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PREFACE

Ever since the idea was first suggested to me by David Evans, at
the opening reception of the  Oxford Patristics Conference, I
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 I 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 affection 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. I
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 is 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



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 is 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 François 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.

vi
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INTRODUCTION

. -    - 

Two little-known and little-studied short works by the sixth-
century theologian Leontius of Jerusalem1—Testimonies of the
Saints, and Aporiae2—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.3

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  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

1 Fl. –. See sect. XI below.
2 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, lxxxvi1 (Paris,
), –i (Against the Nestorians) and lxxxvi2 (Paris, ), –A
(Against the Monophysites = Aporiae, –, and Testimonies of the Saints, –
).

3 On previous editions, see sect. X below.



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.4 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.5

Testimonies of the Saints is, admittedly, not a particularly original
work in terms of concepts and terminology, but there is no

4 On the years in obscurity, see sect. X below.
5 On Grillmeier see sect. IX below.





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 initiative 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.6 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 s on both sides, for Leontius cites and addresses a whole
series of anti-Chalcedonian concerns in a conversational, give-
and-take style.7 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.8 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

6 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.
8 See sect. VII below on this issue.

-  



(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. Testimonies
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.9

9 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.





.   :  

Leontius responded in the s 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  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 s 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 , and ended with the Council of
Chalcedon in . 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.10 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

10 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.), Cyril of Alexandria: Select
Letters, OECT (Oxford: Oxford University Press, ).

   



Council of Nicaea; Cyril, patriarch of Alexandria –, 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  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  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 —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.11 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 , Cyril in
new letters12 attempted to address his partisans’ disquiet by clarify-
ing what he meant by natures: Christ was indeed ‘out of two

11 Cyril, Letter  (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 lxxvi1

(Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, ), –.
12 See esp. Letter  (the first letter to Succensus), tr. Wickham, –; and Letter 

(the second letter to Succensus), –.





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  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.13 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  Dioscorus presided over a second
council at Ephesus.14 It exonerated Eutyches, condemned the one
who condemned him, Flavian, and silenced Cyril’s Antiochene

13 The record of the trial of Eutyches is embedded in the acts of session one of
Chalcedon, ed. E. Schwartz, ACO ii, ,  (Berlin and Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter,
), –. The charges against him:  and .

14 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 ii, , , –.
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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 Tome) 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  as an ecumenical council confirming Cyril’s
council of , 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 hope!—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- letters as the touchstone of orthodoxy. That
approach would satisfy neither Rome nor the emperor. Urged to
approve something that would rule out Eutychianism—Eutyches
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 Tome 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  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 . The
Union of  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  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-
cious 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 . 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 .
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’15 (a text to be contrasted with the post-
 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
it.

15 Cyril, Letter , tr. Wickham, p. .
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.    

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.16 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 c.  that Cyril’s ‘one incarnate nature
of God the Word’ was derived from a heretical source, not from
Athanasius as Cyril had thought.17 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- Cyril. There is no evidence, though, that
there was any effect whatsoever on the anti-Chalcedonian resist-
ance. The tactic, tried again in  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.18 The most
positive initiative of the period immediately after Chalcedon,
taken not by the state but by some anonymous scholar, was the
Cyrillian Florilegium, an assembly of texts from Cyril showing him
asserting two natures, or at least some kind of persisting duality in

16 My short account of imperial policy in this period remains useful: P. T. R. Gray,
The Defense of Chalcedon in the East (–), SHCT  (Leiden: Brill, ), –.

17 ACO ii, , ed. E. Schwartz (Berlin and Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter, ), .
18 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 iv,  (Berlin and Leipzig: Sumptibus Caroli J. Trübner, Librarii argentoratensis,
), –. 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 ()’, OCP  (), –.
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Christ.19 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.20 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 –), but at the price of
removing much of the impetus for any real attempt to address
substantive issues.21 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.
, and John ‘the Grammarian’ of Caesarea (fl. ), 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,

19 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 Philalèthe, CSCO
ccciii and ccciv = Scriptores Syri lxviii and lxix (Louvain: Imprimerie orientaliste L.
Durbecq,  and ).

20 Ibid. Leontius seems pretty clearly to be referring—sarcastically—to Severus’
title, The Friend of Truth, in Testimonies of the Saints at , when he speaks of
‘friendship for the truth’. An anti-Chalcedonian, Severus was the controversial patri-
arch of Antioch –. Dethroned in , 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.

21 The text of the Henoticon: Evagrius Scholasticus, Ecclesiastical History, iii. , ed. J.
Bidez and L. Parmentier (Amsterdam: Hakkert, ), –.
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or in John’s case complementarity to, Chalcedon.22 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.23 Severus in fact became only more deeply
convinced of the rightness of the anti-Chalcedonian resistance,
and in 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  between representatives of the Chalcedonians
and representatives of Syrian anti-Chalcedonians who main-
tained connections with their exiled patriarch, Severus.24 Those
same Syrian anti-Chalcedonians were, after all, to be the intended
audience of his own Testimonies 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.25 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

22 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, Severi Antiocheni Orationes ad Nephalium: eiusdem ac
Sergii Grammatici epistulae mutuae, CSCO cxxx = Scriptores Syri lxv (Louvain: Apud L.
Durbecq, ), ; idem, Against the Grammarian, ed. and tr. J. Lebon, Liber contra
impium grammaticum, CSCO, Scriptores Syri, series , vi, . John ‘the Grammarian’
made a subtle historical argument for the view that the Union of  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, ii2, tr. P. Allen and J. Cawte (London and
Oxford: Mowbray, ), –.

23 As is confirmed also by Severus’ biographer: John Bar Aphtonia, Life of Severus,
ed. and tr. M. A. Kugener, PO  (Paris: Firmin-Didot, ), –.

24 See n.  above on the accounts of the Conversations.
25 Innocentius, p. .
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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- 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 , Justinian promulgated
an edict identifying ‘union by hypostasis’ as central to the ortho-
dox faith.26 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

26 Codex Justinianus I, , .
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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.

.    :   


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 .

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,27 between
Leontius as representing the Chalcedonians on one side, and vari-
ous representations of anti-Chalcedonian voices on the other.28

The latter are represented sometimes directly as ‘you’ (plural) or
‘you’ (singular), sometimes indirectly as ‘they’ or ‘he’.29 More than

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

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

29 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’;30 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 Saints
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’.31 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’.32 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.33

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.34 The investigation he speaks of

30  31 –. 32 –.
33 –. 34 .
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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’.35 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” ’.36 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).37

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.38) 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 –.
36 –.
37 Throughout the translation phusis and ousia are always represented by ‘nature’

and ‘substance’ respectively. Hupostasis is always transliterated, or anglicized, as hypo-
stasis, since no single English word or phrase accurately captures its meaning.

38 At – the example is provided of mixed gum and wax, a mixture that
results in a new nature with new properties.
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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.39

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.40 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- 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 . . .’.41 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

39 –.
40 –.
41 –; the section devoted to this demonstration: –.
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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 . . .42

Leontius also brings a new approach to a related issue identified
by the Conversations of  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.43 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.44 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’.45 (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.46) 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,

42 –.
43 The discussion is found at –.
44 Leontius mentions John of Scythopolis in this connection at –.
45 –.
46 Hence the odd citation from ‘Timothy Aelurus’ at – 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.
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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.’47 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.48

.    :    


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;49 Chalcedon accepted Theodoret and Ibas, both friends
of Nestorius, proponents of his ideas, and critics of Cyril;50

Chalcedon dropped the first creed it produced, and replaced it
with another;51 votes were bought.52 In Leontius’ response to
this charge he makes careful attempts to disarm the anti-
Chalcedonians on these points.

Leontius sticks pretty well to the pro-Chalcedonian argument
used at the Conversations of  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!53 That argument for the justice of Dioscorus’
deposition does not change. Unlike the participants in the

47 .
48 –. He likewise offers an orthodox interpretation of a text from ‘Gregory

Thaumaturgus’ just in case, though he clearly suspects it is a forgery: –.
49 . 50 . 51 – and .
52 . 53 –.
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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’.54 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.55 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.56 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).57 While not

54 . See sect. VI below. 55 –.
56 –. 57 –.
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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 —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.58

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.59 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.60 He
suggests instead a positive evaluation: Chalcedon simply recog-
nized imperfections in its first definition, and tried again.61 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?62 On the issue of miracles,
though Leontius does dispute the claim of superior numbers for
anti-Chalcedonian miracles (‘one swallow doth not a summer

58 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 , then by Constantinople II in .

59 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.

60 . 61 –. 62 –.
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make’, he cannot help saying), he does not place any weight on
that point.63 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.64

.    :  
 

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 , 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.65 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,66 and, having argued to his own satisfaction

63 . 64 –.
65 . The charge is repeated at some length at –.
66 –.

    



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’),67 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?’68

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!69 That this implication is fully intended
by Leontius becomes clear from a later reference to Severus as
‘patricidal’.70 Severus later is dismissed as the anti-Chalcedonians’
‘self-styled teacher’,71 and derided for individually anathematizing
a council completely outside his jurisdiction.72 All of this suggests
that the descriptions of Severus at the very beginning of Testi-
monies 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.73

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

67 –. 68 .
69 –. Timothy Aelurus (‘the Weasel’) was an anti-Chalcedonian, and

Patriarch of Alexandria at various times between  and his death in . 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.

70 . 71 . 72 .
73 ‘Authoritative guide’: ; ‘status as a teacher’: .
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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 
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 s, they could not know the
outcome, and could and apparently did believe their strategy
might succeed.

.    :    


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.74 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

74 I 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  (),
-; ‘Forgery as an Instrument of Progress: Reconstructing the Theological
Tradition in the Sixth Century’, BZ  (), –; ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism and the
Tradition: From Patristic to Byzantine Theology’, BF  (), -; ‘ “The Select
Fathers”: Canonizing the Patristic Past’, Papers presented to the Tenth International Confer-
ence on Patristic Studies held in Oxford , StudPat  (Leuven: Peeters Press, ), -
; ‘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  (Brisbane: Australian Association for Byzantine Studies, ), –.
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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” ’75—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 is 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 Testimonies of the
Saints, as its 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 would have 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.’76 He goes on to add that Leontius cut most of them so short
as to leave their meaning in doubt, copied them inaccurately, and
generally left them in great disorder. 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

75 A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition II1, tr. P. Allen and J. Cawte (London and
Oxford: Mowbray, ), .

76 M. Richard, ‘Les Florilèges diphysites du Ve et du VIe siècle’, Opera Minora, i
(Turnhout: Brepols, ), no. , . 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. Leontius himself is able to make a
decent enough scholarly case when he wants to, as he does in our
text when he attacks Apollinarian forgeries, yet he is not at all
scholarly—he is downright sloppy, in fact—when it comes to the
texts that he himself wishes to cite. Something more, then, is at
work here than scholarly capabilities.

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 Testimonies 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’.77 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
early 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.

.  

Testimonies of the Saints is not without its own examples of aporetic
argument.78 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.79 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.80 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- letters, but that language had
always been difficult to explain and defend—Cyril was taunted for
it, and Eutyches seems likely to have been condemned as a heretic

78 e.g. at – and at .
79 .
80 Against the Nestorians occupies  columns in Migne, compared with  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:

. There is one nature in Christ.81

. Christ’s one nature came to be out of two natures.82

. The human and divine natures became one nature just as body
and soul become one human nature.83

. A duality of natures in Christ may be recognized only in
thought.84

. There is one nature after the union.85

. Difference can be affirmed at the same time as one nature is
affirmed.86

. There is one incarnate nature of God the Word, not one nature
of the Word incarnate.87

. Christ, though one nature, may be said to have improved or
suffered.88

. There is one nature and hypostasis in Christ.89

The positive case constantly implied by these arguments is that
81 Aporiae –, , , , –, –, –, , .
82 Aporiae , , , , –, , , .
83 Aporiae , , , , , , , , –. 84 Aporia .
85 Aporia , –, .
86 Aporiae –, –, –, , , –.
87 Aporiae –, –.
88 Aporiae , –, –. 89 Aporia .

  



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.

.   

It is unfortunate that, from the moment of his rediscovery by
Richard in the s, 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.90 (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  and  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.91

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.92 A more

90 The high-water mark of this way of thinking is represented by C. Moeller, ‘Le
Chalcédonisme et le néo-chalcédonisme en Orient de  à la fin du VIe siècle’, in A.
Grillmeier and H. Bacht (eds.), Das Konzil von Chalkedon i (Würzburg: Echter-Verlag,
), –. On ‘neo-Chalcedonianism’ as a historical description of certain
theologians, see Gray, Defense, –.

91 Gray, Defense.
92 e.g. J. Meyendorff, Christ in Eastern Christian Thought (Crestwood, NY: St.

Vladimir’s, ); K. P. Wesche, ‘The Defense of Chalcedon in the th Century:
The Doctrine of “Hypostasis” and Deification in the Christology of Leontius of
Jerusalem’ (Thesis, Fordham, ); idem, ‘The Christology of Leontius of Jerusa-
lem: Monophysite or Chalcedonian?’, SVTQ  (), –.
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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.93

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.94 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.95 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

93 Grillmeier, Christ II2, pp. –.
94 Ibid., –.
95 The initial statement of this perspective: A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition

i, tr. J. Bowden (Atlanta, GA: John Knox Press, ), –. The theme developed:
idem, Christ II1, –.
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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  and , as is argued here, it followed the
imperial edict on union by hypostasis by several years.96 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.

. , ,  

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.97 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

96 The argument on dating is made in sect. XI below.
97 Codex Marcianus gr. .
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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.98 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.99

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.100 The Fugger library in large part, how-
ever, passed to Maximilian, Elector of Bavaria, and the second
copy, dated , was part of Maximilian’s magnificent donation
to Pope Gregory XV of what came to be known as the Vatican
Library’s Palatine Collection.101 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 (-), who may have enjoyed playing with some of
Leontius’ odd Greek, but who seems not to have studied him
seriously or written about him.102)

Leontius was at last read seriously, in the seventeenth century,
98 In the upper right-hand margin of fo. .
99 It bears the stamp of the Bibliothèque Nationale.

100 Codex Monacensis gr. . It bears the Fugger library number () in the hand
of Hieronymus Wolf, librarian to Johann Jakob Fugger.

101 Codex Vaticanus Pal. gr. . The copyist identifies himself at the end as
‘Cornelius Mourmouris of Nauplia’, and says he made the copy in  in Venice.

102 Acquired, eventually, by the Bibliothèque Nationale in Paris, and held as Par.
Suppl. Gr. .
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by the eminent French patrologist, François 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.103

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 Testimonies of the
Saints and selections from the florilegium, along with his Latin
translation of both, as an appendix to Mansi’s  Supplement to
Cossart and Labbé’s collection of conciliar documents.104 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.105 Bongio-
vanni himself recognized that this Leontius should not be con-
fused with Leontius of Byzantium.106 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.’107

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.108 His transcription was at least careful and intelligent,

103 VIII, , no. : Greek of Aporiae and Testimonies of the Saints; II, M, no. :
Latin tr. of the same; IX, M, no. : Greek of Against the Nestorians.

104 J.-D. Mansi (ed.), Supplementum to P. Labbé and G. Cossart, Sacrorum conciliorum et
decretorum collectio nova, vi (Luca, ), -, and repeated in subsequent editions
of Mansi’s Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio (Florence: -) as an
appendix to vii, –, as well as in A. Galland, Bibliotheca veterum patrum, xii
(Venice, ), –, and subsequent editions.

105 M. Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem et Léonce de Byzance’, Opera Minora, iii
(Turnhout: Brepols, ), no. , p.  n. .

106 Mansi, Supplementum,  n. : ‘Our Leontius is not to be confused with the
Nestorian [!] Leontius of Byzantium’. Galland agrees, Bibliotheca, xii, p. xxx.

107 Mansi, Collectio, .
108 A. Mai (ed.), Scriptorum veterum nova collectio e vaticanis codicibus edita, vii. –

[Against the Monophysites] and ix. – [Against the Nestorians] (Rome:  and ).
In the meantime, Bessarion’s MS copy remained in obscurity in Venice. F. Diekamp
was the only th-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.109 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.

. , ,  

The one nineteenth-century scholar besides Mai to pay any ser-
ious 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.110

The credit for the modern rediscovery of Leontius of Jerusalem
belongs to Marcel Richard, whose  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.111 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.

109 PG lxxxvi1, –i (Against the Nestorians) and lxxxvi2, – (Against
the Monophysites).

110 Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, –; Richard, ‘Léonce’,  n. .
111 Richard, ‘Léonce’, –.





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).112 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 .113 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.114 Richard favoured the former,
but knew the case could not be proven conclusively.115 The weight
of scholarly opinion at the moment favours the latter.116 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 –. He took Leontius to be talking of Severus as if he

112 The argument on these points: –.
113 See n.  above.
114 Cyril of Scythopolis, Life of Sabas, in E. Schwartz (ed.), Kyrillos von Skythopolis, TU

2 (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, ), , .
115 Richard, ‘Léonce’, –.
116 Grillmeier, Christ II2, , ; D. B. Evans, Leontius of Byzantium: An Origenist

Christology, DOS  (), –.
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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.117 If
Severus had died, Testimonies of the Saints must have been written
after .118 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 , and no later than
, Leontius was writing within that period.119 In his view, Leon-
tius’ near silence about issues connected with the Three Chapters
showed, too, that he wrote before , when the Three Chapters
Controversy began to rage. Richard’s dating of Leontius’ floruit as
– 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 Testimonies 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.120 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 Krausmüller 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.121

Krausmüller’s case rests on odd allusions in both texts. A central
instance is the reference to ‘Jacobites’ in the tale with which
Testimonies 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’, . The text is at .
118 Richard, ‘Léonce’, –.
119 Richard, ‘Léonce’, –. The text is at –.
120 M. Breydy, ‘Les Attestations patristiques parallèles et leurs nuances chez les

ps-Léonce et Jean Maron’, in P. O. Scholz and R. Stempel (eds.), Nubia et Oriens
Christianus: Festschrift für C. Detlef G. Müller zum . Geburtstag (Cologne: Dinter, ),
–; Breydy, Jean Maron, Exposé de la foi et autres opuscules, CSCO, Scriptores Syri 
(Louvain: E. Peeters, ), –.

121 D. Krausmüller, ‘Leontius of Jerusalem, a Theologian of the Seventh Century’,
JTS,   (), –.
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seventh century.122 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 Krausmüller to be anachronistic, but
pre-seventh-century references to them are in fact to be found
elsewhere.123 A curious reference in Against the Nestorians to an
emperor’s son being crowned in early childhood or even in utero is
said to imply familiarity on the part of Leontius’ readers with a
just possible, but not attested, in utero coronation early in the reign
of Heraclius (i.e. c. ). That year was marked at the very least by
an intense concern about establishing a legitimate successor.124

The reference occurs, as Krausmüller 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.125 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 .126 It may as easily refer to either the Babylonian
destruction of  , or the Roman of  , both well known

122 The passage: –. The reference to Jacobites occurs at .
Krausmüller, –.

123 The reference: PG lxxxvi1, . Krausmüller 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 Erotapocriseis,
GCS (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, ), .

124 The reference: PG lxxxvi1; Krausmüller, –.
125 The existence of these citations from the anonymous Nestorian was first noted

in print by L. Abramowski, ‘Ein nestorianischer Traktat bei Leontius von Jerusalem’,
IIIe Symposium Syriacum , OCA  (Rome: Pont. Institutum Studiorum Oriental-
ium, ), –.

126 The reference: PG lxxxvi1, h; Krausmüller, –.
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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’,127 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, Testimonies of
the Saints was written before . If John became Bishop of
Scythopolis no earlier than , we have a fairly firm way to date
at least Testimonies of the Saints: it was written sometime between
 and .

That conclusion fits the circumstantial case perfectly. It cannot
be demonstrated for a certainty that Leontius was at the Con-
versations of , 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 is 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 s.

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.

127  and .
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.  

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 Testimonies of the Saints—and no
less an authority on late Nestorianism than Luise Abramowski has
judged them authentic.128 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.129

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’.130 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

128 See n.  above. 129 The preface: PG lxxxvi1, –.
130 .
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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 Aporiae. In this
reconstruction, these two extant works are thus closely tied
together.131

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 Testimonies
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 Testimonies 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.132 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 .
Testimonies of the Saints, as has been argued, belongs to the period
–.

.  

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

131 Richard, ‘Léonce’, –. The text: .
132 The texts are to be found at  and .
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few other known copies.133 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.

133 The manuscript is accurately described in Mioni’s catalogue: E. Mioni, Bibli-
othecae divi Marci Venetiarum Codices Graeci Manuscripti I—Thesaurus Antiquus codices –
= Indici e cataloghi,  vi (Rome: Istituto poligrafico e zecca dello stato. Libreria dello
stato, ), –.
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TEXTS AND TRANSLATIONS



Το� πανσ	φου µοναχο� κ�ρ Λεοντ�ου το�
�Ιεροσολυµ�του µαρτυρ�αι τ�ν α� γ�ων, κα�

α� νάλυσι  το� δ	γµατο  α"τ�ν

 [v] “ � Αλλὰ τ� %µα̃ ” φασ� “πανταχ	θεν περιτρ(χοντε , ε)  τ*ν

+µετ(ραν δ	ξαν συνελα�νετε; �Ηµε/  γὰρ 0ν α"τολεξε� διδασκαλ�αν
πατρικ*ν 1σµεν περ� Χριστο�, ε1τουν µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου
σεσαρκωµ(νην κατὰ τ5ν α6 γιον �Αθανάσιον κα� Κ�ριλλον· +µε/  δ9

:ν φατ9 ξενοφων�αν ο"δαµο� το/  πατράσι ;ητ�  κειµ(νην
ε+ρ�σκοµεν, <γουν δ�ο φ�σει  ε) κα� α� διαιρ(του , Χριστο�.”

Κα�τοι γε, > ο?τοι, @ +µ(τερο  καθηγητ*  ΣεβCρο  βοD, E 
πλε/στοι τ�ν α� γ�ων πατ(ρων α� διαβλFτω  GχρFσαντο τH τ�ν δ�ο
φ�σεων φωνH—π�  οIν τα� ναντ�α +µε/  λ(γετε;—α� λλ�  Jντω  κατὰ
τ5 ε)ρηµ(νον τH σοφ�K, προφασ�ζεται α� ν*ρ θ(λων χωρ�ζεσθαι
φ�λου.1 �Επε� Nτι ο"δ9ν )σχυρ5ν O λ	γου αP ξιον O α� κριβ9  Qχει +µ/ν %
α� φορµ* τC  πρ5  %µα̃  διεν(ξεω  αRτη, Sτο�µω  κα� πολυτρ	πω 
σTν ΘεU παραστFσοµεν. Πρ�τα µ9ν γὰρ ε) τ*ν Gν δυάδι φ�σεων
α� διαιρ(τW @µολογ�αν Gπ� το� Κυρ�ου σ(βοντε , περ� τ*ν Sτ(ραν
διεφωνο�µεν +µ/ν Gξαγγελ�αν το� δ	γµατο , <γουν τ*ν λ(γουσαν

µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην, κα� µ* µα̃λλον +µ�ν
κα� τFνδε α� σµενιζ	µεθα, Jντω  αX ν καλ�  διεστ(λλεσθε παρ�  %µ�ν.
Ε) δ9 κα� τα�την E  τ*ν α"τFν δ9 πάντY οIσαν τH Sτ(ρK
συναποδεχ	µεθα, π�  α� φ(ντε  τ5 α� νακρ�νειν α"τ5 το�το, ε) α� ληθ� 
ταυτ	ν Gστι τH δυνάµει τ5 λ(γειν µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου
σεσαρκωµ(νην, κα� δυάδα φ�σεων Χριστο� καθ�  +π	στασιν µ�αν
%νωµ(νην, τU µ* Gπ� τ�ν α"τ�ν λ(ξεων ε+ρε/ν το/  πατράσι
κειµ(νην τFνδε τ*ν Qννοιαν παραιτε/σθαι φατ9 τ*ν τοια�την
@µολογ�αν; Ε1περ γὰρ µ* Qστι κα� Gκ παραλλFλου τ� τ5 α"τ5 λ(γειν
Gν τU, α� κο�σατε τα�τα πάντα τὰ Qθνη, Gνωτ�σασθε πάντε  οZ
κατοικο�ντε  τ*ν ο)κουµ(νην,2 λεγ(τωσαν %µ/ν τ� τ5 α� κο�ειν παρὰ

τ5 Gνωτ�ζεσθαι, κα� πο/α τὰ Qθνη, πο/οι δ9 οZ κατοικο�ντε  τ*ν
ο)κουµ(νην; Ε) δ9 κα� το� α"το� Jντο  σηµαινοµ(νου, τU µ*

1 Prov. :  2 Ps. : 



OF THE ALL-WISE MONK LORD
LEONTIUS OF JERUSALEM:

TESTIMONIES OF THE SAINTS, AND AN
ANALYSISi 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, i.e. “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.ii 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
from 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



α"τολεξε� διὰ τ�ν πατ(ρων ε)ρCσθαι, τ*ν διὰ τC  δυάδο  @µολογ�αν
παραι[r]το�νται—ε1περ Jντω  σκ�λον α� ξι	λογον, κα�
σκανδάλου α1τι	ν Gστι τ5 λ(γειν ε"σεβC Qννοιαν χωρ�  τC  Gπ�
λ(ξεω  α"τC  τιν�ν προεγνωσµ(νων πατ(ρων ε"σεβ�ν
συµφων�α —· πρ�τον µ9ν ο"δε�  Περσ�ν O �Ρωµα�ων O Φράγγων
O � Ινδ�ν ο]τε Μωσ(α, ο]τε προφFτην, ο"δ9 τ5ν Κ�ριον α"τ5ν
α� ποδ(ξεται τὰ ε"σεβC δ	γµατα διαλεγ	µενον, Gπε� ο" γνωστα�
α"το/  προϋπάρχουσιν αZ λ(ξει  αZ παρ�  α"τ�ν )δικ�  λεγ	µεναι, Gὰν
µ* δι�  Sτ(ρων α"το/  Sρµηνευθ�σι λ(ξεων α� λλο�ων τε φων�ν κα�
ποικ�λων περιφράσεων· αP λλω  δ9 ο"δ9 �Εβρα/οι πεισθFσονται, Nτι
Jντω  ε)κ`ν το� θεο�3 κα� χαρακτ*ρ4 κα� α� πα�γασµα5 @ Λ	γο 

α"το� Gστ�ν, Gπε� µ* Qστι το�το α"τολεξε� που Gν τH ΠαλαιD· ο]τε
Σαµαρε/ται περ� κρ�σεa  τι καταδ(ξονται µελλο�ση , Gπε� ο"κ
Gλ(χθη ;ητ�  τὰ περ� α"τC  ΜωϋσH πη· α� λλ�  ο"δ9 PΑρειοι κα�
Ε"ν	µιοι κα� οZ λοιπο� τ*ν το� @µοουσ�ου O συναϊδ�ου φων*ν Gπ�
το� Πατρ5  κα� το� ΥZο� κα� το� α� γ�ου Πνε�µατο  α� ν(ξονται, Gπε�
µFτε τH α� γ�K ΓραφH πη ε1ρηται α"τολεξε� τάδε, µ* δ9 το/  πρ5
α"τ�ν χριστιανικο/  συγγράµµασι. �Αλλ�  ο"δ9 α"τ*ν τ*ν +π5 το�
πατρ5  %µ�ν �Αθανασ�ου φων*ν Gπ� το� Κυρ�ου λ(γουσαν µ�αν
φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην καταδεξ	µεθα· ο" γάρ Gστι

κα� το/  πρ5 α"το� τυχ5ν ε)ρηµ(νη, ε) κα� τC  Gννο�α  α"τC  eν %
δ�ναµι  πάλαι Eµολογηµ(νη. �Ο λ	γο  γὰρ σὰρξ Gγ(νετο,6

gκο�σαµεν Gκ το� θεολ	γου·7 τ5 µ(ντοι µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου
σεσαρκωµ(νην εhναι, ο"κ gκο�σαµεν σTν α"τU, α� λλ�  GνοFσαµεν
Gξ α"το� το�δε το� @ λ	γο  σὰρξ Gγ(νετο·8 �Απλ�  δ9 ε) µ*
τα/  Gννο�αι  τα/  ε"σεβ(σιν µα̃λλον πειθ	µεθα @πωσο�ν
Gξαγγελλοµ(ναι , α� λλὰ τα/  λ(ξεσιν Sπ	µεθα, πα̃σα διδασκαλ�α
πρaτω  λεγοµ(νη, καX ν iρθ�  πάντY Qχοι, καινοφωνε/ν κριθFσεται,
κα� σκανδαλ�σει τοT  α� κροατά · διὰ καινοτ(ρα  γὰρ συνθ(σεω 
λ(ξεων πάντω  ε1ρηται τὰ πρ	σφατα διδάγµατα, Nπου γε πολλάκι 
κα� α"τὰ  τC  α� γ�α  ΓραφC  τὰ  ;ητ�  Gγκειµ(να  χρFσει , διὰ
περινο�α  γινaσκοµεν α� ληθε/  εhναι, κα� κατὰ α� λληγορ�α  Qσθ�  Nτε,

Gπε� τοι γε E  ψευδε/  θεωρο�µεν. Τ5 γὰρ ε)σάξω +µα̃  ε)  γCν
;(ουσαν γάλα κα� µ(λι,9 περ� τC  α� π5 � Ιορδάνου µ(χρι  Ε"φράτου
χaρα  ε)ρηµ(νον, ψευδ9  αX ν ε1η, ε) µ* διὰ περινο�α  γν�µεν Nτι

3  Cor. : ; Col. :  4 Heb. :  5 Ibid. 6 John : 
7 τ�ν θεολ	γων MS 8 John : . 9 Exod. : 
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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, Eunomians, 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. The
Word became flesh; that’s something we heard from the Theologian.iii

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. Fresh
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.iv The statement I shall lead
you into 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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πολ�φυτο  κα� βοτανaδη  % γC, ο? δ9 πολλα� βοσκα�, πολλὰ κτFνη
κα� θρ(µµατα κα� πο�µναι, ο? δ9 τὰ ζ�α τάδε, κα� γάλακτο 
α� φθον�α· @µο�ω  τε Nπου πολλα� βοτάναι, πλε/στα� ε)σιν αZ
α� νθολ	γοι [v] µ(λιτται, ο? δ9 πλε�ου  α?ται, κα� τ5 Gκ τ�νδε
µ(λι πολ�. Και Nτε οIν λ(γει Gὰν @ iφθαλµ	  σου σκανδαλ�ζY σε
Qκβαλε α"τ5ν α� π5 σο�,10 τU ;ητU O τH διανο�K προσεκτ(ον πρaτω ,
ε1περ τ5 γράµµα α� ποκτ(ννει, τ5 δ9 πνε�µα ζωοποιε/,11 > ο?τοι,
α� ποκρ�νασθε %µ/ν.

�Αλλ�  1σω  πρ5  τάδε ε1ποιτε· “Τ� οIν Nλω  τ*ν ε"σεβC σηµασ�αν

Gχο�ση  τC  πρaτη  φωνC , δευτ(ραν +µε/  καινουργε/τε, ε) µF τι
σκαιωρε/τε κατὰ τC  Gννο�α ; Gξ5ν γὰρ ε)πε/ν κα� πρ5  +µα̃ 
ε"κα�ρω , Nτι kν % χρCσι  % α"τ*, το�των % πολυτ(λεια περιττF.”
� Αλλὰ σκεπτ(ον E  τὰ α"τὰ κα� το/  τ*ν Sτ(ραν φων*ν α� ρχCθεν
προβαλλοµ(νοι , κα� πα̃σαν τοιάνδε ε"σεβC @µολογ�αν,
α� πορηθFσεται· τ� γὰρ αX ν, ε) ταυτ	ν Gστι τU @ λ	γο  σὰρξ Gγ(νετο,12

τ5 λ(γειν µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην, αRτη %µ/ν
Gπεισην(χθη; τ� δ9 ε) ταυτ	ν Gστι τU Gγ` κα� @ πατ*ρ lν Gσµ9ν,13

προσεφράσθη κα� τ5 @µοο�σιον το� Πατρ5  πρ5  τ5ν ΥZ	ν; Ε) δ9
Jντω  διά τινα  δ�ο φ�σει  λ(γοντα  Χριστο�, )δ�ω  Qχουσαν
Sκατ(ραν ο" µ	νον κατὰ λ	γον φυσικ5ν, α� λλὰ κα� κατὰ τ*ν Rπαρξιν

α"τ*ν τC  +ποστάσεω , <γουν τ	ν τε Λ	γον κα� τ*ν σάρκα το�
Κυρ�ου, κα� ο"κ α"τ5ν τ5ν Λ	γον σεσαρκ�σθαι δογµατ�ζοντα  Gν
µιD τH καθ�  +π	στασιν Sνaσει, α� ναγκα�ω  Gδ(ησε λ(γειν µ�αν φ�σιν
το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην, mνα κα� σηµα�νηται τ5 διττ5ν τ�ν
φ�σεων διὰ το� E  πρ	  τι λ(γεσθαι τ*ν σεσαρκωµ(νην φ�σιν—
πρ5  γὰρ τ*ν σαρκaσασαν ε1ρηται—κα� δCλ	ν Gστιν, E  ο"κ Gν
µονάδι τὰ πρ	  τ� Gστι χaρα τ9 το/  δυσσεβο�σι µ* δοθH διὰ το�
λFµµατο  τC  τ�ν δ�ο φ�σεων φωνC  διχάζειν α"τ�ν τ*ν µ�αν
+π	στασιν, Gν το/  α� περισκ(πτοι  @µωνυµο�ση  τC  φ�σεω , κα�
πολλάκι  α� ντ� ο"σ�α  κα� α� ντ�, προσωπικC  δ9, +ποστάσεω 
λεγοµ(νη , δ(ον αP ρα, κα� διὰ τ5 καινοτ(ρω  πάλιν κα� α� ντιθ(τω 

α� σεβFσαντά  τινα  µ�αν φ�σιν κατὰ τροπ*ν O σ�γχυσιν γενοµ(νην
το� Λ	γου τ*ν Gνανθρaπησιν δογµατ�ζειν, καινουργCσαι κα� %µα̃ 

10 Mark :  11  Cor. : 
12 John :  13 John : 
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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 letter 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’ is a word with more than one meaning, and is 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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τοιάνδε φων*ν, 0τι  τ	ν τε πρ5  τοT  ε)ρηµ(νου  αZρετικοT 
Gναντ�ω  Qχοντα σκοπ5ν, nσπερ οIν κα� % µ�α φ�σι  το� Θεο�
Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νη, φυλάττει, κα� α� π5 τ�ν Rστερον α� ναφυ(ντων
κακοδ	ξων διαστ(λλεται, Nπερ ο"κ εhχεν % πρaτη σαφ� , κα� δ�ο
φ�σει  το� Sν5  Χριστο� %νωµ(να  κατὰ τ*ν µ�αν α"το� +π	στασιν
διασαφε/ν. oΟ γὰρ % πρaτη φων* διὰ το� ε)σάγειν σεσαρκωµ(νον τ�
κα� [r] σαρκο�ν Qλεγε, το�το κα� αRτη µ	νον διὰ τC  δυάδο 
λ(γει· p δ9 qν εhναι Gκε�νη διὰ τC  µονάδο  παριστDν βο�λεται,
το�το αRτη διὰ τC  το� Sν5  Χριστο� καθ�  +π	στασιν Sνaσεω 

@µολογε/· Gκε�νη µ9ν γὰρ παρεσιaπησε τ*ν lνωσιν κα� τ*ν @λ	τητα
τ�ν %νωµ(νων, <γουν Χριστ5ν, α� ρκεσθε/σα τH τC  µονάδο  κα�
συµπλοκC  Gννο�K, E  Gχο�σY δε/ξιν το� τε διπλο� τ�ν
συµπλακ(ντων κα� Sνια�ου το� συµπλ(γµατο · αRτη δ9 εhναι µ9ν
δ�ο τὰ συγκε�µενα φησ�, ο]τε δ9 )δ�ω  iνοµάζειν τὰ µ(ρη τCσδε τC 
@λ	τητο  σ�νοιδεν Gν τU τC  Sνaσεω  λ	γW, ο]τε σιγDν τ*ν µ�αν
+π	στασιν πε�θεται, ο]τε παρατρ(χειν τ*ν lνωσιν συγχωρε/, ο]τε
µ* γνωρ�ζειν α6 πασι βο�λεται, τ�νο  προσaπου γινaσκειν οIσαν
τCσδε τC  φυσικC  δυάδο  τ*ν lνωσιν, κα� τ*ν +ποστατικ*ν
µονάδα, qν κατ�  α� µφο/ν θε/σα τ5 Jνοµα.

PΑρα14 οIν Gπε� κα� PΑρειο  µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� κα� Λ	γου
σεσαρκωµ(νην φησ�, βουλ	µενο  δε/ξαι E  ο" πάντY τC  το�

Πατρ5  φυσικC  α� τρεψ�α  Gστ� κα� @ ΥZ	 , κα� �Απολινάριο  τ*ν
α"τ*ν λ(γει α� παραλλάκτω  φων*ν α� ντ� νο� ψυχικο� βουλ	µενο 
εhναι Gν τU κυριακU α� νθρaπW τ5ν Λ	γον, <γουν τH ψυχωθε�σY
σαρκ� α"το�, α� λ	γου φ�σεa  τινο  Sτεροφυο�  %µ/ν παριστάνων
εhναι τ*ν Gκ τC  ο)κονοµ�α  ε"εργεσ�αν, Ε"τυχ*  δ9 τ5 α"τ5
α� παρατρaτW φωνH, α� λλ�  ο"χ� Gννο�K φησ�—E  γὰρ το� Λ	γου
α"το� ε)  σάρκα µετουσιωθ(ντο , κα� ο"δ9ν Qχοντο  %µ/ν @µοο�σιον
το� Κυρ�ου λ(γει, τ5 µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην·
κα� καθ`  Γρηγ	ριο 15 @ θεολ	γο  Gν τU πρ5  Κληδ	νι	ν φησι περ�
το�των α"τ�ν· Nτι “Τὰ  µ9ν ε"σεβε/  λ(ξει  @µολογο�σι περ� αo   τ5ν
νο�ν κακουργο�σι”.16 Κα� µετὰ βραχ(α πάλιν· “ � Επειδ* αZ α"τα�
λ(ξει  καλ�  µ9ν Gξηγηθε/σαι τ5 ε"σεβ9  Qχουσι, κακ�  δ9

νοο�µεναι, τ5 δυσσεβ9  Qχουσιν”17—οZ α� π5 Νεστορ�ου δ9 κα� οZ
α� φ�  kν Νεστ	ριο , δ�ο φ�σει  Χριστο� %νωµ(να  α� διαιρ(τω 
λ(γουσι, καθὰ µαρτυρε/ Gν τH πρ5  Σο�κενσον δευτ(ρK GπιστολH

14 αs ρα MS 15 In marg. ν�σση 
16 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter , ed. and tr. P. Gallay, Lettres théologiques, SC 

(Paris: Éditions du Cerf, ), .
17 Ibid. 
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sion is 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, i.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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Κ�ριλλο  @ διδάσκαλο , λ(γουσι δ9 τ5 α� δια�ρετον κα� τ*ν lνωσιν
κα� ο?τοι +πο�λω —ο" καθ�  +π	στασιν γὰρ ο" κατὰ τ*ν τ�ν
φ�σεων α"τ�ν συµπλοκ*ν, α� λλὰ τH )σοτιµ�K, τH ταυτοβουλ�K, τH
α"θεντ�K, Sνaσασθαι α� διαιρ(τω  µ(ν, σχετικ�  δ9 @µολογο�ντε 
τ5ν λ	γον τH σαρκ�, ε) κα� τὰ  φ�σει  α"τὰ  εhναι, τ�ν προσaπων,
τὰ  %νωµ(να  κατὰ γνaµην φασ�ν—α� ναγκα/ον δ(δεικται εhναι, E 
οhµαι, µ* τα/  φωνα/  α� πλ�  προσ(χειν, α� λλὰ το/  νοFµασι· κα� ε1
τι  µ9ν καινοτ(ρα φωνF Gστι, τH α� ν(καθεν δ9 κα� Gξ α� ρχC 

@µολογουµ(νY iρθοδοξ�K συµφωνε/ κατὰ τ5 σηµαιν	µενον, τα�την
ποτνια̃σθαι κα� E  ο)κε�αν α� σµεν�ζεσθαι· ε1 τι  δ9 τετριµµ(νη τ9 τH
α� γ�K [v] ΓραφH πάσY κα� το/  πατράσιν Nλοι  Qστι φων*, κατά
τινα δ9 δυσσεβC καινοτοµ�αν νοFµατο  +π	 τινο  προφ(ρεται ε) 
διαφθορὰν iρθC  Gννο�α , τα�την α� ποδοκιµάζειν κα� βδελ�ττεσθαι
E  καλοT  τραπεζ�τα  δ(ον %µα̃ , µ* τU Gπιπολα�W χαρακτCρι τ�ν
νοµισµάτων κα� το/  χαράγµασι προσ(χοντα  µ	νον, α� λλὰ κα� α"τ5
τ5 α� ργ�ριον Gντ(χνω  παρακονο�ντα  κα� κατεξετάζοντα  ε) Jντω 
δ	κιµ	ν Gστι· τὰ γὰρ λ	για κυρ�ου, α� ργ�ριον πεπυρωµ(νον18

δοκ�µιον ε1ρηται· Nσοι γὰρ19 κατὰ πρaτην α� κο*ν τ�ν λ(ξεων
κρ�νουσι τ*ν δ�ναµιν, Gπε� κα� τὰ γράµµατα λ(ξεaν ε)σιν
α� πογραφα�, µανθαν(τωσαν Nτι οRτω  πολλάκι  τ5 γράµµα

α� ποκτ(ννει, τ5 δ9 πνε�µα ζωοποιε/,20 ε1τουν @ νο� .
Τ� δ* αP ρα µοι δεFσει λ	γων µακρ�ν περ� το�δε; Πα̃σι γὰρ

γνωστ5ν E  Μανιχα/οι Χριστιανο�,21 κα� Σαµαρε/ται, κα� �Εβρα/οι,
κα� �Αρειανο�, κα� Σαβελλιανο�, κα� Ο"αλεντιανο�, κα�
Μαρκιωνιστα�, κα� Νεστοριανο�, κα� �Απολιναριαστα�, κα� πα̃σα
α� πλ�  @µολογουµ(νη κακοδοξ�α, Qκ τε τC  α� γ�α  ΓραφC  Παλαια̃ 
τε κα� Ν(α , κα� τ�ν προλαβ	ντων πατ(ρων τινὰ  χρFσει 
παρ(σπασαν22 πρ5  µαρτυρ�αν το� ο)κε�ου φρονFµατο , E  τὰ α"τὰ
βουλοµ(νου  α"το/ · αP ρα23 οIν ο"χ� τ*ν Qννοιαν ε) iρθ�  α"το/  Qχοι
κρ�νοιµεν, κα� ο" τὰ  φωνὰ  α� πλ� ; α� λλὰ παράγοντο  Σαβελλ�ου
τ	 Gγ` κα� @ Πατ*ρ lν Gσµεν,24 κα� α� ναιρο�ντο  τ*ν τριαδικ*ν

+π	στασιν· κα� Ε"νοµ�ου προβαλλοµ(νου τ	, @ α� ποστε�λα  µε
Πατ*ρ, µε�ζων µο� Gστι,25 κα� α� νατρ(ποντο  τ*ν µονάδα κα� τ*ν
)σοφυtαν τC  θε	τητο , ο+τωσ� α� νοFτω  συµπεριφερ	µεθα µ9ν το/ 
α� σεβ(σι, µα̃λλον δ9 κα� α� ντιπεριφερ	µεθα παντ� α� ν(µW τC 
διδασκαλ�α 26 πρ5  τ*ν µωρ�αν τC  πλάνη 27 κλυδωνιζ	µενοι, οRτω
τε SαυτH ασ�µφωνον Nσον α� π5 τ�ν φων�ν τ*ν α� γ�αν Γραφ*ν
λογισ	µεθα, κα� τ5 κFρυγµα το� ε"αγγελ�ου εhνα� τε κα� ο"κ εhναι28

18 Ps. :  19 τH (sic MS) delevi 20  Cor. : 
21 Μανιχα/οι] ΜανιχαιοZ sic MS
22 παρ(σπασαν] conieci, παρασπασθη σ sic MS
23 αs ρα MS 24 John :  25 John : 
26 Cf. Eph. :  27 Cf. Gen. :  28 Cf.  Cor. : 
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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 parev 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 I and the Father are one, and destroys the triple 

hypostasis, and when Eunomius proposes the text the Father who sent
me is 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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καταδεξ	µεθα; ο"χ�  οRτω  οZ ε"σεβε/ , ο"χ�  οRτω . α� λλ�  Jντω 
δοκιµάζοντε  τὰ διαφ(ροντα οZ διὰ τ�ν γεγυµνασµ(νων
α)σθητηρ�ων τὰ  συγκρ�σει  τ�ν καλ�ν τε κα� κακ�ν ποιο�µενοι,
πάντα δοκιµάζοντε , τ5 καλ5ν κατ(χοιµεν.29

Ο"κο�ν φιλαλFθω  πάντα  τοT  κατά τινα σκοπ5ν τ�ν αZρετικ�ν

λ(γοντα  τ5, µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην,
α� ποσκορακιστ(ον· α� λλὰ κα� Nσοι κατά τινα Qννοιαν δυσσεβC φασ�
δυάδα φ�σεων τ�ν Χριστο� %νωµ(νων α� διαιρ(τω , καταπτυστ(ον·
α� ποδεκτ(ον δ9 πάλιν πάντα  το�  τε µ�αν φ�σιν λ(γοντα  το� Θεο�
Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην E  Sτ(ρK φ�σει, <γουν τH τC  σαρκ5 ,
%νωµ(νην τ*ν φ�σιν το� Λ	γου καθ�  +π	στασιν, κα� πάντα  δ9 τοT 
@µολογο�ντα  δυάδα φ�σεων Χριστο� %νωµ(νων α� διαιρ(τω , [r]
ο" κατά τι τ�ν περ� τ*ν ο"σ�αν θεωρουµ(νων, α� λλὰ κατὰ τ*ν
+π	στασιν α"τ*ν τ�ν φ�σεων τουτ(στιν, ε)  Sν5  προσaπου δε/ξιν
το� Gξ α� µφο/ν, E  τ*ν α"τ*ν οIσαν Sκατ(ραν @µολογ�αν
ποτνιωµ(νου .

6Οτι γὰρ κα� Κ�ριλλο  @ πατ*ρ τ*ν α"τ*ν οhδεν Qννοιαν εhναι30


τC  µια̃  φ�σεω  το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νη , κατὰ τ*ν α"το�
Qννοιαν λεγοµ(νη  κα� τ�ν iρθ�  νοο�ντων δ�ο φ�σει  Χριστο�
καθ�  +π	στασιν µ�αν %νωµ(να , κατὰ τ*ν Λ(οντ	  τε το�
σοφωτάτου κα� τ�ν α� γ�ων πατ(ρων τ�ν Gν τH συν	δW
Χαλκηδ	νο  @µολογ�αν, α� κουστ(ον α"το� Gν τH πρ5  Ε"λ	γιον
πρεσβ�τερον GπιστολH τάδε λ(γοντο · “Κα� κε/νο δ9 µ*
α� γνοε�τωσαν· Nπου γὰρ lνωσι  iνοµάζεται, ο"χ�  Sν5  πράγµατο 
σηµα�νεται σ�νοδο , α� λλ�  O δ�ο O κα� πλει	νων κα� διαφ	ρων
α� λλFλοι  κατὰ τ*ν φ�σιν. Ε) το�νυν λ(γοµεν τ*ν lνωσιν,
@µολογο�µεν Nτι σαρκ5  Gψυχωµ(νη  νοερ�  κα� Λ	γου, κα� οZ
δ�ο δ9 λ(γοντε  φ�σει  οRτω  νοο�σι· πλ*ν τC  Sνaσεω 
@µολογουµ(νη , ο"κ(τι διtστανται α� λλFλων τὰ Sνωθ(ντα, α� λλ�  εu 

λοιπ5ν ΥZ5 , µ�α φ�σι  α"το� E  σαρκωθ(ντο  το� Λ	γου· τα�τα
Eµολ	γησαν οZ τC  �ΑνατολC .”31

P Ετι µ*ν κα� Gν τH δευτ(ρK πρ5  Σο�κενσον GπιστολH οRτω 
φησ�, α� ποσκευαζ	µενο  τοT , κατ�  Qννοιαν µειaσεω  O φ�ρσεω  τ�ν
συνελθ	ντων, διαβάλλοντα  α"τ5ν λ(γειν τ*ν µ�αν φ�σιν· “Ε) µ9ν
γὰρ ε)π	ντε  φ�σιν το� Λ	γου σεσιγFκαµεν, ο"κ Gπεν(γκαντε , τ5
σεσαρκωµ(νην, α� λλ�  οuον Qξωθεν τιθ(ντε  τ*ν ο)κονοµ�αν, eν α"το/ 
τάχα που κα� ο"κ α� π�θανο  @ λ	γο , προσποιουµ(νοι  GρωτDν πο�
τ5 τ(λειον Gν α� νθρωπ	τητι, π�  +φ(στηκεν % καθ�  %µα̃  ο"σ�α·

29  Thess. : 
30 Qννοιαν οhδεν εhναι a. corr.
31 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
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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,vi 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.e. 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 is, 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” is 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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Gπειδ* δ9 κα� 〈%〉 Gν α� νθρωπ	τητι τελει	τη , κα� τC  καθ�  %µα̃ 
ο"σ�α  % δFλωσι  ε)σκεκ	µισται διὰ το� λ(γειν σεσαρκωµ(νην,
παυσάσθωσαν”·32 κα� τὰ SξC . Τ� οIν, πρ5  τH µιD φ�σει το�

Λ	γου κα� α� νθρωπ�νην τελε�αν ο"σ�αν ε)σκοµ�ζων διὰ το�
“σεσαρκωµ(νην”, ο" δ�ο εhναι λογ�σεται τὰ  φ�σει , α� κο�ων “µ�αν
φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην”; φησ� γὰρ κα� µετὰ βραχ(α·
“Τ� γάρ Gστιν α� νθρωπ	τητο  φ�σι , πλ*ν Nτι σὰρξ Gψυχωµ(νη
νοερ� ;”33

Το� πατρ5  οIν σαφ�  %µ/ν µαρτυρο�ντο  τ*ν πρ5  α"τ5ν κα�
τ*ν α� λFθειαν συµφων�αν, τ�ν νοηµάτων αP ρα µ* ε"σεβ�  Qχειν
δηλουµ(νων, τα/  φωνα/  %µε/  ο" προσκε�µεθα, ο"δ�  αI πάλιν
ε"σεβ�  Gχ	ντων τὰ  φωνὰ  α� ποστεφ	µεθα· ο]τε γὰρ lνωσι  O
µονὰ , α� πλ�  @πωσο�ν συµφραζοµ(νη τισ�, τὰ  φ�σει  α"τ�ν
α� ναιρε/, ε) µ* ε)  φ�σεω  α"τC  µονάδα 0κει, νοο�σα34 τὰ 1δια τC 
κατὰ σ�γχυσιν Sνaσεω —Sτ(ρα γὰρ lνωσι  το�το ο" ποιε/—ο"δ9

% δυὰ  πάντω  κατηγορηθε/σα τιν	 , κα� ε)  πρ	σωπα διαιρε/
το�το, ε) µ* ε)  προσωπικ*ν δ�πλωσιν ε1η ληφθε/σα. Τ�  γὰρ αX ν
ε1ποι [v] δι	τι lνωσ�  τι  λ(γεται κα� µονὰ  % το� Nλου
�Ρωµαϊκο� τυχ5ν στρατο�, κα� qν Gπ� πάντων τ�ν Gν τα�τY
περιλαµβανοµ(νων κε/ται Jνοµα τ�ν α� νθρaπων κα� %µι	νων κα�
καµFλων τ�ν Gν α"τU, διὰ τ	δε, κα� µ�α φ�σι  Gστ�ν @ πα̃  στρατ	 ;
�Αλλ�  αRτη, φησ�ν, ο"κ Qστι καθ�  +π	στασιν φ�σεων lνωσι .

