nature of God the Word’ provides protection
[against a different heresy]. It’s set apart from the people of evil
repute who’ve sprung up lately—something the first expression
clearly was incapable of—and it’s able to make a clear statement
about the one Christ’s two natures united in His one hypostasis.
What the first expression asserted by introducing something
incarnated and something that incarnates, this the second asserts
through duality. The first wants to represent His being one in
terms of an undifferentiated unity, while the second confesses this
in terms of the union by hypostasis of the one Christ. The first
passed in silence over the union and the wholeness of the things
united, 1.e. Christ, being content with the idea of the unity and of
an intertwining as demonstrating both the duality of the things
that intertwine and the singleness of the intertwining. The second
says that the things put together are two, though it neither allows
for any naming of the parts of this totality on their own in its
definition of the union, nor does it acquiesce in any keeping secret
of the one hypostasis, agree to any neglect of the union, or have
any intention other than to make known to everyone which per-
son the existing union of this natural duality and hypostatic unity
belong to, applying the one name to both.

Arius is another person who says ‘one incarnate nature of God
and Word’, wanting to show that the Son doesn’t entirely share in
the Father’s natural immutability. Apollinarius, too, uses this same
expression without any change, intending the Word to take the
place of a psychic mind in the man belonging to the Lord, i.e. in
His animated flesh, suggesting that the benefit from the Incarna-
tion belongs to some irrational nature different in kind from us.
Eutyches says the same thing in that he uses the expression with-
out any change, though the meaning doesn’t stay the same, for he
uses ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’ as meaning that the
nature of the Word Himself changed into flesh, and that the Lord
possesses nothing consubstantial with us. It’s just as Gregory the
Theologian says of these same people in the Letter to Cledonius:
‘They confess pious expressions, but slander their meaning.” A
little later he adds in the same vein: “Whenever these same expres-
sions are well expounded, they are pious, but whenever they are
badly expounded, they fall into impiety’” Those of Nestorius’
party, on the other hand, and those to whose party Nestorius
belonged, speak of ‘two natures of Christ indivisibly united’, as
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Cyril the teacher witnesses in his Second Letter to Succensus, but these
people are talking of what’s indivisible, and talk of union in a
deceitful way: they confess that the Word was united with the
flesh, not by hypostasis, nor by the intertwining of the natures
themselves, but by identity of honour, identity of will, identity of
authority, indivisibly, yet only relationally—though they also say
that the natures themselves, united in will, are of persons. All of
these instances have shown the necessity, in my view, of paying
attention, not just to expressions, but to what’s understood by
them. If some expression’s new, but is nonetheless in harmony in
what it signifies with orthodoxy as confessed from the very first,
this expression needs to be trumpeted abroad and greeted as one
that belongs. If some expression’s everywhere in Holy Scripture
and the fathers, however, but is trotted out by someone for the
purpose of destroying a correct way of understanding through
some Impious innovation in interpretation, we must reject and
loathe this expression, like good money-changers who don’t pay
attention just to the superficial impress and inscriptions on coins,
but skilfully pare” the silver itself, and test whether it really is
valuable, for the words of the Lord are said to be tested, valuable silver.
The kind of people who judge the meaning of expressions on the
first hearing need to learn that that’s often the way the letter kills, but
the spirit (i.e. the sense) gives life—letters being just written versions
of expressions.

Why should I go on and on about this issue? Everyone knows
that Manichaean Christians, Samaritans, Jews, Arians, Sabellians,
Valentinians, Marcionites, Nestorians, Apollinarians, and, in
short, every heresy ever confessed, twisted certain expressions
from both the Old and the New Testaments, as from the fathers
who went before us, into evidence for their own understanding, as
if these authorities intended the same things by them as they did.
Are we not to judge, not just expressions, but whether these
expressions carry the correct idea for them? When Sabellius twists
the meaning of [ and the Father are one, and destroys the triple
hypostasis, and when Eunomius proposes the text the Father who sent
me 1s greater than I as overthrowing the divinity’s oneness and iden-
tity by nature, are we thus foolishly turned aside with the
ungodly—rather, are we turned right around, tossed about by every
wind of doctrine into the foolishness of wandering—so that, on the
basis of expressions, we’ll consider Holy Scriptures totally self-
contradictory, and admit that the proclamation of the gospel is
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both ‘yes’ and ‘no’? This isn’t the way pious people behave! Not at
all! Rather, testing all things, may we hold fast what’s good, really weigh-
ing the different things, being people who make comparisons
between good and bad by means of trained facilities.

The upshot is that, out of friendship for the truth," one has to
reject utterly all who say ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’
in any sense intended by heretics, but one also has to spit on as
many as speak of a duality of natures of Christ indivisibly united
in some impious sense. Again, one has to accept all who speak of
‘one incarnate nature of the Word of God’ as being the Word’s
nature united by hypostasis to another nature, i.c. that of flesh, as
also all who confess a duality of natures of Christ indivisibly
united, not with any reference to what’s understood about sub-
stance, but rather in terms of the hypostasis itself of the natures,
that 1s, so as to show the one person out of both of them. Both
groups we have to accept as being people who openly affirm that
both confessions are the same.

You’d realize that the father Cyril knew the meaning of ‘one
incarnate nature of God the Word’, used in his sense, to be the
same as that of those who correctly think of two natures of Christ
united in one hypostasis—in accordance with the proclamation of
the most-wise Leo and the holy fathers at the Council of Chal-
cedon—if you’d just listen to what he says in the letter to the priest
Eulogius: “They mustn’t ignore the former. Wherever the name
“union” 1is used, what’s indicated is a coming together, not of one
entity, but of two or more things that differ by nature from each
other. If; accordingly, we speak of union, we’re confessing a union
of flesh endowed with a rational soul, and of the Word, and those
who speak of two natures also think in this way, except that, when
the union’s confessed, the things united no longer stand apart
from each other, but rather there’s one Son from then on, His one
nature being of the Word thus incarnated. This is what the Anato-
lians confessed.’

Moreover, this is how he talks in the Second Letter to Succensus,
when he refutes those who misrepresent him as speaking of the
one nature as meaning a diminution or commingling of the things
that come together: ‘If we had spoken of the one nature of the
Word without making the overt addition “incarnate”, to the
exclusion, evidently, of the divine plan, there might have been
some plausibility to their pretended question about the complete
humanity or the possibility of our substance’s continued existence.
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In view, though, of the fact that the introduction of the word
“Incarnate” expresses completeness in manhood and our nature,
they should cease . . .’, and so on."" What reason is there, then, for
concluding that he doesn’t consider the natures to be two, if he’s
adding a complete human substance to the one nature of the
Word by means of the word ‘incarnate’, when he hears ‘one
incarnate nature of God the Word’? He does, after all, add after a
bit: ‘What is human nature, other than flesh endowed with a
rational soul?’

Since the father so clearly demonstrates to us his harmony with
himself and with the truth, we for our part don’t cling to expres-
sions when their meanings are shown not to be pious, nor, on the
other hand, do we reject the expressions of those who are pious. A
union or unity doesn’t destroy things’ natures just by being some-
how connected with them, not unless it goes so far as to produce a
unity of nature itself, which implies the properties of union by
confusion—for no other kind of union does this. Neither does
duality, positively predicated of something, also divide that thing
into persons, unless it’s assumed to be a case of the compounding
of persons. Who would ever say that, just because, as it happens,
there’s said to be a kind of union and unity belonging to the whole
Roman army, and one name is given for all-—men, mules,
camels—contained in it, the whole army is therefore one nature
too? But this, my friend says, is not a union of natures by
hypostasis.

One therefore needs to reflect on the fact, as I said, that it’s not
possible for a union to produce one nature just like that, nor, if it’s
a union by hypostasis alone that’s spoken of, will that union pro-
duce a unity of nature, just a unity of a single hypostasis. When
papyrus or a sponge is dipped in water, and has drawn all the
water into its whole self] it doesn’t end up being one nature with
the water, but one hypostasis. In the same way, iron and fire result
in a hypostasis of red-hot metal. Stones and wood, too, result in a
new hypostasis, that of a house, but they keep the same natures,
though they’re united to each other and come together in a
house’s structure and in the reality that underlies a single entity,
1.e. the house’s hypostasis. Should there be a union in one nature,
as in one hypostasis—the kind of thing that happens in the case of
Syrian gum and soft wax when they’re united in combination as
plaster—in that case it really is necessary to speak of one nature in
the union. Observe that, in that union, neither mastic nor wax
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retains from that moment on its common natural characteristics,
combinations, appearances, or other qualities. Nor is any likeness
preserved in the plaster to things of the same form as either of its
parts, for the plaster compounded from them has absolutely noth-
ing in common with Syrian gum or wax. Neither does electrum
preserve anything at all of the form of gold and silver.

If it makes sense to speak of the union in Christ like that, it’s left
to you to draw the conclusion that He’s really neither God nor
man. If you don’t say that’s what He 1s, but instead put on display
specific texts of the select Fathers that speak of this as a union in a
nature, we’ll abandon our dispute with you! If, however, this doc-
trine of union into a nature—a doctrine torn to pieces and
exposed by intelligent analysis—is the kind of thing that’s
unacceptable to you, and couldn’t possibly have been uttered by
any of the God-bearing fathers, how then can it be permissible for
you to make a sham case for the one nature on the basis of union
alone, or on the basis of hypostasis as well? How can you do this,
refusing to shudder at the changing and confusing of the entities
that come together in the same pious way as you shudder at their
division, just because of your subscription to an expression you
haven’t thought through?

Don’t let the following escape your notice either: something
often observed by people trained in physics is the occurrence of a
natural union between certain things even though their hypostases
remain separate. When copper is placed at a little distance above
vinegar, it’s made sharp and acrid in taste, and is observed some-
how turning liquid in structure, and becoming fluid. The vinegar,
on the other hand, is compressed into a sticky sediment in struc-
ture, and turns bitter in taste, and sort of red in colour. They
simply mingle their natural qualities, while keeping separate and
distinct in their hypostases. Therefore union in a nature isn’t any
confirmation of the undividedness of the things so united; on the
contrary, it’s taken as, and clearly understood to be, an indication
only of their alteration in substance, for this is what properly
follows from this kind of union.

The effect of all this is that we have, out of an abundance [of
arguments that could be made] on our side, the following to lay
against you: you no longer have the irrational pretext of words’
identity in meaning for differing from us. It was on account just of
a certain prejudice, irrational habit, and unexamined preconcep-
tion about the origin of true piety that you were the ones who,
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turning away and separating from us, became the founders of a
heresy. Don’t get tired of producing texts from the Bible or the
writings, and we—who do our winning over by charm—won’t
abandon the texts of the fathers to you for a lifetime, our point
being to bring your anger against us to an end by winning you
over.

If that task’s too much for you, we’ll take a turn at serving up
to you just so much from what we have at hand as will best serve
the purpose of disproving your position in the appropriate way.
In doing so, we’ll not just be eager to observe—in citations taken
from our select Fathers—the Lord’s natures being preserved after
the union; we’ll also produce confessions on this point by your
very own guides!"™ If; as is so often your custom, you make a joke
of it, and come up with the idea of saying, by way of rebuttal,
‘It’s true that natures are mentioned, but there aren’t two natures
in the Lord affer the union’, we’ll leave to you the further task of
teaching us what quantity one ought to consider these natures as
having. Now if you know the nature to be the same thing as the
natures, when they’re considered in terms of quantity—for don’t
you invite condemnation for great ignorance in failing to dis-
tinguish the single from the multiple?— you have no choice but
to grant that these natures that are in Christ, that are Christ, and
in which Christ exists, are multiple (two at the very least!); or
Christ’s union out of only two unchangeable and indivisible
natures 1s proclaimed both by you and by us. We’re going to
point out, furthermore, people who speak quite clearly of two.
Not only this, but we’ll also show them openly rejecting as
unworthy the one nature adduced in opposition to us that our
opponents speak of, our purpose being that nothing should be
left out on our part that’s useful for their complete overthrow.
The first order of business, then, is to hearken to the definitions
of Christ, as it were, enunciated by the fathers. This is how they
talk:

What is Christ, whom we are to adore?
Athanasius: “The same God and man, being one in existence,
both being complete.” What are these ‘both’, and what are ‘God’
and ‘man’? Tell us whether they’re natures or not.
Basil on what Christ is: ‘Divinity making use of animated flesh.’
Gregory on what Christ is: ‘A new mixture, God and man, one
out of both, and both through one.’
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Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 45, 13, PG xxxvi, 641A.
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* Cyril, Letter 46, ACOi, 1, 6, 159. ® Cyril, Letter 45, ACO i, 1, 6, 153.
Gregory of Nazianzus, Leiter 101, SC 208, 44.
" Actually Cyril of Alexandria, Against Nestorius 11, 2, ACO i, 1, 6, 61.
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The same: ‘A commixture of God and flesh, through a median
intellectual soul that mediates between divinity and the grossness
of flesh’; ‘being the Son of God, and having become Son of
Man, one Son and God is both, since the superior of these is the
one that conquered. He therefore is both what was conquered
and what conquered’; ‘humanity anointed by divinity, and
become like that which did the anointing and, so to speak, one
with God’.

Cyril’s view of what Christ is: ‘One Son, God and man, the
same being and understood to be both the former and the latter’;
‘the Word and Son of God become man and made flesh’; ‘God,
pleased in the addition of rationally animated flesh to become
man as well’; ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’.

Well then: if the fathers who made these definitions agree in
their thinking both with themselves and with one another, how
could they not know that both the things that came together in
Christ are preserved, even though there are times when they speak
of one incarnate nature of God the Word? If the word ‘both’
properly signifies the two realities (and not three, or one), yet these
realities are not just any entities that come together, nor mere
products of the imagination, but specific substances, what else are
we supposed to think follows from these expressions than that
there are two natures of Christ united in His one hypostasis? But
let’s also run over those patristic citations that clearly call to mind
Christ’s natures, and above all those to which our opponents don’t
dare to take exception.

Gregory the Theologian: ‘There are two natures, God and
man, seeing that there are both soul and body, but not two sons,
not two men.’

Gregory: ‘Both, then, are one in the same thing, at once God
and man, the Emmanuel.’

What kind of union do the fathers say the union in
Christ is?

Gregory the Theologian: ‘If anyone says He acted by grace, as in
the case of a prophet, but was not conjoined and put together in
substance, let him be empty of the power from above.’

Cyril, from the Explanation of his own Chapters: ‘Necessarily, we
who fight against Nestorius’ arguments say that it is a union by
hypostasis that has taken place.’

The same, from the Letter to Succensus: “Therefore, even if a
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nature of humanity and a nature of divinity are spoken of in the
Emmanuel, still the humanity has become the Word’s own
humanity, and the one Son is understood along with it.” Well then:
are what makes something its own, and what is made that thing’s
own in the hypostasis of what appropriates it, natures—or are
they not?

The same: ‘It is our position to speak of, indeed to name, two
natures, to the point of recognizing the difference between the
Word and the flesh.” It’s clear, then, that the man who doesn’t
speak of two natures has denied the difference, and doesn’t recog-
nize it in Christ.

The same, from the Glaphyra: ‘He orders two small, living, clean
birds to be taken’, he says, ‘so that you might understand from
winged creatures the man_from heaven, at once man and God, in two
natures, inasmuch as he came to be in the separate definition that
belongs to each. He who shone forth from God the Father was
Word, in flesh from a woman.’

Gregory the Theologian: ‘He’s said to be God, not of the
Word, but of the visible realm—how could He be God of the one
who is God in His own right?>—just as He’s also called Father, not
of the visible realm, but of the Word, for whenever natures differ
in thought, their names are distinguished too.” Notice that he says,
not that the natures exist in thought, but that they differ in the
ideas one has of them.

The same: “When appellations are mixed in the same way as
natures are, and interpenetrate each other by reason of their com-
ing together’.

Basil, from Against Eunomius I: “We do not say God and man are
separately two—for He was one—though we do infer the nature
of each in thought, for Peter wasn’t thinking of two when he
spoke of Christ therefore syffering for us in the flesh.” The same great
Basil says, against Eunomius, that there’s one sort of thought
that’s the true intellectual apprehension, and another sort that
works by false invention, such as are the thoughts of myth-makers
and painters. If] then, we take the thought that refers to ‘God and
man’, it’s the true one, but if we take the thought that refers to
‘separately’, it’s the invented kind. It’s only by articulating united
things’ difference from each other that we distinguish each indi-
vidually from illusions, until we get to know what properly belongs
to one, and what to the other.

The same: “What you need to realize from this is how the truth
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of each nature may be demonstrated in one and the same
[Christ].’

Gregory the Theologian: ‘He was sent, but as a man, for he was
twofold.’

Cyril, from 1o Theodosius the Emperor: “We recognize that theo-
logians hold some evangelical and apostolic texts about the Lord
to be common, as concerning one person, but distinguish others
of them as concerning two natures; they agree the God-befitting
statements apply to His divinity, but the man-befitting ones to His
humanity.’

[Gregory of Nazianzus] the Theologian, from the second work
Concerning the Son: “The combination is one; however, it is not one
by nature, but by union.’

Cyril: ‘After the union we of course do not separate the natures
from each other, nor do we sever the one and undivided [Christ]
into two sons.” It’s clear, then, that he does recognize natures—
though they’re undivided natures—after the union, and not one
nature.

Gregory of Nyssa, from Against Eunomius: “T'he human nature
does not bring Lazarus to life, nor does the impassable power
weep over him who lies dead.” And further on: “The mediator
between God and man, as the divine Apostle styles Him, is nothing
like what the name of Son signifies, for it is adapted to each
nature, the divine and the human, as is appropriate.’

Chrysostom, from Against Apollinarians: “The moment the divine
nature thus dwelt in the body, the combination completed one
Son, one person, known in an unconfused and undivided way, not
in just one nature, but in two complete natures. In one nature,
after all, how could there be unconfusedness? How could there be
undividedness? How could union ever be talked about? That is
because the one nature cannot be united with itself, or confused
with itself, or divided from itself.” A little later: ‘Shifting their
ground to yet another position, they say one must not speak of two
natures after the union. Stick to the sense of what is said: you
spoke of a union, but you will never find a union of one nature
happening’ And a little later: “They have been in the habit of
putting this objection forward as well: “Do we not receive the
body and the blood of God faithfully and piously?” Yes, this has to
be admitted, but the divine is said to have these things, not
because it had acquired body and blood by nature before His
incarnation, but rather because it appropriated to itself what
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belongs to the flesh. What an absurdity! What an impious idea!
The dignity of the divinity is put at risk with them, and again they
do not stand firm in confessing the dominical body as a true body.
From their understanding of passages, they imagine this body to
have been turned into divinity, building the case for one nature
from that premise. Whose nature it is, they are at a loss to say.” A
little later: ‘Let us flee those who divide. Even if the nature is
twofold, the union is nonetheless undivided and inseparable,
being confessed in one person of sonship, and in one hypostasis.
Let us flee those who devise one nature after the union, for by
means of the notion of the one nature they are eager to attribute
suffering to the impassable God.’

Cyril, from Against Nestorius ii: ‘Confess one, not dividing the
natures, with the knowledge that there is another definition of
flesh, but the definition of divinity fits only itself.” Observe: he
clearly exhorts him not to abolish the duality, but not to divide this
duality of natures either, and wants him to recognize also the
numerical difference in definition of the one over against the
other, for he speaks of natures, and of different definitions.

The same from the Commentary on Hebrews ii: ‘Divinity and
humanity came together with each other ineffably and incompre-
hensibly. The natures are different, as all admit, yet there is one
single Son out of both.” He recognizes, then, that they’re different,
and that they’re natures as well. If; then, he’s not talking about
natures after the coming together, he isn’t talking about a divinity
and a humanity that differ either.

The same, from the same commentary, book vi: ‘Even if the
natures of the things come together into a unity are thought to be
different, and unequal to each other—I am talking about the
natures of flesh and of God—still the Son who is from them both
is truly one and single.” It’s clear, then, that when there’s one [Son]
from them both, that’s when natures are understood too, and
natures unequal to each other in Christ after the union.

The same, from the Scholia, chapter 11: ‘because the natures,
that is, hypostases, have remained unconfused’. Observe: he con-
fesses by his use of the two names that he recognizes that the
natures remain after the union in Christ when he says ‘that is,
hypostases’. Nature is also called hypostasis on account of having
subsisted. If, as they’re in the foolish habit of responding, ‘then
there remain two persons, for he spoke of “hypostases”’, what
follows, in the first place, i1s that they’ve unmistakably revealed
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themselves to be slaves to their own sad situation, since they
haven’t a clue that they’re casting aside the fathers and becoming
parricides, and that they’re standing up for nothing but their own
error! Cyril does say this. If these people who pay attention to
what’s said, and don’t read anything in or subvert its meaning—
not the way of a man of sound judgement!—thus think, even now,
that the hypostasis is a person, they must agree that the very man
who was most hostile to Nestorius’ impiety now takes the same
view of things as he did! This means he’s in conflict with what he
himself cries out a thousand times in his commentary on Hebrews
and elsewhere, that there’s no union of two persons. He was talk-
ing about that fool—°1 have no idea where he came upon the
union of persons’—but says that whatever realities were united
now remain unconfused. If; then, he’s saying the hypostases are
unconfused as being persons, the man who was hostile to the
impious Nestorius has become his ally! How can these people,
being so careless about their own affairs, escape the implication
that they’re declaring that ‘Cyril the teacher recognizes nature
and hypostasis to be the same thing in the Word’s Incarnation, as
do we’? It was from these conclusions that the old error arose, and
it’s from the old controversies that these people’s present sophis-
tical ingenuity is exposed.

John Chrysostom, from the Letter to Caesarius: ‘made known in
an unconfused and undivided sense, not in one nature, but in two
complete natures’. And after a bit: ‘What hell belched forth the
idea of saying one nature in Christ?” And after a bit: ‘Even if the
nature is twofold, the union is nonetheless undivided and insepar-
able, being confessed in one person of sonship.’

Justin, saint and martyr, from On the Trinity iii, 17: “Whenever
you hear contradictory sayings of the one Son, then, distribute
what is said between the natures as is appropriate.” And after a
little: ‘each nature receiving what was natural to it’. After a few
more things: ‘who is one man, yet has two different natures, and
makes decisions in one reality, but does what He has decided in
the other’. Next he adds: “Thus the Son, being one and also being
two natures, works the miracles in one of them, but took upon
Himself humble things in the other’ And after other things:
“There is one sun, but two natures: one is the nature of light, the
other the nature of a solar body. In this case, similarly, there is one
Son and Lord and Christ and Only Begotten, but two natures, one
that is beyond us, one that is our own.’
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8 Ambrose, Explanation of the Creed. Greek attested in Theodoret, Eranistes, Flori-
legium 2, ed. G. H. Ettlinger, Eranistes (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), 163.

% Ambrose, On the Incarnation, ed. O. Faller, Sancti Ambrosii opera pars nova, GSEL Ixxix
(1964), 248 (Latin).

¥ Ps.-Julius of Rome, On the Union = H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine
Schule: Texte und Untersuchungen (1tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1904), 193. Cited at 1841B as a
comment by Severus.

% Gregory of Nyssa, Letter to Philip the Monk. Attested in John of Damascus, PG xlvi,
rr12¢; Latin attestation in G. Mercati, Codict latini Pico Grimani Pio e di altra biblioteca
wgnota del secolo XVI esistenti nell’Ottoboniana e @ codict grect Pio di Moderna, ST 75 (Vatican
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Saint Ambrose, Bishop of Milan, from his Interpretation of the
Holy Symbol: “The Catholic and Apostolic Church anathematizes
those who say,” after some things in the middle, ‘that Christ’s
natures became one nature as a result of being confused by mix-
ture, and who do not confess our Lord Jesus Christ to be two
unconfused natures but one person, just as there is one Christ and
one Lord.”™ We’re compelled, though, to cut short our citations so
as not to make our book too long and heavy.

The same, from On the Divine Incarnation: ‘Certain people sprang
up who said the Lord’s flesh and His divinity were of one nature.
What hell vomited up so great a blasphemy?’

Julius, Bishop of Rome, the text that Cyril brought forward in
the council about [union]: ‘He who recognizes the properties, and
preserves the union, will not speak falsely about the natures, nor
will he fail to recognize the union.’

Gregory of Nyssa to Philip the monk on the opposition of the
Arians, a text of which the opening words are “Wickedness is what
is begotten by a soul’: ‘What I am saying when I use the word
“unconfused” is that, even though the things combined are one in
an inexpressible and ineffable union, they are not one by
nature’—for the divine is different from the body, being alien to it.
This means that the Christ who exists as two natures, and is truly
recognized in them, is a single person, and at the same time
unconfused.

The same, from his works against [the Arians]: ‘Even though
Christ is understood and exists in two natures, we still observe one
Son.’

John Chrysostom, from the [sermon] on Lazarus: ‘Tin partakes
of lead and of silver: it partakes of silver’s appearance, and of
lead’s nature. In the same way Christ preserves in Himself per-
fectly the natures of divinity and humanity. Just as He has their
natures in Himself, so also He is in them, since He does not subsist
as someone different from them.’
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Rom. 9: 5

Isidore of Pelusium, Letters i, 323, PG Ixxviii, 369B.

Paul of Emesa, Sermon on the Nativity, ACO i, 1, 4, 13.

Ciyril of Alexandria, Letter 39, ACO 1, 1, 4, 17. Cited also at 1821¢ and 1852B—C.
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Ephrem of Syria, from the homily on the pearl: ‘Look closely at
the pearl, and you see it encompassing two natures: it is brilliant
on account of the divinity, and it is white on account of the
assumption.’

Isidore of Pelusium, to Pope Cyril of Alexandria: “You yourself
would not deny that the true God over all became a man, not
changing what He was, yet taking on what He was not, one exist-
ing Son in two natures, immutable and unchangeable, both new
and eternal, since you have an exceedingly large number of proofs  1828p
concerning these issues from our holy father, the great
Athanasius’.

Paul, Bishop of Emesa, from the statement made by him in the
Alexandrian church in the presence of the patriarch Cyril, whom
he honoured and approved and praised, then instantly added a
statement of his own in which he says ‘We drew water to us’: ‘Con-
sider John when he proclaims two natures and one Son, one a tent,
and the other the one who dwells in that tent, one a temple, and the
other the indwelling God. Pay attention to what is said: he did not
say “one [person| and another”, as of two persons or Christs, or as
of two sons, but “one [thing] and another”, as of two natures.’

