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Introduction

The progress of the Theological Dialogue between the Orthodox
Church and the non-Chalcedonian Churches of the East, although it has
raised the keen interest and admiration even of Western theologians',
nonetheless has caused an intense climate of reactions on the part of
certain orthodox®. This has the result that some of them do not take
seriously into account and misinterpret even St. John Damascene’s sober
dogmatic valuation of the Anti-Chalcedonians, or Non-Chalcedonians as
they are called nowadays, which is made in his work De haeresibus’.

' See characteristically A. M. Ritter, “Der gewonnene christologische Konsens
zwischen orthodoxen Kirchen im Licht der Kirchenvitertradition”, in Logos.
Festschrift fiir Luise Abramowski, Berlin - New York 1993, pp. 469 f. D. W. Winkler,
Koptische Kirche und Reichskirche, Altes Schisma und neuer Dialog, Tyrolia —
Verlag, Innsbruck — Wien 1977, pp. 222 ff.- 332 f. D.Wendebourg, “Chalkedon in der
Okumenischen Diskussion”, in Chalkedon: Geschichte und Aktualitit. Studien zur
Rezeption der christologischen Formel von Chalkedon, herausgegeben von J. van
Oort und J. Roldanus, Leuven 1998, p. 193 f.- 208 ff.

2 See relatively Th. Zissis, H «OpBodolioy v Aviiyoiknooviov Movopvoit@v,
Editions «Bpvévviog», Thessaloniki 1994. Same author, Ta Jdpia tijc Exxinoiog.
Oirxovueviouog kol Iomouog, Thessaloniki 2004, pp. 104- 125. Holy Monastery St.
Gregoriou, Elvou oi Avriyalxndovior OpOédolor; Keiueva tijc Tepic Kowotnrog tod
Ayiov Opovg kai dilwv ayopertdv Tlotépwv mepl 100 d10ioyov OpbBodolwv xai
Avtiyaiknooviwv (Movogpoait@v), Holy Mountain 1995. Holy Community of the Holy
Mountain Athos, Iopatnpnoeic mepi 100 Ocoloyikod Aiodoyov OpBodolwv kol
Avtiyoiknooviwv (Amavinois eic xkpitikny to0 2ef. Mntpomoiitov Erfetioc k.
Aopooxnvod, Holy Mountain 1996. S. N. Bozovitis, 7¢ aiovia cdvopa i
OpBodolioc kol oi Avryyalknoovior, Editions of the society of theologians «O
Yomp», Athens 1999. A. N. Papavassiliou, O Ocoloyikos Aigroyos pertald
Opbloooéwv ka1 Avryalxknooviowv, Tome A, Studies Centre of the Holy Monastery
Kykkou, Nicosia 2000. J. — C. Larchet, «T6 Xpiotohoyikd mpdfinua mepl Thic
pueretouévng evacenc the Opboddov ExkAncioag kai t@v Mn- Xolkndoviov
Exiinoudv: Exkpepodvta Beoroyikd kol EkkAncloloykd TpofAnuatay, in Osoloyia
74/1 (2003), 6. 199-234- 74/2 (2003), pp. 633-670- 75/1 (2004), pp. 77-104.

3 See for example Th. Zissis, H «OpBodolioay t@v Aviiyoiknooviov Movopooitdv,
Editions «Bpvévvioc», Thessaloniki 1994, pp. 18 ff. Same author, Ta Jdpia tij¢g
Exxinoiog. Oixovueviouos koi Ilomouog, Thessaloniki 2004, pp. 115 ff. Holy
Community of the Holy Mountain Athos, loc. cit., p. 71. J. — C. Larchet, loc. cit., in
Ocoloyia. 74/2 (2003), pp. 661 ff. See also D. Tselegides, « Emotnpovikn kpirikn



Actually in this work, the great and precise dogmatologist of the
Orthodox Church, aiming at examining the different heresies and making
them known, does not fail to mention among others also the Anti-
Chalcedonians, describing in a clear and indisputable way their dogmatic
identity. Although he detects their heretical character, which is
constituted in their secession from the Orthodox Church due to their
refusal to accept the Definition of Chalcedon and more generally the
decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical Council, he does not hesitate to
recognize their orthodoxy in all other matters pointing out the following:
“Egyptians or Schematics (in other manuscripts Schismatics) and
Monophysites; are those who on the pretence of the Chalcedonian dogma
seceded from the Orthodox Church. They are also called Egyptians,
because the Egyptians first started this schema (in other manuscripts
schism) at the times of the emperors Marcian and Valentinian, and they
are orthodox in everything else. These, sympathizing Dioscorus of
Alexandria who had been condemned in the council of Chalcedon as a
counsel of Eutyches’ teaching, became averse to the council and as far as
it was up to them they caused thousands of accusations against it...
proving that they are perverse and empty-minded” («Atydmrtiol, ol Koi
Yymuatikoi [in other manuscripts Xyiouatwkoi], kai Movoeucitar ol
TpoPacel ToD €v XaAkndOVL GLUVTAYUATOS TOD TOTOL ATOGYICAVTEG THG
‘OpBodoEov 'Exkinociag. Aiyvmtiokoi 0& mpoceipnvial, 00 T0 TPHOTOVG
Atyvrtiovg katdp&acBor tovtov TOoD oYNUoTog [in other manuscripts
oyioparoc] éni Mopxiavod kol Ovalevtviavod t@dv Pacthéov: ta O
Ao évta 0pBddoEor vrbpyovteg. OvTol 8¢ mpoomadeiq TH TPOG TOV &v
AreCavopeia  Aldokopov, 1OV Um0 ThHg €&v XaAkndovi  cuvddoov
kabopebévta, ag tOv EvTuyods doyudtwv cuviiyopov, dvienddnoayv Th
oLVVOO® Kol popiag tOye €m° aOTOIg LEUWYELS KAT® avThG AvemAdoavTO. ..
oKaovg odToNG Kad portandepovoag drmodeiEavecn)®. Let us, though, see in
detail which is the dogmatic identity of the Anti-Chalcedonians, on the
basis of St. John Damascene’s description and evaluation of this heresy.