Σκεπτ(ον οIν, p Qφην, E  ο"κ Qστιν lνωσιν α� πλ�  ποιε/ν µ�αν
φ�σιν· α� λλ�  ο"δ9 ε) καθ�  +π	στασιν lνωσι  ε1η µ	νον λεγοµ(νη,
µονάδα ποιFσει φ�σεω , α� λλ�  O µ	νη  +ποστάσεω · ο]τε γὰρ β�βλο 
O σπ	γγο  Rδατι Gµβαφε�  κα� α� νιµησάµενο  Gν NλW SαυτU Nλον
τ	δε, ε)  φ�σιν vκε µ�αν σTν τU Rδατι, α� λλ�  ε)  +π	στασιν µ�αν,

nσπερ οIν κα� σ�δηρο  κα� π�ρ ε)  µ�δρου +π	στασιν. Κα� λ�θοι
γὰρ κα� ξ�λα ε)  ο1κου µ9ν +π	στασιν Sτ(ραν vκαν, φ�σει  δ9 τὰ 
α"τὰ  α� λλ�  %νωµ(να  α� λλFλαι  τὰ  συνελθο�σα  ε)  τ*ν το�δε
σ�στασιν κα� τ*ν +φ�  qν στάσιν, ε1τουν +π	στασιν το� ο1κου,
Qχουσιν. Ε) µ(ντοι κα� ε)  φ�σιν µ�αν nσπερ οIν κα� +π	στασιν
γ(νοιτο lνωσι , οuον γ�νεται Gπ� τC  κλα�ρα  Χ�α  κα� το�
µαλθακτο� κηρο�, ε)  µαστιχFµατο  σ�στασιν Sνουµ(νων, Jντω 
κα� φ�σιν µ�αν α� νάγκη λ(γειν Gπ� τH Sνaσει· σκεπτ(ον δ9 E  ο]τε %
µαστ�χη ο]τε @ κηρ5  Gν τα/  ο)κε�αι  φυσικα/  )δι	τησι τ	τε κα�

32 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
33 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
34 0κει, νοο�σα] 0κειν νοο�ν MS
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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.vii 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,
i.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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συστάσεσι κα� χροια/  κα� λοιπα/  ποι	τησι πάντY µ(νουσι λοιπ5ν
κατὰ τFνδε τ*ν lνωσιν, ο]τε Qστι θατ(ρW τ�ν )δ�ων µερ�ν @µοι	τη 

Gν τU µαστιχFµατι σωζοµ(νη πρ5  τὰ @µοειδC· ο]τε γὰρ Χ�α , ο"δ9
κηρο� τ� Nµοιον πάντY Qχει τ5 σ�νθετον µαστ�χηµα, ο"δ9 @
<λεκτρο  πάντY χρυσο� εhδο  κα� α� ργ�ρου σaζει.

Κα� ε) ο?τω  λ(γειν Gπ� Χριστο� ε]λογον τ*ν lνωσιν, +µ/ν
Gγκαταλειπτ(ον κρ/ναι, E  µFτε Jντω  Θε5ν µFτε αP νθρωπον εhναι.
Ε) δ9 α"τ5ν µ9ν ο" φατ9 τ	δε, τινὰ δ9 τ�ν Gκκρ�των πατ(ρων
τα�την τ*ν ε)  φ�σιν lνωσιν δε�ξοιτε λ(γοντα, παυσ	µεθα τC  πρ5 
+µα̃  α� µφισβητFσεω . Ε) δ9 τ	δε τ5 τC  ε)  φ�σιν Sνaσεω  δ	γµα
διαξαιν	µενον κα� διασαφο�µενον κατὰ τ*ν Qννοιαν, οuον τ� Gστι,
µFτε +µ/ν δεκτ(ον, µFτε τιν� τ�ν θεοφ	ρων λεκτ5ν, π�  Nσιον

οRτω  διὰ τ*ν lνωσιν α� πλ�  O κα� τ*ν +π	στασιν, τ*ν µ�αν φ�σιν
+µα̃  προφασ�ζεσθαι, µ* iρρωδο�ντα  ε"σεβ� , nσπερ τ*ν
δια�ρεσιν τ�ν συνελθ	ντων, οRτω  κα� τ*ν τροπ*ν α"τ�ν κα�
σ�γχυσιν, διὰ τC  α� περισκ(πτου φωνC  +πογράφειν;

Κα� γὰρ κα� κε/νο µ* α� γνοε�τω +µα̃ , E  το/  περ� φυσικὰ
γεγυµνασµ(νοι  wφθη πολλάκι , κα� διακεκριµ(νων τ�ν
+ποστάσεων, γενοµ(νη τισ� φυσικ* lνωσι · [r] τU γὰρ Jξει
+ποκειµ(νW, Gξ iλ�γου διαστFµατο  +περκε�µενο  χαλκ	 , α"τ5 
µ9ν iξ�νετα� τε τ*ν γε�σιν )ο�µενο , κα� iπτ�ζετα� πω  τ*ν
σ�στασιν Gκδιαιν	µενο  κα� α� ναχε	µενο , τ5 δ9 Jξο  συστρ(φετα�
τε ε)  παχ�τητα γλοιο�µενον τ*ν σ�στασιν, πικρα�νετα� τε τ*ν

γε�σιν κα� Gρυθα�νει πω  τ5 χρ�µα, κα� α� πλ�  α� ντικ�ρνανται τὰ 
φυσικὰ  ποι	τητα , κα� διεστ�τά τε κα� διωρισµ(να τὰ 
+ποστάσει . Ο"κ αP ρα οIν % ε)  φ�σιν lνωσι , το� α� διαιρ(του τ�ν
Sνωθ(ντων π�στωσι , α� λλὰ µ	νον τC  κατ�  ο"σ�αν α� λλοιaσεω 
α"τ�ν ε)  δε/ξιν λαµβάνεται κα� νοε/ται σαφ� · το�το γὰρ )δ�ω 
lπεται τHδε.

�Αλλ�  οRτω  µ9ν τάδε· mνα Gκ περιουσ�α  +µα̃  δε�ξωµεν, E  ο"δ9
τFνδε τ*ν αP λογον α� φορµ*ν τC  ταυτολεξ�α  Qχετε,35 ε)  τ*ν δι(νεξιν
τ*ν πρ5  %µα̃ , µ	νον δ9 διά τινα προσπάθειαν κα� α� λ	γιστον
συνFθειαν κα� α� βασάνιστον πρ	ληψιν περ� το� α� ρχCθεν τC  α� ληθο� 
ε"σεβε�α  α� ποδεδρακ	τε , κα� αZρεσιαρχFσαντε  +µε/  α� φορ�ζεσθε

35 Qχετε] Qχη a. corr. MS
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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 is, 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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%µ�ν. XΗ τ*ν Β�βλον < τοT  γραφ(α  χορηγο�ντε  +µε/  µ*

α� ποκάµητε, κα� ο"κ Gκλε�ψωµεν +µ/ν διὰ β�ου παντ5  πατρικὰ 
χρFσει  κατεπḰδοντε , mνα το� πρ5  %µα̃  α� γρια�νεσθαι
+ποθωπε�σαντε  καταπα�σωµεν.

Ε) δ9 κα� το�το +µ/ν φορτικ5ν, Nσον Gκ προχε�ρου α� ρκε/ν κα� ε) 
σ�µµετρον Qλεγχον α� ποχρaντω  Qχει, τ(ω  παραθFσοµεν +µ/ν, ο"
µ	νον τα/  τ�ν Gκκρ�των %µ�ν πατ(ρων µαρτυρ�αι  δυσωπο�ντε 
ε)δ(ναι φ�σει  Gπ� το� Κυρ�ου σωζοµ(να  µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν, α� λλὰ
κα� τ�ν +µετ(ρων καθηγεµ	νων @µολογ�α  περ� το�του
προάγοντε . Ε) δ9, E  Qθο  +µ/ν πολλάκι , γελωτοποιε/τε κα� πρ5 
τα�τα Gφευρ�σκοντε  λ(γειν, E , α� ληθ�  φ�σει  µ9ν ε1ρηνται,
α� λλ�  ο" δ�ο αZ µετὰ τCν lνωσιν Gπ� το� Κυρ�ου, +µ/ν Gγκαταλε�ψοµεν
τ5 λοιπ5ν διδάσκειν %µα̃ , Nσα  δ(ον τάσδε νοε/ν. Ε1περ αP ρα τ*ν

φ�σιν ταυτ5ν 1στε εhναι κα� τὰ  φ�σει , κατά γε τ5 ποσ5ν
νοο�µενα—ο"δ9 γὰρ τοσCσδε α� µαθ�α  κατάγνωσιν φ(ρετε, µ*
διακρ�νοντε  τ5 Sνικ5ν α� π5 το� πληθυντικο�—, Gξ α� νάγκη  O
πλε�ου  O δ�ο τ	 γε Gλάχιστον δaσετε εhναι τάσδε τU ποσU τὰ 
Gνο�σα  ΧριστU, κα� ο]σα  Χριστ	ν, κα� Gν αu  Gστι Χριστ	 · Gκ
δ�ο γὰρ κα� µ	νων α� τρ(πτων κα� α� µειaτων κα� % lνωσι  Χριστο�
Eµολ	γητο, κα� +µ/ν κα� %µ/ν. Πλ*ν κα� δ�ο ;ητ�  λ(γοντα 
δε�ξωµεν· ο" µ	νον δ9 το�το, α� λλὰ κα� τ*ν α� ντιλεγοµ(νην %µ/ν µ�αν
φ�σιν, 0ν φασιν οmδε, προδFλω  α� ποδοκιµάζοντα , mνα µηδ9ν %µ/ν
ε)  παντελο�  α� νατροπC  χρε�αν +πολε�πηται πρ5  α"το� . Πρ�τον
µ9ν οIν τοT  οZονε� +πογραφικοT  @ρισµοT  Χριστο� +π5 τ�ν
πατ(ρων ε)ρηµ(νου  α� κουστ(ον· φασι γὰρ οRτω ·

Τ� εστ� Χριστ�� 
 προσκυνητ�� �µ�ν
� Αθανασ�ου· [v] “Θε5  κα� αP νθρωπο  @ α"τ5 , εu  yν

καθ�  Rπαρξιν, α� νελλιπC τὰ Sκάτερα.”36 Τ� δ( Gστι τάδε “τὰ
Sκάτερα”, κα� τ� “Θε	  κα� αP νθρωπο ”; Ε1πατε ε) φ�σει  O ο"χ�.

Βασιλε�ου, τ� Gστι Χριστ5 · “Θε	τη  Gµψ�χW σαρκ�
κεχρηµ(νη.”37

Γρηγορ�ου, τ� Gστι Χριστ5 · “Καιν* µ�ξι , Θε5  κα� αP νθρωπο ,
qν Gξ α� µφο/ν, κα� δι�  Sν5  α� µφ	τερα.”38

36 Ps.-Athanasius, On the Incarnation (against Apollinarius) i, , PG xxvi, .
37 Basil, Letter , Y. Courtonne (ed. and tr.), Lettres, iii (Paris: Les Belles Lettres,

), .
38 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration , ed. and tr. J. Bernardi, Discours, SC  (Paris:

Éditions du Cerf, ), .
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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!viii 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 after 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 is 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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Το� α"το�· “Κρα̃σι  Θεο� κα� σαρκ	 , διὰ µ(ση  ψυχC  νοερα̃ ,

µεσιτευο�ση  θε	τητι κα� σαρκ5  παχ�τητι”.39—“ �Ο ΥZ5  Θεο�
yν, κα� υZ5  α� νθρaπου γεν	µενο , αP µφω εu  ΥZ5  κα� Θε	 , το�
κρε�ττονο  GκνικFσαντο · Qστιν αP ρα τ5 νικηθ9ν κα� τ5 νικCσαν.” 40—
“ � Ανθρωπ	τη  χρισθε/σα θε	τητι, κα� γενοµ(νη Nπερ τ5 χρ�σαν, κα�
οuον ε)πε/ν @µ	θεο .”41

Κυρ�λλου, τ� Gστι Χριστ5 · “Εu  ΥZ	 , Θε5  κα� αP νθρωπο , @
α"τ5  το�το κα� κε/νο +πάρχων τ9 κα� νοο�µενο .” 42—“ �Ο το� Θεο�
Λ	γο  κα� ΥZ5  GνανθρωπFσα  κα� σεσαρκωµ(νο .” 43—“Θε5  Gν
προσλFψει σαρκ5  νοερ�  Gψυχωµ(νη , ε"δοκFσα  γεν(σθαι κα�
αP νθρωπο .” 44—“Μ�α φ�σι  το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νη.” 45

� Αρα οIν ε1 γε κα� Sαυτο/  κα� α� λλFλοι  συµφωνο�σι το/ 

νοFµασιν οZ @ρ�σαντε  τάδε, π�  ο"χ� α� µφ	τερα τὰ συνελθ	ντα Gν
ΧριστU ο1δασι σaζεσθαι, κα� µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου
σεσαρκωµ(νην Nτε λ(γοιεν; Ε) δ9 τ5 “α� µφ	τερα”, τὰ δ�ο πράγµατα
σηµα�νει κυρ�ω , κα� ο]τε τρ�α, ο]τε lν, τὰ δ9 πράγµατα τάδε ο"
συµβεβηκ	τα τινὰ O φαντασ�αι ψιλα�, α� λλ�  ο"σ�αι τιν(  ε)σι, τ�
αP λλο συνάγεται διὰ τ�νδε τ�ν φων�ν νοε/ν, O Nτι δ�ο φ�σει 
το� Χριστο� %νωµ(ναι ε)σ� κατὰ µ�αν τ*ν +π	στασιν α"το�;
�Αλλ�  Gπιδράµωµεν κα� τα/  σαφ�  τ�ν φ�σεων Χριστο�
µνηµονευο�σαι  µαρτυρ�αι  πατρικα/ , κα� µάλιστα kν µ*
@πωσο�ν τολµ�σι ποιε/σθαι παραγραφ*ν οZ α� ντιλ(γοντε 

Γρηγορ�ου το� Θεολ	γου· “Φ�σει  µ9ν γὰρ δ�ο, Θε	  κα�.

αP νθρωπο , Gπε� κα� ψυχ* κα� σ�µα, υZο� δ9 ο" δ�ο, ο"δ9
αP νθρωποι.”46

Γρηγορ�ου· “ P Αµφω δ9 οIν Gν ταυτU εu , Θε	  τε @µο� κα�
αP νθρωπο , @ �ΕµµανουFλ.”47

Πο�αν φασ� τ�ν �π� Χριστο� ε� ´ νωσιν ο� πατ�ρε�
Γρηγορ�ου το� Θεολ	γου· “Ε1 τι  E  Gν προφFτY λ(γει κατὰ

χάριν Gνηργηκ(ναι, α� λλὰ µ* κατ�  ο"σ�αν συνCφθα� τε κα�
συναναπεπλάσθαι, ε1η κεν5  τC  κρε�ττονο  Gνεργε�α .”48

Κυρ�λλου Gκ τC  Sρµηνε�α  τ�ν )δ�ων κεφαλα�ων· “ � Αναγκα�ω 

%µε/  το/  Νεστορ�ου µαχ	µενοι λ	γοι , τ*ν καθ�  +π	στασιν lνωσιν
γεν(σθαι φαµ(ν.”49

Το� α"το� Gκ τC  πρ5  Σο�κενσον· “Ο"κο�ν κα� ε) λ(γοιτο

39 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration , ed. and tr. P. Gallay, Discours –, SC 
(Paris: Éditions du Cerf, ), .

40 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration , ed. and tr. P. Gallay, Discours - (Discours
théologiques), SC  (Paris: Éditions du Cerf, ), .

41 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration , , PG xxxvi, .
42 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , . 43 Ibid.  and .
44 Cyril, Letter , ACO i, , , . 45 Cyril, Letter , ACO i, , , .
46 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter , SC , .
47 Actually Cyril of Alexandria, Against Nestorius III, , ACO i, , , .
48 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter , SC , .
49 Cyril of Alexandria, Defence of the Twelve Anathemas, ACO i, , , .
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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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α� νθρωπ	τητο  κα� θε	τητο  φ�σι  Gπ� το� �ΕµµανουFλ, α� λλ�  %
α� νθρωπ	τη , )δ�α γ(γονε το� Λ	γου· κα� @ εu  ΥZ5  νοε/ται σTν
α"τH.”50 PΑρα οIν φ�σει  τ5 )διοποιησάµενον κα� τ5 )διοποιηθ9ν ε) 
τ*ν το� ο)κειωσαµ(νου +π	στασιν, O ο];

Το� α"το�· “ �Ηµ(τερον γὰρ τ5 λ(γειν <τοι iνοµάζειν δ�ο φ�σει 
µ(χρι το� γινaσκειν τ*ν διαφορὰν το� Λ	γου κα� τC  σαρκ	 .”51



∆Cλον οIν E  @ µ* λ(γων δ�ο φ�σει  <ρνηται τ*ν διαφορὰν κα� ο"
γινaσκει α"τ*ν Gν ΧριστU.

Το� α"το� Gκ τ�ν Γλαφυρ�ν· “∆�ο µ9ν γὰρ” φησ� [r] “iρν�θια
κελε�ει ληφθCναι ζ�ντα κα� καθαρά, mνα νοFσY  διὰ πετειν�ν τ5ν
ο"ράνιον αP νθρωπον, αP νθρωπ	ν τε @µο� κα� Θε	ν, ε)  δ�ο φ�σει ,
Nσον vκεν ε)  τ5ν SκάστY πρ(ποντα λ	γον, διαιρο�µενον· Λ	γο  γάρ
eν @ Gκ Θεο� Πατρ5  α� ναλάµψα , Gν σαρκ� τH Gκ γυναικ	 .”52

Γρηγορ�ου το� θεολ	γου· “Θε5  δ9 λ(γοιτο αP ν, ο" το� Λ	γου,
το� @ρωµ(νου δ(—π�  γὰρ αX ν ε1η το� κυρ�ω  Θεο�, Θε	 ;—
nσπερ κα� ΠατFρ, ο" το� @ρωµ(νου, το� Λ	γου δ(· %ν�κα γὰρ αZ
φ�σει  διtστανται τα/  Gπινο�αι , συνδιαιρε/ται κα� τὰ iν	µατα.”53



� Επισκεπτ(ον δ9 Nτι ο" τH Gπινο�K εhναι τὰ  φ�σει , α� λλὰ διtστασθαι
τα/  Gπινο�αι  τὰ  φ�σει  φησ�ν.

Το� α"το�· “Κιρναµ(νων nσπερ τ�ν φ�σεων, οRτω δ* κα� τ�ν
κλFσεων, κα� περιχωρουσ�ν ε)  α� λλFλα  τU λ	γW τC  συµφυtα .”54

Βασιλε�ου, Gκ το� πρaτου το� πρ5  Ε"ν	µιον· “Ο" δ�ο λ(γοµεν
Θε5ν )δ�K κα� αP νθρωπον—εu  γὰρ eν—α� λλὰ κατ�  Gπ�νοιαν τ*ν
Sκάστου φ�σιν λογιζ	µενοι· ο"δ9 γὰρ @ Π(τρο  δ�ο Gν	ησεν ε)πaν,
Χριστο� οIν παθ	ντο  +π9ρ %µ�ν σαρκ�.55”56 �Ο α"τ5  δ9 µ(γα 
Βασ�λειο  φησ� πρ5  Ε"ν	µιον εhναι τινὰ µ9ν Gπ�νοιαν, τ*ν α� ληθC
νοητ*ν θεωρ�αν, κα� εhναι Sτ(ραν, τ*ν κατὰ α� νάπλασµα ψε�δου ,

οmα τ�ν µυθοποι�ν κα� ζωγράφων. Ε) µ9ν οIν πρ5  τ5ν Θε5ν κα�
αP νθρωπον, τ*ν α� ληθC, ε) δ9 πρ5  τ5 )δ�K τ*ν Gπ�νοιαν α� κο�οµεν, τ*ν
α� ναπλαστικ*ν λογιστ(ον· µ	νον γὰρ διὰ τ5 διαρθρ�σαι Sαυτο/  τ5
διάφορον τ�ν %νωµ(νων, τα/  φαντασ�αι  )δ�K lκαστον α� φορ�ζοµεν,
lω  1δωµεν τ� µ9ν )δ�ω  το�δε, τ� δ9 το� Sτ(ρου.

Το� α"το�· “ �Εκ το�του δε/ συνορDν Nπω  Gν τU Sν� κα� τU α"τU

50 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
51 Actually Severus of Antioch, Against the Grammarian iii, , ed. and tr. J. Lebon,

CSCO xciv = Scriptores Syri xlvi = Scriptores Syri, series , v,  (tr.). Cited in part
also at .

52 Cyril of Alexandria, Glaphyra on the Pentateuch , PG lxix, .
53 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration , SC ,  and . Cited in part at .
54 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter , SC , .
55  Pet. : 
56 [Ps.-] Basil, Against Eunomius iv, PG xxix, .
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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 suffering 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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Sκατ(ρα  φ�σεω  α� ποδειχθH % α� λFθεια.” 57

Γρηγορ�ου το� θεολ	γου· “ � Απεστάλη µ(ν, α� λλ�  E  αP νθρωπο ·
διπλο�  γὰρ eν.”58

Κυρ�λλου Gκ το� πρ5  Θεοδ	σιον τ5ν βασιλ(α· “Τὰ  γὰρ

ε"αγγελικὰ  περ� το� Κυρ�ου φωνὰ  1σµεν τοT  θεολ	γου  αP νδρα ,
τὰ  µ9ν κοινοποιο�ντα  E  Gφ�  Sν5  προσaπου, τὰ  δ9 διαιρο�ντα  E 
Gπ� δ�ο φ�σεων, κα� τὰ  µ9ν θεοπρεπε/ , κατὰ τ*ν θε	τητα α"το�,
τὰ  δ9 α� νθρωποπρεπε/  κατὰ τ*ν α� νθρωπ	τητα α"το� διδ	ντα .”59

Το� Θεολ	γου Gκ το� περ� ΥZο� δευτ(ρου λ	γου· “Τ5 γὰρ
συναµφ	τερον, lν· α� λλ�  ο" τH φ�σει, τH δ9 συν	δW.”60

Κυρ�λλου· “Μετὰ µ(ντοι τ*ν lνωσιν ο" διαιρο�µεν τὰ  φ�σει 
α� π�  α� λλFλων, ο"δ9 ε)  δ�ο υZοT  τ(µνοµεν τ5ν lνα κα� α� µ(ριστον.”61

∆Cλον αP ρα, E  ε) κα� α� διαιρ(του , α� λλ�  οIν φ�σει  οhδε τὰ  µετὰ τ*ν

lνωσιν, κα� ο" φ�σιν µ�αν.
Γρηγορ�ου Ν�σση  Gκ τ�ν κατὰ Ε"νοµ�ου· “Ο]τε ζωοποιε/ τ5ν

Λάζαρον % α� νθρωπ�νη φ�σι , ο]τε δακρ�ει τ5ν κε�µενον % α� παθ* 
Gξουσ�α.” 62 Κα� πάλιν· “Τ5ν µεσ�την Θεο� κα� α� νθρaπων,63 καθ` 
κα� {ν	µασεν @ θε/ο  �Απ	στολο , ο"δ9ν οRτω  E  τ5 το� ΥZο�
δε�κνυσιν Jνοµα, Sκατ(ρK φ�σει τH θε�K κα� α� νθρωπ�νY κατὰ τ5 1σον
Gφαρµοζ	µενον.”64

Το� Χρυσοστ	µου, Gκ το� κατὰ �Απολιναριαστ�ν· “ΟRτω
κα� ντα�θα τC  θε�α  Gνιδρυσάση  τU σaµατι φ�σεω , lνα ΥZ	ν, qν
πρ	σωπον τ5 συναµφ	τερον α� πετ(λεσε, γνωρι[v]ζ	µενον µ(ντοι

α� συγχ�τW κα� α� διαιρ(τW λ	γW, ο"κ Gν µιD µ	νY φ�σει, α� λλ�  Gν δυσ�
τελε�αι · Gπ� γὰρ µια̃ , π�  τ5 α� σ�γχυτον, π�  τ5 α� δια�ρετον, π� 
% lνωσι  λεχθε�η ποτ(; �Η γὰρ µ�α SαυτH Sνο�σθαι, O συγχε/σθαι,
O Gξ SαυτC  διαιρε/σθαι, ο" δ�ναται.” 65 Κα� µετὰ βραχ(α· “Πάλιν
Gπ�  αP λλο µεταπηδ�ντε , φασ� µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν µ* χρCναι λ(γειν δ�ο
φ�σει . Πρ	σεχε τH σηµασ�K το� ;ητο�· lνωσιν εhπα , lνωσιν δ9
µια̃  ο"κ αX ν εRροι  γινοµ(νην.” 66 Κα� µετὰ βραχ(α· “Ε)aθασι δ9 κα�
το�το προτε�νειν· ‘ P Αρα ο" τ5 σ�µα κα� τ5 αuµα το� Θεο�
λαµβάνοµεν πιστ�  κα� ε"σεβ� ;’ Να�, λεκτ(ον, ο"χ�  Nτι σ�µα κα�
αuµα, τ5 θε/ον πρ5 τC  GνανθρωπFσεω  Gκ(κτητο φ�σει, α� λλ�  Gπειδ*

57 Actually Origen, On First Principles ii, , . Latin: P. Koetschau (ed.), Origenes Werke
v, GCS (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrich’sche Buchhandlung, ), .

58 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration , SC , . Cited also at .
59 Actually Cyril of Alexandria, Letter  (to John of Antioch), ACO i, , , . Cited

also at  and –.
60 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration , SC , .
61 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
62 Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius v, , , in W. Jaeger (ed.), Gregorii Nysseni

Opera, ii (Leiden: E. J. Brill, ), .
63  Tim. :  64 Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius iii, , , Jaeger .
65 Ps.-Chrysostom, Letter to Caesarius, PG lii, –.
66 Ibid. .
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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 To 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: ‘The 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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τὰ τC  σαρκ5  )διοποιε/ται, Qχειν λ(γεται τα�τα. �̃Ω το�
α� τοπFµατο , �̃Ω τC  α� σεβο�  διανο�α · κινδυνε�ει γὰρ παρ�  α"το/ 

τC  θε	τητο  τ5 α� ξ�ωµα, κα� πάλιν τ5 κυριακ5ν σ�µα E  α� ληθιν5ν
σ�µα @µολογε/ν ο"κ α� ν(χονται· δι�  Gπινο�α  γὰρ λ(ξεων τετράφθαι
το�το ε)  θε	τητα φαντάζονται, µ�αν Gντε�θεν κατασκευάζοντε 
φ�σιν, κα� α"τ*ν τ�νο  εhναι µ* ε+ρ�σκοντε  λ(γειν.” 67 Κα�
µετ�  iλ�γα· “Φ�γωµεν τοT  διαιρο�ντα · ε) γὰρ κα� διττ* % φ�σι ,
α� λλ�  οIν α� δια�ρετο  κα� α� διάσπαστο  % lνωσι , Gν Sν� τC  υZ	τητο 
@µολογουµ(νη προσaπW, κα� µιD +ποστάσει. Φ�γωµεν τοT  µ�αν
φ�σιν µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν τερατευοµ(νου · τH γὰρ τC  µια̃  Gπινο�K τU
α� παθε/ ΘεU πάθο  προσάπτειν Gπε�γονται.”68

Κυρ�λλου Gκ τ�ν κατὰ Νεστορ�ου Gν τU δευτ(ρW λ	γW·

“ �Οµολ	γησ	ν lνα, µ* διαιρ�ν τὰ  φ�σει , µετὰ το� ε)δ(ναι Nτι
σαρκ5  µ9ν lτερο  λ	γο , θε	τητο  δ9 @ α"τH κα� µ	νY πρ(πων.”69

� ΙδοT οIν σαφ�  ο"κ α� ναιρε/ν τ*ν δυάδα, α� λλὰ µ* διαιρε/ν παραινε/
τFνδε τ*ν κατὰ τὰ  φ�σει , γινaσκειν τ9 πρ5  τU ποσU κα� τ*ν
διαφορὰν το� λ	γου θατ(ρα  πρ5  Sτ(ραν βο�λεται, φ�σει  τ9 ε)π`ν
κα� Sτ(ρου  λ	γου .

Το� α"το� Gκ τC  Sρµηνε�α  τC  πρ5  �Εβρα�ου  δευτ(ρου τ	µου·
“Συν(βησαν δ9 α� λλFλαι  α� πορρFτω  τ9 κα� +π9ρ νο�ν θε	τη  κα�
α� νθρωπ	τη · κα� διάφοροι µ9ν αZ φ�σει  @µολογουµ(νω , πλ*ν εu 

τε κα� µ	νο  Gξ α� µφο/ν ΥZ	 .”70 6Οτι τ9 οIν διάφοροι, κα� Nτι κα�
φ�σει  ε)σ� οhδεν· ε) οIν µ* φ�σει  µετὰ τ*ν σ�µβασιν λ(γει, ο]τε
διαφ	ρου  θε	τητα κα� α� νθρωπ	τητα.

Το� α"το� Gκ τC  α"τC  τ	µου  ´· “Ε) γὰρ κα� νοο�νται διάφοροι,
κα� α� λλFλαι  αP νισοι τ�ν ε)  Sν	τητα συνδεδραµηκ	των αZ φ�σει 
σαρκ5  δ* λ(γω κα� Θεο�, α� λλ�  οIν εu  τ9 κα� µ	νο  @ Gξ α� µφο/ν ΥZ5 
α� ληθ� .”71 ∆Cλον αP ρα Nτι Nτε εu  @ Gξ α� µφο/ν, τ	τε [r] κα�
νοο�νται κα� φ�σει , κα� α� λλFλαι  αP νισοι Gπ� Χριστο� µετὰ τ*ν
lνωσιν.

Το� α"το� Gκ το� ιά κεφαλα�ου τ�ν Σχολ�ων· “ 6 Οτι δ9
α� σ�γχυτοι µεµενFκασιν αZ φ�σει , ε1τ�  οIν +ποστάσει .”72 � ΙδοT οIν,

Nτι οhδε τὰ  φ�σει  µενο�σα  µε〈τὰ〉 τ*ν lνωσιν Gν ΧριστU,
διων�µω  @µολογε/ ε)πaν “ε1τ �  οIν +ποστάσει ”· λ(γεται γὰρ κα�
+π	στασι  παρὰ τ5 +φεστηκ(ναι % φ�σι . Ε) δ(, nσπερ ε)aθασι
γελωτοποι�  α� ποκρ�νεσθαι, “Ο"κο�ν κα� πρ	σωπα δ�ο µ(νουσιν·
Qφη γὰρ κα� ‘+ποστάσει ’ ”, πρ�τον µ9ν σαφ�  SαυτοT 

67 Ibid. –. 68 Ibid. . Cited also at  below.
69 Cyril of Alexandria, Against Nestorius ii, ACO i, , , .
70 Cyril of Alexandria, On Hebrews, PG lxxiv, . 71 Ibid. .
72 Cyril of Alexandria, Scholia. Attested in John ‘the Grammarian’ of Caesarea:

ACO i, , .
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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 : ‘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, is that they’ve unmistakably revealed
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α� πεκάλυψαν )δ�W πάθει δουλε�οντα , κα� τοT  πατ(ρα  βάλλειν, κα�
πατραλο/αι γ�νεσθαι µ* +φορaµενοι, µ	νον δ9 τC  πλάνη  Sαυτ�ν
προεστηκ	τε . Το� γὰρ πατρ5  τάδε λ(γοντο , ε) οRτω  νοο�σι κα�
ν�ν πρ	σωπον τ*ν +π	στασιν, α� νάγκη τοT  το/  ε)ρηµ(νοι 
προσ(χοντα , κα� µηδ9ν προσεπινοο�ντα  O +φαιρο�ντα  ν	ηµα—
ο" γὰρ θ(µι  τU iρθ�  κρ�νοντι—τ5ν πολεµιaτατον τH δυσσεβε�K
Νεστορ�ου, συνοµολογο�ντα α"τU ν�ν τὰ α"τὰ καθορDν, µαχ	µενον

δ9 α"τU µυριάκι  κράζοντι Gν τH πρ5  �Εβρα�ου  GξηγFσει κα� Gν
Sτ(ροι , ο" δ�ο εhναι προσaπων lνωσιν—Qφη γὰρ περ� το�
µαται	φρονο —“Τ*ν τ�ν προσaπων lνωσιν ο"κ οhδα π	θεν
Gξευρηκa ”,73 τὰ δ9 Sνωθ(ντα, τα�τά φησι, κα� µε/ναι α� σ�γχυτα
ν�ν. Ε) οIν E  πρ	σωπα λ(γει τὰ  +ποστάσει  α� συγχ�του , γ(γονεν
+π	σπονδο  τU α� σεβε/ @ πολ(µιο · α� λλ�  οZ τ�ν )δ�ων α� µνFµονε , π� 
ν�ν ο"κ α� ποφα�νονται, Nτι “ �Επ� το� τC  ο)κονοµ�α  λ	γου, φ�σιν
τ( κα� +π	στασιν τα"τ5ν οhδεν N τε διδάσκαλο  Κ�ριλλο  κα�
%µε/ ”; P Εκ τε οIν το�των, τ5 Gκε/ ψευδ( , κα� Gκ τ�ν Gκε/, %
Gνθάδε ε+ρεσιλογ�α α"τ�ν κατάδηλο .

� Ιωάννου το� Χρυσοστ	µου Gκ τC  πρ5  Καισάριον GπιστολC ·
“Γνωριζ	µενον µ9ν τU α� συγχ�τW κα� α� διαιρ(τW λ	γW, ο"κ Gν µ�D

φ�σει, α� λλ�  Gν δυσ� τελε�αι ”.74 Κα� µετ�  iλ�γα· “Πο/ο  οIν 6}δη 
Gξηρε�ξατο µ�αν Gπ� το� Χριστο� λ(γειν φ�σιν;” 75 Κα� µετὰ
βραχ(α· “Ε) γὰρ κα� διττ* % φ�σι , α� λλ�  οIν α� δια�ρετο  κα�
α� διάσπαστο  % lνωσι , Gν Sν� τC  υZ	τητο  @µολογουµ(νη
προσaπW.”76

Το� α� γ�ου � Ιουστ�νου κα� µάρτυρο  Gκ το� τρ�του βιβλ�ου το�
περ� τC  α� γ�α  Τριάδο  κεφαλα�ου ιζ ´· “ 6Οταν οIν α� κο�σY  τοT Sν5 
ΥZο� τὰ  Gναντ�α  φωνά , καταλλFλω  µ(ριζε τα/  φ�σεσι τὰ
λεγ	µενα.” 77 Κα� µετὰ βραχ�· “ �Εκάστη  αo  π(φυκε δεχοµ(νη 
φ�σεω .” 78 Κα� µετ�  iλ�γα· “ 6Οσπερ εu  µ(ν Gστιν αP νθρωπο , Qχει δ9
δ�ο φ�σει  διαφ	ρου , κα� κατ�  αP λλο µ9ν λογ�ζεται, κατ�  αP λλο δ9 τ5

λογισθ9ν Gνεργε/”.79 Εhτα Gπάγει· “ΟRτω  @ ΥZ5  εu  yν κα� δ�ο
φ�σει , κατ�  αP λλην µ9ν τὰ  θεοσηµ�α  Gργάζεται, κατ�  αP λλην δ9 τὰ
ταπεινὰ παρεδ(ξατο.” 80 Κα� µεθ�  lτερα· “Εu  0λιο , φ�σει  δ9 δ�ο,
% µ9ν φωτ	 , % δ9 σaµατο  %λιακο�· οRτω  κα� ντα�θα [v ] εu  µ9ν
ΥZ5  κα� Κ�ριο  κα� Χριστ5  κα� ΜονογενF , φ�σει  δ9 δ�ο, % µ9ν
+π9ρ %µα̃ , % δ9 %µετ(ρα.”81

73 Cyril, On Hebrews, PG lxxiv, .
74 Ps.-Chrysostom, Letter to Caesarius, PG lii, . 75 Ibid. .
76 Ibid. . Cited at  above.
77 Actually Theodoret, Exposition of the Correct Faith, PG vi, .
78 Ibid. 79 Ibid. –. 80 Ibid. . 81 Ibid. .
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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—‘I 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, : ‘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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Το� α� γ�ου �Αµβροσ�ου Gπισκ	που Μεδιολάνων Gκ τC  Sρµηνε�α 
το� α� γ�ου συµβ	λου· “ΤοT  δ9 λ(γοντα ” µετὰ τὰ Gν µ(σW τινὰ
“τὰ  φ�σει  το� Χριστο� κατὰ α� νάκρασιν συγχυθε�σα  µ�αν
γεν(σθαι φ�σιν, κα� µ* @µολογο�ντα  τ5ν Κ�ριον %µ�ν � Ιησο�ν
Χριστ	ν, δ�ο εhναι φ�σει  α� συγχ�του , qν δ9 πρ	σωπον, καθ5 κα�

εu  @ Χριστ5  κα� εu  Κ�ριο , το�του  α� ναθεµατ�ζει % καθολικ* κα�
α� ποστολικ* �Εκκλησ�α.”82 �Αναγκαζ	µεθα δ9 περιτ(µνειν τὰ 
χρFσει  διὰ τ5 µ* ε)  πλCθο  κα� Jγκον αP γειν τ5 σ�γγραµµα.

Το� α"το�, Gκ το� περ� τC  θε�α  GνανθρωπFσεω · “ � Ανεφ�ησάν
τινε  τ*ν σάρκα το� Κυρ�ου κα� τ*ν θε	τητα µια̃  εhναι φ�σεω 
λ(γοντε . Πο/ο  6}δη  τ*ν τοια�την βλασφηµ�αν GξFµεσεν;”83

� Ιουλ�ου Gπισκ	που �Ρaµη , :ν κα� Κ�ριλλο  παρFγαγε χρCσιν
Gν τH κατ�  α"τ*ν συν	δW· “ �Ο δ9 κα� τὰ 1δια γινaσκων, κα� τ*ν
lνωσιν φυλάττων, ο]τε τὰ  φ�σει  ψε�σεται, ο]τε τ*ν lνωσιν
α� γνοFσει.” 84

Γρηγορ�ου Ν�σση  πρ5  Φ�λιππον µονάζοντα περ� τC  τ�ν

� Αρειαν�ν α� ντιθ(σεω , v  % α� ρχF· “ �Η κακ�α γ(ννηµά Gστι ψυχH”·
“ΚαX ν γὰρ α� ρρFτW κα� α� φράστW Sνaσει τὰ συναµφ	τερα lν, α� λλ�  ο"
τH φ�σει, διὰ τ5 α� σ�γχυτον φηµ�”·85 lτερον γὰρ τ5 θε/ον παρὰ τ5
σ�µα, Gπε�σακτον γάρ. �Ο το�νυν Χριστ5  δ�ο +πάρχων φ�σει , κα�
Gν α"τα/  α� ληθ�  γνωριζ	µενο , µοναδικ5ν πρ	σωπον, α� σ�γχυτον
Nµω .

Το� α"το� Gκ τ�ν πρ5  α"το� · “Ε) γὰρ κα� Gν δ�ο φ�σεσι νοε/ται
κα� Qστιν @ Χριστ5 , α� λλ�  lνα 1σµεν ΥZ	ν.”86

� Ιωάννου το� Χρυσοστ	µου Gκ το� ε)  τ5ν Λάζαρον· “ �Ο
κασσ�τερο  µολ�βδου κα� α� ργ�ρου µετ(χει, α� ργ�ρου τ*ν Jψιν,

µολ�βδου τ*ν φ�σιν. Τ5ν α"τ5ν τρ	πον κα� @ Χριστ5  θε	τητο  κα�
α� νθρωπ	τητο  τελε�ω  τὰ  φ�σει  Gν SαυτU α� ποσaζει· nσπερ οIν
Gν SαυτU Qχει τὰ  φ�σει , οRτω κα� α"τ5  Gν α"τα/  Gστιν,
ο"χ�  +πάρχων lτερο  παρ�  α"τά .”87

82 Ambrose, Explanation of the Creed. Greek attested in Theodoret, Eranistes, Flori-
legium , ed. G. H. Ettlinger, Eranistes (Oxford: Clarendon Press, ), .

83 Ambrose, On the Incarnation, ed. O. Faller, Sancti Ambrosii opera pars nova, CSEL lxxix
(),  (Latin).

84 Ps.-Julius of Rome, On the Union = H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine
Schule: Texte und Untersuchungen (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, ), . Cited at B as a
comment by Severus.

85 Gregory of Nyssa, Letter to Philip the Monk. Attested in John of Damascus, PG xlvi,
; Latin attestation in G. Mercati, Codici latini Pico Grimani Pio e di altra biblioteca
ignota del secolo XVI esistenti nell’Ottoboniana e i codici greci Pio di Moderna, ST  (Vatican
City: Biblioteca apostolica vaticana, ), .

86 Not otherwise attested. 87 Not otherwise attested.
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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.’ix 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.’

    



� Εφρα~µ το� Σ�ρου, Gκ το� ε)  τ5ν µαργαρ�την· “ �Επ�βλεψον τU
µαργαρ�τY, κα� βλ(πει  τὰ  δ�ο φ�σει  συν(χοντα· φαιδρ	τατ	 
Gστι διὰ τ*ν θε	τητα, λευκ5  διὰ τ*ν πρ	σληψιν.” 88

� Ισιδaρου το� Πιλουσιaτου πρ5  τ5ν πάπαν Κ�ριλλον τ5ν
�Αλεξανδρε�α · “ 6 Οτι δ9 @ α� ληθιν5  κα� Gπ� πάντων Θε5 89

αP νθρωπο  γ(γονε, ο]τε p eν τραπε� , κα� N ο"κ eν προσλαβaν, Gν
δ�ο φ�σεσιν εu  +πάρχων ΥZ	 , αP τρεπτο  κα� α� ναλλο�ωτο ,
πρ	σφατο  κα� α� tδιο , ο"δ�  αX ν α"τ5  α� ρνηθε�η , πλε�στα  Qχων το�

α� γ�ου πατρ5  %µ�ν το� µεγάλου �Αθανασ�ου περ� το�των
συναιν(σει ”.90

Πα�λου Gπισκ	που �Εµ(ση  Gκ το� ;ηθ(ντο  Gν τH �Αλεξανδρ(ων
Gκκλησ�K λ	γου +π�  α"το� παρουσ�K Κυρ�λλου πατριάρχου, pν
ε"φFµησε κα� α� πεδ(ξατο κα� Gνεκωµ�ασεν ε"θT  Gπειπ`ν κα� α"τ5 
λ	γον Gν � φησ�· “ � ΗντλFσαµεν %µ/ν Rδωρ”· “ 6 Ορα κα� τ5ν
� Ιωάννην δ�ο φ�σει  κηρ�ττοντα κα� lνα ΥZ	ν· lτερον σκην*, κα�
lτερον τ5 σκηνο�ν· lτερον να5 , κα� lτερον @ Gνοικ�ν Θε	 .
Πρ	σεχε τU λεγοµ(νW· ο"κ εhπον ‘lτερο  κα� lτερο ’ E  Gπ� δ�ο
προσaπων, O χριστ�ν O δ�ο υZ�ν, α� λλ�  ‘lτερον κα� lτερον’ E  Gπ�
δ�ο φ�σεων”.91

Κυρ�λλου Gκ τC  GπιστολC  τC  πρ5  � Ιωάννην �Αντιοχε�α  κα�

τ*ν +π�  α"το� α� γ�αν σ�νοδον, Gν � φησιν α� ποδ(ξασθαι α"το� τὰ
γράµµατα, iρθ�  Qχοντα τάδε· [r] “Τὰ  δ9 ε"αγγελικὰ  κα�
α� ποστολικὰ  περ� το� Κυρ�ου φωνὰ  1σµεν τοT  θεηγ	ρου  αP νδρα ,
τὰ  µ9ν κοινοποιο�ντα  E  Gφ�  Sν5  προσaπου, τὰ  δ9 διαιρο�ντα 
E  Gπ� δ�ο φ�σεων.”92 � ΙδοT γο�ν ο?το  κα� δια�ρεσιν τ�ν κατὰ τὰ 
φ�σει  σηµαινοµ(νων @µολογ�ν, ο" τ*ν lνωσιν διαλ�ειν GνεβλFθη.
Περ� δ9 α"το� κα� τC  συν	δου α"το�, τάδε γράφει πρ5 
Ο"αλεριαν5ν Gπ�σκοπον � Ικον�ου· “ΟZ γάρ τοι κατὰ τ*ν �Ε�αν
α6 παντε  θεοσεβ(στατοι Gπ�σκοποι α6 µα τU θεοσεβεστάτW
Gπισκ	πW τC  �Αντιοχ(ων � ΙωάννY κα� δι�  Gγγράφου κα� σαφο� 
@µολογ�α  φανερ5ν α6 πασι κατ(στησαν, Nτι τὰ  µ9ν βεβFλου 
Νεστορ�ου κενοφων�α  κατακρ�νουσ� τε κα� α� ναθεµατ�ζουσι

µεθ�  %µ�ν, κα� ο"δεν5  α"τὰ  gξ�ωσαν π� ποτε λ	γου, α� λλὰ το/ 
α� ποστολικο/  lπονται δ	γµασι, κα� τ*ν τ�ν πατ(ρων @µολογ�αν
κατ�  ο"δ(να λυπο�σι τρ	πον.” 93 Εhτα ε)π`ν αo  φασ�ν, Gπάγει· “ X Αν

88 Ps.-Ephrem, Homily on the Pearl. Not otherwise attested.
89 Rom. : 
90 Isidore of Pelusium, Letters i, , PG lxxviii, .
91 Paul of Emesa, Sermon on the Nativity, ACO i, , , .
92 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , . Cited also at  and –.
93 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
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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 

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 

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 

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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το�νυν ψευδ	µενο� τινε  λ(γωσιν lτερά τινα παρ�  α"τὰ φρονε/ν
α"το� , µ* πιστευ(σθωσαν, α� λλ�  E  α� πατε�νε  κα� ψε�σται κατὰ
τ5ν α"τ�ν πατ(ρα διάβολον94 α� ποπεµπ(σθωσαν, mνα µ* θορυβ�σι
τοT  Gθ(λοντα  iρθοποδε/ν.”95 Τα�τα Κυρ�λλου µαρτυρο�ντο  %µ/ν,
τ� nσπερ α� π�  α"το� πολεµε/ν τH τ�ν δ�ο φ�σεων Χριστο� @µολογ�K
προσποιο�νται οZ συκοφάνται;

Κυρ�λλου παραγωγ* χρFσεω  �Αµβροσ�ου· “Φυλάξωµεν τ*ν
διαφορὰν τC  θε	τητο  κα� τC  σαρκ	 · Gν Sκατ(ρK λαλε/ @ το� Θεο�

ΥZ	 · Sκατ(ρα γὰρ φ�σι  Gν α"τU Gστι.” 96

Κυρ�λλου, Gκ τC  περ� τC  GνανθρωπFσεω  GπιστολC · “Ο"
διαιρετ(ον οIν αP ρα τ5ν lνα Κ�ριον κα� ΥZ5ν κα� Χριστ5ν ε) 
αP νθρωπον )δικ�  κα� ε)  Θε5ν )δικ� , α� λλ�  lνα κα� τ5ν α"τ5ν
Χριστ5ν κα� ΥZ5ν εhναι φαµ(ν, τ*ν τ�ν φ�σεων ε)δ	τε  διαφοράν,
κα� α� συγχ�του  α� λλFλαι  τηρο�ντε  α"τά .” 97

Το� α"το�· “Νοε/ται δ9 πάντω  lτερον Gν Sτ(ρW, τουτ(στιν %
θε�α φ�σι  Gν α� νθρωπ	τητι.” 98

Το� α"το� Gκ τC  Sρµηνε�α  τC  πρ5  �Εβρα�ου  GπιστολC ·
“Νοουµ(νη  δ9 µα̃λλον κα� +παρχο�ση  Sκατ(ρα  Gν τU τC  )δ�α 

φ�σεω  NρW πεπράχθαι τ*ν lνωσιν”.99 Κα� πάλιν· “Ο"κ α� νάχυσ�ν
τινα τ*ν ε)  αP λληλα τ�ν φ�σεων πεπράχθαι φαµ(ν, µενο�ση  δ9
µα̃λλον Sκατ(ρα  το�το Nπ(ρ Gστιν, %ν�σθαι σαρκ� νοο�µεν τ5ν
Λ	γον.”100

Το� α"το� Gκ το� τρ�του τ	µου πρ5  Νεστ	ριον· “Ο"κο�ν Nσον
µ9ν vκεν ε)  Qννοιαν, κα� ε)  µ	νον τ5 @ρDν το/  τC  ψυχC  Jµµασι
τ�να τρ	πον Gνηνθρaπησεν @ ΜονογενF , δ�ο τὰ  φ�σει  εhναι
φαµ(ν, lνα δ9 Χριστ5ν κα� ΥZ5ν κα� Κ�ριον τ5ν το� Θεο� Λ	γον
GνανθρωπFσαντα κα� σεσαρκωµ(νον.”101 �λλ�  οZ σαρκοβλ(πται
Jντε , κα� µ	νον ε) µ* το/  σαρκ5  Jµµασι θεωρε/τα� τι, ο"κ Jντω 

εhναι τ	δε ο1ονται. PΑρα οIν ο"δ9 αP γγελο , ο"δ9 Θε5  Qσται, ο"δ(
τι τ�ν νοητ�ν α� πλ� .

94 Cf. John : 
95 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
96 Ambrose, On the Faith (to Gratian) ii, ed. O. Faller, Sancti Ambrosii opera pars viii,

CSEL lxxviii (),  (Latin).
97 Cyril of Alexandria, Scholia, ACO i, , .
98 Ibid. ACO i, , .
99 Cyril of Alexandria, On Hebrews, PG lxxiv, . 100 Ibid.
101 Actually Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , –. 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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Το� α"το�, Gκ τC  πρ5  � Ιο�στον τ5ν Gπ�σκοπον �Ρaµη 
GπιστολC · “ � Εγ` γὰρ ο]τε Gλ(γχοµαι πεφρονηκ`  lτερ	ν τι π�
ποτε παρὰ τ5 δοκο�ν τH α� ληθε�K, ο]τε παθητ*ν ε1ρηκα ποτ9 τ*ν
θε�αν το� Λ	γου [v] φ�σιν.” 102 Κα� µετὰ βραχ�· “Οhδα δ9 κα�
α� παθC τ*ν το� Θεο� φ�σιν κα� αP τρεπτον κα� α� ναλλο�ωτον κα� ν τH
τC  α� νθρωπ	τητο  φ�σει, κα� lνα Gν α� µφο/ν κα� Gξ α� µφο/ν τ5ν
Χριστ	ν.”103

� Αθανασ�ου Gν τH GξηγFσει το� �Αµ*ν α� µ*ν λ(γω +µ/ν πρ�ν
�Αβραὰµ γεν(σθαι Gγa ε)µι·104 “ � Αναισχυντ�α σαφ�  τ5 µ* διχ� 
νοε/ν τ5ν Χριστ	ν θεϊκ�  τε κα� α� νθρωπ�νω .”105 �Εν δ9 τU κατὰ

� Αρειαν�ν τρ�τW λ	γW φησ�· “Πάντα τὰ κατὰ τ5ν καιρ5ν τC 
GνανθρωπFσεω  τU ΣωτCρι ΧριστU πεπραγµ(να, <γουν λελεγµ(να
πράγµατά τε κα� ;Fµατα, τ5 µονοειδ9  ο"κ Qχει, διάφορα δ(
Gστι.”106

Το� α� γ�ου Κυρ�λλου Gκ το� πρ5  �Αλεξανδρε/  προσφωνητικο�
λ	γου· “ �Η δ9 αP ρρητο  lνωσι , παρὰ τ�ν iρθ�  φρονο�ντων
@µολογουµ(νη, α� µφοτ(ρα  σaζει α� συγχ�του  τὰ  φ�σει , κα� lνα
α� ποτελε/ κα� Gξ α� µφο/ν τ5ν iφθ(ντα Χριστ5ν, Θε5ν τ9 @µο� κα�
αP νθρωπον γεν	µενον τ5ν α"τ5ν, κα� ο" δ�ο ΧριστοT , lνα δ9 µ	νον
Sνωθ(ντα κα� ο" κεκραµµ(νον· ε) γὰρ κ(κρανται αZ δ�ο φ�σει  ε) 
µ�ξιν µ�αν, Sτεροο�σιοι τυγχάνουσαι, ο"δ9 @ποτ(ρα σaζεται,
α� λλ�  α� µφ	τεραι συγχυθε/σαι gφαν�σθησαν. Κα� ο]τε χωρισµ5ν

α� π�  α� λλFλων O δια�ρεσιν Gπιδ(χονται κεκραµµ(ναι, διYρ(θησαν δ9
τU καιρU το� θανάτου κα� Gχωρ�σθησαν, κα� ψυχ* α� π5 σaµατο  ε) 
6}δου µετὰ τC  θε	τητο  κατελθο�σα, κα� σ�µα α� π5 ψυχC  Gν
µνFµατι καινU α� ποτεθ9ν κατὰ τὰ  α� ψευδε/  το� Χριστο� φωνα̃  τὰ 
λεγο�σα  Λ�σατε τ5ν να5ν το�τον, κα� Gν τρισ�ν %µ(ραι  Gγερ�
α"τ5ν.107 Κα� λ�εται µ9ν @ να5  Gν τU καιρU τC  τριηµ(ρου ταφC ,
βουλοµ(νου α"το�, κα� πάλιν α� ν(στησεν α"τ5ν, κα� %νaθη α"τU
α� ρρFτW κα� α� φράστW λ	γW, ο" κεκραµµ(νο  Gν α"τU O
α� ποσεσαρκωµ(νο , α� λλ�  α� ποσaζων Gν SαυτU τ�ν φ�σεων τ�ν
Sτεροουσ�ων α� συγχ�του  τὰ  Zδι	τητα · ο" γὰρ δFπου Gκράθησαν
αZ φ�σει .” 108 Εhτα Gπάγεται µαρτυρ�αν το� Gν α� γ�οι  �Αθανασ�ου

α"τ5  τFνδε· “∆�ο φ�σεων τ�ν Sτεροουσ�ων Gν Sν� ΧριστU κα� ΥZU
το� Θεο� σωζοµ(νων, κα� µFτε συγχεοµ(νων µFτε α� πολλυµ(νων O
διαιρεθεισ�ν.”109

102 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , to Xystus, Bishop of Rome. Not otherwise attested.
103 Ibid. 104 John : 
105 Athanasius, On the text ‘Amen, amen, I say unto you’. Attested by John ‘the

Grammarian’ of Caesarea, cited by Severus, Against the Grammarian iii, , ed. J.
Lebon, CSCO, Scriptores Syri, series , vi (), .