Of Cyril, from the letter to John of Antioch and the holy synod 18294
held under him, in which he says the latter’s writings are received,
since they’re correct: “We recognize that theologians hold some
evangelical and apostolic texts about the Lord to be common, as
concerning one person, but distinguish others of them as concern-
ing two natures.” Notice: this man, though he also confesses a
difference of things signified in terms of natures, wasn’t driven to
dissolve the union. Here’s what he writes to Valerian, Bishop of
Iconium, about John and his synod: ‘All the most pious bishops of
the Orient, along with John the most pious bishop of Antioch,
made it evident to everyone in writing and by a clear confession
that they condemn and anathematize along with us the profane 18295
babblings of Nestorius, never thought them worthy of any kind of
rational regard, follow instead the apostolic doctrines, and do not
compromise the fathers’ confession in any way.” Then, using their
words, he adds: “Though certain deluded men may say [the
bishops of the Orient] think something different from this, they
are not to be trusted, but must be dismissed as cheats and liars like
their father the Devil, lest they throw into confusion people who
want to walk in the right way.” Since Cyril bears witness to these
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% Cf. John 8: 44

% QCyril of Alexandria, Letter 50, ACO 1, 1, 3, 101.

% Ambrose, On the Fuith (to Gratian) ii, ed. O. Faller, Sancti Ambrosii opera pars viii,
CSEL Ixxviii (1962), 84 (Latin).

7 Qyril of Alexandria, Scholia, ACO i, 5, 222.

% Ibid. ACO1, 5, 228.

9 QCyril of Alexandria, On Hebrews, PG Ixxiv, 1004A. 10" Thid.

" Actually Cyril of Alexandria, Letter 45, ACO i, 1, 6, 153—4. Cited in part at
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facts for us, why do the slanderers pretend it’s on his behalf that
they attack the confession of Christ’s two natures?

A text of Ambrose introduced by Cyril: ‘Let us preserve the
difference between divinity and flesh. The Son of God speaks in
each of them, for each nature is in Him.’

Cyril, from the letter on the Incarnation: ‘One must not divide
the one Lord and Son and Christ independently into a man and a
God. What we say, rather, is that there is one and the same Christ
and Son, while recognizing the difference of natures, and while
keeping them from being confused with each other.’

The same: ‘What is perfectly understood is that one thing is in
another, i.e. the divine nature is in humanity.’

The same, from the interpretation of the Epistle to the
Hebrews: ‘each rather being understood and existing in the defin-
ition of its own nature, that the union has been effected’. And
again: ‘We do not say that any confusion of the natures with each
other has been effected, but rather, since each instead remains
precisely what it is, we understand that the Word has been united
with flesh.’

The same, from the third book against Nestorius: “Therefore, it
is inasmuch as the Only Begotten has become present to our
understanding, and became man in some way perceptible only to
the eyes of the soul, that we say there are two natures, but one
Christ and Son and Lord, the Word of God become man and
incarnate.” Those who are materialists, however, don’t recognize
something as really existing unless it’s beheld with eyes of flesh. In
that case there will exist neither angel, nor God, nor—to put it
simply—any of the realities apprehended by the intellect.
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192 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter 53, to Xystus, Bishop of Rome. Not otherwise attested.

1% Thid. 1% John 8: 58

' Athanasius, On the text ‘Amen, amen, I say unto you’. Attested by John ‘the
Grammarian’ of Caesarea, cited by Severus, Against the Grammarian iii, g2, ed. J.
Lebon, CGSCO, Scriptores Syri, series 4, vi (1933), 97.

1% Actually Severus, Against the Grammarian iii, 33, 98. "7 John 2: 19

1% Cyril of Alexandria, Sermon on the Faith Addressed to the Alexandrians, PG 1xxvii,
I112G-1113A and n. 1.

'% Tbid. 11134. The citation from ‘Athanasius’ cannot be authentic.
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The same, from the letter to Justus, Bishop of Rome: ‘T have
never yet been put to shame for thinking anything except what is
consonant with the truth, nor have I ever called the Word’s divine
nature passible.” And after a little: ‘I know that God’s nature is
impassible, immutable, and unchangeable even in the humanity’s
nature, and that Christ is one in both of them, and out of both of
them.’

Athanasius, in his exegesis of Amen, amen, I say to you, before Abra-
ham was I am: ‘It is clearly a shameless thing not to understand
Christ in two ways, a divine way, and a human way.” In Against the
Arians 111 he says: ‘All the various things done by Christ our Saviour
at the time of the Incarnation—stories, actions, sayings—do not
fit into one category; they are different.’

Holy Cyril, from the work addressed to the Alexandrians: “The
ineffable union, as confessed among right-minded people, keeps
both natures unconfused, and completes the one visible Christ out
of both of them, the same being at once God and man, not two
Christs, but a single Christ, united, not mixed. That is so because,
if two natures that happen to be different in substance are mixed
in a single mixture, neither is preserved; actually, both are des-
troyed when they are confused. They admit of no separation or
distinction from each other when they are mixed, yet they were
distinguished and divided at the time of death: a soul divided from
a body descended into Hell with the divinity, and a body divided
from a soul was laid in a new tomb, in accordance with what
Christ accurately said, Destroy this temple, and in three days I shall raise
it up. The temple was destroyed at the time of His three-day
entombment, as He willed, and He raised it again, and was united
with it in an ineffable and unutterable way. He was not mingled in
it, nor was He turned into flesh. Rather, He kept unconfused
in Himself the properties of natures that differed in substance,
for the natures were never mingled.” He himself then introduces
the following testimony of Athanasius, who is among the saints:
‘there being two natures, different in essence, preserved in one
Christ and one Son of God, neither confused, nor destroyed or

divided’.
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"% Not otherwise attested.

Cyril of Alexandria, On the Faith. Not otherwise attested.
Ciyril of Alexandria, Letter 45, ACO 1, 1, 6, 154.

"% Cyril of Alexandria, Letter 4, ACOi, 1, 1, 27.

* Qyril of Alexandria, Letter 46, ACO i, 1, 6, 159-60.
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The same, from the Book of Citations: “The former teach one
nature, with the effect of destroying the complete humanity from
us added by God the Word for the salvation of complete human
beings. The latter teach two hypostases, 1.e. natures, in the sense
of division and separation, but not in the sense of the union by
substance favoured by the holy fathers. Thus both of them fall
short of the truth.” What could be clearer than that? The only
thing he found fault with was the way they saw these two natures
in terms of division and separation from each other, so that an
hypostasis was introduced for each of them individually, rather
than envisaging one person subsisting under the two natures in a
union by substance in [one] substance. In all kinds of ways, then,
he rejected one nature.

Cyril, from On Faith: ‘Rather, He made a temple for Himself in
the Virgin’s holy womb, a temple animated by a soul and com-
plete. When He had put it on and been united with it in an
ineffable way, though both the natures were preserved and not
mingled, there came forth Jesus Christ, seen as a man, understood
as God.’

The same, from the Letter to Succensus: ‘We say there are two
natures, but one Christ and Son, the Word of God become man,
and incarnate.’

The same: ‘the difference of the natures thus not being des-
troyed by the union’.

Of the same from the Second Letter to Succensus, showing that he
doesn’t intend, by saying that the Son has been incarnated, to mix
the natures: ‘If the only-begotten Son of God is said on our part
to be incarnated and made man, that does not mean He is mixed,
as seems to our opponents to be the case, nor has the Word’s
nature turned into the flesh’s nature, but neither has the flesh’s
nature turned into the Word’s nature. On the contrary, each
remains in the property that belongs to it by nature, as we just
explained.” Someone needs to tell us how there exists one nature,
if it’s not by mixing or change. What is it that each remains, and
that exists in its natural property?
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> Cyril of Alexandria, Letter 44, ACO1, 1, 4, 35.
% QCyril of Alexandria, Letter 39, ACO 1, 1, 4, 18-19.

"7 Gregory of Nyssa, Against Apollinarius, ed. F. Mueller, Gregorii Nysenni Opera Dog-
matica Minora 1 = W. Jaeger (ed.), Gregorit Nysseni Opera iii, 1 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1958),

Ciyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus 2, PG Ixxv, 28D.

Isidore of Pelusium, Letters 1, 102, PG Ixxviii, 252¢.

Not otherwise attested. ! John 14: 12

Not otherwise attested.

Peter of Alexandria, On the Lord’s Advent. Attested in Leontius of Byzantium,

Against the Nestorians and Monophysites, PG Ixxxvi, 13128, and in Justinian, Against the

Monophysites, E.. Schwartz (ed.), Drei dogmatische Schrifien Iustinians = M. Amelotti et al.

(eds.), Legum lustiniani imperatoris vocabularium, Subsidia ii (Milan: A Giuflrae, 1973), 50.
' Not otherwise attested.
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The same, from the Letter to Eulogius, saying that what he rejects
is not the use of the word ‘two’, but the refusal to speak of two
[natures] united by hypostasis: ‘It is the same in the case of Nesto-
rius: even if he speaks of two natures, signifying the difference
between the flesh and God the Word—for God the Word’s nature
is one, and the flesh’s nature is another—all the same he does not
confess the union along with us.” He’s saying, in effect, that Nesto-
rius does confess along with us that there are two natures.

The same, from the Letter to John: “There is one Lord Jesus
Christ, though the difference between the natures is not to be
ignored.” Is this difference, then, between existent things, or non-
existent?

Gregory of Nyssa, from Against Apollinarius: ‘If, then, the nature
of each of these is to be observed in their opposite properties—I
am referring to the properties of flesh and of divinity—how can
the two natures be one?’

Cyril, from the Treasuries 1, saying that, since substances exist,
there must exist differences in substance: “Therefore, since the
substance i3 already in existence, the differences are brought to
mind.’

Isidore of Pelusium, from the Letter to Timothy the Reader: ‘Guard
your heart with all care, therefore, lest you accept at any time one
nature of Christ after the Incarnation.’

Theodotus, Bishop of Antioch, from Against the Synousiasts: ‘Let
them realize full well that we who confess Christ as two natures
distribute to each nature what is appropriate, but ascribe all things
to one person of the Son’.

Cyril of Jerusalem from [his commentary| on I go to my Father:
‘that the distinction between natures is disclosed on the basis of
the difference between things said’.

Peter, Pope and martyr of Alexandria, from On the Coming of
Christ: “The combination therefore shows He was God by nature,
and has become man by nature.’

Severian of Gabala: “Thus he confesses Christ the Son of God
to be both God and man, of two natures, a passible nature and an
impassible one.’
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" Isa. 9: 5 LXX

1% Proclus of Constantinople, Sermon on the Doctrine of the Incarnation, PG Ixv, 841—4.
Attestation elsewhere: C. Martin, *Un florilege grec d’homélies christologiques des
IV© et V¢ siecles sur la nativité (Paris Gr. 1491)°, Le Muséon, 54 (1941), 46.

127 Sylvester of Rome, Against the Jews. Attested also in John Maron, Exposé de la_foi et
autres opuscules, CSCO, Scriptores Syri, ccx, (1988), 25—4.

"% John 20: 28

12 Proclus of Constantinople, Sermon in Praise of Holy Mary, ACO i, 1, 1, 104.

1% Ps.-Hippolytus, From the Praises of Balaam. Other attestations: H. Achelis (ed.),
Huppolytus kleinere exegetische und homaletische Schrifien, Hippolytus Werke, GCS 1 (1897), 82.

! Hilary of Poitiers, On the Trinity ix, ed. and tr. G-M. de Durand et al., La Trinité, SC
462 (2001), 40.

B2 yeyévmrad] (yeyévmv(rad) supra lin. MS

'% Hilary of Poitiers, On the Trinily ix, SC 462, 18.

"% Ambrose, On the Fuith (to Gratian) iii, CSEL Ixxviii, 118 (Latin).
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Proclus of Constantinople, on Unto us a child is born: “There is
also one Son, since the natures have not been divided into two
hypostases, but rather the awe-inspiring Incarnation united the
two natures into one hypostasis.’

Sylvester, Bishop of Rome, from Against the Jews: ‘Of the two
natures united in Him, one succumbs to injury, but the other is
shown to be greater than any suffering.’

Proclus, On the Nativity of the Lord: ‘He was born in a way
untouched by corruption; when Thomas saw His combination of
natures, he cried out saying My Lord and my God.’

Saint Hippolytus, from Eulogies of Balaam: ‘so that He might be
shown to have the combination in himself, both the substance of
God, and the substance from men’.

Saint Hilary of Poitiers, one of those present at Nicaea, from
On Faith vii: ‘“He indicated these things in few words for this pur-
pose: that we might remember that each nature is understood in
our Lord Jesus Christ.’

Scholion: Since both have been engendered by their
proper natures, he calls to mind that one Lord Jesus Christ who
is both.

The same Hilary, the Confessor, in the same work: ‘One and
the same through each nature, but in such a way that, for either,
there should be no deprivation of the other.’

Saint Ambrose, from the third volume: ‘Mark the difference
between the natures here too: the flesh had an assistant, but the
divinity did not.”
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135 Ambrose, 1o the Crowds. Not otherwise attested. 156 Thid.

37 Cf. John 2: 19 1% See n. 82 above.

139" Ambrose, 7o the Diligent. Not otherwise attested.

"0 Ps. 190 5 LXX

" Actually Ambrose, On the Incarnation v, GSEL Ixxix, 240 (Latin).

"2 Ambrose, Letter 46, PL xvi, 1196D. ' See n. g6 above.

""" Amphilochius of Iconium, Oration on ‘the Father is greater than I. Attested in

Theodoret, Eranistes Florilegium 11, Ettlinger, Eranistes, 107.

' Amphilochius of Iconium, 7o Seleucus = fragment 11 B2 in F. Cavallera, ‘Frag-
ments de Saint Amphiloque dans 'Hodegos et le Tome Dogmatique d’Anastase le
Sinaite’, RHE 8 (1907), 489.

% Tbid. fr. 11 De. "7 Tbid. fr. 11 E1, 490. "% Tbid. fr. 11 E7-8.
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The same, from his Address to the Crowds: “‘Whoever makes one
nature out of two introduces complete mixture and confusion.’
And after a bit: “We confess two natures in Christ united by an
ineffable union, and in no way separated from or confused with
each other, since clearly the property appropriate to each is recog-
nized and preserved, though we know one Christ, the only-
begotten Son, for the two together made one Christ for our sake,
and not one nature.’

The same, from his Interpretation of the Holy Symbol: ‘For Christ is
destroyed in my substance, which He assumed, and in the divine
substance raises up His destroyed temple.’

The same, from 7o the Diligent: “Though we are aware of two
natures in Christ, we know there are not two sons, but one, who is
like His Father in terms of what is invisible, and like His mother in
terms of what is visible.’

The same, from Against Apollinarius ix: ‘because Christ is the Son
of God and eternally from the Father, and is also born from a
virgin, whom holy David the prophet described as being like a
giant, because He alone is in two forms, and is double in nature,
because He shares in divinity and humanity’.

The same, from the work Against Antoninus the Bishop: ‘so that He
might achieve completeness in each nature’.

The same, from Against Gratian ii: ‘One Son of God speaks in
each nature, seeing that each nature is in Him.’

Amphilochius, Bishop of Iconium, Against Arians: ‘Distinguish
the natures, the nature of God, and the nature of man.’

The same, from the Letter to Seleucus: ‘one Son belonging to two
natures, one passible, the other impassible’. And after a bit: ‘Christ
the Son of God, the one Son belonging to two complete natures’.
And after a few things: ‘I speak of one Son of God belonging to
two natures.” And after a few things: ‘God the Word Himself
makes the things that pertain to the temple His own, without
suffering at all, since the two natures belong to one person.’
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1 Tim. 2: 5
% Augustine, Letter 137, PL xxx, 519 (Latin). P! John 14: 28
2 Cf. Augustine, Tractate on John 99, 1, in In Iohannis evangelium tractatus cxxiv, CCGSL
xxxvi (1954), 532 (Latin).
% John 5: 23
Flavian of Antioch. Attested in John Maron, Exposition of the Faith, 24.
Not otherwise attested.
Flavian of Antioch, On John. Attested by Leontius of Byzantium, PG Ixxxvi',

154

155

156
1313D.

7 Tsidore of Pelusium, Letters 1, 405, PG Ixxviii, 409A.

1% Cyril of Alexandria, That Christ is One, ed. and tr. G.-M de Durand, Deux dialogues
christologiques, SC 97 (1964), 372.

9 Ps. 117: 27 LXX

1% Cyril of Alexandria, On Worship in Spirit and in Truth iv, PG Ixviii, 637A.

11 Cyril of Alexandria, Against Julian viii, PG Ixxvi, g16c.
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Augustine, Bishop of Regium, a letter to Volusianus: “Thus
there appeared at this time a mediator between God and men, so that
He might bind together each nature in the unity of person.” And
after a bit: ‘Recognize the twofold nature of Christ—I am refer-
ring to the divine nature, that is the equal of the Father, and to the
human nature, than which the Father is greater.”

Flavian, Bishop of Antioch, from the Commentary on john con-
cerning the text He who does not honour the Son, does not honour the
Father: ‘so that we may teach both of His natures’.

The same, On the Ascension of the Lord: ‘Divinity is united with a
human nature, though each nature remains by itself.’

The same, the Commentary on john: ‘so that we may teach both of
His natures, the man who’s seen, and the divinity that works
through the body’.

Isidore, the monk of Pelusium, from his Letter to Theodosius the
Deacon: ‘Christ become man is not a mere man, but God; one Son
exists in both of the natures.’

Saint Cyril, from the work in dialogue form, That Christ is One:
‘Have the two natures then been commingled and become one
nature? Who would be so stupid and ignorant as that?’

The same, from On Worship in Spirit ix: ‘Christ is radiant and
luminous on earth, in accordance with the text the Lord God appeared
to us, and gives rise as it were to a double kind of knowledge, for
He is understood to be God and man in the same [person].’

The same, from Against Julian viii: ‘How is one nature to take on
difference all by itself?’
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Gal. 4: 4
Ps.-Eustathius of Antioch, Commentary on Psalm 15. Not otherwise attested.
Ps.-Chrysostom, Letter to Caesarius. Not otherwise attested.
Ibid. Latin attested PG lii, 760.
Amphilochius of Iconium, 7o Seleucus = fr. 11A, Cavallera, 488.
Ibid. = fr. 11 E 1-6, Cavallera, 49o.
Actually Gregory of Nazianzus, Poems 1, 2, 1, PG xxxvii, 533D (Latin).
in marg. ox’(Awov) MS
70 Amphilochius of Side, Letter to the Emperor Leo, cf. PG Ixxvii, 1515. For other
attestations see M. Geerard, Clavis patrum graecorum, iii (Turnhout: Brepols, 1979),
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Eustathius of Antioch, from his Exposition of the Fifieenth Psalm:
‘God sent His son, born of a woman—mnot the plural of “born”, but the
singular, for the person is a single entity. I did not say the nature is
a single entity—Perish the thought! God forbid!—mnor did I say the
same substance belongs to flesh and divinity, but I did say there is
one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom all things exist, made
known in the difference of natures in all respects.’

John Chrysostom, from the Letter to Caesarius: “To think that one
nature was completed from that moment, an ineffable mixture of
divinity and flesh, is the absurd notion of the deranged Apol-
linarius. This is the exceedingly impious heresy of those who
introduce mixing and coalescence.” And towards the end: ‘Let us
flee those who make up the fairy-tale of one nature after the
union. Through the idea of the one nature they hasten to attribute
suffering to the impassible God.’

Amphilochius of Iconium, from the Second Letter to Seleucus: ‘If
they say He is of one substance, ask them “How is He impassible
in His divinity, then, but passible in His flesh? Whatever is of one
essence is the same through and through; either it is all impassible,
or it is all passible.”” And after a little: ‘I say there is one Christ,
the Son, belonging to two natures, denying neither the divine
nature nor the human. He suffers, therefore, not in His divinity,
but in His humanity. That is, Christ suffered in flesh, but the
divinity did not suffer—give up that hostile and blasphemous
business, you wretch! The nature that was assumed suffers, but the
nature which did the assuming remains impassible.’

Gregory of Nyssa, from his Praise of Virginity: ‘God came as a
mortal, drawing two natures—one hidden, the other open to all
articulate beings—together into one.’

But these texts belong to our people. Phrases of the very same
sort are produced, nonetheless, that belong to people who rave
against us. Whether [in these phrases] they’re speaking of their
own free will, at God’s prompting, or involuntarily, I have no idea.

Amphilochius of Side, whom these people describe as the only
one to maintain one nature in the synod dispassionately and vol-
untarily, from the letter written by him to the Emperor Leo against
the council: “They will have recourse to certain teachers who have
spoken of two natures.’
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72 Severus, Against the Grammarian iii, 17, CSCO xciv, 196. Cited also at 1845¢ below.

'3 Tbid. iii, 9, 120. 7" Tbid. 29.
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Scriptores Syri, series 4, vi (1933), I.

7% Thid. 3.



TESTIMONIES OF THE SAINTS 95

Severus the heretic, the nature-mixer, who adds this comment
to citations from Julius and Ambrose: ‘Yet the man who both
recognizes the properties and protects the union does not speak
falsely about the natures, nor is he ignorant of the union.’

The same, from Against the Grammarian: “We understand there
are two natures in Christ, one created, the other uncreated.” ‘But
no one indicted the Council of Chalcedon on this irrational
charge: “Why ever did they specify two natures, introducing div-
ision into the Emmanuel’s union?” No one laid that charge.
Rather, and quite justly, people laid the following charge: “Why
did they not, following holy Cyril, say that Christ is out of two
natures?”’ “T'hat is why we will not stop saying “Someone needs to
demonstrate that the Council of Chalcedon, or the Tome of Leo,
confesses ‘union by hypostasis’, or ‘a natural combination’, or ‘one
Christ out of both’, or ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’.
Then we shall know that, like the supremely wise Cyril, it is in
thought only that they recognize the substantial difference
between things brought together ineffably into one. It is by the
mind that they need to observe that the Word’s nature is one
thing, the flesh’s another, and that two things have been brought
together with each other; they must not separate them in any
way.”’

Indeed, the same person who makes that assertion says the
following in his exposition of the faith Against Nephalius: “To speak
of two natures in Christ is completely blameworthy, even though
the expression is used by the majority of the holy fathers.” After
other things: “You must not say that some of the fathers made use
of the two-natures formula, for they made use of it in a blameless
way, as we said. In holy Cyril’s time, though, when the sickness of
Nestorius’ new formulations spread through the churches, that
expression was rejected all the more as unworthy.”
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Well then, my good man: this saying was both rejected some
time ago, and rejected all the more after Nestorius, was it? How is
it, then, that ‘they made use of it in a blameless way’? How is it
that, if it was calumniated and rejected on account of Nestorius,
no one indicts or condemns the Council of Chalcedon—which
took place after Nestorius—for this, but rather because it doesn’t
say ‘out of two’, or speak of Christ’s ‘union by hypostasis’™ But
who doubts that it does say these things? If the synod, when it
votes, says ‘We accept the synodical letters to Nestorius and to the
Anatolians of blessed Cyril, pastor of the Alexandrian church, as
being suitable for the refutation of Nestorius® folly’—in which
letters the father speaks both of ‘natural union’, and of “union by
hypostasis’—in what way is the synod not confessing exactly what
the one with whom it agrees confesses, and whom it accepts in
these letters?

Since we publicly assert and maintain the statement that the
Lord is ‘out of two natures’ along with the statement that He is
‘in two natures’, since we speak of a combination, and of an
entire nature, and since we anathematize even an angel from heaven
if he doesn’t think likewise, what possible reason can these people
have for refusing to agree with us on these, using both ‘out of two’
and ‘in two’, and electing to anathematize Severus, Dioscorus,
and those with them, if they don’t think the same? Since blessed
Flavian’s explanation says ‘We are not looking for an excuse not
to speak of one nature of the Word of God—made flesh, of
course, and become man—because our one Lord Jesus Christ is
out of both’; and since the synod loudly proclaims this, in what
way, in the light of all this, does the synod not agree with these
assertions?

The admirable Leo confirms and ratifies in one comprehensive
ratifying statement everything said against Nestorius at the Coun-
cil of Ephesus under blessed Cyril, when he says: “They must
certainly stand stoutly by the actions, particularly against Nesto-
rius, of the first Council of Ephesus that Cyril of blessed memory
presided over at the time, lest the impiety condemned at that time
should on this very account deceive itself over any issue at all,
seeing that Eutyches, being rightly anathematized, was deposed.
The purity of the faith and of the teaching, which we proclaim by
the same spirit as did our holy fathers, condemns and banishes
Nestorius’ and Eutyches’ infamy equally, along with their
predecessors.’
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Listen once more to the man who says that ‘the majority of the
fathers . . . used the expression “in two” of Christ “in a blameless
way”’, and who says he indicts the Council, not for saying ‘in two’,
but for not saying ‘out of two’, and so on and so forth. I have no
idea how he, like someone who forgets himself when he talks in his
sleep, can say again in his own writings: “T'hough I am occupied
night and day with the books of the fathers, never to the present
day have I been able to find any of the fathers who honours two
natures in Christ in the way that those assembled at Chalcedon
honoured them, proclaiming Him in two natures.’

If the seriousness of the subject into which we’re inquiring
didn’t compel an attitude of reverence in the reader, wouldn’t the
fact that [Severus] so completely turns the case against himself
induce unrestrained laughter? (Whether he does so out of absent-
mindedness, or inexperience, or God-induced madness, I couldn’t
say.) As the Lord is my witness, it wasn’t our intention to reproach
a man of like nature to ourselves with ignorance, or to publicize to
others the unsoundness of other people’s statements. Still, since
legal proceedings against him were set in motion, but he, hotly
contesting these proceedings, was not at all eager to be judged by a
council of the whole church, [preferring] rather to be deposed
from the throne of the Antiochene church by imperial and clerical
votes, it’s necessary to demonstrate what kind of man he is, lest
the immature be carried away unthinkingly by his teachings as a
result of certain people’s remarkable and entirely factional preju-
dice in his favour. This is the sort of man who’s on view also in his
other, secondary writings, and who’s consistent, so to speak, only
in knowing his own inconsistency!

Severus, from Against the Grammarian iii, g or 13: ‘But you say that
the most-esteemed Cyril does not refuse to name two natures, one
that belongs to the Word, and another belonging to flesh endowed
with a soul and a mind. I agree completely.” ‘Likewise those who
came together at Chalcedon commend what even Nestorius con-
fesses along with us from Cyril’s sayings, that is, evidently enough,
that there are two natures different in substance, divinity, and
humanity.’

The same, from his work against the same John the Grammar-
ian of Caesarea, 1ii, 17: “Since we accept the difference, we under-
stand two natures in Him, one created, the other uncreated.’

The same, from chapter g: “To speak of—that is, to name—two
natures is something we and Nestorius have in common so far as
recognizing the difference between God the Word and the flesh
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The same from the Letter to Solon, which begins ‘He came to my
moderation’: “The things out of which the Emmanuel comes
existed after the union too, and did not change. They existed in
the union, being observed in one hypostasis; neither is observed
existing on its own in a single entity by its own hypostasis.’

