CHRISTOLOGY AFTER
CHALCEDON

Severus of Antioch and
Sergius the Monophysite

IAIN R. TORRANCE



Press Norwach, St Mary's Works,
Norwsch, Notlolk NR3 JBH
e oy s Norwhs spubshing et
"o Hymas Ancient & Modem Li
e gencratcd on an IBM PC XT
he package Ml Lingual Scholor from
tions, Inc..
now.l-hn In Suite 609
A 90401

mns'ymc(«uwnwii
iz

e camann
W Pia

1SBN 0-907347-974
Fust published 1988
© o R. Torance
AR righs resred. No pant of his publicaton which s copyright may be

e, clectronic, mechanicl, photocopying. recording, o oiherwise,
n.pupmc/mc.m;rnuwmér"mwwm
copyright owner.

e desgnon he front ore shows pst o Foll 170 the mamscrp
The design wes prepared by Richard Morgan.

231 €
TORRANCE
AQH 4T

Filmaet -
Prioi o o 13 Secvens (Typectiny) L, Becls, Suffolk




Contents

Preface

Abbresisuons

Pari One
1 Introduction to the Letters between
Seveneof Anioch s Serg e Grammarion

1 Introduction
A. Severus. Antoninus and Sergius
B. An outline of the events fallowing Chalcedon, asa
background to the life of Severus
C. Earlier studics of Severus, and the orientation of
this introduction
D. Manuscript and translation

11 The Misunderstanding between Sergius and Severus

111 The Theological Argument of Sergius’ Letters
Introduction

Letter 1T
The Apology of Sergius
IV Coneepts and Comparisons
V Introduction to the Letters of Severus to Sergius.
VI The First Letter of Severus
VII The Second Letter of Severus
VIl The Third Letter of Scverus



conTENTS
Part Two.
The Letters between Severus of Antioch and Serglus.
the Grammarian
Letter I of Sergius
Letter 1 of Severus
Letter 1 of Sergius
Lettr 1 of Severus
Letter 11 of Sergius
Letter 1 of Severus
The Apology of Sergius

Appendix A
Appendix B
Appendix C
Bibliography



Preface

This study began life as a thesis submitted to the i
Onford. My tescatch wassuperised by Dr Scbasian » ek anan

leave me. The thesis was cxamined by The Revd Dr Lionel Wick!
and Bishop Kallistos of Diokicia. Their graciousness et
1o detail taught i

Thyateira and Great Britain encouraged me at cvery stage, and did
bt .

Lettersin Abba Salama 9 (1978), and of the theological ion
to them in Ekklesia kai Theologia 2 (1981); 3 (1982); 4 (1983) and §
(

1984).
The Very Revd Dr Henry Chadwick took an interest in this study
e A - ° " "

om

10 his prompting and sound advice. | would also like 10 thank Mr

Gordon Knights of The Canterbury Press Norwich, who has helped
hrough f prepar ipt for publication.

1 would express my gratitude to The British Academy for its

support in the provision of an award towards the publication of this

book.

My parents, Thomas F. Torrance and Margarct E. Torrance,
have been a constant support to me, morally, nancially and spiritu-
ally. 1 owe them more than | could ever say.

My wife, Morag, has helped me at every stage. and this study isa
part of both our lives. In gratitude and love I dedicate it 10 her-
Canty Bay, East Lothian, Scotland. .

August 1987 Lain R. Torrazee



Abbreviations

SEVERUS OF ANTIOCH

EM

Select Letters

Collected Letters

Philalethes

Eiusdem ac Sergli Grammatici: Epis
Mutue, cd. and twand. J. Levon. Cor
Scriptorum Christianorwm Orientalium, 119,
120 Sy 64,65 (Louwain, 1345
The Sixth Book of the Select Letters of
Severus, Patriarch of Amioch, in the Syriac
Version of Athanasius of Nisibis, ed. and
lv"nsl E. W. Brooks, 4 vols. (London, 1902-
“A Collection of Leters from Numetous
Syriac Manuscripts”, ed. LE. W.
Brooks, Patrologia Orientalis, 12. 14 (Paris,
1919-; m). u: 342;1-310.
Le . ed. and transl. R. chl
tianorum

Cnrpu.' Seritorum Ches
falium, 133, 134 (Syr. 63, 69) (Louvain. um)

CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA

Ads, Nest.

Apol. contra Theod.

Apol. pro X11 Cap.
contra Orient.
Contra Diod. Tars.

Episc.
Contra Syn.
De Reca Fide od

Ep 1,1 od Suce.
QusC

Puscy edn.

tionum

Apolgetcus conra Theodoretum pro X1l
Capiti

Amam pro XII Capitibus conira Orien-

Adversus Nestorii Blasphemias Controdic-
Quingue.

E

I‘numm contra Diodorum Tarsensem Epis-

fnumma contra Synousiastas
De Recta Fide ad Theodosium Imperatorem

Epistola I, 11 ad Succensum
wnus sit Christus
of Alcund , Opera. Texted. P. E
y 7 vols, (Oxford, 1868-T). repe. 1965.



JOSEPH LEBON

Le
Chalkedon

E
The Syriac Chronicle

H.syr.22

Le h é 909).

“La Christologic du monophysisme syricn”,

in Das Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichie ung
A. Grillmeier and H. Bacht

Lei
Corpus Scriptorum  Christianorum  Orien.
talium (Louvain).
Pairologia Graeca

Re tigue
The Syriac Chronicle Known as "t of
Zachariah of Mitylene, trans. F. J. H!mlllon
and E. W. Brooks (London, 1899).

Harvard (Houghton Library) syr. 22.



Part One
A THEOLOGICAL INTRODUCTION
TO
THE LETTERS
BETWEEN
SEVERUS OF ANTIOCH

SERGIUS THE GRAMMARIAN



1 Introduction

A. Sererus, Antoninus and Sergius

“The correspondence between Sergius and Sey
e el e St s S comres
Sergius. The first letter from Sergius was uddressed onginally not ty
Scverus, but to Antoninus, the Bishop of Aleppo, who secms (o have.
asked Severus to reply.

“The outline of Severus’
his own very
logical writings, there are thrce ancient “Lives of Severus™.> Though
we may oubt their historical value. these lives even attempt to give
something of a description of Severus. Thus, Athanasius says that
Severus was a man “delicatc in body and fine in person™* When he
did the work of his brethren in the monastery, the blood used to run
from his hands. Athanasius again stresses that Severus was a com-
passionate man,? and, as we wil sec. this s an important quality in
understanding him. Al the carly biographers emphasise :

sm. and Severus himself, writing to Justinian, says that his

life was habitually frugal.>

Severus was born in Sozopolis in Pisidia about 465. His family
was well-to-do, and a5 a young man, not yet baptised, he was sent to
Alexandria (0 study ypoppiarsxs and jyropuri. From Alexandri
went 1o Beirut, to study Roman law. At Beirut Scverus came under
the influcnce of a group of Christian students, and began (0 study
Basil and Gregory Nazianzen. A this stage he was bapiised, at the
shrine of Leontius at Tripoli
We are told that after his baptism Severus became increasingly as-

! s apt e

fe is relatively well known.! Apart from
Y and b ot "

ate, and visited Jerusalem, where be decided to follow the monastic:
life. From Jerusalem, looking for a still more ascetc life, be weat
i f s bocame ill, and
was persuaded to cnicr the convent of Romanus. At ibis lime he
shared out with his brothers the property he inherited from his
parent v 1 his

vent near Maiuma.




R ONALCEDON

CHRISTOLOGY AT
everus wan already actively 1nvolved in opposing the Councif
e o he episcopal scat of Petcr the fhr

ated Timothy Aclurygs

4

on. Mauma had been (
e the twot!) hishaps who consecr ¢
i Severas was o follow in this radition. e already belonged 1o
the more cxireme Monophysite party. which rejected the Henoticon
of Zeno * Liberatus, the archdeacon of Carthage, wrote of Severy
Ihat —dum sederet prius in monssterio [b<ri. non suscipicbat Zeno.
s edictum, nec Petrum Mongon ... exinde missus est permancre
Constanunopolim ...™1® Severus was indeed sent to Constantin,
ople. A Chaleedonian monk, Nephalius, stirred up the bishops in
Palestine against the anti-Chalecdonian monks. who began 1o be
harassed. John of Beth
an Apologia for Chalcedon, which Severus destroyed as
been a cobweb, with his two Orationes.* This was the first impont.
ant anti-Chaleodonian work of Severus that we have. and it was
writien around 508.1 Cobweb or not, Evagrius tells us that Severus
was expelled from his own monastery by Nephalius and his party,
and thence procceded to the imperial city. to plead the case of him-
selfand those expelled with him. '

Ser ‘years 508-11 in Cc i He
uickly to have gained the sympathy of Anastasius, who was already
ot over-fond of the Patriarch Macedonius. who had definite lear
ings towards Chaleedon. The Chalcedonians in the capital made @
coliection of edited excerpts from Cyril in an attempt to show that
Cyml himself supported the Chakcedonian account of the (wo
natures. This work was apparently given to Macedonius, who gave it

g

- While Severus hag been in the pital. Philoxe.

nus bad been busy in Palestin, uadery
of Antioch, At Anastasiur order ¢ S ing the position of Flavian

104 Was assembled at Sidon



Hos s

10 $12 Flaviun wan presented with a fist of seventy-seven.

el NG TUCSE el 10 ansthematie Chutesdon s
fusd being uling to“aowve ihe secing dragon, and conrum

many with json”.+" This was n o

monk

received

omasraied Patmarch of Antiochin sl
In b enthronement adds

Severus affirmed Nicea, Const
inople and Ephesus. He affiemed the Henoticon of
orthadox confession of the n of Zeno as “an

Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo, as well as Nestori
370 Drodore and Theadore, “th mastere of Neworior- Adscd
e |-s| arc has of Fdessa. Barsumas of Nisibis, and Cyrus and John
© In a Synod held at Tyre around $14° the assembled
Mhu,w n’nn|y anathematised Chalcedon and the Tome, and Severus
joined with Philoxcnus in cxpounding the Henaticon 35 annulling
Chalosdon.?" Exagrius also tells usthat Sverus ceased no dily to
:mlhzmuluc Chalcedon.
in Antioch e must hnve made his presence felt. John of Beth
Aphllwm:l tells us that on becoming bishop. he sent away the cooks
from the cpiscopal palace. and demolished the baths he found
there.?? In his Cathedral Homilies, he warned his people against
resorting 10 the races™ and the thealre.*> and his leters show his
energy. and the trouble he had in financial matters. But his time as
Patriarch was not 10 be long.
Anastasius dicd in July 18, and Evagrius tells us that, many con-
ummns having arisen in the church, Justin, in the first year of his
. ordered him to be arrested and punished.® Severus, with
amber of the Monophysie bishops. managed (o cxcap 0 Egypl.
Philoxenus was sent into il at Gangra. In Egypl, Seveus lved 3

we will sec shortly. he completed his correspondence with se..m

from his exile. Lebon dates his great anti-Chaleedonian work. the

Liber contra impium Grammaticum, 10 around 519.* Rather sadly,

the exiled Monophysites began to quarrel amongst cach other. and

Severus® works against Julian of Halicamassus also belong o0 this
fiod 2

jan relaxed persccution of the Monophysites,
and in 532 he summoncd the leading Monophysies 10 3 “collaio™
with the Chalcedonians in Cmumnlmopk ‘Though inviled, and pro-
\munity by Justinian, Severus did not atiend this confer-
ence.3° He came insicad, mm at the summons of Justinian, in the




. cnmistor

Y ALTER CHALCT DN

wanter of $4 5. AUabou
whom Zachanas tels us “.\..m oo
wnto the fan
nople. and Theodosius. 2 oot
Alexandna.
This unity in the Monophysite camp 50 alirmed the orthodo,
Eptraim of Antioch that he senl a special a0y 1o Agapeiuy
ome.?* Justinian was engaged in an operation o rey

€ e Anthimus of Trep
eveive e Synod of Chaleppe:
s Patriarch of Come
verus, became bihoy

on their behalf, Agapetus arrived in Constantinople in e Zachar
as tells us that he perveried the love of the king to Severus and
Anthimus. Justinian’s interest clearly lay in the West, and Anthimug
was replaced by Menas as Patriarch of Constantinople. Though
Agapetus dicd in April 536, the position of Severus and the Mono.
poysicsvas ost.

in Consuuunwk lasting from May to June 536. The S,M was

August 536, Accord.
ing to the edict, Severus was guilty of both Nestorianism and Euty-
chianism** his books were 10 be banned.** and he was to be
banished

According o Athanasius, Severus left Constantinople with the
‘help of the Empress Theodora.”” He returned to Egypt. and lhun
about 538, ‘IM Lord visited him with a light disorder. and ..
fell aslerp™.

o vas luhop of Aleppo (al). His predocessor was

Severus

Peter.

in $123* While he was Pammn Sevenn wrote to him several
times.+® Alexandria.
The Chronice 10 the year 846 mords that having sulfered persecu-

Of Sergius, Lebon notes. “nous ne connaisons ni sa patrie, ni les
événements de son histoire, en dehors de la polémique dont nous
Svons parké”.+2 We can e from his ltters that he was a monophy:

analmhn:me emperor, 5o it is nol unreasonable to assume

that though he had a certain prominence, he was not a bishop.
W:dowllmﬂlmbskuwmofmmnoflhm

it In the

muh:wwnvmdl) 15 Serga
- yophysit nushnd-bnersuumml




NERObUC s 1
e cometted Dyophysites. This was, “We do no
atures o1 (wo) proprictics after m}n:;.:“r::lu‘nm'f'f-[ o
i s 1 Bcn SUBMINEA 0 4 nsembly. of whech A
s of AIeppo was s member. The opinion of the ssembly coneviod
i “We do not speak of divided proprietey 4+ Sepg

 Judgement diffcut 10 undersiand, and t i s qucs.
won of prIm mportance for the commentator 10 sk if whacs j
meant 0 the same way.in both Sergius’ vediAaror, and the amawey of
The avsembly. Scrgius chatacterises the jdgement 35 3 Comauian o

o el . The rcqust o v vt ot e
o

“The question of the exact date of the correspandence s not cas
Sergius was clearly addressing an assembly of bishops when e
. cbon asks, “Ewitce un

synode?"+* We cannot say. ‘Was Antoninus at its head? Possibly, as
Sergius writes 10 him. but Severus himsell was not available at the
ime. being, s he says, “Far off .10 asynod. can we deduce
more about it? Lebon suggests it was the Synod of Tyre in 514,51

‘which would allow a datc of perhaps 515** for Sergius' First Letier.
There s casier intemal evidence for dating the end of the corres-
ndence, for both Sergius' and Severus® Third Letrers point 10 a
date after 518, To take these points in turm:in Scrgius’ Third Letter,
he speaks of the spark of his fecble tongue being uscd, “bocause of

P ly

© Ision of the afer nasusius
i S18, Later in the same letcr,3* Sergus, having prayed th Sever-
be given long i

y
Lord God, “Thou hast turmed away the captivity of Jacob.. ".**
Severus, in his Third Letter, clearly demonstrates a post-518 date,
when he challenges Scrgius, “Therefore show (me) when, in the six
years I spoke in the Church of the Antiochenes, and wrote many
leters, at any time I once said Emmanuel is one ousis, and of one
signification and of one particularity”.>¢ Later in the same leter,
‘Severus describes himself as put 1o fight by encmies in his tracks.””
and at the end of the letter, Severus refers 10 Dioscorus 1 of Alexan-
dria, who died on 14th October, 517+* as f he were already dead.

Chaloedos, od

the life of Sevens
‘The nincty to a hundred years following Chaloedon were a highly



0GY AITER CHALCDON

X cumrst
aty. Nevertheless. it is possible to

mvolved e of history. Neverthel e

e atin from pointing (0 certain bro1d Gtors which weye
ok Wigram.  for cxample, pOints 10 the policy of the empey.

e soon after Chalcedon lost Romc. and in the 6th centyry

thed 1o o

cmpure: and the

ealousy of the great sees; Canon 28 of Chalcedog
o rrehal puridction athee than Just an honora

B P the East 1o Constantinope. and Rome unwaveringly helg
10 Chakedon. which approved the Tome of Leo.

e ancount which follows in no way attempls (o provide a his.
period 4@ Itis intended, rather, tosct Severus” fe agains
I wackground of is times. and (o show him as the consisten,
though conservative, fllowerof is predecessors.

Afier Chalcedon in 451, Dioscorus of Alexandria was exiled 1o
Gangra in_ Paphlagonia. and Proterius, a Chalcedonian, was
apponted in his place, The Alexandrians grected him with a iot. In
Jemsalem. the anti-Chalcedonian monks rejected Juvenal, their
Chakedorian bishop. and in his place appointed Theodosius,
Before Marcian. the emperor, was able (0 replace Juvenal, Theodo-
s was abk to consecrate a number of bishops, among whom were
Peter the Iberian. who ishop of Maiuma near Gaza, and
Theodous.the bishap of Joppa.

ton of the

the people of
tharr feud against Proterius. Those who had been cxpelled by Mar-
an returned. and though Proterius was still alive and discharging
the people clected a Monophysite,

‘and Protcrius was murdered in the baptistry. The emperor Leo then

sent circular the. i i de-

clarc their opinion regarding the ordination of Timothy Aclurus,
Chalcedon. Th i

o Chaleedon. and unanimously condemned the ordination of

gre.* In
his place. the Alexandrians clected another Timothy, a moderate
Chaleedonian, nicknamed Basilicus or Salophaciolus.

Zeno became emperor in February 474, but, as a resull of a palace:
conspiracy in which his mother-in-law, the Augusta Verina, took &
teading rol, he was ousted in 475 by Basiliscus, who reigned for 20
months. Basiliscus recalled Timothy Aelurus from his exile to Con-
suaotinople, where be was joined by Peter the Fuller, the exiled
Menopbysite bithop of Antioch. Timothy. according to Evagrius




INTHODUC oW

9
nd Zachania. persuaded Basiliscus o send a cir
T e e, "M““m“ 3 Sirculr e o the

Foller of Antioch sig Pautof
salem, and five hundred phwe bishop. o Anasasin o o
“Timothy then went to Ephesus, where he cor

of the Painichtes o wher b oo

drin. Mmonully we may notice two points :- this: l’lm 'ln:olh.
ing it the standard of his party explicitly 1o

Chaledon  Secondiy. 4nd cqually oxphciy. e snathemataion
halcedon was against the interests of ‘Constantinople, and

m...m into play the alousy of thatse.

mnarhbk man. Aluhou.h 2 Monophysitc he insisted on the w
inc of

en ot only against the Chalcrdonians, but also againgt the

Emy:h ns. But cven this he did with toleration and reuraint: he
waited
H:m\opohs and Theophilus of Alexandria** Again. rwm wle. he

party)

the regulation of Cyril and Dioscorus, that when a mm a

presbyter or a deacon is converted. he should have one year of re-
pentance, and after that be re-cstablished in his former rank.’® In
Alexandria all he required of members of the Proterian parly was
that they should anaihemaisc the Synod and the Tome."" This
‘moderation camed ies: Theodotus of Joppa apparently
wanied 3 meh more sévere atiude 1 be taken {0 the oovered
Proterians, and even practised re-anointing.’? He left Timothy's
party to form an cxtreme scparatist group. Zacharias. rather intct-
estingly, tells us that Peter the Iberian did not at all agree with this
faction, but was warmly attached to Timothy.

Historically and theologically, we can sec in Timothy Aclurus and
Peter the Ibcrian a Monophysite position which is clearly f-YnI-n
rather than Eutychian." Pastorally, it practised modera
bave already seen hat Severus aplswd his admiration for m
the Tbe see th




ATER CHALCTDON

w Cmiston
ot fllowng the pasoral practics of Timothy Acluru
G of comveri

shos o [

e e e o ot
Satyst 0 the periods of penance which 1.
mmended.”* and in the case of convericd Chalcedoniang, 3
— ihanesean follosd he example of Timothy, who, whey
o hed Alexandna, received those who carme from the heresy of g
v anulkmzlmn the heresy in writing, ang

- o s
Drormy o 3 penod of separation for e he < i

us We can also see the emergence
Sroup, marked by is Eutychian leanings and it pastoral severiy. i

15 temping to sec here the theological and pastoral ancestry of

Sergrus, whom we willstudy horly.

“Whilk Timothy Aclurus was in Alexandria, Acacius in Constani.
nople intrigued o bring back Zeno. Basifiscus, now 100 late, repu-
e e Enchcial and restored the rights of the sec.of
Constantinople. Zeno retumed in August 476, and Basiliscus was
jocia and beheaded. Zeno expelled Peter the Fuller
and but for Timothy's age would have expelled him
from Alexandria. He soon died, and in his place the Alexandrian
‘bishops elected, on their own authority, Peicr Mongus.™ Zeno, in
‘exasperation, expelled Peter and in his place rocalled Timothy Salo-
phaciols, the sow agod Chakedonian sucesor of Proterus.

10
Pivien permission for them to elect as their bishop a person of
theie ow cho, o te dathof Tumothy Sulophacios ** How-

own gomination. and oﬂly retumed under an oath that he would
never accept the see. Zeno issued a precept that, on the death of
Timothy. that person should be bishop whom the clergy and people
might clect. Timothy very soon died, and John broke his oath, and
by means of a bribe, procured his own nomination as bishop.
When Zeno beard thi.be odere that John should be cjected
tiar.and tha Peter

the Alenands

Proterius.
This document was the : Hesoicon onuny 4825 wasa
e of diplomacy and clear-thinki
T 476 Odosce had depored the st Ro man emperor, Romulus
Augstuls. od proclined bisel king, Wi the los of Rome
the West, there was lost that section of the empire which was




oncern was with G,
1 and the precedsnce of his sec i this could be sl ey 3700
e prepared 1o have monophysielanings. The ime

an attempt 10 con 'c monaphysitcs docte Was pe for
formlly rsthematiing Chatcadon Tonese wm'::;:ly mm —

ou
n d:clu«l the three Councils of Nicea,
Ephesus 1o be standards of the faith, received
(Anathemas) of Cysi
Doctrinally. me Henolicon avoided the contentious t phras
o i siasew), and indeed ught 2 posive doctree wiiet both
sides could :o«p! Thus, it affimed the double consubstantial
sated that Christ is “one and not wo", and said that bmh Ih(
miracles and the sufferings are those of a singe person.
anathematised any one who held any other opinion, NMM a
Chalcedon or in any synod whatever”.** This was not an explicit
condemnation of Chalcedon,but amounted 103 downgrding of i,
lestorius and

Eutyches
Ceary. the prini fucic purpose of the Henoticon was to rate
in Egypt fans, and

provide a reconciliation between Constantinople and Alexandia,
provide 2  between Constan d

he Tome, it asdid
Peter the Fuller of Antioch (who was np!md in his see after the
cxpulsion of Calendio, the Chalcedoni ishop of Antioch who
refused to sign and complained to Zeno), -nd the bishops of Ephe‘
sus and Jerusalem.*® The Henoticon thus quickly became not just a.
test for Peter Mongus, but something of a government creed.

Peter Mongus' hesitation in signing was justified: in Egypt the
Henoticon soon ran into stormy water. In Alcxandria, a sizeable
number of Momphysuu,“ under the Icadership of Theodore of
Antinoc, seceded from the communion of Peter Mongus, on lhe
volmdx that the Hemmon contained no clear and decided ana-
thema on Chalcedon and the Tome. To pacify this faction, m
explicitly anathematised both Chalocdon and the Tome, which pro-

voked the wrath of Constantinople and Rome, bul because be
entered into communion with those who had utiered 80 anathorm.
the extremisis withdrew from him into their ‘monasterics,




CHRISTOLOGY ATTIR CIATCTDON

ntead of Peter. They thus beca
e Avephals” el he Spuratits
e shouid notice several points in this. Evg
ncter -3 double daler,  waverer, and a time.servey
o wa el s hat he tricd 10 show 10 the Separatiss tha 1
T tcon nallfied Chalcedon. by accepting the twelve Chapier o
ey and anathematiing Nestorius and Eutyches.* This in
O har the Henoticon by sell annulled Chalcedon, was, aywe
e, oné which was to become incrcasingly popular. Secondy
e Separatits were not all extremists in the Eutychian wn,
Ihough anthout doubl they Were inlransigently comservative, They
were supported, i would seem, i the demand for an snatherna op
Chaloedon. by Pett the Iberian.*® who, 35 we saw at the time of
Timothy Actarus, was not of the pastorully extreme party. We cag
argue that some were simply following the Alexandrian tradiion
‘which Timothy Aclurus laid down, that converted Proleriuns would
be accepied if they expliilly anathematised the Synod and the
Tome. As we have already seen, Severus aligned himselF with this
group. reicting both Peter Mongus, and the idea that the Henori.
con, by itself and without explicit anathema on Chalcedon, was suf.
fisent o healdisunityin the Church.
Petce Mongus died in 490 and the emperor Zen
succreded:

@
out appoinung 3 hishon e Aoy
Jusi

491. Zeno was

by Anastasius, who continued the policy of trying to unile
the castern empire on the basis of the Henoticon. Evagrius tells us
that he was averse to the introduction of change, and that therefore,
“dunng these times. the Council of Chaleedon was neither openly
proclaimed. nor yet repudiated by all; but the bishops acted cach
‘according 10 his own opinion”.** Euphemius. a Chalerdonian, was
bishop of Conviantinopl, but was deposed in 496 and replaced by
Maccdonius. In 498 Flavian became bishop of Antioch. It was at
his S y o sig role in the history
of his time. With the removal of Macedonius and Flavian through
i A

tasius. the balance of the Henoticon was lost, and for a short time

. acedonius wed 1o cclebrate the
memory of Nestofs very year.** Athanasius of Antioch wetls .



i ot g

e e L

,..m;.mum  could |.,m| 'y 31gnal the overthrow of ot
s

o the maimenane o modeate o

ian o Aioch was more
ovan 1 S 1 s o

\of Flavan Flavian, then, i pemsas
n,m.cm ‘Bul this did not satisty Philoxenys, s
explcit anathema on Cha

demnod Chloedon. nd. at Tyrein $14, cxpoundad the Henotion
in an anti-Chalcedonian way.*" The Henolicist compromite was
now dead.

shoried. Anssaio tied i S1. 20d b rew cmpeor, usin,
uu ‘commitied 1o heal breach. wnh Rome. Pope Hormisdas

o March 18 John of Cappadocia, Patriarch of Comsamnepe
duly anathema s predoccssor, Acacius, who had been the
uthor afthe schism ™ Severas, 5 e now. e to EQYpt. ot the
tide had now tumed againyt the Monophysites. We have already
secn in outline the rest of Severus” lf, including his final condem-
nation in 536. Let s, in conclusion, draw Logether the poinis which
v emerged from s Watorica backound.
'« have scen that quie apart rom h thelogical “fahers”,

Cyril and Gregory Nm nac, Seveus reers 0 and kool

oF e oo Euly:humml as cxplicily as they con-
‘demned Nestorianism, Their monophysitiam was thus Cyrilian, sod
as will become clear in the examination of his ltier 1o Serioh,
Severus follows them in this. i
Timothy Aclurus before the Henoticon, and Peter the fberiaa,
during the time of Peter Mongus, explicitly anathematised Chalce-
don. Yei, we suggrst that this ummm was ot fanstial:
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110
gof«m\v"a‘ Protenans practined by Theodogy,
el o an Xl AT spaimg

B

S o o i Hevon: bt
“‘::.";T'.,’:’. g e ST o e comervanet e
n: . amd this i borme oul by his pastoral mlertion. The

verus condemncd
M" o s at Severus was v«ymu.my 4 member of
o He xas a conservatve, bult a5 we will try 1o
o the tradition (0 which he belonged was onc of great theolog
caldepuh, o brugh s own sublcs.

3
 has been produced on the
Thiswas
publithed in Louvain in 1909, i Lebon brovght  up 10 dates
ith his long artick, La Christologie du monophysisme syrien”,
which was published in 1951. Much of the material of the carlier
ook s cnered by s b 60 page anticle, and it i o this that
we will maialy reer.

Beyond question. the greatest wk !

50 considers Timothy Aclurus and Philoxenus as well as Sever-
s Hin sty il w0 pats: he fs, enild ~La docirine
menoghsic de Tinarmaion s short and. deseipie: s the
second, entitied “La dogmatique monophysite de I'incamation™1o!
s far longer and mor analytical.

In his first sction. Lebon sketches where the Monophysites may
e placed in terms of the widely acorpied distinction between Alex-
andrian and Antiochene Christologies. He immediately introduces
the Chisologyof Cyrl of Alexandra, showing that this becomes

tion of Monophysite dnmnz, whn. out particulsr key concepts.
Thus be s the Mosophite cxclusion of any ype of change

the incamatior ford was made fiesh, but re-
piodpboricony Smhny the Muopﬁynlu 80 to great pains

m‘“ﬂ:mmMuupﬁnuuungMbdylM

"’—*d"‘lh-cmnnu-.w




NTROBUCTION

Commentiny.
‘Monophysics dem
minture o ¢

o

howeer ety

o i oot

Cappadans a Gyl w:« et i -u.u."'"":,';",
e s, Bt bt s g

ey el an ew o

oo this ke can heady s he sy of Leonts
storan o dugma. h notcsforusthe Monophywre asime oo
fusion in the union, and the mmnolnna! mmhh i o m
writers. In concentrating on just one t n
Letors cucgoncs, v wil 110 s e e
attempt to move. in a small way, rom qwum ma. are basiaally
historical (0 questions which arc batically theol

‘b begyns his ezand sction by teking e aueion round
‘which the Monophysite quarrel raged: a e

(1) The question of whether there arc one or two natures
Chris. Thisisthe question s by the Chakedonian b
gioc

@

iéras i
is preserved or not. Thisis the question rased by the Chale-

To answer question (1), he leads us through a careful and detailed
study of the vocabulary of the Monophysites, (o show how their
b e, 10 sho

“This study fal

nto thre sub-ections. I he i, jla dHemens

nboracis and .,c...m as perfectly synonymous.!®® Thus déew,
lke indoracs 80 wpdoumin Fler to whal nmuam 0d indi-

ﬁned the Mmm wnh the Nestorians, and reduced all

In the second sub-section, “Lacte de Viocamation”, Leboo

The Monophysites never formally deioe the term, and Teron e
1 illustrate it by considering the conditions required for "o
1t de choses™ to merit the name “frmoss”.1*? drwsrs, for

clements in & dwoous could be numbered, it would follow., withia the
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rons, that they were independenly

» o
‘L":Tnf.ﬁﬂ Smilaiy. {0 lutate the concept of ;
i oo and

,mation the Monoph)

act ofthe incs )
B e
g subsection. “Lé erme de
o the magr

bon

1 of the Monophysiles: uia éGarc 705 Geog A,
;’m::wm ihat the nature of which the fommy
et of God the Word. who i he subec

is thus distinctively Cyrllian and sy,
llustrating his main point, 85 beforc. through com,

ot coud speak of Bde dious, but only Ir deaupia.*** Similarly to
efend himself agsinst th charge of confusion, Severus taught thay
1be Wond incamate i (uia gius) x bio.*** For both these expres.
‘sons, Lebon shows Severus' dependence on Cyril. ! '

" ncc on

ioa de a propriéi des natures apris 'union”.*? He first shows the
problem. On the onc hand Severus was presented with the Tome
teaching. “Apt cui i ione quod

propraum est”, a0 Chalcedon stating that “ew{epivns 8¢ uMor ris
Buirgres ixaripas déoues”, which appeared to argue for the pre.
servation of be Buiras of the natures which came (o union, but in
such & way that the independent existence of each nature seemed
:uhmﬁ- On the other hand, Severus was presented with
areme ysitism of a wriler like Sergius, who wanted to
unificaton of Buires 13 well a3 of gius in the union.
o an cuczlent erminologal examination, Lebon shows

thatin




n
10 stect between the
pendent

it on. Th
remt Nestonannm of

1 e
of alowing that
miegrty of denuty.

utychianiu

feom secng 5 rmnsogial pak [y by

15 the arca our mtroduction will ry o exprone
w: o descibd Leban'spape ¢ some e, because he hay

m\mm from which all who stud)
row. Our awn debt 10 him wil be seen requen
Tade (0 his Works. HOWEVer, a5 we have ried 16 oo,
contribution is enormous, his work s essentialy

o and it erram in showingus o Mpl’l:lly’:ﬁ':. pihend
used. and how and when, he has somehow o remain
uwnll 10 the concepts he descril &

ly the anym« must bor.

ther
- The d nd

wich Lebon describes or s, wis not smply 3 umom. bt s s,
nnmofﬁodlhewovd Jor a purpose. mwlm.wwwum
his purpose, far from being exterior to the uni

ative part of the naturc of the union is 1o inject  new dimension
(0 the study of Severus. This soteriological dimension does nat
oppear when one is map-making. As we will try to show. it i 0 st
. By confin-
ing ourselves 10 one short but dense text of Severus, and bearing in
mind his purpose as much as his terminology, we will hope,
small way, 1o ask new and fruitful questions.
A e sad. Lebou's papr s gutched i 951 Since thes
been & growing interest
otk i tha by Roberta Chesnut ™ Ches study
the relationship between Christ and our knowledge of God in the
three very different theological systems of Severus, Philoscous and
Jacob of Serug. We have already shown that the aim of our study of
the ltters betwoen Severus and Sergius i 10 U 10 show Severus”
Christology and terminology in its soleriological dimension.
Though Chiesnut gives a detailed description of some of Severus'
jor




Severu
T el e 0. 0ut sty AnSIher monern ot &

o neccraty 2 sery general one. s that by John, Mmm,,“;%n
hnaron Eattem Chrisam Thought he proswses  pe "h
ot of the dehates after Chalevdon. showing Severu

e e formation o the thcalogy of the sparating Monenyr

wiches
P wihin the Morophysitc chorches that some of e mow

have been unoffcal theological Pl
the Eastern and o orconal Ofhodor Churehes > The p.-n...,,.“
Confercnoe a1 Chambésy in 1968 decided that a Theol
loguc should st between the Eastern and Oriental o
Chuches, Comeguenly.the Othodor ‘Churches set up a Commy.
sion for the Theological Disloguc with the Ancient Orienuy
hes 54 This Commision frst met in Addis Ababa n 137,

and in Addis Ababa in NrE e leodu:uon is written with the
Theological Commissions in mind,

M refer,
fessor V. C. Samuel of the Syrian Orthodox Church. and Professor
N. A. Zambolotsky of the Russian Orthodox Church. Samuel tels

1 cnicised Chalocdon and the Tome, he could not have taught the
fath of e Church a1 purity 1 The question is whether the ro-

jection jon by Severus was the result of & Christology
which ﬂphmd avay the human reality of Christ.' ¢ To show that

points
s...
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ThYSE, WAl wat h? Sarmues gy 0y

rion, which we e

ey s, i i ey he me-yuh formla i g o
tpmion, “Sevcr i

fnots Nmophyatein the s e, which ol vt g

e el 300 cociudes e
ity is indesd sttongly confirmed by Severes. Gur onm
hen (0 ask how it 15 confirmed. whal i ts status and what st

is th second paint we wil draw from his paper. We i

in Severus’ Christology. Zambolotsky tells us that *Severus’ human
e s not L Byposal but s the humen saure of Leonis of
Byzan John of Damascus bypoiet. resived o the

D. Magescript and Tramlation

The ltters baween Scverus and Sergius wre, of coune, writen i

A Iaulml-llk. ‘who judged that the Syriac translation was made by
Paul of Kallinike. M. Bridre sgrocs with this.'>" Paul was
where

translated many of Scverus’ works. He died in ik.

s
BLAdA MS 17154. W"ﬂlmﬁ‘kmﬂlﬂﬁh“k"
um, about 73 inches by 61, and consising of 52 leaves, some of
which are slightly stained, especially at the beginning. Each page &
MM-Mn(womumno"m!l-lZlmn.athln_

8004, regular Estrangela hasd of the hb




vasslation
insances o the Harvard reading. which Dr Brock most generously
made svaidable to me.

The tramtation is fairly literal. As the letiers were written in



RoDUCTON

n

mi
‘m«iunumnﬂy > mnwlnl-nlul P

0 cases where it
ot otheraie i rendered P

o
e ‘Tin 18 becauic oul of four cccuoms waers o "“"""

1364 p. 121.4) in the context of a discutsion of T
B p. 12017 at i concluion g e e
Lot ot i therefore transated "equait of nature sy .
o thoe oscaions i might be v endering of

e ergn nd Severe. We e
::olmal introduction. e i engh e
Words uppled o the sn. bt bnt i e Sy, s et
n tound biuckets ( ). The page references to Lebons edivon are
gven iniaics within round brackets. Where » sugpesied cmcoda:
arian

4im has been 10 write @ theological introduction, not & footnate-
commentary.

Notes

1A umbes o moder i of ofdoctrie e e bt . g . ek
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I} The Misunderstanding betwecn Sergius and
Severus

We have alrcady sccn in the introduction that Sergius found the
answet of the cpiscopal assembly hard to understand. The «edsdase

s the mnwf\ubk union™ ! The opinion of the assembly cor-
ted saying. “We do not speak of divi it proprcti
We ced 16 k.1 there 3 miundersnding hee? -1 s whdes being
used in the same scase by both speakens”” s question which

2 summary of Sergius’ Christological poritio

In Appendix A. aftr the transiation, there is given 3 ls of every

ouurence f the words b, whadds . Wharnsemn
fy

lyml Greck wond, wherether e been  qusaion of ek There
are 176 occurrences of the word waus G and plunl
forms), and 13 occurrences of the word whadLa (in singular and
plural). «hulea (in singular and plural) translates the Greek words §
Bubro: 76 Buov; 7é Bua; rd Budpara nd the Latin word, proprietas.

patiern.
from Greek, may be set out in a table, as foliows:

A By 15 rendered by bl w2

6 3 are rendered by Wl %8

Bor  wrenderedby e

“iBuipare  arcrendered by ol

propeicias. w rendered by ads <l

propricias s rendered by il <2
Therei )

between different occurrences of araulas. Any such distinguishing
will have 10 emerge from an argument bascd firi on coaleat, aad
then on theological meaning and sense.