a) The dogmatic identity of the Anti-Chalcedonians

Certain orthodox theologians are of the opinion that the dogmatic
identity of the Anti-Chalcedonians according to St. John Damascene
consists in their Monophysite Christology. They hold that this is already
manifested by their characterization by Damascene as “Monophysites” in
the above passage from his work De haeresibus’. We should stress from

WG O10aKTOPIKNC OaTpiT|on», in I pnydpiog o Ilaiaudg 85/792 (2002), pp. 311 f£.

* See PG 94, 741 A.

5 See Th. Zissis, 'H «OpBodolior tav Aviiyaiknooviwv Movopvoit@v, Editions
«Bpvévviocy, Thessaloniki 1994, pp. 19 f. Same author, T¢ dpia tijc Exxinciog.



the beginning, though, that the opinion of these theologians is completely
erroneous because the characterization “Monophysites” is not used in the
above passage to state the dogmatic identity of Dioscorus and his
followers; it is simply one of the various names which were given to them
by their orthodox rivals and by which they were known in Damascene’s
times. As the characterizations “Egyptians” and “Schematics” were
attributed to them according to Damascene “because the Egyptians first
started this schema (schism) at the times of the emperors Marcian and
Valentinian™®, in the same way the characterization “Monophysites” was
attributed to them by the orthodox because they had apparently turned
down the Chalcedonian Definition and had exclusively accepted only the
Cyrillian formula “One nature of God the Word incarnate” («Mia @OG1g
100 Begod Aodyov oceocapkopévny), and certainly not because they
approved of Eutyches’ Monophysite Christology, which they also had
condemned together with Eutyches himself already from the setting up of
the anti-Chalcedonian schism’. Anyhow, we should take into account that
Damascene in his work De haeresibus, displaying the various heresies,
first mentions the names with which they were known and then goes on
to the exposition of their teaching and their evaluation. Accordingly, the
dogmatic identity of the anti-Chalcedonian adherents of Dioscorus in
Damascene’s above sited passage, is not stated with the characterisation
“Monophysites” but with that which Damascene later points out. Namely,
that due to the Chalcedonian Definition they seceded from the Orthodox
Church, but they remained orthodox in everything else ( “on the pretence
of the Chalcedonian dogma seceded from the Orthodox Church... and
they are orthodox in everything else”). We should also underline the fact
that Damascene is obliged to stress this point so as to differentiate
Dioscorus and his followers from the anti-Chalcedonian followers of
Eutyches, the so-called Eutychianists, who were real Monophysites®.
Besides, the fact that Damascene characterises Dioscorus as “a
counsel of Eutyches’ teaching” does not mean that he accepts a dogmatic
identification between Dioscorus and Eutyches, in which case he would
have included Dioscorus and his followers in the heresy of the
Eutychianists and would not have differentiated them. This
characterization is simply related only to Dioscorus’ deeds during the
“Robber Council” (449), where with his advocacy in favour of Eutyches

Oikovueviouog roi Ilomouog, Thessaloniki 2004, pp. 117. Holy Community of the
Holy Mountain Athos, loc. cit., p. 71. D. Tselegides, loc. cit., p. 311.

¢ See PG 94, 741 A.

7 See specifically Le Livre de Synaxaire, Patrologia Orientalis 9, pp. 372 ff., as well as
the Letter of Dioscorus To Secundinus, R. Y. Ebied — L. R. Wickham, “A Collection
of unpublished Letters of Timothy Aelurus”, in The Journal of Theological Studies 21
(1970), pp.337- 360.

¥ See characteristically PG 94, 740 A — 744 B.



he had actually contributed decisively to the acquittal of the condemned
by the “Standing Synod” (Evonpoboo X0Ovodog) (448) Monophysite
heresy leader. Damascene though, certainly knew that Dioscorus and his
followers had specifically and categorically condemned Eutyches in
retrospect. Besides, that is why apart from their secession from the
Orthodox Church due to their refusal to accept the Fourth Ecumenical
Council which constitutes the essence of their heresy, he regards them as
orthodox in everything else, that is in their teaching. This is exactly the
reason why in his work Contra Jacobitas he regards these Anti-
Chalcedonians as agreeing with the essence of the Christological teaching
of the previous Fathers of the Church, underlining those Christological
elements which differentiate them from Eutyches’.

This is the correct evaluation of the dogmatic identity of the Anti-
Chalcedonians according to St. John Damascene. Exactly the same view
is also represented by two distinguished Greek dogmatologists of
accredited orthodox conviction and international scientific prestige, the
memorable professors John Karmiris and Rev. John Romanides.

