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PREFACE 

IN spite of significant monographs on the subject, post-Chalcedonian 
christology of the patristic period still cries out for a comprehensive 
elucidation and exposition. Numerous editions of sources, though 
these are still far from being complete, now make available the tradi­
tions of the old Oriental Churches. Yet in Western writing on the 
history of doctrine these traditions are discussed only too briefly or 
passed over com pletel y. Hence the lack of acorn prehensi ve exposition 
of post-Chalcedonian christology is felt all the more keenly. In order 
to establish an overall view of the demands and the possibilities of 
a general sketch of the period from 451 to ca 800, a sketch which 
even at this time must still remain provisional, we have included 
jn Part One a comprehensive section entitled Ad FOI1,tes, which we 
find reveals in surprising fashion the structure of post-Chalcedonian 
christology. Here it IS shown how strongly the discussion about the 
great Synods of the early Church, those of Nicaea and Ephesus, 
but most of all about that of Chalcedon, promoted for the purpose 
of argument the rise of the literary genres of proof or their application 
to christology. For tllls reason we have ventured the sub-title: 'For­
mengeschlchte of the Chalcedonian and post-Chalcedonian sources'. 
Practically all the forms of theological argumentation which one had 
previously found practised especially in the Western Scholasticism 
of the Middle Ages a.re already present in the time from 400 to 800, 
and not only in the Byzantine Church, but just as much in the old 
Oriental, anti-Chalcedonian patriarchates. The West could also learn 
'method' from the East. In order to make manifest the conclusion 
that we have reached, we shall present the analysis of sources 
unabridged, not for readers in a hurry, but for interested researchers 
and students. This is also intended to stimulate them to supply correc­
tions and supplements to what has been offered. 

Evidence of what is held in common by the Churches should not, 
however, in the first instance be the preserve of theologie savante or 
be on the level of speculative christology, but it should rather be 
in the common possession offaith and proclamation. For this reason 
in the continuation of this work the concrete faith in Christ of each 
individual region of tradition and of each individual Church will 
be depicted. One is delighted to have established that despite all the 
differences, conditioned as they are culturally and intellectually, the 
great regions of the orbis christologicus, whether Eastern or Western, 
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are one in their faith in Christ, especially on the basis of baptismal 
kerygma and the every-clay faith of the Churches. Thus this second 
volume cannot escape having a decided ecumenical relevance. 

Once again my special thanks are due to the many friends who 
have already been named in the first volume. My thanks are due 
also in no small way to the Deutsche orschungsgemeil1.Schafi) which 
from the very beginning promoted this work by granting the neces­
sary funds for an assistant. For this volume Dr. Hans-Joachim Holm 
has given unstintingly of himself, and it is thanks to him that this 
first half-volume has been published mo "e quickly than was expected. 
Particular thanks must go to Pauline Allen and John Cawte who 
undertook the demanding task of translating the contjnuation of this 
work. In the course of this translation I have come to appreciate 
immensely their scholarly accuracy and un.derstanding of the prob­
lems involved, as well as their personal commitment in. seeing the 
project through to a bappy conclusion. Thanks are also due to the 
publishers, A . R. Mowbray & Company, for venturing to publish 
the continuation of this work, which once again is burdened with 
so many scholarly details. I am especially obliged to Mrs EvaJesse. 

St. Georgen, Frankfurt-Main 21June 1985 
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LAYING THE FOUNDATIONS 





SECTION ONE 

THE SCOPE OF OUR ENQUIRY 

I. THE STARTING-POINT 

THE historical starting-point for our enquiry is the Council ofChalce­
don (451) and its teaching concerning the person of Jesus Christ. 

Follovying, then, the holy Fathers, we all with one voice teach that it should 
be confessed that our Lord Jesus Christ is one and the same Son, the Same perfect 
ih godhead, the Same perfect in manhood, truly God and truly man, the Same 
[consisting] of a rational soul and body; homoousios with the Father as to his godhead, 
and the Same homoousios with us as to his manhood; in all things like unto us, 
sin only excepted; begotten of the Father before ages as to his godhead, and in 
the last days, the Same, for us and for our salvation, of Mary the Virgin Theotokos 
as to his manhood; 
One and the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten, made known in two natures 
[which exist] without confusion, without change, without division, without separ­
ation; the difference of the natures having been in no wise taken away by reason 
of the union, but rather the properties of each being preserved, and [both] concurring 
in one person (prosopon) and one hypostasis-not parted or divided into two persons 
(prosopa), but one and the same Son and Only-begotten, the divine Logos, the Lord 
Jesus Christ; even as the prophets from of old [have spoken] concerning him, and 
as the Lord Jesus Christ himself has taught us, and as the Symbol of the Fathers 
has delivered to us.! 

Let us give prominence to one formulation: Jesus Christ-one per­
son, one hypostasis in two natures. 

In the course of history, and the ebb and flow of religious parties, 
such a pronouncement takes on a significance which perhaps was 
not at all intended for it by its authors. The Fathers of Chalcedon 
might well have believed that their formula had indicated the via 
media between a christology of division and one of fusion, between 
Nestorius and Eutyches; they had hoped to have rid the world of 
a problem which for twenty-five years had pressed relentlessly for 
a solution. Had that hope been realised the formula of Chalcedon 
would have passed quietly and upobtrusively into the confession and 
theology of the Church without drawing attention to itself. A host 
of other topics for preaching and theology would, as time went on, 
have been ventilated with equal vigour, so long as no fresh contro­
versy had emerged. 

Events turned out otherwise. Chalcedon became a stumbling­
block, the starting-point of a schism which from then on was to 

I ACO II I, 2 p. 129-130. 
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split the imperial Church, and which even beyond the lifetime of 
the Byzantine empire i tself would continue to afflict the Church­
right up to the present. As a result, th formula and christology 
ofChalcedon would be discussed in as forceful a way as the homoousios 
of Nicaea (325) and, indeed, even more intensively. It was unavoid­
able that a certain narrowing of outlook occurred in preaching and 
theology, which at least could have hindered, even if in fact it did 
not, the harmonious build-up of a total kerygma and theology, espec­
ially in the East where the strife was hottest. The formula and teaching 
of Chalcedon absorbed the attention of the old imperial Church, 
whether we look at Emperors, Popes, bishops, the monks or the 
theologians, or finally the mass of Church people. Yet, both before 
and after the Council, there was a life inspired by faith in Christ 
which neither needed the formula of Chalcedon for its existence, 
nor was directly enriched by it. This was because the Church possessed 
and lived the content or the matter of this teaching, namely, faith in 
the one Christ, true God and true man, even though it was not 
expressed in more advanced philosophical terms. Such faith drew' 
its vitality from a picture of Christ which could not be fully compre­
hendf'd in the formula of 45 r about the person of Christ. This is 
shown by the fact that the content, though not the formula, ofChalce­
donian faith was actually the common property of the opposed parties 
in the post-Chalcedonian era. The interpretation of Monophysite 
christology will confirm this. The Churches which then broke away 
from the Byzantine imperial Church and from the Great Church 
were, and are, more at one with her than they themselves knew 
or know. 

As the Fathers of Chalcedon understood it, the static-sounding 
statement about the being of Christ had the purpose of securing for 
a dynamic EVENT or ACT-God's event or act of salvation-its 
content and significance. Hence what was done in 45 I was rather 
like what happened at the Council of Nicaea in 325. On the earlier 
occasion the declaration about the oneness in being of the Son with 
the Father had been built into the framework of an older symbol, 
which in its structure was planned completely on the model of salva­
tion history. Its insertion here did not destroy this structure. At 
Chalcedon, admittedly, there was really a certain shift of emphasis. 
The more static element in its definition formed, outwardly or in 
terms of content, the greater part. Yet this too was fitted into a 
scheme of the economy of salvation which in the last resort was 
nothing other than that of the Nicene Creed. To appreciate this fact 
one needs to take into account the whole context of the development 
which begins at Nicaea and continues through Ephesus (43 r), the 
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Union of 433 and its Symbol, and the foundation of the Council 
of 45 I. At Chalcedon itself the most important sentence of the Defini­
tion was ultimately this: 

Our Lord Jesus Christ is one and the same Son ... begotten of the Father before 
ages as to his godhead. and in the last days (hr'eo"XaTwv 8e TWV iJIJ.EPWV). the 
Same. for us and for our salvation. of Mary the Virgin Theotokos as to his manhood. 

The new statements which were added by Chalcedon were to estab­
lish clearly only this: wbo it is that is to come, and what he signifies 
for us men and for our history. The static, ontic statement about 
the person of Christ remains, in the intention of the Fathers, a state­
ment about salvation. It is soteriology a kerygma of salvation. We 
shall have to examine whether in tbe course of the dispute over the 
Fourth Council this soteriological atmosphere in the Church and in 
her theology has evaporated. For in the wake of the quarrel about 
Nicaea- not necessarily as a ('esult of the Council itself-this atmos­
phere became thinner in the sphere of trinitarian theology. For the 
view of the one God, Father Son, and Holy Spirit in the economy 
of salvation gave way to a consideration of the immanent Trinity, 
as especially the investigations of J. A. Jungmann and his students 
have shown. 2 

rt is true that the purpose of the formula of Chalcedon was to 
direct the Church's faith towards the Bringer of salvation, and so 
to let the presence of salvation be illuminated in his person. But 
then a development was at hand which is still a burden to christology: 
the divorce between the person and tbe work ofJesus, between 'christ­
ology' and 'soteriology'. Did this cleavage openly show itself in the 
patristic period, or is it only the product oflate! systematic theology? 
That is a question we shall have to discuss. Whatever the answer 
to this may be one thing is assured for the theology of that period 
by the focusing of attention of Chalcedon-a christocentcic emphasis 
which persisted to the end of the patristic age. 

l[ we have to consider the aftermath of a christological Council 
on the basis of irs central formula, we still want to attempt to see 
the christological problem in all its breadth, and this in the full context 
of the Church's faith and life. This aftermath reaches to our own 
time. For it pertains to the nature of the Church's tradition that each 
of its phases lives on in the ones to come. With this statement we 
broach the question of the binding character of the doctrine of Chalce­
don. 

2 J. A. Jungmann, Die Slellung Christi im liturgischen Gebel (Munster 11925; 219()2): in addition, 
H. Engberding, 'Das chalkedonische Christusbild und die Liturgien der monophysitischen Kirchen­
gemeinschaften'. Chalkedo~ 11.699-733. 



6 CHRIST IN CHRISTIAN TRADITION 

2. THE QUESTION OF THE BINDING CHARACTER OF CHALCEDON, OR 
OF THE RECEPTION OF CHALCEDON 

The Problem of Hermeneutics 

The question of the validity or the binding character of the doctrine 
ofChalcedon, which is being posed acutely again today, can be treated 
under a twofold aspect: firstly under the theme of its 'reception' and 
then under the heading of 'hermeneutics'. Both are closely intercon­
nected. 

(a) The reception of the Council ofChalcedon in the Church 
The history of a dogma or a council does not end with its ratification 

by Church authority or by the Fathers of the council. It is only 
after this that the process of , in grafting' in the Church begins, and 
that by way of 'reception' or the acceptance of the council. One 
can understand by reception various procedures or modes of behav­
iour vis-a-vis a doctrine or a council. 3 It is often understood in a 
canonical sense, and on the basis of this interpretation a process of 
reception is either denied or admitted. That is to say that, when a 
council-as for instance in the Roman Catholic view of it-enjoys 
such authority that acceptance by the faithful is not a decisive condi­
tion for its validity, there is in this canonical sense no scope for an 
act of reception. It is rather different in the Greek Orthodox Church, 
where a synodal act, ifit is to be valid, must first obtain this acceptance 
by the faithful. Unfortunately, this canonical notion or reception 
was the reason that Catholics writing on the history of doctrine were 
not aware of the whole breadth of the process of reception as it actually 
took place. Only now is it being realised more and more that at 
that time the consciousness of a 'formal authority' on the part of 
a council was still in an embryonic stage, or that it had a different 
structure from what it had in the Tridentine understanding of things. 4 

A council had first of all to prove itself legitimate and valid by the 
fact that it enshrined the biblical and ecclesiastical paradosis. This had 
to be proved through a comparison of its statement with the truth 
that had been handed on. It was in this way, for instance, that Athan-

3 Cf. F. Wolfinger, 'Ecumenical Councils and the Reception of their Decisio'ns', Cone 167 (7/1983) 
79-84; id.~m, 'Rezeption--ein Zentralbegriff der iikumenischen Diskussion oder des Glaubensvoll­
zuges?', OkR,md 27(1 978) 14-2 f; idem , 'Die RezeptiOI1 theologi.schcr Einsichten und ihre l:heologische 
und okumenischc nedeu tlll1g. Von del' Einsicht zlIr Verwirklichung ', Ca rl, 31(1977) 202-233: M . 
GarUo, 'Ocr Dcgriff der "Rezcpliol1" und scin O rt irn Kern der k:uholischen .Ekklesiologie', P. 
LCI)gs[cld/H.-G. Stobbe (Ed. ), Tlwo/og,'sciler Kmlsells II//Ii K{rci/eIlspnll'lIIg (StlIl tgaq. 1981) 97-109; 
H. Muller, ' Rc~eptlon und Konsensjn der Klrche. Thne Anfmge an die Kanonistik' , OAKR 27(1976) 
3- 21; A. GriUmcicr, 'Konzil und R~'Zeption' , idem, Mil illIlI 'Illd ill i/1I/1. Cilrisralogiscire Forsc/lIlIIgen 
I/I,d Perspektl~etl (-Frciburg-BaseJ-Wien 21978) 303-334 (lIt.) . 

~ cr. the investiga tions of H. J. Sieben whk b ~re mentioned fu rther below. 
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asius understood the function and validity of the Council of Nicaea. 
The assistance of the Holy Spirit revealed itself in this agreement 
of a synod with the tradition. This\idea of 'inspiration' became more 
and more independent, and, together with the emphasis on the con­
sensus of the Fathers of a council, it became a top os for the foundation 
of the authority of a council, for its binding force and irrevocability. 
The struggle for the Council of Chalcedon necessitated the growth 
of such a 'formal' conciliar authority. Yet we still catch a glimpse 
of the old conception that a council is legitimate because it preserves 
the paradosis. When, for instance, Leo the Great calls on the opponents 
of Chalcedon to test for themselves its agreement with tradition (for 
him it was an obvious fact) he bears witness to the old idea. But 
whoever accounts for the legitimacy of a council in this way can 
'receive' it on its own showing without needing recourse to formal 
authority. 

(i) Legal and kerygma tic preconditions for reception 
Whether a council is accepted as legitimate on the strength of its 

material or its formal authority, still the process of reception is not 
at an end. More is involved. Reception, as an act of the whole Church, 
presupposes first of all the promulgation and proclamation of the 
council throughout the world. The Emperor and the Bishop o£Rome, 
but also all the bishops of the imperial Church, had a decisive part 
to play. We can call this promulgation and proclamation the 'legal' 
and 'kerygmatic' pre-conditions or reception. By studying this pro­
clamation we shall be able to see how Emperor, Pope and bishops 
themselves understood the conciliar decision of Chalcedon and thus 
how they have 'received' it intellectually, or how they went on to 
interpret it beyond what the Fathers of the Council themselves per­
haps intended by it. 

Even on the level of proclamation the language of Chalcedon, 
which came into being through an amalgamation of larious tradi­
tions, encountered obstacles. It collided with traditions and 'language 
games' which were tied to a region and which provided no basis 
for reaching an understanding of it. Already at Chalcedon itself the 
'language of two natures' was confronted with the 'language of one 
nature', and this confrontation was intensified in the provinces of 
the East. The conflict and the rupture were inevitable, since no one 
managed to uncover the common content of faith lying behind the 
forms oflanguage which were so various and contradictory. To have 
been in a position to analyse the formula of faith on the basis of the 
distinction between language and content would have required theo­
logical reflection on the kerygmatic proclamation and its formulas. 
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Unfortunately, the training required for this was present in very few 
cases. Consequently the unity of belief which at that time actually 
existed beneath the various formulations could not be indicated. For 
tills reason it happened that more and more it was simply authority, 
the Emperor's and the Pope's, that was brought into the fray to 
ca y through the 'reception' of Chalcedon. In most parts of the 
imperial Church, however, the proclamation of the Council's deci­
sions was accepted without particular difficulty. The faith ofChalce­
don, already in being de facto, was 'received' as the kerygma of the 
Council. 

A particular circumstance demands closer attention. Chalcedon 
was, like all ecumenical councils of the time, a synod of the imperial 
Church. The decisions of a council became imperial law. How does 
one assess this · fact in the reception of Chalcedon? Does it mean that 
an authority is brought into play which has not competence in matters 
of faith and acts simply out of considerations of power? Would 
Nicaea, Ephesus and Chalcedon have been enforced without the help 
of the imperial Church or political pressure? This factor has been 
rated so highly by some ecclesiastical hi torians and historians of 
doctrine that the whole achievement of the Council's decisions and 
consequently of the christological dogma has been made to depend 
on it. We must bring the question into the open, even if for our 
period, i.e. for the post-Chalcedonian age, it is simplified by the 
following consideration. I.J11perial power or politics worked to a great 
extent against, rather than for, the Council from the moment the 
Emperor realised that its formula of faith was not furthering the 
unity of Christians, but serving rather to divide them. It was only 
during this struggle, waged especially by the Roman Pontiffs against 
the Emperors, that the purely ecclesiastical responsibility for the 
preaching of the faith became properly clear. So long as the system 
of the imperial Church carried the COWlcil, tlus ecclesiastical responsi­
bility was camouflaged rather than brought into the limelight. In 
any case we shall have to consider what significance, positive or 
negative, the structure of the imperial Church had on the reception 
of the Council's decisions and its character. In doing tlus we can 
outline briefly once more tlle role of politics in the production of the 
formula offaith. 

(ii) The reception of the Council ofChalcedon in theological reflection 
A new phase in the reception or intellectual assimilation of the 

Council is marked by the philosophical and theological reflection 
on the formula and doctrine of the Fourth General Council. It was 
evoked by the open opposition of Monophysite and Diphysite form-
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ulas and traditions. Here an early type of 'scholasticism' came into 
being, the function of which must be judged in its entire course 
of development. What service did it render to the mutual understand­
ing of the divided parties or to the deepening of the christo logical 
understanding of faith within the Church? Fresh research since about 
I909, which was able to elucidate this process accurately, has also 
been able to stimulate more recent christology; above all it has opened 
up the possibility for ecumenical discussion to be resumed with the 
Churches that broke away after Chalcedon.5 Perhaps the most 
important result of the trinitarian, christological 'scholasticism' of 
the fifth and sixth centuries was the discovery of the concept of 
'person', which was highly fruitful not only for theology but also 
for philosophy and the history of thought. In the discussion about 
tbe fullness of Jesus' humanity, or about the 'one' or 'two' wills 
in Christ, or about the one or two modes of operation in him, impor­
tant anthropological problems came to be spoken about. Then for 
the first time the theme of the 'autonomy' of created being in concur­
rence and cohesion with divine being made itself heard. Thus the 
development of the fifth and sixth centuries should not be assessed 
simply as a 'scholastic' aberration of patristic theology. 

(iii) The spiritual reception of the doctrine ofChalcedon 
Even the most abstract and speculative theology must be in the 

service of an understanding of the faith, and ultimately of the life 
of the Church. This life unfolds itself, together with the liturgical 
and sacramental life, in the domain of piety or of spirituality. Our 
question is whether there is a form of devotion to Christ and of 
mysticism in relation to Christ which is inspired and engendered 
by Chalcedon, or, perhaps we should say, by the portrait of Christ 
which it presented. A history of christological doctrine cannot baulk 
this problem, even if, with A. von Harnack, one regards it as already 
settled by the very nature of the Chalcedonian formula of faith. 
According to him Chalcedon 

sounded the death-knell for the faith of the Eastern Church. Its four bald, negative 
determinations-'unmingled, unchangeable, indjvisible, inseparable'-with which 
everything is supposed to be said, are, according to the sentiment of the classic 
theologians of the Greeks, profoundly irreligious. They lack warm concrete sub­
stance; they make the bridge from earth to heaven into a line narrower than the 
hair on which the votary ofIsram one day hopes to enter paradise.6 

5 See Konzile unil die Okumenische BewegUl'lg, ed. by L. Vischer = SludOR 5 (Genf 1968); EcumRev 
22(1970) nr. 4. 

~ Cf. CCT 11483; 12 545. 
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An answer to such a judgement cannot be given, in the way that 
von Harnack does, purely on the basis of the formula. The whole 
train of development after Chalcedon must be examined for the force 
which it exerted as an inspiration of christo logical spirituality. By 
this approach one can remain completely open to the possibility that 
it was not theology which influenced piety, but that on the contrary 
a fervent religious tradition had lent a certain Cyrillian depth to strict 
Cha cedonian christology. Perhaps the best answer to the question 
between Chalcedonian christology and spirituality is to be found in 
Maximus the Confessor, in whom the wl101e spiritual tradition of 
the Greeks lives afresh and is reconciled with the christology ofChal­
cedon. This enquiry might well be extended to the question about 
a wider cultural infl,\lence on the part of the Council-for instance 
on sacred art, or even on the Byzantine political conception of the 
imperial Church, and lastly on the Byzantine image of the world. 
Critical examination is of course needed before we can venture on 
such perspectives. In such a venture one has to be on one's guard 
against treading the dangerous path of forcing a system on the the­
ology f history. It is only too easy to discover the 'unmingJed' 
aud 'inseparable' of Chalcedon everywhere and to make them the 
master-key which will unlock all theological and philosophical sec­
rets. All the same the relation between God(head) and man(hood) 
in Christ as understood by Chalcedon is the model and supreme 
case of the relationship between 'God' and the 'world' in general-a 
matter which had already come under debate at Nicaea in the face 
of Arianism. Finally, Christianity itself intends to be and to offer 
a Weltanschauung. Is not therefore the doctrine of the incarnation, 
beside and together with the Christian belief in creation, the founda­
tion-stone of this? 

(b) The question of the hermeneutics of the Chalcedonian statement 
The Graeeo-Byzantine ehristology or the christology of the early 

Church seems to·us today as strange as the world of that time, which 
rises before us only in the pages of our history books, out of the 
documentary remains that have come down to us. Is the theological 
content of the Chalcedonian statement so closely bound up with the 
means of theological expression conditioned by that period, especially 
with the language of Greek philosophy, that when we strip off its 
linguistic and conceptual dress the content itself is lost? The question 
is not a new one. Un.der the slogan of the 'Hellenisation of 
Christianity' it has a history of hundreds of years behind it; and it 
presents itself today in all its urgency under the heading of'hermeneu-
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tics', 7 It is a question of the 'historicity' of revelation and the truth 
of salvation in their broadest aspects, as conditioned by language 
and concept, by man's picture of the world and his outlook on it. 
The urgency is more than ever apparent owing to the much-invoked 
change from the 'object' to the 'subject', which seems to bar access, 
once and for all, to the theology of the early Church, especially for 
the period with which we are dealing here. In fact, with post-Chalce­
donian christology we stand at the peak of the process in which 
Greek ideas and Hellenistic belief in an 'objective' world were taken 
over, This poses two questions. I) Was the original kerygma pre­
served intact at Chalcedon? 2) Is this original kerygma, by virtue 
of Chalcedon, binding on us too? In other words, given that the 

. original Christian kerygma was embedded in such a time-bound 
system of concepts and picture of the world, and insofar as this was 
not already a definitive falsification of it, is it still possible for us 
today to analyse this embedded kerygma in such a way that we can 
salvage something permanent in it for our 'system'? Does the urgency 
of the hermeneutical problem today mean that the 'conditioned 
nature' of the theology of the post-Chalcedonian period is to be 
regarded in such a way that its positive value for us is to be set 
at zero? The answer to such questions presupposes a discussion of 
the problem of hermeneutics in general, and we cannot go into it 
here. Moreover, there is at present no unified position, whether in 
Protestant or in Catholic theology. Certain guiding principles which 
we shall follow here may be indicated. I. We admit the relativity 
of linguistic and conceptual expression which attends any view of 
the person of Christ. We want to be open for the 'historicity' of 
the doctrine about Christ wherever it is determinable. It must be 
possible, however, to recognise the Church's conviction offaith behind 
the time-bound form and the historically conditioned picture of the 
world. 2. The theology of that time even has a certain value in helping 
us to perceive the difference between 'content' and 'form' in the state­
ment about Christ, viz. in the dispute between two dialectically 
opposed theologies, whose common intention became clear in the 
course of debate, despite all the antithesis of formulas. Some spoke 
of 'one' nature, others professed 'two'. Yet for both sides there was 
one Christ, true God and true man, undivided and unmingled. Just 
because this common content of faith, though it exhibited widely 
differing nuances and accents, could be detected beneath mutually 
exclusive formulas, the difference between language or expression 
and the intended content was brought to the awareness of theologians. 

7 cr. A. Grillmeier, 'Moderne Hermeneutik und altkirchliche Christologie', idem, Mit ihm und 
in ihm e1978) 489-582. 
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Thus for the first time it became possible to gain a certain 'distance' 
from the formulas, as had happened similarly at the Synod of Alexan­
dria in 362. 3. These historical observations deserve to be gathered 
carefully, for with them is addressed the current question concerning 
whether the Chalcedonian formula is capable of change. For it is 
preci ely now that the suitability 0" concepts is being discussed. 4. 
Our prime task throughout shall be to arrive at the permanent 'mean­
ing' of the post-Chalcedonian development, i.e. its positive contribu­
tion to the Church's statement about Christ. This lies assuredly not 
in any 'scientific' product of men's labours at that time, but in the 
'understanding of faith' which must be sought behind all forms of 
time-bound expressions. 

3. THE 'EpOCHS' OF THE DEVELOPMENT AFTER CHALCEDON OR THE 

QUESTION OF ESTABLISHING 'PERIODS' 

Our task is to investigate all the factors or causes of development 
after Chalcedon and to establish what changes they produced in the 
doctrine relating to Christ. The efactor include theinfluel1ce ofpopes 
and bishops, Emperors and theologians, the local Churches with their 
monks and laity. According as the various groups move into the 
foreground or recede from it, the more significan t the reali ties they 
establish are for the destiny of Chalcedonian faith, the more they 
characterise the individual phases or segments of this history.8 But 
first there are two interlinked questions to be asked. I. How long, 
in a strict sense, does the discussion of the Chalcedonian formula or 
the validity of the Council as such continue? 2. How long is it a 
question of the christological doctrin.e as such, even if Chalcedon is 
not at issue in a particular way? The immediate aftermath of the 
Council of 451 lasts just as long as the formula or the validity of 
the Council as a whole is still expressly under debate. Prom this 
point of view the Second Council of Constantinople (553) constitutes 
a marker; for between 451 and 553 nothing else is at issue but the 
formula of Chalcedon. Since, however, the Council of 553 was con­
tested precisely on the score of its stance on Chalcedon, the aftermath 
of this Synod too belongs to that of Chalcedoll itself Only after 
the later dispute, which specially affected the West up to the death 
of Gregory the Great (604), had been settled, did the discussion about 
the validity of Chalcedon come to a stop. The answer to the second 
question includes, in the East, the Monothelite and Monenergist 
struggle, with its various phases and councils; in the West, Adoption-

8 On this problem see the collection of studies edited by P. E. Hiibinger, Zur Frageder Periodengrenze 
zwischen Altertum und Mittelalter = WdF LI (Darmstadt 1969). 
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ism in Spain and the reaction to it in the Frankish kingdom are also 
to be included. It is true that in the seventh century in the disputes 
about the 'one' or the 'two wills' (or energies) in Christ the Council 
of Chalcedon becomes the starting-point and the norm of the solu­
tion, particularly through Maximus the Confessor; certainly through 
the teaching of the 'one energeia' the Chalcedonians and the Monophy­
sites ought to be reconciled. But it is not once again a question of 
the acceptance or rejection of the 'formula' of 45 I. Nevertheless we 
have to do here with a new phase of the Chalcedonian 'doctrine'. 
For at this stage, against the illogicality of the Monothelites, the 
fundamental principles of Chalcedon, which concerned only the per­
son of Jesus Christ and the relation of divine and human nature in 
this person, are extended to the question of the will and of activity. 
Considerably more tenuous is the link to Chalcedon in the crisis 
in the West, precipitated by the Spanish Adoptionists. 

So much for a first general view of the epochs and phases marking 
the period of the christological history which we are to explore. 
In the years from 451 to 680-1 in the East and to around 794 (the 
Council of Frankfurt) in the West the christological problem is, albeit 
with unequal intensity, the almost exclusive topic of debate. During 
this period we can roughly distinguish two major epochs. I. The 
age of the immediate discussion about the formula of Chalcedon 
and about the validity of the Fourth General Council. It embraces 
also the stages before and after the Council of Constantinople in 
553, approximately to the death of Gregory the Great (604). 2. The 
time when the question of christology (or more accurately of the 
'person of Jesus Christ') was broadened to that of the 'two wills' 
and the divine and human modes of operation in Christ, known 
to us as the Monothelite and Monenergetic struggle: this broadly 
covers the seventh century. The eighth century witnesses the so-called 
Adoptionist controversy. This was confined to the West and had 
nothing to do with the problem of the seventh century. Though 
it can point to a real connexion with Ephesus and Chalcedon, it 
arose and died down under no special influence from the East. It 
can be reckoned as a side-issue rather than a sequel. The iconoclastic 
struggle of the eighth century in the East is the true sequel, reminiscent 
in some ways of the christological warfare of past centuries. There 
emerges, above all, the figure of the theologian who aimed at a first 
synthesis of Greek theology and consequently also of christology: 
John Damascene. The first and second epochs are divided by a catac­
lysmic event of enormous consequence, the Arab invasion. This was 
to be of great moment for the Churches that broke away after Chalce­
don, and was not without its effect on christological development 
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in Spain. Volume II of our work will deal with the period from 
45 I to 604, and Volume III with the years 604-c. 800. 

The two epochs fall into unequal subdivisions; they also differ in 
their importance. From 45 1 to 604 (if we may span so wide an interval) 
the strife was more fierce, more concerned with fundamental issues 
and more kaleidoscopic than it was in the East in the seventh century 
or in the West in the eighth century. Christologically and ecclesiologi!. 
cally the basic principles of Christianity were at stake, if still within 
an imperial Church framework. The year 519 is an important divid­
ing-point. This is the year in which, after a period of uninterrupted 
crisis, the validity of Chalcedon was confirmed, following the death 
of the Emperor Anastasius I (518), through the recognition of Pope 
Hormisdas' formula by Justin I. In the period between 451 and 519 
we shall see the intense struggle between Popes and Emperors over 
the interpretation of Chalcedon, which finally led to the so-called 
Acacian schism between Rome and Constantinople; we shall witness 
the massive development of'mia physis theology' under the leadership 
of the foremost theologian of the age, the Patriarch Severus of 
Antioch, but also the first powerful efforts from the pro-Chalcedonian 
theologians. The Emperor Justinian and his wife Theodora, with her 
Monophysite sympathies, usher in the second phase of this first epoch; 
the convulsion of the empire by the 'quarrel about the Three Chapters 
and Origenism' reached its climax at the Council of 553. Between 
a strict Chalcedonian and a strict Cyrillo-Monophysite christology 
there now stands the so-called 'Neo-Chalcedonianism', which set 
out to be a mediating theology, and which had already taken shape 
during the first phase before 519. At the same time the Monophysite 
party was able to build up its own hierarchy. The split in the Byzantine 
imperial Church was complete, and no imperial politics could now 
reverse the situation, however the world empire of Rome might make 
a last grand political bid for unity at the time of the conquests of 
Belisarius and Narses. After 553 the West went off on its own way 
'theologically'. Between 553 and 604 we find the West united in 
a single-minded but uncomplicated trust in Chalcedon. The shift of 
the Monothelite problem from East to West around 649 was only 
a minor interlude. In the East John Damascene will at last achieve 
a relatively sober denouement after two centuries of heated strife; 
Thomas Aquinas will one day be his interpreter to the West. The 
most brilliant figure of the Greek Church, Maximus the Confessor, 
had lost his tongue not only in a physical sense. His writings, which 
are the most inspired expression of Chalcedonian christology, the 
supreme synthesis of the Christian Greek spirit, passed into oblivion 
after his condemnation. 



SECTION TWO 

THE PRESENT STATE OF RESEARCH 

1. GENERAL STUDIES 

FOR the period of christological teaching with which we are dealing 
only a few general studies from which we can still work are available. 
With one exception they have been made obsolete by the progress 
of research, especially since the oriental sources were opened up and 
the relevant Byzantine studies inaugurated. The best attempt at a 
comprehensive treatment is still J. A. Dorner, Entwicklungsgeschichte 
der Lehre von der Person Christi von den iiltesten Zeiten his auf die neueste, 
Part II: Die Lehre von der Person Christi vom Ende des viertenJahrhunderts 
his zur Gegenwart (Berlin 1853). The post-Chalcedonian age is pre­
sented in the second section: Die Sicherstellung und folgerichtige Durch­
fiihrung der chalcedonischen Lehre von den zwei Naturen. Vom 
chalcedonischen his zum Frankforter Concil 794 (pp. 150-330). Chapter 
1 of the second section deals with Diphysitism in its struggle with 
Monophysitism (451-553); chapter 2 of this section reviews the 
Monothelite controversies of the seventh century. It also includes 
John of Damascus and the Greek mystics. Chapter 3 treats Adoption­
ism and the Council of Frankfurt (794). 

In substance, the fundamental lines of development, as this stems 
from the dialectic of 'two natures' and 'one nature', are fairly aptly 
described; but no complete picture of the groupings of post-Chalce­
donian christology emerges. The sources are only slightly evaluated. 
The assessment of Aristotelianism is questionable. The philosophical 
background of the development is inadequate. In essential points 
the work has been superceded by later research into Monophysitism, 
Monothelitism and Byzantine theology. 

2. SPECIAL HANDBOOKS ON THE HISTORY OF DOCTRINE 

On the whole these are no more helpful than Dorner's work. Here 
one can name D. Thomasius, Die christliche Dogmengeschichte als 
Entwicklungs-Geschichte des kirchlichen Lehrhegriffes. Volume 1: Die 
Dogmengeschichte der alten Kirche. Periode der Patristik, 2nd edition by 
N. Bonwetsch (Erlangen 1886). The remarks on the post-Chalce­
donian period remain very general (pp. 370-392). 
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F. Loofs, Der Leitfi1den ZUI11 Studium dey Dogmengeschichte, 6th edi­
tion by K. Aland (Tiibingen 1959) is more thorough, characteristic 
of the style of the author. §§ 38-40 deal with our period. Unfortuna­
tely the new edition does not take into account all the more recent 
research into Chalcedon, even in the bibliography. Nothing is said 
about the development ofNeo-Chaicedonianism, which is indispens­
able for a total picture of christology. Even the fundamental works 
ofJ. Lebon (the first of which appeared in 1909) are not mentioned. 
In contrast Leontius of Byzantium, ill accordance with the literary­
llistorical assumptions of F. Loofs, is placed at the centre of post­
Chalcedonian christology. Yet Loofs perceives the impact after Chal­
cedon of Cyrillian christology, the characteristic features of which 
he sees sanctioned for the territories of the empire by Justinian and 
the Council of 553. Too little attention, however, is paid to develop­
ment in the West. 

A. von Harnack's well-known Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte 
Volume 2 (51931)9 deals with the Monophysite struggles and the 
Fifth Council (pp. 400-424), and also with the Monenergist and 
Monothelite controversies, the Sixth Council and John Damascene 
(pp. 425-436). Von Harnack empbasises the distinction between the 
history of doctrine and the history of theology; he excludes the latter 
from his account (cf. pp. 406 and 407, n. 5). He refers a great deal 
to the researches ofF. Loofs and G. Krliger and their sources (Tille­
mont, Walch, Gieseler, Dorner, Baur, Hefele). The original sources 
are not much scrutinised, at any rate when he discusses J. C. Gieseler 
and his work on the Monophysites. J. Lebon's famous dissertation 
from the year 1909 was still unknown to Harnack. 

A comprehensive survey of our period in the manuals of the history 
of doctrine which is still most useful has been supplied by R. Seeberg, 
Lehrbuch dey Dogmengeschichte, Volume 2: Die Dogmenbildung in der 
Alten Kirche (Edangen 31923). By contrast with Harnack, Seeberg 
arrives at a more positive appraisal of the Council ofChalcedon: 

That the personal unity (in Christ) must not be a merging of the two natures, 
and that the existence of both natures ought not to annul the unity of the personal 
life-such was the result of the Synod ofChalcedon. By it not only was Monophysit­
ism driven out of the Church, but the positive problem of how the one Christ 
is to be conceived in his twofold form was deeply stamped into the Church's thinking. 
Chalcedon maintained the problem of christology, but did not remove it. One may 
compare it to the plan of a building, not to the building itself. It set the task of 

Y For a detailed assessment of this work of A. von Harnack and above all of the famous work 
Dos West" des CllrlslmlUms (Leipzig 1899/1900; Jubilee edition: Stuttgart 1950) see K. H. Neufeld. 
Adolf 11011 Hama'k--Tlaeologie als Suche nach der Kirche = KKTS 41 (Paderborn 1977). esp. 66.84. 
102-142j idem. Adolf Harrradu Konjlikt mit der Kirche. Weg-Stationen zurn 'Wesen des Christenturns' 
= ITS 4 (Innsbruck 1979). 
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comprehending the divinity and humanity in Christ as real and yet as a unity but 
it did not teach how to realise this unity in expression and thought. Again, Chalcedon 
is to some extent like a result declared in advance, as distinct from the completed 
balance sheet. Thus it was useful as a criterion for christological speculation, but 
it could not unite the existing antitheses. It called for union, but did not attain 
it. However, this is one of those cases, not rare in history, where a good deal 
less might have been accomplished (266f.). 

The books mentioned so far make use of the compendium, still 
helpful, of C. W. F. Walch, EntwurJ einer vollstandigen Historie der 
Ketzereien, Spaltungen und Religionsstreitigkeiten, bis auf die Zeiten der 
Reformation, parts 6, 7 and 8 (Leipzig 1773, 1776, 1778). In our work 
too the various parts will be made use of in the appropriate places. 
One is greatly helped by the excellent posthumous work ofW. Elert, 
edited by W. Maurer and E. Bergstrasser, Der Ausgang der altkirch­
lichen Christologie. Eine Untersuchung aber Theodor von Pharan und seine 
Zeit als Einfohrung in die alte Dogmengeschichte (Berlin 1957). The focus 
in these collected monographs is on the period of Monothelitism. 
Nevertheless the first part contains surveys on the history of the 
problem which to a large extent depict the development after Chalce­
don in its fundamental features. 

In an extensive joint effort the attempt was made in A. Grillmeier­
H. Bacht (ed.), Das Konzil von Chalkedon. Geschichte und Gegenwart. 
Vol. I-III (Wiirzburg 11951-1954; 51979) to work out the signifi­
cance of the Council from the point of view of dogmatic theology 
and Church history. The articles in Volumes I and II of this work 
which deserve our attention will be mentioned in the relevant sec­
tions. A synthesis from the standpoint of Byzantine theology and 
Orthodox tradition is now furnished by ). Meyendorff, Le Christ 
dans la theologie byzantine (Paris 1969). The question of the person 
of Christ is not consistently pursued, but for all that it is inserted 
into wider perspectives (Ps.-Dionysius, spiritual teaching, cosmic 
dimensions of salvation in Maximus the Confessor, the iconoclastic 
controversy). 

In the more recent general aceounts of the history of doctrine-for 
instance, B. Lohse, Epochen dey Dogm,engeschichte (StuttgaJ."t 11963. 
41978) and). Pelikan, The Christian Tradition. A History of the Develop­
ment of Doctrine. Vol. 1 (Chicago/London 1971) 266-277-naturally 
only a very brief survey is given of the period after Chalcedon. 

In A. M. Ritter, 'Dogma und Lehre der Alten Kirche', C. Andresen 
(Ed.). Handbuch dey Dogmen- und Theologiegeschichte. Bd. 1 (Gottingen 
1983). esp. 270-283. the reception of the Council of Cha1cedon up 
to, the Sixth Ecumenical Council of Constantinople (Constantinople 
III [680/681]) is treated rather in a series of highlights. The most 
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important milestones and controversies are certainly expounded, but 
what is principally lacking is an analysis of the further penetratIOn 
of the Cha1cedolliall concept of hypostasis, which is imperative for 
an assessment of the later christological and trinitarian discussions 
(Maximus Confessor, Leolltius of Byzantium, Dionysius the Areopa­
gite). 

The feature which characterises our attempt, in contrast to the 
works mentioned, consists in the fact that we do not pursue the 
whole breadth of the development of Christian faith and doctrine, 
but only that development which centres on the person of Jesus of 
Nazareth, while we pay attention as well to what radiates from that 
centre. To begin with, it is absolutely essential to draw a total picture 
of post-Chalcedonian christology up to 800, because before the publi­
cation of modern editions of sources such a picture could only be 
distorted and fragmented. Even today this deficiency is not yet com­
pletely remedied. A decisive gain during our century is the opening 
up of the oriental sources, which for the first time makes something 
like an ecumenical history of faith possible, insofar as it is only now 
that the individual Churches can be depicted in the tradition which 
is proper to each of them. With the growth of the ecumenical spirit 
and dialogue in our time we have also acquired the spiritual attune­
ment to experience the faith of the separated Churches from within, 
and only from that position to pass judgement on their mutual close­
ness or distance. With such a procedure oriented to reconstruction we 
abandon the objectifying point of view of an observer in favour of 
the perspective of one who participates, at least virtually, in the discus­
sions and controversies in the individual Church regions and periods. 
With J. Habermas10 we would like to consider this approach as an 
hermeneutical principle. Unity and differences are not grasped in 
a presentation which abstracts, but from the concrete history of the 
individual Church regions in East and West. Admittedly this cannot 
happen without some overlapping and repetition. In this way, how-

10 J. Habermas. 'Objektivismus in den SoziBlwissensch~ften', idem, Zur Logik der SozialwuSClI­
sdla}ien (frankfurt 51982) 541-6070 'For meanings, whether they be embodied in aClions. institutions, 
products of labour, wOJ:ds, contexts thut come about througb co-operation. or documents, can 
only be disclosed "from within". Symbolically pre-structured reality fOfms a universe which remains 
~tmL(:tically scaled. even unintelligible, to the eyes of. an observer. The social world in which we 
lIve opens Itselr only to a subject who makes use of hiS competence to speak and a'ct by '311summg 
imcl:perSGn3J relationships. He gains Clltl'y by rcasOI1 oCme faCt that hcpmiciparcs, atleast virtually, 
ill the colllDlunicatiOllS thal take place berween members, and so he Illm£eJf becomes a member, 
at Icast pou:ntial1y' (ibid., ~So). C£ on this theme also idem, TI/6orir des kO/ll/lllll11kall l1811 [-{m/dt/IIS 
(Frankfurt 198T) Vol. I ', 152-2.°3; Vol. 2, 182.-228; idem, 'Rckollsl.[ukdvc vs. vers[chcnclc Sorial­
wissenschaften', idem, MoralbewujJtsein und kommunikatives Handeln (Frankfurt 1983) 29-52; idem, 
Vorstudien und Ergiinzungen zur Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns (Frankfurt 1984) 11-126, 363-379. 
On the theological relevance of this approach, c£ also H-J. Hohn, Kirche und kommunikatives Handeln. 
Studien zur Theologie und Praxis der Kirche in der Auseindersetzung mit den Sozialtheorien Niklas Luhmanns 
und Jiirgen Habermas' (Frankfurt 1985) 159-163. 
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ever we want at the same time to let each of the old Oriental Churches 
know how we in the West think about them, and thus make a contri­
bution to ecumenical understanding. 

It is against this background that the author wishes the following 
,tudies on the history of the impact of the Council of Chalcedon 
to be read, then also as a contribution to the contemporary discussion 
about the presuppositions for and conditions of a proper inculturation 
of the kerygma of Christ into the Churches of the 'Third World'. 11 

In our survey of the period after Chalcedon we are interested in 
determining, as comprehensively as is historically possible, the rele­
vant factors inside and outside the church, the most important sup­
porters and opponents, centres and forms of development which had 
a lasting influence on the reception of the Council's doctrinal defini­
tion. But this is not our sole concern. We are equally interested in 
the theological question, how the Church's preaching can hold its 
ground in circumstances which are always different and in which 
the cultural, social and political factors are constantly changing, with 
the question how this can happen without the Gospel experiencing 
assimilation of such a kind that would endanger its identity, or vice 
versa without the Christian faith taking root in such a way that would 
lead to an uprooting of cultures which had previously been intact. 
On account of remarkable analogies with this contemporary problem 
it is precisely the struggles hither and thither about the dogma of 
Chalcedon that offer a particularly rich area of work. Here the border 
lines of such an inculturation can be ascertained in exemplary fashion. 
It is an inculturation in which the Church's preaching and man's 
response in faith (e. g. in doctrine, liturgy, spirituality and discipline), 
bearing the stamp of a particular culture or becoming concrete in 
it, are so enacted that what is common and binds them together 
comes to the fore, in spite of and against the background of the 
incontrovertible differences. 

11 Cf. from the constantly. growing literature on this topic: J. Miihlsteiger, 'Rezeption-Inkultur­
ation-Selbstbestimmung. Uberlegungen zum Selbstbestimmungsrecht kirchlicher Gemcinschaften'. 
ZKTh 105(1983) 261-289; H . B. Meyer, 'Zur Frage der Inkulturation der Liturgie' , ZKTI, 105(1983) 
1-31; H. Waldenfels, 'Von der Weltmission zur Kirche in allen Kulturen', Die Kirche Christi-Enttiius­
chung und Hoffnung (1m Auf trag des Direktoriums der Salzburger Hochschulwochen hrsg . v. P. 
Gordan)(Graz-Kevelaer 1982) 303-350; Z. Alszeghy, 'Cultural adaptation as an internal requirement 
of faith', Greg 63(1982) 6 1 -8~; A. A. Roest Cro ll ius, ' IIl cultu'ration nrrd tho meaning or culture', 
Greg 61(1980) 253-274; idem. 'What is so new about inculcuxation? A concepl and its implications', 
Greg 59(1978) 721-738; A. Sanon, 'The Universa l C hristia n Mcssage in C ultu ral Pi lirality', Cone 
135(5/1980) 81-95; D. Amalorpavadass , 'Evangelisation ct cul ture', COli' (~d. (ran.) 134 (avril 1978) 
81-92 . 



SECTION THREE 

AD FONTES 

THE FORMENGESCHICHTE OF THE CHALCEDONIAN AND POST­

CHALCEDONIAN SOURCES OF CHRISTOLOGY UP TO JOHN DAMASCENE 

If we do not take into account the exodus of the Nestorians, the 
communal life of the Church had been one up to the Council of 
Chalcedon. But with this Council a discussion began which not only 
influenced that communal life, but for the first time made evident 
the structure of Christian theology as this would be practised at least 
until the ninth century. Even before the content of this discussion 
is considered, this twofold effect can be observed in the literary cate­
gories involved, i.e. in the genera litteraria of the sources, both in 
their individual form and in their mutual relationships. Certainly 
many of these genres had their origin in the period before Chalcedon, 
particularly in the fourth century, the richest catchment-area for theo­
logical thought in the following period. In this regard the fourth 
century was even more important than Cyril of Alexandria (d. 444), 
who, with the stature that he attained in the Nestorian dispute and 
with the dynamism that radiated from him, determined in command­
ing fashion from that time on theological and christological discus­
sion. Instrumental in this was a particular genus litterarium, to the 
creation of which Cyril himself had contributed, the florilegium. 

When we illustrate the new situation with regard to sources, it 
must not be forgotten that Holy Scripture, particularly the New 
Testament with its christology or major christological passages, 
always exercised its influence as well. But no new exegetical method 
was discovered. It was only that the proof from Scripture acquired 
younger siblings who wanted to sit at the same theological table 
and seemed for a while to demand the larger portion which. how­
ever, must never be claimed from the 'first-born'. 

As the first novUI11 we may cite the synodal acta, which as a literary 
genre have th ir Sitz ii'll Leben in the character given to the e rly 
Church synods by the fact that they were synods of the imp.erial 
Church. Because with Chalcedon these acta are preserved in a fullness 
not previously known. if we leave aside the sparse records of the 
events at the Council of Ephesus (43 I). they were able to display 
their efficacy as such in the Church's own theological life. Their dlf:c­
tiveness was strengthened, because in the theological dispute concern-
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ing the decisions of the Council there were created around the acta 
reference works with relevant texts, works which E. Schwartz 
appositely characterised as 'publizistische Sammlungen'*. In the dis­
pute about the Council of Nicaea (325) Athanasius of Alexandria 
had already begun with such documentation. The clarification of the 
proceedings of the Council of 381 has demanded much effort. Cf. 
E. Chrysos, 'Die Akten des Konzils von Konstantinopel I (381)', 
Romanitas-Christianitas. Untersuchungen zur Geschichte und Literatur der 
romischen Kaiserzeit = FS. J. Straub (ed. G. Wirth) (Berlin-New York 
1982) 426-435. The evaluation of such works is not easy, as they 
are dominated more or less by the selective or even 'fashioning' spirit 
of the parties concerned; but such evaluation produces great results. 
A helpful key to this is provided by E. Chrysos in his recent article: 
'Konzilsakten und Konzilsprotokolle vom 4. bis 7. Jahrhundert', 
AHC 15 (1983) 30-40, which sets the tone for further research. He 
emphasises the fundamental difference of acta material in conciliar 
acta and minutes of councils, in accordance with the division of synods 
into legal and non-legal proceedings. This distinction is to be res­
pected, even when in what follows we speak simply of 'synodal 
acta'. 

The synopses of councils already belong to the genre ofhistoriogra­
phy of councils. 

The next group to concern us is works of church history, which 
is not newly created as a genre, but which certainly found a new 
area of application. To this category also belong chronicles and hagio­
graphical works dealing either with individual lives or collections 
of short biographies, the heroes and heroines of which represent the 
theological parties extremely effectively and in a manner close to 
the people. The discovery of a new oil-field in our technological 
era can be compared to the opening up of the rich area of the florilegia, 
i.e. the anthologies garnered from the writings of the Fathers, which 
became the fashion in the conciliar era we are considering. More 
and more they shaped the structure of theological proof. For this 
reason it is important here to show the extent of this literary genre 
so to speak materially, because only in this way will the relationship 
of the proof from Scripture and the Fathers be discernible. Related 
to these genres are the so-caned catenae, i. e. collections of exegetical 
passages from the Fathers which present a new presence of the Bible 

• Throughout this volume we shall rcralo tbe German expression, both because the expression 
itself bas become a technical term and because a condse English cquivfil~t of the adjective used 
is not :lva.il1hle. The sense in which it is !!mploycd by Schwartz to describe: [h~e collections of 
documents [dating to a synod or council indicates th:Jt these documents were journalistically selected 
and arranged in such a way that they could serve as propng:mda for the policics of a particular 
religious party or group. Trallslalors' Nole. 
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in the authority of the interpretation of the Fathers. Admittedly in 
many respects they could dry up the initiative of exegetical efforts 
in a later period, if not simply cause it to die out. 

From mutual polemic the catalogues of heretics and heresies grew; 
more than any other genre mentioned here these ran the danger of 
beconring eli hes. We conclud with the collections of defInitions 
of concepts (definitiones) , which in as far as the history of method 
is concerned have a special significance, as, in accord with the value 
that i placed 'on th m, they make fruitful the relationship of theology 
and philosophy, or the relationship between the proof ex auctoritate 
~ . Scripturae sive Patrum and the argumen,tutn ex ratione, or else dissolv­
ing this relationship could place it, together with the genre of the 
aporiai (E'lTa'ITOp1)l-La'Ta), in question. 

PART I 

Collections of synodal acta and 'publizistische Sammlungen'. Cf. 
CPG IV: Concilia; Altaner-Stuiber, Patrologie, 9.A., VII, §§S8-64. 

'Since the Church, when it was assumed into the organism of the empire, became 
an institution of the empire it became the custom to take official minutes of the 
proceedings of the synods in the sam.e way ~s the proceedings of the Senate, the 
courts, the imperial consistory, etc. ' (E. chwartz, ZNW 25(1926) «). It is a long 
way, however, from the taking of minutes of the gesla to their being workcd lip 
into collections. To be distinguisbed [rom collections with the synodal gesta 3S their 
main object are thc 'publizistischc Sammlungcll'. which presont an 'cxtcnded docu­
mentation. 

(A) Collections of synodal acta 
I. Collections made by orthodox Chalcedonians 

I. We possess an excellent editioninthe Acta Conciliorum Oewmeni­
corum, begun and continued by E. chwartz and finished by J. Straub, 
Coticiliuln Universale COtlstantinopolitanr,un. sub Iustilliano habitum = 
ACO IV, 1 (Berolini T971). This edition is continued by the 
'Kommission fUr die Herausgabe einer 2. Serie der Acta conciliorum 
oecumenicorum', under the direction of H.-G. Beck, B. Bischoff, 
H. Hunger and]. Straub. In this series has appeared the critical edition 
of the Lateran synod of 649, COluilium Latel'anense a. 649 celebratum, 
ACO II, I, ed. R. Riedinger, (Berlin-New York 1984). The same 
editor will also publish the acta of the second great dyothelete synod 
of Constantinople (680/ J). 

On the edition of E. Schwartz: In his edition Schwartz was the first to emphasise 
that the conciliar acta from Ephesus (43 I) to Constantinople (553), and beyond that, 
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are transmitted in collections which, like their translations, can betray a different 
stance on the decisions of a council. Compilation, editing and adaptation of the 
documents, the person of the compiler, their place of use constitute history. For 
this reason the collections as such must be edited and not torn apart. See the excellent 
analysis of the complete work of Schwartz by R. Schieffer, Index Generalis Tomorum 
I-IIII, pars prima: Indices Codicum et Auctorum (Berolini 1974); CPG IV-a 
survey of all the works published by Schwartz on the history of councils (besides 
ACO) in idem, Gesammelte Schrifien Bd. 4 (Berlin 1960) 329-344; see ibid. 343-344 
for a table of contents of ACO, as far as published at the time. For criticism of 
Schwartz' edition see V. Grumel, ByzZ 35 (1935) 412-423; 38 (1938) 439-451; P. 
Peeters, AnBoll 1932-1934; 1936-1938. For the period after Chalcedon the synods 
of Constantinople in the years 519, 536 and 553 are particularly important (see 
Schieffer, Indices, 518-520). 

On the edition of the second series of ACO see R. Riedinger, 'Aus den Akten 
der Lateran-Synode von 649', ByzZ 69 (1976) 17-38: a study which even on its 
own is a testimony to what significance knowledge of how the acta of a council 
came into existence can have for the council itself. See especially 37 f.; idem, 'Die 
Lateinischen Handschriften der Akten des VI. Konzils (680/681) und die Unzialkor­
rekturen im Cod. Vat. Regin. Lat. 1040" Riimische Historische Mitteilungen 22 (Rom­
Wien 1980) 37-49; idem, 'Zwei Briefe aus den Akten der Lateransynode von 649', 
JOB 29 (1980) 37-59. The edition of this second series has begun with ACTA CON­
CILIORUM OECUMENICORUM sub auspiciis Academiae Scientiarum Bavariae 
edita Series secunda Volumen primum. Concilium Lateranense a. 649 celebratum edidit 
Rudolf Riedinger (Berolini 1984). On the edition see A. Grillmeier, TheolPhii 60 
(1985) 289-293. In the third volume of our work we shall have recourse to this 
series. 

2. Older editions of conciliar acta and their significance 
Their value varies greatly. In part, too, they can conceal rathet 

than reveal important data concerning the composition and trans­
mission of the synodal acta. They take their beginning withJ. Merlin 
in the year 1524 (Paris) and are continued by Crabbe, Surius, Nicolini 
and Bollanus, Baluze, Hardouin and Coleti, down to the Sacrorum 
Conciliorum nova et amplissima Collectio ofJoannes Dominicus Mansi, 
31 vols, published in Florence 1759-1798. 

A useful history of these edition~ is given by H. Quentin, j etw-Domillique Mansi 
et les grande! Collection.1 conciliaires. Etude d'Hisroire li!leraire s1liv';/! d'ur/I! cOl'respondance 
inepjle de Bllluz /! avec II! Cardhlal CasQ/'Iate el de le/tYes de Pierre Moril'I, Ha yriol/in , Lupus 
et Montfoucon (Paris 1900). Important and sometimes sharp criticism is contained 
in the PraeJatir)tjl!s of the ACO by E. Schwartz. To use the old editions (Mat;lsi) 
the reader should consult the Tab',//(Ie Comparationis Vcterum Editionum et Reges­
torum in R. Schieffer, Index Generrllis Tomormn 1- IUl, pars prima = ACO IV 
3, pars prima. 539-579. 

The following works offer a selection of texts in accordance with 
recent critical research: 

(a) Enchiridion Symbolorum Dejinitionu/II et Deciarariol1lltrl de rebusfidei et morum quod 
primum edidit H. Denzinger et quod funditus retractavit auxit notulis ornavit A. 
SchOnmetzer S. J.. ed. 36 emendata (Barcelona-Freiburg-Rom 1976); (b) Conciliorum 
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Oecumenicorum Decreta curantibus J. Alberigo, J. A. Dossetti, P.-P. Joannou, C. 
Leonardi, P. Prodi consultante H.Jedin, ed. 3 (Bologna 1973). 

3. Modern translations of conciliar acta 
Ephese et Chalcedoine. Actes des Conci/es. Traduits par A.-J. Festugiere (Textes­

Dossiers-Documents 6) (Paris 1982); Actes du CondIe de Chalcedoine. Sessions III-IV 
(La Definition de la Foi). Traduction franc;aise par A.-J. Festugiere. Preface par Henry 
Chadwick (Cahiers d'Orientalisme IV) (Geneve 1983). 

II. Old translations of synodal acta from 431 to 553 
That the acta of councils also in themselves could be meant as propa­

ganda will become clear through a large enterprise, the Latin transla­
tions of the acta, which were brought about by the so-called Three 
Chapters controversy, or at least received their defmitive form from 
it. Since the investigations of E. Schwartz there are not two, but 
three forms which are to be distinguished: 

1. In Constantinople there came into being the versio amiqlM of the ae,a (c. 550). 
as it was called by S. Baluzius (Siglum <1>'). By comparison with the Greck acta 
we find here no collection of letters before the first session and after the second 
session. SessloD XVI is also missing. Here the Latin translation of the Ca/lOfles 
Chalcedcnctrses of Dionysius Exiguus 1S used, traces of which can be identified in 
Pope Pelagius II, Gregory 1, Martin I, in Gaul during the time of Hinkmar of 
Rheims, and also in Thomas Aquinas (ACO IT 3. 1. VIl-Vill). 

2. The Ve/'Sio antiqua cOI'rec/(I (<1><), besides containing the synodal acta (see below), 
was enriched by the Epistlliarum arlle gesta colleelio and had a revised text of the 
acta (cr. ACO I13, 1, VIl- VlIl). 

3. The deacon Rusticus revised this translation in 564 and edited it in the sense 
that an exemplar of his recension remained in the monastery of the Sleepless Monks 
in Constantinople, where bew copies could be made or the correction of old manu­
scripts undertaken. The Latin scholia, which Rusticus added to his translation of 
the Acta Clwlcedcnetls;(I cited by Schwartz in ACO IT 3. 1-3 ad loc., are collected 
in PLS IV 546-597. The Latin acta of Ephesus in 431 also owe their existence to 
the Three Chapters controversy. These translations are reproduced in the gesta in 
more or less abbreviated form. See the accurate survey and collection of parallel 
Greek and Latin texts ill Schieffer, ACO rv 3, I , 521-527; CPG 8675-8867. 

Besides the Ephesian section of the Sy/lodieoTl of Rusticus = Colleelio Casin.el1sis, 
ACO I 3- 1 4. we have the Collectio Palalilla == ACO 1 5, 1-215. B. Nisters, TQ 
113 (1932) 119-137, wished to place this co.llection between 500 and 519 and attribute 
it to one of the Scythian theologians favourable to the Henoticol! of the Emperor 
Zeno. Arguments to the contrary in V . Schurr. Die Trlllitiitslehre des Bocthim it/I 
Lichte der 'skyrllisc/tcII KOlltrovcrscfl' = FCLDG 18. 1 (Paderborn 1935) 180-181. E . 
Amann, 'L'aff.1ire Nestol'ius vue de Rome', RevSR 23 (1949). (5- 37 etc.) 8~I71 how­
ever, extricated elements which we could describe as 'neo-Chalcedonian', and looked 
for the compiler in the sphere ofinfluence ofche Scythian monks, taking the lerminus 
post quem of the origin as 553. A similar milieu, if a different author, is proposed 
by him for the Col/eeUo TJlroncllsis «(I Rus€;co D;acollo ill Casi''letlsem redacUJ), ACO 
1 3, and the Collectio Vcronellsis, ACO I 2 of the aGto of Ephesus. Amann stresses 
the strong ~epresentation of the Romau Curia (art. cit., 17-23). Here the neo-Chalce-
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donian additions are missing. For a description of the various collections see Schieffer, 
ACO IV 3, I, 80. 