The same, from Against the Grammarian 1i, 1: ‘since the things out
of which the union [came| remain undiminished and unchanged,
subsisting in a composition, and not in single entities that exist
independently’. Notice: he’s driven to use the language of nature
for what’s undiminished in quantity, and unchanged in quality.
After other things he goes on to say: “Thus the things out of
which there exists one Christ in the composition existed in a com-
plete and undiminished way.’

The same Severus, from the second letter to Sergius the
Grammarian: ‘I am utterly astonished at the way you call the
Incarnation a composition, and yet there is a place where you say
again “one substance or quality having been brought forth once
and for all”. On those grounds the union took its start from confu-
sion, and composition came to an end, and it changed into one
essence so that, as you put it, the Holy Trinity might be kept a
trinity, lest an extra person be accepted.” And again: “You also
think this draws things that differ by natural quality—divinity and
humanity, out of which Christ exists unconfusedly and without
diminution—into one substance.’

The same heretic, from the third letter to the same Sergius:
‘Know, then, that this is not the truth of the matter, since I went
on to declare—and demonstrated from many testimonies—that
one does not need to say the Emmanuel is of one substance,
quality, and property.” And again: ‘No one who has a mind would
say that the nature of God the Word, and the flesh possessed of a
soul and a mind that was united with Him by hypostasis, came to
be of one substance and quality.’

The same, from the letter to the same person: ‘Accordingly,
when we anathematize those who divide the one Christ after the
union by the duality of natures, we do not say this, and place them
under anathema, just because they speak of “natures”, “proper-
ties”, or “actions”, but because they speak of “two”.” If even an
unlearned person isn’t going to say the natures are one, though,
yet you anathematize those who say there are two of them, you’ll
be driven to confess that there are three, or four, or ten, or a
hundred of them, for there’s no such thing as a magnitude that
has no numerical value, except for infinity.
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The same (that is, the same Severus), from the work against
John the Grammarian, who’s also Bishop of Caesarea: ‘Even if
saying that Christ existed “in two natures” undivided after the
union was something asserted by certain teachers of the church in
times gone by, or even by Cyril himself, nonetheless he gave up
doing so afterwards, just as he gave up saying “Christ suffered in
the nature of humanity” (though that was said in a correct way by
the orthodox), when he took a stand against those who caught the
disease of dividing. Thus no kind of defence was handed to those
who gathered at Chalcedon when they determined that Christ
was made known “in two natures” that are undivided.’

The same, in That the Word is Impassible: “Those who are per-
suaded by the teaching of Holy Scriptures, which proclaim that
He suffered in the flesh, and who see clearly that suffering will not go
beyond the suffering body, for it in no way touches the impassibil-
ity of divinity’.

Timothy Aelurus, the heretic, the Monophysite, from the Argu-
ment against Galonymus of Alexandria: ‘Cyril is the bishop of the Alex-
andrian church. In that this man articulated the wise proclam-
ation of orthodoxy in different ways, seeming to be unstable, he is
accused of teaching contradictory doctrines. This is because, hav-
ing laid down as fundamental the necessity of saying “one incar-
nate nature of God the Word”, he cancels what he asserted, and is
caught in the act of giving pride of place to “two natures in
Christ!” The man who declared that God the Word suffered in the
flesh says the opposite: that He did not take on suffering for our
sake in any way. But when he became an opponent of his own
statements, he gave root to the implacable battle that currently
rages in the churches and, as if kindling a violent flame, set the
definition of sound faith ablaze—except that the patriarch
Severus, appearing with God’s aid, cured with his holy writings
whatever of Cyril’s was unsound and contradictory, covering, like
some loyal son, his progenitor’s shame with fitting garments’.
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But what do these people who stop their ears like adders, and don’t
listen to the wise incantation of the fathers, have to say against all
this? Here are exactly the kinds of things they’ll offer in opposition
to what we’ve said: “Why do you, when you buzz around patristic
texts like bees, harvest honey from whatever example pleases you,
and continually bombard us with your buzzing about them, but
fly right over others that are hostile to your purposes, darting away
from them in silence?” Our response to what you say is that, actu-
ally, even the sayings of the fathers that in your view agree with
your doctrines instead recommend ours when they’re examined,
as they ought to be, in terms of their meaning—which is what
we’ve been saying from the outset. Surely none of the select
fathers is at variance with himself or with his peers with respect to
the intended sense of the faith, even though, when he expresses
himself through different words and expressions, he seems to you
people who want to compare words, rather than the force of
words, to be contradictory. Likely this escapes your notice, how-
ever, since you were ignorant on the same point before. The very
man who’s able to signify a different sense by means of the same
sounds, when it’s a case of expressions that have two meanings, is
likewise able to infer the same sense from different expressions
when eloquent speech is involved. If, then, you have any [texts] of
orthodox fathers everyone agrees about and knows, and these texts
from an old and genuine book are said to demonstrate something
that accords with your views, bring them into court. We’re not
allowing your anonymous and spurious texts any more, though,
not now that they’ve quite plainly been detected once or twice!

We likewise give testimony in advance that it’s often possible to
find names that change in cases of misuse—names for nature,
essence, hypostasis, and person in the Incarnation—for they
aren’t always properly applied. The great Athanasius confidently
affirms a ‘union of persons’ in Christ, and Proclus one of ‘hypos-
tases’. The blessed Cyril said ‘if anyone divides the hypostases
... . If) then, our opponents suppose that these expressions are
used in the literal sense, then notice what follows: the Nestorians
are right when they always use these texts as a defence against us,
asserting a union of hypostases and persons in the Incarnation.
But how could the father Cyril have used this expression in their
sense, since he says in the fourth anathema ‘If anyone apportions
sayings to two persons or hypostases . . .”, and so on, though in the
Letter to the Emperor Theodostus, but also to John of Antioch, he says:
‘We recognize that theologians hold some evangelical and apos-
tolic texts about the Lord to be common, as concerning one per-
son, but distinguish others of them, as concerning two natures.’
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If the father recognizes nature and hypostasis as being abso-
lutely and without distinction the same thing in the Incarnation,
all of the theologians who divide the sayings as of two natures
have been implicated in the anathema applied to those who
apportion sayings to two hypostases! That’s why you mustn’t
adduce things said in the improper sense against things that are
said in the proper sense. Rather, on the basis of the fitting and
harmonious and more universal understanding confessed by all,
what we and you must aim at, with all the evidence we adduce, is
the truth.

This is their first objection: ‘Nestorius’, they say, ‘used the
expression “two natures in Christ”, which you people also use.’
Well, we say he also used many scriptural expressions, but then
these aren’t to be cited by us either, if you see what I mean.
Moreover, Arians were the first, along with Apollinarians and
other heretics, to use ‘one incarnate nature of the Word’. Is a
person, just because of them, to keep silent about this expression
too? Certainly not! Rather, all wickedness will stop its mouth, but we,
on the other hand, shall speak boldly, as we ought to speak, as God’s
confidence-infused herald puts it, for the word of truth defeats false-
hood when it’s shouted from the housetops, not when it’s con-
cealed, and itself knows how to glorify those who speak it; it
doesn’t acquire glory from those who do the speaking. But enough
of that. Let’s go on to see what kind of doctrines these patristic
doctrines are, the ones these people say clearly speak of one
nature in the Lord, and completely rule out two natures.

Saint Cyril, from the Second Letter to Succensus: “To say that two
natures exist indivisibly after the union is to oppose those who say
there is one incarnate nature of the Word.” But when he says this
against Nestorians, my friends, he adds after a bit: “I'hough the
added word “indivisibly” seems, in our use of it, to signify a cor-
rect opinion, that is not the way they understand it. The word
“indivisible” is taken in a different sense when they use it, one that
accords with the empty babblings of Nestorius. He says it is by
equality of honour, sameness of will, and [equality of] authority
that the man in whom the Word dwelt is undivided from Him.
That means they do not use these phrases in a straightforward
way, but with a kind of mischievous intent.” See? It’s with good
reason that you notice that, while he recognizes the expression as
enunciating correct opinion, he rejects the mischievous way of
understanding it—just what we’ve been urging both you and us to
do from start to finish. It’s possible to use this same particular
expression in an impious way, but it’s also possible, in the way of
Arius, to conceive of the other expression (the one that says ‘one
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incarnate nature of God the Word’) as belonging to the Son who 1853¢
doesn’t have an altogether immutable nature, and, in the way of
Apollinarius, to take it as belonging to the Word Himself who

took the place of a psychic mind for the animate but irrational

flesh, and, following Eutyches, to accept it as belonging to the
Word Himself changed into flesh. If we’re not to inquire into the
intentions of the people who make confessions, we have no other

basis on which to accept the former or the latter expression. What

the father’s saying is this: the heretics ought not to be accepted,
being people who falsify what’s understood by the union of
natures, even if the expressions they use sound good, for they
don’t speak of the union of natures by hypostasis, but of a union
that’s undivided in terms of relationship. The apostle, too, recog-

nizes the deceit that lurks in lots of flattering words. It will become

clear that Cyril takes the same approach to this matter in the next 1853p
text they trot out.

The same Cyril, from On Hebrews ii: ‘When they separate the
two natures from each other, and point each of them individually
out to us In turn, they’re saying that the union took place in
persons only, and thus [has its reality] in mere agreement, identity
of inclination, and harmony of wills, the kind of union found in
that passage, probably somewhere in the Acts of the Holy Apos-
tles, that goes the heart and the soul of the company of those who believed 18564
were one. Though each of those who had come to believe was
separate from the others by reason of his own hypostasis, the soul
and heart of all are said to be one in so far as each tends towards
identity of inclination and oneness of faith. In this way, then, even
these people have learned to confess the union of persons.’
Notice: he makes it quite clear just what opinion on the part of
those who speak of an undivided union in two natures it is that he
censures. After a bit he goes on: “We certainly are not saying the
nature of the Word of God is contained in the human body, for
the divine is without quantity”” Then he adds: ‘Anyone will
observe the human existing completely in Christ by reason of its
own nature, and likewise the complete Word sprung from God.
He will, moreover, confess the one Christ and Son out of both, not 18568
putting the Incarnation together just by a union of persons, but
rather bringing the natures together into one in a way that is
ineffable and beyond reason, as God Himself understood. We
certainly do not speak of a confusion, as if the Word’s nature
changed into the man’s nature in the same way as some things
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come together in terms of their natures, but neither again do we
say that the human nature changed into that of the Word. What
we do say, rather, is that union was achieved even though each
nature is understood, and exists, in the definition of its own
nature.” And after a bit: ‘If anyone speaks of the union of indi-
vidual persons, therefore, separating the natures completely from
each other, he is turned aside from the straight path.” Who’s going
to ignore the intent of these statements, and suppose that the
father speaks of one nature in Christ, and not rather of one per-
son, since His two natures are united, not only indivisibly, but by
His hypostasis itself?

Of Cyril, from the Letter to Succensus: ‘so that the two things may
no longer be two, but rather the one living thing may be com-
pleted through both of them’. If what he’s saying is that the
natures are no longer natures, then what he should have said is
that the natures that once were two aren’t two anymore, or that
the one thing that now exists is no longer, as it formerly was, two.
If, however, the two things continue to be two, and it’s simply a
matter of the one entity being perceived through both of them
and not out of both of them, it’s clear that there are two by virtue
of there being one reality over against another, for just as the
natures are two, so too this kind of compound living thing is one
entity—and that is exactly what Cyril was saying. You should pay
attention to the fact that the man who says ‘a living thing is com-
pleted through both of them’;, says each living nature comes
together with this one Christ, but one is the nature natural to a
man, the other the nature natural to God. That’s why this person
is one entity living theandrically, for the same one Christ, our
Lord, lived and grew like us, eating and drinking, yet He was both self-
sufficient and, in divine terms, complete.

‘But every one living thing is also one nature’, they say. ‘If
Christ is one living thing, then, He is also one nature.” If you want
to prove your case against us with logic, though, you’d better not
show your ignorance of what’s universally granted by everyone
trained in logic and dialectic: when things are signified in ways
that are interchangeable with each other, then when one of them
is granted, the other inevitably follows, but when it’s a case of
things that aren’t interchangeable, it’s quite a different story. If]
then, every nature is a living thing, just as every living thing is a
nature, you were right to say that, since the composite entity [that
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is Christ] is a living thing, it constitutes a nature. Yet if stone’s a
nature, but it’s certainly not on that account a living thing, then
there’s no necessity that, if some living thing is one entity, it on
that account alone be one nature too. There are other consider-
ations. If Christ is one nature because He’s one living thing, then
He’ll be two living things because He’s out of two natures—and
that’s something only the impious Nestorius says! If, however, you
say “We say He’s also out of two living things, as from the different
natural forms of universal divinity and humanity’, then you’re
saying He’s also one living thing as being some different universal
form from divinity and humanity! And how does it happen that
Cyril, along with all the other fathers, says that ‘the name “Christ”
is neither the definition of a substance nor the name of a nature,
nor does it have the meaning of a definition, nor does it signify the
form of nature’—or something of the sort? The person subsisting
in this way 1s, then, one living thing. You may say, by the same
token, that, just as He who shares in both eternal and transitory
life is one living thing, so also He who shared in a transitory and
an eternal nature is one nature. The falsity of your reasoning is
patent, though: you substituted the second thing, the thing shared
in, for the thing that does the sharing in. If what shared in each
life was life, and not a living thing, that is, the person that shares in
living things, what you said was correct. If, however, what’s under-
stood in two lives, and participated in two substances, is a living
thing, it’s something invested with substance. Certainly there
exists no substance, i.e. nature, that’s without a person. What is
the thing invested with substance, the living thing, except the per-
son in the strict sense, that which subsists in respect of various
natures and lives? That’s why we’re right when we speak of one
living entity as regards the compound person of Christ, but abso-
lutely not of one nature or life.

Cyril, from the Letter to Acacius: “We observe that two natures
came together in a union inseparably, indivisibly, and immutably,
for flesh is flesh, and not divinity, even though it became God’s
flesh. Likewise, the Word is God and not flesh, even though He
made the flesh His own by His Incarnation. Whenever we think in
this way, we are not doing any injustice to the coming together
into unity when we say it came to be out of two natures. We
certainly do not divide the natures from each other after the
union, nor do we cut the one and indivisible Son into two Sons!
Rather, we speak of one Son and—as the fathers have put it—of
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one incarnate nature of the Word. Therefore, it is inasmuch as the
Only-Begotten has become present to our understanding, and
became man in some way perceptible only to the eyes of the soul,
that we say there are two natures.’

Here’s what we’d like to say in rebuttal: Cyril himself is on our
side, for he explains himself. “‘We do not divide’, he said, not ‘we
unite’, and he spoke of ‘natures’, not ‘nature’, as our opponents
do. He talked of the one Son not being cut into two, not the one
nature. No indeed. He said ‘with the eyes of the soul—which is
how a man differs from a beast, which sees only with the eyes of
the body. What the father’s saying, therefore, is that there are two
natures of the incarnate Word, and that’s the truth.

Of the same, from the same letter: ‘Let us take as our paradigm
the composition that has to do with ourselves, the composition
that makes us human beings. We are composed of a soul and a
body, and we discern two natures, one of the body, another of the
soul, but we discern out of both, by union, a man. You should not
consider that the one man is two just because he was composed
out of two natures, but rather, as I said, that the same man is one
by virtue of his composition out of body and soul.” Notice once
again, and notice well: he’s telling us not to consider the one man
to be two men; he didn’t say the one nature wasn’t to be con-
sidered two natures, and there are cases where the paradigm of
man was not applied in every respect.

‘But in the second memorandum to Succensus’, they say, ‘the
father Cyril expressly said, when he adopted the paradigm of man
(who is out of soul and body), that “the two are no longer two.”’
How is it anything but clear that he says this in the following sense:
there aren’t two, vis-a-vis the way they’ve come to exist, that is,
there aren’t two men? Notice what he himself says earlier: “We
recognize two natures in him, one of soul, another of body’,
though it’s clear they don’t exist one after the other. He also adds:
‘but we understand that [they are| of one.” He therefore recog-
nizes them to be two in their being ‘of one’. He didn’t, refusing to
recognize the duality, use the expression ‘but ... of one’ for the
man who possessed both. Rather, they didn’t remain two, i.e. two
things existing separately and by themselves, but they made man
one thing—for they are observed and understood to be one thing.
How, after all, are body and soul preserved if there really aren’t
two realities? Similarly, in the case of Christ, the paradigm is
applied to Him, not in the sense of nature, but in the sense of
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hypostasis. It’s used against Nestorius, who spoke of His two
hypostases. If the paradigm of man was applied to Christ in the
sense of nature as well, then, since Adam wasn’t out of two pre-
existing natures of soul and body, neither was the Lord out of two
natures. The Word certainly existed also before the flesh, but nei-
ther of man’s parts is said to have pre-existed the other. Moreover,
man is always potentially divisible into his two natures, but some-
times that happens in actuality too. Could anyone say that about
Christ unless he were mad? How, then, can you press us to take
unreservedly what was accepted as applying to hypostasis (and
sometimes to nature, when the word’s used in the sense of hypo-
stasis) as a paradigm applying to substance? Reason has shown,
then, in these demonstrations too, that to speak of one nature with
reference to Christ is impossible, even though it’s possible to speak
of one nature in the case of a man.

‘In many places’, my friend says, ‘we find the father Cyril show-
ing displeasure even at the mention of two-foldedness vis-a-vis the
Lord; how much more [would he show disapproval], then, at the
assertion of the two [natures|?’

That means he’s opposed to Gregory, who often made use of
this expression. ‘He was sent,” he says, ‘but as a man, for He was
twofold.” He also says ‘Father, not of what’s seen, but of what’s
understood, for He was twofold’. Most of the other fathers say
much the same thing. It’s clear, though, that he was saying Christ
was of two kinds in respect of natures, but that the father Gyril
says He can’t correctly be called a twofold Christ or Son, for that’s
what Nestorius thinks. If Cyril doesn’t accept the twofold reality
vis-a-vis nature, how is it that he himself said, in On Maithew, “The
true coin known to the mind, and understood as in the type of a
material coin, this is our Lord Jesus Christ, the two-fold impress’?

Cyril from Responses to the Objections: ‘Since each thing remains
and 1s understood in its natural property according to the defin-
ition given by us just now, He, being united in an inexpressible and
unutterable way, displayed to us one nature of a Son, only it is an
incarnate nature, for the word “one” is not truly used for things
that are single and simple by nature.” ‘Notice,” they say, ‘he said
“one nature” of the Son, who is Christ.” But they have to ask, now
that they’ve assembled their evidence, whether they’re drawing
the correct conclusions! If the name ‘Son’ is fixed on and used in
place of ‘Christ’ even before the Incarnation, then it’ll be demon-
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strated that the assertion, ‘He displayed one nature of Christ to us,
only it is an incarnate nature’, is to be taken as either about a
Christ capable of being without flesh—which is inconceivable—
or about a Christ who takes on flesh beyond this one nature of
His. In that case the actual Christ will be out of Word, flesh, and a
further nature of flesh. He’ll be understood not only and simply to
be two natures, but to be out of the one and simple divine nature,
yet also out of two compound natures (i.e. the human ones), and
besides that He’ll be said to be out of three natures. It’s no less the
case that there are two natures out of that one nature of Christ
you hold to, plus the nature added to Christ by the second incar-
nation of His flesh!

But why don’t you give up these distorted views, and consider
with right eyes the intention behind what’s said? Notice that Cyril
himself makes it clear that he’s saying there continues to be the
same one nature of natural sonship for the Son, even though He
took on another nature, when he says “for the word “one” isn’t
truly used for things’—that is, sons, clearly enough—"‘that are soli-
tary and simple by nature.” He’ll teach you, rather, that the one
Son of whom he says these things isn’t simple by nature, but
twofold. What’s true for the father is exactly what, for our part,
we’ve often urged against you: that the person is one, though of
several actual natures, and the same Son is one by nature, not that
one of the natures is a Son by nature, and the other a Son by
grace. When he’s thus clearly shown to be saying what we say,
rather than what you say—even though he’s ‘the teacher’ to these
people!—then, even though in some passages things are just as
you would wish them to be, everything said by the father about the
two natures of Christ in other passages contradicts those texts of
his. He’s suspected of enduring exactly what no one who speaks in the
Spirit of God endures.”

The great Athanasius: “We confess that He is both Son of God
and God in spirit, but Son of Man in flesh. We don’t confess that
the one Son is two natures, one that’s to be worshipped, and
another that’s not to be worshipped, but one incarnate nature of
God the Word, worshipped along with His flesh in one act of
worship.” ‘Observe’, they say, ‘how the father clearly rules out the
duality of natures in the one Son.” But it wasn’t the two natures
that he ruled out, my friends, but having one of the two natures
that’s ‘to be worshipped’ in the Son, and the other that’s ‘not to be
worshipped’ in Him. This is undoubtedly why he went on to say
that [this worship] is in one and the same act of worship of the
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one Son, not of the one nature. What happens is that His parts,
1.e. these natures, are worshipped together by virtue of the whole
person’s becoming in some way more comprehensive, so that both
natures alike are encompassed within the Son who’s worshipped.
You people, though—by sophistically putting a period after ‘the
one Son [is two natures|’, and not, as we do, a comma—divide off
the first part of the sentence, taking it out of context for your own
purposes. However, since [by doing so] you render the next isol-
ated phrases extraneous, you're utterly refuted by the sense of the
passage as a whole. So then, one needs to think about whether this
was actually said by Athanasius, for not one of the God-bearers is
at odds with himself on identical issues. A certain Timothy, a
disciple of Apollinarius, affirms in his Church History that these
things were said by Apollinarius in the sense intended by you, and
so does his companion Polemon, whom both the father Cyril and
the patricidal Severus mention. Here’s what he says: “Those who
say that the same [Christ] is both God and man aren’t ashamed of
confessing one incarnate nature of God the Word as being some
sort of compound [Christ]. That is to say, if the same [Christ] is
complete God and complete man, then He is two natures—just
what the Cappadocians’ innovation introduces, as do the opinion
of Diodore and Athanasius and the vanity of the Italians. They
pretend that they really belong to our party, and that they hold the
opinions of our holy father Apollinarius, but they proclaim just
what the Gregories proclaim: the duality of natures.” And after a
bit: ‘Why do they pretend they want to become disciples of the
divine Apollinarius? All by himself he produced for us this [for-
mula] with the aim of destroying the duality of natures, having
somehow openly written as follows: “[We confess] that He is both
Son of God and God in spirit, but Son of Man in flesh. We do not
confess that the one Son is two natures, one that is to be wor-
shipped, and another that is not to be worshipped, but one incar-
nate nature of God the Word, worshipped along with His flesh in
one act of worship.””’

Who wouldn’t be shocked if the Athanasius who, in company
with the impious Diodore, opposed Apollinarius used exactly the
same words as he? If he did say these things, how can it be that,
though he said them in the very same sense as Apollinarius, he
was condemned by the latter and by Timothy? How can it be that
Apollinarius was the first to produce these things, as the relevant
experts say, if they were said before that by our teacher Athana-
sius? How could the man who put things in this way say, in his
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work on the Holy Trinity, “The nature of the Creator is not min-
gled with that of created things into a unity of nature; rather, that
sort of thing partakes of the greatest blasphemy, the blasphemy
that reduces the superiority of divinity to oneness with created
substance’? If our teacher Cyril introduces it as being Athanasius’
statement, then, it’s not impossible that he was drawn to it either
as invested with our meaning, or—under the influence of certain
people’s forgery—mistaken for patristic rather than heretical
evidence.

Julius, Bishop of Rome, or so it seems, from the < > ‘What is
confessed in Him 1s that the created is in unity with the uncreated,
but the uncreated is in mixture with the created, since one nature
is completed out of each part, for the Word contributes His par-
ticular activity to the whole with the divine perfection. This is
exactly what happens in the case of the universal “man” who is
out of two incomplete parts, parts which complete one nature and
are signified by one name.’ In the first place, the people of Rome
don’t admit that this is Julius’ statement—nothing of the sort is to
be found attributed to the man in books of the ancients—but
John, Bishop of Scythopolis, who did painstaking work on the
oldest writings of Apollinarius, did find the passage in a text.
What follows a few pages later in the same volume makes it clear
that it’s a work of Apollinarius, for it says the Lord’s body wasn’t
animated by a soul, surely something Julius never said. This is how
the text goes: “Thus the body came to life by the divinity’s sanctifi-
cation, not by the formation of a human soul.” That Apollinarius
at first declared the Lord to be without a soul, then later, as it were
in repentance, learned to say that He was without a mind, not
without a soul, is something Socrates attests in his FEeclesiastical
History when he says the following about Apollinarius and those
around him: ‘At first they would say a soul was not assumed by the
Word of God in the Economy of His becoming man. Then, revis-
ing their position as if out of repentance, they asserted that He
assumed a soul for Himself but had no mind, and that instead of a
mind God the Word took its place for the man who was assumed.’

Of the same Julius, Bishop of Rome, from the Letter to Dionysius:;
“T'here is one nature, there being one person which does not admit
of division into two, since the body is not a distinct nature, and the
divinity is not a distinct nature either in terms of the Incarnation,
but as a man is one nature, so is the Christ born in the likeness of men.
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If they don’t acknowledge the one entity in union, they are cap-
able also of cutting the one [Christ] into many, and of speaking of
many natures, since the body is complex, being made out of
bones, sinews, veins, muscles, skin, nails, hair, blood, and breath,
all of which differ from each other, yet is nonetheless one nature.
Likewise the reality of the divinity with the body is one, and is not
divided into two natures.” And after a bit: ‘It is necessary for those
who speak of two natures to worship one of them, but not to
worship the other, to be baptized into the divine nature, but not to
be baptized into the human nature. If, however, we are baptized into
the death of the Lord, we confess one nature of the impassible divin-
ity and of the passible flesh, so that in this way our baptism into
God, and nto the death of the Lord, may be accomplished.” And
again, after a few things: “Those who speak of two natures must
not provide a pretext for those who cut in two. The body is not a
nature of itself, neither is it life-giving by itself, nor can it be
severed from what gives it life. Nor 1s the Word divided of Himself
into a distinct nature, a nature He has without flesh, since He is
Lord in flesh, and did not live in the world without flesh. The
created body does not live without the uncreated divinity, so that
someone might separate off a created nature, nor did the uncre-
ated Word live in the world without a body, so that someone might
separate off an uncreated nature. If each thing is one by the
union, the coming together, and the human composition, so is the
name one that is attached to what is compounded. The uncreated
is from the divinity, but the created is from the body; the impass-
ible 1s from the divinity, but the passible is from the body. Though
we heard Paul’s Christ must suffer, we did not hear it as applying to a
particular part, nor did we consider the divinity to be passible. In
the same way terms like “creature” and “slave” are not used with
reference to a particular part, nor do they make the divine a
creature or a slave.”