Specifically John Karmiris in his paper during the theological meeting
of Orthodox and Anti-Chalcedonians in Aarhus, Denmark (1964)
underlined the following: “The classical dogmatician of the Orthodox
Church, John of Damascus, successfully expressed Orthodoxy’s positive
attitude towards the non-Chalcedonian Christians of the East when he

* See Touog, w¢ éx mpoowmov Ilgtpov 100 ayiwtdrov émiokomov Aauoockod, Ilpog tov
énioromov ofjfev tod Aapaiog tov Toxwpitnv 14, PG 94, 1444 BCD: «Quoidyntan
toivolv mop’ Grmact toig ayiolg [Matpdotv €k Bedtrog Kai dvBpomdtnrog yeyevijohat
MV &vacty, kol OV Xplotov &v 00Tt TéAe10V, Kol TEAEOV Kol AvVEAMTT TOV aOTOV
&v avBporomrti. Eimate toivov fuiv: koi duiv todto dokel; uvopoAioynoete, d¢ yvé
pot dokel... El yap éx Bedtmrog kai dvBpomdtnrog 10V Xptotov Aéyovteg, €k dVO
@Voe®V avTOV Opoloyeite, kol icov map’ Vulv dvvatar 10 €k Bedtmrog Koi
avOpomoTTog T® £k 000 QVoE®V, TG BeonTa Kol AvBpomdTa TOV XploToOv
Aéyovteg Kol PETA TNV Evooty, Kol &v 080ttt Kol avOpwmdTTL, 00 600 PVoEL OVTOV
Kol €v dvoiv opoloynoete ¢voeoi». See relatively also A. Louth, St John
Damascene. Tradition and Originality in Byzantine Theology, Oxford University
Press, Oxford — New York 2002, p. 161. As is known, Eutyches denied confessing
Christ “out of two natures” («€k dv00 @Ocoewv»). He said «Mn yévorto €ue ineiv €k
Vo evoemv TOV XploTtodv 1] puctoroyeiv Tov Oedv pov» (See ACO 11, 1, 1, 136) He
only confessed «€k 600 @voewV yeyeviiabar Tov Kdplov Nudv mpod tiic evocemcy (See
ACO 11, 1, 1, 143) and union «&k dvo @Ooewv» (See ACO 11, 1, 1, 140) so that he
would have space to confess one nature after the union. For Eutyches, confessing
Christ «€k d00 @Voewv» meant accepting two natures after the incarnation (See on
this matter G. D. Martzelos, Iévean xai nnyés oo Opov tijc Xaiknoovag. Zoufoin
oty iotopikodoyuotiky oigpevvnon 100 Opov tiic A" Oikovuevikijc Zvvidov,
Thessaloniki 1986, pp. 129 ff.), which constituted a basic difference against the anti-
Chalcedonian followers of Dioscorus. And Damascene knew this very well during his
dogmatic evaluation of the Anti-Chalcedonians, as it comes out of the above-cited
texts.



said that he considered them, ‘on the basis of the Constitution of
Chalcedon, to be separated from the [Orthodox] Church... while being
Orthodox in all other things’. Because of this situation, it is necessary
that on both sides intensive efforts be made towards the reunion of the
non-Chalcedonian churches with the Orthodox Church”". In the
discussion that took place after his presentation, he made the following
important statement, having previously studied, as he himself stressed,
not only the works of the Fathers of the Church but also those of the
leaders of the Non-Chalcedonians: “I have come to the conclusion that
there is no real difference between the Orthodox and the non-
Chalcedonians as far as the essence of the Christological dogma is
concerned, as all of them accept the teaching of St. Cyril of Alexandria.
There is a difference only regarding the terminology and formulation of
this dogma™"'. Analogous is the attitude of Rev. John Romanides who,
regarding the anti-Chalcedonian followers of Dioscorus as orthodox
concerning the essence of their Christological teaching, speaks
persistently of “Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian Orthodox ",
making it clear that the only substantial theological difference between
the “Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian Orthodox™ is the acceptance of
the Fourth Ecumenical Council.

Nevertheless, it is a fact that St. John Damascene in his Expositio
Accurata Fidei Orthodoxae gives the impression that he regards them as
heretics also due to their Christology where he writes “not by confusion
or mixture or blending as said the pursued by God Dioscorus... and
Severus and their polluted faction” («... 00 KOTQ UPUOV T| GVYYLOW
avaxpacty, og 0 Beniotog Ee1 Aldckopog... kol ZePTjpog, Kai 1) ToLTOV
Evayne oovupopion)®.

Firstly we should stress that, as has come out of the thorough and in
depth study of the works of the above two anti-Chalcedonian leaders,
these characterisations are not connected to their actual Christology,
which is proven to have no essential difference to the Christology of Cyril

1 See J. N. Karmiris, «The Problem of the Unification of the non-Chalcedonian
Churches of the East with the Orthodox on the basis of Cyril’s formula: “Mia physis
tou Theou Logou sesarkomene”», in The Greek Orthodox Theological Review 10
(1965), p. 62. See also P. Gregorios — W. H. Lazareth — N. A. Nissiotis, Does
Chalcedon divide or unite? Towards Convergence in Orthodox Christology, Geneva
1981, pp. 30 f.

" See “DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper of Professor Karmiris” in The Greek
Orthodox Theological Review 10 (1965), p. 75. See also P. Gregorios — W. H.
Lazareth — N. A. Nissiotis, loc. cit., p. 43.

2 See J. S. Romanides, «St. Cyril’s “One physis or hypostasis of God the Logos
incarnate” and Chalcedony», in The Greek Orthodox Theological Review 10 (1965),
pp. 82 f.