‘word, certain paradi 3 ich are such that
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hes can pont Both to ditinctions within the usag of,
oot between the uses by the writers?
T e whh 1 et s
i, 1s when in

ach

Seopertics
W can give two cxamples o this.In his Firar Leey. oo™
ot Cyi- i, “Therlre te ropcris Bty of
Werd besame (propertics) of manhood, and the properis
ol minbood. (rapri) of e Word.Fo hu one

Al
et contet of the communicatlo damanan, s
sk ca that s of “propEtes” (et e i spcain.
ebukes S, siing, “Bot apartfom hs. How i1 ot b
speak of two properties (.vu..) ar o sétivities? For theer -

“Sccondly eehukas s used with what might be called a “def.
uonal” sense in Severus, and has been translated “proprity”
Severus, for cxample, writes, “Who does not know that the faculty
of laughter is the propricty (L) of “man. and mn.... o

“Hore’
s certainly a paradigm of the use, he writes, “Because a propriety
(o). xpressed pressely, is that thing which belongs (o some-
g lon.and oot sharing with anciher” He uss the word
Second Letter: I the
-N-n--fh-ml.-mumuwmr.,.mm-
the pecalianty (waude) of minture™.”
These are two distinct usages and meanings of reauas in Severus,
but thee i n third, which Severus developed from Cyril, and which

“parti-
cularity”. The concept e fully ‘examined later: for the mean-
ume, ket us suggot that “panticularity” refers to the integrity of
‘being of a partcular thing.  Flsh s s, -m-n«m simply for

cooked,

_.er.h-mumof l.hnl‘pumuhnl
y
reers. and two cxamples will ifustraie nthvly I s i Leter,
s«:m A-cnuum.-mumywu..)-
t: (that i) that which (i ,f...u.,.u quality, hich
(efmition) 1 will ot e epeatiog many times, and not that

n.-mu....,k..-mw‘m




“Becaie
epect Y (ke fh 1 com:
ot Word i prang from God

e e ke e dotnc wages of s m v
Ade there the saine thice usage in Sergiun, or are there not, and s
thi part of their nusunderstanding? We shall suggest that Se

s e fest and second wwages (hal of ~praperty” and
pucy . bt ot the thud “particulanty”) and futhermare, that

- first of our first type of

ing-property” I T Letr Sexgus wi

first words, way of the same mind, and in cvery respect have

Tt he bl 4nd sangible G he Word long with the ok

g 1amgtle on ot behal- o The ward s hev s 1 he

conteat o beyond any doubis o the meating
ind inding the definitional
whic uanaied wu.mely " in Sergius. For
u‘m’ﬂ:. i Fit Leter, b wi a8 laughier is the

i this. 304130 there is one propricly (<huls) of Chris
one from those who are invisible or visibi shares”
emphasiscs the singularity of the L, and this, .o.uu

which no-
Sergius bere

it the

cluion tht there s something here uic dieent st
the previous example. We will return (0 this.

her. Another word i 12 which we
il sages shortly s used. on occasion, by Sergius, in conteats
very simila 10 those which we have calld definiional wies” of

the occurrences of waseas, wheissane and Whussame’
Letiers are lised in Appendix B. aftr the transiation. Certain coo-
clusions can be drawn from that tabie.

: re
Poip e ond 12 (Where Cyril is quoted. and the underlying
Greek is bidweus): p. 161.27; p. 165.20; p. 166.30. Sergius uses
tasaanin & similar way at p. 9.1, and whuinsame st p. 1004,
However, in three places, Sergius shows & more cxtended.



and Severus, but then ask what hes behind
Sergius uscs waseas in @ more catended sense
P 150.26 and p. 1554, 7. 9. Summarising his argur
stances are as follows. At p. 102.2. he suggests that blackey,
g (s2aa) of that which is aid down. At p. 150.26,he says g
ousiai can be simple of composite. 50 (00, the signs (<asate)
ousiai are simple o compositc. Atp. 155.4. 7. 9 hc argues that ay g
could ot recognise ousiai without (identifying) signs (v
therefore when we combine 1o ousiai, we also combine the ypa

—

3t pgy
ments, the

[ y pound].
Severus objects. at p. 164.11 saying that nonc of the orthodoy

Fathers called the Word one ousia o Sign (resseas) when it vay

composed (10 be one) with fesh. and t p. 172.22 he asks when dof

ousia, and of one signification (aseax), and of one particulariy.
i 1022, wherei

quoted by . 136.4. Similarly. Sergi wha
ap1s2a, i
1. 16226, and wharzamm at p. 168.15.

y

elash at @ verbal level, let us ask what lies behind it. It has already
becn shown very briefly that Severus has a usage of

we translaied “particularity”, saying it referred to the integsity of
being of a particular object. How does Sergius misunderstand this:
what docs he dusin his First Letter? i
the same way as before. looking for a “paradigm” or “base™ siate-
ent whers the mcaniog seems cleare. and arguc outwards f1om

We find such a "base” statement at p. 71.28-72.: “But every pro-
pricty belongs 10 an underlying asturc, and if we speak of two pro-
prict of lwo natures™. il
M“hll hand. To him, there is a one-to-one. relationship between
proprictics and natures. If you speak of two proprictics, you will be
implying 1wo natuses. A conscquence is that for any nature, there

back to Sergius’ clash
The cedddasor of Sergius was, “We do




IS KA TANDING B TWEN SR

Tkt s ) gttt o
anwwer of the avembly, “We do not ypcak of d
ol n naw understand.cetanly putsl Serpon The
el R 3 o he“Parcly” coneeptof Severo e e
s lookung at the plural word, under.
rapricties. which 1o him

ould umpls & plurality ol natutes. 1t 1 0 wonder he viewed thin

amwer as a conceswion’

. numely that a propricty implies a nuture, Sergius

fghts back. The scry Biblical acta™ will ontradie the soggestion

tha

and the propricty of lesh. The propricty"® of God is that he is not

scen or touched. but Cheist came visibly. The peopricty® of flcsh is
™

of Christ. Thus, Scrgius argus, the person of Christ conlradicts the
o iow, we
can draw two pw.n lmm the argumen 50 far.th firt 0 do vith

s’ pre-

supponiions

First. it is important 10 notice that Sergius uses “whuka” in the.
singular. 1t s the propficty of God that he i not seen or touched.*
4 he praprity of s tht t shewld be brought forh of o
parcats, and later be corrupicd.3? The concept underlying
singalar ke scems 10 be something ke mlmnly". ~defini

sstic™. s this.
this context: a propriety is  “unique ident
that on this point Joscph Lebon is not mmy e S0 Swlm.nlr
¢ viewsin. wiilss,

“En effer, alors s
intangibl.... Pour Ia chair & son tour. c sont dﬂpwpnllbd e
engendrée de deur parents ct d'étre corruptibles ... The tex

P the meaning. We sugge ing. It is
the peculiarity of God that he is 8 and ulk’rulhmy:‘lh?
i s, He soems

10 think that be can say o on docs o doct ot apgy. Tha
implis that i propiis are “ndistons™ they are very fixed and
rigd ut i s which specify the peculiaries of
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- i, sing words we will e o e i s
e facd and 7 M.’:-,une“ Father than “dynamic”. - O%

oconinuewih S8 LT Sist 33 we beliche Chis g
o R e acoxpi Onc PIOPIIcty f10m o of Gog
e consequences: thEre i 10 be s

Sl fesh in ChIiSL? bol “the eni

‘manter of the economy points towards one propricty: that which.,

10 Serpi the pro.
b God e of the other animals sharing it. 0 100 there

m:_:f ey of Christ. which no-one.cther visible or invisibl,
O e an s Srgs” srgumen: 30 0Lt which s d
ot ndependently recogaisable. posscises  Proprity. 3 pecy-
liarity, which somchow marks it out as being itsell. Christ
ot iffret, o nw: be s unlike anyone visible or invisibic
s concep of idenity. of mode

* coneept of one nature in which it 15
discern differences in natural quality.

"We.can give one further point, which may clarify Sergius” concxpt

j Christis

one from two nature, %0 lso we should accept one propricty from
1wo, We have socn a3 well that he suggesid this because he belicved
that a propricty characterised in a peculiar way, and 50 “indicated”,
one object. Later on in the Lelters, Sergius complains that h it
Galled 1o judgement, on the grounds that he set aside ousiai, and
interwove comporiion from igns (<aseds) !* He defends himsell
“I do not acknowlodge that | sufferd (from) this ignorance. For a
quality docs not exitt without an ousia, nor should we recognise
ousiai without (dentifying) sign (<aseda). Therefore when | s3id
that two ousini «m‘mm. ‘long with them | was ulso uniting

e may i as an illastration of

the “from two proprictics. one propriety” of Sergius' Firsi Le
s e ik i,
tight conoccton between » propricy and the object 1o which it

heir idenifing i composc (wo
Wit deiig s, s S o iy of e ne) cone

bt we
ater, For

3 aseaa, Wilh ity

Livter, 5 an aditiona argument that e e e, 7%

denoting or ostensive sense, o5 8 defining charscierin, |
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Finally, of now the different concepts are clearer, we will offer an
example of huw the Sergius-Severus misunderstandi
The argument between them on particular points frequent
several letters. In this case, Severus auotes Gyl to sa.-‘ whe
First Letter. Vic a3 of Chiist that ... he i composed 10 25 10
one in the middle from human properties (-ru.-) and from those

mean both nature and propricty (wad-s). when he mingled e
naturcs along with the propricties (adia)">" Sergius” interpre-
i of Cynl. that the Word iocarmte wasane nture and pr-
ric very reminiscent of his suggestion in his Firat

mm. that Christ is one from two natures, and that we shouid
o one propriety from o, His second pnt that the Word

passage we have just xamined fom Sergius’ Third Letter. where he
rgued that when (wo ousiai were composed. along with them. the
s s xiwuld also be umuu » w: nm n:dy ried 1o show that

Sergi

Tt Chst, a5 presented Iry e Bibheal facts.dos not B4 ang P

vious propriety. but is utterly new, differcat and unique. “There is

one propriety of Chris. in which no-one from those who are invis-

ible or visible shares.”** To understand Sergius, we must give due
10 express this radical

In his Se
hesme passage from Cyril, complaining 10 Sergius. ”.....you 13y,
“The Father secms 10 say that the Word incamate made 1o cleave
natures along with propertes, and i one i every respect. | mean
both nuture and particularity (hdus)"™* Scverus finds tbis asto-
nishing, “For, while (Cyril) (uses) a plunl word, oot 0 dsrminais
(between properties) by difference, and says. “Of human properties
and of those which arc above man." you mingle everything to 00¢
particulait. a5 you have expresid it sbove, lnnul)'l that at o
time there 100k place one ousia or quality ™ hd
“onc quality” sh
ticularity, not understanding Sergius' “onc propricty” doctrine. Itis,
a3 we shall sec, one of Severus” own uwlmdpmummm
the union, the particularity of the n-lnui in Christ remained wit
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Were there just one quality in Ches. the diflrence in e
the natures would have becn lost. and the flsh, for exs """'u
o longer be flesh. Severus’ fear is that Sergius®
or Synousiast, Thus, while Scrgius unders m"’"":""&
cpiscopal assembly (“We do not speak of divided parpe, ,L’"“'&

as affirming (w0 propricties, thercby implying two. g
being virtually Nestoriar See
priety”as “one paricularity”. and 50 2 virtually an afrmagye, X
the lesh had become consubstaniial with the Word, through .,:
its intrinsic difference.

This, we sugges, is the scale of the misunderstanding! We vy

Sergius’ Letters.

- e e s b
Sapur underiood the anrwer EM p Ti43
T6131C (= . Nest_ L2b. H11. Puncy oo Vel 4,

12l R Payne Smutb. Theamrus Syriaws (Onford, 1879 1901, Col 12
Among Thars gves. "

s gutos 13 liuo deserius i agnones posit
7 Tesari oo o0 roaons e e, bt
14 oot s ias

oy
”:m' r‘- ol e an

17 Y mportan 0 mote tht this s gl
Note thal B iagiar.

P. 3428 43 Oue mught aote m“ French
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11 The Theological Argument of Sergius'
Letters

Introduction

We attempt in this scclion (o give s summary account of the main

argument of Sergius” Letters. Not every detail of Sergius® counter

arguments against Severus can be considercd here: o atlempt tndo
10 w0uld be (0 1ose Sight of thc wood for the rces, Whete por

m ransation of the various “mixture” terms prcnts a prob-

,.,,.,,.d...u with the distinctions involved in the Greek o,
In the translation of the Letters, | have ‘made use of

ating the Greek agyxvor as “confusion’

ifes might seem to uanyth:lumhlim “mix-
ture”. in English, but to enable the reader 10 sec immediaicly that a
vt v s bing wid,  have nansaid te Syrad M com
ssenly a3 “miogl”or “minging".cren though such an inlexle

otation:of Grsk, the Syrisc roots Aala and was would seem (o
(ranslatc ovyxvarc or & related word, A u would scm (o tramslate
o300 Gha i Apendis . the end of the translation,lss

ters,
the Syriac has translated, where this is available. The meaning of the
distinction between the words will be examined latr.

Letter1

As has been said, Sergius' First Letter, it nddressod to Anloninus of
Aleppo. He asks an epis i 00 of belil he

may imposc on converied Dyophysites. His own expression is
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after the inexpressble union™ ' The asembly g
make a senous and unintell

nmmn

e have seen. Sergius took to mean that the assembiy o —_—

that there were two undivided proprictics after the union "’n
He asks what the advantage of aflirming 1wo proprictis.

Couditbe to thuart he Changersof Ou:

are retain a

oroston

Every prop

Iwo propric s, we are obhg«l also 1o speak onwo mlum = :
angers of Ousiai

natures. not just (wo pwpmlln

PPIY one with

pretes of God and of flesh persist afier the union i m.:uu,
e Biblcalfact. 1 s the roprcy of God tha he s ot semy
hed.* and the propriety of flesh that it is brought forth from(vo

pareats, and later i corrupted.” Christ does not it these propritix
God came visbly and had dealings with men. and no man was
father ying that the
“because he was not born in accordance with the propricty o th
fesh. neither did his fiesh see corrup

Bot Serpis has yt another argumen

nst the opinion of ke

s00d that cvery propricty belongs 103 particular nature, is no dil
ferent from the Dyophysite confession itself, which proclaims two
undivdod naturs* There i no safeguard in saying “undivided”. 0
bow may the

slulon:us s we blicve Chiist is on from (wo.
acerpt “one

acoept “one proprity from two of God i
picty),

-uun, clm i do what was foreign both to God and man:
uid walk, which Gad doss not do. but could do this on water,

Py ““Sﬂwwum.wwnummnrwuau

o opied in Chts, but Whe emiire manner of the

asacmbly: may the good Fathers enquire s:ﬁ"""""""‘.“":
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e 39
Lempible thoushts: may they not reject s youth. He concludes hry

three mamn theological presuppos
T understanding

from this

nicd 3 change of conl

m Wit Chiit wan formed Though Severus
d i o

of the clements tr

gius claims b asoids this crror. We must take his denial scriously.
Esen when it Iooks a5 if he s introducing confusion, we must con.

sider whether he may not be doing something cle. Sccondly.

see the presuppastion that a propricty implics 4 nature, and that
o pronrieues. v i undlc, mply oo nattes. 5 e Dy
st e of wo Tt with et o aties. Ty, oe
can sec the presu he sope of o propricty i quic
arow and ngd. The Biblial Chrit jus dos ot f

lwu:ly plm re
Tee s distnes nature demonseaics s dininenes by implying its
r

‘as when Sei It
the inhomination of the Word is a mystery”

Letter 1l

Sergius begins his Second Letier by resounting 3 visionary cxperi-

his ignorance has been removed.'” He says that he acted as a medi-
halccdoni and

former opini plurait

"
Selym confesses that he still rum Cyril as quoted by Severus,
unintelligible, and. besic by his former doubls, he
plim s diffclics o Severs Severue,in bis First Letr, had
saying. “Not confusing with cach other and mixiog the
. Sergius llows that bere 4 o confuioni n the nion.
b s it the aanres in the union must be thought of as
vine a0d inexpresible mingling and in an byposia-
pors

how could one affirm one incarnatc nature of the Woni,undlw
could one rebuke the Dyophysitcs, unicss one were 10 sdmit Uss




acun
2 Sccondly i asks 1 ¢
b wih Greeen, jow could he, Sergius, ever ﬁy'.:
o G e vays that th matures o
ot wih Gresen T T 1 beyond descantion. S which
».mm T erios anderstands that he natur,
P e cch e, bu rc ey migld. ty
n«mm.mp-mmmm 74 o that, with the compas;.
g i undenood. the ot o e Ty, whichis nly con,
aolincra
s clas ha h g

vu':_“‘::‘,",'; . ~One nature P G the Word incamale,
“The Oppasit

CHRITOLOUY AT

and minghing 10 47 hy,ml:n

on™ (thc Dyophysites). Though they claim o
Word, in the word -.::’:c:‘ they seca
mark taseas) of the other nature. standing independently in it
e e and thus they affim an accdental union.”? Sergiu
oen etrms (0t quotation rom Cyel.allowing that some may
Gt and e that the Son can be undersiood as one in this way,
s waihout misture of the natures. He rebuts the objection by
saying that Nestorius oo claimed this
Serpius then dravs. " concusians. He argues that unless the
natures were inconfusedly mited, one canno say that those thi
<hih bave remained unmind a1 mporatially united.?*
o neccsity
2 naiher obscure s but in one which morc nnlly
approaches a formula. m.p.mmmmm of two or more
‘smples into one belongs 10 the principic of composition. in which

ording 1o the
has

mmlohu“'mmouhlhsmuumnunmmv

Sern

Sapun resow argunent m-m-.gmm....m
‘quottion cy-ﬂ.s«uu.mumu:muonm
union are mised in “a camposition which i beyond descri mm.
oot a “mere placing brsde cach other™

e minging™ 1o eome ﬁ:?ﬂ'&".‘ﬁ"""’

Here, for
sands e
s e o S
As with the Fi i
iy P anse a

Fint as
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. (gl S repudiates confosion (eiyguma, he

o he

being a mark of a nuture standi

nate” ay
i its own right. If juxtaposition is

e, This is what the mixture concepis ae required fo
‘Anather way of making this point s to ay that Srgius daly

ture. Thus
e onthe Cyrilian model e without mistue o confusion,Se-
us said this was Nestorius” idea. S0 he gis aliemative

cither juxtaposition, with no mixture (Nestorianismy, or his theory.
This i important in itsclf, as it shows why Sergius finds Cyri para-
doxical.”” for Cyril both denics mixture and condemns Nestorius,
but it is even more importan what are the blinkers, which
permit Scrgius only 10 sce this allmative. Surely his ulimate pre-
supposition is that all matures e e standing. independent
tures. Where this s understood, it brings Sergius fuvof;unup-

mdm exstence, and (wo items ue 10 be combined
closer th

-ppu!u! o To Sergius, “unmired" equls “juntaposed”. The pre-

a union

with Sergius” previous s “every propriety belongs o

alsoto spul of two natures" 3¢
A third presupposition which we must draw from this Letier is
Sergius’ emphasis that the umﬁullon of the natures s to something

unitary. Referring to Gregory. he says that the natures arc “ulterly
mingled to (become) onc nn-p:" ‘and onc hypostasis™.** Describing
his be says that

 afterwards adjudged inciple of duali

result of  uni i ioning. we
shal examine it implications later.

The remainder of Sergius’ Second Letter contains a few loose
‘ends. Sergius refers (o Severus® m:wmruummndu-w
:zna h-m«lhpmu a cmnun s«u had suggested that as we.
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ot it wa foolshes
o Severushad cbjeted ! won,
propects (un 180 56 fom o e . which was cerag
T ayin that 10-0nE would s s

. Sergius

iional point on the same topic.
tions from Cyril. and tentatively
have seen,
m bim slong his own lines, says. as we
‘incarnate Word was one in ever

™ F'Mm:;‘:.ymmu‘:: propricy. when he ingled e
.g.»-;-uv. propeities”.+ In conclusion, Sergius ssks
ma«nm\ummmmmkmyaw rashly began to
s logy. sad promises 10 acszpt Severus” bridlc in what he

ay

Leaer 111
Scrpus begin his Thind Leter by spologising for his foolish argu-

meon
ware pot.* He admits that he will be accused of the teaching of the

them. sbowing how foolish he considers them ¢ Sergius’ Third
Leteris s misture of what s mercifully concrete, and of wha i very
obacure. His main aim in the letter is 10 defeod himsell against the

Mn‘nmfmﬂkulnnulmwhnhchnunmww His
defencx ofcrs some further illumination as to how he, himsell,

understands the product of the union.

Fint. then. distingushing bis own views from those of the
; ! "

the divne birh. I the Bsb bad bexn dissalved, then it was 1o great
thing that Mary's irginity was preserved.+” In turn, he asks how he
couid b acied of doing away with the i, when, ik th ortho-
pradiuensitrist But what is
w
cmposion e S b u:;m:lhmimkwl!

pu._mmu'mm-uo. o hors, uv‘:‘ﬂ?"“’:

retum 1o this. We will



o sem

hax preervcl bt oan rc .+ Thus,
Jid not e about the advent, saying G
e exsmple, Sergnon

e continues, the v..,m,

of
e affems hat God v rly st cven 1o harbe ch::::

and that he 4 fleshly way from the dead. He  the

ot il Keep o the Second Advent he ks m—»,; of the

rucifivion. He clams that he acknowlodges Christ,“wholly

God. who was perfectly made man
‘Afier this denial of change or dissolution of the human nature,

and we must remember that this was his persisient plea, Sergius

offers some conclusions. Through whatever term it is said that i

came about, whether wpdais, uific OF airdeass,’* he recognises

{act the supreme union of God 1o Nesh endowed with s soul, wth.

ge: “even if
thought that it was changed into fire itself*.3* Then,
suggestive example which we will return to shorly,
“For i the fire that we know rejects the ousia of matier, it is
roye, sivce t does o maurlly penis in ancter way han by
being mingled (4 wkb) with some ousia of mat

St then bagin 1o ke a defene of some frA——
ments which have been criticised by Severus e says that first be

another

gave before: “the principle of composition islike this: (namely) the
coming together from two of more simples. which have come lo
some one thing, in which also what is complete (n itself) is 8 part,

into being one ousia or qlullly"." ‘Scrgius neat gives us the argu-
ment that we have looked at carlier, that just as some ousiai are
simple, and some arc composed, 5o 100 there are some simpic o
some composed signs of ousiai.**

Scrgius is now ready to defend the poiot which provokes Severus
most: his statement that the Word iocamate, the produet of e
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- e e Severus ndulence: b docs notconr,

e 1o i apimen = be .
T waehison fromEyuAIe. e
e b Bt AP E T ame. and he justifies this by quor.

Sex
s e cquinakn
.kltn"":m:m,‘wm.mml "

o e o of the Word incarna S
. Fram 0o b Sncamat” bl 53 1t e dosy
:;"‘”‘ e composiion because of thi

Is 10 Aristotk,
e civakece, Sergius 4ppes .
qoting o give 3 rough idea. cxamplesof
M;:n’:qmm'rm adds. -But it is not the case that he
peat “How 'do 1 defraud the truth,
O and then asks,“How: theefore 4 )

incamate Word “(onc) ousia’,. and understand this
o, the point of this

e,

~confuse e difference in ousia of those things which have run
together mexprssibly to union”$% Severus, then, attacks Sergius
fox teaching, as be anderstands i, a confusion of the clements. But

logeal and theological precautions againsi confusion,** and thinks
be necds oaly 0 and to

recaplain his concept of unily in the light of several concrele

‘Does Serpus manags o charify his concept of unity ia his Third
Lener? We gzt it be o 10 cersn aaen, We have seen
_s:.- ‘basic concern i 1o avoid justaposition. Following from

‘we bave ahio som bis insbtence that if the natures are to be
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el RO 10 ThE DI of dushsy, At o s
k«:n Tels s that such Uty was ot achicved at he samey s 1

defined.
and previously pomml propriety of gold will stifl awly 10 the

s" First Letter, we saw that the, proprictics of God
Biblical Christ.
a new propricty was called for. This was because, as Sergius saw. i
an utter mingling, a evdeass.
an sec that “comy
though the clements become one, and even though Sergius
theyare ot changed n themcvs, e end el e o
both constituent parts, and comes under a diflerent propricty of its

‘own. This contrasL, then, of addition and comporiion. s to empha-
sie the newness and difference of the product of the union, and yet
its unconfused nature.

Geingback now o Sergusappeal 1 e wageofArole. and
10 the equivalence in some instances of diois and evoda, we
that what
distinction between a unit from addition and a unit from mixture.
We have seen that he does not consider i
whichis 10 him, justaposed, natures to be a unit at ail.** We thall

ether Sergi

adequate for a Christology: for the meantime we can allow that he
recognises lhll a man or a horse arc “mixtures” rather than “sddi-
tions”. 10 harm in appealing to the wage of Arsiotk a0d
callng he i creatur -one i

4 Se8us produces u second argument along basically similas lines

b be should explain matters concerning quality, and it
qualty of the ousia of the Word who shased with me i flsh 204
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ification

s shared n he corporest S0 .
o s o g vy horly.Sesrue el to i,
Taid Letie,” akmg it 88 Sergs” S expiamaion for b
T L empounion of the paures results i (one ousia an Pl
quality The affirmanion of one quality in Christ is, as again we shan
e amradtion to the argument of Severus, who wanig g
e difcrmce i atoral qualty or the clments rom wh
Chrst i composed.

Serpousthen gives us his 050

i th "
o “+ A “hwing creature’” is an ousia endowed

sou

“aman. a horse, a bull ar each ousiai endowed wir

souls and sensation. Therelore. a man. 3 hor bunm'lwn..

reatures”, a5 the generc name of the ousia i applicd 10 the hypo-
S

-

d argument in defence of his sage,

»
ilarl uggests, if
-talllknmyk&wokhymnumlhmlﬂl we know he is

same of the bighest geas. and 3l b Son ‘ousia’, whle defning
that this was incamare?

‘Whatis Sergus trying 10 do i thi argument? On the one hand,
ccrainly. be is showing that callng the Son incamate an “ousia” is

man a “fiving creature™ s 10 be avoided for the same reason. But if
K g 01 0 be el wkat doc it comribue s nfom-
", where “ousia” s “the name of the

£ Let us ask, s it i ronmmw-yamn' )
eving creature™ To cll 2 man a fving creature s Lo bring bim
horses. As
such. it ot very informative. But it an also be seen as a way of

o o o i
ity of an as yet undefined particular: =it falls under the umbreila of
hdnhmt:hvuly‘l’uldnhl’ forit™.

ousia”,

# “one”, cven if an uodefinod “one’. Sergias ends the t

frd ’C-y‘nl.‘:‘hf-.mdy.h:u-umyl ..m'ﬂ?..',"mz

i o 5 applied not only 10 simples, but also 10
Scrpos produces hrec mare anpaments in defence of critcisms
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S g

m Severus. ¢ < that 1 s thought
(:,“m carme b properte of the oot that he denicd 10 the
e b

lle«h. N i Vil and g oo
T . Src not roties of e
.K-‘ o e b--o«

Tl comurn 1 s 5 0 anuee? We may i o
hould be thought that Sergius denicd o the Werg mn‘::::.:
oman ,W,.m.,\ If we wrn hack to his st Lo, e
pemembercd that he suid of the Word, “because
sccondance with the propricty of the feh, i 0 foskard -
corruption™.** and. “here is onc propricty of Chris,
one from e wh st e o v visible sh:
was incarnate s born ftom the Virgin, and
thing and suflered on our behalf..". We e o iy Ser.
gius argues that the end result of a “composi compor
B e diminguished from “addition". s ifferentfene |heumlmr
ent elements. and has its oW propricty. We have also scem, behing
Sﬂyux laroflll aposition.his prcsuppostion tha l aatures v
. frce-standing natures. 1 s not a large siep then 1o sex
hat on Sergius” systcm. the product of a composition wil akso be &

ifferent. independent nature i s 20 e would not expetiio
have the prop of cither of

propertis. w
Fom which it ame.

‘Sergius makes himself clcarer in his second argument, He says it
jeved

ighe

between addition and composition, Sergius denies the charge. A
change from the lower into the higher is renounced by those who
confess composition. The composition in Chist s not like beating

waer, " ousia 1o air”
Iuion of ane clement is just an xtreme case of the “addiion”
model: air,

and in a very suggestive argument,*” Sergius describes e
the product of composition i nol like this. Neither body gor fish
are possessed of soul. However, the flesh which is common 10 all
s which breathe, both 1o us. and the other living creatures. it
mitedfrom four clerents, Thus, on the one haod th raonal and
e trational share the same flesh. while o the other hand. the pres-

iog the nature of human fiesh, Sirmilarly, he argucs, boib we and the
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casouled flesh, Y. in 50 far as this fegy
o e ot had pceil propertes i oo™
e M:;_,. “Thus it was ot obliged (0 RUNEEE, and thi g
.

R arpument, together wilh what WE Rave seen Before, thay gy

g

e - Steongly

sagpes that .5 an impivcation of Sergus’ deas that Chiis tog gy
ndependent

 nature, with his own, special. “Cheistly” proper,

A .
ly be what Sergius is saying? We suggest that by
‘3:.:::‘: s in this direction. In both his Second and Thag

position.
e repaiered tht s a0 mporiant. part of that definition

v sl ——
once and for all thre has come into being one ousia or quality”. %

in Christ,

i in the
propertes of divnity. This was a way of expressing the unity of
Qurist, and was calld the “communicatio idiomatum”. We will
‘examize the comocpt more fully wheo we come to Severus. The point
Bere 1 that if the “parts™ are truly not 1o be considered from the
pos of view of duality in any respect, then one cannot speak of 8
commaanicario idomaturm. s

e compoion i “aae quality™* a3 well a3 vone ousier s his
g that te “qualiy of h usia of the Word shared in the cor.
:::-hn. the new compound s indeed 10 be thought
ndepeodent e with & range of ts own distoeiie
_‘Iml’ - -dl"“’fo_ yrasonable 10 speak of it a3 having one
oakd be ok 9f o qualiies™ or “diference in

quatity™ i

ST would see it. 1 refes busg. "";m-m-ouuu.u

puxlaposed. 1, and 0
Serpius’ last

© 3cemscd of having sct atide ovia, ad of m.";::-
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s 4

tion from wignt (easeda) e st e 0
should

imwers, a5 we know,

e
iy o b ot e ot ok
e recognse ousiar wthout gns. Thus when tw oxsias werseerd
e, along with then were it united the u..,‘. Sy

e more. Accurately speaking. hie su e o
W 2 beng borcou Hawerer, gy Wy ihe
" of Exodus, he Suggess we may cal
usis iod
e looks for the propnty of God, suggesing that Severuae 1o,
defined this o be ~goodness”, rom the verse, “Why do you call me
good? No-onc s good. except one, God
propricty is that thing e belongs 10 someonc and 1o him
slone.$ Having suggcsicd this. he dmts i s inapproprinte “God
v rth sbote ousa andpropicy .
h a plea that
ing that those o b 1esd (Severus’) Second Letrer, should
Sergius’ defence: he i
man in the East.?” und does not wish the churches he influences to
come under a rebuke which was really caused by 3 misundersiand.

ing.

‘In introducing the content of Sergius' Third Letrer, we have
already
ise these very briefly. The concern of the Third Letter is o character-
ise the product of the union in the most orthodox terms of which
Sergius is capable. We have seen that in his account of the union,
either element is dissipated or dissolved. There s ncither a confu-
sion nor a change.?* These denials are summed up in Sergius®
example of the gold: he understands the union not as an addition,
but s a composition. We have seen what follows from this: the
product of
B (oo o eemts
have argued. will have propertes of its own, and of one type. If this
uncovers Sergius® understanding of the union, it remaing for us to
place it against some kind of backcloth. and assess its
adequacy.

The Apology of Serglus

The Apology- ursa.m is quit short, but like bis other Letes. it s
ly

the s

1. In it, Sergi very differcnt
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. ch. We wil ¢ thit he has mow
- *:"",:,:':f"‘ T er miunderstandims heween oy iy
e iied 10 <O 10 £r1Ds With what
o Severn. bt tht ol -
. v .:::nqn.uukm doctrines were masked by the
formofword s that two,
) apologis, Sergius 33y 0 sos of
s sy sl ST 3 1 11 s o o
. from his OWN iy, hine how
NI

ovds of Severus. while others.
muled by m bty of he term “propricty”

. Ser.
cases where, though a basic formul,
W hides very different theolo.

1o Mani. Apollnaris. Eutyches und the orthodox all confeas
':'::.m:u o iond after e i from he Virgin
But there agreement ends. Mani supposed the inhomination to be
peret opiion, whis

These w

Sergus? As his account

um s obviowsly intended to be more adequate than those of the
mentiond heretis. and 1 offer 3 solution (o their problems.

i 1 the fallowng saimen, bu without 8 s

t the fiesh did not cxist before (the union),

‘wnion” % We will eturn o this shortly.
‘Connauing his theme on ambiguity, Sergius says that even Nes-
g "

n-maum....».‘v?:....,...‘.’.‘.n‘“

us, while tbe

hat the Tempic of the Word was seen. sullrd and rone, Severy
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uld be scen. lmuhnl and sulfer?”

e 1 ven) o b

o el he pmpﬂne\ o dms et

the fiesh. froperio) of ut e
isiblc and inviibe, pasible

1 he ratucy s, and cach

sequence of this. the same Word
m mpasible et e do ot say it
sccn out of

hold that the Word Nimsef became flch, and st
wpnm;.m e fesh

“Sergius then trics 10 dctend i sccoum, Just as when a man is
wounded. he docs 0L Teceive culting in one nature, and in anather

but there app

ception of the soul in the one and the same composite nature,
Toa n the case of the composite nature of Chiis, one cannot st
bute certain actions purcly 10 the divine nature or purely (o the

1
tion (which) was mercly human. And I will not say a tear, for that
(shich) h !

speak of sweat and perplesxity in elation 10 the Passion? But these
el i o " hee

of . % b
e ius concludes the Apology with a catena of quotations from
Severus’ letters, in support of the poiats e has made.* and fina!
pologisand praise for Severus
the catent to
len in the Apology. When he was discussing the different inter-
precations of the formul ature of God the Word fc he
Virgin"
reached »mual conclusions, swu- offered as his
mmnu for the purpose of ) that mystical unio
neither argucd for, nor explained.** However, bynuu-;n
|othelulol|MApola‘ it may be possible to sec
and 0 s0me of ts importance.
ing, in something of a caricature, the opinioas of the
.l'!lwl.SﬂﬁusM “How do we (judge) conceming the onc
nature which was composed from divinity and perfect mas-
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e T ted opons of the herelics i some wa
i "‘M han perfect (ic. imaginary, iny
made e DT soltion would scem 1o claim implcyy
e e marhood ,-Mm ot how can this Tt okap,

onmection, they are ot united. This s the juxtaposition which
;uwlun‘i s Second Leter. Bul, if Nestorius am.m,,,f;‘
B ren, Severus docs. He attributcs the propertics 10 the Word, sag
s the Word huspered and thirsted. Scrgius, at (s sagc, by
‘wdopicd Scverus”position as his own. 50 we may take it that Serpun
uphes by o efernce 1o Severus that hs solution both keeps the
‘mashood perfect, avd affirms 8 truc union.

perfect and claimed 3 union before. We remember his sccount of
composition: 1o which what is complete is also 3 (constituent) pan,
and (yet) afterwards the mnmum) gart ar ol fom ten oo

scvordiog (0
tureh2? and “uter mmdmj . e e s of abeaion

Belore+
103 mixture. Now. k'dmlns:wmull'nmnl ‘union, oppor-
ing Wi to Nestoris. and, indeed. in the whole of the Apology, none
of the miature words are mentioned.!1*

So Sergius bow accepis that one can have a union, and

preserve
‘But how?
Mummh.mmuwm that he should be soe

iyt answer is, “because he was incar-

o ature. of purcly 10 he human nature, a8ifthey were working
d, if, d

perpleuty

that Scrpus sow undertands the uaion of God and man in the




T THEOLOGIC AL ARGUMIN T o

.
B e s
o meu{lhe\\'onlwhohu t

Sorgius has come to v tha though Chrisis
ol abliged. 35 1f he were 3 compound. P
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Vo this becas of the componton. but chos 1o cndure i T o
sake of

yed.
10.cach othes o Sevgon o i oy i incar.
.,«o.. i qu-u different from a mixture. At the ocgingof s e
Biblical

his unia
active subject. adw 1 s et 0 b purpt. o concs foy
o i wer. frozen in o photographic “still", and brought under

e though Sergios’ argument is ot expi, e can s

B ofes union. But this i & union f quite a diffren sor.

e chemical compositon,but a -csoming-: i bsoming
man of the Word. To say this is also already wlmp‘ly the I"ﬂ"""
lion of the difference of the natures. upon whi

wm-nuzmn a rathe trwr;-nl\ny‘vevllltmdtm
explicitly and within an inter- 3
Severus letters. lulh:l‘oleeomluloml.wemuullmlnmmw

10 evaluate some of Sergius concepts from his letters before the
3
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1V Concepts and Comparisons

‘Sergius” argument 1 brief and obscure, Hay

decrpive amlyss of i, we will v lae s o b 2t

ops i contsst wilh (s of Mt by Pt s

o s By scring Sergius in cenain comrasts, our st
10 se¢ more sharply the movement of i thoughs,

The question of mixture
In NS first three letters, Se
i of mixture. i
his e of .
Word incamatc a3  lertium quid, a new compound with ha own
‘peculiar propertics. We will now place Sergius

not done in a regulative way, 1o prove Sergius an Aristotclian or &
Stoic, but to plnvldt 2 ol whih may It s bt ppecsioe S
pus’langus

Aristolle’s nmouM of mi

ture is largely

his De Generations et

(2

« thing as mistur: wéripor dare il § rosre peidor* He sets out
mixture. i

el )uym.]uslulhey are;? the ingredicnts are not mited., done

eroyed” md wwin. there 1 no mistue if botd

vedienu
these prerequitites, Amle s able to dnnn‘unh ovwdean (com-
position) rom ifis of piers (minture v, the ingredi-
ras
. whilein 8 mi

ture,the resultant s uniform throughout.'*

he uniform resultant, of Sueispepds. oocur? Ars-
muu-wm.nm.wmmunum«.mmqu
ught r,in virtue of theis contrariey.'* However, the in-

togethes
redients must not mercly act on each other, bt mast e oore 1




10106y ATTER
1 e Tt S he bt o
e,

e,
s 6dops of the passive ingredien
i Anstotetan terms. & $dops o s, g
+ of the dominant onc. More concrelely. the mma... ,;

yémon reach.
e

T what i the reciproeal interaction and alteration of the i,
s 1o become 2 duecapcpés? We have seen that Aristorie by,
oo that the ingredicats are destroyed: this ould b the g o
b mpredents and he i f the e So the i1
e bt what s Arso
e 13 8" drpyeiy v e, m.x-mnmm...

iearipou drep four 7R '
T it mreute s a st of ension of deniy. he
ingraticous have troly united 0 something uniform and difleren,
bt s hey have been preserved S+

poruant ) an Aristotclian puxd it P
v what we have calld » tension of dentity the ingrediens are

. but they arc altered and unified; (3) there is the idea that
the pudiv i tself 3 balance, or & pdoor.

st is presen

and critiimd by Alexander of Aphrodisiss. According 10 Alex-
ander, Chrysippus distinguished between wapddears (for example of
baans and_ wheal-grains). avpyvers, nd speioss.!” Chrysippus’

mvwﬁ-ﬁ-:-bm-rrﬁwnﬁ«uh‘-m o e b
oo & 1016 e v yioers, s v v

Iv 3 Sl
warg 6. moiro 81" Shaw dMjhors
.Wn‘m'- m-nmsumnu»-.iﬂ

pdans, on the

R rr——"

otber hasd. i
thait sewbryres. nd of
resuant & <pads? How is eps, erved, bow is the

p “pioic 10 be distinguis
apideon? Alctander tays that Chrysippus .“"_'ﬂ::'i‘n from



af he sl corcsemuon of wo o o b n e
Hewie. v "

sbstances remain dis-
oncein it simply 10 nole tha Stow <pson premes
7o of the g

pardonicalorcven incohernt* e e
ve between mapddeais and ovyzvonc: cither
constituenis are rerved they ate (napddeors) o the com-

lexander,
83 <pdonus wpx Tiw yJ»-... "

. sy
oo i pnn T péees of plocs of e
that when bodics with the capacity for mutual intcraction act
cach other, and are to some extent balanced in ther powers ey
o their
qualty (uia -mhm 2 their undering maer is wnified and
‘one thiny at can we see in this? First, there
denial of a total amu ofthe comttuents, whete “tots hange”
interpreted as 4dopd. This is 10 assert that there is » continuity
between the constiluents and the spadiv. We saw the same idea in
Aristotle, where we called it a "tension of ideniy ", between *beiog
prescrved” and “being altered” Sccondly, we sec the idea that the
<pabieis the result of o “balance” between the competing powen,

st it has i s swu.ny.“wmm.wuwu
the D bei

From owlnnlymofsuwn frs three leties, we suggested that
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< cumisto
Word incarmate 333 fertum quid. not 3
e umdentend e e Wond and 3 human naturc et
s i el ropetis of
. of the union in Chre 1t
or refuted. b) mn cring Sergius®
gt nm.x ‘of Aristotle and Alexander? We

both clarfed and substaniiated, ay

m-dlhnanrahnschml 8.
e sorn S’ nsislence Upon MxIure, o5 bein the mode

bt those things which thus remained unmixed with cach other
ere Bypostatcally united?"1? We have scen how Sergius defendy
o eaant of misture, distinguishing it from confusion. and
Farbermore, that he claribes what he understands by confusion,
Thus n his S Letr, e says that when the divine union is

bought of. ideas of confusion are sct asi
Letter, be witcs that be'
b with 3 soul. aod without confusion maiming the

‘meating. or (b ) bas ot changsd (0 that which s cternal™

The b i

Mnmdwmlmmndmmswly.nmw
he divini i

b,m...a.‘.m.aouuymnmlummnunmmma o
we can sex, is very much in
..mmumgmtnnmumuw.mmm-
: § neher »

i ind the
-f—«mt-ma-.m

mquhy"l(ulnﬂquaun:\oquwkaMMIlP
dertood by Severa™) indicates his fnal

rejection of a union
jatapoction. We remember that nAmma.:m";awz
Tt was quoicqurpds?? and with Alexander, epious yiclds & wpadév

Y

which Bas juiss wodbryre A.-uhamn.s.ym.r.m:mh
-l:m--ls..m SN LW 10 00 ovola a0 weidrs 83 ™8




? According o I\mlmk and I\knl‘ e pra

i
3
2
£

m e mlerendnty W wealof
st that he understood Chia to e o w.n-s:. nu:“:.my
Ynltm"lml Sergius in this way allmﬂ one to P

affiem that the resul e amd «ul
Sty was such that o did not dissoie ihe con "‘"""""““

Synousiasts. the Futychians. the Apollmznami. o
rhich he secs s the view of i Juntaposi
e Chrtoogot e dos s bave o

pay fora
ik this? What implcaionsdocs s strcture have s o
view Ch

for his Christo-

i als0 10 recognisc and sircss his novelty. But on the
understand Cheist 53 pdie 3 02 st 10

both hungers and feeds the hun.xy, Anothe par of i poin s 0

e man. iisterng o b he m.-.; of God. But to sy this
presupposcs the preservation of the identity of the divinity and the

17 Christ is 3 uxdiv, a fixed, identifiabie and static enity. operat-
ing within the range of the doow between two contrary ousisi, this
dymamic sotericlogical iterplay is absent. What becomes o the
. but merge.
10 one quality in the péoor. To wh-l extent is their identty un-
changed? Aris

ot actualy» But s the poiential prsenc of God the Word in
ot i for e edempion ion of man? We can conclude that
Serpus was mor nersed i iy tha sterolony.