We think this text, if its readers would only examine it closely,
doesn’t lack the fraudulent character that points to pseudepigra-
phy, nor is there any lack of the grounds for undermining it as
invalid. Anyone could see, just at a glance, that this fraud is a
recent phenomenon from the fact that it isn’t cited by Dioscorus,
or Severus, or this impiety’s earlier heresiarchs. It’s clear that all of
Julius’ works, and all the works of the rest of the fathers who so
earnestly laboured time after time, were overlooked for the pur-
poses of consolidating something useful in support of their shared
understanding even by those people—people so exceedingly
devoted to the doctrine—either because of the fraudulent char-
acter of the speaker, or because of the enormity of the blasphemy
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involved. For the person who reads the earlier writings of Apol-
linarius on the Incarnation to any extent at all, though, the fact
that the text is authentically his won’t seem worth a moment’s
doubt. From beginning to end it speaks of the two parts of
Christ’s nature—a body alone, and divinity; flesh taken on (as
body, not as humanity), and Word—but characterizes Christ’s
union as ‘in human form’, which was precisely Apollinarius’ most
characteristic doctrine at first, he being the one who began by
saying that divinity was born in a human body in place of a soul,
and that Christ completed one divine nature that had no soul, but
later gave up his impiety to a certain extent and articulated the
doctrine of the divinity’s being in Christ in place of a psychic
mind, but along with the irrational part of the soul. The false
accusation against the father [Julius] is thus easy to detect by
means of its false ascription. On the other hand, the blasphemy
against the Lord found in these short statements is so great that we
need to go on to scrutinize the extensive inanities in them, testing
them one at a time.

“There is one nature,” Apollinarius says, ‘there being one per-
son’. It follows that, whenever there is more than one person,
there will always be more than one nature too. The divine persons
are three, but there’s one nature. However, the understanding of
the Incarnation is the reverse of this, as Gregory the Theologian
says. Surely, though, since there’s one hypostasis, i.e. person, of a
red-hot mass of metal, then there’s also one nature of the fire and
of the iron in it—unless we hold opinions about these things that
differ from the general understanding! He goes on to say ‘which
does not admit of division into two, since . . . the divinity is not a
distinct nature . . . in terms of the Incarnation’. He uses the word
‘distinct’ here. If he uses the word with reference to place, one
thing really isn’t apart from the other by virtue of having a ‘dis-
tinct’ nature; there’s no topical separation for these things, since in
the humanity of Christ all the fullness of the godhead dwells bodily. On
the other hand, if he uses the word with reference to definition,
there isn’t one nature that’s essentially distinct from the other—he
made this clear in what follows shortly after when he said “We
confess one nature of the impassible divinity and of the passible
flesh’—and neither the impassibility of the Word nor the suffering
of the flesh is distinct. It’s clear to all that this one nature’s Word
also suffered in its own definition, and the flesh didn’t suffer in its
own definition, and not only did the Word make the flesh alive,
but also the flesh, i.e. the humanity, made the Word alive or—as
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this man puts it—the body made the divinity alive. Is there any
understanding that outdoes this in blasphemy?

The tossing about that accompanies impious ideas as a result of
falsity’s impotence is something one needs to examine also
throughout what comes next. “The body is not a nature of itself;’
he says, ‘neither is it life-giving by itself, nor can it be severed’. It
follows that the body doesn’t, on the basis of its own definition,
have the ability to be severed, just as it doesn’t have the power to
give life on the basis of its own definition, or else it has one of
these capabilities by the definition of its own nature, but not the
other. It received both of these, though, from its union with what
is life-giving and indivisible by nature. Otherwise, if there are no
distinct realities, and the nature of the body actually revealed its
indivisibility in Christ, then—since neither the Word nor the flesh
1s indivisible—who was it that was circumcised, who was perfor-
ated by nails, who was pierced by a spear, unless it was some kind
of illusion or phantom?

Take note: what my friend has proposed is rife with lack of
understanding, for he says: ‘Nor is the Word . . . divided into a
distinct nature, a nature He has without flesh’. Then, O wise ones,
the Word does have a distinct nature in respect of unfleshly reality
when it dwells in flesh. Why don’t you pay attention to your own
statements? What answer will you give us if we put this additional
question to you: does the dominical man have a distinct nature in
respect of the fleshly reality, if He dwelt in it in a divine way, or is
only the Word’s unfleshly nature preserved, whereas the manifest-
ation of the Lord’s flesh was an illusion? If it truly was a manifest-
ation, both of these realities imply two natures, two natures united
in His one common hypostasis. What answer does he give to these
charges? If ‘each thing is one by ... the coming together’, my
good man, if there is ‘one’, how can there be ‘each’? But if there is
‘each’, how is there going to be ‘one’, when these words have the
very same referent? It’s therefore clear that there is ‘one’ vis-a-vis
person, but there is ‘each’ vis-a-vis natures. That’s not [how he
says there’s one], but rather ‘by the human composition’. What
then? Though the nature of soul is preserved, and so is that of
body, do we recognize that there is also another nature, man,
beyond those natures, or don’t we? If not, then there exists for
Him the one more inclusive nature, neither divinity nor humanity
being preserved in the Lord any longer. If] since these natures are
preserved, we recognize that the more common nature of man,
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being a different nature beyond these, has come into existence,
what would the nature be that has come into existence in Christ—
the nature that’s neither divine nor human? Tell us, what is this
natural form, this form beyond God? So much for that!

What kind of ‘one name’, though, are you saying ‘is attached to
what is compounded’? If it’s the kind of name that pertains to
hypostasis, the statement is unexceptionable. But if it’s the kind of
name that pertains to nature, what’s the nature that underlies it,
and on account of which it’s called that kind of name? If it’s a
different nature than divinity and humanity, what sort of nature
could it be? If it’s the nature of divinity, this isn’t properly the
name of the composite qua composite, for it was [divinity’s] nature
and name before the composition too. If; on the other hand, it’s
the nature of humanity, it’s likewise not the appellation for the
compound, for this nature and form of address existed before this
union too, as is universally confessed. So that we may take account
of everything, though, how is it that you who say it’s necessary to
recognize one natural name for the composite whole affirm two
opposite names for it, calling it both ‘created’ and ‘uncreated’?
What’s even more incredible is the fact that, though you say that
only ‘the uncreated’ and ‘the impassible’ about Him are ‘from the
divinity’, but ‘the created’ and ‘the passible’ are ‘from the body’,
you’ve asserted that you ‘do not hear’, that you ‘do not say’, these
things about Christ as applying to a particular part, but on the
basis of the whole Christ! We concede that you’d like to go over
the whole thing again, but we just have to make the point to your
partisans that, if you really think opposite things about each of the
realities in Christ, giving them equal honour, and if you recognize
the whole of Christ by nature to be of this kind—something that’s
surely said about His whole hypostasis on the basis of both of the
natures that are in Him—then His divinity is just as truly passible
and created as is His flesh, and His flesh is just as impassible and
uncreated as His divinity. Such assertions aren’t just rife with blas-
phemy; they’re also clearly impossible. It’s never yet been possible
for opposites to be affirmed of anything in the same sense, in the
same respect, and in precisely the same way.
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9 Actually Apollinarius, On the Union = Leitzmann, Apollinaris, 187. Cited with
minor differences also at 18658 above.

»0 1 Tim. 8: 16
Actually Apollinarius, On the Faith, Point by Point = Lictzmann, Apollinaris, 178-9.
»? 1 Cor. 2: 8
Actually Apollinarius, On the Faith, Point by Point = Lietzmann, Apollinaris, 171.
Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 102, SC 208, 82.
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Of the same, from On the Union in Christ: ‘It has been confessed
that the created is in union with the uncreated in Him, one nature
being put together out of each part, and the Word contributing
part of the activity to the whole with the divine perfection. This is
exactly what happens in the case of man, who comes to be out of
two incomplete parts that complete one nature, and are signified
by one name.” It’s clear, then, that the ‘divine perfection’ belongs
to the nature of the common whole, to the nature, i.e. of Christ.
There is, therefore, a nature—the Word’s—that’s a natural part
and inferior, and it’s judged to be inferior to Christ, and not just
because it’s stripped of flesh. If that’s what Julius said, then really
anyone who likes is welcome to look into it!

Of Gregory Thaumaturgus (or so they claim) in On the Faith,
Point by Point: “To believe that the one Christ is two natures’, they
say, ‘makes the Holy Trinity a quartet, for this is what [Gregory]
says: “and He 1s true God, who being fleshless was made manifest in
flesh, complete with the true and divine perfection. We do not
speak of two persons, nor do we speak of two natures, nor do we
say one should worship four—God, Son of God, man, and Holy
Spirit.”” A first point: this text, too, is unknown, and it’s exceed-
ingly limited. All the same, surely he says one shouldn’t speak of
two persons in Christ lest, when we confess He’s God and in
perfect divinity, but also confess His two persons, we set up a
quartet of divine persons, counting one for God the Father, one
for God the Son, one for man, and one for the Holy Spirit. He
says he doesn’t recognize two natures—divine natures, of
course—belonging to Him, but confesses Him to be perfect God
in one natural divine completeness, not in two, for he wants to
demonstrate that He was incarnate in an immutable way, and has
His divinity in a way that isn’t double. He himself, at any rate, says
shortly before this: ‘though sufferings happened vis-a-vis the flesh,
the divine power possessed its own impassibility. The man, there-
fore, who refers suffering to the divine power is impious, for the
Lord of glory appeared in human form, taking the human condition
upon himself.’

Of Gregory the Theologian, from Against Apollinarius: “They
accuse us of introducing two natures that are separated or
opposed, and of dividing the marvellous and wonderful union.’
But, my friends, it’s clear what he doesn’t agree with is speaking of
separation and opposition vis-a-vis the natures—these things div-
ide the wonderful union—since otherwise all he needed to say was
‘introducing two natures, and dividing the marvellous union’.
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Of Cyril, from the Letter to Succensus: ‘More than the union that’s
confessed, the things united no longer stand apart from each
other, but from then on there is one Son, there is His one nature as
incarnate.’ It’s clear by now to everyone who examines the matter
both wisely and piously that he speaks of the Son’s one nature as
of a Son by nature, for He who once and for all possesses the
nature of a Son by nature isn’t a Son by grace, even if He took in
addition the nature of flesh that never existed apart from Him in
such a way as to stand in need also of sonship by grace because it
wasn’t worthy of sonship by nature. A substance made into a son
is always united to the nature of that out of which it exists, and
being co-honoured with the rank of natural sonship, it’s therefore
both glorified and co-worshipped with it.

Eager as can be to leave them nothing unaddressed among the
allegations of contentiousness made against us, and now that
we’ve turned aside the irrational censures they habitually though
irrationally bring against us, we’d like here and now to put a stop
to the charge of dishonesty against the church. Since they’ve been
able neither to prove their shared assumptions by scientific argu-
ments, nor to confirm them from scriptural or patristic texts, at the
very end of the charges in their publication against us they go on
to say: ‘Even though you now teach the kind of things that seem to
be orthodox, we don’t come together in church with you, for you
accept and reverence the council of Chalcedon, and Leo the
Patriarch of Rome, people who’—as a self-styled teacher of theirs,
Severus, one of the patriarchs of Antioch, tells them—‘had as
their pretext for convening the condemnation of Eutyches, but
were really an act of zeal for Nestorius.”

How can people who talk like this be anything but bold and
wilful men? They aren’t afraid to revile the glorious ones, who will give
account to hum who is ready to_judge the living and the dead; who also will
render to each according to his deeds, and will reveal the counsels of hearts.
For our part we, with God the truth, are going to demonstrate to
all these people’s disciples—defending ourselves as if before
judges—that the words deceitful lips in the heart are for them, and
they spoke evil out of their heart; their soul is in the likeness of the
serpent, envious and full of hatred for the human race, not zealous
for God. What possible justification was there for people to be
slandered as being zealous for Nestorius who appeal to the ana-
thematizers of Nestorius (the Council of Ephesus, and what the
most religious Cyril wrote against Nestorius), who confess every-
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thing said against this man, commemorate anything of his as a
total abomination, and anathematize him, as well as those who
agree with him, both before and after all others held responsible
for impiety?

“There were unquestionably some people in the council’, my
friend says, ‘who were found to have formerly belonged to
Nestorius.’

By way of granting this point to them as a provisional conces-
sion—recognizing the weak point of their argument, we have no
wish to further extend our defence—how is it that all of Sodom,
and all of Gomorrah, were saved jfor the sake of only five just men,
though the clamour of their lawlessness rose all the way to heaven,
whereas on account of two or three individuals among the [Chal-
cedonians] (even though those individuals kept their impiety a
secret when they were with the participants) the entire blessed
assembly and the holy members of the priesthood, all six hundred
and thirty of them, have been included under the same sentence
(as being ungodly in thought on the grounds of not looking closely
into the truth) by the God who says when two or three are gathered
together in my name, there am I in the midst of them? This is so because,
given that the divine tolerance extends not only to them, but also,
and even more generously, to all of the holy Church of Christ
throughout the world, the Church of all peoples and all nations,
He intended the doctrines voted on at Chalcedon to endure, not
for a season, but as an everlasting tradition, one which we with
God recognize right up to the present. Isn’t any man a prime
sinner against the concept of divine providence who denies that
the meaning of the faith about Christ’s Incarnation has been
proclaimed to the world through the holy councils, yet considers it
to have been confirmed in succeeding generations? If you don’t
take an acceptable stance towards the holy synod, not even in the
light of this understanding of divine providence, but still suspect,
on the basis of your long-standing prejudice, that certain of the
men at it, acting as individuals and in secret, continued to hold,
even then, the false opinion of Nestorius, even though they
accommodated themselves to what was said by the majority, then
let’s also investigate what justice there is in condemning the synod
on that score. Tell us, then: was it impossible for people who at one
time didn’t hold correct opinions to later learn piety instead, and
become orthodox? The very action they took proclaims, so to
speak, the fact that, when they anathematized Nestorius’ ideas in
writing, they were utterly pious at that moment, if not before, for
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isn’t this the action of approved people? Likewise, was it impos-
sible for certain other participants in the council, who were pious
at that moment, to later fall into impiety? Didn’t Paul, the one-
time persecutor, later preach the faith he once tried to destroy? Didn’t
Judas, who once proclaimed the Lord along with the eleven when
He sent them out fwo by two, later plot against Him? On the
contrary, even if, at the very time of the council, there were certain
evil-minded people among those present, and they were likewise
included among those who acted and spoke rightly, what are the
grounds for complaint against the council in that? It’s said, after
all, that it’s for God alone to test Aearts and minds.

‘But if it had a part that was altogether blameworthy,” my friend
says, ‘then the whole is condemned as spurious too.’

Well then, you have to find fault with the entire threshing-floor
because of a single weed, and with the whole troop of apostles
because Judas was numbered among them! If the whole really is
to be judged from the part, the reasonable conclusion clearly fol-
lows that, since many people from the Council of Ephesus par-
ticipated in the Council of Chalcedon, the intent of the latter
council was all the more anti-Nestorian as a result of their pres-
ence! Are you unaware of the fact that, even out of the 318 at
Nicaea, seventeen subscribed against Arius for fear they’d be
deposed, but later on made terrible war against the great Athana-
sius, yet the entire council isn’t impugned because of it? If you
refuse to understand the goodness of the whole from the part of it
that’s sound, but attempt to impugn the whole on the basis of the
dubious part, then consider the implications: since the latter holy
council [of Chalcedon] in its entirety is attacked by you on the
basis of one part of it, and since the people from the Council of
Ephesus who were found at it are included in the attack on the
whole—men who were a part of the former council—it follows
that the entirety of that former council [of Ephesus] must be
attacked along with Chalcedon as an ‘act of zeal for Nestorius’ on
the basis of the selected blameworthy part! The Council of
Nicaea, too, must be set aside as an act of zeal for Arius on
account of the remnant of seventeen. Just so that you don’t fail to
realize how rash your illegitimate abuse is, you should remember
that even holy Symeon, who displayed his personal virtue to us on
a pillar, was one of those who subscribed in the precincts of the
Council [of Chalcedon]—Symeon, to whom even your patriarch
Severus himself offered eulogies and worshipful hymns—as were
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Baradatus and James the wonder-workers.™ But why do you set
these snares—exaggerated views based on plausible-seeming
arguments on the part of people who are pugnaciously eager for
an assault on piety—for our feet, and Ainder those who want to run
well from obeying the truth? So as to demonstrate, as may be, before
God and men that your secession from the Church isn’t reason-
able, look, we set aside every argument we might make against
your allegations, and make you the following offer: If you’ll join
with us in confessing the tried and true doctrines, saying both ‘one
incarnate nature of God the Word’ and that there are two natures
of Christ united in His one hypostasis, and if you also don’t
repudiate the Council, and Leo, and ourselves, then we, for our
part, anathematize even an angel from heaven sooner than we do you,
if he doesn’t think and speak and write likewise; we praise and
accept Severus, Dioscorus, Timothy, and you, and anyone at all
who shares such views; we add nothing to this, but we leave the
judgement on those who think in this way, or who speak in one
way but think in another, to God, the judge of all. If we really do
have to judge and to assure ourselves fully as to which are our
pious fathers, shepherds, and fixed stars, and which are rather wan-
dering stars [that 1s, planets], robbers, and wolves, serving the devil for
the division and ruin of Christ’s Church, then naturally enough
the ones we honour, the ones we love, the ones to whom we listen,
are those we’ve clearly found from their writings to be interpreters
of the truth, people who enter into Christ’s fold by the door, i.c.
through Him who is the truth. We don’t listen to a stranger, because we
don’t know the voice of strangers, being inwardly sheep of the good
shepherd and great chief shepherd, Jesus Christ.

‘Certainly even the fathers of the council themselves’, they say,
‘disagreed with each other about certain phrases, and they
enthusiastically replaced their first creed, which was annulled.
How could these men not be suspect who, in their mutual dis-
agreement, took precedence over Dioscorus, the one who had that
responsibility?’

What’s strange about that? Even at the council of the 418
fathers at Nicaea some disagreed with each other, as Eusebius
makes clear when he writes the history.

‘But certainly’, my friend says, ‘the remaking of its definition,
its successive votes, and its turning away from its own statements
prove that the council changed its mind profoundly about the
majority of what it had said, that it gave birth to one set of things,
though it had been pregnant with another.’
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But, my friends, the reasonable thing is to understand the
recension of the definition to be very clearly also its correction!
For our part, we’d rather not participate in your depreciation of
things with this kind of courtroom rhetoric. We do, nonetheless,
have this to say by way of response to your charge: ‘In the first
place, we say that perfect understanding doesn’t happen right
away for all men, not even for god-bearing men; rather, it’s pos-
sible even for the saints, when they’ve somehow known something
i part, to get to know the same thing more perfectly later on. If we
don’t view the whole with an eye only to slander, the council
appears in this light to have voted with care and circumspection,
and to have uttered nothing conducive to fraud or to negligence
of the task at hand.

‘But the council is to be faulted on another score as well’, my
friend says. ‘When it behaved adversely towards Dioscorus, it was
opposed by him, he being the Pope of Alexandria at the time, and
a man much opposed to Nestorian teachings. It wasn’t for no
reason that it deposed this man from his throne, since it was angry
at him solely for being an enemy of Nestorius, but some of the
rhetorical mis-statements and accusations of such speeches pro
and contra are of the kind that would suit Tertullus, the man who
spoke to Felix on behalf of the Jews against Paul.’

Such things are inventions aimed at suborning those not well-
equipped to judge. The council summoned Dioscorus as having
received the thoughtless Eutyches after the latter’s deposition, and
as having anathematized the holy Flavian (who justly deposed
Eutyches), and it summoned him to appear for an examination of
the allegations against him when he was detected making false
excuses in many different ways for his delaying action against the
summons. It was later, when he quite freely refused to appear, that
they deposed him.

‘How is it, then,” my friend says, ‘that the same council said it
did not condemn Dioscorus on doctrinal grounds, but because he
did not comply when he was summoned?’

Well, my friends, Dioscorus really was summoned on suspicion
of harbouring the evil doctrine of Eutyches, but when he
wouldn’t comply and submit the case against himself to trial, he
fell under another accusation, that of disobedience, and it’s in
connection with the charge of disobedience and the particular
penalty prescribed by the canons for it that he happened to be
deposed—except he wasn’t released from the charge of heresy in
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this. If someone’s charged with sacrilege, but avoids trial even
though he’s urged [to submit to] trial for it, and then this man’s
condemned on solid grounds for avoiding trial, he doesn’t deflect
the first-order judgement for sacrilege on account of this lighter
judgement. On the contrary, the accusation that emerged against
him of contesting the proposed trial would strengthen the earlier
suspicion contained in the information laid against him. If you say
it wasn’t this realization that caused him to avoid trial, but the
antipathy of the judges, what he needed to do was to give written,
legal, and canonical proof of this antipathy in the form of a
reasoned refusal, not by running away from cross-examination!
That completely undermines his defence against the accusation.
Let anyone who feels pain for the man note the character of the
assertions he made when he was present. That he received Euty-
ches is clear, but what excuse did he offer for incorrectly receiving
a man who supposed that there was only one nature of Christ, a
nature that was just divine and had nothing human about it?
That’s what you, the followers of Dioscorus, need to come up
with!

‘Certainly’, my friend says, ‘he received [Eutyches] when he
repented for these things, and when he later held correct and true
opinions.’

How does it happen that you—who are persuaded that, among
those at the council, none of those ever suspected in any way of
agreeing with Nestorius ever abandoned their superstition—now
have become utterly convinced that this man (who isn’t just sus-
pected of impiety, but even confessed his impiety in writing, and
was deposed for it as being someone who didn’t abandon his
error) learned piety instead? This though he didn’t confess that he
abandoned his former error either in the presence of a council or
of trustworthy witnesses, or in church, or in any written confes-
sion! Furthermore, even if it really is the case that [Dioscorus]
received him as being someone who repented, it’s clear that the
most religious Flavian deposed him when he earlier was impious
about things of which he in the end repented to Dioscorus. How is
it that Dioscorus, though he received the one who confessed his
former error (a man justly deposed before his repentance), says he
himself did exactly the same thing to Flavian that Flavian did to
Eutyches, that 1s, justly deposed him? Either he received this man
though he didn’t truly repent, or he himself unjustly counter-
deposed the very Flavian who not unjustly deposed Eutyches!
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‘But there certainly was a Nestorian prejudice to Flavian, the
Bishop of Constantinople,” my friend says, ‘and as a result every-
thing that took place against Eutyches under him is suspect.’

Yet who that happened upon Flavian’s exposition of faith
would agree with this, my friends? Here’s what he says: “We pro-
claim our Lord Jesus Christ, eternally begotten of God the Father
before all ages vis-a-vis His divinity, but in latter days the same
born of Mary vis-a-vis his humanity for us and for our salvation;
perfect God, and the same perfect man by the acquisition of a
soul and a body; consubstantial with the Father in respect of
divinity, and the same consubstantial with His mother in respect
of His humanity. For we confess the same Christ out of two
natures after taking flesh from the holy Virgin and becoming man,
one Christ, one Son, one Lord in one hypostasis and in one per-
son, and do not refuse to speak of one nature—incarnate, to be
sure, and become man—of the Word of God, on account of our
Lord Jesus Christ’s being one and the same out of both. But those
who proclaim two sons, or two hypostases, or two persons, but not
one and the same Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of the living God, we
anathematize, and judge them to be strangers to the Church. We
anathematize first of all the impious Nestorius, along with those
who think or speak as he does. Such people will fall away from the
adoption as sons announced for those who think aright.’

That’s the kind of confession this man makes, the man deposed
by Dioscorus, as my friend says, for being a ‘Nestorianizer’! So
then: while we just kept silent about the whole case against Dios-
corus, you took it that the entire council of priests and sacred
ministers banished a single individual, Dioscorus himself, who was
present, who was called in various ways, and who had incurred
suspicion of prejudice in favour of Eutyches. Yet when Severus,
newly become Bishop of Antioch, didn’t just pronounce that the
council should be rejected—though it took place at Chalcedon
neither in his day nor within his territory, wasn’t summoned by
him, and didn’t receive Nestorius, but rather rejected him and his
teachings in writing, and received instead orthodox teaching
against him, though it didn’t receive Eutyches’ error either that
was opposed to him—but also dared (one man, alone!) to place all
of them at once under anathema by a single pronouncement, how
is it that, in your eyes, he didn’t seem in these matters to be in the
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grip of emotion and rashness? Furthermore, it’s been a matter of
common knowledge time out of mind for the whole human race,
foreigners and natives alike, that the judgements of the state
against any of its individual members are to be accepted over
those of any individual entity against the state on the matter at
issue. Even by you, therefore, the whole ecclesiastical hierarchy
should have been considered more trustworthy than one indi-
vidual part of it, if you judge justly, O sons of men. What other person
have you ever observed daring to anathematize a council, and not
the opposite—all the heresiarchs being anathematized by coun-
cils? Really, it’s amazing how God’s servants always preserved
respect for order, for He is not the God of confusion. If various councils
held false beliefs, their actions were nullified by more authoritative
councils; none of the theologians dared on his own to pass indi-
vidual sentence, but neither did council dare to anathematize
council. How much more legitimate was it for the one man to
venture to anathematize an agreed position of a God-worshipping
assembly?

Seeing that, in all these matters, they don’t likewise spit out of
their souls the sticky filth that’s washed over them in the form
of their irrational prejudice against us, why do they say by way of
contradiction: “The majority of the votes on your side resulted
from the giving and receiving of money, and they fall under the
curse pronounced against Simon Magus. How, then, are we sup-
posed to have fellowship with you,’ they say, ‘unless it is a matter
of no concern to us to be inheritors of a curse?’

Does that mean that, just because certain doctors have been
caught in adultery and theft, one must therefore revile and avoid
the medical treatment they practised? Moreover, if it’s as people
said to be pure in the confidence of their own blameless life that
they are bringing up these points against us, well, we’re respond-
ing from now on as to Novatianists, not as to nature-mixers! If
that’s not the case, but they’re blaming us simply for being lovers
of gold rather than of Christ, and say that, while they agree with
us on doctrine, they take offence at coming together with us on
this score alone, then the right thing for them to do, in a spirit of
friendship towards us when we confessed our sins, was to pray for us in
a spirit of friendship, for we’re commanded to pray for one another so
that we may be healed, not pharisaically to despise men of the same
nature and faith as themselves. Moreover, we trust in the Lord,
because the Lord left descendants for us, and we did not become like Sodom,
nor were we made like Gomorrah.