106 Actually Severus, Against the Grammarian iii, , . 107 John : 
108 Cyril of Alexandria, Sermon on the Faith Addressed to the Alexandrians, PG lxxvii,

– and n. .
109 Ibid. . The citation from ‘Athanasius’ cannot be authentic.
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The same, from the letter to Justus, Bishop of Rome: ‘I 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 iii 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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Το� α"το�, Gκ τC  β�βλου τ�ν χρFσεων· “Κα� οZ µ9ν µ�αν φ�σιν
πρ5  α� να�ρεσιν τC  προσληφθε�ση  Gξ %µ�ν +π5 το� Θεο� Λ	γου
τελε�α  α� νθρωπ	τητο  Gπ� σωτηρ�K τ�ν Nλων Gκδιδάσκουσιν, οZ
δ9 δ�ο +ποστάσει , <γουν φ�σει , κατὰ δια�ρεσιν κα� χωρισµ5ν
Gκπαιδε�ουσιν, α� λλ�  ο" καθ�  lνωσιν τ*ν κατ�  ο"σ�αν E  το/  α� γ�οι 
δοκε/ πατράσιν, E  Sκατ(ρου  α"τοT  τC  α� ληθε�α 
διαµαρτάνειν.”110 Τ� το�των σαφ(στερον; µ	νον γὰρ τU κατὰ
δια�ρεσιν κα� χωρισµ5ν τ5ν α� π�  α� λλFλων ε)δ(ναι τὰ  δ�ο φ�σει 

το�του  Gµ(µψατο, E  κα� +π	στασιν )δ�K SκάστY συνεισάγεσθαι,
κα� µ* τH κατ�  ο"σ�αν πρ5  ο"σ�αν Sνaσει, qν πρ	σωπον [r]
τὰ  δ�ο +φιστάνειν· τ*ν µ(ντοι µ�αν φ�σιν κα� παντο�ω 
α� πεστράφη.

Κυρ�λλου Gκ το� περ� π�στεω  λ	γου· “ � Αλλὰ γὰρ να5ν SαυτU
Qµψυχον κα� τ(λειον κατεσκε�ασεν Gν τH α� γ�K παρθενικH µFτρK, κα�
Gνδυσάµενο  α"τ5ν κα� Sνωθε�  α"τU α� ρρFτW λ	γW, σωζοµ(νων δ9
α� µφοτ(ρων τ�ν φ�σεων κα� ο" κεκραµ(νων, προCλθε φαιν	µενο 
µ9ν αP νθρωπο , νοο�µενο  δ9 Θε5  � Ιησο�  Χριστ	 .”111

Το� α"το� Gκ τC  πρ5  Σο�κενσον GπιστολC · “∆�ο τὰ  φ�σει 

εhναι φαµ(ν, lνα δ9 Χριστ5ν κα� ΥZ5ν τ5ν το� Θεο� Λ	γον
GνανθρωπFσαντα κα� σεσαρκωµ(νον.”112

Το� α"το�· “Ο"χ�  E  τC  τ�ν φ�σεων διαφορα̃  α� ναιρεθησοµ(νη 
διὰ τ*ν lνωσιν.”113

Το� α"το� Gκ τC  πρ5  Σο�κενσον δευτ(ρα  GπιστολC ,
δηλο�ντο  E  ο" τU λ(γειν σεσαρκ�σθαι τ5ν ΥZ	ν, κα� φ�ρειν τὰ 
φ�σει  βο�λεται. “Ε) γὰρ κα� λ(γοιτο πρ5  %µ�ν @ µονογεν*  ΥZ5 
το� Θεο� σεσαρκωµ(νο  κα� GνανθρωπFσα , ο" π(φυρται διατο�το
κατὰ τ5 Gκε�νοι  δοκο�ν, ο]τε µ*ν ε)  τ*ν τC  σαρκ5  φ�σιν
µεταπεφο�τηκεν % το� Λ	γου, α� λλ�  ο]τε % τC  σαρκ5  ε)  τ*ν α"το�,
α� λλ�  Gν )δι	τητι τH κατὰ φ�σιν Sκατ(ρου µ(νοντο  κατά γε τ5ν

α� ρτ�ω  %µ/ν α� ποδοθ(ντα λ	γον.”114 Ε) δ9 µFτε κατὰ φ�ρσιν µFτε
κατὰ τροπ*ν, π�  Qσται µ�α φ�σι , λεγ(τω τι . Τ� δ( Gστι κα� τ5
µ(νον Sκάτερον, κα) Gν )δι	τητι φυσικH Jν;

110 Not otherwise attested.
111 Cyril of Alexandria, On the Faith. Not otherwise attested.
112 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
113 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
114 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , –.
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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, i.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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Το� α"το� Gκ τC  πρ5  Ε"λ	γιον GπιστολC , κα� Nτι ο" τ5 δ�ο
λ(γειν, α� λλὰ τ5 µ* gνωµ(να  καθ�  +π	στασιν, α� ποβάλλεται· “ΟRτω
κα� Gπ� Νεστορ�ου, καX ν λ(γY δ�ο φ�σει , τ*ν διαφορὰν σηµα�νων
τC  σαρκ5  κα� το� Θεο� Λ	γου—Sτ(ρα γὰρ % το� Θεο� Λ	γου
φ�σι  κα� Sτ(ρα % τC  σαρκ5 —, α� λλ�  ο"κ(τι τ*ν lνωσιν @µολογε/
µεθ�  %µ�ν.”115 6Ωστε οIν τ5 δ�ο εhναι φ�σει , µεθ�  %µ�ν κα� α"τ5 

@µολογε/, φησ�.
Το� α"το�, Gκ τC  πρ5  � Ιωάννην GπιστολC · “Εu  γὰρ Κ�ριο 

� Ιησο�  Χριστ	 , καX ν % τ�ν φ�σεων µ* α� γνοCται διαφορά.”116 Τ�ν
αs ρα ο"σ�ν, O τ�ν µ* ο"σ�ν, Qστιν % διαφορά;

Γρηγορ�ου Ν�σση , Gκ το� κατὰ �Απολιναρ�ου· “Ε) οIν Gν το/ 
Gναντ�οι  )διaµασιν % Sκατ(ρου το�των θεωρε/ται φ�σι , τC 
σαρκ5  λ(γω κα� τC  θε	τητο , π�  µ�α αZ δ�ο φ�σει  ε)σ�ν;”117

Κυρ�λλου, Gκ το� πρaτου βιβλ�ου τ�ν Θησαυρ�ν, Nτι ο"σ�ν
τ�ν ο"σι�ν, α� νάγκη εhναι τὰ  ο"σιaδει  διαφορά · “Ο"κο�ν
προϋποκειµ(νη  τC  ο"σ�α , αZ διαφορα� προσεπινοο�νται.”118

� Ισιδaρου το� Πιλουσιaτου, Gκ τC  πρ5  Τιµ	θεον α� ναγνaστην

GπιστολC · “ΠάσY το�νυν φυλακH τFρει σ*ν καρδ�αν, µFπου µ�αν
φ�σιν Χριστο� µετὰ τ*ν σάρκωσιν δ(ξY.”119

Θεοδ	του Gπισκ	που �Αντιοχε�α , Gκ το� κατὰ Συνουσιαστ�ν·
“ΕI 1στωσαν Nτι %µε/  τ5ν Χριστ5ν δ�ο φ�σει  @µολογο�ντε ,
Sκατ(ρK µ9ν φ�σει τὰ πρ	σφορα ν(µοµεν, α� λλὰ πάντα καθ�  Sν5 
προσaπου το� ΥZο� κατηγορο�ντε .”120

Κυρ�λλου �Ιεροσολ�µων, Gκ το� ε)  τ5 �Εγ` πορε�οµαι πρ5  τ5ν
Πατ(ρα µου·121 “Φα�νεσθαι δ9 τ*ν διάγνωσιν τ�ν φ�σεων Gκ τC 
[v] διαφορα̃  τ�ν λεγοµ(νων”.122

Π(τρου µάρτυρο  πάπα �Αλεξανδρε�α , Gκ το� περ� τC 

Gπιδηµ�α  το� Χριστο�· “Τ5 συναµφ	τερον το�νυν δε�κνυται, Nτι
Θε5  eν φ�σει, κα� γ(γονεν αP νθρωπο  φ�σει.”123

Σεβηριανο� Γαβάλων· “ΟRτω Θε	ν τε κα� αP νθρωπον @µολογε/
τ5ν Χριστ5ν τ5ν ΥZ5ν το� Θεο�, δ�ο φ�σεων, παθητC  κα�
α� παθο� .” 124

115 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
116 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , –.
117 Gregory of Nyssa, Against Apollinarius, ed. F. Mueller, Gregorii Nysenni Opera Dog-

matica Minora  = W. Jaeger (ed.), Gregorii Nysseni Opera iii,  (Leiden: E. J. Brill, ),
.

118 Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus , PG lxxv, .
119 Isidore of Pelusium, Letters i, , PG lxxviii, .
120 Not otherwise attested. 121 John : 
122 Not otherwise attested.
123 Peter of Alexandria, On the Lord’s Advent. Attested in Leontius of Byzantium,

Against the Nestorians and Monophysites, PG lxxxvi, , and in Justinian, Against the
Monophysites, E. Schwartz (ed.), Drei dogmatische Schriften Iustinians = M. Amelotti et al.
(eds.), Legum Iustiniani imperatoris vocabularium, Subsidia ii (Milan: A Giuffrae, ), .

124 Not otherwise attested.

   



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 i, saying that, since substances exist,
there must exist differences in substance: ‘Therefore, since the
substance is 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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Πρ	κλου Κωνσταντινουπ	λεω  ε)  τ5 Παιδ�ον GγεννFθη %µ/ν·125

“Κα� Qστιν εu  ΥZ	 , ο" τ�ν φ�σεων ε)  δ�ο +ποστάσει  διYρηµ(νων,
α� λλὰ τC  φρικτC  ο)κονοµ�α  τὰ  δ�ο φ�σει  ε)  µ�αν +π	στασιν
Sνωσάση .”126

Σιλβ(στρου Gπισκ	που �Ρaµη , Gκ τ�ν πρ5  � Ιουδα�ου · “∆�ο

κατὰ ταυτ5ν %νωµ(νων φ�σεων, % µ9ν µ�α περιπ�πτει τH Rβρει, % δ9
Sτ(ρα κρε�ττων πάθου  παντ5  α� πεδε�χθη.”127

Πρ	κλου ε)  τ*ν γ(ννησιν το� Κυρ�ου· “ � Εκε/νο  α� φθάρτω 
GγεννFθη, ο? τ*ν συζυγ�αν τ�ν φ�σεων θεωρ�ν @ Θωµα̃  κ(κραγε
λ(γων· �Ο Κ�ρι	  µου κα� @ Θε	  µου.128”129

Το� α� γ�ου �Ιππολ�του, Gκ τ�ν ε"λογι�ν το� Βαλαάµ· “ 6 Ινα
δειχθH τ5 συναµφ	τερον Qχων Gν SαυτU· τFν τε το� Θεο� ο"σ�αν κα�
τ*ν Gξ α� νθρaπων.”130

Το� α� γ�ου �Ιλαρ�ου το� Πικταβ�ν, Sν5  Jντο  τ�ν Gν Νικα�K, Gκ
το� περ� π�στεω  ζ́ λ	γου· “Τα�τα δ9 το�του χάριν διὰ βραχ(ων

+π(δειξα, mνα Sκατ(ραν φ�σιν Gν τU Κυρ�W %µ�ν � Ιησο� ΧριστU
νοε/σθαι µνηµονε�ωµεν.”131

Σχ"λιον· �Επειδ* Sκάτερα τα/  ο)κε�αι  γεγ(νηνται132 φ�σεσιν,
lνα µ9ν Κ�ριον � Ιησο�ν Χριστ5ν Gκε/νον µνηµ	νευε τ5ν Jντα
α� µφ	τερα.

Το� α"το� �Ιλαρ�ου το� @µολογητο� Gν τU α"τU λ	γW· “ 6Εν κα�
ταυτ5ν δι�  Sκατ(ρα  φ�σεω , πλ*ν οRτω , E  Sκατ(ρW µηδετ(ρου
χηρε�ειν.”133

Το� α� γ�ου �Αµβροσ�ου, Gκ το� τρ�του λ	γου· “∆ιάστιξον οIν κα�

Gντα�θα τὰ  φ�σει · βοηθ5ν γὰρ εhχεν % σάρξ, ο"κ εhχε δ9 %
θε	τη .”134

125 Isa. :  LXX
126 Proclus of Constantinople, Sermon on the Doctrine of the Incarnation, PG lxv, –.

Attestation elsewhere: C. Martin, ’Un florilège grec d’homélies christologiques des
IVe et Ve siècles sur la nativité (Paris Gr. )’, Le Muséon,  (), .

127 Sylvester of Rome, Against the Jews. Attested also in John Maron, Exposé de la foi et
autres opuscules, CSCO, Scriptores Syri, ccx, (), –.

128 John : 
129 Proclus of Constantinople, Sermon in Praise of Holy Mary, ACO i, , , .
130 Ps.-Hippolytus, From the Praises of Balaam. Other attestations: H. Achelis (ed.),

Hippolytus kleinere exegetische und homiletische Schriften, Hippolytus Werke, GCS  (), .
131 Hilary of Poitiers, On the Trinity ix, ed. and tr. G-M. de Durand et al., La Trinité, SC

 (), .
132 γεγ(νηνται] (γεγ(νη)ν(ται) supra lin. MS
133 Hilary of Poitiers, On the Trinity ix, SC , .
134 Ambrose, On the Faith (to Gratian) iii, CSEL lxxviii,  (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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Το� α"το�, Gκ τC  πρ5  τοT  Jχλου  διαλ(ξεω · “ �Ο µ�αν Gκ δ�ο
κατασκευάζων φ�σιν, κρα̃σιν κα� σ�γχυσιν πάντω  ε)σάγει.”135 Κα�
µετὰ βραχ(α· “∆�ο Gπ� το� Χριστο� @µολογο�µεν φ�σει  %νωµ(να 
α� ρρFτW Sνaσει, κα� µηδαµ�  α� λλFλων χωριζοµ(να  O
συγχεοµ(να , δηλον	τι το� SκάστY πρ(ποντο  )διaµατο  νοουµ(νου
τε κα� σωζοµ(νου, ε) κα� lνα ο1δαµεν Χριστ5ν ΥZ5ν µονογενC· τὰ
γὰρ συναµφ	τερα lνα α� πετ(λεσαν %µ/ν Χριστ	ν, κα� ο" µ�αν
φ�σιν.”136

Το� α"το�, Gκ τC  Sρµηνε�α  το� α� γ�ου συµβ	λου· “Λ�εται γὰρ

Χριστ	 , κατὰ τ*ν Gµ*ν ο"σ�αν :ν α� ν(λαβε, κα� λελυµ(νον Gγε�ρει
τ5ν να5ν α"το� κατὰ τ*ν θε�αν ο"σ�αν.137”138

Το� α"το�, Gκ τC  πρ5  τοT  φιλοπ	νου · “ΚαX ν δ�ο Gπιστάµεθα
Gν τU ΧριστU φ�σει , ο1δαµεν µF δ�ο εhναι υZοT , α� λλ�  lνα, Nµοιον
τU Πατρ� κατὰ τ5 α� 	ρατον, Nµοιον τH µητρ� κατὰ τ5 @ρατ	ν.”139

Το� α"το�, Gκ το� κατὰ �Απολιναρ�ου θ ́λ	γου· “ 6Οτι @ Χριστ5 
ΥZ5  Gστ� το� Θεο� κα� α� tδιο  Gκ Πατρ5 , κα� τεχθε�  Gκ παρθ(νου·
pν E  γ�γαντα140 @ α6 γιο  ∆αβ�δ @ προφFτη  Gξ(φρασεν, Nτι µ	νο 
δ�µορφο  κα� διττC  ε1η φ�σεω , κοι〈νω〉ν�ν θε	τητο  κα�
α� νθρωπ	τητο ”.141



Το� α"το�, Gκ το� 〈πρ5 〉 �Αντων/νον Gπ�σκοπον λ	γου· “ 6 Ινα
τ(λειο  Gν Sκατ(ρK φ�σει τυγχάνY”.142

Το� α"το� Gκ το� πρ5  Γρατιαν5ν β´  λ	γου· “Εu  γὰρ Θεο� ΥZ5 
Gν Sκατ(ρK [r] λαλε/, GπειδFπερ Sκατ(ρα φ�σι  Gστ�ν Gν
α"τU.”143

� Αµφιλοχ�ου Gπισκ	που � Ικον�ου πρ5  �Αρειανο� · “∆ιάκρινον τὰ 
φ�σει , τFν τε το� θεο� κα� το� α� νθρaπου.”144

Το� α"το�, Gκ τC  πρ5  Σ(λευκον GπιστολC · “ 6Ενα ΥZ5ν δ�ο
φ�σεων, παθητC  τε κα� α� παθο� ”.145 Κα� µετὰ βραχ(α· “ �Ο

Χριστ5  @ ΥZ5  το� Θεο�, @ δ�ο τελε�ων φ�σεων εu  ΥZ	 ”.146 Κα�
µετ�  iλ�γα· “ �Ενα µ9ν τ5ν ΥZ5ν το� Θεο� δ�ο φ�σεων φηµ�”.147 Κα�
µετ�  iλ�γα· “Ο)κειο�ται οIν α"τ5  @ Θε5  Λ	γο , πάσχων ο"δ(ν, τὰ
το� ναο�, Gπειδ* ε)  qν πρ	σωπον συντελο�σιν αZ δ�ο φ�σει .”148

135 Ambrose, To the Crowds. Not otherwise attested. 136 Ibid.
137 Cf. John :  138 See n.  above.
139 Ambrose, To the Diligent. Not otherwise attested.
140 Ps. :  LXX
141 Actually Ambrose, On the Incarnation v, CSEL lxxix,  (Latin).
142 Ambrose, Letter , PL xvi, . 143 See n.  above.
144 Amphilochius of Iconium, Oration on ‘the Father is greater than I’. Attested in

Theodoret, Eranistes Florilegium II, Ettlinger, Eranistes, .
145 Amphilochius of Iconium, To Seleucus = fragment  B in F. Cavallera, ‘Frag-

ments de Saint Amphiloque dans l’Hodegos et le Tome Dogmatique d’Anastase le
Sinaïte’, RHE  (), .

146 Ibid. fr.  D. 147 Ibid. fr.  E, . 148 Ibid. fr.  E–.
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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 To 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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Α"γουστ�νου Gπισκ	που �Ρηγιτ�ν πρ5  Βολοσιαν5ν GπιστολF·
“Ν�ν δ9 οRτω  µεταξT Θεο� κα� α� νθρaπων α� νεφάνη µεσ�τη ,149

nστε α"τ5ν Gν τH το� προσaπου Sν	τητι συνάπτειν Sκατ(ραν
φ�σιν”.150 Κα� µετὰ βραχ(α· “ � Επ�γνωθι τ*ν διττ*ν φ�σιν το�
Χριστο�, τ*ν θε�αν δ* λ(γω, τ*ν 1σην +πάρχουσαν τU Πατρ�, κα�
τ*ν α� νθρωπε�αν, v  µε�ζων Gστ�ν @ ΠατFρ.151”152

Φλαβιανο� Gπισκ	που �Αντιοχε�〈α 〉, Gκ το� κατὰ � Ιωάννην ε)  τ5

�Ο µ* τιµ�ν τ5ν ΥZ	ν, ο" τιµD τ5ν Πατ(ρα·153 “ 6 Ινα α� µφοτ(ρα 
α"το� διδαχθ�µεν τὰ  φ�σει .”154

Το� α"το� ε)  τ*ν α� νάληψιν το� Κ�ριου· “ � Ανθρωπ�νY φ�σει
θε	τη  συνάπτεται, µενο�ση  Gφ�  SαυτC  Sκατ(ρα  φ�σεω .”155

Το� α"το� ε)  τ5 κατὰ � Ιωάννην· “ 6 Ινα α� µφοτ(ρα  α"το�
διδαχθ�µεν τὰ  φ�σει , κα� τ5ν @ρaµενον αP νθρωπον, κα� τ*ν διὰ
το� σaµατο  Gνεργο�σαν θε	τητα.”156

� Ισιδaρου α� σκητο� το� Πιλουσιaτου, Gκ τC  πρ5  Θεοδ	σιον
διάκονον GπιστολC · “Ο" ψιλ5  αP νθρωπο  @ Χριστ	  GνανθρωπFσα 
µα̃λλον δ9 Θε	 · Gν Sκατ(ραι  τα/  φ�σεσιν εu  +πάρχει ΥZ	 .”157

Το� α� γ�ου Κυρ�λλου, Gκ το� κατὰ διάλογον συντάγµατο  “ 6 Οτι

εu  @ Χριστ	 ”· “ �̂ Αρα οIν συγκ(χυνται κα� µ�α γεγ	νασιν αP µφω αZ
φ�σει ; Εhτα τ�  οRτω  Gµβρ	ντητ	  τε κα� α� µαθ*  ε1η;”158

Το� α"το�, Gκ το� 〈περ� τC 〉 Gν πνε�µατι λατρε�α  λ	γου
Gννάτου· “Λαµπρ5  γὰρ Gν γH κα� διαφαν*  @ Χριστ	 , κατά γε τ5
Θε	  Κ�ριο  κα� Gπ(φανεν %µ/ν,159 κα� οZονε� διφυα̃ τ*ν γν�σιν
Qχων· νοε/ται γὰρ Gν ταυτU Θε5  κα� αP νθρωπο .”160

Το� α"το�, Gκ τ�ν κατὰ � Ιουλιανο� λ	γου η´ · “Μ�α γὰρ φ�σι  π� 
αP ν ε)σδ(ξηται τ5 διάφορον Gφ�  SαυτC ;”161

149  Tim. : 
150 Augustine, Letter , PL xxx,  (Latin). 151 John : 
152 Cf. Augustine, Tractate on John , , in In Iohannis evangelium tractatus cxxiv, CCSL

xxxvi (),  (Latin).
153 John : 
154 Flavian of Antioch. Attested in John Maron, Exposition of the Faith, .
155 Not otherwise attested.
156 Flavian of Antioch, On John. Attested by Leontius of Byzantium, PG lxxxvi1,

.
157 Isidore of Pelusium, Letters , , PG lxxviii, .
158 Cyril of Alexandria, That Christ is One, ed. and tr. G.-M de Durand, Deux dialogues

christologiques, SC  (), .
159 Ps. :  LXX
160 Cyril of Alexandria, On Worship in Spirit and in Truth iv, PG lxviii, .
161 Cyril of Alexandria, Against Julian viii, PG lxxvi, .
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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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Ε"σταθ�ου �Αντιοχε�α , Gκ τC  Sρµηνε�α  το� ιε´ ψαλµο�·
“ � Εξαπ(στειλεν @ Θε5  τ5ν ΥZ5ν α"το� γεν	µενον Gκ γυναικ5 ·162 ο"

‘γενοµ(νου ’, α� λλὰ ‘γεν	µενον’· µοναδικ5ν γὰρ τ5 πρ	σωπον. Ο"κ
εhπον µοναδικ*ν τ*ν φ�σιν—αP παγε, µ* γ(νοιτο—ο"δ9 τ*ν α"τ*ν
ο"σ�αν σαρκ5  κα� θε	τητο , α� λλ�  εhπον lνα Κ�ριον � Ιησο�ν Χριστ	ν,
δι�  ο? τὰ πάντα, Gν τU διαφ	ρW τ�ν φ�σεων γνωριζ	µενον κατὰ
πάντα.”163

� Ιωάννου το� Χρυσοστ	µου, Gκ τC  πρ5  Καισάριον GπιστολC ·
“Μ�ξιν θεσπεσ�αν θε	τητο  κα� σαρκ	 , µ�αν δ9 Gντε�θεν
τελεσθCναι φ�σιν, το�το το� παράφρονο  �Απολιναρ�ου τ5
α� τ	πηµα, αRτη τ�ν ε)σαγ	ντων κρα̃σιν κα� συναλοιφ*ν %
δυσσεβεστάτη αmρεσι .”164 Κα� πρ5  τU τ(λει· “Φ�γωµεν τοT  µ�αν
φ�σιν µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν τερατευοµ(νου · τH γὰρ τC  µια̃  Gπινο�K, τU

α� παθε/ ΘεU πάθο  προσάπτειν Gπε�γονται.”165

� Αµφιλοχ�ου � Ικον�ου, Gκ τC  πρ5  Σ(λευκον δευτ(ρα  GπιστολC ·
“ � Εὰν ε1πωσιν E  µια̃  ο"σ�α  Gστ�,[v] GρωτFσατε α"το� · ‘Π� 
οIν, κατὰ µ9ν τ*ν θε	τητα α� παθC, κατὰ δ9 τ*ν σάρκα παθητ	ν; τ5
γὰρ µια̃  +πάρχον ο"σ�α , Nλον Nµοιον. XΗ γὰρ α� παθ9  Nλον, O
παθητ	ν.’ ”166 Κα� µετὰ βραχ(α· “ 6 Ενα οIν ΥZ5ν τ5ν Χριστ5ν δ�ο
φ�σεων φηµ�, ο"κ α� ρνο�µενο  τ*ν θε�αν, ο"δ9 τ*ν α� νθρωπε�αν.
Πάσχει το�νυν, ο" θε	τητι, α� λλ�  α� νθρωπ	τητι, τουτ(στι Χριστ5 
Qπαθε σαρκ�, α� λλ�  ο"χ�  % θε	τη  Qπαθεν—αP παγε τ5 δυσµεν9  το�το

κα� βλάσφηµον, > δε�λαιε—, % ληφθε/σα πάσχει φ�σι , % δ9
λαβο�σα, α� παθ*  µ(νει.”167

Γρηγορ�ου Ν�σση , Gκ το� ε)  παρθεν�αν Gπα�νου· “ sΗλθε Θε5 
θνητ	  τε, φ�σει  δ�ο ε)  qν διε�ρα , τ*ν µ9ν κευθοµ(νην, τ*ν
δ�  α� µφαδ�ην µερ	πεσι.”168

169� Αλλ�  α?ται µ9ν τ�ν %µετ(ρων· α"τ�ν δ9 τ�ν καθ�  %µ�ν
λυττaντων, ε) Sκο�σιοι κατὰ θε�αν συν(λασιν O α� κο�σιοι ο"κ οhδα,
τοια�δε δ9 Nµω  φωνα� φ(ρονται.

�Αµφιλοχ�ου το� Σ�δη , pν φασ� µ	νον α� προσπαθ�  κα� α� δε� 

Qχειν τ*ν 〈µ�αν φ�σιν〉 Gν τH συν	δW, Gκ τC  κατ�  α"τC  γραφε�ση 
α"τU GπιστολC  πρ5  Λ(οντα τ5ν βασιλ(α· “Καταφε�ξονται γὰρ ε1 
τινα  διδασκάλου  δ�ο φ�σει  ε)ρηκ	τα .”170

162 Gal. : 
163 Ps.-Eustathius of Antioch, Commentary on Psalm . Not otherwise attested.
164 Ps.-Chrysostom, Letter to Caesarius. Not otherwise attested.
165 Ibid. Latin attested PG lii, .
166 Amphilochius of Iconium, To Seleucus = fr. A, Cavallera, .
167 Ibid. = fr.  E -, Cavallera, .
168 Actually Gregory of Nazianzus, Poems I, , , PG xxxvii,  (Latin).
169 in marg. σχο(λιον) MS
170 Amphilochius of Side, Letter to the Emperor Leo, cf. PG lxxvii, . For other

attestations see M. Geerard, Clavis patrum graecorum, iii (Turnhout: Brepols, ),
 n.
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Eustathius of Antioch, from his Exposition of the Fifteenth Psalm:
‘God sent His son, born of a woman—not 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!—nor 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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ΣεβFρου το� αZρετικο� το� µιξοφυσ�του, τα/  � Ιουλ�ου κα�
�Αµβροσ�ου χρFσεσιν οRτω  Gπιλ(γοντο · “ �Ο δ9 κα� τὰ 1δια
γινaσκων, κα� τ*ν lνωσιν φυλάττων, ο]τε τὰ  φ�σει  ψε�δεται,
ο]τε τ*ν lνωσιν α� γνοFσει.”171

Το� α"το� Gκ τ�ν κατὰ το� Γραµµατικο�· “∆�ο τὰ  φ�σει  Gν
τU ΧριστU νοο�µεν, τ*ν µ9ν κτιστFν, τ*ν δ9 αP κτιστον.”172

“ � Αλλ�  ο"δε�  Gγράψατο τ*ν Gν Χαλκηδ	νι σ�νοδον, τ*ν αP λογον
τα�την γραφFν· ‘Τ� δFποτε δ�ο φ�σει  {ν	µασαν περ� τC  το�

� Εµµανου*λ Sνaσεω  διαλαµβάνοντε ;’ Ο"δε�  τα�την GστFσατο
τ*ν κατηγορ�αν, α� λλ�  Gκε�νην µάλα δικα�ω · ‘Τ� δFποτε µ*
α� κολουθFσαντε  τU α� γ�W Κυρ�λλW Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων Qφασαν εhναι τ5ν
Χριστ	ν;’ ”173 “Ο" παυσ	µεθα λ(γοντε  το�νυν, E  ‘∆ειξάτω τ� 
τ*ν Gν Χαλκηδ	νι σ�νοδον, O τ5ν τ	µον Λ(οντο , τ*ν
“καθ�  +π	στασιν lνωσιν” @µολογFσαντα , O “σ�νοδον φυσικ*ν”, O
“Gξ α� µφο/ν lνα Χριστ	ν”, O “µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου
σεσαρκωµ(νην”, κα� τ	τε γνωσ	µεθα, E  κατὰ τ5ν σοφaτατον
Κ�ριλλον θεωρ�K µ	νY α� νακρ�νοντε  τ*ν ο"σιaδη διαφορὰν τ�ν
συνενεχθ(ντων α� πορρFτω  ε)  lν, 1σασι. Κα� E  Sτ(ρα % το� Λ	γου
φ�σι , κα� Sτ(ρα % τC  σαρκ5 , κα� E  δ�ο τὰ α� λλFλοι 
συνενηνεγµ(να καθορ�σι τU νU, διtστ�σι δ9 ο"δαµ� .’ ”174



Κα�τοι γε @ τα�τα λ(γων, Gν τH Gκθ(σει τC  π�στεω  α"το� πρ5 
Νηφάλιον @ α"τ5  φησ�· “Τ5 λ(γειν δ�ο φ�σει  Gπ� Χριστο�, πάση 
κατηγορ�α  Gπ�µεστον, ε) κα� +π5 πλει	νων α� γ�ων πατ(ρων
ε1ρηται.”175 Κα� µεθ�  lτερα· “Κα� µ* ε1πY  E  τH λ(ξει τ�ν
‘δ�ο φ�σεων’ τιν9  τ�ν πατ(ρων GχρFσαντο· GχρFσαντο γὰρ
α� διαβλFτω  nσπερ ε1ποµεν, κατὰ δ9 τ5ν χρ	νον το� α� γ�ου

Κυρ�λλου, τC  ν	σου τ�ν Νεστορ�ου καινοφωνι�ν τὰ  Gκκλησ�α 
Gπινεµοµ(νη , Gπ� πλ(ον % λ(ξι  α� πεδοκιµάσθη.”176

171 Actually Ps.-Julius, On the Union = Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p. . Cited as a text of
Julius at  above.

172 Severus, Against the Grammarian iii, , CSCO xciv, . Cited also at  below.
173 Ibid. iii, , . 174 Ibid. .
175 Original not extant. Cited in Against the Grammarian iii, , ed. J. Lebon, CSCO,

Scriptores Syri, series , vi (), .
176 Ibid. .
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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?” ’ ‘That 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.’

    



6 Ωστε οIν, > ο?το , κα� πάλαι α� δ	κιµα, κα� Gπ� πλ(ον µετὰ
Νεστ	ριον. Π�  οIν “α� διαβλFτω  [r ] GχρFσαντο” α"τH; Εhτα
δ(, ε) διαβ(βληται κα� α� πεδοκιµάσθη κατὰ Νεστ	ριον, π�  ο" κατὰ
τ	δε γράφετα� τι  O κατηγορε/ τC  Gν Χαλκηδ	νι συν	δου µετὰ
Νεστ	ριον ο]ση , α� λλὰ δι	τι µ* κα� “Gκ δ�ο” λ(γει κα� “τ*ν καθ�
+π	στασιν lνωσιν” Χριστο�; 6Οτι δ9 λ(γει τάδε, τ�  α� µφιβάλλει;
Ε) γὰρ % σ�νοδο  ψηφιζοµ(νη φησ�ν οRτω · “Τὰ  το� µακαρ�ου
Κυρ�λλου το� τC  �Αλεξανδρ(ων Gκκλησ�α  γενοµ(νου ποιµ(νο 
συνοδικὰ  Gπιστολὰ  πρ5  Νεστ	ριον, κα� πρ5  τοT  τC  �ΑνατολC 
δεχ	µεθα α� ρµοδ�α  ο]σα  ε)  Qλεγχον τC  Νεστορ�ου

φρενοβλαβε�α ”, Gν αu  Gπιστολα/  κα� τ*ν φυσικ*ν κα� τ*ν
καθ�  +π	στασιν lνωσιν Qφη @ πατ*ρ, π�  ο"χ� τὰ α"τὰ @µολογε/ �
συµφωνε/, κα� pν α� ποδ(χεται Gν το/σδε;

�Ηµ�ν δ9 προλεγ	ντων τ9 κα� συλλεγ	ντων τ5 “Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων”
εhναι τ5ν Κ�ριον, µετὰ το� κα� “Gν δ�ο φ�σεσιν” εhναι, κα� λεγ	ντων,
κα� τ*ν σ�νοδον κα� πα̃σαν φ�σιν κα� αP γγελον Gξ ο"ρανο�,177 ε) µ*
οRτω  Gφρ	νουν, α� ναθεµατιζ	ντων, διὰ τ� µ* καταδ(χονται α"το�
τάδε συνοµολογε/ν, λ(γοντε  κα� τ5 “Gκ δ�ο” µετὰ το� “Gν δ�ο” σTν
%µ/ν, κα� ΣεβCρον κα� ∆ι	σκορον κα� τοT  µετ�  α"τ�ν, ε) µ* οRτω 
Gφρ	νουν, α� ναθεµατ�ζειν αZρο�µενοι; Φλαβιανο� τε το� µακαρ�του
τC  Gκθ(σεω  Gχο�ση · “Κα� µ�αν δ9 φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου,

σεσαρκωµ(νην µ(ντοι κα� GνανθρωπFσασαν, λ(γειν ο"
παραιτο�µεθα διὰ τ5ν Gξ α� µφο/ν lνα Κ�ριον %µ�ν � Ιησο�ν
Χριστ	ν”,178 κα� το�το τC  συν	δου ποτνιωµ(νη , π�  ο"χ� κατὰ
πάντα τάδε το�τοι  συµφθ(γγεται % σ�νοδο ;

Λ(ων δ9 @ θαυµάσιο , µιD κυρaσει κα� συν	ψει, πάντα τάδε τὰ
κατὰ Νεστορ�ου ε)ρηµ(να Gν τH Gν �Εφ(σW συν	δW +π5 το�
µακαρ�ου Κυρ�λλου, Gπισφραγ�ζεται κα� κυρο/, λ(γων· “Τὰ
µ(ντοι γε τC  πρ	τερον Gν �Εφ(σW συν	δου, vστινο  @ τC  @σ�α 
µνFµη  Κ�ριλλο  τ	τε προFδρευεν κατὰ Νεστορ�ου )δικ� 
πραχθ(ντα διαµεν(τωσαν· µFπω  % τ	τε καταδικασθε/σα
δυσσ(βεια δι�  α"τ5 το�το καθ�  @τιο�ν Sαυτ*ν α� πατFσY, Nτιπερ

Ε"τυχ*  δικα�ω  α� ναθεµατισθε�  καταβ(βληται· % καθαρ	τη  γὰρ
τC  π�στεω  κα� διδασκαλ�α , :ν τU α"τU πνε�µατι κηρ�ττοµεν,
nσπερ οZ α6 γιοι πατ(ρε  %µ�ν, κα� τ*ν Νεστορ�ου, κα� τ*ν
Ε"τυχο�  µετὰ τ�ν %γουµ(νων α"τ�ν, Gπ�ση  καταδικάζει κα�
διaκει κακοδοξ�αν.”179

177 Gal. : 
178 Flavian of Constantinople, Letter to Theodosius, ACO ii, , , .
179 Leo the Great, Letter , ACO ii, ,  (), .
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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.’

    



� Ακουστ(ον δ9 Qτι το� λ(γοντο , Nτι κα� “πλε�ου  τ�ν πατ(ρων
α� διαβλFτω  GχρFσαντο φωνH” τH “Gν δ�ο” Gπ� Χριστο�, κα� Nτι
ο"χ�  E  λ(γουσαν τ5 “Gν δ�ο” γράφεται τ*ν σ�νοδον, α� λλ�  E  τ5
“Gκ δ�ο” µ* ε)πο�σαν, κα� τὰ λοιπὰ αo  φησ�ν. Ο"κ οhδα γὰρ π� 
λαθ`ν Sαυτ5ν nσπερ Gν RπνW λαλ�ν, Gν το/  Sαυτο� συγγράµµασι

πάλιν φησ�· “Ν�κτωρ κα� µεθ�  %µ(ραν τα/  β�βλοι  τ�ν πατ(ρων
στρεφ	µενο , ο]πω τινὰ µ(χρι κα� ν�ν τ�ν πατ(ρων ε+ρε/ν
GδυνFθην [v] φ�σει  Gπ� Χριστο� δ�ο δοξάζοντα, καθάπερ οZ Gν
Χαλκηδ	νι συνελθ	ντε  Gδ	ξασαν, κα� Gν δυσ�ν α"τ5ν α� πεφFναντο
φ�σεσιν.”180

Τα�τά γε, ε) µ* τ5 τC  +ποθ(σεω  τ�ν ζητουµ(νων σεπτ5ν πρ5 
ε"λάβειαν αP γχει τ5ν α� κροατ*ν, ο"κ ε)  αP µετρον Gγχ�σει γ(λωτα,
ο+τωσ� α"το� Sαυτ5ν α� µνηµ	νω  O α� ταλαφρ	νω  O θεηλάτω , ο"κ
οhδα π�  λ(γειν, α� ντικαταρράσσοντο ; Κα� %µ/ν µ9ν σκοπ5  ο"κ eν,
E  @ Κ�ριο  µάρτυ , α� νδρ5  @µοφυο�  αP γνοιαν iνειδ�ζειν,
O σαθρ	τητα λ	γων α� λλοτρ�ων Sτ(ροι  δηµοσιε�ειν, α� λλ�  Gπε� τ5
µ9ν κατ�  α"τ5ν δ	γµα κεκ�νηται, @ δ9 θερµ�  α� ντιποιησάµενο 
το�δε το� δ	γµατο , α"τ5  ο]πω Qφθη πανεκκλησ�W συν	δW

κατακριθCναι, α� λλὰ ψFφοι  βασιλικα/  κα� Zερατικα/  GκβληθCναι
το� θρ	νου τC  �Αντιοχ(ων, α� ναγκα/ον παραστCσαι τ*ν ποι	τητα
το� α� νδρ	 , µFπω  Gκ τC  τιν�ν περ� α"το� φατριαστικC  τ5 Nλον
προλFψεω  Gνδ	ξου, τα/  Gκε�νου διδασκαλ�αι  α� βασαν�στω  οZ
νηπιaτεροι κατασ�ροιντο. PΕστι γὰρ τοι	σδε @ α� ν*ρ κα� Gν αP λλοι 
το/  +ποτεταγµ(νοι  α"το� συγγράµµασι θεωρο�µενο  κα�
σ�µφωνο , E  ε)πε/ν, τ*ν α� συµφων�αν Sαυτο� γινωσκ	µενο .

ΣεβFρου Gκ τ�ν κατὰ το� Γραµµατικο� λ	γου τρ�του,
κεφαλα�ου θ ´ O ιγ ´· “ � Αλλὰ λ(γει  E  ο"κ α� ρνε/ται @ δοκιµaτατο 
Κ�ριλλο  δ�ο φ�σει  iνοµάζειν· Sτ(ρα γὰρ % τοT Λ	γου, κα� Sτ(ρα %

τC  Gµψ�χου κα� Qννου σαρκ	 . Σ�µφηµι κα� γ`.”181 “Κα� E  οZ Gν
Χαλκηδ	νι συνελθ	ντε , αo  µ9ν συνοµολογε/ κα� Νεστ	ριο  %µ/ν Gκ
τ�ν Κυρ�λλου φων�ν παρατ�θενται, δηλαδ* τ5 φ�σει  εhναι δ�ο κα�
διαφ	ρου  τ*ν ο"σ�αν, θε	τητά τε κα� α� νθρωπ	τητα.”182

Το� α"το� Gκ τ�ν κατὰ το� α"το� � Ιωάννου Γραµµατικο� το�
Καισαρ(ω , λ	γου γ ´, κεφαλα�ου ιζ ´· “Τ*ν διαφορὰν δεξάµενοι, δ�ο
τὰ  φ�σει  Gν α"τU νοο�µεν, τ*ν µ9ν κτιστ*ν, τ*ν δ9 αP κτιστον.”183

Το� α"το�, κεφαλα�ου θ ´ · “Τ5 δ�ο φ�σει  λ(γειν, ε1τουν

iνοµάζειν, κοιν5ν %µ/ν κα� Νεστορ�W µ(χρι το� γινaσκειν τ*ν
διαφορὰν το� Θεο� Λ	γου κα� τC  σαρκ	 .”184

180 Not otherwise attested.
181 Severus, Against the Grammarian iii, , CSCO xciv, . 182 Ibid. .
183 Ibid. iii, , . Cited in part at  above.
184 Ibid. iii, , . Cited also at – above.
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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: ‘Though 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,  or : ‘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, iii, : ‘Since we accept the difference, we under-
stand two natures in Him, one created, the other uncreated.’

The same, from chapter : ‘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
goes.’

    



Το� α"το� Gκ τC  πρ5  Σ	λωνα GπιστολC , v  % α� ρχF “ �̃ Ηλθεν
ε)  τ*ν Gµ*ν µετρι	τητα”· “Τὰ Gξ kν @ �ΕµµανουFλ, +φ(στηκε185

κα� µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν, κα� ο" τ(τραπται· +φ(στηκε δ9 Gν τH Sνaσει
κα� Gν µιD +ποστάσει θεωρο�µενα, κα� ο"κ Gν µονάδι κατ�  )δ�αν
+π	στασιν, lκαστον )διοσυστάτω  θεωρο�µενον.”186

Το� α"το� Gκ τ�ν πρ5  τ5ν Γραµµατικ5ν λ	γου β ´ κεφαλαιου

πρaτου· “Κα� τ�ν Gξ kν % lνωσι  µεν	ντων α� µειaτων κα�
α� ναλλοιaτων, Gν συνθ(σει δ9 +φεστaτων, κα� ο"κ Gν µονάσιν
)διοσυστάτοι ”.187 � ΙδοT τ	 τε α� µε�ωτον κατὰ ποσ5ν κα�
α� ναλλο�ωτον κατὰ ποι5ν λ(γειν φυσικ5ν συνωθε/ται. Κα� µετά
τινα· “Κα� E  τὰ Gξ kν εu  @ Χριστ5  Gν τH συνθ(σει τελε�ω  κα�
α� µειaτω  +φ(στηκεν.”188

Το� α"το� ΣεβFρου [r] Gκ τC  πρ5  Σ(ργιον τ5ν
Γραµµατικ5ν δευτ(ρα  GπιστολC · “Κα� καταπ(πληγµαι λ�αν π� 
κα� σ�νθεσιν iνοµάζει  τ*ν σάρκωσιν, Qστιν Nπου κα� πάλιν λ(γει 

‘µια̃  γεγενηµ(νη  καθάπαξ ο"σ�α  O ποι	τητο ’. PΑρα γὰρ <ρχθη
µ9ν % lνωσι  Gκ συγχ�σεω , κα� π(παυται δ9 % σ�νθεσι , κα� ε) 
µ�αν ο"σ�αν µετεχaρησεν, mνα, E  λ(γει , % α� γ�α Τριὰ  φυλαχθH
τριά , κα� µ* περιττ5ν πρ	σωπον παραδ(ξηται.”189 Κα� πάλιν·
“Κα� ο1ει το�το πρ5  µ�αν ο"σ�αν αP γειν τὰ τH φυσικH ποι	τητι
διαφ(ροντα, θε	τητα κα� α� νθρωπ	τητα, Gξ kν α� συγχ�τω  κα�
α� µειaτω  +πάρχει Χριστ	 .”190

Το� α"το� αZρετικο� Gκ τC  πρ5  τ5ν α"τ5ν Σ(ργιον τρ�τη 
GπιστολC · “ P Ισθι οIν µ* οRτω  Qχειν τ5 α� ληθ( , κα�
προσαποφFσαντ	  µου κα� διὰ πλει	νων µαρτυρι�ν α� ποδε�ξαντο ,
E  ο" χρ* λ(γειν τ5ν �Εµµανου*λ µια̃  ο"σ�α  τε κα� ποι	τητο  κα�
Sν5  )διaµατο .”191 Κα� πάλιν· “Ο"κ αP ν τι  νο�ν Qχων ε1ποι τ*ν το�

Θεο� Λ	γου κα� τ*ν Qµψυχον κα� Qννουν σάρκα, τ*ν Sνωθε/σαν
α"τU καθ�  +π	στασιν, γεγενCσθαι µια̃  ο"σ�α  κα� ποι	τητο .”192

185 +φεστFκε] +φεστFκει MS 186 Not otherwise attested.
187 Not otherwise attested. 188 Ibid.
189 Severus, Letter  to Sergius the Grammarian, ed. J. Lebon, CSCO cxx = Scriptores

Syri, series , vii (), .
190 Ibid. . 191 Letter  to Sergius the Grammarian, .
192 Ibid. .
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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 ii, : ‘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.

    



Το� α"το� Gκ τC  πρ5  τ5ν α"τ5ν GπιστολC · “ � Αναθεµατ�ζοντε 
το�νυν τοT  διαιρο�ντα  τ5ν lνα Χριστ5ν µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν τH δυάδι
τ�ν φ�σεων, ο" δι�  α"τ5 τ5 λ(γειν ‘φ�σει ’ O ‘)δι	τητα ’ O
‘Gνεργε�α ’ +π�  α� νάθεµα τιθ(ντε  το�τ	 φαµεν, α� λλὰ διὰ τ5 λ(γειν
‘δ�ο’.”193 〈� Α〉λλ�  ε) µ�αν εhναι τὰ  φ�σει  ο"δ�  α� γράµµατο  τι 
Gρε/, δ�ο δ9 τοT  λ(γοντα  α"τὰ  εhναι α� ναθεµατ�ζει , O τρε/ , O
τ(σσαρα , O δ(κα, O Sκατ5ν εhναι α"τὰ  Gξ α� νάγκη  @µολογFσει ·
πλCθο  γὰρ ο"δ9ν α� ναρ�θµητον, ε) µ* τ5 αP πειρον.

Το� α"το� Gκ τC  κατὰ το� Γραµµατικο� � Ιωάννου το� κα�

Gπισκ	που Καισαρε�α  β�βλου. Το� α"το� ΣεβFρου· “Ε) κα� τ5
λ(γειν ‘Gν δ�ο φ�σεσιν’ α� διαιρ(τοι  +φιστα̃ναι τ5ν Χριστ5ν µετὰ
τ*ν lνωσιν ε1ρητο τισ� τ�ν πάλαι διδασκάλων τC  Gκκλησ�α , O κα�
α"τU Κυρ�λλW, µετὰ τα�τα δ9 α� πηγ	ρευτο, καθάπερ κα� τ5 λ(γειν
‘τH φ�σει τC  α� νθρωπ	τητο  παθε/ν τ5ν Χριστ5ν’, καλ�  +π5 τ�ν
iρθοδ	ξων λεγ	µενον, α� πηγ	ρευσε λ(γειν, το/  νοσο�σι τ*ν
δια�ρεσιν α� νθιστάµενο , ο"δ9 οRτω το/  Gν Χαλκηδ	νι συνελθο�σιν,

α� πολογ�α  τι  +πελε�πετο τρ	πο , @ρισαµ(νοι  ‘Gν δ�ο φ�σεσιν’
α� διαιρ(τοι  γνωρ�ζεσθαι τ5ν Χριστ	ν.”194

Το� α"το� Gν τU Nτι α� παθ*  @ Λ	γο · “Κα� τH διδασκαλ�K τ�ν
Zερ�ν γραµµάτων πειθ	µενοι, κηρυττ	ντων α"τ5ν πεπονθ(ναι
σαρκ�,195 κα� σαφ�  ε)δ	τε  E  τ5 πάθο  ο" π(ρα το� παθητο�
διαβFσεται σaµατο · προσψα�ει γὰρ ο"δαµ�  το� α� παθο�  τC 
θε	τητο .”196

Τιµοθ(ου το� Α)λο�ρου το� αZρετικο� το� Μονοφυσ�του, Gκ τC 
πρ5  τ5ν �Αλεξανδρ(α Καλaνυµον διαλ(ξεω · “Κ�ριλλ	  Gστιν @
τC  �Αλεξανδρ(ων Gπ�σκοπο . Ο?το  γὰρ διαφ	ρω  τ5 σοφ5ν τC 

iρθοδοξ�α  διαρθρaσα  κFρυγµα, [v] παλ�µβολο  φανε� ,
τα� ναντ�α δογµατ�σα  Gλ(γχεται, Gπε� ‘µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου
σεσαρκωµ(νην’ χρ* λ(γειν +ποθ(µενο , α� ναλ�ει τ5 +π�  α"το�
δογµατισθ9ν κα� δ�ο φ�σει  Gπ� Χριστο� πρεσβε�ων α� λ�σκεται, κα�
N γε σαρκ� παθε/ν τ5ν Θε5ν α� ποφηνάµενο  Λ	γον, το"ναντ�ον φησ�ν
ο"δεν� τρ	πW τ5 +π9ρ %µ�ν α� ναδ(ξασθαι πάθο . �Αλλ�  Gναντ�ο  το/ 
ο)κε�οι  λ	γοι  γεν	µενο , τ*ν ν�ν κρατο�σαν Gν τα/  Gκκλησ�αι 
δυσδιάλλακτον µάχην Gν(σπειρε, κα� nσπ(ρ τινα φλ	γα
λαβροτάτην Gξάψα , τ5ν τC  +γιο�  π�στεω  λ	γον Gν(πρησεν, ε) µ*
θε	θεν φανε�  @ πατριάρχη  ΣεβCρο , το/  Zερο/  α"το�
συγγράµµασιν )άσατο Κυρ�λλου τ5 αP στατον κα� παλ�µβολον,
καθάπερ τι  φιλοπάτωρ υZ	 , λaβην το� φ�σαντο  ο)κε�οι 

GσθFµασιν α� µφιάσα .197”198

193 Letter  to Sergius the Grammarian, .
194 Original not extant. Cited in Against the Grammarian iii, , CSCO, Scriptores Syri,

series , vi, .
195 Cf.  Pet. :  196 Not otherwise attested.
197 Cf. Gen. :  198 Not possibly by Timothy Aelurus, who died in .
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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 Calonymus 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’. 