1 See PG 94, 993 A.



of Alexandria'¥. They are connected to the fact that Dioscorus and
Severus denied to accept the Fourth Ecumenical Council, thus becoming
leaders and founders of the anti-Chalcedonian schism. According to
Damascene and the other Fathers this is exactly what constitutes the
essence of their heresy, not their actual Christology. Given that they had
turned down the Fourth Ecumenical Council as Nestorian, in this way
tearing themselves apart from the body of the Church, the Fathers were
not at all concerned whether their Christology was in itself orthodox or
heretical. And this is because generally for the Fathers of the Church the
criterion of orthodoxy is not simply ideological but also ecclesiological. It
is connected to the acceptance of the Ecumenical Councils and therefore
has ecclesiological dimensions. It is characteristic for instance, that
whereas Theodoret of Cyrus and Ibas of Edessa had insulted St. Cyril of
Alexandria by their deeds and writings and had supported Nestorius and
his teaching - for which they could have very easily been characterised as
heretics -, nevertheless, because they had accepted the ecumenical
decision of the Church and had condemned Nestorius, they were regarded
as orthodox by the Fathers of the Fourth Ecumenical Council without
having renounced their Nestorian-like positions. And this is why later the
Fifth Ecumenical Council, which was concerned especially with their
Christology, condemned their Nestorian-like and anti-Cyrillian writings,
although the Fourth Ecumenical had already restored them as orthodox
(condemnation of the “Three Chapters”)". This fact indisputably shows
that the criterion of orthodoxy for the Church is not only whether
someone phrases a dogmatic teaching correctly or incorrectly. It is
basically whether or not someone accepts the related ecumenical decision
of the Church. Therefore, in this sense it was enough for the Fathers that
the leaders of the Anti-Chalcedonians and their followers had turned
down the Fourth Ecumenical Council, so as to reproach them as heretics.
They needed nothing more to convince them about the heretical character
of the Anti-Chalcedonians.

Besides, it is scientifically unacceptable to interpret the various
characterisations given by the Fathers of the Church to the Anti-
Chalcedonians from a one-sided view and independently from the
irrefutable historical and theological facts found in the proceedings and
even in their writings.

4 See on this matter the above statement of Professor J. Karmiris, as well as the two
doctoral theses on this subject, E. Kesmiris, H Xpioroloyio koi i ékkinoiactikn
rolitikn 100 Arooxopov AreCavopeiog, Thessaloniki 2000 and J. Th. Nikolopoulos, ‘H
Xpiotoloyio tod Xefpov Avtioyeiog kai 0 ‘Opog tijc Xodknoovag, Thessaloniki 2002.
5 See V. K. Stefanidou, FExxinoiootikny Totopia, Athens 21970, p. 239. V1. Feidas,
Exxinoioouixy Totopio A’, Athens 1992, pp. 708 ff.



Moreover, as is known, Dioscorus of Alexandria who was the
instigator of the anti-Chalcedonian schism was condemned by the Fourth
Ecumenical Council not for dogmatic reasons, but only for canonical
reasons. This comes out not only from the third session of the Council
during which Dioscorus’ condemnation took place'®, but also through
what Anatolius of Constantinople stated categorically and explicitly
during the fifth session of the Council, so as to preserve the phrase «éx
ovo pvoewvy (“out of two natures”) in the text of the initial Definition,
which the imperial representatives, instigated by the papal legates,
regarded as Monophysite-like connecting it to the person of Dioscorus.
He stressed that “Dioscorus was not deposed because of his faith, but
because he made himself excommunicated from the archbishop Leo and
was called three times and did not come, that is why he was deposed”
(«A1a [tnv] miotv oV kaONPEdn AldoKopog, GAA’ €medn dkovwvncioy
énoinoe 1@ xvpim Aéovtl T® ApylemokOn® Kol Tpitov EkANON Kol ovk
NAOev, d1 Todto KaONPéOn»)'. If Dioscorus had been condemned as a
heretic for dogmatic reasons'®, we understand that St. Anatolius would

“See ACO I, 1, 2, 8 [204] - 29 [225].

7See ACO 11, 1, 2, 124 [320].

' The view that Dioscorus was condemned during the Fourth Ecumenical Council not
only for canonical but also for dogmatic reasons is represented with no serious
argumental basis by professor D. Tselegides. He supports this view, on the one hand
on isolated “proclamations” («ékPonoeig») of certain Fathers of Chalcedon who
anathematised Dioscorus together with Nestorius and Eutyches, and on the other hand
on the document (libellus) of Eusebius of Doryleum, who, accusing Dioscorus in
Chalcedon for his misdeeds during the “Robber Council” (449), characterised him as
«OH600&0. .. kail opoepova tod Evtuyodc... kai aipetikd» (See loc. cit., p. 309). This
view though, apart from the above facts which prove the opposite, is completely
mistaken also for the reason that the isolated proclamations of certain Fathers which
were heard in the Council, as well as the characterisations of Eusebius of Doryleum
against Dioscorus do not constitute a decision of the Council related to the heretical
character of Dioscorus’ Christology. Besides it is clear that the isolated proclamations
or accusations of certain Fathers in a local or an Ecumenical Council do not constitute
a synodical decision, therefore they do not express the universality of the church
conscience. For example, John of Germanicea and the papal legates, who during the
fifth session of the Council had asked for a change of the initial Definition, were
characterised as “Nestorians” by many of the Fathers of the Council (See ACO 1II, 1,
2, 123 [319] f.- 125 [321]). That though, does not mean that those Fathers, who
contributed decisively with their insistence to the modification of the initial Definition
and the formation of the final Definition, were regarded as heretics and Nestorians nor
that they were condemned by the Fourth Ecumenical Council as such. Not by all
means! Accordingly, it is scientifically impermissible to receive to the letter and take
a jaundiced view of the isolated proclamations or accusations of certain Fathers in an
Ecumenical Council or even more to attribute to them universal weight if there has
not previously been a related decision of the Council. Only the Council expresses on
this matter the universality of the Church conscience. Independently from this fact
though, we should note that there is no specialist researcher in international



not have opposed such an argument against the imperial legates, because
this argument would have had no proving cogency for the orthodoxy of
the phrase «éx dvo pvoewvy (“out of two natures”) which Dioscorus had
actually used and was included in the initial Definition". As Rev. John
Romanides supported relatively to John Karmiris® paper in Aarhus,
Denmark (1964), “...Dioscorus was considered quite Orthodox in his
faith by such leading Fathers of the Council of Chalcedon, as those
represented by Anatolius of Constantinople”™.