1888D

1889a

18898

1889c



1889D

18924

18928

1892¢

150 TESTIMONIES OF THE SAINTS

T 67 odv dpa., €l Selfoper mAeloTOUS TAV lepapxoVVTwY €ls HUAS
% A 297

oV voopilouévovs amo omapTiov ws ohapwThipos vmodnuaros,
» v ) s o cpn \ / v \
éml 7d8e AéAvrar adTdv 6 {flos, kal katipynTal T ckavdalov kal
4 A ) / N > \ 4 4 3 \ < ~ 3 >
mpoadpduotev 1 aAnleia, 7 000€ 780€ mAAW (kavov Yuiv €oTar €ls

> / b -~ 3 > o Iy 3 13 < > ¢ ~ ¢ ~
amolepameiav avrdv; "Apa § odv elmoiper érv: “O: kal vuds iepeis
298

< 3 / 3 \ > / \ 3 / 7/
ot SVBUVOVTGS €LS TAS OLKLAS, KOl atyua/\wTevow-es yvvalkapla

5 A~ ’ ’ 299 > A > \ ’ \ \
aLgypov KGDSOUS xapw, oV TMS €LS TAS ’)/UVaLK(x)VLTLBaS‘ Kat Topa

/ ~ / / > ~ 3 /’ \ \
m6das Ths kAlvys Telovuérns adTois lepovpylas Tovs piobovs
amofAémovres, kal Tois pmuialols kai €érmoiols €pdvots
émelmilovo,” Aédowka Ayew Ta mlelw, wimws kal Pefrdows
OpapuBevdduer, ol ™y udpdwow éxovres Tis evoefeias, TNy e

’ > A > ’ 300 \ \ ’ o 301 \
Svvapw avThs Npvyuévor™ moAda yap wralopev dmavres.” Kai
yap uiolos Tod dovrpod Ths xdpiTos, kal Amo TS €K TV
Aeupavwy s Oelas dwpeds €l cvpmeddvmrar m) 6C dudv, 7{ ETepov
drovoduela, n St 16 Svoud wov 8¢ dudv Blacdnueirar év Tois
s, 302 > ’ A € 7 > A Q7 > A \ \
€veow;”" *Apréoer yoiv éxaoTw éx ToD (6iov dplatuod v Soxov

> 4 \ / / D ~ b ~ 4 ~
efaipew, kal TéTe TpavoTepov 10 €v 74 Spfalud kdpdos kaTavoelv,
303

7/ 3 ~ 13 / > 4
kald ¢mow Huiv 6 pdvos dvaudprnTos.

Todrwv 6€ Huiv ovv Ocd mpoTelévTwy €ls kplow kal Sidokedw
304

RN LN PR , /
mdow avbpdimois, Svowmoduer évddmiov Tod THs anbeias Adyov,
~ ~ s ~_ 305
70U VTWS KPLTOD TAVTOS €pYov Kal AGyou kal évvoNuaTos YUy,
4 b4 -~ 3 -~
amoféabar €xacTov évrevEduevor, Kav Te TS NueTépas, KAV TE TNS
> / 3 / V \ < > > / \ /
aMotpias 7§ 66éns, [296"] ™y ws map olkelwy kal moleuiwy
akpéaow TRV elpnuévay, kal kplvew Ta pnlévta ws mapd Twwy
TAVTY AYYAoTWY avTd TV €€ €xaTépov pépous, Kal Ws ov ToTeE
’ ’ ’ \ \ 7 5 A v 9306
Oatépov Adyov mpoleparioleévros kara v Sudvoray adTe. Kal €
oVTWS yopurd TG kpurmple €avtdv Ywpls mavtos wpoomabols kal
avriralots émorotiopartos aAnbéoTepa kKplvwper kal eddoydTepa
kal loyvpdTepa Kkal copiTepa Ta Twap avTAV, of TolGOE Tols
~ 34 ~
évavtiols Muiv mpokelpevol, OvTws ToAuduey Aéyew, ws €l Kal
Kakds TalTa €xeivor Ppovoiev ol cuvamayduevor avTols, dtd TO
86€ar TovTois Oeompeméorepor elvar 8éypa 70 kat adTols, ov
’ > 7 > I3 7 o A€ \ \ \307
katakpiboovTar aoéfewav év uépa ote kpwel 6 Beos Ta kpvmTa
~ -~ b -~
TV Kapdidv: éav ydp ¢now "Eumpoolev aidtod melowupev tas
kapdias Mudv, kal 1 kapdia HuUdV w1 kKaTaywdoky nuev, o Jeos

*7 Gen. 14: 23 % 2 Tim. 3: 6 9 Titus 1: 11
222 2 Tim. 3 5 jzi Jas. 3 2 ;Zj Isa. 52: 5 LXX
Matt. 7: 35 Eph. 1: 13 Cf. Heb. 4: 12

% ¢l] 4 a. corr. MS %7 Rom. 2: 16



TESTIMONIES OF THE SAINTS 151

What then? If we show you that the majority of those who hold
ecclesiastical office over us stole neither a thread nor a sandal-thong, has
their zeal slackened over this business? Has their offence been
removed, and are they hastening to the truth? Or will this too not
suffice us for achieving their restoration? We therefore have some-
thing more we’d like to say: Aren’t priests of your party—uwho
make their way into households, and captivate weak women for base gain—
keeping a close eye on their wages when the sacrifice is celebrated
by them in the women’s quarters, and at the foot of the bed, and
aren’t they hoping for monthly and yearly contributions? I'm
afraid to say more, lest we’re being led along by godless people,
who fhave the form of piety, but deny its power; for we all make many
mustakes! If on your side a fee’s ever been agreed upon for the
baptism of grace, or as the price for the remains of the divine gift,
what are we going to understand from that except that my name
15 blasphemed because of you among the nations? It’ll be enough for each
person to cast the beam out of fus own eye, and then to perceive
the speck in someone else’s eye, as He who alone is without sin
tells us.

All that having been laid out by us, with God’s help, for the
judgement and inspection of all, we have an urgent appeal to
make before the Word of truth, who’s the real judge of our every
action, word, and thought: we urge each person—be he of our
persuasion, or be he of the contrary persuasion—who comes
upon statements to put aside the tendency to hear them according
to whether they’re from friends or foes, and to judge what’s said as
though it came from people entirely unknown to him, whatever
side they’re on, and as though the other interpretation of its
meaning had never been presupposed by him. If we really judged
by our own unaided judgement, without any kind of clouding of
our judgement by prejudices for or against, that their views are
truer, more reasonable, stronger, and wiser, then we who’re press-
ing these opponents of ours so hard would actually be so bold as
to say that, even if the people led astray by them should think
wrong things because a doctrine enunciated by our opponents
seemed to them to be more worthy of God, they won’t be con-
demned for heterodoxy on that day when God judges the secrets of our
hearts. (If, [Saint John| says, we are to reassure our hearts before Him,
and our heart is not to condemn us, God is greater than our heart, and knows
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everything.) If, on the other hand, the Word of truth shows Himself to
us with shining brightness, but we close our eyes, and hear Him with
heavy ears, deliberately shutting our ears, and we turn away from
Him, we really make ourselves worthy of every lament for not
foreseeing the shame of impending estrangement from, and
denial by Christ before angels and powers of the whole world when
the time comes to be judged. On that day nothing will profit you:
not passionate attachment to heresiarchs; not the ties of ancestry,
family, or place which tie some people indissolubly to heterodoxy;
and not the means of gain or certain life-benefits that make it
hard to tear us away from superstition, and that gradually
persuade us to overlook the great gain, orthodoxy with contentment.
Certainly factional cheers, and disputatious contests, and a pre-
occupation with one’s status as a teacher don’t free those who /love
to be called ‘rabbi’ by men from that most pitiable misery, those most
painful tortures, and being cast nto outer darkness, seeing that
they’re people who denied the light of truth, and delighted in the
darkness of the lie. What’s well-pleasing to God is to put the truth
before everything else, above all in matters that concern the truth
about God Himself. It was for this reason, and for this reason
alone, that Abraham—despising the impiety of the Chaldeans,
and with it his father, home, family, friends, lands, and everything
else—put his faith in piety. That’s the reason, the first and only
reason, why he was loved, protected, magnified, and increased by
God. Paul the Apostle considered whatever was gain for him to be
dung, for no other reason than so that he might gain Christ. The rest of
the faithful saints from among the Greeks, Samaritans, and Jews
were the same. He who does not deny father, and mother, brothers
and sisters, children, fields, homes, and even hus own soul for my sake, ts not
worthy of me, says the Lord. No one’s to put up an argument, saying
‘The disagreement between heresies and orthodoxy doesn’t set
them as far apart from each other as the impiety of Chaldeans,
Jews, and pagans sets them apart from the true faith, so that the
person who won't listen to reason over just some part of the true
faith 1s alienated from Christ to the same degree as they are.” It’s
clear that the person who in any way whatsoever neglects any little
bit of the understanding of piety because of an irrational and
habitual preference for something else, in so far as he also appears
to be orthodox, has this appearance, not on the basis of personal
choice, but as a result of what’s been handed down to him from
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the parents, locations, or friends he happened to have—just as, if
he happened to be the son, friend, or fellow-countryman of Man-
ichaeans, Greeks, or Jews, he’d be even more disposed to be dis-
obedient towards the truth. If he didn’t hasten and feel drawn
towards the truth when he’d let it go a bit, then when he’d turned
completely away he was surely all the more implacably opposed
to 1t.

‘I, on the other hand,” my friend says, ‘stick to my opinion
without changing, since I am in the habit of thinking more highly
of myself.’

The apostle, who says of the Jews that they displease God, cruci-
fied the Lord, drove out the apostles, and disobey all men, likewise
gives the following testimony against them, for he somewhere goes
on to say: I bear witness against them that they have a zeal for God, but not
according to_full knowledge. 1t’s necessary, then, not just to be zealous,
but to be zealous in full knowledge of the doctrine on behalf of
which one is zealous, for every irrational and lawless tradition,
both of nations and of heresies, supposes it’s doing something
good. Such is the case even with the Scythians, who show their
piety towards God by human sacrifices! What’s needed, however
great one’s power, is not to be careless, and to seek the truth, and
lesting all things, to have the right mind. We don’t accept a silver coin or
buy a piece of cloth, unless we fully test it by assays and tests by
fire, by paring it, and by proofs in the presence of others. How
sensible, then, would we be if we were careless about accepting
divine doctrine? The apostle opposes the great thoughtlessness in
these matters involved in our thinking that the grace and truth of
Christ’s faith aren’t anything worthy of note—through which all
the divine things that pertain to life and the very great promises have been
gven to us, as 1s said, and, quite simply, participation in the divine
nature. How great a good the purest orthodoxy is, and how great
an evil impiety is—for the latter is the sole reason why we’re
abandoned by God to every sin—is something he makes clear
when he says: And since they did not see fit to acknowledge God, God gave
them over to a reprobate mind, to doing what is not right, which things he
went on to enumerate. These things, then, give evidence of
impiety, but he talks about piety to Timothy: Train yourself in piety,
Jor prety is profitable in every way, as it holds the promise of life, life in the
present, and life that is to come.
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But some people invent a different justification than these for
their disobedience to the truth. This is what they say: “When
certain people who hold the same opinion as they do—some of
them living in the flesh, and some who have passed on—have
been seen to possess the gift of healings and of signs from God,
how could the opinion held among them not be pleasing to God?
It’s clear, after all, that divine powers operate on the basis of
hearing and teaching God’s correct faith.’

What’s to be said against that argument is the following: to the
really reputable judge of divine doctrines, this [working of mir-
acles] is not sufficient grounds for confidence. In the first place,
this [phenomenon] is to be found more rarely among our
opponents, and ‘one swallow doth not a summer make’.* On the
contrary, even Arians (found to this day among the Lombards),
and Nestorians (found among the Persians) sometimes work just as
great miracles, but that doesn’t all on its own have the effect of
justifying their choosing against us. Rather, such is the power of
Christians’ faith over against those entirely outside the faith when
the Spirit’s made manifest. Moreover, it is often possible to
observe gifts of miracles among orthodox and heterodox persons
alike, not on account of orthodoxy alone—for then, truly, there’s
truth in opposite definitions and contradictions!—but on account
of the particular individual’s natural simplicity and humility (and
even more, innocence of soul), or on account of his gentle and
sympathetic disposition and, to put it simply, his greater personal
fitness for so great a gift over the others who share his faith. If the
capacity for miracle-working really is present in anyone on
account of his opinion alone, then everyone who took the same
doctrinal stance must always have worked miracles in the same
way. To tell the truth, though, teachers of the faith often aren’t
miracle-workers; it’s those they’ve taught who perform signs.

One and the same Spirit doesn’t give all the miracles He works to
one and the same person, for to one is given a word of wisdom, but to
another a word of knowledge, to another gifis of healing, to another the
working of miracles, to another faith according to the same Spirit. 1t’s
remarkable how the one who speaks in tongues doesn’t receive the most
closely related gift to speaking in tongues at all, and nterpret tongues.
It’s therefore possible for some people who’ve received neither a
pure word of wisdom, nor a word of knowledge, nor lofty faith, to have
gifts of miracles, and there’s no sound reason for deciding about
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one of the Spirit’s gifts on the basis of another. Let me make my
point more clearly: If gifts of miracles existed solely among these
people, or if they were observed to a greater extent among them
than among us, then their view really has a prima facie case for its
orthodoxy over against ours, since then the Lord has confirmed only
their message by the signs that followed, as it s written, just as He also
once commended the preaching of the apostles to all nations, and
just as He made Moses’ and Aaron’s signs triumph over those of
Jannes and Jambres against the Egyptians. If, however, greater
and more numerous miracles from the Spirit are to be seen among
us throughout the world, how is it that they’d have their doctrine be
more trustworthy on the basis of miracles alone? Don’t let them
propose this line of argument, then, as being of any advantage
to them in the way of offering some kind of defence for their
superstition!

If Sceva, though a Jew, drove out demons with his sons by
adjuring them in the name of Christ, yet isn’t counted among the
Lord’s disciples for that alone, it’s clear that our opponents don’t
have an excuse_for their sin on that basis either. On that day, He says,
many shall say to me, ‘Lord, didn’t we prophesy in_your name, and cast out
demons, and perform many wonders?’ And then I shall declare to them, ‘I never
knew you.” It’s clear, then, that the manifestation of a miracle is not
sufficient grounds for distinguishing between those who are
known, and those who are disowned, by Christ; often the miracle
happens through the faith (more correct than the miracle-
worker’s) of the one about to receive the benefit, or through the
onlookers’ faith, to enhance their simple confidence about
religion. Sometimes, too, it happens by means of foreknowledge
on God’s part of a general need of the moment and the district,
and by the agency of whatever person there brought it to pass.

In our own times* and places the story is told of a certain actor
from a theatre company who, being charged with riot and murder,
tried to escape from the judge in the deserts near what is called the
barbarian border, and was captured by Christian Arabs. Because
he seemed to them to be a monk on account of his shaved head,
and to be able, like the monks who consort with them, to perform
the mystery of the bread of life, he was carnestly entreated by
them with signs to celebrate the liturgy of the divine offering, and
was set apart from his fellow prisoners on his own. He found no
way to convince them by argument of his own unfitness, and he
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was impotent to resist their demand any longer. He made for
himself an altar out of sticks in the desert, spread a fine cloth, set
out newly baked bread, and mingled wine in a wooden chalice.
Offering the gifts, he made the sign of the cross over them as he
looked towards heaven, and glorified the Holy Trinity alone.
Then he broke [the bread] and distributed it to them. Afterwards,
they took away the cup and the cloth with reverence, as being
sanctified, so that they would no longer be put to any profane use.
The only thing they overlooked was the altar. Without warning a
great fire fell from heaven! It struck none of them, and hurt no
one, but it burned up the entire altar of sticks, and destroyed it so
completely as to leave behind not even their ashes. The barbar-
ians, given complete confidence in the man who performed the
ritual by the marvel they’d seen, insisted that he ask for some gift
from them in return for the liturgy. He asked that all those cap-
tured with him be released with him; his wish was granted, and he
freed all his companions from their unfortunate situation. Now
this man was of our persuasion only in that, when he went to
church, he gathered with us, though to tell the truth he did so
without realizing there was any difference between Christians.
The Arabs, however, traditionally shared in the heresy of the
Jacobites, who themselves give pride of place to one nature in the
Lord. These Jacobites were the first to make a practice of travel-
ling with the Arabs in the desert and ministering to them in every
way. These men neither knew of] nor taught, precision about or
comparison between the doctrines held by different Christian
groups. Rather, they were converted by the ideas of Jacob [Bara-
datus], taking the imprint of these ideas without any examination,
much in the way the Persians were converted by the ideas of
Nestorius.
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OF THE ALL-WISE MONK, LORD
LEONTIUS OF JERUSALEM: APORIAE
AGAINST THOSE WHO SAY OUR LORD
JESUS CHRIST IS ONE COMPOUND
NATURE'

I. Seeing that we’ve confronted these people’s aporiae, we’d 17694
now like to counter-propose aporiae ourselves on a few points out

of many, and say to them: ‘If Christ is recognized as being con-
substantial both with us and with the Father by this one substance

of His that you talk about, then of course we’re consubstantial

with the Father as well. Things identical with the same thing in the

same respect are, after all, identical with each other.’

2. They say that a nature came to be out of natures. If they say
it has the same name but not the same definition as the natures
that were there before, it’s clear they’re saying it’s neither God nor
man. If; on the other hand, they say it has both the same name
and the same definition as they do, it’ll have to be one or the other
of them—for they don’t have the same name and definition as
each other. It’ll therefore be exclusively either God or man. If the
two natures don’t have the same name and definition as each
other, then what has the same name and definition as one of them
won’t have the same name and definition as the other. Just as
something that’s unequal to one of a pair of equals is also unequal 17698
to the other of them, so also what’s equal to one of a pair of
unequals 1s likewise unequal to the other of them.
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3. If union—a union that exists in actuality—is always pre-
served, that is, if it’s always one thing, what does it unite? The
nature of union isn’t like the nature of time, perishing right after it
comes into existence: since it belongs to the class of things that
exist in relation, along with nature and time, union always exists in
things that are united in so far as they may be said to be united. It
always exists in specific united things, and it’s in respect of union
that they’re said to be united, and by derivation from this status.
Since, however, a ‘nature’ that’s truly ‘one’ has already come into
being out of two united natures, as these people assert, union will
no longer be in effect. Is it united when a duality isn’t united
which this union unites—a union inevitably recognized at least in
two? For united things, what’s one—otherwise, it doesn’t exist—
won’t accept any further union, for having become one it no
longer needs union. They’re going to have to say, then, either that
it’s a false assertion on their part that there’s indeed one thing,
given that the two were united, or that the two aren’t truly united,
given that they’ve already become one. We’re thus right when we
say: ‘If the union’s of two natures, then it’s rather the hypostasis
that’s one, for it’s not the nature.” The things united are two by
nature as being united, but one by hypostasis as having been
united.

4. Every whole compounded out of non-identical parts will
have a name for each natural form of its parts that’s different from
its own form. You wouldn’t call man just ‘body’ or just ‘soul’ on
the basis of natural form, nor would you call him ‘body and soul’.
The human is in neither of these forms, but rather—clearly
enough—in the man. If Christ is, then, neither ‘God’, nor ‘man’,
nor ‘God and man’ together, but some other natural form, it’s up
to them to tell us just what this form is. If the form of the com-
pound is in all respects of the same form as both of the things
compounded, how can it not also be equal to them in number by
virtue of what’s meant by nature?

1772A

1772B



1772C

166 APORIAE

5. Elpla ptous eirovy odola uera v évwow 6 Xpiords, pla kal 1
Ta0Tys apxn Tol elvar Ovo yap dpxas THs adTis ovolas Kal
Ppioews, Nyovy ad’ od mépuke kal Vmdpyet, elvar adlvaTov: adTo yap
ToUTO TV Umapéw 1) ovoia dnlodca, 8Te yéyove, TéTe Kal VTdpyet.
H odv apxn Tob elvar TavTys s ovwvbéTov pioews, moTe TE Kat
onws; El peév yap mpo 11is évaoews, ot dua v évwow ula Aéyouro
dAadi—v yap rkai mpo Ths Evarcews pla—olTe O€ Eviioews ypela
M €ls 70 plav elvar admiv. El 8¢ amo mjs mpoopdTov évdoews 1)
Ta0TYS apxm, wds didlav €rt kal wpoawwviav kol Oelow
opodoyfoowuer Ty émt Tdv AdyovaTov ypdvwy mpoeAbodoav eis To
elvar pvow;



APORIAE 167

5. If Christ is one nature, that is, substance, after the union,
then there’s also one beginning of existence for this one nature,
for it’s impossible for there to be two beginnings of existence for
the same substance and nature, that is, two beginnings from which
it’s taken its being and subsists. This i3 so because, since ‘sub-
stance’ signifies this very thing, subsistence, when it comes to be,
then it subsists. When, and in what way, then, does the beginning
of this compound nature’s existence take place? If it took place
before the union, it would clearly not be called one on account of
the union—for it was also one before the union—and there was
no need of a union for it to be one. If, however, its beginning dates
from the recent union, how are we to confess the nature that came
into being in the time of Augustus to be ‘eternal’, and ‘from before
all ages’, and ‘divine’?
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6. Every union seen to complete some newer nature shows that
nature to possess certain things which neither of the natures
united possessed on its own. On its own, neither a soul’s nature
nor a body’s is ever hungry or thirsty, is cold, burns with heat,
sleeps, dies, laughs, weeps, or just perceives a sense-object by
means of its senses. It’s just as in the case of the flute and the flute-
player: neither makes music on its own. What then was the
Lord—who [by their argument] is neither God nor man—shown
to possess on His own? “The reasonable answer’, they say, ‘is walk-
ing on water in a bodily way, and that sort of thing’ One
shouldn’t consider this to be a property of a compound nature,
though, for God has often so arranged it that those of the saints
who travel by water are carried bodily on it, though it’s agreed
there’s no compounding by substance into either a nature or an
hypostasis in their case! If, then, there’s no natural property
belonging to Christ in particular, neither is there any one particu-
lar nature that belongs only to Him—not by a mixing together, as
in the case of fermented liquids, nor by a change of substance, as
in the case of the Egyptians’ water that became blood, nor by
transformation, as in the case of copper that turns into verdigris,
nor yet by the necessity of a natural union, as in the case of a
man’s soul that comes into existence in a body. Though a billy-
goat has the ability to bleat, but a man characteristically has the
ability to make wax models of things, it’s still not the case that, if
this same model-making man also happens to bleat—being an
imitator of things that possess different natures from his—he’s
plainly showing his nature to be compound! On the contrary, he’s
revealing operations characteristic of two natures on the basis of
that identical one nature of his. Similarly, then, the capacity to be
moved from place to place belonged to human nature, but for the
heavier nature of the body not to sink, being carried by the lighter
nature of water—or rather for the denser nature to be supported
by the less dense—that belongs to a divine nature. It has the
ability, an ability supremely characteristic of it, to make and
remake all natures, to cause them to exist as substances, to cause
them to exist as substances again, and to deprive them of sub-
stance, even though it springs from the same person. In such cases,
then, a divine and a human nature are clearly seen to be operating
together; a different nature compounded out of them is definitely
not observed.
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7. If unconfused composition reveals nothing more nor less for
two natures than their union with each other, but a union is nei-
ther a nature, nor indeed a change, subtraction, or addition of a
nature, how will the numerical quantity of natures united be seen
to be higher or lower, so that it changes the existing two natures to
three or to one, without an addition, subtraction, or change of
nature? If; however, these people have the effrontery to add some-
thing greater than an unconfused union to the natures, something
simply productive and indicative of nature, the onus is on them to
tell us outright just what they think this something greater is.

8. If it’s possible to make one nature out of two natures united
in an unconfused way, what different outcome 1is there if two
natures are compounded by confusion? Either they’re saying there
are two natures in Christ by reason of the word “unconfused’, or
they’re going to find themselves forced to say just what the differ-
ence 13 between ‘unconfused’ and ‘confusion’ in the union of
natures. If they say “We don’t confuse [them]!, well, what else is
the person who speaks of confusion talking about? Let them tell
us. To the Nestorians likewise—who speak of two hypostases, and
feel no restraint about crying out “We don’t make a division!—we
say this: what else proves the distinction? It’s not possible to talk
about things completely and indistinguishably compounded
except by saying they’re of one hypostasis and nature, nor is it
possible to talk about things completely distinguished except by
speaking of two natures and hypostases.

9. If there’s one nature of our master Jesus Christ after the
union, we’d say this to them: ‘Do you then say, my friends, that the
whole of this nature has in some way been made better after His
holy resurrection, or not? Or do you say that not all of it’s been
made better, but there’s said to be something in it that’s made
better in the Master’s resurrection, and something else that isn’t
made better?’ If; then, you’re saying that it’s something complete
and having the character of a nature that’s improved by nature,
and that it’s something else complete and having the character of
a nature that does the improving by nature in His holy resurrec-
tion, then notice this: you’re instantly joining in our confession of
the two natures—and thanks be to our common Father for our
brothers’ restoration to health!
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10. Those who say they recognize the duality of natures in
Christ after the union only in thought must tell us this: is it in
thought that they recognize the natural difference between the
invisible and the visible in Christ, or not in thought but in some
other way? If they also recognize the natural difference in the
same Christ by this same thought, logically they’ll have to confess
one natural difference in exactly the same way as they confess the
other—or if one is a figment of the imagination, they’ll say the
other is one too. If, on the other hand, they say that it’s not in
thought that they discern the difference, but by sense-perception
itself, they’ll find themselves the objects of astonishment for
maintaining so strongly that they observe what’s invisible by
sense-perception! If, again, they discern both in thought, but
understand ‘difference’ by the kind of critical understanding that
can comprehend realities beyond the grasp of sense-experience,
but ‘duality’ by the kind of understanding that imagines a form
for non-existent things, my first response to that is to ask why we
don’t then invent ten, twenty, or thirty natures for Christ, but
just two? Who decreed that we should teach fictions about
Christ the true God, and that the faith should hang upon mere
illusions? Who decreed that we should worship as idols, not
external realities of any kind, but things we invent in this soul of
ours, things that have no existence at all, and then tell stories
about them to everyone else? These conclusions, once granted,
overturn the whole mystery of orthodoxy and all of the teachers at
once, tearing them apart with the assumption of one false
premise!