A further objection is this. In understanding Christ as 8 paxdév,
that i, as an entity recognisably differcnt from its conutitucnis
dfrom the ther i, one s compeled 1 bring it under 2
class, If the,
“somethis

,lruunhewmuunmunouynummu



o s

lass, embracing it The
some general oncept. 0f i i
e Case X T s ol
ool e but docs it make theologic ""Y"(',;n
N

i eoneics Would not such propeiy e
:.«?-n " removed from any soLeriolOgical PUDOLE 3 the

We can sce that Sergius” “solution” is not without its a.«..“

nnstence on wifes 15 his ‘:y of avoiding juxtaposition. and ity ,m
entl his Apology: that he sces (L Severus’ uccount of the union g
different from |umpwlmn Serp “cluion” ¢ nok in n e T
M‘dm of juxtaposition, but an acceplance of i (i
e to mdcpenden pre-sising naures). and o tater l"an'n o
i . Need one sceept the bas i presupposiion. that he e die
and the human natures both dependently”
“Solution” an inadequatc answer ton ke probkm" i

Apollinaris, and Eutyches. When we tum to 1o Sevcrus, wewil ey
e atacked the presupposi

otw;u out the logic of his argument, let us hmlly o the
position of Apollinaris. As a great and recognised hertic, Apou.
naris pasod questions which none of his successors could
ignore.

Apology:** indicaung that his was a position which he avoided. We
il assess shortly what the .-ypx-nm of this avoidance were for
the structure of Sergus’ Ch

What s e probl of Apalinrs, and what were his sala-
oas? As 2 finit step, we must understand that Apollinaris had 3
basic objection to the soteriological inadequacy of the Antiochene
postion, which he inerprtcd as being unable 10 account fo the

v i e i S0 " y
by 2 We. o ety bin b Jour ttm-o-- -'oc'm‘k‘:

1f 10 affirm be.




CoNCLETS AN € .»..n-.nm

wark of saisation which o carm “
o A s e Vo o o
\....oum the e of 4 human mind n Chyot < famous
Ihis mean: what w e o e of the unity which M",,"""“‘
i A Bl
are mmpkmmuvy Neither of them it e
the other, o1 perfect, und they come together o foro<TEeN! of

o orm s
o T S
WHILES, Smep Cuai) Iy .

.,«tm " consutuents come 1
s 5 unity because the comstac
iteied

umlyu ot sumple ( nbi ), ,mm’m b A”n:n::‘ JL

'

g mpit aipa &xdpeimror Y Using the comi

tion of man a5 3n aralogy for he urion in Chist, Apollinaris de.
.2 and 3 ifuc

n By
stuenis 3 being confuscd in their union: he
i

WS, vin avpei
vopinar i mo1dTTAS wepirvorras cai aie dnihhurian o

R. A. Norris interpres him a5 accepting the Stoic sccount of
apios,?* which. we remember, we met before, whe we sonsdered
Hiwnderof Ahrodsis e of ooy S0 i
remembered. involved the complete mutual co-cxistene of
nrn oot i the gl ebsanis nd quiliies
being preserved. We can sce that such a background accords with
Apollinars” idea of 3 unity in a aivdcas, and of complcmentary
parts coming o 8 drbrrs fumins
But i his is to describe the nature of the union, how did Apoli-

the Word has enicred into a l-w‘_w: {wrue with human ficsh? In

7
cirwars oe m,.-... dle i drdpimon riv simioums Lase
dwige xavd riv mepiBokiv, o0 ward perafiokin.t® Bul what is the im-

s of Chist was ot g who sood il He s aot
'unl

«k ity of Christ was 10 attibule ccriin things (ke w-\l. sl
fering, eating) (o his human nature, and others (ke forgiving sins.
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s f o el umatton. A ne s
human nature. especially when the point o ther partncrahp et

ined, do not e caey pariners. and the unny tends oy
Saahm Apollinans” odpruac séas 1 30 AAEMDI 10 anyuey

By saying that incamnation 1s @ «dswars. & self-himita, T

mpss von ..,..y virm
o v evpion, v Bua rod outaros ia abrod xar{omn Bia rd ocya s
wm |u¢\'|mn| . propert belonged 10 cither nature. now,
ngs 1o the Word incamate.

Pt whar folows from thi” These coneepts, “The Logos ncr.
ate 5 subject, is ownet, of all that he docs™, arc ROt static ways of

e

Christ the
srength of Apollinarsaccount of Chris’s unty s that by reering

10 make sense of what we might cal the “inconsistencies™ in the

actions of Christ. Christ exercised divinc power 0 heal the sic

201 10 turm sones o bread. He rased the dcad, but did not come
‘Why? Because the L

pose.#* To include an understanding that the actions arc voluntary,
e ruand h =

of a new divi

an

and varicty must be allowed for, it will be recognised that Christ,
and the unity in Chris, cannot be defined or encapsulatcd in static
terms. h

10 recogaise the dynamic aspect of Christ. We have. ve e, o,
his system holds together with an iniemal logic: there
Inl lhl the L the incas
1he odpesors eimuns CONGXPL: the communicatio idiomarum.
Illxl»nhui with these W we found his actual dampllol of
the unity: the denial that a union could result

‘account was of a single nature composed from
‘manhood.** i

‘ments m Chirist, whe the manhood was siripped of a human mind.
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@
,..., ke Apalinare, i to derive ey mion of
wo

i lwm\um\ on and Ne\lmunmmw tead
‘““" s <l and e wr.:m:""‘“ en
e s perfect COrUEnTs unied t e
Tx’"""""' Bt whit did this ot Sergiugs We g e OHR
o icaly. Apollnans

aied il by e

before

g afct the ion, and a5 the subic of il Tt

hisincarnate e Can he s e sasd or Sergius, m:,:‘c‘;: o

ogy intrinsicaly infleible? When we. enmmul Sergiu sccount of

minture, we saw that according to him, the
g0s

{urn water into wine. and on anolher not 1urn stones into bread? We
‘m,,, thar Seagin. by umknlxmlmg the incamate Logos to be a
i bed him.

mination. He would o pretriigelins being of anc qual
namely. consistently.

‘Why is Sergius’ description of Christ o limited? We suggest that
e because, o Ieast i the thrce letirs which we have, be

e sasectorly prformed on two static and pre<xiien s
viewed the

inca
leters) s a theological action creatively undertaken by the Loger
“This tendency of Sergius’ can be seen in his First Lﬂln Tt will be
remenibeed hal thei,rthe than beining i the Logos and
considering the mm or the act the Logos. he began with

and man. Sergius’ qmnon then was, ~How was this uaity
achieved” “What sort of union produces that sort of resl™
Against Sergius, we would suggest that in the incaration that
mature of the unity is determined by the purpose of the unty. and

aburact. The issue in Christology it a theological and soleriologcal

one. conccrning the action of the Word. not a achaical oo, sbout
mapddears f

We can see: this it implict i ‘Severus' criticism of Sergius.

n his Second ? Severus Scverus” own

using
Ralures? Sernm found this. ummlwbk he asked bimself the
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(unanewerable) technical questior ebeaum
e e Severus. s Secom Pl o,
Serpus diiculy. hows hat the QUESION 3 10 he Ming
e axked at 3 mercly technical level. but 1 (0 be undersggen 201
the sphere of I s of the Word “For why. when s 1;.',“':
4 mot present his doctrine (only) this far, (namely), “noj con o

or miing the naturcs amongst each othe wisely sy
e Word of God becaming a purtaker n Nesh ang e blod, ot
Son s understood and named in this way a5 well", o you noy e
from (this) addition the inexpressible nature of the union?

s this criticism of Sergius (ait? ATE we right 0.0 Srcssth gy,
cations of the “of one quality”", #nd thus the conclusion that s,.,_
Christ was 2 static divine-human amalgam. 2 pdoor betwee
‘opposite natures? Can we not find passages which imply 3 sovenay.
—:n procraion ofthe fiesh, rather than 3 mixing of it to some new

"t we have aready noted in his Third Letter, Sergis trie 1o
defend himself against the charge of introducing confusion into the
union. Thus, with the aim of defending himself from that charge e
wtites, “But just as he was embodied. and has not endangered the
ousia of dnnity ... 0 160 he has preservd his own truc s+
that if the body of the L bee
i then
are ours™."® Again, and in the passage which appears most promis-
ing. be says as follows, “But that which is beyond all specch (s this)
b it in heaven God incarnate at the right hand of majesty. For he

‘established us along with him, and made us sit along with him with.
his Father™."" But the spparent soteriological import of these pas-
2 neer dowloped. or s ks, ot unl Sergus Aply
Sergit theological

already seen how. in the same letter, he interpreted the confusion of
the fiesh: “I understand the supreme union of God to flesh endowed
with 2 soul, and without confusion maiming the meanin. for (e
ficah) has not changed to that which is ewcmal”.’ Thus, whet Ser-

a0d the humanity have come to form a new duosopepis, & pdoor dil-
them.

o form some undervianding of the rationale of Sergius Curiver
lo:v

mﬁmmwmimmmmum.num 2
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B on an cateranh <onnecion, we o,
.",',.., Lo e f wnty i i Pt o omc s"':.,
s i
m,,‘,...m- o o manhon e e ha gt e g

Scrgus has all but lost e of the

Probiem
Serbone ofthe unan,

b
Laner facing the cacim of Severus, sews P .Mm"
accuscd of e 1€2ching o the changers of ovsias. Thcitare s
ke 1 defence sbout whit my opiman s comerning e, S
show tha) those men are reckoned foolish u, e, o
the madness of Eutyches™." He continues,

how different the |op( of |Irl-‘ mlnn is from
thus just it
by e concep of ity which he has adopeg,

Eutyches is chiefly notorious for his unwillingness 10 say that
Christ wﬁs dx Sio duocwn™ and for his denial that Christ was
unoioo uiv." On both counts he was accused of docetism, and
charged with teaching that the Lord brought his body from beaven.
But et us cxamine each of i deinks more caetly. We i ke

)
hat of Sergius, and

He ltlls us that he d

imp(urll nor credal. He himself holds 1o the !ndnlp of Nicea,
Ephesus and $t. Cyril, and furthermore he. nmaw ry 1o cxplain
God in materialistic terms: ... wi yévorro dut ... doarahoysiz tév
i pow.*® More concretely, along with hts ml that Christ s dn
o diocar, Emyms ‘affirms that Christ was born of the Vg

was perfect God and perfect man,* and denics that be ught that
Christtook b fesh from heave .mumm r:

kmmhew»mumdmyummnmm-aw"
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hat even Severus was mqu'«l © sy,
i N

o reor 50 (A 10 MEnion (wo e e
~ °m ‘wpdowna in Christ. I this is the ""“‘M"mnm
md Eutyches’ fear of Dyophysitism, is it a sirictly "f'“my,..,
supposition? Must vy CONGTELE e RAVE i W mpiumer? Ty
i an ultimate quﬂllfm in Painstic Chrtology. and we ek
examined by Scverus. For the mear
T on take the view that W ddons (o hypastsen ,,,'""'
i disu. it wil have comsidersble implcations o
sccount of unity which one ca
Let us tum to Eutyches secount of the ucoioss . A
under presur, he admited it. b
? Hi

ut why was it denied in w'a.,:
reasons for this are very inlcresting. Referring to (he
pomimes b Wriles, Bt apepor oix dlwor i) yip odn duss
airs Spalayss [-p«q«.) obx dlmov ouipa dvdpimov 76 100 deos

iy, irdpimrov 8 13 odpa s $rs I vis mapbivay loupeity §
wipmos. «f 8 Bei eimeiv Ix vix mapdivou xai dpsovaio iy

Ny

“Thus, originaly the formula was denicd from the fear that 1o say
the body of Christ was éusodaer fuiv implied that it was aiya
rbpimos. Were the body of Christ the body of o man, there would

of Nestorianism that the duoodaios spiv was denied. But what did
Eutyches say instead? The body of Christ was not acpa dvdpirmov.
but he affirmed it was oupa drdpduiror. We remember that he alio
nﬁ--u-mcmm-nnumh« ‘7édios dvdpuros. So here we

. We that in inten-
oyt Eueve s g s void dyophystism, and 10
prescrv e fullnegnty of the humanity,but without then

- h

ndent status of the human . and
ot 10 Cyriland Svers tham s ot trougey
Wecan m now t Srpa. w:ﬁ-awnmmm-w-w

byl
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v Introduction to the Letters of §
Sergius cverusio

et of Sesrus to Sergusare
e e, But when dissions a

ight
<1us misunderuands
Ot it Gan be seen that he 1y peard 0B
Lomething ensely Cyrillan srprewing
tomg of Chnst, But this vs

ion, though s yand
ot “om. though simplc in i, o g
pumber of angles. St C.

Npuovos uvaripeor. b —

“pecause of the inter-involvement. and disjoin
cription of virtually all the concepts Severus

ed yet cumulative de-
wscs in these Leters, we

copox 10 begi X
s simply intended (o Gve the reader # backgsound ramewy

agi o
‘e placed. as the various concepts occur i the Lettes.
‘when in his Fi

enify and describe Christ. he spoke of him having “one propricty
from 1o and later, in his Second  Letter, he spoke of Chrst
having “onc ousia and quality”"> We have already tried to caplain
what Sergius meant by a “propricty”, and how he was misunder-
sio0d by Severus. Sergius, understanding “propriety” as “defning.
property”, could sec only one in Christ. We suggested that Severus

the unity
a3 Sergius. and in understanding Chrst as God the Word become &
man.

in Christ.
1wo "particularities™ in Christ, and we suggesiod that by “particu-
" he meant the iniegrity of the identit of the clements of
divinity and humanity. This concept of particularity, and the afir-
mation that in the nion, the divinity remains divinity, and bums-
nity remains humanity. is the irst question Severus kes up in bis
First Letter, We will take that
110 assert two particularitics in Christ is to affr tbat, though
wnied, somehow the divi ins divinity and the bun
humanity, why, and ugainst what background, is that iasisicoct
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e, and what follows from €2 We will shos s tengy

e ehnd Severu(and C3rIS) INSIEDCE on e,
et o he homanity 4nd the iy, i the fundamenr e
lefres g tht 1 5 oy God Who €30 \aVC. 1 that
el and that salvation for all men s schicved in the per®
of Jesus Chiint -

B whatwe st understand with Severus is how one

" - Toinuy
fhat in the union God the Word femains who he is. and that gy
humanity assumed is not done away with, is (0 rulc out any undey
standing of the union by confusion. Should the

‘e mircd or confused. they would no longer be intact. 0.t could po
longer be truly God who saves, nor truly man who is saved. On the
same basis, 2 union o combination by ewidesa of merely excruriy
1> rejected. This sort of combination would be & denial of real union,
and so soteriologically inadequate.

Tostead, we wil

o B
aivoler, a1 3 oirdecrs, 6N il 35 8 <dvusars OF ramciwors of the
yor, There is an emphasis that God the Word is the sole subjec
throughout, i d)

s incxpressible” or “supreme"’. Cyril, as we will sce, often trics to
avoid any descri ion i

s “becoming man" of the Aéyes, a "taking flesh™.
verbal expressions of the union, like “bccoming man’,
K . have in-hand with the in-

sistence on two particulariies in the union—though the Word has
ssienos on 1 ‘ rd b

sistence did not prevent them from being seriously misunderstood
by the Nestorians. As a result, we il sex that certain other expla-
natory concepis are inter-related. There s a consistent, carcful and

which was as union wit 1670+ had any indepe
existence prior (o the union. Though neither Cyril nor Severus use
the systematic terminology of Leontius, we find in both of them s
og that i
s assumed ix, 10 borrow a later term “¢nhypostatised
b the A6 i i

ts union

only a sicp away from an understaoding of the “cnhypostasia of
the humanitv.
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tertockm

jowing ® with, the
O cAnIenc of (s oy, ok ek 040 e of

181 the Alyes it thesole sumacs™

i Ly e
B Sl
o mon. o e gl o bt
o e Word ik b w1y mion
e onecpt on turn Ieads 1o another, that which is
e varnicatio dumatun, The Word u;::.,“"::""
ke oy mens of the body. and the body shares s
. yil 3nd Severus, no doryo
i Tl St propertics s taught, but rather, they i bjony

all belon,
o ne peran o h ocamae . Th, e an medy
jkations of the RN oeion of humaniy
ﬁa oering and death of the e re ot e . b’“‘

and death. Dot that o the incarmate Word, wha & e ane by

The body may rightully be caled divine, but yt not bocawse i 5.
and in its own right,

body of the Word. Here the denial of an independent sta

romanity. e insistence on the Word's being the soc subpet, g

theidea of the Word's redemplive making his own whatis ours all

come together.
But the Cymunn-smnn understanding of the union in Chiist

the rule of suffering and dam but to overcome it, nmu.q md

1ot to undo the human nature, 1o destroy its nmt-lully‘ 1
make it more truly what it ought 10 be. When the Word uited an
cnsouled human body to himself, making it his own, according to
Cyril, he "transelemented” it (ueraoronceiues), wsing it for his own

purpose.

“This coneept, which we will examine and ilustrate in duc course,
is o the greatest imporiance initelf, but 85 our concern hee s the
avenall inter-relation of the concepts in the Cyrllan-Severaa
scheme, ket us go full-circl
aindears with which we began. Severus and Cyril afim a eivoder,

10t 8 xpds or ifis. We can now, perhaps, soc better what they
mean. If the aivobor is understood in terms of the economic 8PP~
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LIRS 01 SEYERUS 10 semars
e

ofthe PamATy By 1 iy i of e
. hat
Pl Can be scen U

»

raorage.
merely the concurrence of v
union,
PurpOsive activiy, the exacy
mething outside of iuelf Iy iy

. OF restoring and
W "and whete the uctusl cours of he oivbor i dercrmny
e enion. This takes us back oirabor

the primary soteriological
ies Cyril's account of the

e element is ignored, the union becomes incomprehensible
'u,am-ﬁuem. ‘as we shall sec.

we have set out in d s " "
e imer-relation of the concepts which have jus becn intro-
form |
dueed.
Notes.
o QUSC. PGS 19D~ Py Vo 7.p. 31
3 B taors-1e






VI The First Letter of Severys

ing the Letters of Severus, we shall follow
n mﬂ::‘mfm We will attempt 10 cxplain the major w::::;fu
bl e at thesame fime picking out the concept and s
PSR ich we will then cxamin in geater detan, >
P emembered that i his Fist Leter, Sergis howed us
i major presupposiions. This was isidea that every pre:
o elngs 0 an underling RIS, 20d 0 i e spak of e
O g, fallows hat e c refering 1o wa naures From
O oncuded that there would be one propricly of Chis.
I & no-one from those who are invisible or visibe shares His
o 10, ollowed from this presupposition: We do not peak
o natures or proprictes after the incxpressible union I wil
bered that Sergius' xedi 5 the As-
s cd. to the form * i
Faniculaites”* Sergius, Rowever, 100k thisas “We do not spea of
Giided propritics™. and, understanding it on the basis of his pre-
Lopposition that a propricty implies  nature, took it that a duality

s being taught, and asked for an explanation.
“This is where Scverus began, and in his First Letter he gives usa
d quite full account of h

apaniculariy. In examining this. we must never forget that Severus
c amining v s

ply
wholly different Christology. from which his terminology flows.
Severus begins by praising and cncouraging Sergius. but tums
quikly to the question of what a particularity is. To confess the
natural particularity of the natures from which there is the one
Chrin i not, he says. something new which he has justinvented, but
isa pant of the Cyrillian tra
To begin Lo illustrate thi
Cyril. First, Cyril had
4id 10 be one, he is not therefore the resull of a confusion, for
ither the nature of the Word, no thal of the fesh has passed out
of itselfinto something clse, but cach continues in the particularity
1t belongs 1o the nature.” Secondly, trying to explain what “the
'y that bele is. Cyril

. Severus gives three quotations from




cumisToL

GY ArT

HALCiDay
bady bom at Bethichem is not the samc in natura)
Wond from God. nevertheless, it became his, and n.l"‘,,',"" b
nate 18 10 be considered one Son and Chiie ang Lorg 7
although the flesh, with regard (o particularity, is coy ve\
another nature from the Word. yet it L became o s ..,,,,L
the Word is calied “the sced of Abraham™, when he 0«
This docs not detract from the Word’s stll hemg hathe o e,
for although he is God. he became man as well.*
Vhat may The first hows ugy
d e,
trast
. their diflerence s retained. That i, they remain apy
d do not become something elsc. Severus is
um.as the umklsuminn that the particularity of a thing
W may also begin 10 e that his ccountof sher.
pamtuhnly is. and insistence that the particulariies remain,
brought in to clarify his statement that the Word incamaie s noty
confusion. Although the Word has become incarnate. he has not
deserted his particularity, his integrity of being. nor has he donc
away with the integsity of being of the fiesh. In his sccond and thirg
ges. we may see that the union of incarnation is not just  com-
in ogeher. bt ivolves anaspst of possession. God the Wordn
the lub)m e hae e the humarity i tha

hulnnml) remained what it was (it kept its particularity). but t thea
belonged 10 him, rather than to itself. Though it remained what it
was, it was no longer independent. Though he remained who he was,
inbisincamae sae ecoud be calld he el of Abrabany

1, Sen
rate Inr us what particularity is by lhmnn‘ the contrast whmw

just for illustration. One does not need two things o creae the ari
cularity of a thing: particularity is the intrinsic othemess of
in the union of the incamatio

. When Severus tries to explain 10 us
‘what s puricularity is, b s no simply exploring a concept for s

nawres in |.b: union of the incamation. But this itself cannot be
understood until it is understood what is the sort and point of the
i ion. This becor

Severus continues by saying that Sergius should now understand
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ity s 1 s b
- Phave come 10 union.!" We lixc wcen zlltuly e
o e e cvcn whe he muta

Parados, and
chanM from
sible and solid

u God the.
" s quickly qualitcs it by saying that he has ot
visble nature, but has become united to

Severus asks Us. an. ismade up.
i e nd soul, Which e o conerete 103 Qe hypo-
. e the . orane atue who s b union of e hpe-
i is called both rational and mortal. T becauie when
{he wion has oceurred. e no longer o e s between
that
e ntegrtis, of the body and soul had been lost. and that man vas
e rofconfusion. This would be the anthropologicl paralc s
mousiasm. Severus’ point i that the unity of body and soulin man
is oot like that, bul thal recognising the permanent difference
between the constituent natures does not creale a division between
them. 50 that we would say that only the body is mortal. and only
thesoul s rational.

ent sort of wnity from confusion, which par ol symuum or
division, which parallels Nestorian juxtaposition, and the consiitu-
s .;m..s ...my play a different role: though they are and remain
di

ing wlnch we wlll develop later, but the lmll\tduu point is that the.
union in man, unlike a union of confusion or juxtaposition, is 8
union where it is appropriate and mmu to say the appareatly
paradoxical, namely. 1o call the irrational body rational in the
waion, or 10 say thal the invisible Word s seen.

verus tums at once to apply the insights of this example to
Wohcn r.m. he refers to Cyril's defence against Andrew over
the Third quite blameless 10 recognise that the fish
isonc m.; nnd the Only-Begotten another, wlll: respect to their
o matures, but (o recognise this difference is not to divide the
falures aftec the union.!?:1* Secondly, referring again (o the
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cxample of the Uity in man. Severus argucs thy
Pt s ey Gt Snd Gt om s o W,
angle hypostasis is formed by 3 coming together [ e
pature and a sensible N3UUIC, 3 UNILY EMETEs in which ey 0%
of the constituents is not suppressed. as there is no mr"’
they are o longer divided. This. he says, s brcause (g g%
do poy st independently, but compct one o
twor". ** We will cxamine the importance of this shrtly - "
iy, Severos torm dieely o Errmanue, and the nay
givinity and humanity. Divinity and humanity are fouh
b when  union s profesed from thr, the diflre
quality is not suppresed, but division is driven ouL 1 He et
B . with  quotaton from Cyrl: though dvii ity and b
iy are dicent i the mode o bow thy e, the prncic o,

ly dnllu.,\
< in

adds most importantly, is not o i o confusion, “b
becausethe Word of God hassharedinfsh and blood” Sy

‘properties. i If; Symm-mm istobe |vo|dad by the insistence tht
each of the constituent natures reta
Nestorian juxtaposition is aso o be avoided, by a denial that the
constituent natures in the union have an exclusive independence of

‘ach other. To express the sort of union there is in the incamation.
Severus twms back 10 Cyril: “God is not touchable, but the Word
‘became subject to touch by means of his own flesh”?> We have secn
this idea of the union before, that is, that it s a union because the
Word possesses or makes his own the flesh, ¢ and we will now

In going through lheﬁm ran of this letter, we hm already col
lected 3 certain number of n by trying ©

‘exphain what a particulari y Aswe have seen, et uies oillustrate

it i the continuing h:mucof- iog i alio cxplaincd
Seinghow 3 i s Wi ts own nature™3%, or what it is
“according 1o the mode of how it n“ 7 We may summarise this by

being. But we
mmmmum—mmﬂ though « ndi

it 18, and is not something clse, a thing can still be unam. ma-
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s

i exisient. 1y

ety a6 o b e
TSl @ consitunt part of 3 union. and

o a juntaposition of

e hata par.
“‘:::my,“w form what we. lm:hl alla neutfal ilusiative picture

aman.
" fhis i what we might call his “ncutral” account o the union. ltis
anatiemp, 5 it Wer, Lo describe the union from the outsde, and
jost

y seen hints of
hisin what we called the aspect v/poucxmu in the union. Though
¢ body is not the same in natural quality as the Word, yet it
bame his;?* divinity and humanity are different, and though this
il s preserved i the union, division is driven out, because

blood.2* In whal
walaczount of the union, it was siressed that a thing could retain ts
# union, but withoutbeing ndependen. The mear-
he ficsh in the
iocamation is not independent, even though  remains R,
:am.mmmbyme Word. I does not belong toiel,but

where it s endowed with propertics other than its own.

Tt e 105 clearly not a kind of more subll justaposi-

onin which two incomplete things somehow jig:saw together, but
. in which the
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A

s the flesh his. Thoush e il explore 1y,
mm e ot of i s more like a proce §
O wtwch couh take place and be completcd n a m.,.,.,,,:"'
can we. €ven AOW, llnkl“l»dll further?

"We began with the concept of  particularity, which expresseg
gt ofathing. without implying itsindependence. This c e

Iocamate Word & 8 confusion: the difference between the flesh ang
the divinity is preserved. But why is this imports
argument round, we sec that the concept of particulan

humanity, yet they are one. This s the soteriological 100t of hiy
Chritology. and caplains the siress upon integrity of being in the

animplcaion ofindependence? Hiere we see the rale of the conerpt
o he h
nity his own. Because it is owned, it is not independent or divided,

e ing the nion of

with U
o s sy -On the other hand, the concept of particularity,

ot of conceptual umnm illustrate the meaning of the owned
ution.

and what s
"""'Mmy is brought in m
e sats ad roe of the co

Gaboratat i 20 sy ol

s consders the sctivits of Chr Sever-
Mnh..mum.-.mk%""“""""":“
shos 'We“lm.hu- -

. or prieutany

bt thi

o dcimed
854 0t 1 vacermann o




THT FIRST LT OF SEVIRUS w

cutait which would imply things m independent existence
Dovoing Cyrl. he paint 10 the smmediate implication of s
ncept of particularity in natural quality we are dea hen
2o (o, particulaies 1 10t to creste a s Bucin
irava but 10 affirm that the Word became flesh, 4 e
the Word is the

abee of the union of he ncarnation, and th urion s ane which

: f 1 lhl\ sort ofu

nd pointing to what would Tollow -r v«rt ..m the case. Were
L‘nml i diided into (o independenl 85, there would
e o one subjet pscsing both ares. o Gl belong ta

Whe . from twa
waturs there is one Christ without ga.(..,.m one person and one

the properties of his divine nature. wma- e always had, and the
properties of the humanity. What follows from this? A unity of the
divine and human natures, in the person of the Word
Himself may b seen, through his own visible flsh. and the flesh,
being the own fesh of the Word, is rightly understood as divine. It
should be noticed here that though there is 2 communicatio uloma-
1um (the Word is scen. and the flesh takes on the propertics of the
Ward) there is not wught a straightforward alicmation of the
natres,orthat

Word
e yoﬁhtwovdsolhou‘hmnnm isina
sente, 3 one-sided one.* Thisi an aspect o th union we will etum
ol

‘Having csablished this principle of the one subjct in the Word
incarmate, Severus puts it 10 the test. As be docs 3o frequently, the
et made hrough the moulh of Cyrl. Docs the carthly Christ
when he says that the So m.mum.mm-nm

incorporeal, the bod,
B e i st bout he body. o 1o, e being
from above, may truly aitribute “he came from above' 1o himiclf,
whilc he was man.»* But what nlkfmdlllw Leus
ask,

7 God the Word and the man Jcsus were diferent persons. S0 tbe
point is 10 show that the elernal Son and Jesus Christ, the Word
incamate. are one and the same perion. the one, contiouing
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iy owoer of ot s deiy 30d i humanity e
e e il b sen by MEans f both (it of st
o ouchable ...a not touchable. and viuble ang
"‘,.,--»n.,mm«m parados can ony be madewni oy
i e Word 5 b it NI he by
s with hursel. m lm-t itw
v mow rpcas himsel e Gl e ooty
Sought 31 the cost of any amoun of Fepeiion. When.,
e the union E:
aatores, and then spesk of thei acivitics and propertics, whaty

g hey,
e centrs o the own activites, and exclusively claim their vy
properues. Tis i yet again the argument we have been illustrating.

=g

s oo s ey e of undemaningat union i e speolc
‘way that Severas will argueis

wum

mbh’lh“‘olllﬂhn*wlhn He concludes
:..m."..’:,‘,'_ﬂ",,“""mwuo-n. terms, dis-
dependent cuismes s e AMiBg hat it impiics a nature in in-
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n this text with examples from some. oﬁmm ot work,
sy (rom modern

ey e s
o
e

s ho et s 1 Secus o dius
oot pastcularty ,
athing. his
ence. 5! . we find thi
iy ltters” for example. “..._.we mean in the matter of natural

‘,..1.., “and not that those which e mluu!ly united are individu-

. for

lnn T ok koo ot oné Lovd o s Christ into two
urt sty 40 In'Severus Phialehes we s requently fnd
:qumm o the humanity’s having any independent status, which in
s view ed dircly Lo Nesoranun. Beind this, of coun,

ey
the Word by himsel.*>
Though particularity does not imply independence, Severus

the identity of an object. Though the constituents

the union arc

y.
Thus. he writes a3 follows in his First Letter 1o Oecumentus, 1o do-
scribe the constituents of the union: “But i Emmanuel is one,

‘scxording 1o theit own principle ... His atiempt 1o clariy the

respect in which the constituents are perfect is much clearer and
10 Thomas, where,

tation of Cyril, he writes. ... the peculiarity of the natural union s

individual existence 10 a3 10 be

nution, bul refuse o continue
and

ofthem, which  conjunctionin honour cannot possibly do”+ This
1 prradigm cumple of

volves il his scafokding. explanatory concepls ike eriedary'.

nc teologaly. The n,m..s are in composition, and are per-
. but haw, and why. do they nﬁ-‘*
or
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w
e e o o he icartion, N 48 Peretion whe
e vag 10 do wih independence. This was an ..-u(m.,.d.,,. o

et of  thin which bth Sevcrus Eutychian und Chal
T oo opponcnis secmed 10 i difcult, but one whet
Tt o s Chimtoog. For the Euychian ide, we remember g
oty o i potion: Erey e
€ speak of wa g
prees, se e ..u...a alsoto wul o two et Behing e
Nians, that if 3 thing was uniqur

ummmlmmm-ommA
Cht was perfect in divinity and perfect ir in humar
\quvwﬂlll 1 it was the same one (¢ n‘n‘«)whovalpu’ll-

d-nm-uam Mlulhluﬂml‘ﬂkulwﬁw
. fllowing Cync
o very differen e Thus

an aliompred charactensation of the particulas
mmnnhlmMMv& v‘llleﬂn;y:n:l;hl'l':;n:'

o, b writ partculanity -M
S Sy E e

Pean e qu 1 it pracle voder
of Godbead and mashood: ying the
0d Thia difercnce we in no

These posu, that pertcularity means “ioiegity of being”; &
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3 inde
g o s ol o s o e e u_
s e e s ot
) components in Sexerus “neutral uczount of the unron. bur
e dos i a1 Wiy a1 ey componcrs, 1wt den
bout the nature of the unjon?

g o Feusimis, Sevetus ays. “Therefore where we cofes
sn o of i Lord and Son and Cho.and e
pature of !

he manwral ,...m,‘ of the naturcs from which Christ is"."* Here we

the nature of the duality from which the unity in Christ comes s+
Furthermore. the unity 1n Christ is 3 unity in which diflerence (or

7 God the

1he paniculariy of those things which cam togther o urion’

What sort of i i . where difleenc o permanen fcor?
Howis thisa

e o an animer by turming 10 the concept of ubion by pos-
sexsion which we have already looked at. The union is there uoder-
s100d a3 something active which the Word docs: he makes the

i ing of the uoion, whic deons, is
something which we will examine in deilin Severus' Second Letter

‘approach,
mﬂymmulbeunlamn unn-mwnm.nnmum

Sappens o the diffcrent clements in the union? Again a3 -tldm
text, Severus tells us that the propertics of the
mnm-mmlnhuou-ﬂwmmmm"'ﬂml

mmum.mmmmm therefore, becomes

hnwwmnmm;m’-m. u-

m-d.-?mm-:ty.u-nm—-.m-x-nm
himsedf for bis own ske? Were this the case, would it even it the
i his body
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S~
Untke a mixtue o7 oo,
ity by
pan of what 2 w0y e has an inherenily dynami u,
T o ahich re csentaly s, 4 b2 a0

_umm-aml,m-rmanmfm.....m
s

properus. has » dynamic

SOl
o e L
ment which the body has is 8 consistent one.

mu-mmmu:wmmmmnm»mr‘nw
‘primany aware of this, What he i avare of i the objec
m-mnwunn..wum.mnu awareness. The

m h-nymmukmmlmm"nvlhupw
intention. which is 1o look through, or past, the stck 10

- Though aien in material o him. and n telf quite ifeless, in

quite usaware of it as something cairual o indepensdent of him.