Nevertheless, independently from this fact we should stress that not
even one passage from Dioscorus or Severus exists where it comes out
that they accept any blending or confusion of the two natures, as they are
accused for by Damascene. On the contrary, there are many points where
Dioscorus and Severus verbatim reject the blending, the confusion and
the blurring of the two natures. Already in the Fourth Ecumenical Council
Dioscorus had stated emphatically “We say neither confusion nor
division nor change. Accursed be the one who says either confusion or
change or mixture” («Ovte GUOyYLOWY AEyoUEV OVTE TOUNV OVTE TPOTNV.
AvéaBepo @ Aéyovil 1| ovyyvowy 1 tpomnv 1 avikpactv»)?. Besides,

bibliography who adopts this view that Dioscorus was condemned by the Fourth
Ecumenical Council not only for canonical but also for dogmatic reasons. On the
contrary, distinguished orthodox theologians and historians support exactly the
opposite. Rev. G. Florovsky has emphatically stressed that the reason for which the
Fathers of Chalcedon did not condemn Dioscorus for heresy was that Dioscorus did
not deny the “double consubstantiality” (dumtAf Opoovoiotnta) of God-man as
Eutyches had done in the “Standing Synod” (Evonpodoa Xvvodoc) of 448. (See G.
Florovsky, The Byzantine Fathers of the Fifth Century, in the series The Collected
Works of George Florovsky, vol. 8, Blichervertriebsanstalt, Vaduz 1987, p. 327). Also
Rev. John Romanides, in his presentation of a special study in Aarhus Denmark 1964,
supported and substantiated the view that Dioscorus was not condemned as a heretic
during the Fourth Ecumenical Council because the “Robber Council” (449), at which
he presided, was not regarded by the Fathers as heretical, as the restoration of
Eutyches was apparently based on his confession that Christ is “of the same substance
as his mother” («opoovoiog tf untpi avtody») (See J. S. Romanides, loc.cit., pp. 97
f.). See also VI. Feidas, Exxinoiaotikny Totopio A’, Athens 1992, p. 646, and also G.
D. Martzelos, «H émotuovikdmra pds “EmoTHovIKRG KPITIKRS” 6T S100KTOPIKY
dwrpipry tod HA. Keouipn, “H Xpiotoloyia kai 1 EKKANGLOOTIKY TOATIKY TOD
Arockopov AreEavdpeiag”, @sooarovikn 2000», in I pyyopiog o Iloiaudos 86 (798),
[Tovterenuovt @ B’, 1@ Ilovoyiwtdteo Mntpomoritn Oeoccorovikng, Tedyog
apepotprov &ni ti €ig Kvplov xdnuig avtod, Thessaloniki 2003, pp. 598 ff.

" For more on this matter see G. D. Martzelos, éveon xai mnyéc tov ‘Opov tijg
Xaixnoovas. Zovufoin oty iotopikodoyuotiky diepedvvnon tod Opov tijc A’
Oikovuevikijc Zovooov, Thessaloniki 1986, pp. 70 f., 129 f.

2 See “DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper of Professor Karmiris”, loc.cit., p. 77.
See also P. Gregorios - W. Lazareth - N. A. Nissiotis, loc.cit., p. 45.

2See ACOL, 1, 1, 112. See also what he mentions about the double consubstantiality
of the incarnate Word in his “Letter to Secundinus” (R. Y. Ebied - L. R. Wickham,
“A collection of unpublished Letters of Timothy Aelurus, in Journal of Theological



Severus time after time clearly and categorically condemns the confusing
and the change of the two natures, emphatically highlighting the
unconfused and the unchangeable of the two natures in Christ after the
union®. Consequently, it is scientifically unacceptable to be based one-
sidedly on Damascene so as to be informed on the teaching of the Anti-
Chalcedonians, as do unfortunately certain theologians and researchers®
completely erroneously and misleadingly, when we have the writings of
the Anti-Chalcedonians, where they themselves clarify what they do and
do not accept. In other words, when we examine the teaching or the views
of certain writers, whether they are heretics or orthodox, it is extremely
non- scientific to be solely based on others’ views and not on the source
texts of the writers themselves. Such a method in no way could constitute
a scientific research. So in this case also we should firstly and mainly be
based on the writings of Dioscorus and Severus themselves, so as to come
to any conclusions concerning their teaching. When we discover that
other views exist, like those of St. John Damascene or other Fathers,
which are different or opposed to our conclusions, then we are obliged to
explain the reason for this differentiation. Therefore, when examining the
Christology of Dioscorus or Severus from a dogmatic point of view and
in the light of orthodox tradition, a researcher is obliged to answer to the
following question: Why does Damascene accuse Dioscorus and Severus
of accepting the blending and the confusion of the two natures in Christ
when they explicitly reject any blending and confusion? —And the answer
in this case is one and only: Damascene at this point is not interested in
scientifically analysing the Christological teaching of Dioscorus and
Severus on the basis of their statements or their writings as does the
science of Theology today. For him the criterion for evaluating
Dioscorus, Severus, and the rest of the Anti-Chalcedonians is the fact that

Studies 21 [1970], p. 337, 360).