    



� Αλλὰ τ� πρ5  τα�τα πάντα φασ� πάλιν %µ/ν οZ E  α� σπ/δε  τὰ >τα
β�οντε ,199 κα� τC  τ�ν πατ(ρων σοφC  GπWδC  ο"κ ε)σακο�οντε ;
Τοιάδε γὰρ πάντω  %µ/ν α� ντιλ(ξουσι κα� πρ5  τάδε· “Τ� δCτα
µελιττ�ν δ�κην πα̃σι το/  πατρικο/  συγγράµµασιν Gφιπτάµενοι, τ5
µ9ν καθ�  %δον*ν +µ/ν α� νθολογε/τε τ�ν χρFσεων, κα� περιβοµβε/τε
%µα̃  το�τοι  Gνδελεχ� , τὰ δ9 πολ(µια το/  +µετ(ροι  φρονFµασιν
+περ�πτασθε, σιγH το�των α� ποπηδFσαντε ;”Κα� πρ5  το�το γο�ν
Gρο�µεν, E  Jντω  κα� τὰ δοκο�ντα +µ/ν συµφωνε/ν πατρικὰ
;Fµατα το/  +µετ(ροι  δ	γµασι, µα̃λλον τὰ %µ(τερα συνιστάνει,

δε	ντω  Gξεταζ	µενα κατὰ τ*ν Qννοιαν, καθ`  Gξ α� ρχC  Gλ(γοµεν·
ο" γὰρ δF τι  τ�ν Gκκρ�των πατ(ρων α� σ�µφωνο  SαυτU Gστιν O το/ 
@µοτ�µοι  α"τU κατὰ τ*ν Qννοιαν τC  π�στεω , ε) κα�, δι�  Sτ(ρων
λ(ξεων κα� λ	γων φερ	µενο , Gναντ�ο  +µ/ν δοκε/ εhναι, τὰ 
λ(ξει  κα� ο" τὰ  δυνάµει  τ�ν λ	γων συµβιβάζειν Gθ(λουσιν.

� Αλλ�  ε)κ	τω  κα� το�το +µα̃  λανθάνει, τ	 γε Nµοιον
προηγνοηκ	τα . 6Οσπερ γάρ Gστι διὰ τ�ν α"τ�ν φων�ν διάφορον
Qννοιαν σηµα�νεσθαι Gπ� τ�ν δισεµφάτων λ	γων, οRτω κα� Gκ
διαφ	ρων λ	γων τ*ν α"τ*ν Qννοιαν συνάγεσθαι Gπ� τ�ν
πολυφράδων νοηµάτων. Ε) οIν τινὰ Qχετε τ�ν Eµολογηµ(νων κα�
γνωστ�ν πατ(ρων iρθοδ	ξων, κα� διὰ τε�χου  παλαιο� κα�
α� νοθε�του Gπιδεικν�ναι τι το/  +µετ(ροι  συνDδον ε)ρηκ	τα,
προσαγάγετε· τὰ  γὰρ κρυψων�µου  κα� φαλσογράφου  +µ�ν
χρFσει , α6 παξ κα� δ�  φωραθε�σα  Gν α� κερα�W α� πλ	τητι, λοιπ5ν ο"
παραδεχ	µεθα.

Προδιαµαρτυρ	µεθα δ9 Nµω  Nτι Gν καταχρFσει Gστ� πολλάκι 
µεταγεν	µενα ε+ρε/ν κα� τὰ τC  φ�σεω  κα� ο"σ�α  κα� +ποστάσεω 

κα� προσaπου iν	µατα Gπ� τC  ο)κονοµ�α · ο" γὰρ κυρ�ω  α� ε�
κε/ται. �Αθανάσι	  τε γὰρ @ µ(γα  κα� “προσaπων lνωσιν” Gπ� το�
Χριστο� διϊσχυρ�ζεται, κα� Πρ	κλο  “+ποστάσεων”, Κ�ριλλ	  τε
@ µακάριο , “ε1 τι  [r ] διαιρε/ τὰ  +ποστάσει ”,200 Qφησεν. �Εὰν
οIν E  κυριολεξ�α  Jντα κα� τάδε νοο�νται, )δοT κα� οZ Νεστοριανο�
καλ�  %µ/ν τα�τα α� ε� προβάλλονται, +ποστάσεων κα� προσaπων
lνωσιν δογµατ�ζοντε  Gν τH ο)κονοµ�K. Π�  δ9 αX ν τ	δε οRτω  Qφη,
@ Gν τετάρτW α� ναθεµατισµU ε)π`ν πατ*ρ Κ�ριλλο , “Ε1 τι 
προσaποι  δυσ�ν <γουν +ποστάσεσι διαν(µει φωνά ”,201 κα� τὰ
SξC , Gν δ9 τH πρ5  τ5ν βασιλ(α Θεοδ	σιον GπιστολH α� λλὰ κα� πρ5 
� Ιωάννην τ5ν �Αντιοχε�α  φησ�· “Τὰ  ε"αγγελικὰ  κα� α� ποστολικὰ 
περ� το� Κυρ�ου φωνὰ  1σµεν τοT  θεηγ	ρου  αP νδρα , τὰ  µ9ν

κοινοποιο�ντα  E  Gφ�  Sν5  προσaπου, τὰ  δ9 διαιρο�ντα  E  Gπ�
δ�ο φ�σεων.”202

199 Ps. :  LXX
200 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , . 201 Ibid. .
202 Actually Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , . Cited also at  and

.
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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 Theodosius, 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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Ε) γὰρ πανταχC Gπ� τC  ο)κονοµ�α  α� ποκληρωτικ�  φ�σιν κα�
+π	στασιν τα"τ5ν οhδεν @ πατ*ρ, οZ διαιρο�ντε  E  Gπ� δ�ο φ�σεων
τὰ  φωνά , τU α� ναθ(µατι τU Gπ� τ�ν δ�ο +ποστάσεσι διανεµ	ντων
φωνὰ  κειµ(νW καθυποβ(βληνται πάντε  οZ θεηγ	ροι. Μ* οIν τὰ µ*
κυρ�ω  κατὰ τ�ν κυρ�ω  ε)ρηµ(νων προφ(ροιτε, α� λλ�  Gκ το�
πρ(ποντο  λ	γου κα� συµφaνου κα� κοινοτ(ρου κα� πα̃σιν
Eµολογηµ(νου, τC  α� ληθε�α  στοχαστ(ον %µ/ν τ9 κα� +µ/ν κατὰ
πάντα τὰ παραγ	µενα.

Πρ�τον µ9ν οIν ε)πε/ν, “Νεστ	ριο ” φασ� “κατεχρFσατο τH τ�ν
δ�ο φ�σεων φωνH Gπ� Χριστο�, � κα� +µε/ .” 〈Λ〉(γοµεν οIν Nτι
κα� γραφικα/  φωνα/  πολλα/  GχρFσατο· µ* δ9 α?ται οIν
iνοµαζ(σθωσαν %µ/ν, ε) συνορα̃τε. �Αλλὰ κα� “τH µιD φ�σει το�
Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νY”, οZ �Αρειανο� πρ�τοι κα� �Απολινάριοι κα�
lτεροι αZρετικο� προσχρ�νται· σιγητ(ον οIν κα� τFνδε διὰ το�σδε;
Ο"χ�, α� λλ�  Gµφράξει πα̃σα α� νοµ�α τ5 στ	µα α"τC ,203 %µε/  δ9
παρρησιασaµεθα E  δε/ λαλCσαι204 κατὰ τ5ν θεοθαρσC κFρυκα·

@ γὰρ τC  α� ληθε�α  λ	γο 205 Gν τU θριαµβε�εσθαι, ο"κ Gν τU
περικαλ�πτεσθαι, νικD τ5 ψε�δο , κα� δοξάζειν α"τ5  οhδε τοT 
λαλο�ντα  α"τ	ν, ο"κ Gκ τ�ν λαλο�ντων α"τ5  δοξάζεται. Κα� περ�
µ9ν το�δε τάδε. Λοιπ5ν δ9 1δωµεν, οuα Gστ� κα� α6  φασιν α"το�
σαφ�  µ�αν φ�σιν Gπ� το� Κυρ�ου λ(γειν, κα� τὰ  δ�ο α� παγορε�ειν
φ�σει  παντελ� , πατρικὰ δ	γµατα.

Το� α� γ�ου Κυρ�λλου Gκ τC  πρ5  Σο�κενσον Β ´ GπιστολC ·
“Τ5 λ(γειν δ�ο φ�σει  +φεστάναι µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν α� διαιρ(τω ,
µάχεσθα� Gστι το/  µ�αν εhναι λ(γουσι τ*ν το� Λ	γου φ�σιν
σεσαρκωµ(νην.”206 �Αλλὰ πρ5  ΝεστοριανοT  το�το λ(γων,

Gπιφ(ρει µετὰ βραχ(α, > ο?τοι· “Τ5 γὰρ α� διαιρ(τω  προστεθ(ν,
δοκε/ µ9ν παρ�  %µ/ν iρθC  εhναι δ	ξη  σηµαντικ	ν, α"το� δ9
ο"χ�  οRτω  νοο�σι. Τ5 γὰρ α� δια�ρετον παρ�  α"το/  κατὰ τὰ 
Νεστορ�ου κενοφων�α , καθ�  lτερον λαµβάνεται τρ	πον· φησ� γὰρ
Nτι τH )σοτιµ�K, τH ταυτοβουλ�K, τH α"θεντ�K, α� δια�ρετ	  Gστι
[v] το� Λ	γου @ Gν � κατ�κησεν αP νθρωπο , nστε ο"χ�  α� πλ� 
τὰ  λ(ξει  λ(γουσιν, α� λλὰ µετά τινο  κακουργ�α .”207 � ΙδοT οIν
σκοπε/τε ε"γνωµ	νω  Nτι τ*ν µ9ν φων*ν οhδεν iρθC  δ	ξη , τ5 δ9
κακο�ργω  Qχον ν	ηµα, α� ποβάλλεται, Nπερ Gξ α� ρχC  κα� lω 
τ(λου  ποιε/ν κα� +µα̃  κα� %µε/  δυσωπο�µεν. PΕστιν οIν τ*ν
α"τ*ν α� σεβ�  ε)πε/ν τινὰ φωνFν, α� λλὰ κα� τ*ν Sτ(ραν φων*ν τ*ν

203 Ps. :  LXX 204 Eph. : , modified 205 Eph. : 
206 Cf. Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
207 Ibid. .
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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: ‘Though 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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λ(γουσαν “µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην” Qστι κατὰ

P Αρειον, E  ο" πάντY α� τρ(πτου φ�σεω  Jντο  το� ΥZο�, νοε/ν, κα�
κατὰ �Απολινάριον, E  α"το� το� Λ	γου α� ντ� νο� ψυχικο�
γενοµ(νου, τH Gµψυχωθε�σY α� λ	γW σαρκ�, λογ�ζεσθαι, κα� κατὰ
Ε"τυχ(α, E  α"το� το� Λ	γου ε)  σάρκα µεταποιηθ(ντο ,
Gκδ(χεσθαι. � Εὰν οIν208 µ* τὰ νοFµατα α� νακρ�νωµεν τ�ν
@µολογο�ντων, κα� τα�την κα� κε�νην ο"κ αP λλω  προσι(µεθα τ*ν
φωνFν. Το�το γὰρ @ πατ*ρ φησ�, Nτι, E  κακουργο�ντα  περ� τ*ν
Qννοιαν τC  Sνaσεω  τ�ν φ�σεων, µ* α� ποδ(χεσθαι τοT  αZρετικοT 
δε/, καX ν ε]ηχοι εhεν αZ φωνα�· ο" γὰρ τ*ν καθ�  +π	στασιν 〈lνωσιν〉
λ(γουσι τ�ν φ�σεων, α� λλὰ κατὰ σχ(σιν α� δια�ρετον. �Εν πολλα/  γὰρ
χρηστολογ�αι 209 οhδε τ*ν α� πάτην κα� @ α� π	στολο  γινοµ(νην. 6Οτι
δ9 το�το οRτω  νοε/ κα� Gν τH SξC  Oν παράγουσι χρFσει, σαφ9 

Qσται.
Το� α"το� Κυρ�λλου Gκ τ�ν ε)  τ*ν πρ5  �Εβρα�ου  δευτ(ρου

τ	µου· “ � Αποδιϊστάντε  γὰρ α� λλFλων τὰ  δ�ο φ�σει , κα� α� νὰ µ(ρο 
%µ/ν Sκατ(ραν α� συναφC θατ(ραν δεικν�οντε , Gν µ	νοι  προσaποι 
φασ� γεν(σθαι τ*ν lνωσιν, κα� E  Qν γε ψιλH συναιν(σει κα�
ταυτοβουλ�K κα� θεληµάτων ;οπα/ , κατ�  Gκε/ν	 που τάχα τ5 Gν τα/ 
Πράξεσι τ�ν α� γ�ων α� ποστ	λων γεγραµµ(νον, το� δ9 πλFθου  τ�ν
πιστευσάντων, eν % καρδ�α κα� % ψυχ* µ�α.210 �Εκάστου γὰρ τ�ν

πεπιστευκ	των κατά γε τ5ν τC  )δ�α  +ποστάσεω  λ	γον
διεσχοινισµ(νου τ�ν αP λλων, Nσον vκεν ε)  ταυτοβουλ�αν κα� τ*ν
Sν	τητα τC  π�στεω , ψυχ* πάντων εhναι µ�α λ(γεται κα� καρδ�α.

�̂Αρα οIν κατὰ το�τον κα� α"το� τ5ν τρ	πον, τ�ν προσaπων τ*ν
lνωσιν @µολογε/ν Gγνaκασιν.”211 � ΙδοT διασαφε/ GκδFλω  τ� Gστιν p
µ(µφεται δ	γµα τ�ν δ9 κα� lνωσιν α� δια�ρετον λεγ	ντων Gπ� δ�ο
φ�σεων. Κα� µετὰ βραχ(α· “Κα� ο" δFπου φαµ9ν Gν τU α� νθρωπ�νW
σaµατι τ*ν το� Θεο� Λ	γου περιγεγράφθαι φ�σιν· αP ποσον γὰρ τ5
θε/ον.”212 Εhτα Gπάγει, Nτι· “ P Οψετα� τι  Gν ΧριστU τ5 α� νθρaπινον
τελε�ω  Qχον, κατά γε τ5ν τC  )δ�α  φ�σεω  λ	γον, @µο�ω  τ9
τ(λειον τ5ν Gκ Θεο� φ�ντα Λ	γον, πλ*ν lνα τ5ν Gξ α� µφο/ν
@µολογFσει Χριστ5ν κα� ΥZ5ν, ο" προσaπων Sνaσει µ	νον

συντιθε�  τ*ν ο)κονοµ�αν, συλλ(γων δ9 µα̃λλον ε)  qν τὰ  φ�σει 
α� πορρFτω  γε κα� +π9ρ λ	γον, E  α"τ5  Qγνω @ Θε	 . Κα� ο" δFπου
φαµ9ν α� νάχυσιν nσπ(ρ τινα συµβCναι περ� τὰ  φ�σει , E 
µεταστCναι τ*ν το� Λ	γου φ�σιν [r] ε)  τ*ν το� α� νθρaπου
τυχ	ν, α� λλ�  ο"δ9 αI τ*ν α� νθρωπ�νην ε)  τ*ν το� Λ	γου, νοουµ(νη  δ9

208 οIν] supra lin. MS 209 Rom. :  210 Acts : 
211 Cyril of Alexandria, On Hebrews ii, PG lxxiv, –. 212 Ibid. .
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incarnate nature of God the Word’) as belonging to the Son who 

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 

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 

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 

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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µα̃λλον κα� +παρχο�ση  Sκατ(ρα  Gν τU τC  )δ�α  φ�σεω  NρW,
πεπράχθαι φαµ9ν τ*ν lνωσιν.”213 Κα� µετ�  iλ�γα· “Ε) τι  οIν αP ρα
λ(γοι µ	νων προσaπων τ*ν lνωσιν, α� ποδιϊστὰ  @λοτρ	πω 
α� λλFλων τὰ  φ�σει , Qξω τC  ε"θε�α  φ(ρεται τρ�βου.”214 Το�των
τ�  α� γνοFσει τ*ν Qννοιαν, κα� µ�αν φ�σιν λ(γειν ο)Fσεται τ5ν πατ(ρα
Gπ� Χριστο�, ο"χ� δ9 qν πρ	σωπον µα̃λλον, %νωµ(νων α"το� τ�ν

φ�σεων, ο"χ�  α� πλ�  α� διαιρ(τω  α� λλὰ καθ�  +π	στασιν α"το� α"τFν;
Κυρ�λλου Gκ τC  πρ5  Σο�κενσον GπιστολC · “ 6 Ωστε τὰ δ�ο

µηκ(τι εhναι δ�ο, δι�  α� µφο/ν δ9 τ5 qν α� ποτελε/σθαι ζUον”.215 〈Ε〉) οIν
το�τ5 φησιν, Nτι αZ φ�σει  ο"κ ε)σ� λοιπ5ν φ�σει , Qδει ε)πε/ν nστε
τά  ποτ9 δ�ο, τα�τα  µ* εhναι κα� ν�ν δ�ο· O nστε τ5 qν τ5 ν�ν
µηκ(τι εhναι E  κα� πρaην δ�ο. Ε) δ9 Qστι216 κα� ν�ν δ�ο τὰ δ�ο,
δι�  α� µφο/ν τ9 κα� ο"κ Gξ α� µφο/ν α� πλ�  τ5 qν @ρα̃ται, δCλον E 
κατ�  αP λλο κα� αP λλο· E  µ9ν γὰρ φ�σει , δ�ο, E  δ9 σ�νθετ	ν τε
τοι	νδε ζUον, Nπερ κα� ;ητ�  Qφη, lν Gστι. Προσεκτ(ον δ9 E  κα�
“δι�  α� µφο/ν ζUον α� ποτελε/σθαι” λ(γων, Sκατ(ραν φ�σιν τU Sν�
το�τW ΧριστU ζω*ν συνεισάγειν φησ�ν, α� λλὰ τ*ν µ(ν, τ*ν φυσικ*ν

α� νθρaπW, τ*ν δ(, τ*ν φυσικ*ν ΘεU ζωFν, E  qν εhνα� τι θεανδρικ� 
ζ�ν πρ	σωπον τ	δε· κα� γάρ Gσθ�ων κα� π�νων,217 διFρκει κα�
η]ξανε218 καθ�  %µα̃  κα� eν κα� α"τάρκη  κα� παντ(λειο  θεϊκ�  @
α"τ5  εu  Χριστ5  @ Κ�ριο  %µ�ν.

“ � Αλλ�  α6 παν qν ζ�ον κα� µ�α φ�σι ” φασ�ν· “ε) οIν qν ζUον, κα�
µ�α φ�σι  @ Χριστ	 .” �Αλλ�  ε) α� ποδεικτικ�  α� παντDν βο�λεσθε,
µ* α� γνοε/τε τὰ κοιν�  δεδοµ(να πα̃σι το/  α� ποδεικτικο/  κα�
διαλεκτικο/ · τ�ν γὰρ α� ντιστρ	φω  α� λλFλοι  κατηγορουµ(νων,
το�των α� νάγκη θατ(ρου δοθ(ντο , κα� τ5 lτερον συνεπάγεσθαι, τ�ν
δ9 ο"κ α� ντιστρεφ	ντων, ο" δCτα. Ε) µ9ν οIν κα� πα̃σα φ�σι  ζUον,
nσπερ οIν κα� πα̃ν ζUον φ�σι , καλ�  Gλ(γετε, Gπε� ζUον τ5

213 Ibid. –.
214 Ibid. .
215 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
216 Qστι] supra. lin. MS
217 Matt. : ; Luke : 
218 Luke : 
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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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σ�νθετον, κα� φ�σιν α� ποτελε/σθαι. Ε) δ9 Qστιν @ λ�θο  φ�σι , ο" µ*ν
διά τ	δε κα� ζUον, ο"κ α� ναγκα/ον ε1 τι ζUον lν Gστι, διὰ τ	δε α� πλ� 
κα� φ�σιν µ�αν εhναι. Κα� αP λλω  γάρ. Ε) δι	τι qν ζU	ν Gστιν @
Χριστ	 , κα� µ�α φ�σι  Gστ�, κα� δι	τι Gκ δ�ο φ�σεaν Gστι, κα� δ�ο
ζUα Qσται, N φησι Νεστ	ριο  α� σεβ�ν µ	νο . Ε) δ9 λ(γοιτε, Nτι “Κα�
Gκ δ�ο ζ�ων,219 E  α� π5 κοινC  τC  θε	τητο  κα� τC  α� νθρωπ	τητο ,
τ�ν διαφ	ρων φυσικ�ν ε)δ�ν, φαµεν α"τ	ν”, αP ρά γε κα� qν ζUον
οIν, E  κοιν	ν τι κα� E  εhδο  lτερον, παρὰ τ*ν θε	τητα κα�
α� νθρωπ	τητα λ(γετε α"τ	ν. Κα� π�  φησ�ν ο?τ	  τε @ πατ*ρ κα� οZ
λοιπο�, “τ5 Χριστ5  Jνοµα µFτε ο"σ�α  Nρον, µFτε φ�σεω  Jνοµα
εhναι, µFτε Nρου δ�ναµιν Qχειν, µFτε εhδο  φ�σεω  σηµα�νειν”, <
τι [v ] τοιο�τον;220 ΖUον αP ρα τ5 E  +φεστ`  πρ	σωπ	ν Gστιν lν.

� Αλλ�  ε1ποιτε 1σω , Nτι nσπερ ζωC  τC  α� ϊδ�ου κα� τC  προσκα�ρου
µετ(χων qν ζUον Gστ�ν, οRτω  κα� φ�σεω  προσκα�ρου κα� τC 
α� ϊδ�ου µετασχaν, µ�α φ�σι  Gστ�ν. �Αλλ�  Qστιν ε]δηλο  @
παραλογισµ	 . �Αντι γὰρ το� µετ(χοντο , τ5 µετεχ	µενον Qφητε τ5
δε�τερον. Ε) µ9ν γὰρ τ5 µετ(χον Sκατ(ρα  ζωC , ζω* eν κα� ο"
ζUον, ε1τουν τ5 µετ(χον τ�ν ζW�ν πρ	σωπον, καλ�  ε1ρητο. Ε) δ9
τ5 Gν δ�ο ζωα/  θεωρο�µενον, ζUον Gστ�, κα� τ5 δ�ο ο"σι�ν
µετειληφ	 , ο"σιωµ(νον Gστ� τ�· ο" µ*ν % ο"σ�α, ε1τουν φ�σι ,
α� πρ	σωπο . Τ� δ( Gστι τ5 ο"σιωµ(νον κα� τ5 ζUον, O τ5 πρ	σωπον
κυρ�ω , τ	 τε κατὰ διαφ	ρου  φ�σει  κα� ζωὰ  +φεστa ; 6Ωστε
ζUον µ9ν qν iρθ�  φαµ(ν, φ�σιν δ9 µ�αν ο"δαµ� , nσπερ ο"δ9 ζω*ν
Gπ� το� συνθ(του προσaπου Χριστο�.

Κυρ�λλου Gκ τC  πρ5  �Ακάκιον GπιστολC · “ �Ορ�µεν Nτι δ�ο

φ�σει  συνCλθον α� λλFλαι  καθ�  lνωσιν α� διασπάστω , α� συγχ�τω ,
κα� α� τρ(πτω · % γὰρ σὰρξ, σάρξ Gστι κα� ο" θε	τη , ε) κα� γ(γονε
Θεο� σάρξ· @µο�ω  δ9 κα� @ Λ	γο , Θε	  Gστι κα� ο" σάρξ, ε) κα�
)δ�αν GποιFσατο τ*ν σάρκα ο)κονοµικ� . 6Οταν οIν Gννο�µεν το�το,
ο"δ9ν α� δικο�µεν τ*ν ε)  Sν	τητα συνδροµFν, Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων
γεγενCσθαι λ(γοντε · µετὰ µ(ντοι τ*ν lνωσιν ο" διαιρο�µεν τὰ 
φ�σει  α� π�  α� λλFλων, ο"δ9 ε)  δ�ο τ(µνοµεν υZοT  τ5ν lνα κα�
α� µ(ριστον, α� λλ�  lνα φαµ9ν ΥZ5ν, κα� E  οZ πατ(ρε  ε)ρFκασιν µ�αν

219 p. corr.
220 Cyril of Alexandria, Scholia, ACO i, , , apparently cited (badly) from mem-

ory. The text is cited correctly in Aporiae at .
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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 is, 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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φ�σιν το� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην. Ο"κο�ν Nσον µ9ν vκεν ε)  Qννοιαν
κα� ε)  µ	νον τ5 @ρDν το/  τC  ψυχC  Jµµασι, τ�να τρ	πον @
Μονογεν*  Gνηνθρaπησε, δ�ο τὰ  φ�σει  φαµ(ν.”221

� Αλλ�  ε1πωµεν κα� πρ5  τάδε, Nτι α� ρκε/ %µ/ν α"τ5  Sαυτ5ν

διασαφ�ν· “Ο" γὰρ διαιρο�µεν”, Qφη, κα� ο"χ�  “Sνο�µεν”, κα� “τὰ 
φ�σει ”, ο" µ*ν “τ*ν φ�σιν” E  ο?τοι λ(γουσιν, ο"δ9 τεµν	µενον
τ5ν lνα ΥZ	ν, ο" µ*ν τ*ν µ�αν φ�σιν, Qφη, “το/  δ9 τC  ψυχC 

Jµµασιν”, οu  κα� διαφ(ρει αP νθρωπο  κτFνου , το� Gν το/  το�
σaµατο  Jµµασι µ	νον βλ(ποντο . ∆�ο αP ρα κα� φησιν εhναι @ πατ*ρ
τὰ  φ�σει  το� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νου, α� ληθ� .

Το� α"το� Gκ τC  α"τC  GπιστολC · “∆εξaµεθα πρ5 
παράδειγµα τ*ν καθ�  %µα  α"τοT  σ�νθεσιν, καθ�  :ν Gσµ9ν αP νθρωποι·
συντιθ(µεθα γὰρ Gκ ψυχC  κα� σaµατο , κα� @ρ�µεν δ�ο φ�σει ,
Sτ(ραν µ9ν το� σaµατο , Sτ(ραν δ9 τC  ψυχC , α� λλ�  Gξ α� µφο/ν
καθ�  lνωσιν αP νθρωπον. Κα� ο"χ�  Nτι Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων συντ(θειται @
αP νθρωπο , δ�ο τ5ν lνα νοµιστ(ον, α� λλ�  lνα τ5ν α"τ5ν κατὰ σ�νθεσιν,
E  Qφην, τ*ν Gκ σaµατο  κα� ψυχC .”222 � ΙδοT πάλιν σαφ� , µ* δ�ο
α� νθρaπου  τ5ν lνα νοµ�ζειν, λ(γει· ο"χ�, µ* δ�ο φ�σει  τ*ν µ�αν

φ�σιν λογ�ζεσθαι, Qφη, Nπου γε το� α� νθρaπου ο"δ9 κατὰ πάντα
GλFφθη τ5 παράδειγµα.

“ � Αλλ�  Gν τU δευτ(ρW πρ5  Σο�κενσον +ποµνηστικU ;ητ� ”,
φασ�ν, “@ πατ*ρ Κ�ριλλο  ε1ρηκε, τ5 το� α� νθρaπου λαβaν, Gκ
ψυχC  κα� σaµατο  Jντο , παράδειγµα· nστε ‘τὰ [r ] δ�ο,
µηκ(τι εhναι δ�ο.’223” Κα� π�  ο" δCλον, E  κα� το�το οRτω  λ(γει,
Nτι καθ5 γ(γοναν, ο"κ ε)σ� δ�ο <γουν αP νθρωποι; � ΙδοT γὰρ α"τ5 
α� νωτ(ρω φησ�· “∆�ο µ9ν γὰρ κα� Gπ�  α"το� νοο�µεν τὰ  φ�σει , µ�αν
µ9ν ψυχC , Sτ(ραν δ9 το� σaµατο ”,224 ε) κα� µ* α� νὰ µ(ρο  δCλον.
Κα� γὰρ Gπάγει· “ � Αλλ�  Sν5  εhναι νοο�µεν”·225 nστε οhδεν α"τὰ δ�ο,

Gν τU εhναι α"τὰ Sν	 . Ο" γὰρ αX ν Qφη, µFποτε ε)δ`  τ*ν δυάδα, τ5
“α� λλ�  Sν5 ” το� α� νθρaπου, E  lκαστα Qχοντο , ο"κ(τι δ9 Qµεινε δ�ο,
τουτ(στι µ	νον κα� α� πλ�  Jντα, α� λλὰ κα� lν τι ποιFσαντα τ5ν
αP νθρωπον—κα� lν τι γὰρ @ρ�νται κα� νοο�νται—· Gπε� π� , ε)
πάντY ο"κ ε)σ� δ�ο, ψυχ* Qτι Gστ� κα� σ�µα σωζ	µενα; 6Οµω  Gπ�
Χριστο�, ο"δ9 κατὰ τ5ν τC  φ�σεω  λ	γον, α� λλὰ κατὰ τ5ν τC 

221 Actually Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , –.
222 Ibid. .
223 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
224 Ibid. . 225 Ibid.
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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-à-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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+ποστάσεω  ε1ληπται α"τU τ5 παράδειγµα· πρ5  γὰρ Νεστ	ριον
δ�ο τὰ  +ποστάσει  α"το� λ(γοντα ε1ρηται. Ε) γὰρ κα� Gπ� φ�σεω 
λ	γW ε1ληπται τ5 παράδειγµα το� α� νθρaπου Gπ� Χριστο�, αP ρα κα�,
Gπε� ο"κ Gκ προϋπαρχουσ�ν δ�ο φ�σεων @ �Αδὰµ ψυχC  κα�
σaµατο , ο"δ9 @ Κ�ριο  Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων· Qτι µ*ν @ Λ	γο  κα� πρ5
τC  σαρκ	 , το� δ9 α� νθρaπου, ο"δ9ν µ(ρο  το� Sτ(ρου προϋπάρχειν

ε1ρηται· Qτι @ αP νθρωπο  δυνάµει διαιρετ5  ε)  τὰ  α"το� δ�ο φ�σει 
Gστ�ν α� ε�, α� λλὰ κα� Gνεργε�K ποτ(. �̃Αρα οIν κα� Gπ� Χριστο� ε1ποι
τ�  τάδε, µ* παραφρον�ν; Π�  οIν τ5 καθ�  +π	στασιν ληφθ(ν, κα�
ποτ9 ε)  φ�σιν τ*ν E  +π	στασιν κα� α"τ*ν λεγοµ(νην, ε)  ο"σ�α 
παράδειγµα βιάζεσθε πάντω  λαµβάνειν %µα̃ ; ∆(δειχε γο�ν κα� Gν
το/  GπιχειρFµασιν Gπ� Χριστο� τ5 µ�αν λ(γειν φ�σιν, ε) κα� Qστιν
ε)πε/ν Gπ�  α� νθρaπου µ�αν, @ λ	γο  α� δ�νατον.

“ � Εν πολλο/ ” φησ�ν “ε+ρ�σκοµεν α� παρεσκ	µενον τ5ν πατ(ρα
Κ�ριλλον κα� τH το� διπλο� iνοµασ�K Gπ� το� Κυρ�ου· π	σW γε

µα̃λλον τH τ�ν δ�ο φωνH;”
P Αρα οIν Gναντ�ο  Γρηγορ�W τU πολλάκι  κατακεχρηµ(νW τHδε,

Gστ�ν· “ � Απεστάλη γάρ,” φησ�ν, “α� λλ�  E  αP νθρωπο , διπλο�  γὰρ
eν”·226 κα� “Πατ*ρ ο" το� @ρωµ(νου, το� νοουµ(νου δ(· κα� γὰρ eν
διπλο� ”,227 κα� αP λλοι δ9 πλε/στοι τ�ν πατ(ρων τὰ Nµοιά φασιν.
XΗ δCλον, Nτι µ9ν διπλο�  κατὰ τὰ  φ�σει  eν, Qφη, Nτι δ9 ο"
διπλο�  Χριστ5  O ΥZ5  iρθ�  λ(γεται, Κ�ριλλο  @ πατ*ρ φησ�·
το�το γὰρ Νεστ	ριο  Gπινοε/. Ε) γὰρ τ5 κατὰ φ�σιν διπλο�ν ο"κ
Gγκρ�νει, π�  κα� α"τ5  Qφη Gν τU κατὰ Ματθα/ον, “ �Ο στατ*ρ @
α� ληθιν5  κα� νοητ5  κα� E  Gν τ�πW τU Gξ Rλη  νοο�µενο , ο?τ	 
Gστιν @ Κ�ριο  %µ�ν � Ιησο�  Χριστ5 , @ διπλο�  χαρακτFρ”;228

Κυρ�λλου Gκ τ�ν πρ5  τὰ  α� πορ�α  +παντFσεων· “ � Εν )δι	τητι τH

κατὰ φ�σιν Sκατ(ρου µ(νοντ	  τε κα� νοουµ(νου, κατά γε τ5ν
α� ρτ�ω  %µ/ν α� ποδοθ(ντα λ	γον, α� ρρFτω  κα� α� φράστω  Sνωθε� ,
µ�αν %µ/ν Qδειξεν ΥZο� φ�σιν, πλ*ν σεσαρκωµ(νην· ο" γὰρ Gπ�
µ	νων τ�ν α� πλ�ν κατὰ τ*ν φ�σιν τ5 lν α� ληθ�  λ(γεται.”229 “ � ΙδοT”
φασ� “το� ΥZο�, N  Gστι Χριστ	 , ‘µ�αν φ�σιν’ Qφη.” �Αλλὰ κα� τ5
Gπαγ	µενον συνάψαντε , διακριν(τωσαν, ε) iρθ�  συλλογ�ζονται.
Ε) γὰρ τ5 το� ΥZο� Jνοµα [v] κα� πρ5 τC  σαρκaσεω 

226 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration , SC , . Cited also at –.
227 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration , SC , . Cited more extensively at .
228 Cf. Cyril of Alexandria, On Matthew, PG lxxii, –.
229 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , –.
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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-à-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 Cyril
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-à-vis nature, how is it that he himself said, in On Matthew, ‘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 is 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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τεταγµ(νον α� ντ� το� Χριστο� ε1ρηται, ο+τωσ� φρασθFσεται, “µ�αν
%µ/ν Qδειξε Χριστο� φ�σιν, πλ*ν σεσαρκωµ(νην”, το�το δ9 O E 
α� σάρκου Χριστο� δυναµ(νου ληφθCναι, Nπερ α� νεπιν	ητον, O E  κα�
πρ5  τHδε τH µιD α"το� φ�σει, κα� σάρκα Gπενδυσαµ(νου Χριστο�.

P Εσται οIν Gκ Λ	γου τ9 κα� σαρκ	 , κα� Sτ(ρα  φ�σεω  σαρκ5  yν @
Χριστ	 , κα� ο" µ	νον δ�ο φ�σει  α� πλ� , α� λλ�  Gκ µια̃  µ9ν τC  θε�α 
α� πλC , Gκ δ�ο δ9 συνθ(των <γουν τ�ν α� νθρωπ�νων νοο�µενο , Gκ
τρι�ν τ9 φ�σεων λεγ	µενο  λοιπ	ν· ο"δ9ν δ9 vττον κα� δ�ο φ�σει ,
Gκ µια̃  τC  καθ�  +µα̃  Χριστο� φ�σεω , κα� τC  Gπεισαχθε�ση 
ΧριστU κατὰ τ*ν δευτ(ραν σάρκωσιν α"το� σαρκ5  φ�σεω .

�Αλλὰ τ� µF, το�των α� φ(µενοι τ�ν παραβλωπισµάτων, Jµµασιν
iρθο/  τ5ν σκοπ5ν τ�ν ε)ρηµ(νων κατανοε/τε; 6Οτι γὰρ υZ	τητο 
φυσικC  ν�ν φησ� τ*ν α"τ*ν µ�αν φ�σιν µ(νειν τU ΥZU, καX ν
προσελάβετο αP λλην φ�σιν, )δοT α"τ5  τρανο/ λ(γων· “Ο" γὰρ Gπ�

µ	νων τ�ν α� πλ�ν κατὰ τ*ν φ�σιν”, υZ�ν δηλαδ*, “τ5 qν α� ληθ� 
λ(γεται.” �̃Αρα οIν το�το +µα̃  µα̃λλον διδάξει, Nτι ο"χ�  α� πλο� 
κατὰ τ*ν φ�σιν @ περ� ο? τάδε φησ�ν ΥZ5  εu , α� λλὰ διπλο� · Qστι
γὰρ κατὰ τ5ν πατ(ρα, p πολλάκι  κα� %µε/  +µ/ν Gνηχο�µεν, κα�
πλει	νων ο"σ�ν τ�ν φ�σεων, qν εhναι τ	 τε πρ	σωπον κα� lνα τ5ν
α"τ5ν ΥZ5ν φ�σει, κα� ο" τ*ν µ9ν τ�ν φ�σεων ΥZ5ν φ�σει, τ*ν δ9
ΥZ5ν χάριτι εhναι. 6Ωστε σαφ�  τὰ %µ(τερα λ(γων O τὰ +µ(τερα
δε�κνυται, κα� ν το�τοι  @ διδάσκαλο , Nπου γε ε) κα� οRτω  εhχεν, E 
βο�λεσθε, πάντα αX ν τὰ Gν Sτ(ροι  ε)ρηµ(να τU πατρ� E  περ� δ�ο
φ�σεων Χριστο�, το/σδε το/  α"το� αX ν διεµάχετο· Nπερ ο"δε�  Gν

πνε�µατι Θεο� λαλ�ν230 παθε/ν +ποπτε�εται.
Το� µεγάλου �Αθανασ�ου· “ �Οµολογο�µεν κα� εhναι α"τ5ν ΥZ5ν

το� Θεο� κα� Θε5ν κατὰ πνε�µα, ΥZ5ν α� νθρaπου κατὰ σάρκα, ο"
δ�ο φ�σει  τ5ν lνα ΥZ5ν, µ�αν προσκυνητ*ν κα� µ�αν α� προσκ�νητον,
α� λλὰ µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην, κα�
προσκυνουµ(νην µετὰ τC  σαρκ5  α"το� µιD προσκυνFσει.”231

“ � ΙδοT” φασ� “τ*ν δυάδα σαφ�  α� ναιρε/ τ�ν φ�σεων @ πατ*ρ Gπ�
το� Sν5  ΥZο�.” �Αλλ�  ο" τὰ  δ�ο φ�σει , > ο?τοι, α� νε/λεν, α� λλὰ τ5
µ* θατ(ραν µ9ν εhναι τ�ν δ�ο φ�σεων “προσκυνητ*ν” Gν τU ΥZU,
θατ(ραν δ9 “α� προσκ�νητον” Gν α"τU. ∆ιὰ γάρ τοι τ	δε κα�
GπFγαγεν, Nτι Gν µιD κα� τH α"τH προσκυνFσει, το� Sν5  ΥZο� ο"

230  Cor. : 
231 Actually Apollinarius, To Jovian = Lietzmann, Apollinaris, –.
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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.x

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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φ�σεω  λ(γων· E  γὰρ διὰ καθολικωτ(ρου τιν5  το� Nλου
προσaπου, α6 µα προσκυνε/σθαι τὰ µ(ρη α"το�, <γουν τάσδε τὰ 
φ�σει , συµβα�νει, E  Gµπεριεχοµ(να  τU προσκυνουµ(νW ΥZU
@µο�ω  αP µφω. �Υµε/  δ9 σοφιστικ�  τελε�K στ�ζοντε , κα�
ο"χ�  +ποστιγµH καθ�  %µα̃ , “τ5ν lνα ΥZ5ν”, τὰ πρ�τα µ9ν τ�ν
;ησειδ�ων, κατὰ σκοπ5ν Sαυτο/  α� ποτ�λλαντε , διορ�ζετε, τὰ δ9
SξC  α� συνάρτητα παρ(λκοντε , Gν τU νοFµατι το� Nλου χωρ�ου,
διελ(γχεσθε [r]. ΟRτω  µ9ν οIν νοε�σθω, ε) Jντω  �Αθανασ�W
ε1ρηται· ο" γὰρ SαυτU περ� τὰ α"τά τι  θεοφ	ρο  στασιάζει. 6Οτι δ9
�Απολιναρ�W232 ε1ρηται τάδε κατὰ τ*ν +µετ(ραν Qννοιαν, Τιµ	θε	 
τι  το�του µαθητ*  Gν τH �ΕκκλησιαστικH Zστορ�K λ(γει κα�
Πολ(µων @ συνουσιαστ* , ο? Κ�ριλλο  @ πατ*ρ κα� ΣεβCρο  @

πατραλο�α  µνηµονε�ουσι, φFσαντο  οRτω · “Θε5ν γὰρ λ(γοντε 
κα� αP νθρωπον τ5ν α"τ	ν, ο"κ α)σχ�νονται µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο�
Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην, οu	ν τινα σ�νθετον, @µολογο�ντε · ε1 γε
Θε5  τ(λειο  κα� αP νθρωπο  τ(λειο  @ α"τ	 , δ�ο φ�σει  αP ρα @ α"τ5 ,
καθάπερ % τ�ν Καππαδοκ�ν ε)σηγε/ται καινοτοµ�α, ∆ιοδaρου
τ9 κα� �Αθανασ�ου % ο1ησι , κα� τ�ν Gν � Ιταλ�K @ τ�φο . Κα�
σχηµατ�ζονται µ9ν οZ δCθεν %µ(τεροι φρονε/ν τὰ το� α� γ�ου πατρ5 
%µ�ν �Απολιναρ�ου, κηρ�ττουσι δ9 καθάπερ Γρηγ	ριοι, τ*ν τ�ν
φ�σεων δυάδα”.233 Κα� µετὰ βραχ(α· “Τ� δ9 �Απολιναρ�W τU θε�W
µαθητιDν σχηµατ�ζονται; Τα�την γὰρ Gπ�  α� ναιρ(σει τC  τ�ν φ�σεων
δυάδο , µ	νο  %µ/ν α� πεκ�ησε, γεγραφ`  kδ( πη σαφ� · “Κα� εhναι

α"τ5ν ΥZ5ν το� Θεο�, κα� Θε5ν κατὰ πνε�µα, ΥZ5ν α� νθρaπου κατὰ
σάρκα, ο" δ�ο φ�σει  τ5ν lνα ΥZ	ν, µ�αν προσκυνητ*ν κα� µ�αν
α� προσκ�νητον, α� λλὰ µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην,
κα� προσκυνουµ(νην µετὰ τC  σαρκ5  α"το� µιD προσκυνFσει.”234

〈Τ 〉�  οIν ο" θαυµάσει, ε) @ µετὰ ∆ιοδaρου το� α� σεβο� 
διαβαλλ	µενο  α"τU �Αθανάσιο  τὰ Nµοια ;Fµατα πάντα Qφη; Ε) δ9
κα� τάδε Qλεξε, π�  κα� Gπ� τC  α"τC  διανο�α  τUδε τάδε ε)π`ν

διεβλFθη �Απολιναρ�W κα� Τιµοθ(W; Π�  τ9 πρ�το  �Απολινάριο 
τάδε α� πεκ�ησεν, n  φασ�ν οZ το�δε µαθητα�, ε) τU διδασκάλW %µ�ν
�Αθανασ�W προε�ρηται; Π�  δ9 κα� @ οRτω  τα�τα ε)πaν, Qφη αX ν Gν

232 � Απολιναρ�W] � Αποναρ�W a. corr. MS
233 Timothy, Ecclesiastical History = Lietzmann, Apollinaris, , q.v. for other

attestations.
234 Ibid.
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one Son, not of the one nature. What happens is that His parts,
i.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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τU Περ� τC  α� γ�α  Τρ�αδο  λ	γW· “Ο"κ Gπιµ�γνυται % το�
δηµιουργο� φ�σι  κα� τ�ν δηµιουργηµάτων ε)  Sν	τητα φ�σεω ,
α� λλὰ δυσφηµ�α  τ5 τοιο�τον µεγ�στη  τ*ν +περοχ*ν τC  θε	τητο 
καταγο�ση  ε)  Sν	τητα τC  Gκτισµ(νη  ο"σ�α ”;235 Ε) οIν κα�
Κ�ριλλο  α"τ*ν παράγει @ διδάσκαλο  E  �Αθανασ�ου, ο"κ
α� δ�νατον O κατὰ τ*ν %µετ(ραν Qννοιαν, O κατὰ ;Kδιουργ�αν τιν�ν,
τα�τY προσελχθCναι α"τ	ν, E  πατρικH κα� ο"χ�  αZρετικH µαρτυρ�K.

� Ιουλ�ου το� �Ρaµη  E  δοκε/ Gκ τC  〈 〉· “ �Οµολογε/ται δ9 Gν
α"τU, τ5 µ9ν εhναι κτιστ5ν Gν Sν	τητι το� α� κτ�στου, τ5 δ9 αP κτιστον
Gν συγκράσει το� κτιστο�, φ�σεω  µια̃  Gξ Sκατ(ρου µ(ρου 
συνισταµ(νη , µερικ*ν Gν(ργειαν κα� το� Λ	γου συντελ(σαντο 
ε)  τ5 Nλον, µετὰ τC  θεϊκC  τελει	τητο · Nπερ Gπ� το� κοινο�
α� νθρaπου Gκ δ�ο µερ�ν α� τελ�ν γ�νεται, φ�σιν µ�αν πληρο�ντων
κα� Sν� iν	µατι δηλουµ(νων.”236 Τα�την πρ�τα µ9ν �Ρωµα/οι ο"
καταδ(χονται εhναι � Ιουλ�ου—ο"δ9 γὰρ εRρηται Gν τα/  β�βλοι  τ�ν
α� ρχα�ων τ� τοι	νδε το� α� νδρ	 —, � Ιωάννη  δ9 @ Σκυθο[v]

π	λεω  Gπ�σκοπο , φιλοπονFσα  Gν το/  παλαιοτάτοι  �Απολιναρ�ου
συγγράµµασιν, ε?ρεν Gπ� λ(ξεω  τ*ν χρCσιν. 6Οτι δ9 �Απολιναρ�ου
Gστ�, δηλο/ κα� τ5 Gπαγ	µενον Gν τU α"τU λ	γW µετά τινα φ�λλα·
Qφη γὰρ µ* ζωο�σθαι κα� +π5 ψυχC  τ5 σ�µα το� Κυρ�ου, Nπερ
� Ιο�λιο  ο] ποτε αX ν Qφη· Qχει δ9 οRτω · “ΟRτω γὰρ Qζησε τ5 σ�µα
θε	τητο  α� γιασµU, κα� ο"κ α� νθρωπ�νη  ψυχC  κατασκευH.”237 6Οτι
δ9 πάλαι κα� αP ψυχον Gδογµάτισεν �Απολινάριο  εhναι τ5ν Κ�ριον,
εhτα E  Gκ µεταµ(λου αP νουν κα� ο"κ αP ψυχον λ(γειν α"τ5ν µετ(µαθε,
Σωκράτη  Gν τH �ΕκκλησιαστικH Zστορ�K φησ�ν οRτω  περ� α"το�,
κα� τ�ν α� µφ�  α"τ	ν· “〈Κ〉α� πρ	τερον µ9ν Qλεγον, µ* α� νειληφ(ναι
ψυχFν, +π5 το� Θεο� Λ	γου Gν τH ο)κονοµ�K τC  GνανθρωπFσεω ·

εhτα E  Gκ µετανο�α  Gπιδιορθο�µενοι προσ(θηκαν ψυχ*ν µ9ν
α� νειληφθ(ναι, νο�ν δ9 ο"κ Qχειν, α� λλ�  εhναι τ5ν Θε5ν Λ	γον α� ντ� νο�
ε)  τ5ν α� ναληφθ(ντα αP νθρωπον.”238

Το� α"το� � Ιουλ�ου Gπισκ	που �Ρaµη  Gκ τC  πρ5  ∆ιον�σιον

GπιστολC · “Μ�α φ�σι  Gστ�ν, Gπειδ* πρ	σωπον lν, ο"κ Qχον ε)  δ�ο
δια�ρεσιν· Gπε� µ* )δ�α φ�σι  τ5 σ�µα, κα� )δ�α φ�σι  % θε	τη  κατὰ
τ*ν σάρκωσιν, α� λλ�  nσπερ αP νθρωπο  µ�α φ�σι , οRτω  κα� @ Gν

235 Ps.-Athanasius, On the Trinity, PG xxvi, – (Latin).
236 Actually Apollinarius, On the Union = Lietzmann, Apollinaris, . Cited with

minor variations also at –.
237 Ibid. .
238 Socrates, Ecclesiastical History ii, , ed. G. C. Hansen, Sokrates Kirchengeschichte,

GCS,   (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, ), –.
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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 < >:xi ‘What is
confessed in Him is 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 Ecclesiastical
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:; 

‘There 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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@µοιaµατι α� νθρaπων γεν	µενο 239 Χριστ	 . Ε) δ9 ο"κ
Gπιγινaσκουσι τ5 καθ�  lνωσιν lν, δ�νανται κα� ε)  πολλὰ
καταµερ�ζειν τ5ν lνα, κα� πολλὰ  λ(γειν φ�σει , Gπειδ* πολυειδ9 
τ5 σ�µα Gξ iστ(ων κα� νε�ρων, κα� φλεβ�ν κα� σαρκ�ν, κα�
δ(ρµατο  κα� iν�χων, κα� τριχ�ν, κα� αmµατο , κα� πνε�µατο ,
α6 περ πάντα διαφορὰν µ9ν Qχει πρ5  αP λληλα, µ�α δ9 φ�σι 
Gστ�ν. 6Ωστε κα� % τC  θε	τητο  α� λFθεια, µετὰ το� σaµατο  lν Gστι,
κα� ε)  δ�ο φ�σει  ο" µερ�ζεται.”240 Κα� µετὰ βραχ(α· “ � Ανάγκη

γὰρ α"τοT  δ�ο λ(γοντα  φ�σει , τ*ν µ9ν µ�αν προσκυνε/ν, τ*ν δ9
Sτ(ραν µ* προσκυνε/ν· ε)  µ9ν τ*ν θεϊκ*ν βαπτ�ζεσθαι, ε)  δ9 τ*ν
α� νθρωπ�νην, µ* βαπτ�ζεσθαι. Ε) δ9 ε)  τ5ν θάνατον το� Κυρ�ου
βαπτιζ	µεθα,241 µ�αν @µολογο�µεν φ�σιν τC  α� παθο�  θε	τητο  κα�
τC  παθητC  σαρκ	 , mνα οRτω  ε)  Θε5ν � τ5 βάπτισµα %µ�ν, κα�
ε)  τ5ν θάνατον το� Κυρ�ου242 τελο�µενον.”243 Κα� µετ�  iλ�γα πάλιν·
“Μ* οIν το/  διατ(µνουσι πρ	φασιν δ	τωσαν οZ δ�ο λ(γοντε 
φ�σει · ο]τε γὰρ τ5 σ�µα καθ�  Sαυτ5 φ�σι , µ* δ9 ζωοποι5ν
καθ�  Sαυτ5, µ* δ9 διατ(µνεσθαι δυνάµενον, αP νευ το� ζωοποιο�· ο]τε
@ Λ	γο  καθ�  Sαυτ5ν ε)  )δ�αν µερ�ζεται φ�σιν :ν Qχει κατὰ τ5
αP σαρκον, Gπειδ* Gν σαρκ� Κ�ριο , κα� ο"κ αP σαρκο  GπεδFµησε τU
κ	σµW· ο]τε τ5 κτιστ5ν σ�µα ζH χωρ�  τC  α� κτ�στου θε	τητο , mνα

χωρ�ζY τ�  φ�σιν κτιστFν· ο]τε µ*ν @ αP κτιστο  Λ	γο  GπεδFµησε
χωρ�  σaµατο , mνα µερ�ζY τ�  α� κτ�στου φ�σιν.[r ] Ε) δ9 qν
Sκάτερ	ν Gστι κατὰ τ*ν lνωσιν κα� τ*ν σ�νοδον κα� τ*ν σ�νθεσιν
τ*ν α� νθρωποειδC, qν κα� τ5 Jνοµα τU συνθ(τW προσαρµ	ζεται· α� π5
µ9ν τC  θε	τητο , τ5 αP κτιστον, α� π5 δ9 το� σaµατο , τ5 κτιστ	ν·
α� π5 µ9ν τC  θε	τητο  τ5 α� παθ9 · α� π5 δ9 το� σaµατο  τ5 παθητ	ν.
Κα� nσπερ α� κο�οντε  το� Πα�λου τ5ν Χριστ5ν παθητ5ν,244 ο]τε
µερικ�  gκο�σαµεν, ο]τε τ*ν θε	τητα παθητ*ν Gνοµ�σαµεν, οRτω 
κα� τ5 κτιστ5ν κα� δο�λον, ο]τε µερικ�  λ(γεται, ο]τε τ*ν θε	τητα
ποιε/ κτιστFν, ο]τε δο�λην.”245 Τα�την τ*ν χρCσιν, ε1 γε

προσεχ	ντω  Gπισκ(πτοιεν οZ Gντυγχάνοντε , ο]τε διαβολC 
ο)	µεθα χρ�ζειν ε)  τ5 ψευδεπ�γραφον, ο]τε α� νατροπC  ε)  τ5
α� ν�σχυρον. 6Οτι µ9ν γὰρ πρ	σφατο  % τα�τη  σκαιωρ�α, συν�δοι τ� 
;Dστα τU µ* δ9 ∆ιοσκ	ρW, µ* δ9 ΣεβFρW, µ* δ9 το/  παλαιοτ(ροι 
τCσδε τC  α� σεβε�α  αZρεσιάρχαι  παράγεσθαι· δCλον γὰρ Nτι O διὰ

τ*ν διαβολ*ν το� ε)π	ντο , O τ*ν +περβολ*ν το� α� σεβFµατο ,
κα� Gκε�νοι  το/  λ�αν προσκειµ(νοι  τU δ	γµατι παρaφθη, πάντα
τα � Ιουλ�ου κα� τ�ν λοιπ�ν πατ(ρων µυριάκι  σπουδα�ω 
περιεργασαµ(νων, mνά τι πρ5  συνηγορ�αν το� ο)κε�ου φρονFµατο 

239 Phil. : 
240 Actually Apollinarius, Letter to Dionysius = Lietzmann, Apollinaris, –.
241 Cf. Rom. :  242 Ibid.
243 Actually Apollinarius, Letter to Dionysius = Lietzmann, Apollinaris, –.
244 Acts : .
245 Actually Apollinarius, Letter to Dionysius = Lietzmann, Apollinaris, –.
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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 into 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 is 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 is 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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α� ναλ(ξωνται. PΑλλω  τε τU γε ψιλ�  π�  το/  �Απολιναρ�ου
Gντυγχάνοντι προγενεστ(ροι  συγγράµµασι περ� τC  ο)κονοµ�α ,
ο"δ�  α� µφιβολ�α  εhναι αP ξιον δ	ξει τ5 γνFσιον α"τU τCσδε τC 
χρFσεω . PΑνω τε γὰρ κα� κάτω, τὰ δ�ο µ(ρη τC  φ�σεω  Χριστο�,
σ�µα µ	νον κα� θε	τητὰ φησ�, κα� σάρκα τ*ν E  σ�µα, ο" µ*ν E 
α� νθρωπ	τητα, λαµβανοµ(νην κα� Λ	γον, α� νθρωποειδC δ9 τ*ν
Χριστο� lνωσιν καλε/· Nπερ eν )δια�τατον Gκε�νου πρaτου δ	γµα,
λ(γοντο  πάλαι µ9ν α� ντ� ψυχC  σaµατι α� νθρωπε�W Gγγεν(σθαι τ*ν

θε	τητα, κα� µ�αν φ�σιν α� παρτ�σαι αP ψυχον θε�αν τ5ν Χριστ	ν·
Rστερον δ9 +φFσαντο  ποσ�  τH α� σεβε�K, α� ντ� νο� ψυχικο� Gνε/ναι
τ*ν θε	τητα Gν ΧριστU µετὰ το� α� λ	γου τC  ψυχC  µ(ρου 
δογµατ�ζοντο . �Αλλ�  οRτω µ9ν ε"φaρατο  % κατὰ το� πατρ5  διὰ
τC  GπιγραφC  συκοφαντ�α· % δ9 κατὰ το� Κυρ�ου βλασφηµ�α, Nση
Gστ�ν Gν το/σδε το/  ;ησειδ�οι , Gξεταστ(ον λοιπ	ν, τὰ πλε/στα Gν
α"το/  α� λ	γιστα καθ�  lν βασαν�ζοντ〈ε〉 . “Μ�α φ�σι  Gστ�,” φησ�,
“Gπειδ* πρ	σωπον lν”. PΑρα οIν Nπου πλε�ονα πρ	σωπα, πάντω 
κα� φ�σει  πλε�ου · κα� µ*ν τρ�α τὰ θε/α πρ	σωπα, φ�σι  δ9 µ�α,
οu  Qµπαλιν Qχει @ τC  ο)κονοµ�α  λ	γο , � φησιν @ θεολ	γο 

Γρηγ	ριο .246 PΕτι µ*ν Gπε� κα� το� µ�δρου +π	στασι  µ�α ε1τουν
πρ	σωπον, µ�α κα� το� Gν α"τU πυρ5  κα� σιδFρου φ�σι  Gστ�ν, O
παρὰ τὰ  κοινὰ  Gννο�α  δοξάζοµεν τάδε. Εhτα φησ�· “Ο"κ Qχον ε) 
δ�ο δια�ρεσιν, Gπε� µ* )δ�α φ�σι  % θε	τη  κατὰ τ*ν σάρκωσιν”· τ5
οIν “)δ�α” [ v ] το�του φησ�ν. Ε) µ9ν κατὰ τ	πον, Jντω  ο"κ
Qστιν )δ�K θάτερον α� π5 θατ(ρου· ο"κ Qστι γὰρ α"το/  τοπικ� 
διορισµ	 , Nτι Gν τU α� νθρωπ�νW το� Χριστο�, κατοικε/ πα̃ν τ5
πλFρωµα τC  θε	τητο  σωµατικ� .247 Ε) δ9 κατὰ λ	γον, ο"κ Qστιν
Sκατ(ρα )διάζουσα φ�σι  Gκ θατ(ρα —το�το γὰρ GσαφFνισε διὰ
τ�ν µετὰ βραχ(α, λ(γων· “Μ�αν @µολογο�µεν φ�σιν τC  α� παθο� 
θε	τητο  κα� τC  παθητC  σαρκ	 ”—κα� ο]τε % α� πάθεια το�
Λ	γου, ο]τε τ5 πάθο  τC  σαρκ5  1διον. ∆Cλον πα̃σιν, E  κα� @

Λ	γο  α"τC  ε)  1διον λ	γον Qπαθε, κα� % σάρξ )δ�W λ	γW ο"κ
Qπαθεν, Gζωοπο�ησ( τε ο" µ	νον @ Λ	γο  τ*ν σάρκα, α� λλὰ κα� %
σὰρξ τ5ν Λ	γον, ε1τουν % α� νθρωπ	τη , O, E  ο?το  λ(γει, τ5 σ�µα

246 Referring to Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter , SC , . The text is cited in
Aporiae at .

247 Col. : 
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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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τ*ν θε	τητα· kν τ�  βλασφηµ�α  +π(ρτερο  λ	γο ; �Αλλὰ τ5ν περ�
τὰ  α� σεβε/  διανο�α  συµβα�νοντα σάλον Gξ α� δρανε�α  το� ψε�δου 
κα� διὰ τ�ν SξC  σκοπητ(ον. “Ο]τε γὰρ τ5 σ�µα καθ�  Sαυτ5 φ�σι ”
φησ�, “µ* δ9 ζωοποι5ν καθ�  Sαυτ5, µ* δ9 διατ(µνεσθαι δυνάµενον”
P Αρα248 γο�ν nσπερ ο"κ Qχει τ5 ζωοποι5ν Gκ το� )δ�ου λ	γου,.