N, it w cal the bind ma's iyt knomi
workd though i 4k 8 “piooe. 11 » procne oo

an evea. 1o thi proces. a5 we have scc, v 8 vy bepeocn
e Wk, Lek us cxamine e s of i
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biind man is genuinely 10 throw his atiention in knowing

o ek, the Shek s (o besore 0 nicmaied v et

longer aware hat it is there. In this union, then, what

Toscs itsindependence: a3 we have scen,

B e o he ik F

e Second. we 1 that cven 0. remai 8 wick. Thouph i
sk up oo 3 procss which gives it 2 roke quie beyond sl i

sl ey
i man a0d he sk s of uch x...‘ that the sick does nol just

pe A

foitron "

i this way. The union is 3 proces in which the etention of entity
constitucats s aninherent part

Although every analogy can be casiy over-worked. we can see

 “newtral”
‘ot independent, but intemalised or possessed; it remains what
.wm hough it s somchow transformed and wken out il

uron. Thest art sl cloments Severus” ncuteal account, but
[z

space with nothing ncar him, the stick would o
Tonge b tcmained o . T vy with s woukd dave,

primary atiention, while disattending from the stick. S0 this unity-

objects.

Lt apply thi ack Lo the ity in the mcamation. We begsn

by considering the model of union by posscision, where the nature
union is endowsd with qualites beyond itelf. We

then

the analogy of the stick, we taw that f one took away the external
biect i there could be

petually fulfling that goal. But if this goal of the incamation is
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1, and its cor

sttt ety
i mean? We couldunderstand he union ofthebing
an i i ik b o Yooking at i from within, rom the poim of
Toew of the m tention onto the external object ang
looking completely eyand hs stick. The blind man himsll wosig
e aware hat the stck was the, but a merely extenal o

ol e no union between them,. Similarly, any atiempt 1o

e erand the unon of the incamation in purcly catemal, ncutn

o Tound 1o find it ulterly inconsistent and paradosical. We noted
\hi o general lems in the introduction (0 this section. We argucd
\here that the vvabot between God and man could nol be under.
ood a0 something satic and whose point was contained within

y y
-mn ‘was determined by the saving intention of God the Word,

mu-mwwummmukd.dl.mom rpose. It is this
adaptation 1o his goal that underlics what an extemal ey will i
incontistency. Here finally, though still utterly inadequately, we

ks this by calling it & % The

Because this
iocamate Word, and it is how we understand the
detcrmines how we undersiand the unityin he person.

He woukd seem 10 susper that Sergius o
Wy i s, and why docs i soem obje m"""‘"‘”“"‘“

bered that on Sergius” uu-l-(l&unmllclnu.:g vine

bat i it was of one Guliy. and s Charcu »,m,,':
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compound, would hase ts 0w peculiar 3nd new propertics, all of

hieh,n0 otter how sttange, could be regarded a comy

v ofa ncw set of propertics. Thus,ilusiating the actvty of he

o it he i Srus 273 ht e coukd wlk on the e

without being dragged down; in the tomb, but not hetd

I closed doors could not prevent . (nlum * Bul what s the
sequence of this? It is 1 treat the things done by Christ, which

o accessary. consequences of an object’s simply being itsell, Qui.
nine tastes bitter. 1t always tastes bitie v is one of its
oprts, Serius, kewtse, is eatng e hingsdone by it a

f they were the cllects of  thing. To change our metaphor, he is a
srtof hclogclbeavourt b ook f te il . bt

o i he Tght of s itenton. ot o i i were en necsssary
product of the new unit.

Let us refer this back 10 our cxample of the blind man and his
wck

and the stick. The cxternal eye cannot sce how the blind man
ha imermatid the mcl to hlmulf. i e, s throughit.

Sergius would see and the stick, but being both
extemnal and y«delmudwullhanamn,wwldu‘ll}au

n-muw o u stick by itself. This is a new stick-and-man ection. This
of Serpus s taken up agains what he would e 233 Dy
ite position. Pulting

together
. would see both the stick and the man mhm wm but
wauldu) that now the man. now the stick, was the

the unii-Gunomian terminology of Basil 10 distinguish betwez
3B 8 b nlmly 9 ) a0d effect (b dmprydén)*
‘This enables hir or Sergius the ide that oo< sgent
may comscrouly. scin d That i, difleeo sors
effects, for tumpk mental en-u and physical effects, pro-

of
ot ot he produtof oo o, st b 4
mm:l.mn' o lndtolellleMyiMnth
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CURISTOLOGY AFTER
LY

e of Serpu), What the cxteral cye would s,
R s e buidinga bost. now reschngs &
e o be andersiood 35 the intnional act of one agen. 1,
.;-un.m«ml, et Sec e

o 3 ditnciion which Sevgos ety o
SR e
placed in the i of s intended und voluntary,
draen the ditnc bsract, Severus csts it on th cxampe,
of aman Soreof e m...pm by 8 man are intellectual, whig

“The

a3 4
inction to Scrpius' i that the effcts are without diversity, beiog
allof onc

cntions. Ther i again diversily in the things that are done. but
there is i i

: i view the
mdcn..-mam‘mmmqrmdrmdzm

His presupposition would be: ~One unit yields one sort
d:lxl" “This presupposiion wil 3l be shared by the Dyophy-

ue s working logeber in andem. Against both Sergus the

Sergi .

the utterances of the incamate wwd,

that these may not be separated out to
his imagined

the Dyophy o by o
caacily s Severus’ snower? We know that e
mCaraL s OB SO Kng in diflerent wayy bt what s sy

.,.'-:'-al contradic
u-n.u—.mmuw«.ﬁ.‘ oac of the forms
body fu belong

10 the Word,
"""“"‘“"“"""“""'t-m, pody. und
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a0 Against this, Sevcrus argucs that if cach nature performs

e tings which are i1 W they huve not come (o 2 won
e o b o o

Tt Word become & man. but only 4 man “cothed with G,
e ws of a power which is 1ot his own." In conteas to Leo,
SGenerus eaches that Jesus i seen using his own
power s God inhominatc”

Severu’ Le

o e 0 Oecumenius. There, afler quoting the same pasay
from Leo. he rcfers 10 the teaching of Cyril in Section IX of the
Scholia"* Cyrl argued there that God the Word was united 10 the
manhood without ceasing 10 be that which he is. "but rather
changed what hud becn assumed or united into his glory and hiy
operation”.™ Cynl pursucs the parallel of fie taking hold of wood:

e and force of fir, “and performs al its own acts i Simi-
. when God the Word was unitd with manhood. “he i

also carricd on the operation of his nature in it”."” Severus m».

ings which cicarly beong (0 th fsh have
W
Iamls performs its. own mu"‘"‘ Christ is then one. !!M‘l. ou

er.
prets it. “If ..., the

i eye 10 the position of Sergius, we have
subject or unit this is. What happens 10 that “ehich the Word as
imade bis . and whats e acion be docs with what he has made
his ow
w= can again answer this from Severus' criticism of Leo: in his

—
en
mw«maumwm his fcsh in al things 10 undergo the
sions prope e quotes Cyril apainst Theodore, eios it
he Word mcarmatc T by dispensation,iasmucs 5 e s
m:-thhquouMthumqu&m
‘order that he might make us strong’ ing as before
Cyril, Stwmwndm‘lfhem:m-ﬂwdbhh.r@-
pensation (o suffr the things which belonged 10 it. be did pol pro-
for it was

united to the Word, the Muker of aature™. We can conclade that
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understanding of the union. the PUman nature ang
:1‘::..,: Inenien. The human sours o —

,.m uy‘u-\ll‘\ﬂlhmuwn
But wbhat i the meaning of this “someti

.4 and what govers;
00 he eaemal xc. it coukd seem 23 i the incamate Word wex

-n.-u.w He quotes Gregory: Fofheuwmyuul!.-m“
pecd punfical

the wnhomination truly and without ilusion’
tumes™ is governed by an intemal intention. The union of God and

airs eperienum o .ﬁ-.. ** Christ, Cy writes, ffvas yo
i e e, i i oo, o, v <o s

s depere. paperyei nep .20 Severus mkdm

ary. and we can s it i his s
o o Lo b . W i e Serg, e
acied

Tetoraiv ey iRArRation
muuwm.»..p—,,_..m,,:""*-h._u
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jord i of fundamental importance in undcrtanding
o v;mu,. account of the union in Christ. What the, n:..::‘:",l.
1 that it 1 not a sel-contained fusion, like that taught by Sergus,
nor a series of altcnute, parallel, and ultimately independent
actions, as on the model of the Dyophysits, but a union of such 3

1
L d who he
nored, what before, 10 i u metaphor, was three
Gimensional ‘3nd had depih, collapics o 1o something fNat. Each
nature, as Severus so sraphically put it will val n s oun way.
ord,

nity. A

50 thatits course is intrinsically inter-related with it point, i, very
ly. Severus' vision,

these letiers with Scegius. Al his criticisms of Sergius follow from

this understanding,

First Letter is Jess of 3 connccicd argumen. and Severus, on the
basis of what he has just explincd. tries 10 tidy up 3 few points
raised in Sergius’ etier. Firs, he chooses o cniicise th terms in

First Letter, Sergius, following what we have seen was one of his

he saw in the Biblical Christ, suggested thal. “just as we believe
st

" By ihis Scgus me, 8w hav gt
actually wi rather than some son of

not two.
He ukes bl nlkmo"ﬂm

sergi X
wo properties, perhaps “thir :":ﬂn‘\hu—"o{ "blackness™.
or.
the cnigmatic figure of the Biblical Christ, the problem of Christo-
oty b one ﬁ'm”..mra.nmw,m..wmm

Word,
mmumm-mumm
Following this, Severus

rather dangerously introduces the writ-
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mbated to Julius of ROME, in an aUETDI 10 substanyy

i b awn conclusons agains Leo. Like Apollnari, aas

much against ny D)mph))l!t undmc,, Julius stresses "_“

‘Wond imcamate is one subject. He writ ’T‘lwuum

" one nnvll)- ne person. em.uly...,,

”“"::Ln- i very much to Severus” Illm: Butiet ..n...m::
e that

u jus, Severus adds a caution: though Julius cop
ety S S . o M
eopcries o the natures from which the one Chrit is, and the i
ence between them, ' He quotes Julius again: the flsh. far from
having changed 1o what is not bodily, poseses “both what is

i
above us. by the miature or union of God the Wor Quoting
Julius again, Severus suggests that “one nature is established from
the two parts™.'*> Though Severus is merely (rying 10 substanliate
hi

1o Scrgius. As we have seen, Sergius had the idea that Christ is the
product of two nameable. and thercfore identifiable and independ-
oot matures. Agains any idea of what he understood us dyophysit-
1o forma

now unit. We bave deseribed this earler as an understanding in
‘which “incamation” or the uniting” i an operation performed on
two nert, precaitng cites.

ic acoount of the union, sering it instead as the act of the

Word. We have. .||mdy poinied 10
S o b Voo aho <.yn|s use of verbs 1o show the

understiood
vhurvnun«s:mhn
ummuumumauu._»
Apoit
10 tell him that the union is from
mpiying. 5 that model docs, ha the woi "'.'f”"'"“”""’
the fch kecps wha & s o, agf i "'"'%“"‘“

statc account of the union, which s’ “mwm-;ly
Letter 1o Sevens, % L4 0 clearly in his Second

mﬁﬂﬂﬂ»mm

the cnd of his etter, n-m..u-h.-n-s;" st Letter. At

propnciy from two, Scrpus had gone oo o g ';:
“Aancierise this pro-
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1. Asthepropricty of God entiics and impiis he nature of
o, ¥ the propticty of csh unplies the natute of e, and he
Chrint. is truly ncw and diflerent, neither of these proprie.

e Consequently. just 15 “laughier” 1 s defming
"",,‘mm.(. ‘which belongs only o man, 50100 there will e “on

1y of Chirst, n which n0-0nc from those who ae visble or
P  Sevcru g wry sy, unetod s

I that he was born from the Holy Spitit and the Virgin, i ot iruly
55 human propertics. ** In his attempt 10 refutc him, he again
s to the anti-Eunomian distinctions of Rasil

{en, and the Spiri s by procession. ©? Severus. with Basil, produccs
an argument from what he considers evident lm Dmm in wi
g of cristence does not imply diffrence in ous

P b the same n ousia. Adam, Eve, Al and Jeus s came 1o
be in diferent ways, but share the same ousia. I then these four,
‘whoall came to be in different ways share the same ousia, how dos

s this argument against Sergius api? On Scrgius” scheme. the

forma new unt with ne e clfconssnt iy Teeore i
unit, being new and diffcrent, does not posscss genuincly human
propert gosed this, He

Smm has correctly diay

follows comsienty from Segis respposions, 1nd that wri
these prest 's have been undermined. his own objections
cnnot -nl-e ‘sensc. Scrgius, as we have argucd. 25 concerned wi
 problem of unification and identification at lknpﬂw“.orwvv
tainly without due consideration for, soteriology. Severus’ Ch

lon. like that of Cynil i decply mwkuﬂmmnh|m

wocm Dyophysite. To Sergius.the reten-

an, in Sergius’ eyes. o
tion of m’:y ‘human mpu--s wil imply u-w:m and thus.
hthnjnkdoq;mwn-mdwm ty (Burys o5 do wonirams
#vours), an independent. ted human aature. i

inderstanding between Severus
T is che dep o e o Sergius illustrat for us again the
ry natue of the union, which we
oot
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Virginis 3 w s sressed by.
i 'G,"::: and Cynl 10 mmum ht e Word i,
e acarmaion. The Word did not low (houeh the Virpa oy
et s e, but wasformed in her n both s humun and s gyt
vy " " Vs
hen e suffered the cross on our el e g e e
e what belonged toit. e could not endure death. 11

e ed eatlie to explain Severus” unders1anding that the usiy
‘s irinically redempive. God the Word became man, but to .
Fore . Therore s as bty whih b il o o,
! hamanity was precicly what e willed 10 make his own. Wy
poned o e Cyrilan tckgroun for Ui and i 3 very charia
.

Tole, wai 4" dude

g
He objects 1o him: “How do you completcly remove him from
human properties, which the Word incarmate receives willingly?™'1¢
hu h

and Sergius. That what the Word ook upon himself was assumed in
. » ey sumed

by Sergius: insicad. we have argued that he sees the union as self-
containcd. and 5o the nature of the union is not, and cannot, be
understood in the light ofis intenton. Thus, the Word's mvolw

this s removed. it becomes poinilss and ineaplicable. m.;‘ -n»{u
as Sergius” Ch

urlullyhumn,llanll:n&u:yfumoknnld true in-
‘volvement with humanity 10 be less stressed. Though Sergius is an
extreme Mosophysit, in its_implications, hi -m;n involves
22 4o dualm betwecn God and man a5 hat in the worst

S:rpll:unvnvtm.muwdenylmchm a5 8 con-

10 show why be was committed 10 this view. Yet, what
an-lwhlwudau-lo'u-lhmwﬂnlddmu“”
7, beal the sick
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Jesus Chist wans God the Word hecome 3 man, he way.
1 oer men In what way is this dillrees 10 ok
1scd? Bo and Severus recognisc this differe
cparacten ,,_.... o thet llerent eints. St o s
i

< come
e view 7es the diflerence, and secs it in

hat
s hat S

[ » Chisisbocome el ke Gou nor man. S
“ " gaesion. but cxpresscs himsell mare. subily, and n

P
e et han static clegories He undertands te being

b Second Letter. e ve it examine it a greatcr kngth, but
eor consdering what b says here Je s 1y Lo st s way
ofhnking from the model wi

e Tooked a e eonshi ofurion there s between a
i ma and s tick, a5 he uss it o cxplor the world aroumd
ham. OF the fact that they are united, there s no doubt. As the man
focwes i altntion upon an objct which e [k, b becomes

e stick.

this union? It is not a mixture. It is nol a mercly external conjunc-
tion, It is not the mere event of a moment. but something which

. Earlier,
Butin his process, what happens o he stick? Undoubledly. it re-

outof mlrmwn higher level activity. It is endowed with properties

i rt of “The stick re-
mains a stick. but it is transformed, and this transformation i able
10 be described in active, dynamic terms. Let s now thiok in these

™ ‘ rgone by
he We
. desribing the ussumed humanity. Severus says that it was
b

the incarnate Word allowed that it should suffer this when u
wished.*!+ Then, dwelling more clearly on the nature of the iraci-
formation, he twie eefers 10 Cyri‘s De Recta F-lrd Theodosium.
There

“lkwmd.uxlwwlbemoful and corruption. 50 (00
the soul, because t beeame the soul of i who knew not how (o tia,
an euumul and lll!tlullll po'llol in ll w‘

things t1e
'"l’m‘ Whlur.mnnnmlurn-‘tmb!num
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sty of being possessed by the Word, and as w

e aeue, PO  ewton by the Word, in Severus pay, 2

e scive, i e L
8 ntenion n thi section has »

m&:.m‘:» W Toe Word rensined who e

Though he becar hchor and e brought no o ~

e o o he human ousa ey

o O Ree P, h insdvcreaty spaes

o e might s made with ST, ThOUEh e

s
]
expression. On this occasion. Cyril spoke of Christ 5 being "o,

from those which are above man” and as we have already sy
from our examination of Srgius. he picked upon this phase, ey

e o mo hid ety 48 In ot e,
‘could have been further from what Severus mlmded &uu\um
s 10 Valerian of I ty
Godv-lmnamlomhulomkenpa‘cmnr
nlkr e Word. being God. partook of lesh and blood like us. 54
mx.mwdwtlm«mhhﬁ el e

airie wogoduos.

One sers the same langusge in Gregory Nazianaes,

o s ofcoune. 3 sour: o both Sergius and Severus > The

pwdml llnllmnlﬂi'clnu mnllnwdm ' andia.
activity s not

stent quality, but somethi ng sdapiative involving an mu-vhyo‘
ving and reciving. 33 we have argucd,

ius has absorbed all Severus® points, he should, Severus claims,
confess Emmanuc from two natures, and not ‘my a.mm and
Partcularty with fespect (0 natural muy of the natures from
h .

duces “two. unild natures”.
‘another instance of Cyri

'Nuln:unfm\mul ies
l, quot
e s MO SAalc uses of language, in this case
from ibe Second Letier 10 Succensus. 3 dudots 84 v4 3y dmonehaioder
bv.mwnnmdn-dlmmmﬂmul b:dﬂ
hings can have natural quality. 3% " bodly

maticrs o hore Who SIE MOTE matur, and thay if e e Ui
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VII The Second Letter of Severus

s’ Secomd Letter 1o Sergius is rambling and repetit
S T
10 Severus® First Leiter
rance inio Severus” system and vision. Now that we have that
utin, we can sl wilh his argumnt morebrit. As s Scond
Leter’s.

nd Se
firocture which was o xplsined carc.whi notcs ar dded o
aspects as they a

Eoveros begpns by saying tht from his previus ket e, Sergius
should hnwl that 'w shoul‘l confess p‘mﬂihnly n w Muﬂl
quali
e et Chrit,there is one person and one I:ywluul that i,

incarnate.' is

that he welcomes a man with an enquiring mind, who does not
merely agree with him. For his pat. be s vey ready o e into
discussion, provided

limits*

hom Cyril. which he had quoted carir i his First mm,' ml

3 aupxduo lris diou] § drasipmin
his quotation was that though diferncs biueco e

Tatures i maimaind (lor 3004 0 reasons).
removed (again mmwpdm;’h-mwm
ure. &mumm..muus«-umwmu

.u.uumuumuu.mm-m
Cuiming that s b ‘was merely followiag Gregory Nuzisuzca®
The

from Gregory,
the problem of the union io a way which i differeat
Cynil or Severus. He is trying to uoderiand and express some kisd
ofinternal union.




ne CHRISTOLUGY AT TER CIHALCEDON

seversnow s et oy Nt snd make e,
1o understand " He show 0tati0n 11om Cyril gogy
merely deny e and ‘om;m ot does 1o g .n...."'

oy partok of ficsh and blood, just 3 also the chidren,
i -':n-m hngs* Sverusnow ik o thi .,K.,:";
ure

hat the hernaine -miure o1 ortapon

<pinc. Bul the union of God the Word to o

these.

inapraily are v unfamiliar: our own construction s beyond
d even i s s uterly nfrir  the et

o ion of Emmanucl may be understood 25 being ol ity

his.'® We have already, calir, had reason 1o conside the valuc of

the picture of the union in man as an illustration of the union in

1he picure of ! g n of

‘namic rather thao  staic one, but it i stll  scif-contsined union.
‘Severus now tums back to Sergius. How can Sergius not see that
here there is  union which is neither Eutychian (involving mixture
Can Ser-
s 0ot se that something el i involved?" Severus' point is thal

tcmal, But Sergi ion as bei
selfcontained. i - 1o him,
h

‘one e Chris had onc ousia and quality. While ths is Sergius
position, Severus suggests it s mrely & decepion for him 10 claim

in gataralqualy of th maure.

...muyua.nqumnumum.

Severus now asks him what “misture without mh»m

cxegory of ion h Srgus eems 0 make e o « He
o of b own from Cyril: e word “one” s oot Fserved

mymm. ar s, bty s be applied to wi

by composition. Thus, “one’ plied




s " stveRuy "

gy N v il ol and f o qut,
-ﬂ"" “be applicd Lo single mnnwmumm,
o eren and not Somubtantal, b they compicte one
thes nt-comubants] ncatsdo ot o
‘make up one active subject ' Similar
ndence. iy, the one
:::uolﬁod the Word incarnate docs no mpw confusionor e

[ oml orslen . U Culfcient 1o 13y tha e vors s
w thal the human nature is not diminithed o

m"""“, e pom which Severus s rying o make thrugh Cyr
ohaps moreclearly made for s Quod Unus it Chri-
e ot 10 Cor hat it tur of o Wordorsaremes

H
i
B
HER
£
i
£
gis

s ypical, and truly remar
Joves man {0 make himself mduuue 10 the measures of hums.

ity
pess: yet how is a tree 10t a thing that has no alliance with fire? The
point 1 hat,fo those with s (0 s i, b s i of such 3

inrinsically upheld. an again we sec the absolule necessity for
recognising the soteriological dimension o the union. This poiat

in the soteriological union. I is not independent; it is not dimi-
nished, 50 what is its role? Severus comes (o this question shorly.
Fit h rounds of the argumenta his sage.

Christws
De Trini-
Lot od Hermiam, hat God the Word, wilbou daage i 1y vay.
and preserving the glory of his nature, took -vmh'-i-mw

stack:f, .
10 understand the union? xrw.mnmmm-—nm
and one of the wmmmnmmw‘:

n ly

tion as it were from the ouside. e eas kind of teslopcal b

iouri, reusing to o understand the purposive dimension 10 the
He m’lﬁluwouyﬂmdhﬂ.mlﬁm»
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i s were How?": “In what way?

o owr binded him ffom the yuestions “Wa,
o . which could have taken him inside the intention «..
Word. Thisis Athanasius’ point: by as} 'nsihwwnwmm,.m
Seeishave thought of 2 ducling place nsiead of an

‘Severus now develops the .m.mm by fE1UMINE 10 the quesion
of i s of the humanity in the soferiological union be s e

bing..
v achings of Nestoris? That i how can Sergius g

o7t with i the humaniy i te union s  Glleent ok s

-

aih Severus that God the Word et stsomed oo comporias
nd participated like us in ficsh and blood., wdonomyn...s,..,,,
all an infant was formed in the womb, and then
through the love: of friendship the Word ‘wﬂ in him, and gave him
the titke and raok of Son.** To prove that this the Nestorian view
of e e f e humariy Sorsguocs fragment® in whic

e o Lord wasi e wamb o the Virgin. he did not have

mr.um\\m ‘which recrives the Only-Begottcn. the
rank of the name, and pariicipated also in m: rank itself. 2> Against

U5 mporunce of s diffoce

of approach. and what doss it
w have said that Severus s trying 1o explain the role and con-

the humanity 3t Ao point had an independent status: at no point did
it oot ford. But if it was never independent. what.

Letter A:Iammn::uh ‘e wrote during his
e foom whih Emimarictconits were gt the e
hypostas

cs. To'lhnnuuldlh;mg .,,Lw“‘w'

the Word
the Word volustarily unied (0 himself & specien or  gencraliy:

lity?™* One soukposscasing body. This, Severus says, t was a uni



s THEROF SEviays ns

i generalities. but of “<pecial hypostases™.» We kpew
e et imnoiog et B S o
'Al‘ 4o not think that hypostases in all czu.x hnndmmn person

10 them. <0 that we should ke the impious
,.,.mm..u.mm-uu..mn..r,knon v rams home the
Jogical point: he quoles the letter atiibuted 1o Athanames, 1o

in oigt. it

g o davris, 30
o yoncodpt. bul it s the, |myl||ca|n‘m of the point thatis import.

bt s neverheles real i concrie hyposas

butitis

ity is both concretc and yel not independent. It is because he hay
this concept that he can on the onc hand deny that he is teaching a.
ppoion and on the other hand refuse to admit that union
about a mixture o confusion. It is this concept, that the
Pumanity 5 1l bt only come e Abem . the ownenship of
the Word, that he has o teach to Sergus. This coneep, that the

he v

gical concept i itsell. Like the coneept of Buras ds ir wouirm

ooy which we cxamined earlicr, i is like & rule of theological

grammar, or part of the ouwmnl framework. which allows Sever-

us 1o express his subs ristological vision. The conecpt is
that

y and hypostatic union* He

9 30 that the

Mmleh.n.: melmwhunbuhmdlu

d it and full conception.*” How,
oo tll .k i two. (ll*ﬁlﬁ!lll mwﬂu hypo-
"Ju?w:uwum‘dk{l"nmmm

10 great trouble 1o ry to show that vision
m:?-wmlnumn.ullmw'mﬁdwwu
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The understanding we have now of the status of the
:’:LZ o et el s 0 P i 16510 —

. 5 the b st b e ot
P ey 1
the ing i

e
God,of

Godus
‘now: returns (0 the question of the meaning of the worg
e when 1 5 appled to God the Word.?* God the Wepg
himself, who had existence Hou the ages, and is simple in ousy,
became composite in the economy. The word “incarnate” they
means that the flcsh wmsd m Idnlonlhﬂp 10 the Word himseife

Wi hypostasis *! Al or t:mg repetitive, le us ik
this union: what

us? The humanity, be tels us, undergoes gradul growth, but it

S vt nw‘qxndmy.bmnmoldmlhcpﬂm he

Word. The union is thus something which is an on-going proccis

Forai it obvious inadequacies we would refer back to our illstma-

stk and the sort of unity thatis reated there.

Itis & union in which there is one continuing and active subject
Severus reinforces this, by adding two quotations from Cyril to
stress the idenlity of the ctemal Son and the incarnate Word.? We
have already seen that this is an important part of Cyrif's Chrisio-
Togy and soteriology:there has saved us not an clder, not an angel.

the
& mere man. but with his own blood.¢3

use of i
ture” (updois).** which Serpus claimed 1o borrow from Gregory
Nazanzen. Mlthnwldﬂlhtnhﬁluun‘emood thises s

image
ty".+s Sev-
erus allows that Gregory wsed the mm«n-.m_:yum.-

wsed a3 2 way of urying to express the supreme union, but without

Had bt To sutaniac s o, b el o il an then

the Fathers used the word «picne, ot 1o
'“nuwr--hmmmhmmlmhmlz




i S1COND LTI 01 SLVERUS "

i way. bt e word vy i 3n smp o

v 1 s the supreme union. Cyeil Ko on (0 show tht ven
s‘....num s e ward metaphorcally and illusiatively.** Gre.
e €t 10Uk 5 i 40 s b, 4
w s,m..s point, he o shows beyond any doubt that whatever
: ology he understands the union of God the Word 10 the

tion that the lowly things are real, and really belong to the
um but 10 the Word becanie man 30 as 1o bear and overcome
4 There is 10 question here of 4 litral mixture 10 something
iy st and n-between. but o el undenanding hat the
Word w o
i .in the
Seersquotes. o,«. e Blperer u‘ oie e npooidafer”
Secrus sums up from this: Gregory solciologcally ecognied

happen 10 use m o e 1o e te speme

should

nion.**
on of Gregory's more m..mwa ianguage, e couddrow o
him wtterly S udv.
Bl 5 0ty wh:chm;hlm toimply that the fish was
P e says o3 B yuion i, i dodpumabies whichmight

for he wrote,

“Ancarédn v, &N’ s drdpumos” bonkovs yip .27

Gregory i
being double in ..mnsma hmsum but undensands him 23

of s nﬂl’c‘v
o gpanto S ";,.:";;:._',..,m it
when we began 10 consider ,..uummlormnw:nnt
- - The | human Rature remains 8 buman.
being “the own” of the Word. e "

nature, " o
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e i bl o bt o

;‘(‘o‘«‘fd e model of the blind man with s sick, ..,:':
1 up into union wih the blind may

sk s acunly m;‘:‘ beyond itsell, which i possesies nayn 1

roper 1o God. and not because t had falle intg
= Gregory imself et 1 st e Ry
iy npped of e body. " Severus con.

i ot th he s
e e e efes 0 Cyrl'sFirst Leier 10 Succenss. where e
Genicd that the body was changed into the nature of diviniy

Sffrmed that the body of Christ is divine. because it s the w,,,,

i ives . and Sergis he documentaion. bt docs e ..

‘of the implications for the humanity of being “the own of the
‘Word, which kts us sec in yet another way that the union. as undcr-
o by i andSeveru, s an acie - going roces. To under.

"W b abov that Cynl comdered te objcion thet e e say
he nature of the Son i on, surcly we must say some misture and

‘Godhcad™ Against this, Cyril said it was not impossiblc for God to
make himsell endurable 10 the measures of manhood, and pointed

the b As 3 secondep. Cy shows hat e may warm maticr,
and make it warm. even though it is not warm of s own nature.**
Simialy.f vl e ca change wher, whh though sl cod
by nature, into what s contrary to its nature and hot, how can one
disbelicve that God the Word made the fiesh which was united to
him, and was his very own. lifc-giving*”
If this givs he v
" mm-mm m:.:: contidr the specific casc.
m--umnvﬂlhﬁod\h\'lmﬁ"ln ....,m Sy
stas, Cyril wites of Chit; Oie els dian b < rie

tatd

W
it cndowed with propertics beyond iaclf. It should, .g.'.:,‘.“'
noticed hat Cyril does notcatl hi 8 “Change”, but & ramuasomenn:

o vty ot

“The hu
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o). Cyrl wrote in a very
i 15 odpumir vim 106 Bl
5 domi. weraororyaiiaarra 5

rpoun ivabin s T davred bifar ve i inpye.

e, what happEns o the humasity in the person of Christ
o ot ke place for his sake. but in the light of his sotcriological
"So this specific evaavougeiwors of the human mature only

ok place o

« is equally clear in Cyril. Against Nes-
u 8 bopur oiorournin Bip copei 1i

ai byrysppines, wad eidveer dhoas Gy
paraoronxuion spis idepaies i Daring rparrs.

Farlicr, when we cxamincd Severus’ understanding of the union,
uc showed how he saw the humanity as being non-prosopc™ in
e, but "enhypostatised” in the person of the Word. We suggesicd
\ha Severus s rying 10 ind words (0 expres his undersianding
that ty Word:
1heunion i consequenly a dynamic, personalising act. We oov we.

as the humanity is personalised, it is transformed. But this trans-
for P ” hat

the mountain, and who was nailed (0 the cross, who wmed the
waler into wine, but refused 1o make bread out of sioocs. Unlike
Severus, he.

pts to describe this N
Severus now retums 1o the question of Christ being “double”.
W e il quot-

ant soterlogical dimession to the usion. God the Word suffered
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i, bt 0 his own human mature, 10 overcome.
o comequence, some hings are said about him in o m

i and some g a5 s proper to divinity."* Then, i
o ofgreater caten. Severus again efers (0 Cyel: b s

ot to attnbuic the human words to anothe

Pt t0atinbute them o the Word in his humani oy
words 15 wo-fokl. but Chrst hlmnlf is ot double in ,,,,,,,B "
nce 1o Cyrili Chst of yip
o o i o Kipo eai i 3 e Bvns o

ot n B

Siro onpe

o meresing comment, Severus refers Sergius 1o Cynt
rather 2 bui e
f one » going 0 resis the Nestorian faction accurately.” In com,
ment on Gregory. he quotes St Peter’s remark on the letters of S

Pa
uncamed and unable o pervert 55 also the rest of scripture, 1o

heir own destruction” -ymm. as well as the Nestorians,
s mnm‘ i

Aéyos wayiveras™® and, erisgeins 16 ..,( reyiate underianding
e waler

oftomahing new’ Again iis dtorion, Scverus argucs tal

iar. nu-y....a..@
ire wpudporeis debrora. Gn Tiv o
roxirra sorbigaro The Word 1his united an aioia. A0t 3 dar
vaoia to himself.*>

1n a final comment in tis section, Severus notes that even Cyrl
has boen perverted 30 25 10 be made 1o appear an advocate of the
this distor-

tion of Cyn! that Severus published hlm Philalethes.**
o retums o his on o Sergus” doctie

,.....:....-.wne- avytiperon® Sergius drow

e e

Socoming one from evey sde, b mature and pariculaity
the

of the
-‘._t wnion: il bt oue o and quatty. Ho con-



Do sevimes El
s o the natures stands fim: the divinity
e humani remams humanity. hut becavse
byt 0 il sh. he Word imi)
hed.*7 Ths,

i mated type, but because there is onc active subject who

y made what i humin his own.**
o e eomeadictory cvcn on his own terms. Cysil deseribed Chiist
50 how can Sergius claim he i

i 6 perali 0
,j“h‘,,,., Con. when e imerprcts the resuhof this compotiian o
ind one quality, or being one in both nature and
,..mumy " An ‘object of onc ousia, one quality, and one parti-
cutarty would be simplc, not composite, and Sergius i in fact con.
wadicing Cyril. Furthermore, Sergius zlhmud that in Christ there

in his own First. lzll" 1o Scums |hm I.eo in hl! efforts to l\vﬂd a

confusion, taught that “Ten ine defectu proprictatem suam

which, as we' luve

temained master of itsell, and consistently wen
Tort woull b o kemoss of the Word and no beng posesed of
the humanity. In place of this. Severus had given the teaching of

Cyril. When one has iheconcep of patculrly saurl quly

the divinity could rem: ivil

humanity. but vin n

not imply the independent existence of the natures (as Severus
understood was taught in Leo). But the union is now neid :ec{

ihe human nature, again as Severus undersiood Lro). nor a static

The flesh sometimes
inuity”. far from being an

nm Py iniiosc (o he type of union
n, the very course and

own way.

inlving an apparent dsconinuiy:
o belongs to " T jiscoati
inconsisency, i, as

erus and Cyrl each: i 3 a0 siive
Nature of which is.

its pu
the human nature is preserved: How will anyone
ranu' mind, and lwho) cleaves 1o the lnehmp of the Apullﬂ

Contra Synousiastas. This nm!ly elvpluim what we have seen
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e mirinc mpartance
?I.T r‘,m he shows that .rm says that the flesh of the w,,,’:""
Sranged to the nature of divimiy. it must be ndentond hay g
Waord ,,,...mnm- wish that mnwu become man** I the Wong
emounced o wh (0 bcume . (e redempine ape ke
incarnation falls away. and the Union which w called pu
o e would brome 2t
bl e e Con his b {r he 3 o e v,
s 10 his point 33 10 whether Scrgius” acount of the
\nmnl qualfy as “a composition”. But now he rics 1o under.
S by Srpus argcd i i vy A2 30 ofln. i gos
own
v e i i 43 e o g
onc ousis, 5o that the Trinity should remain a Trinity, and not
tece a founh person? Againt the reduction of th unt in the

y.
Sev

his impli
in place of the Trinity. be shows how this point has already becn ans-
-uu in terms of the concepiual apparaes of the humanity beinga
i sed in the person of the Word.

Sovers u:dnuo!duluy in nlunl quality s thus not equivalent
10 Nestorius” accountin which a man complete in his own hypostasis
adberes 10 the Word only benesolently. On  his. the Cyril
i inhominate, the Trinity

remains a Trinity, for the Word i only one person.**
In bis Second Letter, Scrgius had, Severus notes, borrowed the

10 one ousia two conerete things which were diferent in natural
quality" We have already ducli st considerable ength on the fact

50 83w it as involving diffcrent sims. l-m«smm vision oflhe
umion was of and

soicriological, the
of e gty of e busaaityvas s an o g of the ....n-.

again. but let s state the poin -uumn

round
simply as possible.




TS COND LY TR OF STVi Ry I

ment, Severus shows: frs, in Christology, Greg
vt 00610 0uRaors buaue 30 s Smampnct
“coming of (o hypostases 1o be one hypovawn (b
& difference in ousia between the two uniy
Sccondly. m Tnnitanun thoug i, Gregory used the

erly

5c5. Thirdly. Severus shows that
o v i af bt ate ro imtcchangeubie for, if the Trini-
. though

there would be one ausia, there would sl be 1w hypostascs, and
ety would then indeed be made o gutcrnty. Sevcs
hen shows us that in the incarnation, Gregory docs not, i fact, use
he word in ts Trinitarian usc: tha is. houth Cregory cute i

a

substaniiality. and conscquently. we shauld not be 10 folih as ute
bk that the term awupoia implies uity both of hypostasis
ousia.

mm«hmuenwonm

Severus” real point—though i

appropriate in Christology. Gt:ply. u continue, describes
the composition of man, at various 3 apipa® as wellas 2

change 3
casc of the inhomination of God the Word?

come to form onc ousia with God the Word. 10 that the Trinity

should not b tumed into  quatemit He vy nealy borrows and

applics the argument of Athanasius’ Leties 1o Epictetus, to

the point he has himself just made. 'I'lwuil the tn (and lm snn;
nol

muld -
e iy to b cormubiantal
larly, if o-::..m the ssumed humasiy e

and 5o the' would still be made ioto & gy
fll'nlhnn:"nn{mﬂnmnnM-M'“SﬂImorn-lyu-
sccount of composition, the con-
e .mmm ‘adjudged sccording
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Meung. We may ke i from his that Serus undentoo
e S T
e Toe aiing clements. but also unity in person. On

o be unjust (0 accusc him. alon the lines o the Apa.