III. Synodal acta of the Churches which separated after 43 I and 
4S1 

Prefatory note: on the synodal acta, collections of canons and sym­
bols, which are connected with the Council of Nicaea, see Altaner­
Stuiber, Patrologie §63; further W.-D. Hauschild, (Die antinizanische 
Synodalsammlung des Sabinus von Heraklea, in: VigC 24 (1970) 10S-126; 
the counterpart to Athanasius, De synodis; instructive document for 
the self-image of the homoeusian party. 

I. The east Syrian (Nestorian) Church 
(a) From the acta of the Synod of the Katholikos Yahbalaha, dating 

from the year 420, can be perceived that the east Syrian Church 
had a kind of Corpus Iuris before 410, which, however, consisted 
of western canons. See below Chabot, 12 f.; Text 276 fr. (French). 

(b) Collection of Nestor ian synods of dogmatic and canonical con­
tent: 

J.-B. Chabot, Synodicon orientale ou Recueil de Synodes Nestoriens publie, traduit et 
annote par J.-B. Chabot (Paris 1902); Syriac text, 17-252; French trans., 253-524; 
based on the Syriac MS of the B.N. Paris, MS 332 (syr.), and MS K VI, 4, Mus. 
Borgian., Rome. This collection must have come into being in the early years of 
the patriarchate of Timothy I (780-823). The last synod to be included in it is that 
of l::Ienanls6 II (775); the important synod of Timothy (790) does not appear. In 
total thirteen synods are documented, and the quasi-synod of Bar~awma (484) is 
mentioned (Chabot 308-309; see further 3c Partie, I. Appendice, 525-539). The 
synod of790: op. cit., Appendice IV, 599-608. Chabot was unaware of the German 
t:anslation ofMS Borg., Rome, by O. Braun, Das Buch der Synhados (Stuttgart-Wien 
1900), which corresponds to Chabot, 253-524, allowing for the supplements made 
from B.N. MS syr. 332. Canonical material predominates, but the actual positions 
of the Nestorian churches are discussed and must be evaluated in our presentation 
(cf. Chabot's index, 688, Herhiques, where as well as Apollinarians, Eutychians, 
Severans and Theopaschites, the supporters of l;Ienana appear; Incarnation, where 
also in Chabot's third part solutions to objections against the doctrine of the Nestor­
ians are proffered). 

2. The west Syrian Oacobite) Church 
The west Syrian Oacobite) church had a collection of conciliar 

canons, which was translated in SOl from the Greek and is transmitted 
in BM Add. 14.S28, ff. I-lSI: Wright, Catalogue II, 1030-1033, 
nr. DCCCCVI. The canons preserved are those of Nicaea in 32S, 
Ancyra in 314 (?), Neo-Caesarea (cf. Mansi II S39), Gangra in 343, 
Antioch in 341, Laodicea (c. 36S) (Mansi II S63), Constantinople 
in 381, Chalcedon in 4S1-the latter with 27 canons, without the 
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twenty-eighth, which is missing in' the Syriac collections. Cf. MS 
BM Add. 14.529 (seventh/ eighth century). 

E. Schwartz, 'Die Kanonessamml ungen der alten Reichskirche', Gesammelte Sehrif 
ten 4 (Berlin 1960) 159-275, composed in 1936. Further important discoveries have 
been published by A. V 66bus, Syrisehe Kanonessammlungen: Ein Beitrag zur Quellen­
kunde I. Westsyrische Originalurkunden I, A-I, B, CSCO 307 and 308 (Subs. 35 
and 38) (Louvain 1970); id., The Synodicon in the West Syrian Tradition I, CSCO 
367 (T), 368 (V) (Louvain 1975). Cf. Introduction to the Synodicon: 6. Legislative 
Florilegia (see below). 

These sources are to be taken into consideration for the recognition 
of Chalcedon through the inclusion of canons (minus the twenty­
eighth); this recognition comes to the fore also in individual Fathers. 

(B) 'Publizistische Sammlungen' of the Chalcedonian party 
Prefatory note: Since it has only recently been published, we mention here a collec· 

tion concerned with the Council of Ephesus (43 I), which was originally composed 
in Greek at Alexandria soon after the Council, but which was translated around 
500 into Ethiopic and is preserved as such. See B. M .. :Weischer, Qerellos, Bd. I, 
Aftikanistische Forschungen (Gliic;~stadt 1973); Bd. III, Athiopistische Forschungen 2 

(Wiesbaden 1977); Bd. IV, I, Athiopistische Forschungen 4 (Wiesbaden 1979). The 
original collection runs this far. See the survey in Qerellos IV, 3 (Wiesbaden 1980) 
7, nr. 1-18. 

I. Col/eetio Novariensis de re Eutychis: instigated by Leo I in 450: ACO II 2, 
I; cf. praef. V-VIII; II 4: praef. XLI; II 3, I: praef. The Roman archives supplied 
the documentation. 

II. Collections of letters: Leo I had made one or more collections of his own 
letters which were connected with Chalcedon. Cf. ACO II 4, praef. XXX-XXXI. 
This, the first collection, contained documents up to 17.8.458. The Collectio Avellana, 
which will be dealt with shortly below, contained later letters of Leo. While the 
latter is preserved, the other old collections are lost, although they survive in later 
collections. Cf. ACO II 4, I-XXX; V. Grumel, ByzZ 35 (1935) 412-415; 38 (1938) 
439-451, concerning the edition of the corresponding Greek collections of letters 
in ACO II I, I and 2. According to Grumel the Greek translator of Leo's letters 
had their original and authentic text as his exemplar, but shortened the text and 
omitted parts of it. 

III. Collectio Vaticana rerum Chclleedonensium: ACO II 2, 2, t [93]-27 [119]. This 
comes next chronologically, if, as Schwartz believed, it attained its definitive compass 
only under Pope Hormisdas. Composed for Roman purposes, it contains official 
letters of emperors, extracts from conciliar aeta (the second [third], sixth and eighth 
[seventh] sessions), and five letters to Leo. Julian of Cius and Maximus, Patriarch 
of Antioch, sent the greater part of the documents to Rome after they had been 
translated into Latin. 

IV. Colleetio Sangermanensis: ACO II 5. In the first part is contained the important 
- Codex Encyclius of Emperor Leo I (457-474) in the Latin translation of Epiphanius 

(see further below), and in the second part the Breviarium of the deacon Liberatus 
of Carthage: ACO II 5, 98-141 (see below on 'Heresies') . 

V. Col/eetio Veronensis, C. Berolinensis, C. Avellana (CA): the first two are edited 
by E. Schwartz, PS3-58, and 60-117; CA: edt 0 Guenther, Epistulae Imperatorum, 
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Pontifieum, aliorum inde ab a. 367 usque ad a. 553 datae = CSEL 3S (Vindobonae 
1895-98). See further ACO n 4. XIV. 

The Co/I . Verol/. played its partin the Acacian schism in that it was fiercely written 
to stir up opposition to the balance of power politics of Pope Anastasius n (496-498). 
the successor of Gelasius 1 (492-496), thereby fostering the continuation of the 
schism. Another coUection. which today as such is lost. Collectio X. would supple­
ment the Coli. Vero/l .• which was soon enlarged. The existence of X caI1be postulated 
from the striking relationship between Call . Berol. and CA, which both drew on 
X independently. Cf. Schwartz. PS 283 f. with a reconstru.ction of X. The CA 
was a private collection from the second baLf of the sixth century; X was a 'semi­
official product of the politics ofHormisdas' (PS 287). 

Together with other importllnt documents. the Col/. Verotl. was later to become 
an instIllment for the schismatic movement in the diocese of Aquilea which was 
directed against the Council of CP (553). Cf. PS 263, where the documents are 
enumerated, the MSS ofwhlch were produced in Verona in the sixth century. Here 
we can detect a sharp. pure Chalcedonian tendency, which is directed against the 
EmperorJustinian. Cf. C. H. Turner, Ecclesiae ocddemalis /tIorlumetlta iuris lmliquissima 
(Oxford 19(7), vol. 2 I. p. VUl-IX for a presentation of the struggle ofAquilea 
and Verona against the Fifth COlmcil. Schwartz. PS 161-170, tabulates the 133 items 
in the three collection.s and gives his interpretation ofthcir historical order. 

VI. Col/ect/o NOllariensis de JIM e lritlitate hI carne passo, Cod. XXX. If. 73-92, 
of the Biblioteca Capitolare, Novara. ed. E . Schwartz. ACO IV 2. 63-98; cf. 
Schieffer, ACO IV 3. I, 30. This is concerned with the Theopascbite controversy 
and with the advance of neo-Chalcedonian theology towards Rome. On the dating 
see V. Schurr, Die Trinitiitslehre des Boelhius (sec above All, 3) 185-197. See below 
under 'F1orilegia'. 

VII. Col/eetio Palatina. Bibl. Vaticana, PaIat. lat. 234. S. IX, If. 1-93; ACO I 
5, 1-215; Fr. Glorie, Maxentii aliorumque Seytharum monaehorum neenon Ioannis 
Tomitanae urbis episeopi Opuseula: CCL, vol. LXXXV A (TurnhoIti 1978); Schieffer, 
ACO IV 3, 1.63. 

Before the edition of the Collatio Palatina primaria by Schwartz: ACO I 5, 1-181, 
this collection was attributed to Marius Mercator, who wrote between 418 and 
43J. This John, whose DisplI/atio de Nestor/lmis et EHtychiarlis was attached as an 
appendix. was considered to be nishop ofTomi, who was still alive after Ephesus 
(43 I) and in 449 had subscribed a synod of Constantinople before Bishop Alexander. 
The coUection derives, however, from a Scythian monk of the sixth century, who 
brought it to a close in the lifetime of a certain Bishop John ofTomi, thus between 
530 (534) and 550. ]n the Coli . Pal. tills Scythian monk had not only coUected 
the writings of others (Marius Mercator, etc.), but had composed several works 
himself and added them to the collection: 

1. Disputatio XII eapitulorum Cyri/Ii Alexandrini et sic dictorum Nestorii Anti-anathe­
matismorum: eCL, vol. LXXXV A, 195-213. 

2. A RefUtalio quorundam Nestor;; dietorum: ibid., 214-224. 

3· His Epilogus concludes the collection: ibid., 231-234. In this, however, he 
promises to present a Sermo (disputatio) CO/lira Nestoria/lOs to Bishop John ofTomi, 
who is still living. This document, which does not belong to the original Palati/Ia, 
was found and edited for the first time by Dom Morin. The original version 
was discovered first by R. Weijenborg, who put it at the disposal of Fr. Glorie 
for the latter's edition (in CCL, vol. LXXXV A, 234-239 both versions are edited. 
immediately following the Coli. Pal. nr. 56-57). The question concerning the 
Coll. Pal. has thus found a definitive explanation. 
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VIII. Collectio Sabbaitica contra Acephalos et Origenistas destinata. Insunl Acta Syno­
dorum Constantinopolitanae et Hierosolymitanae A. 536: ACO III (Berlin 1940). The 
last document included in this collection is the edict of Emperor Justinian against 
Origen, which was published in February, 542 inJerusalem and addressed to Patriarch 
Menas, Pope Vigilius, Patriarch Zoi:lus and Patriarch Peter. Cf. praef. ACO III, 
pp. VIII-XI. This Colleetio also contains forged letters to Patriarch Peter the Fuller 
of Antioch, of which there exist three recensions: 

(I) the oldest with seven letters, edited (a) by Schwartz in PS (1934) based 
on a Coil. Vatieana, pp. 125-140 (Greek); new edition (b) in the appendix of the 
ed. of Coil. Sabbaitiea: ACO III (1940),217-231; 

(2) Latin edition with eight letters in the CA (Guenther) nr. 71-78; 
(3) Coil . Sabbaitiea: ACO III, fr25. This is the latest recension, with ten letters. 

On the subject, namely the Trishagion, see Schwartz, ACO III, praef. XI-XlIII; 
PS 287-300. 

(C) Monophysite and Nestorian 'Publizistische Sammlungen' 
I. Monophysites 
I. E. Schwartz, 'Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431 eine antichalkedonische Sammlung 

aus der Zeit Kaiser Zenos' = AbhMiinehAkW, Philos.-philolog. u. hist. Kl. XXXII. 
Bd. 6. A (Miinchen 1927). Cf. Schieffer, ACO IV 3, I, 53 (Lit.). According to 
Schwartz 96, the compiler's attitude is one of'unconditional condemnation ofChalce­
don'. He does not, however, belong to the extremists: 'His way of thinking corres­
ponded to the attitude of Peter Mongus, whom the extremists, especially the monks, 
forced to curse the Synod by threatening him with deposition. Peter, however, 
had no intention of agreeing to break off communion with the bishops who acknow­
ledged the Henoticon as norm but who did not curse the Chalcedonian stance'. This 
was later to bring Severus of Antioch to a harsh judgment on Peter Mongus. The 
time of composition is therefore the end of the 480's, when Peter had to defend 
himself against the separa tists. According to Schwartz the compiler was 'an Alexan­
drian cleric, probably incited by the Patriarch himself' (ibid. 136) . The collection 
is particul·arly important becaLlse it contains three significant documents: the Encycli­
cal of the usurper Basiliscus, his Antencyclical, and the Edict of Zeno, which was 
soon to be described as the 'Henotieon' (nr. 73-75); see below on Evagrius and 
Zacharias Rhetor. 

2. Th e Book oj LeIters, in Armenian: Girk' t'h'o{:, Matcnagrowt'iwll naxnea{:, 
in the series Sahak mesropean matenadaran. vo,1. 5 (Tillis 1901) . M. Tallon, Livre 
des Lett,.es (Girk ' t'li 'o~) . I" Grollpe: Docllmenu C0/7eemant les relations avec les Crecs 
= Mel . de j'Univ. Saint Joseph, T . XXXll, Fasc. 1 (Beyrouth L95S)i L. Frivold, 
The It/eaY/l (l/ ioll . A Study oj Ill e Doc/rille oj the II rcomaliOIl ill lilt' ArmuII {11/I Church 
in the 5th aml61h CCll(uries according to the Book oJLellcrs (Oslo-Bctgell-Troms0 1981) , 
with partial edition and English translation (eight passages). 

II. Nestorians 
A Nestorian Collection oJChristological Texts, Edited and translated by Luise Abra­

mowski & Alan E. Goodman. Vol. I Syriac Text, Vol. II Introduction, Translation 
and Indexes (Cambridge 1972). This work will be presented below under 'Florilegia'. 

(D) Synopses of Councils 
Under the term synopses of councils we understand lists of councils 
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or synods presented in summary fashion, in more or less correct 
historical sequence with a concise summary of their scope. 

Lit.:]. A. Munitiz, 'Synoptic Greek Accounts of the Seventh Council', RevEtByz 
32 (1974) 147-186; H.]. Sieben, Die Konzilsidee der Alten Kirche (Paderborn etc. 
1979), Ch. V 344-380: Aspects of the concept of a council according to council 
synopses from the sixth to the ninth centuries. We shall content ourselves by referring 
to this work. 

The chief work which served as a model is the so-called Synodicon Vetus; Sieben, 
op. cit. 372-373: 'In chronicle style the compiler gathers reports concerning councils, 
from the Council of the Apostles to that of the ninth century aga,inst Pbocius and 
Ignatius. Councils before Nicaea are treated more schematically than those after 
Nioea ... What is new here in comparison with previous collections, if one wishes 
thus to describe the texts discussed in the preceeding extracts, is in the first place 
the inclusion in principle of heretical collections. 111 this is undoubtedly manifested 
a more evident prominence of pure historical interest than in earlier collections. 
Furthermore to this corresponds also an exceptionally concise, indeed often very 
pertinent, characterisation of the theme of the 'council' (373). Edition: The Synodicon 
Vetus, Text, Translation, and Notes by ]. Duffy and]. Parker = CFHB, Series 
Washingtonensis (Dumbarton Oaks, Washington D.C. 1979). In vol. II of our 
work we are concerned with nr. 92-127, pp. 81-107. See, however,].-L. van Dieten, 
'Synodicon Vetus. Bemerkungen zu einer Neuausgabe', AHC 12 (1980) 62-108. 

For his work H. J. Sieben investigates three other groups of conci-
liar compilations: 

1. Passages and chapters concerning councils (346-356). 
2. Anonymous synopses of councils (356-365). 
3. Synopses transmitted under the author's name (365-372). 

PART II 

Works on Church history and hagiography about or after 45 I up 
to the close of the patristic period. 

The significance of these works for our investigation does not need 
to be stressed. It is important within this genre to specify individual 
subordinate categories. 

Bibliography: F. Winkelmann, 'Ges~hichtsschreibung in Byzanz', WZUnivRostock 
18 (1969) 475-481; idem 'Kirchengeschichtswerke im ostromischen Reich', ByzSlav 
37 (1976) 1-10, 172-190; idem, 'Rolle und Problematik der Kirchengeschichte in 
der byzantinischen Historiographie', Klio 66 (1984) 257-269; ]. Irmscher, 'Ge­
schichtsschreiber der Justinianischen Zeit', WZUnivRostock 18 (1969) 469-474; 
Altaner-Stuiber, Patrologie, VII, §§58-63; KIWbChrOr: 'Geschichtsschreibung'. 
Winkelmann distinguishes four categories-I. Historical monographs, which treat 
contemporary history. II. Chronographies, i.e. handbooks of world history which 
begin with creation or with Adam and continue to the time of the writer. III. 
Church Histories. IV. 'The nuanced and complicated area of hagiography'. The 
latter three categories are particularly influenced by Christianity. 
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(A) Historical monographs 
To this category we reckon: I. the work of Pro cop ius (6th century); 2. continuation 

by Agathias (for the years 552-558), Menander (for the years 558-582), Theophylact 
Simocattes (for the years 582-602). 

(B) Chronographies 
The first Christian chronographies derive from Julius Africanus (d. after 240), 

Hippolytus (d. 235), Eusebius (d. 339); in Byzantium historiography proper is pre­
ferred, but there too the chronography flourished, between 642 and 1071. In the 
Christian Orient, among Syrians, Armenians etc., the chronography dominates. 

I. In the East 
I. Byzantine chronicles of world history 
(a) John Malalas, a Syrian from Antioch and a contemporary of Emperor Anasta­

sius I; he lived until the time of Justin II. His Chronicle in 18 books comes down 
to the end of the reign of Justinian I, probably as far as 574. Books 1-17 are well 
disposed towards monophysites; the chronicle of the city of Antioch has been incor­
porated. Book 18 fo<>uses on Constantinople. 

Ed. L. Dindorf, Bonn 1831; PG 97, 64-'718; H. Gartner, 'Malalas', Kl. Pauly 
3; H. Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner I (Munchen 1978) 
32off.; English trans. The Chronicle oJJohn Malalas. A Translation, Australian Associa­
tion for Byzantine Studies. Byzantina Australiensia 4, forthcoming. 

(b) Chronicon Paschale, which probably originated in Byzantium. This work, which 
continues until the year 629, has independent value only for the latter decades. Cf. 
Altaner-Stuiber, Patrologie, 235, 6: 

(c) Theophanes Confessor, Byzantine monk and chronicler, b. ca. 760 in Constanti­
nople, d. 818 in exile as an iconodule. His Chronographia extends from 284-813 and 
was composed in the years 810-814. Alongside calculations of years from creation 
and from the birth of Christ he places the year of the Byzantine Emperor's reign, 
that of Persian and Arabian monarchs, of the Popes and the four patriarchs, as 
well as the reckoning of the year according to indictions. The Chronography is particu­
larly important for the seventh and eighth centuries, for which, apart from Niceph­
orus, Theophanes is the only source (agreements with Malalas, Procopius and 
Agathias). In the mnth century the Chronography was translated into Latin by Anasta­
sius Bibliothecarius. Ed.: C. de Boor (Leipzig 1883-1885; reprint Hildesheim 1963). 

(d) Nicephorus, Patriarch of Constantinople (b. ca. 750, d. 828). (i) Breviarium,-or 
'!O"TOPLO: mJVTolwC;; 'A typical chronicle in the manner of the Chronography ofTheo­
phanes, and one of the best works of this genre .... According to Krumbacher, 
Nicephorus and Theophanes, without being mutually dependent, took over a great 
deal from an older source unknown to us' (A. J. Visser, Nikephoros und der Bilderstreit 
[Haag 1952]80-81). 

(ii) Chronography, or XpoV0-YPO:<pLO: mJVT0IJ.0C;. 
Ed.: C. de Boor, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica 

(Teubner, Leipzig 1880) 3-77; 81-135; included is the Vita of Ignatius the Deacon 
written by Nicephorus (139-217). 

(e) John Zonaras, who lived from the last quarter of the 11th century to the 
mid-12th century; a high court official in Constantinople, he subsequently became 
a monk and composed the extensive world chronicle CE'lTLTOIJ.TJ L(1TOpLWv) from 
creation to I I I 8 AD. He gives no account of contemporary history. From the founda-
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tion of Constantinople onwards he is interested only in the eastern half of the Empire. 
Ed.: L. Dindorf, 6 vols (1868-1875). Vols 7-9 in Cassius Dio, ed. Boissevain I 
(1895). See Kl. Pauly 5, 1551-1553. 

2. Melkite chronicles 
(a) Agapius of Mabbog, Arabic world chronicle (roth century). 
(b) The Arabic chronicle (to 938) of the Melkite Eutychius of Alex.andria: 'The 

String of Pearls' (early secular history, Church history from tbe time of Christ 
to 938, with slavish imitation of Byzantine chronography): PG Ill, 907-1156; L. 
Cheiko: CSCO so (1906); idem et alii: CSCO .51 (1909). See further G. Graf, Ces­
cMehte d. christl. arab. Lit. 11 = S1' f33 (1947) 32-34. who points out Eutychius' 
fondness for hcrcsiology (Nestorians, Jacobites). 

3. Syrian-Jacobite chronicles 
(a) Chronicon Edessenum, from the end of the 6th century. Important information 

concerning bishops and buildings of Edessa: ed. and tr. I Guidi, Chronica minora, 
CSCO I, p. 1-13, (T), 2, p. I-II (V); L. Haller, TU 9, 1 (1892). See J. B. Segal, 
Edessa, 'Tile Blessed City! (Oxford 1970) with 'Select Bibliography'. 

(b) ChronicctJ anonymU/11 pseudo-Djonysillnum IIII/gO dictum (7741 s) : J.-B. Chabot, 
CSCO 91 (1927) (T), .121 (1-949) (V). Pp. r67-174 contains the Chroll iclefrom Chalce­
don to th'e Henolicon of Zeno; pp. 174- 233 a monopbysite chronicle of the period 
from 495-507 ('Time of afHiction for Edessa, Amid and all Mesopotamia '). W. Wright 
published this part (Syriac with English trans.) with the title: The Chronicle ofJosua 
the Stylite (Cambridge 1882). The third section in this chronicle extends from Emperor 
Zeno to the death of Justinian (.56.5), in which the second part of the Church History 
ofJohn of Ephesus is taken over almost verbatim. Syriac ed. only in Chabot, CSCO 
104 (1933). See Ortiz de Urbina, Patr. Syr. 2IIf.; on ']osua' see H. Gelzer, ']osua 
Stylites und die damaligen kirchlichen Parteien des Ostens', ByzZ 1 (1892) 34-49. 

(c) Jacob of Edessa (Bishop of Edessa ca. 684). His Chronicle is a free reworking 
of that of Eusebius, which he continued to the year 710 (Bk. II, ch. 17). Ed. in 
Chronica minora, CSCO .5 (T), 261-330; 6 (V), 197-255; English trans. by E. W. 
Brooks, ZDMC .53 (1899) 261ff. 

(d) Chronicum miscellaneum ad AD 724 pertinens, ed. Brooks, tr. Chabot: CSCO 
3 (T), 77-155; 4 (V), 63-II9 (with a description of synods from the third to the 
fifth centuries from monophysite viewpoint on II6-II9). 

(e) Chronicon ad AD 846 pertinens, ed. Brooks, tr. Chabot, CSCO 3 (T), 1.57-238; 
4 (y), 123-180 (period after Chalcedon on 162f[). 

(f) Michael the Great (b. ca. II26/27, d. 1I99), world chronicle to the year II 94/ S. 
In 21 books, this transmits older works and individual documents, and influences 
:&arhebraeus; in the 13th century a shortened Armenian revision was made. Ed. 
].-B. Chabot, Chronique de Michelle Syrien I-IV (Paris 1899-1910). 

(g) Barhebraeus (=Gregory Abu-I-Farag) (b. 1125/6, d. 1286), Chronography. This 
work encompasses both universal history and Church history, lists the main events 
of the OT, the early Church, of the Jacobite and Nestorian Church up to 1285/6; 
the continuator brings the work down to 1492/3. Michael the Great is used exten­
sively.]. B. Abbeloos-Th. Lamy, Chronicon ecclesiasticum, 2 vols (Lovanii 1872,1877) 
(with a Latin trans. which is in need of correction); cf. J. M. Fiey, Jalons, 14-16, 
who calls attention to the significance of Barhebraeus, particularly for the Church 
history of Iraq, but detects a credulity concerning miracles in the East, as well 
as 'la surrenchere_ par rapport a l'antiquite et aux gloires du rite, la partialite en 
faveur des correligionnaires' (16). 
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4. Syrian-Maronite chronicle 
Theophilus ofEdessa (d. 785), Chronicon Maroniticum, preserved only in fragments. 

Sole source for the report of a Maronite-Jacobite discussion on religion. Ed. Brooks, 
CSCO 4, 35£; W. Hage, Die syrisch-jakobitische Kirche in fruhislamischer Zeit (Wies­
baden 1966) 7. 

S. Syrian-Nestorian chronicles 
(a) The much discussed 'Chronicle of Arbela' = History of the Church of Adiabene 

under the J?arthians and Sassanians, ed. and trans. A. Mingana. and attributed by 
him to Msil;ta Zha (name in Ebedjesu, Catalogi scriptorum ncs/oritl/lol'tlm: Assemani 
BO III, I, 216); ed. in Sources Syriaques I (Mossoul-Leipzig 1907) 1-168; for criti­
cism see]. M. Fiey, 'Auteur et date de la Chronique d'Arbeles', OrSyr 12 (1967) 
265-302, with a certain correction in idem, Jalons, 10, n. 27. Fiey suspects that 
'Mingana himself is the author, but does not convince S. Brock. See Fiey, op. 
cit.: 'Meme si I'avenir devait prouver que I'original deJa Chronique etait une compila­
tion medievale, mius serions tout de meme loin de Msil}a Zha et du VIC siecle'. 

(b) Simon Barquaya, translator of a Greek chronicle (between 590 and 628), whiCh 
in the following period remained authoritative for Nestorian circles (Baumstark 
135f.). 

(c) John bar Penkaye, Chronicle of the world (to 686), 'a peculiar work in IS 
books, embracing the mean between a world chronicle and theologically oriented 
philosophy of history' (Baumstark 210). 

(d) 'C/lrol1iconAnol'lymum' ofa Nestorian monk from the 7th century. Ed. Chabot: 
CSCO 5 (1905/1955) 371-378 (T); CSC06 (1907/1955) 299-304 (V). Foran appraisal 
of the Chl'onicie see 297. 

(e) Ellae metropol. Nisibetli OpllS chro/lologiclIlII (d. after 1049): Part I: E. W. Brooks, 
CSCO 62*, I (I9IO/19S4) (T) ; 63*,1 (V); Part IT: Chabot, CSCO 62** (T); 63** 
(V) (1909/1910) . In the fust part the Chronicle is continued down to the yeal: 1018; 
the second part contains chronological tables. This chronicle 'is composed of indivi­
duaJ pieces, furnished with a pree::ise indication of sources, and gains thus "the 
character of an atSenal of fragments of ancient Syriac historical writing'" (Baumstark 
287) (W. Hage, art. cit., 6). 

(f) The Chronicle ofSeCert, composed shortly after 1036 in Arabic and only partially 
preserved: (i) with information concerning the years 251-422; (ii) concerning the 
years 484-650. The compiler is a Nestorian, who wrote his universal History with 
the help of older, partly Syriac, sources. He has a special interest in the events 
of ecclesiastical history. Ed. A. Scher, Histoire Nestorienne. Chronique de SeCert: PO 
IV, 3 (1908) 213-313; V, 3 (1910) 217-344; VII, 2 (1911) 95-203; XIII, 4 (1919) 
435-639. C£ ]. ABfalg, art. 'Chronik von SeCert', KLL I (Ziirich 1965) 2568; J. 
M. Fiey, Jalons, 21 and passim, where an intensive study of this chronicle is highly 
recommended. The same sources are drawn on in this chronicle as in the Liber 
turris (see below). This explains the almost identical passages in both works. 

(g) Simon of Sanqlagad, Chronicon: a handbook of computations in the form of 
questions and answers, including the Church's calendar of feastdays; Baumstark 
310, with MSS and lit. 

(h) Chronicon Anonymum, dating from the beginning of the Muslim period (perhaps 
from 670-680) and dealing with the period of the last Sassanians (from 590 to the 
Muslim conquest). This chronicle contains documents of great importance both for 
civil and ecclesiastical history of the time. Ed. I. Guidi, Chron. Anonym. de ultimis 
regibus Persarum, Syr.: CSCO 1 (Chron. minora) (1903) 15-39; Lat.: CSCO 2, 13-22; 
German: Th. Noldecke, Die von Guidi herausgeg. Syrische Chronik ubers. u. commentiert 
(Wien 1893). 
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6. Armenian chronicles 
Cf. J. Markwart, 'Die Chroniken der armenischen Hs. Egm. 102,' in R. Helm, 

Hippolytus Werke IV = GCS 36 (Leipzig 1929) 394-448. The third part is important: 
Armenian chronicle from AD 686/7, a Church history arranged according to 
Emperors' reigns from Caesar to the second year of the reign of Justinian II (686); 
pp. 35-80 of the MS. Chalcedon is treated at length, as too is the monothelite contro­
versy. The compiler is a convinced monophysite. Trans. by A. Bauer, ibid., 449-552. 

Shorter periods of Armenian history from the four th to the eighth centuries were 
described by writers who were in part contemporary with the events: Faustus of 
Byzantium (originally in Greek); Lazar of Pharp; the so-called 'Agathange1us'; 
Elische; Sebeos and Leontius. More comprehensive Armenian historical works, some 
of them world chronicles, were compiled by Moses ofChorene (5th-8th centuries?), 
Thomas of Arzruni and the Catholicos John IV (both loth century). Cf. W. Hage, 
KIWbChrOr, art. 'Geschichtsschreibung', nr. 7; J. ABfalg, 'Die christlichen Litera­
turendes Orients', KLL VII, 72-74. nr. 7. 

7. Georgian chronicles 
The Chronicle of Iberia; cf. C. Toumanoff, 'Medieval Georgian Historical Literature 

(VIIth-XVth Centuries)" Trad I (1943) 139-182, nr. 14, p. 161; a more detailed 
description on pp. 173-174; id., Trad 5 (1947) 340-344. M. Tarchnisvili, 'Sources 
armeno-georgiennes de l'histoire ancienne de Georgie', Mus 60 (1947) 29-50; J. 
ABfalg, 'Die christlichen Literaturen des Orients', KLL VII (65-77) 74-76. 

8. Ethiopic chronicles (translations) 
(a) The Chronicle of the Coptic bishop John of Nikiu, a monophysite born at 

the time of the Arab conquest of Egypt, is preserved only in Ethiopic. The work 
is of great importance for the history of Egypt. We have used the English trans. 
of R. H. Charles, The Chronicle of John, Bishop of Nikiu, translated .from Zotenberg's 
Ethiopic Text (London 1916). 

(b) Chronicle of John Madabar, Bishop of Nikiu , translated from Arabic into 
Ethiopic (1602): a history of the world down to the Arab conquest of Egypt. The 
author is a contemporary of the Byzantine epoch which was drawing to a close. 
The work is valuable in that 'descrip'tions of the Ara b conquest from tbe Christian 
side are very rare'. Cf. W. Muller, 'Athiopische Chroniken', KLL 1(1964) 232-236; 
W. Hage, art. 'Geschichtsschreibung', KIWbChrOr, nr. 6. 

II. In the West 
Cf. Altaner-Stuiber, Patrologie §59, I. nr. 16; II. nr. 10-15. 
I. Tiro Prosper of Aquitania, Chronicle of tile 1V0rid (to 45 5). 
2. Cassiodorus (d. ca. 580), Chronicle of the world to the year 519. Ed. Mommsen, 

MGH AA XI, 2, 109-161; History of the Goths, preserved only in the abridgment 
of Jordanes: Mommsen, MGH AA V, I, 53-138. 

3. Victor of Tunnuna (d. after 566), Chronica; the second part, dealing with the 
years 444-566 has survived. Ed. Mommsen, MGH AA XI, 2, 184-206. See G. 
C. Hansen, Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte: GCS (Berlin 1971). 

4. Continuation of Victor of Tunnuna by John, Abbot of Biclar (d. ca. 621), 
Chronica, dealing with the years 567-596. Ed. Mommsen, op. cit., 207-220. 

5. Marius, Bishop of Avenches (d. 594), Chronica dealing with the years 455-481. 
Ed. Mommsen, op. cit., 225-239. 

6. Isidore of Seville (d. 636): (a) Chronica maiora (to the year 615) . Ed. Mommsen, 
op. cit., 391-506; (b) Historia Gothorum (West Goths, to the year 625), with two 
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appendices dealing with Vandals and Suevi: Ed. Mommsen, op. cit., 241-304; B. 
Steidle, BM 18 (1936) 425-434 (West Goths). 

(C) Ecclesiastical historiography 
I. Chalcedonian oriented historians 

I. In the Greek-speaking region 
(a) Theodore Lector (Anagnostes) 

(i) Historia tripartita (4 books), written ca. 530, in which Socrates, Sozomen 
and Theodoret are reworked. Only the first two books have been transmit­
ted directly; Books 3 and 4 have been lost. 

(ii) Church History = continuation of Hist. trip. to 527 in 4 books; this survives 
only in fragments. As a substitute we have an Epitome of Church history 
which originated at the beginning of the 7th century, and which, while 
it cannot replace the lost work, is preserved in substantial extracts in Byzan­
tine chronographies. In conjunction with the extracts from Theodore 
Lector the epitomator had also the longest extracts from John Diakrino­
menos. Ed. G. C. Hansen, Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte (Berlin 
1971). 

(b) Evagrius Scholasticus, Church History, written after 594 and embracing the 
period between 43 I and 594. Evagrius is intent on writing a Chalcedonian continua­
tion to the works of Eusebius, Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodoret. In Evagrius 
we have once more a high point in the writing of Church history. He shows a 
critical attitude to his sources, which are archives in Antioch and Constantinople, 
Malalas, Eustathius of Epiphania (to 502/3), Zacharias Rhetor (whose outline and 
structure he follows in Books 2-3), Procopius (especially in Book 4 for wars against 
Persians, Vandals and Goths). Evagrius' orthodoxy is vouched for by Photius, Bibl. 
cod. 29: Henry I, 17, 33ff. 

Significance: Evagrius is important for post-Chalcedonian history because he pro­
vides the text of three imperial edicts as well as Greek texts from the Codex Encyclius 
of Emperor Leo I and extracts from the Gesta Chalcedonensia. He inclines towards 
neo-Chalcedonism. 

Attitude: God guides developments. The emperors are key figures, and his narrative 
is divided into periods corresponding to their reigns. The largely negative evaluation 
of Justinian is influenced by Procopius' Secret History, although direct use of this 
work and the De aedificiis cannot be proved. Heresies are considered in a nuanced 
manner. In HE II 2 Evagrius rejects the charge of Zacharias Rhetor (HE III 
7) that Nestorius took part in the Council of Chalcedon. In contrast to Zacharias 
he provides the text of the Antencyclical of Basiliscus; Zacharias' attacks on the 
bishops who subscribed this document are opposed (III 9). Evagrius also uses 
letters of Severus of Antioch. F. Winkelmann, ByzSlav 37 (1976) 176: 'The close 
connection between imperium and orthodox established Church is for him self­
evident and raises no problems'. This also explains why the narrative is divided 
into periods by events in the history of Byzantine Emperors, and the large amount 
of political material. 

Edition: J. Bidez-L. Parmentier, The Ecclesiastical History ofEvagrius with the ~cholia 
(London 1889; reprint Amsterdam 1964); French trans. by A.-J. Festugiere, Evagre 
Histoire Ecc/esiastique, Byz 45, 2 (1975) 187-471 with appendices. Monographs: P. 
Allen, 'Zachariah Scholastic us and the Historia Ecclesiastica of Evagrius Scholasticus', 
]TS 31 (1980) 471-488; eadem, Evagrius Scholasticus the Church Historian = SpicSLov 
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41 (Louvain 1981); V. A. Caires, 'Evagrius Scholasticus. A literary analysis', ByzF 
8 (1982) 29-50; G. F. Chesnut, The First Christian Histories: Eusebius, ,socrates, 
Sozomen, Theodoret and Evagrius = TheolHist 46 (Paris 1977); see further F. Winkel­
mann, ByzZ 74 (1981) 60-63, with supplementary bibliography. 

(c) Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus, Church History, composed around 1320 
in 18 books. Books 15-18 present the period between 451 and 610; for an analysis 
see Gentz-Winkelmann (see below). Nicephorus offers a compilation of various 
sources. F. Chr. Baur: 'He recapitulated ecclesiastical historiography in its entirety 
within the Greek Church' (cited in Gentz-Winkelmann VI). His research into his 
sources is, however, uncritical-he is a 'loyal and extremely compliant son of his 
Church' (Gentz-Winkelmann, op. cit., 6). For all that he has investigated the refer­
ences given in the continuous, extensive sources which he used-the works of Church 
history,. chronicles; he examines letters, synodal acta, liturgical books, lives of saints 
(in this he has particular expertise). 'The writing of ecclesiastical history means here 
'the choir of all the old witnesses, a polyphonic choir which has been purified accord­
ing to orthodox viewpoints. Nicephorus' aim is the synthesis which edifies and 
constructs, but not critical analysis' (Gentz-Winkelmann, op. cit., 19). The course 
of presentation is determined by Evagrius, from whom, however, Nicephorus takes 
over only barely the half of his material (ibid., 144). Text: PG 145,557-1332; 146, 
9-1274; 147, 9-448. Analysis: G. Gentz-F. Winkelmann, Die Kirchengeschichte des 
Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus und ihre Quellen = TV 98 (Berlin 1966). 

2. In the Latin-speaking region 
(a) Cassiodorus, Historia tripartita. Following the example of Theodore Lector, 

Cassiodorus had the monk Epiphanius first of all translate the Church Histories of 
Socrates, Sozomenus and Theodoret into Latin and then rework them into a Historia 
tripartita (12 books). For our period this work is not of direct use, because it ends 
with Theodosius II and Proclus of Constantinople. It did, however, have a consider­
able effect in the Middle Ages. For an appraisal see R. Helm, art. 'Cassiodor', RAC 
2 (1954) 925. 

(b) The History of the Goths mentioned above, which is preserved only in the 
epitome ofJordanes, was intended in its original form to give a historical foundation 
to Theodorich's plans for amalgamation, i.e. the reconciliation of Goths and Romans. 
'In any case, Jordanes, who is not an Arian but a catholic Christian and in that 
respect therefore without resentment, sees in the changed circumstances in the rela­
tion with the Eastern empire the opportunity of his people. Indeed, he wishes to 
compose his historical work less to their glory than to the glory of the victor', 
thus in the sense of the politics of Justinian. Cf. J. Irmscher, art. cit., 472; B. Luiselli, 
'Cassiodoro e la storia dei Goti', Convegno Internazionale Passaggio dal mondo antico 
al medio evo da Teodosio a San Gregorio Magno (Roma, 25-28 maggio 1977) = Acca­
demia Naz. dei Lincei. Atti dei Convegni Lincei 45 (Roma 1980) 225-253. 

(c) Gregory of Tours, b. ca. 540, d. 594 (593 ?), Historia Francorum, composed after 
573. Book 1 offers a survey of world history down to 400; Books 5-10 deal with 
contemporary history, for which Gregory uses his own records, in opposition to 
pagans and Arians. Edition: Krusch-Levison, MGH, script. Merov. 12, 1937f.; Latin 
text with German trans. by R. Bucher, Gregorii Epi. Turonensis Historiarum Libri 
Decem, I. Bd., B. 1-5; 2. Bd., B. 6-10 (Darmstadt 1955, 1956). Of the Eastern 
Councils only 'Nicaea' is mentioned, by which the canons of Gangra in 340 are 
meant. There is only scant information to be found about Justinian. 
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II. Monophysite oriented historians 
I. 'History oj/he Alexandriau Glmyell', preserved only in Coptic fragments, written 

originally in Greek. T. Orlandi, Storia della Chiesa diAlessandria, Testo cop to, traduzione 
e comllle/Jlo, vol. 0 : Do Tl'ojilo It Tillloteo II (Milano-Varese n.d.), Coptic 12-57; 
Latin 6<>-90. The work served as a source for Severus of A~munein, His/oria Patriar­
charuIII Ecclesiae Alexandrinae, ed. & trad. B. Evetts, PO I, and also for Theophanes, 
John ofNikiu and Zacharias Rhetor. 

2. Zacharias Scholasticus, Church [-{istory, written jll Greek; as a totality the wo~k 
has perished. Zacharias provided his own experiences for contemporary Church 
hlstory, in particular for the years 450-49t, and then 10 Palestine and Egypt, which 
can be supplemented by Thedore Lector, Basil Cilix and John Diakrinomcllos. The 
author came from Maiouma ncar Gaz3i cf. Severus of Antioch, cp. 34: Brooks, 
PO 12, 269-278, John Rufus, PlerophorieS, PO 8, 128. He became later Bishop of 
Mity.lcne, and a Chalcedonian before 536. 00 the man and his work see M. M. 
Colonna, Zacaria Scolastico, Ammonio (Napoli 1973) 15-20. Of the work in Greek, 
composed between 492-495 in Constantinople, there remain only excerpts in the 
Church History of Evagrius, Books 2-3. The complete work is preserved in an epi­
tome, which an anonymous Jacobite monk from Amid in Armenia reworked in 
569 and composed in Sydac, incorporating his own Church History of f2 books 
in Bo ks 3-6. FroOl Book 7 onwards the a.uthor is c.ited as ps. Zacharias Rh. (cont.). 
Book 7 treats the rule of Emperor Anastasills I, Book 8 the period of Justin I 
(518- 5.27), Book 9 the period of Justinian (.527-565). Complete Syriac edition: J. 
P. N. Land, Allecdota Syrlaca III (1 870) 2-340; German: K. Ahrens-G. Kri.iger. 
Die sogefltfll/ll.e Klrchengeschichte des Zacharias Rhetor (Leipzig 1899); English: The Syrlac 
Chronicle kHollm as that oj Zachariah oj Miryleue. Translated by F. J. Hamilton and 
E. W. Brooks (London 1899); Syriac-Latin, f{iJtoria Bcclcsiastica ZaciJariae Rhetori 
vII/go adscril'ta (with a fragment from the Church History ofDionysius ofTe.ll MaQ.re): 
Syriac: CSCO 83-84 (1919.1921); Latin: CSCO 87-88 (1924.) . Oil the biographical 
works see below. P. Allen, 'Zachariah ScholasticLls and the Historia Ecclesias/ica of 
Evagrius Scholasticus',JTS NS 31 (1980) 471-488. 

3. John Diakrinomenos: a monophysite, as the nick-name attests; between 
512- 518 he wrote a Chllrel, History in 5 books aboLlt the period from429 to Emperor 
Anastasius I (491-518); fragments edited ill G. C. Hansen, TI16odoros AlUJgl'losles. 

4. John of Ephesus (b. 507, d. after 5 ~8)i further information in E. W. Bro0ks, 
CSCO 106, I and (better) Honigmann, Eveql4es et Elleciles 207-215. From 540John 
was in Constantinople; in 541 he travell ed to Eg),pt; ill 542 he was given by Justinian 
the commission of converting pagans, which he retained until 572. The terms were 
that he convert the pagans to Chalcedonian belief; cf. Michael Syr., IX 24: Chabot 
I 287-288; II 207: 70,000 pagans were brought by John to the Chalcedonian belief, 
'puce que Ie saint qui les conveJ'tissait jLlgeait qu'il valait mieux qU"i!s quittassent 
]'erreLlr du paganisme meme pour Ie chalcedonisme'. In 5S8 John was consecrated 
Bishop of Ephesus b)' Jacob Barada,eLls, bLlt he never visited that city. The Chl/ych 
Hlstory was concluded in or about 58&: P. Allen, 'A New Date for the Last Recorded 
Events in John of Ephesus' His tori a Ecclesiastica', OLP 10 (1979) 251-254. 

The Historia Ecclesiastica was composed in three parts: parts 1-2 are lost; part 3 
begins with the year 571; part 2 can be largely reconstructed from the Chronicon 
anonymum pseudo-Dionysianum vulgo dictum, ed. I.-B. Chabot, CSCO 91 and 121 
(1927.1949) and from Michael Syr. Part 3, Book 1 begins with ch. 3; there is a 
lacuna from the middle of ch. 5 to the middle of ch. 9, etc. See Brooks, CSCO 
106, II. All gaps can be filled from Michael Syr. and the Chronicon an. 1234 (ed. 
Chabot, CSCO 81 and 109). Book 4 is valuable for the history of the evangelisation 
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of Nubia and Ethiopia. John writes polemically against everything that deviates 
from monopbysism, but for all tha t shows a tolerant attitude. Edition and trans.: 
E. W. Brooks, J ohallllis Ephesini Historiaeecc/esiaslicae pars tertia, T: CSCO 105 (I935); 
V: CSCO 106 (1936); incomplete German trans.: ]. M. SchOnfelder, Die Kirchen­
Geschichte desJohannes von Ephesus (Mtinchen 1862). 

S. Dlonysius of Tell Ma\:lre, P atriarch from 818-845; author of a History in two 
parts and 16 books dealing with the period from S8:z- 84Z, which is preserved only 
in fragments: Asse01ani, BO H, 72- 73 ; CSCO 88, J4!}- lS4. A substantial part 
is tnken over from Anonymous, ChrOtlicofl. a ll. 1234. See fur ther Ortiz de Urbina, 
Patrologia Syriaca, §152. 

III. N estorian oriented historians 
See E. Degen, 'Daniel bar Maryam, ein nestorianischer Kirchenhistoriker', arChr 

52 (1968) 45-80; ibid. on the origin of the writing of Church history among the 
Nestorians, which is to be found in Syrian acta of martyrs and in saints' lives: 'From 
this literary genre the writing of Church history among the N estorians developed, 
without being quite separate from it' (ibid., 49). Syriac historiography, however, 
in its turn, derives from Eusebius, whose work was translated into Syriac early 
(oldest MS dates from 462). The Nestorians ruso used Theodoret and Socrates. 

I. Basil Cilix, Presbyter of Antioch; cf. F. Winkelmann, ByzSlav 37 (1976) 181 
n. 121. According to Photius, Bib/. 42, who knew only two of the three parts 
of his HE, Basil included many documents. Basil treated the period from 450-540 
in three books. Cf. R.Janin, DHGE6 (1932) II27, nr. 70. 

2. Barl:tadbeSabba ofcArbaia (late 6th century), Historia sanctorum Patrum qui propter 
veritatem persecutionem sustulerunt: ed. F. Nau, PO XXIII, 177-343 (Part I); PO 
IX, 490-631 (Part II). F. Winkelmann, op. cit., calls the work 'a religious history 
of heroes'. There is no objective presentation; Satan is the reaJ driving force of 
developments within Church history . The heretics are his pupils. Nonetheless the 
work is important as a supplement to other soorces and as characterising the historical 
compositions among the N estoriatls. CooO,terparts to it are The History of the A lextltl­
driall Gill/reh and SevenLS of Asmu11ein, History of tlte Patriarchs of Alexandria (see 
above). For our period after Chalcedon only the last two chapters, 31-32, are import­
ant: PO IX 588--615 (Mar Narsai); 616-631 (Mar Abraham). On Narsai see also 
PO IV, 381-387; PO VII, lI4ff. (Chronicle of SeCert) . Cf. L. Abramowski, Unter­
suchungen zum Liber Heraclidis des Nestorius = CSCO 242, Subs. 22 (Louvain 1963) 
33--'73 · 

3. Daniel bar Maryam (7th century), Church History in 4 vols., which has perished 
apart from a few fragments. Cf. E. Degen, art. cit. Daniel provides information 
concerning the period from Jesus to ca. the mid-fifth century. 

4. Further lost works dealing with Nestorian HE from the 7th-9th centuries, 
inventarised in Ebedjesu of Nisibis at the beginning of the 14th century. See 
].-M. Fiey, Jalons !}-II; also 12-13: these are works which ].-B. Chabot decided 
were sources which ps. Dionysius of Tell Mabre and Michael the Syrian used. 

IV. Armenian ecclesiastical historiography 
Cf. W. Hage, art. 'Geschichtsschreibung', KlWbChrOr 141f.;]. ABfalg, 'Die christ­

lichen Literaturen des Orients', KLL VII, 72-74. For us two works are important: 
(a) Agathangclus, supposed composer of an Ann enian historical work which tells 

of the miracles o f Gregory the Illuminator and the Christianisation of Armenia. 
TIle work is that of an anonymous writer at the end oCthe Sdl centory, who originally 
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used independent writing~. Cf. G, Garitte, Domments l'0r~r "etude du lirm d'Aga/h­
angelo! = ST 127 (Citta delyaticano 1946); M. vanEsbroeck, 'Un nouveau temoin 
du livre d'A.', Rcr""e des Etl~des Amlerriennes NS 8 (197J) 13- 167; G. Lafontaine, 
La version grecque ancienne du livre flrlllelliefl d'AgalJumge, Ed. critique (lollvaill-Ia 
Neuve 1973) (Lit.); Agathangelos His/ory of the Armenians. Translation and Commen­
tary by R. W. Thomson (Albany 1976) (Lit,: 504-515). See S. Brock,jTS 32 (1981) 
273-274· 

(b) The Diegesis or Narratio de re/lUs Armetliae; cf. G. Garitte, La ,rarralio de rebus 
Armm;ae. Ed. critique et commcntaire = CSCO (32 :: Subs. 4 (Louvain [952) 
357: 'La Diegesis racontt!. du pointe ,de vue chalcedonien, J'histoire de I'EgUse 
anneruenne dans ses rapports avec l'Eglise byzantine depuis Ie concqc de NieCe 
jusque vers Pan 700; ainsi que J'auDollc~ le titre, clle expose comment I'£glise arme­
bicone, d'abord en communion avec I'EgJise grecque, se separa d'eUe lars du concile 
de Dvin, OU fut anathematisee la doctrine de Cha1cedoine, et comment clIe retomba 
dans Ie schisme apres chacune des unions realisees ensuite, sous justin II, sous 
Maurice, sous Heraclius et sous justinien II.' 

(c) Moses Kho/'elwts <i: Hi tory of the ArmeniatlS. Translation and Commentary on 
the Literary Sources by R. W. Thomps n (Cambridge, M;tss. [978). 

(d) Trans. of Socrates, HE; cf. P. Peeters, 'A propos de la version armcnienne 
de I'historien Socrate" in idem, Recherches d'histoire et de pllilologie orientales = Subs. 
hag. 27 (Bruxellcs 1951) I, 310-336. For the Iberians Socrates has 'un interet de 
premierordre' (335f.). 

V. Georgian ecclesiastical history 
See above on 'Chronicles'. 

D. Hagiographical works 
Prefatory lIotel: On the significance of this literary genre see F. Winkelmann, 

'Geschichtsschreibung in Byzanz', WZUnivRoslock 18 (J969) 479, who empha ises 
the wide diffusion of this genre as a consequence of the use ofhagiographical works 
in liturgies, and their inclusion in liturgical and homiletical collections. Hagio­
gra phical works portray most of all the life of the lower classes and areas removed 
from cultural centres. For us additionally there is the particular point that we gain 
an insight into the missionary expansion in the post-Chalcedonian period, especially 
that of the monophysite Churches, At the same time we can produce occasional 
examples of christological baptismal catechesis which has no confessional narrow­
ness. 

Prefatory note 2: It is the attitude to the Council of Chalcedon which, more often 
than christological reference, is expressed. CbristoJogy is revealed directly in monas­
tic literature particularly through reference to the Ilt'Iitalio Christi and the Mysteria 
vilae jesu, but also through the incorporation of fund;tmental christological-soterio­
logica l ideas, even if in an unsophisticated manner. A methodologically significant 
study is thatoQ. Roldanus, 'Die Vita Antonii als Spiegel c1er T heologie desAthanasills 
und ihr Weiterwirken bis ins 5 JahthLindert' , TheolPhU 58 (1983) 194-216. Roldanus 
shows that Athanasius' Vita Alltollii served as model for two Latin vitae: (a) jerome's 
Life of Hi/arion (391 AD) and (b) the Vita Mtlrtll/; of Sulpicius Severus (d. 397). 
In the Greek-speaking region the Vita Alltollii must have been known (a) to the 
composer ofche Greek Vita Pathom;i; (b) to Callinicus. who wrote the Vita Hypatii . 
Next R. makes the most important observatiol1s: (a) positive: the Vita Antonii is 
l'crmeatcd with the cb.ristological 'theology' of Athanasius; (b) negative: tlns point 
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of view has been quite overlooked in the Vita Martini and the Vita Hypatii. Cf. 
J. Fontaine, Sulpice Severe, Vie de Saint Martin I-III: SC 133-135 (Paris 1967-1969); 
on the relationship with the Vita Antonii: Introd., 33-38 (without the point of view 
of Roldanus); G. J. M. Bartelink, Callinicos: Vie d'Hypatios. Introduction et Notes 
= SC 177 (Paris 1971), based on 4 MSS; another French trans.: A.-J. Festugiere, 
Les moines d'Orient II (Paris 1961), based on the text of the Bonn Corpus (2 MSS). 
See also G. Garitte, 'Reminiscences de la Vie d'Antoine dans Cyrille de Scythopolis', 
Silloge bizantina in onore di Silvio G. Mercati (Roma 1957) 117-122; K. Holl, 'Die 
schriftstellerische Form des griechischen Heiligenlebens', Gesammelte Schr!ften II 
(Der Osten) (Tiibingen 1928) 249-269; M. Tetz, 'Athanasius und die Vita Antonii. 
Literarische und theologische Relationen', ZNW 73 (1982) 1-30; reference to christ­
ology on pp. 13, 15f; 20-21, 30; G. J. M. Bartelink, 'Die literarische Gattung der 
Vita Antonii. Struktur und Motiv'. VigC 36 (1982) 38--62. On the Syriac transmission 
see R. Draguet, La Vie primitive de S. Antoine conservee en syriaque. Discussion et 
trad. = CSCO 417/418; Scr. syri 183/184 Louvain 1980). For a critique ofDraguet, 
who denies that the Vita Antonii is an authentic work of Athanasius, cf. the review 
of G. Couilleau, Col/Cist Bulletin 46 (1984) 347-348. - J. Gribomont , 'Panorama 
des influences orientales sur l'hagiographie latine', Aug 24 (1984) 7-20. 

Prejatory note 3: 
(a) Reference works on sources and literature: 
A. Ehrhard, Uberliejerung und B.~stand der hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur 

der griechischen Kirche, I. Teil: Uberliejerung, t. I-III = TU 50-52, 1-2 (Leipzig 
1937-1952); 2. Teil: Bestand (unpublished). 

Bollandists: 
Acta Sanctorum (AASS), collecta ... a Sociis Bollandianis, 3a edit. (Paris 1863£1); 
Bibliotheca hagiographicagraeca, 3< ed. Fr. Halkin (BHG3) = Subs. hag. 8a (Bruxellis 

1957); 
Auctarium Bibliothecae hagiographicae graecae (BHG'), par Fr. Halkin = Subs. hag. 

47 (Bruxellis 1969); BHG3, Preface V-XII: III. Appendix VI: Patrum Vitae, 
Paterika, Gerontika, 191-214; Appendix IV: Narrationes animae utiles. On christ­
ology see ibid., Appendix VII, nr. 1-117: Orationes et homiliae de festis Christi, 
215-249; 

Bibliotheca hagiographica latina (BHL) I-II = Subs. hag. 6 (Bruxellis 1898-1901; 
ed. altera 1949; 

Bibliotheca hagiographica orientalis (BHO) = Subs. hag. 10 (Bruxellis 1910); 
H. Delehaye et al., Propylaeum ad Acta Sanctorum Decembris (Bruxellis 1940) (com­

mentary on the Martyrologium Romanum); 
Idem, Synaxarium Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae (Bruxellis 1902). Other synaxaria: 

PO I (Ethiopic); I, 3, 16 (Arabic-Jacobite); 5, 6, 15, 16 (Armenian). See H.-G. 
Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich (Munchen 1959) s.v. 
Hagiographie, and further P. Peeters, Le tr€fonds oriental de l'hagiographie byzantine 
= Subs. hag. 26 (Bruxelles 1950); in particular p. 165-Traductions et traducteurs 
dans l'hagiographie orientale a l'epoque byzantine, pp. 165-218. 

(b) Bibliography on chrlstological interpretatioll (1m/ratio Christi etc.): K. Heussi, 
Der Ursprung des Monchtums (Tiibingen 1936); S. Schiewitz, Das morgenliindische 
Monchtum I-II (Mainz 1904-1913), III (Modling b. Wien 1938); M. Viller-K. 
Rahner, Aszese und Mystik in der Vii!erzeit (Freiburg i. Br. 1939); O. Rousseau, 
Le role important du monachisme dans l'Eglise d'Orient, OCA 1958, 33-55; U. Ranke­
Heinemann, Dasfruhe Monchtum. Seine Motive nach den Selbstzeugnissen (Essen 1964), 
Ch. VI, 83-100: Das Motiv der Nachfolge; S. Frank, AffEAIKOI BIOI = 
BGAMBO 26 (Munster i. W. 1964) I-II; C. D. G. Muller, 'Was konnen wir aus 
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cler koptischen Literatur uber T heologie und Frommigkeit der AgyptisGhen Kirche 
lernen?'. OrChr 48 (1964) 191-215; P. Nagel, Die Motillierll/1g der Askese in der allerl 
Kirche lIud der Ursprtmg des MOllChtums = TU 95 (Berlin 1966); T . Baumeister, 'Die 
Mentalitat des [ruhen agyptischen Monchtums. Zue Frage der Urspri.inge des christ­
lichen Monchtums', ZKG 88 (1977) 14S-I60; l-L Crouzel, 'L'imitation ct J3 'suite' 
de Dieu et du Christ dans les premiers siecles ainsi que leurs sources greco-romaines 
et hcbralques',JAC 21 (1978) 7-41. 

See further the complete series of studies by W. Voelker on the doctrine of perfec­
tion: Philo (1938), Clement of Alexandria (r957), Origen (~931), Gregory of Nyssa 
(1955), ps. Dionysius the Areopagite (1958), Maximus Confessor (1965), John 
Climacus (1968) and Symeon tbe New Theologian (1974). 

(c) More general literature: D. J. Chitty, The Desert a City. Ar' ItltrodHct/OIl to 
the History oj Egyptiall (/nd P(/iestill/an Monasticism utlder the Christian Empire (Oxford 
1966) (on Egypt and PaJestine); G. M. Colombas, EI mOt/ocalo primitivo. Hombres, 
hechos, costl/mbres, inslituciones I = BAC (Madrid 1974); K. S. Frank (ed.) , Askese 
und Matlclllum i~t doer Allen Kirche (Dannstadt 1975); A. GLlillaumont, Aux origines 
du monachisme chretien. Pour fme phenomen%gie dll monadlisme (Begrolles en Mauges 
1979). France: Universite de Paris X. Centre de echerches sud' An tiqtrite . .. : 'Hagio­
graphie. culture et societe" lye_Xli" siedes. Actes du Colloque organise a NaI)terrc 
et a Paris (2-5 mai 1979), Etlldes AuglJslinietlllel (paris 1981), esp. F. Dolbeau, p. 
1I-3I. 