They really must tell us whether any of the fathers or apostles
could have spoken of ten, or fifty natures of Christ by means of
this very thought by which they speak of two natures, or could
none of them truly have done so? If it truly was possible to speak
of them, why didn’t they speak the truth, since it was always their
goal to discover how many natures of Christ there were? If]
though, it’s impossible truly to think of more than the two natures
of Christ, it’s clear that reality supports the truth so far as this
number is concerned. If something’s understood in reality and
truth, it isn’t apprehended in a fictitious way and falsely presented
to the mind, for one ought to distinguish between thoughts in this
simple way: the true thought is produced in us by things that are,
but the false thought produces non-realities in us. There are, for
thought, truly two natures of Christ. Being united as well, they are
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perceptible only to our thought, for the invisible by nature doesn’t
become visible just because it’s been united to something, unless
it’s to thought. Rather, since our mind’s incapable of paying atten-
tion to multiple apprehensions about multiple things at the same
time, we necessarily divide the union from the things united, and
discern the different definition of each, when we judge that there
are a union and things united. When we examine each of the
things united on its own, we recognize what sort of properties
each has. If we don’t have this kind of understanding, neither do
we apprehend the union, since it’s perceived by means of the
interchange of properties. It just isn’t possible for anyone at
exactly the same time to apprehend all of the things united, their
properties, and the properties of the union in one, simple percep-
tion. Of necessity, then, we represent to our understanding the
distinctions between things united by means of an image. Even
this doesn’t happen because of any mental falsification in our-
selves of the distinction between the things compounded—that
wasn’t the point—but rather because of something false in our
nature, so to speak, for every man is false, seeing that we’re incapable
of comprehending the number of united things in one apprehen-
sion unless, when it comes to the truth about the things united, we
perceive in this way the quantity and quality of each on its own. If
this information isn’t known, neither will it be understood that
several things were in fact united. The union that doesn’t exist is
therefore not known, and a separation of things united is accepted
by a false act of understanding so that their union may be recog-
nized by a true act of understanding. Sense-perception, when it
observes only one object, is incapable of deciding whether it’s one
by nature, or one by union.

11. The one nature after the union that you talk about, brothers,
will either be the same in number as one of the two natures out of
which you say it is before the union, or it won’t. If it’s not the same
in number, then neither is the same God who is before flesh and in
flesh—that is, after the union and before the union—one in num-
ber. Instead, He’s one God in the Word, and another in Christ. If]
on the other hand, it’s the same in number as the nature of the
Word, then the Word was without flesh even after the union, or
else He was compounded with flesh before the union as well.
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12. Everything that exists i3 either created or uncreated, for
‘even those who invent goat-stags aren’t going to grant that there’s
a mean between them’, as the father says. If] then, there’s one
nature of Christ, and if it really is uncreated, what’s the nature
from the Holy Virgin? If, on the other hand, Christ’s one nature is
created, what’s the nature that’s consubstantial with the uncreated
Father? Likewise, if this one nature is ungenerated, and if it’s
independent of time, what’s the nature that’s born of a virgin, and
what’s this entity which, when the fullness of time arrived, existed
wn later times? If there was a temporal hour of birth, too, what
nature 1s it through which all things came to be, and through which the
Father made the ages? How is Christ, who has no beginming for His
Life nor end of His days, said in the same text to be made [like
Melchizedek? What’s one and the same in relation to something
won’t admit the predicates of its opposites in the same respect, as
is often said."

13. Does the mediator between God and men really seem to you to be
intermediate between them even with reference to what’s under-
stood by ‘nature’, or only with reference to harmony of will and
shared purpose? If He’s intermediate only in terms of will, He’s
by nature either one of the two, or something different from the
two of them. If; on the other hand, He has to be intermediate
between them by nature as well, the mediating reality necessarily
participates in neither of the things it mediates between, or in part
of each, or in the whole of what we mean by both of them. Tell us
which of these things you want to assert!

14. The apostle quite clearly knows, after the union, the form
(that is, nature) in Christ that did the taking, and the one that was
taken.™ It’s clear to anyone that these forms aren’t one, and that
they don’t exist in the same way:
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15. If it’s impossible for two natures to be preserved in Christ
because of the paradigm of man used by certain of the fathers, let
them tell us this: do those who kill the body kill a nature, or not? Do
those who cannot kill the soullack power over a different nature from
the body, or is that clearly not the case? If men really were the
ones to whom the Lord gave the command don’t be afraid of such
people, it’s clear that these things are said of the two natures that
are in men, that is, the one that’s killed, and the one that isn’t.

16. If there continued to exist a nature of divinity (that of the
Word), and a nature of humanity (that of the flesh), how could
there not be two unchanged natures in Christ?

17. Furthermore, difference is difference between certain
things. The definition of difference, after all, belongs to things
involved in some difference, and not to things understood in and
of themselves. Since you’re people who speak of a difference,
then, you’d grant that there also are things that differ in Christ. As
for how many of these there are, you’d have to say there are at
least two. If you were driven to say what these differing things are,
you would, as I see it, identify divinity and humanity. If you were
cross-examined about which of the classes of beings you recog-
nize these as belonging to, and if they’re not qualities, or quan-
tities, or states, or something of that kind, you’d have to confess
that they are, without question, substances. It follows that you do
speak of two substances because of the difference in Christ.
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18. We’d like to put another question to you, brothers: are you
saying that the Son and Word is distinguished in any respect from
His own father, or not? We know that you say He is, and that you
confess it’s the hypostasis that distinguishes them. God forbid that
you should blaspheme against these doctrines, or that you should
lose your share in the heritage left to us that leads to perfect
orthodoxy! Here’s another thing we’d like to learn from you: do
you say that the Word is distinguished in any respect from His own
flesh, or not? If He isn’t distinguished from His flesh in any
respect, you’re proving that His flesh is closer to the Word, and
more united to the Word, than His Father is—if indeed the Word
1s distinguished from the Father by hypostasis, but from the flesh
that’s in Him neither by nature nor by hypostasis! If, however, you
do in some way distinguish the flesh from the Word by reason of
difference, and not of division, give us an answer as to what pre-
cisely this consists of. If [the Word] was distinguished [from the
flesh] by exactly the same thing—and that thing is a hypostasis—
by which He was distinguished from the Father, you’ve admitted
right off the bat there are two hypostases of Christ. In that case,
you’ve shown the flesh to be equal to the Father in every respect if,
that 1s, the Word is distinguished from the Father and from the
flesh proper to Him by the same distinctions, and only those dis-
tinctions. If, however, the Word is distinguished from His flesh by
something else, either this must be a nature, or you’re going to have
to indicate to us just what it is you’re able to comprehend in Christ
beyond a nature and an hypostasis. If you can comprehend
nothing of the sort, grant that the distinction between Word and
flesh in Christ is entirely a matter of what we understand by
‘nature’. There’s also a number for the things distinguished, given
that there are two definitions for them. It’s clear that, when there
are two definitions, there are two definable entities. If the def-
initions are of natures, it’s clear that the definable entities in ques-
tion will be shown to be natures. That’s clearly why the natures of
Christ are counted. We are, then, right in saying there’s a union
of hypostases in one nature in the case of the holy and supra-
essential Trinity, but a union of natures in one hypostasis in the
case of the holy and ineffable Incarnation of the Word. This is
what the father was talking about who said: “T'he definition of the
mystery in Christ is the opposite of the definition for the Holy
Trinity.’
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19. We’d like to pose another question: what do you say God
the Word is: a part, or the whole of this (as you put it) nature of
Christ the Son of the living God, to use the words of Peter’s sound
confession? If He’s a part of it, then you’re saying the Father is
Father of a part of a nature. Since the Word is then partial vis-a-
vis natural sonship, the Father’s fatherhood will also be partial vis-
a-vis natural fatherhood. That would mean each of the two divine
hypostases involved—that of the Father, and that of the Son—will
be missing as much as half of its definition by nature, and no
complete nature will be observed in either of the persons of the
Holy Trinity!

Consider next that, as a result of this absurdity, it’ll be possible
to speak as follows: if the Word’s nature became complete with
flesh, then both the Son and the Father advanced in terms of their
own definition as a result of the Son’s taking of flesh, so that He
too might be complete Father of a complete Son. You may, on the
other hand, avoid these conclusions and say that the divine Word
in Him is the whole of Christ’s one nature. If so, the first implica-
tion is either that you’ve granted that the whole of Christ existed
even before Christ, given that the Word existed before His union
with flesh, or else that you deny the Word existed before Christ’s
flesh. Things will then stand as follows: in the first place, the whole
does belong to Him, if Christ, the divine Word before the ages,
whose whole it is, pre-existed His own flesh, which is a part of
Christ. But then again, it’s impossible to understand how the one
nature will have this Word as a part of itself which it has as a
whole: nothing can ever be both part and whole of the same
thing!

Furthermore, according to this answer of yours the flesh too
will be entirely divorced from Christ, since this one nature of
yours is already completed by the Word alone. Either that, or it’ll
be added. Then the conclusion won’t suit your purpose, for every-
thing observed in an entity beyond its proper natural wholeness
entails an increase in quantity if it’s really united to that thing, and
1sn’t just thought of as existing equally alongside it, in the fashion
of the created order. If these implications are absurd, it’s an
impossibility for people who consider either the Word or the flesh
as a part or as a whole in Christ’s nature to say that it’s one. Either,
then, this one nature you talk about is some nature entirely other
than the Word and the flesh, and is neither God nor man, or else
it’s not one nature that exists, but two.
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20. We have something else to say: ‘Are the Word and the flesh
the things by virtue of whose coming together you say Christ’s
union out of two came to be, or something else apart from them?’
You say these are precisely what came together, yet after the union
the Word remained Word, and the flesh remained flesh, even
though it was united to the Word and was the own flesh of Him
who made it His own. How can there not be two things—Word
and flesh—mnow as well, one that was the other’s own, and one that
made the other its own?

21. The father Cyril says, in the first book of the Scholia, that
‘the name “Christ” does not have the meaning of a definition, nor
can it signify the substance of something (what it is at that
moment), as do the words “man”, or “horse”, or “cow”. Rather, it
provides an indication of an action done to someone.’ If; then, this
isn’t the kind of name that constitutes a definition or that signifies
a substance, it’s clear that anyone who wants to give a name in
terms of what we mean by ‘nature’ to your one nature of Christ
must do so in this light. Yet he can’t call it ‘God’, for God’s a part
of it; nor can he call it ‘man’, for it’s the same problem there.
What, pray tell, is the name of the whole of it that corresponds
to the way we affirm of humanity something more than soul
and body? “The word “Christ”’, he says, ‘signifies an anointing
vis-a-vis someone who’s anointed.”™ It’s evident that there’s no
anointing where there’s no chrism invested with substance, that
there’s no one who’s anointed unless he has substance, and yet
that the chrism and the anointed do not constitute one substance.
We ourselves are therefore right to speak of Christ’s two natures,
since we have a twofold stock both of actions and of natural
names.
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22. We have something else to say against you: since what
you’ve proposed, inasmuch as it’s divine, doesn’t admit of any
notion of genus at all—for what genus could transcend this first
existent cause?—the word ‘one’ is used for Christ in only two ways
according to the more authoritative statements if, again in the
light of these statements, it’s to be conceded that anyone may use
the word at this point. Such things are also said to be two in two
ways. What’s one is one either in form or in number. Things that
are two likewise are two either in form or in number. Things that
are one in form will have complete identity with each other on the
level of nature, but things that are two in form have complete
dissimilarity on the level of nature. Things that are one in number
aren’t prevented from having natural dissimilarity in themselves,
so long as they haven’t also stood apart from each other and, each
being considered within its own circumference, been numbered in
accordance with the distinction-making understanding of num-
ber. Understanding and numbering in this way, we speak of the
one whole and universal man (and horse, and angel) which exists
unchangeably by the form of its nature in all of the individuals
subsumed under it, yet we know its individual iterations to be
many in number, for we know each of them can be numbered in
turn. Again, we say that the whole cosmos, like the individual
man, is one in number, but we aren’t counting it as one on the
basis of partial natures or natural forms.

In the case of our Master, then, if you speak of His single
reality on account of the oneness of His person and of the enu-
meration of undivided things in Him as belonging to one who is
one by number, you speak correctly. We have to accept this right
along with you, since a natural difference is confessed in respect of
the one person itself. If; on the other hand, we want to count up
what’s in Christ by the logic of natural form, we wouldn’t dare to
call these one under the category of form, but two, necessarily
considering them to be non-identical things, since the consensus is
that things one in form must be identical in form. Accordingly,
then, we recognize Christ to be two in nature, but one in number.
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23. There’s another question to be put to these people who say
that the one nature, the one they say is Christ’s nature, is out of
two natures: do they then say that His one hypostasis is out of two
hypostases (that is, persons) as well, or not? [If not,|] they must
then explain where and how either of His natures subsisted before
the union, and whose nature it was then, for the human nature
wasn’t Christ’s, not having yet been ‘anointed by divinity’. If, on
the other hand, they do say that the union is out of two hypostases
as well, where did the complete human hypostasis ever exist that
pre-existed Christ—the one that then was shut up in the Holy
Virgin’s womb? It was in that holy place that the union of Christ’s
natures had its beginning, unless, of course, they consequently
take Nestorius’ line that the union of divinity with humanity came
about by relationship after the latter’s birth.

24. One needs to cross-examine them further. Are they say-
ing that Christ is out of two natures that subsisted in reality, or out
of one—the human nature—that’s only imagined in thought by
them before the union? If it’s a case of both natures actually pre-
existing the union, we need to ask again what the human nature
on its own was before Christ, and where it used to exist, so that
afterwards it came to be in a Christ who was compounded in the
holy womb. If] on the other hand, they imagine the other of the
natures (out of which they say Christ is) only in thought, then in
the first place they’re either just taking the starting-point for a true
thought out of thin air, and representing this nature by something
they’ve falsely imagined, or else accepting the discernment as of
two natures of such and such a kind on the basis of their observa-
tion of Christ after the union, and then conceiving of these
natures as pre-existing Him. How can they not recognize two after
the union when it’s on the basis of their discernment of them in
the union that they think of the natures’ pre-existence before the
union? Furthermore, if they speak of one of the natures out of
whom the Lord is in thought, and of the other in truth, Christ
Himself must have had one of His parts existing in truth, but the
other only seeming in thought to exist, and so half also of His (in
their view) one nature must have been non-existent. Thus their
inquiry into natural causes with respect to Christ must come down
to only half of a nature, and not to the one complete nature they
talk about!

1784D

17854

17858



1785¢

1785D

190 APORIAE

25. "Er. émel tdv Pvoewv Onladny Ty ovvodov loTe, kal ovv
Ny 7O dolyyutov ouoldoyeite Twv cuveldévrwy, mélev TovTo
~ s , € a T v g s A\ opon
Oewpeire, amo[270 | kpivacle juiv. Ei yap ot aveAdury) Ta Oela
kal Ta avlpdmewa év 7 adTd Bewpeite mpoodiTw, cWov EéxdoTov
70V uakov Adyov Sua Tiis TAV BwpdTwy avTidéoews v TR €Vl
gl 4 3/ -~
ovykpipatt ylvwokere, Sndov éoTar 6Tt €k Twos TeAelov Te ToUSE
29
Tas évepyelas kal Ta maly kara TeAelov kal oV kaT 0USEVOs
Aoyileole, émelmep dvaykaiov kal 7Tas alrias oUTws éxew kKal
4 / \ 4 4 \ b /
pvAdrrechar Swapdpovs kal TeAelas womep Ta Ba TOUTWY
> / \ / > \ ol / / 3> \ 4
Spara kal mpofAiuara. Emel odv duddopa 7€ elot kal durTd,
Ocia 1€ Svra kal avBpdmwa, Sidpopa €oTar kal 6o kal Tdde.
Tabd7ra 8¢ Ta aitioa 7dv Siwv, elmep Ppioes elvar opoloyeite, éx
8vo dpa TdY Ploewv mpoicvar Tas [OuéTyTas kal Vuels
opodoyeiTe.

26. "E7 €l ™y puowkny Siagopav opodoyotow év XpioTd, dpd ye
TWOY ovTwy 10N elvar abTny dtadopdy, 1 TWDY w1 GVTWY Aéyovow
elvar ™ Swapopav év Xpiord; "Emel odv mdvTws ovrwy épodow, 1
8Vo TolTwy OMmAady M wAewbvwy, Aeyérwoav odv omdowv TwdV
Bovdovrar elvar adTiv, kal un edAaPelcbwaoay.

¥ kal oddevos MS



APORIAE 191

25. Furthermore, since you quite clearly recognize the coming
together of natures, and confess with us the unconfusedness of the
things that came together, tell us: where do you draw this observa-
tion from? If you know that the natural definition of each is intact
in the one compound reality through the exchange of properties,
because you observe that the divine and the human are without
defect in the same [person], it’ll be clear that you’re drawing your
conclusions about this person’s actions and passions on the basis
of something realized, and in respect of something realized, not
what has no reality. This is so if it’s indeed necessary for causes to
be, and to be kept, just as different and complete as are their
specific characteristics and effects. Since, then, their character-
istics and effects are different and twofold, being both divine and
human, they too will be different and two in number. If you con-
fess that these causes of characteristics are natures, it follows that
you too confess that the properties proceed from the two natures.

26. Furthermore, if they confess the natural difference in
Christ, are they saying that it’s a difference between certain things
that already exist, or that the difference in Christ is between cer-
tain things that don’t exist? Since they say it’s absolutely a differ-
ence between things that do exist—whether there are clearly two
of them, or more—they must tell us between how many things
they want the difference to be, and not be shy about it.
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27. Furthermore, if to speak of two is to divide, how is it that,
when they themselves speak of two properties, they aren’t dividing
the union? But perhaps they’ll say: “This doesn’t have the effect of
dividing the nature, for notice this: even in things taken individu-
ally, and in the Holy Trinity itself, we see many properties, but we
see one nature.” The majority of them speak of two properties
without sharing in this way of thinking, even though they offer us
this pretext right up to the present, as was explained elsewhere.
We’d like to add this to the case against them: “You yourselves use
the word “two” for these properties, properties which have the
effect, not of dividing the nature, but of dividing the hypostases of
the persons of the one nature—for these are divided by their
properties on your view just as much as on ours. Therefore, when
you speak of the duality in Christ in terms only of these, that is,
in terms only of these properties, you're recognizing that the
hypostases of Christ’s persons are two, even as you confess His
one nature—just what you couldn’t admit, brothers!” If; on the
other hand, you say that properties divide neither nature nor
hypostasis, then Paul isn’t distinguished from Peter, nor is the Son
in any way distinguished from the Father, since they’re the same
by nature, being undifferentiated and indistinguishable by their
properties.

28. If they speak of a difference, they’ll be forced, it seems clear,
to speak unreservedly also of a duality of things that differ. The
numbering of entities that have different natures, and of things
that happen to differ in some respect, whether in the end it’s the
numbering of fractions or of mere conceptual distinctions, will
also evidently be advanced on the basis of differences in defin-
ition, order, time, place, or condition, if measurement takes place.
Either, then, they mustn’t speak of a difference, or they must speak
also of the number of differing natures.

29. When they say Christ is out of two natures, as being out of
universal divinity and universal humanity, if they don’t recognize
these as two after the union as well, then they don’t know the two
universal natures of humanity and divinity after the dispensation
of the Incarnation of the Word, nor do they number them separ-
ately, nor do they say that they’re fully two any more. They say
that those things to which union happened left off their duality,
yet they confess these to be universal natures!
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g30. If they know the things that come together are one nature
on account of their being united in their natures, they must also
recognize that these things are two because they differ in their
natures. Because of the union there’s one person, and because of
the difference there are two natures. They aren’t going to assume
that the very thing that exists in Christ because of the union also
exists in Him because of the difference, but rather that something
different is implicit in a different definition. Since, then, the differ-
ence in things that come together is a difference in the realm of
substance, whereas it’s the union that’s new for the substances,
we’re right to say there are two substances, distinguishing them by
the particular definition of each, that is, by the difference, but to
consider that there’s one person for them both by virtue of their
union.

31. Another thing: the sum of every perfect number has to neither
exceed, nor fall short, but be even. Two is the first compounding,
and the first even number. How, then, could it ever be inappropri-
ate in the case of compounded natures that also make up the one
perfect thing to speak of two, but of a unity of hypostasis? (Two
hypostases weren’t compounded with each other as natures were.)"

32. Another thing: any unity that’s asserted in respect of some
separate entity in exactly the same sense as a duality is asserted
pre-exists the duality said to be in it in the same respect. If unity is
asserted after the duality, either it isn’t asserted in the same sense,
or else it’s not a unity, for no unity ever retains a nature or order to
be observed in that same thing after duality. If they say that the
one nature’s the same nature as the [two| natures out of which it
1s, how did there come to be a duality of natures first, and then a
unity of nature? When a unity doesn’t exist in something, it’s
impossible for duality to appear in the very same thing, if duality
comes from unity, and not unity from duality. If the existence of
two natures came first, these same two natures will never become
one. Rather, there’ll be one nature in something else, or else it’ll
pre-exist the two natures.
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33. Furthermore, if they say they no longer know the two to be
two on account of the union—for it was division, they say, that
caused the duality—the question begs to be asked: do they, or do
they not, recognize some division of natures in the Lord’s death?
If they don’t, His death is an illusion, and glorying in the Lord
about it is false, for death is incontrovertibly a division of soul
from body. If, on the other hand, a division having to do with
nature really took place, the components of Christ that were div-
ided correspond absolutely to these two natures. If, then, they
confess the Lord’s death, they’ll also grant that at that moment
there are two specific natures belonging to Him. This was either
of the one nature they say was divided into parts, or of another
nature produced for Christ afterwards. Another inescapable con-
clusion for them from all this is that—if indeed they confess
Christ’s generation out of two natures, and understand this gen-
eration to be from divinity and humanity, when they grant that
He’s divided into two natures in death (but even they say it’s into
soul-less body and a godly soul, not into natures such as these)—
it’s absolutely necessary to recognize these natures, which appear
in the division, as different from those spoken of by them before
the union, but also that the one nature which is, according to
them, out of the natures of divinity and humanity is different
from the one nature that, according to them, is understood to be
from godly soul and soul-less flesh after the Lord’s resurrection.
This is so because, when things’ separate parts are different, the
entities compounded from them will also be different. Those who
don’t clearly confess Christ’s two united natures will find them-
selves speaking of two natures before the [nature]| that exists in
the Incarnation of the Word, but of one nature in their union, of
another two natures in the division of death, and of another and
newer one nature in the resurrection of the Lord, and thus of six
different natures [altogether]! They’ll find themselves speaking on
one side of united natures, and on the other side of divided
natures. The inventors of a total dismemberment of Christ,
they’ll find themselves pretending to be champions of His union!
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34. This further challenge is in order: ‘If they say the Father is
distinguished from all humanity on the basis of substance, and if
they further say Christ is the one nature they talk about, then
they’re recognizing that He shares in the reality of —is united to—
the Father on the basis of substance, but it’s on just that basis, as
they’ve already stated, that the Father’s distinguished from us.” If
they say He’s united to the Father by nature, it’s clear He’s also
divided from us, that is, from humanity, and therefore also from
His own flesh, if this is true flesh, and humanity’s flesh is one. This
means that Christ is without flesh, since He’s distinguished from
His flesh, that the union’s been dissolved by them, and that what’s
divine in Christ has no fellowship with us whatsoever. If; on the
other hand, the Word’s been united with flesh by nature, He has
no part in union with the Father by nature, He’s distinguished by
nature from the Father, and He won’t be God, if indeed the
Father is the one God. Either that, or it’s the Father who isn’t
God, if Christ is the one God—for one mustn’t think of many
different gods. As for the alternative blasphemy, hell would be the
appropriate punishment for those who choose to say such things.

35. If He isn’t a particular nature in exactly the same respect in
which He’s Christ—for that’s something the fathers have forbid-
den—the same is understood to be one Christ either in no
respect, or in so far as He’s God alone, or in so far as He’s man
alone, or in so far as God’s a nature and again in so far as a man’s
a nature, but He’s not understood to be one nature in divinity and
humanity! If, on the other hand, they say ‘He’s a nature in so far
as He’s Son; therefore there’s one Son and one nature’, we reply
that, by the same token, the Father’s a nature too. If, then, the
Father’s not the same as the Son by number or by definition, the
Father isn’t the same as the Son by nature, number, or natural def-
inition—just as Arius would have it. If, again, they say there’s a
nature in so far as there’s a person, the same objections are going
to be raised against them, for the result is that, since He’s a differ-
ent person from the Father and the Holy Spirit, He’s also a differ-
ent nature from them. But then, since Peter is also a different
person from Paul, his nature’s different—all of which is manifestly

absurd.
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36. If there’s one compound nature of Christ, but one simple
nature of the Father, how can the Son be consubstantial with the
Father? What’s compound isn’t the same as what’s simple. That
means they suppose either that there isn’t one nature of Christ, or
that it’s not consubstantial with the Father. If, on the other hand,
they say that it’s partly consubstantial with the Father, they have to
realize that, as was said before, no nature, that is, substance, is said
to be partly consubstantial with anything, for in that way man
could be said to be consubstantial with stones, dogs, and angels!

37. Does the ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’ differ
from the one non-incarnate nature of God the Father, or not?
They have to give us an answer! If they say it does differ from it,
the Son won’t truly be consubstantial with the Father in that He
differs from Him by nature. It isn’t possible to speak of their being
partly consubstantial, for we observe all properly consubstantial
things to be consubstantial with each other in their entirety. If, on
the other hand, they say that it doesn’t differ from it, then God the
Father’s one nature is incarnate too, and so is the Holy Spirit’s.

38. Moreover, since the hypostasis that’s compounded out of
hypostases (the hypostasis of an army, say, or of a house), the
nature compounded out of natures, the body compounded out of
bodies, and quite simply anything compounded out of any set of
things, even if it’s called a hypostasis or a nature or a body in the
same way as they are, is still observed and said to be either inferior
or superior to its own parts. If the Word too 1s a nature, and Christ
1s a nature capable of being compared with the Word, that is, as a
whole compared with one of its parts, what then does my oppon-
ent say? Is Christ inferior or superior to the Word?
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39. The Apostle says: By the working of the might of God’s power
which He worked in Christ He raised Him from the dead. Was this power
that worked a nature, or not? And is what was raised from the
dead a nature, or not? If both—the one that worked the resurrec-
tion, and the one that was worked upon—were one nature, then
what was the nature that was worked upon, and what was the
nature that did the work and raised it? A Christ who is one nature
will never be shown to have raised Himself! If, then, we think in a
plous way about His resurrection, we’ll confess that it’s out of one
of His own natures that Christ raised the other, just as happens in
cases of sleep when a soul wakes a body up, for it often rouses it
from bed when it feels anxious, as is written: I went to bed and, while I
slept, 1 was wakened because the Lord—it’s clear He’s talking about ‘the
Lord in me’—#helped me. There’s also the text: A lon’s cub fiom
Judal’s stem fell asleep; who would rouse him? He’s saying it’s not some-
one else, but He Himself who’ll rouse Himself, for He had the
power both to lay down and to take up His own soul.
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40. Lest we should throw ourselves into obscurity, as they see it,
by entering into suspect passages, we’d like to ask them openly
whether they recognize this one nature—the nature out of two
natures—to be without beginning, or to have had a beginning in
time? If'it’s without beginning, how can it be out of anything, and
how can it be later in origin than they, and compounded? If it had
a beginning, had a cause, and is compounded, how can it be God?
‘But we’, they say, ‘speak of the same [nature] both as being
without a beginning and as having had a beginning, as do the
fathers.” On the contrary, my friends, the fathers don’t speak of
the same nature in the same way and in the same respect, even if
it belongs to the same thing, for it’s impossible for anything to be
patient of opposite definitions in the same way and in the same
respect. Rather, if the same Christ, being one, is said to be both
visible and invisible, it’s not in the same respect that He is so.
That’s true in the texts put to death in the flesh, but made alive in the
Sparit, and He was slain in weakness, but He lives in power, and others of
the kind. Nor is one ever to understand In the beginning was the
Word, and the Word became flesh, in the same sense, for [John]
says the flesh came into being, while witnessing as to the Word
that He didn’t come to be by any kind of beginning, but exists
without any beginning. Those who understand in a way beyond
credulity, however, seem to be faithfully faithless towards the Word
on account of their lack of reason: ‘He knows’, they say, ‘how
these things will come to pass for Him, even though to us they may
seem impossible.” My brothers, the Word never yet said anything
so irrational and incoherent as this about Himself! Why then
should we misrepresent Christ just so as to establish our own
ignorance in the service of some goal of our own?