οRτω  ο"δ9 τ5 διατ(µνεσθαι Qχει Gκ το� )δ�ου λ	γου τ5 σ�µα· O Gκ
µ9ν το� λ	γου τC  )δ�α  φ�σεω  θάτερον Qχει, lτερον δ9 ο], Gκ δ9
τC  πρ5  τ5 ζωοποι5ν κα� α� διάτµητον φ�σει �ν Sνaσεω , α� µφ	τερα
Qλαβεν. PΑλλω  δ(, ε) µ* Qχει τὰ 1δια, κα� Gπεδε�ξατο Gνεργε�K %
φ�σι  το� σaµατο  τ5 διατµητ5ν α"τC  Gν ΧριστU, ο]τε το�
Λ	γου, ο]τε τC  σαρκ5  ο]ση  διατµητC , τ�  περιετµFθη; τ�  δ9
0λοι  κατεπερονFθη; τ�  δ9 λ	γχY διYρ(θη, πλ*ν ε) µ* φαντασ�α τ� 
κα� σκια̃  τ�πο ;

Τ5 δ9 Gπαγ	µενον, Nση  γ(µει τC  α� νο�α , προσεκτ(ον· φησ� γάρ·
“Ο]τε @ Λ	γο  ε)  )δ�αν µερ�ζεται φ�σιν, :ν Qχει κατὰ τ5 αP σαρκον”.

P Εχει οIν, > σοφο�, “κατὰ τ5 αP σαρκον” “)δ�αν φ�σιν” @ Λ	γο , Qτι
κα� “GπιδηµFσα ” Gν σαρκ�. Κα� π�  τ�ν +µετ(ρων ο"κ Gπαtοιτε; τ�
τ9 %µ/ν προσεπερωτ�σιν +µα̃  α� ποκριθFσεσθε; �̂Αρα γὰρ κα� @
κυριακ5  αP νθρωπο  Qχει )δ�αν φ�σιν κατὰ τ5 σαρκικ	ν, ε) κα�
Gνθ(ω  “GπεδFµησεν”, O το� Λ	γου µ	νον σaζεται % φ�σι  %
αP σαρκο , δ	κησι  δ9 eν % φαν(ρωσι  τC  σαρκ5  το� Κυρ�ου; ε) γὰρ
α� ληθε�K eν, δ�ο φ�σει  Sκατ(ρα τ�νδε συνάγουσιν, ε)  µ�αν κοιν*ν
+π	στασιν συνηγµ(να  τ*ν α"το�. �Αλλ�  Gπ� το�τοι  τ� φησιν; Ε) δ9
“lν Sκάτερ	ν Gστι κατὰ τ*ν σ�νοδον”, > αP νθρωπε, ε) lν, π� 
Sκάτερον; ε) δ9 Sκάτερον, π�  lν κατὰ τ5 α"τ5 Qσται; Ο"κο�ν

σαφ( , Nτι qν µ9ν κατὰ τ5 πρ	σωπον, Sκάτερον δ9 κατὰ τὰ  φ�σει 
Gστ�ν. Ο"χ� φησ�ν, α� λλὰ “κατὰ τ*ν α� νθρωποειδC σ�νθεσιν”. Τ� οIν,
σωζοµ(νη  φ�σεω  ψυχC  κα� σaµατο , 1σµεν κα� Sτ(ραν [r]
φ�σιν εhναι τ5ν αP νθρωπον παρὰ τάσδε, O ο"χ�; Ε) µ9ν οIν ο"χ�, ο"δ9
Gπ� το� Κυρ�ου σωζοµ(νη  θε	τητο  κα� α� νθρωπ	τητο  Qτι, φ�σι 
Gστ� α"τU % καθολικωτ(ρα µ�α. Ε) δ9 σωζοµ(νων το�των, ο)	µεθα

248 αP ρα] αs ρα MS
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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
is 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-à-vis
person, but there is ‘each’ vis-à-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,

    



Gπιγεν(σθαι κα� τ*ν κοινοτ(ραν το� α� νθρaπου φ�σιν, παρὰ τα�τα 
Sτ(ραν οIσαν, τ�  αX ν ε1η κα� % Gπ� Χριστο� % Gπιγενοµ(νη φ�σι , :
ο]τε θε�α ο]τε α� νθρωπ�νη Gστ�; Κα� τ� τ5 φυσικ5ν το�το εhδο ,
τ5 +π(ρθεον, ε1πατε· α� λλ�  οRτω  µ9ν τάδε. “ o Εν” δ9 “τU συνθ(τW

Jνοµα”, τ5 πο/ον φατ9 “προσαρµ	ζεσθαι”; Ε) µ9ν τ5 +ποστατικ	ν,
α� ναντ�ρρητο  @ λ	γο · ε) δ9 〈τ5〉 φυσικ	ν, τ�  α"τU % +ποκειµ(νη
φ�σι , κα� διὰ το�δε προσαγορευοµ(νη; Ε) µ9ν γὰρ Sτ(ρα παρά τε
τ*ν θε	τητα κα� 〈τ*ν〉 α� νθρωπ	τητα, πο�α αX ν ε1η; Ε) δ9 % τC 
θε	τητο , ο" το� συνθ(του )δ�ω  % iνοµασ�α E  συνθ(του· κα� πρ5
γὰρ τC  συνθ(σεω  eν 0 τε φ�σι  κα� τ5 Jνοµα. Ε) δ9 〈%〉 τC 
α� νθρωπ	τητο , κα� οRτω  ο" το� συνθ(του % προσηγορ�α· κα� πρ5
γὰρ τC  Sνaσεω  τCσδε eν 0 τε φ�σι  κα� % κλCσι  αRτη

Eµολογηµ(νω  πα̃σιν. �Αλλ�  mνα πάντα παρ�δωµεν, π�  qν Jνοµα
φυσικ5ν δε/ν ε)δ(ναι κατὰ το� συνθ(του λ(γοντε  Nλου, δ�ο τ9 κα�
Gναντ�α α"το� καταφάσκετε, κτιστ	ν τε κα� αP κτιστον α"τ5
λ(γοντε , κα� τ	 γε λ�αν παραδοξ	τερον, Nτι “α� π5 µ9ν τC 
θε	τητο ”, µ	νον “τ5 αP κτιστον” κα� “α� παθ9 ” φάσκοντε  εhναι
α"το�, “α� π5 δ9 το� σaµατο  τ5 κτιστ5ν” κα� “παθητ	ν”, “ο]τε
µερικ�  α� κο�ειν”, “ο]τε λ(γειν” τάδε Gπ� Χριστο� ε)ρFκατε, α� λλ�  Gκ
το� Nλου Χριστο�. ΣυγχωρFσαντε  δ9 +µ/ν E  αX ν κα� βο�λεσθε
παλιλλογε/ν, Gπαγάγοιµεν το/  παρ�  +µ�ν α� ναγκα�ω , E  ε1περ
@µοτ�µω  περ� Sκατ(ρου τ�ν Gν ΧριστU τὰ Gναντ�α δοξάζετε, κα�
τ5 Nλον κατὰ φ�σιν 1στε τοι	νδε Χριστο�, p αP ν Gκ θατ(ρα  τ�ν Gν
α"τU φ�σεων λ(γεται κατὰ τC  Nλη  +ποστάσεω  α"το�, αP ρα γε

nσπερ α� ληθ�  παθητ* κα� κτιστ* % σὰρξ α"το�, οRτω  γε κα� %
θε	τη  α"το�, κα� nσπερ α� παθ*  κα� αP κτιστο  % θε	τη  α"το�,
οRτω  γε κα� % σάρξ αo  πρ5  τU βλασφFµW, Qχει κα� τ5 α� δ�νατον
σαφ� · ο" γὰρ Qστιν Gν ταυτU κα� κατὰ τ5 α"τ5 κα� Eσα�τω 
πάντY τὰ Gναντ�α πaποτ( τινο  καταφάσκεσθαι.
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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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Το� α"το� Gκ το� περ� τC  Gν ΧριστU Sνaσεω · “ �Ωµολ	γηται δ9
Gν α"τU τ5 µ9ν εhναι κτιστ5ν Gν Sν	τητι το� α� κτ�στου, φ�σεω  µια̃ 
Gξ Sκατ(ρου µ(ρου  συνισταµ(νη , µερικ*ν Gν(ργειαν κα� το� Λ	γου
συντελ(σαντο  ε)  τ5 Nλον, µετὰ τC  θεϊκC  τελει	τητο , Nπερ Gπ�
το� κοινο� α� νθρaπου Gκ δ�ο µερ�ν α� τελ�ν γ�νεται, µ�αν φ�σιν

πληρο�ντων, κα� Sν� iν	µατι δηλουµ(νων.”249 Σαφ9  αP ρα E  τC 
φ�σεω  το� ο)κε�ου Nλου, τC  µια̃  <γουν τC  Χριστο�, % θεϊκ*
τελει	τη · µ(ρο  οIν φυσικ5ν κα� Gλάττων Gστι φ�σι , κα� ο" µ	νον
γυµν* σαρκ5  κρ�νοιτο το� Λ	γου πρ5  Χριστ	ν· Nπερ ε) @ � Ιο�λιο 
Qφη, Jντω  @ βουλ	µενο  σκοπε�τω. [v]

Γρηγορ�ου το� Θαυµατουργο�, E  φασ�ν, Gν τH Κατὰ µ(ρο 
π�στει· “Τ5 δοξάζειν δ�ο φ�σει  τ5ν lνα Χριστ	ν, τετράδα τ*ν
α� γ�αν Τριάδα ποιε/ ”, φασ�· “Qφη γὰρ οRτω · ‘Κα� Qστι Θε5 
α� ληθιν	 , @ αP σαρκο  Gν σαρκ� φανερωθε� ,250 τ(λειο  τH α� ληθινH κα�
θε�K τελει	τητι. Ο" δ�ο πρ	σωπα, ο" δ�ο φ�σει , ο"δ9 τ(σσαρα 
προσκυνε/ν λ(γοµεν, Θε5ν κα� ΥZ5ν Θεο� κα� αP νθρωπον κα� Πνε�µα
α6 γιον.’251” Πρ�τον µ9ν α� γνοε/ται κα� α� µφιβάλλεται λ�αν % χρCσι 

κα� 0δε· Nµω  µ(ντοι µ* “δ�ο πρ	σωπα” Gπ� Χριστο� λ(γειν φησ�,
mνα µ* @µολογο�ντε  α"τ5ν Θε5ν, κα� Gν τελε�K θε	τητι, δ�ο δ9
α"το� πρ	σωπα, τετράδα παριστ�µεν τ�ν θε�ων προσaπων, Θεο�
το� Πατρ5  lν, κα� ΥZο� Θεο� lν, κα� α� νθρaπου lν, κα� Πνε�µατο 
α� γ�ου lν, α� ριθµο�ντε . �Αλλ�  ο"δ9 δ�ο φ�σει , θε�α  µ(ντοι, ε)δ(ναι
α"το� φησ�, α� λλ�  Gν µιD φυσικH θε�K τελει	τητι, τ(λειον α"τ5ν θε5ν
@µολογε/ν, κα� ο"κ Gν δ�ο· Nτι γὰρ α� τρ(πτω  Gσαρκaθη, κα�
α� διπλασιάστω  τ*ν θε	τητα Qχει, βο�λεται δε/ξαι. �Ο γο�ν α"τ5 

πρ5 βραχ(ο  φησ�· “Κα� τ�ν περ� σάρκα παθ�ν γινοµ(νων, τ*ν
α� πάθειαν % δ�ναµι  εhχε τ*ν SαυτC . �Ασεβ*  οIν @ τ5 πάθο  α� νάγων
ε)  τ*ν δ�ναµιν· @ γὰρ τC  δ	ξη  Κ�ριο 252 Gν α� νθρωπ�νW σχFµατι
π(φηνε, τ*ν α� νθρωπ�νην ο)κονοµ�αν α� ναδεξάµενο .”253

Γρηγορ�ου το� 〈θεολ	γου〉 Gκ το� κατὰ �Απολιναριαστ�ν·
“Κατηγορο�σιν %µ�ν E  δ�ο φ�σει  ε)σαγ	ντων, α� πηρτηµ(να  O
µαχοµ(να , κα� µεριζ	ντων τ*ν +περφυα̃ κα� θαυµασ�αν lνωσιν.”254



� Αλλ�  > ο?τοι σαφ( , Nτι τ*ν α� πάρτησιν κα� µάχην λ(γειν Gπ� τ�ν
φ�σεων ο" συν(θετο—τάδε γὰρ µερ�ζει τ*ν θαυµαστ*ν lνωσιν—
Gπε� Qδει λ(γειν µ	νον οRτω , E  “δ�ο φ�σει  ε)σαγ	ντων, κα�
µεριζ	ντων τ*ν +περφυα̃ lνωσιν”.

249 Actually Apollinarius, On the Union = Leitzmann, Apollinaris, . Cited with
minor differences also at  above.

250  Tim. : 
251 Actually Apollinarius, On the Faith, Point by Point = Lietzmann, Apollinaris, –.
252  Cor. : 
253 Actually Apollinarius, On the Faith, Point by Point = Lietzmann, Apollinaris, .
254 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter , SC , .
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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 is 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-à-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-à-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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Κυρ�λλου255 Gκ τC  πρ5  Σο�κενσον GπιστολC · “Πλ*ν τC 
Sνaσεω  @µολογουµ(νη , ο"κ(τι διtστανται α� λλFλων τὰ Sνωθ(ντα,
α� λλ�  εu  λοιπ5ν ΥZ5 , µ�α φ�σι  α"το� E  σαρκωθ(ντο .”256 Ν�ν
δCλ	ν Gστι παντ� τU σοφ�  α6 µα κα� ε"σεβ�  Gπισκ(πτοντι, Nτι
µ�αν φ�σιν ΥZο� φησ�ν, E  φ�σει ΥZο�· ο" γὰρ Gστι κα� χάριτι ΥZ5 
@ α6 παξ τ*ν το� φ�σει ΥZο� φ�σιν Qχων, ε) κα� τ*ν σαρκ5  φ�σιν
προσεκτFσατο µηδ(ποτε α"το� α� ποδιαστάσαν, mνα κα� τC  κατὰ
χάριν υZοθεσ�α  δ(οιτο, τC  κατὰ φ�σιν ο"κ gξιωµ(νη. �Αε� γὰρ Gξ

ο?π(ρ Gστι τH φ�σει υZωµ(νη ο"σ�α, %νωµ(νη Gστ�, κα� τH τC 
φυσικC  υZaσεω  α� ξ�K συντετιµηµ(νη οIν δοξάζετα� τε κα�
συµπροσκυνε/ται.

Μηδ9ν δ9 α� θεράπευτον καταλιπε/ν E  οu	ν τε σπουδάζοντε 
α"το/  τ�ν τC  πρ5  %µα̃  φιλεχθ�α 257 προφασισµάτων, κα� τὰ  Gν
παραβάσει το� λ	γου ε)ωθυ�α  α"το/  προφ(ρεσθαι µ(µψει 
καθ�  %µ�ν παραγαγ	ντε , Gνταυθο/ που τ5ν Qλεγχον το� κατὰ
τC  Gκκλησ�α  ψε�δου  α� ποτερµατ�σωµεν. �Επε� γὰρ µFτε
α� ποδεικτικο/  GπιχειρFµασι παραστCσαι, µFτε γραφικο/  O
πατρικο/  µαρτυρFµασι βεβαι�σαι τὰ ο)κε/α φρονFµατα
δεδ�νηνται, Gν Gσχατολογ�K τ�ν α)τι�ν τC  α� φ�  %µ�ν GκφοιτFσεω ,
[r] φασ�ν Qτι· “ �Ω  καX ν τοιάδε258 +µε/  ε"σεβοφανC ν�ν

δογµατ�ζετε, ο" συνεκκλησιαζ	µεθα +µ/ν· δ(χεσθε γὰρ κα� σ(βετε
τ*ν Gν Χαλκηδ	νι σ�νοδον, κα� Λ(οντα τ5ν πατριάρχην �Ρaµη , οm ”,
καθά φησιν α"το/  @ λ(γων τινὰ Sαυτ5ν εhναι διδάσκαλον α"τ�ν, @
α� π5 πατριαρχ�ν �Αντιοχε�α  ΣεβCρο , “πρ	φασιν µ9ν Qσχον τC  Gπ�

τ5 α"τ5 συνελε�σεω  τ*ν Ε"τυχο�  καθα�ρεσιν, σπο�δασµα δ9 eσαν
Νεστορ�ου.”

〈Τ 〉α�τα γο�ν οZ λ(γοντε , π�  ο" τολµητα� κα� α"θάδει  λ�αν;
δ	ξα  γὰρ ο" τρ(µουσι βλασφηµο�ντε ,259 ο� λ	γον µ9ν δaσουσι τU
Sτο�µω  Qχοντι κρ/ναι ζ�ντα  κα� νεκρο� ,260 p  κα� α� ποδaσει
SκάστW κατὰ τ5 Qργον α"το�,261 κα� α� ποκαλ�ψει τὰ  βουλὰ  τ�ν
καρδι�ν.262 ∆ε�ξοµεν δ9 κα� %µε/  σTν ΘεU τH α� ληθε�K πα̃σι το/ 
α� κροατα/  τ�νδε, E  κα� κριτα/  α� πολογο�µενοι, Nτι χε�λη δ	λια Gν
καρδ�K263 α"το/ , κα� Gκ καρδ�α  Gλάλησαν κακά,264 θυµ5  α"το/ 
κατὰ τ*ν @µο�ωσιν το� Jφεω 265 φθονερ5  κα� µισάνθρωπο , ο"
θε	ζηλο . ΟZ γὰρ το�  τε α� ναθεµατ�σαντα  Νεστ	ριον, <γουν τ*ν Gν
�Εφ(σW σ�νοδον, ποτνιaµενοι, κα� τὰ κατὰ Νεστορ�ου γεγραµµ(να
τU @σιωτάτW Κυρ�λλW κα� τὰ  κατὰ το�δε φωνὰ  πάσα 

255 Κυρ�λλου] Κυλ�λλου sic MS
256 Actually Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , .
257 sic MS = φιλεχθρ�α 258 το�άδε sic accent. MS
259  Pet. :  260  Pet. :  261 Rom. : 
262  Cor. :  263 Ps. :  LXX
264 Cf. Ps. :  and :  LXX; Luke :  265 Ps. :  LXX
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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 him 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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@µολογο�ντε , κα� E  µ�σ	  τι α"το� πανταχ	σε µνηµονε�οντε ,
κα� πρ	 γε πάντων τ�ν +πευθ�νων τH α� σεβε�K κα� µετὰ πάντα 
το�τον α� ναθεµατ�ζοντε , κα� τοT  τὰ α"το� φρονο�ντα , π	θεν
ε"λ	γω  E  Νεστορ�W σπουδάζοντε  διεβλFθησαν;

“Να�, eσάν τινε ” φησ�ν “Gν τH συν	δW, ο� Gφωράθησαν
Νεστορ�W πάλαι προσκε�µενοι.”

6 Ινα οIν κα� κατὰ συνδροµ*ν το�το δ�µεν α"το/ —τ5 γὰρ
ε"καθα�ρετον το� λ	γου ε)δ	τε , ε)  µCκο  τ*ν α� πολογ�αν Gκτε�νειν
περιττ�  ο" βουλ	µεθα—π�  π(ντε µ9ν δικα�ων lνεκα266 µ	νων
κα� Σ	δοµα κα� Γοµ	ρρα Nλη Gσaζετο, v  % κραυγ* τC  α� νοµ�α 
κα� lω  τ�ν +ψ�στων α� ν(βη,267 Gν δ9 το�τοι  διὰ δε�τερον O τρ�τον

τινὰ δεισιδαιµονο�ντα, ε) κα� αP ρα α� γνaστω  τ9 Gν α"το/ 
α� σεβο�ντα, πα̃σα % @σ�α πληθT  κα� λα5  @ α6 γιο  το� τ�ν χλ ´
Zερατε�µατο , E  γνaµY δυσσεβο�ντε , µ* διαθρCσαι τ*ν α� λFθειαν
Gγκατελε�φθησαν +π5 το� λ(γοντο  Θεο�· Ο? ε)σ� δ�ο O τρε/ 
συνηγµ(νοι Gπ� τU iν	µατ� µου, Gκε/ ε)µ� Gν µ(σW α"τ�ν;268 Κα�
το�το, ο"κ ε)  α"τοT  µ	νον συντεινο�ση  τC  θε�α  παροράσεω ,
α� λλὰ κα� ε)  πα̃σαν Χριστο� τ*ν καθ�  Nλη  τC  ο)κουµ(νη  α� γ�αν
Gκκλησ�αν τ�ν πανδFµων κα� πανεθν�ν λα�ν α� φειδ(στερον, Nτι
ο"δ9 προσκα�ρω , α� λλ�  lω  α)ων�α  παραδ	σεω  0κειν Qµελλε τὰ
τ	τε ψηφισθ(ντα φρονFµατα, E  @ρ�µεν σTν ΘεU µ(χρι κα� ν�ν.
sΑρα οIν ο"κ ε)  τ5ν τC  θε�α  προνο�α  λ	γον α� σεβFσειε πρ�το , @

τ5ν τC  π�στεω  τC  ο)κονοµ�α  Χριστο� λ	γον α� θετ�ν κηρυχθCναι
τH ο)κουµ(νY διὰ τ�ν α� γ�ων συν	δων, κα� βεβαιωθCναι Gν τα/  SξC 
γενεα/  λογιζ	µενο ; Ε) δ9 µ* δ9 Gκ το� τC  θε�α  προνο�α  λ	γου
µ* ε"παραδ(κτω  Qχετε πρ5  τ*ν α� γ�αν σ�νοδον, α� λ[v]λ’ Qτι
+ποπτε�ετε Gκ τC  παλαια̃  προλFψεω  τινὰ  )δικ�  τ�ν Gν α"τH

+πο�λω  Qχειν κα� τ	τε τ*ν Νεστορ�ου κακοδοξ�αν, ε) κα� το/ 
λεγοµ(νοι  +π5 το� κοινο� συναπFγοντο, σκοπFσωµεν κα� οRτω ,
τ�  δικα�α κατάκρισι  Gκ το�δε τC  συν	δου. Ε1πατε γάρ, ε)
α� δ�νατον eν τινὰ  πάλαι ο"κ ε"φρονο�ντα , Gν το/  SξC  χρ	νοι 
µεταµαθε/ν τ*ν ε"σ(βειαν κα� iρθοδοξCσαι; Α"τ5 γὰρ δ* το�το
+π�  α"τ�ν πραχθ(ν, τουτ� βοD, <γουν τ5 κατ�  Gκε/νο καιρο�
α� κραιφν�  ε"σεβε/ν, ε) κα� µ* πρaην, Gγγράφω  α� ναθεµατισάντων
τὰ Νεστορ�ου φρονFµατα, τ	δε γὰρ, ο" τ�ν Gνδεχοµ(νων Gστ�ν;

266 Gen. :  LXX 267 Cf. Gen. :  LXX 268 Matt. : 
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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 for 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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6 Ωσπερ γο�ν ο"δ9 Sτ(ρου  πάλιν τινὰ  τ�ν Gν τH συν	δW, α� δ�νατ	ν
Gστι κατ�  Gκε/νο καιρο� ε"σεβο�ντα , Rστερον µεταπεσε/ν ε) 
α� σ(βειαν; XΗ ο"χ� κα� Πα�λο  @ πρ�ν διaκτη  Rστερον
ε"ηγγελ�ζετο τ*ν π�στιν :ν πάλαι Gπ	ρθει;269 � Ιο�δα  δ9 @ πρaην

σTν το/  ια ´ ε"αγγελιζ	µενο  τ5ν Κ�ριον, Nτε α� νὰ δ�ο270

α� πεστάλησαν +π�  α"το�, Rστερον κα� Gπεβο�λευσεν α"τU; αP λλω  δ9
ε) κα� κατὰ τ5ν τC  συν	δου καιρ5ν α"τ5ν κακ	φρονε  eσαν τιν9 
Gν α"το/ , Nµω  Gπ� το/  καλ�  πραττοµ(νοι  κα� λεγοµ(νοι 
συνετ�θεντο, τ�  % µ(µψι  Gκ το�δε κα� τH συν	δW; µ	νου γὰρ εhναι
Θεο� τ5 καρδ�α  κα� νεφροT 271 Gτάζειν ε1ρηται.

“ � Αλλ�  ε) Nλω  µ(ρο  Qσχε ψεκτ	ν, τ5 Nλον” φησ� “λοιπ5ν
α� δ	κιµον κρ�νεται.”

Κα� πα̃σαν τ*ν α6 λω αP ρα διὰ τ5 qν ζιζάνιον, κα� τ5ν Nλον χορ5ν

τ�ν α� ποστ	λων διαβλητ(ον, διὰ τ*ν ε)  το�σδε το� � Ιο�δα
συγκαταρ�θµησιν. PΕτι µFν, ε) Gκ το� µ(ρου  τ5 Nλον κρ�νειν δε/,
Gπε� πολλο� κα� τ�ν Gκ τC  Gν �Εφ(σW συν	δου eσαν Gν τHδε τH
Χαλκηδ	νο  συν	δW, δCλον Nτι E  Gκ τ�νδε µα̃λλον τ5ν κατὰ
Νεστορ�ου σκοπ5ν εhναι κα� τCσδε στοχάζεσθαι ε]λογον. XΗ
α� γνοε/τε Nτι κα� τ�ν Gν Νικα�K τιη ´ περ� τοT  δ(κα κα� Sπτά, φ	βW
τC  καθαιρ(σεω , +π(γραψαν κατὰ �Αρε�ου, ο� κα� Gπολ(µησαν
δειν�  µετὰ τα�τα τ5ν µ(γαν �Αθανάσιον, κα� ο" παρὰ το�το %
σ�νοδο  Nλη διαβάλλεται; Ε) δ9 Gκ το� µ9ν σαφο�  µ(ρου  ο"κ
ε"δοκε/τε συνι(ναι τ*ν το� Nλου α� γαθ	τητα, Gκ δ9 το� α� µφιβ	λου
διαβάλλειν πειράζετε, αP ρά272 γε Gκ µ(ρου  διαβληθε�ση  +µ/ν τCσδε
τC  α� γ�α  συν	δου τC  @λ	τητο  πάση , συνδιαβεβληµ(νων τU NλW

κα� τ�ν Gκ τC  Gν �Εφ(σW ε+ρεθ(ντων Gν α"τH, ο� eσαν µ(ρο 
Gκε�νη , κα� κε�νην α� νάγκη τ*ν @λ	τητα, Gκ το� ληφθ(ντο  α"τC 
µ(ρου  µεµπτο�, E  σπο�δασµα Νεστορ�ου συνδιαβάλλεσθαι, κα�
Gκ το� +πολε�µµατο  τ�ν δ(κα κα� Sπτὰ E  σπο�δασµα �Αρε�ου τ*ν
Gν Νικα�K α� θετε/σθαι δ(ον. 6 Ινα δ9 µ* α� γνοCτε τC  α� θ(σµου
λοιδορ�α  +µ�ν τ*ν προπ(τειαν, µνηµονε�σατε Nτι κα� Συµε`ν @

α6 γιο  @ Gν κ�ονι τ*ν )δ�αν %µ/ν [r] στηλaσα  α� ρετFν, εu  eν
τ�ν +πογραψάντων Gν τU NρW τCσδε τC  συν	δου, ε)  Nν
GγκωµιαστικοT  λ	γου  κα� Rµνου  GκθειαστικοT  κα� @ +µ(τερο 
Qφη πατριάρχη  ΣεβCρο  α"τ	 , κα� Βαραδάτο  δ9 κα� � Ιάκωβο  οZ

269 Gal. :  270 Luke : 
271 Rev. :  272 αP ρά ] αs ρά MS
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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 two 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 hearts 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  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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θαυµατουργο� συνυπ(γραψαν. �Αλλὰ τ� τα�τα, ;ητορικC  Jντα
πιθανολογ�α  δεινaµατα, το/  πρ5  κατάληψιν ε"σεβε�α 
Gναγων�ω  σπε�δουσιν Gµποδ`ν ;�πτετε τὰ σκάνδαλα, κα� τοT 
θ(λοντα  τρ(χειν καλ� , Gκκ	πτετε τH α� ληθε�K µ* πε�θεσθαι;273

�Ω  αX ν γο�ν Gνaπι	ν τε Θεο� κα� α� νθρaπων274 παραστFσωµεν ο"κ
Gν λ	γW Jντα τ5ν +µ(τερον α� πεκκλησιασµ	ν, )δοT πάντα
παραδραµ	ντε  Qλεγχον τ�ν προφασισµάτων, προτε�νοµεν +µ/ν E ,
ε) τὰ προβασανισθ(ντα %µ�ν iρθὰ δ	γµατα συνοµολογFσοιτε, “µ�αν

τ9 φ�σιν το� θεο� λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην” λ(γοντε , κα� δ�ο φ�σει 
εhναι Χριστο� %νωµ(να  κατὰ µ�αν α"το� τ*ν +π	στασιν ο"κ
α� ρνο�µενο� τε, κα� τ*ν σ�νοδον κα� Λ(οντα κα� SαυτοT , α� λλὰ κα�
αP γγελον Gξ ο"ρανο�,275 ε) µ* οRτω  Gφρ	νουν κα� Qλεγον κα�
Qγραφον, πρ5 +µ�ν α� ναθεµατ�ζοµεν, ΣεβCρ	ν τε κα� ∆ι	σκορον κα�
Τιµ	θεον κα� +µα̃ , κα� τ5ν οZονο�ν οRτω  φρονο�ντα, ε"φηµο�µεν
κα� α� ποδεχ	µεθα, µηδ9ν lτερον Gπιλ(γοντε  το�τοι , α� λλὰ τ*ν
κρ�σιν τ�ν οRτω  φρονο�ντων, O αP λλω  µ9ν ε)ρηκ	των, Sτ(ρω  δ9
νοο�ντων, τU πάντων κριτH ΘεU Gγκαταλιµπάνοντε . Ε) δ9 πάντω 
κρ�νειν κα� %µα̃  δε/ κα� πληροφορε/σθαι, τ�νε  µ9ν ε"σεβε/  ε)σ�
πατ(ρε  %µ�ν κα� ποιµ(νε 276 κα� φωστCρε ,277 τ�νε  δ9 α� στ(ρε 

πλανCται,278 κα� λYσται279; κα� λ�κοι,280 ε)  δια�ρεσιν κα� φθορὰν
τC  Gκκλησ�α  Χριστο� τU διαβ	λW λειτουργFσαντε , ε)κ	τω , ο� 
µ9ν εRροµεν σαφ�  Gκ τ�ν γεγραµµ(νων τC  α� ληθε�α  +ποφFτα ,
E  διὰ τC  θ�ρα 281 ε)σι	ντα  ε)  τ*ν µάνδραν το� Χριστο�, <γουν
δι�  α"το�, N  Gστιν % α� λFθεια,282 το�του  σ(βοµεν, το�του 
α� γαπ�µεν, το�τοι  +πακο�οµεν, α� λλοτρ�W δ9 ο"χ�  +πακο�οµεν, Nτι
ο"κ ο1δαµεν τ�ν α� λλοτρ�ων τ*ν φωνFν,283 τὰ Gντ5  πρ	βατα το�
καλο� ποιµ(νο 284 κα� α� ρχιπο�µενο 285 το� µεγάλου � Ιησο� Χριστο�.

“Κα� µ*ν” φασ� “κα� α"το� οZ τC  συν	δου πατ(ρε  περ� φωνά 
τινὰ  α� λλFλοι  διην(χθησαν, κα� Gν(στησαν +π9ρ τC  πρaτη  α"τ�ν
Gκθ(σεω  τC  καταργηθε�ση  θερµ� . �ΑλλFλω  αX ν ο?τοι, κα� +π9ρ

∆ιοσκ	ρου πρεσβε�οντε  το� +πευθ�νου, π�  οIν ο"χ�  Rποπτοι;”
Πλ*ν τ� το�το ξ(νον; Κα� Gν τH γὰρ τ�ν τιη ´ πατ(ρων συν	δW τH

Gν Νικα�K διην(χθησάν τινε  πρ5  α� λλFλου , E  δηλο/ Ε"σ(βιο 
Zστορ�ν.

“ � Αλλὰ να�” φησ�ν “Gλ(γχει τ*ν σ�νοδον Sτεροφρονο�σαν κατὰ
βάθου  πρ5  τὰ πολλὰ τ�ν ε)ρηµ(νων +π�  α"τC , κα� αP λλα µ9ν
{δ�νουσαν, αP λλα δ9 α� ποτ�κτουσαν, κα� @ το� Nρου α"τC 
διπλασιασµ	 , κα� % Gπάλληλο  ψCφο , κα� τ�ν )δ�ων %
µεταστροφF.”

273 Gal. :  274 Cf.  Cor. :  275 Gal. : 
276 Eph. :  277 Phil. :  278 Jude : 
279 John :  280 John :  281 John : 
282 John :  283 John :  284 John : 
285  Pet. : 
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Baradatus and James the wonder-workers.xii 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 hinder 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 is, 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.e.
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  

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.’

    



� Αλλ�  Qστι µ(ν, > ο?τοι, Gκ τ�ν κατ�  α"τCν πεπραγµ(νων ε]λογον,
τFν τε Gπανάληψιν το� Nρου κα� τ*ν Gπιδι	ρθωσιν κατανοCσαι
σαφ(στατα. 6 Ινα δ9 µ* τοια�ται  δικολογ�αι  α� γο[v]ρα�οι  κα�
%µε/  +µ/ν συνδιασυρaµεθα, κα� πρ5  τ	δε το�τ	 φαµεν· “Πρ�τα
µ9ν E  ο"κ Gκ πρaτη  α� νθρaποι  πα̃σιν, ο"δ9 το/  θεοφ	ροι , %
τελε�α γν�σι  ε"θ� , α� λλ�  Qστι κα� τοT  α� γ�ου  πC µ9ν Gκ µ(ρου  τ�

γινaσκοντα ,286 Rστερον τελεωτ(ρω  τ5 α"τ5 Gπιγινaσκειν· αP λλω 
δ9 ε) µ* τ5 Nλον πρ5  διαβολ*ν µ	νον @ρ�µεν, µα̃λλον αX ν Gκ το�δε
προσεχ�  τε κα� Gµπερισκ(πτω  ψηφισαµ(νη φανε/ται, κα� ο"δ9ν
κατὰ συναρπαγ*ν O παρ	ρασιν τC  χρε�α  GκφωνFσασα.”

“ � Αλλὰ κα� Sτ(ρωθεν α"τFν” φησιν “διαβλητ(ον. ∆ιοσκ	ρW γὰρ
α� ντιπαθ�  Qχουσα Gλ(γχεται τU Gν �Αλεξανδρε�K Jντι πάπK ποτ(,
p  το/  Νεστοριανο/  α� ντ(κειτο αP γαν δ	γµασι. Κα� γὰρ τ	νδε ο"κ
α� λ	γω  Gξ(βαλε το� θρ	νου, µ	νον E  GχθρU Νεστορ�ου το�τW
µην�σασα, α� λλὰ τινε  α"τ�ν τοι�νδε συνηγορι�ν κα� κατηγορι�ν
;ητορικα� παραγραφα� κα� διαβολα�, Τερτ�λλW τU +π9ρ � Ιουδα�ων
λ(γοντι κατὰ Πα�λου πρ5  ΦFλικα πρ(πουσαι.”287

Πρ5  +ποσ�λησιν γὰρ τ�ν κουφοτ(ρων κριτ�ν ε)σ�ν Gξευρηµ(να

τὰ τοιάδε. ∆ι	σκορον γάρ, E  Ε"τυχ(α µ9ν τ5ν κακ	φρονα
δεξάµενον µετὰ τ*ν καθα�ρεσιν α"το�, κα� α� ναθεµατ�σαντα τ5ν
Nσιον Φλαβιαν5ν τ5ν δικα�ω  α"τ5ν καθάραντα, προετρ(ψατο Gλθε/ν
ε)  α� νάκρισιν τ�ν κατ�  α"το� % σ�νοδο , διαφ	ρω  κα� α� λληνάλλω 
ψευδC τε προφασιζ	µενον Gπ� τH α� ναµονH α"το� τH πρ5  τ*ν
κλCσιν φωραθ(ντα· Rστερον δ9 κα� α� ν(δην τ(λεον ο"κ ε1ξαντα
παραγεν(σθαι, τηνικα�τα Gξ(βαλον.

“Π�  οIν” φησ�ν “α"τ* % σ�νοδο  Qφη ∆ι	σκορον µ* διὰ δ	γµα
καθελε/ν, α� λλ�  Nτι κληθε�  ο"χ�  +πFκουσε;”

Κα� γὰρ Jντω , > ο?τοι, GκλFθη µ9ν διὰ τ*ν το� κακο� δ	γµατο 

Ε"τυχο�  +ποψ�αν, µ* +πακο�σα  δ9 κα� GκδοT  ε)  βάσανον τὰ
καθ�  Sαυτ5ν προϋποπ(πτωκε κα� Sτ(ρW GγκλFµατι, τU τC 
παρακοC , +π9ρ ο? κα� τC  κατὰ τοT  καν	να  µερικC  τ(τυχεν
α� µοιβC  Gκβεβληµ(νο · πλ*ν ο"κ Gν τUδε το� τC  κακοδοξ�α 

286  Cor. :  287 Acts : –
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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 

in 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 

    



gλευθ(ρωται. Ο" γὰρ ε1 τι  Gπ� Zεροσυλ�K Gγκαλο/το, προτραπε�  δ9
ε)  τ*ν περ� το�δε δ�κην κα� φυγοδικFσα , εhτα ε"λ	γω  φυγοδικ�αν
κατακριθε�  Nδε, διὰ τC  κουφοτ(ρα  κατακρ�σεω  τCσδε, περ�
τC  Zεροσυλ�α  τ*ν νικ�σαν α� πεν(γκοιτο· το"ναντ�ον γὰρ κα�
Gπιβεβαιο/ τ*ν προτ(ραν +ποψ�αν τC  κατ�  α"το� προσαγγελ�α , %
γενοµ(νη α"τU Qγκλησι  τC  βασάνου τC  +ποθ(σεω . Ε) δ9 λ(γοιτε
Nτι ο" τ5 συνειδ5  α"τU α1τιον eν τC  φυγοδικ�α , α� λλ�  % τ�ν
δικαστ�ν α� ντιπάθεια, τα�την αP ρα Gγγράφω  κα� νοµ�µω  κα�
κανονικ�  [r] δι�  ε"λ	γου παραιτFσεω  Qδει α"τ5ν συστCσαι, ο"
µ*ν διὰ τC  τ�ν Gλ(γχων α� ποδράσεω · το�το γὰρ α� πορ�K παντελε/
τC  περ� το� GγκλFµατο  α� πολογ�α  γ�νεται. Τ�να  γὰρ αX ν κα� Qφη
λ	γου  παραγεν	µενο , @ βουλ	µενο  τ�ν +περαλγο�ντων τα� νδρ5 
gθοποιε�τω.288 6Οτι µ9ν γὰρ Gδ(ξατο Ε"τυχ(α, φανερ	ν· Nτι δ9 ο"

καλ�  Gδ(ξατο αP νδρα µ�αν εhναι µ	νην τ*ν το� Χριστο� φ�σιν
δοξάζοντα, θε�αν τε α� πλ�  κα� ο"δ9ν Qχουσαν α� νθρaπινον, τ� αX ν
α� πελογFσατο; �Υµε/  οIν οZ ∆ιοσκορ/ται GπινοFσατε.

“Να� ” φησι “µετανοFσαντα γὰρ α"τ5ν Gπ� το�τοι  Gδ(ξατο, κα�
α� ληθ�  iρθοδοξο�ντα Rστερον.”

ΟZ γο�ν τοT  @πωσο�ν +ποπτευθ(ντα  π� ποτε Νεστορ�W
συµφρονε/ν τ�ν Gν τH συν	δW, µ* µεταστCναι τC  δεισιδαιµον�α 
πειθ	µενοι, π�  ν�ν τ	νδε ο"χ�  α� πλ�  µ	νον +ποπτευ	µενον, α� λλὰ
κα� Gγγράφω  @µολογFσαντα τ*ν α� σ(βειαν α"το�, κα�
καθαιρεθ(ντα Gπ� τUδε, E  µ* α� ποστάντα τC  κακοδοξ�α ,

µεταµαθε/ν τ*ν ε"σ(βειαν GπληροφορFθητε, ο]τε παρουσ�K
συν	δου, O µαρτ�ρων τιν�ν α� ξιοπ�στων, ο]τε Gν Gκκλησ�K, ο]τε
GγγράφW @µολογ�K τιν� τC  πρaην α"τ5ν α� ποστCναι κακοδοξ�α 
@µολογFσαντα; PΕτι µ*ν ε) Jντω  τα�τα Qχει, κα� E  µετανοFσαντα
Gδ(ξατο α"τ	ν, δCλον Nτι Jντω  α� σεβο�ντα πρaην α"τ5ν Gφ�  οu 
Qσχατον πρ5  ∆ι	σκορον µετεν	ησε, καθCρεν @ @σιaτατο 
Φλαβιαν	 . Π�  οIν δεξάµενο  τ	ν δε @µολογο�ντα τ*ν πάλαι
α"το� κακοδοξ�αν, τ5ν καθαιρεθ(ντα δικα�ω  πρ5 τC  µετανο�α ,
Φλαβιαν5ν τ5ν δικα�ω  α"τ5ν καθFραντα Ε"τυχ*, το�τ	 φησι κα�
α"τ5  πρα̃ξαι ε)  α"τ	ν; XΗ οIν ο"κ α� ληθ�  µετανοFσαντα το�τον
Gδ(ξατο, O ο"κ α� δ�κω  καθελ	ντα α"τ5ν Φλαβιαν5ν, Gκε/νον α"τ5 

α� δ�κω  α� ντικαθε/λεν.

288 gθοποιε/το
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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 is, 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!

    



“ � Αλλὰ να� ” φησι “Νεστοριαν* πρ	ληψι  eν περ� Φλαβιανο� το�
Κωνσταντινουπ	λεω  Gπισκ	που, Qνθεν κα� Rποπτα τὰ ε)  Ε"τυχC
γεν	µενα +π�  α"το�.”