In what follows, the main hagiographical sources on the subjects 'Chalcedon' 
and 'Christology' are presented according to the entities to which they belong 
(patriarchates, geographical classification). 

I. Egypt and the Coptic Church 
I. General Literature: 

M. Leqmen, Ol'iens Cllristimlus in quatllor p(/triarclratus digestus, vol. 11: Patriarchate 
of Alexandria (paris 1740) 32SH)66; E. R. Hardy, Chrisliall Egypl, Church fwd People 
(New York 1952); M. Cramer, Das christlich.kop,tisclle Agypten. Einst 'lIId !Jellte. Eiru 
Orientienmg, (Wiesbaden f9S9).-R. Janin, Les Eglises ol'ie/l!ales et les Rites orierllaux 
(Paris 1935'); W. de Vries, ROlli ulld die Pmriarchate des Os/ells (FreibuJ'g-Munchen 
1963); Asiz S. Atiya, A History oJEastern ClJristiarlity (London 1968): Part 1; Alexan­
drine Christianity. The Copts and their Church, p. 11-166; M . Naldini, II Cristian­
esimo in Egitto. Lettere private dei pap!ri dei secoli II- IV (Eircnze 1968); C. D. G. 
Muller, 'Zeit~afeln zur Kopt. 19rche', K1WbChrOr (1975) 396-397; M. P.,RoncagHa, 
Histoire de l'Eglise ttl Oriellt (Etudes et Materiaux). Egyple. Hisloire de l'Eglise Copte 
(Beyrouth 1985ff.) 

2. Series ofhagiographical works 
(a) On the history ofthe patriarchs: B. Evetts, History oJthe Palriarchs oJlhe Coptic 

Ch,mh oj Alexandri(/ = PO I (1907) 1OQ-214; 381-518; PO 5 (1910) 1-2'[5; Severus 
ben el-Moqaffa', Histariapatriarcllarum Alexandrinorum, ed. C. F. Seybold = CSCO 
52, 59 (Arab. 8, 9) (1904-1 910); German' C. F. Seybold, Ibn al Moqualfa. Alexor,dri· 
IIisehe Palriarchellgeschicltte VOII S. Marcus his Michael I . (61-767) (Hambuorg 1912); 
R. Renaudot, Historia Pl1triarcharum Alexo/1dr;'loYllrlr Jacobitarum a D. M(lrco liSt/lie ad 
finem saeculi XIII (Paris 1713); J. Maspel'o, Hisloire des palriarches d'Alexotldrie depuis 
la mort de I'empereur Anas/ase jUSQl4 'iJ la recol1ciliation des eglises Jacobites (Paris 1923); 
see further A. Jiilicher, 'Zur Geschichte der Monophysitenkirche', ZNW 24 (1925) 
17-43· 
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(b) Monastic literature (biographies of monks) 
Palladius, Historia Lausiaca: lists of sources and editions in BHG3 1435-1438v; 

CPG 6036; Anonymous, Historia monachorum in Aegypto: Greek ed. A.-J. Festugiere, 
Subs. hag. 34 (Bruxellis 1961), without cognisance of MS Vat. gr. 2592; see P. 
Canart, Mus 75 (1962) 109-129; Latin: Rufinus, PL 21,387-462; French: A.-J. Festu­
giere, Les moines d'Orient IV/I: Enquete sur les moines d'Egypte (Hist. man. in 
Aeg.) (Paris 1964); K. S. Frank, Monche im Jriihchristlichen .Agypten (Dusseldorf 1967); 
Apophthegmata Patrum: lists of sources and editions in CPG 5560-5615; PG 65, 7 I-440. 

3. Significant individual vitae of monks and patriarchs 
(a) Pre-Chalcedonian period 
In the first place Pachomius must be mentioned. See the extensive bibliography 

in A. Veilleux, La Liturgie dans Ie c{mooitisme Pach8mien au quatrieme siecle = StudAns 
[ LVII (Romae 1968), XVII-XVIII: Sources. A.-J. Festugiere, Les moines d'Qrient 
IV /2: La premiere vie grecque de saint Pachome (Paris 1965); see too now F. Halkin, 
Le Corpus Athenien de Saint Pach8me avec une traduction jran{aise par A.-J. Festugiere 
(Geneve 1982) (=Cahiers d'Orientalisme II). H. Bacht, Das Vermachtnis des 
Urspl'lmgs . Sludien z lImJriihen Monchtum I-II (Wilrzburg 1972.1985). 

(b) CbaJcedoruan and. post-Chalcedonian periods 
(i) Shenute the Great of Atripe (d. 466): BHO, Subs. hag. 10 (1910) 235ff. Vita 

auctore Besa, Coptic: I. Leipoldt et W. Crum, Sinuthii archimandritae vita et opera 
omnia, I. Sinuthii vita bohairice: CSCO 41 (T), 129 (V); III: CSCO 42 (T), 96 (V); 
IV: CSCO 73 (T); 108 (V) (H. Wiesmann); a Syrian extract from the vita ofShenute, 
ed. F. Nau, Revue Semitique 7 (1899) 356-363; 8 (1900) 153-167, 25~-265 . According 
to I. Guidi, the work W;J.S very probably written in the Jacobite Surian monastery 
in the Nitrian desert for the Syrian-Jacobite Church. Since it is a question of an 
excerpt, one has been inclined to infer that there was no interest in the Vita as 
a whole; c[ J. Leipoldt, Schenute von Atripe und die Entstehung des national-agyptischen 
Christentums = TU 25 (1904) 1-214; on Besa's biography see §2, p. 12-16: 'no great 
historical value'. A bibliography on Shenute is to be found in P. J. Frandsen-E. 
Richter iEme, 'Shenoute: A Bibliography', in D. W. Young (ed.), Studies Presented 
to HansJacob Polotsky (Beacon Hill 1981) 147-177. Cf. c. D. G. Muller, art. 'Sche­
nute', KIWbChrOr, s.v. 'Schenute' (who died in 466 at the earliest, but took no 
part in the discussions around Chalcedon). Shenute writes polemically against Meli­
tians, Arians, Manichaeans (thus Leipoldt §17, whose verdict on Shenute's christ­
ology is very negative: 'Christ-less piety'. Unfortunately he is followed by A. 
Veilleux, 'Chenoute au les ecueils du monachisme', CollCist 45 (1983) 124-131.) 
To be noted are new texts: (I) L. Th. Lefort, 'Catechese christologique de Chenoute', 
Z.AS 80 (1955) 40-45; evaluated by H.-F. Weiss, 'Zur Christologie des Schenute 
von Atripe', BSAC 20 (1969) 177-209. (2) T. Orlandi, 'A Catechesis against Apocry­
phal Texts by Shenute and the Gnostic Texts of Nag Hammadi', HThR 75 (1982) 
85-95. This text is an exhortation from the period after Ephesus. See Unione Accade­
mia Nazionale, Corpus dei Manoscritti Letterari, where the text has been published 
(1985). See CCT II, 2. 

(ii) Patriarch Dioscorus (444-451; d.454 acc. to Copts): BHO, Subs. hag. 10, 60; 
M. Cramer-H. Bacht, 'Der antichalkedonische Aspekt im historisch-biographischen 
Schrifttum der koptischen Monophysiten (6.-7. Jh.)', Chalkedon II, 315-338, with 
special observations on F. Nau, 'Histoire de Dioscore Patriarche d'Al., ecrite par 
son disciple Theopiste',Journal Asiatique 10 = NS 1 (1903), 1-108 (Syriac), 241-310 
(French); F. Haase, Patriarch Dioskur I. von Alexalldrien nach monophysitischen Quellen 
(Breslau 1908) 141-233. Haase defends the authenticity of the work, which is argued 
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for also by K. KheIIa, 'Dioskoros I. von Alexandrien. Theologie u. Kirchenpolitik', 
Les Coptes, The Copts, Die Kopten, vol. 2 (Hamburg 1981) 9-282 (Part I) ; vol. 
3 (1982) (Part II). According to E. Honigmann, ']uvenal of Jerusalem' = DOP 
5 (1950) 265 with n. I; idem, Byz 16 (1944) 68, n. 133, the History of Dioscorus 
is to be appraised as a sort of 'historical novel , written only after 518 and therefore 
not by Theopistus, the (supposed) dcaCOll of the patriarch' . This History is heavily 
dependent on John RULus, Bishop of Maiorrm a, (he author of the Plerophories: PO 
8, 1-208. Cf. E. Schwartz., 'Joha.nnes Rufus ein monophysitischcr SchriftsteIIer', 
SbHeidAkW, Phil.-hist.KI. 1912, 16 (Heidelberg 1912). 

During the excavations in the so-called Cellia there was found a Coptic inscription 
with the date of the death of Dioscorus, 7 Thoout = 4 Sept., without an indication 
of the year (454). f. F. Dumas-A. Guillaumollt, Kellia I. Kom Z19 (Lc Cai re 1969) 
r02 nr. 1 1. According to R. Kasser, Kellia Topographie = Rechel."ches Suisses 
d' Arch~ologic COptt, Vol. II (Geneve 1972) 55-59, this inscription should not 
be considered as being contemporary with the death of Dio corus. On the other 
hand, Kasser admits that the year of death was indicated in Cellia only from the 
end of the seventh century onwards. Beca.use of the renown of Patriarch Dioscorus, 
however, (argues Kasser) the inscription also could have been added later than 454. 
But was this renown so great? Cf. B. Evctts, History of the Patriarchs of the Coptic 
Ch'H'ch of A lt!Xtltld"ia, PO I (Paris 1907), ch. XIII, p. 143- 444. 'Dioscorus'. On 
p. 444 we read that until the composition of this Vita ' no biograpby of the holy 
patriarch Dioscoms has been found' . Cf. too R. Barset, Le rytl4xairc ambe jacobite 
(Redaction Copte) Texte arabe: PO I (Paris 1907) 23C'r238 (Dioscorus);]. Forget, 
SyuaxlII'fulrI A lexal1dri/lu lrl, pars prior = CSCO 78 (V) (Romac 1921) 8-10. 

(ii) Pa/wgyr;cus of Patriarch Dioscorus on Macarius of Tkol1, ed. F. Amelineau, 
MOl/umcllts pOllY $eYlJir a "/tis/oire de I'Egypte chretiemle aI/x IV' et V' siedes (Paris 
1888) 92-r64; previously translated by E. Rcvillollt, 'Lcs rccits de Dioscore, exile . 
a Gangres, sur Ie concile de Chalcedoine', RellEgypt.! (1881) 187-189; 2 (1882) 21-25; 
3 (1883) 17-24. According to ps . Theopistus, Life ofDloscortlS, Macarius accompanied 
the Patriarch to the Council of Chalcedon. Cf. Cramer-Bacht, Chalkedon II, 320f. 
For a critical assessment of this Panegyric see]. Leipoldt, TU 25 (1908) 17-18; different 
in F. Haase, Patriarch Dioskur I. lion Alexandrien, 166ff. 

(iv) Fragments of a biography of Timothy Aelurus, (two parchment leaves from 
Wadi-n-Natrun, now in Cairo), dependent on the Vita of Peter the Iberian, the 
Plerophories of John Rufus and the HE of Zacharias Rhetor. Cf. M. Cramer-H. 
Bacht, Chalkedon II, 316. 

(v) Fragments of a Vita of Abraham, the abbot ofPbOu, a monophysite Pachomian 
called to Constantinople under Emperor Justinian. Particulars in Cramer-Bacht, 
Chalkedon II, 3 34f., with note. 

(vi) Encomium on Apa Apollo, a monk under Abraham in the Pbou monastery, 
composed by Bishop Stephen of Khnes (Heracleopolis Magna) in the year 823. 
The suffering of the orthodox under Emperor Justinian is portrayed. C£ Cramer­
Bacht, Chalkedon II, 33 Sf. 

(vii) Vita of Daniel of Scete (preserved in Greek, Coptic, Syriac, Ethiopic and 
Arabic) dating from the time of Justinian. Cf. CPG 7363. Short extract in Cramer­
Bacht, Chalkedon II, 328. Daniel's opposition to Chalcedon stirred up agitation 
in Scete, upon which he withdrew into the Delta to Tamok and founded a small 
monastery. 

On the communal life of Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians in the area of 
the so-called Cellia after 45 I, each group having its own church, see A. Guillaumont, 
Ch. I, 'Histoire du site des Kellia d'apres les documents ecrits', in F. Dumas-A. 
Guillaumont, op. cit., I-IS, esp. 8-9. 
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(viii) Vita of Samuel of Kalamon (from the time of Emperor Heraclius, 
610/1-641). See Cramer-Bacht, Chalkedon II, 329-334, with partial trans. of the 
unedited Coptic Vita of the Pierpont-Morgan Collection, New York. The Vita is 
important for the behaviour of the monks under Emperor Heraclius (the period 
after 627 saw the suppression of anti-Chalcedonians in Egypt by Byzantium). 

(ix) Patriarch Benjamin I (626-665). See H. Brackmann, 'Zum Pariser Fragment 
angeblich des koptischen Patriarchen Agathon. Ein neues Blatt der Vita Benjamins 
I.', Mus 93 (1980) 299-309, with complete bibliogr~phy on Benjamin I (jn particular 
by C. D. G. Muller). Lit.: P. van Cauwenbergh, Etude sur les moines d'Egypte depuis 
Ie condie de Chalcedoinejusqu'a I 'invasion arabe (Paris-Louvain 1914); H. Bacht, Chalke­
don II, 193-314; A. Campagnano, 'Monaci egiziani fra V e VI secolo', VetChr 
15 (1978) 223-246. 

II. Palestine-Sinai 
c. Renoux, 'Hierosolymitana. Aperc;u bibliographique des publications depuis 

1960, I-II', ALW 23 (1981) 1-29; 149-175; ABfalg, KLL VII 67-68. Both Chalcedo­
nian and anti-Chalcedonian sources are particularly important here. 

i. Chalcedonian hagiographical works 
(a) Cyril ofScythopolis, born around 523; in 544 he became a monk in the monas­

tery of Euphemius, in 555 a hermit in the 'New Lavra' of St. Sabas, where he 
died around 558. BHG (see below); CPG 7535-7541; Altaner-Stuiber, Patrologie, 
§61, 5; E. Schwartz, Kyrillos von Skythopolis = TU 49, 2 (Leipzig 1939); French: 
A.-J. Festugiere, Les moines d'Orient I-II. III/I-3 (Paris 1961-1963). 

(i) Vita of Euthymius (BHG 647-648b); Schwartz, op. cit., 3-85; Festugiere 
III! I, 53-157. 

(ii) Vita of St. Sabas (BHG 1608); Schwartz, op. cit., 85-200; Festugiere III/2, 
9-154. 

(iii) Vita ofJohn the Hesychast (BHG 897); Schwartz, op. cit., 201-222; Festugiere 
III/3, 13-34· 

(iv) Vita of Cyriacus (BHG 463); Schwartz, op. cit., 222-235; Festugiere IIIh, 
39-52. 

(v) Vita ofTheodosius (BHG 1777); Schwartz, op. cit., 235-241; Festugiere IIIh, 
57-62. 

(vi) Vita ofTheognius (BHG 1787); Schwartz, op. cit., 241-243; Festugiere IIIh, 
65-67· 

(vii) Vita of Abramius (BHG 12); Schwartz, op. cit., 243-247 (partimgraece); Festu­
giere III/3, 73-'79. 

(b) Theodore of Petra, Vita Theodosii coenobiarchae prope Hierosolyma (d. 529) 
(BHG3 II76); H. Usener, Der hi. Theodosius. Schriften des Theodoros und Kyrillos 
(Leipzig 1890), 3-101; French: Festugiere, op. cit. 1II/3, 103-160; see further the 
important work of J. O. Rosenqvist, Studien zur Syntax und Bemerkungen zum Text 
der Vita Theodori Syceotae = Acta Univ. Upsaliensis. Stud. Graeca Upsal. 15 (Uppsala 
1981), esp. Part II (87ff.). 

(c) John Moschus (b. mid-6th century, d. 619 in Rome) (BHG3 1441-1442; CPG 
7376). Pratum spirituale, PG 87, 2852-3II2. See E. Mioni, DSp 8 (1974) 632-640. 
John was in Jerusalem, Egypt, Sinai and Antioch. The Pratum spirituale contains 
over 300 edifying tales and miracles from the lives of ascetics who were in the 
main contemporaries. 

(d) John Moschus and Sophronius of Jerusalem, Vita Iohannis eleemosynarii (lost); 
c£ CPG 7647, with reference to other sources. 
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(e) Anastasius Sinaita (d. soon after 700), Narrationes. Cf. CPG 7758. 

2. Anti-Chalcedonian Vitae 
(a) Peter the Iberian (b. 409, d. under Emperor Zeno). 
(i) John Rufus, Vita of Peter the Iberian, written in Greek but preserved only 

in Syriac. Ed. and trans.: R. Raabe, Petrus der lberer. Ein CIUlrakterbild z rlr Ki"he/l­
und Sittengeschichte des 5. Jhts. ~}'r . Ubersetzllllg eiller 1/111 das Jahre 500 lIe~fojJte/l grrechi­
schen Biographie (Leipzig 1895) . See E. Schwartz, 'Johannes Rufus ein monophy­
sitischer Schriftsteller'·, SbHeidAkW, Philos.-hist. KJ. f912, J6 (Heidelberg 1912)'. 
According to Schwartz, p. 19, John Rufus is also the author of the Plerophories: 
F. Nau, PO 8, 1-183. Cf. D. M. Lang, 'Peter the Iberian and His Biographers', 
JEH2 (I951) 158-168. 

(ii) Zacharias (incert. orig, ), a Syriac Vita ofFeter, which is p,eserved only in 
a double Georgian version. N. Y. Marr, Geol"gian text with Russian trans. (St. Peters­
burg 1896). According to Lang, art. cit, the Georgian version, despite all its deforma­
tions and mutilations, is the lost Vita of Petor, WTitten by Zacharias Scbolasticus, 
which is preserved only in fragments. These fragments are to be fOlUld in E. W. 
Brooks, CSCO 7/8 (parisiis 1907) 18, JI-12. Against this theory see P. Devos, 
AnBoll 70 (1952) 385-388, who stresses rathe( the similarity between the Georgian 
and Syriac Vita (cd. Raabe), despite all their cIilferences. ee too P. Devos, 'Quand 
Pierre rIbere vint-il aJ6rl1Salemr', AnBoll86 (1968) 337-350; 1. Perrone, La chiesa 
di Palestina, Index s. v. Pietro Iberico (326). 

(b) Isaiah ofGaza (Scete?); CPG 7000; see L. Regnault, DSp 7 (1971) 2083-2095; 
idem, 'Isate de Seete ou de Gaza', RAM 46 (~970); D. J. Chitty, 'Abba Isaiah', 
]TS NS 22 (1971) 47-72; Zacharias Rh. (Scholasticus), Vita Isaias (BHO 550; CPG 
7000), 00. E. W. Brooks, Vitae "iroYl/1lI apud Monopliysitas celeberrimomm = CSCO 
7/8 (parisjis 1907) 1-16 (Syr.), 3-10 (Lat.) . The authenticity of the work is denied 
by R. Draguet, CSCO 2.93 (1968) 98*-Il5*; it is defended by P. Devos, AIlBotl 
93 (1975) 159 n. 2. Isaias Gazaeu~ (Scetensis?), AsceticolI, ed. tr. R. Dragllet, CSCO 
289-290; 293- 2.94 (Lollvain 19(8); cf. CPG 5555. Draguet disputes the authenticity 
of the work (CSCO 293, 85*-126*) and wants to attribute it to a certain Isaiah 
of Scete. According to L. Regnault and D. J. Chitty, ut. cit., Isaiah of Seete is 
identical with Isaiah of Gaza. Of the Vita of Zacharias, Brooks CSCO 8 (V) 3: 
Isaias, 'CUIII corpore Aegypthls esset, emimae (mle", nobi/i/ate HierosolYI/!;tll/l/U'. In the 
work the adoration of the Holy Cr:oss is given prominence (p. 5); of importance 
is also the reference on p. 7 to instances of conflict in Pa.lestin.e at the time of Peter 
the Iberian concerning the double corlSllbs(al1tia /ilas Christi. On the christology see 
L. Perrone, La chiesa di Pales/ina, 286-295; H. Keller, L'abbe IsaIe-lc-Jeune', It·ell 
16 (1939) (u3-!26) II7-125, with reference to the Ascelicoll. On the Vita and the 
AscetiCOtl see A. Gui11aumoJ1t, 'Une n ti e syriaque inedite sur Ia Vle de I' Abbe Isaie', 
At/Boll 67 (1949) 350'-360; idom, L'AlceticOll cOP/I! de /'Abbe Isaie (Lc Caire 1956). 

(c) Anonymous, Narratio de obitlt Theodosi; iliel'osa/Yllli/alli el Romani lil0tlachi. Ed. 
ofSyriac text by J. P . N. Land, Atll?cdota Syriaca 3, 341-343 ; Latin in E. W. Brooks, 
Vitae "irorll/11 apHd Monophysi/as ce/eberrimonl/11, CSCO 7/8 (T. V., 15-1.9); German: 
Ahrens-Kri:lger, KG des Zach.RiI. (Leipzig 1899) 257-263, with 11 . 384/5. 

III. Syria and Mesopotamia (Chalcedonian and post-Chalcedonian 
period) 
I. Individual biographies: Ortiz de Urbina, Patrologia Syriaca 200-205: 

(a) Two biographies ofBar$awma (archimandrite): 
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(i) Samuel, a vita preserved in Syriac and translated into Ethiopic. 
(ii) Abraham, supposed teacher ofBar~awma, who recounts his pupil's deeds. 

Both Vitae are suspect. 
(b) John Ool;J.anan) Bar KufSos, Bishop of Tella (48213-6. 11. 538), Vita of Elias, 

his pupil' ed. tead. H. G. Kleyn, Het Leven 1/1lt1} . 1I(ItJ Tel/a door Elias (Leyden 
1882) (c. verso neerland.). John was import311t in establishing the mOl10physite hier­
archy by the ordination of priests. His form~,la fidei survives in BM Add. 14.549, 
s. Vlll-IX. Also unedited is a commentary on the Trishagioll: Vat. Syr. 159. XDe 

(c) Biographies of Severus, PatrJarch of Antioch (SI2- 5I8) (d. 5J8); cd. tr. M. 
A. Kugener, PO 2, 203-400. 

(i) John ofBcth-Aphthonia, Vita Severi, ed. tr. idem, PO 2,207-264. 
(ii) Zacharias Rhetor, Vita Severi, ed. tr. idem, PO 2, 7-lIS; see further W. 
Bauer, 'Die Severus-Vita des Zacharias Rhetor', Aujsiitze u. kl. Schriften 
(Tubing en 1967) 210--228. 
(iii) Athanasius of Antioch, Tile Lifo of Sellerus Patriarch of Atltlocl/. ed. tr. E.-J. 
Goodspeed ct W. E. Crum, PO 4 (paris 1908) 591-718 (Ethlopic trans. from 
Arabic; original was, however, probably Greek) . , 
(iv) A. Voobus, 'Decouverte d'un memra de Giwargi, Eveque des Arabes sur 
Severe d'Antioche', Mus 84 (r97!) 433-436 (mention of works of Severus). 
(v) K E. McVey, The Menll'a on l/ie life of Sevems oj Antioch. A Critical Edition 
oftlte Syria, Text (Cambridge, Mass. 1977). 

(d) Vita of Jacob Baradaeus (d. 578). See Ortiz dc Urbina. Patr. Syr. §IU; ed. 
E., W. Brooks, PO 19. 228-268 with English U·ans. A. van Roey, 'Les debuts de 
l'Eglisejacobite', Chalkedon n, 339-360. 

(e) Old biography of A1,J.udcmmeh (d. 575): Ortiz de Urbina, Pat,.. Syr. §u6; 
ed. F. Nau, PO 3, 1-51. Al~lIdemmch was first a Nestorian, then mOl1ophysitc. 
Jacob Baradaeus handed over to him the mission to the Arabs in Mesopotamia. 
He had a philosophical formation and utilised Aristotle in particular: Opuscula de 
allima, De rmioflemlilllae el corporis, ed. P. Nau, PO 3, 97-120. , 

(f) Leontius of Neapolis, Vie de S)'l1Iro/l Ie FOil et Vie de Jean de Cllypre. Edition 
commeotee par A.-J. Festugiere en collaboration avec 1. Ryden = Bibl.archCol.et 
histor. t.95 (Paris 1974); 1. Ryden, Das Lebe/l des heiligen Narren Symeon I/O" Leomios 
1101'1 Neapolis = Acta Vaiv. 'Opsal. Stud. Graeca Upsal. 4 (Uppsala 1963): idem, 
Bemerklmgen Z Ulli Leben des hei/igen Narrel/ Symeoll 110/1 Leontios lion Neapolis = Acta 
'Oniv. Upsal. Stud. Graeca Upsal. 6 (Uppsala 1970). 

2. Collections of lIitae from the area ofSycia 
(a) Theodoret de C1'r, Histoire des 1Il0ines de Syrfe, cd. tr. P. Canivet-A. Leroy­

Molinghell = SC 234: 'Histoire Philo thee' l-XIll; C 257: 'Histoire Philothee' 
XIV-XXX. Traitc sur la Charite (XXXI) (paris 1977> 1979). J. Griboniont, 'Thco­
doret et les Vies des Peres', RivStorLeuRel 61 (1981) 161-172. Geographically 
Theodoret included Northern Syria with Antioch and its province, Chakis (with 
provo Chalcidensis),Apamea (with provo Apamcnsis), Cyrrhus (with provo Cyrrhen­
sis), part of the provo Euphratensis and Osrohene, i.e. the area from the gulf of 
Cilicia to Edcssa i.ll Mesopotamia. See P. Canivet, SC 234, 11 with reference to 
idem, Le mOl1achisme syrien sllion Theodoret de Cyr (Paris 1977) §I07. The most southerly 
monastic community mentioned by Theodoret lies in Lebanon, near Emesa (Xvn 
2- 4); the Palestinian monks a,rejgnored. Several monks come fromPontus (influence 
of Basil tile Great), from Galatia (IX, 1), from the area of Cilicia and from 
Euphratesia. 

For Theodoret, Moses is the model author of hagiographlcal works; he wrote 
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them not with the Egyptian knowledge that he commanded, but through divine 
inspiration. Cf. Hist. rei. I I: SC 234, 160. 

Of the monks who were Theodoret's contemporaries, three playa special role 
in the history of the post-Chalcedonian period . 

. (i) Jacob, pupil of Maron, from nea)." Cyrrhus: Hist. rel. XXI: SC 257, 70-123; 
BHG 777,2.256; Canivet, Mon.achisme syrien §143-146. 

(ii) Simeon Stylites the Elder (b. 390 in Cilicia, d.24.7. or 2.9.459), founder of 
stylite asceticism. BHG3, 1678-1688; Auctarium 175; CPG 6640-6650; Hist. rei. 
XXVI: SC 257, 158-214. Canivet, op. cit., §74. All texts concerned with Simeon 
Stylites can be found in H. Lietzmann-H. Hilgenfeld, Das Leben des hi. Symeon 
Stylites, TU 32, 4 (Leipzig 1908). Stern criticism of this edition is made by E. Honig­
mann, 'The Monks Symeon, Jacobus and Baradatus', in idem, Patristic Studies = 
ST 173 (Citta del Vaticano 1953) 92-100, nr. XIII, esp. 93, n. 4. As well as the 
Vita composed by Theodoret we have: 

(1) Vita written by Antonius in Greek, for which Theodoret is used: TU 32, 
4. Cf. Honigmann, op. cit. 

(2) Syriac Vita based on BM Add. 14.484. Trans.: TU 32, 79-188; according 
to Honigmann, op. cit., Vat. Syr. Il7 would have been a better basis; reference 
in ibid. to P. Peeters, 'Symeon Stylite et ses premiers biographes', AnBoll61 (1943) 
29-71; reprint in id., Le trefonds oriental de l'hagiographie byzantine = Subs. hag. 26 
(1950) 93-136; criticism in M. Richard, 'Theodoret, Jean d'Antioche et les moines 
d'Orient', Opera Minora II, nr. 47. A.-J. Festugiere, Antioche paiimne et chretienne. 
Libanius, Chrysostome et les moines de Syrie (Paris 1959), XII; Le premier stylite, 
Symeon l'Ancien, 347-401 (with French trans. of Hist. rel. XXVI, based on the 
Greek text ofTU 32; see the Note additionelle, 418-423). 

(iii) The monk Baradatus: Hist. rel. XVII: SC 257, 216-222; BHG3 211, P.75. 
On the name see Canivet, Monachisme syrien, §182f. See below Ch. III. Lit.: S. 
Ashbrook, 'Syriac hagiography: an emporium of cultural influences', J. H. Eaton 
(ed.), Horizons in Semitic Studies (Birmingham, University of Birmingham 1980) 
59-68. 

(b) John of Ephesus, a Syrian b. C.507, d. after 588 (see above Part I, C 4): Historiae 
beatorum Orientalium, ed. with English trans. by E. W. Brooks, PO 17 (1923) 1-304; 
18 (1924) 513-698; 19 (1925) 151-227; cf. Ortiz de Urbina, Patrologia syriaca §1I5, 
p. 166-167; D. Stiernon, DSp 8 (1974) 484-486 s.v. The design of the work is remini­
scent of Pall ad ius, Historia Lausiaca, and ofTheodoret, Historia religiosa. It was written 
in 566 and expanded in 567/8. Over 70 persons are introduced, who are all contem­
poraries of the author. The district of Amid receives preference. Stiernon writes, 
op. cit., 485: 'Tantot, c'est un recit biographique assez complet; tantot, une anecdote 
merveilleuse ... Tout Ie recit baigne dans un climat admiratif: Nulle part quelque 
instant sur la doctrine'. This is somewhat too black and white. 

(i) The significant Vita for us is nr. X; Mar Simeon the Bishop, the Persian debater: 
PO 17, 137-158, from the time of Emperor Anastasius: 

(I) Reference to Simeon's knowledge of scripture and the Fathers and to his skill 
as a debator against the Nestorians, who are dominant. Cf. 148-149. 

(2) Vivid contemporary picture of the early history of Christianity in Persia: the 
Schools of Bardesanes and Manes are widely disseminated; the school of Edessa 
and the influence ofBardesanes and of Mar cion (138-139). 

(3) Missionary activity of Simeon from Ctesiphon to Constantinople (140-142). 
(4) Double christological attack of the monophysite Simeon (later bishop of Beth 

Arsham) against Eutychian-Manichaeans and against Nestorians (as we shall often 
encounter). 
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(ii) We find countless references to the turn of events after the death of Emperor 
Anastasius I (5 18) and the reform of Justin and Justinian, but also to the counter­
action of the Empress Theodora and the promotion the monophysite mission. See 
PO 17, 187-213; 18, 526-540; 607-623; 624-641; 676-684. There is an encomium 
of five patriarchs, who are in exile because of their opposition to Chalcedon (PO 
IS, 684-690): Severus of Antioch, Theodosius of Alexandria, Anthimus of Constant i­
nople (Patriarch from 535-536, then deposed, but hidden in the palace), Sergius 
and Paul. 

(iii) Doctrinal allusions: Mar Simeon: PO 17, 149-150 (the transcendence of Jesus 
in contrast with the Nestorian 'Adoptianism'). 

(iv) Vita XVI (PO 17, 229-247): Simeon the mountain hermit. Good indications 
of the state of Christianisation in the mountainous region in the neighbourhood 
of Melitene. A good example of a baptismal catechesis, which offers common doc­
trines without monophysite peculiarities (239-240) (around 5 I 5 AD). Cf. the personal 
assignment ofJohn of Ephesus to convert the heathen (above Part II, C I 4). 

Bibliography 
(a) On the piety of Syrian monasticism: 
A. Voobus, History of Asceticism in the Syrian Orient, I. The Origin of Asceticism. 

Early Monastifism in Persia. II. Early Monasticism in Mesopotamia and Syria, CSCO 
IS4, 197 = Subs. vols 14, 17 (Louvain 1958, 1960). 

G. M. Colombas, O.S.B., El monacato primitivo = BAC (Madrid 1974) 119-153 
(Ch. IV: El monacato siriaco), with criticism of A. Voobus, op. cit., esp. on the 
evaluation of the 'biografia bastante, fantastica' of Rabbula of Edessa (d. 436); 
Colomb as, op. cit. 137, n. 34, with reference to the worthwhile study of G. G. 
Blum, Rabbula von Edessa. Der Christ, der Bischof, der Theologe, CSCO 300 = Subs. 
34 (Louvain 1969). 

E. Beck, 'Ein Beitrag zur Terminologie des iiltesten syrischen Monchtums', in 
B. Steidle (ed.), Antoniu~ Magnus Eremita (Rom 1956) 254-267; J. Gribomont, 'Le 
monachisme au sein de I'Eglise en Syrie et en Cappadoce', StudMon 7 (1965) 7-24. 

(b) On the stylites see the various introductions to the biographies in H. Delehaye, 
Les Saints Stylites = Subs. hag. 14 (Bruxelles-Paris 1923): 

(i) Symeon the Elder: Ch. I, p. I-XXXIV; see CPG 664(}-6650. 
(ii) Daniel, Symeon's pupil, on the Bosphorus: XXXV-LVIII; French trans. 

of the Vita in A.-J. Festugiere, Les moines d'Orient 11,93-171 (with chronology). 
(iii) Symeon the Younger (d. 592); Delehaye LIX-LXXV; H.-G. Beck, Kirche 

u. theol. Lit. i. byz. Reich 397 with sources and literature; CPG 7369. 
(iv) Alypius; Delehaye LXX-LXXXV. Alypius travels to Chalcedon to erect 

a chapel in honour of St. Euphemia; thus in Vita I, §I(}-II and Vita II; different 
details in Antonius of Hagia Sophia (BHG3 66d), ed. F. Halkin, Subs. hag. 38: 
Inedits Byzantins d'Ochrida, Candie et Moscou (Bruxelles 1963) 167-208. 

On the spread of the stylites' way of life see Delehaye, ibid., Ch. VII, 
p. CXVII-CXLIII: 'Les stylites a travers les ages'. The main areas were Syria, 
Palestine, Mesopotamia (among Semitic people); to a lesser extent they were found 
in the Greek-speaking area: Cilicia, Paphlagonia, Caria, Bithynia; there were isolated 
stylites also in Georgia, Thrace, Macedonia and Egypt. See further I. Peiia, P. Castel­
lana, R. Fernandez, Les Stylites Syriens (Milano 1975) 79-84. The stylites too were 
split into Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians: ibid., 65-67, with reference to 
John Moschus, Pratum spirituale ch. 29 and 36: PG 8T, 2876C-2877A; 2884C-2885C. 
Monophysite stylites were present especially in North Syria. Chalcedonians forced 
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to descend from his pillar Mar Zecora, who was known as far away as Rome: 
Michael Syr., Chron. IX, 23: Chabot II, 197b-199b. 

IV. The Nestorian east Syrians 
See]. M. Fiey, jalons 8-31: II. Sources et leur valeur; esp. 18fr. 
I. Patriarchs 
(a) Liber turris (Le livre de la tour) received its original form from Mari b. Sulayman 

(12th cent.), and was reworked in the 14th cent. by cAmr b. Matta of Tirhan and 
by a priest from Mossul, Sliwa (or Saliba) b. Y6Q,annan. From this work H. Gismondi 
took the chapter De Patriarchis Nestorianorum and published it: Maris Amri et Slibae 
De Patriarchis Nestorianorum Commentaria ex codicibus vatican is edidit et Laline reddidit 
... , 2 vols (Rome 1896, 1899) (Arabic and Latin). See the reference to]. S. Assemani, 
BO, and Le Quien, Oriens christianus II. 

(b) Vitae ofCatholicoi and Martyrs. See Fiey,jalons 23-25. 

2. Monks 
(a) Isocdnah, Metropolitan of Ba~ra (prob. c.860-870), History of the founders 

of monasteries in the Persian and Arabian empires, better known under the name 
Liber castitatis. Here we find a succession of 140 short notices concerning 'all Fathers 
who founded monasteries in the Persian and Arabian empires and wrote books 
on the monastic life, and about holy metropolitans and bishops, of whom some 
founded schools, others wrote books on religious life and again others founded 
monasteries in the East ... ' a short form of the Liber castitatis (probably the oldest 
form) is found in many MSS as 'Hymn to the Sain!s' (Fiey, op. cit., 18). 

For an analysis of the work see]. M. Fiey, 'Ich6cdnah, Metropolite de Ba~ra, 
et son reuvre', OrSyr II (1966) 431-450. 

(b) The Book of Governors (also wrongly called Historia monastica) (Fiey, op. cit., 
19). This is also to be distinguished from the work just mentioned. Only Books 
I, II, IV and V bear out the title and represent the real work. In Book III general 
history is introduced. Book VI is a separate work and probably older. Under the 
title 'History of the monastery ofRabban Cyprian' it fuses two distinct monographs 
and a general preface, which is of the greatest significance for the early history 
of Assyrian monasticism. 

Edition: The Book of Governors, by Thomas, Bishop of Marga, Chaldean with English 
trans. by E. A. Wallis Budge, 2 vols (London 1893);]. M. Fiey,loc. cit. 

(c) The Biography of Rabban Bar CEta (d. 628), written after 661. Cf. Fiey, jalons 
24: the Vita allows us to define more clearly the beginnings of the Assyrian monas­
ticism of Abraham the Great, gives us more specific details concerning Sahdona, 
about the contemporary bishops of Nineve, the conflicts between west ~nd east 
Syrians; cf. further Fiey, OrSyr II (1966) 1-16, with corrections in idem,' CIs6Cyaw 
Ie Grand', OCP 35 (1969) 305-333; 36 (1970) 5-46. 

(d) History of the monastery of Mar SawrIS6C of Bet Q6qa, text and French 
trans. by M. Mingana, Sources Syriaques (Mossoul-Leipzig 1907) 177-271. This text 
is important for the history of monasticism. . 

Literature on East Syrian monasticism: ]. M. Fiey, jalons, Ch. V, 100-112; id., 
L'Assyrie chretienne, vol. II (Beyrouth n.d.) 821-827: Le monachisme assyrien; E. 
Degen, 'Daniel bar Maryam', OrChr 52 (1968) (45-89) 46-48; A. Voobus, History 
of Asceticism in the Syrian Orient, vol. I 2 = CSCO 184, Subs. 14 (Bruxelles 1958) 
173-325, esp. Ch. IV, 288ff.: Advance of Monasticism in the Fifth Century, I. 

Leading Personalities. 
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3. Mar.tyrs and Confessors 
(a) History oj the holy Fathers wllo were persecured on behalf of the truth. The work 

gives an account oftbe Nestorian church from its beginning to Abraham, the leader 
of the school of Nisibis (d. 569) . Text in F. N a l1 , L'histoire de Bar~adbeSabba 'Arbaia, 
PO XXIII (Paris 1932) (Part I), IX (Paris 1913) (Part II); German: G. Hoffmann, 
'Ausziige aus syrischen Akten persischer Martyrer', AbhKundeMorgl. VII, 3 (1880) 
43-60. 

(b) Biography of the martyr Iso'sawran (d. 620), written by the Catholicus 
is6'yaw III. Ed. with French summary by J.-B. Chabot, Nouvelles archives des 
missions scientifiques et litteraires, VII (1897) 485-584: the newly converted (to mon­
physism) try to convert the confessor in prison. 

4. Biographical material in Mar Barb.agbeSabba 'Arbaya, Cause de la fondation 
des ecoles, Syriac m.d French in A. Scher, PO IV, 317-404 (Paris 1907). Cf. Fiey, 
Jalons 26 all the question of tbe author. In the work we find a dithyrambic on 
l;Ienana. 

V. Armenian and Georgian hagiography 
bn the general position and special significance of this hagiography see P. Peeters, 

'Traductions et Traducteurs dans l'hagiographie orientale a l'epoque byzantine', in 
idem, Le trefonds oriental de I'hagiographie byzantine = Subs. hag. 26 (Bruxelles 1950) 
165-218; on Armenia, ibid., V, 188-198; on Georgia, ibid., VI, 198-213; idem, 
'Les debuts du christianisme en Georgie d'apres les sources hagiographiques', AnBoll 
50 (1932) 5-58; 54-58 on Peter the Iberian. M. Tarchnisvili, 'Sources armeno- geor­
giennes de l'histoire ancienne de Georgie', Mus 60 (1947) 29-50. 

On the sources: 
I. S. Der Nersessian, 'Le synaxaire armenien de Gregoire VII d'Anazarbe', 

AnBo1l68 (1950) 261-285; P. Peeters, 'Pour l'histoire du synaxaire armenien', AnBoll 
30 (191 I) 5-26. For editions see PO 5, 6, 15, 16. 

2. Individual vitae 
Koriun, Description oJthe Life and Death oJthe holy Teacher Mesrop (a name common 

from the 8th century onwards; oldest sources: Mastoc') (b. 360, d.440). The work 
was composed shortly after 453. German trans. by S. Weber, BKV2, vol. 47 (with 
introduction), 185-231; selected speeches, from a collection of23, have been added. 

VI. Constantinople 
H. Delehaye, Synaxarium Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae (1902): H.-G. Beck, Kirche 

und theol. Lit. im byz. Reich (1959) 267-275; The Byzantine Saint. University of 
Birmingham Fourteenth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies ed. by S. Hackel = 
Studies Supplementary to Sobornost 5 (London 1981); S. Brock, 'The Byzantine Saint-A 
Report on the Fourteenth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies at the Univerity 
of Birmingham', Sobornost 2 (1980) 75-76. See ByzZ 74 (1981) 424-429. 

I. Devotion to St. Euphemia. 
F. Halkin, Euphemie de Chalcedoine. Ugendes Byzantines = Subs. hag. 41 (Bruxelles 

1965); idem, Recherches et Documents d'hagiographie Byzantine = Subs. hag. 51 (Brux­
elles 1971). 

2. Maximus Confessor (ca 580-662) and the monenergist-monothelete contro­
versy. 

W. Lackner, 'Zu Quellen und Datierung der Maximosvita (BHG3 1234)', AnBoll 
85 (1967) 285-316. 

S. Brock, 'An Early Syriac Life of Maximus the Confessor', AnBoll 91(1973) 
299-346. 
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J. M. Garrigues, 'Le martyre de saint Maxime Ie Confesseur', RevThom 76 (1976) 
410-452. 

R. Bracke, Ad Sancti Maximi Vitam. Studie van de biografische documenten en de 
levensbeschrijvingen betrejfende Maximus Confessor (ca58<r662), Diss. Katholieke 
Universiteit te Leuven (Leuven 1980). In his evaluation and chronological assessment 
of the Vita s. Maximi Bracke comes to other conclusions than W. Lackner and 
S. Brock, and situates the oldest recensions of the Greek Vita in the period between 
680 and 700. See, however, the review by J.-L. van Dieten, ByzZ 75 (1982) 359-361. 

Further information on hagiography in the period of the monenergist controversy 
is to be found in H.-G. Beck, Kirche u. theol. Lit. im byz. Reich, 459-467. Particularly 
important is the 'famous Hypomnestikon' dedicated to the suffering of Anastasius 
Apocrisiarius and Pope Martin I (Beck 462-463). 

3. Iconoclastic period 
See H.-G. Beck, op. cit., 506-514; A. J. Visser, Nikephoros und der Bilderstreit. 

Eine Untersuchung iiber die Ste/lung des Konstantinopler Patriarchen Nikephoros innerhalb 
derikonoklastischen Wirren (Haag 1952) 9-11 (various vitae of martyrs and confessors). 
See ibid. 49-56 for a list of contents of the Vita Nicephori: PG 100, 41-160; C. 
de Boor, Nicephorus, Opuscula Historica (Lipsiae 1880) 139-217. In Ch. 7 of this 
Vita (PG 100, 91£[; de Boor, 169-206) is found a 'theological discussion [concerning 
image-veneration] in the form of an extensive disputation between Saints and 
Emperor Leo the Armenian' (Visser, op. cit., 50). The Vita Antonii gave the inspir­
ation for this manner of presentation in that it contains an integral homily. 

Summary of Part II 
Cf. F. Winkelmann, ByzSlav 37 (1976) 183-190. The significance of the works 

of ecclesiastical historiography for the description of the history of christological 
belief must be briefly characterised. 

I. Positive: Together with chronicles and hagiographical works, 
the ecclesiastical histories offer (a) important material for situating 
the development of faith in general and comprehensive terms (i.e. 
the fundamentals for marking the external framework and divisions 
of epochs or phases of the course of development); (b) significant 
doctrinal documents; and (c) criteria for the hermeneutic of these 
documents. With regard to this hermeneutic it must be noted that 
the subject-matter of ecclesiastical historiography, the Church, is 
interpreted above all from the idea of 'orthodoxy'. That results in 
a closer relationship to the history of doctrine or faith. The principle 
of'orthodoxy' holds for both Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians, 
because each party considered itself orthodox and the representative 
of the true Church (cf. Winkelmann 186). Orthodoxy was always 
regarded as the goal of development. Because in our period the Byzan­
tine imperial Church experienced for the first time within the borders 
that existed up to 45 1 a division that was spreading further and further, 
criteria of 'orthodoxy' had to be found which were independent of 
the Constantinian principle: 'Unity of the faith (of the Church) is 
the foundation of the well-being of the Empire'. This was the difficulty 
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facing the Church historians; it was also their embarrassment to the 
extent that they wanted to include the history offaith in their descrip­
tions of ecclesiastical history. 

2. Negative: There were various factors that also made it difficult 
for the representatives of the Great Church to interpret and account 
for their own history of faith. These were the following: (i) the close 
link between 'imperial Church' and 'imperium Romanum' (cf. Winkel­
mann, ibid.); (ii) the religious status of the Emperor, which was 
also never questioned by the religious party which happened at that 
time to be suppressed by the state; (iii) the unexplained 'autonomy' 
of Church and state, each for itself and in the context of their necessary 
relationships; and (iv) the amalgamation of competences in decisions 
relating to faith. But it was precisely the crisis of the imperial Church 
after Chalcedon which forced the necessary clarification of com­
petences and of authority in questions of faith to be undertaken; 
included in this too was the relationship of Church and state. We 
shall encounter theoretical and practical attempts to do this, but they 
are to be found least of all in the works of ecclesiastical history. 
The Church Histories, however, show clearly that knowledge gained 
theoretically would not be maintained in practice. The Acacian schism 
and the Justinianic era are classic examples of this type of inconsis­
tency. 

PART III 

Christological florilegia from Chalcedon to the iconoclastic contro­
versy. 

As early as the post-Nicaean period, and then especially in the 
confrontation which had Chalcedon (451) as its acme, proof from 
the Fathers was cultivated in the literary genre of the florilegia, which 
had their model in the pre-Christian philosophical schools. In their 
variety they provide a mirror-image of the different phases of theolo­
gical confrontation from the fourth century up to the iconoclastic 
controversy in the eighth century. 

Comprehensive surveys: Th. Schermann, Die Geschichte der dogmatischen Florilegien 
vom VJ.- VIII. Jahrhundert = TU 28, I (Leipzig I904) (largely superceded); G. Bardy, 
art. 'Floril(:ges', Catholicisme 4 (I956) I360-I364; H. Chadwick, 'Florilegium', RAG 
7 (I969) II3 I-II60; cols II3I-II43: pre-Christian, pagan florilegia; cols II43-II60: 
Christian florilegia (collections of testimonia, biblical and patristic anthologies, cate­
nae); joint article 'FloriU:ges spirituels', DSp 4 (I964) = (a) H.-M. Rochais, 'Flor. 
latins', cols 435-460 (literary genre, terminology); (b) P. Delehaye, 'Flor. Medievaux 
d'ethique', cols 460-475; (c) M. Richard, 'Flor. grecs', cols 475-5I2. Richard pub­
lished what for us is the most important research: (I) 'Notes sur les fl9rileges dogmati­
ques du V· et du VIe siecle', Actes du VIe Congres International d'Etudes byzantines 
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I (Paris 1950) 307-318 = Opera Minora I, 2; idem, 'Les florileges diphysites du 
VC et du VIC siecle', Chalkedon I, 721-'748 = Opera Minora 1,3. 

(A) Pre-Chalcedonian origins 
I. Trinitarian florilegium 
Cf. M. Richard, 'Les f!oc 'ieges diphy it ',Op ra Minora 1, 3, 722.-'723; iVt Tetz, 

'Zur Edition def dogmatischen Schriften des Athanasius von Alexandrien', ZKG 
67 (1955/6) 1-28; idem, 'Zum Streit zwischen Orthodoxie und Hliresie an der Wende 
zum 4. u. 5. Jahrhunderrs', EvTheo12o (196r) 354-368. 

According to M . Tetz, ibid. 360, the beginning to the new literary genre oftheolo­
gical proof was made by Basil. De Spirlrrl Sm'leto cb. 29: PG 32. 2ooB-209C: 'From 
Basil of Caesarea we hav.e the first well-defined f10rilegium that is preserved'. With 
Basil the 'explicit proof from the Fathers' in the form of the florilegium was inaugur­
ated (ibid. 361). This fact is worth mentioning, even ifit is not a question of christo­
logy in the strict sense. Still, the new genre did not take long to be applied to 
christology. 

II. Christological florilegia of the pre-Chakedonian period 
I. The path to the christological florilcgium in the strict sense was trodden by 

the followers of Bishop -Marcellus of Ancyra, and then in the Exposilio fidei ad Athana­
sium of the deacon Eugenius of Ancyra. the significance of which M. Tetzbas exposed: 
'MarkelHaner UD'd Athanasios von Alexandrien', ZNW 64 (1973) 75-121; 115 on 
the florilegium. 

2. As the next example of the new method M. Tetz, EvTheol 20 (1961) 355 r., 
names the Contestatio Eusebii, by which the procedure against Patriarch Nestorius 
of Constantinople was set in motion. Tetz gives a German translation of this apreal 
(ibid., 355 £), based on ACO 11, I, lor ( Immediately before the Counci of 
Epbesus the new procedure of theological proof repeatedly receives the imprint 
of the chief opponent of Nestor ius. Cyril of Alexandria, and his imitator, Theodotus 
ofAncyra. 

3. Flmilegia of Cyril of Alexandria and Thcodotus of AncyJ.'a: without intending 
an exact chronological sequence, we mention first the Libri V contra Nestorium of 
Cyril (ACO I I, 6, 13- 106; CPG 5217). Book I opens with the Capita exeerpta 
ex Nestorio, next comes 3n anthology of'heresies' of Nestor ius, as Cyril encountered 
them in his texts (ACO, 10c. cit., 1- 9; cf. Loofs, NestorimJa 353-358). The rest 
of Cyril's work is an enormous biblical cOIUlter-prooffrom the OT a!ld NT. Accord­
ing to A. van Roey, art. cit., Theodotus of Ancyra imitated the methodology of 
Cyril, and ill doing so used Cyril's citations from Nestorius. He wrote Three Books 
aglli/lst Nestorius, which are preserved only in Syriac and have yet to be edited. 
Book J and part ofBookJI are missing. Cf. CPG 613 T. !-lis homily against Nestorius 
has come down to us: ACO I I , 2, 71-'73, and is edited in Ethiopic with a German 
trans. in M. B. Weischer, Qerellos IV I, 42-53. Significant too is the florilegium 
of Cyril in the Oratio (Prospltone/icus) ad Arcadlam er Mari/lam allgustas de .fide: ACO 
1 I, 5. 62- 118, where we find pronouncements of nine 'well-known theologians 
and Fathers of the fourth- fifth centuries (pp. 65- 68). including texts of pSt Athana­
sius. Indeed emphasis lies again on the 'immense literary mosaic to present the 
correct doctrine concerning Christ' (7o-u8). Tbisflorilegium is also preserved itt 
Ethiopic in the so-called Qerel/os (1l). Cf. B. M. Weischer, 'Das christoJogische 
Plorilegium in Qerellos II', OrClir 64 (1980) 109-133, where the evaluation just 
given can be found. Of great influence was the so-called Flol'ilejlillftl EpJresil'lII111 of 
'Session 1 in 43 I: ACO 11. 2, p. 39. C)-45, 3. whiCh, expanded by other testimO)1les, 
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returns in the Session ofz2july, 431: ACO I 1,7, p. 89, 26-95, 18. The testimonies 
of the recognised Fathers and the extracts from Nestorius were juxtaposed, which 
revealed the latter's 'heresy'. Cf. ACO I J, 2, 45-5Z. Other florilegia of Cyril are 
to be found in the Apologia Xll Capiltl/omm CO/llra Orientales: ACO I 1, 7, p. 36, 
33-37, 23; 45, 20-3 I; 64, 1-65, 4. 

4. Florilegia of Augustine in the West: Vincent of Lerins compiled a collection 
of citations from Augustine in order to combat Nestorianism, and sent it to Pope 
Sixtus III (432-440). See J. Ma.doz, Exccrpta Vincenlii LirhlCflsis (Madrid 1940): 
text edition 101-132; cf. 152, the inventory of texts from Augustine. See below 
on Eugippius. 

5. Theodoret of Cyrus, two fiorilegia: (o) In the Pentalogus (432 AD), Book IV, 
preserved only inPope Gelasius, de dll(llms lla/uris, ed. Schwartz, PS 96-106 (complete 
or partial f). C£ now L. Abramowski-A. E. Goodman, A Nestoriall Col/ection oj 
Christological TexIS. Calnbridge University Library MS. Orierllallj19, vol. I-II (Cam­
bridge 1972); A. Grillmeier, jdChr 12, 707, n. IS; see below Part ill C N. The 
Cambrjdge MS contains in VI a fiorilegium with testimonies which occur in Gela­
sius, one group of which has parallels in the Eralli5tes and one of which has not 
(see below) . Should the parallels not covered by cheEranistes belong to the Pellta/og/IS, 
it would be proved by the Cambridge florilcgium that Gelasius did not take over 
the entire Pelltaloglls f1orilegium. (b) In the Eranistes (c. 447-448). See G. H . Ettlinger, 
Theodo/'et ojCyrus Errmisles (Oxford J975). The title is nicely translated by C. Andre­
sen, TZ 37 (198r) 319 as 'Lumpensamm.lcr' (rag-and-bone man); cf. the French 
'chiffonnier'. Ettlinger investigates these collections in section II: The patristic 
citations, pp. 9-35. The text contains three floriJegia: fl. I: pp. 91- 1U; fl. II: pp. 
153-187i fl. III: pp. 220-252. From these Rorilegia are derived many later collections. 
After 451 the Borilegium which Leo I added to his Tomlls ad Flaviallum was included 
in the Eranistes. Cf. M. Richard, Opera Minora 1,3,723-'725. 

6. A Greek florilegium from christological homilies of the fourth and fifth centur­
ies on the birth of Christ (Paris. gr. 1491). This has been referred to already in 
CCT I, 520 n. I (Produs). 

7. The collection of passages from the Fathers which Eutyches added to his libellus 
fidei, which, together with a letter and other documents, he sent to Rome after 
the Synod of Constantinople in 448. The collection contained the texts supposedly 
deriving from Roman Popes, which were sought for in vain in Rome (ACO II 
2, 1,34-42, nr. 7-12; cf.jdChrI2, 735). 

(B) Florilegia at the Council ofChalcedon 
I. The florilegium of 451, taken from. the Eranistes: ACO II I, 

3, II4, 4-II6, 2. 

II. The florilegium of Pope Leo I, added to the Tomus I when 
this was sent for the second time to Constantinople (Greek only 
inACO II I, I, p. 20, 7-25, 6). \ 

(C) Florilegia in the conflict concerning Chalcedon between 45 I and 
600 

I. Pro-Chalcedonian florilegia between 451 and 500 
1. To ep. 165 (AD 4S8) to Emperor Leo I, which is called the Tomus II, Pope 

Leo I added an expanded version of the Rorilegium appended to the Tomus I: ACO 
II 4, p. II9, 15-131, 17; Schwart,z, 'Cod. Vat. gr. 1431', p. 71,4-85,22. 
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2. Florilegium Cyrillianum: c£ further Schwartz ACO I I, I, XII-XVI. This 
is a collection made in Alexandria by several authors and wrongly attributed to 
a writer Dorotheus, which contains 244 extracts from 30 works of Cyril. It was 
intended to provide evidence that Cyril agreed with the formula 'two natures after 
the union' (in Christ). In about the year 482 it was taken to Rome by John Talaia 
and given to Pope Simplicius. It fell into the hands of the Chalcedonian ('Nestorian') 
John Gazophylax, who sent it to the Patrician Appion to cure him of the error 
of Severus of Antioch and to convince him that Chalcedon was in agreement with 
the doctrines of Cyril. Here we have the most important theological florilegium 
of the pro-Chalcedonian variety. During his sojourn in Constantinople in the years 
508-5 II, Severus of Antioch made a critical examination of the florilegium and 
rejected it. It is transmitted to us directly, but incompletely, !n three Greek MSS; 
cf. R. Hespel, Le fiorilege Cyrillien refote par Severe d'Antioche. Etude et edition critique 
= .BiblMus 37 (Louvain 1955) 55-56; the florilegium is transmitted indirectly in 
Vat. Syr. 139 = the Philalethes of Severus, Syriac with French trans. ed. by R. 
Hespel, Severe d'Antioche, Le Philalethe: CSCO 133 (T), 134 (V) (Louvain 1952); 
a collateral transmission is found in the texts of excerpted works: 37 passages cannot 
be found in opera edited up to now. Of these P. E. Pusey identified the direct 
transmission of 33 texts and edited them from two MSS: Sancti Patris nostri Cyrilli 
archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D. Johannis Evangelium, III (Oxford 1872) 476-489, ch. 
76-90; 549: ch. 120; 583-585; ch. 121; 493-497: ch. 181-191; 5I1-5I2, 525-526: 
ch. 192-196. R. Draguet succeeded in identifying the remaining four passages, ch. 
73 and 178-180. For a critical Greek edition of all passages see now R. Hespel, 
op. cit., 103-216; from ch. 231 Greek in apparatus only. See ibid., 217-233: Notes 
critiques. There existed also a second Florilegium Cyrillianum, which is not preserved. 

3. The florilegium in the appendix to the Tractatus de duabus naturis of Pope Gelasius 
(see above under Theodoret). 

Summary: 
(I) Before 500 we have thus two kinds of anthologies: one in which 

a single author (whether pro or contra) is excerpted (Cyril; Nestorius, 
Augustine). 

In this connection we may refer also to the Augustine Encyclopedia of Eugippius 
(d. after 533), and to his Excerpta ex operibus S. Augustini (1.)nsatisfactorily edited 
by P. Knoell, CSEL 9, 1858 f; c£ CPL 676). M. M. Gorman, 'The Manuscript 
Tradition ofEugippius' "Excerpta ex operibus Sancti Augustini" " RevBen 92 (1982) 
7-32; 93 (1983) 7-30. The author remarks in vol. 92: 'Eugippius seems to have 
been the first important Augustinian scholar in Italy of whom we have reliable 
and extensive notice and the Excerpta is a unique document for the diffusion of 
Augustinian doctrines in Italy in the century following the death of the bishop 
of Hippo' (19). In some passages Eugippius is in harmony with the florilegium 
of Augustine by Vincent ofLerins, already mentioned (c£ Madoz, Excerpta 45-46), 
but for the rest he has no christological ambitions (see the list of chapters in CSEL 
9, 5-33). The greatest importance is to be ascribed to the Florilegium Cyrillianum 
before 500, where the definition of Chalcedon is found: ACO II I, 2, p. 126, 
7-130, 11. From it would be cited the essentials of the narrower definition, especially 
the controversial formula 'one hypostasis in two natures' (test. 4-10), and placed 
beside texts from the Letter to Succensus of Cyril. Cyril's mia physis formula, naturally, 
does not appear. Here would be given the textual basis to resolve the tension between 
Chalcedon and Cyril. 
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(2) Characteristics of diphysite florilegia up to 500: they are still 
taken from the original works of the Fathers; cf. Richard, Chalkedon 
I, 728-733; Ettlinger, Eranistes 23-30, on Theodoret. In this period 
inauthentic texts are used only seldom. The most momentous case 
had occurred in 43 I, when Cyril of Alexandria took over Apollinarian 
forgeries. Theodoret has two texts from ps. Athanasius, and attributes 
a chresis from Didymus to Eustathius of Antioch. Leo I has a citation 
from Origen under the name of Basil. 