2 See indicatively the passages saved by Leontius Byzantius from Severus’ letter
Ilpég Xéiwva (Katé Movopvoir@v), PG 86, 1845 D: «Ta €8 v 6 'Eppavoun
VOECTNKEL KOl PETO TNV EVOGIY 0V TETPATTOL, VPECTNKE O& €V TI] EVAOGEL Kol €V il
vmootaosl OBewpodpuevar) and from his second oration [Ilpog Iwavvyy oV
TIpapuoricov (loc.cit., PG 86, 1848 A: «Kai 6V £&° GV 1] EVOOIC LEVOVIOV AUEIDTOV
Kol AVOALOIDTOV, £V GUVOEGEL 08 VPESTOTMOV, Kol 0VK £V HOVAGY 1010GVOTATOLC. ..
Koi mc 1o 88> v &g Xp1otdg v T cuvhécel, teleing Kol GUELOTOS VPECTNKEVY),
also the passage from Severus which has been saved by the monk Eustathius
(Emoroin mpog TiuoBsov Lyolaotikov, mepl ovo pvoewv koto Zefnpov, PG 86, 912
CD: «TO yap &k 800 Tvdv cuvevnveypévov, obte to €€’ v cvvetédn cuvéyeev. ..
Téwv pév € v dotv 6 Xp1otdg HEVOVIOV GUEIOT®V Kol Gvodlotdtmv, &v cuvhEcel
0¢ VeeoT®TOVY). Analytically on this matter see J. Th. Nikolopoulos, H Xpigroloyia
700 2efnpov Avuioyeios kol o0 ‘Opog tiic Xaiknoovas (Doctoral Thesis), Thessaloniki
2002, pp. 89 ff.- 93 ff.- 249 ff.

» See for example D. Tselegides, loc. cit., p. 311 and J.-C. Larchet, loc. cit., in
Ocoloyia T74/2 (2003), pp.663 f.



they do not accept the Fourth Ecumenical Council and its Definition,
where the words without confusion and unchangeably are used to
describe the union of the two natures in Christ. Exactly this gives every
right to Damascene to accuse them of denying the unconfused and
unchangeable union of the two natures in Christ, thus accepting their
blending and confusion, even though they themselves assert that they
reject “confusion” and “change”. It is an accusation though, which has
come out of this particular way of understanding the facts on the basis of
the above reasoning, and not on the basis of any research which
Damascene might have conducted on the source texts of either Dioscorus
or Severus or the rest of the Anti-Chalcedonians. Anyhow, he was not
interested in any research of this kind, because his purpose in this case
was polemical and pastoral. He wanted to protect the orthodox flock from
the danger of the ones who repudiated the Fourth Ecumenical Council.
He was not interested in this case whether their Christology was in itself
heretical or orthodox. For him as the Anti-Chalcedonians had not
accepted the Church’s ecumenical decision during the Fourth Ecumenical
Council, they were heretics.

Moreover, we should always keep in mind that the Fathers were
pastors and as such were interested not so much in exact scientific
analyses, but mainly and exclusively in safeguarding the orthodox flock
against the danger of the heresies. For this reason, in their polemics
against the various heresies, in many cases they did not express
themselves with exact scientific accuracy as would be demanded by
modern scientific deontology, for example. What concerned them the
most was basically the pastoral way to deal with the heresies and not
approaching them exactly and scientifically if that did not promote their
pastoral objectives. This ascertainment constitutes a basic principle which
no theologian researcher should ignore during the study of patristic texts,
so as to be drawn to the right conclusions. It is exceptionally
characteristic that this basic principle i1s underlined already by St.
Gregory Palamas, who cites St. Basil the Great for its consolidation. He
notes, “Controversy about piety is a different thing to the confession of
faith. And there is no need to be precise in language in the case of such
controversy, as Basil the Great says. But in the case of confessing the
faith, preciseness concerning everything is observed and is asked for”
(«"Etepdv €otv 1) vmep Thg evoefeiog dvtiloyio kol Etepov 1) ThG ToTEWS
opoAoyia, kol €mi pev TG avtiloyiog ovk Aavaykn meplt tog AEEelg
axpiporoyeicOat TOV avtiéyovta, o¢ koi 06 Méyac enoi Baciielog, €mi 0&
TG oporoyiag axpifeia o1 whvimv peitatl koi (nteiton)®. Thus it is a
great methodological mistake to take literally, during the scientific quest

# See J. Karmiris, Ta ooyuotixa xai Zouforika uvnueio tijc OpBodocov Kabolikijc
Exxinoiog, Tome 1, Athens? 1960, p. 378.
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for the truth, what the Fathers have said against the heretics, as if we were
dealing with modern scientific approaches. The Fathers themselves define
that in their disputes against the heretics it is not necessary to have
accuracy. Accuracy is adhered to and requested only in the confession of
faith, namely during the formulation of the orthodox dogma. Of course
this does not mean that the Fathers avoid making ascertainments some
times, which one could say remind us of modern scientific analyses, as
for example does St. John Damascene in his work De haeresibus.
Nevertheless, the Fathers should not be seen as modern theologian
researchers whose aim is simply to make the scientific truth known. They
are not interested in such an objective if the unity of the Church is not
promoted or, even more, when the unity of the Church is in danger. If this
pastoral dimension and objective of Patristic theology is not considered
seriously, and if its decisive significance in dealing with heresies is not
realised, it will not be possible to understand rightly the patristic anti-
heretical positions and formulations.

b) Ideological orthodoxy and the Church’s Orthodoxy

Apparently the objections of the above mentioned orthodox
theologians are connected mainly to the characterisation of the anti-
Chalcedonian followers of Dioscorus as “orthodox”. In this context we
should be allowed to give an answer to certain questions which may have
come up concerning this matter. For example, is it lawful from an
orthodox point of view for Dioscorus and his followers to be
characterised as orthodox, when at the same time in the conscience of the
Church they are condemned heretics?