Κα� τ�  Gντυγχάνων τH Gκθ(σει τC  π�στεω  Φλαβιανο�, τUδε
συµφFσειεν, > ο?τοι; Φησ� γάρ· “Κηρ�σσοµεν τ5ν Κ�ριον %µ�ν
� Ιησο�ν Χριστ5ν πρ5 α)aνων Gκ Θεο� Πατρ5  α� νάρχω  γεννηθ(ντα
κατὰ τ*ν θε	τητα, Gπ�  Gσχάτων δ9 τ�ν %µερ�ν τ5ν α"τ5ν δι�  %µα̃ 

κα� διὰ τ*ν %µετ(ραν σωτηρ�αν Gκ Μαρ�α  τεχθ(ντα κατὰ τ*ν
α� νθρωπ	τητα, Θε5ν τ(λειον κα� αP νθρωπον τ(λειον τ5ν α"τ5ν Gν
προσλFψει ψυχC  κα� σaµατο , @µοο�σιον τU Πατρ� κατὰ τ*ν
θε	τητα κα� @µοο�σιον τH µητρ� τ5ν α"τ5ν κατὰ τ*ν α� νθρωπ	τητα.
Κα� γὰρ Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων τ5ν α"τ5ν Χριστ5ν µετὰ τ*ν σάρκωσιν τ*ν
Gκ τC  α� γ�α  παρθ(νου κα� Gνανθρaπησιν, Gν µιD +ποστάσει κα� Gν
Sν� προσaπW lνα Χριστ	ν, lνα ΥZ5ν, lνα Κ�ριον @µολογο�µεν, κα�
µ�αν δ9 το� Θεο� Λ	γου φ�σιν σεσαρκωµ(νην µ(ντοι κα�
GνανθρωπFσασαν λ(γειν ο"κ α� ρνο�µεθα, [v] διὰ τ5 Gξ α� µφο/ν lνα
κα� τ5ν α"τ5ν εhναι Κ�ριον %µ�ν � Ιησο�ν τ5ν Χριστ	ν. ΤοT  δ9
δ�ο υZοT , O δ�ο +ποστάσει , O δ�ο πρ	σωπα καταγγ(λλοντα ,

α� λλ�  ο"χ�  lνα κα� τ5ν α"τ5ν Κ�ριον � Ιησο�ν Χριστ5ν τ5ν ΥZ5ν το�
Θεο� το� ζ�ντο  κηρ�σσοντα  α� ναθεµατ�ζοµεν, κα� α� λλοτρ�ου 
τC  Gκκλησ�α  εhναι κρ�νοµεν, κα� πρ�τον πάντων Νεστ	ριον
α� ναθεµατ�ζοµεν τ5ν δυσσεβC, κα� τοT  τὰ α"το� φρονο�ντα  O
λ(γοντα · κα� Gκπ(σουσιν οZ τοιο�τοι τC  υZοθεσ�α  τC 
Gπηγγελµ(νη  το/  iρθ�  φρονο�σιν.”289

ΟRτω µ9ν ο?το  @µολογε/ @ +π5 ∆ιοσκ	ρου, E  φησ�ν, α6 τε
Νεστοριαν�ζων καθαιρεθε� . Εhτα δ9 α� πλ�  κα� τC  κατὰ
∆ιοσκ	ρου πάση  µ(µψεω  σιγηθε�ση  %µ/ν, πα̃σα µ9ν % τ�ν Zερ�ν
κα� α� γ�ων λειτουργ�ν σ�νοδο  α� ντιπαθ�  Qδοξεν +µ/ν Gκβαλε/ν

παρ	ντα κα� κεκληµ(νον διαφ	ρω  κα� προδιαβεβληµ(νον Gπ�
προλFψει Ε"τυχο�  lνα τινὰ µ	νον α"τ5ν ∆ι	σκορον, ΣεβCρο  δ9 @
γεν	µενο  〈Gπ�σκοπο 〉 Gν �Αντιοχε�K, ο]τε Gν χρ	νοι  O τ	ποι 
α"το� τ*ν Gν Χαλκηδ	νι σ�νοδον παρο�σαν, ο]τε προτραπε/σαν
+π�  α"το�, ο]τε δεξαµ(νην Νεστ	ριον, α� λλὰ κα� Gκβάλλουσαν α"τ5ν
κα� τὰ α"το� Gγγράφω , δεχοµ(νην δ9 τ*ν κατ�  α"το� iρθοδοξ�αν,
α� λλ�  ο"χ� κα� τ*ν α� ντικειµ(νην α"τU κακοδοξ�αν Ε"τυχο� , ο"κ
Gκβάλλεσθαι α� πλ�  καταψηφισάµενο  α� λλὰ κα� α� ναθ(µατι
κατακρ�νειν α"τοT  α6 παντα  α6 µα +φ9ν @ εu  µ	νο  τολµFσα , π� 

289 Flavian of Constantinople, Letter to Theodosius, ACO ii, , , .

   



‘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-à-vis His divinity, but in latter days the same 

born of Mary vis-à-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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ο"κ Qδοξεν +µ/ν Nλω  Gµπαθ�  Qχειν O προπετ�  πρ5  τάδε; Κα�τοι
α� π�  α)�νο  κα� ν το/  Gξωτ(ροι  κα� ν το/  %µετ(ροι  πάντων τ�ν
@µοειδ�ν τὰ  το� κοινο� κρ�σει , µα̃λλον α� ποδεκτ(α  1σµεν κατά

τινο  τ�ν )δικ�ν, O τὰ  Gξ )δικο� τιν5  κατὰ το� περ� α"τ5 κοινο�·
κα� +µ/ν αP ρα τ5 Nλον τC  GκκλησιαστικC  Zεραρχ�α  µ(ρου  )δ�ου
Sν5  α� ξιοπιστ	τερον Qδει νοµ�ζεσθαι, ε) ε"θε�α  κρ�νετε υZο� τ�ν
α� νθρaπων.290 Τ�να γὰρ κα� αP λλον ε1δετε τολµFσαντά ποτε σ�νοδον
α� ναθεµατ�ζειν, κα� ο" το"ναντ�ον πάντα  τοT  αZρεσιάρχα  +π5
συν	δων α� ναθεµατισθ(ντα ; Κα� γὰρ Jντω  θαυµαστ	ν, Nπω  οZ

το� Θεο� δο�λοι τ5ν τC  τάξεω  λ	γον Gφ�λαξαν α� ε�· ο" γὰρ
Gστιν α� καταστασ�α  @ Θε	 ·291 Συν	δων γο�ν διαφ	ρων
δεισιδαιµονησασ�ν, κατFργηνται µ9ν συν	δοι  κυριωτ(ραι  τὰ
+π�  α"τ�ν, ο" µFν τι  τ�ν θεοφ	ρων µ	νο  )δικ�  κατακρ�νειν,
α� λλ�  ο"δ9 σ�νοδο  α� ναθεµατ�σαι σ�νοδον Gτ	λµησε. Π	σW γε µα̃λλον
α� ναθεµατ�ζειν κοιν	ν τι θεολάτρου πανηγ�ρεω , @ εu  Gνθ(σµω 
α� πετ	λµησεν;

�Αλλ�  Gν το�τοι  πα̃σιν ο"κ Gκπτ�σαντε  Nµω  α� π5 τC  ψυχC  τ5ν
Gγχριφθ(ντα α"το/  γλοιaδη τC  α� λ	γου προλFψεω  καθ�  %µ�ν
;�πον, [r] τ� φασ� πάλιν; “ �Ω  αZ πλε�ου  τ�ν χειροτονι�ν

+µ/ν διὰ χρυσ�ου δ	σεω  κα� λFψεω  ε)σ�ν, κα� Qχουσι τ5 Gπάρατον
κατὰ τ*ν το� µάγου Σ�µωνο  πρ	θεσιν.292 Π�  οIν +µ/ν
συγκοινωνητ(ον, ε) µ* αP ρα κατάρα  εhναι κληρον	µου 
περιφρονητ(ον %µ/ν;”, φασ�ν.

sΑρα γο�ν Gπε� τιν9  τ�ν )ατρ�ν Gφωράθησαν µοιχο� κα�
κλ(πται, διὰ τ	δε τ*ν )ατρε�αν λοιδορητ(ον Gπ� το�τοι  κα�
φευκτ(ον; Πλ*ν τάδε %µ/ν ε), E  οZ λεγ	µενοι α� γνο� τU Sαυτ�ν
α� νεπιλFπτW β�W πεποιθ	τε , προάγουσιν, E  Ναυατιανο/ 
α� ποκρινο�µεθα λοιπ	ν, κα� ο"χ�  E  µιξοφυσ�ται . Ε) δ9 ο"χ�,
α� λλ�  α� πλ�  E  φιλοχρ�σοι  µα̃λλον O φιλοχρ�στοι  διαµ(µφονται,
κα� τU µ9ν δ	γµατι συµφωνε/ν %µ/ν, το�τW δ9 µ	νW
σκανδαλ�ζεσθαι συγκοινωνε/ν µεθ�  %µ�ν φασ�ν, κα� οRτω  αP ρα

φιλοφρ	νω  α"τοT  Qδει Gξοµολογουµ(νοι  %µ/ν τὰ  α� µαρτ�α ,293

%µ�ν +περε�χεσθαι· ε]χεσθαι γὰρ +π9ρ α� λλFλων %µα̃  Nπω 
)αθ�µεν,294 Gντετάλµεθα, κα� ο" φαρισσαϊκ�  βδελ�ττεσθαι τοT 
@µοφυε/  κα� @µοπ�στου .295 Πλ*ν Gν Κυρ�W θαρρο�µεν, Nτι
Gγκαταλ(λοιπεν %µ/ν Κ�ριο  σπ(ρµα, κα� ο"κ GγενFθηµεν E 
Σ	δοµα, ο"δ�  E  Γ	µορρα Eµοιaθηµεν.296

290 Ps. :  LXX 291  Cor. :  292 Acts : 
293 Mark :  294 Jas. :  295 Cf. Luke : 
296 Isa. : 
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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. 
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Τ� δ* οIν αs ρα, ε) δε�ξοµεν πλε�στου  τ�ν Zεραρχο�ντων ε)  %µα̃ 
ο" νοσφιζοµ(νου  α� π5 σπαρτ�ου lω  σφαιρωτCρο  +ποδFµατο ,297

Gπ� τUδε λ(λυται α"τ�ν @ ζCλο , κα� κατFργηται τ5 σκάνδαλον κα�
προσδράµοιεν τH α� ληθε�K, O ο"δ9 τ	δε πάλιν Zκαν5ν %µ/ν Qσται ε) 

α� ποθεραπε�αν α"τ�ν; sΑρα δ�  οIν ε1ποιµεν Qτι· “ΟZ καθ�  +µα̃  Zερε/ 
οZ Gνδ�νοντε  ε)  τὰ  ο)κ�α , κα� α)χµαλωτε�οντε  γυναικάρια298

α)σχρο� κ(ρδου  χάριν,299 ο" τC  ε)  τὰ  γυναικων�τιδα  κα� παρὰ

π	δα  τC  κλ�νη  τελουµ(νη  α"το/  Zερουργ�α  τοT  µισθοT 
α� ποβλ(ποντε , κα� το/  µηνια�οι  κα� Gτησ�οι  Gράνοι 
Gπελπ�ζουσι;” ∆(δοικα λ(γειν τὰ πλε�ω, µFπω  κα� βεβFλοι 
θριαµβευθ�µεν, οZ τ*ν µ	ρφωσιν Qχοντε  τC  ε"σεβε�α , τ*ν δ9
δ�ναµιν α"τC  gρνηµ(νοι·300 πολλὰ γὰρ πτα�οµεν α6 παντε .301 Κα�
γὰρ µισθ5  το� λουτρο� τC  χάριτο , κα� α� π5 τιµC  Gκ τ�ν
λειψάνων τC  θε�α  δωρεα̃  ε) συµπεφaνηται πC δι�  +µ�ν, τ� lτερον
α� κουσ	µεθα, O Nτι τ5 Jνοµά µου δι�  +µ�ν βλασφηµε/ται Gν το/ 
Qθνεσιν;302 �Αρκ(σει γο�ν SκάστW Gκ το� )δ�ου iφθαλµο� τ*ν δοκ5ν
Gξα�ρειν, κα� τ	τε τραν	τερον τ5 Gν τU iφθαλµU κάρφο  κατανοε/ν,
καθά φησιν %µ/ν @ µ	νο  α� ναµάρτητο .303

Το�των δ9 %µ/ν σTν ΘεU προτεθ(ντων ε)  κρ�σιν κα� διάσκεψιν

πα̃σιν α� νθρaποι , δυσωπο�µεν Gνaπιον το� τC  α� ληθε�α  Λ	γου,304

το� Jντω  κριτο� παντ5  Qργου κα� λ	γου κα� GννοFµατο  %µ�ν,305

α� ποθ(σθαι lκαστον Gντευξ	µενον, καP ν τε τC  %µετ(ρα , καP ν τε τC 
α� λλοτρ�α  � δ	ξη , [v] τ*ν E  παρ�  ο)κε�ων κα� πολεµ�ων
α� κρ	ασιν τ�ν ε)ρηµ(νων, κα� κρ�νειν τὰ ;ηθ(ντα E  παρά τινων
πάντY α� γνaστων α"τU τ�ν Gξ Sκατ(ρου µ(ρου , κα� E  ο] ποτε
θατ(ρου λ	γου προθεµατισθ(ντο  κατὰ τ*ν διάνοιαν α"τU. Κα� ε)306

Jντω  γυµνU τU κριτηρ�W Sαυτ�ν χωρ�  παντ5  προσπαθο�  κα�
α� ντιπαθο�  Gπισκοτ�σµατο  α� ληθ(στερα κρ�νωµεν κα� ε"λογaτερα
κα� )σχυρ	τερα κα� σοφaτερα τὰ παρ�  α"τ�ν, οZ το/σδε το/ 

Gναντ�οι  %µ/ν προκε�µενοι, Jντω  τολµ�µεν λ(γειν, E  ε) κα�
κακ�  τα�τα Gκε/νοι φρονο/εν οZ συναπαγ	µενοι α"το/ , διὰ τ5
δ	ξαι το�τοι  θεοπρεπ(στερον εhναι δ	γµα τ5 κατ�  α"το� , ο"
κατακριθFσονται α� σ(βειαν Gν %µ(ρK Nτε κρινε/ @ Θε5  τὰ κρυπτὰ307

τ�ν καρδι�ν· Gὰν γάρ φησιν PΕµπροσθεν α"το� πε�σωµεν τὰ 
καρδ�α  %µ�ν, κα� % καρδ�α %µ�ν µ* καταγινaσκY %µ�ν, @ θε5 
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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—who
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 have the form of piety, but deny its power; for we all make many
mistakes! 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
is blasphemed because of you among the nations? It’ll be enough for each
person to cast the beam out of his 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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µε�ζων Gστ� τC  καρδ�α  %µ�ν, κα� γινaσκει πάντα·308 Ε) δ9 @ µ9ν
τC  α� ληθε�α  Λ	γο 309 φαιδράζων Sαυτ5ν Gπιδε�κνυσιν %µ/ν, %µε/ 
δ9 το�  τε iφθαλµοT  καµµ�οµεν κα� το/  {σ� βαρ(ω  α� κο�οµεν
α"το�310 Gθελοκωφο�ντε , κα� α� ποστρεφ	µεθα α"τ	ν, Jντω  παντ5 
θρFνου α� ξ�ου  SαυτοT  καταστFσοµεν, τ*ν α)σχ�νην τC  µελλο�ση 
α� λλοτριaσεω  κα� α� ρνFσεω  Χριστο�, Gνaπιον α� γγ(λων311 κα�

Gξουσι�ν παντ	  τε το� κρινοµ(νου κ	σµου, ο" προϋπιδ	µενοι, Nτε
ο"δ9ν %µα̃  iνFσει, ο]τε % πρ5  τοT  αZρεσιάρχα  προσπάθεια, ο]τε
% γονικ* O φιλικ* O τοπικ* συνFθεια πρ5  τ*ν α� σ(βειαν α� λ�τω 
τινὰ  καταδεσµε�ουσα, ο]τε πορισµ5  χρηµάτων, O κ(ρδη τινὰ
βιωτικὰ δυσαποσπάστου  %µα̃  α� π5 τC  δεισιδαιµον�α  ποιFσαντα,

κα� τ5ν µ(γαν πορισµ5ν τ*ν ε"σ(βειαν µετ�  α"ταρκε�α 312 παριδε/ν
+ποπε�σαντα. Ο" γὰρ δ* φατριαστικο� κρ	τοι, κα� α� γ�νε 
α� ντιλογικο�, κα� πρ	ληψι  διδασκαλικC  α� ξ�α , φιλο�ντα  λ(γεσθαι
;αββ� παρὰ τ�ν α� νθρaπων,313 το� ο)κτροτάτου Gκε�νου
ταλανισµο� κα� τ�ν iδυνηροτάτων βασάνων, κα� τC  ε)  τ5 σκ	το 
τ5 Gξaτερον314 παραδ	σεω  Gξαιρο�νται το�σδε, ο� τ5 φ�  τC 
α� ληθε�α  gρνFσαντο, κα� η"δ	κησαν Gν τU σκ	τει το� ψε�δου .
Ε"άρεστον γὰρ ΘεU τ5 παντ5  προτιθ(ναι τ*ν α� λFθειαν, κα�
µάλιστα Gν το/  περ� Θεο� α"το� τC  α� ληθε�α . ∆ιὰ γο�ν τ	δε κα�
µ	νον, �Αβραὰµ315 Χαλδα�ων τ*ν α� σ(βειαν α� ποπτ�σα , µετὰ πατρ5 
κα� ο1κου κα� συγγενε�α  κα� φ�λων κα� χaρα  κα� λοιπ�ν,
προσεχaρησε τH ε"σεβε�K,316 ΘεU τ9 Gπ� το�τW πρaτW κα� µ	νW

gγάπηται κα� πεφ�λακται κα� δεδ	ξασται [r] κα� πεπλFθυνται·
Πα�λο  δ9 @ α� π	στολο , α6 τινα eν α"τU κ(ρδη, πάντα σκ�βαλα
%γFσατο, δι�  ο"δ9ν lτερον, 〈α� λλ� 〉 mνα Χριστ5ν κερδανH·317 κα� οZ
λοιπο� πάντε  οZ Gξ �ΕλλFνων κα� Σαµαρειτ�ν κα� � Ιουδα�ων πιστο�
α6 γιοι Eσα�τω  Qσχον. �Ο γὰρ µ* α� ρνο�µενο  πατ(ρα κα� µητ(ρα κα�
α� δελφοT  κα� α� δελφὰ  κα� τ(κνα κα� α� γροT  κα� ο)κ�α , Qτι δ9 κα�
τ*ν Sαυτο� ψυχ*ν lνεκεν Gµο�,318 ο"κ Qστι µου αP ξιο 319 φησ�ν @
Κ�ριο . Κα� µF τι  διαλογιζ(σθω λ(γων· “ � Αλλ�  ο"χ�  % κατὰ τὰ 
αZρ(σει  δι(νεξι  πρ5  τ*ν iρθοδοξ�αν ο" τ	σον δι(στηκεν, E  %
Χαλδα�ων κα� �Εβρα�ων κα� �ΕλλFνων α� σ(βεια τC  α� ληθο� 
π�στεω , mνα @µο�ω  α"το/  α� λλοτριωθε�η α� π5 Χριστο�, @ περ�
µ(ρο  τ� τC  iρθC  π�στεω  µ	νον α� πειθ�ν τU λ	γW.” �Ο γὰρ
σµικρ	ν τι µ	ριον @πωσο�ν ε"σεβε�α  το� λ	γου παρορ�ν διὰ

προσπάθειαν αP λογ	ν τινο  Sτ(ρου κα� συνFθειαν, δCλ	  Gστιν E  κα�
Nσον ε"σεβε/ν δοκε/, ο"δ9 το�το Gξ αZρ(σεω  ο)κε�α , α� λλ�  α� π5
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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 into 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 his own soul for my sake, is 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 is 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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συµβεβηκ	των γον(ων O τ	πων, O φ�λων παραδ	σεω  Qχει, E ,
ε1περ κα� Μανιχα�ων Qτυχεν O �ΕλλFνων O �Εβρα�ων υZ5  εhναι, O
φ�λο  O σ�νοικο , πολλU µα̃λλον αX ν α� πειθεστ(ρω  δι(κειτο πρ5  τ*ν
α� λFθειαν· ε1περ γὰρ iλ�γον α� φεστ`  ο" προστρ(χει κα� καθ(λκεται
τH α� ληθε�K, πλε/ον διεστηκ` , µα̃λλον αX ν α� σπ	νδω  εhχε πρ5 
α"τ*ν.

“ � Αλλὰ” φησ� “κατ�  Gµαυτ5ν Gγ` νοµ�ζων κρειττ	νω  φρονε/ν,
Qχοµαι τC  GµC  δ	ξη  α� µεταθ(τω .”

� Αλλὰ κα� περ� kν φησ�ν @ α� π	στολο  � Ιουδα�ων, E  ΘεU µ*

α� ρεσκ	ντων, κα� τ5ν Κ�ριον σταυρωσάντων, κα� τοT  α� ποστ	λου 
διωξάντων, κα� πα̃σιν α� νθρaποι  α� πειθο�ντων,320 Nµω  το�το
κα� κε�νοι  µαρτυρε/· φησ� γάρ πη πάλιν· Μαρτυρ� γὰρ α"το/  Nτι
ζCλον Θεο� Qχουσιν, α� λλ�  ο" κατ�  Gπ�γνωσιν.321 PΑρα οIν ο"χ�  α� πλ� 
ζηλο�ν, α� λλὰ κα� Gν Gπιγνaσει το� ζηλουµ(νου δ	γµατο , δε/· κα�
γὰρ κα� πα̃σα αP λογο  κα� αP νοµο  παράδοσι , κα� Gθν�ν κα�
αZρ(σεων, ο1ετα� τι καλ5ν ποιε/ν, nσπερ οIν κα� α� νθρωποθυσ�αι  οZ
Σκ�θαι θεοσεβο�ντε . ∆(ον αP ρα µ* α� µελε/ν, Nση δ�ναµι , κα�

GρευνDν τ*ν α� λFθειαν, κα� πάντα δοκιµάζοντα , τ5 καλ5ν φρ	νηµα
κατ(χειν.322 Οm γε ο"δ9 α� ργ�ριον λαµβάνοµεν, O Zµάτιον {νο�µεθα,
ε) µ* δοκιµασ�αι  κα� πυρaσεσι κα� παρακ	ναι  κα� Gπιδε�ξεσιν ε) 
Sτ(ρου  πλει	νω  α"τ5 βασαν�σοµεν, π�  οIν ε]λογοι >µεν
α� τηµελ�  τ*ν θε�αν δ	ξαν προσδεχ	µενοι; Τ5 γὰρ Gν το�τοι 
α� φρ	ντιστον, E  ο"κ α� ξι	λογ	ν τι ο)οµ(νου  %µα̃  τ*ν τC  π�στεω 
Χριστο� χάριν κα� α� λFθειαν, διαβάλλει, [v] δι�  v  %µ/ν τὰ πρ5 
ζω*ν πάντα τὰ θε/α κα� µ(γιστα Gπαγγ(λµατα δεδaρηται, E 
ε1ρηται, κα� % πρ5  τ*ν θε�αν φ�σιν α� πλ�  κοινων�α.323 6Οσον οIν
Gστ�ν α� γαθ5ν % α� κραιφνεστάτη ε"σ(βεια, κα� Nσον κακ5ν %
α� σ(βεια—τC  γὰρ ε)  πα̃σαν α� µαρτ�αν Gγκαταλε�ψεω  +π5 Θεο�
α)τ�α %µ/ν αRτη Gστ� µ	νη—δηλο/ @ λ(γων· Κα� καθ`  ο"κ

Gδοκ�µασαν τ5ν Θε5ν Qχειν Gν Gπιγνaσει, παρ(δωκεν α"τοT  @ Θε5 
ε)  α� δ	κιµον νο�ν, ποιε/ν τὰ µ* καθFκοντα,324 α6 τινα SξC 
κατηρ�θµησε. Κα� τάδε µ9ν οIν µαρτυρε/ τH α� σεβε�K, περ� δ9 τC 
ε"σεβε�α  φησ� πρ5  Τιµ	θεον· Γ�µναζε σεαυτ5ν πρ5  ε"σ(βειαν· %
γὰρ ε"σ(βεια πρ5  πάντα Gστ�ν {φ(λιµο , Gπαγγελ�αν Qχουσα
ζωC , τC  τε ν�ν κα� τC  µελλο�ση .325

320  Thess. :  321 Rom. :  322  Thess. : 
323  Pet. : – 324 Rom. :  325  Tim. : –

   



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 it.

‘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. It’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
testing 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
given to us, as is 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,
for piety 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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� Αλλὰ τ� κα� lτερον το�των τιν9  τC  πρ5  τ*ν α� λFθειαν
α� νυποταξ�α  ποιο�νται δικα�ωµα. Φασι γὰρ Nτι “Π�  ο" θεάρεστο 
% κατ�  α"τοT  δ	ξα, Qνθα κα� τ�ν ζaντων Gν σαρκ� τιν9  α"το/ 
@µ	δοξοι κα� τ�ν προκοιµηθ(ντων, wφθησαν )αµάτων κα� σηµε�ων

θε	θεν Qχειν τ5 χάρισµα; ∆Cλον γὰρ E  Gξ α� κοC  κα� διδαχC  iρθC 
π�στεω  θεο�, αZ θε/αι δυνάµει  Gνεργο�νται.”

Πρ5  p λεκτ(ον, E  ο"κ α� ρκε/ τ	δε πρ5  α� σφαλC πληροφορ�αν τU
δοκιµωτάτW τ�ν θε�ων δογµάτων κριτH. Πρ�τον µ9ν γὰρ
σπανιaτερον εRρηται το�το Gν α"το/ , κα� ο"κ Gκ µια̃  χελιδ	νο  τ5
Qαρ κριτ(ον· αP λλω  γο�ν κα� �Αρειανο� ποτε, κα� µ(χρι ν�ν Gν
Λογγιβάρδοι , κα� Νεστοριανο� παρὰ Π(ρσαι  ποιο�σι τοιάδε
θα�µατα· α� λλ�  ο"κ ε)  µαρτυρ�αν α� πλ�  τC  κατ�  α"τοT  πρ5  %µα̃ 
αZρ(σεω , α� λλὰ τC  τ�ν Χριστιαν�ν π�στεω , οZά τι  Gστιν %326

δ�ναµι  πρ5  τοT  πάντY α� π�στου , Gπιδεικνυµ(νου το� πνε�µατο .

P Ετι µFν Gστιν @ρDν πολλάκι  θαυµάτων χαρ�σµατα Qν τισιν
iρθοδ	ξοι  τ9 κα� Sτεροδ	ξοι  @µο�ω , ο" δι�  ε"σ(βειαν µ	νον—e
γὰρ αX ν eν Gν το/  Gναντ�οι  λ	γοι  κα� α� ντιφατικο/  % α� λFθεια;—
α� λλὰ διὰ φυσικ*ν α� πλ	τητα κα� α� τυφ�αν, µα̃λλ	ν τ9 νηπι	τητα
ψυχC , O δειν	τητα, πρα�τητά τε κα� συµπάθειαν, κα� α� πλ�  τC 

τοια̃σδε χάριτο  )δικωτ(ραν Gπιτηδει	τητα το�δ( τινο  παρὰ τοT 
λοιποT  τ�ν @µοπ�στων α"τU. Ε) γὰρ Jντω  πα̃σιν α� ε� τε διὰ τ*ν
δ	ξαν µ	νον πρ	σεστιν % τ�ν θαυµατουργι�ν δ�ναµι , Qδει πάντα 
πάντοτε @µο�ω  τοT  @µοδ	ξου  θαυµατουργε/ν· κα� µ*ν πολλάκι 
τ�ν διδασκάλων τC  π�στεω  ο" θαυµατουργο�ντων, οZ
µαθητευθ(ντε  +π�  α"τ�ν, Gνεργο�σι τὰ σηµε/α.

Ο" γὰρ πάντα Nσα Gνεργε/ τ5 qν κα� τ5 α"τ5 πνε�µα,327 Sν� κα� τU
α"τU χαρ�ζεται· � µ9ν γὰρ δ�δοται λ	γο  σοφ�α , � δ9 λ	γο 
γνaσεω , Sτ(ρW δ9 χαρ�σµατα )αµάτων, Sτ(ρW [r] GνεργFµατα

δυνάµεων, αP λλW δ9 π�στι  κατὰ τ5 α"τ5 πνε�µα.328 Κα� γὰρ
θαυµαστ5ν, π�  @ λαλ�ν γλaσσαι , ο" πάντω  ο"δ9 τ5 Gγγ�τατον
τUδε χάρισµα λαβaν, κα� διερµηνε�ει·329 PΑρα οIν Gστι κα� τινὰ 
ο"δ9 λ	γον σοφ�α  α� κραιφνC, ο"δ9 λ	γον γνaσεω , ο"δ9 π�στιν330

+ψηλ*ν ε)ληφ	τα , θαυµάτων Qχειν χαρ�σµατα, κα� ο"κ ε]λογον Gκ
θατ(ρου θάτερον τ�ν το� πνε�µατο  χαρισµάτων κατακρ�νεσθαι.

326 %] οZ a. corr. MS 327  Cor. :  328  Cor. : –
329  Cor. :  330  Cor. : –

   



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’.xiii 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 gifts of healing, to another the 

working of miracles, to another faith according to the same Spirit. It’s
remarkable how the one who speaks in tongues doesn’t receive the most
closely related gift to speaking in tongues at all, and interpret 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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Τ5 δ( γε σαφ(στερον ε)πε/ν· ε) µ9ν Gν το�τοι  µ	νοι  eν τὰ
χαρ�σµατα τ�ν θαυµάτων, O ε) µα̃λλον %µ�ν Gν α"το/  Sωρα̃το,
εhχεν αX ν Jντω  α"το/  % δ	ξα πρ	ληψιν ε"σεβε�α  παρὰ τ*ν
%µετ(ραν, E  το� Κυρ�ου τ5ν λ	γον α"τ�ν βεβαιο�ντο  µ	νων διὰ
τ�ν Gπακολουθο�ντων σηµε�ων331 κατὰ τ5 γεγραµµ(νον, nσπερ κα�

τ5 κFρυγµα τ�ν α� ποστ	λων πάλαι συνιστάνοντο  πρ5  α6 παντα τὰ
Qθνη, κα� nσπερ τὰ Μωϋσ(ο  κα� �Ααρ`ν σηµε/α +π9ρ τὰ � Ιαννο�
κα� � Ιαµβρο� πρ5  τοT  Α)γυπτ�ου  θριαµβε�οντο .332 Ε) δ9 Gν %µ/ν
κα� µε�ζονα κα� πλε�ονα @ρα̃ται τὰ Gκ το� πνε�µατο  θα�µατα κατὰ
πα̃σαν τ*ν ο)κουµ(νην, π�  Gκ θαυµατουργι�ν α� ξιοπιστ	τερον
εhναι βο�λονται τ5 δ	γµα; Μ* δ9 τ	δε οIν E  iνFσιµον α"το/ 
ε)  α� πολογ�αν τινὰ τ*ν +π9ρ τC  δεισιδαιµον�α  α"τ�ν
προβαλλ(τωσαν.

Ε) γὰρ κα� Σκευα̃  σTν το/  υZο/  α"το�, � Ιουδα/ο  yν, Gν iν	µατι
Χριστο� Gπορκ�ζων Gλα�νει δα�µονα ,333 κα� ο"κ Gν τUδε α� πλ� 
το/  µαθητα/  το� Κυρ�ου συναριθµε/ται, δCλον, E  ο"δ9 ο?τοι Gκ

το�δε πρ	φασιν Qχουσι περ� τC  α� µαρτ�α  α"τ�ν.334 Πολλο� γάρ
φησιν Gρο�σ� µοι Gν τH %µ(ρK Gκε�νY· Κ�ριε ο" τU σU iν	µατι
προεφητε�σαµεν, κα� δαιµ	νια Gξεβάλοµεν, κα� δυνάµει  πολλὰ 
GποιFσαµεν; Κα� τ	τε @µολογFσω α"το/ , Nτι ο"δ(ποτ�  Qγνων
+µα̃ .335 Σαφ9  αP ρα, E  ο"κ α� ρκε/ πρ5  διάκρισιν τ�ν Gγνωσµ(νων

κα� α� πεγνωσµ(νων ΧριστU θα�µατο  Gµφάνεια, πολλάκι  O διὰ τ*ν
το� πεισοµ(νου τ*ν ε"εργεσ�αν π�στιν, iρθοτ(ραν µα̃λλον O τ*ν το�
Gνεργο�ντο , γινοµ(νου το�δε, O διὰ τ*ν τ�ν θεατ�ν ε)  τ*ν πρ5 
ε"σ(βειαν α� πλουστ(ραν πληροφορ�αν, Gν�οτε δ9 κα� κατὰ πρ	νοιαν
κοινωφελεστ(ρα  χρε�α  τC  κατὰ καιρ5ν O τ	πον +π5 Θεο� κα� διὰ
το� οZουδFποτε τ�ν παρ	ντων Gπιτελουµ(νου.

�Εν το/  γο�ν καθ�  %µα̃  Zστ	ρηται χρ	νοι  κα� τ	ποι , µ/µο  τ� 
τ�ν θεατρικ�ν, κα� ο?το  Gπ� στάσει κα� φ	νW Gγκαλο�µενο ,
φυγε/ν τ5ν δικαστ*ν Gν τα/  κατὰ τ5 βαρβαρικ5ν λεγ	µενον λιµιτ5ν
GρFµοι , κα� +π5 Σαρακην�ν ληϊσθε�  Χριστιαν�ν, διὰ τ5 δοκε/ν
α"το/  Gκ τC  α� ποτριχaσεω  µοναχ5  εhναι, κα� nσπερ οZ πρ5 
α"τοT  µοναχο� παραβάλλοντε , Zερουργε/ν δ�νασθαι το� ζωτικο�

αP ρτου τ5 µυστFριον, διὰ νευµάτων ε)σεπράττετο σπουδα�ω 
+π�  α"τ�ν, τC  θε�α  θυσ�α  τ*ν λειτουργ�αν, µ	νο  α� φεθε�  τ�ν
συνδεσµ�ων α)χµαλaτων, Gκτελ(σαι. Κα� E  λ	γW πε�θειν α"τοT 

331 Mark :  332  Tim. :  333 Acts : –
334 John :  335 Matt. : –
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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 is 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 timesxiv 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 earnestly 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

    



+π9ρ τC  Sαυτο� α� νεπιτηδει	τητο  ο"κ ε"π	ρει, κα� α� ντιτε�νειν τH
προστάξει α"τ�ν Gπ� [v] πλε/ον ο"κ ε"τ	νει, βωµ5ν Gκ
φρυγάνων κατὰ τ*ν Qρηµον συστησαµ(νων κα� σινδ	να
Gφαπλωσάντων, κα� προθ(ντων αP ρτον νε	πτητον, κα� οhνον Gν
ξυλοποτηρ�W κερασάντων, παρεστ`  Gσφράγισε τὰ δ�ρα
α� ναβλ(ψα  ε)  τ5ν ο"ραν5ν, κα� Gδ	ξασε τ*ν α� γ�αν Τριάδα µ	νον,
κα� κλάσα  δι(νειµεν α"το/ . Εhτα µετὰ τ	δε, E  α� γιασθ(ντα λοιπ5ν
Gν τιµH συστ(λλουσι τ	 τε ποτFριον κα� τ*ν σινδ	να, πρ5  τ5 µ*

κοινωθCναι λοιπ5ν τάδε, το� βωµο� µ	νου περιφρονFσαντε · κα�
αP φνω π�ρ Gκ το� ο"ρανο� πλε/στον Gπιπεσ	ν, α"τ�ν µ9ν ο"δεν5 
0ψατο O Gλ�πησ( τινα, τ�ν δ9 φρυγάνων τ5ν βωµ5ν Nλον κατ(φλεξε
κα� Gξανάλωσεν, E  µ* δ9 τ(φραν α"τ�ν καταλιπε/ν. Κα� το�τW
iφθ(ντι τU τεραστ�W οZ βάρβαροι πληροφορηθ(ντε  ε)  τ5ν
ZερουργFσαντα, δ	µά τι παρ�  α"τ�ν α)τε/ν +π9ρ τC  λειτουργ�α 
Gξεβ�αζον· @ δ9 τοT  συνληϊσθ(ντα  α"τU πάντα  κα� συναφεθCναι
�τFσατο, κα� το�το Gλάµβανε, κα� πάντα  gλευθ(ρου τC  συµφορα̃ 
τοT  σTν α"τU. sΗν δ9 ο?το  τ*ν µ9ν δ	ξαν %µ(τερο  τU µ	νον %µ/ν
συνεκκλησιάζεσθαι ο" µ*ν ε)δ`  ο"δ9 Nτι Qστι τ�  σχεδ5ν
Χριστιαν�ν διαφορά. ΟZ δε Σαρακηνο� Gκ τC  τ�ν � Ιακωβιτ�ν
αZρ(σεω  ε)ωθ	τε  κοινωνε/ν, ο� κα� α"το� τ*ν µ�αν φ�σιν Gπ� το�

Κυρ�ου πρεσβε�ουσι, κα� ο?τοι πρ�τοι το/  Σαρακηνο/ 
συµπεριάγεσθαι κατὰ τ*ν Qρηµον κα� λειτουργε/ν α"το/ 
GπετFδευσαν E  Gπ�παν· ο]τε µ*ν ο"δ9 ο?τοι ε)δ	τε  O διδάσκοντε 
τ�ν Gν Χριστιανο/  δογµάτων Gξ(τασιν O σ�γκρισιν, α� λλ�  nσπερ το/ 
Νεστορ�ου Π(ρσαι, οRτω  κα� οmδε το/  � Ιακaβου φρονFµασι

προκατειληµµ(νοι Gνετυπaθησαν α� βασαν�στω .

   



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.

    



Το� πανσ	φου µοναχο� κ�ρ Λεοντ�ου
το� �Ιεροσολυµ�του α� πορ�αι πρ5  τοT  µ�αν
φ�σιν λ(γοντα  σ�νθετον τ5ν Κ�ριον %µ�ν

� Ιησο�ν Χριστ5ν

. [r] � Αλλὰ τα/  α"τ�ν α� παντFσαντε  α� πορ�αι , iλ�γα τινὰ ν�ν

Gκ πλει	νων κα� %µε/  α"το/  α� νταπορFσωµεν, ε1πωµ(ν τε πρ5 
α"το� , Nτι “Ε) @µοο�σιο  %µ/ν τ9 κα� τU Πατρ� @ Χριστ5  κατὰ
τ*ν µ�αν α"το� ο"σ�αν, :ν φατ(, γνωρ�ζεται, κα� %µε/  δηλαδ*
@µοο�σιοι τU Πατρ�· τὰ γὰρ τU α"τU κατὰ τ5 α"τ5 Nµοια, κα�
α� λλFλοι  Nµοια.”

. Φ�σιν Gκ φ�σεων γεν(σθαι λ(γοντε , ε) µ9ν @µaνυµον τα/ 
πρaην α"τ*ν φασ�, δCλον E  ο]τε Θε5ν ο]τε αP νθρωπον α"τ*ν
Gρο�σιν· ε) δ9 συνaνυµον, θάτερον Qσται πάντω —ο" γὰρ α� λλFλαι 
συνaνυµοι Sκατ(ρα—· O οIν Θε	 , O αP νθρωπο  Qσται µ	νον κα�
α"τF. Ε) γὰρ α� λλFλαι  αZ δ�ο µ* συνaνυµοι, ο"δ9 τ5 τH µιD
συνaνυµον, κα� τH Sτ(ρK συνaνυµον Qσται· nσπερ γὰρ τ5 1σου1

αP νισον, κα� το� Sτ(ρου τ�ν 1σων αP νισον, οRτω κα� τ5 α� ν�σου 1σον,

@µο�ω  κα� πρ5  τ5 lτερον αP νισον.

1 1σου] hσον a. corr. MS



OF THE ALL-WISE MONK, LORD
LEONTIUS OF JERUSALEM: APORIAE

AGAINST THOSE WHO SAY OUR LORD
JESUS CHRIST IS ONE COMPOUND

NATUREi

. Seeing that we’ve confronted these people’s aporiae, we’d 

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.’

. 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 

to the other of them, so also what’s equal to one of a pair of
unequals is likewise unequal to the other of them.



. Ε) α� ε� σaζοιτο % lνωσι  Gνεργε�K οIσα, ε1τουν qν οIσα α� ε�, τ�να
Sνο/; Ο" γὰρ E  % το� χρ	νου φ�σι  µετὰ τ5 γεν(σθαι ε"θT 
φθειροµ(νη, οRτω  κα� τC  Sνaσεω  % φ�σι · τ�ν γὰρ πρ	  τι οIσα,
α6 µα τH φ�σει κα� τU χρ	νW, το/  Sνουµ(νοι  Gστ�ν Gφ�  Nσον λ(γοιντο
%νωµ(να. �Εν τ�σιν οIν Sνουµ(νοι  Gστ�ν α� ε�, καθ�  :ν κα� %νωµ(να
λ(γεται α� π5 τCσδε τC  σχ(σεω  παρων�µω . Γενοµ(νη  δ9 <δη, E 
ο?τοι φασ�, “µια̃ ” α� ληθ�  “φ�σεω ” Gκ τ�ν δ�ο φ�σεων τ�ν
Sνωθεισ�ν, χaραν ο"χ�  lξει λοιπ5ν % lνωσι . �Ενο�ται µ* Sνουµ(νη 
δυάδο , :ν Sνaσει αRτη % lνωσι , το"λάχιστον Gν δ�ο θεωρουµ(νη
πάντω ; Το/  Sνουµ(νοι  τ9 γὰρ qν, O ο"δ9 �ν, lνωσιν λοιπ5ν ο"κ
Gπιδ(χεται· γεν	µενον γὰρ lν, Sνaσεω  λοιπ5ν ο" δε/ται. XΗ οIν

ψευδ�  qν εhναι πάντY, καθ5 0νωται τὰ δ�ο, ε1ρηται α"το/ , O ο"κ
α� ληθ�  Sνο�σθαι τὰ δ�ο καθ�  p <δη γεγ	νασιν qν, λεχθFσεται. 6Ωστε
καλ�  φαµ(ν· “Ε) δ�ο φ�σεaν Gστιν % lνωσι , µ�αν εhναι µα̃λλον τ*ν
+π	στασιν, ο"δ9 γὰρ τ*ν φ�σιν”· δ�ο γὰρ κατὰ φ�σιν τὰ Sνο�µενα,
E  Sνο�µενα, qν δ9 τ*ν +π	στασιν, E  %νωµ(να.

. Πα̃ν Gξ α� νοµοιοµερ�ν συντεθ9ν Nλον, Sτερaνυµον lξει πρ5  τ5
Sαυτο� εhδο  Gκάτερον εhδο  φυσικ5ν τ�ν Sαυτο� µερ�ν· ο]τε γὰρ
α� πλ�  σ�µα, ο]τε µ	νω  ψυχ* @ αP νθρωπο  λ(γοιτο, φυσικο�
ε1δου  λ	γW, ο]τε σ�µα [v] κα� ψυχF· τ5 γὰρ θνητ5ν, Gν
ο"δετ(ρW τ�νδε ε1δει, Gν δ9 τU α� νθρaπW σαφ� . Ε)2 οIν ο]τε Θε5 

ο]τε αP νθρωπο , ο]τε Θε5  κα� αP νθρωπο  α6 µα, α� λλ�  lτερ	ν τι εhδο 
φυσικ5ν @ Χριστ	 · κα� τ� το�το, λεγ(τωσαν. Ε) @µοειδ9  α� µφο/ν
το/  συντεθε/σι κατὰ πάντα τ5 το� συνθ(του εhδο , π�  ο"χ� κα�
)σάριθµον Qσται α"το/  κατὰ τ5ν φυσικ5ν λ	γον;

2 O





. 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.

. 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?





. Ε) µ�α φ�σι  ε1τουν ο"σ�α µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν @ Χριστ	 , µ�α κα� %
τα�τη  α� ρχ* το� εhναι· δ�ο γὰρ α� ρχὰ  τC  α"τC  ο"σ�α  κα�
φ�σεω , <γουν α� φ�  ο? π(φυκε κα� +πάρχει, εhναι α� δ�νατον· α"τ5 γὰρ
το�το τ*ν Rπαρξιν % ο"σ�α δηλο�σα, Nτε γ(γονε, τ	τε κα� +πάρχει.
�Η οIν α� ρχ* το� εhναι τα�τη  τC  συνθ(του φ�σεω , π	τε τ9 κα�
Nπω ; Ε) µ9ν γὰρ πρ5 τC  Sνaσεω , ο" διὰ τ*ν lνωσιν µ�α λ(γοιτο
δηλαδF—eν γὰρ κα� πρ5 τC  Sνaσεω  µ�α—ο]τε δ9 Sνaσεω  χρε�α

eν ε)  τ5 µ�αν εhναι α"τFν. Ε) δ9 α� π5 τC  προσφάτου Sνaσεω  %
τα�τη  α� ρχ*, π�  α� ϊδ�αν Qτι κα� προαιων�αν κα� θε�αν
@µολογFσοιµεν τ*ν Gπ� τ�ν Α"γο�στου χρ	νων προελθο�σαν ε)  τ5
εhναι φ�σιν;





. 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 is 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’?





. Πα̃σα lνωσι  ε)  φ�σιν τινὰ καινοτ(ραν α� παρτιζοµ(νη τ9 κα�
@ρωµ(νη, δε�κνυσιν α"τ*ν Qχουσαν τινά, αo  ο"δεµ�α τ�ν Sνωθεισ�ν
φ�σεων καθ�  α+τ*ν κ(κτηται· κα� γὰρ ο]τε ψυχC  φ�σι , ο]τε
σaµατο  καθ�  Sαυτ*ν πaποτε πεινD O διψD, O ;ιγD, O καυσο�ται, O
+πνο/, O α� ποθνFσκει, O γελD, O κλα�ει, O α� πλ�  α)σθάνεται
α)σθητ�  α)σθητο�, nσπερ ο"δ9 @ α"λ5  )δ�K, ο"δ9 @ α"λητ* 
καθ�  Sαυτ5ν λαλε/. Τ� οIν @ Κ�ριο , @ µFτε Θε5  µFτε αP νθρωπο ,

)δ�K Qχειν Gνεδε�ξατο; “Ε)κ5  οIν” φασ� “E  τ5ν Gφ�  Rδατο 
σωµατικ5ν περ�πατον κα� τὰ τοιάδε.” �Αλλὰ τ	δε κατανοητ(ον ο"
φ�σεω  �ν )δ�ωµα συνθ(του· κα� οu  γὰρ µ* κατ�  ο"σ�αν ε)  φ�σιν O
ε)  +π	στασιν σ�γκειται τ�ν α� γ�ων @ Θε5  πολλάκι  Gποχε/σθαι
τ�ν +δάτων πεπο�ηκε, σaµατι µεταβατικ�  Gν α"το/ 
πορευοµ(νου . Ε) οIν ο"δ(ν Gστι φυσικ5ν )δ�ωµα Χριστο� )δικ� ,
ο"δ9 φ�σι  α"τU µ�α τ�  µ	νον )δικF· ο]τε γὰρ κατὰ σ�γχυσιν, E 
τὰ σ�κερα, ο]τε κατὰ µετουσ�ωσιν, E  τ5 Rδωρ τ�ν Α)γυπτ�ων αuµα
γεγον	 , ο]τε κατὰ α� λλο�ωσιν, E  @ χαλκ5  ε)  )5ν α� µε�βεται, ο]τε
κατὰ φυσικC  Sνaσεω  α� νάγκην, E  ψυχ* ε)  σ�µα α� νθρaπου
γ(γονεν. PΕτι µ9ν τράγου [r] τ5 µυκαστικ5ν Qχοντο , α� νθρaπου
δ9 )δ�ω  τ5 κηροπλαστικ	ν, ε1 τι  @ α"τ5  κηροπλαστ�ν κα�

µυκάζοι α� νFρ, µιµηλ5  τ�ν Sτεροφυ�ν, ο" σ�νθετον δε�κνυσι τ*ν
φ�σιν α"το� δηλαδF, α� λλὰ δ�ο φ�σεων )δικὰ  Gνεργε�α  Gκ τC 
α"τC  µια̃  φ�σεω  α"το�. ΟRτω  γο�ν κα� τ5 µεταβατικ� 
κινε/σθαι, α� νθρωπ�νη  φ�σεω  eν, τ5 δ9 µ* καταδ�εσθαι τ*ν
βαρυτ(ραν το� σaµατο  φ�σιν Gποχουµ(νην τH το� Rδατο 
κουφοτ(ρK φ�σει, α� λλὰ +περε�δεσθαι τ*ν στερροτ(ραν τH
µανωτ(ρK, το�το θε�α  Gστ� φ�σεω  ποιε/ν, 〈%〉 )δικωτάτω  πάσα ,
ποι�σαι κα� µεταποι�σαι, κα� ο"σι�σαι, κα� µετουσι�σαι, κα�
α� πουσι�σαι τὰ  φ�σει  δ�ναται, καX ν Gκ το� α"το� πρ	εισι
προσaπου. Σαφ�  οIν Gν το/  τοιο/σδε θε�α κα� α� νθρωπ�νη φ�σι 
συνενεργο�σαι @ρ�νται, ο" µ*ν Sτ(ρα φ�σι  συντεθε/σα, Gκ τ�νδε
%µ/ν καθορα̃ται.





. 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.





. Ε) µηδ9ν πλ(ον O Qλαττον τα/  δ�ο φ�σεσιν % σ�νθεσι  %

α� σ�γχυτο  πλ*ν τC  πρ5  α� λλFλα  Sνaσεω  δε�κνυσιν, lνωσι  δ9
ο]τε φ�σι  Gστ�ν, ο]τε µ*ν α� λλο�ωσι , O λε/ψι , < πρ	σθεσι 
φ�σεω , π�  αP νευ προσθ(σεω , < λε�ψεω , < α� λλοιaσεω  φ�σεω ,
τ5 κατ�  α� ριθµ5ν ποσ5ν τ�ν %νωµ(νων φ�σεων, πλ(ον O Qλαττον
φανFσεται, mνα O τρε/  O µ�αν τὰ  ο"σ�α  δ�ο ο]σα , µεταποιFσY; Ε)
δ9 αP ρα κα� πλε/	ν τι Sνaσεω  α� συγχ�του τα/  φ�σεσιν Gπεισάγειν
τολµ�σι ποιητικ5ν O παραστατικ5ν α� πλ�  φ�σεω , λεγ(τωσαν
%µ/ν παρρησ�K· “Τ� το�το εhναι διανοο�νται;”

. Ε) Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων %νωµ(νων α� συγχ�τω  µ�αν ποιε/ν Qστιν, Gκ
δ�ο φ�σεων %νωµ(νων κατὰ σ�γχυσιν, τ� lτερον γ�νεται; XΗ οIν
δ�ο εhναι φ�σει  Gκ το� 〈το�〉 α� συγχ�του λ	γου Gπ� Χριστο�

Gρο�σιν, O τ�  % διαφορὰ το� α� συγχ�του πρ5  τ*ν σ�γχυσιν Gν τH
τ�ν φ�σεων Sνaσει λ(γειν ε)σπραχθFσονται. Ε) γὰρ κα� λ(γοιεν,
Nτι “Ο" συγχ(οµεν”· τ� γὰρ πλε/ον Gρε/ @ λ(γων σ�γχυσιν;
Ε)πάτωσαν γάρ. Κα� το/  Νεστοριανο/ , δ�ο +ποστάσει  λ(γουσι
κα� κράζουσιν α� ν(δην, Nτι “Ο" διαιρο�µεν”, το�το φαµ(ν· Nτι τ� γὰρ
αP λλο παραστFσει τ5ν διορισµ	ν; Ο" γάρ Gστ�ν Sτ(ρω  τὰ πάντY
α� διακρ�τω  συγκε�µενα, πλ*ν το� λ(γειν µια̃  +ποστάσεω  κα�
φ�σεω  εhναι, ο]τε τὰ πάντY διακεκριµ(να, O τU λ(γειν δ�ο φ�σει 
κα� +ποστάσει  εhναι.

. Ε) µ�α φ�σι  το� ∆εσπ	του %µ�ν Χριστο� µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν,
ε1ποιµεν πρ5  α"το� · “ �̂ Αρά γε φατ(, > ο?τοι, κρειττωθCνα� πω 
τα�την πα̃σαν µετὰ τ*ν α� γ�αν α"το� α� νάστασιν, O [v] ο"χ�· O

πα̃σαν µ9ν ο"χ�, εhναι δ( τι λ(γεται Gν α"τH Gν τH α� ναστάσει το�
∆εσπ	του κρειττο�µενον, κα� lτερον µ* κρειττο�µενον;” Ε) µ9ν οIν
εhνα� τι τ(λειον κα� φυσικ5ν τ5 κρειττο�µενον κατὰ φ�σιν, κα�
lτερον τ(λειον φυσικ5ν κρειττο�ν κατὰ φ�σιν Gν τH α� γ�K α"το�
α� ναστάσει φατ(, α"τ	θεν %µ/ν )δοT τὰ  δ�ο φ�σει  συνοµολογε/τε·
κα� ε"χαριστ�α τU κοινU Πατρ� Gπ� τH τ�ν α� δελφ�ν Gν +γε�K
α� πολFψει.





. 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.

. If it’s possible to make one nature out of two natures united
in an unconfused way, what different outcome is 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 is 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.

. 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!





. ΟZ Gπινο�K µ	νον @ρDν φάσκοντε  τ5 διττ5ν τ�ν φ�σεων Gπ�
Χριστο� µετὰ τ*ν qνωσιν, λεγ(τωσαν %µ/ν, τ*ν φυσικ*ν διαφορὰν
το� α� οράτου κα� @ρατο� Gν ΧριστU, Gπινο�K 1σασιν, O ο"χ�,

α� λλ�  Sτ(ρω ; Ε) µ9ν οIν τH α"τH Gπινο�K κα� τ*ν διαφορὰν 1σασι
τ*ν φυσικ*ν Gν τU α"τU, nσπερ τα�την @µολογο�σι, κα� κε�νην
α� ναγκασθFσονται· O ε) πλάσµα Gστ�ν Gκε�νη, κα� τα�την οRτω 
Qχειν λ(ξουσιν. Ε) δ9 τ*ν διαφορὰν ο"κ Gπινο�K, α� λλ�  α)σθFσει
@ρDν α"τH ε1ποιεν, τ5 α� 	ρατον α)σθητ�  @ρDν διαβεβαιο�µενοι
θαυµασθFσονται. Ε) δ9 Gπινο�K µ9ν αP µφω @ρ�σιν, α� λλὰ τ*ν µ9ν
διαφοράν, τH τ�ν Jντων κριτικH κα� τ�ν +π9ρ α1σθησιν
καταληπτικH, τ*ν δ9 δυάδα τH τ�ν µ* Jντων α� ναπλαστικH, πρ�τα
µ9ν τ� µ* κα� δ(κα κα� ε1κοσι κα� τριάκοντα φ�σει  α� ναπλάττοµεν
ΧριστU, α� λλὰ δ�ο µ	νον; Τ�  δ9 κα� Gνοµοθ(τησεν %µ/ν πλάσµατα
δογµατ�ζειν Gπ� Χριστο� το� α� ληθινο� Θεο�, κα� φαντασ�αι 
µ	ναι  α� παιωρε/σθαι τ*ν π�στιν, ε)δωλολατρε/ν δ9 ο"κ Qξωθ(ν

πω , α� λλ�  Gν α"τH %µ�ν τH ψυχH, τὰ µ* Jντα α� ναπλάττοντα , εhτα
κα� µυθολογο�ντα  α"τὰ το/  λοιπο/ ; Τα�τα γὰρ δοθ(ντα, πα̃ν τ9
τ5 τC  ε"σεβε�α  µυστFριον,3 κα� τοT  διδασκάλου  πάντα  α6 µα
µιD προλFψει τH το� ψε�δου  α� βεβαι	τητι διασ�ραντα
καταστρ(φει.