41. Furthermore, the divine nature’s entirely simple. Is Christ’s
nature, then, which you say is one, compound or simple? If it’s
simple, how is Christ compound? If His nature’s compound,
how’s it divine? Truly, therefore, there’s one compound hypostasis
for the natures, but there are two natures of our master Christ, the
true God.
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42. If you speak of ‘one nature of the Word of God incarnate’,
and not of ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’, won’t you
plainly be falsifying the fathers’ teaching? If you confess one
incarnate nature, and don’t speak of one nature of the incarnate
Word, the Christ who is out of Word and flesh will be two natures
for that very reason. Because this one nature of the Word of God
was already confessed to be complete even without flesh, the
union in a nature will reveal nothing new if it’s remained one.
We’d like to find something out from you: Do you confess that the
Word’s nature has been made incarnate by a nature of flesh, or
not? If not, you’re left to perceive the Incarnation by reflection
alone, or by imagination, or by a change in vocabulary. If, on the
other hand, you say the nature of the Word was made incarnate
by a nature of flesh, then, since you know in the one compound
person of Christ one nature that makes incarnate, and another
that is made incarnate, how are you going to be able to count
these natures without duality?

43. The one incarnate nature of God the Word is either the
same thing as the one, and in that case the word ‘incarnate’ is
added superfluously, since it bears not at all on the signification of
quantity, which is what the present inquiry is about; or it intro-
duces the same thing as the two natures, and our opponents are
fighting against us for no reason; or it’s not entirely either one or
two, and they’re forced to speak of one nature with a division,
behaving like children in the face of ultimate things.

44. Was anything belonging to the Lord made better by receiv-
ing a natural improvement after His holy resurrection—as the
father Cyril says to Acacius, and as the rest of the fathers say—or
did His whole nature, which they say is one, stay the same?"" If it
wasn’t improved, either it’s still subject to passion, or it wasn’t
subject to passion before the resurrection either, and all the
teachers who speak of His humanity’s improvement are liars. If,
on the other hand, some complete nature in Him was improved,
this nature they talk of is whole or one, and His divinity will take
the lead in progress towards freedom from passion, or else just a
part of Him will. If, however, the part of Him that made progress
is a complete nature, they’ll be forced to say that the part that
doesn’t admit of progress is either one complete nature too, or a
portion of one—and they’ll be inclined, even against their will,
either to blaspheme or to be pious.
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45. If they say that, in the case of the Master, His nature’s one
in the same way as man’s is, they’re by the same token saying that
His being out of two natures is the same as man’s is. Man isn’t
admitted to be out of a pre-existing soul and body, for we speak of
‘out of two’ in his case by positing in thought alone the individual
parts of the common whole. In the Lord’s case, however, we don’t
speak of the Word’s pre-existing in thought His own compound-
ing, as we do in a man’s case. If the expression ‘out of two’ doesn’t
obtain in the same way in the Lord’s case as in the case of a mere
man, however, neither do we unite the Lord in the same way as we
do the one nature of man, for things that are put together out of
dissimilar things and in dissimilar ways are, by the rules of geom-
etry, dissimilar. The paradigm doesn’t, therefore, apply across the
board to both of these, even though man’s nature really was said
to be one, and was always shown to be only one.

46. If the Word’s flesh, by nature subject to passion, wasn’t seen
to be impassible as a result of union with Him, so much the more
has the Word, by nature impassible, Himself not become passible
as a result of His union with the passible. Why, then, do you ask
us, as though it were a matter of doubt, what kind of nature was
nailed [to the Cross]?—unless you’re speaking of a natural divine
suffering, and not the suffering that’s by appropriation?

47. If the Word is by nature impassible, but—as they’re in the
habit of saying—He suffered in a manner known to Himself, He
knows Himself to be not entirely impassible, unless He’s ignorant
of the fact that He’s subject to passion.

48. If we call the Word and the flesh parts of Christ, just as we
call soul and body parts of the whole man as of a natural form,
that 1s, not just as belonging to a particular compounded entity,
but as belonging to a natural form, then tell us: what is this whole
form?
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49. How is it that, for the one suffering of the one flesh, one of
man’s [components]| suffers, but the other co-suffers with its flesh
and not in itself? Even the one who co-suffers suffers in himself.
How can it be that he doesn’t also suffer in the one that suffers,
even though he doesn’t suffer on his own account, as does the one
who suffers in himself and not in the co-suffering one?

50. Our Lord Jesus Christ’s natures are two, but His death is
one. If; then, this death exists for Him only by nature, it belongs to
His mortal nature alone, but if it exists in a way beyond nature,
then it belongs to His immortal nature as well. In what way do you
say the Word agrees to suffer: by nature, or in a way beyond
nature?

5I. Ifit’s necessary, as they say, for there to be exactly the same
number of hypostases as there are natures, then they have to say
there’s one hypostasis of the Holy Trinity, since we say the Trini-
ty’s nature is one, or that there are three natures, since we say
there are three hypostases—for it’s far more the case that there’s
no hypostasis without a substance, than that there’s no substance
without an hypostasis."

52. If ‘union’ and ‘things united’ belong—as everyone agrees—
to the class of things in relation, how can these people suppose
that these things, which they correctly specify as also being united,
aren’t two after the union? Since the union hasn’t been brought to
an end, it must be that the things united are still held together.
Furthermore, if these same things actually united in Christ
weren’t two before the union (for certainly the Lord’s human real-
ity wasn’t also in existence before, and then became united, as
Nestorius would have it, neither are two entities observed after the
union, for there’s no end to this endless union), either they never
were two, or the things unconfusedly united in Christ are two in
the union.
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53. They say our Lord Jesus Christ is out of two natures, either
universal or particular. If He’s out of universal natures, then the
whole of the Holy Trinity was incarnated and crucified too, and
the whole of humanity is in Him. If; on the other hand, He’s out
of particular natures, He’s out of particular natures conceived by
them as pre-existing Christ either in potentiality or in actuality. If
they’re conceived as pre-existing Him only in potentiality, either
there suddenly came to be two natures for Him in actuality as well
after the union or, though they don’t yet exist, they will exist
sometime; or they never come to exist in actuality, and they might
be considered, perhaps, as being thus for ever incomplete, and as
vainly having in potentiality what they’ll never achieve in actuality.
If, on the other hand, they know these particular two natures as
also being actually distinct and subsistent before the union that
came to be in the Incarnation, they’re going to have to tell us in
what way they differ from Nestorius!

54. If you confess that the whole of the compound Christ is
God and man, notice that you’re calling the whole by the name of
its constituent parts. How, then, can you not say that Christ is the
duality of united natures, which are God and man, and parts of
Christ’s whole hypostasis?

55. If there aren’t two natures of God and man, but rather one
particular nature that’s specifically Christ’s, it follows that, in your
view, the Holy Virgin really would be said to be ‘Christ-bearer’,
and not ‘God-bearer’, since she’s the bearer of a different nature
from the divine and human natures in themselves.
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56. There’s a further question to be asked of those who speak of
difference and yet don’t number the things that differ, saying
‘We’re talking about things distinguished by reason, and not as
separated by their hypostases.” Are they saying the distinction
exists before the difference in nature, or along with the difference,
or after the difference? If they’re saying it exists before the differ-
ence, then there’ll be a distinction even between things between
which there’s no difference, as if a point, a monad, a mind, and
the divine nature itself—which is undifferentiated in respect of
itself—were to have distinctions made in them! If this one nature
of theirs has a distinction made in it in so far as it’s one, but is
subject to being numbered, too, in so far as a distinction is made,
they’re granting not only Christ’s ability to be numbered as well,
but also the ability to be numbered separately of both the mind
that’s in Him and the divinity! If, on the other hand, it’s along
with difference, or after it, that they necessarily discern the distinc-
tion between differing things, how is it that, when they speak of a
difference, they don’t speak of the distinction according to what’s
understood by things that differ, and in accordance with what’s
generally agreed? How is it that they don’t also count up the
things that differ by definition, and are distinguished by their dif-
ferent specific definitions, such as particular species, though their
hypostases are preserved?

57. It’s always the case that number exists either before, or at
the same time as, or after difference. It follows that, if those who
confess the difference between the Lord’s united natures recognize
the number that corresponds to that difference—that is, if they
recognize the differing realities—before the difference, they’ll
have to tell us where or when it was that they recognized and
numbered them as undifferentiated so that there might now be,
for them, the one undifferentiated nature out of two undifferenti-
ated natures! Once it was divided when it had identity, but then it
was united vis-a-vis these [undifferentiated realities?| when it took
on difference! But if number exists at the same time as, or after
difference, they’ll have an answer wrung from them—when they
can’t avoid granting that there is a difference—as to whether the
number of the things that differ also exists along with it, or after it.
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58. If they say there’s one nature out of two, but don’t also say
there are two natures of our Lord Jesus Christ, they must explain
something to us: Since the divine nature is, as all agree, beyond
the categories of universal and particular, what kind of nature do
they say the other of the two natures out of which the Saviour
comes, that 1s, the human nature, is? Is it universal, or is it particu-
lar? If ever they imagine it’s some particular human nature on its
own and without the Word, it’s obvious they’re talking in the
impious way of Nestorians. If, on the other hand, they say it’s a
universal nature, whether in thought or in actuality, they’re talking
about the substance of the entire form. If they say it’s in thought
that there exists one nature of the two out of which the Saviour is
compounded, subsisting in one nature, it’s clear He’ll exist by
possessing half of the natural definition relative to Him—the
human part of His composition—in thought, not in act. If it’s in
these terms, too, that He took on flesh from the Virgin, was seen
by men, was crucified, and so on, then these things too have come
to pass entirely in thought, and not truly in act. If, however, the
human nature exists in actuality, but it’s the universal nature of
humanity they’re speaking of in Him, it’s Judas and Pilate too—
since it exists in the universal said to exist in actuality—and there-
fore these men were crucified no less than the Master, and rose
from the dead, and He no less than they betrayed and crucified
them, and Himself too. By the same token, Annas and Caiaphas
will be considered to have come into existence at the same time
as He did from the Holy Virgin, but so would her forefather
David. She, the undefiled, being one participant in the universal
nature, will be considered to have given birth to herself along
with God the Word, since she gives birth to the universal nature of
humanity. What could you find more absurd or blasphemous than
that?
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If they say, “You yourselves, who suppose the Master’s out of
two natures, and in two natures: what sort of natures do you call
them?’, we give them the following wholehearted answer: “We say
He’s out of two natures, the divine nature and the universal
human nature, both of which pre-existed Christ’s union, but we
also say that He’s in two natures—the shared divinity that’s
beyond the logic of universal and particular, and the particular
humanity that’s His alone.” It’s possible to maintain simul-
taneously the expression ‘out of two natures’, since it exists in
thought on the basis of the nature grasped through abstraction
from the universality of men, as compared with the actually exist-
ing divinity—for we do contemplate the realities of Christ before
Christ in thought. It’s not possible, though, to confess the realities
that actually subsisted in Christ before Christ, but in Him, so that
those who recognize two natures united in Christ affirm His actu-
ally subsisting humanity more than those who say He’s out of two
natures.

59. Again, was the one nature of the Word of God, now the
incarnate nature, ever not incarnate, or was that never the case? If
this is an unambiguous issue for them, one needs to hear from
them: if it belonged to God the Word, and was a nature, and was
one even before the taking on of flesh, what did it take on when it
became flesh, or what did it lose? If it didn’t take anything on—
for the word ‘incarnate’ isn’t used in the sense of change and
transformation, as when we say of ice that water’s one nature
‘turned to stone’—it’s clear that it took on flesh, that is, humanity.
But what is this humanity, a quality, or some nature? If this nature
that’s taken on is unquestionably a nature in addition to the one
nature of the Word of God that took it on, they’re going to have to
tell us candidly just how many natures there are!
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60. Another thing: do they recognize the one incarnate nature
out of two natures as belonging to God the Word, or to Christ 180w
alone? If it belongs to Christ alone, it’s mischievous of them,
when we interrogate them about Christ, to make their defence of
the natures, not in terms of Christ’s name, but in terms of the
Word of God’s name. If, however, they have the nerve to say that
the Word’s one nature also is out of two, then it too will clearly be
understood to be out of divinity and humanity in its own right,
and to become incarnate a second time, taking on an additional
nature of flesh, and welded together as a threefold nature
(replacing a twofold one) out of two fleshes and one divinity!
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61. Since they say that one thing came to be out of two natures,
there’s more to be found out from them. This one thing, now: in
what sense are they saying it’s one? They say that something’s one
either in name, or in genus, or in form, or in number; apart from
these, it’s impossible to say anything’s one. If it’s in name that
there’s come to be one thing, the two have been united only in that
they have the same name, though they go on being of different
natures and uncombined with each other, and it’ll be called by
either name, just ‘man’; or just ‘God’, or some other name that’s
the name neither for God nor man. If, on the other hand, what’s
come into existence is one by genus, by which God and men are
completed, then these two things are of the same genus. But then
one has to try to find out what common genus they share—a
genus greater in scope than God!——and how the idea of this most
ancient of unions came to them on the basis of a recent union. If]
again, they say it’s one in form, then the individual entities (i.e.
hypostases) under that form number two at least, if not more, and
Christ is thought to be in two or more persons. How one’s to
calculate that there’s one form of divinity and humanity boggles
the mind! If; though, none of this makes any sense, what came
into existence out of two natures necessarily ends up being one in
number. What’s called one by number, however, is what we speak
of as being one by hypostasis, and not what’s one by nature. This
is so because, just as each number is able to be the one thing by a
compounding of numbers or units, so also hypostases subsist by a
compounding of natures and a combining of properties, or at the
very least by a combination of one nature and one property. To be
one thing by nature belongs uniquely to a single entity that’s
entirely uncompounded.

62. If they speak of the introduction of new terms because the
fathers haven’t spoken of two natures in Christ in so many words,
either they must point out some father who speaks unequivocally
of one nature, or else they themselves are going to have to refrain
from rashly using that kind of expression whenever we too, for our
part, hear the most eminent of the teachers speaking of natures,
but {wo natures.

1804A

18048

1804¢C
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63. Is God the Word’s nature one in its incarnated state, or is it
also one when it’s without flesh? If it’s one in its incarnated state,
it wasn’t one before the Incarnation, but half of one, or some such
fraction. Furthermore, neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit will
then have one complete nature. If; on the other hand, it was one
even before the Incarnation, either the flesh added nothing at the
level of nature to the Word’s hypostasis, and the union of natures
by hypostasis is considered false, or else, if it did add something, it
joined one nature or part of a nature to the pre-existing one
nature of the Word.™



NOTES

TESTIMONIES OF THE SAINTS

II.
III.
Iv.

VII.
VIIIL.

XI.

XII.

XIII.

. The MS heading for the whole of Against the Monophysites, found immedi-

ately before the Aporiae: Tod mavoddov povayxod xip Aeovriov 7o
TepocolvuiTov dmopiar mpos Tods ulav ¢pvow Aéyovras atvlerov Tov Kipiov
Huav Inoodv Xpiorov: kaw paprvplar 1év dyiwv, kal dvdAveis Tod 8éyparos
adrav. Alternative translations to ‘analysis’ include ‘freeing’, if Leontius
means that he is freeing the fathers’ teaching from misunderstandings, and
‘destruction’, if Leontius intends by the ‘they’ of ‘their teaching’ the anti-
Chalcedonians, though the obvious referent for ‘their’ is ‘the saints’. On the
whole, it seems best to assume that the referent is ‘the saints’, and that the
word carries the positive sense of ‘analysis’. That describes pretty well what
Leontius does.

Severus is cited to this effect at 1841D.

A common way to speak of John, the writer of the fourth gospel.

A reference to a common principle of patristic biblical exegesis: if a
statement is manifestly untrue or unworthy on the literal level, it is to be
interpreted in some other manner, e.g. allegorically.

. Or ‘rub’.

VI

An ironic reference, surely, to Severus’ The Friend of Truth, in which Severus
championed a Cyril (the ‘friend of truth’ of the title) who was to be under-
stood only in terms of a strict—Leontius implies heretical—reading of this
formula.

The translation of Wickham, Cynl, 89—9r.

These are produced at 1841a-1849¢.

. Not among the passages preserved in the Latin original: Explanatio symboli,

in B. Botte (ed. and tr.), De Sacramentis, SC 25* (Paris: Editions du Cest, 1994),
46-58.

. 1.e. saying opposite things. In 1 Cor. 12: 13 it is said to be impossible for one

to say both {Jesus is cursed’ and ‘Jesus is Lord’.

The scribe neither provides nor leaves room for the title so clearly missing
here.

On Symeon Stylites, Baradatus, and James of Cyrrhestica see R. M. Price’s
translation of Theodoret of Cyrrhus, 4 History of the Monks of Syna,
Cistercian Studies 88 (Kalamazoo: Cistercian Publication, 1985), esp. 148 n. 1.
The aphorism is first found in Aristotle.
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x1v. The following account is certainly a scribal addition from a later time. See
Introduction, section XI.

APORIAE

I In the MS this description is followed immediately by a description of
Testimones of the Saints: kal paprvplar 7@V dylwv, kal dvalvots Tob ddypatos
adTOV.

1. Found in Aristotle, Categories 5b and 6a; widely repeated in later works on
logic.

. A reference to Phil. 2:6-7: ‘the form of God’ and ‘the form of a servant’.
1v. Cf. Cyril of Alexandria, That Christ ts One, 342.

v. A logical sleight of hand. The argument here depends on the fact that
Leontius and his opponents agree that hypostases were not compounded in
Christ, as is stated in the closing sentence. Both agree that natures were
compounded in Him, though his opponents think He was compounded
‘out of” two natures, while Leontius prefers to say He was compounded ‘in’
two natures. It depends, too, on a commonplace of Byzantine number
theory: the sum of a perfect number’s factors equals itself (e.g. 1 +2+3=6
and 1 X 2 X 3 = 6), ‘filling up’ that number. Beginning with those assump-
tions, Leontius plays games with a whole set of double meanings: the
expression for ‘complete compound’ can also mean ‘perfect number’ in the
mathematical sense; the word for ‘complete’ in the quantitative sense can
also mean ‘perfect’ in the qualitative sense; the word for ‘first’ can mean
either ‘first in a sequence’ or ‘pre-eminent’; the word for ‘excessive’ can also
mean ‘odd’ in the mathematical sense; the word for ‘exact’ or ‘appropriate’
can also mean ‘even’ in the mathematical sense. The argument unfolds in
the following way. The first sentence asserts the commonplace of number
theory with which any reader would have to agree: ‘the sum of [the factors
of] every [mathematically] perfect number has neither to exceed, nor fall
short, but be even [fill it up].” Substituting alternative meanings for the
same words, though, Leontius would have the reader agreeing that ‘the sum
of [the components of] every [qualitatively] perfect compound has to be
[mathematically] even.” The next sentence works in much the same way.
Any reader would agree that ‘two is the first compounding, and the first
[mathematically] even number.’ Leontius, by substituting alternative
meanings for words, would have the reader agreeing that ‘two is . .. the
pre-eminent even number.’” That would also mean agreement with the
proposition that ‘[tJwo is . . . the pre-eminent appropriate number’, to use yet
another meaning for the word. The ‘logical’ implication of the reader’s
assumed agreement to these propositions is that the incarnate Word (‘the
one [qualitatively] perfect thing’, and therefore the perfect compound)
could have only an even number of components; since two is the ‘pre-
eminent compounding’ and the ‘pre-eminent appropriate number’, the
incarnate Word could be compounded only of two components. In the
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penultimate sentence Leontius has one last romp with the double meanings
of words: ‘How . . . could it ever be [mathematically] odd . . . to speak of
[the mathematically even] two ...?" A debt of gratitude is owed to Joel
Kalvesmaki for his invaluable help in making sense of this aporia.
vI. See the citation from Cyril in Aporia 21.
vir. The allusion may be to Cyril of Alexandria, Letter 41, ACO i, 1, 4, p. 46: ‘for
when he rose from the dead, he put off corruption and with it all that is
from it.” Translated from FC Ixxvi', 178.
viir. The source in Cyril for the Severian assertion is cited and discussed in
Testimonies at 1824D—1825B.
1x. At this point there are eight blank lines in the text before Zestimonies.



APPENDIX: THE ARGUMENT OF
TESTIMONIES OF THE SAINTS SUMMARIZED

Note: The text falls into two main sections, each addressing a funda-
mental charge made by the anti-Chalcedonians used as a justification for
remaining in schism. The first charge is the charge of novelty: the
fathers use ‘one incarnate nature’, but ‘the expression you use ... 1s a
strange one we don’t find being used explicitly by the fathers anywhere,
i.e. “two natures, albeit undivided, of Christ”.”' The very long conversa-
tion that addresses this issue takes up slightly more than three-quarters
of the text.” The second charge is ‘the charge of falsehood against the
Church’, the falsehood involved being the fact that, ‘though you now
teach the kind of things that seem to be orthodox ... you accept and
reverence ... Chalcedon, and Leo ... who had as their pretext for
convening the condemnation of Eutyches, but were really an act of zeal
for Nestorius.”® The section addressing this charge completes the text.
The narrative about a local miracle at the end is a scribal addition.*

Within these two main sections, the conversation meanders through
the issues, with Leontius supplying the anti-Chalcedonians’ responses
along the way, probably imagining some and citing others. The
conversation’s progress is as follows:

SECTION I THE NOVELTY OF ‘TWO NATURES’

A (Anti-Chalcedonians): The fathers say ‘one incarnate nature’, but you
say ‘two united natures of Christ’. (1804p—-18054)

L (Leontius): 1. The fathers do in fact speak of two natures, as even
Severus recognizes.  (1805A)

2. We accept both expressions as meaning the same thing: ‘one
incarnate nature of God the Word” = ‘two natures united in one
hypostasis’.  (18054-B)

3. Different ways of expressing things are both common and
necessary. The meaning is what is important, not the particular
words. (18058-1808B)

A: ‘One incarnate nature’ captured christological truth exactly. Why
add another expression? (1808—c)

" 1804D % 1804D-1876C * 1876D * 1876¢-1900A
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L:

1. Each has its use. Just as ‘one incarnate nature’ was introduced as a
way of expressing both the duality and the unity of Christ that could
exclude Nestorianism’s misuse of ‘two natures’, so ‘two natures
united in one hypostasis’ was brought in to express that duality
and unity in a way that could exclude Eutychianism’s misuse of
‘one nature’. Again, the point is what they mean underneath the
form of words: you need to reject people who impute an incorrect
meaning to either expression, and accept those who impute a correct
meaning. (1808c—1812¢)

2. Do not confuse two meanings of ‘nature’.  (1812D)

3. Cyril himself intended by ‘one incarnate nature’ exactly what
correct-thinking people intend by ‘two natures united in one
hypostasis’. He was not inconsistent.  (1813a—c)

4. For Cyril to say there is one incarnate nature of Christ does
not necessarily mean that there is only one nature in the sense of
substance. If so, both humanity and divinity would be replaced by
some other nature. Cyril, however, was using ‘nature’ in the sense of
‘hypostasis’, and in a hypostatic union the natures united persist, but
exist in a single entity. (1813¢—1816D)

5. Now you cannot any longer use confusion about the meaning
of ‘nature’ as an excuse for not rejoining us.  (1816p—1817B)

A first, brief florilegium shows that the fathers speak of natures in
Christ that persist after the union. (1817¢—1820B)

A second, long florilegium shows that the fathers speak of a union
by hypostasis of two natures, whatever terms they use to refer to the
union and the duality. (1820B-18414)

A third florilegium shows that even anti-Chalcedonians like Severus
cannot help recognizing this kind of union and duality. (1841a—
1849¢)

You pick only the patristic texts that suit your purposes, and ignore
those that support our position.  (1849c)

The select fathers never disagree with themselves or with each other.
Whereas you claim to find them saying the opposite of what we
found them to say, that is only because you are looking at the form of
words they use, rather than the underlying meaning, which is actu-
ally the same. Bring forward your evidence, then, and we shall show
that we are right about this. Remember, though, that terms were
often used imprecisely by the fathers. Do not be confused by
this. (1849c—1852B)

The expression ‘two natures’ that you use is a Nestorian expression,
but Cyril spoke of ‘one nature’. (1852D)

1. The fact that Nestorius used the expression does not prove it is, of
itself, erroneous.  (1852D-18534)
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2. When it comes to texts of Cyril that speak of one nature, how-
ever, it can be shown from what he says in the context that what he
means by ‘nature’ is ‘person’ or ‘hypostasis’. When Ciyril says Christ
1s ‘out of two natures’ after the union, and says he does not divide the
natures after the union, he makes it clear from the context that he
means that he does not divide the one Son whose natures they are,
and that there are two natures there to be discerned by ‘the eyes of
the soul’. (1853a-18604)

3. Cyril’s paradigm for union, the union of body and soul in man
that produces one, means the production of one person and hypo-
stasis, not of one nature in the sense of substance. (1860a-1861c)

4. Either Cyril means ‘one person’ and ‘one hypostasis’ when
he says ‘one nature’, or he is is—unimagineably—inconsist-
ent. (1861¢-18644)

5. Texts claimed to be from Athanasius, Julius of Rome, and Gre-
gory Thaumaturgus that use ‘one nature’ can be shown by historical
mvestigation to be forgeries produced by Apollinarians, though
Cyril cited them in good faith and as bearing an orthodox
meaning. (1864A-1876¢)

SECTION II THE FALSEHOOD OF THE CHALCEDONIAN CHURCH
(1876c—19004)

A:

L:

Chalcedon pretended it met to condemn Eutyches, but really it
wanted to preserve a disguised Nestorianism. (1876c—Db)

Chalcedon actually confirmed everything Cyril and the Council of
Ephesus said and did against Nestorius, and anathematized him and
all who agreed with him. (1877a-8)

Some participants in Chalcedon had been Nestorian sympa-
thizers. (1877B)

Two or three closet Nestorians could not taint the whole council,
which was established by divine providence to enunciate lasting
doctrine.  (18778—18808B)

Their error made the whole culpable. (18808)

If so, then those at Chalcedon who had been at Ephesus were culp-
able, and Ephesus was by the same token tainted by their culpability.
Why not leave the few deceivers to the judgment of God, and agree

with us on the underlying single meaning of both christological
expressions? (18808-1881c)

Chalcedon replaced its first creed by a second, showing the instability
of their belief. (1881c-D)

All councils involved disagreement, even Nicaea. (18810-18844)
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The remaking of its creed demonstrated a profound change of
opinion from what it first believed. (18844)

Chalcedon remade its creed because it realized what it had first said
needed to be corrected. The change shows how assiduous it was
about the truth. (1884a-B)

Chalcedon really deposed Dioscorus because he attacked Nestorian-
ism, but misrepresented the reason for condemning him as being his
refusal to appear when summoned. (18848)

He was summoned for receiving Eutyches and anathematizing
Flavian, but then he made false excuses for not appearing, and
eventually was deposed for refusing to appear. (1884c)

Why did Chalcedon condemn him for refusing to appear rather than
on doctrinal grounds? (1884c)

Dioscorus was suspected of holding the Eutychian heresy, and that
was the real reason why he was summoned, but he was condemned
when he refused to appear. The doctrinal charge was not withdrawn
or misrepresented; it simply never came to trial. Note that Dioscorus
did, damningly, receive Eutyches. (1884p-18858)

Dioscorus received Eutyches only when he renounced his
error. (1885B)

If that is true, then Eutyches admitted he had been in error, in which
case Dioscorus ought not to have condemned Flavian for deposing
him. (18858-D)

Flavian was tainted by Nestorian sympathies, though, which taints
everything he did against Eutyches. (1885D)

Flavian’s own statements show that was not the case. You have
assumed that our silence about Dioscorus’ suspected Eutychianism
meant Chalcedon deposed him unjustly. In fact, Chalcedon’s
decisions represented the careful deliberations of a great assembly.
Compare that with Severus’ arrogant unilateral condemnation of
that same great assembly! Individuals do not anathematize councils!
It is the other way around. (18850-1889a)

Most votes at Chalcedon were the result of bribery.  (18898)

The council could have enunciated true doctrine all the same. You
should be forgiving of the sinners involved, especially given the
acceptance of money for performing sacraments by some of your
clergy. Anyway, our clergy are almost all blameless. (1889B—-18924)

We urge everyone to treat theological statements objectively, as if
they came from complete strangers, rather than from ‘friends’ or
‘enemies’. Judge where the truth is being clearly spoken, remember-
ing that we shall be judged by Christ at His coming. Loyalty to one’s
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teacher [Severus!] and factional solidarity will mean nothing
then. (1892B-1893c)
I have too much self-respect to change my opinion. (1893c)

That is to be zealous without paying attention to what you are being
zealous for. (1893D—1896B)

The truth of what our people say is confirmed by God’s gift of
miracle-working power to them. (18968—)

There is no necessary or observed connection between being able to
work miracles and being able to enunciate sound doctrine. Anyway,
our people perform just as many miracles as they do, indeed more.
Moreover, there may be many reasons why God gives the gift of
miracle-working which have nothing to do with one’s doctrinal posi-
tion. (1896c—1900A)



SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY

ABramowskl, L., ‘Ein nestorianischer Traktat bei Leontius von Jerusa-
lem’, III' Symposwum Syriacum 1980, OCA 221 (Rome: Pont. Institutum
Studiorum Orientalium, 1983), 43—55.