II. Pro-Chalcedonian florilegia between 500 and 600 
Preliminary note: Towards the end of the Henoficon period (482-518) we have to 

assume the existence of patristic collections that w.ere probably anonymous and 
which took the place of floriJegia before 500. They were then in general use and 
were intended to facilitate the defence of Chalcedon by means of the opinions of 
the Fathers-this in a period when, according to M. Richard, it was dangerous 
to own a copy of the Tome of Leo or the Eranistes of Theodoret. The texts were, 
however, no longer taken from the original works of the Fathers, but contained 
in ready-made collections. Severus protested against this. These sixth-century collec­
tions are certainly based on florilegia from the fifth century, but they use mostly 
only certain groups of texts. Western authors, like Ambrose, Augustine and Hilary, 
are more strongly represented. The pre-Nicene Fathers are omitted. On the difference 
between strict Chalcedonian and neo-Chalcedonian collections see our later discus­
sions. 

I. Neo-Chalcedonian florilegia 
(a) Nephalius of Alexandria 
Under Peter Mangus of Alexandria, who accepted the Henoticoll of Emperor Zeno, 

Nephalius belonged to the opponents of the Patriarch, to whose weak stance he 
took exception (c. AD 482). In 507, however, Nephalius became a Chalcedanian.. 
In Palestine he was the instigator of the movement against Severus, the subsequent 
patriarch of Antioch, then the founder of a monastery in the vicinity of Maiuma. 
Severus was driven out with his monks. Nephalius delivered a public address against 
Severus, a defence (synegoria) of the Council of Chalcedon, which probably later 
circulated in written form. Cf. Zacharias Rh., Vita Severi, ed. M.-A. Kugener, 
PO 2, 103 f., with John of Beith Aphthonia, Vita Severi, Kugener PO 2 (207-264) 
232. Severus addressed himself to this apologia: Orationes ad Nephalium, ed. J. Lebon, 
CSCO 119 (T), 120 (V), in which he is said to have 'torn apart' the charges of 
Nephalius 'like a spider's web' (PO 2,232). The most extensive section of the Apologia 
of Nephalius was a diphysite florilegium, in which he demonstrated that earlier 
Fathers had spoken of 'two natures': Gregory Nazianzen (PG 37, 180), Proclus of 
Constantinople (PG 65, 681, 684, 689; see JdChr 12

, 727-730; John Chrysostom, 
in a homiJy Oll the ascension of Christ, for which, however, according to S. Helmer, 
no verification can be found. Nephalius could well have referred to the homily 
on the ascension by Diadochus of Photike, PG 65, 1141-1148, in which precisely 
the point is made of which Severus speaks in Ad Nephalium: CSCO 120, 34 f. 
Of course Cyril's First Letter to Succensus had also to be used (CSCO 120, 15; 22); 
Helmer (see below) 155, n. 298. On Nephalius' florilegium see C. Moeller, 'Un 
rep[(!santant de la christologie neochalcedonienne au debut du sixieme siecle en 
Orient: Nephalius d'Alexandrie', RHE 40 (1944/45) 73-140; and further M. Richard, 
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'Le neo-chalcedonisme', Opera Minora II, S6; C. Moeller, 'Le chalcedonisme et 
Ie neochalcedonisme en Orient de 4S1 a la fin du VIe siecle; Chalkedon I(19SI) 
638-720; 670-671 on Nephalius. Cf. M. Richard, Opera Minora I, 3, 733, 743; S. 
Helmer, Der Neuchalkedonismus, Geschichte, Berechtigung und Bedeutung eines dogmenges­
chichtfichen Begri.ffes (Bonn 1962) ISI-IS9; see IS4 on Nephalius' fiorilegium; P. T. 
R. Gray, The Defense ofChalcedon in the East (451-553) (Leiden 1979) lOS-III, with 
some corrections to the authors just mentioned. 

(b) John of Cae sa rea, Presbyter and Grammarian 
(i) Apologia Concilii Chalcedonensis, ed. M. Richard, Iohannis Caesariensis presbyteri 

et grammatici Opera quae supersunt = CCG I (Turnhout-Leuven 1977); nr. 70-118, 
p. 28-46 for the fiorilegium. Many scholars would attribute to this John the Gram­
marian the Florilegium Cyrillianum and regard him as the opponent of Severus in 
the latter's works Philalethes and Apologia Philalethis (latter ed. by R. Hespel, CSCO 
318-319, Louvain 1971). R. Draguet, Julien d'Haficarnasse et sa controverse avec Severe 
d'Antioche sur l'incorruptibilite du corps du Christ . .. (Louvain 1924) So-73, has, how­
ever, proven definitively that the Florilegium Cyrillianum and its refutation by Severus 
cannot have anything to do with John the Grammarian. The Apologia Philalethis 
is, moreover, a work written against Julian. With our author Severus is at logger­
heads only in the work Contra impium grammaticum. See the ed. (Syriac) and trans. 
(Latin) by J. Lebon, Severi Antiocheni fiber contra impium Grammaticum. Oratio prima 
et secunda: CSCO lII-1I2 (T. and V.); Orationis tertiae pars prior: CSCO 93~4 (T. 
and V.); pars posterior: CSCO 101-102. After the Apologia of John there comes a 
fiorilegium, the design of which can be recognised, even if Severus is not citing 
all testimonies. Cf. M. Richard, op. cit., XIV and XXIV; the texts cited are nr. 
70-118, pp. 28-46. John is rebuked by Severus for having taken the greater part 
of his texts from older fiorilegia, which Severus himself did not know. Thus John 
is the most ancient witness to ready-made (lost) fiorilegia, with which the adherents 
of Chalcedon engaged the monophysites at the turn of the sixth century (op. cit., 
XXVII). John is one of the first representatives of so-called neo-Chalcedonianism, 
which will be dealt with in its own right below. Thus with A. de Halleux, who 
is in disagreement with M. Richard, we may also account for John's connection 
with the so-called Synod of Alexandretta in Cappadocia (between SI4 and SI8). 
See A. de Halleux, 'Le "synode neochalcedonien" d'Alexandrette (ca SIS) et l' 
"Apologie pour Chalcedoine" de Jean Ie grammairien', RHE 72 (1977) S93-600. 

(ii) By the same author: a fiorilegium in his treatise Adversus Aphthartodocetas, 
which survives only in incomplete fashion in a MS from Ochrid, Musee nat. 86, 
pp. 206-212. Some pages of the fiorilegium are lost. Ed. M. Richard, op. cit., 
6!r78; fiorilegium on 71-78 with 2S testimonia. See below on Leontius of Byzantium. 
(Related to this attitude against the Aphthartodocetists in a certain sense is the stance 
of _fohn the Grammarian against Manichaeism, which Richard, op. cit., 
XXX-XXXI, XLI-XLIV, regards as highly significant. In this investigation 
Richard was able to avail himself of four opuscula, including the Disputatio cum Mani­
chaeo, which the editor M. Aubineau, however, regards with some uncertainty, 
without coming to a definitive decision about them. Cf. Aubineau's introduction 
109-116). 

(c) Florilegia of the neo-Chalcedonian Scythian monks of Maxentius. These fiori­
legia play an important role in the endeavour to attain the neo-Chalcedonian blend 
between the Chalcedonian two-nature teaching and the mia physis formula of Cyril, 
and to have the 'unus e Trinitate crucifixus est' recognised by Rome too. To this 
end the compilers of the fiorilegia take up explicitly the opening words of the Chalce­
donian definition: 'Sequentes igitur et nos sanctissimos patres confitemur' (cf. CCL 
LXXXVA, 7, 60-61). We have two fiorilegia: 
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(i) One in the Libel/us fidei of Maxentius: ACO IV 2, 3-10, recently edited by 
F. Glorie: CCL LXXXVA, 5-25, composed in the period between 25.3 and 29.6·519 
On 29.6.519 Pope Hormisdas raised the objection against the monks sent to Rome 
by Maxentius to the effect that 'unus de Trinitate' was to be found neither in synods 
nor in the Fathers. Maxentius, however, wanted to prove the opposite, with 15 
texts from Augustine, Leo's Tome, Gregory Nazianzen, ps. Athanasius. Contra Apol­
linarium, Cyril of Alexandria and Proclus and Flavian of Constantinople, which 
he had preserved through contacts in Constantinople. With the exception of the 
third anathema of Cyril, none of these texts occurs in a previous diphysite fiorilegium. 
F. Glorie, CCL LXXXVA, XXIV-XL, reports on the activity of the Scythian 
monks in a masterly fashion. 

(ii) The fiorilegium in Anonymous. Ext.'lfIp/a ss. Patrul11, quod 1It111111 qllem/i!Jet (!icet) 
ex beata Trinitate dicere: ACO IV 2, 74-96. from AD 519/520 (Coli. Novariensis). 
Cf. V. Schurr, Trinitats/'I'lne de,; Boelhius im Lid/Ie der 'skytllischen KOl'lfrvversen' = 
FCLDG 18, I (1935) 127-197; B. Altaner. 'Zum Schrifttum der "skythischen" (goti­
schen) Manche. Quellenkritische und literar-historische Untersuchungen', Hisub 
71. (1953) 568-581. The .florilcgium is a source of a letter ofJustini ::m (Ep. 196 of 
the CA from 9 July, 520). It is mentioned in the preface of Dionysil1s Exiguus' 
translation of the Tome ofProclus of Constantinople. Containing 100 excerpts from 
theFathers, chiefly from Latin wo.rks. it is compiled by a Latin speaker, not translated 
from the Greek, [or the use of Pope John 1 (523-526). who .cook Qver not a few 
passages in a letter which has been lost. See Schwartz, ACO IV 2, XVI-XVII; 
cf.. however, CPL 1685. 

(d) Ephrem of Amid (Patriarch of Antioch 526-544) 
See CPG 6902-6916; Photius, BibliQlheca, cod. 22/)- 229: Henry 4, 114-174;]. Lebon, 

'£phrem d'Atnid, patriarche d'Antioche', Mclol1ges CII . Marlier 1 (Louvain 1914) 
197-1.14; M. Richard, ChalkedOf'I T, 738-'739 = 9pel'1I Minora I. 3; S. Helmer, Der 
NCllcholkedolJislllus J85-J95; A. GriJlmeier, art. 'Epluern d'Amid', DHGE 15 (1963) 
581-585; P. T. R. Gray, The Defense ofChalcedon in the East 141-154. 

We are concerned here with four tractates, which Photius analyses in cod. 229: 
Henry 4. 126 fr.: (i) a defence of the Secbnd Letter to SuccellSI/S of Cyril: Henry 126-135; 
(ii) answers to the questions of Auatolicus Scholasticns: Henry 135-142; (iii) in parti­
cular an Apologia for the Synod ofChalcedon: Henry 142-159; (iv) a work addressed 
to Eastern monks who wanted to become Severans: Henry IS9-I74. Ephrem recog­
nised the problem of showing the agreement between Cyril of Alexandria and ChaJ­
cedon and tried to resolve it in the neo-Cha1cedonian sense. In doing this he follows 
the basic idea of the great Florilegillm CYl'illiatll4l1l, although M. Richard assumes 
that he used it for only seven or eight texts. Cf. R. Henry, op. cit., 4, 143 n. 
I. Ephrem cites apprOximately roo passages froLr) the Fatbers more or Jess literally , 
in wbjc11 38 authors, including heretics. are excerpted. Cyril. is rep.resented with 
30 works. Ephrem also accepts the Apollinarian forgeries as genuine, as ifhe were 
completely lacking in critical judgement. 

The Cod. Marc. gr. 573, fr. 44r-47r (s. XII) contains, as S. Helmer, op. cit., 
251-252, reports, a text (or an opuscutum? cf. CPG 6907) called 'Twelve Orthodox 
Chapters' . (In the Cod. Marc. these twelve chapters occur at the end of a. patristic 
florilegium joined to a work entitled 'Agreement between what has been said by 
blessed Bishop Cyril and tbe Sac.red Scripture with the definition of faith of the 
holy Synod of CbaJcedon'.) They are attribllted to Patrj~ch Ephrem of Antioch. 
Helmer has edited dle pl'OJlounced neo-Chalcedonian text (op. cit., 262-265). Fol­
lowing these twelve chapters in dleir tum are testimonies from the fathers 'concern­
ing the inseparable unity of the two natures in Christ', which are supposed to prove 
the teaching of the martyr-bishop Adda of Persia. Helmer gives no more precise 
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information concerning the florilegia. Ephrem's works were in their turn excerpted 
by Anastasius of Sinai (see below; cf. Viae Dux, ed. K.-H. Uthemann = CCG 
8, Index Fontium, 405-406. 

(e) Eulogius (Melkite Patriarch of Alexandria 580-608) (cf. CPG 6971-6976; S. 
Helmer, Der Neuchalkedonismus, 236--241; J. Darrouzes, art. 'Euloge', DHGE IS 
(1963) 1388-1389). Apart from a few fragments, Eulogius is known to us particularly 
from the Bibliotheca of Photius: cod. 225-227: Henry 4, 99-114; cod. 230: Henry 
5, 11-33. The fragments attributed co him in the DoctrirUl Patmm have been critically 
established by M. Richard, which is now noted ,in the second edidon ofF. Diekamp. 
Cf. Doctrina Pa/nun de Irlca rt/aNMlc Verbi. Eill griechi.lclles Florilegium aus der Wende 
des 7. und 8. Jahrhunderts, 2. Auflage mit Korrekturen und Nachtragen von B. Phana­
gourgakis brsgg. von E. Chrysos (Munster 198 J) : p. 374 on p. 69 , XIV; p. 381 
on pp. 193-198,205-206; p. 382 on pp. 2 14- 216, 2 20. M. Richard, iohamJis Caesarietl­
sis. Opem = CCG I , X VJlJ , gathers 83 testimonia from the surviving fra gments, 
but these represent only a small part of the Patriarch 's patristic documehtation. 
He is a neo-C halcedonian and has garnered his testimonies .Iarge.1y through his own 
reading of the Fathers, which puts him a step above most writers of works belonging 
to this genre. His favourite authors are Cyril of Alexandria and the great Cappado­
cians. He used, however, an earlier collection, and, what is more, monophysite 
authors as well. Cf. M. Richard, Opera Minora I, 3, 74S. On the large number 
oflost works see CPG 6976. 

2. Leontius of Byzantium, his florilegia, and their relationship to later collections 
On Leontius of Byzantiulll see Richard, Chalkedon I = Opera Minor4 1,3,739-740; 

B. E. D aley, Leol//ills oj Byz ti/llillm: a critical edition of his UJorks wt'/h Prolegomena 
(Diss. O xford 1978). B. E. D aley was kind enough to put bis text at my disposal 
in advance. With Iris work the unsatisfactory preliminary studies of Torres (Latin 
trans.) and the description of J. P. Junglas and R. Devreesse, cited in Richard, op. 
cit., 739, nn. 60-61, are superceded. Cf. Daley, Introduction III. The Florilegia. 
We shall follow Daley's exposition here. 

(a) Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos (CNE), analysed by Daley, Introduction III 
1. The florilegium has three secti ns wIth three introductions by Leonti,us: section 
I is intended to provide proofs from Basil and Gregory Nazianzeu for his definitions 
of physis and ousia, hypostasis and pr(lSOpo,," (test. 1- 7),' Section n (test. 10-63) provides 
texts on the 'two natures in the one hypostasis' in Christ, from ps. Justin to Isidore 
of Pelusium. Section III (test. 64-88) contains texts from Cyril and Paul of Emesa 
(= Union of 433; test. 72-73) as testimony to the diphysite position. Test. 8-9 
are bettCI pLaced between test. 60 and 61. 

S(f!IIijicance: the florilegium is important for our knowledge of the source material 
u ed betwc!en 500 and 540 and now lost, as well as for research into the text. Of 
the 88 testimonia there are 19 which do not otherwise survive in Greek. Nr. 78 
is the first witness to Cyril 's lost Commentary on the Hebrews. 

(b) Contra Aphthartodocetas (CA): the florilegium contains 27 testimonia. Nr. 26 
is a second witness to Cyril's Commentary on the Hebrews, mentioned above. See 
Daley, Introduction III 2 . Edition under Text, nr. 4. 

Significance: We have a testimonium from ps. Dionysius, De Diu. nom . (nT. 1) . 
The Uoruogiunl demonstta te a pa rtlcul, r relationship with the anthology of Sever us 
of Antioch and his work against Julian of Halicarnassus, and with the essay of 
John of Caesa.rea against the Aph thartodocetists. According to Daley, Sevcrus and 
LcontiLlS possibly drew on a (Chalcedouian) fiodlegium against the incorruptibilitas 
of the earthly body of C hrist. T est. 25 comes from the diphysite Florilegitml Cyrl/lia­
num, mentioned above. Cf. Hespel, Lefiorilege Cyrillien 127-128. 
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(c) Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos (DTN); cf. M. Richard, 'La tqdition 
des fragments du traite TIept. -ri]o; Evo:v6pW1TT](TeWo; de Theodore de Mopsueste', Mus 
56 (1943) 55-75 = Opera Minora II, nr. 41; B. E. Daley, op. cit., Introduction 
III 3. 

DTN contains a florilegium of 62 texts in four sections, in which it is the author's 
intention to prove a continuous tradition between Paul of Sarno sat a and Nestorius: 

Sectio,., I (test. 1-36): Extracts from Theodore of Mopsuestia, namely from the 
lost work De Incarnatione (test. 1-29), C. Apollinarem (test. 30-35), Com. in ps. 8 
(test. 36). For the De Incarnatione we have here the oldest witness, and the only 
testimony to the Greek text. 

Section II (test. 37-41): Diodore of Tarsus (sole witness to the Greek text). 
Section III (test. 42-55): nr. 42 comes from the Contestatio Eusebii (see above). 

Test. 43-45 are short extracts from Paul of Samosata and Nestorius, partly with 
texts which agree with the Contestatio Eusebii. 

Section IV (test. 56-62) is a later addition, because test. 56, 58, 61 and 62 are 
found in the same order and length in the Doctrina Patrum. The latter work is not 
dependent on Leontius. Daley provides a summary of all 62 lemmata. 

Origin: With Richard, Daley shows that the Theodore-Diodore florilegium used 
by Leontius and his contemporaries is essentially the same as that which Cyril used 
towards the end of the decade 430-440 when he wrote against both 'Antiochenes'. 

Influence: What connection is there with the important florilegia of the Three 
Chapters controversy? (I) A connection with the florilegium of the Second Council 
of Constantinople (553), Actio IV = ACO IV 1,44-70; see Schieffer, Index generalis: 
ACO IV 3, 1 s.v. Theodorus, Diodorus ep. Tarsi (with reference to M. Richard 
207); (2) With the Constitutum I of Pope Vigilius = Collectio Allellana (CA) nr. 83, 
p. 230-320, of 14 May, 553. Both florilegia are practically identical. Their connection 
with Leontius of Byzantium is described in more detail by Richard, Opera Minora 
II, 41, p. 56, who concludes: 'Ces coincidences ne s'expliquent que si Leonce et 
Ie compilateur anonyme des florileges de Vigile et du Concile ont prise a une meme 
collection des fragments ou, si I'on veut, a deux exemplaires plus ou moins complets 
d'une meme collection'. 

(d) Adversus Fraudes Apollinistarum (AFA): The whole text is a florilegium from 
works of ApoIlinarius, furnished with introduction and conclusion, as well as a 
transition to texts 2 and 3. The first two numbers belong to the same smaller Apolli­
narian florilegia: the Capita Apologiae of the ApoIlinarist Valentinus, in which there 
are twelve texts, and the work of Timothy of Beirut, Ad Homonium, in which twenty­
four extracts from ApoIlinarius are presented. The two disciples of Apollinarius 
are at loggerheads. Timothy seems to have taught that the human flesh of Christ, 
on its assumption by the Logos, actually became consubstantial with the Father. 
Valentinus, however, was decidedly against this teaching. But each tries to verify 
his position from the texts of the master. Now, for his refutation Leontius claims 
to be exploiting the works of Apollinarius themselves, although this seems to be 
the case only in nr. 3, the rest of the texts being but excerpts. He wants to prove 
that the famous ApoIlinarian forgeries, appearing under such names as Athanasius, 
Gregory Thaumaturgus, Pope Julian (and Felix), can be unmasked as such by means 
of the comparative texts of the ApoIlinarians. In the introduction Leontius seems 
to indicate that the creators of these forgeries are Eutychians or adherents ofDioscor­
us, who wished to support their own heresy through the forgeries, and that they 
assigned genuine Apollinarian texts to the names of three famous orthodox Fathers. 
However, the forgeries had already been perpetrated before Ephesus, by ApoIlinar­
ians who succeeded in fooling Cyril of Alexandria. 

(e) The florilegia ofLeontius and other contemporary anthologies 
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Negative conclusions: The investigation of comparative texts in Leontius and other 
authors throws a strange light on theological works of the period. Cf. Daley, Intro­
duction LXII-LXIII: (I) With John of Caesarea (see above) there is a common 
denominator of six or seven texts (Richard, CCG I, frag. 59, p. 25). (2) In three 
of his works (see Photius, Bib!. 229: Henry 4, 126--174), Ephrem of Amid has eight 
exact and two possible agreements with Leontius. (3) Emperor Justinian I, Contra 
Monophysitas and ConJessio rectaefidei, has five exact agreements, and thirteen longer 
versions of texts which Leontius uses. (4) Leontius ofJerusalem, Contra monophysitas: 
PG 86, 1769-1901, a work almost contemporary with CNE, does not equal the 
quality of the collections of CNE, for all the extent of the fiorilegium in four parts 
(cf. PG 86, I8I7C-I820B; I820B-I84IA; I84IA-I849C; I852B-I876C). Only four 
exact agreements with CNE can be ascertained. For three longer and four shorter 
excerpts we must look to a common source. Cf. Richard, Chalkedon I, 741 = Opera 
Minora 1,3. 

(f) Later fiorilegia and Leontius of Byzantium 
Cf. M. Richard, Chalkedon I = Opera Minora I, 3, 744-745; Daley, Introduction 

LXII-LXIII. 
(i) Negative: Leontius is not to be attributed with an anti-Julianist fiorilegium, 

discovered and partly published by M. Richard: 'Le fiorilege du Cod. Vatopedi 
236 sur Ie corruptible et l'incorruptible', Mus 86 (1973) 249-273 = Opera Minora 
1,4. This fiorilegium dates from the late sixth or early seventh century (see below). 

(ii) Positive: A direct dependence on Leontius is to be assumed in (I) De Sectis, 
Lectio (Actio) IX. Cf. M. Richard, 'De sectis et Leonce de Byzance', RHE 35 
(1939) 695-723 = Opera Minora II, 55, esp. 711-712. There are eleven exact agree­
ments with Leontius. (2) Also to be mentioned is Pamphilus Theologus (after 
560). Cf. M. Richard, Chalkedon I, 744; 'Leonce et Pamphile', RSPT 27 (1938) 
27-52 = Opera Minora III, 58; S. Helmer, Der Neuchalkedonismus (Bonn 1962) 
225-235; cf. CPG 6920. The fiorilegium from Quaestio VI derives partly from 
Leontius (Richard, art. cit., RSPT, 43). In Quaestio VIII, on the other hand, 
he avails himself of a monophysite fiorilegium, which Emperor Justinian also 
uses. Nonetheless, Pamphilus contributes also the fruit of his reading ofps. Diony­
sius the Areopagite, the Cappadocians, and perhaps Aristotle as well. (3) Further­
more, Leontius is used by Patriarch Nicephorus of Constantinople (806--815) in 
his Antirrhetici II and IV; still to be investigated is the fiorilegium in the unedited 
work Apologia fidei orthodoxae (2 MSS in the Bibl. Nat., Paris: Cod. Coisl. 93; 
Cod. Paris. 1250). In the second part are refuted the testimonia of which the 
iconoclasts availed themselves. Cf. A. J. Visser, Nikephoros und der Bilderstreit 
(Haag 1952) 83; C. von Schonborn, L'icone du Christ. Fondements theologiques elabores 
entre Ie 1" et Ie II' Concile de Nicee (325-787) = Paradosis 24 (Fribourg 1976) 203-217. 
(4) Also to be mentioned are two anonymous collections: in Cod. Marc. gr. 
Z 573, ff. 30'-47v

, with nine texts from CNE and five shorter versions of the 
same texts; Cod. Lenin. gr. 131, Moscow (Fund. 339), ff. I5v-47v

, with 34 exact 
agreements and ten shorter citations of the same texts. See Daley, Introd. 
LXXXX, n. 365: 'Fully half of the 106 texts in this fiorilegium are apparently 
derived from Leontius's CNE and CA'. (5) Anastasius Sinaita, Viae Dux: the 
numerous references which especially from Book X onwards seem to owe some­
thing to the testimonia of Leontius in CNE are worth attention. In the edition 
of K.-H. Uthemann, Anastasii Sinaitae Viae Dux = CCG 8 (Turnhout-Leuven 
1981) 427-428, these are noted. But a direct dependence cannot be demonstrated. 
We observe something remarkable in Anastasius of Sinai, who wrote in the second 
half of the seventh cent~ry: certain parts of the Hodegos, for example, were com-
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posed at the latest in 686/689, but probabJy, however, before the Sixth Ecumenical 
Council of Constantinople in 680/ r, and the work was put together between 
686 and 689. Yet, apart from inclirectly, there is no cliscussion given oftbe problem 
of one or two energies. or one or two wills in Christ-monophysism still takes 
first place. Thus An3stasius' florilegia belong intrinsically to this polemic. cr. 
e. Monophysitas, (ed. Mai), in PG 89. nSoC-II89D (flor.); cf. Uthemann, op. 
cit., CCVIIl, n. 72. On Anastasius' attitudes to mOllotheletism see ibid., n. 
73 (for the years 692/94 and 701). The relationship of the Hodegos to a large number 
of florilegia is made note of very thoroughly by Uthemann, Index fontium, 
413-416. . 

3. Florilegia stemming from the dogmatic activity of Emperor Justinian 1(527-565) 
in the years 527-553 and at the Council of Constantinople (553). 

(a) Two attacks against Origen and Origenism: 
E(/i'ct.ufIl COf/tra Origellem: ACO m, 189-214; CPG 6880 (AD 543) . The Borilegium 

is found on pp. 197-207, and contains testimonia from Peter of Alexandria, Athan<l:­
sius, Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, Cyril of Alex:andria, the anti-Origenist Synod of 
Alexandria in 400. Following the conclusion to these witnesses (pp. 207-208) aro 
26 citations from Origen from the Peri Archotl: ACO III, p. 208, 26-213, 10; Index 
gen. ACO IV 3, I, 387- 391. Cf. H. Gorgemanns-H Karpp. Origelles Vier Bacher 
VOtl dell Prillz ipicn (Darmstadt 1976) 44- 45: 'What is said in the edict itself about 
the teaching of Origen rests on the citations, not on an independent knowledge 
of 'De P-I'inciplis' . All pronouncements concerning Ocigenist teaching which go 
beyond the content of the citations seem to relate more to contemporary Origenism 
than to Origen himself. The same holds true for the subsequent -IO anathemas. How­
ever, it appears that this form of Origenism still approaches very closely that on 
which the first Odgenist controversy was centred (ref. to A. Guillaumont. Les 
'Kepllalia Gllos/ica' d'Evagre ie POllliqlle = PatSoIb S (paris 1962) 132 f.; 141 f.) and 
which was directly concerned with the works of Origen himself'. In Canon X 
of the edict De recta Jule of AD 551 (CPG 6885 = TV 9343) Origen is still not 
mentioned. 'Not until the documents of 553 does a doctrine make its appearance 
that is definitely from another author, Evagrius of Pont us, and which can be clearly 
distinguished from the genuine Origen ... ' (cf. Gorgemanns-Karpp 822-824). 

(b) On the condemnation of Origenism at the Council of Constantinople m 553 
seeA. Guillaumont, o.p. cit., I33-I70;M. Richard, 'LetraitedeGcorgesHieromoine 
sur les heresies', RevEtByz 28 (1970) 239-269 = Opera Mitiora Ill, or. 62;]. Straub, 
ACO IV I, XXVI-XXIX; cf. CPG 9352; 6886: Epistrl/a Iustirliani ad synodHm de 
Origene. On the appended anathemas see P. Diehm p, Die Origell/stischen SlreiUgkeiten 
il1l sechslen Jahrhwldert und das fiitz}ie allgemeine Concil (Munster 1899) 90-96; they 
were condemned by the Fa.thers of the FifthEcumcnical Council and by Pope Vigilius 
before the beginning oftbe actual deliberations on 5 May, 553, though in a proper 
synodaJ decree.ln Canon Xl = Canon X of AD 551 Origen is expressly mentioned. 
A. Guillaumont, op. cit., 133- 170, establishes that the Cepllalaia Gllostica ofEvagrius 
were the chief sOurce for the 15 anathemas (cf. A. Gdllmeier,JdChr 12, 565). Excerpts 
from the Capita Gnoslica will certainly have been made. 

(c) FloriJegia in three dogmatic writings of Justinian I. Cf. E. Schwartz, 'Drei 
dogmatische SchriftenJustill.ians' = AbhMiinchAkWNF 18 (Munchen 1939; Milano 
19732): CPG 6878, 6882, 6885. 

(i) COlllm Monoplzys;tas, a letter to Alexandrian monks: Sdlwartz, op. cit., 7-43. 
This is an attempt to show the monks the agreement between Chalcedon on the 
one hand and Athanasius and Cyril on the other; thus it corresponds to the main 
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purpose of the Florilegium Cyrillianum presented above (Part III B III 2). Justinian 
and his helpers try to use only those works which are accepted by monophysites. 
Of pseudonymous works there are represented only the Two Books against ApolIinarius 
ofps. Athanasius, De incarnatione et c. Arianos ofps. Athanasius (Marcellus of Ancyra), 
C. Eunomium IVofps. Basil (Didymus? SeeJdChr 12

, 529, n. 2). Severus accepted 
all these works as genuine. The extensive florilegium in this letter of Justinian receives 
from Richard, Chalkedon I, 742 = Opera Minora I, 3,742, the label 'manifestement 
de bonne qualite'. 

Contents: 40 citations from Cyril of Alexandria, but only a small number of these 
is taken from the works themselves (e.g. in the case of the two Letters to Succensus). 
Perhaps Justinian knew the Florilegium Cyrillianum, mentioned above; it is probable, 
however, that he used the second Cyril florilegium, of which Richard found traces 
in' Ephrem of Amid and Leontius of Byzantium. 

23 citations from Athanasius, either taken from the works directly or from an 
otherwise unknown collection. 

21 texts from other Fathers, partly names which are found here for the first time 
in a florilegium. 

Next come heretical texts, first from Paul of Samosata and Nestorius (§§28-55); 
texts on the 'one composite nature' of the Severans, for which fragments from 
the works of Apollinarius and Polemon are cited as evidence (cf. Lietzman I08-II6; 
§§59-67, 71-75). 

A second series of monophysite texts contains excerpts from Severus, C. Nepha­
lium, texts from Manes (§§89-92), from Dioscorus and Timothy Aelurus (§§93-I07) 
as being the fathers of the Acephaloi and successors of Apollinarius, Manes and 
the Docetists. 

By way of refutation texts from ps. Athanasius, Gregory of Nyssa, Cyril and 
Ambrose are then cited. 

For the first time we have a florilegium of christological concepts (c£ Schwartz, 
op. cit., 36, §I69 ff.), namely physis, ousia, morphe, hypostasis, with testimonies from 
ps. Athanasius, C. Apol. 2, I, Chrysostom, Basil, Cyril (Thesallrus) , and both 
Gregories. The Apollinarius texts are interpolated (§§182-3, 190-I). 

A new group of texts validated the Trishagion: Schwartz 41, §§193-197. §200, 
loco cit., 43 shows the complete dogmatic procedure in which Justinian sets the 
example: scriptural proof, Church dogmas, traditions of the Fathers, the four Coun­
cils, and, as contrast, the teachings of the heretics. 

(ii) Epistula contra tria capitula: Schwartz, op. cit., 47-69; AD 549/50. Purpose: 
to lead Chalcedonians to make certain concessions to the monophysite archenemy. 
The defenders of the Three Chapters are aimed at. Twenty-one testimonia are cited, 
of which only one possibly comes from the Florilegium Ephesinum (= Basil). Twenty 
others are taken from original works. The number of Latin testimonia points to 
the addressees, Pope Vigilius and his companions. Augustine is cited, and an African 
synod (PL 67,206), according to which dead heretics too could be anathematised 
(cf. 68, nr. 75-78). Furthermore, it is claimed that Pope Celestine and Ephesus 
(43 I), as wellas Leo the Great and Chalcedon (45 I), had accepted the Twelve Anathe­
mas of Cyril (62, nr. 55). In any case the 'Three Chapters' (Theodoret, ep. 142; 
eight fragments from Theodore of Mopsuestia; the letter ofIbas to Mari the Persian) 
are guilty of Nestorianism, and their defenders are wanting with regard to the right 
belief of the Church (62, nr. 55). 

(iii) R~ctae fidei confessio: Schwartz, op. cit., 72-1 II; elucidated on p. II6 £ The 
document was posted in the church of Hagia Sophia in the year 551. It contains 
eleven citations, two of which come from Cyril's Contra Theodorum. OnJustinian~s 
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tractate, with which he opened the offensive against the Three Chapters in 544/5 
(Schwartz) or 543/44 (E. Stein), see E. Schwartz, 'Zur Kirchenpolitik Justinians' 
= $bMunchAkW (1940) 32-72; in the appendix (73-81) the fragments of Facundus 
ofHermiane are to be found. 

(d) The patristic texts in the acta of the Second Council of Constantinople (5 
MaY-2June, 553) (concerning the Three Chapters). See CPG 9332,9358-9360; ACO 
IV I; ACO IV 3, I, 519-520. In Actio IV of 13 May, 553: ACO IV I, 39-72 
excerpts from the works of Theodore of Mopsuestia were read out. In Actio V 
of 17 May, 553: ACO IV I, 73-136 passages from Theodore were once again read 
publicly, together with texts from Cyril to refute them. In nr. 31-35, p. 94-96 
there follow extracts from Theodoret; in nr. 36-89 are texts dealing with the problem 
of whether Cyril spoke of'Theodorus bonus', which would be the equivalent of 
recognition. From nr. 93 onwards texts are again taken from Theodoret, with pas­
sages supporting the opposite position (p. 130-136). In Actio VI: ACO IV I, 137-182 
Ibas of Edessa and his Letter to the Persian Mari are taken to task; the letter is 
read out and answered by other documents. In spite of these numerous excerpts, 
M. Richard, Chalkedon I, 743 = Opera Minora I, 3.743, sees here no real florilegium. 
From his treatment of dogmaticflorilegia he also excludes Facundus of Hermiane. 
Pro defensione trium capit~tforum. and Pelagius DiacoDus, III deftnsiOlle !rilmr capitu/orum . 
on the grounds that their argumentation is more hlstoricaltbaadogmatic. Nonethe­
less we shall bring them to bear on our presentation. See above, B. E. Daley on 
Leontius of Byzantium (Influence), and further Richard, Opera Minora II, 41, p. 
56. The works of the deacon Rusticus in defence of the Three Chapters have already 
been cited in Part I A. On his working conditions in the library of the monastery 
of the Sleepless Monks see M. Tetz. Eine Antilogie des Eutherios von Tyana = PTSt 
1 (Berlin 1964) XXXIX f.; on the Monks' significance for the history of literature 
see L. Abramowski, ZKG 73 (1962) 417 f. (notices of the works ofR. Riedinger). 

III. Anti-Chalcedonian monophysite florilegia 
In Part III, A II, nr. 7 above we have made mention of a florilegium of Eutyches 

with the so-called Apollinarian forgeries, which turn up time and again in the group 
of florilegia under consideration. This group st.ill requires comprehensive investiga­
tion. Cf. A. Baumstark, Geschidzte der syr. Llteratur 176 f., who refers to 'biblical 
fiorilegia' (esp. 176, n. 4: a christological-biblical fiorilegiurn); Ortiz de Urbina, 
Pfltr%gifl Sy,.jaca §1l2, with reference to the biblical florilegium of Cod. BM Add. 
12.154 (5. VITI-IX); cf. Wright II. 986. esp. 904-1015 (Calellae Patrum). See too 
CPG IV (Carenae). The monophysites of the fifth century (the anti-Chakedonian 
coUe<':tion of Cod. Vatic. gr. 1431 with two examples; Timothy Aelurus). and ps. 
Caesarius too (sixth century) have a particular fondness for the Allcoratus ofEpipha­
nius. C( R. Riedingcr, PseHdo-KlIlsarios (Munchen 1969) 285-294. 

r. Florilcgia from Timothy Aelurus (E>atriarch of Alexandria 457-460; 475-477) 
(a) Plorilcgia against Chalcedon. Thc most extensive BorilegiUIO of this kind js 

found in Ills <R~ltatiotl oJrhe doctrille propor4Jtded al the Synod ofC/Mlcedotl', transmitted 
only in Armenian, ed. K. Ter-Mekerttschian-E. Ter-Mina.ssiantz (Leipzig 1908), 
althou~h it survives in a shortened form in Syriac in Cod. BM Add. 12.156, f. 
1"'-29v : A [treatise] oj Timot/1eus against (he Diphysiles; c[ Wright, Catalogue [I, 
DCCXXIX, 639-642, with details of the ~athers cited. Cf. J. Lebon, 'Version arme­
nienne et version syriaque de Timothee Elure', Handes Amsorya 11-12 (1927) col. 
713-722; idem, RHE 9 (1908) 677-702. Both florilegia are analysed by E. Schwartz, 
'Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431 eine antichalkedonische Sammlung aus der Zeit Kaiser 
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Zenos' = AbhMiinchAkW XXXII, 6 (1927): Armenian florilegium 9S-II7; Syriac 
florilegium 117-126, with supplement to F. Cavallera, 'Le dossier patristique de 
Timothee Aelure', BLE IV, 1(1909) 342-359. Both florilegia begin with the Apolli­
narian forgeries (Schwartz, op. cit., 98 f., nr. I, 10, 12, 13, 14; Syriac II7 fT.). 
Pre-Nicaean Fathers are also represented; cf. ibid., 98 f., nr. 3, 7, 8, I I. Athanasius, 
ps. Athanasius, and Epiphanius (Ancoratlls) arc cited extensively. Nota bene: this 
first book of Timothy is to bl! distinguished [fOOl his 'Tractate with the reJutation 
oj the Definition oj Gha/cedon alld the Tome oj LEll', in Cod. BM Add. 12. I 56, fT. 
39b-6Ia, of which 39b-42a are edited by F. Nau in PO 13, 2IS-236; of the Syriac 
version of the work mentioned above Nau, ibid., 202-218, has edited ff. IIa-I3b. 
This second tractate, too, is followed by a florilegium (fT. 69a-80a), which goes 
under the name Florilegium Edessenum anonymum and will be discussed in its own 
right. On the contents offf. 61b-68b see Wright, op. cit. 643-644. 

(b) Letters of Timothy Aelurus with an anti-Eutychianist florilegium: Cod. BM 
Add. 12.156, ff. 29b-39b contains a collection of letters (and Credos), ed. R. Y. 
Ebied-L. R. Wickham, 'A Collection of Unpublished Syriac Letters of Timothy 
Aelurus', JTS NS 2.J (1970) 321- 369. The first Jetter is addressed to the city of 
Constantinople. Cf. Ebied-Wickham 32!1-330 (anaJys.iJ;); Syriac text and English 
trans., ibid .• 333-337 (ff. 30a-32a), esp. 351- 357. The appended florilegium is 
intended to be thematic, and is ex.tremely valuable ecumenically speaking. For this 
reason it will be discussed in detail. 

It should be observed that Timothy Aelurus thus conducted a war on two fronts 
with his publications and florilegia, a war which later Severus of Antioch continued 
on other levels. 

2. Florilegium Edessenum anonymum (syriace ante 562), ed. I. Rucker = Sb­
MiinchAkW, Phil.-hist. Abt. 1933, 5 (Munchen 1933). In Cod. BM Add. 12.156, 
If. 69rc-80rb there follows a monophysite florilegium which Rucker regards as a 
further development of the older tradition found in Timothy (op. cit., XVI). It 
comprises five parts: (I) Mary is Theotokos; (2) Jesus Christ is true God; (3) the 
Son of God is one, consubstantial with the Father and son of the Virgin; (4) through 
his birth in the flesh the Logos has consequently a capacity for suffering :l11d death.; 
(5) Christ is identical with the Logos of God. If excerpts from pre-Nicenc Fathers 
are typical of flocilegia before 500, then the FIOt'ilegitllr' Ede$sel11./n, is particularly 
rich in this respect (containing at least 18 texts from Ignatius of Antioch. Polycarp 
of Smyrna, Clement of Rome, ps . Clemont, Hippolytus. Methodius and [ps.] Melito 
ofSarrus; among the Nicene and post-Nicene authors we findJulius of Rome, Sera­
piOl1- of Thmuis (uruque in f10rilegium literature. apart from the flo'rilegiuru ill the 
Cod. Vat. gr. 1431; sec below). An older source has probably been used. 

3. A double al1ti-Cha1cedonian florilegium in Cod. Vat. gr. 1431. This codex 
is a collection of most ruverse pieces (see above. Part I C I). The double floril egium 
is R 1 and R II: Schwartz nr. 65, text 2.8-33; explanation 96-132, in which the 
comparison with the flori legia of Timothy Aelums. transmitted in Armenian and 
Syriac respectively (see above), is made; nr. 66, text 33-49; explanation 132. Nr. 
65 is for the most part taken from the florilegium of Timothy preserved in Armenian, 
which has as its inten60n the refutation of the two-nature d.octrine of Chalcedon; 
an exception is Dr. 13. which is an Apollinarian forgery. Nr. 66, with 67 testimonia. 
is assembled in order to prove that the Fathers proclaimed unanimously that body 
and godhead in Christ were indeed separated; 'from them, however', it rum, there 
was 'only a single Christ ill a henosis physikein an unseparabJe manner'. Thetescimo­
nies are taken chiefly from Cyril and Athanasius, then from Gregory Nazianzen, 
Basil, Ambwse. Epiphanius, John Chrysostom, Amphilochius of lconium. Theo-
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philus of Alexandria and Proclus of Constantinople. De Sectis 8: PG 86, 1257, is 
directed against Erechthius of Antioch in Pisidia, who is named in nr. 65, §1-but 
see Schwartz, 'Cod. Vat. gr. 1431',97: no bishop of this name existed. The anthology 
of nr. 66 is more extensive and independent than that of nr. 65. There are points 
of contact with Theodoret, Gelasius and the Florilegium Chalcedonense in §§21 and 
32. Dependence on a certain collection cannot be proved. In both florilegia we 
have a war waged on two fronts: nr. 65 is directed against Chalcedon, nr. 66 against 
the Eutychians, where the limit is given 'to which two natures must be admitted, 
namely to the pure intellectual, not to the actual, separation' (Schwartz, 'Cod. Vatic. 
gr. 1431', 132). Against Lebon, Le monophysisme severien 334-412, Schwartz thus 
believes that he can prove that the Cyrillian teaching 'from the two natures which 
are present not actually but only in intellectual contemplation' was revived first 
not by Severus, but previously in the period after Zeno's Henoticon. Factually this 
may be true, but this terminology is not found in so many words in florilegium 
RII. 

4. Two florilegia of Bishop Philoxenus ofMabbog (d. 523) 
(a) Letter to the monks of Senoun, ed. A. de Halleux, CSCO 231/2 (T.V.); ibid., 

232, XI-XIV, with an analysis of the letter. (i) In one florilegium we find the 
theme life and death of God, with citations from Gregory N azianzen, Basil, Gregory 
of Nyssa, Athanasius and Ephrem (trans. 26-29; see apparatus); (ii) the other has 
the theme of one nature after the union, with citations from ps. Gregory Thaumatur­
gu,s, ps. Julius, ps. Athanasius, Cyril of Alexandria, ps. Basil and Ephrem (trans. 
29-50; to 50-60 is attached a dogmatic interpretation, which in both florilegia can 
follow various texts). 

(b) Florilegium in the 10 Memre against Habib (end of memre 10); diss. 1-2: 
PO 15, 439-542; diss. 3-5: PO 38, 478--632; diss. 6-8: PO 39, 448-752; diss. 9-10: 
PO 40, 202-350; Flocilegium: PO 40 (in prep.). On the !Demre see A. de Halleux, 
Philoxene 228-233; idem, 'Une cie pour les bymncs d'Ephrem dans Ie ms. Sinai 
syr. 10', MIlS 85 (1972) 171-199; F. Graffin, 'Le fiorilege patristique de Philoxene 
de Mabboug', OCA 197 (1974) 267-290. We can distinguish five groups of texts 
with five subjects: 

(I) 'One of the Trinity, the God-Logos, has come down and dwelt in the Virgin', 
with 36 citations from Ephrem. 

(2) 'God became man without change', with 7 citations from Ephrem, then 8 
others from John Chrysostom; 7 from Cyril of Alexandria, 9 in total from Eusebius 
of Erne sa, Athanasius, Atticus and Basil. 

(3) 'Mary is really the Mother of God': here is the most extensive part of the 
florilegium, taken from 10 Fathers, among whom are Alexander of Alexandria and 
Theophilus of Alexandria, one cllresis from each of whose works appears only here. 
Ephremis represented by 7 citations, and exacts a long explanation from the excerptor 
for his formula of ' two natures' (Graffin, art. cit., 274 f.). 

(4) 'There is (in Christ) not one and then another (Greek: all os kai a11os), but 
only the one God-Logos'. All numbering should be excluded from Christ. Here 
there are 3 citations from Athanasius and Basil, 23 from Ephrem, between 4--6 
from each ofChrysostom, Eusebius of Erne sa, Cyril and Gregory Nazianzen. 

(5) 'God has suffered, has died and has been crucified': 40 citations come from 
Ephrem alone, while 6 other Fathers receive only 34 between them (Chrysostom, 
Eusebius, Athanasius, Basil, Gregory Nazianzen and Cyril of Alexandria). See Graf­
fin, art. cit., 276-278. 

With the 104 citations from Ephrem, taken from almost all of his major works, 
one is reminded of the great Florilegium Cyrillianum, which has already been treated 
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(sec above B m 2) . The differences arc certainly greater than the similarities. Not 
all citation are verified (see Graffin 283-290). The Philoxenus fiorilegium thus fur­
nishes a number of inedita for Ephrem. It is not said how Philoxenus achieved 
the 104 citations from Ephrem from the total of 226. Perhaps he came upon extracts 
in one of the monasteries where Ephrem was read and revered. C£ A. de Hallcl1x, 
Philoxel'le 324, n. 28, who ruso emphasises that Philoxenus' erudition did not match 
that of Severus of Antioch. The ml\.iority of the witnes s whom he cit belong 
to the classic monophysite collections (ibid., 323, with R. Draguet). De Halleux, 
ibid., 460, n. 2, stresses that the Julianist controversy is not to be found in the 
subject-matter of our florilegium. The debate concerning the corruptibility or incor­
ruptibility of Christ's body began in 510 in Constantinople, when Philoxenus had 
already left that city (ibid., 59-60). The controversy between Julian of Halicamassus 
and Severus in Egypt in 520 was no longer comprehended by Pbiloxenus (d. 523). 
On tbe relationship of Philoxenus to Julianist anthropology and soteriology see 
A. de HalJeux, op. cit., 503-504. 

5. -Patristic florilegia in Severus (Patriarch ofAntiocb 512-518) (CPG 7022-7081) 
Among the anti-ChaIcedoniaD theologians it is Severus who exhihits the greatest 

knowledge of the Fathers. Connecting series of texts, which up until now we have 
metfrequentl y, are seldom to be found. he citations are mostly setin a commentary. 

(a) Severe d'AllIiorlie, Le PhllaJetlte, ed. R. Hespcl = CSCO 133 (T), 134 (V) (1ou­
vain 1952). The Phi/a/ethel is the altercation with the famous Flo"ilegiuttl Cyril/ial1lllll. 
S verU5 takes all the testimonies one by one, or in groups, in the order in which 
they are cited, and each time follows this with a dogmatic commentary which itself 
often grows into a f10rilegiultl and is intended to prove that all the testimonies 
from Cyril, taken in their proper extent and context, do not prove an agreement 
with Chakcdon. but far mOre with monophysite christology. The various passages 
from the Fathers in the Philalethes are cited in the Index of CSCO 134, 298-301. 
In the Cyrillian florilegil1m both parties had texts which should have been not 
the foundation of diversity in their doctrines but the basis of unity. A great 'ecumeni­
cal' chance was wasted. 

(b) The florilegia in SevC!YHs Ant., Uber COlltra impium Gralllmaticum. Oralio prima 
er secunda: cd. J. Lebon: CSCO III-112 (Lovanii 1938), text and Latin VCl"SiOD; 
Orarioni$ tertia "rtf'S prior (1929) text and Latin version = CSCO 93--94; Oraliollis 
tcrtiae pars posterior (1933) text and Latin version: CSCO 101-102, reprint 1952. 
Cf. CPG 7024. The patristic citations of Severus. which acquired great infl uence 
and ollsrcd other fioril egi a , for exampJe the Flori/egitlm EdesSf/u,tm, are ljsted in CSCO 
JI2 (V) 10*-22*. Con Ira Cmmmalicr.i/ll Ill, cap. 41 is important. Here we find 
chrest'is from .lgnatius. of Alltioch, Polycarp, ps. Clement. (li Clem), lrenaeus, the 
Synod of AntIoch agalllst PauJ of Sam os at a (AD 268), Cypnan, Gregory Thautnatur­
gus, ps. Felix, Peter of Alexandria, Arhanasius, ps. Julius (the A pollinari an forgeries), 
the three Cappad.ocians, and Amphilochius ofIconium; in ndditioll Cyril of]erusa­
lem, GcJasius of Cacsarea in Palestine. John Chrysostom, Theopltilus of Alexandria, 
E piphanJus, Antiochus. everian of Gab ala, ActiclIS, Cyril, Proclus and Theodotlls 
of Ancyra (26 extracts in all). According to its type this selection bdo\1gs to the 
period before 500; the emphasis on the Apollinarian forgeries is a monophysite 
peculiarity. 

(~) Sever; Arrliochc/I; Om/iolles ad Neplll~/ium eiilsdem ac Sergii Grtllnmatici ep istulae 
tnllfllal!. cd. J. Lebon (Lovanii 19r9) = CSCO II9-I20 (text and Latin version). 
See the patristic citations in vol. 1.20, 5*-9*. Ignatius of Antioch is represented 
again, with lre.naeus ahd the Apollinarian forgeries (7 passages from Apollinarian 
works); Cyril of Alexandria has the greatest share; Dioscorus I and the Heno/icon 
are also mentioned. 
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(d) The patristic citations in the anti-Julianist polemic ofSeverus. The controversy 
began in 510 in Constantinople, was taken up again in about 520 in Egypt, and 
ended in 527, as far as the protagonists Severus and Julian of Halicarnassus were 
concerned. In 528 Paul of CaIlinicum completed the translation of the works of 
Severus against Julian into Syriac. See R. Hespel, La polemique antijulianiste: 

(i) I = CSCO 244-245 (Louvain 1964); see 245, pp. 239-242 for the patristic 
citations. Cyril of Alexandria has the largest share; apart from him we find Ignatius 
of Antioch, Irenaeus,Julius of Rome, John Chrysostom, Athanasius and Theophilus. 

(ii) IIA = CSCO 295-296 (Louvain 1968) = Contra AdditionesJuliani; 
lIB = CSCO 301-302 (Louvain 1969) = Adversus Apologiam Juliani; indices 

of patristic passages on pp. 135-136. The majority of the citations comes from Cyril 
of Alexandria; we encounter also ps. Dionysius and Timothy Aelurus (see above 
Ib: the letters of Timothy, esp. 'The Letter written to Alexandria from Gangra con­
cerning the excommunication ofIsaiah and Theophilus'). 

(iii) Apologia Philalethis = CSCO 318-319 (Louvain 1971). Hespel, p. V, speaks 
of the 'innombrables citations patristiques'. The testimonies are listed in ibid., 
124-126. Most of them come from Cyril and Severus himself (from the Philalethes 
and polemic against it). Otherwise all the other names are known to us. 

6. Other Severan florilegia directed against the Julianists 
(a) 'Le florilege du Cod. Vatopedi 236 sur Ie corruptible et l'incorruptible', exact 

description and partial edition by M. Richard, Mus 36 (1973) 249-273 = Opera 
Minora 1,4. (The promised continuation has not as yet been published). The attribu­
tion to Leontius of Byzantium is regarded by Richard as a disguise. We are dealing 
with a collection of monophysite (Severan) origin. The florilegium is divided into 
five chapters, of which chapters 2 and 5 are badly placed: 
Chapter I: a biblical florilegium in three sections, with a short commentary. 
Chapter 2: a long extract from a letter of Severus of Antioch to Timothy III, 

Patriarch of Alexandria (517-535). 
Chapter 3: Even before the Fall, Adam was mortal and corruptible by reason of 

his nature, but through grace he received the gift of immortality-this is shown 
by testimonia from the Fathers (260-262; 27 testimonia in all). 

Chapter 4: Against the foolish Docetists, with two passages from the Fathers, from 
Gregory of Nyssa and Cyril, and a confession offaith (ibid., 263). 

Chapter 5: After the resurrection (for the first time) the body of the Lord is incorrupt­
ible, i.e. not subject to suffering and death. Then follow 47 citations from the 
Fathers and an appendix with another four passages. What the promised conti­
nuation would have offered is not said (cf. 262-273). Richard appeals often 
to the edition ofR. Hespel, La polemique antijulianiste . .. , from where without 
doubt a certain number of patristic citations comes (Richard, ibid., 250). 

(b) M. Richard, Opera Minora I, 3. 747. regards the third part of the florilegium 
of the Cod. Laur. IV. 23. nr. 79-103. as directed against Julian of Halicarnassus. 
Likewise M. Tetz. ZKG 67 (1955/56) (1-28) 27. n. 58. See the text in E. Schwartz, 
'Der s.g. Sermo maior de fide des Athanasius' (cited above in Part I B I) 32-37. 
It is thus to be assigned to the mid-sixth century. 

(c) A longer collection in Syriac of 100 or 99 chapters against the Julianists is 
contained in BM Syr. MSS 857-858.863, and in a shorter version in 857; see Wright, 
Catalogue II, 929-933, 958-961; 939-941; 947-948 (MS Add. 14.532, f[ 36a ss.; 
MS Add. 14.533, ff. 52 ss.; MS Add. 12.155, f[ 180b-181b). Cf. Baumstark, Ge­
schichte d. syr. Lit. 176 f. The bulk of these collections came into being on Aramaic 
soil, with the use of Greek florilegia in translation. For the particulars see Baumstark. 

7. Florilegia against the Agnoetes (Themistians) 
The opposition to the Julianists, with the demonstration of the 'corruptibility' 
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of Christ's body, led to a new discussion and split among the Scverans. Themistius 
(cf. CPG 7285-7292), pupil ofSeverus and deacon of Patriarch TimodlY II of Alexan­
dria (520-526), concluded: if Christ is 'corruptible' , he is also 'unknow.ing'. He 
established the sect of the Themistians, which was opposed to the Thcodosians. 
i.e. the majority of Severan monophysites. By catholics and Severans Themistius 
was condemned as 'Nestorian', as we learn from Patriarch Theodosius II (monophy­
site) (532-538) and Patriarch Eulogius (S80-608) (neo-Chalcedonian). According 
to Photius, Bibl. cod. 230: Henry 5, 57 if., in this question Eulogius despatched 
many patristic citations to Pope Gregory I. Cf. J. Darrouzes, art. 'Euloge', DHGE 
15 (1963) 1388-1389. 

8. Florilegia in the Tritheist controversy 
Sources and treatment are listed in H. Martin, La controverse tritheite dans l'empire 

byzall t;1'I at4 VF siecie (Diss. dactyl. n.d. Louvain); idem, 'Jean Philopon ct la contro­
verse trjthCite du VI" siecle', SwdPat 5 = TV 80 (1962) 519-525; G. Furlani, 'Un 
floriJegio antitrjteistico in lingua siriaca (An Italian translation by G. Furlani of 
extracts from the Antitri theite Florilegium contained in Br. M. Add. 14532, fo1. 
194a-207b)', Aui del Reale Istituto Ve/leto di Scienze, Lettere ed Arti 83 (1924) 661-677; 
this part is now newly reworked and, together with the fragments from Philoponus, 
edited and translated by A. van Roey, 'Les fragments trithcites de Jean Philopon', 
OLP II (1980) 135-163; c£ idem, 'Fragments antiariens de Jean Philopon', OLP 
10 (1979) 237-250; idem, 'La controverse tritMite jusqu'a l'excommunication de 
Conon et Eugene (557-569)'. OLP 16 (1985) 141-165; idem, 'La controverse tritheite 
depuis la condemnation de Conon et Eugenejusqu'a]a conversion de l 'ev~queElie', 
Von KQJlaarz his Kerala. FS J. P. M. van der Ploeg (Kevelaer 1982) 487-497; R. 
Y. Ebied, A. van Roey and 1. R. Wickham, Peter ofCallinicum. Anti-Tritheist Dossier 
= OrLovAn 10 (Leuven 1981). (This collection belongs not to the literary genre 
of the florilegium but to tbat of'publizistischen' documcnt;ation.) 

The Tritheist heresy came into being among the Jacobites, g(owing out of the 
miswldcrstandil1g of the formula of the 'one incarnate nature of the God-Logos'. 
By reaSOn of the fact that this fonnula was poorly integrated lllto the trinitarian 
formula of the three hypo.rtaseis (this being the consequence of the synonymous 
use of physis and hypostasis), the Son appeared to be contrasted with the Father 
and the Holy Spirit both according to physis and hypostasis. The patristic use of 
'nature' and 'essence' was erroneously interpreted, such that both concepts were 
applied separately to each of the divine persons. The confusion began with John 
Ascotzanges in about 557. He and his followers were, however, unable to think 
out their initiative to its logical conclusion, which saved them from real polytheism. 

(a) Tritheist florilegia 
(i) Ascotzanges himself compiled a florilegium before the death of Theodosius, 

Patriarch of Alexandria (d. 566 in Constantinople): Michael Syr., Chron. IX 30: 
Chabot 2, 252. 

(ii) A fiorilegium, compiled about 570, according to John of Ephesus, HE III 
10: ed. Chabot CSCO 105 (T), 106 (V), 197. Its purpose: 'afin que ... ils montras­
sent-du moins ils Ie croient-que tous les Peres eux aussi introduisent et enseignent 
comme eux Ie nombre des natures et des ousies' (from Martin, La controverse tritheite 
158; cf. 143). The florilegium had a strong influence. 

(iii) John Philoponus and the argument from the Fa.thers. 
John reversed the relationship between the argument from authority and philoso­

phical deduction. Taking the monophysite mia physis formula as his starting-point, 
he argued with assistance of Aristotelian logic. The patristic witnesses were used 
in an auxiliary rolc. This reversal is pursued by no Christian theologian so resolutely 
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as by Philoponus. A different opinion is found in K.-H. Uthemann, 'S'yllogistik 
imDiellst der Orthodo?pe. Z wei uneruerte Texte byzantinischer Kontroverstheologie 
des 6. Jahrhunderts',}OB 30 (1981) 103-1 U, esp. 106, who wants to see this reversal 
first in Leontius of Byzantium, ColJtra Nestol';(lfIOS et Elltychianos ITI 41: PG 86, 
t, 1380B7-9; cd. Daley op. cit., and to see deduced there 'from fIrSt principles' 
(by which he would understand the pure Aristotelian arc.ha/) 'everytrung-even the 
mystery of Christ'. But here the Leontius text has been wrongly interpreted, as 
the remainder of the text shows. 

With his work De Trinitate, composed in the years 567-568, John Philoponus 
wrote the document of the sect. Cf. H. Martin, 'Jean Philopon ... ', StudPat 5 = 
TU 80 (1962) 519-525. The book is preserved only in IS fragments in a Syriac 
translation. A further six fragments derived from a book Contra Themistium, in 
which Philoponus likewise defended his teaching on the Trinity. It is a long way 
fromAscotzanges' proof based on authority to the stricdogical system of the philoso­
pher of Alexandria. The latter, however, must have known the patristic proofs of 
the floriJegillm mentioned by John of Ephesus. H cites it occasionally (cf. H. Martin, 
op. cjt., 522, n. J). Photius, Bibl. cod. 75: Henry I, 153-1.54, says that Philoponus, 
in his 'BibLidarion', by which we must un.derstand the De TrinUale. gathered together 
extracts from Fathers like Gregory Nazianzen. Basil and Cyril of Alexandria. 'But 
these citations themselves never hit the godless target which he intended ... He 
believed himself capable of spreading mistrust concerning the mysteries of our Theo­
logia (i.e. the Trinity),. A useful summons to a critical attitude towards an exuberant 
growth of the genre of the florilegium! 