- " 0pricty
e scen in the new: €nlity. NOF any PIODRcly of fg
e Thun though the wo consituent natures do indocd
s -onc", his new onc would seem o be diflrent in pro

prity.

B vatlem s more one of reducing the Holy Trniy (0 o,
than of increasing 1 1o four.

Severus sums up this part of the letier with a warning: do not
being the ish to consubsiantiality with the Word. o the pretext of
he Yrera) s of thowe Fathers who have applicd the word “mix.
wre” in & pon-contentious way 10 the unior
word without, because of this, raising up the flcsh to the divine
owsia, and confusing the difference in ousia of the natures which
Rive come 1o union, Severus confrms this by g 4 long quo-
ation from Cyril. ending with Cyril's statement that the in bore.
du dooir iv. whiy drdpewor iva, i v dnariy i plaviv,
wdebpapneitar i Gowip ¢is riryra dvouniy. wai olov draxipvirriw
Nhacr, Grep o ¢ Do dwarips 9po

Cyril's statement that the wo Ratures “as it were mix with each
otber tht thing which cach one of them has
3 satmment of the cammanicatlo diomarum, 1 we have seen before.

usca. the whoe living creature is called “rational™, and the whole
“mortal”. 1%} We have, & i

that what is involved here i not & merely verbal i
properties

erchange of
berween the two asturs. but that because the humani
mm—uytm-mmonuw.muw:‘i:";ﬂ;:
y y belong . ics are not
1. In terms of the theologcal and sotcrclogical concept
M'@nhwmmﬂ.whmdi‘;‘:\:
‘model of the stick which is lifled out of its own sphere. s put lo

propertics beyood iuell, but it neverthelews remaing humanily.




W SLCOND LUTTR 0F Stvirus. s

bt his point? Why docs he emphasise his to Sergius?
",'..;u "suggest. 10 highlight two basic ideas in his m:‘::.-::f .
o sion. The st i thal the constitucnt clements in he ue
e comubstantial. and do not become consubmtantial, Ton
20 d i that thes clemenis do. however, come together o form
ol suchd x...u hat e i communicatio o here
X m belong the praperi th natures,
Thee (we i, which ané 20 v cynnm. -Severan
_M.mnm union. cannot be reconciled or make sense 1o Sergius,
sanuiter m»mmnhlhly between his kind of union and any
ot confronting him, as Severus now docs, with the
,........mm, .mmm in onc subject, smnn s compeling Sc-
o begin to question his 10 re-think his
w.dm\andm‘ both of th nty and of e v and rol of the

wents in that unity.

smm tactics must by now be becoming quite clar: we have
om s Second Leter 10 o«um.., that though he under.

incamate’

icd to God the
it was

Word) and was not independenily «nnpkuﬂ inits own hypostasis.

man prescrved and built up the humanity in th unon st 1 he

made the bush in the wildemess able 10 support the firc without
Iuis against thi

tums again 10 the meaning of the word “incamate”’'®* this time (o

ot Sergios wsage and misapprchemsion, The clin o the

natwre of God the Word . and adds “incamate”, one i introducing

Agins the Synousas_vnderaanding that the Word was
simple'" ter the union, the word: !pmﬁﬂ"y|.ll=|ﬂ
wm«

hypostasis from two.!o% Severus again quotes from Cynil's Quod
Unus Sit Christus, that it i 1ot the case that only what s simpic may

and ian s L wsive disjunction, but

that the Cyrillan vi he pe

onof he Word i  thirdahcmative but an sicmative which in-
of the union,

..1, of the constitucats withs



EY
aclops this point in & camblin

o i et .
ot only what 1s smple may be called Scomg
nerctore. utrly suped 10 1un 10 the Reworians®™ o avod
e ol yn-s ‘who does ot each simpli bt o
- ovc must now take care not o cont

oty mpumpk foran, m.e.m.»r independents: o

\onan dobeton. hen allthe time it s not the cue that only why
gt
ot o armen. e s sty Gl 10w, i

thied sip,

Severus borows kengthy au
e o o v T argument s sty vt
Coit wrote that the Son sat with (avridpevace) the Father, along

10pether (ovuepoemnsiodus), when oiv and perd have the sme
meanung?"*> Mercifully, Cyil is no literalist, and in puting
iuuo-b:m makes the poir S‘Vullw:mslolﬂtﬁ&n

‘poscd. for example the body and soul which nmm« compose a
. and g e ol formin an sggrepc perhaps
Pee and ohn. i ar opebes Glled ' Severus pit
hat io st the same way. uuuuuymuy.\uynmaumuk
‘Word “incamate” for feat of niroducing an t nature, 88

forfearof
dondingbiminto wo mca. Comequently. it woukd be very silly (o

‘auon, duplication is not what i
Sy ool umeon iy o

»Muhwmlﬁdvmh’m.ﬂmmhnw

l-—’(lnu“llhtn-odqumynd
e o ooy o  ousa, be difference

‘e of the usion and
—hdaknlﬂmnﬂbysv-u s«..um. ”ﬁ""

they
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o .ml‘ the main steand of the argument, and we will deal
e el S e by o o 1 dcoae v
e whether 1 makes <enie 10 32y that Fonpee
““’ fror Im.mnpunnornn el way
s i thit e umkm...a
quekly summarie the pointy 10 Sergius’ First Lever,
(o s basi presuppe oty et
e sn ndependent are, e e o uniquencss and
Femity of the Biblucal Chiis, by saying “jus a3 we belie Conit

e 31 ke, 0 we wil

two. of God incamatc”™ ¥ In Severus” First Letter, we su
carle that he misunderstood Sergius at this point, Me took the
Greek underlying ks to mean “properties”. and rdiculed Ser.
pus. asking hum if he considered that a man is composed from two
properuies (and why just two?'29), perhaps “thinking”
“whiteness™ or “blackncss™.'?* Thus, he missed the point of what
Sergius was trying 10 do. He did not s that Sergius” concern way

wly P! Chris,
an attempt somchow to bring him under a defnition as “Christ”,
rther than (0 understand him a5 God the Word incamate.
Sergius, in his Second Lette, allowed that it was foolsh t0 speak
of a coming together of properties

consiluted from “being rational”.

ing

other hand. is notin the hypostasis, butis merely 3 “sg

there. I it fades, it leaves the thing just s it was. ! Now, what is the

ot of i segument  bis Pl L, Sepus concerm w0
)

m, ‘ropertics o the twe e " producc him. His
pointing to the difference ~being rational” and “blackness’

isa kind of nanr«{m: Iol b line of approueh: he s suggesing
that that for man

“Tne implication s tha if we couldfind soruthiog.
which war an-absolutcly fundamental properts, we woul have
Something which was epistemologically important.
We ; Second Letier he
ile he. Sevenus, said
“from understanding’ the verbal form. indicating tbe
e of 4 ational mind.+* Sergius had ditored hia




1ST0LOGY A

125
; i i g
e ook bk 2 o
,m. ‘may have donc this betuune en’udy.,,-ﬂ

et

P cing rational” 2 the singlc ik PIOPETLY of map, gy
blacknew” 23 an

Severus Insepanaly

‘sccudent ike the u«m«mm Eibiopian.' ™ Prcsumably he g

undenoad of “understanding” s an el ey

the product oy mgpnbh propertis, bul as the u....,.. «

o to think he can mn headuay i Chrislogy wih e e of
hilosaphical defnition or proprictics. ! Even if. philosophically

. nn:h: “vay. we would not say thal & man is composed from
‘and remembering. and u fashioning of the body in 3 par.

leami
ticular way."**
Scerspuncs s vin of rgument apins Srgs pprosch

1 the cas of the divine natwre, onc can only speak metaphori-

i . of proprict;

ﬂnmlbemuﬂﬂ under genus, OF specics, or
difference, or property, or accident: father, we must worship in
14’! what meﬁn\k 1% This is to contradict Sergius’ defini-
ional epproach utierly, and as 50 often. Severus subsiantistes his

Gregory. he quoles: T yip speirer. xai vmip riv dvowr'*® and from
i fre B el ip i i, v 3 e o
S depens 2 fxur dv yarprois 140 Severus concludes that
e oom et Gos . e e
uenly, iter in Trinitarian n iniocarntional heology
‘can terms be wied in their stric, philosophical snses.'*? Sirict
..-n....nmmyum-na.nmwm- ing

1 just

men, suffer hunger, thirst and weariness, but in Chmwhly. und

speaking imprecicly. we say it is the propricly of the humanity 10

hunger of 1o thirs. This imprecisc e i lowable,because what
racterisa

e mar fondamenal contrat bewet b

natwre. 1t is in the light of this contrast thay \wm.:‘.“e o d'"m

hunger, (i, a0d 50 0n, “the properies of humaniy- e i
even if thess are naturally propertics of humanity, becwuse of




THESLCOND L3 1TER OF SEVERUS )

b sid 0 have hungered. and thirsed, nd been wary
e sen e Severes g e e ?:

mﬂ-ﬂ

! son of Chns
aman propertics. and the real hﬂ'mby God the
e himsel Sergius’ ccount cannot allow for this and Severus
Jpincompelling him (0 question his presuppositions.
Ar 3 final prong 10 his attack on what we have called Sergius'
~genitional” approach 10 Christology. Severus warms him not 1o
o o the rémor of the OId Testament, as if one could hope from
o 10 find lieral expressions and madels for the
hese things are only partial and obscure sugges

ahatis . and scondly. and dehberaiely going saiat e

in the Tabermacle,'** telling us again wm God the Word e b
e body ke rom e hy g

This
e tha he s heard that some Feope uho hae rad bis ot
Leter 10 Sergius do not much agrec with the theology of Cyml'
He takes it on himself 1o quote a Feimonialon Cyri’s behall, writ-
en by Dioscorus 1o Domnus of Antioch.!?* For those who would
pose e Counil of Chledon, e theology of Cyrl s their very

»- me mmy.m The letter ends with a word of encouragement.
and o final plea ws:mmwlepdu-lmwﬁ-mmm
which b he clements
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VIII The Third Letter of Severus

o e s ) 11 what e e sy,

e lnirs, and iy that it 2 leter he would ratber

2ot hane writien.! However, he docs reply, even 1 n i i of
,,., quoting the proserb that he who reproves openly makes
e

Sorus beim by €emng o Srpus’ i L. Sxpos haa

et heone S S‘wnn had replied by
him the Cyllian doctrine of differcnce

concemed,
who confuse ousaie Equnll)a Severus notex, those m M

Severus” mal 8 these points did oot amount to his acrusing Sar-
s of bercsy, as he now appears 1o thiok ¢ When Sergius, in bis
Sccond Lettr, himed it e cold only ser a justaposition. unkss

Kindly wa

. but o
Pose hypostass® hings whih ar. aod remai. diflerent i ousa
mixe

tore wmmmm uabty.'*
Expressly ugainst Severus® udvice and u groat deal of cvidence
from the Fathers,Seriuspeist i defending the descrption of

quality, a fourth person will be added l\nts'rnmy " mm\h.-
iroduced the term

context that Sergivs
Against hin, Severus showed that in Tnmmn M‘y the term
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while an incamanonal thealogy it marked the union i
.;n'::nm iflered, and continued 10 differ, in "..,.';":,“:w
1 what Sergius would seem to want from it 1 5 Which,
Serpaa, Severus now el us, b GRen HESE M0 o ey g
ol ponnts oo much 1o heart, and as if he were under pene”
ac, has himself choscn 10 become an JdVOCae of exprevr
< heh introduce the confusion of OUSA') Severus, accorgigy
o v conside the terms of Sergius® defence. " Scrgius hay L
Ihat he says onc ousia”, in preferenc (o Saying “one mature-1s g
chooses o omit the word “incarnatc™'® and he speaks of (hey
being -one quality”. on the grounds that the quality of the ousi of
ihe Word had a share in bodily activity** Severus asks: Is this o,
able? Are these proper beliefs for Christians?* He takes the pointy
.
First, where in Athanasius and Cyril has Scrgius ever foung
Emmanuel called “one ousia und quality”, or “one ousia inca.
e He allows that one can easily find evidence in the Fathersof
eieia” being vaed instcad of e
supplics ccampies—but he claims that none of the Orthodox Das.
Lors of the Church cver called the Word “one ousia” when it vay

aore and Grapfes as well) can

all mean "being™.** but equally he quotes Basil saying: odoia 8 xai

rdoraans rairyy dxet v buadopdr, v dxes 76 R d

ites. in incarnational theology.

between these terms (i.c. oboia and

éméaraa). He refers 10 the usage of Cynt: Cyril, realising that the

s iicati Kind (yives), as well

a5 an individual. used the words spdoumor and dméavaeis as well as
4o 10 efer 10 the Word incamate.

Rather than following the usage of the Fathers, Sergius has
choten 10 appeal 1o Aristolle. We remember Sergius® point in his
Third Letter: bhe quotes Aristollc giving drdpumor and fmmos as
cxamples of odoia.'* and then added, “But it i not the case that he.

of this™,* asking how i
truth, if be called the incamate Word (one) ousiams Severus now

nd
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at person say it the nature of God the W
s become one ousia and  Thisican inerest.
Al wha Sesern says i truc, ot 10 Sergius, who iy
8 et in his own way. cven i only trivially correct. Once aga "
T aune clearly ther radically dierent prcsuppostions. amg
: dings of the nature of the Chrisiological uni. We can
o ergius his trivial point; the Biblical Christ was ane on
e hing, and conscquently he could be called *one owis he
Irl‘“l i v e Bt though the Bibical Christ v ome
was not " the sense in which every oher onc- s o o
mamemh« o any classat sl. Though smge, b was ot amm
and thus he is not repeatable, definable or self-contained. We
e trid very hard in this introduction (o show that, for Severus,
o Christ was was inter-related with what he did. The course and
sature of the union was delcrmined by the purpose of the union,
Thus, 10 define him as if he were scif-contained. or one of a clas,
would be to knock aut his soteriological activity, and that was pre.
cisely not the kind of unit the Fathers understood Christ o be. Ser-
o his tcrms, cannot understand a “onc” which is not one of

e

ally v i

ComMiu his cxamination of the points of Sergius” defma

v

qualmn {rom natores?® We remember that to Severus, natunl
quality is the principle of hw a thing is u»m o wix abski 10
separate this from a nature would just be no
‘Severus now rebukes Sergius for the use e makes o philosophy:
this is outside the law of the Church. The Fathers o not acxcpt
pagan philosophy as 4 leader in their studies of terms. but only 138
handmaid. subsequently.J® To substantitc his opnion here. Sever-
us quotes from Basil at some length.>* )
he letter now becomes
at this correction?* Why doss s«nnx say he has been wounded.
1 all Severus has done is remind him of the teashiog of the
Farhens?s3 Docs he notsee that n his arguments he mercly wounds
himself? For cxample, whenin us.:s«wmm s:wm::n‘ from
. . aepotaros 3 introdvc-
Cyil that God s imupoiores. ' ST M -nu-wd prig-teis
ing fly. ater Severus
hat ooe could -pp! wwﬂyvnlh-m precision 1o
:‘;‘::::ﬂ:a quoted Evagrius™® o confrm this, Scrgis, ia & s




1 CHRISTOLGY AT TER €AY T
e of i defiitons! approach, b seizeg
e hat propery speaking & proniicy that e
eiong 0 somethin aloe. and without sharing wih ek
He then quoies S Mark's Gospel: “Why d you call me pors
one is good. except one, God",* clai hat Severushas e
and veryclearly. that the propricty of God is goudness, for ions
o God alon 0 be o Severi s s defence iy o

iy of
ughc i supposed o be of mar®t He tums he abley on et
J b ke ot o th vrse: “To he ol wise G+ pre o
on Serps’ foolish approach, (o be two proprictics for Godn. ™™

y
foolishness, 1o ket him alone, and to fearn hus

e i

paaa
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Part Two

THE LETTERS BETWEEN
SEVERUS OF ANTIOCH
AND
SERGIUS THE GRAMMARIAN






Letter 1 of Sergius

Letes o csch othc of S he Grammarian and of S
“h:m-dm(r\ﬂlvmh (Lehon p. 70
of Sergus the Grammarian 10 the vencrable

S from® 140 PAIUTEs 1 10 b reconciled, who e ot o
st Antorinws Bishop of Aleppo. Th letter is as lollows.

ho is holy in all things. and vencrable il

Faher, Bishop Antoninus: Sergius 3 humbke Grammarn Greoe

ingsinour
facul

d back. asif | o

e sun. And the promiscs of th ship? are awaited by me sy,
e  have o cler piion. bulaher ook (0 The ey of

"+ Amd

a1 was thrust oo e o reasonings. 1 read the law

who sings. which says ~Ask your Fathers, aod they will

inform you”.» Now i the ime of uncertainty: | shallspeak now with

the (rest of the) city
I made a request from your holy gathering: for we are aking for

themselves, while you make enormous conccssions. | stammered as
much ns 1 was able about matters of the rulc of the faith. (and) |
wrote os much as | understood.* (Lebon p. 71}

of proprictics after the .mmmk union”. But this, which did not
se€m 10 be exprossed in accordanee :

follows by you: “We do not speak of divided propricties

mind is shaken by this. and though | ured my rousoning up and
P

lown,
position. .
‘What
ihe foolishaess of the metousiasts. fieh being undersiood as
un-;nm:w Uninty oot descending o mu\mn" l-l this i 10 keep.

50 that we auy

ousiai. but it is the [propriety]’ of God 1o be eternally, but of ficsh to



- cunisror
e e and to b corrupted. Bt 1 we should say tha i

o et b wll we ind them WhED We ciquire 3bout (0P
For the propnety of God. (0 be sure. s that

AR CHALCTDON

4t g
rouchcd. - yet God came visibly. and “Was seen on carth,

et wath men” and “we s3w mmA gl al\l\nune:’:N
e and was despised by men”.® ... “thax i oo

" hch e ave heard and s o
..'.‘::.wﬁm the Word of Life.
priety of ficsh that it is bwu.m Torth front two patcnt. ang hey
omce 11 brought forth. that 1 8k be corrupicd. But whep
e thes things in the case of e eh of L1 For 70 man uq,
{ather of Christ, for without the bush being burncd,'® and the.
bang sill scaled. ' the Lord went forth cndowed with a bod,
Heooe because he was not bor in aceordance with the propriety of
the flcsh, neither did his flesh sec corruption. But cvery propricty
belongs to an underlying nature, and if we speak of two pvm
ek .72 wear ‘obliged also to speak of two natures. B
suppose that the proprietis arc undivided. neither do those m,‘,

e e s

which are mmu ‘And this s the summing up of the sickness
Chakedon and the madocss of Leo, which, while it divides the "

dedly n partoership with Therefore how shall we
acape from such frenzy. we b eah one maure of 1 Wi
incarmate ater the union. unles, just as we believe Christ is one
from two natures, 10 also we acexpt one propriety from two of God
iocamate, of him who out of kindness undertakes 10 be seen, but

thus be walked on the waters without beiog dragged by the burden
of e flesh into the depth of the sca. Aud when they scaled the

vent hix entrance.

auscl i [his]"* Logos. nor s any (propriey) of flsh to be seen (in
him i), but the catire manter of th cxomomy points towards
or et

 the propriety 10 “man™, and none of the other i
kit o here i 00¢ roprcy of Chrs, s o o
thoic who are iavisible or visibe share. For only God who



LETTER LOr SE

s s

shers, et it be your concern that 1 should cmerge f
Gord FAICOuM. And chauire by yourslves into m .:.,.:;'
your ow

o i
e on our e pare mind o1 it frinbirsisiid
S et Leter of Sergius the Grammarian o the holy Patriarch
soverus has ended.

Notes
. 70" efers 10 the papraton of Leboe's edtion o the Leties, CSCO
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of Ent.
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Letter I of Severus

i Letter of holy and blessed Se bishop

oy of the L 3 verus, Arch ind

A wiach of Antioch.  chasic Sergius the Grammarian, who was
ties and activities and about the sullerings

se your Chistity. who wanted 10 explain o

paed n the letr logially and ot the anc i i, ot

God Forhere - furthermore, the prophetic saying

{pat we should make enquiry, along with the fact that

b rstaincd by an anchor of the fea of God, saying as

follows I you enauit, <nauire. but el vith " and (e
Book of) Proverbs in

Moachastened ducation goos nlny

ing 1o me in humility, which bears witness to your wisdom. For

e (hook of) Proverbs may be heard, wheh ays: ~Widom

meditated upon in the mouth of the humble”.+ And the writings of

|hel.|wo«kr pricsts 10 resolve what is uncerta

i hat is good p

follows: “The law s for ever for your gencralions. that you should

distinguish betwoen wha is holy and what i profane. and betwezn

them"
nd

that we ought 1o (give an answer) (0 the question. But siocs ques-

pres L shall wnuﬂnﬂ'dslkqm-wluulenm(lk

ord o wisdors, Fot the word of the Prover aysagi
site of the heart belongs (o man, but the answer of the fonguc comes
from the Lord". o

Know, therefor, that professing the aatural partculariy of the
natures i "

i from it—for we remember that holy Cyril wrote as
?é'.i'.";,,'a'..".?: “Sicood Letter 1o Succcasus: (CYRILY: “For even if




AVVER CHALCY Dy

™ cumisy

s Begotten Son of Gl
the Only oo 01 confused” hevaune of

e mearmate- s Observe, thecfore thit whe the Do ot %
foned ane nature of God the Word, wh i incurnate, he say o
coch one ofthem continues (ogether and is understood in th pars
‘clarty that belongs o the nature

e » 5 that betong,
10 the nature is, by writing again as follows in the Treatise againy
Diodore: (CYRIL): “Therefore lct us recognise that cven if the
which was bom (Lebon p. 75) a Bethlchem is nol the same, tha sy
as far as nawral quality is concerned. as the Word which is from
God and the Father, yet ncverthelcss it became his. and did oy
ut 0
e considered one Son and Christ and Lord"
‘And after other points as he sets out this very matter, he addy
these as well: (CYRIL): “Because we say 100 that, with respect to
particularity. flesh is completely of another nature from the Word
: nevertheless it became hi,
in an inseverable union, with the result that the Word who shone
forth from the ousia of God and the Father. i also named “secd of
\braham” : when the cconomy calls him this. it in no way
For i .

God and
the Father. not ina spurious way nor with a falsc name. but he i he
who ineflably and incxplicably is born from him, cven though he is
ot thought of without the fiesh ater the union”.

It s therefore alrcady made known for your Chastity from these
things that particularity (implies) the othemess of natures of those

4 created, bu And

Py d is not touched.
but the other is subject to touch. Nevertheless, while this diffcrence,
20d the particularity of the natures, from which (comes) the one
Christ., stil remains without confusion, it is said that the Word of
Life was both soem and touched, and the Gospel says that those
theologian Disciples were spex1ators and ministers of the Words:




LT or v o
e chunged from i inisible maore, desai of
:",':, " itcd (0 a visible and solid body, nat deny ,..Mm;,"‘.:
0
' do not ascribe the olly of the
fore l of the Synousiass 1o
Il e [ For W St ot grit v s
fe aincss. and curc el with <. and, 35 the saying e
e it 3 . Bt Know quite cearlythat P Ao
ey ot he tuth demind this For we say as weltht 5 e
i s lving being. rationsl, moral. capable o resion g
o wledge. (and) becuuse thee is on natute and hypostass from
Ao he whole Iving bein i said 10 be martal, and he whole
"

Tning. and what (part) s rational; No, the fact that we know this
Joes not divide the compaosition from which the one fving bein
constituted. For holy Cseil 100, while making a defence against
‘Andrew who found fault (with him) viciously in the Third Chapic,
ays as follows about the study of Emmanuel: (CYRIL): “There
o share in any blame that one should recognise, for cxampe. that
the flcsh is one thing!? in its own nature. apant from the Word
Fath

s another again. with respect to his own nature. Neverthekss, (o

"And your Chastity will recognisc that it is of necessity that
onal nature all has a difference with regard to everything appre-
asa diff 3

these things are also removed from each other in quality of nature
and in that they stand apart (Lebun p. 77)in place. And they are

when a single hypostasi it

entire distinctness and remotencss. B
completed by a coming together in natural union from a rational
nature and from a sensible one, we scc that the dil of those
things which have come together to be one. (the diflerence that is)
which fis in natural quality, hus not been suppressed, because there
is no confusion of the union: bul the division has been removed.
because those things which were different in natural quality do not

is 10 the study of Emmanucl,and let us

Well then, et s transfe
ot us (ranslet
i other and
illeent in everything bul they are removed from cach
Gistnet s well. But when union is professed from the two of them.
ifference, again. in the Qualy
the one Christ is not suppressed:

but in conjuoction by hypostasit



<ror0GY Al

o . AL oo
avwon s draven out. And ook Row wise Cyol cleur
L St spam e Hnghemcs 53
(EYRIL) ~For 1100 allow that there v great u.lr(.m, orgn
o Detween humanity and 1lmm|) or these things .M‘ linc.
e e b thr, KON [0 1 e O hy gy
anl ‘thes are not ke cach other in anything. But when m. my
ahwch v 1n Christ has come for s into the middle, the ,.,.h{:»
umon docs not ignor the diffrene but i remoxes the di of
or
the Word of God has shared in ficsh and blood. mm,.,.,‘,,‘s“
100 i understood and named 35 ONC."S BUL if someane shouy
wrongfully divide Emmanuel with a duality (Lebon p. 78) or-....,u
after the union, there also occurs a division at the same e
with the difference of the natures. and the propertics are
e rpert o it he (1) natues. And wise Cyril a,..,,.,,
nedly explained thi when he said a5 follow,
after other things: xcmu od i mot touchablc, but the Warg
became subjet to touch by means of his own flesh: he is invisible by
nature, bt he became visble by means of the body. But you aai,
in making distinctions in cvery way, play craftily with the truth, in
that on the one hand you keep distinct the natures, but on the other
b you unic. 1o you . the worship. But i you ke d m..,‘

vision; o

-dl i f hi (and) |h
two are confessed.™*
1tis clearly established, therefore, from these things which have
been quoted. that natural quality i the principle of how (a thing) i,
fo the Doctor sid: with respect 0 how they are, these things which
her in any.

thing i i
otherness of from whic el
oot samcs o (e confey he pa .-nm.umy wmn (ies) in
natural quality and not that which will be sct in parts, " each one
cuisting independently. For holy Cyril writes as follows 100, in the
Treatise of question and avswer That Christ is One: (CYRILY:
“Therefore. as | have said. it is not right that we should make &
division inko an independeat divrsy. 50 that they should become
" other: rather
1ogether o [undivided]** union. For the Word accord-
g Lothe wordt) f oo™ (Lebon . 75) pecme

Bee from this, ma-umumm.,,o,_m_m”d



svinus 191

after the union. For f he s divided. the properties

e ,,<,.4|u.mm|.~.(|¢.|‘..|w <w:lhint.and'::m
onc of them Bt when &y 2L

tulfilment s hat from two thee .

ne hypostasis,
o o the Word mcanat. he Word v enoen e, igid

e N nd e o
- """.‘.L o e e o
e Word wil be acknowledged 3 the
1 hoth touchable and not touchabi. and visiie s
e belonging 10 time and from before time, and e o
e the properties of ach nature. dividing them u
'And the clear and astute words of wise Cyrl will againteach and
psruct s clearly (in) these things. for he writes as folows n she
Volume against the blasphemics of Nestorius: (CYRIL).
~Does he then lic. when he said thatthe Son of Man, who s himelf
descended from heaven? Far from it For e is himelf the urh.
Therefore how may “the Son of Man from above’ be understood
nghily? Because although he is God the Word and from the ousa
which is above every (ousia). it i said that he descended and took
thform o  servan. and then speaks with s o, rom the n, s
the noked W
alreadyas one i b amaed (Lebonp. 80)
Just as, for the sake of that which is proper to the cmptying. he
ko il he hings hichr o e body o hugh
by nuture, o 100, he,
heaven. atributes (the words) he came from sbove’ 1o el
il e was man.cren though be s n the fish wih
woman.
manhood. and those of manhood. pm;.m
one Christ und Son and Lord i understood
Thercfore when we anathemaisc those who sty Emmanuel has

the Word. For thus

. o naming. nalures. or activities or propertics, but
% oo matures of mnmn.-umummmuy

10 be ~from two natures

forws ot 0 pmfen Ermanicl even om v

;= were 1o be shuaned. By
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o s At
mearnate and 1nher
o, e A oy

Toom

s

- ..m .. «m :."':
. 8 ma "

,‘_‘:':'... “.n.n i (independents parias b '-n..\

ence aremplicd. (Lebon p. 41) for g s
o mul-hlt (Christ) with a duality afier § '““\
s, who profess himm to be one from

b o

5. Fe

TS e o T

st Eun umh:w).o-us mu-n‘w

..::m and ammu that which was enacted. and these i

quie removed from cach other. For he who acts is he v g
tovards doing somcthing. bt he acivi

mmlhmp and |u¢lm motionat o:w In mmﬁ::‘)

scton. bt i) s not 3 hypostasis. but the things wr *
caacted which are brought 1o completion 45  fesul of thy g
st (are Teportas. For when e Eunomius had sy e
Son was was 1ot an off:spring of the Father. hly g
aniekin cnsnared i inelletual ncts by perverted opinions g
‘buman arguments: If, according Lo your word, the Son is an o,
what do you understand an effcct (0 be? That which is compiea
from actvity. Then he s third from the Father and not second, fth
! on °r and not seca

men. and that which is enacted is what is completed by movemea
Bat be says as follows—for we ought 1o quote the words of e
-If e words of tx

001 an offspring. he s neither the agent, nor the product, for anac
Y is: Al
: is hypostatic. But if he s that which is nacted_be
& third from the Father, and not without an intcrmediary. For ke
‘who acted is firs, and then activity, and then that which was
‘enacted”

i

wbo acted is one thing. and activity is another, and another (sa1)
{at which was acted pan, oreffected. And actvty is somellings
the maddle, that




Stvinu,
atch was ted upon. t\cmlmm:a" '

s S T, P o o i,
A “‘,'_""meuu;;

e eye, 3 Paul sy 5 We wil s i the
v-h:“..‘ st down carher et ' () reasoning o
e . 04 i 1 he e

“,:w".,r T s i o done -::.:gt:.‘l..‘.,‘ Thus,
e ?:.“.i:“:;‘:. For exampe, o veckan ap ey
(hunk about 0" e be done, a0d 10 fulf apg.
et ani 10 o and detcrmine imenom, . is 4 thing whien e
Imelcctually, such s aranging how i s i  done

o r 3 Bt 1 bl hose
e and by, And he man b st oy o
ing of soul und body. and the activity ‘::; o e
e e wheh s the impetus of volion, bu the g
Sk and bodily. One can sec the same in the cae of
(e #3) For there is one who ucs, that i the Word of (g
ags which are done are diverse, tha s (v thing o oeauy
by, For cuamplc bodily 1o walk o th cuthand 0 makc
ing human. but 10 caise up and order to run thowe
e e i the e, and snabic 1o butwhoare
prostratc and crawl like repilcs, i most proper o God. Butther s
“nc Word which was incamatc. and one acivity of his,which s
which performed - Anditis
ot the case that, because these hings which were dant wer o i
ferent kinds. we say that consequently there were two natures which
woe cfcing thos things for a5 we have s, 3 singe G e

the Word from the flesh, i

{hse activites. For we also recogaise 4 variety of uleraces: for

some ar propet o God, whie others are human. bu o Word

both the former

o which make known a the same sime th divioe characie of

Emmanucl and the humanity as wel, a3 “Onc Lord Jesus Chris,

“From whom s Cit, s be
ings”1* And no-one,

flesh, who
unless he is mad, dares to divide or distinguish into e e
ments, which mbhsh the same (Christ) as indivisiblc. being both
from iseacl in the fiesh, and God blessed for ever. And again the
i one 5 amolmi b he s mcumat, o e 36 g




15 CURISTOLOGY ATTER cu..c...«.

~from two natures”. and acks

who way
and inhominate. it wehere tho e wasan """u:.

e vled 10 scknowldge e wel e par
s from which Emmanuelis. And we ca
n

ame i (1 ) that which (lies) in ....,
Jity, which (definition) | will not ce3se repe: .,,,,,mm "
ot that (which iy i tindependents parte . ang

and ma
e iy
o e exence ar mplied, (Lebon 41 010 ay th
ot who mutlte (Chrst) with a duait afiet the inexpren "‘%
union, and not to us. who profess i o be one from two,

recours 1o the quotations of the God-<lad Fathers. For Bagi, e,
~ i in divine matters. wrotc, in the Trealise of refutaon
st Eunomius, that he who acts is onc thing. and activiyy
e her. and another that which was cnacicd, and these things e
auite removed from cach other. For he who 3cts is he who iy iy,
pelld owards doing something. but the Sctivily () like an ace

that which wills (it) remains umpku and momentarily impelied 1o
action, but (activity) is not a hypostasis, bu the things which arc
enacted, which are brought to completion as a result of this and
exist. (are hyposases). For when evil Eunomius had said that the
Somwas mad, and wasnot  ff pin o the Fthe
says 10 him ensnared in intellectual nets by perverted o.nmm and
human arguments: if, according to your word, the S\'m is an eflect,
what do you undensiand an effect 10 be? That which
from sy, Then e i fromthe Father and ot sccond. i he
ther e who acts ivity is an active moy

vhat 1s completed by
But he says as follows—for we ought 10 quote the words of the
Doctor verbally: BASIL: *If the Son (Lebon p. 42) s an activiy. and
notan e i ncither the sgent, nor the product, for an ac-
ity i somthing ather than thes. Buthe s wihout byposta

sis, ppostatic. But i
it hind from the Father. and not wi or
wbo acted e firs. and then activity. and then that whnh was

hat he
who acted s one hing. and u'uvny is anather, and another (still)

the middlc, that
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A T et
e R
BRI e
I T e
I.;Ik’“u that should be d¢ "’D‘:- ol ey 24

1 2nd 1o detrmine inenio, s hing wheh e

e
o

But o build 3 house of (0 construct a shi

o And the man who acts(n both cae) iy ane, con:
Sstng of soul and body. and the activity & one, for the acurs
povement s anc. which i the impetus of solion bt th tumg:

ible and bodily. Onc can sce the same in the case of Emman
(Lbon p. 83) For thereis onc who acts. that s the Word of Gl

o
hings which are done are diverse, that i (the things) accomplished
b activiy. For exaraple, bodly o walk on he cari g oy

journey but up. hose
‘who are lame in the feet, and unable 10 use their soles, but who are.
prostrate and craw! like reptilcs,is most proper 1o God. Bul there is
‘one Word which was incarnate. and one activity of his, which is an
ohi h . And it s
ot the case that, because these things which were done were of if-
ferent kinds, we say that consequently there were (wo natures which
were effecting those things. for as we have said, a single God 1

Word i
these activities. For we also recognise 3 variely of utterancss: for
some are proper 10 God, while otbers are human, but one Word
incamate spoke both the former and the latir. For there are uuier-
ances which make known at the same time the divine character of
Emmanucl and the humaity as well. as “One Lond Jesus Christ.
through whom are all things"* and ~From whom is Christ, in the
flesh, who is Giod bcssed for ever, above sl things”.** Aod no-one.
unless he is mad. dares to divide or distinguish into wo these state-
ments, which establish the same (Christ) s indiviibl, being both
from Taracl in the fiesh, and God blesscd for ever. And again the
same one is anoinied because he was incamate, for the act of being




u
ongs 10 the 1 and through o
Tt what our Saviour stid about the death of Lzaras gy
i a5 well 1n hat it SHows a1 1HE S time the grpee %
“Lararus our friend i anleep, bu | go “-lni
e oot £+ For it belongs 10 God that he should
& ousc him as if he were askeep. im who for rou,“.{_';"h
oen reckoned among the dead. and had wastcd away, g 14
Poinfed 1 the body. and in truth 10 change death inig hag
Recause of the hop of the FEsurTection: but it was human (o 4y
o andshallawake him". For he was able a5 God. cven whilc ey
forof.to do that. But he mingled the two. cstablishing thay pe .
Indasbly one and the same Son and Word. who on our
nchangeably became man. speaking a5 beits God and humanly
Thus too it is often possible 10 sec in his actions what belongs o e
character of God and (what is) human mingled (ogether. For hoy
il amvone divide walking upon the water? For 10 run upon the ey
s foregn 1o the human nature, but it is Nt PEORer 10 the divine
Zature 10 use boily fect. Thercfore that action is of the incarmae
Word. to whom belongs at the same time divine characier ang
‘humanity indivisibly.
s posible 10 e that those things which are contained in the
L i ings. and |

“For each one of the forms does what belongs (o it; the Word doing

Julhing (hose -
the other falls under insults”3" For if each form or nature does
those things which are its own, those (Lebon p. 85) things arc of a
bastard partnership and of a relationship of fricndship, such as a
master's taking on himself the things which are performed by a ser-
vant. or vice versa, a servant's being glorified ng

fa mas ings which are not propertics

s . - A
be is 2 man clad with God. who in this way makes usc of a power

which is not his

axe. which is used by a crafts-

man.
But Jesus i not like that, away with you! For he s secn using his
inate. and h i

pow
worthy of God. And 10 the sca he says, “Be quiet, be restrained””*.
25 10 Peter when he called out “Order me 1o come 1o you on 1he
water™, he orders “Come”.** ad 10 the kper -1 am willing: b¢



LOOIK 00 st vERes 158

A ey o e o st e sty of G g

“ Y and nowhre
-y st the name o th Long 1 -
e oThu‘lhmpure«o}c\tnlh ugh, because it et
i ceonomy. and bex

1 he has received msomm.md om the Fathe, 1y
::m those things which he heard from him, ,.";:; ot he
v royal and remaned conmon <quality of hoseur &
s tne Father, he said thut the Father 1ou wart, fikewies .,;
that the Father is in him. and he is in the Father.* because -

(: !olm missing)

rcfore he who disides Emmanuel, and defincs him in two
s Lebon . ) s e incxpressible union, aiong with
natures divides the activitics and properties as wely

incarnate of God the Word, and teaches an unconfused union, dors
ot deny awarcncss of the dierence and particulurity which i
Christ Bu
itis foolish and uninstructed 10 say that Emmanuel was composed
ffom two propertis?” or two acivte. For becaus "o think”
property of C
example is 3 property) of a body, do we say because of this that a
man is composed from “thinking” and from “whiteness" or from
“blackness™ But no reasonable person says this: but he says that
man caists from the natures of body and soul. to which (natures)
those (properties) which were mentioned adhere and (from which)
they are seen not 1o cxit i scation. But apart from his. how s it
not absurd ivi
many propertics nd not just two, of For example. of
his humarity there umupnmlny,m m.b.mmm man.lt_ Y
o intangibi-

lty,being befor the mu.«m, 7 ing el The things

Thus he who divides Emmanue! in a duality of astures afer the

vides with him, 85 we have sad many times.
incxpressble union, di h him, 8 times
i activity” i
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1

who acts ety 1y . properly spea
have shown in the s shove, el acive oy
Hence Juhus the Thevlogian (oo,

ermanon o the Word on the pretext of the G
e DULILSY "Bt there is one nature. one hy postusis o
ity onc person, ent nm) God. entirely man. the same

Aerse bl we who Fevognise On€ nature ofGnd mg Wordi ...Q,,,_

“more human. just as we also v ulteran
mﬂgm ‘human were said by onc and the same 'm:‘
o o who divide (Emmanucl) by speaking of (o naturs,
et the union. divide with them aso those things which, s proper.
es. cach one of the patures naturally attracts.