Even though these questions have been indirectly answered above, in
order to give clear answers we have to keep in mind that the meaning of
true orthodoxy for the Fathers of the Church is not ideological but
ecclesiological. That is why the Fathers of the Church do not hesitate to
regard as saints and great teachers of the Church certain earlier Fathers
who, although they put forward certain incorrect dogmatic views, were
always in full communion with the Church until the end of their lives, for
example St. Gregory of Nyssa and St. Augustine. On the other hand, they
characterise as ‘“orthodox™ from a clearly ideological point of view
certain heretics who, having retained their orthodoxy in relation to the
essence of the dogma, were regarded as heretics because they severed
their communion with the Church. A typical example of this is again St.
John Damascene, this profound and precise dogmatologist of the
Orthodox faith, who characterises as “orthodox” not only Dioscorus and
his followers but also other heretics in his work De haeresibus.

11



Here is how Damascene describes two other heretical movements the
«Ikéray and the «Avtonpookdéntoy. “lketae; they are ascetics who are
orthodox in everything else, but they gather together with women ascetics
and offer hymns to God with some kind of choir and dance...” («Ixétov
oitveg doknroi pev vapyovsty, 6pBodoEot €v Toig dAlolg Amacty dVTEG,
ocuvayduevol 8¢ Guo yovai&ily dokntpiaig, Duvouvg 1@ Oed TPOSPEPOLGL
neTd yopeioag Tvog kol Opynoewc...»)”; “Autoproskoptae; they are
orthodox in everything, but without any fear they cut themselves off from
the universal Church and communion for an insignificant pretext”
(«AvtompookoOmTal TAVTO HEV OpBAdoEol Vmbpyovies, AdEDG Of THC
kafolkfic 'ExkAnciog koi Kowwviag o@dg ovTtoLS TPOPACENDNS TIVOG
€0TELODG EVEKO ATOKOTTOVTECY ).

If the meaning of “Orthodoxy” was simply a theological ideology and
nothing else, St. John Damascene who is distinguished for his dogmatic
sensitivity and preciseness would never have possibly characterised the
above heretics as “orthodox”, and especially the «Avtonpockomtory as
orthodox in everything. And this is because this characterisation would
have meant the equalisation of the above heretics with the members of the
Orthodox Church and would have been contrary to the previous patristic
tradition which thought of them as heretics. Consequently, this
“orthodoxy” which Damascene attributes to the above heretics
exclusively refers to the essence of dogma and has simply an ideological
character. For Damascene, though, this ideological orthodoxy which he
attributes to them is not enough for him to pardon them as heretics.
Besides, this is the reason why he includes them in his work De
haeresibus between the other heretics. Certainly we are of the opinion
that especially his description of the «Avtonpookdémtary shows clearly
the way in which this ideological orthodoxy differs from real Orthodoxy,
which is not simple ideology but communion with the Church. Actually it
is amazing that although he characterises them as orthodox in everything,
he nevertheless regards them as heretics, for no other reason, but only
because they severed themselves from the communion of the Church, due
to a worthless reason, as he says, which, from what he goes on to say, is
indeed not so worthless. Therefore ideological orthodoxy, which is
orthodoxy according to the essence of dogma and can be attributed even
to heretics, is something different to true and complete Orthodoxy which
1s communion with the Church and characterises the Orthodox people. In
other words, according to Damascene who summarizes on this matter the
previous Church Fathers, Orthodoxy is not simply ideological, as we
have previously stressed, but ecclesiological. If there is no ecclesiological
dimension to Orthodoxy, ideological orthodoxy is not enough for

» See PG 94, 756 C- 757 A.
*See PG 94, 761 B.

12



someone to be regarded as Orthodox. Communion with the Church is
what gives ideological orthodoxy the fullness and Holy- spiritual content
of ecclesiastical Orthodoxy.

Pointing out these facts is particularly important if we take into
account that the above descriptions made by Damascene concern not
simply schismatics, in which case it would be understandable for him to
consider them orthodox according to the essence of dogma, but heretics
with the full meaning of the word. Besides, when Damascene exclusively
refers to schismatics he does not fail to mention it, although he regards
them also as heretics in the wider meaning of the term. That is why he
includes them in his work De haeresibus®’. Anyhow, we should keep in
mind that the boundaries between schism and heresy are not completely
clear, not only in Damascene but generally in the Fathers of the Church.
For this reason, many times the terms “schism” and “heresy” alternate in
their writings®®. Certainly this is understandable because the criterion of
Orthodoxy and heresy for the Fathers, as has come out from what we
have already said, is not simply ideological but ecclesiological.