(b) Florilegia of the opponents of the Tritheists 
(i) Florilegium in the speech of Patriarch Theodosius of Alexandria held in 564 

in C nstantinople, cd. Chabot, Documcflta ad origines monophysilarum illustrandas: 
CSCO 17 (1909) (T); II3 (1909) (V), 26-55; florilegium on p. 29 ff. See H. Martin, 
La controverse tritheite 25, who observes that this tractate, which would serve the 
orthodox as a basis for all further polemic against their Tritheist opponents, was 
in reality a very long tractate which Theodosius expounded in Constantinople. 

(ii) Florilegium in the second work against the Tcitheists, ed. Furlani, PO 14, 
737-747, with the title: 'On the fact that the Tritheists gather proofs from the holy 
Fathers to show that they speak of substances and natures'. According to Martin, 
op. cit., 143, we have here the counter-florilegium to that mentioned by John of 
Ephesus (see above, Part n C II 4). It is to be dated after 587. 

(iii) The third f10rilegium is that jn Cod. TIM Add. '4.532, fr. 194"'-207v
., first 

translated by G. Furlani and now newly reworked by A. van Rocy. It is the third 
part of a mOre extensive collection which has parallels in Cod. Add. 14. 533, ff. 
73a-89a. The whole work is entitled 'Volume with testimonies of the holy Fathers 
against various heresies'. See Wright, Catalogue II, 955-967. In the first part the 
monophysite florilegium attacks the 'two natures' of Chalcedon (Wright 955-958), 
in the second part it attacks Julian of Halicarnassus, in the third part, the Tritheites 
(Wright 961-964, c), with texts from Philoponus, such that A. van Roey can now 
give a description of it, as will be shown in brief. 

(iv) Florilegium anti-Philoponianum: Cod. BM Add. 14. 532, if. 194'-207v (= Add. 
14. 538, ff. 104'-145'), with the title: 'Tomus which briefly shows the contrast 
between Johannes Grammaticus (= Philoponus) and his adherents and Holy Scripture 
and the holy Fathers' (cf. A. van Roey, aLP II (1980) 137-163). 

Whilst the anti-Tritheist Jacobites answered the Tritheists in a like vein-thus set­
ting ODe proof from authority against another, without analysing the concepts and 
proce ding to phHosophical argumentation-the Aristotelian Philoponus, who like-



70 CHRIST IN CHRISTIAN TRADITION 

wise took the mla physis formula as his starting-point, now put Aristotelian logic 
in the first place. The testi,monies from the Fathers were used in the second place. 
In his book On. the TriHil)' (567/8), the Alexandrian wrote Jhc chief document of 
the sect (H. Martin , SllidPat S = TU 80 (1962) 519-525). Altogether A. van Rocy 
discerns 30 fragments (without considering the classificadon of particular passages), 
coming from the De T/'il1itatl', De Theo!ogin, Conti'll Th em istil! III , fi'om a Jetter to 
a co-rc 'gionary, and works of uncertain origin, Philoponus himself must have 
known the patristic tC$timonies .in the florilegium mentioned by Jolm of Ephesus. 
He mentions the Aorilegium in passing (cf. H. Martin, op. cit., 522, n. I; S24. 
with refercnce to Photius, Bib!. 75). It is less well known that Philoponus was 
the originator of a schism because of his theory of the resurrection which touches 
on christology. See A. van Roey, 'Un traite cononite contre la doctrine de Jean 
Pj1ilopone sur la resurrection', ANTI~npON 123-139, where an edition of a Con­
onite floril egium is glven. In the second volume of the same FestschriftJ. Paramelle 
gives the Greek fragments of the refutation of Philo po nus, De /'esurrectiolle, composed 
by Conon and Eugenius. Here, too, a florilegil1m is publlshed, which does not 
agree with that published by A, van Rocy, loco cit. Because of his significance 
for the change in the method of christologica.l-theological argumentation, Philoponus 
will demand our attention in om presentation itself. 

9. Monophysite florilegia of secondary importance (Coptic, Armenian, Arabic, 
Syriac) 

(a) Coptic monophysite collections 
(i) The priceless Pearl 
(ii) The Confession of the Fathers 
Cf. G. Graf, 'Zwei dogmatische Florilegien der Kopten', OCP 3 (1937) 49-77, 

who refers repeatedly to Cyril of Alexandria, f)e recta fide ad reginas. Here too we 
find Apollinarian forgeries. C( G. Graf, 'Unechte Zeugnisse romischer Papste fUr 
den Monophysitismus im arabischen "Bekenntnis der Vater"', RiimQ 36 (1929) 
197-233. 

(b) Armenian collections 
See J. Lebon, 'Les citations patristiques grecques du "Sceau de'la Foi", RHE 

25 (1929) 5-32. Lebon speaks of"une de sommes de l'ancienne theologie armenienne" 
(p. 32). Here we have an important testimonium of Emperor Anastasius I (451-518) 
(see below), as well as the Apollinarian forgeries, citations from ps. Dionysius, 
Dioscorus of Alexandria, the Henoticon of Zeno, but also pre-Nicene Fathers such 
as Hippolytus and Irenaeus, and the unknown "Erechthius ofPisidia", who is quite 

. often mentioned (on the name see Le Quien, Oriens Christianus I (1740) 1038; PO 
13, 162). 

(c) Collections in Arabic 
Cf. G. Graf, Geschichte der christlichen arabischen Literatur II (Citta del Vaticano 

1947) 296-297: in the twelfth century Abu 'l-ljair ibn a~-Taiyib had dogmatic collec­
tions of great proportions ('a dogmatician of style'!). A patristic florilegium against 
monophysites and monothelites is also contained in Arabic in the Cod. S. Sepulcri, 
Jerus. Ar. 12, ff. 217"-281v

, with citations from Leo the Great and Ambrose. C( 
Graf, op. cit., 494. 

(d) Anonymous Syriac florilegia (Baumstark, Geschichte d. syr. Lit. 176-177) 
(i) A collection originally in nine chapters, of which are preserved chapters six 

to nine in Cod. BM Add. 14.535: Wright, Catalogue II, 796-798: a refutation of 
the 'Nestorians'. 

(ii) A Tract in defence of Monophysite doctrines: 'Demonstration, or Evidences, 
concerning the Dispensation of the Messiah' (15 chapters). For an analysis see Wright 
II, 978-979 (Cod. BM Add. 12. I 54). 
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(iii) A whole series of diverse patristic collections on the doctrine of the Trinity, 
on the incarnation, on the teaching of Julian of Halicarnassus, either under more 
general titles or without a general description is contained in Cod. BM Add. 12. I 55: 
Wright II, 921-955. 

IV. Florilegia of the post-Chalcedonian N estorians (east Syrians) 
On the patristic citations of Nestorius himself see A. GrilImeier, JdChr 12, 713, 

n. 10. On Syriac-Nestorian literature see A. Baumstark, Geschichte der syr. Lit. (Bonn 
1922) 100-139; I. Ortiz de Urbina, Patrologia Syriaca (Romae 1965), part II, 115-153, 
on Nestorian theology. See above, Part I C II and Part III A II 5: L. Abramowski 
& A. E. Goodman, A Nestorian Collection of Christological Texts, Vol. I Syriac, 
text, VoL II Introduction, Translation and Indexes = University of Cambridge 
Oriental Publications 19 (Cambridge 1972); L. Abramowski & A. van Roey, 'Das 
Florileg mit den Gregor-Scholien aus Vatic. Borg. Syr. 82', OLP 1(1970) 131-180; 
L. Brade, Untersuchungen zum Scholienbuch des Theodoros Bar Konai = Gott. Orient­
forsch. I. R. Syriaca 8 (Wiesbadcn 1975). 

1. The Cambridge Florilegium Uni ... Libr. Or. 1319 (= Flor. Cambr.): see Abra­
mowski-Goodman op. cit., section VI, trans. 75-88. In its present form VI i 
an anonymous abridged translation ofa refutation, originally in Greek, oftbe welve 
Anathemas of Cyril. See the analysis in ibid. XXXVIn-XUI. A list of the Icrnmat::l 
is given in ibid ., 75-88, with notcs . 

(II) Theological peculiarity: The Flof. Cambro gives an insight into the christoJogy 
of the compilers and excerptors, despite the abridgements whi h it hns undergoue. 
Technical terms, with the exception of'two natures', are avoided. The incom prehensi­
bility and ineffability of the incarnation and of the unity of the two natures in Christ 
are strcssec.. re.peatedly. The expression 'synapbeia' is not Llsed tn the text as j has 
come down to us. During the refutation of Cyril's fourth Anathema the 'union 
of sons hip' is spoken o.r. The compilerwritcs of the unionofthe 'two whole natures' 
(refutation of Anathemas 2 and 6). Their goal is to connect tile God-L gos with 
the 'whole human being', and tbe result is 'the One Son'. Tbi is 'our faith'! 'One 
prosopon' is not mentioned and the c\jvision of the Son into two proscJplI is rejected 
(refutation of Anathemas 3 and 4). 'Hypostasis' is used only of the Trinity. he 
'orthodox' rejects the reproof of the two hypo tases teaching which was raised by 
Cyril in Anathema 3. In doing tills Cyril disguised hi opposition to the two nature 
teaching. 

'The author therefore does not hold up two christological hypostases, he belongs 
to the large group of theologians who took a long time to become accustomed 
to the use of the word hypostasis in christology at all, no matter jf it Wille o.ue 
or two hypostases. We know of Greek-woting Antiochene theologians of this 
kind in the fifth century. and the Syriac diophysitc cbuTch maintained its reserve 
officially until 612 at; the conciliar creeds in the Sy/lodico/l Orientale te tify' (op. 
cit., vol. II, XLI). 

(b) Section VI was thus compiled originally in Greek-about 433. as the referenc( 
to Hebr. 12, 14 suggests (cf. JdChr 1,707. n. 5). The trllnsjation into Syriac followed 
after a time, for the older, unrevised translation of Cyril's Anathemas was still in 
use. 

(c) The collection as a whole goes beyond the purpose of VI. Cf. the analysis 
of Abramowski-Goodman, op. cit., vol. II, XVII-XIX. It represents the teaching 
of two hypostaseis and one prosopon, as this became the official Nestorian doctrine 
in 612, championed in particular by Michael Malpana, l:fenanisho the monk and 
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Babai the Great. They were opponents of I:Ienana and his christology, and, too, 
of his exegesis. 'The texts of our collection witness to the Nestorian dogmatical 
war on two or three fronts within their own church and against the neighbouring 
churches', Chalcedonians and monophysites included (ibid., XIX). In its present 
form the collection comes from the period of the revival of strict Nestorianism 
under Catholicos Timothy I (d. 823) (ibid., XVIII). 

2. The florilegium of612 (= Flor. 612):J.-B. Chabot, Synodicon Orientale ou recueil 
de synodes nestorief1s (Paris 1902); text: p. 575, 23-578, 25; trans.: p. 592, 31-615, 
23; 597, 24-598, 23. 'The florilegium of 612 is the patristic underpinning of the 
credo that the Persian diophysite bishops handed over to the King of Kings in 
Persia in 612' (L. Abramowski & A. van Roey, art. cit., 133, n. 6). The authorities 
appealed to are John Chrysostom, Gregory Nazianzen, Athanasius, the Synod of 
Constantinople in 38 I, Pope Damasus, Basil, Gregory ofN yssa, Atticus of Constan­
tinople Justinian, Amphilochius of Iconium and Ambrose. See below on Flor. 
Greg. 

3. The florilegium of 680 (= Flor. 680): J.-B. Chabot, op. cit., text: 242, 1I-244, 
5; trans. 510, 1-513, 10. It is embedded in the letter written in 680 by the Catholicos 
Giwargis to the priest Mina. 

4. The florilegium with the scholia on Gregory (= Flor Greg.): ed. and trans. 
Abramowski-van Roey, art. cit. 

(a) Contents: The florilegium contains 89 citations, of which 22 testimonia exhibit 
points of contact with Antiochene and Nestorian florilegia-with Flor. 612, Flor. 
Cambr., Flor. 680, with the Eranistes, Gelasius, the Flor. Ephesinum 14 (= ACO 
I I, 2, p. 43 f.). The bulk of the citations remains without parallels; a lost florilegium 
on Andreas of Samosata is not taken into account by the editors. Also excerpted 
is ps. Athanasius, Sermo maior dejide, which under this name circulates as a florilegium 
from the Epistula ad Antiochenos of Marcellus of Ancyra. Here we find: 

(i) Citations from Gregory Nazianzen, which, together with passages from 
Chrysostom, form the chief constituent of the florilegium. 'The commentary on 
the Gregory fragments proves that the christology of the Theologian, despite its 
utterances concerning the unity of the natures in Christ and the apotheosis of human 
nature, which were eminently serviceable for the monophysite opposition, had to 
be preserved as authority also for the strict Antiochene aspect of Nestor ian theology. 
This is because the commentary could otherwise yield those diphysite expressions 
so treasured by Theodoret' (Abramowski-van Roey, art. cit., 137 f.). 

(ii) Citations from Chrysostom. These point in another direction (ibid., 138): 
'I:Ienana, leader of the School ofNisibis from ca 570, replaced the canonical authority 
of the exegete Theodore of Mopsuestia by that of Chrysostom. At the same time 
the direction which I:Ienana took in christology championed the teaching of one 
hypostasis. In our florilegium the Chrysostom excerpts are selected so deliberately 
that the distinction of both natures in Christ is emphasised. In 86, against the Greek 
text, Theodore's favourite expression participatio even appears. From all of this one 
can conclude that a claim had to be made on Chrysostom by orthodox Nestorians 
against the deviation and heresy ofI:Ienana and his party within the Nestorian camp. 
The eight citations from Chrysostom with which the Flor. 612 opens (see above) 
have precisely the same function there; in 612, under the influence of Babai the 
Great, the christology of two hypostaseis became official Nestorian teaching. The 
taking over of these citations in our florilegium is thus not only gratifying in a 
formal sense, but corresponds thoroughly to their original purpose. The conflicts 
within the Nestorian camp with regard to christology continued until the time of 
the Catholicos Timothy I (d. 823)' (Abramowski-van Roey, art. cit., 138). 
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(iii) The scholia: Of the 36 extracts from Gregory, 7 are furnished with scholia 
(nuhoro, e/lIcidaCio, commcntarius). The sole interest of the writers of the scholla is 
christology (ibid., 138). Nr. 62a is written polemically against the monophysite 
physis synthefos (ibid., 139). Jacobires and Ncstorians alike attempted to lay claim 
to Gregory Nazianzen for themselves and to compose commentaries on him (in 
the eighth and ninth centuries this was particularly true of the NestociallS). 

(D) Florilegia in the monenergist and monothelite controversy and 
in the question of the veneration of images 

I. Florilegia in defence of ' one energy' and 'one will' 

Here we can only be tentative. Monenergists and monothclites wished to be Chal­
cedonians (i.e. to accept the formula of the one hypostasis in two natures), and 
tried to seek a compromise with the champions of the mia physis formula. Three 
groups oEflorilegia are to be distinguished: 

1. In his Disput(/tio cum Pyrrho (PG 91, 333A), Maximus Confessor mentions 
the fact tha.t Sergius of Constantinople bad requested an anthology on the question 
of the 'one energy' from the PauJinian George of Arsas, in order to use it to work 
for the unity of the Church. The text is lost. C£ Gtumel, Regestes r, nr. 280, 
for the year 618 (617?). 

2. A Syriac MS, BM Add. 7192 (s. VII-VIII) (F. Rosen and]. Forshall, Catalogus 
codicum manuscriplOruf/I qui in Museo Britannico asservantur, pars prima, 3 vols., (London 
1838-1871) 83-84-, Dr. 51) contains on £[ 51-78 a collection of six shorter texts 
of which four are specifically anti-dyothelite. 

3. Cod. BMAdd. 14.535, ff. 1-20 has aflorilegium which is regarded as monophy­
site-anti-Nestorian by Wright II 796-798, and likewise by A. Guillaumont, DOP 
23/24 (1969/70) (39-66) 52; S. Brock, 'An Early Syriac Life of Maximus the Confes­
sor', AIIBoll9I (J973) 299-346, shows. however, that the florilegium is monothelite. 

II. Anti-monenergist and anti-monothelite florilegia 
1. The f10rilegium against moncnergist teachings in Soplironills ofJerusalem, Epis­

tula synodica ad Sergium COlIscalltillopolilamlm: PG st, 3148-3200 (Mansi XI, 
461-510) . Accorcling to Photius, Bibl. 231: Henry 5, 64 £, tlus ep. is addressed 
to Pope Honorius. In it S.ophronius had a collection of patristic texts to testify 
to the two energies in Christ. According to Stephen ofDor: Mansi X, 896A, Sophro­
mus collected 600 tostilllotlja in two books, at the end of which E ulogius of Alexandria 
(580-607) was represented. See C. von Schophom, Sophron.e de Jerl~salem = TheolHist 
20 (Paris 1972) 100-101. SeeR. Riedinger, OAkW, Sb. 352 Bd., 13, n. 8. 

2. Max:imus Confessor (b. ca 580, d. 13.8.662); Lateran Council (649); Third 
Council of Constantinople (680/ J). 

On the Vita of Maximus see above, Part U D VI 2; on both synods see E. 
Caspar. 'Die Latcransynode vou 649', ZKG 51 (.r932) 75-137; R. Rieclingcr. «(/) 
Jiterature Hsted ill Part I A above; and (b) id., 'Griechische KOllzilsakten auf dem 
Wege ins lateinischc Mittela.lter', ARC 9 (1977) 262-282; idem, '~ateinische Uberset­
zungen griechischer Haretikertexte des siebentenJahrhunderts'. OAk W, Sb. 3 sz. Bd., 
5~82; idem. COllciliulII Later(///Cllse (/. 649 celebra/llm: ACO series secwlda. vol. I 
(Berolini 1984), esp. introduction IX-XXVIII. 
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(0) Plorilegia in the works of Maxim us Confessor: 
(i) Op. tlleol. pol. = CPG 7697, IS: PG 91, 153-184. In about 646 Maximus 

sent to Stephen of Dor a f10rilegium which, according to Sherwood, Date-List nr. 
87. IDost be described as 'the most extensive florilegium due to Maximus'. 

(ii) The florilegia listed in CPG 7697, in Opuscula 23, a-c and 26-27 are spurious. 
On nr. 26 see M. Richard, 'Un faux dithelite ou traite de S. Irenee au Diacre Deme­
trius', Polychronion = FS F. Dolger (Heidelberg 1966) 431-440 = Opera Minora III, 
65. On Opusculum 26: PG 91, 276B-280B, see K.-H. Uthemann, OCP 46 (1980) 
340, n. ISS. 

(b) Florilegia at the Lateran Council (649) (CPG 9402): 
(i) Secretarius V: TestilllMlia Patrum = Mansi X, 1071-1108; now in R. Riedinger, 

ACO ser. n', vol. I, 256(257)-314(315): Maximus and his Greek assistants selected 
from the orthodox Fathers testimonia which in the acta of the Lateran Synod are 
more numerous, although somc::~imes shorter, than in the acta of the Third Council 
of Constantinople (Riedinger, OAkW, Sb. 352 Bd., 12); idem, ACO ser. n', vol. 
I, introduction XVIII-XIX. 

(ii) Testimonia Haereticorum: Maximus and the Greek monks also produced a flori­
legium of heretical works: Mansi X, 1113-1121; see now R. Riedinger, ACO ser. 
n', vol. I, 320(321)-334(335), including a passage from an Easter homily of the 
Arian Lucius (Mansi X 1I13CD = ACO ser. n', vol. I, 320(321) = Doctrina Patrum 
9 XV: Diekamp 65 = CPG 2535, which could have been. kuown only to Eastern 
theologians. The bulk of the texts comes from Theodore of Pbaran. Thete is an 
important piece of evidence inJ. Pierres' two volume Roman dissertation, of which 
only the second part is devoted to Maximus: II SII'Iellls lvlllxiltlUS cOlifessor princeps 
apo/agetarum sy/tad! Laternllens;s 111'111; 649 (Pars /Jisrorica) (Romae 1940): lvlllximus ad 
colligendllnt Florflegitlm sess. V syl'l. Later, al'iquid ipsen'let conltl/it (pp. 27*-5 r*). Pierres 
shows that 27 of the 161 testimonia of the Lateran acta are [ouhd also in Maximus, 
and he is of the opinion that the Latin acta con~.titute the minutes of the conciliar 
proceedings in the usual sense (cf. R. Riedinger, OAkW, Sb. 352 Bd., 13, n. 8). 

(iii) A florllegium with six testimonia in Riedinger, ACO ser. II', vol. I, p. 
84, 1-90,26; see further p. XVIII. 

(iv) Florl/egiufff dyotheleticum in Cod. Vat. gr. 1455 (a. l299), fr. J6Sr-I76r ; ed. 
princeps R. Riedinger, op. cit., 425- 436; see ibid., Xl, with a reference to J. 
Darrouzes, 'Notes de litterature et d.e critique', Rerd;tByz 18 (I960)179-194. For 
Riedinger this florilegium is a new argument for the Greek origin of the Lateran 
acta. It contains 81 testimonia. Riedinger observes: 'The total number of these testi­
monia has thus increased from 161 in Mansi to 166 ... If one counts as well the 
81 testimonia ofthejlorilegium dyotheleticultl (425-436), this makes 247 passages which 
were selected by the compilers of the Greek text of the acta as evidence. As the 
author index shows, in the Lateran acta there are extracts from some 150 different 
works, deriving from about 70 author5~ rc::spectable arsenal that presupposes not 
only theological knowledge and theological discernment, bur also the possession 
of source material, atlcast in the form of older florilegia' (op. cit., XVW). 

(c) Plorilegia at the Third Council ofCotlstantinople (680/ I) (CPG 9416 ff.): 
(i) In Actio IV, il1 connection with the reading out of his letter, we find the 

Bori1egiumofPope Agatho: Mansi XT. 257-265 (CPG 942-3). 
(ii) Actio X: Testimollia Patrum orchodoxorum: Mansi XI. 393-440 (CPG 9424) .. 

Testimonia Ilaeret;comm: «0-449. Many 'heretics' are cited who could not be used 
in the acta of the Lateran Council, namely the letters of Sergius of Constantinople 
and of Pope Honorius. The II texts cited from Theodore of Pharan are due to 
Maximus Confessor, who had selected them before the year 649. For these I I texts 
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there are thus 'two sep'arate traditions today, of which each goes back to the seventh 
century' (Riedinger, OAkW 13-14; idem, AHC 9 (1977) 257-258). 

3. The Florilegium Achridense in Cod. 86 of the Mus. Nat. ofOchrid, thus "'amed 
by ~. Richard, who discovered it: 'Le traite de Georges Hieromoine sur les heresies', 
RevEtByz 28 (1970) 239-269 = Opera Minora III, 62; for a table of contents of 
the MS see ibid" 241; nr. II (pp. 133-212) is a Florilegium theologicum capitulis XXV 
distributum. Some extracts are edited by M. Richard: (I) 'Quelques nouveaux frag­
ments des Peres ante-niceens et niceens', SymbOsl 38 (1963) 76-83 = Opera Minora 
I, 5; (2) 'Un faux dithelite ... ' (see above on Maximus); (3) M. Richard-M. B. 
Hemmerdinger, 'Trois nouveaux fragments grecs de l'Adversus haereses de saint 
Irenee', ZNW 53 (1962) 252-255 . The florilegium contains 9 dyothelite texts (cf. 
Opera Minora III, 65 , 438), but most of them are of the pseudepigraphical variety. 
Richard, ibid., 439, speaks of 'a complete propaganda literature' which was com­
posed in the seventh century to defend the orthodox teaching of two wills in Christ. 
In Chalkedon I, 732, Richard had already described the 'dogmatic forgery' as a 
weapon which was normally used by a persecuted minority. According to Richard, 
this observation also fits the Florilegium Achridense and the orthodox party with 
the teaching of 'two energies' and 'two wills', which encountered difficulties not 
only with the monophysites but also with the power of the imperial state and Byzan­
tine ecclesiastical authority. Anonymity and pseudcpigrapby created possibilities 
for the defence of orthodoxy. People placed themselves under the patronage of 
aJustin, an Hippolytus, and of men down to John Chrysostom and Cyril of Alexan­
dria. In Richard's eyes, research into these pseudonymous passages will make critical 
editions of the older Fathers easier on the one hand, and on the other it will furnish 
a picture of the reaction to monenergism and monotheletism. But this is a more 
difficult task than working on the florilegia of the period between 451 and 553. 

4. A christology in the words of the Fathers: the Doctrina Patrum. 
Cf. F. Diekamp (ed.), Doctrina Patrum de Incarnatione Verbi. Ein griechisches FIorile­

glum des 7. 11. 8. JllS. (Munster 1907). 2 . Aufl. mit Korrekturen und Nachtragen 
von B. Phanourgakis, hrsgg. VOn E. Chrysos (Munster 1981). The new editors 
decided in favour of the opinion of]. Stiglmayr, 'Der Verfasser der Doctrina Patrum 
de locarnatione" ByzZ 18 (1919) 14-40, i.e, in favour of Anastasius Apocrisiarius, 
the pupil of Maximus Confessor, as author. Cf. R. Riedinger, art. cit., AHC 9 
(1977) 257: 'This comprehensive f10rilegium is so closely tied to the surviving works 
of Maximus and to the lists of testimonia of the Lateran Synod and of the Sixth 
Council, that one can well understand the authorship of Maxim us' pupil, Anastasius 
Apocrisiarius', Both Synods work with Ithe material prepared by Maximus (ibid., 
258). In the edition of Diekamp the DP yields 977 citations, of which 143 are 
biblical, 757. patris tic, synodal or ecclesiastical, and 83 are culled from heretical works. 
Apart from ch. I and ch. 25. the first 30 chapters attack monophysite and monothelite 
doctrine. See the details in Diekamp XXXVI. On the relationship of the DP to 
Leontius of Byzantium and his CNE c£ B. E. Daley, op. cit., Introduction, n. 
367: 14 testimonia in CNE correspond exactly to texts in the DP; another 14 texts 
from the DP are longer extracts from the same passages, and a further 13 are shorter 
versions. From this it follows that there is no direct connection with Leontius, 
but more with the sources ofLeontius. Maximus is thus in the foreground. According 
to Diekamp, however, it is the DP which is probably the link between Leontills, 
CNE and Euthymius Zigabenus (op. cit., LXXXV, LXXVI). Daley, op. cit.,Intro­
duction n. 368 point to the Llbell,~s fide; of John Maro (probably dating from the 
mid-seventh century. survivi.ng onJy in Syriac and still unedited). which again is 
connected with the DP not in its own tight but by virtue orits sources. 
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III. John Damascene and his florilegia 
See K. Holl, Die Sacra Parallela des Johannes Damascenus = TU 16 (Leipzig 1897) 

261-262; M. Richard, art. 'Florileges Grecques', DSp 5 (1964) 476-486: Florileges 
Damasceniens. 

Edition: B. Kotter, Die Schrifien des Johannes von Damaskos = PTSt 7, 12, 17, 
22 (Berlin-New York 1969, 1973, 1975, 1981), with corresponding analyses. Cf. 
CPG 8040-8127. 

After Maximus Confessor (Opusc. theol. et polemica), it is John Damascene who 
exhibits the greatest patristic learning. Cf. K. Holl, op. cit., 391. For the present 
it must remain open whether John gathered his material merely from florilegia like 
the Doctrina Fatrum, or from original works. B. Kotter (see below), in any case, 
notes in the apparatus not only the original work but also, when applicable, the 
occurrence of a passage in the DP. K. Holl is less circumspect. 

I. The Hiera (or Sacra Parallela) 
On the various recensions see CPG 8056. We arc at the acme of Greek (spiritual) 

fiorilegium literature. Dogma is incorporated into ethics to a small extent only. 
Cf. the gaps in the table of concordances between the Sacra Paral/ela and the Exposilio 
fidei. Unfortunately in these excerpts John Damascene did not incorporate chrisrology 
in the sense of 'ethics as imitation of Christ'. 'At two poi1;lts only. does dogma 
enter the picture at all: the dogma of the Trinity and the teaching of judgement 
to come foon the framework in which the whole work is placed. But the former ... 
is made the principle of ethics as little as the latter' (Holl, op. cit., 392). 'Within 
the work itself he Uohn Damascene] does not pass over christology, but treats it 
as if he lived in the second century; he devotes to it a single chapter. the content 
of whid1 is "the prophecies concerhing Christ our God" , (idem, Frag/llel/tc vomicii­
~Iischer Kirclzenlliiter aus dell Sacra parallela = TV 20, 2 (Leipzig 1899) XlV). A section 
dealing with the Holy Cross can also be mentioned. The connection with Maximus 
Confessor is discussed by Holl in TU 16, 277-278. 

2. The florilegium in the Expositio fidei 
Cf. B. Kotter, Die Schrifien des Johannes von Damaskos. II. Expositio fidei = PTSt 

12 (Berlin-New York 1973) XXVIII: 'In this work John Damascene is a compiler 
of great flair, but he is also a superior compiler, for whose dogmatic assessment 
not only the evidence of the sources is needed, but also the selection, the omissions, 
the occasional remarks etc. are of decided importance' (H.-G. Beck, Kirclze u. theol. 
Lit. i. byz. Reich (Munchen 1959) 480). For John's treatment of his sources we 
really need a critical edition of the Fathers he used. However, B. Kotter, op. cit., 
XXIX draws a picture of a provisional nature: in the first place comes ps. Cyril, 
De trillitate, seventh century: PG 77 1120-1173, who almost exclusively provides 
the material for chapters 1-11, 48, 77 and 91. 

Gregory Nazianzen: .194 passages concerning the Trinity, christology etc. 
Athanasius of Alexandria: 92 passages coneeming the Trinity 
Cyril of Alexandria: 73 passages on christology and tbe Trinity 
Maximus Confessor: 70 passages on wills and energies in Christ 
N emesius ofEmesa: 70 passages on anthropology and psychology 
Gregory of Nyssa: 49 passages on the Trinity and cnergeia 
Ps. Dionysius the Areopagite: 38 passages on the name of God and the angels 
John Chrysostom: 18 passages (without emphasis). 
See Expositio fidei III-IV, nr. 45-81: Kotter, op. cit., 106-180 on christology. 
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3. Extracts on the Trishagion in the Epistola de Hymno Trishagio (CPG 8049). Kot­
ter, Schrifien IV, 304-332, in which a florilegium of Anastasius, the abbot of the 
monastery of Euthymius, is preserved as proof that the Trishagion does not bear 
on the Trinity, but on the Son. See Kotter's introduction, op. cit., 290-294; 294 
for an analysis of the florilegium. 

4. The florilegium in Contra Jacobitas: Kotter, Schrifien IV, 102-103: 34 citations 
from the Fathers, of which more than half (22) are in the Doctrina Patrum; 13 citations 
from Leontius of Byzantium, CE I; but the floriJegium is related most closely to 
theDP. 

5. Florilegia on image-veneration in each of the three speeches on images: Contra 
imaginum calumniatores orationes tres, ed. B. Kotter = PTSt 17 (Berlin-New York 
1975) 24-33. For an analysis of the florilegium see ibid., 27 ff. Kotter remarks that 
there are well-ordered anthologies for all three speeches, but in particular for or. 
1- 11 (which perhaps had been put together previously?). II lemmata are also in 
the DP, 20 jn the Second Council of Nicaea. Here John Damascene always appeals 
to the original sources never to intermediary ones. Probably there existed an arsenal 
of texts for the defenders of the veneration of images. A certain relationship with 
the DP is probable. 

Literature: St. John of Damascus, On the Divine Images. Three Apologies Against 
Those Who Attack the Divine Images, translated by D. Anderson (Crestwood, N. Y. 
1980). Unfortunately this is not based on Kotter's new edition. The appended Bori­
legia are drastically shortened, because they are 'so repetitious and obscure' (op. 
cit., ?-12); Abbot Chrysostomos and M. G. Chapman, ·St. JOhll Damascus and 
Iconoclasm: The PirstApologetic Discourse', Klel'onomia 11 (1979) 263-272. 

Postscript to Part III: the Erotapokriseis 
We shall not go into the literary genre of the Erotapokriseis or Ques­

tions and Answers. H.-G. Beck, Kirche u. theol. Lit. 91 describes them 
as 'general catechisms' (exegetical, philosophical, theological in a 
practical way). They often contain extracts from the Fathers, but 
cannot be put on the same footing as the dogmatic florilegia. They 
provide a good insight into popular theology (cf. Beck, op. cit., 
444). 
Well-known examples: I. Ps. Athanasius, Quaestiones ad Antiochum: PG 28, 597-700, 
to which 2. Anastasius of Sinai, ill Hexaemeroll: PG 89, 58r- I078 exhibits striking 
similarities. 3. Ps. Caesarius, Erotapok,iseis will be important for us. It has been 
i~vcstigated by R. Riedinger and will be published by him. Cf id., Pseudo-Kaisarios, 
Uberlieftnmgsgeschicllte und Verfasserfrage = Byz. Archiv I2(Munchen 1969), esp. 
the question of sources, 283-300. 4. Patriarch Photius, Amphilochia, is a signifimmt 
work which ts the counterpart to his Bibliotlleca: PG 101; see Beck, op. cit., 523. 

Literature: G. Heinrici, 'Zur patristischcn Aporienlitcratur' = AbhSachsGesWiss 
Bd. XXVII, no. XXIV (Leipzig 190~); idem, 'Griechisch-byzantinische Gesprachs­
blicher u. Verwandtes aus Sammelbandschriften', ibid., Bd. XXVIII, Nr. VIII 
(Leipzig 19II). See A. Ehrhard, in W. B. Crum, Der Papyruscodex saee. VI-VII 
der Phillipsbibliothek in Cheltenham, Kopt.-Iheol . Schriflell (StraJ3burg 1915) 131-171; 
G. Bardy, 'La litterature patristique des 'Quaestiones ct responsiones' sur l'Ecriture 
sainte', RevBibl 41 (1932) 210-236, 341-369, 515-537; 42 (1933) 14-30, 328-352; 
Beck, op. cit., Index 'Erotapokriseis'; P. O'Connell, 'The 'Patristic Argument' in 
th~ Writings of Patriarch St. Nicephorus I of Constantinople (+828)' = StudPat 
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I I (Berlin 1972) 210-214. The Brotapokriseis are related to, but not identical with, 
the older literary genre of the dialogue. On this see M. Hoffman, Der Dialog be; 
den ,flr/stl/ehell Schriftstellem der ei'sten lIier Jahrl1llnderte = TU 96 (Berlin 1966), esp. 
4-5 with n. 4· 

PART IV 

Catalogues of heretics and of brief presentations of heresies. 

The phenomenon of heresy led within orthodoxy to particular liter­
ary genres, which appear with increasing clarity as catalogues of 
heretics and of brief presentations of the errors they championed. 
'they are the negative counterpart of the series of Fathers, who are 
taken as a guarantee of the right faith, and they correspond thus 
in many ways to the orthodox florilegia or to synopses of councils. 
The more the sense of tradition on the side of orthodoxy is developed, 
the more readily is formed the image of a coherent tradition for 
heresy too. Every heretic's name has, so to speak, a glutinous strength 
in it, which gathers other names about it to make a vertical and 
horizontal consensus, just like in the orthodox tradition. Heresies, 
like Christian orthodoxy, must have their Fathers. 

Such catalogues or registers of heresies have their positive signifi­
cance, as we shall see time and again, but they have also their greater 
danger. Nowhere in theology is the inclination towards cliche as 
close as here, and at the same time also the endangering of justice 
and the consolidation of misunderstanding. The history of the post­
Chalcedonian period unfortunately offers richly illustrative material 
for this observation. 

(A) Literary forms and antecedents 
The catalogues of heretics or heresies which we encounter in post­

Chalcedonian christology have various subsidiary or secondary 
forms. All of these have their models or antecedents in the pre-Chal­
cedonian period. 

I Various forms 
I. Catalogues of names 
2. Catalogues with a short description 
3. lnvcntol1ies connected with anathemas or with formulas of abjuration. These 

can refer to a single name with a description of the person's particular errors, or 
to several names with Of without a presentation of theif errors. 
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II Models 
I. Catalogues of names 
Simple 'lists of heretics' in the period before Chalcedon are short, when they 

are to be found at all. As the history of the faith proceeds, so too does the list 
grow. 

2. Catalogues with a short description or with longer refutations 
(a) The Re}Utatio omnium haeresium, also called Elenchus or Philosophoumena, which 

comes to be ascribed to Hippolytus. The work, which was composed between 222 

and 235, treats Gnostic heresies (Books 5-9). Together with original Gnostic texts, 
the writer also used the Adversus haereses of Irenaeus of Lyons in his work. The 
Syntagma, a treatise written before the Re}Utatio, names 32 heresies, of which the 
last is that ofNoetus. 

(b) The model and source of many later presentations is Epiphanius of Salamis 
with his Panarion (Medicine-cabinet, also cited as Haereses), written between 374 and 
377 and dealing with 80 heresies. A later extract from the Medicine-cabinet is the 
Anakephalaiosis (Recapitulatio), which was made before 428 since Augustine used 
it in his work De haeresibus (CCL 46, 283-345). Edition: Epiphanius, Panarion, ed. 
K. Holl, (a) Haer. 1~4, GCS Epiphaniuswerke II; (b) Haer. 65-80: GCS Epiphanius­
werke III, ed. H. Lietzmann. Anakephalaiosis sive eorum quae in Panario dicta sunt 
summa comprehensio: PG 42, 833-885. It is significant that a corpus of Epiphanius' 
works existed in Coptic: E. Lucchesi, 'Un corpus epiphanien en copte', AnBoll 
99 (1981) 95-99· 

(c) Theodoret of Cyrus (d. ca 466), Haereticarum flbular/IIII compel/dium. The first 
four books present many heresies from the Antiochene poillt of view, beginning 
with Simon Magus and ending with N estorius and Eutyches (Books I-IV: PG 
83, 336-437). 

(B) The most important collections of the post-Chalcedonian period 
I Catalogues and collections of heretics and heresies 
I. Monophysite oriented presentations of christological heresies are found scat­

tered in countless w-orks. As a sample we may call attention to several authors 
and works: 

(a) Philoxenus ofMabbog (d. 523): this author names Manes, Marcion, Eutyches 
(a list found likewise in Chalcedonian writers), Theodore of Mopsuestia, Diodore 
of Tarsus, Theodoret of Cyrus, and in particular Nestorius (see too under the Three 
Chapters controversy). Cf. E. A. W. Budge, The Discourses of Philoxenus Bishop 
ofMabb8gh (1894) vol. II, C-CXXXVIII; PO 13, 248-251. 

(b) The Armenian collection of texts known under the title of 'Seal of Faith of 
the holy catholic Church, of our holy orthodox and inspired Fathers', Armenian 
text edited by K. Ter-Mekerttschian (Etschmiadsin 1914). Cf. J. Lebon, 'Les citations 
patristiques grecques du "Sceau de la foi"', RHE 25 (1929) 5-32. Lebon suspects 
that John the Mayragomier, a representative ofJulianist christology, was the compiler 
of the collection; the time of composition would be connected with the Synod of 
616. On p. 366, 20-371, 13 of the Armenian edition we find, according to Lebon, 
art. cit., 31, an 'explanatio ad declarationem et reprehensionem haeresium', i.e. 
a long series of anathemas against the heretics of old, among whom both Leo I 
and Severus of Antioch are included. 

(c) The Armenian 'Book of Letters' (Girk' t'h'o~) (Tiflis 1901) contains in the 
letter of the Catholicos Babgen to the orthodox in Persia a comprehensive survey 
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of heretics, namely Arius, Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Nestorius, 
Theodoret of Cyrus, Ibas, Eutychus (= Eutyches), Paul of Samosata, Acacius of 
Nisibis, Barsumas, and Babai (op. cit., 49 f.). The reply of the Syrians to Babgen 
enumerates Marcion, Apollinarius, Manes, and Severus of Antioch (op. cit., 53). 
Cf. L. Frivold, The Incarnation. A Study of the Doctrine of Incarnation in the Armenian 
Church in the 5th and 6th Centuries according to the Book of Letters (Oslo-Bergen-Troms0 
1981) 149-160. See ibid., 160 on the split of the monophysites into Julianists and 
Severans. 

(d) Not to be forgotten is the pre-Chalcedonian heresiology (ca 430) of Eznik 
of Kolb, Vier Bucher uber Gott (Gegen die Irrlehren: Heiden, Perser, griechische 
Philosophen und Marcioniten). German trans. by S. Weber, BKV2 57 (1927). 

2. Nestorian oriented presentations 
(a) Barbadbdabba of 'Arbaia has in his Church History (Part I: ed. F. Nau, PO 

XXIII, 177-333) 186-199, a section on heresies which have divided the Church. 
After Sabbatians, Simonians, Marcionites, Borborians, Daisanites, Manichaeans and 
Paul of Samosata (a Judaiser), he labels also as Nestorians Cyrillians and Severans. 
In the latter, as in the Arians (Eunomians), Satan has particularly shown his might. 

3. Chalcedonian oriented collections 
Cf. M. Aubineau, 'Un recueil "de haeresibus": Sion College, Codex Graecus 

6', RevEtGrec 80 (1967) 425-429. Aubineau stresses the worth of this collection, 
which in its original form perhaps derives from Patriarch Photius. 

(a) Theodore of Raithu (end of the sixth century) gives in the first part of his 
work Praeparatio a list of heresies much like a catalogue, which extends from Mani­
chaeism to Severus of Antioch; ed. F. Diekamp, Analecta Patristica (OCA 117) 
185-222, esp. 187-200; CPG 7600. 

(b) The De Secfis, written by an unknown author and previously ascribed erro­
neously to Leontius of Byzantium, treats in chapters IV-VI heresies from Apollinar­
ius to the Three Chapters controversy under Emperor Justinian; ed. PG 86, 
1I93-I268, esp. 1217-1237; CPG 6823. 

(c) Timothy, a presbyter in Constantinople around the year 600, endeavours in 
his work De receptione haereticorum to provide detailed definitions in order to give 
an exact picture of each heresy which he deals with. Timothy, too, incorporates 
into the list of christological heresies the representatives of Manichaeism; ed. PG 
86, 12-68; CPG 7016; M. Aubineau, RevEtGrec 80 (1967) 426 nr. 3. 

(d) The Epistula synodica ad Sergium of Sophronius, Patriarch of Jerusalem 
(634-638), contains a catalogue of heresies, which, besides an extensive summary 
of heresies connected with the theology of the Trinity, also investigates special chris­
tological heresies. This compilation comprises the main heresies from Eutyches to 
Theodore of Mopsuestia; ed. PG 87, 3148-3200, esp. 3186B-3195D; CPG 7635; 
M. Aubineau, RevEtGrec 80 (1967) 426, nr. 2. 

(e) George, a monk and presbyter in the seventh cconlry, compiled a catalogue 
of heresies. The work was published io 1900 by F. D~ekamp in an incomplete version 
in ByzZ 9 (1900) 14-51. Diekamp dated the work to 638/639. Through his significant 
find of the Codex 86 in the National Museum of Ochrid, M. Richard was in a 
position to offer an almost complete version of George's work on heresies. George 
begins his treatise on heresies with the representatives of Gnosis (Manes) and closes 
his descriptions, which, itller alios. make mention of Nestodus, Eutyches and Dios­
corus, with the teadung of the Tritheiscs, Aphthartodocctiscs and Agnoctcsj ed. 
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M. Richard, 'Le traite de Georges Hieromoine sur les heresies', RevEtByz 28 (1970) 
23!r269 = Opera Minora III, 62. 

(j) A work of uncertain origin ascribed to Anastasius the Sinaite deals with the 
starting-points of heresies and the councils which were summoned against them. 
This De haeresibus contains a presentation of christo logical heresies which begins 
with the Gnostic teaching of Simon Magus and Marcion and ends with a treatment 
of the opposition to heresy of Sophronius, Patriarch of Jerusalem (cf. 3d); ed. J. 
B. Pitra, Iuris ecclesiastici Graecorum historia et monumenta II (Romae 1868) 257-271; 
cf. CPG 7774. The De haeresibus can be dated to the years between 692~95. 

(g) The second part of the chief work of John Damascene (650-754), the Pege 
gnoseos, contains a history of heresies, which relies heavily on the model of the 
Anakephalaiosis from the corpus of Epiphanius of Salamis. In his Uber de haeresibus 
John adds Greek philosophy, Judaism and Manichaeism to the list of heresies. The 
inventory of Christian heresies in the strict sense extends down to the Donatists 
and monothelites; ed. B. Kotter, Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos IV, PTS 
Band 22, (Berlin 1981), 1~7. Cf. M. Aubineau, RevEtGrec 80 (1967) 426, nr. I. 

(h) The Doctrina Patrum, edited by F. Diekamp, contains several catalogues of 
heresies and citations from heretical works. One catalogue sets forth the opposition 
of the decrees of the Council of Chalcedon to contemporary heresies (174-179), 
a second section comprises a catalogue of heresies in the stricter sense (266-272), 
and a third passage deals with the heresies of monenergism and monothelitism 
(302-3 15). 

(i) From the pen of Germanus I, Patriarch of Constantinople between 715 and 
730, comes the collection of heresies De haeresibus et synodis. Germanus, too, begins 
his treatise on heretics with representatives of Gnosis like Simon Magus, Manes 
and Marcion; ed. PG 98, 40-88; cf. M. Aubineau, RevEtGrec 80 (1967) 426, nr. 
5· 

(k) In his letter to Pope Leo III, Nicephorus I, Patriarch of Constantinople 
from 806-815, furnishes a catalogue of christological heresies. In this connection, 
besides Arius, Macedonius and Apollinarius, he mentions the names of Nestorius, 
Eutyches, Dioscorus, Theodore, Origen, Didymus, Evagrius, and others; ed. PG 
100, 16!r200, esp. 192-193. Cf. M. Aubineau, art. cit., 427, nr. 7 and 13. 

II Formulas of abjuration with anathemas 
The peculiarity of these anti-heretical texts lies in their liturgical 

use, i.e. in the act of solemn and public abjuration (euchologion). The 
longest and most detailed formulas concern the Manichaeans, 
together with whom the Paulicians are also spoken of, although they 
are not labelled with this name. 

Cf. Ch. Astruc, W. Conus-Wolska, J. Gouillard, P. Lemerle, D . Papachryssan­
thou, J. Para melle, 'Les sources grecques pour l'histoire des Pauliciens d' Asie 
mineure' = TravMem 4 (1970) 189: 'L'histoire, encore a faire, des rituels d'abjuration 
(comme collection) ... '; many references for the period of iconoclasm are given 
by J . Gouillard, 'Le synodikon de l'Orthodoxie edition et commentaire', TravMem 
2 (1967) 1-316. 

I. Latin formulas of abjuration 
(a) Anathemas in the so-called Commonitorium (Instruction) of St. Augustine, ed. 

J. Zycha: CSEL 25,980,4--982,3; German in Die Gnosis. 3. Bd.: Der Manichiiismus. 



82 CHRIST IN CHRISTIAN TRADITION 

Unter Mitwirkung von J. P. Asmussen, einge1eitet, ubersetzt und erHiutert von 
A. Bohlig = Bibl. d. Alten Welt (Zurich-Munchen 1980) 293-295; nr. 8, p. 295 
is christological. 

(b) The Augustinian formula of the year 398: Adam, KlT 175, VIII, 61, p. 90. 
(e) The large Latin formula of abjuration (Prosperi Anathematismi) (AD 526): Adam, 

KIT 175, nr. 62, pp. 90-93. Sentences r-9 and 18-19 = sentences 1-8 and 9-10 
in the Commonitorium of Augustine. Sentence 9 is christological. 

2. Greek fonnulas of abjuration or anathemas 
(a) (Zacharias Rhetor). VII Cepholaia with an.athemas against the ungodly Mani­

chaeans, discovered by M. Richard and ecIlted from Codex Athon. Vatopedianus 
236, ff. 127r-1.29Y

: io/uwllis CaesariellSi,l Presbyter! et Gramma.tici Opera quae sllpersUtlt 
= CCG J (1977). XXXill-XXXlX. According to Richard this text is 'une des 
meilleures sources byzantines sm Ie ManichCisme ct Fancetre des fonnules d'abju­
ration mcdievales' (op. cit. XXXIJ). Part of the contei:lts is known from the extensive 
Greek formula of abjuration (see below). At the cnd there is a fonnula to he signed. 

(b) Short Greek formulas of abjuration (fifth century) from the eHch%giQn of 
the patriarchate: A. Adam, KlT 175. 93-97 (nr. 63). 

(e) Long formulas of abjuration (ninth celltury): ibid., 97-103 (m. 64). 
(d) The longest formula of abjuration: PG J ,146rC-1469D (directed against the 

Paulicians f!'Om 468I3-q.69D); PG 100, 1321B-I324-8· 
(e) Paris. Coisl. 2J3. ed. Cll. Astruc et a1.. op. cit. , 19fr-203 (in addition J87-r89). 
Corresponding to the negative fomlulas of abjuration and the anathemas in the 

liturgical context are the benedictions of the orthodox. Also to be remembered 
is the inclusion or exclusion of names in the diptychs, which we c;ncounter often 
in the post-Cbalcedonian period. Further texts in M. Aubineau. RevEtGrcc 30 (1967) 
426-428, nr. 6, 10, II, 18, 19. 

PART V 

Collections of definitions of concepts an~ aporiai 

A new step in the history of post-Chalcedonian christology and 
in theology itself is made with the appearance of collections oj definitions 
and oj anthologies of chlutological aporiai. We stand at the point of 
contaet between theology and philosophy, or, more concretely, 
before the attempt to investigate christological statements according 
to the laws of Aristotelian logic and syllogisms, and to bring this 
means into polemic. From the Propataskeue of Theodore of Raithu 
(see below) it becomes clear that as early as the frrst half of the sixth 
century a knowledge of the elements of logic, of the kind of the 
Categories of Aristotle and the Eisagoge of Porphyry, was considered 
as essential. The mutation can be made plain from two famous works 
of our period: while the Doctrina Patrum is still a 'dogmatic flo rile­
gium', in the Dialectic of John Damascene we have a 'philosophical 
florilegium' (Roueche 65; see below). 
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Bibliography on the new situation: 
M. Roueche, 'Byzantine Philosophical Texts of the Seventh Century', JOB 23 

(1974) 61-'76; H.-G. Beck, 'Bildung und Theologie im fruhmittelalterlichen Byzanz', 
Polychronion = FS F. DOlger (Heidelberg 1966) 69-81; K.-H. Uthemann, 'Syllogistik 
im Dienst der Orthodoxie. Zwei unedierte Texte byzantinischer Kontroverstheologie 
des 6. Jahrhunderts', JOB 30 (1981) 103-II2; G. Ruhbach, 'Klerusausbildung in 
der Alten Kirche', Wortund Dienst = Jb.d.K.Hochschule Bethel, NF 15 (1979) I07-II4. 

Two new literary genres 
I. Collections of definitions. The more that contrary formulas were 
discussed in the controversy after Chalcedon, the more one had to 
refer to definitions of concepts that were related to these. But the 
philosophical branch of the enkyklios paideusis, too, aroused the desire 
for compendia of logic in Greek, in particular as school textbooks. 
We do not have to decide here which cause was the more important. 
It also cannot be determined whether such collections were part of 
a course of theological instruction. Always, however, it was only 
the most fundamental elements of logic that were taken over. 
Whoever wanted to make a careful study oflogic had to have recourse 
to other sources. M. Roueche describes the user of the anthologies 
to be cited here in these words: 'He was a Christian, studying in 
a Christian milieu, probably to a theological end, and was probal?,ly 
the same student for whom the Doctrina Patrum was written' (JOB 
23 (1974) 64). In order to produce these 'very short manuals' of 
Aristotelian logic, recourse was had to the Alexandrian Aristotelians 
about 600 AD: (a) to David, a Christian neo-Platonist from Armenia 
(sixth century): his commentary on the Categories of Aristotle is pre­
served for us completely only in Armenian (unedited); there are frag­
ments in Greek. Complete in Greek are the Prolegomena, i.e. his 
introduction to philosophy, and a commentary on the Eisagoge of 
Porphyry, ed. A. Busse, CAG 18, 2 (1904); (b) to Elias: ed. A. Busse, 
CAG 18, I (1900); (c) to Stephen of Alexandria, In librum Aristotelis 
de Interpretatione Commentarium, ed. M. Hayduck, CAG 18, 3 (1885). 
Something analogous to what happened with the florilegia of the 
Fathers after 500 began to occur here also: 'logical compendia had 
widely replaced the lectures of the Alexandrians in schools and librar­
ies' (Roueche, art. cit., 67). These collections of definitions were uti­
lised particularly in the monothelite controversy. 

The Syrian tradition, which also has recourse to the Alexandrian 
authors already mentioned, bears witness as well to the broad disper­
sion of these collections of definitions. Cf. A. Baumstark, 'Syrische 
Kommentare zur Eisagoge des Porphyrios', in idem, Aristoteles bei 
den Syrern vom V.-VIII.}h., Syr. Texte I (Leipzig 1900) 182-189. 

Forms of such collections (Roueche 63): they range from simple 
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collections of excerpts, in the main destined for the friends of the 
compiler, to elaborate compilations which were intended to serve 
the whole gamut of introductory logic. Thus we have: 

(a) the simple excerpt; 
(b) excerpts ordered according to logical topoi ('perhaps slightly 

rewritten with examples'); the comprehension of the material was 
made easier by meaningful arrangement and the selection of examples; 

(c) 'Collections of collections', i. e. a compilation of several shorter 
collections which were destined in the first instance for students. 
At this level we are dealing with texts used in schools. 

The subject matter of such collections could be: the distinction 
of essence, nature and hypostasis;'epistemological definitions for the 
meaning of the horoi; conceptual distinctions of the levels of being, 
of human and divine being, definitions of actio and passio . .. The 
connexion with the christological starting-point remains more or less 
preserved (Uthemann, OCP 46 (1980) 308). 

2. Anthologies of christological aporiai (s'TT<uroPTJfJ.uTU) 
These are 'compilations of syllogistic rebuttals which endeavour 

to prove to the opponent the conceptual illogicality, the self-contra­
diction, even the absurdity of his dogmatic formulations'. One hap­
pily 'fixed on a univocal identity of the conceptual formulation and 
of what was intended in the confession, this not being without 
influence on the formation of 'orthodoxy'. as this was present at 
the end of the seventh century, e.g. in the writings of Anastasius 
of Sinai or Ps. Cyril, and in the eighth century in John Damascene'. 
K.-H. Uthemann, 'Syllogistik im Dienst der Orthogoxie. Zwei 
unedierte Texte byzantinischer Kontroverstheologie', JOB 30 (1981) 
(103-112) esp. 107. 

(A) Collections of definitions 
I. Sixth century 

I. Anastasius of Antioch (559-598) . Capita plrilosoplu'ca (CPG 6945). ed. K.-H. 
Uthemann. 'Die "Philosophischeu Kal?itel" des Anastasius I. v. Ant. (559-598)'. 
OCP 46 (1980) 343-366, accord,ing to Uthemann the 'oldest' extant collection (ibid., 
308). 

2. Even before this a start had been made to place together various definitions 
of one and the same (word and) concept: 

(a) Ephrcm of Antioch (527-545). Definitions of the Epistula ad Acacium plriloso­
pllum (CPG 6906; ed. S. Helmer. Der Neuchalkedonismus, 271- 272; 273- 274); see 
also the Florilegilltl/ Achr/dense (Uthematm, art. cit., 308, n. 4). They belong to the 
'etymological tradition'. 

(b) The lost collection of definitions of Rustic us Diaconus which he purportedly 
compiled in 565 during the Three Chapters dispute, while he was staying in the 
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monastery of the Sleepless Monks in Constantinople; c£ Altaner-Stuiber, Patrologie, 
465; A. Grillmeier, Chalkedon II, 820-821. 

II. Transition from sixth to seventh centuries 
Theodore of Raithu, Praeparatio (CPG 7600), ed. F. Diekamp, Analecta Patristica 

= OCA 117 (1938) 173-227 (christological context). 

III. Seventh century 
1. Anastasius of Sinai, Ho.degos II, 1-8 (CPG 7745): ed. K.-H. Uthemann, CCG 

8 (1981) 23-75. Anastasius emphasises the christological context through 'shorter 
digressions' (Uthemann). 

2. Maximus Confessor, Opuscula (CPG 7697; PG 91) 
(a) PG 91, 149-151: CPG 7697, 14: horoi diaphoroi 
(b) PG 91,213-216: CPG 7697, 18: horoi henoseos 
(c) PG 91, 260-264: CPG 7697,23 
(d) PG 91, 280-285: CPG 7697, 27 
(e) Irllsagogen PO/ph)'rii el ill Caregorias Aristolelis: CPG 7707, 34 and 7721, f~!Jow­

ing M. Roueche, 'Byzantine philosophical texts of the Seve.nth CelJt~ry', JOB 23 
(T974) (61-'76) 74-'76; in addition, S. L. Epifanovil in Uthemann, JOB 30 (1981) 
107, n. IZ, on the sections named in CPG7707, 2.1-2S. 

(f) Ps. Maximus Confessor: Roueche, art. cit .. 61; nr. 2 and 4 are certainly related 
to the horo; diaphorol and horoi /J e/loseos mClltioncd above; they. are found together 
with the genuine works in the codices; possibly they stem from the literary remains 
of Maxim liS, in any case beforeJohn Damascene. 

3. Doctrina Pa(n./III, cap. 33 (CPG 7781): 'Collection of definitions', ed . Didcamp, 
249-266, with alphabetical arrangement and broader theological purpose; they are 
logically established arguments against mOllothelitism; only somewhat later are they 
added to the work; but 'it [the chap~er] is no way out of place there' (M. Roueche, 
art. cit., (4). T hese definitions are based ultimately on tile Categories of Aristotle 
and the Eisagoge of Porphyry. 31 definitions come from the Capita philosophica of 
AtJast3sius of Antioch; the definitions which precede each section also appear in 
the Dtifjllitiollf!s Pellmenses (K.-H. Uthemaon, OCP 46 (r9.80) 335-336). 

4. Dfjifliliotls Falmenses: with this term Uthcmann, art. cit., characterises 'that 
alphabetically ordered collection of roughly 1000 definitions, whose oldest witness, 
even if not the best preserved, ... is the Codex Pa/mel/sis 263, ff. uQ-189, which 
is to be dated to the tenth centnry'. Excerpts from the second chapter of the Hodegos 
are taken over in tillS, and sometimes with the lemma An(astasii)· the Capita phlloso­
phiea of Anastasius of Antioch, howevcr, are not knoWIJ to this compiler (Uthemann, 
art. cit., 335-336, n. 140-141). 

S. De./itlftiotles MarcitllUle: Cod. Marc. gr. 257 (622) ff.250v, 247-248 (incompletely 
preserved). Cf. Uthemnnn, OCP 4-6 (J980) 332f. Of the 82 definitions preserved 
20 arc to b found in tb,e collection f definitions of the Doctrilfa Palrlml. 7 !toro; 
stem from the Capita phHosophica (long version) of AU3stasius of Antioch. 

6. A collection concerned with the distinction of ollSia and hypostasis (Uthemann, 
OCP 46 (1980) 333-335) in the Codex Laurent. lX, 8 (s. XI) ff.304-30S. See as 
well Eutychius of Constantillople (sed. SS2-565.577-582), De dijferefllia naWrae et 
Irypostaseos (armeniace) (CPG 6940); ed. P. Ananian, 'L'opusculo diEutichio patriarca 
di Cost3ntllopoIi suUa "Distiozi(:me della natura e persona''', Armmiaca. Melanges 
d'eludesartll el1ietl.tles (Venise 1969) 316-382, wiiliao Italian translation. 

IV. From the seventh to the eighth centuries 
John Damascene, [nstitutio elementaris. Capita Philosophica (Dialectica) ed. B. Kotter, 
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PTSt 7 (Berlin 1969), Ch. TJ' 1tSpt 6ptO'J.LoU, pp. 57-60. On the scope of this work 
see Kotter, p. 55. According to Roueche, JOB 23 (1974) 65, we have 'almost a 
philosophical florilegium'. 