‘But et it not escape your notice that holy Julius, when he con.
feses one nature incarnate of God the Word. confesses that o b ,1“,

and the difference between them, while rejecting dniaon b For e
wrote this in the same Treatise: (JULIUS): “For the body, and God
wbose s the body. are one and the same, without the ficsh having
been changed to what s ot bodily, but possessing both what is s
‘own. which s from us by the birth from the Virgin, and that whichis
‘above us. by the mixture of union of God the Word"+ And again,
in the Treatise designated About the union of the body with the
divinity of God the Word™. he says as follows: (JULIU!

confessed that in him the created (being) is in union with the
uncreated, and the uncreated in combination*? with the created,
‘while one nature is cstablished from the two parts™.+* AND AFTER
OTHER THINGS. “Henot ocoessarily. it i called both corporeal
everyhing and divio in verything. And be who i unable i thee

Mmklwwymmmlmmwhthdouuyu ummm
ises the propertics and preserves the union,
l‘nu‘-mnnl\un.“m forgetful of the union,"*> Vo«seellw

ummnwnnmu(mumm
But regarding that thing which your Chastity said, that because
(Lebon p. 89) the way of our Saviour's bith n the flsh was different

Holy Spirit—




Ko sEvis
oy 1

£pen the properics of humuniy should e en

o w
o
cause the F . but the
::jl”,:s,,,,. by procession, the ousia should also be u-s:“azy ol
27 the dierence of being of ach hypostass, that i lewray
e Spirit and wise i
{BASIL): I those things.
{n diflrent ways. hase dHerent ousia a5 well, not even e an.
Sike® n ousia. For Adam. who was (ashioncd from the carth hag
onc xistence. but Exe another, from his side, and Abel apehe
{fom copulution. and another had he who was from Mary. for
Therefore, if they have the same ousia,
ioned from the arth, she who was cut out
from the rib, and he who came forth from the conjunciion of a man
and  womun, and he who was born in the flesh from a virgin, how
does it not follow 10 think the propertics of the ousia aso appear in
the same way on each one of them? But n this instance, becsuse the
Word of God had been hypostatically united to flsh which was
ationally ensouled. from Mary who bore God, the Word was not

But we say they “belonged 10 t” not 5o that we may distinguish the
Word. for thos things which we say the fesh sulfrs, (Lebon p. 90)
osc hings w  the flsh suers. (L

Word,
lose impassibility. For (o whom we say the flesh belongs, to this.
me (person) we reckon the sufferings of the fiesh belong com-
pletcly. For he does not, because the conception and birth from

question and answer That Christ is One says: (CYRI
he have boen a curse, when he suffered the cross on our behalf,
‘unless he had become fiesh, that i, he bocame ficsh and was inhomi-
nate, and underwent a birth
(birth) I say, which (took place) through the holy Virgin'

Thercfore when you hear that the conception of Emmanuel took
Place in a divine way and at the same time in a human way. how do.
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o compktcly remone b from Human proy
T ond tecives wlingl? For unies we o
finetvne? ch clon,

o et s  resull o matention- e
1o sutfer the croxs on our hehall nor to endure death, 1,
Lnown that he was undergaing these things 1n that of whi
1he nature to suffer. And he who was incarnate i also he
fered (Leban p. 91)in the ficsh. while he remained,

who

In 1hat heis Gy
mpassiblc. And if We scparate him (rom our statcment that he oy
{ered, we separate im us wel. ot an carlicr poin. from the figh
which he willingly underwent suffering. For because of thi the yy

prepared from wood which would not fot, and outside and .
e s smeared over with gold, because gold s 4 type e,
Semed (the) divinity, and the wood (the humanity). so that we see
one Christ prefigurcd from the 1w of them.* And in the same way
25 the wood docs not rot. neither docs it Sustain corruption from

butitallows iron and the

barning of ir: 0 100 the humanity which the Word of God uiteg
hypostatcally to himself did not endurc the corruption from sin,
which corrupts like (the corruption) from moth and worm. For it
n moth, For i

the incamate Word allowed that it should suffer this when he
wished. I this it is said that he was scourged, and picrced by the
” ,

i ‘was not leh
in Sheol. nor did his fesh see corruption.

But that the teachings of the God-clad Fathers agree with these
things. bear again the quotation, which is inspired by God. of Cyril.
who says as follows in the Treatise of Address to the God-fearing
emperor us: “18 it not then already known—for
unknown o anyone at all—that the Only-Begotten became like us.
that . fully man. in order that he might set free our carthly body
from intrusive corruption. imparting his own life to it, in the ccon-
omy through the union. (Lebom p. 92)

But he made the human soul his own that he might show it super-
ior 10 sin. and he imparied o it the fimness and unchangeablencss
of his own nature, as dye in a fleecx. For | think words about these

i for
ing mysteries in
the matter was not ‘not to

things pass
we see with difficulty the divine and mind.
& oirror and in riddics*® But 1 1 think, the e



o e "
o s . ot
e pke 3 Probable, or
bt Pt :'lh::l:‘:.:‘:-« e b«amumw.onm
e xame way. | think. (the soul) heca
oot Y e o P e
o in posion m all od Uinge, and beam ncomparamy
owerfl than the in which once opposed us, For Gy (o)
e st man on carth who i 10 Sin. nor was deccit found
outh'™** AND AGAIN AFTER A LITTLE, “Butit i maruel.
Tous and there is no-onc at all 1o whom it i not supifing. oy s
w-l)« ‘which i OFruptible by mature, should revivey for 1 belongea
e incorruptible Word. And again the soul, having obuines s
sombination ik this [with him[>* nd union.descended to Snet

the spirts there.”> And again he seals up the th

Treatse by adding th GAIN: “(Toere i) e Lond o
Chist, and through him the Father creatcd everything.
is both Creator as God. and Lifc-giver as life, and he iscomposed so
as to become one in the middle from human propertics and from
INH ‘which are above man.*¢ For he is mediator between God and
10 the scriptures: for he is God by nature (Lebon p.
y)] lnﬂ not without flesh: while truly man, and not mere (man) like
us. but he s he whom he was, even though he became fleh. For itis
witien “lesus Christ, yesicrday and today. the same for ever'™>
/And that (which is writicn) in the prophet Jsaiah, “And we saw him,
that he had neither form nor beauly, but his appearance was not
‘Thonourable but inferior 10 men"** makes known the greatness of
IM wnumpl and insult which came upon hlm when be was tested.

lul‘ and he did not turn away his face from the disgrace of spilting.
but he endured the cross and disregarded the shume, as the Aposile
said. For he brought no rejection of the flesh or change or trans-
formation of the human ousia: for it belonged to Christ in this (00
han men. And he did not open his

mouth, but he came 10 slaughter without an utterance like 3 larob.
‘And he endured cverything humbly and with supreme longisuffer-

fact) v
i he was, the same, man i truth. Greatest of il the
glory also effects the size of the auyuu. s that no man from

\'ourC y o i the Church,




o shoukt not b or be dim SEAIed. Bt should confey,
el e e s, divinity and humanis. and noq -kn;'.'.',’,,"“'
emce amd partculants with RSPECt 10 RN QUality of the et
{rom whch the onc (CHND) 12 DIOUERL LOEEILET 1o an ingj
umon. And you should think it INUItO 10 UIVIE Chrgy
ety (Lehot . 940 of ntures ANEr the union. and consegensh
it actvities and propertcs. For in 4 duality evcrything i cyy
the same time. and reduced 10 4 diversity which is divided and cy

vernthing. whether you speak of AELSIIES OF PrOPertis. For wher

we denounc the division (resulting from) a duality of Ratures afey
the union. we do not, as you have thought. instead introduce, as,

men advocate. the phrase “two united natures”". But we say whay s

indisputably the case, namly that duz cutting and division

For “If the union is truc. they are not (wo in any way., but one Chriy,

as holy Cy tingin
repl to evit Theodoret's complainis against the Chapiers. And he
sent the same thing 10 Succensus, thus: (CYRIL): “So that the twg
<houkd henceforth be o longer two, but through the (wo one living

thing has been completed”.*® i}

But let no-one ignorantly think that natural quality is ascribed
only 10 the body, as for example the quality of being solid, or of
uaste, or of density, or of weight, or of thickness of ransparency,
For, because of the poverty of human intellects, we are obliged 1o
make use of words having a corporeal signification about divine
things as well, and they cannot be spoken of otherwise. Holy Cyril
acknowledged this.in the first book of the Commentary on Joha's
Gospel. when he says as follows: (CYRIL): “Therefore as far as
approaches subllety of mind (Lebon p. 95) and the acutencss of

in . let us look i v

but expressing thesc things about it rather in a human way and in
our vocabulary. for the tongue is incapable of exicn

measure of truth™.# Because of this, the same man in the second
book of the same Commeniary. interpreting the non-orporeal div-
inity of the Father and the Son. says as follows: (CYRIL): “The off-
spring are thought of as being a certain natural quality 5o to speak,
of their begettcrs. showing what the begetter i in ousia, and display-
ing the natural quality*: of their source™.

‘We have, 4 i

them.
And we rejoice with you at (your) growth and increase towards.
divine knowledge. Because of this we apily say 10 you the word of
the Aposti: ~Meditate on these things. remain in these things, that
your growth may be obvious o everyone. But avoid writing doc-



D on sEvimus -
. ings and 4o not casily approach thi
L s ko T ot
Bed dibeenly on the Scripture inspirca and have
e ich on the tails of the things of the same Spiri, the teweg o
o e of mpiris i the by Chutch, and no vy
ety imtructed in the Knowledge of te divie teachngs.
here you are compellcd to make a pronouncement e
erpoently (afim that) they wil repent, and pursue he orthodor
e nd make profession-—do you only lay down the cesdof
38 Fathers, and anathema on thosc who oppose
viduals. achings. just iiously in our viei
b have repentcd have done. (Lehon p. 96) For it is roper and pru.
ot that e follow them in these words, and proceed n everyi
in the footsteps of those who journcyed before, and be fearful and
tand in awe. lest cven unwillingly we put a foot anywhere and in
anything untrod and diffcult For the (words), poken in counseln
ihe Book of Proverbs, “We should camy knowledget! on our
lips".9 a5 1 think, lead in his direction.

‘But our Lord Jesus Christ, God and Saviour, with whom arc
\reasuries of wisdom and knowledge, as the Aposic has saids"
grant that you may i nd
hat you may gain the reward of a man zcalous in faith and works.
both n the present age and in that to comte.

The First Leer of the Patriarch Lord Severus 1o Sergius the
Grammarian has caded.
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Letter 1 of Sergius

ius the Grammarian

s won\l Lettera
sever

Seveios, humble Grammarian. 10 our holy and blessed Lord, 10
ineFtherof Fathrs and ccumcnical Doctor. o te Patarch
Who ar . your scevant. thal you have looked on a dead dog ke

‘or (thesc) wards are more fitting to me than to Mephibos.

Peih. For though the cstate of his futher’s house and 3 servant for
of honour of that man, (David)
4id not heal his lameness with this. But morc than he. 1 was
enriched. who have excaped from all this poserty of ignorance and
my own lameness has ade

which is poor as regards the things of (Lebon p. 97) God. when the
word of the Lord is rare. and when vision is not distinct.? And how
shall ) express what happened (o me in the midst of cading n fron
ofaperch? gs. s,

the Patciarch Lord

b iy calmness, | opened the chapiers of the Jeter and at
once 1 was happily confident, for I feasted well on the sight. And
afierwards as | advanced little by fitte, | cast (my) cyes on chapters
of the other writings. and saw something great and divinc. When
fitle by fitle 1 had altered wh
and [ believed tht | vas hearing citer music (which played) A
the Los
time, s not my ety and the s s 110 e At again|
departed outside. And why should I require many words? Youth
Toves 1o be rash from ignorance o the beauliul.* But being rsh
again. 1 ity

become after mm things? | need tranquillit that 1 can speak: but |

‘matters: and 1 was leaping. oo
e froquent visons which the
ven though

ceased to whink of sueh
somewhere out of (my) mind.

1 of the smaliness of (my) reasoning.

te O wit thse things | meditatedalo on e visions

‘And when alo
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I «

Dl 1 believed that 152w the horn which ha ¢y,
e spoke great things * But griuuly | hegerso, 2 3
nd Wher ARy UMES, 30 10 31k, | gy 0
ckon p. 98) | pepeaned

mystacal words, and the dark wor
up o the darkness of these d
ehve and I aw henceforward “the true light which cnlig
‘man who comes into the world™.* And when [ was full
\ matters, 1 went oul from the leter. which my right b
Nt nd. not ike the Judkc Ehud who ki
X ings for thosc encamped on thisside acy
a1 soddenly became a mighty armed man. fut how doumg
- pon the word. Father of Fathery

Pt with g1
hiens every
tinted i,

shall tell (i), B
‘Some of those who were infected with the lock of knowledge with
which | was infected before, many times madc cruss accusations ay

g u
forward many thiogs against proprictics. Some others werc coming
from Chaleedon somewhere, and were making excerpis from pas.
sages of your (writings), and were atlempling to cast us out here,
while they were publishing these proprictics. And you instruct me (o
‘proceed in the middle, and 1o interrupt the onsef of the 1wo of them
with words. and were saying that I should call witnesscs. And when |
reccived your writing. | read the laws 1o them. And quite specchless,
as they )y the exactness of ivine (¢ ines),
these (points) of dispute weat home to them at once, unlcss they
were perverse in argument.

But 1. who pass from war after war, and with difficully have
3 i a imed

(Lebon p. .
with the war-tumpet, suffered a human passion: we observe that
2 i ihe eyes h

0 insatiableness for light, and this has froquently led back o sick-
mess. For the rich dict of your words, Father, made the carlicr sick-
06ss 10 wither. but caused 2 second (ilines) of ignorance (0 spring
forth in roc. For when I diligently read the dazzlng light of wise
Cynil in your holy wrilings, 1 was obliged 10 close my eyes, and the
salt tear of ignorance flowed.

Atall events, you say. O Theologian. that (Cyril) made this con-
tradiciory statemeat; “Not confusing with each other gud mixing




L o GGy I
st Now, | acknowledge that or

s nce the divi
e e confuson 1 sl (hal hre) the union .\'.."L‘.'»";"“ n
S bt

prosi p

e ature ncarnate of the Word, und accuse of ol

o oiedge o s or Ch? And how shall | ‘nlny-a‘?:‘..n el

2 Thcological Wisdom* which satcs that the naturs ae mised
tion which s beyond description, which it calls

ough which [ learn that the natures are not (..‘;

eside €ach other, but arc uttly mingled o (berome) ore

o
D¢ and one hypostasi. so that the compositon being thusacrur.

ity understood. the ousia of the divine Trinity, which i only con-

med with thrce persons, is not increased? And
Gefinition of the Fathers safe, teaching mm.u«:Fé"é".ﬁl‘i
incamate. and not expounding this royal doctrine wrongly ike the
opposition. For they say they speak of one nature of the Word, but
e word “incamatc’ there is sccn & mark of the other (nature):
{Lebon p. 100) not that the Word has joines this to el hypostati-
ally.. i ‘but that, o they bab-
bie. an accidental union! has taken place, (the word) “incarnate™
being a token of & nature standing in its own right. The righ
word which truly acknowledges onc nature incarate of the Word
refutes these things.

But il is 1ime 10 return to what was set down carlier. For | am
aware of someone who objects and says: “Listen arefully 10 the

he Son i i " But

" i is. Ths,
bination of wo or more simples into one belongs to the principic'*
of composition, in which what is complet s also a (consttucol)
part. and (yet) afterwards the (constituent) parts are not from thea

natures, from which Chiis s, were mised incoafusedly. how shall |
Cay that those things which thus remaived nmixed with csch olber
were hypostaticaly united? How shall 1 euin the princpl of cor

position, when the natures are reainod just a3 they were? For 4 K
impossil ‘me to conceive of a usion of rutually
Christ would have 10

unmixed, as they ssy. and necessarily theredy

I o, therefore, that 1 should repeat the discussion sbout
pvolo:t: .'.'.'74. leamed from your holy lies: *For alibough the
Cord is something and keeps that thipg, be also something
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o notmelin 2 lessning of gy, r,.,. throy
b, obviously s

s R e
l"""’"‘ ynd those which ( lm ows 1
s i«vm:mnnmm nature” 2 But hnls l.,lhn hw ,';‘,;:

ome

1o For e i | am et o Coturon o,
Lt ot 1o you Moscs. who was Worthy (0 speak thess g
Givine things face o foce. . d who Cxplins (he gremer s o
i weared by abour and i Un3ble 10 3 o sy
g e more en el e rom CPaleedon wr

from common notions on the one side, and on

rng up hatte e Fathers and tel e

But "
he fi
"But how shall 1 pass over o this second (type of dl’ﬁcully) sinee
e Laws of the Fathers are read 10 me and 1 do not know at (any)
one time how to kecp silent, kest “the n;lu;s ofthose whoare .
ake me? But when I 2dd thought upon thought ang
o the fear of God,
who slips and like those athlcies who are exhausicd. How not to fal
everything. but 1o overcome. | shall learn from you, Doctor and
Witness of righ bef.* And uil tis 1 shall void the scong
ignoranee aho for it i time that I say this
1 remember thatin my lincs there s (he falmnh that cr..m, is

me lnlhmyuwmon that it was thought foolish 10 say “a gather-

of propertics™. 2 just as no-one will rashly say that a man s cor
ot tom —being rtonal- and -lackncs, ahthough the two
words are not being thought equal in every respect. For “being
rational” completes an ousia that it should be one: thus (a man is)a
nml mortallving thing. and if somcone should remove (Lebon

103 that
nuam(uym-nmnymum-mmqrm-wm.s

itis naturally.

mmhmbyuamol‘youvpnmlylwnmbmunﬂwl
understood by me, who am of small account. But | read the law 10
you us well: "kummnwm:mm(bcmdk of
baman propertics. and those which are abave man® 1 The Fother
Joems (o say that the incamate Word was one in cvery respect, |
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when he
vopnrlus Bty s 234 suggction a
mm‘ [ 'I-mn-n..u,

o ,',... in |hnkmmlﬂl‘t tou I muy be ....,, perfect by you. ees,
T L where else do 1 1ailin (youe) lettr? I shall make a defence
“, ‘t your fatherly rebuke with testimonia of the truth that | dig

26 addenly venture 10 discuss theology but approached th subjec
i rpidtin of mind 3d voie and eyt o oy

imes 1 am of a meagre voice and a sloy Ny

10,000 times w tongue™. 11 Fe

ould teach by means of the written. wwd)emy Tand andi nh;:
;ak. even if some sort of fament should be necessary, and we

5o to Macedonia™ in word, (we) ho et bodness of
teaching of the Fathers. In those cases where it is required that |
bring @ mystery in writtten form | have drawn on your words in
o rl,,.«. and 1 am confdentin a situaion lie thi. But I shal

m an nmonlloll:d colt and make W pmhl" outside the proper

sense. Bul you keep guard (6o, for you are a lamp (Lebon p. 103) of

hmi ke D or  watchma ke Exei Wt donoretid
fer a measure.” but when you have ascended upon

Sk of the Chorch shin again an s who are e rout ot o,

m order that “good wil may touch us as we stretch out (our)

again to you.

These hings belong 10 th high prict of God. For my par. |
(shall reccive), so | belicve, the reward of my labour, which from
contempt 1 am ashamed that I should even call “labours”, (which)
i e the ind from cuey feshly opinion. But through your

pastors, and may | .o yondﬂ i pure confdence that | shal be

with you on the right has
The Sccond Letter of smus the Grammarian to the Patriarch

Lord Severus is ended.
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Leuter 11 of Severus

ain the Second Lette of the Patriarch Severus to Sergius the
G e o o, b

T ow approve of your desire 10 learn, because when
4 Jetter which in it brought the words of scripture e ::;.:
3y God. and (the words) of the revered teachers of mystric i the
boly Chureh who defined exactly the word of truth, you knew from
them that it is right for those who are not beginners (in) confessing

the fuith and 10 profess .

Christ. (natures) | mean of divinity and of humanity: one person,
one hypostusis, onc nature belonging to the Word, meaning incar-
pate, and because you have choscn o set out again for discussion
hat which was diflicult for your mind. and (because) you were not
ashamed with the bashfulness which brings sin, and you were nol
afraid with the suspicion which brings (Lebon p. 104) destruction,
but because you knew again 1o ask concerning the faith which is

1 in because of h o o

10 truth might shine more brightly.

Forit i very pleasant and welcome 1o me as well when | speak 1o
2 man who has a wisdom that investigatcs and nol agrecment only
hat d test out and g the
investigation does not transgress the measure. But cven profane

philosophy
of the fear of God confirms (it) when it forcwaras (and) says “Do
ot remove the ancient limits which your fatbers laid down” As

doubt. For holy scripture again lcaches

you have offered, or o B hes v

that iron sharpens iron.? (and) as o
sharpened. they b -
Thetefore when wise Cyrlsays in the Sccond Volume sgi 200
blasphemies of Nestorius, “When the mysiery of Chrib s bugly
into the middle for us, the princ the
recogniss iflerenc. buton n
neither confusing noF mixi a -
oo cannor otherwise undersand the undivided urion. unless
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Al ctnoy

mixing and indeserable mingling of the naturey iy
ot granted 10 you. yo

ou call he umion s

T
T oo ing SERANE e sy o e

hear that you may know that they are beauliful. And if ,':'.,’
those things into your heart. they will make y0u réjoice a1 the syme
ume Lo 109 i sout iy hal Yourhupe may be <
Lond and he may make known his path or 500 For why. wher
the Dector did not present his doctrine (only) this r... ""Mn
et confusing or mixing the natures amongst cach o

e dded, Bt with the Word of God hecoming  paiaker
s and blood. on Son i understood and mamed i this way

well,
of the union?” For we lear the fict that God the Word became.a par.
cipator in blood and fiesh like us from the Apostle who wrote:
“Therefore because the children participated in blood and ficsh, he
also in the same way participated in the same things™."

the

that which is from soul and body (and
xampe for the understanding o Emmanul which s pzrlltulxlly
inexpressible. and (which construction of ours) is neither a mixture

y pply g ot
it 10 the mystery? s the soul of a man changed that it should

. or vice versa, the flesh that it should become soul? For
this s the peculiarity ohmllw! OF i the owufuia® and union of

For we confi-

cleave 10 each olb« orare stuck? In no way at
gether. fo

for i

own body. And hear Cyril the Thtolnp-n in his Scholia clearly
teaching this 10 us: (CYRILY: “The fact ofwion s secomplihed n
many ways. For (exampic). when men are divided in affcction and
opinion and are thinking at vanance with caeh ather, they arc said
1o be united through reconciliution of affection as they remove
(their) differences (Lebon p. 106) out of the centre. (Again) ror
(uample). we say hat e hins which dese to cach other 0

cone together in_diferent van. whiher by Sontaposiion
wopeiden) arc united.
Tharclor when we say tha the Word of G was u.uu 10 our
nature. the mode of union is recogaised 1o be above human,




Lo suvrees "
foritis ot ke une of those (ways) whic
,..l“v:"“’""’" Jy incxpressible and not I()'mwnhh;ni':;u o e
Lt God who slone Ko everyihing. And . 1 oy
o bing that we are WOrsted i this way by such concepts, (e
e enauire abOu o L5 1 Fegards ur own P
& that comprehcnon i beyond the understunding thar s
ot n whal way 00 we belcke that the ulof 4 man vl to
! hady? Who s therc who s abl 1o 2y? But if we (whoj are .
nk and speak with diffiulty (even) of small things,
Lo i rght, 10 imagine things 50 sublle and beyond unde:
Sianding, we say that it is Proper 10 think—yct the cxpression i in.
ot the truth i cvery respeci—that of such sot i the union of
Frmare 3 e would think that the soul of a man has with ts

own
“Thercfore how can you charge this inexpressi i
snion which the Word of God has m.m.fnm,“mm".'.':
ihis by con 10 us, with being that (uni by Nes-
torius which is a conjunction by relationship.'* and believe that we
- obieed Lo spek of wo raures ks e confs. 00 .
at at onc time Christ had one ousia. i s :
st on h ia or qualit? But this i nothing
delude your hearers with is  persist
saying that you agree with usi
ity in accordance with (Lebon p. 107) natural quaity of the atures
fiom which Emmanael s For you think i s imporsibe 1oy that

deceplion, (namcly) your

from 1wo things of a diffcrent kind, and you propound for us that
(saying). and say: SERGIUS

“Therefore unless the natures from which Christ is were incon-
fusedly mixed, how shall | say that these things which have thus re-
mained unmised were unitcd hypostatically with each other? How
will | retain the term " ion™ when the natures are relained
unmixed a5 you have said?"1¢ For what is that at on time. scord-
ing 0 your own words, -misture withou! confusion? For when ou
2% “How?" and in 1o other way are resiained from anccrisay.
swer, that nol 8 misture of natures

lace, and ones i took place he compost-

jord.
For i the Second Letter to Succensus he wrote as follows:
(CYRILY: “For it is not the case that “one” % trly prodicatod oaly
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of those which have come together in compo:
the situauon of mn;‘ﬁ;}nm?h rm‘ml o
clements) which are of different type like this and are o
e wath cach other, completed one nature of man \:.f:,,":“"
were unted, even i the GHTETence i BSIUTE of those thingy wpn,
ther 10 union exsts in discussion of the compoy
Therefore those who say that. if the Word incarnatc is onc nayyer
follows in everything (and) in €very respect that there will be qqy.
fusion and mixture, as if the nature of (the) man were decreased .M‘
ol . Iy, for it i n0r a5 they sy,
(Lebon p. 108) stolen away. For it suffices for the complete demon.
stration of the fact that (the Word) became man 10 say that he g,
incarmate. Forif this had been kept quiet by us, therc would be.
‘place for their slander, but because it s added necessarily in whay
way i there lessening or sicaling away”"** And in the Treatise of
question and answer in which (he shows) that Christ is onc, procecq.
ing in the same considerations and exact measures of teaching,
says as follows: (CYRIL): "It is not the case that in everything and
from every respect only what is simple and of onc type is called
“one". but also those compounded from two or from many things of
different types. And that that is the case seems right 1o those wise in
these mattcrs.”™'® And in his Treatise concerning the Holy Trinity
which he addressed 10 a certain Hermias he wrote as follows:
(CYRIL): "For he who s the undying beauty of God the Father and
(his) likencss and aspect. God the Word who is of him and in him,
abased himself to emptiness, not that he was compelled to this by
anyone. but in the will of the Father, in his own will he became man,
and without damage in any way he preserved the glory of his nature
unchanged in himself, but 1ook up manhood according to the ccon-
omy. And he is understood one Son from two, a divine and human

100, 30 exampye
and body. Fov:;'

‘mature. 1o one, i
inexplicably composed to union, and in such a way that cannot be
understood.":¢

Since therefore. as you bave heard many times, composition pos-
the (quality) of be " e by

10 thar? For if the divine union of inhomination and
incarnation. and those two (natures) from which there is one Christ
indivisibly, suflered the same thing as bodies which are mixed,
(Lebon p. 109) or (if) one of them departed from its own natural
quality* a0d ceased being that which it was, | do not see what is
then remarkabie and inexpressible.

you resort
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t Athanasius. whon if one were 10 call
Bt 8131 20 Gireory. the Theologian, 1t ould I\:Z::?," "
e proper. in his Treatie concerning (it call the incamation
e on”. Wil Showing 15 Luly nCXPICble b fom
red imvestigation. For he wrote 33 follows: (ATHAN
“From (their questions) "How? and ‘In what wayy aeg
St follows?” even they have arsived at unfaithfulness. And
repared 3 dweling-place insicad of an incarnation, and 1.
esd of union and composition,  human activity. and insiead of
2né hypostasis of our Lord Jesus Chris, two hypestases and per.
s, and in pluce of the Holy Trinty, unfitingly and unlawfun
ey b thought of a quatcenity. Unfiingly (indecd) n tht they
na man witl v
eeated with iy
{hat they make one hypostasis two, introducing to the Trinity a
fourth hypostasis. which s forcign in everything. and of a iflr
rank. and the last and least of all rational spirits. 3
How alike. then. 10 these are the (doctrines) of Nesorius? For
those who held that God the Word assumed our composition and
participated like usi like Nesorius, that
first of all an infant was formed in the womb, and thus through the
love of riendshi i him) i
(Lebon p. 110) a brotherly way.3* and gave (him) the i and raok
of Son. and the equality of an cqual name. And see how wise Cyri
quotes Diodore saying this: (DIODOREY: “While the ficsh was of
Mary (and) when it was not yet taken up. it was from the carth and
was in 10 way different from other flesh. For as Levi was tithed in
the toins, but when he was born he assumed the rank, 0 also our
Lord, while he was in the womb of the Virgin and of that ousis. did
ot have the rank of Sonship. But when he was (ormed and became
the temple to God the Word, which receives the Only-| be
assumed the rank of the name, and participated
itself":4 And against these things.
and wise in the Spirit says: (CYRIL): "0
spew forth for us words which are unschooled 3t
‘with absurdity. For the holy body was. fw:x

st begi i

was hoty as the body of Christ, and one s no ime in wiich 7 0

2ot belong to him but athr was i common. £ Y04 said, and in

cquality with other flsh. 3 b et
1 cast outside of the truth, when

And so bow B e wonour aod 1n(n)dweliog 04 32
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1o cumrs o

quahis of the name of soship 35 43l o Dypoatic
mmlql)«m\l\h)n the holy and theological

speabing a5 o am..

od. wha i -mmlm

Foe i the case of a conjunction by rclationship. the .y.u...,:.?,:,‘,‘;

which takes place for a man e

the Word which dwel in him s scen in his own hyposuen

ind a union by relationship of the 1wo persons ra

pm T which s only yoked by cquality of name and by the honourof

sonship. But in the casc of hypostatic union and natural compen
. because

uuuhri\

2 reasonable soul had existence in very union with the W
(namely. the fiesh) which was assumed from the Holy Spirit ang
r.om ‘Mary the Mother of God and perpetual Virgin, and it did nox
with the Word,
Word himclf 1 belived immutably and without ch.w 10 have
become a child, while he remaincd that which he was and did not
up. himsel

lously born from the ho!y Virgin. who remained a virgin even aer

boast of virginity. For now, how will anyone dare 10 say that he is
two matures or two hypostases, he who was gloriously completed
one Christ from two? For we will see no time, after (the time) when
the Word “rested” on the Virgin according to the word of the
Gospel.** in which that body endowed with  rational soul, which
tohim. did not elong o him.
Because of this Ath

the Word,

of thi uiteranos which s wicrly secure we may acknowledge the
‘union. For

ence before the ages and is forcver together with the Father, and is

in the economy. and (that) word “iocamate™ ensures that it is under-
400 that the flsh endowed with a 3 resonabe soul aisied in
restionship 10 the Word himsel, and was not independently com-
petcd n ts own hyportass. (Lebon p. 12) Fot 1 the Treati of
Address 1 the God-fearing emperor Theodosius. Cyril, wise in all
things. says as follows: (cvnm “Therelore being impelled to-

10 tread i the footsicps which secm right o the divine seriptores.




won s
[t} 1 sEvERDS. m

ing the apinion of the Fathers, we believe th
o ,:«:r-m: of Jesse, he wha is from the seed of .m.Sf r’: :ﬁ ::
o accordin 10 the flesh, he who is under the law with wy
o d above us. above the Law 31 God, he who for our sake
a1 ¥ (was) amoni the dead. he who above us on his uy

s Lifegiver and Lifc. 1 in truth Son of God. And we do ot
;nhood stripped:” of divinity. nor do we divest the Word
o hamanity afcr the inexpressible and inexplicable union, but we
e one and the same Son. onc thing from two obyects, who was
;‘s‘.,. in a change of nature.”#* And above, in the same Treatise,
e s3ys again in a similar wa “For he who is with him
who begot him from ciernity and (i) Son from before al apes,

being God. but rather he took up manhood—is rightly understood

o have become also from the seed of David and had a birth (as) 8

chid in his manhood. But what was assumed is not foreign to him,
i in very truth: it i i

things which arc unlike in nature, |

union, being completely unafraid of the danger of confusion’* or
mingling?* which usually takes place with moist and fluid bodics.
Nonc of this happens 1o the nature of divinily 5o long as God re-

mains, N
should sulfer change. And on this hear as well the instncive voies
of holy Cyril, in the First Volume against the blasphemics of Nestor-
ius, answering as follows: (CYRIL): “For some of the holy Fathers
as well have used the word 'mixture’, but because you sy you are
afraid lest it be thought that some confusion has taken place, 33 in
the case of liquids which are mixed with cach other, 1 set you free
from (this) fear. For (the Fathers) did not U

could they? But they usc the word whe they
the supreme union of those things which bave
we say they were united in an inseparable union. spe
God has his own fiech unchangeably. And v & ,
P e et 10 i T Padl the Theo-

asis : T

::Inw-u:;‘:wpewk.'lnlwwl‘dwtmdm




ATOLOGY AFTER CHALCLE

™ ¢
peoft those who swere ot mived in fut wth those who heagg vy
bout whom !

B ok o s e )

e sort of confusion of RPOSEASC With cach others g
{@etem . 1141wl they rather be uniled in mind. 15 is whtten in e
s of the holy Apasties. that among the people of those why
beirened. there was one heart and one mind. * But 1 think the lugey
& troe. ot the former. Therefore be without fcurs concerning ihiy,
for the miod of the saints i certainly prudent.”+*

"But Gregory the Theologian in the Sermon on the Feast of the
Epsphany. wanting (o establish the sublimity of the union which, ay
you have now heard, is supematural, said: (GREGORY): ~God
vent forth with the assuming: one out of two which were oppositc,

e mingling!* O wonderful mixture!
Creator is created. and that which is

bended by means of (the) mind as an intermediate.
middie (betwoen) divinity and the grossness of fiesh.
First Trcatise on the Son. that he recoy

composition and not mixture, he wrole as follows. quarrel
the Arians who were autributing words which were humi
10 do with the economy (0 the existence of the Word which was

incaruated a0d enduriog humility for out sake: (GREGORY): “In
sbort. attribute those things which are more exalted to the divinity
and the nature which s superior to sufferings and the body: and

hose things which are more lowly Lo the composite (one), to him
-y, ed. 5o that
you ktting o of what is lesbly and lowly*" in doctrine, may leam

Jied and p wi ivinity, and not con-

and may recognise what i the principle*? of nature and what is the
law of the cconomy. He who ow is disdained by you was once
(Lebon p. 3
positc. Therefore what be was he remained, but what he was not he
ansumed.~

Sex (now) that we bave clearly learnt that (Gregory) recognised
the incamation (a3) composition, and not (as) misture and confu-
6on. evea if it should happen that he used the term “misture™ for

ion. For if ing to st




LETER 01 S vERGS,
)

wse of words and not search
agecrated use of <h out the sound mesn.
e ut plainly (10 all his catse. we sy -

sotuorse 1053
o God the Word el 10 the ousia of humanity and one and e
i

. since the
up the words of this Father

et of Nestorius as wel,brin
e ofan. and thinking tha they can be from ther a defeen ey

e wnckodness. pervert what is written in this way in the Seru

oo Epiphany. o Nativity: (GREGORY): “He was sent out, but 3y
man:for he was double, because he was also tired, and hungered,
sod thirsted. and was affraid, and wept according to the laws of the

y.
But since we know that (Gregory) does not, like these unclean
men, say that the Son is double in natures and in hypostases. we re-
jct the stain on the honour of this holy Father. For he recognises
one from two. Nestori but

et

letes one hypostasis and nature of the Word i Forin
(Lebon p. 116) the Sermon on the Epiphany he says: (GREGORY):
“God went out with the assuming. one from two which were oppos-
ite, of which the one deified, and the other was deified”. % But this
“was deified" is understood and s said because the ficsh shone out

glory proper . as wise Cyril
had fallen into the nature of divinity. For Gregory the Theologian
himself rejects. this inaccurate understanding, when he xid a5
folows in the Letter to Cledonius: (GREGORY): “If someonc
should say that the fesh is now laid down, while the diviniy is

stripped of the bod, a

also coming, may dvent. For where s

body now, unless it is with him who assumed (it)? For it was not
out and dissolved in the

honoured through disgrace or be pourcd ¢
air, ke the nature of specch and the pouring out of s ort and e
it o W 2 Ty e e
Jouched afer the rsurTesam B wais ot sk, But b willcome

with the body, as | said,* in such 8 way a5% be v e i
 roaniain, of appeared with the divioe clemen
:‘n':l?uml;:n S ciy1e For hi face was radinl ke the sun o0 the



= change of e
e brlanee and the ml e et whehi =
G oo e s by o .

the ]
insible?
“and ynlhe Thologanin th Firs Lt o (Lebon, “as.
census wrote 23 ollows: (CY1 Ry s ety o

e oy vas chanpd il he naurc f duny: o v
Word uas changed into the nature of flesh. For j ,m::
e oot Wordcamnot b ramformed i s

e (that s, none)of the creatures, i able 10 be changed 1o the outy

he nature of divnily. and fesh belongs to the creatod order
Therefore we say that the body of Chris is divine because it is e
body of God. 3nd s brllant with inexpresible glory. incorrupuble

inity, no-one of the holy Fathers thought or said, nor do we afiem
padh

Chria
wofol. writien about hi

and some things as s proper 1o divinity. And this wisc Cyrl. who
procputs cusctly in everything. reftred (o holy Athanasius in the

NASIUS; “Therefore the aim and character of divine scripture sy
‘we have frequently said, i this, that the tcaching i it aboul our
Saviour s twolol, that he was God for ever, and is Son and Word
1 b rlacs s the i of e Faer and i e cxd e
when he sssumed flesh from the Virgia
Mnnso o God AN (Cpi il s s flows
againnt e
Fouh Chape: (CYRILY Dot 1 say . wo0ld b o mm -
(Lebon p. 118) (ar more kearned to attributc the human words
another perion, which s undensiood independenily i
saulmlmmrmummmum arc aow-
10 12y, M!l:lmbwlhlulmmlhtmwnolh

"“"“mb’mdmm“.

i 00t double in Ratures or e
(Cymly :us-—nv._"m.- .‘:“ hekeskiigori
“double”,




without
2y For just 38 i someor
,.,,mai

i sod body. which were e it cachother (1) which are
ot the same in naturc, but diflcrent. The same 8 dhosd b
e cate of hrs for o b o o ot
Lt and S, e Word Im -Mlkﬁmmm
ibout ficsh. "3 In the s3me way. in the Thind Leter against New-
st (CYRIEY Pt o a0 sokc ot n
be is unders100d (as broughi together) from two dif-
feen demens having come 1o imcveabe unon, o s

from two."* (Lebon p. 119)
v that

3 faction accurately with the words of the holy Fathery? For
g ! vas able 10 cite many and various things which were writ-
en Gwcory the 20d (ahich) were ey ol

unwilng 10 ttoubl your ..umm ot Goubicn you

v)q-n-v-xumuuagm-y ‘and reprehension. OF
d not also Peter, chosen he Apostics, wrie (b about the
‘compact and ,w&wuhmalhul-hu “There are in them
hings which

men pervert, as alio the rest of acTiptT. 1o theis own destruc-
to™e
ot mumuu,

f the cror of Euyches corvpig | Sreo
“heh was wiow B b ekl ol e Wort
ik 1 Fortheythink.beog beside thmscies,at b Word bas

iy n e 00 o e Sl (GRE
oy A he bococaes oo i becomig solid (1) Beh. i



vy s cunc

onde that we migh be en

que oty rovedio e AR e
ey of i s ke i a0k

— el v o ey

oo wrote m hs way in he Fist Treatse on the Son. A

D o Y: A o sepmnng ¢ s sttt

2

sty st mapt e el Yo who g

4% Hence, therelore, ity

et (e v 547 (ht e Word v

hck with our crasess. that means that he united an oiois, oy 3

hposatally and i . Fot e o i

about this: (GREGORY): “The Word grows thick: that which way

becomes vt that which was untouchabic is Rl

m.mw..mu.muu-mm

et

Mly e v 23 weapons apn U PATE et

‘ways the sound teaching of the holy Fathers, and they are
prove 1o b in the wrong and are shamefully worsed by the cors
Pl conctof what s b id b the e F hey b
nics (1aken) from
excrrpis of o and itroduced i s te
A‘maﬂkﬂmdlk“mulnm And while God sietchod

10 which the Utk is Philalethes, 35 & weapon against them,
i e oot the oot ot and (o) everyone will know

of . Ilnmmlw-;lhﬁnnfmp;kh-vtkﬂmyp«

i
too: 'Munﬁhumuhuhmdﬂhtm"" but there i3

Lack o eason. (Letonp. 121

‘quotation of boly Cyril which he speaks about Emmanucl, “He i

4% and, ‘do not
know what way. you tay “The Father icems (o say that the Word
iscamae ruade o sy naturssongwithpoperis,an v on
every respect, | mean both aature and particularity”, (then) |
e oied For -mucynlun)-m-.nm and discri-
inates (between propertics) by . and tays, “Of buman




20d of those which e above man”. you WW.