P Ετι δ9 λεγ(τωσαν %µ/ν Jντω , ε) αs ρά γε κατὰ τα�την α"τ*ν τ*ν
Gπ�νοιαν, καθ�  :ν δ�ο φασ� τὰ  φ�σει , Qξεστι τιν� τ�ν πατ(ρων O
α� ποστ	λων ε)πε/ν δ(κα τὰ  φ�σει  Χριστο�, O πεντFκοντα, O ο"δεν�
α� ληθ� ; Ε) µ9ν γὰρ GξCν α� ληθ�  ε)πε/ν, τ� µ* Qφασαν τα� ληθ( ,
κα�τοι το�του ζητουµ(νου πάλαι, π	σαι αX ν εhεν Χριστο� αZ φ�σει ;
Ε) δ9 µ* Qστιν +π9ρ τὰ  δ�ο α� ληθ�  GπινοCσαι τὰ  φ�σει  Χριστο�,
δCλον E  το� πράγµατο  τ*ν α� λFθειαν lω  το�δε το� α� ριθµο�
Qχοντο . Ε) δ9 πράγµατι κα� α� ληθε�K Gπινεν	ηται τ�,4 [r] ο"κ

α� ναπλαστικ�  νεν	ηται, κα� πεφάντασται ψευδ� · το�τW γὰρ
διακριτ(ον α� πλ�  τὰ  Gπινο�α , Nτι % µ9ν α� ληθ*  +π5 τ�ν Jντων
γεννα̃ται %µ/ν, % δ9 ψευδ*  τὰ µ* Jντα γεννD Gν %µ/ν. Ε)σ�ν οIν
α� ληθ�  δ�ο τH Gπινο�K αZ φ�σει  Χριστο�· κα� γὰρ κα� %νωµ(ναι, τH

3  Tim. : 
4 Gπινεν	ηται, τ� MS





. 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





Gπινο�K %µ�ν ε)σ� θεωρητα� µ	νον· τ5 γὰρ φ�σει α� 	ρατον, ο"δ�  Nτι
0νωτα� τινι @ρατ5ν ε) µ* τH Gπινο�K. �Αλλ�  Gπε� α6 µα νοε/ν πλε�ονα
κα� περ� πλει	νων νοFµατα @ νο�  %µ�ν ο" δ�ναται, α� ναγκα�ω  κα�
τ*ν lνωσιν α� ποδιαστ(λλοντε  τ�ν %νωµ(νων, Gν τU κρ�νειν lνωσιν
κα� %νωµ(να, @ρ�µεν τ5ν διάφορον Sκάστου λ	γον, κα� τ�ν
%νωµ(νων lκαστον κατ�  )δ�αν σκοπο�ντε , πο/α κα� πο/α Qχει 1δια
γνωρ�ζοµεν· Ε) γὰρ µ* οRτω  γν�µεν, ο"δ9 τ*ν lνωσιν νοο�µεν·

αRτη γὰρ διὰ τC  α� ντιδ	σεω  τ�ν )δ�ων καθορα̃ται. 6Αµα δ9 πάντα
τὰ %νωµ(να, κα� τὰ 1δια α"τ�ν, κα� τὰ τC  Sνaσεω  1δια νοε/ν, ο"κ
Qστιν ο"δεν� µιD κα� α� πλH φαντασ�K. �Αναγκα�ω  οIν τὰ  µ9ν
διαστολὰ  τ�ν %νωµ(νων κατὰ φαντασ�αν α� ναπλάττοµεν τH
Gπινο�K, α� λλὰ κα� τ	δε ο" διὰ τ5 ψε�σασθαι τH Gπινο�K Gν Sαυτο/ 
τ*ν διάκρισιν τ�ν συγκειµ(νων—ο" γὰρ ο?το  eν σκοπ	 —α� λλὰ
διὰ τ5 τC  φ�σεω  %µ�ν ψευδ9 , E  ε)πε/ν· πα̃  γὰρ αP νθρωπο 
ψε�στη ,5 ο" δυναµ(νων +φ�  qν τὰ πολλὰ νοε/ν %νωµ(να, ε) µ* διὰ
το�δε το� τρ	που Gπιστ�µεν τH τ�ν %νωµ(νων α� ληθε�K, π	σα τ9
κα� @πο/α )δικ�  Gστιν lκαστον· το�του δ9 µ* γνωσθ(ντο , ο"δ�  Nτι
Jντω  πλε�ονα 0νωτα� τινα καταληφθFσεται. �Αγνοε/ται αP ρα κα� %

lνωσι  ο"κ οIσα, κα� Gπινο�K ψευδε/ διάστασι  τ�ν %νωµ(νων, mνα
Gπινο�K α� ληθε/ γνωσθH % lνωσι  α"τ�ν, λαµβάνεται· qν γὰρ µ	νον
@ρ�σά τι % α1σθησι , ο]τε ε) φ�σει, ο]τε ε) Sνaσει Gστ�ν lν, δ�ναται
διακρ�νειν.

. �Η µ�α φ�σι , 0ν φατ(, α� δελφο�, µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν, O τα"τ* Qσται
τU α� ριθµU µιD τ�ν πρ5 τC  Sνaσεω  φ�σεων, Gξ kν λ(γετε εhναι
α"τ*ν δ�ο φ�σεων, O ο"χ�. Ε) µ9ν οIν ο" τα"τF, ο"χ�  @ α"τ5  Θε5  @
πρ5 σαρκ5  κα� Gν σαρκ�, <γουν @ µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν κα� πρ5 τC 
Sνaσεω , εu  τU α� ριθµU, α� λλ�  lτερο  Gν τU Λ	γW, κα� lτερο  Gν
ΧριστU. Ε) δ9 τα"τ* τU α� ριθµU τH το� Λ	γου φ�σει Gστ�ν,
αP σαρκο  αP ρα κα� µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν @ Λ	γο , O σ�νθετο  σαρκ� κα�
πρ5 τC  Sνaσεω .

5 Ps. :  LXX; Rom. : 





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.

. 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. 





. Πα̃ν τ5 Jν, κτιστ5ν O αP κτιστ	ν Gστι· τ5 γὰρ “το�των µ(σον,
ο"δ9 οZ τοT  τραγελάφου  α� ναπλάττοντε ”, καθ`  φησ�ν @ πατ*ρ,
“δaσουσιν”·6 Ε) οIν µ�α φ�σι  Gστ� Χριστο� ε1περ αP κτιστ	  Gστι
[v] τ�  % Gκ τC  α� γ�α  παρθ(νου; Ε) δε κτιστF Gστι, τ�  %
@µοο�σιο  τU α� κτ�στW Πατρ�; �Οµο�ω  δ9 κα� ε) α� γ(νητο , κα� ε)
αP χρονο  αRτη Gστ�, τ�  % γενοµ(νη Gκ γυναικ	 ,7 κα� το�το, Nτε eλθε
τ5 πλFρωµα το� χρ	νου8 Gν +στ(ροι  καιρο/ ;9 Ε) δ9 γενητ*10 κα�
+π5 χρ	νον, τ�  δι�  v  πάντα γ(γονε,11 κα� δι�  v  τοT  α)�να  @ πατ*ρ
Gπο�ησε;12 Κα� π�  µFτε α� ρχ*ν ζωC , µ* δ9 τ(λο  %µερ�ν Qχων13 @
Χριστ5 , κατά τε τ	δε α� φοµοιο�µενο  τU Μελχισεδ(κ;14 Τ5 γὰρ
α"τ5 qν κατὰ τ5 α"τ5 Gν τα"τU τ�ν Gναντ�ων τοT  λ	γου  ο"κ

Gπιδ(ξεται, E  πολλάκι  ε1ρηται.

. �Ο µεσ�τη  θεο� κα� α� νθρaπων,15 αs ρά γε µ(σο  α"το/  εhναι
δοκε/ +µ/ν κα� κατὰ τ5ν φυσικ5ν λ	γον, O µ	νον κατὰ γνωµικ*ν
σχ(σιν, κα� συµβιβαστικ5ν σκοπ	ν; Ε) µ9ν οIν κατὰ γνaµην µ	νον,
κατὰ φ�σιν O θάτερον τ�ν δ�ο, O lτερον τ� Gστι παρὰ τὰ δ�ο. Ε) δ9
οIν, α� νάγκη κα� κατὰ φ�σιν εhναι α"τ5ν µ(σον· τ5 δ9 µ(σον, α� νάγκη
O ο"δετ(ρου τ�ν µεσαζοµ(νων µετ(χειν, O α� π5 µ(ρου  Sκατ(ρου, O
Nλων τ�ν Sκατ(ρου λ	γων. oΟ βο�λεσθε %µ/ν α� ποκρ�νασθε.

. �Ο α� π	στολο  µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν δηλαδ* τ*ν Gν ΧριστU
λαβο�σάν16 τε κα� ληφθε/σαν µορφ*ν οhδεν,17 <γουν φ�σιν· α?ται δ9

Nτι ο]τε µ�α ο]τε @µο�ω  Qχουσαι, παντ� δCλον.

6 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration , 
7 Gal. :  8 Gal. : . 9  Tim. : 

10 γενετ* MS 11 John :  12 Heb. : 
13 Heb. :  14 Heb. : 
15  Tim. : 
16 λαβο�σάν: β add. MS supra lin.; λαλο�σάν in textu
17 Phil. : –





. Everything that exists is 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
in later times? If there was a temporal hour of birth, too, what
nature is it through which all things came to be, and through which the
Father made the ages? How is Christ, who has no beginning 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.ii

. 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!

. 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.iii It’s clear to anyone that these forms aren’t one, and that
they don’t exist in the same way.





. Ε) διὰ τ5 το� α� νθρaπου ε)ρηµ(νον τισ� τ�ν πατ(ρων
παράδειγµα τὰ  δ�ο φ�σει  ο"χ�  οu	ν τε σaζεσθαι Gν ΧριστU,
λεγ(τωσαν %µ/ν· οZ α� ποκτε�νοντε  τ5 σ�µα18 φ�σιν α� ποκτε�νουσιν,
O ο"χ�; κα� οZ τ*ν ψυχ*ν µ* δυνάµενοι α� ποκτε/ναι,19 φ�σεω  ο"
κατισχ�ουσιν Sτ(ρα  παρὰ τ5 σ�µα, O ο" δCτα; Ε) οIν αP νθρωποι
Jντω  eσαν οu  Gντ(ταλτο +π5 το� Κυρ�ου µ* φοβε/σθαι20 α� π5 τ�ν
τοι�νδε, δCλον E  Gνουσ�ν α"το/  τ�ν δ�ο φ�σεων τα�τα ε1ρηται,
<γουν τC  τε α� ποκτενοµ(νη  κα� τC  µ* α� ποκτενοµ(νη .

. Ε) Qµεινε φ�σι  τ9 οIσα κα� θε	τητο  % το� Λ	γου, κα� φ�σι 

οIσα κα� α� νθρωπ	τητο  % τC  σαρκ5 , π�  ο" δ�ο φ�σει  αP τρεπτοι
Gν τU ΧριστU;

. P Ετι % διαφορά, τιν�ν διαφορά; τ�ν γὰρ Qν τινι κα� ο" τ�ν
καθ�  α+τὰ νοουµ(νων @ τα�τη  λ	γο . ∆ιαφορὰν οIν οZ λ(γοντε , κα�
διαφ(ροντα εhναι Gν ΧριστU δaσοιτε. Π	σα δ9 τα�τα, δ�ο
το"λάχιστον φFσοιτε. Τ�να δ9 τα�τα Gστ�ν ε)σπραττ	µενοι,
θε	τητα κα� α� νθρωπ	τητα iνοµάσοιτε, E  οhµαι. Τ� δ9 τάδε τ�ν Gν
το/  οIσι21 γεν�ν 1στε α� νακριθ(ντε , ε1περ µ* ε1η ποιὰ, O π	σα, O
σχ(σει , < τι τοι	νδε, ο"σ�α  @µολογFσοιτε πάντω . ∆�ο αP ρα
ο"σ�α  λ(γειν +µα̃  Gκ τC  [r ] διαφορα̃  Gπ� Χριστο� σαφ� 
συνάγεται.

18 Matt. :  19 Matt. :  20 Matt. :  21 ο"σι�ν MS





. 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 soul lack 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.

. 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?

. 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.





. � Ερωτ�µεν δ9 +µα̃  Qτι α� δελφο�· “Λ(γετε κατά τι διακρ�νεσθαι

το� )δ�ου Πατρ5  τ5ν ΥZ5ν κα� Λ	γον, O ο"χ�;” P Ισµεν οIν Nτι
λ(γετε· κα� Nτι το�το εhναι τ*ν +π	στασιν @µολογε/τε· µ* γὰρ ε1η
+µ/ν µ* δ9 τα�τα βλασφηµε/ν, µ* δ9 τ�ν λειποµ(νων πρ5  τελε�αν
ε"σ(βειαν α� µοιρε/ν. Πάλιν οIν πυθο�µεθα +µ�ν κα� τ	δε· “ΤC 
)δ�α  σαρκ5  λ(γετε κατά τι διακρ�νεσθαι τ5ν Λ	γον, O ο"χ�;” Ε)
µ9ν οIν κατὰ µηδ(ν, Gγγυτ(ραν τα�την τU Λ	γW κα� %νωµ(νην
µα̃λλον το� Πατρ5  παρεστFσατε, ε1περ το� Πατρ5 
καθ�  +π	στασιν, τC  δ9 σαρκ5  τC  Gν α"τU ο"δ9 κατὰ φ�σιν, ο"δ9
καθ�  +π	στασιν διακ(κριται @ Λ	γο . Ε) δ9 κατά τι κα� τα�την το�
Λ	γου διακρ�νετε, διαφορα̃  λ	γW κα� ο" διαιρ(σεω , τ� το�το,
α� ποκρ�νασθε. Ε) µ9ν οIν τU α"τU καθ5 κα� το� Πατρ5  διωρ�ζετο,
+π	στασι  δ9 α"τF, πρ�τον µ9ν δ�ο τὰ  +ποστάσει  Χριστο�

δεδaκατε, εhτα δ9 κα� 1σην τU Πατρ� κατὰ πάντα τ*ν σάρκα
παριστάνετε, ε1 γε το/  α"το/  κα� µ	νοι  Qκ τε το� Πατρ5  κα� τC 
ο)κε�α  σαρκ5  διακρ�νεται @ Λ	γο . Ε) δ9 καθ�  lτερ	ν τι, O φ�σιν
α� νάγκη το�το εhναι, O τ� παρὰ τ*ν φ�σιν κα� +π	στασιν Gν τU
ΧριστU Qχοιτε ε)δ(ναι, σηµάνατε %µ/ν. Ε) δ9 ο"δ(ν, πάντω  κατὰ
φ�σεω  λ	γον δ�δοτε τ5ν διορισµ5ν το� Λ	γου κα� τC  σαρκ5  Gπ�
Χριστο�· τ�ν δ9 διοριζοµ(νων κα� α� ριθµ	  Gστιν, Gπε�περ τ�νδε
δ�ο Nροι ε)σ�ν· kν δ9 δ�ο οZ Nροι, δCλον Nτι κα� δ�ο τὰ @ριστά·
ε) δ9 τ�ν φ�σεων οZ Nροι ε)σ�, τὰ @ριστὰ δCλον Nτι αZ φ�σει 
α� ποδειχθFσονται· ο"κο�ν α� ριθµητα� σαφ�  αZ φ�σει  Χριστο�.
Καλ�  οIν %µ/ν ε1ρηται· lνωσι  µ9ν +ποστάσεων Gν µιD φ�σει Gπ�

τC  α� γ�α  κα� +περουσ�ου Τριάδο , lνωσι  δ9 τ�ν φ�σεων Gν µιD
+ποστάσει Gπ� τC  α� γ�α  κα� α� φράστου σαρκaσεω  το� Λ	γου·
το�το γὰρ Qφη κα� @ λ(γων πατFρ· “ PΕµπαλιν Qχειν τ5ν λ	γον το�
κατὰ Χριστ5ν µυστηρ�ου, O Gπ� τC  α� γ�α  Τριάδο .”22

22 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter , 





. 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
is 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 is, 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: ‘The definition of the
mystery in Christ is the opposite of the definition for the Holy
Trinity.’





. � Ερωτ�µεν Qτι κα� τ	δε· “Τα�τη  τC  καθ�  +µα̃  φ�σεω 
Χριστο� το� ΥZο� το� Θεο� το� ζ�ντο ,23 κατὰ τ*ν το� Π(τρου
α� σφαλC @µολογ�αν, τ5ν Θε5ν Λ	γον τ� φατ9 εhναι, µ(ρο  O Nλον;” Ε)
µ9ν γὰρ µ(ρο , κα� µ(ρου  φ�σεω  Πατ(ρα λ(γετε τ5ν Πατ(ρα·
µερικο� δ9 Jντο  το� Λ	γου κατὰ τ*ν φυσικ*ν υZ	τητα, κα� το�
Πατρ5  Qσται κατὰ τ*ν φυσικ*ν πατρ	τητα µερικ* % πατρ	τη ·
Sκατ(ρα οIν τ�ν δ�ο θε�ων +ποστάσεων, το� τε Πατρ5  κα� το�

ΥZο�, α� νὰ 0µισυ λε�ψει το� κατὰ φ�σιν λ	γου, κα� ο"κ Qσται τελε�α
φ�σι  Qν τινι τ�ν προσaπων θεωρουµ(νη τC  α� γ�α  [v] Τριάδο .
Εhτα δ9 κα� τUδε Gπισκεπτ(ον τU α� τ	πW, Nτι Qσται ο+τωσ� λ(γειν·
Nτι ε) µετὰ σαρκ5  τελε�α γ(γονεν % φ�σι  το� Λ	γου, Gκ τC 
σαρκaσεω  το� ΥZο�, πρ5  τ5ν Sαυτ�ν24 λ	γον N τε ΥZ5  κα� @
Πατ*ρ προ(κοψαν, mνα κα� α"τ5  τελε�ου ΥZο� τ(λειο  Πατ*ρ ε1η.
Ε) δ9 τα�τα ε"λαβηθ(ντε , τ5 Nλον εhναι τC  µια̃  φ�σεω  το�
Χριστο� τ5ν Gν α"τU θε/ον Λ	γον φατ(, πρ�τον µ9ν O τ5 Nλον
δεδaκατε το� Χριστο�, κα� πρ5 Χριστο� εhναι, Gπε�περ eν @ Λ	γο 
κα� πρ5 τC  Sνaσεω  α"το� τC  πρ5  σάρκα· O τ5ν Λ	γον ο" λ(γετε
+πάρξαι πρ5 τC  σαρκ5  Χριστο�. PΕσται οIν οRτω · πρ�τον,
ο)κε/ον τ5 Nλον, ε1περ Χριστ	 , ο? Gστι τ5 Nλον @ θε/ο  Λ	γο  @ πρ5

α)aνων, προϋπCρχε τC  σαρκ5  Sαυτο� 0 Gστι µ(ρο  Χριστο�. Εhτα
δ9 πάλιν, π�  lξει κα� µ(ρο  SαυτC  τ	νδε τ5ν Λ	γον % µ�α φ�σι ,
pν Qχει 0δε E  Nλον, ο"κ Qστιν )δε/ν· ο" γὰρ τ5 α"τ5 το� α"το� µ(ρο 
τ9 κα� Nλον Qσται πaποτε. PΕτι µ(ντοι κα� % σάρξ, κατὰ τα�την
+µ�ν τFν α� π	κρισιν, GκβληθFσεται πάντY Χριστο�, τC  µια̃ 
τα�τη  +µ�ν φ�σεω  +π5 το� Λ	γου µ	νου συµπληρουµ(νη  <δη, O
προστεθFσεται κα� α"τ* κα� ο"κ Qσται +µ/ν κατὰ σκοπ5ν Qτι τ5
συναγ	µενον· πα̃ν γὰρ τ5 µετὰ τ*ν ο)κε�αν φυσικ*ν @λ	τητα τιν�
Gπιθεωρο�µενον, περισσ	ν τι ποσ5ν Gπεισάξει, ε1περ Jντω  το�τW
%νωµ(νον Gστ�· κα� ο" µ	νον κατὰ λ	γον κτ�σεω  1σω  +πάρχον
α"τU Qξωθεν GπινοηθFσεται. Ο"κο�ν ε) αP τοπα τάδε Gστ�ν, ο"
δυνατ5ν µ�αν ε)πε/ν τ*ν Χριστο� φ�σιν, E  µ(ρο  O E  Nλον

θεωρο�ντα  τ5ν Λ	γον O τ*ν σάρκα Gν α"τH· O οIν Sτ(ρα τ�  Gστιν %
λεγοµ(νη +µ/ν µ�α φ�σι , παρὰ τ5ν Λ	γον πάντY κα� τ*ν σάρκα,
κα� ο]τε Θε5  ο"δ9 αP νθρωπ	  Gστιν, O ο" µ�α πάντω  α� λλὰ δ�ο
+πάρχουσιν.

23 Matt. :  24 Sαυτο� MS





. 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-à-
vis natural sonship, the Father’s fatherhood will also be partial vis-
à-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
isn’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.





. P Ετι φαµ(ν· “Τὰ συνελθ	ντα @ Λ	γο  Gστ� κα� % σάρξ +φ�  kν
γενοµ(νην τ*ν Gκ δ�ο lνωσιν Χριστο� φατ(, O lτερ	ν τι παρὰ τάδε;”
� Αλλὰ τα�τα εhναι πάντω  Gρε/τε· µεµ(νηκε δ9 κα� Λ	γο  @ Λ	γο ,
κα� σὰρξ % σὰρξ µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν, ε) κα� %νωµ(νη τU Λ	γW, κα�
)δ�α το� )διοποιουµ(νου α"τFν. Π�  οIν ο" δ�ο κα� ν�ν, E  Λ	γο 
κα� σάρξ, κα� E  1διον κα� )διοποιο�µενον Qσονται;

. Κ�ριλλο  @ πατFρ φησιν Gν τU πρaτW τ�ν Σχολ�ων, Nτι “Τ5

Χριστ5  Jνοµα, ο]τε Nρου δ�ναµιν Qχει, ο]τε µ(ν τινο  ο"σ�αν N τ�
ποτ( Gστι, [r] σηµα�νειν,25 καθάπερ κα� τ5 αP νθρωπο  O mππο  O
βο� , πράγµατο  δ9 µα̃λλον Gνεργουµ(νου περ� τινα ποιε/ται
δFλωσιν.”26 Ε) οIν ο]τε @ριστικ	ν, ο]τε σηµαντικ5ν ο"σ�α  το�τ	
Gστι τ5 Jνοµα, δCλον Nτι, φυσικ�  οRτω δ9 προσαγορευτ(ον τιν� τ*ν
καθ�  +µα̃  µ�αν Χριστο� φ�σιν, α� λλ�  ο"δ9 θε	ν—µ(ρο  γὰρ α"τC 
Nδε—ο]τε αP νθρωπον—κα� το�το γὰρ @µο�ω  Qχει—τ� οIν τC 
@λ	τητο  α"τC  Jνοµά Gστι, ε1πατε· nσπερ τC  α� νθρωπε�α  lτερ	ν
τι παρὰ ψυχ*ν κα� σ�µα καταφάσκοµεν; “Τ5 γὰρ Χριστ	 , χρ�σιν”
φησ� “σηµα�νει περ� τινα χρι	µενον27.” 6Οτι δ9 ο]τε χρ�σι  αP νευ

ο"σιωµ(νου χρ�σµατο , ο]τε χρι	µενο  α� νο�σιο  τ�  Gστιν, ο]τε Qτι
τ5 χρ�σµα κα� τ5 χρι	µενον µ�α Gστ�ν ο"σ�α, φανερ	ν. Ε)κ	τω  οIν
κα� τ�ν πραγµάτων κα� τ�ν iνοµάτων τ�ν φυσικ�ν διττ� 
ε"πορο�ντε , δ�ο φαµ9ν τὰ  φ�σει  Χριστο� %µε/ .

25 σηµα�νειν] ∼ν s. lin. MS 26 Cyril of Alexandria, Scholia, 
27 χριοµ(νου MS





. 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—now as well, one that was the other’s own, and one that
made the other its own?

. 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-à-vis someone who’s anointed.’iv 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.





. P Ετι δ( φαµεν πρ5  +µα̃ · Gπε� τ5 προκε�µενον +µ/ν α6 τε θε/ον,
γ(νου  λ	γον ο"κ Gπιδ(χεται @πωσο�ν—τ� γὰρ το�δε πρaτου α)τ�ου
Jντο , α� νaτερον Qσται γ(νο ;—τ5 “qν” διττ�  µ	νον Gπ� Χριστο�
κατὰ τὰ  κυριωτ(ρα  λ(γεται φωνά , ε1 γε κα� κατὰ τα�τα 
συγχωρητ(ον τιν� λ(γειν α"τ5 Gνθάδε, κα� δ�ο δ9 διττ�  εhναι τάδε
τινὰ λ(γονται. Τ5 οIν qν Jν, O τU ε1δει O τU α� ριθµU Gστιν lν, κα� τὰ
Jντα δ�ο, O τU ε1δει O τU α� ριθµU Gστι δ�ο. Τὰ µ9ν οIν qν τU ε1δει

Jντα, πα̃σαν lξει πρ5  αP λληλα τ*ν φυσικ*ν @µοι	τητα· τὰ δ9 δ�ο
Jντα τU ε1δει, πάντω  Qχει τ*ν φυσικ*ν α� νοµοι	τητα· τὰ δ9
τU α� ριθµU qν Jντα, ο" κωλ�εται Gν Sαυτο/  Qχειν φυσικ*ν
α� νοµοι	τητα, ε) κα� α� λλFλων χωρ�  µ* διεστFκασι, κα� Gν )δ�K
περιγραφH θεωρο�µενον Sκάτερον, α� ριθµο�νται κατὰ τ5ν το�
α� ριθµο� διωρισµ(νον λ	γον. ΟRτω  γὰρ νοο�ντε  κα� α� ριθµο�ντε ,
lνα µ9ν πάντα τ5ν κοιν5ν αP νθρωπον κα� mππον κα� αP γγελον
α� παραλλάκτω  Qχοντα τU ε1δει τC  α"το� φ�σεω  Gν πα̃σι το/ 
+π�  α"τ5ν α� τ	µοι  φαµ(ν, κεχωρισµ(νω  δ9 πολλὰ το�δε τὰ αP τοµα
τU α� ριθµU γινaσκοµεν—α� νὰ µ(ρο  γὰρ lκαστον α"τ�ν α� ριθµε/σθαι
δυνάµενον 1σµεν—· κα� πάλιν lνα τU α� ριθµU, τ	ν τε κ	σµον Nλον
και τ5ν τινὰ αP νθρωπον λ(γοµεν, φ�σεσι µερικα/  O φυσικο/  ε1δεσιν

ο"χ�  lνα α"τ5ν α� ριθµο�ντε . �Επ� οIν το� ∆εσπ	του %µ�ν, ε) µ9ν τ*ν
µονάδα διὰ τ*ν το� προσaπου Sν	τητα κα� τ*ν τ�ν Gν α"τU
α� χωρ�στων Gξαρ�θµησιν, E  Sν5  Jντο  τU α� ριθµU, φατ9, καλ� 
λ(γετε, κα� %µα̃  δ(ον σTν +µ/ν το�το α� ποδ(χεσθαι, Eµολογηµ(νου
το� κατ�  α"τ5 τ5 qν πρ	σωπον φυσικο� διαφ	ρου. Ε) δ9 [v] κατὰ
τ5ν το� φυσικο� ε1δου  λ	γον α� παριθµCσαι τὰ Gν ΧριστU
βουλ	µεθα, Gπε� Eµολ	γηται τὰ qν τU ε1δει Jντα, κατ�  εhδο  Nµοια
δ(ον εhναι, α� ναγκα�ω  α� ν	µοια θεωρFσαντε , ο"κ(τι τολµFσοµεν
τU το� ε1δου  καταλ	γW qν τα�τα λ(γειν, α� λλὰ δ�ο. Ο"κο�ν
α� κολο�θω  δ�ο µ9ν τα/  φ�σεσιν, qν δ9 τU α� ριθµU τ5ν Χριστ5ν
γινaσκοµεν.





. 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.





. P Ετι Gρωτητ(ον α"τοT · Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων λ(γοντα  τ*ν µ�αν

φ�σιν, :ν φασ� Χριστο�· αs ρά γε κα� Gκ δ�ο +ποστάσεων ε1τουν
προσaπων, τ*ν µ�αν α"το� +π	στασιν λ(γουσιν, O ο"χ�; Πο� οIν
κα� π�  +φ(στηκε θατ(ρα τ�ν φ�σεων α"το� πρ5 τC  Sνaσεω ,
λεγ(τωσαν, τ�νο  τε οIσα τ	τε; Ο" γὰρ Χριστο� eν, µF πω
“χρισθε/σα θε	τητι”28 % α� νθρωπ�νη φ�σι . Ε) δ9 κα� Gκ δ�ο
+ποστάσεων φασ� τ*ν lνωσιν, πο� eν ποτε % τελε�α +π	στασι 
α� νθρωπ�νη προϋπάρξασα Χριστο�, εhτα Gν τH µFτρK τC  α� γ�α 
παρθ(νου Gγκαθειρχθε/σα; Κατ�  Gκε/νο γὰρ τ5 α6 γιον χωρ�ον % lνωσι 
τ�ν Χριστο� φ�σεων α� π�  α� ρχC  Gγ(νετο, ε) µ* αP ρα κατὰ Νεστ	ριον
τ*ν lνωσιν τC  θε	τητο  µετὰ τ5ν τ	κον τC  α� νθρωπ	τητο  ο1ονται

γεν(σθαι πρ5  α"τ*ν σχετικ� .

. P Ετι α� νακριτ(ον α"το� · Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων πράγµατι
+φεστηκυι�ν φασ� τ5ν Χριστ5ν, O θατ(ρα  α"τ�ν <γουν τC 
α� νθρωπε�α , κατ�  Gπ�νοιαν προαναπλαττοµ(νη  α"το/  πρ5 τC 
Sνaσεω ; Ε) µ9ν γὰρ α� µφο/ν Jντω  προουσ�ν, τ�  eν, κα� πο�,
πάλιν ζητFσωµεν, % ψιλ* α� νθρωπ�νη φ�σι  πρ5 Χριστο�, εhτα
γ(γονεν Gν ΧριστU κατὰ τ*ν α� γ�αν µFτραν συντεθ(ντι; Ε� δ9
θατ(ραν τ�ν φ�σεων, Gξ kν φασ� τ5ν Χριστ	ν, Gπινο�K
προαναπλάττουσι, πρ�τον µ(ν, O ο"δαµ	θεν λαβ	ντε  α� φορµ*ν
α� ληθο�  Gπινο�α , ψευδ9  α� νάπλασµα τα�την παριστ�σιν, O
λαβ	ντε , Gκ τC  µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν θεωρ�α  Χριστο�, τ*ν διάγνωσιν
E  δ�ο φ�σεων κα� τοι�νδε, τα�τα  κα� προεπινοο�σιν α"το�. Π� 

οIν ο" δ�ο 1σασι µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν, οZ κα� τ*ν προ�παρξιν α"τ�ν τ*ν
πρ5 τC  Sνaσεω  Gκ τC  κατὰ τ*ν lνωσιν διαγνaσεω  α"τ�ν
GπινοFσαντε ; PΕτι eν, ε) µ9ν Gπινο�K θατ(ραν, κα� α� ληθε�K τ*ν
Sτ(ραν τ�ν φ�σεων, Gξ kν @ Κ�ριο  φασ�ν, α� νάγκη κα� α"τ5ν
Χριστ5ν τ5 µ(ν τι µ(ρο  α"το� α� ληθε�K +πάρχον Qχειν, τ5 δ9 Gπινο�K
δοκε/ν µ	νον, E  εhναι κα� τC  κατὰ το�σδε µια̃  φ�σεω  α"το�,
α� ν�παρκτον τ5 0µισυ, κα� ε)  0µισυ φ�σεω  µ	νον καταντCσαι
α"τ�ν τ*ν Gπ� Χριστο� φυσιολογ�αν, κα� µ* δ9 ε)  µ�αν φ�σιν
τελε�αν E  λ(γουσιν.

28 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration , , .





. 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.

. 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!





. P Ετι Gπε� τ�ν φ�σεων δηλαδ* τ*ν σ�νοδον 1στε, κα� σTν

%µ/ν τ5 α� σ�γχυτον @µολογε/τε τ�ν συνελθ	ντων, π	θεν το�το
θεωρε/τε, α� πο[r]κρ�νασθε %µ/ν. Ε) γὰρ Nτι α� νελλιπC τὰ θε/α
κα� τὰ α� νθρaπεια Gν τU α"τU θεωρε/τε προσaπW, σ�ον Sκάστου
τ5ν φυσικ5ν λ	γον διὰ τC  τ�ν )διωµάτων α� ντιδ	σεω  Gν τU Sν�
συγκρ�µατι γ�νωσκετε, δ*λον Qσται Nτι Qκ τινο  τελε�ου τε το�δε
τὰ  Gνεργε�α  κα� τὰ πάθη κατὰ τελε�ου κα� ο" κατ�  ο"δεν5 29

λογ�ζεσθε, Gπε�περ α� ναγκα/ον κα� τὰ  α)τ�α  οRτω  Qχειν κα�
φυλάττεσθαι διαφ	ρου  κα� τελε�α  nσπερ τὰ 1δια το�των
)διaµατα κα� προβλFµατα. �Επε� οIν διάφορα τ( ε)σι κα� διττά,
θε/α τ9 Jντα κα� α� νθρaπινα, διάφορα Qσται κα� δ�ο κα� τάδε.
Τα�τα δ9 τὰ α1τια τ�ν )δ�ων, ε1περ φ�σει  εhναι @µολογε/τε, Gκ
δ�ο αP ρα τ�ν φ�σεων προϊ(ναι τὰ  )δι	τητα  κα� +µε/ 

@µολογε/τε.

. P Ετι ε) τ*ν φυσικ*ν διαφορὰν @µολογο�σιν Gν ΧριστU, αs ρά γε
τιν�ν Jντων <δη εhναι α"τ*ν διαφοράν, O τιν�ν µ* Jντων λ(γουσιν
εhναι τ*ν διαφορὰν Gν ΧριστU; �Επε� οIν πάντω  Jντων Gρο�σιν, O
δ�ο το�των δηλαδ* O πλει	νων, λεγ(τωσαν οIν @π	σων τιν�ν
βο�λονται εhναι α"τ*ν, κα� µ* ε"λαβε�σθωσαν.

29 καθ�  ο"δενο  MS





. 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. 

. 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.





. P Ετι ε) τ5 λ(γειν δ�ο, χωρ�ζειν Gστ�, π�  δ�ο λ(γοντε  τὰ 
)δι	τητα  κα� α"το�, τ*ν lνωσιν ο" µερ�ζουσιν; �Αλλ�  1σω  ε1ποιεν,
Nτι “Το�το χωρ�ζειν τ*ν φ�σιν ο" π(φυκεν· )δοT γὰρ κα� Gν το/ 
καθ�  lκαστα,30 κα� Gν α"τH τH α� γ�K Τριάδι, πλε�ου  µ9ν τὰ 
)δι	τητα , µ�αν δ9 τ*ν φ�σιν @ρ�µεν.” Τα�τα δ9 ο"χ�  οRτω 
φρονο�ντε  οZ πλε�ου  α"τ�ν φασ�ν, ε) κα� πρ5  τ5 παρ5ν τάδε %µ/ν

προβάλλονται, E  Gν Sτ(ροι  Gδε�χθη. Πλ*ν ε1ποιµεν πρ5  α"τοT ·
“ � Επε� οIν κατὰ τα�τα  λ(γετε τ5 δ�ο +µε/ , α� π(φυκαν ο" τ*ν φ�σιν
χωρ�ζειν, α� λλὰ τὰ  +ποστάσει  τ�ν προσaπων τC  µια̃  φ�σεω —
τα/  γὰρ )δι	τησιν α?ται χωρ�ζονται, καθ�  +µα̃  τε κα� καθ�  %µα̃ —
λ(γοντε  αP ρα κατὰ τα�τα  µ	νον, <γουν τὰ  )δι	τητα , Gπ� Χριστο�
τ*ν δυάδα, τὰ  +ποστάσει  τ�ν προσaπων, δ�ο 1στε το� Χριστο�,
ε) κα� µ�αν τ*ν φ�σιν α"το� @µολογε/τε· Nπερ µ* ε1η +µα̃ , α� δελφο�,
καταδ(χεσθαι.” Ε) δ9 ε1ποιτε µFτε τ*ν φ�σιν µFτε τ*ν +π	στασιν
τὰ  )δι	τητα  χωρ�ζειν, ο]τε Πα�λο  αP ρα Π(τρου, ο]τε το�
Πατρ5  @ ΥZ5  κατά τι διακρ�νεται, τH µ9ν φ�σει Jντε  ταυτο�, τα/ 
δ9 )δι	τησιν α� διάκριτοι κα� α� διάγνωστοι.

. Ε) διαφορὰν λ(γουσι, κα� δυάδα πάντω  ε)πε/ν τ�ν

διαφερ	ντων α� ναγκασθFσονται δηλον	τι· τ�ν τε γὰρ Sτεροφυ�ν
πραγµάτων % α� παρ�θµησι , τ�ν τε συµβεβηκ	των τ�ν
Gξαλλασσ	ντων κατά τι, O τ	 γε Qσχατον, [v] γυµν�ν τ�ν το�
α� ριθµο� µορ�ων, O ψιλ�ν τιν�ν Gπινοηµάτων ε) γ(νοιτο µ(τρησι ,
Gκ τC  διαφορα̃  τC  κατὰ λ	γον, O τάξιν, O χρ	νον, O τ	πον, O
σχ(σιν, κα� αRτη προβFσεται σαφ� . XΗ οIν µFτε διαφοράν, O κα�
τ5ν α� ριθµ5ν λεγ(τωσαν τ�ν διαφερουσ�ν φ�σεων.

. Ε) Gκ δ�ο λ(γοντε  φ�σεων τ5ν Χριστ	ν, E  Gκ τC  κοινC 
θε	τητο  κα� α� νθρωπ	τητο , δ�ο τάσδε κα� µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν ο"
γινaσκουσιν, αP ρα γε ο"δ9 1σασι µετὰ τ*ν ο)κονοµ�αν τC 
σαρκaσεω  το� Λ	γου τὰ  κοινὰ  δ�ο φ�σει  α� νθρωπ	τητο  κα�

θε	τητο , ο"δ9 διωρισµ(νω  α"τὰ  α� ριθµο�σιν, ο"δ9 εhναι Nλω 
δ�ο Qτι λοιπ5ν φασ�· τάδε γὰρ πεπα�σθαι τC  δυάδο  φασ�ν οu 
προσγ(γονεν % lνωσι , εhναι δ9 τα�τα τὰ  κοινὰ  φ�σει 
@µολογο�σιν.

30 καθ(καστα MS





. 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.

. 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.

. 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!





. Ε) διὰ τ5 τα/  φ�σεσιν %ν�σθαι, µ�αν ο1δασι φ�σιν τὰ
συνελθ	ντα, κα� διὰ τ5 φ�σεσι διαφ(ρειν, δ�ο τα�τα γινωσκ(τωσαν·
διά τε γὰρ lνωσιν, qν πρ	σωπον, κα� διὰ τ*ν διαφοράν, δ�ο αZ
φ�σει . Ο" γὰρ Nπερ α"τU Gστι διὰ τ*ν lνωσιν, το�το κα� διὰ τ*ν
διαφορὰν +πολFψονται, α� λλ�  Gν θατ(ρW τU λ	γW τ5 lτερον. �Επε� οIν
κα� ο"σιaδη  µ9ν το/  συνελθο�σιν % διαφορὰ, Gπ�κτητο  δ9 τα/ 
ο"σ�αι  % lνωσι , καλ�  τὰ  µ9ν ο"σ�α , τU )δ�W α"τ�ν λ	γW
διακρ�ναντε , δ�ο φαµ(ν, <γουν τH διαφορD, τ5 δ9 πρ	σωπον α"τα/ 

lν, τH Sνaσει δοξάζοµεν.

. P Ετι παντ5  συνθ(του τελε�ου ο" περιττε�ειν ο]τε Gλλε�πειν δε/
τ5ν λ	γον, α� λλ�  αP ρτιον εhναι· δυὰ  δ9 πρaτη σ�νθεσι , κα� πρ�το 
αP ρτιο  α� ριθµ	 . Π�  οIν α� πρ	σφορον Qσται Gπ� τ�ν συντεθεισ�ν
φ�σεων κα� τ5 qν τ(λειον πληρουσ�ν, δυάδα λ(γειν, µονάδα δ9
+ποστάσεω ; Ο" γὰρ συνετ(θησαν δ�ο α� λλFλαι  κα� +ποστάσει ,
E  αZ φ�σει .

. P Ετι πα̃σα µονά , ε) πάντY Gν ταυτU λ	γW λ(γεται κατά
τινο  καθ�  lν κα� δυά , πρ5 τC  Gν α"τU κατὰ τ5 α"τ5 λεγοµ(νη 
δυάδο , Qστιν 0δε. Ε) δ9 µετὰ τ*ν δυάδα λ(γοιτο, O ο"κ Gν ταυτU
λ(γεται λ	γW, O ο" µονά  Gστιν· ο" γὰρ Qχει φ�σιν O τάξιν Qν τινι
τU α"τU ποτ9 µονὰ  µετὰ τ*ν δυάδα θεωρε/σθαι. Π�  οIν ε) τ*ν

α"τ*ν εhνα� φασ� τα/  Gξ kν Gστι φ�σεσι τ*ν µ�αν φ�σιν, δυὰ 
πρ�τον γ(γονε φ�σεων, κα� τ	τε µονὰ  φ�σεω ; Μ* +παρξάση 
κα�31 γὰρ µονάδο  κατά τι, ο" δυνατ5ν τ*ν κατὰ το�το α"τ5
δυάδα φανCναι, ε1περ Gκ µονάδο  % δυά , κα� ο"κ Gκ δυάδο  %
µονά · ΑZ δ*32 οIν, ε) προ(φθασαν φ�σει  δ�ο εhναι, ο"δ(ποτε µ�α
τε, κα� αZ α"τα� γενFσονται, α� λλ�  O κατ�  αP λλο, O πρ5 α"τ�ν Qσται
% µ�α.

31 κα� s. lin. MS 32 α� δε/ a. corr. MS





. 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.

. 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.)v

. 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
is, 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.





. P Ετι µFν, ε) κα� διὰ τ*ν lνωσιν ο"κ(τι δ�ο τὰ  δ�ο ε)δ(ναι
φασ�—τ5ν γὰρ χωρισµ5ν [r] α1τιον τC  δ�αδο  εhναι λ(γουσι—
πευστ(ον α"τ�ν, αs ρά γε Gπ� τU θανάτW το� Κυρ�ου, 1σασι
χωρισµ	ν τινα τιν�ν φ�σεων, O ο"χ�; Ε) µ9ν οIν ο"χ�, φαντασ�α τε
@ θάνατο , κα� ψευδ*  % περ� α"το� δ	ξα33 Gν τU Κυρ�W—θάνατο 

γὰρ χωρισµ	  Gστι ψυχC  α� π5 σaµατο  α� ναντι�;Fτω —· ε) δ9 Jντω 
χωρισµ5  γ(γονε φυσικ	 , πάντω  κα� κατὰ το�σδε δ�ο φ�σει  τὰ
κεχωρισµ(να το�34 Χριστο�. PΑρα οIν ε) @µολογο�σι τ5ν θάνατον
το� Κυρ�ου, κα� δ�ο φ�σει  α"το� τινὰ  εhνα� ποτε δaσουσι· το�το35

δ(, O τC  µια̃ , :ν φασ�, κατακερµατισθε�ση , O Sτ(ρα 
Gπιγεννηθε�ση 36 ΧριστU φ�σεω . Συλλογιστ(ον δ9 α"τοT  Qτι Gκ
το�των κα� Nτι, Gπε�περ Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων τ*ν γ(ννησιν @µολογο�σι
Χριστο�, Gκ θε	τητ	  τε κα� α� νθρωπ	τητο  τα�την νοο�σι· ε)  δ�ο
δ9 φ�σει  διαιρε/σθαι κατὰ τ5ν θάνατον δ	ντε , ο"κ ε)  τοιάσδε,
α� λλ�  ε)  αP ψυχον σ�µα κα� ε)  Qνθεον ψυχ*ν λ(ξουσι κα� α"το�,
α� νάγκη πάντω  Sτ(ρα  ε)δ(ναι τάσδε, τὰ  Gπ� τU χωρισµU

φανε�σα , τ�ν πρ5 τC  Sνaσεω  α"το/  λεγοµ(νων, α� λλὰ κα� τ*ν
µ�αν φ�σιν κατὰ το�σδε τ*ν Gκ τ�ν φ�σεων τC  τε θε	τητο  κα�
α� νθρωπ	τητο  οIσαν, Sτ(ραν εhναι παρὰ τ*ν Gξ Gνθ(ου ψυχC  κα�
α� ψ�χου σaµατο  µ�αν φ�σιν µετὰ τ*ν α� νάστασιν το� Κυρ�ου
νοουµ(νην κατ�  α"το� · kν γὰρ διάφορα τὰ α� πλα̃ µ(ρη, διάφορα
Qσται κα� τὰ σ�νθετα. PΕσονται οIν οZ δ�ο φ�σει  %νωµ(να 
Χριστο� µ* @µολογο�ντε  σαφ� , δ�ο µ9ν τὰ  πρ5 τC  κατὰ τ*ν
σάρκωσιν το� Λ	γου, µ�αν δ9 τ*ν Gπ� τH Sνaσει α"τ�ν, κα� Sτ(ρα 
δ�ο τὰ  Gπ� τU χωρισµU το� θανάτου, κα� µ�αν αP λλην τ*ν Gπ� τH
α� ναστάσει το� Κυρ�ου καινοτ(ραν λ(γοντε , κα� lξ τε κα�
διαφ	ρου , κα� πC µ9ν %νωµ(να , πC δ9 χωριζοµ(να  φ�σει , κα�
πάντα σπαραγµ5ν ΧριστU GπινοFσαντε , οZ τH Sνaσει α"το�

συνηγορε/ν προσποιο�µενοι.

33 Cf. Heb. :  and Gal. : 
34 τ�ν MS 35 το�το] ∼το supra lin. MS
36 Gπιγεννηθε�ση ] ∼η1 - supra lin. MS





. 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!





. Πευστ(ον δ9 α"τ�ν Qτι κα� τ	δε· “Ε) τ5ν Πατ(ρα κατ�  ο"σ�α 
λ	γον διακεκρ�σθαι λ(γουσι πάση  τC  α� νθρωπ	τητο , εhτα ε) κα�
τ5ν µ�αν φ�σιν λεγ	µενον α"το/  εhναι Χριστ5ν, κοινωνο�ντα
γινaσκουσι τU Πατρ� κα� %νωµ(νον κατ�  ο"σ�α  λ	γον, καθ�  Nνπερ
%µ�ν, E  Qφασαν <δη, διακ(κριται @ ΠατFρ.” Ε) γὰρ φάσκοιεν
%ν�σθαι α"τ5ν τU Πατρ� κατὰ φ�σιν, %µ�ν δηλον	τι κα� α"τ5 
διακ(κριται, <γουν τC  α� νθρωπ	τητο , ο"κο�ν κα� τC  )δ�α 
σαρκ	 , ε) α� ληθ*  αRτη σὰρξ κα� µ�α τC  α� νθρωπ	τητ	  Gστιν.
PΑρα οIν αP σαρκο  @ Χριστ	 , διακεκριµ(νο  τC  σαρκ5  α"το�, κα�

λ(λυται α"το/  % lνωσι , κα� πάντY %µ/ν α� κοινaνητον τ5 θε/ον Gν
ΧριστU. Ε) δ9 τH σαρκ� µ9ν 0νωται @ Λ	γο  κατὰ τ*ν [v] φ�σιν,
ο" κοινωνε/ δ9 τU Πατρ� τH κατὰ φ�σιν Sνaσει, διαιρε/ται 〈κατὰ〉
τ*ν φ�σιν Gκ το� Πατρ	 , κα� Qσται ο" Θε	 , ε1περ @ ΠατFρ Gστιν @
εu  Θε	 , O @ Πατ*ρ ο" Θε	 , ε) @ Χριστ	  Gστιν @ εu  Θε	 —πλε�ου 
γὰρ διαιρουµ(νου , ο" δοξαστ(ον θεο� —κατὰ θάτερον δ9 τ�ν
βλασφFµων, τ5 τC  γε(ννη  αX ν ε1η κολαστFριον το/  αZρουµ(νοι 
τάδε λ(γειν Gπάξιον.

. Ε) µ* καθ�  p Χριστ	  Gστι κατὰ το�τ	 τι  φ�σι  Gστ�—το�το γὰρ
κα� οZ πατ(ρε  α� πε�ρηκαν— O κατ�  ο"δ9ν, O καθ5 Θε5  µ	νον, O καθ5
αP νθρωπο  µ	νον, O καθ5 τ9 Θε5  φ�σι  Gστ�, κα� καθ5 αP νθρωπο 
πάλιν φ�σι  Gστ�, @ α"τ5  µ9ν εu  Χριστ5 , α� λλ�  ο"χ�  % α"τ* φ�σι  Gν

θε	τητι κα� α� νθρωπ	τητι εhναι νοο�µενο . Ε) δ9 ε1ποιεν· “Καθ5
ΥZ5  φ�σι  Gστ�ν, εu  οIν ΥZ5  κα� µ�α φ�σι ”, αP ρα οIν φαµ9ν κα� @
Πατ*ρ φ�σι  Gστ�ν· ε) οIν µ* ταυτ5ν Πατ*ρ ΥZU α� ριθµU O λ	γW,
ο"δ9 ταυτ5ν τH φ�σει @ Πατ*ρ τU ΥZU, ο]τε α� ριθµU ο]τε λ	γW
φυσικU, E  PΑρειο  βο�λεται. Ε) δ9 πάλιν ε1ποιεν, καθ�  p πρ	σωπον
κα� φ�σι  Gστ�, τὰ α"τὰ πάλιν +παντFσεται α"το/ · αP ρα γὰρ Gπε�
lτερον πρ	σωπον το� Πατρ5  κα� το� α� γ�ου Πνε�µατο , κα� Sτ(ρα
φ�σι · α� λλ�  Gπε� κα� διάφορον πρ	σωπον Π(τρου πρ5  Πα�λον, κα�
διάφορο  % φ�σι , α6  Gστι προφανC αP τοπα.





. 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.

. 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-
denvi—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.





. Ε) µ�α σ�νθετο  φ�σι  το� Χριστο�, µ�α δ9 α� πλC φ�σι  το�
Πατρ	 , π�  τU Πατρ� @ ΥZ5  @µοο�σιο ; ο" γὰρ ταυτ5ν τU
α� πλU τ5 σ�νθετον. XΗ οIν ο" µ�αν το� Χριστο�, O ο"χ�  @µοο�σιον
τU Πατρ� τ*ν φ�σιν δοξάζουσι. Ε) δ9 Gκ µ(ρου  α"τ*ν @µοο�σιον

λ(γουσι τU Πατρ�, 1στωσαν Nτι, E  προε�ρηται, ο"κ Gκ µ(ρου 
τι  φ�σι  <γουν ο"σ�α λ(γεται τιν� @µοο�σιο · οRτω  γὰρ αX ν κα�
@ αP νθρωπο  τU τε λ�θW κα� κυν� κα� α� γγ(λW @µοο�σιο  λ(γοιτο.

. �Η µ�α φ�σι  το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νη διαφ(ρει τC  µια̃ 
το� Θεο� Πατρ5  φ�σεω  τC  µ* σεσαρκωµ(νη , O ο"χ�;
�Ανακριν(σθωσαν. Ε) µ9ν οIν φασ� διαφ(ρειν, ο"χ�  @µοο�σιο 
α� ληθ�  Qσται τU Πατρ� @ ΥZ5  διαφ(ρων α"το� κατὰ φ�σιν· ο"κ Gκ
µ(ρου  γάρ Gστιν ε)πε/ν α"τ�ν τ5 @µοο�σιον· πάντα γὰρ τὰ κυρ�ω 
@µοο�σια, Gκ το� Nλου α"τ�ν @ρ�µεν α� λλFλοι  @µοο�σια. Ε) δ9 µ*
διαφ(ρειν Gρο�σιν, αP ρα κα� % το� Θεο� Πατρ5  µ�α φ�σι 

σεσαρκωµ(νη, @µο�ω  δ9 κα� το� α� γ�ου Πνε�µατο .