V. Collections of definitions in Syriac 
The Jacobite and Nestorians as well could not escape the necessity of producing 

manuals with definitions. Let us mention two examples: 
1. for theJacobites: 
Jacob ofEdessa (633-708); I. Ortiz de Urbina, Patrologia Syriaca, 129, pp. 177-183. 

His Enehiridion deals with the concepts ousia, hypostasis, natura, species, persona; ed. 
G. Furlani, Rend.Aec.Naz.Line. s. 6, vol. 4 (1928) 222-249; Italian translation, idem, 
Studi e Materiali di Stor. delle Rei. 1(1925) 262-282 . 
. 2. for the Nestorian east Syrians: 

Michael Bad(h)6qa, pupil ofl:Ienana at the school ofNisibis, but then in opposition 
to his teacher. He is the author of a work against the Jacobites, and the compiler 
of a collection of definitions and distinctions. Ed. and Italian translation with com­
mentary G. Furlani, "'Illibro delle definizioni e divisioni" di Michele l'Interprete', 
Au; d. Reale Acc.Naz.Linc. s. 6, vol. 2. (1926) 5-194. On the author and his work 
see ibid., 189-194. In dljinitio XCIII concerned with "hypostasis", Michael writes 
polemically against the Jacobites as well as against the Chalcedonians. He has worked 
together two sources in particular, the Book of definitions of Abudhemmeh and a 
part of the Book ofseholia of Theodore bar Konai. See the analysis in Furlani 190-191. 
Michael deals with logic, physics, anthropology and theology. The theological part 
especially is endebted to Theodore: The wllole philosophical and theological genea­
logy (with Gregory of Nyssa, the Alexandrian commentators on Aristotle, etc.) 
is presented (p. 193). 

(B) Anthologies of christological aporiai 
I. Aporiai of John of Cae sa rea (CPG 6856.6861): . 
I. John of Caesarea, Capitula XVII Contra Monophysitas: ed. M. Richard, CCG 

I, 61--66. K.-H. Uthemann, 'Antimonophysitische Aporien des Anastasios Sinaites', 
ByzZ 74 (1981) 11-26, demonstrates that the Cepnalaia 12-17 are not from John 
of Caesarea, but are to be attributed to Anastasius of Sinai. For they are to be 
found in 15 anti-monophysite aporiai of Anastasius, transmitted in two recensions, 
which in part are at variance; hence the use of the Capitula of John of Caesarea 
is not to be assumed. Thus Uthemann already in his review of Richard's edition, 
ByzZ 73 (1980) 70-72. 

2. Idem, Syllogism; Sanetorum Patrum (against the Manichaeans): ed. M. Richard, 
CCG I, pp. 131-133. 

II. Leontius of Byzantium 
Epaporemata or '30 Chapters against Severus', ed. F. Diekamp, Doetrina Patrum 

C.24, II, 155-164. The epaporemata are 30 concise theses, of which the first 14 are 
little more than syllogisms; the other 16, however, are more discursive. They are 
wholly in the DP, partly in Euthymius Zigabenus, Panoplia dogmatiea XVI: PG 
130, I068B7-I073BI2. According to B. E. Daley, who will publish a new edition 
ofLeontius, the old title ran: 'Proposals and Definitions (OPtO''nKU) offered as Objec­
tions against those who Deny the Double Reality of the Divine and Human Nature 
in the One Christ'. Later '30 Chapters against Severus' (as above). It was perhaps 
the best known work ofLeontius in the Byzantine world (Daley). 
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III. Eulogius of Alexandria (sed. 580--608), Dubitationes Orthodoxi (fragments), 
in the DP, c. 24, I, 152-155: CPG 6971, 23b (inter Opera Maximi Confessoris). 

IV. Two related sources from the sixth century 
1. The 'E'7Ta'7ToP'llJ.l.clT(X '7TpOC; 'IaKw/3''T<Xc; of the convert Probus, in Cod.Oxon. 

Bibl. Bodl. Roe 22, ff.S49v-550v; Cod. Vat. gr. IIOI, ff.193v-194; now edited by K.-H. 
Uthemann, 'Syllogistik im Dienst der Orthodoxie:. Zwei unedierte Texte byzanti­
nischer Kontroverstheologie des 6. Jahrhunderts',JOB 30 (1981) (103-112) 110; Uth­
emann was not able to identify the person of Probus. This has been achieved by 
J. H. Declerck, 'Probus, l'Ex-Jacobite et ses ETIATIOPHMATA TIPOI 'IAKOBI­
TAI', Byz 53 (1983) 213-232, with a new edition of the text 229-231. Consequently 
the ex-Jacobite Probus is identical with the Probus who was bishop of Chalcedon 
at the end of the sixth century and the beginning of the seventh. See now K.-H. 
Uthemann, 'Stephanos von Alexandrien und die Konversion des Jakobiten Probos, 
des spateren Metropoliten von Chalkedon', Afier Chalcedon = OrLovAn 18 (1985) 
381-399. 

2. Anonymous Capita XII syllogistica in Cod. Vat. gr. 2220, ff.83-84v, ed. K.-H. 
Uthemann, art. cit., III-II2. 

PART VI 

Sacred Scripture in christology between 451 and 800 

THE CATENAE 

For a special reason we address ourselves last of all to sacred Scrip­
ture and its impact in the period after Chalcedon. The appearance 
of the new genera litteraria in the theological literature of the time 
could create the impression that sacred Scripture had retreated into 
the background. (1) But individual passages of Scripture retained 
their impact; Joh I, 14, for instance, under pressure from the theolo­
gians who sllpported a cluistology of union, gained a supreme signifi­
cance (e.g. in Philoxenus of Mabbog). (2) There were still homilies 
on biblical passages and pericopes, and (3) there were also commentar-
ies. . 

In the period we are considering, however, a new genus litterarium 
came into existence or was able to unfold exceptionally: the catenae. 
'On appelle "chaines" les manuscrits bibliques oil Ie texte sacre est 
accompagne de citations exegetiques juxtaposees, provenant des com­
mentateurs des six premiers siecles, avecleurs attributions respectives; 
celles-ci SOllt evidemment sujettes a caution et varient d'ailleurs sou­
vent d'un document al'autre' (p. Petit, TV 115 (1955) 46). 

Because the catenae are closely related to the fio.rilegia, one might 
be il1clined to expect that they would become, in a similar way, 
a tool of the polemic for and against Chalcedon. In this sense M. 
Richard believed that he had discerned a 'monophysite' catena (CPG 
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IV, C 13). This position, however, cannot be upheld. The well­
known catenae, even that of Pro co pi u.s of Gaza, fu rnish nothing for 
a typical post-Chalcedonian christology, but indeed a great deal for 
the history of texts, especially for the 'Greek' Severus of Antioch 
(see G. Dorival). 

ON THE BIBLIOGRAPHY 

CPG IY (1980) 18S-2S9; 
F. Petit, Catenae graecae in Genesim et in Bxodum: I. Catena Sinaitica = CCG 2 (1977) 

with an important introduction and bibliography; 
eadem, 'Les Fragments grecs du livre YI des Questions sur la Genese de Philon 

d'Alexandrie', Mus 89 (1971) 93-150; 
eadem, Phi/on d'Alexandrie, Quaestiones in Genesim et Bxodum. Fragments grecs, ed. 

F. Petit = Les Oeuvres de Philon d'Alexandrie, 33 (Paris 1977); 
eadem, 'Les chaines exegetiques grecques sur la Genese et l'Exode. Programme 

d'exploration et d'edition', StudPat XII = TU IIS (Berlin 1975); 
eadem, 'Une chaine exegetique peu connue: Sinai gr. 2. Description et analyse', 

Studia codicologica = FS M. Richard, II = TU 124 (Berlin 1977) 341-3S0 (further 
literature in the text); 

G. Dorival, 'Nouveaux fragments grecs de Severe d'Antioche', ANTL1{)PON I, 
101-121, where he makes important methodological remarks on the evaluation 
of catenae (for the Greek Severus of Antioch); 

idem, 'Aper<;u sur l'histoire des chaines exegetiques grecques sur Ie psautier (yo-XIye 
siecIes)', StudPat IS (1984) 146-169. 

H. J. Sieben, Exegesis Patrum. Saggio bibliografico sull' esegesi biblica dei Padri della 
Chiesa = Sussidi Patristici 2 (Roma 1983). 

SUMMARY 

I. We are faced with the phenomenon that for centuries, to all 
intents and purposes from ca 43 I to ca 800, the christological question 
so dominated theological discussion that, if we do not consider the 
controversy about grace in the West, the whole synodal life of the 
imperial Church, as well as that of the Churches separated from 
her, was sustained by it. 

2. In this discussion some new literary genres were formed or 
developed further; these served more or less completely the christolo­
gical question. To be named here in particular are the synodal documen­
tation and the publiz istische Sammlungen which go together with it, 
the extremely comprehensive florilegia, and finally the catalogues of 
heresies, the collections of definitions and the Epaporemata; this is hardly 
true, however, of the catenae. 

3. Relatively independent of this development was hagiographical 
literature as such. But the more the history of Christianity between 
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Nicaea and 954 (schism) was centred on the Byzantine imperial 
Church, the more ecclesiastical historiography of all inner-Christian 
tendencies and in all its forms also took up the christological problem. 
From it we have to take the dates, important documents and the 
factors behind the development. Even hagiography is included. 

4. Developments which in particular shaped the way of things 
to come find expression in: 

(a) theflorilegia: they present in theology the proof from authority, 
a proof which for the first time was developing in all its strength. 
This proof from authority either takes its place beside the proof from 
Scripture or produces this anew with sayings from the Fathers. Flori­
legia belong to the area of our sources which is still the least 
researched, edited and evaluated. The new genre, which arose from 
the commitment of the Church and theology to 'tradition', is so 
abundantly represented that it has penetrated all the Churches and 
shows all the theological develo.pments within all the groups. Conse­
quently a survey, as complete as possible, would have to be given 
of this genre, even though here too evaluation can occur only on 
the basis of particular collections of testimonies (on the catenae see 
above Part VI). 

(b) the collections of definitions and aporiai: the problem of the rela­
tionship of faith and reason, of theology and philosophy, of the proof 
ex auctoritate and that ex ratione, is extremely prominent, this again 
occurring because of the christological discussion. 

S. Even on the basis of the emergence and the reciprocal relation 
of the literary genres introduced here some fundamental insights 
result for our overall presentation, without yet consideration being 
given to the christological content itself. Two points are to be noted: 
(a) the stratification of proclamation and reflection. The same structure 
is evident everywhere. Even in remote areas which were relatively 
isolated, as was the case particularly in the Syrian region, simple 
missionary kerygma and theology working with philosophical means 
proceeded simultaneously. The hagiographical sources are particu­
larly enlightening here. Homiletic and liturgical texts also have their 
place in the presentation. (b) A parallel development, even when 
this is chronologically varied, can be discerned from Constantinople 
to Ethiopia, and from the Greek-speaking region to Syria and Persia, 
Armenia and Georgia. The Latin-speaking region displays relative 
independence, an impression which will be reinforced particularly 
when the areas of Spain and Gaul, and of England, Ireland and Scot­
land are discussed. The lower Danube region facilitated greater com­
munication between the Greek-speaking and the Latin-speaking 
areas. 





PART TWO 

EXPOSITION 





CHAPTER ONE 

A MATTER OF HIS OWN WORK: EMPEROR 
MARCIAN AND CHALCEDON (AFTER 451) 

AN early Church council was far from enjoying the kind of publicity 
which attended the Second Vatican Council in our own time. Before 
the doctrinal and canonical results of the Church assembly in 45 I 
could be made known in the furthest corners of the imperial Church, 
a longer tempus utile was required than for the counciliar decisions 
of our day. Emperor Leo I could ascertain this with his questionnaire 
to the bishops about the Council ofChalcedon, as we shall see later. 
In the heart of Asia Minor, seven years after the end of the Synod, 
some bishops still knew nothing, or not very much, about what 
it had transacted. 1 On the basis of these reflections, one thing should 
be stressed: even after an imperial synod on such a scale the life of 
the Church continued for a time to go its accustomed way, at least 
in circles that were not directly drawn into the controversy which 
soon arose. Only for the leaders of the imperial Church-the Pope 
and the Emperor-and for a limited group of bishops and theologians 
and a rather larger number of monks did this Council become the 
central point of spiritual life and 'political' activity, so that something 
like a narrowing of outlook could come about and nothing in the 
world seemed to exist apart from the question: one or two natures 
in Christ. Historians of doctrine should not be tempted to judge 
the awareness of the Church as a whole by such voices nor to see 
the problem concerning Christ reduced to the dimensions of these 
formulae. Hence it must be our endeavour to consider all forms and 
utterances of belief in Christ throughout the post-Chalcedonian era, 
even those which do not bear the Council's imprint. Unfortunately 
we must regard what history has bequeathed to us as a partisan selec­
tion. We can only redress the balance by remembering that the 
broader background of Church life and faith was there ·all the while, 
even if its witnesses do not speak as clearly as those involved in 
the controversies that were taking place at the front of the stage. 

Chalcedon was no people's council, as Ephesus (431) had been 
able to become. The Council Fathers were not escorted to their lodg­
ings with a torchlight procession, as twenty years earlier. After the 

I Codex Encyclius. Alypius. Bishop of Cae sa rea in Cappaclocia: ACO II 5. pp. 75-77 (see below). 



94 CHRIST IN CHRISTIAN TRADITION 

Council was over, the bishops also did not of their own accord make 
a collective move to have their own work accepted, as one might 
have expected when the first voices of opposition made themselves 
heard. It was Emperor Marcian, Empress Pulcheria and Pope Leo 
who had to seize the initiative in defending the Council. Activity 
was stronger at first on the imperial side, for Leo's attitude to Chalce­
don was plainly inhibited by the so-called Canon 28 which ran counter 
not only to his views on Church politics but also to his ecclesiological 
ideas. A special inducement was needed to kindle his enthusiasm 
for the doctrinal work of the Synod (with which he fully agreed 
and which he believed was not in danger). But, when this occasion 
arose, he proved himself for close on a decade the unyielding Defensor 
fidei Chalcedonensis. 

I. IMPERIAL PROMULGATION, DEFENCE AND INTERPRETATION OF THE 

COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON 

The Emperor's activity in support of the Council of Chalcedon 
naturally reached its first peak with his participation in the decisive 
sixth session of 25 October, 451, in which the definition of faith 
was adopted. No less important, however, were the acts of pro mulga­
tion proclaiming the decisions as imperial law. But in these there 
is already talk of opposition and of the threat of sanctions, which 
soon had to be invoked. It was not long before Chalcedon became 
a battle-ground and the efforts of Pope and Emperor on its behalf 
a 'struggle for the Council'. In all these documents and measures 
for the promulgation and defence of the Council we want to look 
particularly for the Emperor's own interpretation of the fides Chalce­
donensis. Weare concerned not only with the validity of Chalcedon 
for the imperial Church, but, above all, with the truth which it en­
shrined. 

It is of great importance to ascertain what the Emperor expected 
from the Council. He delivered himself on this subject during the 
sixth session of 25 October, 451, in the presence of the Empress. 
The purpose he had in view for the Council was as follows: the light 
of truth concerning the Christian religion is to be cleared of all cloud 
of error 

and in the future no one shall dare to speak about the birth of our Lord and 
Saviour except as handed on to posterity by the apostolic preaching and the teaching, 
concordant therewith, of the 3 I 8 Fathers of Nicaea, and attested also by the letter 
of the holy Leo, Pope of the city of Rome and incumbent of the Apostolic See, 
to Flavian of blessed memory, Bishop of Constantinople. 
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The victory of'truth' is the goal ofMarcian's efforts: 
Following the example of the pious Emperor Constantine it was our wish to 

be present at the Synod to strengthen the faith and not with an eye to exercising 
any power (adfidem confirmandam, non ad potentiam aliquam exercendam), that the world 
might no longer be tom apart by perverse convictions .. . . The goal of our endeavour 
is that the whole people should reach unity of mind through the true and holy 
teaching, and return to the same religion and confess the true catholic faith, as 
you shall expound it in accord with the teachings of the Fathers. 2 

Just as from Nicaea until that time (i.e. until the day of the quarrel 
started by Eutyches) the truth of the faith was lit up by the elimination 
of error, so too this new Synod was to dispel the clouds that had 
gathered in those last years. The parallel drawn between Nicaea and 
Chalcedon shows that the Emperor was fully awake to the signifi­
cance of the hour. This will also have its effect on his attitude to 
the validity of the Synod. 

After the bishops had wound up their commission by finally sign­
ing the new formula, the Emperor mice again took the forum to 
make sure of their unanimous assent to the definition that had just 
been read out. This was witnessed to and proclaimed in a longer 
acclamation. From that time forward the Emperor banned any public 
meeting of disputation on matters of faith, and imposed heavy sanc­
tions on violations of this order. 3 

On 7 February, 452, the Emperor issued a Constitution which 
proclaimed the Council's decision as imperial law and conferred 
imperial Church validity on it. His words have the echo of a triumph­
ant general's harangue at a victory parade: 

What we had most eamClltly and anxiously wished for has COme to pass. T he 
struggle over the law (lex, /W/tlos) of orthodox Christians is ended; at las t the remedy 
for sinful error has been found, and difference of opinion among the peoples changed 
to full agreement. From the various provinces the venerable bishops have come 
to Chalcedol1 at our command and, by a clear defini ti h, have taught what observance 
is to be followed in the worship of God. 4 

The unanimous decision of so many bishops leaves no room for 
further uncertainty. Day has now dawned. It is utter madness to 
crave in broad daylight for artificial light (commenticium lumen). The 
truth has been discovered; one who seeks further is a seeker after 
lies. 

The Constitution thus forbids any more public meetings and discus­
sions about the Council's deCision. Anyone who does not keep this 
law will be punished, for he is not only going against a clear definition 

2 Marcian. imp., alloe. ad cotlcil.: ACO II 2, 2, nr. 4, p. 6, 4-10; Greek: ACO II I . 2, nr. 4, 
pp. 139-140. 

3 ACO 112,2, nr. 6, pp. 16-17 (Latin); ACO II I, 2, nr. 12-14, pp. /55-156 (Greek) . 
4 Marcian. imp., conslilul. ad syn. Calehedonensem: ACO II 2, 2, nr. 8, p. 21, 31-22, 4 (Latin); 

AC;O Ill, 3, nr. 23, pp. 120-121 (Greek) . 
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but profaning the Christian mysteries before Jews and pagans. The 
rest will be banished, or other penalties will be imposed on them 
by the courts. 'Therefore everyone must observe what has been deter­
mined by the holy Synod, and entertain no further doubts'. 5 

Another Constitution follows on 13 March, addressed to the pre­
torian prefect Palladius.6 The Emperor argues from the unity of the 
four imperial synods held up till then. This is important. The new 
Synod stands in full agreement with Nicaea, with the Council of 
Constantinople in 381 and with Ephesus, the Council at which Celes­
tine, Bishop of Rome, and Cyril of Alexandria found the truth and 
Nestorius was condemned. Now Eutyches and his errors have been 
subjected to scrutiny, that he may be able to do no more mischief. 
Everything has been ordered for the faith in such a way as to leave 
no room for doubt or criticism in the future. All future discussion 
of religion is banned by edict, since no individual can fathom such 
mysteries after so many bishops with all their striving and long prayer 
have been able to find out the truth only with help from God. 7 The 
Emperor is already aware that some persist in dissent and hold gather­
ings and disputations. Those whom respect for orders could not 
improve should really be corrected by punishments. But punishment 
is once more deferred, though the order already given is renewed 
with fresh emphasis for the future; if a man does not abide by it, 
the statutory penalties will be put into effect and justice will take 
its course. 

For one must follow Chalcedon, because after painstaking search it has defined 
what the three above-mentioned Synods, obedient to apostolic faith, have appointed 
for the observance of all men. 8 

There are two further supplementary Constitutions of 6 and 18 
July, 452.9 The first of these deals with the rehabilitation of the 
memory of Flavian, the late bishop of Constantinople, and with the 
new ratification of the Council of ChaIcedon. The very outcome of 
the Council is also a victory for Flavian himself.10 Accordingly the 

5 Ibid., p. 22, 21-23: universi ergo quae a sancIa synodo Calchedonensi sta/uta sunt, eustodire debebunt, 
nihil postea dubitaturi. Further disputation after this edict (edie/um, diatagma) is not only sin against 
God. but also subj r:ct to the sllltl1tory 3ndjudiciaj sanooQns of the state. 

(\ Acon:l. 2, m:. 9. p. 23 (Latin); ACO IT 1.3. nr. 22, pp. 119-120 (Greek). 
7 ACO 11 2. 2, ur. 9, pp. 20--23: qllol,rinm IIIIIIS el Direr rmrfa secreta illlle/lire non posset, maxime 

cum SUIIIIIIP 1,I/JOre f l nmpUssim!s orlJllolribus rOI ve.len,biles sQccnio/1!S nisi dec, III credendum est, auetore 
ad indaginem veritatis non potuerint pervenire. The Emperor's idea of a council is revealed here. 

S ACO II 2, 2, nr. 9, p. 24, 2-4. 
9 ACO II I, 3, nr. 24 and 25, pp. 121-124 (Greek); ACO II 3, 2, nr. 107 and 108, pp. 89-93 

(Latin). 
10 ACO II 3, 2, nr. 107, p. 90, 12-16: 'Then followed that (event) which the godhead bestowed 

on his deserving ones: that a venerable Synod of almost countless bishops (saeerdotum) convened 
at Chalcedon. It both examined carefully the faith under the authority of blessed Leo, Bishop of 
the eternal city Rome, and laid the foundations of religion (religionis jimdamenta) as well as also 
conferring on Flavian the palm of a holy life and death in glory'. 
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Constitution which Theodosius II had issued against him after the 
Synod of Ephesus (449) is annulled; so too the unjust sentence pro­
nounced on Eusebius (of Dorylaeum) and Theodoret is to be lifted. 
On the other hand, the refutation of Eutyches is again, in the second 
Constitution, made the centre of the interpretation of the Council 
which boasts of such a great number of Fathers and takes up the 
entire tradition. 11 

Thus from the side of the imperial Church the Synod ofChalcedon 
was declared valid in every way. But, as the Emperor had already 
intimated, only a few months after the end of the Council considera­
bly large centres of resistance can be detected. Such adversaries are 
at work even in Constantinople. 12 From the imperial decree, 
addressed to Palladius and other leading officials of the empire for 
promulgation, one can discover the method of combatting heretics 
which Marcian has in mind to employ against the opponents of the 
Council. First of all, the Eutychians are to be denied all opportunity 
of setting up a hierarchy. They may not ordain bishops, priests, clergy 
of any kind or bestow these titles, just as Eutyches himself has been 
deprived of his priestly name and dignity. If this regulation is vio­
lated, ordainers and ordained are to forfeit all their goods and be 
banished. They have no right of assembly, of founding monastic 
communities or building monasteries. They cannot bequeath or 
inherit property, and are admitted to only a limited form of military 
service. Fellow-members ofEutyches' monastic community who fall 
away from the true practice of religion and follow his teaching against 
the Council shall undergo all the penalties fixed in this or in previous 
laws (against the Apollinarians and Manichaeans especially); for 

11 ACO II 3, 2, nr. lOB, p. 91. 9-19: 'First of all countless bishops from almost all the world 
who were gathered at Chalcedon eliminated the impious fabrications (improba . .. commen/a) of the 
aforementioned Eutyches, and at the same time those of the Synod which had been held for his 
sake [at Ephesus (449)], this following the definitions of the holy predecessors, either those which 
were formulated at Nicaea by 31B [Fathers] or the explanations which were made subsequently 
by 150 bishops in this august city [Constantinople] or at Ephesus 431. where the error of Nestorius 
was ex(;Juded under the pocsidcI1Cy of Celestine, the Bishop of the city of Rome, and Cyrj], the 
BiJ;hop of the city of Alexandria. Tbus ""hat wa~ defined in ac~ordance with th,e early disdpline 
(11Ixln prlst/,ulII' tlisciplil/nm) by Lhe venerable Synod of Clnlccdon shall , accordi llg to our end!er and 
preselll deCision (wl/sIII/m,s tlIqut' cellSemllS) , be preserved. totllllywith that f3ith willi whicb we worship 
God. FQr it is uttecly consistent to preserve with the urmost reverence the de/initions of the p.o 
bishops [Chalcedon] which worship God with pure intention and which took place according to 
the rules of the Fathers for the benefit of the sacrosanct faith of the orthodox ... '. It is to be noted 
that at Chalcedon the teaching of Eutyches was condemned, not once again his person, because 
he was regarded as already condemned (011 22 November, 44B by the Synod of Constantinople, 
and further by Leo's Tome and by Anatolius on 2 1 October, 450). 

12 It is no doubt in Constantinople [hat we have to seek for those who are mentioned in the 
constitution 'Vcmrnbllelll Cml,oliena' (ACO II 2, 2, nr. 9. p. 23. 23ff.) (Latin); (ACO II I. 3. nr. 
2Z. p. Il9) (Greek); and likewise those supPQrters ofEutyches who are named in the correspondence 
of 18 July, 452 to P.J)ad.iU5 ('Diuillne ~cl/lper? and on whom special sanctions are imposed: ACO 
n 3, ~. nr. JOS, pp. 90-93 (Latin); A.CO n I. 3. nr. ~5. pp. I22-I~4 (Greek). Seeck. Regesten. 
397,falsely has as the date 2BJuly. 452. 
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example, with regard to writings: where such are found, they are 
to be burnt and the authors and distributors of these works deported. 

We mean to remove from all men the possibility of teaching this unfortunate 
heresy, as has been stated in previous edicts issued by Our Highness; anyone seeking 
to teach forbidden doctrines (illicita) shall be punished with death (ultimo supplicio 
coercebitur). Those, however, who listen to such criminal teachers with the intention 
of emulating them shall be penalised with a fine of ten pounds in gold. Thus all 
forms of sustenance (materia, prophasis) are taken away from the error, when it can 
find neither teachers nor hearers. f3 

Eutyches' immediate circle of fellow-monks and followers is the 
target of this edict. Admittedly not all his friends in Constantinople 
are encompassed by this legislation. In Leo I's letters other names 
occasionally crop up,' but these are of no great importance here. At 
any rate Marcian pursues the line of imperial Church legislation 
against heretics, the theological significance of which we have still 
to consider, once we have surveyed the anti-Chalcedonian movement 
as a whole. In the pages which follow we are concerned to clarify 
the role of Emperor Marcian and his intentions in the post-Chalcedo­
nian controversy. What in these is conditioned by the imperial 
Church? In what way is he the witness to genuine tradition? (On 
the basis of his position, this role cannot be denied him from the 
outset). Was his procedure in the struggle for Chalcedon theologically 
up-to-date for the purpose of achieving his real goal, viz. securing 
the unity of the imperial Church through the one faith? Beyond Con­
stantinople, the Emperor has to operate above all in two theatres 
of the Church battle: in Jerusalem and in Alexandria. 

II. MARCIAN AND THE UPRISING IN JERUSALEM 

The impulse towards a greater movement against Chalcedon came 
from the monks in and around Jerusalem, whose leader was the monk 
Theodosius. 14 Even before the Council had ended, this man, who 
had already provoked major disturbances at the scene of the Council, 
rushed back to Palestine, to announce there that the Council had 
declared itself for Nestorianism. 15 Juvenal, the Archbishop ofJerusa-

13 Marcia,.. imp., De corifirmanrlis quae n 5. syllodo Cn ldledollclUi cotrtrn BII/rdwI1 el eills 1/I0110cll05 

.• ta/rIM SllIII: ACO U 3, l, DI. lOS, pp. 9o--g3 (Latin); ACO Il l. 3, nr. 25. pp. U2-U4 (Greek). 
14 Cf. I-I. Bacht, CiJalkcdoll n. 244-25 . The 'Emperor him:.self reports ill detail about Theodosius 

in his letter to Macarius. the abbot-bishop of the Sinai monastery: ACO II t, 3, nr. i9. pp. 131-132. 
I!; Ct: ZacharIas Rh .• HE III 3, ed.Brooks: CSCO 87 J, 107-108; CyriJ of Scylh., VIM Ellillymii 

'1-7 , ed. SI:hw3rtlr 4) C.: Fe.stug i~rc. us lIIollles d'Oric/II m, I , pp. 95-<)6. R. Devreesse, RSPT 19 
(1930) 257. is of the opinion that Eutychcs him5clCfled to Jerusalem alJd there s~irrcd up re$jstancc 
to Chilkedon. Cf. H. Bacht, C"~lIwfoll II, ~44, fl. 6; E. Honigmann, jUVC)lal ofJeru:w.lem', DOP5 
(1950) lll-279. esp. ;149--251. This .flight, however, did not take p.l ~ce. Sec A. Grillmder. 'Eille 
f'llJcht des ElJryChcs )lath JerU5~lem?', ROMANITAS-CHR1ST1AN1TI1S. UII!~mld"'"gell Zyr Ce­
sclrl," r~ Imd Literalllr der riimisclwl Knls~rzell (= FS J. S raub), ed. G. Wirth (Berlin- New York. 1982) 
645-653 · 
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lem, who had formerly always been on the side of the Alexandrian 
party,16 had been accosted on his return to Caesarea by an excited 
crowd of monks and laymen calling on him to revoke his assent 
to Chalcedon. Even during the course of the Council (apparently 
'after the decisive session Of25 October, 451). when Juvenal had put 
his signature to the new formula of faith, a form of abjuration, con­
taining anathemas on the Council, 00 Leo of Rome, and 00 Juvenal 
himself, was handed around to be signed, 17 According to Zacharias 
Rbetor, Juvenal cried out to the monks: 'Quod scripsi, scripsi',18 To 
which they replied: 'Then we repudiate you, because you have broken 
your 9ath and your promises'. Juvenal then went back to the 
,Emperor, while the monks made their way to Jerusalem where they 
set up Theodosius as bishop. All the episcopal sees in Palestine were 

16 At the Council of Ephesus (431) Juvenal WM regarded as the second leader of the Cyrillian 
party. In 449 he baclced Eutyches; at the so-called Latrocinium he was, after Dioscorus and with 
Thnlassius. one of the three leaders. On 8 August, 449, he was the first al')long the 113 bishops 
who voted for the rehabilitation ofEutyches. He even called him 'completelyorthodox' (ort!,odoxotil­
tall) (of. ACO [) I, I, p. 182, II-I S). He voted with Dioscorus for the dop.osition of Flavillll 
and of Eusebius of Dorylacum (ibid .• p. 192, 3- 10) and further for that of Ibas of .Edessa and 
of Theodoret of Cyrus. 'It is therefore quite safe to assume that Juvenal's leading role at the: side 
ofDioscorus highly impressed the Palestinians. Two years Inter, after the Council of ChaJcedon. 
their attill.1de proved that the one-sided and mistaken conception of Cyrillian theology. which we 
now call "Mollophysitism" , had almost entirely conquered the country, At this timeJuvcnal far 
surpassed the archbi&hopl> of the other prominent sees in seniority' (E. Hooigmann, op. cit. , 237). 
In 449 Juvenal had been a bishop for at least 7,7 years. Dioscorus for S, and Leo the Great for 
9 yearS. Por a short time Juvenal could extend his jurisdiction to three other provinces: Phoenicia 
I and rr and Arabia (until 451) . Before bis departmc for Chalcedon Juvenal still refused to add 
his signature to the Tomc of Leo, •... had ridiculed tbe ungodliness which it contained. and ~estified 
before all clergymen and monks thaI the doctrine expressed in it was Jewish and worthy of Simon 
Magus, 3Ild that those wbo consented to it deserved to be excommunicated' (ibid., 240). Leo reacted 
in several letters to AWitolius of Constantinople. In ep. 8s (ACO IT 4. p. 44. 33- 34) we read: 
'At this Synod [= Ephesus (449)] Dioscorus ~howed his malevolence, Juvenal. however, bis inexperi­
ence: (l/llperitin)'. A1m'shjudgemcnt on a bishop ~ho had been 50 many years in office! This 'Imperilid' 
recalls Leo's judgement on Eutycbes (ACO n 2, I, p. 24, 20-11; Honigmann, op. cit., 240, n. 
2<i) . At the Council of Chalcedon Juvena!, together with Diosconls, was at first the main guilty 
party. Juvenal, Thalassius and other .accompHces fr?m 449 emphasise, however, Ih3t they pla¥ed 
only the secondary 1'610. After Th~asSlUs and Eustaduus ofBerytu5 had acknowledged the confessIon 
of faith of f'lavlan. who was condemned in 449. as orthodox. finally Juvenal also professed himself 
to be in favour of the rehabilitation of Pia vian, and with all tbePalestlman, lllydllJ\ and four Egyptian 
bishops deserted Di05cor05; only six Egyptian bishops appear to have remained definitively with 
him. cr, L. Perrone. La (hiesa di Piliestilla e Ie cOl1troversie crist%gldle (Brescia 1980) 90. 

17 It is £reservcd 1>1 mOllopitysite lexts w'hich P. Nau edited from :syriac manuscripts: PO 13. 
2'37-238: I. Anastasius, pdest of Jerusalem. anathemarise the ungodly creed that comes from that 
ungodly Council which is presently (maintenam) gathered at Chalcedon on the ground ofits ungodly 
and foreign teachings which arc opposed [Q apostolic faith but are found there; likeWise tho c who 
suppOtt them or signed them and participated tbere lat the Council]; [I anathematise] t.oo the ungodly 
letter of Leo, tile Bishop of Rome, and the teachings which it contains-they are also foreign to 
catho!.ic fa ith. and the renegade]uvcl1al because he adheres to theso [teachings1 and added.his si~llatw:e 
to them; [I 311 0thcmatisel as well those who are in community with him lind think like hIm and 
the ordinations which he has performed since his offence. I anathematise anyone who acknowledges 
(rc~oit) Bishop Juvenal on account of his thought about God. WiLhom being constrained to do 
so. 1 have sig ned this with my own band', This formula 110 doubt stems from the time of Juvenal. 
For after his dcatb it would hove hardly any sense in this form. According to Honigmann, DOP5 
(1950) 25 '. n. l 4, the presbyter Ana5t3sius is mentioned by Cyril of Scythopolis, Vita BIll/Ifill;; 
30: Schwartz 49. 1; he later became pnU;'1rch (458-478). 

"18 .Cf. HH 1U 3, Hllmilmn-Drooks so; Brooks, CSCO 87, p. 107, 34. 
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given to Theodosian supporters, that is to say to Monophysites. 19 

The orthodox rallied round the monk. Euthymius who, though also 
courted by Theodosius, withdrew into the Ruba desert with his loyal 
followers and remained there until the new bishop was expelled (i.e. 
until the middle of 453).20 Thus Theodosius had not only the mass 
of the people and m nks behind him, but also enjoyed the favour 
of the Empress .Eudoxia who was residing at that time in Jerusalem. 
The way towards all these happenings had undoubtedly been paved 
by Juvenal's earlier attitude of friendship towards Dioscorus. We 
need not look for an heretical trend behind them, only for a traditional­
ism clinging fondly to the acknowledged Cyrillian teaching. There 
was no real intention of defendi.Q.g Eutyches. Blame must be laid 
at the feet ofTheodosius, for, after hastening away from Cha1cedon, 
he spread far and wide the news that Chalcedon had reached a 'N estor­
ian' definition- thus the teaching of the two sons and two persons 
in Christ. The smear-campaign was so great that by the time ofJuve­
nal's arrival at Caesarea a disturbance had broken out, leading to 
the murder of Bishop Severianus of Scythopolis and his entourage 
by hired assassins. With such tidings J uvenal was able to make an 
impression on the Emperor.21 The rioters had now to fear the conse­
quences, and they turned to Empress Pulcheria to intercede with 
the Emperor. This prompted the letters which give us our first insight 
into the way the Council was understood on the imperial side imme­
diately after its conclusion. 

In the Collectio Sangermanensis are transmitted various letters of 
Marcian and his wife Pulcheria. and also ofPatriarchJuvenal ofJerusa­
lem. which take a position on the question of faith in Jerusalem 
(Aelia).22 Ostensibly-says Marcian-the monks had turned to the 
Empress as suppliants (sub schemate precum) that she might plead their 
cause with the Emperor, butin reality an impious and lawless purpose 
(impia et dei legibus Romanaeque rei publicae contraria intentio) lurked 
behind their action. He says they ought to practise their monastic 
Izesychia and obey the teachings of the bishops (that is the Council) 
instead of arrogating to themselves the rank of teachers. Standards 

19 Zacharias Rhetor reports on Peter the Iberian in HE II[ 4, Hamilton-Brooks SI-sz; Brooks 
CSCO 87, p. 108,9; he was made the bishop ofMaiuma-Gaza. Cf. E. Honigmann, or.. cit., 249-1.5 1 • 

20 Cyrjl of Scythopolis, Vita EIIII'1.m;; 1.7, cd. Schwanz: .p-45. Cf. S. VailM, Saint .Euthyme 
Ie Grand, moine de Palestine (376-473)', ROC Il(I907) 298-312. 337-385; 13 (lpa6) 181-191. 225-246. 
a8r.-40S; 14(1909) 189-202. 256-263· 

I Cf. Evagdus, HE IT s; Didez-Panncntier 52, 1-9. 
22 Exemplar tpis/ullle salld/llt II Marclllllo SlI(I'lIliJsimo imp. adllrtlllmnlldrltlls (/ ",ollll,lIos rt//qllos flabi/lIllles 

/11 Adill ct circa enm: ACO IT s. or.lI, pp. 4-'7. Pulcher/a $II(I'II/lss/11111 c/ piis,sima pp . aug. archilllalldritis 
el reliquis IIIOllnd.ls /11 Aelia etc.: ibid., nr. Ill. pp. 7-8. The letters are almost identically worded 
and come from tbe same secretary. Greek: ACO " I, 3. pp. 124-u9. or. 26 and 27. Thcy werc 
written before 21 March, 453. because on this dale Leo M., tp. lIS Ilrld 117. already refers to 
thl; .action of Marcian. Cf. E. Honigmann, op. cit., 253· 



A MATTER OF HIS OWN WORK 101 

are inverted if monks set themselves up as the norm of complete 
knowledge about faith, in the place of the writings of the apostles 
and prophets and the traditions of the Fathers. Instead of remaining 
in their monasteries they have become violent overlords of Jerusalem 
and murderers. They were quite right in condemning Eutyches (a 
statement which is of importance for the study of Monophysitism) 
but in Theodosius they had chosen a still greater scoundrel for their 
leader. He thought like Eutyches, who with his eagerness for the 
madness of Valentin us and Apollinarius spelt unrest for the Churches 
and disorder for the cities and became the instigator of every monkish 
iniquity. 

After the monks have thus been put in the wrong, they are given 
a piece ofimperial advice. The Emperor knows that the novelty (novi­
tas) of the 'two natures' is the reason for their inner unrest. But they 
are not entitled to set themselves up ·as critics of such doctrines for 
they cannot comprehend the subtlety (subtilitatem) of the matter. 
What, after all, is meant by 'nature'? It is not the content of a lofty 
philosophical concept, but it has a simple meaning available to all: 
'We, indeed, taking up the teachings of the Fathers, understand by 
"nature" "truth" (nos autem patrum suscipientes doctrinas naturam intelle­
gimus veritatem),. 23 The Council's business was merely to eliminate 
all trace of docetism with regard to the manhood of Christ. 

For this is our common thought and word: our Lord Jesus Christ is one and 
the same truly God and truly man ... [reference to Gal 4,8: sed tunc quidem nescientes 
(Deum) servistis eis qui natura non sunt dii] that is, in ignorance [of the true God] 
they served those who are in reality no gods; so that he made it plain that nature 
(natura, physis) is truth.24 

Nature has thus no strict philosophical connotation. As a statement 
of fact, this is correct. Yet the content of the Chalcedonian statement 
is played down here to some extent. For Chalcedon has certainly 
fulfilled ·a function in the history of philosophical conceptions by 
distinguishing between hypostasis and physis. In Christ, the unity 
is to be stated of the hypostasis, the difference is to be stated of the 
physis, the nature. In the last resort this distinction must be established 
conceptually, even if the Council aimed at this determination rather 
than really achieved it.25 The Emperot grants that nothing is to be 
found in the Nicene Creed about natures (<fyUCTEWV). For at that time 
this question had not yet arisen, and the faith in Christ's true manhood 
had not yet been challenged by any new teaching (novitas). The 

23 ACO n s. p. 6, 5-6; G~eek: ACO II I, 3, p. 126, 14: by physis we understand aT2theia. 
24 ACO 1J 5, p. 6. 8-12; ibid., II I, 3, p. 126, 16-19. Pulcheria says this in almost the same 

words in nr. TIl (Latin). or nr. 27 (Greek). 
25 Cf. A. Grillmcier. CCT 12, 543-550;. JdChr 12

, 753-764· 
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Emperor does not realise that the foundations of the teaching on 
account of which Eutyches was condemned had at that time already 
been laid: namely that Logos-Sarx christology which admits no full 
manhood of Christ. Nicaea had found nothing remarkable in that: 
its eyes were fixed only on the question of the Logos.26 Just as the 
monks had accepted the Nicene homoousios, and raised no difficulty 
over the fact that in the Symbol of Chalcedon the same term was 
applied to the humanity of Christ (a deliberate stab at Eutyches)27, 
so they had no reason to fight shy of accepting the word 'nature'. 
For they were accustomed to using it in many different ways (indeed, 
even in their formula of the one nature of the Word made flesh). 
With this line of argument the Emperor by-passes the monks' real 
difficulty. What alarms them is not the use of the word 'nature' as 
such, but the talk about the 'two' natures-for this meant for them 
acknowledging two sons and two Christs.28 That inference is, how­
ever, rejected. It does not correspond to the truth. Chalcedon also 
condemned such teachings. The Emperor's claim is just, but here 
it misses its mark. Precisely at this point it was necessary to make 
it intrinsically understandable. This would have meant that Marcian 
would have had to explain the Chalcedonian distinction between 
hypostasis and physis and thus resolve the alleged opposition of (mia 
physis' and (duo physeis'. For the monks understood by physis (and 
hypostasis) a concrete individual nature, perfect and hence self-con­
tained. If one were to say of Christ that he is in two natures, this 
would have meant for them that he was strictly an uncombined 
duality. But he is 'one'. For this reason there can be only'one physis. 

Unhappily, by resorting to violence, the monks had openly put 
themselves in the wrong before all the world. Had they argued only 
with theological reasons, they might have been able to prove what 
even the Emperor was prepared to recognise as a reason for rejecting 
the Chalcedonian formula: conscientious objection! For that period 
there seems to be an unusual expression of freedom of conscience 
in the words which Marcian, no doubt out of political shrewdness, 
addressed to the monks: 

Our Clemency in no way imposes on anyone the necessity of signing anything 
or giving assent against his own will. We have no desire to drive others by terror 
or violence along the road to truth, unlike you, who have lately dared to perpetrate 
many acts of violence---with sword and cruelty, injuries and torture---against respec­
table and high-b'om women, that they might agree to your perverse teachings. 

26 Cf. idem, CCTI2, 153-166;JdChrI~ 283-2l9. 
Xl Cf. idem, CCT 12, 283-299, 547; JdChr I , 756. ACO II I, I, p. 142, nr. 516; T. Camelot. 

Chalkedon 1,237. 
28 ACO II 5, p. 6, 23-24; ACO II I. 3. p. 128, 3C>-3l· 
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loudly anathematise the holy Synod and Leo, the holy Patriarch of the Apostolic 
See of Old Rome, and the holy Fathers, and then confirm all this by their signa­
tures .... 29 

The monks should remember their complaints about the brutal 
Samaritans, against whom the Emperor had decreed penalties after 
a judicial enquiry. They should remember too the stern measures 
recently taken against Eutyches and his followers (on 18 July, 452-
see above). The monks of Jerusalem should obey these instructions, 

. remain in their monasteries, devote themselves to prayer, and abide 
by the ordinances of the Fathers. If they repent of their wrongdoing, 
the Emperor would in no way begrudge them his pardon-on the 
intercession of the Patriarch Jl1venal, who' had requested this letter 
to them. Marcian was also ready to consider the petitions lodged 
by various monasteries, and to stop any disturbance caused to the 
monks by the quar tering of soldiers and horses, just as previously 
he had never had the intention of issuing orders which would incon­
venience their monasteries or their sanctuaries. 30 

These letters of Marcian and Pulcheria have the following theologi­
cal arguments in common. I. In spite of the reproaches of the monks 
and all other opponents of the Council, Chalcedon is no innovation 
since, like the earlier Synods of Ephesus and Constantinople, it simply 
endorses and recapitulates the Council of Nicaea. The Nicene Creed 
is mentioned in all these documents31 , though not (as at Chalcedon 
itself) quoted literally. What is decisive in this Creed is that it confesses 
the incarnation of the Son of God. 32 Here already the lie is given 
to Eutyches, for the true human nature of him who was born of 
Mary is expressed. 2. In more or less explicit terms the separation 
by N estorius of the manhood and godhead in Christ and the transmu­
tation by Eutyches of the manhood of Christ into the godhead are 
repudiated. 3. In the longer documents (such as Marcian's letters 
to the monks of Sinai or to the Synod of Palestine, or even Pulcheria's 
letter to Bassa) turns of phrase from the Symbol of Chalcedon are 
slipped in without attention being drawn to the fact-those that say: 
one and the same is fully God and fully man, without division, with­
out separation, without change. 4. In none of these allusions to the 
Chalcedonian Symbol is the key-formula of the 'one hypostasis in 
the two natures' to be found. The employment of the word physis 

29 ACO II S, p. (\, 33-41 (Latin); ACO III , J , p. 117,6-1.2 (Greek). 
30 ACO II 5, p. 7. 2t>-24 (Latin); ACO n 1, 3, p. [27, 33-37 (Greek). 
31 C£ the documents n[. 26. 27 and 29-31 in ACO III I , 3, p. 126f" [2.8 , J 32, 134f. 
32 Cf. Marcia/l . imp. ad nrd ll'mtl lldr. (= nr. 2.6 in ACO n II I, 3), here following ACO n s, 

p. 6; 'Our Tranquill ity (Irallqrlillitas) followed the Creed of the JI8 Fathers in the preceding period. 
I shall believe and confess in the fu ture th.,t our Saviour JesuR Christ was born of the Holy Spirit 
and of Mary the virgin and Theotokos'. 
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and the formula of the two pl1ysejs arc mentioned only briefly-not 
to expound their more precise connotation, but to paraphrase what 
they express: physis is 'reality'. The accent in variably lies on a formula­
tion in which faith in the incarnation of Christ is stated without 
special concepts, and, what is more, as a tradition which goes back 
beyond the two Council of 431 and 381 to Nicaea, and thence to 
the Aposdes. his procedure is noteworthy, insofar as the Emperor 
had demanded that the Council produce its own formula of belief 
while the Fathers wanted to content themselves with the documents 
which had already been handed on, or while Leo placed emphasis 
on his Tome. Ma.rcian in effect is now making the position of these 
Fathers his own starting-point-only, however, with the aim of eas­
ing the path to Chalcedon for the obstinate monks. This gambit is 
justified, even if it leads to no final solution so long as the opponents 
ofChalcedon are not given detailed prooftbat the two-nature formula 
is compatible with Ephesus and Nicaea. 5. The picture of the Nestor­
ian and Eutychian heresies and of the 'heretics' themselves is clear-cllt. 
and as such will not be discussed further. Eutyches stands in the 
direct line of succession from Valentin us. Apollinarius and the Mani­
chaeans. It also does not matter very much th t Marcian knows 
that (some of) his addressees dissociate themselves from Eutyches. 33 

As long as not every link: with the leaders of the uprising inJerllsalem 
is broken, in the Emperor's eyes one professes the Eutychian heresy. 
The historical development of 'heresy' after Chalcedon must all the 
while be taken into account if one is to assess the scope of the Chalce­
donian doctrine and its function in history. 

Undoubtedly connected with the Emperor's letters from Constan­
tinople is a synodal letter of] uvenal and several other bishops of 
the Patriarchate of Jerusalem to the priests, archimandrites and monks 
of Palestine who are under the Patriarchate. M In this the position 
is restated. Obviously reference is made to the intrigues against Chal­
cedon, by allusion to false testimony and to David's complaints about 
sneaky persecutors. The C<llumny referred to is directed particularly 
against the Council of Nicaea and the 'magnum et rmivel'sale concilium 
nuper congregatum Chalcedone'. Yet the faith of these Councils rests 
on the apostolic tradition, as expressed above all in eter and in his 
confession at Caesarea Philippi. IfJuvenal here quotes Mt 16, r6-18, 
still it is not for the purpose of calling to mind the Pope of Rome 
and his authority, but the Church as a whole which rests on that 

33 Marcian. imp .• ibid .• ACO II s. p. 5. 17-19: 'Our Devoutness wonders why you imposed 
the anathema on Eutyches, and in doing so you did well. But you have put yourselves in the 
hands ofTheodosius who is worse than all others because he thinks like Eutyches ... '. 

34 ACO II 5. nc. IV, p. 9. 
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confession, and to its faith which, attested by the apostles and coun­
cils, remains always the same until the end of the world: 'to which 
nothing can be added, nor anything subtracted'. 35 

III. MARCIAN AND ALEXANDRIA 

Marcian's greater anxiety was in the long run Alexandria. We have 
in effect already encountered Alexandrian influence in tracing the 
spiritual ancestry ofJuvenal and the past history of the monk Theodo­
sius, who seems to have been in close cooperation with Alexandria, 
at least after 448. 36~ehind all this stands the figure of Cyril of Alexan­
dria himself. Because initially a pro-Chalcedonian patriarch had been 
appointed in place of Dioscorus, peace could be maintained longer 
in Alexandria than in Palestine. But there too the opponents of the 
Council were not inactive. Pope Leo mentions in a letter of I I May, 
455, transmitted only in the Collectio Grimanica, that Emperor Mar­
cian had despatched the decurio John to EgyptY This man was espe­
cially well qualified for his mission because on the Emperor's own 
testimony he had been present at the Council and thus was very 
well acquainted with the proceedings of the Council and with the 
questions of faith that were treated there. 38 Even in Alexandria violent 
opposition to the Synod of Chalcedon was put up-and this by 
Timothy Aelurus and his supporters. Monks in the vicinity of Alexan­
dria were their first victims. Vis-a-vis the Alexandrians, Marcian 
justifies his own belief and sets the Council squarely in the Alexan­
drian tradition of an Athanasius, a Theophilus and a Cyril, by which 
Eutyches and the Apollinarian teaching taken over by him had been 
condemned. Thus the Synod of Chalcedon represents no innovation: 
it stands by the Council of Nicaea,. without diminution or addition, 

35 ACO n s, or. lV. pp. 9. ' 3. 
36 Cf. E. Honigmann, op. cit. , 249: 'Since Zacharias Rhetor asserts thntT heodosius had "struggled 

for y¢ars for the faith" and " was known ror his zeal(;lUs veracity", I suppose .that he was the s3~e 
as the " well-known monk" of this name who, according to D remark oC lhe pnest and promn.otaelUS 
John made in the second session of the "Robber-Synod", bad arrived with olhers al Alexandria 
a year bcfore (448) and agitated tbere against T heodorel ofCyrrhus and Domnus of Antioch' (reference 
to Zach. "Rh . , HEm3 ;JohnofBethRufiIL~, ViwPelrllbari. cd. R. . Raabe, p. 52 [53 ])· 

37 cr. ACO II r, 3, p. 130, 33 ; Seeck, Rogmen, 401, places t1U5 despatch at the end of 454. 
referring to the letter of Leo just mentioned; he does not make reference to the document which 
Marcian gave to be taken along. This letter opens the Col/eetio Sangermanensis, ACO II S. nr. I, 
pp. 3-4; Greek: ACO II I, 3. p. 129, 11£. 28, without any indication of date. On the authenticity 
of Leo's letter 141. ACO II 4, 11£. 8S. cf. C. Silva-Tarauca. Nuovi Studi, 158. 178. According 
to him this letter is not authentic because it is only attested in the Grimanica, furthermore it is 
of uncertain date and has e1emepts that stand in contradiction to Leo's ep. 142. For the monk Carosus 
is portrayed in letter 141 differently fram the way he is in the genuine letter 142. It is possible 
to resolve this difficulty by accepting that there are two monks of this name. as Schwartz proposes, 
ACO II S. p. 77. Cf. H . Baeht, Chalkedon II. 141. n. 38; 1. Perrone, La chiesa di Palestina, 90, 
n. 2. 

38 Marcian . imp . Alexandrinis: ACO II S. p. 4. 16-19. 
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and it condemns Nestorius. The imperial letters and the recently pro­
claimed edicts addressed to the Alexandrians should convince every­
one of that. The Emperor states his personal faith in such a way 
as to make it a repudiation of Nestorianism-a fact which ought 
to set the minds of the Alexandrians at rest. The new formula of 
the 'two natures', no doubt for psychological reasons, is avoided.39 

Marcian's conception of the imperial Church betrays itself when he 
exhorts the Alexandrians to unite themselves with the 

holy and catholic Church of orthodox believers, which is one, as the venerable 
definitions of the Fathers also teach us. By such conduct you will save your own 
souls and do what is pleasing to God. 4O 

Here again the Emperor displays his unquestioning faith in Chalce­
don. With the Council all doubt had as a matter of course to be 
banished from the world. The two-nature formula itself plays no 
great part; indeed, it is not mentioned at all. The doctrine ofChalcedon 
is repeated in paraphrase form, just as the Council itself had done 
with the formulations of previous councils. There is an interesting 
reference to Apollinarian forgeries, doubtless the first of its kind. 
Chalcedon has destroyed the ungodliness ofEutyches; but Dioscorus 
has followed in his wake, 

and certain others who did not hesitate to introduce books of Apollinarius among 
the people, by giving them the names of holy Fathers, that the understanding of 
simple folk may be wholly subjected to lies.41 

Equation of the Alexandrian (= Cyrillian) christology with Apolli­
narianism also accounts for the strong tone adopted by Marcian in 
his final letter to Palladius concerning Chalcedon.42 The Emperor's 
first Constitution against Eutychianism and Apollinarianism has 
proved insufficient. 

The citizens and inhabitants of Alexandria have been so infected by the poison 
of Apollinarius that it has become necessary to re-draft the old regulations into 
anew law .... 

39 Marcian. imp. ibid.: ACO IT 5. or. I. p. 4, 3""il: 'J believe that our Lord and Saviour ~us 
Christ, the only-begotten Son o[ God. equal! y eternal and one in being with tbe Father, becllne 
man for our sake and for our sn!vadon, wa~ born of [he Holy Spirit and Mary the virgin and 
Theotokos, is as one and the same God and trlle man, never Anyone cl!;e (/lOlt aI/mil tt alllllll) but 
one and the same, never divided, or ~cp.1r.1tcd or changed (£OIwerfl'bUclII). Those. howcvet, \\(ho 
say or have once said that there are two sons and two persons, we also loathe, and impose the 
anathema on them'. 

40 ACO li S, nr. l, p. 4 . .lu-Jj. 
41 Marcil/II. imp. nd A/exlllIf/rillos. . . : A.CQ U s. p. 3. ]<rJ2; Greek: ACO n 1. 3. nr . .l8. p. 

130. 4-- 16. M'Il'cinn employs the word i;~(lvgpoc1To~){'elt •• to make a sla.vc of, to subjugate. By 
the 'names of the holy Fnrhcrs' are meant AthanasillS, Felix nnd Julius, if one takes the well-known 
teltlS in H. Liclzlmnn. Apolli,rarls VOII L40ciicea IJ/ld seille Schu/e (fubingcn J.904) .294'-3.22. 

42 Mara'lfI. Imp., Pallilciio pp., J August. 45S: ACO U 2, 2 (Cvl/wio VatiC(lIIa), nr. TS. pp. 24"'27. 
The passage cited: ihid .• p. 24, 23-2S. 



A MATTER OF HIS OWN WORK 107 

In his appraisal of the events at Alexandria there now follows a new 
demonstration of the identity existing between Eutyches, Dioscorus 
and Apollinarius. Their teachings are characterised as heretical, and 
the Nicene-Alexandrian tradition (Athanasius, Theophilus and Cyril), 
which had also been represented at the Councils of Constantinople 
(381), Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon (451), is set up in opposition 
to them.43 The supporters of Dioscorus should therefore be visited 
with every penalty laid down in the earlier Constitutions (see above). 
Had Marcian possessed a more exact knowledge of the Alexandrian 
tradition, he would have learnt to his surprise that in regard to the 
'soul of Christ' or the 'perfect humanity' of Christ Athanasius stood 
closer'to Apollinarius than did the Alexandrian opponents of Chalce­
don. He would have been equally taken aback by the fact that Cyril 
too had succumbed to Apollinarian distortions and that it was he 
who had secured for them a right of acceptance in orthodox tradition 
by taking over their mia physis formula, while at the same time also 
interpreting it in an orthodox sense. On the other hand Marcian 
can point-with greater r~ht than to Athanasius and Cyril-to the 
Synod of Constantinople, and to Theophilus of Alexandria whose 
christology was the closest to Chalcedon, closer than that of the 
other Alexandrians named. Here then careful distinctions would have 
had to have been made, if the Emperor wanted to convince the Alex­
andrians that Alexandrian tradition and Chalcedon did not contradict 
each other. The same is true of the other line constructed, that concern­
ing the heresies. Marcian's equation of Eutychians and Apollinarians 
on the one hand, and of Eutyches and the supporters of Dioscorus 
on the other was a step full of consequences on Alexandria's path 
towards schism.45 In common with Cyril the Alexandrians acknow­
ledged a 'soul' of Christ (in the place of which the Apollinarians 
had set the Logos) and also the true corporality of the Lord. From 
Cyril they also inherited the mia physis formula, which they took 

~ ACO II 2, 2, p, 24.27-25.9: those in Constantinople or Alexandria or in ell the dIoceses of 
Egypt or in various orher provinces (the opposition to Ch.1lcedon is thus ,,!ready rather broadly 
dispersed) 'should know that they are heretica l ApoUinarianislS; for Emychcs and Dioscorus have 
tbllowed the criminal sect of Apallinarius', 

40\ The Synod ofConstanrlnople (381) found little favour with the Alexandrians, admittedly not 
on doctrinal grounds, but on account of Canon 3 of this Synod, which anticipated dIe so-called 
Canon 28 ofChlllccdon on the precedence of Constantinople. 

45 Cf. also the further words of Marcian: ACO II 2, 2, p. 25. t3-18: 'The Apollilluial1s, I.e. 
the Butyohians. are ~dmittedly different in what they are called, but Lbey are bound togcthCJ' in 
the malice of the heresy, Tbe name is certainly not the same. but the sacrilege is dle same, whether 
they are now in this august city rConstantinople J or within the dioceses of Egypt. and they do 
not believe as the previously mentioned venerable fathers believed. nor do they maitmin cOIl1Il1~mity 
with the venerable man and Bishop of the city of Alexandria. Proterius. who holds the orthodox 
faith, , . " Here all the opponents of the Councll from COllstantinople to Alexandria are lumped 
together as Eurycbians. 
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for an expression of orthodox christology. They dissociated them­
selves more and more from Eutyches, although the latter wanted 
to be nothing other than a Cyrillian, true with little understanding 
or success. The hub of all the misunderstandings is thus ignorance 
of Cyril, whose relationship both to the line of tradition (in Marcian's 
sense)-Nicaea, Athanasius, Constantinople, Theophilus of Alexan­
dria, Cyril, Ephesus-and also to the line of 'heresies' (again in Mar­
cian's sense) ought to have been clarified. Unhappily we find no 
trace of any inclination to go back to the texts. Sentence is passed 
according to the label already attached. For this reason no further 
discussion against Chalcedon mqst be allowed. This confirms the 
untheological arrogance of the Emperor. In the letter to Palladius, 
that is to say in the Constitution Licet iam sacratissima, we read again 
long lists of penalties prescribed against the Apollinarians (i.e. the 
Eutychians).46 This is the last of Marc ian's letters bearing on the Alex­
andrian Church which has come down to us. 