1on sevenes ™

u‘
O ahch s emsuies wa 5
;,,,..,m ar of natura qualiy: mmm*w...',..’:,‘,“_

fotertes iy 10 ;:n under sight. and the ability (10 fal) undey
bypostasis 10 vmwn«n ‘which has an intell . itis writ.
B e iy

—«ana.wnmnmum. of true religo
walusion and blending”™" And how, (when) the Docor st

indiction, “At onc time, one ousia or quality bas laken pisce™, and
again, “The Word incamate i one in every respect, (1 mean) both
2 For f the

mk-nlhllhnullmualm ~composite”, when he i

‘But how do you say “one pafiularly”, 30d not o

ot saying that the Tome of Leo says: “Each one of the
Fetaingits partiularity without diminishment

bk think 1 y that e feuars sod popric

each other) in a division? For where (on the one hand) Chist is

d-vddmldulnlyalmwulnﬂ union, each one of the

ar it own. But on e other hand, where the one matue of God tbe

for the.
But this

e o sulfs what belongs 0 it
Saneine mdaris e wishad this. And abio because
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15 e used o walk over the crests of the waves, ang
:'r::uwn-mm and st0od in the house with. |.:‘,""'~
v he allowed (them) 10 touch (him). and he did not deny hay
by body. For thus also, when he ascended bodily (o hean
el poinicd 25 witha AN 1o the discipls, saying. “Men orGar
e ahy 60 you stand ooking (Lehon . 123) 3010 eaven? Thi s,

" -
e have scem him g0 10 heaven™." Thercforc how will my

e Godfcang mind. 3nd (who) Ieaves o the teaching of
" 8 3050, 2nd 1y

Fherefore, because you ask us these things 35 a puptl and say the
you have not assented to this within yourself.’* but you as if e
Wond incamate is one in every respect. (1 mean) both nature ang
particularity. 2s it was expressed by you above, “al one time ther
ook place one ousia and quality”. we give you advice. Beloved.iny
brotberly and loving way. (and) we quote that scriptural pasuge,
~Spring away from cvil ke this; do not delay, make your way fx

fromi, for it does not follow: the ways of lfe, bu its paths are sip-

‘Symousiasts (CYRILY: ~For if they say that the flesh of the Word

was changed 10 the nature of divinily, it is fully necessary that

should be underuiood that he has renounced in cvery way his wih
Paul,

thing. says. ‘For thee i one God. and one mediator be
and men. the man Jesus Christ, who gave himself a subsitutionan

1ame time, the same (person), who roconciles us (0 God and the

e AFTERA
LITTLE: “And bow will anyone dispute that, unless his stillbeing
a0d being thought ike us s not suitabic for him, i follows that he
53y. "When be comes, will the Son of Man find fith on the

anh
‘without fesh, will he find fith in himself (Lebon p. 124) like this.

welf Son of Man even at the time of the advent from heaven, it is &1
i but

the more gloriously. incomuptibke, without suin and adorned with
unspproachabic light. For he descends from heaven not in the for-
fhis

Father with the holy angely"s1
7But 1 am pasticularly

8 how sometimes vou call the
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2 compasition. and (then) again you sa s
S e T
; i compontion. a composition wa-t
; et that, 1 ou . e bl Ton
e & Tanity and ol v : '"‘"’

s and that he i omposite and compased ina glorious way Fry
ey Ught WS i Various ways. with thasc terms which ane now
being used. For if we were 10 12 12 ke Nesorus, that man compiete

ke W) they would g o e  gucme. or s

God Almighty by means of a divine conjunction™,* But because
thowe who are reared on tne rlipon ot au proclsim one

wat incarnate and m)mum. i e nypua-
incatnatc; he who before was simpl, but now (Leban. o gor

witha mind,

™
But i i

" . of

n the cse of the divine ihomianin aad you sk et

INgs 10 one ousia those things which are diffcren
u--lny—d-vmny and mamhaodirom. i meher coshucly
norde ‘Vy there s one Christ.
1 the teuth s not like this. For i
calied ovudnta what wise qm

e mbomination the
alls

wesay
'ﬂm--lm'm-l--o-uwn- well about the one ousia aod
Trinity, .

.m-lll F naturc®” of thre hypossies
T o chnootbe undertoad  he s way i o cok




CHAISTOLOGY ATTER CHALCHhOX
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in he o of) he Ty, e
of inhomination. For in (the case
i . nd denotes its own person,

et el bl Bt muone
s in this way i (he case of the iahomination, (Lebom
. ha the hypostases would be separaled (0 two. but )
o hem would have anc ousi. o f wouldugan be “Towa i
the Trinity is & quatemity, and from (this) formul
o of et 'of the ficsh in relation o the W high
ained. For the unityin he case of inhomination is from w,‘
poulm o s o it ure, and not consubstantial®® vy
h other, But in the case of the divinity which is 3pparent i e
oy ihe wnion lnym from composition—for cach of the threy
bypowsses is ‘with another—but is simple and noy
I commenny of ousia and identity of dwinty pro
s unty and ack of diffrence in verything. 30d an abinceof

ovubvia” in i

iran) teclogy. snd antbe the case of the economs and inbo-

mination, and they are diametrically*® mw 10 each other. ]
n himelf said the Fi

Gregory the.
Letr to Cledonius: (GREGORY):
tinction 1o how it i in the case of the Trinit

ek o m i
Ioﬂ!mml&\ku-.

the three of them are one and the same in divinity”" and in the case
of the incaruation, he 1aid the opposite before: FROM HIM
AGAIN: “But these things from which our Saviour is are &Ako si
&As unless the invisible i (0 be the same as the visible, and the with-
‘out (Lebon p. 127)time a» that which is under time. But the Son is
B0t &hos «ai &k sway with you" .+

But the neat thing that we shall learn is that in the case of the
incamason be calls b compostion “ewuota” and o “cqulity o

Yo with i by hich i taken even by the Aposte for an

Camarius bis biother, wriing 1 follows: FROM THE SAME
it afcr a hort time (the soul) will take up its kindred
i ogeter it philoophised about the (ife) beyond.

el
alongside the ficsh she ks powession of
and just i s shared i -umnh'k?"m'mn bt



it or umm "

bestow her own pleasures becane
»ﬂ-" o fouihy hink m-. m body mmmuonn:

o ',”,, find the same Doctor sho caling our composiion
of the T the
1 500 b o ‘°""?.‘;':L’,'.
are up 1< of the image, we.
use of The dust™ But he al -':w- “Ikw:'zf
M--.,nm he wrote as vonm-nm.smm Epiphany
abou the glory which will be given us: FROM THE SAME MAN,
mnl & living creature (which is) guided here, and joureys to
he plsce. and (31)the flfiment of the mysiry, i  detiad by
ll\l]n:ﬁruwn 10(God)"
refore just as in m study of & man like us, (the terms of)
phpe i

in him of ousia or
i the case of inhomination for God the Word.

(b
it aso used of harmony and agreement®” of the oul, aod of te
habitual leading of the ascrtic lfe. For wise Basi said 1 follows,
writing 10 Gregory the Theologian: (BASIL): “What i the evudede

ity of mind of
by you? What i the emulation of the best and the ioceative,that we
are ep i the wrilten precepts and ruksT"#*

sius,

fcsh has come 10 the same ousia as God the Word, 1o that the
Tm--y‘un.«,m..k should remaio a Trinity, and with it to drown
the cunning (argument). For he wrote a1 follows ia the Letter 1o
Emm. (nmmsnm, “Let those who even thought mx

f we ey that the body i consubstan
iy S

vmm-mwuu«u.umk-wmy.-unmu
i io t. But whea they tay these things ike
w they contradict themuelves. For,

rd
i ndcesiand how they con
:.'.'A.rqm:ou;-‘mw-dymmmmw'w
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-
Ju)vlnmwwanml"‘-mhn.fww ey,
T e

e or ju 23 the So. 3ccording (0 the Fathers, wiiie
e e iy
i to be comsubstantial'®? with the Father: 30 also, the -:4:

e Word, But sine it s other, 265ording Lo thei
Sk e 2 et B
wiich s truly compicted and indivsible, docs not acocpt an ag.
o . ahen thy upderstand God 10 be oiher than he g7t

Therefore, et us not bring the flcsh (o equality of nature!ss wiy,
he Word, on the preicnt of these (words) of the Fathers, who have
appiicd the term “mixture™ without danger (o the supreme union
For even f we should say that it 0ok (1) Orign (fom Mary, bt

lkv-mFovnﬁdmnw yril. who thus explains 10 us that
the term “miature” was spoken of by unmmuwa-»em..
the same tin, without, s & result of this, aisi fesh (o the
inin o s confuing e iffccnce 1o oo of hen hins

for us one Christ from two.

50m, he proccoded in this way. taking our composition for (Lebon

-mmumum«.'.mnmrm...m.mbmmh

‘comes and s completed to buman birth.' But G pu-l the.
o the iving crature -w-ymnn-mrwmcmu

mmmmkum—zmm...mnmmyuuw--

uu—hmmmhm-mmmw.hmmm
that they are

mu:wm&m‘nbnhtm“mnunh-*“‘

the s0ul. For she bore the Baptist ensouled, and as one man from



[ET— -
sk man b Lt st e
oy v i of s, oo ke
e ausia of God ad te Facher s oy oo
-‘""”‘ e e s T, and e s o, e
,_,sonom.mauu.m.

iso
ot o

by means of 2

e
ks far (00 much. For, a3 | have said. she bor (e bving crature,
(Lebon . 31) killully composed (rom things which are unlike, And

tin, but they have run together 402 natural union, and, s it vere,
each other that thing which each onc of them has a it

o how (€ i i
are unlike each other, and not consubstantal'* with cach otber,
but the 1o of them have run together to satural union, a0d as it

” y
ational soul, the whoe living creature s caled ratonal.as we said

“Why do uxnmmmumuu
Pie and in ohers 1 write that il of i o>
anded from um-u mummwﬂmun
follows in the Treatise of the titk”

Mylol’:dmmyollt‘WM"‘UUIJUSL'MMEIM

with God. And again, be umnlM"l
alto being included with 1be body beca

God. or »mu-h"""’"’"

‘not changed
nature of the divinity i

k itle of csh consubstant

body (Labon . '”'""’" " reasars. mqvlluysnfm
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what
the Virpn.

For what they say it okl 'nd foolh and 1aughabie n 3 gy
o fo e, thisclan B, whe we 8y "0 naus o
ol the Word" and 26d “incarmate”. we are introducing the oty

e some many e vt fou oy he denale
‘2nd the confession of the Word 33 simple afler the
s well known that the word “incarnate” indicaie

of the hypostases and natures. For we have sircady quoted thatin
holy C; I h

called “one’, but those things as well which ar compesad
species. For 0 those who an

Thus those who divide Emmanuel 10 overthrow this wise Doctor
have attempied something that is the daughter of stupidity itself,
and the sser of contradiction.!** For in the Eighth Chaplr or

10 say that the man who was assumed should be worshipped sloog
with God the Word, (Lebon p. 13J) and should be co-glorified of
together shoukd be called God, s if (they were) one with anotber,

oo byma of pri. o hat he Word beame s et i be an-
thema™?? But Andrew of Samosata, (one) of the chiel
in that ime, ﬁndm. fuult with the Chapicr, said againat mlycw

hnwnllmmwofyw'lmu.lhlnksum

and m
from composition. And be wrote as olown SRy “For the
you

have writien i

‘wletter that the Son sits with the Father, mvm'



LITIOR 1 0F sEveRs 0

‘and how after that will you find faul
e oo o i some: wh

o mature,or by
o higs from which .o i -nnvymm
ot oF ‘werd ensures for e mu-mfalkhnu.h&-;
oo thiough composition. and it does mot defnc it dividedly g
wo.

ot 0. and (are 50 divided) that cach one o them thoukd be e,

endenly and indivdualy known, (ben) ‘i’
applied. (Lebon p. 134) then we ny that l"‘lﬂn’h'm’:"l;l

For cample. 1 should . pechaps. hat e souof s manaad s
body are honourcd together if some honour should come from

s0ul is one living thing along with its body, he woud i 00 wise be

antof those things from which he i, o is aturally composed. But
‘when he says that Pescr and John are together called mea, of that
along with Peter also John went up 10 the tempc. it is Bot con-
ety the case hat here o or e s 60 g7 o ooc man.

ruth, in an unlearned way dividing the one o two ChrssT 11+

if we speak scripturally,’*" (as great a difference) as the cast is
e 1 wea, betveen oatura] compsiion of hypostae

-'wmhyolm.m-»mgmwwmm.l
ousiai, in onder ths wmmwumm-uwmr--u
Pt i
muy.mmmormm-ww-n

n o bei .

? For il wlyl“ll—‘mm(l‘ mmm
the e hve e e L ot at oy i youy—boctue
vou ention hind at (it MM'(IA".I‘”M
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o o ths o all over the place:the esscr was change

ed, and the whole of Emmanucl is div
—inen e of the K\\\ml ,..‘. ,‘Wm‘(-u.
? For when the

ng by the

e seen by those who pierced (him). But in this matcr, it is e
e a e words,and | come nol. 24 he Aposte g,
acnsnd f the Lord, ' (but) to th o

dom spokeo by God.. and | shall say. lke (Paul: T have bummk.

fool you drove me

g v Tollow in what was writen 10 you before: "But 1o
w er from. wo
activities'

 propeyof a sl min. bt biackness” or perhaps ‘whilencas
(s a property) of  body. do we say because of this that a man iy
composetrom undestanding and from whicoess or Backns?
he says that
the natures of body and soul, to which (natures) those (propertis)
which were mentioned adhere and are visible and do not existin
solation ™" But when you read these things. you quoted the pas.
sape, smying that {we said]" 3¢ “from“being rational” and from blck-
1" are nol the

whichiisa
*yposasia but “to understand” (is) a movement and activity yora
ional mind. Therefore, when we have said “(rom “understand-
ot~ how do you snseer -from “being ratonal'.(Lebon p. 136
20d in this have pervertcd the truth? But ater this you thought that

tablet, and

iakes place, and aaindoss ot ke plae. and i his way you huve
[ urally,

when it fades to whitcocss. But we were speaking sbout he bk
n inseparable

oes which i secn in  buman body (and)
accdent.

for 1ol I he words f Jeroma o ot naturslly
bappen to change. For he says, as if about something which is im-
possible. “If the Ethiopian should change his skin, and the lcopard
Bis spots™ 134 But be sure that we e not serking accuraiely to de-
ﬁgm-myumuwmﬂumdwl’h

sophy. Fe
F.mmmmmurnmorhwumww
of “man”. and ocighing of “horic™? But we have one care. namely




LT OF SEviy 1
]

1w shosld bl v demonsie iy
et i natural coming (ogether of ous ot e O™
7. the care of the consiitution of 5 mer ke wa

,,,,,-..m "and quite senseless 1o say that the| i

el from those things which appearinthe o "'humumn
it you ate also learning and very cleary. from .

e e said. that the definitions and aws of pagan M"’l‘::’:‘ w

wothelp you atall in the case of this which was previously st .

For e e e n these matters say that the propriety of the

e,
Juman body is 10 be composed with ot sich wa
e e e
X

ed with  ditection of g7e towards heaven + Fo jus a0 hon
p.137)a man experienced in the craft of music does not otherwisc
fion the preparaion of 2 rcd (ipe. whieh i cqupped 1o

beath, except i such a w.'ay b shiont) sppropatly o
the tune which is will not have to chaoge the
imirument, which s cqippcd 1 sre he mion o he e
100 the Creator moulded the human body in such 2 way that it
would be fiting and be appropriat fr the dweling placs and say-

soever from the bodies or nh: oum ivm' creatures which do not
serve the interests of ‘Therefore, because to leam. to

e and o mm&tuunwowmydthmnml,wlnh
shall we say

thata
a r-snm.... of the body in such s n}” We would be mocked. and

s and we would e saying (ha he

mmpoﬁml rmn ousiai or natu

God is not mw«d thewe.
© "’“" preciscly ('" W" “:Imu‘:mulyl metaphori-
but we arc obliged 10 ey capabl in thsc

m -v-

m‘nmﬁmmm-mmmm 4o And he
rinity.



CHRISTOLOGY APTER CHAT ¢

10
nghily, because God 1
T L
ho came) from Tgypt. Gre o
;::u:-mlEGOR\) 1 recognisc. m» «nl‘kme dlﬂcrtm“;: :
{ungs which exit, which are Lordship and srsitude. It s o
amongst ut, ether yranny has ondained. of lpﬂw"ylu. o
ied out, but what nsture defines. if it should sccm good
o 10 callt. For what is irstis also above nature.” Hon oo
il n the First Book of the Commentary on the Gopel o John
s s follows (CYRILY ~But God willagain be above this, in 1y

comparable 10 im0 that 8 picture might be taken of the 11,
Toary e (o) has mo difernce,[8 (0 exactness) of du,
144 For we also o not know what God is in ousia of nature.

" Reoeeforth nthe case of Trinarian) theology. and in the caye
of the coonoms; of the ion of the only-begolien God the
“oﬂ.“dowlnummlplwuwly but, a5 a result of the

the things which are understood. Because of this, when we make
terms about the inbomination, we say that it is the propricty of the
humanity to hunger. or 10 thirs, or to be e but we do not say

y.for this is not the pr man, but
aso of the otber |.m.; crature, which by nature breathe the it

139) belongs

10 something alone. and without mn..; with another. But because
o busge and o it o Lo b red ar nt properisofthe bod
s

becausc of the economy. And he is said to have hungered, snd
thursed. and 10 have ber weary from 3 joumney, because he was
unied lywnnla“yw-hndy'ﬁnuuxmnwuwwﬁn these

'-mr "‘mﬂlﬂl'mmonlthoutnoob—

y im who is

X X i he shoul
be q-l ‘with God. from volustary empiying and humiliation for

o--um(m.nmnmym i the Tovatie of ques.
420w, Th Chrt s O, 158 e hings CYAIL)
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Jong with the pnciples of he
pertore o o hich becuune of o, sccording e ':::'"’
2128 o im who endured voluntary cpyin, o curpe e
T e

(o, and 1t could n
o moutshment and fc of 3l un gy, (esing
e would naturslly Runger and be weary, s 100 e o e o
oolcd among sinners: for thus we say he became s Ang 1

sould
e, unless he had become flsh, that i, was incarmate and inhom.
44 (Lebon p. 140) "

e

sand (them), it is als0 necessary that I should add thi,les someone
houkd run 10 the types of the law, and thence should fal because of
yorance and besmear the hypostatic union with an inadequate
meaning. For our Lord is prefigured there in many ways, nowasina
golden ark, now as in manna kept in a pot, now as i the composi-
lion of incense. now as in fine linen and jacinth, and in things like
s, and from there, and in sacri

rams, and of meal and in confections. For these things were fore-
signs of the shadows of the legal scripture, which were making par-

inferior in exactness.

Holy Cyril also wrotc i this way about the “averier of evi”in the
Letter to Acacius: (CYRIL): “Bul (eramples) are inferior (o what s
rue. and sometimes (only) give paril llustrtions of the things

icture which is placed as an illusiraion for those looking
had

firs delineations of the skl of
ut he taught these things in the
ics of Nestorius, and rebuking
147 (CYRILY: “Tell me sgain:
junction? As union—namely, of
. struggling o0 behall

h, suBalg O

Second
the madness of that man. he says
do you describe inscparable co0j
course, the hypostatic (union)
o the doctrines of truth:—or ()
mated in terms of juxtapost Somcthi
understood as being the proximity of sometb D FCC Ll

Pt ipird b God s spls e o foe

e "And Y i
forme: ins'** one with another wi #
:mmrmmﬁ‘::fwmwammdmmmhquﬂd



195 CHRISTOLOGY APTER CHALGIOON
own, 40 thatit would be diferent. 2731t from the.
e P g V)
el
cicaves to anotber, o a3 in the manncr of mental a T 4
e way of pronimity of bodies. 0 3L e & Gorncg) Forr®

a was fastcoed
S th s of Corl. For 13t te cae

B e from the boly Virgin, and we asiert that e e
B oy et aad 5ot o B hat Bt o soul "1 bevag

s lack of caltare. do pot much agee with the word of py
e s ar wape) agait the council which was st Chage
doa. For| & witoes of Christ, who alone did por bead iy
e 10 Baal at (that) asscmbly of vanity, wrole thus 10 Doumgy
who formerty presded (over the church) in Antioch, about thoy.
who presamed (0 compose cvi Lrealises against certain compos,
—d-‘-mmllﬁ"nr/mlhnf‘uh-
m—m-ﬁtmwn&—:‘mawwm
o ke

who i

For

1)
and are a0t i agreement with the holy treatises. For our wise and
prosperons Father wes 0 ecumenacal Doctor, and he. if anyom.
mmum&nqu‘-ummyxm

otben, Pt o,

of the inhommation of the oaly-begotien Son of God. And there s
- i whether

eser,

‘acoursie, and have » beautifally polrshed semse. and agree with e
divioc worda, 10 al aguy we tmay sy about them, ‘Who is wae.
that e knows these things? And imeftigeot, thet he

Son. b pecame 5 are oot able on e
2o e (bt sk, whic e tacing of oy YT
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e Lord will Gght on your betalf'® for e
e Lard Aty iy 10006 ventare o evie e e
somcone ks

persecation, and i ke
w2y say that whea our Lord said tbese things. b procaned
feshly way. of otberwise provocatively, or ke the dixipks to the

umuw«wunmunu
thngs will be added to ‘same way bere. wanting o
mkwﬂ&’—nkm\-awd*

Bt o
y-hw-htymuuu.uml‘nnpuluq—»

who aaid 1o Moses, &-yl:q-ﬂhl.iad-l-lw
R

Macedouss’

ou are
have recovered.
o e Fo e
e ey, d e s s e



CHRISTOLOOY ATTER CHALCEDON

98
ality, and not that which individually snd in n ey
e e maturs from which there is the one ang o v

o, nd you sho procreded to confusc exer g Onc oury

confeasion, as sCTIpIUE 8y, & at inadequate to make fouroet
af hich the prophet Hosea eaches'*> the former, and Hagga; e
ater.

ve et o

mited with pieasure and some sweeiness.

10 do wroeg. f we removed you. even bylhu. o e mmm"*

{alk 1 grace be seasoned with alt”. 47 But may it apply 10 us, g e
thae i he aporiolc s, and since we dhere 10 thei docrine
us scom these superfluous things of debate. But let us ratify (our]
reasonings with faith, 5o that thus we may scquire wisdom from
there.For e prophetc word says, “Urless we belve. we shll
understand ™.’

‘The Second Letter of the Patriarch Severus to Sergius the Gram.
ourian is ended.
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Letter 111 of Sergius

Thind Letter of smm the Grammarian to holy Severus
Praeh. (Lebonp. ly the
Pl ac have 1 (e aware of my ignorance. And ai firt I did
cottiend 10 my artifice, which 1 did not know: for “honour e sill
ahere there s no danger”
it in relation 0 the divine laws. nor did I hear the cither!
_,,,, v~erp|.mn-knm.nnanmw.

e 1nd made . mock o hee varows et Wh wiy s

Tshould fall a5 a result of them, and my tongue should fght with
3, and *A slip from the floor is better than one from the
tongue”.* (and) “The folly of one who s sikent was scarhed for and
s ot found? Thereore | hav leamed (s ur. ) eho m3
man with & babbling tongue. You did not agree that with il |

But I am grateful to those who give rebuke, and I sckoowlodge
thankfulness 10 God that | am corrected. again with a frank mind.

s and ~He who kept be glori
R e
hus  have bome your holysnd divnc e

when | heard that iroo shar-

1 shal mlw.,mkdﬂl:'l‘:‘”‘ .,m.nnu.um-m?‘f‘
yw my reasoaing (was

-mllmdwﬂmyn"‘"""""" s qickly 10 the parabie.

afierwards | ":‘m-mm*(&h‘}

back from the bt poEt



N AFTER CHALCEDON

) e (My) understanding was dizzy. (my ming)
e 800 s
nat men have 1 reaped from (mg) 1ack of learning? 1 gy
e of he teaching of the changers of ousiai Therefore |
e defence about what my OPINION i CONCETNINg them, e
ind v 2 witnexs f the statement., (10 show that) those men ar. et
oned foolish by me. and followers of the madness of Eutyche,,

First they tramplc underfoot the mysteries of the divine birth (,
wast for our sake. For when the fiesh has becn dissolved into g,
iy, 1t i no great thing that the virginity should be prescrygy
hen the Spirt only passed through her. Therefore ket us come 1
Favber Cil that we may cnquirc) about this true saying. For she
e burth (0 the Word from God the Father sccording (o the e,
4 hen he became flesh. For the marvel is sexn in this, that whik the
Laws of birth are preserved. God is borm in a fleshly way, while (a
ihe sam time) nature is overcome, for virginity is not done avay

h, i place. By

)of an i i . when |

? For L
‘and another (takes) debased (gold), (and) when he purifies it, unites
in this way this (constitutes) an addition of ousia
and not 2 composition. But who would be so bold s (0 say) likea
young man, that in the case of the perfect Trinity, there is an addi-
- . o 3 an dd

ence at the end? (Such an auempt would belong) cither 1o the
it 147) of Nestorius. which stri

to deify, of to the empiy-mindedness of Arius, which drunkenly

{moves) the creature into divinity. Al things which belong 1o the

Word arc settled and superior 1o all change. For in the beginning

was the Word. and (he was) with God and was God, and became

fiesh !
Butjust i of
Thus the prophets di iy the advent,
e about the acven®.
ivers of the Word.

touched him with (our) hands.'? For if we should blaspheme.
(saying) that, like & cloud and every vapour which went up into the
air from the carth, and is dissipated by the rays of the sun, this hap-
pened also 10 e body of our Lord by the mingling with divinily:
(then) God was bot secn, was not touched, did not hunger, did 10!
thind. was not weary, and undertook none of these things which



LETTOON 0F SthGrus
5

s v e e 10 e crom, and  am i
5 he dicd. he who 1o longer was cmbodicd with 3 n'l:vd
i Nor woud Thomas cmn.uy seck out and look for the mark
w" i for 0 what side would he place (his) hand? The doory

Jd be closed. and Jesus would be scen in the middie: g g
.,,u ot be astonished. And if he says, “Touch me and ser. for

Wosrcas e h B o s o wer s
B heaven? For God is :wu"' and we know his wisdom g
«,,,m sprit, passing through very iniclligble spint, pure (and)
O ahereal As for as the s pr ‘principles go, we are not mad.
e, blessed Father of Fa e and v o ot th o
Joutaccurate voice! (Lebon,

ot 1 belcve dhat there s ane natureof the ‘Word incamate after
¢ msprssble in, nd | do ot e e etion oy
way. You find fault with me, on the grounds
oty of the Word. But 1 acknowledy song wilh tha oy the
soul as well, in that I fully attend 1o and acoept that he says, “He
who ests my flsh and drinks my blood has i for ever” | sho

3 po
up again”.'” and there was no confusion of the humanity. Let us
#rant to God that he was truly incamaic, so that he should be able

God died. Let us believe thathe ros ina fehly vay from e dead,
lest we renounce 1 the resurrction of our own . This Jasus, in
the same way in which be wis s by e i

heaven, vill come at the sco he it o

. while the holy angels siand
e . oo B
the [judge]’® endured to be embodied on our behall—he »

uld dis pars:
e e e ol B
:Tmﬂ::y’w:nﬁnmymmwm i bl
g (undergone)fo love ofman-
e he whole Jous o, bt incamat. | scknow:
.:{“ Lucarenys e l';ll ‘which were em-
bt 1 undeand (wih sous) whch
mh..:‘m ,wn.-lmlyw words ’I'hﬂ:uom
fer nd meD; ‘man Jesus Christ”’ but | B -‘.”
ml oginion in thi. For 1 ‘scknowledge (Lebon p.
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N

whally perfect Go,
et clling oot 1n

wi
e ven whena part customariy indicatcs 4 whole: ay mm,',‘::
i ive world ré mév even though I have Ieaned that the heavey
. mind with p
e holy Fathers, and |
nwouu\ e it bounds Therefore lt Gregory the Thes

won -.mmm.

ow composition (idears)” for through cquality of ,..,K‘,

soul, and without confusion maiming the meaning, for (the fishy
has ot changed to that which is eteral. And ket him also say these
‘words which are worthy of wonder: “Of them. the o deied, bu

was changed i . thes
eman ron P fhe i hat we know icts he ousi of matr
‘way than

(quotation): “The Word became thick, and congealed". ™ | uerly

et the idea) that | should be lame in my understanding (of ).

For s  coirdshos (o) words, | v plines (em)
Gn saying 0

our thickness of body. And (Lebon p. l)‘lnmlnulwn»k‘(ll

o am roostupnow i e i, | eiid b e

Father’ And tha, -He became double™, 1 have resolved m-d

published by them. It i# (10 be) understood (as referring to) his
Father. and not 10 him who is seen”; “(What) is understood, is not
of him".? Therefore: w are m ov—\hml- b'y um pulllnl for-

)

Bat how 'm:
Myfmmlh‘amolwhlumLmnlhqmnm
Ik‘wn:mﬂlm,ll‘lﬂllu‘lmfmllh‘nlhtywl“
surengthen their wickedness?
mmunummumu«‘m.r(w)mm“
which are crilicised. and assist with & #taff those things which are
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m

! s way. By
ihat the principle of composition is fike this. lynan':ily:l::
jogether from (wo or more simples, which have corn 1¢

come into bei
understand me about this too, i
mely) th and

as regards

(should be
igns of ousiai, that we know some simple and some comporie.

nation, i it), so that y
{Lebon p. 151) And you, Doctor (and) Father. bear patienly the
words of my poo for z

hat | i
escape from a false opinion, | confidently venture to undertake such
acontest,

The words dios and odeia mean the same a3 far a5 we ae con-

and you. O Theologian, agree with me (on ths). For you have said
somewhere in (your) letter, “Where composition and natural com-
ing-together of ousiai or of natures is copstituied"** Therefore if
we teach “from two natures, onc nature of the Word incamatc™,
how do we sin against the mystery.if, by meant of words vih the
i doctrine, o

"¢ meanin ot i e
1 have omitted, in as much as it nlm:-&dﬁ::‘;;::‘-:
the composition because of this. e ey

they are outside our Aristotle, who is abled §

tion, Among these philosophers. AT it
these vords samevbers, % P v ancasaple ik

the!
as man, horse, " Butitit o)

. hors ereature
lhe‘empa_lllﬂl_br‘.‘.m ,.mm-hl:u"f"“‘“;:‘
m«-x;.mumu-mmrwnmw
Thercfore



. amd understand this Ousia) (10 b) InCAMALE?

T i s nght for me 0 explain s well the matiery ol 21
iy, saying tht the quality of the ousa of the Worg wper ot
ith me in ficsh and blood.* also he comoreal sign,
on, Since these things are said by a mind which desires 1o pegy o
ety will ot be calld 0 650U Fr i righ hat g
e words n lation 8 wel (0 he Persons who make the sy

).

Bt now we will tzke up again that Statement with regury 1,

making a defence. We know that the things which belong 103 gepsy
o

y
endowed with 2 soul and sensation. And we know that a man, .,:".
horse and a bull are (instances of ) this (ousia) along with some g
ferent propricty which belongs 10 cach on of them. Thercfore uing
the same name we call simples and composites nd all these thingy
which are mentioned “living creatures™, and in this, the gencnc
name of the ousia is applied by means of the hypostases which arc
‘particulas ousisi, as it secms right to Father Basil as well.?* There.
fore, i even though he
our sake, one hypostasis, and we are completely sure that he is
endowed with a body. why may we not also take the name of the
~ousia”, whil ing that this was
incarnate? For even Father Cyril, as you yourself quote him. assers
that one™ is predicated not only of simples, but also extends to
composites. For he says as follows: CYRIL: “For ‘one is not saidin
truth, only as regards things (which are) simple in nature, but alsoas
thosc which are brought together in composition, as s the
case with man”3*

1 am saying these things because of rebukes. But henceforth |
come 10 the second rebuke. (Lebon p. 153) | was considered, O
Father, to be a fraud, because sometimes I marvel at propertics, and
sometimes | eschew them. And in mysell | appeared (as) a many-
footed man.' because | ake on.a vriey of colours. But L, in truth.

spoken wi s . while evil (is) i Forl
studiously shun the curse which by day and by night is sung on the
s But 1 rom (my) st words, wasof toc s s and 0

‘every

‘Word. along ith the flsh als0 accepicd the properties of the fiesh.

and became visible and Ungible on our behalf, These are not (the

‘propertes) of simple divinity. but of divinity) embodied, (which)
g s : Bt
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m

saying scemed 10 some 10 have b
ey desired 10 b mae acule by ,..'.'.,‘7:,‘::,',,?,:‘;:"'
2 rough God and your word. tht condescended i i
et it should descend Upon me. who am parteutry of sy
A adicied. 2 wil bt kg ot
Jid not be contra 3 il cpt orthodox in.

sutit i good for me again 10 have regard for (some) mm
perts an from that (source) send for a word of ntruction  have
e Mened ke the dawn, and declared i afr. | have affred i
aching 35 prophecy, and bequeathed it for other gnerations
s contdenly 1. 1 have ot toied or sl son, bt o

‘which as it were stares at me, and vio-

i my heart? For
he lower was changed into the higher.** But this is completely
renounced by those who still confess composition. (Lebon p. I54)

0 i «

F
3
ation of fire, to change the wet ousia o air. that which is aid woukd

opinion on this point as far as | am able, On allaccounts,according
1o cxact terms, body i considerethat which i without sou:whil

we acknowlodge flesh only (as) that which s alive. We lam that
that** which it i i the, us and
clements. Therel

composed living creatures, is mixcd from four cemen ore,
@her i) on the one hand fleshand blod Lo the ratonz vt o
tional alike). But on the o-nnxuuwam;ﬁl:«m:x thov
roduce a change, and this indicates somet! :
not IM:! that the nature of the ﬂqho."::-:ml:h
Likewise, 1 acknowledge on the one hand that e SE0CE,
which is united tothe Word—for 1 exrsr 0 05 TCE,
human and of ournatr. It 208 L e e
fiesh. it

composed 1o (be one. s
jes)i iged to hunger and thint 1

result) of transgressio "';"i,""’,,', Word to which it was united.

sleep, but to b “"ll::m(“o‘mullkmmd

‘which willed to suffer
the inhomination. change (an) ousis, but accursily
Thereore, this w‘:ﬂ""m'fm e Word was composed s usios
;"2"'"3 he made it "’"m‘;'u:;‘:"lwnnm,-«
sc fesh. gin . .
borm withowt & ‘;"n“" " withou all 5o, and walks among.
needing it. bt

virgi
Buthe!
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1hox

s without being secn. And 1he nuLure of wet thing
et ke the iy Iand. And when desth drew ncar, e remacrs
Ot third day. And the air provided  croxsing when he asgongs!
But that which is beyond all specch (s (hi): BE Mt i heaven Gog
ncarmate at the right hand of majesty. For he cstablished us g
th bim. and made us sil (Lehon p. 135) alon with him with n
Father. Thus he i coming at the second advent.