ALLEN, P, “The Definition and Enforcement of Orthodoxy’, in A. Cam-
eron, B. Ward-Perkins, and M. Whitby (eds.), The Cambridge Ancient
History, xiv (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 8245

Baspekis, AtHANASIOS, Die Christologie des Leontius von ferusalem: seine
Logoslehre (Diss. Miinster, 1974).

Breypy, M., ‘Les Attestations patristiques paralléles et leurs nuances
chez les ps-Léonce et Jean Maron’, in R. Stempel (ed.), Nubia et Oriens
Christianus: Festschrift fur C. Detlef G. Miiller zum 60. Geburtstag (Cologne:
Dinter, 1987), §-16.

Exposé de la foi et autres opuscules, CSCO, Scriptores Syri, ccx
(Louvain: E. Peeters, 1988), 497-8.

Brock, S., “The Conversations with the Syrian Orthodox under
Justinian (532)’, OCP 47 (1981), 87—121.

Fracea, 1., O Aedvrios Bulavrios. Bilos kal Zvyypappara (Kpiriki
Oedrpirn ) (Athens, 1984), 217—46.

Gray, P. T. R., The Defense of Chalcedon in the East (451—553), SHCT 20
(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1979), 122—41.

‘An  Anonymous Severian Monophysite of the Mid-Sixth

Century’, Patristic and Byzantine Review, 1 (1982), 117-26.

‘Neo-Chalcedonianism and the Tradition: From Patristic to
Byzantine Theology’, BF 8 (1982), 61—70.

—— “The Soteriological Case for a “Synthetic” Union in Christ’, Papers
of the Ninth International Conference on Patristics Studies, Oxford 1983, StudPat
18, 1 (Kalamazoo, Mich.: Cistercian Publications, 1985), 151—4.

‘Forgery as an Instrument of Progress: Reconstructing the
Theological Tradition in the Sixth Century’, B 81 (1988), 284—9.

—— ““The Select Fathers”: Canonizing the Patristic Past’, Papers pre-
sented to the Tenth International Conference on Patristic Studies held in Oxford
1987, StudPat 23 (Leuven: Peeters Press, 1989), 21—36.

‘Neuchalkedonismus’, TRE xxiv, 1/2 (Berlin and New York: Walter

de Gruyter, 1994), 289—96.

“Through the Tunnel with Leontius of Jerusalem: The Sixth

Century Transformation of Theology’, in P. Allen and E. Jeffreys




SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY 235

(eds.), The Sixth Century: End or Beginning?, BA 10 (Brisbane: Australian

Association for Byzantine Studies, 1996), 187—96.

‘Covering the Nakedness of Noah: Reconstruction and Denial in

the Age of Justinian’, in L. Garland (ed.), Conformuty and Non-Conformaty

in Byzantuum = BF 24 (1997), 193—206.

“The Sabaite Monasteries and the Christological Controversies
(478—533)", in J. Patrich (ed.), The Sabaite Heritage in the Orthodox Church

Jfrom the Fifih Century to the Present, OLA 98 (Leuven: Uitgeverij Peeters en
Departement Oosterse Studies, 2001), 241-3.

GRILLMEIER, A., ‘Der Neu-Chalkedonismus: um die Berechtigung eines
neuen Kapitals in der Dogmengeschichte’, Histfb 77 (1958), pp. 151-66
= Mt thm und in ihm: Christologische Forschungen und Perspektiven (Freiburg:
Herder, 1975), 376-85.

O kvpiaros dvfpwmos: eine Studie zu einer christologischen Be-

zeichnung der Viterzeit’, Trad 33 (1977), 47-51.

GRILLMEIER, A. (with T. Hainthaler), From the Council of Chalcedon (451) to
Gregory the Great (590-604) = Christ in Christian Tradition, 11%, tr. P. Allen
and J. Cawte (London and Oxford: Mowbray, 1995), 271-312.

GruMEL, V., ‘Léonce de Byzance’, DTC g (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, 1926),
400—26.

HELMER, S., Der Neuchalkedonismus: Geschichte, Berechtigung und Bedeutung eines
dogmengeschichtlichen Begriffs (Diss. Bonn, 1962), 20215,

Juncras, J. P, Leontius von Byzanz: Studien zu seinen Schriften, Quellen und
Anschauungen, FCLDG 7° (Paderborn, 1908).

KravsMULLER, D., ‘Leontius of Jerusalem, a Theologian of the Seventh
Century’, 715 Ns 522 (2001), 637-57.

Loors, F., Leontius von Byzanz und die gleichnamigen Schrifisteller der griechischen
Kirche, TU g (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1887), 175-97.

Lupwig, E. M., ‘Neo-Chalcedonism and the Council of 553" (Diss.
Berkeley, 1983), 117—28.

MacpoNALD, J., ‘Leontius of Jerusalem’s Against the Monophysites as a
Possible Source for Justinian’s Letter to the Alexandrian Monks’, Byzantion,
67 (1997), 373-82.

MEYENDORFF, J., Christ in Eastern Christian Thought (Crestwood, NY: St
Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1975), 73-82.

MoELLER, C., ‘Le Chalcédonisme et le néo-chalcédonisme en Orient de
451 a la fin du VI siecle’, in A. Grillmeier and H. Bacht (eds.), Das
Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart, 1 (Wiirzburg: Echter-
Verlag, 1951), 686—7.

“Textes “monophysite” de Léonce de Jerusalem’, EphThLov 27
(1951), 467-82.

PerrONE, L., La Chiesa di Palestina e le controversie cristologiche: dal concilio di
Efeso (431) al secondo concilio di Costantinopoli (553), Testi ¢ ricerche di Scienze
religiose 18 (Brescia: Paideia Editrice, 1980), 274-85.




236 SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY

—— ‘Leonzio de Gerusalemme’, in A. di Berardino (ed.), Dal Concilio de
Calcedonia (451) a Grovanni Damasceno (750): I Padri Orientali = Patrologia &
(Genoa, 2000), 312—14.

ReEs, S., “The Literary Activity of Leontius of Byzantium’, J7§ 19
(1968), 229—42.

Ricaarp, M., ‘Le Néo-chalcédonisme’, Opera Minora, 1 (Turnhout:
Brepols, 1977), no. 56, 156—61.

‘Les Floriléges diphysites du V° et du VI® siécle’, Opera Minora, ii

(Turnhout: Brepols, 1976), no. g, 740—42.

‘Léonce de Jérusalem et Léonce de Byzance’, Opera Minora, iii
(Turnhout: Brepols, 1977), no. 59, 35-8.

Rucamer, M., Leontius von Byzanz: ein Polemiker aus dem Leitalter Justinians
(Diss. Wurzburg, 1894), 33+43-

StiERNON, D., ‘Léonce de Byzance’, DSp g (Paris: Beauchesne, 1976),
651-60, esp. 655.

Warr, J. H. I, “The Authenticity of the Writings Ascribed to Leontius of
Byzantium: A New Approach by Means of Statistics’, Papers presented to
the Fourth International Conference on Patristic Studies held at Christ Church,
Oxford, 1963, StudPat 7 = TU 92 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1966), 321
36.

WEescHE, K. P, The Defense of Chalcedon in the 6th Century: The Doctrine of
‘Hypostasis® and Deification in the Christology of Leontius of Jerusalem (Thesis,
Fordham, 1986).

“The Christology of Leontius of Jerusalem: Monophysite or Chal-

cedonian?’, SVTQ 31 (1987), 65-95.

Note: Those wishing to gain a broader perspective on Leontius and his
period might wish to read more widely in the section by P. Allen listed
above; in the relevant sections of H. Chadwick, The Church in Ancient
Society: From Galilee to Gregory the Great (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2oo1); and idem, East and West: The Making of a Rift in the Church. From
Apostolic Times until the Council of Florence (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2003). For an introductory survey of the christological contro-
versies culminating in Leontius’ time, see P. T. R. Gray, “The Legacy
of Chalcedon: Christological Problems and their Significance’, in M.
Maas (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to the Age of Fustinian (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005), 215-38.



INDEX OF BIBLICAL CITATIONS

Old Testament 7: 2223 158
8: 12 152
Genesis 10: 28 178
4:16 54 10: 37 152
9: 23 102 II: 19 110
12: 15 152 130 15 152
14: 23 150 16: 16 182
18: 28 136 16: 25 152
19: 30 136 18: 20 136
49: 9 202 19: 29 152
22: 13 152
Exodus 23: 67 152
333 48 25: 30 152
Psalms Mark
3:6 202 5 148
13 134 9: 47 50
17: 31 54 16: 20 158
19: 5 88
40: 6 134 Luke
48: 2 46 2: 40 110
57: 2 148 6: 45 134
57-4 134 7034 110
575 104, 134 10: 1 138
106: 42 106 12: 9 152
I15: 2 174 18: 11 148
117: 27 90
John
Proverbs 113 176
18: 1 46 I 14 48, 50
2: 19 8o, 88
Isaiah 5:23 90
119 148 844 78
6: 10 152 8:58 8o
9:5 86 10 1 140
52: 5 150 10: 5 140
10: 8 140
New Testament 10 IT 140
10: 12 140
Matthew 10: 18 202

72375 150 10: 30 50, 54



238

INDEX OF BIBLICAL CITATIONS

14: 6 140
14: 12 84
14: 28 54, 90
15: 22 158
20: 28 86
Acts

4: 32 108
8: 20 148
19: 13714 158
24: 1-8 142
26: 23 124
28: 27 152
Romans

1: 28 154
2:6 134
2:16 150
34 174

6: 3 124
9:5 76

10: 2 154
16: 18 108

1 Corinthians

2: 8 132
45 134
12: 3 118
12: 8-10 156
12: 8—9 156
12: 11 156
13: 9 142
1415 156
14: 33 148

2 Corinthians

1:18 54
3:6 50, 54
44 48

8: 21 140
13: 4 204
Galatians

8 96, 140
I: 23 138

4: 4 92, 176
5:7 140

6: 14 196
Ephesians

11 13 100, 150, 152

I: 1920
4011
4 14
6: 20

Philippians
2: 67

2:7

2: 15
378

Colossians
I 15
2: 9

202
140
54

106

176
124
140
152

48
126

1 Thessalonians

2: 15
5: 21

1 Timothy

Titus
I 11

Hebrews
I 2

113

2:9
4012

73
James
32

5: 16

1 Peter
3:18

41
45
54

154
56, 154

68, 9o, 176
132, 172
176

154

152

150
150
158

150

176
48

196
150
176

150
148

204
66, 102
134
140



2 Peter
11 94
2: 10

1 John
3: 19—20

154
134

152

INDEX OF BIBLICAL CITATIONS

Jude
1: 1§

Revelation
2: 23

140

138

239



INDEX OF PATRISTIC CITATIONS

Ambrose
Interpretation of the Holy Symbol 74, 88
Letter 46 88
On the Faith (to Gratian) 78, 86, 88
On the Incarnation 74, 88
1o the Crowds 88
To the Diligent 88
Amphilochius of Iconium
Oration on ‘the Father is greater than I’ 88
To Seleucus 88, 92
Ampbhilochius of Side
Letter to the Emperor Leo 92
Apollinarius
Letter to Dionysius 122, 124
On the Faith, Point by Point 132
On the Union 74, 94, 122, 132
7o Jovian 118
Athanasius
On the text ‘Amen, amen, I say unto you’ 8o
Ps.-Athanasius
On the Incarnation (against Apollinarius)
62
On the Trimity 122
70 Jovian 118
Augustine
Letter 13 9o
Tractate on John 9o
Basil of Caesarca
Letter 236 62
[Ps.-] Basil of Caesarea
Against Eunomius 66
Ciyril of Alexandria
Against Julian 9o
Against Nestorius 64, 70
Book of Citations 82
Defence of the Twelve Anathemas 64
Glaphyra on the Pentateuch 66
Letter 4 82
Letter 17 104
Letter 39 68,76, 84, 104
Letter 41 206

Letter 44 56, 84, 134

Letter 45 64, 68,78, 82, 112, 114

Letter 46 56, 58, 64, 66, 82, 106, 110,

114, 116

Letter 50 76, 78

Letter 53 8o

On Hebrews 70, 72,78, 108, 110

On the Faith 82

On Matthew 116

On Worshup in Spirit and in Truth 9o

Scholia 70, 78, 112, 184

Sermon on the Faith Addressed to the Alex-

andrians 80

That Christ is One 9o

Thesaurus 84
Cyril of Jerusalem

Commentary on ‘I go to my Father’ 84
Ps.-Ephrem

Homuly on the Pearl 76
Ps.-Eustathius of Antioch

Exposition of the Fifieenth Psalm 92
Flavian of Antioch

Commentary on John 9o

On the Ascension of the Lord 9o
Flavian of Constantinople

Letter to Theodosius 96, 146
Gregory of Nazianzus

Letter 101 64, 66, 126, 180

Letter 102 52, 132

Oration 2 62

Oration 29 64

Oration 30 66, 68, 116

Oration 31 176

Oration 38 64, 68, 116

Oration 45 64, 188

Poems 92
Gregory of Nyssa

Against Apollinarius 84

Against Eunomius 68

Against the Arians 74

Letter to Philip the Monk 74



INDEX OF PATRISTIC CITATIONS

Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus

On the Faith, Point by Point 132
Hilary of Poitiers

On the Trinity 86
Ps.-Hippolytus

From the Praises of Balaam 86
Isidore of Pelusium

Letter 1 76, 84, 9o
John Chrysostom

On Lazarus 74
Ps.-John Chrysostom

Letter to Caesarius 68, 70, 72, 92
Ps.-Julius of Rome

Letter to Dionysius 122, 124

On the Union 74, 94, 122, 132
Leo of Rome

Letter 52 96
Origen

On First Principles 66, 68
Paul of Emesa

Sermon on the Nativity 76
Peter of Alexandria

On the Lord’s Advent 84
Proclus of Constantinople

Sermon in Praise of Holy Mary 86

241

Sermon on the Doctrine of the Incarnation

86
Severus of Antioch
Against Nephalius 94
Against the Grammarian 66, 8o,
100, 102
Letter 1 to Sergius the Grammarian
Letter 2 to Sergius the Grammarian
Letter 3 to Sergius the Grammarian
Letter to Solon 100
That the Word us Impassible 102
Untitled 98
Socrates
Ecclesiastical History 122
Sylvester of Rome
Against the fews 86
Theodoret
Exposition of the Correct Faith 72
Theodotus of Antioch
Against the Synousiasts 84
Ps.-Timothy Aelurus

94, 98,

102
00
00

—

Argument against Calonymus of Alexandria

102
Timothy the Apollinarian
Eeclesiastical History 120



INDEX OF NAMES

Aaron 158

Abraham 152

Acacius, bishop of Scythopolis 206

Adam 116

Ambrose, bishop of Milan 74, 78, 86,
88, 94

Amphilochius, bishop of Iconium 88,
92

Amphilochius, bishop of Side 92

Annas 216

Apollinarius, bishop of Laodicea 5, 20,
52, 92, 108, 120, 122, 126

Arius 52, 108, 138, 198

Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria 11, 16,
19—20, 46, 48, 62, 76, 80, 104, 118,
120, 122

Augustine, bishop of Hippo Regius go

Augustus, Emperor 166

Baradatus, monk 138

Basil, bishop of Caesarea 62, 66

Bede, church historian (‘the Venerable’)
I

Boethius, philosopher 1

Caiaphas 216

Cyril, bishop of Alexandria 6-14,
16-20, 245, 27-30, 33, 46, 54, 56,
64, 68, 70, 72, 74, 76, 78, 80, 82, 84,
90, 94, 967 98: 102, 104, 1065 108:
110, 112, 114, 116, 134, 184, 206

Ciyril, bishop of Jerusalem 84

Ciyril of Scythopolis, hagiographer 37

David, king of Israel 216

Diodore, bishop of Tarsus 120

Dioscorus, bishop of Alexandria 7-10,
201, 24, 40, 90, 124, 140, 142, 144,
146

Ephrem of Syria, poet 76

Eunomius, bishop of Cyzicus 54

Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea and
church historian 140

Eustathius, bishop of Antioch g2

Eutyches, monk 7-10, 14, 16, 201, 28,
30, 52, 96, 108, 134, 142, 144, 146

Felix, procurator of Judaea 142

Flavian, bishop of Antioch go

Flavian, bishop of Constantinople 7-8,
201, 96, 142, 144, 146

Gregory, bishop of Nazianzus (‘the
Theologian’) 52, 62, 64, 66, 68, 116,
120, 126, 132

Gregory, bishop of Neocaesarea
(“Thaumaturgus’) 132

Gregory, bishop of Nyssa 33, 34, 68, 74,
84, 92, 120

Heraclius, emperor 39
Hilary, bishop of Poitiers 86
Hippolytus, theologian of Rome 86

Ibas, bishop of Edessa 9, 14, 201,
Isidore, monk of Pelusium 76, 84, 9o

Jacob Baradatus, bishop of Edessa 160

Jambres 158

James of Cyrrhestica, monk 138

Jannes 158

John, apostle (‘the Theologian’) 48, 76,
150, 204

John, bishop of Antioch 6, 76, 104

John, bishop of Caesarea (‘the
Grammarian’) 12-13, 98, 102

John, bishop of Constantinople
(‘Chrysostom’) 68, 72, 74, 92

John, bishop of Scythopolis 19, 38, 40,

John Maron, bishop of Mount Lebanon
26, 38



INDEX OF NAMES

Judas, apostle 138, 216

Julius, bishop of Rome 74, 94, 122, 124,
126

Justin Martyr 72

Justinian I, emperor 2, 5, 13-15, 224, 31

Justus (= Xystus), bishop of Rome 8o

Lazarus 68

Leo I, bishop of Rome 2, 8, 56, 94, 96,
134, 140

Leo I, emperor g2

Leontius of Byzantium 26, 33, 356

Marcian, Emperor 8, 11

Mary, Blessed Virgin 82, 176, 188, 212,
216, 146

Melchizedek 176

Moses 48, 158

Nephalius of Alexandria, monk and
theologian 12-13

Nestorius, bishop of Constantinople
5-6, 9, 14, 16, 30, 52, 64, 72, 76, 84,
94, 96, 98, 106, 112, 116, 134, 136,
138, 188, 210

Origen 68

Paul, apostle 68, 124, 138, 142, 152, 154,
176, 202

Paul, bishop of Emesa 76

Peter, apostle 182

243

Peter, bishop of Alexandria 84

Pilate, prefect of Judaca 216

Polemon 120

Proclus, bishop of Constantinople 86,
104

Sabellius 54

Sceva 158

Sergius the grammarian 100

Severian, bishop of Gabala 84

Severus, bishop of Antioch g4, 12, 19,
234, 267, 37-8, 40, 46, 94, 98,
100, 102, 120, 124, 134, 138, 140, 146

Simon Magus 148

Socrates, church historian 122

Sylvester, bishop of Rome 86

Symeon Stylites, monk 138

Tertullus 142

Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus 8-9, 14,
20-1

Theodotus, bishop of Antioch 84

Timothy, bishop of Alexandria
(‘Aeclurus’) 24, 38, 102, 140

Timothy, church historian (‘the
Apollinarian’) 120

Timothy, companion of Paul 154

Valerian, bishop of Iconium 76
Vigilius, bishop of Rome 31

Zeno, emperor 12



INDEX OF SUBJECTS

Alexandria, tradition of 5-6
anti-Chalcedonians 2-3, 5, 9—11, 16-18,
28-30

Antioch:

school of 30

synod of (431) 76
Apollinarian forgeries, see forgeries
Apollinarianism 5
Apollinarians 54, 106, 120, 122
aporiae 2, 4, 28-30, 412
Arabs 158, 160
Arians 48, 54, 106, 156

Chalcedon, council of 8-9, 56, 94, 96,
98, 134, 136, 138, 140, 142
bribery at 22, 148
condemnation of Dioscorus by 9,
20-T, 40, 142, 144
two statements of faith of 8, 20, 22,
140, 142
novelty of 16-17, 19, 30, 46
Nestorianism of 9, 16, 21, 134
Chalcedonians 45, 9—11, 16-18, 31;
see also neo-Chalcedonianism
christology:
body-soul paradigm 7, 29, 114, 116,
122, 124, 128, 130, 208
christotokos 212
confusion, mingling, mixture,
commixture 50, 56, 58, 78, 8o,
168, 170
consubstantiality (with us and with
God) 162, 198, 200
hypostasis 7, 17-18, 50, 52, 104,
106
impassibility/passibility (of the Word)
80, 208, 210
nature(s) 67, 17, 50, 52, 104, 106, 166,
180
one incarnate nature of the Word
of God 7, 9, 11-12, 14, 16-17,

19—20, 27, 209, 106, 116, 118, 120,
200, 200, 218, 224
out of two natures 6-9, 29, 162,
184, 188, 192, 212, 216, 218, 220,
222
two natures recognized only in
thought 29, 94, 172, 174
of Cyril of Alexandria 6—7, 9—10, 46,
56, 58, 64, 66, 70, 72, 76, 80, 82,
84, 102, 104, 106, 108, 110, 112,
114, 116, 118
person 7, 17, 50, 104
substance 17, 104, 166, 198
theotokos 5, 212
union: 58, 164, 170, 210
by confusion 50, 58, 78, 80, 170
by hypostasis/hypostatic 7, 17-18,
58, 94
by identity of honour 54
by nature/natural 7, 17, 58, 60, 94,
168, 1094
ineffable, inexpressible 8o
Constantinople:
second council of 25-6
home synod of (448) 7
conversations (of 532) 13-15, 19—23, 25,
37, 40
councils, authority of 146, 148
Cyrillian Florilegium 11—-12
cyrillians, see anti-Chalcedonians

Ephesus:
first council of (431) 6, 21, 96, 134, 138
second council of (449) 7-10
Eutychianism 8, 20, 23, 50, 52, 96

fathers (of the Church) 25-28, 104, 204
Fifth Ecumenical Council,
see Constantinople, second council
of
florilegia 2, 25-6



INDEX OF SUBJECGTS

forgeries 11, 1920, 27, 40, 120, 122, 124,
126, 128, 130, 132
Friend of Truth 12-13

Grillmeier, contribution of 2, §2—3
Henoticon 12

Jacobites 38, 160
Jews 152, 154
Justinian:
policy of 2, 5, 13-15, 2224, 31
edict on hypostatic union 14-15,
33

Latrocinium, see Ephesus,
second council of

Lombards 39, 156

Loofs, theory of 36, 38

miracles 16, 223, 156, 158, 160
Monophysites, see anti-Chalcedonians

245

neo-Chalcedonianism 2, 30-32;
see also Chalcedonians

Nestorian controversy 5-6

Nestorians 52, 54, 136, 156, 170, 216

Nestorianism 67, 9, 21, 52-54, 94, 96,
100, 136

Nicaea, first council of 6, 21, 86, 138,
140

orthodoxy, importance of 150, 152, 154
Richard, contribution of §6-8, 412
Scriptures 48, 50, 54, 50, 102
Severians, see anti-Chalcedonians
Symbol of Union, see Union (of 433)

Tome (of Leo) 2, 8, 94

theology, transformation of 25-8

Three Chapters controversy 22, 26, 38

Union (of 433) 6,9