. P Ετι Gπε� 0 τε Gξ +ποστάσεων σ�νθετο  +π	στασι , στρατο�
τυχ5ν O ο1κου, 0 τε Gκ φ�σεων σ�νθετο  φ�σι , τ	 τε Gκ σωµάτων
σ�νθετον σ�µα, κα� πα̃ν α� πλ�  τ5 Qκ τινων συγκε�µενον, ε) κα�
@µο�ω  α"το/  λ(γοιτο +π	στασι , [r] O φ�σι , O σ�µα, α� λλ�  O
χε/ρον O κρε/ττον τ�ν Sαυτο� µερ�ν @ρα̃ται κα� λ(γεται. Ε) κα� @
Λ	γο  φ�σι , κα� @ Χριστ5  φ�σι  συγκρ�νεσθαι πρ5  τ5ν Λ	γον
δυναµ(νη Gστ�ν, <γουν E  Nλον πρ5  τ5 1διον µ(ρο , τ� αP ρα φησ�,
χε�ρων O κρε�ττων Gστ� το� Λ	γου @ Χριστ	 ;





. 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!

. 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.

. 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 is a nature, and Christ
is 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?





. �Ο α� π	στολο  φησ�· Κατὰ τ*ν Gν(ργειαν το� κράτου  τC 
)σχ�ο  το� Θεο� :ν GνFργησεν Gν τU ΧριστU Gγε�ρα  α"τ5ν Gκ

νεκρ�ν.37 ΑRτη γὰρ % Gνεργο�σα )σχ� , φ�σι  eν, O ο"χ�; Κα� %
Gγειροµ(νη Gκ νεκρ�ν, φ�σι  Gστ�ν, O ο"χ�; Ε) δ9 αP µφω µ�α eν φ�σι 
α"τ* % Gνεργο�σα κα� τ5 Gνεργο�µενον τ*ν α� νάστασιν, τ�  %
Gνεργουµ(νη κα� τ�  % Gνεργο�σα κα� Gγε�ρουσα α"τ*ν φ�σι ; Ο"
γὰρ Sαυτ5ν λοιπ5ν α� νεστηκ(ναι Χριστ5  µ�α yν φ�σι  δειχθFσεται.
Ε1περ οIν ε"σεβ�  τ*ν α� νάστασιν α"το� δοξάζοµεν, Gξ Sτ(ρα 
α"το� φ�σεω  τ*ν Sτ(ραν Sαυτο� φ�σιν α� νιστDν α"τ*ν Χριστ5ν
@µολογFσοµεν, nσπερ Gν Rπνοι  κα� ψυχ* σ�µα Gξεγε�ρει· τC  γὰρ
κλ�νη  α"τ5 διαν�στησι πολλάκι  δι�  GνθυµFσεω . ΟRτω κα�
γ(γραπται· �Εγ` GκοιµFθην κα� Rπνωσα, Gξηγ(ρθην Nτι Κ�ριο ,
δηλον	τι @ Gν Gµο�, φησ�ν α� ντελFψατ	 µου.38 Κα� τ	· Σκ�µνο 
λ(οντο  Gκ βλαστο� � Ιο�δα GκοιµFθη· τ�  Gξεγε�ρY α"τ	ν;39 ο"χ�
lτερο  φησ�ν, α� λλ�  α"τ5  Sαυτ	ν· Gξουσ�αν γὰρ εhχε κα� παραθε/ναι

κα� α� πολFψεσθαι τ*ν ψυχ*ν Sαυτο�.40

37 Eph. : – 38 Ps. :  39 Gen. : 
40 Cf. John : 





. 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
pious 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, I was wakened because the Lord—it’s clear He’s talking about ‘the
Lord in me’—helped me. There’s also the text: A lion’s cub from
Judah’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.





. 6 Ινα δ9 µ* λεξιδρ�οι  +ποδ�ναντε  SαυτοT  συσκιάζωµεν
κατ�  α"το� , γυµν�  GρωτFσωµεν α"το� , ε) τ*ν µ�αν φ�σιν
τα�την τ*ν Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων αP ναρχον γινaσκουσιν O α� ρξαµ(νην
κατὰ χρ	νον. Ε) µ9ν γὰρ αP ναρχον, π�  Qκ τινων, κα� +στερογενC
α"τ�ν κα� σ�νθετον; Ε) δ9 eρκται κα� α)τ�αν Qσχε κα� σ�γκειται,
π�  Θε	 ; “ � Αλλ�  %µε/ ”, φασ�, “τ*ν α"τ*ν αP ναρχον κα�
α� ρξαµ(νην E  οZ πατ(ρε  λ(γοµεν.” �Αλλ�  ο" τ*ν α"τ*ν Gν ταυτU
κατὰ τ5 α"τ	, ε) κα� το� α"το�, οZ πατ(ρε  φασ�ν, > ο?τοι· ο"δ9
γὰρ δυνατ5ν Gν ταυτU κατὰ τ5 α"τ5 τ�ν Gναντ�ων εhνα� τι
δεκτικ5ν λ	γων, α� λλ�  ε) κα� λ(γεται @ρατ5  κα� α� 	ρατο  @ α"τ5 
εu  yν Χριστ	 , ο" κατὰ τ5 α"τ	, E  ο"δ9 τ5 Θανατωθε�  µ9ν

σαρκ�· ζωοποιηθε�  δ9 Πνε�µατι,41 κα� τ5 Ε) γὰρ κα� α� π(θανεν Gξ
α� σθενε�α , α� λλὰ ζH Gκ δυνάµεω ,42 κα� τὰ τοιάδε. Ο"κ Gν ταυτU
γάρ ποτε, ο"δ9 τ5 �Εν α� ρχH eν i Λ	γο , κα� @ Λ	γο  σὰρξ
Gγ(νετο, νοητ(ον· τU µ9ν γὰρ Λ	γW µηδ9 καθ�  οZανο�ν α� ρχ*ν
γεγον(ναι µαρτυρ�ν, α� λλ�  α� νάρχω  εhναι, τ*ν σάρκα γεν(σθαι
φησ�. �Αλλ�  α� πειθ�  Qχοντε  δοκο�σι πιστ�  [v] α� πιστε/ν τU
Λ	γW διὰ τC  α� λογ�α · “Οhδε γὰρ” φασ�ν “Nπω  τα�τα γενFσεται
α"τU, καX ν %µ/ν α� δ�νατα δοκH.” �Αλλ�  ο"δ9ν τοιο�τον αP λογον O
α� σ�στατον Qφη περ� Sαυτο� πaποτε @ Λ	γο , > α� δελφο�· τ� οIν
δε/ %µα̃ 43 συκοφαντε/ν τ5ν Χριστ5ν mνα τ5 1διον συστFσωµεν
κατὰ σκοπ5ν Qχον %µ/ν α� γν	ηµα;

. P Ετι % φ�σι  % θε�α πάντY α� πλC. �Η οIν φ�σι , 0ν φατ9 µ�αν

εhναι το� Χριστο�, σ�νθετ	  Gστιν, O α� πλC; Ε) µ9ν οIν α� πλC, π� 
σ�νθετο  @ Χριστ	 ; ε) δ9 σ�νθετο  % φ�σι  α"το�, π�  θε�α;
Ο"κο�ν α� ληθ�  µ�α µ9ν σ�νθετο  τα/  φ�σεσιν % +π	στασι , δ�ο δ9
αZ φ�σει  το� ∆εσπ	του %µ�ν Χριστο� το� α� ληθινο� Θεο�.

41  Pet. :  42  Cor. :  43 +µα̃ 





. 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 

Spirit, 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?

. 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.





. Ε) µ�αν φ�σιν το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νου κα� ο"
“σεσαρκωµ(νην” ε1ποιτε, π�  ο" φανερ�  τ*ν πατρικ*ν
διδασκαλ�αν παραχαράξετε; Ε) δ9 σεσαρκωµ(νην @µολογε/τε, κα�
ο" σεσαρκωµ(νου το� Λ	γου µ�αν φατ(, διὰ τ	δε α"τ5 δ�ο φ�σει 

Qσται @ Gκ Λ	γου κα� σαρκ5  Χριστ	 · δι	τι γὰρ µ�α φ�σι  το�
Θεο� Λ	γου44 Gντελ*  0δε προωµολ	γηται κα� αP νευ σαρκ	 , ο"δ9ν
δε�ξει καιν	τερον % lνωσι  ε)  φ�σιν, Gὰν µ�α µεµ(νηκεν.
Πυθaµεθα45 γὰρ +µ�ν· “ ˜� Αρά γε φ�σει σαρκ5  τ*ν φ�σιν το�
Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νην @µολογε/τε, O ο"χ�”; Ε) µ9ν οIν ο"χ�, O λ	γW
µ	νον, O φαντασ�K, O τροπH το� λ	γου, τ*ν σάρκωσιν ε)δ(ναι +µα̃ 
α� πολε�πεται. Ε) δ9 φ�σει σαρκ5  τ*ν φ�σιν σεσαρκ�σθαι το�
Λ	γου φατ(, αP λλην τ*ν σαρκο�σαν κα� αP λλην τ*ν σαρκουµ(νην Gν
τU Sν� συνθ(τW προσaπW Χριστο� γινaσκοντε , π�  α� ριθµε/ν αP νευ
δυάδο  τα�τα  δυνFσεσθε;

. �Η µ�α φ�σι  το� Θεο� Λ	γου σεσαρκωµ(νη, O ταυτ	ν Gστι τH
µιD, κα� περιττ�  πρ	σκειται τ5 “σεσαρκωµ(νη”, ε)  παράστασιν

ποσο� ο" συντε/νον Nλω , περ� ο? ν�ν % ζFτησι · O τα/  δ�ο φ�σεσι
ταυτ5ν συνάγει, κα� µάτην %µ/ν α� ντιφ(ρονται· O ο]τε µ�α πάντY
Gστ�ν, ο]τε δ�ο, κα� α� νάγκη µ�αν σTν GπιµερισµU λ(γειν α"τοT 
Qσχατα νηπιάζοντα .

. � Εκρειττaθη τ� τ�ν το� Κυρ�ου, φυσικ*ν κρε�ττωσιν λαβ5ν
µετὰ τ*ν α� γ�αν α"το� α� νάστασιν, καθὰ Κ�ριλλ	  τε @ πατ*ρ φησ�
πρ5  �Ακάκιον κα� οZ λοιπο� πατ(ρε , O @µο�ω  Qχουσα πα̃σα α"το�
% φ�σι , :ν φασ� µ�αν, µεµ(νηκεν; Ε) µ9ν οIν ο"κ Gκρειττaθη, O
κα� ν�ν παθητF, O ο"δ9 πρ5 τC  α� ναστάσεω  eν παθητF, ψευδε/  τε
οZ λ(γοντε  τ*ν κρε�ττωσιν τC  α� νθρωπ	τητο  α"το� πάντε  οZ
διδάσκαλοι. Ε) δ9 Gκρειττaθη τελε�α τ�  φ�σι  Gν α"τU, O Nλη

[r] O µ�α αRτη Gστ�ν 0ν φασι, κα� Qσται κα� % θε	τη  α"το� ε) 
προκοπ*ν α� παθε�α  α� χθε/σα, O µ(ρο  α"το� µ	νον. Ε) δ9 τ5 µ(ρο 
α"το� τ5 προκ	ψαν τελε�α φ�σι  Gστ�, κα� τ5 προκοπ*ν ο"κ
Gπιδεξάµενον, O µ�αν εhναι τελε�αν φ�σιν, O µ	ριον λ(γειν
α� ναγκασθFσονται, κα� O βλασφηµε/ν O ε"σεβε/ν κα� αP κοντε 
συγκλιθFσονται.46

44 post Λ	γου spatium MS 45 πυθ	µεθα
46 συγκλιθFσεται





. 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?

. 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.

. 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?vii 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.





. Ε) @µο�ω  τU α� νθρaπW µ�αν τ*ν φ�σιν Gπ� το� ∆εσπ	του
φασ�ν, @µο�ω  τU α� νθρaπW κα� τ5 Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων Gπ� το� α"το�
εhναι λ(γουσιν. �Αλλ�  @ αP νθρωπο  ο"κ Gκ προϋπαρχο�ση  ψυχC  τε
κα� σaµατο  δ(δοται· Gπινο�K γὰρ µ	νY το� ο)κε�ου Nλου
προτιθ(ντε  τὰ 1δια µ(ρη,47 τ5 Gκ δ�ο Gπ� το�δε φαµ(ν, Gπ� δ9 το�

Κυρ�ου ο"κ Gπινο�K προϋπάρχειν τ5ν Λ	γον τC  )δ�α  συνθ(σεω 
φαµ9ν @µο�ω  τU α� νθρaπW. Ε) δ9 ο"χ @µο�ω  τ5 Gκ δ�ο Gπ� το�
Κυρ�ου κα� α� νθρaπου ψιλο�, ο"δ9 τH µιD το� α� νθρaπου φ�σει
@µο�ω  Sνο�µεν τ5ν Κ�ριον· τὰ γὰρ Gξ α� νοµο�ων τε κα� α� νοµο�ω 
συγκε�µενα, α� ν	µοια γραµµικα/  α� νάγκαι . Ο"κ αP ρα ο)κε/ον α"το/ 
πάντY τ5 παράδειγµα, ε) κα� Jντω  µ�α Gλ(γετο κα� µ	νω  α� ε� µ�α
Gδε�κνυτο % το� α� νθρaπου φ�σι .

. Ε) % φ�σει παθητ* σάρξ το� Λ	γου ο"κ wφθη α� παθ*  διὰ τ*ν
πρ5  α"τ5ν lνωσιν, π	σW γε µα̃λλον @ φ�σει α� παθ*  Λ	γο , α"τ5 
ο" γ(γονε παθητ5 , διὰ τ*ν πρ5  τ5 παθητ5ν lνωσιν. Τ� οIν
πυνθάνεσθε %µ�ν E  α� µφιβαλλοµ(νου Jντο  πο�α φ�σι 

προσFλωτο, ε) µ* θεοπάθειαν φυσικ*ν κα� ο" τ*ν κατ�  ο)κε�ωσιν
λ(γετε;

. Ε) Qστιν @ Λ	γο  φ�σει α� παθF , κατὰ δ9 τ5 ε)ωθ5  λ(γεσθαι
α"το/  Qπαθεν α"τ5  E  οhδεν, οhδεν Sαυτ5ν ο"κ α� παθC πάντY, ε) µ*
α� γνοε/ Sαυτ5ν παθητ5ν Jντα.

. Ε) nσπερ τ*ν ψυχ*ν κα� τ5 σ�µα µ(ρη Nλου το� α� νθρaπου E 
φυσικο� ε1δου  φαµ(ν, οRτω κα� τ5ν Λ	γον κα� τ*ν σάρκα µ(ρη
Χριστο�, ο"χ E  συνθ(του τιν5  µ	νον, α� λλ�  E  φυσικο� ε1δου 
λ(γοµεν, ε)π9 “Τ� τ548 Nλον το�το εhδο ;”

47 In marg. ση(µε�ωσαι) 48 τ5] iteravit MS





. 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.

. 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?

. 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.

. 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 is, not just as belonging to a particular compounded entity,
but as belonging to a natural form, then tell us: what is this whole
form?





. ΤU Sν� πάθει τC  µια̃  σαρκ	 , π�  τ5 µ9ν το� α� νθρaπου
πάσχει, τ5 δ9 συµπάσχει τH α"το� σαρκ�, κα� ο"κ Gν49 SαυτU; Κα� @

συµπάσχων γὰρ Gν SαυτU πάσχει. Π�  κα� ο"κ Gν τU πάσχοντι, ε)
κα� 〈µ*〉 δι�  Sαυτο�, nσπερ κα� @ πάσχων Gν SαυτU πάσχει, κα� ο"κ
Gν τU συµπάσχοντι;

. Το� Κυρ�ου %µ�ν � Ιησο� Χριστο� δ�ο αZ φ�σει , εu  δ9 @
θάνατο . Ο?το  οIν ε) µ9ν κατὰ φ�σιν α"τU µ	νον Gστ�, τC  θνητC 
α"το� φ�σεω  µ	νη , ε) δ9 κα� παρὰ φ�σιν, κα� τC  α� θανάτου. Π� 
οIν ε1ποιτε κατὰ φ�σιν O παρὰ φ�σιν [v] παθε/ν τ5ν Λ	γον
ε"δοκε/ν;

. Ε) πάντω  )σαρ�θµου  εhναι δ(ον τὰ  +ποστάσει  τα/  φ�σεσιν,
E  φασ�ν, Gπε� µ�αν φαµ9ν τC  α� γ�α  Τριάδο  τ*ν φ�σιν, µ�αν
λεγ(τωσαν κα� τ*ν +π	στασιν· O Gπε� τρε/  φαµ9ν τὰ  +ποστάσει ,
τρε/  λεγ(τωσαν κα� τὰ  φ�σει · πολλU γὰρ µα̃λλον ο"κ Qστιν
+π	στασι  α� νο�σιο , <περ ο"σ�α α� νυπ	στατο .

. Ε) % lνωσι  κα� τὰ %νωµ(να τ�ν πρ	  τι Qστι πα̃σιν
Eµολογηµ(νω , π�  µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν ο"κ εhναι δ�ο τάδε, αo  κα�
%νωµ(να εhναι iνοµάζουσιν α� ληθ� , ο1ονται οmδε; ΤC  γὰρ Sνaσεω 
µ* παυθε�ση , α� νάγκη κα� τὰ %νωµ(να συνεισάγεσθαι. P Ετι µ*ν ε)
µ* πρ5 τC  Sνaσεω  δ�ο eν τάδε α"τὰ τὰ κατὰ Χριστ5ν %νωµ(να
κυρ�ω —ο" γὰρ δF, E  Νεστ	ριο  βο�λεται, κα� προϋπCρξε τ5
α� νθρaπινον το� Κυρ�ου, εhτα Sνο�ται—µFτε µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν
@ρα̃ται δ�ο—ο" γάρ Gστι λCξι  τCσδε τC  α� περάντου Sνaσεω —O
ο"δ(ποτε, O Gν τH Sνaσει Gστ� δ�ο τὰ %νωµ(να Gν ΧριστU
α� συγχ�τω .

49 ο"κ Gν] ο"χ qν





. 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?

. 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?

. If it’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.viii

. 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.





. � Εκ δ�ο φ�σεων, O κοιν�ν O )δικ�ν, φασ� τ5ν Κ�ριον %µ�ν

� Ιησο�ν Χριστ	ν. Ε) µ9ν οIν κοιν�ν, κα� πα̃σα % α� γ�α Τριὰ 
Gσαρκaθη κα� Gσταυρaθη, κα� πα̃σα % α� νθρωπ	τη  Gν α"τU. Ε) δ9
Gξ )δικ�ν, O δυνάµει, O Gνεργε�K εhναι προεπινοουµ(νων α"το/  πρ5
Χριστο�. Ε) µ9ν οIν δυνάµει µ	νον, O µετὰ τ*ν lνωσιν ε"θT 
γ(γοναν α"τU κα� Gνεργε�K δ�ο φ�σει , O ο]πω µ(ν, Qσονται δ9
ποτ(, O ο"δ(ποτε γ�νονται Gνεργε�K, κα� νοο/ντ�  αX ν ο+τωσ� α� ε� τε
α� τελε/  κα� µάτην Qχουσαι το�το δυνάµει, ε)  p ο]ποτε 0ξουσιν
Gνεργε�K. Ε) δ9 Gνεργε�K ο]σα  κα� πρ5 τC  κατὰ τ*ν ο)κονοµ�αν
Sνaσεω  1σασι τάσδε )δικά  τε κα� διεστaσα  κα� +φεστaσα  τὰ 
δ�ο, Gν τ�νι πρ5  Νεστ	ριον διαφωνο�σι, λεγ(τωσαν

. Ε) τ5 Nλον το� συνθ(του Χριστο� Θε5ν κα� αP νθρωπον.

@µολογε/ , )δοT τ*ν @λ	τητα τH τ�ν α� ποτελεστικ�ν α"τC  µερ�ν
Gπωνυµ�K προσαγορε�ει . Π�  οIν τ*ν δυάδα τ�ν φ�σεων
%νωµ(νην ο" λ(γει  εhναι Χριστ	ν, αm ε)σι Θε5  κα� αP νθρωπο , κα�
µ(ρη τC  Nλη  +ποστάσεω  Χριστο�;

. Ε) µ* δ�ο φ�σει  Θεο� κα� α� νθρaπου α� λλὰ µ�α τ�  )δ�ω 
Χριστο� Gστ� φ�σι , αP ρά γε Jντω  καθ�  +µα̃ , Χριστοτ	κο  % α� γ�α
παρθ(νο , κα� ο" Θεοτ	κο  λ(γοιτο, φ�σιν [r] Sτ(ραν παρὰ τ*ν
α� πλ�  θε�αν κα� α� νθρωπε�αν τεκο�σα.





. 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!

. 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?

. 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.

 



. P Ετι Gρωτητ(ον α"τοT  λ(γοντα  τ*ν διαφορὰν κα� ο"κ
α� ριθµο�ντα  τὰ διαφ(ροντα, E  “∆ιακεκριµ(να τU λ	γW φαµ(ν, κα�
ο"χ�  E  διωρισµ(να τα/  +ποστάσεσιν”· sΑρα φασ� τ5ν διορισµ5ν πρ5
τC  διαφορα̃  εhναι φ�σει, O σTν τH διαφορD, O µετὰ τ*ν διαφοράν;

Ε) µ9ν οIν πρ5 τC  διαφορα̃  ε1ποιεν, Qσται κα� Gν το/  πάντY
α� διαφ	ροι  @ διορισµ	 , E  διωρ�σθαι κα� στιγµFν, κα� µονάδα, κα�
νο�ν, κα� α"τ*ν καθ�  α+τ*ν τ*ν α� διάφορον θε�αν φ�σιν· κα� 〈ε)〉 % µ�α
οIν α"το/  φ�σι , καθ5 µ�α, διaρισται, καθ5 δ9 διaρισται, κα�
α� ριθµU +π(πεσεν, ο" µ	νου τ9 Χριστο� α� ριθµ	ν, α� λλὰ κα� το� Gν
α"τU νο� )δ�K κα� τC  Gν α"τU θε	τητο  διδ	ασιν α� ριθµ	ν. Ε) δ9 σTν
τH διαφορD O µετὰ τ*ν διαφορὰν τ5ν διορισµ5ν α� ναγκα�ω  @ρ�σι
τ�ν διαφερ	ντων, π�  διαφορὰν λ(γοντε , τ5ν κατὰ τ5ν λ	γον τ�ν
διαφερ	ντων διορισµ5ν ο" φασ�, κα� @µολογουµ(νω , κα� τC 
καθ�  +π	στασιν α"τ�ν Sνaσεω  φυλαττοµ(νη , τὰ διαφ(ροντα τU
λ	γW κα� διαφ	ροι  @ριστικο/  λ	γοι  οu	ν τισιν Nροι  διοριζ	µενα50

〈ο"κ〉 α� παριθµο�σιν;

. �Ο α� ριθµ5  O προϋπάρχει, O συνυπάρχει, O µεθυπάρχει τC 

διαφορα̃  πάντω . Τ*ν οIν διαφορὰν τ�ν %νωµ(νων φ�σεων το�
Κυρ�ου οZ @µολογο�ντε , τ5ν α� ριθµ5ν τ5ν κατ�  α"τFν, <γουν τὰ
διαφ(ροντα πράγµατα, ε) µ9ν πρ5 α"τC  1σασι, λεγ(τωσαν πο�
)δ	ντε  α"τὰ O π	τε α� διάφορα gρ�θµησαν, mνα Gκ δ�ο µ9ν
α� διαφ	ρων51 µ�α δ9 φ�σι  ε1η α"το/  ν�ν % α� διάφορο , Nτε δι�στατο,
Qχουσα τ5 Nµοιον, Nτε δ9 %νaθη τάδε, λαβο�σα τ5 διάφορον. Ε) δ9
σTν τH διαφορD O µετὰ τα�την @ α� ριθµ	  Gστιν, α� ναγκα�ω 
διαφορὰν δ	ντε , O σTν α"τH O Gπ�  α"τH κα� τ5ν α� ριθµ5ν τ�ν
διαφερ	ντων ε)σπραχθFσονται.

50 intellege ο"κ 51 α� διαφ	ρων] α� ∼ supra lin. MS διαφ	ρων a. corr.





. 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?

. 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-à-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.

 



. Ε) µ�αν Gκ δ�ο, ο"χ� δ9 κα� δ�ο φ�σει  το� Κυρ�ου %µ�ν � Ιησο�
Χριστο� εhναι φασ�, λεγ(τωσαν, τC  θε�α  +π9ρ τ5ν το� κοινο� κα�
)δικο� λ	γον ο]ση  φ�σεω  @µολογουµ(νω , τ*ν Sτ(ραν τ�ν δ�ο Gξ

kν @ Σωτ*ρ, <γουν τ*ν α� νθρωπε�αν, @πο�αν φασ�, κοιν*ν O )δικ*ν;
Ε) µ9ν οIν )δικFν τινα )διάζουσάν τε χωρ�  το� Λ	γου ποτ9 τα�την
ο1ονται, δCλον E  Νεστοριαν�  α� σεβο�σιν. Ε) δ9 κοιν*ν τFνδε
λ(γουσιν, O τ*ν Gπινο�K O τ*ν πράγµατι, Nλου δ9 το� ε1δου  ο"σ�αν
φασ�ν. Ε) µ9ν οIν τ*ν Gπινο�K λ(γουσι µ�αν εhναι, τ�ν Gξ kν @
Σωτ*ρ σ�νθετ	  Gστι κατὰ µ�αν φ�σιν +φεστa , σαφ9  E  τ5 0µισυ
το� κατ�  α"τ5ν φυσικο� λ	γου Gπινο�K Qσται Qχων κα� ο" πράγµατι,
<γουν τ5 α� νθρaπειον µ(ρο  τC  συνθ(σεω  α"το�· ε) δ9 κατὰ το�το
κα� Gκ τC  παρθ(νου σαρκο�ται, κα� α� νθρaποι  Eράθη, κα�
Gσταυρaθη, κα� τὰ λοιπά, πάντω  κα� τα�τα Gπινο�K κα� ο"

πράγµατι α� ληθ�  γεγ(νηται. Ε) δ9 πράγµατι µ(ν, κοιν*ν δ9 τ*ν
κατ�  α"τ5ν φ�σιν τC  α� νθρωπ	τητο  [v] φασ�ν, Gπε� Gν τH κοινH,
τH πράγµατι εhναι λεγοµ(νY, � Ιο�δα  τ9 κα� Πιλάτο  Gστ�ν, αP ρα κα�
ο?τοι ο"δ9ν vττον το� ∆εσπ	του Gσταυρaθησαν κα� Gκ νεκρ�ν
α� ν(στησαν, α"τ	  τε ο"δ9ν vττον προ(δωκ( τε κα� Gστα�ρωσεν
α"το�  τε κα� Sαυτ	ν· οRτω δ9 κα� συγγεννηθCναι α"τU PΑννα  τε
κα� Καϊάφα  Gκ τC  α� γ�α  παρθ(νου νοο/ντο αP ν· α� λλὰ µ*ν κα� @
προπάτωρ α"τC  ∆αβ�δ, κα� α"τ* % αP χραντο  µ�α τι  οIσα τC 
κοινC  φ�σεω , +φ�  SαυτC  γεννηθCναι σTν τU ΘεU Λ	γW τ*ν κοιν*ν
φ�σιν τC  α� νθρωπ	τητο  γεννaση  λογισθε�η· kν τ� α� τοπaτερον





. 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 is, 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?

 



Gξε�ροι τι , O βλασφηµ	τερον; Ε) δ9 λ(γοιεν· “ �Υµε/  οIν Gκ δ�ο κα�
Gν δ�ο φ�σεσι τ5ν ∆εσπ	την δοξάζοντε , @πο�ων το�των φατ(;”,

α� φθ	νω  α"το/  Gρο�µεν, E  “ � Εκ δ�ο µ(ν, τC  τε θε�α  κα� τC 
κοινC  α� νθρωπε�α , αP µφω προϋπαρχουσ�ν τC  Sνaσεω  Χριστο�
φαµ(ν, Gν δ�ο δ(, τC  τε +π9ρ τ5ν κοιν5ν λ	γον κα� )δικ5ν ο]ση 
κοινC  θε	τητο  κα� τC  )δικC  µ	νου α"το� α� νθρωπ	τητο .” Τ*ν
µ9ν γὰρ Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων φων*ν συνιστDν δυνατ	ν, κα� Gκ τC  κατὰ
α� φα�ρεσιν λαµβανοµ(νη  φ�σεω  Gκ το� κοινο� τ�ν α� νθρaπων πρ5 
τH GνυπάρκτW θε	τητι Gπινο�K οIσαν—Gπινο�K γὰρ κα� θεωρο�µεν
πρ5 Χριστο� τὰ Χριστο�—τὰ δ9 Gν α"τU +φεστaτω  Jντα
@µολογε/ν ο"κ Qστι πρ5 α"το�, α� λλ�  Gν α"τU, nστε τ*ν +φεστ�σαν
α"το� α� νθρωπ	τητα, οZ δ�ο φ�σει  ε)δ	τε  %νωµ(να  Gν ΧριστU
φασιν µα̃λλον, <περ οZ Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων λ(γοντε  α"τ	ν.

. P Ετι % µ�α φ�σι  το� Θεο� Λ	γου % ν�ν σεσαρκωµ(νη, eν ποτ9
ο" σεσαρκωµ(νη, O ο"χ�; Ε) δ9 το�το α� ναµφ�βολον κα� α"το/ ,
α� κουστ(ον παρ�  α"τ�ν, ε) Θεο� τε Λ	γου eν, κα� φ�σι  eν, κα� µ�α
eν κα� πρ5 το� σαρκωθCναι, σαρκωθε/σα τ� GπεκτFσατο, O τ�
α� πεβάλετο; Ε) µ9ν ο"δ9ν α� πεβάλετο—ο" γὰρ κατὰ τροπ*ν ε1ρηται
κα� µετουσ�ωσιν τ5 σεσαρκωµ(νη, nσπερ φαµ9ν Gπ� το�
κρυστάλλου µ�α φ�σι  Rδατο  λελιθωµ(νη—δCλον E  GπεκτFσατο
σάρκα <γουν α� νθρωπ	τητα· αRτη δ9 τ� Gστι, ποι	τη  O φ�σι  τι ; Ε)
δ9 πάντω  φ�σι , αRτη % κτηθε/σα φ�σι , πρ5  τH κτησαµ(νY α"τ*ν
µιD το� Θεο� Λ	γου φ�σει, π	σαι αX ν εhεν, ε)πάτωσαν %µ/ν
ε"γνωµ	νω .





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.

. 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!

 



. P Ετι Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων τ*ν µ�αν φ�σιν, το� Θεο� Λ	γου, τ*ν

σεσαρκωµ(νην, 1σασιν, O Χριστο� µ	νον; Ε) µ9ν οIν Χριστο�
µ	νον, κακο�ργω , περ� Χριστο� α� νακριν	µενοι παρ�  %µ�ν, ο" διὰ
το� α"το� iν	µατο , α� λλὰ διὰ το� Θεο� Λ	γου τ*ν περ� τ�ν
φ�σεων α� πολογ�αν ποιο�νται. Ε) δ9 κα� το� Λ	γου τ*ν µ�αν φ�σιν
Gκ δ�ο λ(γειν τολµ�σιν, Qσται κα� α"τ* δηλαδ* Gκ θε	τητ	  τε κα�
α� νθρωπ	τητο  καθ�  α+τ*ν νοουµ(νη, [r] κα� σαρκουµ(νη δ9
πάλιν, Sτ(ραν φ�σιν σαρκ5  Gπικτησαµ(νη, τριπλC τε α� ντ� διπλC 
Gκ δ�ο σαρκ�ν κα� µια̃  θε	τητο  συγκεκροτηµ(νη.





. Another thing: do they recognize the one incarnate nature
out of two natures as belonging to God the Word, or to Christ 

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!

 



. P Ετι Gπε� Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων lν τι γεν(σθαι φασ�, πευστ(ον α"τ�ν·
τ5 qν το�το, τ�νι λ	γW qν φασ�ν; XΗ γὰρ τU iν	µατι, O τU γ(νει, O
τU ε1δει, O τU α� ριθµU qν εhνα� τι λ(γουσι· παρὰ γὰρ τάδε, Sτ(ρω  lν

τι λ(γειν ο"κ Qστιν. Ε) οIν τU iν	µατι lν τι γ(γονε, µ	νον @µωνυµ�K
%νaθησαν τὰ δ�ο, SτεροφυC δ9 κα� α� σ�νθετα α� λλFλοι  Qτι Gστ�ν,
αP νθρωπ	  τε µ	νον, O Θε5  µ	νον, O lτερ	ν τι, p µFτε Θεο� µFτε
α� νθρaπου Gστ�ν Jνοµα, Sκατ(ρW GπικληθFσεται. Ε) δ9 τU γ(νει
Gστ�ν qν τ5 γεν	µενον, +φ�  p τελει̃ Θε5  κα� αP νθρωπο  @µογενC αP ρα
τάδε· τ� δ9 αP ρα τ5 κοιν	ν τε α"το/  καθολικaτερ	ν τε Θεο� γ(νο 
ζητητ(ον, π�  τ9 α� π5 προσφάτου Sνaσεω  τ	δε α� ρχαι	τατον γ(νο 
α"το/  GπενοFθη. Ε) δ9 τU ε1δει qν α"τ5 φασ�ν, δ�ο πάντω , O κα�
πλε�ονά Gστι τὰ +π�  α"τ5 αP τοµα, <γουν +ποστάσει , κα� Gν δ�ο
προσaποι  νοε/ται O Gν πλε�οσι Χριστ	 · qν δ9 εhδο  θε	τητ	  τε κα�
α� νθρωπ	τητο  εhναι Nπω  λογιστ(ον α� διαν	ητον. Ε) δ9 το�των

ο"δ9ν ε]λογον, Gξ α� νάγκη  qν τU α� ριθµU εhναι τ5 Gκ δ�ο φ�σεων
γεν	µενον +πολε�πεται· τ5 δ9 α� ριθµU qν λεγ	µενον, τ5 τH
+ποστάσει qν �ν φαµ(ν, κα� ο" τ5 τH φ�σει lν· δι	τι nσπερ α� ριθµ5 
lκαστο  συνθ(σει α� ριθµ�ν O µονάδων τ5 lν τι εhναι Qχει, οRτω  κα�
αZ +ποστάσει  συνθ(σει φ�σεων κα� Zδιωµάτων συµπαραλFψει
+φ�στανται, O το"λάχιστον συµπλοκH φ�σεω  µια̃  κα� )διaµατο ·
τ5 γὰρ φ�σει qν εhναι, α� συνθ(του πάντY µονάδο  1δι	ν Gστιν.

. Ε) διὰ τ5 µ* ε)ρηκ(ναι τοT  πατ(ρα  δ�ο φ�σει  α"τολεξε� Gπ�
Χριστο� +ποστ(λλεσθα� φασι τ*ν καινοφων�αν, O δειξάτωσαν τινὰ
µ�αν φ�σιν α� πλ�  λ(γοντα, O κα� α"το� τ*ν τοιάνδε φων*ν µ*
προπετευ(σθωσαν, Nπου γε %µε/  κα� φ�σει , α� λλὰ κα� δ�ο

λ(γοντα  α� κο�οµεν τοT  Gκκρ�του  τ�ν διδασκάλων.





. 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.

. 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 two natures.

 



. �Η το� Θεο� Λ	γου φ�σι  µ�α E  σεσαρκωµ(νου Gστ�ν, O κα�
E  α� σάρκου; Ε) µ9ν οIν E  σεσαρκωµ(νου, πρ5 τC  σαρκaσεω , ο"
µ�α eν, α� λλ�  0µιση µια̃ , < τι τοι	νδε µ	ριον· Qτι µ*ν ο"δ9 @ Πατ*ρ O
τ5 α6 γιον Πνε�µα µια̃  Qσται φ�σεω  τελε�α . Ε) δ9 κα� πρ5 τC 
σαρκaσεω  µ�α eν, O ο"δ9ν προσ(θηκε φυσικ5ν % σὰρξ τH
+ποστάσει το� Λ	γου, κα� ψευδ*  % καθ�  +π	στασιν lνωσι  φ�σεων
δοξαζοµ(νη, O προσθε/σα, µ�αν φ�σιν O µ	ριον φ�σεω  GπισυνCψε
τH προτ(ρK φ�σει µιD το� Λ	γου.





. 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.ix

 



NOTES

   

The MS heading for the whole of Against the Monophysites, found immedi-.
ately before the Aporiae: Το� πανσ	φου µοναχο� κ�ρ Λεοντ�ου το�

�Ιεροσολυµ�του α� πορ�αι πρ5  τοT  µ�αν φ�σιν λ(γοντα  σ�νθετον τ5ν Κ�ριον

%µ�ν � Ιησο�ν Χριστ5ν· και µαρτυρ�αι τ�ν α� γ�ων, κα� α� νάλυσι  το� δ	γµατο 

α"τ�ν. 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 ..
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’..
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, Cyril, –..
These are produced at –..
Not among the passages preserved in the Latin original: Explanatio symboli,.
in B. Botte (ed. and tr.), De Sacramentis, SC 2 (Paris: Editions du Cest, ),
–.
i.e. saying opposite things. In  Cor. :  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, A History of the Monks of Syria,
Cistercian Studies  (Kalamazoo: Cistercian Publication, ), esp.  n. .
The aphorism is first found in Aristotle..



The following account is certainly a scribal addition from a later time. See.
Introduction, section XI.



In the MS this description is followed immediately by a description of.
Testimonies of the Saints: κα� µαρτυρ�αι τ�ν α� γ�ων, κα� α� νάλυσι  το� δ	γµατο 

α"τ�ν.
Found in Aristotle, Categories b and a; widely repeated in later works on.
logic.
A reference to Phil. :–: ‘the form of God’ and ‘the form of a servant’..
Cf. Cyril of Alexandria, That Christ is One, ..
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.  +  +  = 
and  ×  ×  = ), ‘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 ‘[t]wo 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

 



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.
See the citation from Cyril in Aporia ..
The allusion may be to Cyril of Alexandria, Letter , ACO i, , , p. : ‘for.
when he rose from the dead, he put off corruption and with it all that is
from it.’ Translated from FC lxxvi1, .
The source in Cyril for the Severian assertion is cited and discussed in.
Testimonies at –.
At this point there are eight blank lines in the text before Testimonies..





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 . . . is a
strange one we don’t find being used explicitly by the fathers anywhere,
i.e. “two natures, albeit undivided, of Christ”.’1 The very long conversa-
tion that addresses this issue takes up slightly more than three-quarters
of the text.2 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.’3 The section addressing this charge completes the text.
The narrative about a local miracle at the end is a scribal addition.4

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:

     ‘ ’

A (Anti-Chalcedonians): The fathers say ‘one incarnate nature’, but you
say ‘two united natures of Christ’. (–)

L (Leontius): . The fathers do in fact speak of two natures, as even
Severus recognizes. ()

. We accept both expressions as meaning the same thing: ‘one
incarnate nature of God the Word’ = ‘two natures united in one
hypostasis’. (–)

. Different ways of expressing things are both common and
necessary. The meaning is what is important, not the particular
words. (–)

A: ‘One incarnate nature’ captured christological truth exactly. Why
add another expression? (–)

1  2 – 3  4 –



L: . 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. (–)

. Do not confuse two meanings of ‘nature’. ()
. Cyril himself intended by ‘one incarnate nature’ exactly what

correct-thinking people intend by ‘two natures united in one
hypostasis’. He was not inconsistent. (–)

. 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. (–)

. Now you cannot any longer use confusion about the meaning
of ‘nature’ as an excuse for not rejoining us. (–)

L: A first, brief florilegium shows that the fathers speak of natures in
Christ that persist after the union. (–)

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. (–)
A third florilegium shows that even anti-Chalcedonians like Severus
cannot help recognizing this kind of union and duality. (–
)

A: You pick only the patristic texts that suit your purposes, and ignore
those that support our position. ()

L: 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. (–)

A: The expression ‘two natures’ that you use is a Nestorian expression,
but Cyril spoke of ‘one nature’. ()

L: . The fact that Nestorius used the expression does not prove it is, of
itself, erroneous. (–)





. 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 Cyril says Christ
is ‘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’. (–)

. 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. (–)

. Either Cyril means ‘one person’ and ‘one hypostasis’ when
he says ‘one nature’, or he is is—unimagineably—inconsist-
ent. (–)

. Texts claimed to be from Athanasius, Julius of Rome, and Gre-
gory Thaumaturgus that use ‘one nature’ can be shown by historical
investigation to be forgeries produced by Apollinarians, though
Cyril cited them in good faith and as bearing an orthodox
meaning. (–)

       
(–)

A: Chalcedon pretended it met to condemn Eutyches, but really it
wanted to preserve a disguised Nestorianism. (–)

L: Chalcedon actually confirmed everything Cyril and the Council of
Ephesus said and did against Nestorius, and anathematized him and
all who agreed with him. (–)

A: Some participants in Chalcedon had been Nestorian sympa-
thizers. ()

L: Two or three closet Nestorians could not taint the whole council,
which was established by divine providence to enunciate lasting
doctrine. (–)

A: Their error made the whole culpable. ()
L: 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? (–)

A: Chalcedon replaced its first creed by a second, showing the instability
of their belief. (–)

L: All councils involved disagreement, even Nicaea. (–)
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A: The remaking of its creed demonstrated a profound change of
opinion from what it first believed. ()

L: 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. (–)

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

L: 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. ()

A: Why did Chalcedon condemn him for refusing to appear rather than
on doctrinal grounds? ()

L: 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. (–)

A: Dioscorus received Eutyches only when he renounced his
error. ()

L: 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. (–)

A: Flavian was tainted by Nestorian sympathies, though, which taints
everything he did against Eutyches. ()

L: 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. (–)

A: Most votes at Chalcedon were the result of bribery. ()
L: 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. (–)

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. (–)

A: I have too much self-respect to change my opinion. ()
L: That is to be zealous without paying attention to what you are being

zealous for. (–)
A: The truth of what our people say is confirmed by God’s gift of

miracle-working power to them. (–)
L: 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. (–)
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:  

 Corinthians
:  
:  , 
:  
:  
:  

Galatians
:  , 
:  
:  , 
:  
:  

Ephesians
:  , , 

: – 
:  
:  
:  

Philippians
: – 
:  
:  
: – 

Colossians
:  
:  

 Thessalonians
:  
:  , 

 Timothy
:  , , 
:  , 
:  
: – 
:  

 Timothy
:  
:  
:  

Titus
:  

Hebrews
:  
:  
:  
:  
:  

James
:  
:  

 Peter
:  
:  , 
:  
:  
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 Peter
: – 
:  

 John
: – 

Jude
:  

Revelation
:  
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Ambrose
Interpretation of the Holy Symbol  , 
Letter   
On the Faith (to Gratian)  , , 
On the Incarnation  , 
To the Crowds  
To the Diligent  

Amphilochius of Iconium
Oration on ‘the Father is greater than I’  
To Seleucus  , 

Amphilochius of Side
Letter to the Emperor Leo  

Apollinarius
Letter to Dionysius  , 
On the Faith, Point by Point  
On the Union  , , , 
To Jovian  

Athanasius
On the text ‘Amen, amen, I say unto you’  

Ps.-Athanasius
On the Incarnation (against Apollinarius)


On the Trinity  
To Jovian  

Augustine
Letter   
Tractate on John  

Basil of Caesarea
Letter   

[Ps.-] Basil of Caesarea
Against Eunomius  

Cyril of Alexandria
Against Julian  
Against Nestorius  , 
Book of Citations  
Defence of the Twelve Anathemas  
Glaphyra on the Pentateuch  
Letter   
Letter   
Letter   , , , 
Letter   

Letter   , , 
Letter   , , , , , 
Letter   , , , , , , ,

, 
Letter   , 
Letter   
On Hebrews  , , , , 
On the Faith  
On Matthew  
On Worship in Spirit and in Truth  
Scholia  , , , 
Sermon on the Faith Addressed to the Alex-

andrians  
That Christ is One  
Thesaurus  

Cyril of Jerusalem
Commentary on ‘I go to my Father’  

Ps.-Ephrem
Homily on the Pearl  

Ps.-Eustathius of Antioch
Exposition of the Fifteenth Psalm  

Flavian of Antioch
Commentary on John  
On the Ascension of the Lord  

Flavian of Constantinople
Letter to Theodosius  , 

Gregory of Nazianzus
Letter   , , , 
Letter   , 
Oration   
Oration   
Oration   , , 
Oration   
Oration   , , 
Oration   , 
Poems  

Gregory of Nyssa
Against Apollinarius  
Against Eunomius  
Against the Arians  
Letter to Philip the Monk  



Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus
On the Faith, Point by Point  

Hilary of Poitiers
On the Trinity  

Ps.-Hippolytus
From the Praises of Balaam  

Isidore of Pelusium
Letter   , , 

John Chrysostom
On Lazarus  

Ps.-John Chrysostom
Letter to Caesarius  , , , 

Ps.-Julius of Rome
Letter to Dionysius  , 
On the Union  , , , 

Leo of Rome
Letter   

Origen
On First Principles  , 

Paul of Emesa
Sermon on the Nativity  

Peter of Alexandria
On the Lord’s Advent  

Proclus of Constantinople
Sermon in Praise of Holy Mary  

Sermon on the Doctrine of the Incarnation


Severus of Antioch
Against Nephalius  
Against the Grammarian  , , , ,

, 
Letter  to Sergius the Grammarian  
Letter  to Sergius the Grammarian  
Letter  to Sergius the Grammarian  
Letter to Solon  
That the Word is Impassible  
Untitled  

Socrates
Ecclesiastical History  

Sylvester of Rome
Against the Jews  

Theodoret
Exposition of the Correct Faith  

Theodotus of Antioch
Against the Synousiasts  

Ps.-Timothy Aelurus
Argument against Calonymus of Alexandria


Timothy the Apollinarian

Ecclesiastical History  
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Aaron  
Abraham  
Acacius, bishop of Scythopolis  
Adam  
Ambrose, bishop of Milan  , , ,

, 
Amphilochius, bishop of Iconium  ,


Amphilochius, bishop of Side  
Annas  
Apollinarius, bishop of Laodicea  , ,

, , , , , 
Arius  , , , 
Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria  , ,

–, , , , , , , ,
, 

Augustine, bishop of Hippo Regius  
Augustus, Emperor  

Baradatus, monk  
Basil, bishop of Caesarea  , 
Bede, church historian (‘the Venerable’)


Boethius, philosopher  

Caiaphas  
Cyril, bishop of Alexandria  –,

–, –, –, , , , ,
, , , , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , 

Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem  
Cyril of Scythopolis, hagiographer  

David, king of Israel  
Diodore, bishop of Tarsus  
Dioscorus, bishop of Alexandria  –,

–, , , , , , , ,


Ephrem of Syria, poet  

Eunomius, bishop of Cyzicus  
Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea and

church historian  
Eustathius, bishop of Antioch  
Eutyches, monk  –, , , –, ,

, , , , , , , 

Felix, procurator of Judaea  
Flavian, bishop of Antioch  
Flavian, bishop of Constantinople  –,

–, , , , 

Gregory, bishop of Nazianzus (‘the
Theologian’)  , , , , , ,
, , 

Gregory, bishop of Neocaesarea
(‘Thaumaturgus’)  

Gregory, bishop of Nyssa  , , , ,
, , 

Heraclius, emperor  
Hilary, bishop of Poitiers  
Hippolytus, theologian of Rome  

Ibas, bishop of Edessa  , , –,
Isidore, monk of Pelusium  , , 

Jacob Baradatus, bishop of Edessa  
Jambres  
James of Cyrrhestica, monk  
Jannes  
John, apostle (‘the Theologian’)  , ,

, 
John, bishop of Antioch  , , 
John, bishop of Caesarea (‘the

Grammarian’)  –, , 
John, bishop of Constantinople

(‘Chrysostom’)  , , , 
John, bishop of Scythopolis  , , ,
John Maron, bishop of Mount Lebanon

, 



Judas, apostle  , 
Julius, bishop of Rome  , , , ,


Justin Martyr  
Justinian I, emperor  , , –, –, 
Justus (= Xystus), bishop of Rome  

Lazarus  
Leo I, bishop of Rome  , , , , ,

, 
Leo I, emperor  
Leontius of Byzantium  , , –

Marcian, Emperor  , 
Mary, Blessed Virgin  , , , ,

, 
Melchizedek  
Moses  , 

Nephalius of Alexandria, monk and
theologian  –

Nestorius, bishop of Constantinople
–, , , , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , ,
, , 

Origen  

Paul, apostle  , , , , , ,
, 

Paul, bishop of Emesa  
Peter, apostle  

Peter, bishop of Alexandria  
Pilate, prefect of Judaea  
Polemon  
Proclus, bishop of Constantinople  ,



Sabellius  
Sceva  
Sergius the grammarian  
Severian, bishop of Gabala  
Severus, bishop of Antioch  –, , ,

–, –, –, , , , ,
, , , , , , , 

Simon Magus  
Socrates, church historian  
Sylvester, bishop of Rome  
Symeon Stylites, monk  

Tertullus  
Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus  –, ,

–
Theodotus, bishop of Antioch  
Timothy, bishop of Alexandria

(‘Aelurus’)  , , , 
Timothy, church historian (‘the

Apollinarian’)  
Timothy, companion of Paul  

Valerian, bishop of Iconium  
Vigilius, bishop of Rome  

Zeno, emperor  
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Alexandria, tradition of  –
anti-Chalcedonians  –, , –, –,

–
Antioch:

school of  
synod of ()  

Apollinarian forgeries, see forgeries
Apollinarianism  
Apollinarians  , , , 
aporiae  , , –, –
Arabs  , 
Arians  , , , 

Chalcedon, council of  –, , , ,
, , , , , 

bribery at  , 
condemnation of Dioscorus by  ,

–, , , 
two statements of faith of  , , ,

, 
novelty of  –, , , 
Nestorianism of  , , , 

Chalcedonians  –, –, –, ;
see also neo-Chalcedonianism

christology:
body-soul paradigm  , , , ,

, , , , 
christotokos  
confusion, mingling, mixture,

commixture  , , , , ,
, 

consubstantiality (with us and with
God)  , , 

hypostasis  , –, , , ,


impassibility/passibility (of the Word)
, , 

nature(s)  –, , , , , , ,


one incarnate nature of the Word
of God  , , –, , –,

–, , , , , , ,
, , , 

out of two natures  –, , ,
, , , , , , ,


two natures recognized only in
thought  , , , 

of Cyril of Alexandria  –, –, ,
, , , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , ,
, , 

person  , , , 
substance  , , , 
theotokos  , 
union:  , , , 

by confusion  , , , , 
by hypostasis/hypostatic  , –,

, 
by identity of honour  
by nature/natural  , , , , ,

, 
ineffable, inexpressible  

Constantinople:
second council of  –
home synod of ()  

conversations (of )  –, –, ,
, 

councils, authority of  , 
Cyrillian Florilegium  –
cyrillians, see anti-Chalcedonians

Ephesus:
first council of ()  , , , , 
second council of ()  –

Eutychianism  , , , , , 

fathers (of the Church)  –, , 
Fifth Ecumenical Council,

see Constantinople, second council
of

florilegia  , –



forgeries  , –, , , , , ,
, , , 

Friend of Truth  –

Grillmeier, contribution of  , –

Henoticon  

Jacobites  , 
Jews  , 
Justinian:

policy of  , , –, –, 
edict on hypostatic union  –,



Latrocinium, see Ephesus,
second council of

Lombards  , 
Loofs, theory of  , 

miracles  , –, , , 
Monophysites, see anti-Chalcedonians

neo-Chalcedonianism  , –;
see also Chalcedonians

Nestorian controversy  –
Nestorians  , , , , , 
Nestorianism  –, , , –, , ,

, 
Nicaea, first council of  , , , ,



orthodoxy, importance of  , , 

Richard, contribution of  –, –

Scriptures  , , , , 
Severians, see anti-Chalcedonians
Symbol of Union, see Union (of )

Tome (of Leo)  , , 
theology, transformation of  –
Three Chapters controversy  , , 

Union (of )  , 

   