"And a fourth saying hus become a risk 10 me. 50 that (1 am) agaiy
catled to judgement, on the grounds that | have set aside ousiai, 3ng
F ition from signs. But tack 1
suffered (from) this ignorance. For a quality does not exist withou
‘an ousia, nor should we recognise ousiai without signs. Therefore
ehen I s3id that two ousiai were composcd, along with them  vay
also uniting the signs.+* But accurate specch determines that we.
should speak of God as being above ousia. But when God, the caute
of all. says to Moses, and (Moses) wrote this word in place of 2
name, “He who s, sent me".+# | make 50 bold—but | have taken my
cue from him—to call God “ousia ™ as well: for God is, and is above
\hose things which are. Therefore let us call him “ousia”, and
“above ousia”. But you have defincd, and very clearly, that the pro-

. exccpt one, God"
belongs 10 someone and to him alone—(and) now according to the
P 10 someo; h "
For Godis
in truth above ousia and propriety.

1 have ventured (10 say) these things to you, O Father of Fathers,
y id not know

atall, i Tmight i it
ten accusations. And I prostrate myself at your holy fect, that you
(Lebon p. 156) that
they read my defence as well, lest as time takes up these words of
yours—for it kecps everything securely—it will tell posterity that |
stambled with an opini this, and this be thought o be the
common rebuke of all the churches of God which have used the
spark of rmy fecble tongue because of the remoteness of bishops in
the cast. But certa i (will) think

But
soul. and since | very much want (o be alive, I fear to fail (in) this.
m»lum@eminwmithyuldu_\d‘mynm.lﬁ‘mllm




W
nowledge. and if y0u will scarch for it lie

ﬁ-ﬁ;‘;“.,‘,xm then you will know the [nroflh:hl:;::dh.
St el .
o e a pair of the prophets are running af

"'; Lour holy writings. I should run with the p: ‘":»a"r::: :‘7:.'[:
o from great Hages. "You have sown much ang
131 For you have cast some divine secd upon ety s
20 ot very open heart, (ramely) my mind. Bt utivatn oy
el Care. YOU Ure on even rocky placs, that you may b

e words of Hosea 10 y0u: “You are chastiting and healing us: you
e siking and curing us”73
b, which finds fault in a peaceful way, which heals with gace.
(Lebonp. 157) And 1 ask God that long lif be given to you,and that
we.the orthodox Church, may again kecp the feast with your lawful
presence. as (we do) now in the text for your ulterance, but then
adorned in the true colours of your advent. we will write these
(words of the) psalms in (our) understanding, “You have had
re, O Lord, in your land: you have turned away the captity

alltheir sins™.5> .
Third Letter of Sergius the Grammarian to the holy Patriarch

Severus is ended.

2
13 Lk xaiv 9.
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15" cf, Wosdom vi 222
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Letter 11 of Severus

he Third Letter of the sume Patriarch Severus o1
When 1 read this third lettr of your Chastiy, w&h(i::':.,::',;
wenylate. 1 wanted to keep silent. and to et alone o .

P titen by me and by you. For i those things which

potsibly

bring me prestige and would show everyone very clarly (o which

sayings | had given answers. For after the second ktter, it scemed

superfluous 10 study the same things with idlc talk in another way,

and again to remind him who renounces reminding. and i ind-

nant. For some wise man says, “There s reproof which s inappro-
A

But because this is not appropriate for me. anditis not, a5 ooe of

‘prophets said, the portion of Jacob. th e
" e prest (Lebonp. 159)

but rather

said to the Corinthians, ~But we pray God that you do nathing vil,

should appear in a poc':n;h * Bocause o tis i n.:.::a:’:
right—and this while 1 -,: ; ;m,;mm O oon s

tai
foreign to true religion but ako (0 6% praluy
Rateful to God, for the 567 MU SR o "ot e who
winks his eyes with deeil giher
s s
s J

i 'Mm‘km gaed upon vinc matlers,

enning, e o “wnd you bad
yere 3

doctrines.
T should confes the part-

o which Christ was
e 108 ¥R 1L O o T separaid 30d




e CHRISTOLOGY AFTER CHALCEDON
acke 0 answer your queston, quoted (rom the words of e cy
Ihar in everything and in ull FeSpects it was right that we wnrm.'.',;
Partularies of the natures from which Emmanucl i, that i (as
Soantics) that lie) in natural quality, and not such that the napure,
Shoukd becut affindependently and separatcd from cach other. ey
whocver does not confess this, arrives at the opinion of those.
confuse ousiai. For (Cyril) says us follows in those things which po
rote to Diodore: CYRIL: “Therefore let us acknowledge that e
oy uhich was borna Bthehen, excnif s 1o he same (L
jord which s f
Father, et t ecame his, and not of some other son beside himm. By
one Son and Christ and Lord is understood even when the Worg
sas incamate”’ AND AGAIN AFTER OTHER THINGS:
“Because we also say that in terms of particulasity, flesh is in every
respect of another nature from the Word which sprang from God
‘and the Father, nevertheless, it became his by an inseverable union,
50 that even the Word who appearcd from the ousia of God and the
Father was called the sced of Abraham in the flesh. for the cconomy
aalls him this, and it does not at all injure his being that which heis.
For although he is God by nature, he also truly became man. and is
Son of God and the Father, not counterfeit und not of a lying
name™.* AND AGAIN AFTER A LITTLE: “But it is not the case
that it is anywhere (and) in any respect unnoticed that you attempt
10 put to confusion those who have an orthodox doctrine. (that is)
those who teach an unconfused union. and you arc not ashamed as
you stand in opposition, and stir everything up and down, showing
the flesh () of another nature. (of another nature) | mean, as it were

in respect
with you, shunning the ignorance of the confusers of natures, you at
once divide the one (Christ) into two".®

Notice that in these things which were quoted, the Doctor clearly

together o union, and particularity, and difference as far as natural
quality is concerned, does not fall outside the iniquity and foolish-

belongs to them. And as it were from the other side , (Lebon
P 160) those who divide Emmanuel muke this natural difference a
preteat for division.

Teil me then, did | make you a confuser of ousiai when I reminded

‘your Chasiity ngs? Or have | resy
‘against you, (1) who showed you the path of the Fathers, when you
A wed you the path of S
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s
to dirct (y0u) 10 accuricy? Not gt aiit
o o oce of the disc the ruh oenly oty o
e the second leticr, and rolied arorem o1 Pt
ogs ot again. and

iy having taken place at one time, and
o by means of words which you have i T
Fied what you wrotc. but the gst i a follows: “Therefoe 1.
ures from which Christ is. were not mixed inconfsedy, pur.
hall 153y that those (natures) which thus have remained wanteny
vere united hypostatially with cach other? How do | kep i
fiition of composition, when the natures are prescrved unmised,
justas they werc?" And again | was obliged to answer you kindly in
Scordance with my ability. and to show cerly tht hyposati

and inestimably completed one hypostasi and nature of the Word
incamate, which shuns juxtaposition.'® and similarly mingling and
confusion and mixture, in (just) the same way that a man like us
cxists from 2 rational soul and from body, and from thngsof

sort and not consubstantial!” with cach other, there is one
it ccased bein
were affirming

3100

ion, but aftr the uni
composite. For you had wanted to say this. you who
s o La added (o 5ec-
time one ousia and quality took place. Later on you
lion) as well about holy Cyril. and ssid “The F:nm socms 10 :;
that the Word incarnate attached natres 41 proprict. ot
is one cverywhere, | mean (one) nalv W
you said that in wuvaunagyu“ﬂ““'""“ is. and you
asked i 1100 was of thisverdet
Therefore how, when | bt S TE
jcularity. ar€ -
ty and on¢ PSS B0 have st up a defence of
L sounding &' ,,,g.',': by all those things which
y means of thes hings
were written by YoU "was dirccted 10 this. that uniess
the whole purpos (O ‘:,',':w::u o cven e Tty remaind
we understand the 021 fy, (that ) unless we confess
e o becomes T iy and qualty 2 o you
The Word inarnae B S0, roducsd (he ) “evpb
wanted toestsbish

shown by means of
S Emmanuel s of
end




e CHRISTOLOGY AT TLR CHALCEDON
(both) so that it might be of adsantage (o you as reKards the g,
questions of misture. and 10 demonsirate llu| those things frop
hich Chst is arc one ousia and quality. And again m, learmm
from us. as we n‘mm\kd you in a brotherly w. e tens
epidisa” is nOL ive of (just) onc meiming, b whtn s
applied to the nol\ Trinity, it establishes the cquality of ouiy of
three hypostases: but uhen itis szml in mlnmn (0 (Lehon p. 15
thed m"monhmmu,m i bl

from which was completcd one nature and hypostasis. that is of the

incamate Ward 1 )
“Therefore you have twrmed these reminders into complaints in a
way 1 do not understand. and you have made me an accuse

ofa uagm And you hase repeatcd words which were © writen to

usion

of ousiai, and as f you were contending against a eons e

tion. you have [made out]"* that you do not think thus as the folly of

the confusers of ousiai wishes. And hence you have at onc jumped
up. and as you have said.'® have anointed yourself'” with my
prayers. and it has seemed good 10 you that you should become an
advocate of expressions which introduce the confusion of ousia, by
means of these things which you have said—(namely) that the com-
ing together from wo natures became at onc time onc ousia and
quality. And you have done the same thing as a young man, who
finds fault with a harlot, and uncovers her impudence, who is of the
people!* and a hawker, and the clamour of her beauty from orna-
ments, and as the Proverb says.'” dissipation and its licentiousness.

lodged with her.

But let us consider of what sort are (these words) of (your
defence): how valiant and astonishing! You say that you have said
“one ousia” instcad of saying “one nature”, and you have omitted
this (word) “incamate” in as much as confessed. But
you said “one gualty* a well.on the grounds ha the quality of the
ousia of the Word has had a share in bodily activity.?® Now. arc
these things tolrable? Are these (belifs) proper 1o Christiuns und 1o
nd hear the
Word ofGod caling (Lebon p. 163) out in the Gospet ~You will be

Justificd by your words, and by your words you will be fanml
guiliy”31
‘cause for Laughter ugainst us? Do we not deservedly say in umm
thut (s0ng) of David the singer of holy things: “We were a reproac
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acighbours: an abject of derision and
Lo dismiss the whole intention of those hi

were 3!
ent oS S 10 5. 30 10 Cu off  mllitude o adegun g

from
w o
{ac. the simplicity of the 1ruth) of those who handed on 2 » seyed
ot toheholy Churches s it hos whodivie foivmite
ane Chris. (namely) thal it s proper for us to say = .
ik of God the Word", that is of o oo s
“Where therefore have you read in U

\ o

alld
Word?"*> You arc unable to say! For sinc they knew Ut the eror
of confusing the natures is contrary on the other sde to those who.
iide the Christ, they used polished and exact tems. However, it s
quite clear that one can casily find i the God-<lotbed Fatbers—for |
speak to you from my teachers,since | do ot uc any expresion in
this matter belonging to the pagan experts—the tenn “ousia” wedin-
sicad of “one nature™ and “hypostasi”, in the way that holy Jobs.
; g epie s soou
the only-begotten Son of God and the Fathe, i te Fourth Treatsc
of the C‘:l‘i:mury (Lebon . 164)on the Gospel o Joha: JOHN:
“But this Wor hypostatic ousia which procecdad
A Basil who i wie inthes divine matiers
agains Eanomius, 95 about him: (BASIL)
“But since he is one in aimudoxmr“":‘:' :"‘M“ w""k*
he names himselr dillml:'r a m‘ lime, i
mukes 10 it the tiles which are those who have
But none of the orthodox Do o call he Word one

posed with fcsh of

o g et and Sreligent soul m; doyon
e s h, and travel thr -
alone, tell me, walk this U o _ or
rentand thistles? :v‘:; e :;dmu
tions? But these U e a00ne o

: o and 5% they are such that you

Tl M.M’yﬂmi:iln(':nwwuyw)ou that
Ly, nce while wrting you -
o Tpisns i daplariurt

ke

thing of Nw%ﬁv‘_';}'z«-
tion of your il
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wee of this, with a foving intention. we eshort your |y,
e el 10 crafty words ike these. 310 that you revyer2t
seech sbou .h“,,""

‘vou should fallinto the necessity of writing or speak '“

b Forit 5 not a sight thing that (Lebon p. 165) we should stumbys
" ms ‘matters, or say something which is not ,...,,.‘"y hrcshay
ou. o tht we should ot crerywhere guard ouncvcs btl’oven;,,d

tion. Fi i h for those things which
. G is time for us o say that the holy Trinity also is one hype.
use we find Eustathius of blesscd memory, who way
nm e Amioch, in the Commentary on the nincty-second psaim.
ihese words (that) the Father and the Son are one hypostasis.
munmuus» “The twio do wonderful things at the same time
wisibly,
ther werk 10 one, since they introduce a duality from unity, byt
\each  unity from duality, in which there s onc hypostasis of
davinity™ 3
But who docs not know that ajata is derived from clvau but gims
from svdueéras a0 3gain omiaraass from isheorndvar and Gnapdisis

different from each other. For thus the Luminary of the Church,
Athanasius himself, made known, when he wrote to the Bishops in
Africa: (ATHANASIUS): “From thesc things, it is right, brothers,
that we should notice that those who were at Nicca breathe (the

remi
v san s Word?r and afer 3 fw things, "And if they had stood
in my hypostasis, and if they had heard my words'>? But if’*
hypostasis i ousia. and has 10 other mearing than that which s
(Lebon p. 166) which Jeremiah calls sylnp “Neither have
they heard the voice of his being'* For and
odoa: fo it 822 nd exits. 2 For snce Paul too understood his, b
ind the like-
lslo((hl)hypmn-s 2" Bul since these men, who secm 10 know
the scriptures. and call themsclves wise, are unwilling 10 say “hypo-
stasis” in relation to God—for ¢ they wrole his a Ariminum .m in

just,
z—.'.'.’u'um"" "‘““‘”"""'l‘u)hun -nmnno
‘Thercfore just) 25 we lcarn from the quotation of the Doctor thet
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219

e i interchAnge of hesc terms, of e,
e way we e instructcd by those (Doctors
e of ousia and hyposatis, and we hon
1g a3 follows; -
A ave this difference. which the common o
e particular™. 47 And because of his. when the
{heology. and explain a term concerning the iahaminayi
h are ightly distinguished, so that heoe el

ot even one thing not uncovered inthese considertion e
are set out. Thus when wise Cyrl writes in the Second vel e,
Zgainst the blasphemics of Nestorius, he says: (CYRILY -+
maur s now undertoad s e wrio, tht wich pfiinkon
belonging 1o the Word™*' And when he w i o

e 50y (CYRIL) ~Theeore s et @
bute all the words in the Gospel 1o one person, and 10 on hyposa.
sis, "
term “nature’ s also frequently appliedfor the ignificaion ofkind,
a5 when (Lebon p. 167) Basil said in the Treatisc on Fith: (BASIL):
“There the Father and the Son and the Holy Spii. one nature
unereated™.+> And Gregory the Thealogian, in the Treais on Pen.
tecost: (GREGORY): "0 Sirs, confes the Trinity of one divinty,
(or)if you wish, of one nature™.+ And holy Cyril 100, n the Fourth
Volume against the blasphemies of Nestorius said: (CYRIL): “For

tial*? Trinit
But you, setlng aside the tachings of thesc men, produce Ariv

as saying.
“Aristotle, who s called & vois",*” and you think (him) worth your
52 WO p Trom i ro

fable. For know, know clearly,
who was accura edin
‘and was able 10 become an expositor

‘say such and such from hearsay.

that Gregory the Theelogian.
opinions of the philosophers.

t, like us. and
i e e
introduces the soul of m

an (33)

e ave mentioned. wrolc in this way in the

rue religion. ‘m?uwnim (GREGORYJ4* Auack ....)

Treatse sB ravidene.and () . "and discourses about
i
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R ©
he ortal®® soul. and the humanism of (his) upinions™ 1 (1 ep,,
;:?m 1t 15 mot our business that we should INVeSUIgaE this, oy,
Anstotk thinks about the soul. "For Whal conece is it o minc, iy,
| should judge also those outside?" says holy Paul. For | kngy
ihus cearly, that none of those who consider that the human soy) iy
rational and intelligent and not mortal says this. that it is one ousiy
i qualy along with 3 mortaland scrsible body. or (ith) the man
who 15 composed from these. And we say this particularly stre.
ooty in the case of Emmanuel—that no-one of intelligence says
that the nature of God the Word and flesh cndowed with a soul ang
with 3 mind, which was united hypostatically (0 him, has become of
one ousia and quality.

"And | am unable 10 see this cither, (namely) how you distinguish
nd (then) say that the quality of the Word
Bas shared with the quality of the body.* For whom have you seen
of the Father Theologians, who ever burst?* (out with) this particu-
larly foolish statement in the Church? For all of them hold to a
union of natures, in which—beyond doubt—those naturally fitted

accusation”, saying: °A fourth expression has become 2 risk (o

i set aside ousia
a0d interweave composition out of signs™.** For when you repeat
the same tings. and (Lier)again deny hat you are saying (hem.
cure. For on tbe onc haod you are ashamed of and renounce those
reasonings, by means of those (things) which have already been writ-
1en and proved to be in the wrong and exposed, but on the other
band you fasien onto the terms, and just like your tragedian,® you
B8, "4 yhdooa' ducipsox” § 8 i drioparros” 31

\frudings) of the philosophers, even if they are not of our fold, (and)

particalarty 10 (their) interpretations of terms”,'* know that you

bave writien this outside of the law of the Church, For none of the

Mm of true ekigion aid, “We make pagan philophy 3
in our studies of Lerms and of words”

a8 andmaid, i s (s s, 2 )
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ngs and ConSulerations of truh, Ang

el s of reverend MOy, When he st s e

e 10 Seeucus, wrote somashan s . e el

nvoducing 3 SEnIEnCe in ugrcement it (e 1 UK 4 pdge

vdy of Words Which i found among e e
Soer o the fccdom of rue studic, v " i

which s below s of & handmaid who is not pffeg

sont 1o serve modestly. For it s right m:‘m-":h:h
should be subject 1o that which is from God

. on cvil Eunomius’ making meni
session” and "privation”.*! before he rebuked L’."f.."s';” :a:’-;:
very thing alonc the great preiext of complaint, (namely) that from.
contemptible philosophy (he) should introduce (Lebanp. 170)new
terms into the discourse of true religion. For he wrote 35 follows i
the First Treatisc of those against (that) adversary: (BASILY: *But it
ifficult 10 show 1
of the world, from which he has lifted up his neck.*? and i this way
has sct down innovations in terms. For they belong to Aristotl, as
o ork The Cotorons

discussions about possessions and

10 show he
wis-

dom of the princes of this world. (o quote sgaint
words) of the pam, “The nrgreson of the v hae eaed
Babblc 1o me. but ot asyou i O Lord* A 2 we karm s
these things which ae sad ar ot fom the ching of our Lod
S Chiist, is vice wil b emembere: When b . b paks
scconding o i own st nd o s w3y we ok ut short
the greatr part of is nords D‘:mwn us and them: ‘For
everyone that thre is 10 PRELR. g Befar, or what portion
what is the unani efiveree™#" For i the Leter (0 the

and
the doctine of i n COXRINL ] o profe phiciophy.
extra and ;um-;-"y and grace of the leaves -ms g
e . And he wole 2 allows (BASIL iow
towards :
is some iy betwse B G0 il v, (o) laciog
them would be M2 e diffeencs (etween them)-(which
them side by side:
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ntage) not least for the establishment of that
b bk o yﬂ.:lx what (true) comparison (Lebon p. 171) can y;:‘h:
ron a8 you compare cach ne o the discines? But (perhape,
P tha pocular vitue of 2 IaN 10 SPrOU fair ruit. but the eavey
hith hang upon the branches also bring some decoration: ot
mﬁmwmﬁu mind i truth, yet it docs nOt lack grace,* or thay
" ould be docked in profanc wisdom. as the Icaves provide some

oo oveing anda o unpleasant appearance for the fruit~ s»
Therefore even holy Cyrl makes use of this example, when he

wrote in the Second uum 1o Succensus: (CYRIL): "For it is not the
e ht ‘e i redicaed rlyonly ofsmples i natur,but
et s "of those which have come together in compos.
o But in the Treatise of avenion and anamer. That Chooes
ﬂnr 28 adding (i as something exta he s3id this: (CYRIL): “For
301t scems good even (0 the pagan caperts”

Therfor uy. uen | have reminded your Chastity with humble
intention of these things, and of things like thesc. arc you indignant
e For didyounot 3y i youare ot
\rines of true religion, and, “) am a young i i thes
(matiers)™?" For we shall again bring to your remembrance these

sayings of yours. But in (your) letct you falsely call me an Ecumeni-
aal Doctor. For | am become a fool because you compel me.™ Butis
itan insult that the schoolmaster should draw lines over inaccurate

vords? So then will the youth also be indignant when the pro-

But now you say that you have been left us a spark in the East,
and (are) the voice of the Church:?® (Lebon p. 172) (something)
‘which even if someone elic should say of him, @ man would blush.
But we did not Kow tht this was the case fo you as -e..ms your

wlf,
And because of this, we wrote mn(nknlly. knowing your frten]
nature in these mattens, which excuied you and (your) questions

ness. But now, since you struggle on behalf of words sai

ve procseded to this third
e ofadvc,on0 | s 30 1o u:p distant from words of this

FM if we grant, according to your word, that  have the rank of
the sun, though | am ashamed a3 | way this openly, while you
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sun. should shine out with (beams) whi iy
et sun Thercfore show (mepwhen s . 1 e st
he Church of the Antiochenes and wrote. ‘many hm’:ﬂ . e
e oesandwr ny tme |
ety N -
But why do you say that you were wor i
1o be healed. a5 if we were striking l,num zyn:: it
emind y0u. M3King use of the teachings of the Pty o)
hereis cvery doctrine for healing and revovery and m’:m
srength. But 50u do 101 realise that you wound yourt eapse
away the healing voice of the Father. Thus, when | i
sccond lettr that God is above ousi. but we e hetem somss
using (Lebon p. 173) at the same time the poverty which is with us.
and | brought 10 this (poin) the cvidence of Gregory the Theologian
and of holy Cyril. " [ was agaio believed to have made an atiack

(namely). “I call God ousia, because | have kearoed from bim who
s2id, "He who is. sent me"™"* 28 if the term “zbow ousia™ tro-
duces that which is without being. and (as if) the Fathens bad not
beard wise Paul saying: It is ight for him who apples himself to

God eF
respects is in that it is. Therefore it il became you. ploliog uaduc
1hings, 10 oppose the words of the Doctors with empty atacks.

But again when I said that no-onc €ver applis propricty”
any precision to God, -;;: m :; .::, which
definitions, and ! introd: Evagrus’

nions and intvedosd ¢ a0 L
or wccident i afrmed fo cvery eoquiy. et aone of e sbovs 26
tioned can be found m-whm"*:“‘”":,‘m{m;mw
1

T ey
) ety
s Wy do sou call me seol NO VR | B0

od oW

thus we m)
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o the sart tha an ousi ¢ something other (han 4 propricy

propricty 4] relation (0 ousiai. But it i nexessary mar,
atbute e at il (10 God), and thove other o....,':' Fad
which definitions arc brought together. and (thus) sou. bring Gog
under the limitation of defir ns.

‘But bevause you thought U mnnnm.,.,,,,.“mch .
“No-one 15 good, except one. God". confirms this il thoughy.uy
sutement for you. lake ote of the scipture which \..4 o
nly wise God".+7 Therefore, because a propricty properly is 1y,
which belongs loommnn mrd g to your words wisdom is algg
found clearly to follow the principle of a propricty. Therclore by
means of these witless and -IIo|I=I (exerciss) (wo proprictics have

appearcd for us (in God). But yet, having relicd in this way on cooy

2udacity. you have knocked upon the stern of the boat, as it is said,
and you have made peace with us at the end. and have honoured
bose things which are not your own, and have said, “Bul ye1, itis
necesary that we should honour these great matters in slence, for
Gﬂin:m ousia and proprict

n the Letter
ness w(ny. property but (as) ousia. wnnn. as follows: (BASIL):
=.....the term generic. like goodness or divinity or anything
ekewhxhulho $ht of "3" (Lebon p. 175) And in the Third Treatise
against Eunomius he said: (BASIL): “But if we affirm that the ousia
o7 God () Tgh, o He of the good,th totlity o his exsice
life, and all light and all good. But the life has joined to
épyirov. How can that which is simple in ousia not be incompo-
Sie7"** Because of this the Dector ﬂnd not fixedly but hesitantly,
that the ousia of God is cither divinity or goodness, or light or lfe.
because in truth we do not now hat God 3 in ousia. But (o the
term “ousia" hings which in y
2nd in qualty of honour apply to e thre hypostases which are
distinet in their own characteristics, of whom the Father is not
begotten and is from no-onc, the Son is begotien, and the Holy
Spinit (i) by procession.

And you were indignam at the lines! But while you rage al m
‘voices of the Fathers, again speaking scripturally, | will not be i
aot. but will endure humbly the hopping about of your mind. And

mighty lshmlloh:mu-dvoe-u f words.
mmunmmy.nn . are unpracticed and faf of mis.

takes, lst the prophetic word be thoUghL 1o refer to.us as well, 25
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\ someone f5om 1% who were before »
e (more) s 0y Kot ey e e e
Lo approved oF 5. 523108, ¢ who umpiy 0w
o "‘d,' persistin these thi N
Butifyou 0 these things, which |
ith words of this DS OF which | suppose gy e 101 b te o,
. n ecordanc withte Gosel, i advo-
o he dust of my (1.2 and say (o them what Lopey
e said by the wise man who has b quars (L2 176 bas
“There is & word which is clothed about i
found in the inhcritance of Sacobt™ i uy
your own. and that you wite under (your L'.'.;’;';tm, not
hesc things which have alrcady been wriien by you. by s )
athers which y0u wish (10 write), but et me slons. You weuly .
sdvocate of my ignorance before the judgement ot withou o,
mulation. For snce I know these things which arc writen by you,
and they go beyond what is right, if 1 were o be sikent, on 4l
accounts 1 would pay the punishment for sikoc, and for many |
would be a source of harm, as one who was sikent in thowe matters.
where it was particolarly inappropriat that 1 shoud be sient. B

ontl 3
already did, (1) who strive not o be seen,” and am now morc than
ever put to flight by encmics in (my) tracks, as | baar, and 1 am
unable without fear 1o publish discourses in opporition, for those

thatin fov
for you, I sent both those things which were witien before, and now
these, while at the same time | prayed and (0ok pains (o procure irr-

jving praise bul 3 tongue giving praisc as well.
kg that is crowned, but our

only have a mi p
For it is not our striving in any ol ¥ay
striving lawfully. and not our e

ith hun e od unquarelsome mind. For the same

:::;::m:":d e o of s poot man wil i up b
ad, and make himsit i the mids f he st Andtheir

';f you will invoke wisdom. Mu‘mll ﬁ y:: :7:- to ;‘mu,

it like silver. o reasure,

e yous ﬂ:‘:m’-’:i{mmmm willfind the know-

I
Hkldﬁod.lfo' thel 204 he lays down treasures for thase who
wisdom and knowledse: 477

do rightly (for) redemption
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for thase who want 10 introduce the Henori

l\-:l:‘ o afeion of the orthodox faith- -t a lime w honich

2t Chakedon and the Tome of Leo. which blaspher™s

meee than amything, remains dominant. und do not. as s yuper

s anathematise (these things).in the manncr which prevaiioq

i of ill-reputc. and by this cop.

imple, 1 h .

capbath
1 the days of Macedonius and

wnitien cvenything rightly and wisely. To which (simple oncs), the
‘which of reverend memory—the Archbishop of

Alexandna, who was our co-worker—cslablished, brings grey,

benchit, when he showed before everyone the purity of the Church,

both in doctrine. and in the absence of the joining of communion

b beretes. 30d drew many from those who were separated, and

Joened (thcm) as) limbs to the body.

e Third Letter to Sergius the Grammarian has ended.
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The Apology of Sergius

Of the same Sergius 10 the Patriarch Severus
To my master in Christ, (and) to the F:
saphes. Srgiv, hunbe Grammarn. nuan:::r:m"' e
‘Shem and Ja
- '-""'b pheth (are lbow;n commendable sons in (their)
the sight. but with noble shame, covered (him) witha garment "
Ham is like a runaway slave: for he laughs, o i ot of
drunkenness of him who begot (him). (Lebon p. 178) We, immoder-
aic men, foolishly act worse tha tis nd are scornful i the uares-
trained manner of encmics. For as the Father establishes us in the
fa raiment of virtue, and drank al the luster of disceton, and is
watchful in himself, we falsely attributc nakedness and the worst
drunk him, stillcrav rac]

which when Moses in an outstanding way managed the governor-
ship, very much reviled thatjust man. We have emulated that Absa-
Jom, who even cast cyes on the kingdom of (his) father. Even the
Book of the Law has not held in check the shamelcssocss of our
words, which decrees death on sons who even jutly spaak against
those who begot (them).

i ue, and will tell

me that integrity was gen u.

for the sake of appeasing (You!

Who tests the hearts and the kidneys. ‘and the judgement throne,

taking up my wract, 1 ill .-mmawwm ncw,

st honour. May 1 be found £ ¥

ministering angels,if anything ¥

the -ppus.an. of (mortal) ™7 r:u‘;‘ ml-rzl fall

come, i 1 intentionally sin 8%
But 1 think this st ich ool

two sorts “‘“"""‘"’",;,.":’:-- iy words 0 their own con-

f ¢ harp.
tion to them (bﬂf"’"_::’,:".:. apinst the just man'”? Bul in the
lent, which 378K ¥t our own sde have gone astray bocause
Same way, doubie”
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~¢ihe ambguaty (0f the (€6) “PIOBREly” (L p.179) ang
e of uncerainty. We Wil InSIFUc thes i
e et ~Hear. 0 s0ns. the INSITUCLoN Of (your) father ", yng
e Treed that you may know the meaning "> For whee the mean.

T o that we ive hed 10 those things which are suid e
ande every contentious ambition.. )

Even the wise pagans confess that God is cause, but they sho
©cach second and third gods. The sons of the Hebrews worship one
God. but they make him barren, and separate the Rational from the

Ratior jeal e we
Jearnt about these matters? God indeed (is) cause, but he is the firy
and the middic and the last: “Before me there was not, and after me
there all not be another”.* Again, we confess one God. but we
koow the oneness of the Trinity in mystical theology. The Mani.
chacans profess the Trinity, and this aftcr some mighty work, which
{bey change beforchand. Sabellius also professes the Trinity, but he
does not acknowledge the hypostases of it. But Arius who was mad

set his’ 8

a0 thee ousiai belonging 10 . But we, children of the mystery of

true instruction, confess the Trinity in the patiern of those things

which were said before, but at the first both in distinct hypostases
i iiand Apollinaris and Eut

profess one nature of God the Word after the birth from the Virgin;
but the first supposed the inhomination (0 be imaginary, while the
second stumbled to imperfect opinions.s but mad Eutyches intro-
‘duces not only a shadow, but a complete change. outside the mys-
texy. But as for us. how do we (judge) concerning the one nature
which was composedfrom iviity and perfect manhood? I s cleat
hat the flesh 18 o), b (into exist-
epce for the purpose of) that mystical union. Therefore nolice
(Lebon p. 180) how on the one hand the terms (are) common, but on




-wel
worship our Lord Chrisy

by of oo
Y of each ope
e
3 anud\folmtﬂ‘ullm
arity which belonged o . e
Word, but the ‘body completing
the former of them is radiant with

pasares, and the diffcrcnce of thenature i not suppressd smywhere
because of the union, but ather the particularity of each ome of s
matures is kept”.14

Thereforc what did the Father of the Church!? say s a rsult of
these unholy (statements)? Did he, like those who were quored
before, set up two natures, understanding thee in Christ afer the

them? Not at all, but speaking in agreement with the Fathers, he

nate. Therefore those men say that the Tempie of the Word was
seen, hungered, thirsted, suffered, rose; but the Father along with
Cyril proclaims Emmanuel, of rather along with Isaish, Emmanuel
Who the Word was bom from & woman. and along with John cres
out in a loud voice that (the Word) was scen and touched,* and
ablishes that he hungered and thirsted. and that he was

ing endured death for three days, he

life on men..
proclaims that e bestows.
these things (come) to the Word, that he

B ek e ot b shoukd sufc 1 a human way?

uched. that he should s
it ﬁ;ﬂ::m.u’! For the partcularity of the Word
un

touchsblcacss high above every passion;

: sled body. 0 hunger and 10 hist and to suflr.
s e remained the Word—thus peseving 1o hin.
ore (e 2 of divinity—yet preserving the integrity of the
e oo he receives these (propertis) of our Sesh. Therefore
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we profes the same God the Word. visible and i
‘:<mh;:m e wasinsibly with the Father; the <ume who wa
Moen from the Father Almighty. and (w5 bor) God f£0m the vigan
et n the former case incorporeally from hefore all ages, (Leho
7762 m the ater case)corporeally within the L tmes; the cumg
impassible and ’nmbk:ylmpwhle in the ousia of the Father, bay

ble. for when b

il the same 5. of
hum who displays the particularity of a body in a godly manner, we
do not say that the natures exist and cach anc (of ) them is seen ouy
of its own propertis and activitics, but we hold that the Word him.
self became flesh, and displayed these (propertics) of the flesh.

and d 1% (ProP

Larity and nature (cxisting) independently: for the principle of things
hich are composed joins!” some two of more, but completcs onc

them 10 appear, but yet not divided but recognisable together. as we
are able 10 find out in the ease of the nature of man. To be cut

‘property of 3 body. but (o perceive a blow is of an animated body
but it does not recrive cutting in some (one) nature, but show per.

but
‘nature both cutting of the body and perception of the soul. A (man)
rejoices. and by means of a laugh makes known the cheerfulness of
the soul: and he s gricved, and a tear has announced distress. Thus

Word is bom, but from a virgin mother: it is not the case that in one
ature it happened 1o him that he should be born, but in another he
ffected what is sirange, a5 Leo raved, saying, “The Word performs
that which is of the Word. but the bady completes that which is of
the body™ ich s bor ina mirack

thirsied, but willingly:
. but the sea was able to be walked on by (his) feet: (Le
- 183)and at the end he dicd, not that he had awaited the neeessity
‘of death. but when it was right, he dissolved death, for *I have the
power 10 Lay down my life and to ke i in",'* and he taught

You sec bow some natures receive their [properties]*® and actiy
ties Do cut apart or scparately recognised, but the divinity and the
together. Let them

sbow me what was done after the incamation (which) was merely
buman. And 1 will not s2y a i, for that came divincly, for he was
summoning Lazarus whom he piticd, and though he
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5 pUITng. the dead man became afive gng
Toey speak Of Sweat and perplexity in e e
s his 50 (happEned) divinely, and spase

aterly human thing. which takes possession of
persuaded: thus God is he who preserved even, m‘:owy.' :«: are
i, and suffered humanly. For because of ths e g ot

became 5

1 have these hings. which | learned from e Father Bt igh

that we
and should make the confirmation of the defiiion more . For
e says as follows in the First Letter: FROM THE PATRIARCH
SEVERUS: “Bocause we say as well that  man fike us i  hving
creature, rational, mortal, and capable of reason and knowkedge:
and because there is one nature and hypostais from o, the whok
living creature is said to be (Lebon p. /84) mortal, and the whole

tional, t
is rational. orin what i is mortal—but our knowing

know in what
this d di

ure s composed. (It i) the same as welin the case of he sudy of
s AND AGAIN: “Thercfore if someone should
wrongfully divide Emmanel i 8 dsiy of e st o

union, there also oecurs a division at the
difference of the natures, and the ww:g-:mﬁ;"‘: o
spect aptly for the naturs”* AND AGAIN: st we shun divic
ing the one Chiis o dusitof turs afc he urion. For when
he s divided, the propertiesof cach S8 "
L AND A A A of he Ward, and

ity will become (the) PrOPetle LT T nowledged () the
he
o

g
3

e

be
! . again
o he ard bcame (et 2L R, L v ane

hood, propertics O Ll oy ures after the union’, (where) (those
maise speakind o o0 S e own actviis and proper
natures) will O paturesare not implied independenily
lies” 3% ANDAGAL e for to say this belongs Lo (the position
and in indi98% XL ) with a duait aftr he inexpresible
of) those WHO ML o rofes him t0 be onefrom tw™.4* AND
ion.

and 001
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AGAIN: -nmrm he who divides Emmanuel. and nlelmu ,. "
s a0 e 3 ncapressible union, along with —
dnades the o mm.% g
nnum -n.a« act and without diminishment undergo what s heyy
ND AGAIN: “Therefore he who divides Emm.muel toa
iy poatars aerthe inexpressble union.divides with -
(Lebow p. 139) we have often said, the activities and properuiey 3y
il AND AGAIN: “For because there is one who acts, h
uvity is also one and the lﬂn‘t moli
when thy diide (Emmanuc) by spcsking of twa ntures afcr the
union, they divide at the same time also those things which cach
nature atiracts naturally as mpmws 2 AND AGAIN:
things which we would say the flesh suffrs, are suflerings of the
incarnatc Word, although his divinity is not defective, in that he is
impassible for to whom we say the flesh belongs, we hold the suffer.
ings peculin to the flesh in all respects also belong to him™.}¢ AND
'AGAIN: *We wil reckon (it is) iniquitous 1o divide (Christ) into
duty of natures after the umon
and properties. for everythi
43pitdnenity and divided in evzrrlhum ‘whether you speak of ac-
ties or propertie”2? But in the same way. and from the Sccond

those things which in ousia are propertics of the Word 10 be called
propertis of the flesh™ 3¢ AND AGAIN: “Bul even if they are
nature properties of humanity, they became, because of the econ.
omy also properties of God the Word, and he is said 1o have hun-
ered and thirsied, and been tired rom a journey ™"

or what

in agreement with the Fathers, says that the propertics of the body
became in all respects (those) of the Word? But those who confess
before that (the Word) lacks the properties of the flesh, in every re-
‘pect renounce even the incamation. From where do we learn that
iy truly .-ny:s:"u;‘mk:nlm Surely from the fact that he
‘yoluntarily displayed all that belongs to the fiesh? Surely it did not

ckomg to the Word before he incaraaton that he should hunger
and thins? Surcly since these things belong to our nature, they
bu:mﬁollbymnnoflh:wmumof the body? Thus

nlhrmnmﬂmhuolngm ten ho
u(hm-\’;.m Son of God, w
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he cast (85) Patriarch to drive out the ecdon—a
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hese 0150 Theodore; and Nestorius 100 was from here, and fl sick

bas and Theodoret and Andrew are not from
i and

‘Well then, it is right that we shoukd hanour hin who turned away
sll the sickness of the whole place. But ket us not tum our sword
against ourselves. Therefore ket us honour the Father with ruth for
the Law punishes abusive sons, for *He who speaks evily 1o (hi)
father or (Lebon p. 187) mother willsurely dic”.+* But the Wise Man
of the Church sccepis sober sons. for *A wise son §ves oy to his
father.41 i
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