It is evident that the christology of Chalcedon was tailor-made 
for the Emperor. The Chalcedonian concepts and distinctions, the 
'adiairetos-asynchytos', the doctrine of the two natures, the whole 
picture of Christ, seem to correspond to his clear, orderly mentality 
and uncomplicated character. His simple clarity of mind cannot 
understand the restless urges of the Monophysites. Above all they 
do not fit into the picture of religious order which he would like 
to have for the empire and which it is his commission to protect. 
That the goal which Marcian set for the Council of Chalcedon was 
to favour the imperial Church is no secret. But did he not manipulate 
the Council, and the Church's faith, in such a way that the formula 
of Chalcedon is simply his own work and not that of the bishops? 
Did he not misunderstand, because he could not see beyond his own 
ideas, the theological intent of those who opposed the Council, and 
thus contributed to having them branded for evermore as heretics? 
What is his own interpretation of the Council of Chalcedon, and 
is this interpretation a witness for the Church-or merely a game 
of politics? To begin with this last question: even if the Emperor 
was pursuing a political interest in his quest for unity of faith, he 
still left it to the bishops to formulate this faith. Even if the bishops 
felt themselves under pressure to shape a new formula, which without 

046 ACO II 2, 2, nr. IS, pp. 24-27, esp. p. 26, 21-25: 'Furthermore no permission (foeul/as) is 
to be given to any Eutychian or Apollinarian to convene meetings (eoe/us) publicly or privately 
or to form circles (cireulos) , to dispute about the heretical error and to lecture on the perversity 
of an atrocious doctrine (foci/1orosi dogma/is); as well no one shall be allowed to dictate (dietare) or 
write or edit or publish (emittere) anyth ing against the venerable Synod or Chalcedon or to produce 
other writings about it'. For violations deportation or fines are prescribed. Once again writings 
which defend the Eutychian 'dogma' arC ordered to be burnt. 
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pressure from the Emperor they would not have attempted, still the 
content of the result is not simply a reflection of the Emperor's will. 
Anyone able to trace the purely theological trends of development 
prior to Chalcedon recognises at once that the EmperoJ's view of 
the incarnation can be explained from beginning to end by the tradi­
tion of Constantinople, Antioch and Old Rome. Finally, it is quite 
clear from the interpretation which Marcian gives to the Council 
of Chalcedon that he himself cannot have discovered the decisive 
formula which established the use of the terms hypostasis and physis. 
It is precisely this novum in the Chalcedonian determination of lan­
guage--the distinction of hypostasis and physis-that can indeed be 
explained from pre-Chalcedonian theology, but not from the Emper­
or's own theologising. Marcian never tries to argue or to express 
his meaning by the use of these new terms. It is clear that he has 
not fully grasped the theological import of this determination of lan­
guage, though he has grasped something essential in it: viz. that 
by the two physeis is expressed the truth of the divine nature and 
the reality of the human nature of Christ. Marcian has an extremely 
simple conception of the error of Eutyches and the representatives 
of the mia physis formula in general: they deny the reality and truth 
of Christ's human nature or the truth and reality of the incarnation. 
The heart of the matter is for him that physis means truth, reality, 
veritas. In line with Church tradition extending from the apostles 
to Nicaea, Constantinople and Ephesus, he espouses the truth of 
the incarnation. If he champions the formula of the 'two physeis', 
then it is through, and on behal£of, this tradition. 

There is a political motive of course, for he sees that the well-being 
of the empire stands or falls with his responsibility for the unanimous 
acceptance of the formula of faith approved by the Council . For 
the sake of inlperlal interests he makes himself the servant of unity 
in faith. That is why injuring unity of faith incurs the imposition 
of sanctions. Here is the weak point of the imperial Church system 
and the danger inherent in the Emperor's policy. What ought to 
have been received in a purely theological and spiritual way could, 
however, in the last resort be imposed forcibly, even if the Emperor 
in some of his utterances had renounced compulsion. What could 
have been tolerated as a special theological tradition and explained 
correctly was, through a superficial understanding of the m;a phys;s 
formula. interpreted as a heresy and saddled with the odium of being 
a repudiation of faith. For this, admittedly, the theologians were 
responsible, and their failure should not be laid at the Emperor's 
door. We shall often have to revert to this question. 

That the other side, however, incllrred great guilt by first treading 
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the path of violence and open resistance sharpened the Emperor's 
actions and reactions decisively. In Alexandria armed force had to 
be employed to dislodge the shrewd and pacific Proterius from the 
episcopal throne (Novembet, 451). The murder of this bishop on 
29 (2S?) March, 457 was an unpardonable step by the monophysite 
party. Marcian, however, had nothing to do with that. We now 
tum to his measures on behalf of Chalcedon which brought in Leo 
of Rome as his ally in the fight against the Monophysites. 

IV. MARCIAN-THE MEMBERS OF THE SYNOD OF CHALCEDON­

LEO I OF ROME 

Emperor Marcian and the Patriarch Anatolius had communicated 
the Council's decisions to the Bishop of Old Rome in a letter of 
IS December, 451, together with a complaint about his legates' oppo­
sition to the so-called Canon 2SY To Leo too Marcian betrays the 
same certainty over the work done that breathes through his 'Consti­
tutions' (see above). 

What we sought we have found, and fulfilment has been granted to our wishes: 
religious desire has found faith in religion and, doubtless by God's authorship, that 
which His Majesty implored has been defmed. 48 

Against the enemies of religion (Eutyches) he has no grievance, nay 
he is grateful to them that they were the occasion for a deeper s.earch 
for God and of a greater knowledge of him. Leo too should rejoice 
at the victory of the faith (victoria fide.). Marcian sees Christ as the 
conqueror decked with the laurel wreath at the Council, and for 
that reason it was his own wish to be present in spite of campaigns 
in the field and affairs of state. Now peace has been vouchsafed and 
restored to the Churches, for all that appertains to catholic faith and 
truth has been resolved. The Emperor points out that Leo was 
involved in this success, because his letter (to Flavian) met with 
universal agreement. A feeling of insecurity is present, nevertheless, 
in the Emperor's further words, because he now begs for Leo's assent 
to the promotion in rank of the Bishop of Constantinople, aware 
as he is that the papal legates have opposed this conciliar request. 49 

The Patriarch Anatolius also stresses in his letter to Leo the unanimous 
~ 1111('1' tp. ~arJ. ep. 100. 101: Ato n 4, nr. 114. pp. r67-lC'58 (Martian); nt. lIS, pp. 168-1(\9 

(Analolius) (Greek: ACO n I, ~ fir. IS. pp. 52-54). 
48 Man/mI., ad Leo'l. cp.: ACO IJ 4. nT. 114. p. 1M, 5-'7. 
1\1 ACO n 4. nr. 1I.4. p. 167. 24-33-: 'It has also been resolved (j/1l/lltllm) to keep firmly to 

wbat the 150 holy bishops, under the divine (dillo) Thcodosius the Elder, bad decided about tbe 
precedcn.ce of the venerable Church of Constantinople and which now the Synod of Chakcdon 
has also adopted in respect to the same matter; 'lamely. that the bishop of the city of Constantinople 
has second place after the Apostolic See lof Old ROllie}. because this mDgnificent city is Galled 
the second Home (Irmior Roma) . M.1Y your Holiness bestow yoW' 3sst¥l1t also on this part lof the 
conciliar decision], although the venerable bishops who came as representatives of Your Piety (religio-
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acceptance of the Council's definition and its agreement with Leo's 
letter to Flavian. Dioscorus, the cause of the trouble, has been routed. 
Leo, therefore, cannot withhold his assent. Anatolius shows himself 
piqlled, andjustly so from the Eastern standpoint, at the utter intransi­
gence of Leo's legates in the question of the precedence ofConstanti­
nople.5o 

Similar feelings about the task accomplished echo finally from the 
report of the Synod itself which was forwarded to Leo after its conclu­
sion.51 The Synod has discharged the Lord's apostolic commission 
(Mt 28, 19-20), just as Leo himself has also become the interpreter 
of the words spoken to Peter (Mt 16, 16). At the Council each man 
did not present his teaching for himself in secret; but in one spirit, 
in full unanimity they set forth the confession of faith. The Council 
was like 'a communal circle of friends', a joyous royal banquet, rich 
in spiritual delights, which Christ, through Leo~s letter, had prepared 
for all the guests. 'We believed we saw the heavenly bridegroom 
holding conversation with US'.52 Leo, however, was present in the 
nis) to the holy Synod opposed it. With violence they attempted to prevent anything being enacted 
aL the Synod ab'out Ihe vene(able Church (of Constantinople]. But we bope that the divine favour 
will be given to what, if all of the bisbops are in agreement (concordantlblls 1010 orbe sacerdotiblts). 
will be of advantage LO the wbole .Roman republic'. We shall not enter inro more detail on the 
problems of the so-called Canon 28. Two clues emerge from the tcxt we have just cited: in and 
for itself the precedence of Constantinople was for the East 11 more or Jess acknowledged state 
of affairs since Lhe Council of Constantino pIc. TIle following factors are decisive for Leo's attitude 
to the Council: I . in his opinion the content of Chalcedon was in effect his Tome to Flavian; .t. 
his legates had assented to the dogmatic part of the Council; 3. these refused, however. to give 
their assent to the so-called CRnon 28. These tlu:ee presuppositions determine Leo's attitude to Lhe 
Council, and this never changed. On the probJem of the 50-called Canon 28 one can refer to: 
T. G. JaU:wd, The Life a"d Times oj St. Leo lite Great (London 1941) Chs. 13 and 14; E. Hermann, 
'Cbalkedoll und die Ausgcst3lrung des konstantinopolitnllischen P,rimacs', Cl,nlktdoll n, 459""490; 
A. Mieho!, 'Der Kanil'f UIll das' politlsche oder POtri,nische PrinziJ? der KlrchenfUhrtmg', Cllnlkedoll 
n. 49J-562; H. M. Klinkenberg, 'Papsuum und ReJchskirche bet Leo d, Gr.', ZSa~St.K J8(r9S2) 
37-112; W. de Vries. 'Die Slruktur der Kirche gemaB dem Konzil von Chalkedon (451)', OCP 
35(1969) (63-J ~2) 1~I1I; in French: idem. Orielll el Occlde"t (Paris 1974) (101-160) 139""149; 
J. Vicrhalls, Das AIle fllld Neue ROllI (Castrop-Rauxel1964) uff. (Extract from an unpubli:;hed dlB5er­
ration at the Gregorian University 19(3). 

SO Anarolius ad Leo". (Illter tlfJp. Leon. 101): ACO II J, .l, pp. s2t-S4. nr. 15 (Greek); PL 54, 
9810-983A (L,atin): ' ... they reject the Synod. they distu[b tbe nssembly and throw it into confusion, 
because they pay no regard to this see [of Constantinople] and do everything to bring injustice 
both to me 8S well as to tbe most boly' Churcll of Constantinople'. The Synod now brings the 
dem-ee to Leo so that he wi.ll give it hi~ approbation: 'Por the see of Constalltinojlle also has your 
apostolic cathedra as its father; it bind~ itself in a special and outstanding way to you so that through 
your care for it II can recognise that for a long time you hllve truly thought about its :tdvantage 
and also now have the $lImc care Cor it ... So we ea.mestly entreat that bOLh propos:itions (IItfQquaeql/t 
proposj/io) (tlte definition affailh as well as Canon 28] receive the appropriate answer. Bishop Lucian, 
beloved of God. will explain everything to you, because 'he himself was present at Lhe holy Council 

..and with the ~ltrnOst discretion did everything in his power to support OUT enthusiasm for the faith 
(mmma CIlIn prudelllja pro uirj/;! l)orle ad/ahamlls noslYo sll~dio ergll fide",' (ibid., 983 BC). 

51 Rtlario S. Sy"olli Ca/d,edonollSis ad b. pa1!0m Leollflll: ACO Il3, .l, nr. 109 (translation ofRnsticus), 
pp. 93-95; in anoth"r Lntin transilition. ibid., pp. 96--98 with tbe signatures of the Fathers affixed; 
Greek.: ACO n I, 3, nr. ll. pp. II6-n8. 

52 The images of the 'circle' and the 'royal banquet'--despiLc all the differences of app,lirnrion-call 
to mind the depiction of Lhe relationship oflheEmpcror Constantine (0 the members of the Synod 
of Nicaoa given by Euscbius, Vllh COUl/allt/lli n 6I-m 24. Cf. H. ]. Sieben, 'Die KOll2ilsidee 
des Buscbius von Caesal'en oder der hellenist.i!;clJe Einflull', idem, Die KOllz ilsidee der Alleu KircJlt 
(Paderborn etc. 1979) 424-465. 
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persons of his legates and presided over the assembly as the head 
over the members (tu quidem sicut membris caput praeeras in his qui 
tuum tenebant ordinem). The Emperor took on himself the part ofZoro­
babel-Jesus and protected those who through their teachings carried 
out the rebuilding of the Church of the new Jerusalem (Ezra 3, 2-8). 
But outside the fold Dioscorus had offered himself as prey to the 
prowling lion. He had plotted to excommunicate even Leo to whom 
the guardianship of the Lord's vineyard had been entrusted, because 
the Pope was exerting himself for the unity of the Church's body. 53 

The Council wanted to give Dioscorus the possibility of coming to 
.his senses and to make him the victor over his supporters, in order 
that the full unanimity of the Council might be ensured. But he 
appealed to the law of his own conscience (sed ille in semet ipso inscriptam 
convictionem conscientiae habens) and rejected the three legitimate 
demands to appear before the Council. Thus the wolf was stripped 
of his sheep's clothing which he had previously worn only as a dis­
guise. The solitary tare had been rooted up; the bishops had carried 
out their task-to plant, and to uproot. Having to cut off one (branch) 
had been for them an occasion of sorrow, but the fullness of the 
benefit attained, on the other hand, a cause for joy. Leo had been 
present in spirit to the Council Fathers and, as it were, visibly through 
his representatives-and thus had participated in the work of the 
Synod. These words express the same conviction that is to be found 
in the letters of Marcian and Bishop Anatolius: unity of faith has 
been re-established in the Church, and peace restored. 

After the Fathers had thus laid sufficient stress on what was needed 
to ensure Leo's unqualified assent, they believed that they were in 
a position to make their second request too with confidence: the 
request for recognition of their statement about the precedence of 
the episcopal see of Constantinople. 

We make known to you, however, that we have also taken a decision on (wp[<Ta­
~£v) another matter for the sake of the ordering of Church relations and the stability 
of Church decisions, and in the knowledge that Your Holiness also, as soon as 
you are cognisant ofie, will sallction and endorse it: we have, namely, by a synodal 
decision. confirmed the already longstanding custom (c(msuetudinem, quae ex longo 
jam rempore perman.siI) which the holy Church of Constantinople has followed in 
consecrating the metropolitans of the Asian, Pontic and Thracian province~. In this 
we have not so much bestowed anything on the see of Con5tantinople 3S cared 
for the right ordering of the metropolitan cities, because 011 tbe passing away of 
a bishop disturbances frequen.tly spring up, since clergy and people are left withollt 
guidance and bring Church order into confusion. 54 

53 ACO II 3. 2. p. 94, 12-14: et post haec omnia insuper et contra ipsum cui vineae custodia a salvatore 
commissa est, extendit insaniam, id est contra tuam quoque dicimus sanctitatem, et excommunication~m medi/atus 
est contra te, qui corpus ecclesiae unirejestinas. 

S4 Relatio S. Synodi. .. : ACO II I. 3. nr. 21, p. lIS. 3-1I (Greek); ACO II 3. 2. nr. 109, p. 
97. 27-36 (Latin). 
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Why are the reasons given for a seemingly self-evident and obvious 
matter so exhaustive? Presumably the behaviour of the papal legates 
during the negotiations over Canon 28 had made the Fathers aware 
that on the side of Old Rome this solution was by no means considered 
to be so self-evident and harmless. From the Eastern point of view 
there were thoroughly reasonable grounds for a new ordering of 
Church relationships: the time-honoured custom reaching back to 
the Council of Constantinople, and the confirmation of that Council 
by Theodosius I. The Easterners tried to forestall the objection that 
the see of Constantinople wanted to make itself independent of the 
bishop of Old Rome: 

To reassure you that we have granted no privilege, pursued no vendetta, but 
rather were led by God's guidance, we have, as an earnest of our sincerity and 
as a step towards attaining the ratification of and assent to our transactions, laid 
before you the whole persuasive power of our course of action. 55 

Leo had a different view of things. This was based on principle and 
gave little consideration, if any, to the actual situation of the Eastern 
Churches. He took his stand on a tradition which was not known 
in the East and did not tally with the form of the canon of Nicaea 
(Canon 6) as held there. 56 The East went by the imperial maxim 
that ecclesiastical precedence should be ordered in accord with the 
civil rank of the episcopal cities (see above, n. 3). The papal position, 
on the other hand, would allow a higher jurisdiction to be allocated 
to any particular see only on the basis of apostolic origin. This princi­
ple had many drawbacks from an administrative point of view, but 
it also had the advantage, within an imperial Church system, of calling 
attention to the peculiar characteristic and source of Church authority. 

55 Ibid .. ACO II ~. 2, p. 95, 34-37. 
56 Cf. W. de Vries, 'Die Struktur der Kirche' (above n. 49) 90; in French, idem, Orient et Occident, 

128: 'In the sixteenth session [of Chalcedon), during which the legates protested against Canon 
28, at the command of the commissioners that both parties should present the canons on which 
they based themselves, Paschasinus cited Canon 6 of Nicaea in the interpolated Roman version: 
"The Roman Church has always had the primacy (Ta 'ITpw'TEta)". The secretary Constantine read 
out the same canon in its Constantinopolitan version without the Roman addition'. Cf. ACO II 
I, 3, p. 95, nr. 16 and 17; Leo refers to Canon 6 of Nicaea in ep. 106 ad Anatol. ep., of 22 May, 
452: ACO II 4, nr. 56, pp. 60--61; ep. 119 ad Maxim. Antioch. ep., of II June, 453: ACO II 4, 
nr. 66, pp. 73-74. For the West cf. C. H. Turner, Ecclesiae Occidentalis Monumenta Juris Antiquissima 
J, 1,2 (Oxonii 1904) p. 121, in addition p. 148. 151. See further the so-called DecreltJm Gelasianum 
which, according to the present state of research, is a collection of the sixth century (made by 
a cleric in North Italy or South Gaul), but contains decrees of various ages and different origins. 
It encompasses five parts. The third part concerns the primacy of the Bishop of Rome and the 
precedence of the sees. Est ergo primn Poln' Apostoli sedis [sedes] Romanae Ecclesiae, non habens maculam 
neque rugam nec oliquid el'/lslIIodi (Eph S. 27). StClinda autem sedis [sedes] apud Alexandriam beati Petri 
nomine a Marco d ll.f di,cipli lo a/qm' eVMlgell.lln CDlIserrata est . .. Tertia vero sedis [sedesJ apud Anthiociam 
[AntiochiamJ beatissimi Ap.ostoli Petri habetur honorabilis, eo quod jlficprimus (primitus) quam Romae venisset 
habitavit et iIIic primum nomen Christianorum novel/ae gentis exortum est (cf. Acts 11, 26) (Text from 
DS 351). According to C. H. Turner, E. Schwartz and others this part is to be traced back to 
Pope Damasus; E. v. Dobschiitz, TV 38,4 (Leipzig 1912) and P. Battifol, Siege Apostolique (359-451) 
(Paris 1924) 146f. are of a different opinion; cf. A. Michel, Chalkedon II, 503-509. 
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Still, it was not unalterable, and should have been applied flexibly 
for the sake of ecclesiastical peace.- But on this matter Leo became 
ever more intransigent and this influenced to some extent also his 
doctrinal stand. 



CHAPTER TWO 

RECOGNITION, DEFENCE AND INTERPRETATION 
OF THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON BY POPE LEO I 

I. THE PHASES IN THE ACTIVITY OF LEO I AFTER CHALCEDON 

IN the following descriptions we shall place the accent on theologi­
cal questions and developments. In order to be able to understand 
Leo's' actions and reactions, however, these must be inserted into 
the whole compass of external events. A decisive turning-point was 
the death of the Emperor Marcian (26 January, 457), with whom 
the Pope worked hannoniously to have the doctrinal decision of the 
Council of 45 1 recognised, even if the two of them could not agree 
on the question of the. so-called Canon 28. At this point this first 
phase of development after Chalcedon comes to a close. It includes 
the Palestinian rebellion led by the monk Theodosius, an event that 
was a cause of pain both to the Emperor and to the Pope. Leo showed 
his involvement not only in letters, but also in his sermones in Rome, 
as these are available in the Collectio II for the period from Christmas 
452 to Christmas 453. Only in the autumn of 452 had he learnt of 
the insurrection of the monks. 

For Leo, the second phase of the difficulties after Chalcedon begins 
with the new Emperor, Leo I (457-474). The Council was not the 
new ruler's 'own work'. With regard to the Church assembly he 
was clearly much more unengaged than Marcian was. More and more 
the forces that were working against the Council rallied together. 
Behind the new Emperor stood the magister militum praesentalis, 
Flavius Adaburius Aspar, who was Roman general from 424 to 471 
(i.e. until his assassination). Already influential under the Emperor 
Marcian, he had procured the throne for Leo I and swayed the Emper­
or's politics more and more in an anti-Chalcedonian direction. 1 

Timothy Aelurus became the focus and driving force of the anti­
Chalcedonian movement. He had been consecrated bishop uncanoni­
cally in opposition to the Patriarch Proterius (451-457).2 On28 March 

I Aspar's support for the MOl1ophysires is memioned by Theophal1es, Chron., A.M. S9S2: ed. 
de Boor I, 112; cf. Zacharias Rh., HE IV 7: I-lilmilton-Brooks 74. cr. E. Stein, Geschichtt des 
spiitromischen Reiches I (Wien 1928) 520-539; French: Hi.flo/re dll Bas-Empire. tom I, ed. par J.-R. 
Palanque (Desclee De Brouwer 1959) 351-364. S8g...59~; T. G. Jallird, TIle Life and Times of St. 
Leo the Great (London 1941). 

2 Theophanes, Chron., A.M. 59S0: de Boor 1,110, 24£[ Zacharias Rh., HE IV I: Hamilton-Brooks 
64-<i6; he emphasises that the consecration took place against the will of Timothy. 
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(?) Proterius was murdered and Timothy Aelurus took over the 
patriarchal see of Alexandria (457-460), until he was deposed and 
banished.3 

To this period belong the following letters of Leo: ep. 144 of I 
June, 457 to Julian of Cius, and three further letters of I I July: ep. 
145 to the Emperor LeQ, ep. 146 to Anatolius of Constantinople, 
and ep. 147 to Julian ofCius. When news of the murder ofProterius 
had reached Rome at the same time as reports about efforts to summon 
a new council and about the pro-monophysite lecturing activity of 
the priest Atticus in Constantinople, Leo increased his engagement 
in defence of the Council ofChalcedon, as the letters 148-153 testify. 
To Bishop Julian of Cius were sent several copies of an encyclical, 
dated I September, 457, which were to be forwarded to the most 
distinguished metropolitans of the East through the mediation of 
the Emperor.4 From this encyclical it follows that in Leo's opinion 
Chalcedon stands or falls with the stance of the bishops, not so much 
with that of the Emperor or other authorities. 5 

In sermo 96 Leo allows his congregation to be privy to the events 
in Alexandria, which he had already learnt about before II July. 
(A. Chavasse, CCL 138A, pp. 593-595, is of the opinion that this 
sermon could have been delivered between the writing of ep. 156 
(I December, 457) and of ep. 164 (17 August or I September, 458) 
in which the Alexandrian affair is dealt with. Thus sermo 96 would 
date from 25 December, 457. Cf. ibid., 592). It is certain that he 
often returned to this topic. 

On his side, Emperor Leo tried to postpone the summoning of 
a new council as long as possible. On the advice of the Patriarch 
Anatolius he wanted, however, to appease the opposition with two 
concessions, one following rapidly on the other. (I) He addressed 
to the metropolitans a circular in the form of a questionnaire (the 
encyclia), by means of which he intended to seek the bishops' opinions 
about the timeliness of a council, the validity of Chalcedon and the 
legitimacy of the occupation of the patriarchal see of Alexandria by 
Timothy Aelurus. At this time Emperor Leo was still neutral in respect 

3 Theophanes, Chron., A.M. 5950: de Boorl, 110, 32ff. Zacharias Rh., HE IV 2: Hamilton-Brooks 
66. 

4 In ep. 153 ad Aetium, the former Archdeacon of COllsro'nOnople and at this lime Co~djutor 
to Bishop Julian of Cius, [be patriarchs, of Amioch and Jeru5~lem are named as special addressees 
of the encyclical. The copy dcsLined for Antioch (P~tri"rch Basil) is preserved in rp. 149. and the 
other as ep. ISO, addressed n pari \0 Euxitbeu5 ofTbessalollica, JLlvenal ofJerusalem, Peter ofCorinLh 
and Luke of Dyrrhachium. 

5 Cf. Leo M., ep. 149.150: ACO II 4, nr. 90.91, p. 98, 6-7: during all the Alexandrian hubbub 
'let not the common faith be found either anxious or luke-warm in any of us' (ne in quoquam nostrum 
communis }ides mil trepida 'rw~lIiatur aut tepida); ibid., I. 18-20: neither the Emperor, nor the Patricius 
Aspar, nor tIu:: sennte will allow the heretics to attain their goals, if they do not see the bishops 
vacillate: 'si pMtordlts II/limos in nullo viderint fluctuare'. 
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to either party. Pope Leo replied to the encyclia with ep. 156, 157 
land 158 which were addressed respectively to the Emperor, to Anato­
lius and to the exiled Egyptian bishops who were staying in Constan­
tinople. The Pope did not lay the ~lame for the encyclia on the Emperor 
himself, but on Anatolius. (2) Emperor Leo was occupied with the 
thought of organising a religi9~s discussion in Constantinople 
between the supporters of Eu,tyches or Dioscorus and a deputation 
from the Bishop of Rome. The Emperor despatched a certain Philoxe­
nus to Rome; as messenger of the Bishop Anatolius wen~ the deacon 
Patricius. Anatolius did not have the fortitude to dissuade the 
Emperor from this course. Leo reacted in. ep. 162 to Emperor Leo 
which he handed over to Philoxenus (21 March, 458), and as well 
in ep. 163 to Anatolius (23 March, 458) which he entrusted to Patri­
cius. 6 Each messenger had possibly also two further letters to take 
to Constantinople (ep. 160 to the Catholic bishops and clergy from 
Egypt, and ep. 161 to the priests, deacons and clergy of Constantino­
pIe). 

The Pope was strongly averse to the idea of a religious discussion, 
as he was to disputations in general, and rejected it on grounds of 
principle. In these letters Leo's stand with regard to the immutability 
oEthe decision of the Council developed distinctly. He showed him­
self prepared, however, to send a delegation to Constantinople to 
represent his position before the Emperor. The legates were to admin­
ister milk of instruction to the simple children of the Church, but 
not to seek dealings with heretics. On 17 August, 458 a delegation 
proceeded to Constantinople. By way of credentials the two bishops, 
Geminianus and Domitianus, took the ep. 164 with them. In this 
letter Leo once again opposed disputations in matters offaith. Remin­
iscent of the early Church's discipline of penance is the instruction 
that acceptance into the Church could be conceded to contrite sup­
porters ofEutyches and Dioscorus, but only after complete satis£1.c­
tion or penance had been performed. But Timothy Aelurus, the 
suspected murderer-Leo calls him parricida7-is conceded no form 
of ecclesiastical penance. He can only entreat God for clemency. Thus, 
even in the event of his conversioll, the pax cum ecclesia would no 
longer be granted to him. Conjointly with ep. 164 the Emperor is 

6 Leo M., cp. 163 n~ Alloiol. ep.: AeO lJ 4. nr. II6 was overlooked in the body of the edition 
by SOhW3ItZ and subsequently included in tile praefotio to ACO II 4, p. XXXXIV. 

7 Five letters of Leo are concerned with the events in Egypt. These are preserved in the so-called 
Col/octio Avel/Qllo (~ C.1), edt O. Guenther I-U, CSEL 35 (Vindobonae 1895 and 1898). They 
are the letters 169-173, or nf. SI-j5 in Guenther. Here are to be found the sharpest statements 
of Leo about Timothy Aelurus. See Cil. IV below. In some sermOMS (rrncrn lrts) of the Second Collec­
tion, Leo also deals with the events around Proterius Rnd Timothy_ We discuss lhis more fully 
below. following the edition of A. ChaV:lSSC, nuctl Leol/is Mtlgll / RO/ll/lI.i POIItilicis tractatlls SCpUI/i 
et nonaginta = eeL CXXXVlII and CXXXVIITA (Turnholti 1973). (See below n. roS.) 
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sent the principal document of Leo's christology in the post-Chalce­
donian period, ep. 165, the so-called Second Tome, which will be 
discussed in detail below. 

Causa finita? 
When at the b ginning of 452 L o' legates returned to Rome and 

reported to him about the Council, the Pope's attention was appar­
ently drawn more to the so-called Canon 28 than to the doctrinal 
decision of the Synod. This was no doubt the reason that the Pope 
remained silent about the Cowlcil for a fairly long period. In four 
letters-to Emperor Marcian, to Empress Pulcheria, to the Archbis­
hop of Constantinople and to Julian ofCius, all dating from 22 May, 
452,8-Leo let it be known that for him the real goal of the Council, 
the reason for its being summoned, was perfectly accomplished. 9 

Hence there is no talk of a ratification properly speaking. In the 
East, however, a reaction was expected. It caused a sensation that 
there was no response to the document of the Fathers of Chalcedon 
which was available for reading out in all the Churches. The oppo­
nents of the Council made capital out of this and spread uncertainty 
about whether L 0 approved the Council at all. Thus on IS February, 
453, Emperor Marcian appealed to Leo lO to proclaim as quickly as 
possible by means of a letter his full public approval of the Synod 
of Chalcedon, so that there would no longer be any doubt about 
the verdict of the Pope. 11 1n this request it is not a matter of initiating 
legislative recognition properly speaking, but rather of a psychologi­
cal and propagandist undertaking to which Leo should contribute. 
The expectation of the Emperor shows in any case the extent ofLeo's 
authority. Leo's reaction is palpable in a bundle ofletters despatched 
to the Emperor, the Empress, Julian of Cius and-this is the central 
document-to the 'sancta synodus apud Calchedonem habita'. The various 
ways in which Leo formulates his thought in these letters show reaso­
nably clearly how he understands his approbation and to what it 
relates. In his reply to Emperor Marcian, Leo enlarges on the fact 
that there can be no doubt at all about the agreement of the Apostolic 
See with the Council's decision with regard to faith, for all the 

8 Leo M .• ~p. 104- 107: ACO n 4-, nT. 54- 57, pp. SS--6z. 
9 Loo M., cp. 104 ad Ma,ci<llJ. aIl8. : ACO I( 4, or. 54, p. 55. z?-z8: 'when these things, on 

accoulll of which such a great gathering of bishops bad been organised, bad been brOllght to a 
good and dtslrable conclusion . .. '; p. 57, 4: 'Tne neresy has beeD destroyed by God who worked 
through you'. He wrOIl!' in a similar m~nner to Pultheria and An3tolJus. 

to Marrinll . allg. cpo nil Lcol/.; in Greek: ACO U I. 2, nl. 19. p. 61 (Coli. ~PJl · B) 
II ACO II 1,2, nr. 19. p. 6l , 24-27: 'therefore wi ll Your Holiness despatch as soon as possible 

a special letter (idin ,!?mmmnl<l), through which YOll make clea.r that by it the Synod or Cbalccdon 
is confirmed In. the most manifest way. so tbat those: who arc infanaated by hopeless things can 
no longer have any suspicion about the decision of Your HoJJness'. 
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members of the Synod (thus including the papal representatives) gave 
their signature to that 'fides' which he had propolmded in accordance 
with the pattern of apostolic teaching and the tradition of the Fathers; 
furthermore, through Bishop Lucensius he had addressed letters to 
the Emperor and to the Bishop of Constantinople which quite openly 
proclaimed that he approved the decisions which the Synod had 
enacted concerning Catholic faith. 

Since the devout will of Your Piety is to be obeyed in every respect, however, 
I have gladly given my assent to the synodal conclusions, which regarding the 
confinnation of Catholio £tith pleased me; a decree of Your Kindness mar now 
direct that this l my sententia] comes to the notice of all bishops and Churches.! 

The Pope formulates it in a similar way in the letter 'to the Synod 
held at Chalcedon'.13 Actually his assent to the Council's definitions 
is already known to everybody; in fact this is clear not only from 
the work itself of the (synodal) agreement (hoc autem non solum ex 
ipso beatissimae consensionis effictu; Greek: E~ airroiJ 'Toii EP')'OU 'Til" I-1(xK­

ap La" (J'UV(xLV80'8W"), but from his letters to Bishop Anatolius, if only 
the latter had been willing to communicate the reply of the Apostolic 
See to the other bishops. Now, however, all the brethren (i.e. the 
bishops) and the faithful should know not only through the bishops 
(legates) who took his place at the Council, but also through his 
own express approbation of the synodal proceedings, that Leo unites 
his own assent with that of the Council Fathers, admittedly purely 
and solely in the matter of faith which was exclusively the purpose 
of the Council. 14 The so-called Canon 28 is expressly excepted from 

12 Leo M. , 1!J1. liS tid Marclan, aug., ;n March, 453: AC [] 4, nr. 61, p. 6H, 1-5: cf. p. 67, 
22--27: 'nbollt this (i .. e. witb regatd to the assent of tbe Aposrolic See) there was no occasion to 
doubt, because the conseor of all rhe sign3tQties was given to that faith which in accorthnce with 
the pattern (model , forma) of ~'p05tolic teaching and the [",dition of the Fathcr~ had been iss lied 
by me (= Tomlls ad Flallianum), and because through my brQ[hcr, Bishop Lucian (accordjn~ 10 
Silvn-Tarouca, "Lucensius" is t6 be inserted in the text), I addressed such letters to Your M".Jesry 
and LO the Bisbop of Constantinople which make ir clear that I ratify wbat h d been de!ined abour 
cotlrolle faith at the aforcmcmioncd Synod'. 

13 ACO II 4, nr. 64, pp. 70-71; in Greek: ACO [] I. 2, pp. 61r., Epist. Coli , B. nr. 20 (21 
Marcb,453)· 

'4 Leo M" 1!J1. 114 ad 'synod. Cllalc.: ACO II 4, nr. 64, p. 71. 2-8: ' .. • so that all the brothers 
and the bcarts of all the fuithfbl may know, that I havejoined my OWM len/emia with )'ours (vo~iscl1l/1) 
not only tbrough the brothers wbo functioned as my rcprescm3nves, but also throngh APt1robation 
of the synodal acts (literally: the synodal events: geslorllm sY/ll'I//alillJlI), ad miuedly only in the sole 
Trultt.er of. faith . (I" sola . .. fidDi corISa), 3 f.,ct which must often .be repeated. 00 aCC?Unl or which 
a gencral councll had been summoned on command of the CLuistlan ruler as well as WI.th the coment 
or tbe Apostolic See, so thal after thc condemnation or the deliberately incorrigible heretics there 
would no longer remain any doubt at all about the tme jncarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ. Thu~ 
whoever at any time should have dared to defend tbe perfidy ofN cstorins or tO lldvocnte the ungodly 
teaching of Elltyches or Dioscorus [the equation of these is to be uoted] shall be separated rrom 
the community of catholics and shall l10 longer share il1 the body whose tl'llth he dctllcs, dearest 
brothers'. Cf. tp. n6 ad P"ldICf. artg ,: ACO n 4, or. 6~, pp. 68-69; tp. 117 tid JIlIi~II . fp.: ibid., 
nc. 63. pp. 69-70. The propagandist point of the approbation of Leo which was desired by Marean 
becomes evident here: Leo addressedd letter to all the members of the Synod ofChalcedon, 'lhrOllgh 
which I wanted to dcmoll.stratc (dl'll1ollsrarem) that I gave my placet to what wa~ decided by our 
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this assent. It was in Anatolius that Leo saw the cause of the conciliar 
attempt to revise the status of the Patriarchate-an attempt that Leo 
deemed unfortunate. IS In the confrontation that is beginning, Leo's 
post-Chalcedonian notion of a council or his view of the timeliness, 
validity and immutability of conciliar decisions manifests itself. In 
this framework the Christian doctrine of Chalcedon, i.e. its validity 
and immutability, is to be seen. The more acutely both are appre­
hended, the more unequivocally the opponents of the Council and 
its christological formula are designated as heretics. Here we come 
to the three questions which have to do with Leo's post-Chalcedonian 
teaching and policy. 16 

II. LEO's NOTION OF A COUNCIL IN THE LIGHT OF THE 

CONFRONTATION OVER CHALCEDON 

I. Leo I and the notion ofa council 
We shall deal first of all with the framework17 of Leo's post-Chalce­

donian christology, his conception of a council in general. What signi­
ficance does this framework have for the preaching and handing on 
of the doctrine concerning Christ? One has the impression that the 
Pope argues and acts pragmatically in the question whether a council 
should be summoned. A council is not something to be considered 
uncritically. Hence, in assessing a council, there seems to be an impor­
tant difference between whether it is a matter of a concilium convocan­
dum (a council to be summoned) or of a concilium iam convocatum 
(a council already summoned). After Ephesus II (449) Leo has a 
marked aversion to, or rather, apprehension of generaP8 councils. 
Obviously there is no complete guarantee of a successful outcome. 

boly brothers about the rule of faith. for the sake ofrhase, namely, who in order to conceal their 
own perfidy want it to appear tbat the decisions of the Council are weak ~nd in doubt, beC:luse 
they are nOt strengthened by :my sen/elflia of my cOllsent" (p. 69. [z.-lS). Leo learnt lhat the r~adiLlg 
Out of the 'letter to the members of the Synod' of C hakedon was carried out from Julian of Cius. 
35 he writes in 111" 11.7. 9 )aIlU3{Y. 454. He complains, however, that his protest against Canon 
28 was not made known in the same way. 

15 Cf. Leo M .• cp. 104, ad M.miml . II/I~ •• 22 May, 452: ACO n 4, nr. 54, p. 55. 281L. in pilIticul.ar 
p. 56, 13- 17: 'may the city of Constant mop Ie bave its glory. as we desire, and under the protection 
of the hand of God may it enjoy a long rule oryour Clemency; however. olle is the sight of scculac 
things (ratio rlrum sa~(Ull1riJlIII), me ot/,er [hat of divine things, and without lhat rock which the: 
Lord laid as a foundation no construction will be stable. Whoever lusts after things which are not 
his due loses those things which are'. Leo does not do justice to the person of Anatolius or to 
the actual state of affairs. But he senses rightly the political component in the ecclesiology of 
Anatolius. 

16 On tlie Dre-Chakedcinian christology of Leo, see CCT e. 526-550;jdChr e, 734-750. 
T7 cr. I-\. J. Sieben. D,e KOllzUsldee, 103-147 (Leo the GreM): M . Wojtq.wytsch, Papsttum und 

KOllzllt VOII den AlJjrillgm /1;1 ZI. Uo I. (44D-46,). S/Jldien %llr BIIUtc/llmg der Uberordlllmg des Papstes 
jJbcr KOllzllc = Piipstc und PapSttllm 17 (Stuttgart (981) 304-350. Our presentation considers the 
conciliar ide<i of Lee under the aspect of his christology. 

18 Leo's trust in regional synods, particularly those of the ·West, is unreserved. Cf. H. J. Sieben, 
op. cit., 104-112. 
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Even Church assemblies can be manipulated, as Leo saw in the case 
of Ephesus. However, he recognises that these are ways of deciding 
questions of Christian faith and ecclesiastical order. As in the study 
of the whole development of the notion of a council, so too in a 
study of Leo, one must distinguish between the function attributed 
to a council in the life of the Church, the authority it has and how 
this is established. The function which falls to a council is nothing 
other than the transmission of the evangelical and apostolic tradition. 
Its legitimacy and authority are gauged by this standard. 19 The gospel 
and the apostolic teaching are fundamentally the unchangeable norm 
on which the Church has to rely.20 This teaching is deposited in the 
Apostles' Creed, which Leo, in common with the tradition datin§ 
from the fourth century, traces back to the apostles themselves. 2 

To deny the Creed means to contradict the gospel. Thus Chalcedon 
is also to be appraised on the basis of the fact that there it became 
manifest 'that in conforq1ity with evangelical and apostolic tradition 
we must all adopt the one, unvarying confession regarding the incar­
nation of our Lord Jesus Christ'.22 It is sufficient here to have given 
a fundamental indication of this decisive notion in Leo's understand­
ing of a council. We shall encounter it again quite often in different 
variants. Every (legitimate) council, Chalcedon also, is at the service 
of the paradosis. Because it preserves and transmits this, it must 
be upheld. This is the original conception propounded by Athanasius, 
the defender of Nicaea, of the legitimacy and task of that Council 
in 325.23 Gospel-apostle or apostolic teaching-Apostles' Creed­
Nicaea and its Creed-Leo's own Tome to Flavian-Chalcedon: all 

19 C£ A. Lauras, 'Saint Leon Ie Grand et la Tradition', RSR 48 (1960) 166-184, in particular 
178ff.; H. J. Sieben, op. cit .• 132.-143. 

20 C( Leo M .• ep . 82. ad Marcian. lIlIg., 23 April, 451: ACO II 4., nr. 39. p. 41, 24-26: ' ... because 
ir is nor allowed to be ar variance with the evangelic and apostolic teaching, nor even in one word, 
Ot [0 thh,k about the divine scriprurcs in any other way than that \vhlch the blC$cd apostles and 
our PaLhc[s learnt and raught (did/cerulli a/qlle doCtlcru/lt)' . cr. the ' oUler passages in A. Lauros, art. 
cit. 172-178. 

21 Cf. Leo M., Tr. 62 (16 March, 452): Chavasse CCL 138A, p. 337, 1.30-31: 'this rule of faith 
which we ha'Ve received in the 'Very beginning oCthe creed through [he nuthorilY of apostolic insuuc­
tiOll ••. ' . cr. A. Lauros, nn. cit., 1S1, w.ith reference to Pope Si ricius. ep. 42, Si Cyril ofJcrus.alcm, 
CIf/eell. V, 12: Augustine, Desymllolo ad ,aled,. 1; semI. 224. 1 and the well-known works orresearch 
on the creeds (see bclow with regard to ep. 165 and to Vigilius of Thnpsus). l'J . de Lubac, 1.A Pal 
cI,re/ielme. &.sai sur /" slnulrrre r/ll Symbole des. lj.po/res ~ (Pario 19702) 23-59; J. N. D. Kally. Early 
Cllrislillll Creer/s, (LondoI'! 19723) 6-13. 

22 Leo M., ep . Hl2 ad tppos Galliae. 27 January, 452: ACO 114. nt. 53, p. 53, Z20-ZS. See the 
text below i.U .ll. 27. 

2J Cf. I:'l. J. Sieben, op. cit. , 24-67 (Arhao3si.us). The ~ uchoriry ofNicaeJI is the authority of apostolic 
tradition. The AposrJes' Creed is irl the Nicene Creed. Cf. Leo M., el}' S4 ad Tbe¢dos, /1118" 24 
December. 449: ACO 114, nr. 9, p. n, 18-2r; ' ... itc3nnot be doubted [hat we believe in all 
purity and asse.rt constan tly this whi<.:h also [he venembJe FAthI!CS once gathered at Nicaea in accord 
with the r~ith oCthe creed [= the AposrJes' Creed, which was not Known, however. 10 the Eastern 
Fathers) declared with mQst sacred amhoriry must be believed and confessed'. Were Euryches to 
accept the Apostles' Creed in its fullness, he wOllJd not stray {rom Nicenc f.iith. Ep. 3 r ~d Pulcl,criam 
oug., ACO II 4, nt. II, p. 14-15' ' ... if, bowever, thaI short an.d perfect confession 'of the catholic 
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constitute one line. Here there is nothing to be taken away or added. 24 

There is no doubt that Leo is charged by his opponents with being 
an innovator, especially on account of his Tomus ad Flavianum. Even 
Vigilius of Thapsus in Africa knows that Leo is accused of having 
another creed than that which all the faithful hold.25 The point in 
question was a sentence from his letter to Flavian in which he cited 
the Apostles' Creed. 26 Leo no doubt cites the Nicene Creed in his 
Second Tome, ep. 165 to Emperor Leo (see below), to meet these 
reproaches. For his own part, however, he also emphasises the funda­
mental immutability of the Apostles' Creed and its importance for 
the right orientation of the faithful. He can do this, because the Gospel 
is enshrined within it.27 The faithful will continue without error if 
they hold fast to the Creed (the baptismal creed). 28 The essential reason 

creed. which is characterised (signata) by h~ving just as many sentences as there ~re twelve apostles. 
be fitted out with such heavenly defences (1II/I/Ii/io"e cades/I), aU opinions of the heretics could be 
cut down by its sword alone. If Euryches bad wished to accept the fulln6ss of this creed with 
a pure aud simr1e hearl, he woult.! bave devia ted in no way from the decrees of the most sacred 
Nicenc Collnd., a~d he wOllLd unde.rsta~d that wbkh was .dec!ced by l~e bo.ly Fa~hers. so that 
no manner ofthmking and no word rll1ses Itself agalllst aposrohc f.uth whum IS only one . 

24 On Leo's formula of tradition. cf. A. Lauras, op. cit . • 170, n. 18-21 . tn ep . 162, ad Leoll . 
nllg., .u March, 458: ACO or. 101, p. 106, 11-18. Leo quOtes:\ pbrase of his imperial namesake: 
'because, as yOll. said devoutly and correcLly, perfection admits no increase, and fullness no addition 
(pegeel/o i'lcremt,IIII'll ct adiecliollem plel/itlldo 11011 rccipll)' • 

. Vigilius Thnps., C. Elltyell. IV I: PL 62. 119B: 'all the faith ful (fiddlll", l11IiutrsltQI) profess 
to believe in God the Father almighty, and !n Jesus Chri~t his only Son our Lord. In this chapter 
he (Leo) is on that account blamed unjustly, because he did not say "in One God the Fnther and 
in one Jesus Christ his Son" in accord with the decree of the COllncil of Nicaea'. Vigilius refc:rs 
to the Apostles' Creed, Which was not known in tbc East: 'but at Rome and before the Synod 
of Nlcaea had convened, from the time or the npostlcs until now, . .. the creed is handed over 
in thls way [ee the expression " traditio symboll"j; the words do not signify any prejudice where 
the sense remains intact'. We shall have [0 return to rhis important sentence nlany times. 

26 Leo M, Tal/illS 1= tp. 28 ad Flaviml. t}l.: ACO 1I 2, I, pp. 24-31, here according to Silva-Tarouca, 
TD 9, p. 21, v. 14: ' . .. insofar as all the f"ithful profess to beliove in God the Fa ther almigbty 
and in Jesus Christ his only Son our Lotd who was berrn of lbe Holy Sllirit and the virgin Mary. 
The opponents state thatallthe faithful confess differcntly from leo. ThcdJl{en:nec, however, concerns 
only the wording. The Eastern Churches do pot know the Aposth:s' Creed. Cf. tbe BcUerini in 
PLJ4, 855D-856. II9sD-u60C. ,. • 

Cf. Leo M. , ep. 102 ad a(JP05 GaUlne, 27 January, 452: ACO n 4, nr. 53, 22-29: .•• and 
rightly we emph~sisc (cognosdmus) that we mnde known to our oriental brothers ano fellow-bishops 
that in accordance with evangdk ~ nd apostOlic tradition tllC[C was for all of us one confession 
without distinction (rllla . •. eI iud1.screla cOIifcssio) regarding the i!l€o1rnarion of ollr Lord Jeslis Christ; 
through no disputations o,f hcrct ics can it Ge maintained tbat we think anything else about the tnlth 
of the highest salvinc mystery (de summi t t S/I/lItlj.1ri sacrnmcutl veri/au) rhan what we have lcamt 
and Leach (J) from the prc;lching afthe holy Fathers and (2) from the nuthoriry of tile uncbangeD.ble 
creed by which the universal Church now condemnds Eutycbcs and had previollsly cond=ed 
Nestorius. Whoever has decided to ndhere to their unhcarablc impieties (11oJl ftrelldis lujpiuldlibus) 
CUts himself ofFfrom the body ofCbrisoan unity'. 

28 LeoM., Tr. XXIV (from 443): Ch,lVllSse, eCL 138, p. liS, 1](>-138 (Pl S4, 207B): 'remain 
constant in that faith which you confessed before m,my witnesses ... If ~nyone, however. preached 
to you allY thing other than what yotl bave Ie;!.rm, let him be anathema . . . and whatevc:r happens 
to be read or bea.rd that is against the rule of the catholic and apostolic creed bold it to be utterly 
deadly and diabolical'. Tr. 46, 3 (1 March, 453): Cbav3SSe, CCl 138A, p. 272., 84-85: 'bold fast 
to that in your soul which you learnt in the Creed'. On tI,e other hand, heretics are those who 
oppose the Creed: Tr. 96 (25 December. 457): Chnvasse, CCL 138A, p. 594, 26-27 (PL 54, 466C): 
... et lusli/,lIo a sauell.! I1po!toll~ silllbolo repl'gllall/as. The Mnllichac3ns atc those whose stupidity call 
be summarised as follows: '/Oln apos/oli£l verltale syl1lboll sublala' . Eutyches, for example, as all old 
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that Chalcedon ,and its doctrine regarding the incarnation also possess 
~n immutable authority is that this Council has the function of a 
witness. In this function it takes its place in the line of accredited 
witnesses to this very doctrine, namely on the basis of its agreement 
with all the witnesses before it. The gospel, the apostolic teaching, 
Nicaea and the tradition of the Fathers live on undiminished in it. 
Leo is conscious that one has only to read and understand these wit­
nesses in order to establish this agreement. Thus Chalcedon's author­
ity as a witness can be tested by every Christian. Nevertheless, Leo 
is forced by the controversy over it to adduce more and more reasons 
to ensure for the Fourth Council its quality as a witness. Thus it 
is in the controversy about Chalcedon that Leo's notion of a council 
grows. From the outset, however, he takes pains to win for himself 
such influence at the Council in order to guarantee this witnessing 
function. Here his Petrine notion interlocks with his understanding 
of a council. 

2. General' Council and the Petrine-idea 
Leo is most in favour of a council when he succeeds in implement­

ing his fundamental propositions on the position of the Bishop of 
Rome as the successor of Peter, and in seeing these guaranteed in 
the accomplishment of the council. For by these means a surety is 
given that a council can be a witness to apostolic tradition. 29 

First of all this concerns the summoning of a council. Because this 
question has been sufficiently clarified, we do not need to go into 
it here. Leo acknowledged the right of the Emperor to summon 
a council, even if he emphasised the participation of the Apostolic 
See by referring to its consensus (assensus) , 30 without ascribing to this 
man did not understand even the rudiments of the Creed which every candidate for baptism knows.: 
ep, 28 (First Tome): Silva-Tarouca TD 9. p. 21 V. II (ACO II 2, I, p. 25): 'qui lIe ipsillS quir/elll 
symboli initia conpreh~tldilll qJlod prr lolum mundum omnium regenerandolll11J Jlo,e depromilur, UtillS IId/UIC 
st/liI'cor'dc 11011 cap/rur' (?)', 

2.9 For the following. cr. W. de Vries and J. Vicrhaus (above, cb. I. n. 49). In compamon with 
the work of H. M. K1inkenbcrg cited above, the writings of these two authors measure Leo's own 
ideas against those of the conceptions in the East and the actual procedure of the Pathers ofChalcedon_ 
L;o's idea of Homan pilrtidparion ~t the Council (as depicted by KJjnkenberg, it is far too strongly 
cmphasis~d) and what was reality for the Eas t (as described by' de Vries and Vicrluus) arc in part 
sharply opposed. On the Perrine idea, cf. T. G . Jall:tnd, op. cit. (above, n. I) 64-85, where he 
gives a special evaluation of Leo's Si!I'1lJOlleI and the sources o£ ecclesiastical law; P. Stockmeier, 
Leo [, lie.! Cr~jJe/I Be,rrtell,mg der kniscrlic/JelJ Re/igiollspolilik (Muncben 1959) § 21, 205-211; ibid .• 
164-167 and cridque of Klinkenberg's overemphasis of the Perrine idea and, underestimation of the 
Council. 

30 The insrance.~ are given by W. de Vries, op. cit ., 6s-66; in FrQllch in: idem. Oritllf tt Ocddent 
,(Pnris 1974) 102-104. Prominence is given 10 6p. 114 (21 March, 4SJ): ACO II 4, nt. 64. p. 71. 
5-7: ' . .. n general Council, assembled both by che aommand of the Christian rulers and with the 
consent of the Apostolic See., ,'. Cf. W. Kissling. DnJ [ler!lilltllis zwi$c/IeI' SlIcerdotirlm ,md Imperll/IIJ 
lIad, de" ArlJdwmlJlgerr dcr Piipsle II0rl Leo d. Cr. his Gelas/lls t. (4411-496) . Bille /Jblorisc/re U"cusuc/llwg 
(pnderbom 1920) 40-85, who refets back to the fundamental srudy of f. K Funk, 'Die Berufung 
dec l:ikurnenisch~n Synoden des Altercums', Klrd,e/lgesdricllr/ic/Je Ab/lalJd/rmgelJ "rrd Umew,cllurrgeJI 
I (paderbom 1897) 39ff.; P. Smckmeicr, op. cit., § IS, IS6ff. , strongly emphasises the Emperor's 
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assensus a significance that would be constitutive for the legality 
of the summoning. 

Leo showed more interest in gaining influence over the object of 
the conciliar deliberations and in determining the proceedings at the 
council itself. But here also one must distinguish between desire and 
reality. Leo had no intention of allowing a long debate at the council 
over the orthodoxy of Eutyches or Dioscorus. 31 He wanted 'to sug­
gest' the details to the Emperor through Ius special legates. 32 At the 
centre of the Pope's thoughts was his view that the question of faith 
had already been settled positively by his Tomus ad Flavianum, and 
negatively by his condemnation of the Council of Ephesus (449.). Just 
how highly Leo estimated his Tome is revealed in a letter of I Sep­
tember, 457 to Julian ofCius, even after this Tome had become more 
and more a bone of contention in the post-Chalcedonian dispute. 

I am amazed at the calumnous madness which would have it that in my letter, 
which has found the agreement of the whole world, there is something obscure, 
so that these are of the opinion that it must be set forth more clearly; its proclamation, 
however, is so easily comprehended and so substantiated that it is capable of no 
addition, either to its meaning or to its language. For what was written by us at 
that time shows itself to be taken from apostolic and evan~elic teaching. 33 

right to summon 3 council. ~king as his starting-point particular terms. such a; velie, iubere, constituere, 
praec/pere, which arc used in this conte"t and I.enve the Pope little scope. The imperial auctoritas 
is taken by Leo abSolutely seriously. 

31 Leo M .. ep. 81 ~d )\lfllrciml. aug .• Z3 April, 4SI: ACO II 4, nr. 39, p. 41, 28ff.: 'it is unjust 
beyond measure that through the folly of a minority (paucorum insipientiam) we are called back to 
~onjecturcd opinions (ad co,,;ccllfrasopillio'll'1!I) and to wars offlcshly dispLltcs (lid camalium disputationum 
bella), as ifin renewed discussion it were a matter ofinvestigaring whether Eutyches thought irreli­
giously and whether Dioscorus judged wrongly, he who stmck himself with his condemnation 
of FJavian of holy meIilory and forces all more simple souls to tumble with him into the same 
disaster. For many of these who. as we know, are already converted to the remedies of satisfaction 
and request pardon far their inconstant vacillation (de inconstanti trepidatione) it is not a question 
of what faith , roW!! be held, but how their requests may be met'. Thus it should be a question 
of reconciliation only for those who turn away from Eutyches and Dioscorus. Leo has a horror 
of doctrinal debates. Cf. Leo, ep. 90 ~d Marcian. aug., 26 June, 451: ACO II 4, nr. 47, p. 48, 
2.5-29. -,sut it is precisely here that Leo desires an 'order' from the Emperor to uphold the 'antiqu~ 
Ni,aelroe synodi ,o)'l5Iilrll<1'1 Is it worth it, however, to summon a council for the sake of something 
SQ closely circumscribed? As far as he was concerned, Leo himself at that moment would have 
answered immedhtdy in the negative. 

11 Ibid., p. 41, 3S-38: 'Hencewhatever I think pertains to the benefit of the cause will be proposed 
more fully and opportunely (plcni./S atqlle oporl"uiu! suggeretur) to the devout care which you deign 
to have fal' the proclamation of the Synod through a delegation which with the grace of God will 
arrive at Your Clemency forthwith'. 

33 Leo M., ep. 151 ~d Iulian. ep.: ACO II 4, nr. 93, p. 99, 18-22. Several times Leo speaks 
about falsifications with which his letter was circulated: ep. 130 ad Marcian. ~ug.: ACO II 4, nr. 
74, p. 84, 13-16: 'it is said that the cunning yiieI)ess of cenain heretics falsified ... my letter, so 
that by substituting certain words or syllables that eauld mailltain that I was one ~ho accepted 
the Nestorian heresy (ut ... receptorem me Nesloriimi error;! II£Serererll . .. j'. In his edition of the posr­
Chalcedonian letters of Leo, C. Silva-Taroua! (p. 139) refers to the letter, dating from 497, of the 
Alexandrian apocrisiarii in Constantinople, which is transmitted in the CA (CSEL 35, 468-473) 
and which was delivered to the Roman legates in Constantinople. It deals with the falsification 
of the Greek translation of the Tome. On this see Clralkedoll II, 67-70. Also in ep. 131, 10 March, 
454, Leo speaks of these falsificatiol1s as occu.rring in the translation: 'fol/aci interpretatione' (ACO 
II 4, nr. 77, p. 87, SfE). The alleged NclItoriallisrn of the Letter is intensified. For this reason 
Julian of Cius is to see to a new ttanslarion which, fumishcd with the imperial seal, is then to 
be sent to Alexandria, so th~t there the TOme lIlay be [cad out LO the Christian people. 
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Consequently, the Council was intended only to accept this doctrinal 
letter without any discussion whatsoever. This was the only way 
in which the question off.1i tb was to have been handled at the Council. 
In this sense Leo could write in his letter to Anatolius of Constantino­
ple early in 452 that the Council had been held to eradicate heresy 
and to confirm the faith.34 For all that, the question of faith was 
still given pride of place. Furthermore, what mattered to Emperor 
Marcian was a solution in a concrete form, viz. a new formula of 
faith which was to be discussed and put to the vote. 35 When the 
papal legates emphasised in opposition to this proposal that the pre­
vious definitious of Nicaea, Constantinople and Ephesus (43 r) 
together with the Tomus Leonis were suffi cien t to express the content 
offaith validly, they m ade theirjudgement on the basis of the uncon­
tested Western faith in the incarnation, which needed no new formula­
tion. What mattered to the Emperor, however, was a new formula 
which would correspond to the Eastern situation. The new formula 
was seen from the typical position of the imperial Church: it was 
to be a formula of unity which the whole Church in all the provinces 
of the empire could accept . The Alexandrians saw this project as 
an infringement of the agreement reach d at Ephesus (431) that no 
new formula of faith was to be made.36 There was a second cause 
of annoyance for them: Chalcedon declared that the Tomus Leonis 
was in agreement with the previous councils. Even if no new formula 
of faith had been forged, the Alexandrians would still have had a 
reason for rejecting the Council. 

Just as there was clear difference between the Emperor and the 
Pope in determining the object of the Council, so there was also 
a difference of opinion with regard to the question of presidency 
at the Council. On the basis of his Petrine-idea, Leo had his own 
notions . On account of his experiences with Ephesus (449), Leo had 
become unexpectedly mistrustful of ecumenical synods, or better, 
ecumenical synods held in the East. He wanted to be on the safe 
side, and hoped to gain this security by having his legates preside. 
Before the Synod of 449, the Pope had been satisfied to have his 
legates participateY Certainly, he had not made the presidency of 

34 Leo M., tp . 106 ad Allotol. cp., 21. May. 452: ACO " 4, p. 60, 12-13 . See below. CI ep. 
160 ad cppost/ clenm, Egypt .• 2 1 March. 458: ACO 11 4. nr. 100. p. 108. 5-'1· 

35 cr. the. firm dedJ.T~tion of the im perial commissioners at the beginning .of the fourth session 
a decbratio.t;L ccrt.tinly inspired by the E mperor: 'we are of [he com mon opinion fhat a more exact 
illvestig~tjon must be curied om ... into the orthodox ca tholic f.1 ith'. (ACO IT I, 2 , p. 92). Neverthe­
Jess. the,Bmperor recommends the more modem way, disc\lssioll . 