Consequently, if it gets across that the Fathers can attribute ideological
orthodoxy even to heretics wherever they ascertain it, no one should be
tempted to think that, when the orthodoxy of Dioscorus and his anti-
Chalcedonian followers is mentioned, the Fathers of the Church who
think of them as heretics are being disputed and in this way the orthodox
conscience of the Church is being offended. Only if one does not
distinguish between the Orthodoxy of the Church and the ideological
orthodoxy of certain heretics he will be able to reach such conclusions.
And this is because he cannot understand that, where scientific views on
the subject of Dioscorus and his anti-Chalcedonian followers’ orthodoxy
are being stated, this concerns only the ideological orthodoxy of the
heretics who have been condemned by the Church’s conscience. This
orthodoxy is not identified with the Church’s Orthodoxy. In this context
we would like to ask: Is the orthodox conscience of the Church or the
heretical character of the Tkétou and the Avtompookoémtan offended in
such a way that one could think that the Fathers who thought of them as
heretics were mistaken, when Damascene characterises them as
“orthodox”, especially the Adtompockontat as “orthodox in every way’?
— Absolutely and categorically not. For Damascene knows that he is

77 See for example PG 94, 720 AB.

% See for example the characterisation of the Arians by St. Basil the Great other times
as “heretics” and others as “schism” (see Ilepi o0 Ayiov [lveduaros 30, 76, PG 32,
212+ C Emotoin 204, Toic Neokouoopevorv, 6, PG 32, 753 B* Emotoin 214,
Tepevtip kount, 3, PG 32, 788 B), although he attempts in his first canonical letter to
make a clear distinction between the heresies, the schisms and the rival assemblies
(see Emoroin 188, Aupiioyiow mepi kavovav, 1, PG 32, 665 AB).
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talking about the ideological orthodoxy of certain heretics. That is why he
is not at all troubled about characterising them as “orthodox”. In other
words, the subject of the ideological orthodoxy or heresy of Dioscorus
and his followers is not a subject of interest for the Church, but only of
scientific interest. For the Church this subject has already been solved:
Dioscorus and his anti-Chalcedonian followers, as we have stressed many
times, are heretics because they refused to accept the Church’s
ecumenical decision during the Fourth Ecumenical Council.
Nevertheless, the subject of the ideological orthodoxy or heresy of
Dioscorus and his followers is mainly and exclusively of scientific
interest. Therefore it is a task for the science of Theology, and especially
for the fields of History of Dogma and Dogmatics, to answer certain
individual questions which emerge during the study of their works or
other connected source texts. Such questions could possibly be: a)
whether or not Dioscorus and his anti-Chalcedonian followers accept the
consubstantiality of the nature of Christ and our nature, b) whether or not,
together with regarding the characteristic properties of the natures as
common in the person of the Word Incarnate, they also accept their
distinction into godly and manly, attributing the godly to Christ’s divinity
and the manly to His humanity, ¢) whether the expressions «&x odvo
pvocwvy (“out of two natures”) and «uia @pvoic usta v Evoaivy (“one
nature after the union”) are understood in the Cyrillian or the Eutychian
meaning, d) whether their denial of accepting “two natures” in Christ is
due to the acceptance of the Monophysite Christology of Eutyches or to
their fear of Nestorius’ Dyophysite Christology, etc. Of course it is proper
to listen to what the special scientific papers and doctoral theses have to
say on these matters. Whatever their conclusions may be, they will not
offend at all the Church’s faith and evaluation of the Anti-Chalcedonians.
In these scientific matters, according to the wise saying of St. Gregory the
Theologian “to succeed is not unworthy and to fail is not dangerous”
(«xad O &mruyybvey odk Eypnotov, Koi O dtopaptavey dxivouvovy)®.
Only if someone confuses or identifies ideological orthodoxy, which can
characterise even the heretics, with genuine Orthodoxy, which is the full
communion with the Orthodox Church, he can be disturbed by the
conclusions of scientific research and believe that, in order to justify the
characterisation of Dioscorus and his followers as heretics, it is necessary
for them to have heretical elements also relatively to the essence of
dogma. If he is not troubled even by the fact that St. John Damascene,
referring to heretics (the Anti- Chalcedonians, the Tkétor and the
Avtompookémtal) he characterises them “orthodox”, he will never
understand the specific difference between the ecclesiological and the
ideological view of the heresies, or more particularly between the pastoral

» See Adyos KZ', Ocoloyikos A’, Kato, Ebvouiavdv mpodiaiecis, 10, PG 36, 25 A.
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way of dealing with them and their scientific evaluation, in this way
getting rid of the “scandal” of the ideological and scientific evaluation as
“orthodox” of the Anti- Chalcedonians, i.e. Dioscorus and his followers.

Conclusion

After all that we have said, we think it comes out clearly that, although
St. John Damascene regards the Anti-Chalcedonians as heretics because
they refused to accept the Fourth Ecumenical Council, he nevertheless
does not hesitate to acknowledge their ideological orthodoxy or, in other
words, their orthodoxy according to the essence of dogma, characterising
them as “orthodox” in everything else.

This ascertainment is of great significance and is decisive for the
promotion of the Theological Dialogue with the Anti-Chalcedonians or,
as we call them nowadays, Non-Chalcedonians. In other words, during
our theological contacts with them, we as Orthodox should ask from them
nothing more than what our Church Fathers asked during all the centuries
after the schism of 451, in order for them to come back to the Orthodox
Church: To fully accept the Fourth Ecumenical Council, and of course
also the following Ecumenical Councils, which continue and essentially
confirm the Fourth Ecumenical Council, being holy and Ecumenical.
Exactly as they rejected the Fourth Ecumenical Council and broke away
from the Orthodox Church and fell to heresy, in the same way, as long as
they accept the Fourth Ecumenical Council, the dogmatic cause of their
separation from the Orthodox Church will be automatically lifted and the
basic and necessary prerequisite for their reunification will be created.
This is the end to which all our Theological connections with the Anti-
Chalcedonians should be driven and our attitude as Orthodox on this
matter should be unified and universal.
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