36 Cf. Can . VII: 'the holy synod bas decreed th;1t 110 olle is permitted to produce or draw up 
or compose anolher fa ith (another creed of fai th) apart from that defined by the holy Fathers who 
were g;tthered at Nicaea w ith theHoly Spirit' . (CO D 19733, p. 54, 16-55.7)· 

3'1 cr. Leo M , tp. 33 all Synod, Eplwsi,l. (449): AC O (I 4. nr. 12 . p. 16, 2-) : ' . .. 1 have sent 
(o ur bro thers J ulius, Rcnntu~ H ilam s, Dulcirius) to parrkipate (ill/ersilll) in my place in lhc holy 
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his legates a question of la,w I as the behaviour of his legates at the 
Council testifies. 38 In fact, it was only once that Paschasinus presided, 
and then in the third session. 39 Nevertheless, Leo firmly maintained 
that his legates at the Council should have preserved the right of 
presidency uninterrupted. This can only be a matter of 'interpreting' 
the proceedings, and not of an historical, legal reality. Leo saw the 
role of his legates within the theological perspective of his Petrine-idea 
and of his conviction that the council has the Holy Spirit when 'Petrus' 
meets with the bishops in questions of faith. 40 For all that the Pope 
saw the participation in the Council as providing the necessary con­
tr,?l. Where his representatives had given their assent, the work of 
the council was definitive. Their assent is his approbation. This con­
ception is very pointedly expressed in his letter to the bishops of . 
Gaul at the beginning of 452, thus immediately after the Council, 
and in another letter to Theodoret of Cyrus, if this second letter 
is genuine. In the first letter Leo informs the bishops of Gaul that 
judgement was passed on Dioscorus by synods presided over by 

gathering of your fraternity and to determine with you in common sententia what shall be pleasing 
to the Lord .. .'. After this Council Leo is more cautious. After 449 no council ever again receives 
an advance on trust from his side. 

" >8 Lco M., rp. 89 lid Marci4l1. illig., 24June, 451: ACO 114, nr. 46, p. 47, 34-48, 2: 'but because 
some of the brothers [at "EpheslL~ II], which we say not widlout sorrow. wore unable to maintain 
catholic constaney agllinsllhe whirlwinds of mIse hood, it is appropriate (COllllelli/) that the said brother, 
my rcllow bisho,p (Paschasinus) preside over ~he synod in my place . . . '. ThIs 'colwollil' is to be 
noted. With regard to this, W. Kiss)ing, op. cit. (sec above, n. 30) (}J, rightly says; 'thus Leo demands 
a chairmanship lit the Synod not on prillciple as a rigbt to which he is entitled. But on the other 
hand he does not simply reqllost it, but for particular reasons he resolutely insists on it. Hence 
at the third (morc correctly, second) session his delegates cnn say tbe Pope commissioned them 
to have the chair in bis placc', H. Gelzer, 'Die Konzilien als Rcichsparlamente', AlUgruviill( I:lcllI~ 
ScllI'ifiell (Leipz-ig 1907) 14Z"-1 SS' would like t.o translate prarsidl'l'e by 'to take first place' rather than 
bi' 'to have the chair'. Cr. ACO II ], Z, p. 8, Z9: rl]v 'iJI1ETs pav j3PlXxUT'I1Ta civO'lavroii TUVrll'l 
T'I]'l ccy£w; O"Iw68olJ 'll'POtBp.ruELV ~'!I'BTp£ljJell. Latin: Actio 1fI, ACO 11 3, 2, p. J 8: lIos/ram parllilnfCIII 
'illie Slwclo (ollcillo pro Sf praesilltr6 prncciplt .. .. Thus Leo ascribes 10 himsc.1f a cerenin claim of rightness 
foc the chairlllJlIlShlp at the Council without pressing it a~ n matter of law Ot being able to pte.s 
it at all at that timCl cr. also cp, 93, ACO II 4, nr. S~, p. 52, l a-II, where Leo writes to the 
bishops who were for the time being gathered at Nicaea that he himself was not lIble to be presCIlt 
at the Synod; but they should regard his emissaries as chairmen: ql/i lib IIPOS/O/iCil sede directi SImi, 

/lie synodo lit'S/rtf jOltrtlit.as (les(rrtlC/, pmesillere .... Pinnlly, cp. 103 to the bishops of Gaul: ACO II 
4, nr. 0 2 , p. 155, 18-19: "11111 jatm mel qui vice mea Orielltali sy"odo pratSedCrlIll( .. • (sec below). 
On account of his experien,cs in 449, Leo thus intensified his demands without goiJlg as far as 
he could. Hence one lllust not translate the 'prnesidere' q.ficr 449 by the ';/lti'resse' of 449, as P. Sto kOleicr 
dOfJ with reference to H. Geller (op. cit., 167). . 

r cr. W. de Vries, OCP 35 (1969) 73-76 = idem, Orietrl et OecidclIl (Paris 1974) 111-114, with 
reference to P. Battifol, Le Siege apostolique, 537, who is to the point when he states: 'the eighteen 
high state officials, who represented the Emperor at the Council, did not have simply the commission 
of being present at the sessions and caring for order, but they led the discussions. They did not 
take part in [he voting, but they presided, over the heads of the papal legates'. On the position 
of the Emperor in the impruial Church, see R. Haacke, Cltalkedon II, 96-101, with IiteraJure; 
J. Gaudemet. L'Bg/i'se dalu l'Empire ROII/nrll (fll"-V' sii!des) (Hi~loire du Droit et les Institutions de l'Eglise 
en Occident, Ill) (P3ris (958) ~ 3: Lcs Conciles, pp. 451-466, The statements of the latter are in 
part very unguarded. 

40 Leo M., ep. 89 ad Marcian. aug., 24 June, 451: ACO II 4, nr. 46, p. 47, 28-30: (Leo speaks 
of the despatch of his legates to the new council and their role in settling the dispute about faith, 
a settlement based on his own position): ... quoniam catholica fides quam instruente nos spiritu dei per 
sanelos patres a bearis opostolis didicimus el docemus, neulrum sibi miscere pennittit errorem. 
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his legates in his place. He adds to this letter the text of the record 
of the condemnation of the Alexandrian bishop by his legates. This 
record, however, is given by Leo in a translation which differs mar­
kedly from the one which the deacon Rusticus later prepared from 
the Greek acta (ACO II I, 2, p. 29, 14-20). On account of the signifi­
cance of the variations, we give the final sentence of both forms 
of the text in parallel columns. 

Leo M., ep. 103, ACO II 4, nr. 112, 
p. 156, 21-26 
Unde sanctus ac beatissimus papa caput 
universalis ecclesiae per vicarios suos, 
sancta synodo consentiente, Petri apos­
toli praeditus dignitate qui ecclesiae funda­
mentum et petra fidei, caelestis regni 
ianitor nuncupatur, episcopali eum [D.] 
dignitate nudavit, et ab omni sacerdotali 
opere fecit extorrem. Superest, uti con­
gregata venerabilis synodus canonicam 
contra praedictum Dioscorum proferat 
iustitia suadente sententiam. 

('Whence the holy and most blessed 
Pope, head of the whole Church, possessing 
the dignity of the apostle Peter who is 
called the foundation of the Church and 
the rock of faith, the door-keeper of the 
heavenly kingdom, through his repre­
sentatives, with the consent of the holy 
Synod, stripped him [Dioscorus] of his 
episcopal dignity and suspended him 
from every sacerdotal work. 
It only remains that the gathered venerable 
Council pronounce a just sentence on the 
said Dioscorus' .) 

Rusticus, ACO II 3,2, p. 46, 21-25 

unde sanctissimus et beatissimus archie­
piscopus magnae senioris Romae Leo per nos 
et per praesentem sanctam synodum una 
cum ter beatissimo et omni laude digrio 
Petro apostolo, qui est petra et crepido 
catholicae ecclesiae et ille qui est rectae 
fidei fundamentum, nudavit eum tam 
episcopatus dignitate quam etiam et 
omni sacerdotali alienavit ministerio. 
Igitur sancta haec et magna synodus 
quae placent regulis, super memorato 
Dioscoro decernet. 
('Whence the most holy and most blessed 
Archbishop of great older Rome, Leo, 
through us and through the present holy 
Synod together with the apostle Peter, 
worthy of all praise, who is the rock and 
base of the catholic Church and the foun­
dation of right faith, stripped him [Dios­
corus] of his episcopal dignity, as well 
as removing him from all sacerdotal 
ministry. 
Therefore, let this holy and great Synod 
in accord with the rules [canons] pass 
judgement on the said Dioscorus'.) 

The two forms differ noticeably. In his text Leo gives an edge 
to the words of his legates (as given in the Greek text and the transla­
tion of Rusticus), which already express the primacy of the Bishop 
of Old Rome clearly enough. His own position was emphasised by 
the insertion that the Pope is 'head of the universal church'. Further­
more, the equal status of the legates and the synod in the original 
text was changed, with a slight alteration oflanguage, into the subor­
dination of the latter to the former. Finally, in the linguistic form 
adopted by Leo, the Petrine principle is applied more decisively to 
the Pope than happens in the formulation of the legates. 

The relationship of council and Pope as understood by Leo would 
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be even more clearly formulated, were the disputed letter to Theo­
doret41 already mentioned genuine: 

[The Lord] did not permit us to suffer any harm in our brothers [the members 
of the Synod], but what he had previously defined by our ministry (ministerior dtifina­
verat) he confirmed through the assent of the whole brotherhood, in order to show 
that what was previously formulated by the first of all sees and had received the 
approval of the world truly proceeded from him, so that in this also the members 
may be in agreement with the head.42 

If the letter to Theodoret, at least in this passage, were genuine, 
Leo would be saying that God has defined the true faith through 
the mouth of the Pope and given his grace to the Council so that 
it knew the definition of Rome to be prompted by God, or to stem 
from God, though admittedly mediated through Leo as an instru­
ment. In fact, such sentences point ahead to the time when the canoni­
cal foundations of the rights of the Roman primacy would be laid. 
Certainly such words were spoken from a purely Western standpoint 

41 On the question of the autl1entidty of Leo M. , cpo 120, II June, 453, [0 Theodoret, let us 
briefly say the: following. E. Schwartz and T . G. Jallard. op. cit .. 340ff .. nccept the: letter :IS genuine: 
without further ado. C. Silva-Tarol,ca, TO 20, p. XXXIV-XXXVIII wilh tcferencc to the Ba.llerin.i, 
designates it as 'spuria'; idem, Nuovl SlIIdi, p. 8-,[.; l55££. ; he place.~ Ihe edition of rhis letter in 
an appendix· to TD 20, pp, 169-175. P . Stockineier, op. cit. (see above, n. 29) 165, n. lSI, follows 
Silva-Tarouca, but is unaware of the dissertation ofJ-T. M. Klinkcoberg, ROlli/scher Pl'iitiat 111111 Reidu/tir­
cllonrechr (Diss. Kiiln 1950) (typescript); in this there is "-0 """cursus on the question of the transmission 
and authenticity of the letter, viz. ep. uo, pp. l46-164. According to Klinkcnbcrg, who investigates 
the manuscript tradition anew, the beginning and the end of ep. 120 in their present form are certainly 
genuine, and this iildudcs also tbe SClltcncc cited above; cf. idem, ZSnvSt.K 38 (1952) (3'7-1l2) 
93 with n. 128; H . A.rens, Die cllrist%gisclic Spracbe Leos des Groflm. Alln/yse II. TOll/US all d. POlriareT,en 
Flavia" = FrTilSt 122 (Frciburg-Basel-Wien 1982) 37-5[. H. J. Sieben, Dj~ KOllzi/1r'rlCC dcr /tUm 
Kirc/'t (1979) 12.6ff., n. 75, is critical of Klinkenberg's mediating thesis. T he question is rAken up 
anew by R. Schieffer, 'Der Brief Leos d. Gr. an Thcodofct yon Kyros (CPG 9053)', ANTI~npON 
I 8~-87. Scllicfrer i~ undoubtedly successful if! settling the quesLion. He leaves it open whe.[her 
'it is possible to delimit cxaccly a (ccr(ain ly very slight) "genuine cOrc'" (84). I-Ie inwts, however, 
on Leo's re(eRnce towards tile end of the letter to an appended exemplar of his letter [0 Maximlls 
of Antioch (11 June, 453) QK 495) (ACO n 4, p. S[ , 19-27; Sllva-Tarouco, TV 20, p. 174, 1411-175), 
and says, 'Perhaps JK in its original, genuine form was hardly more dIan 3 brier accompanying 
letter to this copy, which then over a century later ill an utterly changed situatio!t was extended 
to an ostensible wimes.s defendit18 the orthodoxy of Tbcodoret' (ibid., 8S). Schieffcr can produce 
good reasons for dlC faCt thM ep. 120 in the text of the: Grimanica must be placed in the dogmatic 
discussions of the sixth century (sec below on the Three Chapters DiSpute), indeed after 553 'wn.cn 
the opposition against the dccision of 553 was limiicd geographically to northcrn Italy, especi:lily 
Aquilcia, and when its literature: exnalmed itself in more or less succe~sfu l historical 60tions' (ibid., 
84). E, Schwartz .Ict tne opponunity slip of applying his hermeneutical knowledge of the origin 
and purpose of publizi$tische Sammlungen' , here the Grimanica, to the qucs(ion of tp. 120. 

U See Leo M., (p. 120: ACO II 4, p. 78, 24-27. Is tllis forcing of tbe [Caching authority of 
the Pope really to be ascribed to Leo himself? The iden that either Christ or Peter is himsel f active 
in his representative is otherwise only present in an il13uthentic letter, the 'QIli1!i {lerti!l(1Ci/1~ addressed 
to the bishops of Galtl, wh.ich is editcd by G. Gundlacb in MGR Epistillae n f, pp. l)Q-91 (PL 54, 
1237): 'with wlla! obstinacy Hllarius, the Bishop of Aries. Red our dccis:ion, your holy brocllcrhood 
is not i~norQnt. Whencc we regard it as just lh~t the Bishop of Arles did 110L C!X.p<!Cl du: great 
moderauon in judgements of clle prince of tlle: a,postles III/,i,/I lIt alway.1 illsplay! /11 power throllgll 
/Jis lIiCllfS" H. J. Sieben, Di~ Konzllsidct tier A ltell Kird,e, Iz6ff., n. 76 alld 77. points emphatic:ally 
to the faa thaI Leo avoids lbe word dtjillire, the tenlliliUS /eelll/ leus for conciliar decrees and imperial 
edicts, and wi th his TamilS brings to bear primarily //Iillerinl, notformnlauchotiL-y. 
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and must not be taken on the basis of the 'assensus' of the Fathers 
in 45I. 

One finds, however, also 'in the letters to the Pope from the 
East .. very positive statements about the primacy and even about 
its Petrine foundation. At the same time, however, we must take 
into account the actual proceedings of the Council to guard against 
conclusions that go too far'. 43 In the section of the (inauthentic) letter 
of Leo to Theodoret already quoted, the Pope binds the Petrine doc­
trine to the idea of the assent of the 'whole world'. Here Leo certainly 
stands in the tradition of the theologians who in the discussion about 
Nicaea attempted to provide a foundation for its truth and authority. 
He himself, one must admit, does not enter expressly into the ques­
tion, but he does take over some elements of a theory of the council 
which was developing. Hence attention must be called to these ele­
ments, because for Leo they lay the foundation for the authority 
and validity of the Council of Chalcedon and its christological doc­
trine. In spite of his mistrust of every council,44 the Pope could enter 
the fray very vigorously on behalf of councils already concluded and 
conciliar decrees already passed. This was particularly the case when 
the Alexandrian party disputed the validity of the Council ofChalce­
don and demanded a new one. For him the Council of Nicaea held 
a special position. After this Council had prevailed in the fourth cen­
tury, it gained a new significance in the christological conflict of 
the fifth and sixth centuries. One can see this first of all in the struggle 

43 W. de Vries, 'Strukwren dec Kirche . .. , OCP 35 (l 969) 98. Ibid .• 98-11 1 (ef. idem Ocddelll 
et OrielJ/ (Paris 1974) 136-149) , deals wi th 'Prim:lcy fro m t:hc Eastern viewpoillt' and comes to 
the conclusion: ' the primacy is DO doubt more dearly recognised at C)13k edon than at other counclls. 
Bur even here Rome (w ith its (mther cl~s) could not cnrry the day. T he consciousness of the 
coil egio I authority of the bishops at the Council was too strong for tlus' (1I 1). Wben de Vries, 
ibid., says that the so-c~lIed Canon 28, despite ,he well-kno wn cli /Iiclil ries from Leo's side, became 
' immediately the l ~w in force in the EasI', onc may take this statement fu rtner. This Canon was 
in pl'llctice the law in force since 38 1. O nly in the West one had been unaware of this. According 
to cp. 105 ad Pu/dler.: ACO n 4. nr. 55, p~. ,58, 23, Anatoliu.s points ~ a sixty-year old ~lIdition, 
which Leo did not wanr to acknowledge. Dur the Alcx.1ndcinns also Ignored the Couno t of 381 . 
Cf. ..E. Honigmann, 'Juvcnal of Jerusalem', DOP 5 (1 950) (211-279) 236£., 247, where Honigmann 
lnclicates the pcincipal reason for Leo's rejection orCanon 28: Anatolius cannot make ofConstandnopJe 
an 'apostolica sedes'; Leo M., ep. ro4 all Marcian. aI/g. , 22. May, 452: ACO n 4, or. 54, p. 56, 19· 
In ollr analysis of the Codex cllcyellll! we sh:tU return to this question. 

44 C f. Leo M., cp. 119 ad Maxim. A nliocll clI . tp. , 11 June, 453: ACO II 4, p. 74, 9-12: iJubripieJtdl 
",im ocws/olles lion prQclcrmiUiI ambitlo et quotitllS ob oCCllrretlles causus gellcralis cOllgreg.liio facta filcrlt 
sacemo/ulII , dlj/ici/e esl III cupidiras improborunr /lOti nliq/l ld supra mfJlSllrnnr 511/1111 mol/amr I1ppClcrc, simi 
erim!, d.t E,ph.tSellll syl/odo •. :. Leo meausJ.~~ell al 's anem~t at the COlmcil of EpheslIs (43 J) to extond 
hIS JUrIsdIction. Leo round the same amljltlon m AnatoHus and Ius e[forts on behalf of the so-called 
Cauon 28. Olle is reminded of Gregory Nazianzen, ep. J 30 ad Procollillm: ' lt is my decis ion to fl ee 
all gatherings o f bi~hop , becol1se I have not yet secn a council chat had reached a h1lPPY condusion 
and brougbt an end to our troubles, ralhtr than increasing them. O lle expcriences ~there onll chicanery 
lind disputes about precedence which surpass aoytlurlg that onc could say . .. And i Olle w~re 
LO have the aucb city to reprimand the bishops. still they w ould rather accuse him of lack of faltb 
than be brought to the renlll1ciation of evil ' (translated fr om J. Barbel, Gregor IIOU N~iOlrz , F l7u{ 
Tllcologisellc Redell, (Dilsscldo.rf 1963), 18-19). 
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against Nestorius, as the proceedings of the Council of Ephe'sus 
show,45 but then also in the confrontation with the Alexandrians 
who ascribe more and more significance to the Council of 325 and 
who see their christology established in it (according to the pattern 
of Ephesus (43 I)). For Leo, particularly on the level of ecclesiastical 
politics, Nicaea became the symbol of immutability. When the 
attempt was made from Constantinople to press the claim of patriar­
chal priority on the basis of the great number of council Fathers 
at Chalcedon-greater than the number at Nicaea!-Leo was not 
impressed. Though another synod produce just as high a number 
of council Fathers, Nicaea is and remains, for all that, unchangeable. 

No council should flatter itself on the increased number of the assembly. No 
number, no matter how high, of priests (sacerdotum = bishops) should dare to com­
pare itself with or take precedence over those 3 18 bishops, because the Synod of 
Nicaea had been held with such a great privilege bestowed by God that everything 
which stands in opposition to its decree loses all authority, even if the ecclesiastical 
tribunals (ecclesiastica iudicia) were held with more or fewer synodal members.46 

The Pope, together with Empress Pulcheria, would go even so far 
as to declare as invalid (unita nobiscum vestrae fidei pietate in irritum 
mittimus) agreements of bishops (consensiones episcoporum) which con­
tradict the sacred canons ofNicaea. With the authority of the blessed 
apostle Peter he would 'annul' (cassamus) them in one general defini­
tion and thus obey in all ecclesiastical matters the laws which the 
Holy Spirit through the 318 bishops had ordered to be observed 
peacefully by all priests (bishops). 

Although compared with them ever so many decide something different from 
what they decided, whatever differs from the ordinances enacted by them deserves 
no consideration at all. 47 

4S Cc. A. Grillmelcr, CCT (2, 484-487;]dChr 12, 687- 6!}T. 
46 Leo M., ep. 106 lid A I/ilIa!. cp., 22 May, 452: ACO n 4, nr. 56, p. 60. 16-2"1; cf. cp. 104 

lid MorGlan. RUg.; ACO U 4, nr. ~4, p. 56, :ao-:n. Leo docs DO!. indicate how he knows ofNicaca's 
special right. The Oltly special. righr tlm is demonstrable is that of itS reception which had been 
particularly (cflected upon and fought for. NieoClL Il'ld n speci:tl signifiCllIlcc for Rome, u1Sobr 8S 
tbe Canons of the Council of crdica (34Z), which dealr with tbe right of appeal [0 the BisjlOP 
ofRoII1l:, were later passed e£r as Canons of the Council ofNicaea. Cf. F. X. Funk~K. :Bihlmeyer-H. 
Tticble, Kirdrmgrsrbir.lite I (Paderbom 12r9s I) § 64, J . In our ,omcx~, however, Cnnon ('\ of NiClea 
(in the interpolated Roman fOWl UlcHtiOllcd above), which settles ilie order of precedence ofepiscopaJ 
seer is decisive. See above eh. I, n. 56. 

• Leo M .• ep . 105 lid i'll/ch I!/'. 4l1,g., 22 May, 452: ACO II 4, 11r. S5. p. 58, 33-59. 4. Cf. cpo 
H9 lid Ma:cimml/ Antioch. ep .: ACO U 4, nr. 66. p. 74. 8-9: 'and it will be easier for contracts 
of whatever IIgrctmc:nr to be dissolved (colmmiOllum Pild/! diJso/II/) than for tl,e rules of the said 
ClnOI1ll to be infringed'. What deviates from Nicaca Cim never fmel the asseJlt of the Apostolic See 
(p. 740 29-'30). From tlle viewpoint of tht! imperial Church, did Leo undertake 100 much, if he 
bclievcd-evcJl WiLh tbe asscnt of Pulcheria, should she be able to be reach,ed-tllllt he could exercise 
a right of annulment against a conciliar decision that did not meet with his favour? He could refuse 
his assent, but he could not 'annul' it. It is striking that the demands which he made simultaneously 
to Marcian and Pulcheria are formulated more strongly in his letter to Pulcheria than they are in 
his letter to Marcian, 
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The notion of a council is the only thing of interest to us here. Nicaea 
is utterly irrevocable, even when it is only a question of the regulations 
of Church law .. Even a synod such as Chalcedon can change nothing 
in this regard. 

Leo can thus understand the competence and the significance of 
Chalcedon in a relative sense. But the motivation for this comes 
only from Canon 28. When it is a matter of the causa fidei, he can 
emphasise unequivocally the immutability of this Council as well; 
he does this when he sees that the Alexandrians or the Emperor 
are striving for a new council in order to repeal the last. To want 
to repeal Chalcedon would also mean making Nicaca invalid. Leo 
emph~sises this connexion, because the Al xandrians lay claim to 
the Council of 325 for themselves and play it off against C h.aJc ·don."R 
Thus the Fourth General Council appears more and more as being 
of equal standing with the First Council, and this happens for the 
very reason that both synods stand in the same relationship to their 
authentic source: the evangelic and apostolic tradition. 49 In one of 
his last letters, ep. 164, Leo rounds off his conception of Chalcedon, 
and more or less of councils in general, even if other letters need 
to be consulted to complete the picture. 

What is well regulated must in 110 way e revoked. For to wane to qU 3(ic l till 
about such legitimate iand divinely inspired ordinances is not ~ ign r a pea cful 
spirit bue of one that is rebellious .... For if one is at liberty to discll ss hllman 
convictions const..·:mtly lafresh], tben there will never fa.i! to be those wbo dare t 
militate against the truth. [Leo indi ates the futility of false rhetoric. l ... T he holy 
Synod of C halcedon has been celcbrated by all the provinces of the Roman mpirc 
with the conscnsus of the wbole world (qllrlC au ulliIJersis ROrrl(lIIi ol'bis proll i"riis w m 
'otills tlJfmdi est celebYrlta cotlsetlSJI) and is c rupletely one wirh the decrees of the most 
holy Nicene Council. Because now the holy Synod of b;llcedoll has ep rated 
all the ungod liness of the Ell tychian doctrine (Eutychlrll1l dogmrlLi,() from the body 
of the catholic community, how can one of the fallen have thc intention of returning 

4l! cr. Leo M .• 1Jl . 156 nil Leol1 .. Dllg .. 1 December. 4Sr. AC II 4. nT. 97. p. 102, 2.5-~7: ' in 
no way could it bappc:Jl that we could have sentiments against the holy Synod of Ni(.l ea, 38 the 
h~rctics lie (aboul us) who prc.tend (COlljig'lIIt) to hold (telle,- ) the fa ith or the Council of NiGIU3'. 
On this, ep . 164 ail Lroll. Dug ., 17 August, 458: AC U 4, nr. 103 . p. r 12, 30-34: ' 'O r whoev~r 
is so forgetful of Christian hope and his own solva tiOll that. in order to contort the 111 0st sacred 
Council ofNiCica. he ventunlS to violate the evangelic, apostolic decree of the h Iy Synod of C halce­
don. this person . .. we condem n'. It ...,.a5 certainly not tbe intcntion o f the Alexal1driMls t ikstr)' 
the teaching of Nicae:l. According [0 Leo, however. they deny the truth of the incRmation. OI1d 
hence annul [he Council. 

~? Leo M., cpo .61. ad Leon. aug. , 11 M~rch, 458: ACO " 4. nr. ~9 , p. 106, 30-31: 'thos who 
do not follow the dcfmitions ortbe venerahle Synod of NicDcn Or (I,d .) the ru les ofihe holy oUlld ) 
of Chalcedol1 are in. no way to be reckoneO as cathol ics. for it is lear that the: holy decrees of 
both (synods) prOCEed from the eV31l~c1ic and apostolic SO\lrcc·. I m11l~d i3 t,e l.y followin" this, be 
expresses the. parity ofbo!h coUDcils: . . . .,bout the rhins s wlllch boch -at Nl c:!LOI ,m.i1 At Chalccdon 
were defined in accord with God's good pleasure. We do flO! do re to cmer into nC~Olmti ons (II'o<l'lf" ')' 
as if tnose things wete doubrful or weak (,,!firma) which so gre~l 311 auLhonty had decided lhroL1~ ), 
the Holy Spirie (!June /lIlIln per 5QIlaUIII spirllulllfixil all(/ol'itns), . 
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to the peace of the Church before he is cleansed by perfect satisfaction (p erfoda 
satiifactione) r cit. 1 Joh 4, 2: Omnis spiritus qui ccnifitetur . .. J? ·ltll of respect and with 
tenacity we must hold to the fanner instruction of the Holy Spirit. lest-if a debate 
of such things rL e. the decisions of the Council] be permitted-authority be with­
drawn from wh:1t has been defmed under djvine inspiration (tie dum taU"m disceptatio 
ammiuitllr, his qune dillilliws dejinita SIm!, (llIetQritns derogetur). 10 well-founded peace 
may the faith r~tifi d at Cha1ced n be prescPicd in ev"ry part OfYOUf empire and 
in the whole world. Whoever separates himself from our commtullty and from 
unity is unworthy [the name ofCh.ristian.5o 

Several reasons for the 'auctoritas' of Chalcedon are named here-­
beyond the decisive one that this Council Gust as Nicaea) contains 
th evangelic and apo tolic teaching. 51 Although Leo is convinced 
that str.ictly speaking very believer could establish the agreement 
between council and apostolic teaching, he nam.es further reasons 
for the authority ofChalcedon. Two reasons stand in the foreground: 
(1) the Council had the assistance of the Holy Spirit. his inspiratio; 
(2) through this inspiration the Fathers came to a consensus. A further 
reason is only intimated: the notion of the repraesentatio of the whole 
Church, which must be seen, however, in connexion with the notion 
of consensus. Tbis is not considered more closely. It would have to 
be seen above all in the framework of the structure of the imperial 
Church. One question will deserve attention: how do all these special 
reasons given for the auctoritas of the Council of Chalcedon relate 
to the one decisive reason-its evangelic, apostolic quality? 

(a) The Council and the inspiratio of the Holy Spirit 
Numerous letters centre OJ] this topic. Whatever may take place 

against Chalcedon (e.g. in Alexandria) 'cannot signify a prejudice 
against the Synod of Chalcedon; that which through the instruction 
of the Holy Spirit has been defined for the salvation of the whole 
world must remain inviolate'. 52 Indeed, at 'this Council which was 
assembled by the Holy Spirit everything was laid down in definitions 
so comprehensive and perfect that nothing can be added to or 
removed from this rule which issued from divine inspiration'. 53 But 
how did the Pope know about this inspiration or about the assistance 

50 Leo M., ep. 164-nd Leoll . nug., 17 August, 458; ACOn 4, nr. 103, p. 1I0, B-1 12,2. 
51 Leo refers to the fac;t thaI the Emperor should restore the original stoHe or 3.ffllics in Alexandria 

nnd tbe freedom of this Churc;h by installing a bishop Wl10 observes tbe decisions of Chalcedon 
and thus also agrees with the 'e,'angelic disciplinc'; lIlIl/Sltl Uti, Calt/,cdollells[s synod; .llalllla (IIslodiens 
el cotlcordallS ~lIa"gflicis diseipUlli! ..• ordilltlllr (ibid., p. 1I2,211f.). 

52 Leo M . , cp. 144 ad lulinll . CI'" J June, 4.57: ACO U 4, ur. tOO. p. 138, 35-37; ... quat I,ulmctlle 
spirih4 sallcto nd 10/111' ""111111 sailltelll dtjinila 5UIII, i>wiolala prrmnrietmt. 

53 Leo M., ep., 145 ad Lto". aug., 10 July, 457: ACO n 4, nr. 87, p. 96, 4-6. cr. tp. 147 lid 
lII/iml. ep.: ACO U 4. nr. 89, p. 97, 21-23 (agreemcnt of this definition from divinc_inspir:1tioll 
witb apostolic and evangelic t~cbillgS) i tp. '4-9 and I SO a" Bas;UIII" Amioell. tp.: ACO II 4. Ilr. 

90/91, p. 98, 2.)-24 (emphasis 011 thc inspiratiOJ;l oftbe Counci l. with regard to which any novilas 
no longer has ~Ily place); 'beCAUSe, something which must be emphasised ti.ne and time again, 
tbe whole Christian religion is thrown into disorder when an ything tint was decided at ChalcedoI' 
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of the Holy Spirit? Certainly he had received this confidence from 
ecclesial tradition, and in particular from the synodal practice of the 
Western Church. 54 But we must again bear in mind that Leo is con­
vinced that the assistance of the Holy Spirit is guaranteed to a council 
through his mediation (i.e. his mediate or immediate participation) 
as the successor of Peter. His letters 89 and 120 (if the latter is authen­
tic: see above) have shown this. In any case, as Leo's reaction to 
Ephesus (449) shows, it is unthinkable for him that a synodical deci­
sion which came into existence against the assent of the apostolic 
see of Rome could have the assistance of the Holy Spirit. 

(b) The Consensus Patrum 
A special guarantee of the validity and efficacy of a conciliar decision 

is its unanimity. From the very beginning, this-as a moral attitude­
was accepted as a characteristic of the Christian community (cf. Act 
2, 46; 5, 12). The bond between consensus and truth had already a 
strong non-Christian tradition, before it was utilised for the interpre­
tation of the councils. The catch-phrase of this tradition is 'consensus 
omnium gentium'. 55 Aristotle was the one who established the recogni­
tion of universal thought. The Stoics and the Epicureans, with their 
doctrine of the inner perception which resides in the nature of man, 
added the detailed psychological foundation of the consensus. 

The nature of man which is grasped in the self-perception of the I is the same 
in every man. Hence it produces only one sole decree, one sole law, one sole state 
in which the spirit of cosmopolitanism reigns. This changed attitude towards the 
world and man rests upon a new doctrine of human community, viz. the doctrine 
of the natural relationship of all men, the 0 LKE (W(TL~-doctrine. 56 

Admittedly, in Leo's writings hardly any connexion with ancient 
philosophy can be discerned. To the extent that the notion of consensus 
is found in his writings, it has been mediated through the Church. 57 

is destroyed ·(co/lllellitur),. On the principle that nothing may be added to the Council oc [liken 
from it, cf. Dt 4. 2 Vulg.: adderN/iferrc: (sidor o( Pclusium: PG 78. 1163: 'the holy Synod which 
met in NicJC3 is to be followed, wlthoul anything being added or subtracted: for. i.nspired by God, 
it "dogrnaUscd" the truth' (quoted from H. J. Sic.bell 0p. cil. (sec o. 17), 220). Here Sieben also 
deal.s with tbe; idea of the in5pirlltion of the Council with reference to G. Bardy, 'L'inspirntion 
des Petes de l'Eglise" RSR 40 (1952) 7-26, in pmiculnr 23-25. 

54 C( H.j. Sieben, op. cit., 220-221. 
55 Cf. K. Oehler, 'Ocr consensus omnium als Kriterium del: Wnhrheit in der aIltiken Philosophic 

und der Pntristik . Eine Sturne zlJr Geschkbte der AJlgemeinen McillUIlg', idem, An/ike Pllilosopme 
'/lid ByZ{/lIlillisc/rcs Mille/4/1eT. A,ljsiltze Z II Gm/ljeMe dcsgriedlisdlcll De/lkcns (Munchen 1969) "34-271; 
R. Schiano Ulltersllc//lurg~/1 iiber das '01.11111118/1111111 t COIISC/lS.1 omflilllll' = Spudasmaro 28 (Hildesbeim 
(973): G. Sauter, 'Consensus', TRE 8,182-189. On the more recent lheological discnssion of the 
concept of consensus see G. Sauter. 'Konsens als Ziel tllld VorausstLZuog cbeologiscber Erkenntnis', 
P. LeJ\gsfcld/n.~G. Stobbe (Ed.), TllcologiJclrer Ko/uC/ls I/Ild Kirc/.fIIspaIMlg (Stuttgart 1'981) su-6a: 
J. WohlmLltfl , 'Konsens als Wahrbeit? VersLlch cincr lbegJogiscben KJarung', ZKTII 103 (1981) 
309-323; P. Hajcn, ' Wabrbcit lind KonsenslIs. Ein Beitrag Okumcnischcr Theologic zum Vcrbii lcuis 
zwischen WabJ:hcil und Geschichtc', KIID23 (1977) 131-156. 

56 K. Oehler, rt. cit., 243 . On Aristotle, ibid., 237-241. 
57 C£ the witnesses named by K. Oehler: I Clement, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Cyprian and others. 
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To be sure, a typically Roman element makes its appearance, when 
Leo compares the indissolubility of the canons of Nicaea with the 
inviolability of any agreement whatever: 'quarumlibet consensionum 
pacta'. It is only the association of ideas that is important here. One 
must not be seduced into interpreting Nicaea, for example, as 'consen­
sionum pactum'. The point of comparison, the tertium comparationis, 
is the stability. But the bond between 'council' and 'consensus' is intrin­
sic, being all the more significant the more a council really brings 
together the representatives of the Christian oikumene or of the orbis 
Romanus. Hence the notion of consensus is tied to that of repraesentatio, 
even if Leo does not use this term in this context. For Leo, the ideal 
consensus is attained when bishops from all the provinces have gathered 
at a council, and are at one in the unity of the decision. 58 It is signifi­
cant that in this context Leo refers to the gospel as the unifying point 
for the whole orbis terrarum. Unity in the evangelic and apostolic 
tradition is the necessary goal of all conciliar endeavour. Thus Leo 
has traced the notion of consensus back to its authentic ground-the 
ground which dominates his idea of a council. 59 

The reader may be reminded briefly of the fact that the valuation 
of the so-called acclamations6o was a classical element in the notion 

sa Leo M., qJ. 105 ad PIIie/wr. tlllg., 22 May, 4S2: ACO II 4, nr. 55, p. 57, 26-30: 'once the 
whole earth had been confirmed in unity of lAitb and the hC'3rts of all lhe bishops (stlCerrJollIlII) had 
been directed to the same opinion (1/1 t lllldem WW/III rlirtclis), it was best thllL beyond those things 
on account of which the holy Synod had been assembled ... nothing contrary to such a gJ:e3l 
good should be imroduccd' (viz. tbe sq..called Canon 28). But in contr~s t LO Leo, Anatolius had 
also emphasised the unity or tlle decision for this canon (in ,po 1.01: ACO II I, 2 , nT. IS , p. 53, 
36-54, 6). Only the papal legates did not j oin in. Particularly in his pre-ChakedQniaFl letters (0 

Marcian and Analolius, Leo had spoken of thcrcpresclltntion of all provinces at the coming Council. 
Thus In ep. 83 ad Mardun . OIIJI., 9)une, 451 : ACO 11 4, TIr. 41 , p. 43, 11- 14: ' . .. we all;o dcmanded 
that there be a .sy nod \s.l",odulII fierl). but the plight of tbe present time in no way allows the bishops 
of all the provinces (.) to sa tEer, for those provinces, from w hich especially (maxi/lie) (hishops) 
are to be summoned. are disturbed by war, thus hindering them. from leaving their Churches. 
(hence above all eh-c bishops of N orth Italy and GRul) : cf. cp. 89 tit! M llrdnll . tlllg., 24 June, 45 I; 
ACO 11 4, or. 4ti, p. 47, 15-20; 'we believed thaI Your Clemency would meet o ur desire and. 
in view of'the present plight. would order tbat the episcopal synod be postponed 10 a more suitable 
time, so that the bishops could be summoned from all the provinces and there would be a truly 
univc.rsa.1 council'. The same request is found in cp. 90 ad Marcian. aI/g. , 26 June, 451: ACO nr. 
47, p. 48: tp . 91 ad Alia/oJ. cp. , 26 J\me, 451: ACO Dr. 48, p. 49; ' ... for w hen couJd we send 
(messengers or .invitations) through all the various and distanl provinces, so that there could really 
be II universal council?'. 

59 K. Oehler, op. cit. , 257f. establishes a connexion berween the idea of tOllsell j llS and Christian 
thought on tradition: 'the argument of traditioD is also held consistently by l-lippolytllS ... On 
the unity of truth rests the unity of the true, apostolic teaching. and on the latter rests the ulliry 
of the Church. Whecver cuts binise)[ 01F from her, whether it be in his concrete way of li fe or 
in his teaching, deviates from the ·indivisible truth whose bearer is Bolcly the one, indivisible Church. 
In its structure thil; principle calls to Iwnd the formulation of Seneca (Dial. 7. 8, 6): $IIWmlllll bDmml 
esst tlIrimi co"cQrdln/JI j vir/Illes elJl'lII illl ('sse dcbcUlllli, IIbi COIISCIllIlS a/qlle llliitas eril : di5$idell dll vitia. This 
etlrlcal concepr of co/umslls held by Seneca has entered as well into early Christianity's awarrness 
of Church pol,irics and the economy of salvation'. Por Leo. however, something cise is ccr~ainly 
to tho fore: the one truth and the aspect of tbe question concern~d w ith the politics of the imperial 
Church (see below). 

GO E. Peterson, Erc; Se6c;. Bpigrapllisdlc, jormgesc/IJelllI/c/le mId religiollsgcschiclltJi(hu Unterme/"mgen 
(PRLANT N.P. 24) (GOtringcn J926) Sections m and IV: 141-2270 Art. 'Alliamationen' by 
T. Klauser. RAG 1(1950) 216-23.3; K. O ehler, op. cit., 253. 
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of consensus. In fact we also find acclamations in the history ofChalce­
don, namely by the bishops and by the people. They are the expression 
of the consensus inspired by the Holy Spirit. But already in the history 
of the Roman Em perors they were of great significance.61 In connex­
ion with the Synod of Ephesus (449) two witnesses report acclama­
tions inspired by the Holy Spirit-though in contrary senses. The 
acta which have been passed down in Syriac naturally present Dioscor­
us in a good light. When it was a question of the deposition of Bishop 
!bas ofEdessa, twelve monks from this city first of all gave an account 
of the acclamations against the bishop given by the people before 
the imperial officials for days on end. At the Synod itself: when 
Ibas was condemned and deposed, the Council broke into loud shout­
ing. Dioscorus interpreted with his statement: 'That was the Holy 
Spirit screaming through you'. 62 Indeed, loud crying out was the 
distinguishing mark of the influence of the Holy Spirit-without 
doubt, an enthusiastic, mantic element. It is of interest to note that 
Leo also attributed the influence of the Holy Spirit to those who 
dissented from Dioscorus. At the Council of 449, th~ acclamations 
of the orthodox people of Constantinople were reported to Leo in 
Rome. By these acclamations he discerned that the faithful of Con­
stantinople had not succumbed to the Manichaean error ofEutyches. 63 

That is probably the sole demonstrable point of contact between Leo 
and the classical consensus doctrine. Even the 'transmission' of accla­
mations has its parallels in the history of the emperors. According 
to Cod. Theod. vm 5. 32, the messengers of such attestations by 
the people may even use the imperial post. All statements of consensus 
at a council should not, however, be interpreted in a mantic or enthu­
siastic manner. Normally consensus is the factual outcome of the senten­
timn rogare, i.e. the straightforward expression of differing opinions. 
Even when partisan passion plays a role, the bishops speak along 
the lines of their theological traditions. 

Institution and enthusiasm can, moreover, be closely connected. 
First of all it is possible to establish the institutionalisation of even 
such a dynamic factor as the acclamations. There are many indications 

61 cr. E. Peterson, op. cit.> 145, who gives an example from Ca.ssius Dio (75. 4 Boissevain) 
from the year 193; he experienced spontaneous, simultaneous and W1311imOUS acclamations of the 
people, and comments 011 these as follows: ' thus they were roused to emhusiasm by a divine breath 
... For otherwise so many thousands of men neither would have begun all at once, like a practised 
choir, to shout the same tiling, nor would they have shouted faultlessly, like one who has practised'. 
Cf. K. O ehler, op. cit., 253f. For the transfer of this conception of emhu5iastic acclamation to 
rhU'roceedings C?fa council_and other ~ath~rillgs, n. E. Peterson, ibid., 14;4-151.. 

Cf. J. Flemmg, Ab/,GottGW, Phil-hist. KJ. N .F. Bd. XV. 1 (Berlin 1917) 15-19; 57. 10-12. 
On Kpa'ew, cf. Rom 8, 16: Gal 4. 6. 

63 cr. Leo M., cp. 59, ad c/ves COIISlallt.: ACO 0 4, nr. 34, p. 34, 5-11: gotldem'ls tlln SOllCloe 
plebls ""Ialllmiollibm, qunrwlI ad /IDS IIxempl" de/ala s,ml, OllffliwlI lIes/ooml prob~llIIu affiaJlf/l • •• etc. 
Cf. Leo M., tp. 61,: ACQ 11 4., 01'. 1.7, p. 2.8; cf. on this the comments of the Ballerini in PL 
54. 1~2.4. n. 3j and 36. 
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that from the middle of the third century at the latest the number 
of times an acclamation was repeated was recorded in the senate 
minutes. There is documenta~ evidence for this practice from the 
first half of the fifth century.6 This repetition, which could easily 
be produced by a clever manager, is not to be appraised in the first 
instance as anything other than, for example, Lhe 'curtain-calls' for 
a play. But in a. religious act, such as a council, one is quickJy prepared 
to trace the acclamation and its intensity back to the Holy Spirit. 
For this reason the idea of the inspiration of such events needs to 
be tested critically. This does not mean that acclamation, as a simple 
abbreviated form of voting, is inadmissable. The value of a conciliar 
vote is determined finally by the depth of the theological discussions 
and by the freedom of the vote. 

3. The immutability of the Chalcedonian decisions 
The way in which all the various reasons for the auctoyitas of the 

Council of Chalcedon are ordered into a single whole in Leo's view 
can be understood by a look at the 'result'. With his emphasis upon 
the inspiration of the Council and its unanimity, Leo's final goal 
is this: in the struggle for the recognition of the Synod, it should 
be set down as immutable and irrevocable. Against the voice of the 
Holy Spirit any novitas is out of order. In comparison with a world­
wide consensus no particular opinion counts anymore. Fullness permits 
no increase. What has been well worked out requires no subsequent 
work. Finally, whoever will not hear the community of the Church 
or the voice from above should withdraw from the Church and live 
according to his own opinions. The questions have been so unambi­
guously explained 'that what has been established in all the past cen­
turies in accord with the gospel of Christ and the truth of apostolic 
teaching by one faith and one understanding can no longer be des­
troyed by any further undertaking'. 65 Chalcedon has entered into 

64 K. Oehler. op. cit .• ,'l.53. The Roman Synod Of13 March. 495. where Gd3sius was acclaimed 
as vicaril/s Christi, offers an example of the counting of ac~amations. Cr. GeJnsius I. ep. 30. IS: 
T hicl 447· 

65 Leo M .• tp. I4S nd LeOII. III/g .• IOjuly. '1ST ACO n 4. nc. 87. p. 96. 11-13: ... ul 111M StCIIlldl4111 
tllallgelil//II Christi et praedici/liOIlIs ap05l0/icM IIErltalelll OIll"I/IIIS rtlre slItclllis Win fide JIIwqllc iulcllig'"lin 
roborata SllIIt. ,mila u/t(rilfS possilll iJaillllc (orivelll. In further letters (roru chiB time he spe~ks in the 
same way: ep. J52 lid llilillll . cp •• I September. 457: ACO II 4. nr. 9J. p. 99. 17- 18: Em.peror 
Leo will certainly imcrvcne, lit belle fillila alqllt composilll llliqllll possilll lIollilale lIio/ari. Ell . 1.53 ad 
Acliwll presh .• J September. 457: ACO IT 4. nr. 94. p. 99. 35-37: ' with regard to the mystery 
(Sl/erammlum) of catholic faith (= the incatruloon). iT is not for us to engage :my longer in conflicts. 
because nothing can be investigated more diligently or dcfmcd morc t(uly· . Cbalccdon signifies 
a conclusion. In tp. J56 ad Leoti. ollg .• I December. 457: ACO II 4. nr. 97. p. tOl, l~. bcsldes 
the assistance of the Holy Spirit, the importance of the Church's teaching authorities is also given 
prominence. If we give in to the cndeavours inimical to Chn1ccdon. 'we shall appear to roOI up 
that which has been well csrnblished altd at the whim of heretical request to weaken the attlhoritics 
which the universal Church has embraced. and hence seetn to set no criterion [or Churches in 
conflict, but to expand the permission given to rebel rather than to calm conmcts·. Leo combines 
with this the Petrine idea and emphasises the coherence in tradition with Nicaea. which the opposition 
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the unchangeable tradition of the Church, and can never disappear 
from it. 

In the post-Chalcedonian letters of Leo we see thus that in the 
confrontation with the Alexandrian opposition Chalcedon is more 
and more 'built up' as the 'immutable and irrevocable Council'. With 
this development there occurs a precedent which affects not just the 
narrower history of the Fourth General Council, but the Church's 
understanding of councils in general. This concerns the Church's 
becoming aware of the role which Chalcedon has in the paradosis 
with regard to the true incarnation of the Son of God. Leo's thought 
always begins with this central point. He knows that the causa fidei 
which was endangered by Eutyches is guaranteed by the decision 
of faith of 45 I. For this reason the Pope no longer has to say much 
about the Council-his long silence proclaims this. The Council has 
already fulfilled its function, and the Church has really no need to 
look to this Council as such. The Church could simply continue 
to live her paradosis with regard to Christ according to the teachings 
of the Fathers, in particular ofNicaea. But the opponents who wished 
to eliminate the Council used as a lever the question of the legitimacy 
and orthodoxy of the Council as such. As Chalcedon had led to 
the liquidation of Ephesus (449), so now again the Council of 451 
should be put into liquidation. For this reason Leo directs his thoughts 
to the legitimacy of Chalcedon, its irrevocability and its validity. 
Naturally, his intention is focused, as it was before, on the proclama­
tion of faith or the content of the conciliar statement. But now he 
defends it by shoring up conciliar authority as such. This protective 

claim for themselves (p. 102, 25-27). Ep. 157 ad Analol. ep .: ACO nr. 102, p. 109, 37-38: the 
Egyptians work for a new synod. Whoever assents to these 'machinationes' 'will separate himself 
from the community of the catholic Church, for in accord with divine inspiration there is a conviction 
(sftJIe" tia) with regard to faith in the incarnation of the Lord and with regard to the protection 
of the Synod of C halcedon of the universal Church, and particularly in our regions (partibus!) the 
evangel ic doctrine is so strongly held that it is considered a great sacrilege to deviate from apostolic 
tradition even in the slightest'. 

Fill ~l1 y the concept of dllClorUas comts in here: 'p. roo to the Egyptian refugees who were sojourning 
ip Constantinople: ACO 11 4. nr. 100, p. 108, 7ff,: 'for of those things defined, which the authority 
of such a gre.! synod and the m ost Chrisdan of princes sanctions and which the assent of the 
Apostolic See confIrmed, nothing need be discllssed, lest it seem that something be made void 
(infrillgl) in an unlawflll wny .. .'. 81" 161 <III Clulfl/l COIISlant., 21 March, 458: ACO II 4. nr. 
10I , p. l OS: ira discuss-ion (discePlatio) is allowed over C hnlccdon, its authority is witbdrawn. Accord­
ing to C. Si lva-Tarollcn, Nlle"i S/IIdl, 183, the ~u[hcncidty ·of the letter is suspeot in part. Ep . 16z 
ad Leo" . nllg .• 2.1 M3rcll. 458: ACO Jl 4. nr. 10J , p. 106, $-11 : ' . .. wh.:l tever has beel] devoutly 
and full y ~l lellt) dcfmed must not be called again into 3J1y discLi ssion, Jcs~ we OLl[sd .. es appea{ 
at the whim of those condemned (lid IIrllilriwlI dtllllllnlorll lll) to have doubts about the IhillgS Whiell 
in everything a.;.-ord with the amhori ty of the propbel;s, the gospcl~ and the ~postles. Whence if 
there are somc who dissen t from these th ings which ate heavenly constituted. let them be left to 
their own opinions and let them leave the uniry of the Church (lib lilli/tile Eccles/tie . .. disccdalll) 
with that pe(versity which they have chosen. For it is in ·no w. y possible that those who dare 
to contradict the divine mysteries nuy associAte with us in an y cOII/llUw io'. On the Emperor's new 
plans for a COLlMcil, which Leo energe ticall y rejects in ep. J6z, cf. T. G. Jallard, op. cil. (above 
n. 1), 388. 
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role is emphasised so much that Leo in no way reflects upon the 
theological advance which the Council had brought to the interpre­
tation of the incarnation. In other words, the Pope never attempts 
to show the significance that Chalcedon has in taking a new step 
in the linguistic and conceptual formulation offaith in the incarnation. 
Or to put this in modern terms, the necessity of a hermeneutic for 
a conciliar formula that is so shocking is not seen. The linguistic, 
conceptual element of the new conciliar formula is not analysed. It 
is not interpreted for the opponents, nor is it appraised for the intrinsic 
legitimation of the Council; it is merely 'affirmed'. A hermeneutic 
would have been the only way to make it clear that the new formula 
of faith could also do justice to the theological concerns of the Alexan­
drians. On their side. the Alexandrians were just as little capable of 
presenting their concerns hermeneutically as Leo was. Only a herme­
neutic would have been able to build a bridge of understanding 
between the kerygma of the incarnation, as Chalcedon intended to 
pass it on and passed it on, and the increased emphasis on the formal 
authority of the Council which surrounded the new formulation of 
faith. Because the 'pontifex' did not grasp that he should build this 
bridge of understanding, Leo conducted his battle for Chalcedon with 
the 'anathema', a weapon that was too severe. He laid the ground 
for 'Chalcedonian orthodoxy', by which the opponents were separ­
ated out as 'heretics'. The strong authoritative emphasis on the validity 
of the Council was a substitute for a theological method which was 
lacking at that time. This was a deficiency under which not only 
Leo but also the Church of that period laboured. It must be said 
to Leo's credit that silence with regard to the propagation of the 
monophysite formula in the whole of the West and in many parts 
of the East would have unleashed boundless confusion in the Church. 
Unfortunately a new element was added; in this struggle for truth 
the machinery of the imperial Church was introduced. This meant 
that the problems were dealt with 'from outside' in a twofold fashion: 
not only by ecclesiastical authority, but also by sacral, state authority. 
Thus one must situate Leo's conception of a council and his fight 
for Chalcedon within the structure of the imperial Church, insofar 
as he recognised and used this itself as a factor in the solution of 
Chalcedonian questions. 

4. Leo's conception ofa council situated within the structure of the Imperial 
Church 

In all the endeavours of the Pope to exert his influence within 
or against the system of the imperial Church, he still remained tied 
to the thought of this imperial Church. In fact, he used this frame~ 
work to advocate the validity and immutability of the Council of 
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Chalcedon which he defended. It is only in this respect that we have 
to discuss the imperial Church, which in the history of doctrine must 
be taken very seriously. For it is precisely on account of the institution 
of the imperial Church that the old dogmas come under the suspicion 
of owing their existence to a structure or to the functioning of a 
machinery, and not to the dynamism of the paradosis within the 
Church. The Emperor's occupation with theological questions met 
with Leo's complete approval, in as much as, indeed, because the 
protection of orthodox faith seemed to be guaranteed to him. If 
the Emperor acts on behalf of the Church, this is also to the advantage 
of the empire. 66 Leo's trust in the role of the Emperor can only be 
understood on the basis of a conception which encompasses Church 
and state. The world, history, human welfare, Church and state are 
conceived from the viewpoint of God, who uses the Roman Emperor 
for the purpose of allowing the whole human race to participate 
in his providentia. From this point of view it seems quite natural to 
attribute to the ruler functions which are proper to the Church. The 
connexion between religion, faith, Church and the secular domain 
is so close that the secular order is also interpreted from the viewpoint 
of religion (i. e. from the viewpoint of God through the mediation 
of the Emperor). As it were the Church is interpreted as only a specific 
and concrete realisation of this sacral dimension which encompasses 
everything. The Emperor stands at the summit of the pyramid under 
which the human race and the Church are safe. One God, one religion, 
one Emperor, one Church, calm within and without in 'ecclesial 
and royal peace'. 67 This one sacral order can be threatened by only 
two enemies: by heretics and by barbarians.68 Hence the Emperor 
must fight against both. 

A fair amount of old Roman tradition and a considerable part of 

()6 Leo M .• ep. 140 ad llIlinll. tp., (\ Dcc~mber, 454: ACO U <h nr. 83, p. 94. 15-]7: Julian of 
Cius is to convey tbe appropriau:suggcstions-to the Emperor al the right time (opor/urlas slIggestiO.lle5), 
'bccause in many experiences we h,we proved that it is the faith of the most glorious aI/gus/ill that 
he is convinced that he serves his kingdom most when he particularly ll.pplies himself to work 
for the integrity of the C hurch '. Ep. 14:1. ad Marium, aI/g. , 13 March. 455 : ACO U 4, IU. 86, 
p. 95. 12-13: Leo does no! cease to pray for the weJr .. re of the ruler, 'beause the Church llnd 
the Roman m pub/lell are greatly L1ken care of by God through your welfare'. Ep. 146 ad Am/ol, 
ep., 10 July, 457: ACO 11 4, nr. 8. p. 96. 30-31: t/ RomDrlo res publica t/ re{j~io Chris/iallD should 
rejoice at the virtues of tile new Emperor Leo. SimiLuly. ep. 147: ACO Jl 4, p. 97. 2.8-:1.9: the 
securi ty oClhe empire is the calm oflhe Church. 

67 Leo M., ep. 154 ad cppos. E.gyp/lorum: ACO U 4, nr. 96. p. 10] (suspect according to 
C. Silva-Tarouca. Nllolli SlI4di, p. 158, 184): ecdesiaslica paGt t / rc.giltl In this passage ecclesiastical 
pcac;e is placed before pax regia, and this fWofold protection holds good [or the "'ys/uimn of the 
divine economy of salvation or the mystery of th~ incarnation . In 'Tr. LXXXII. I (ll June, 441): 
Chav3sse CCL 138A. p. 509. 1.30, Leo speaks of the pax cl!ris/jolllt. Sec H. Fuchs, 'Augustin und 
derantike Friedeosgedanke', Nelle Philolog. Ulllersudlllllgm J (Berlin 19:1.6) l I4-11J . 

611 Leo M,. ep, 8l ad Mar,iall. . aug., ~3 April, 451: ACO IT 4, or. 39, p. 4-1, 17-l1: 'for ~ twofold 
trust throughom the whole world befWeen Christian princes will sttcngrhen harmony with dle 
support orthe Spiri t of God, bec;lUse the adv~llce in love and faith makes the power oCbOfh weapOlls 
ins-upcrahl.e, so that with Godpropiti3ted thro'!gh lIni~~ in confessing wer III/alii cc.,,!essiollcm), at 
the same time both h~retlcal falsehood and barbarian hostIlity are destroyed. 
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the ideology of Middle and Neo-Platonism were rife in the impe.rial 
Church of Constantine, a fact which only a few of the Fathers before 
Leo were aware of, or better, which only a few theologians grasped. 69 

The one sacral conception of the world and of the empire bOlmd 
the secular and ecclesiastical orders into a unity. The deposit of Middle 
and Neo-Platonism in the world-order of Constantine led logically 
to the Emperor's interpretation of himself as tile radiance of God 
and the bearer of divine power. 

The Emperors are not only EKAO'YTJ 'Tile; Tp..a8oe;, but 1TpoI3A'l')t.t.!l Tiie; TpLa8oe;, 
geo1TpoI3A'l')TOL. The Emperor lives and governs as the radiance of God. 70 

The idea of empire and universal unity which dominated the thought 
of Constantine has since his time coincided more and more with 
the realisation of Christianity. Constantine's letter to Alexander and 
Arius71 is evidence of his genuine interest in reli~ious questions. He 
is shocked that 'a mere idle wrangle about words'7 threatens to shatter 
the unity which he greatly desires. For this reason he entreats the 
clergy: 

Thus give me back peaceful days and carefree nights. Division among the people 
of God, among my fellow worshippers, would cost me the tranquillity of my life . 
.. . Througb your harmony, then, open the way for me to be able to glorify and 
praise the AU-High for the unanimity and freedom of all. 73 

Though Constantine did not grasp the significance of the doctrinal 
disputes, he did interpret Christianity as a unanimous unity in order 
to build the unity of tile empire on trus basis. He paved the way 
for the state-church, a wa y that would sometimes bring the Emperor 
and bishops together and sometimes also set them against each other. 
]t is remarkable that Nicene orthodoxy could give greatest approval 
to the Emperor's control over the Church precisely when in point 
of fact this control violated the nature of the Church to the utmost. 
This happened on 28 February, 380 when Emperor Iheodosius I 
published his famous act of imperial legislation dealing with the mat­
ter of Nicene faith. By imperial law Theodosius 1 determined the 
faith of his subjects, restricted the rights of those who would not 

69 cr. H. Rahnru:-. Kircbs lind Stanl lilt jrrlltC/I CI,rislc,llw, .. DolmmellIe aus ad" )nll"/rrm!lerle,, IIml 
i/rre Dellrrmg (Milnchcll Njl6r) 13-1 s; G. Pilati, ChlesQ e SlalO lIei primi qlllTldie! moll (Roma-Pacigi­
Tournai-New York 1961) 31-43. 

7\l O. Trcitinger, Die ostromlselle Ka{ser-Illld Reicllsidce (DarpmndI 2r96!») 38. 
71 In Eusebius, VUa COllSlalltiui (= VC) 11, eh. 64- 72: cd. "F. Winkelmann, GCS Ellscbilis 1 J 

(Bedin 1975) pp. 74-79, German in 1-1. Dorries, 'Oas Sclbstzeugnis Kaiser Konstanrins' (AbiIGiiltAkW, 
Phil.-hist. KJ., 3.P., N.r. 34) (Gottingcn 1954) 55-58; .5Ce ibid .• 286-3l8: (Constantine's) idea of 
Church; cf. M. Voge1stein, Kai.!eridee- Romidec IIlId (}as Vcrhiiltliis voil Staat WId Kir(he seil COIUlan/11I 
= Hi,t. Untcr. 7 (Breslau 1930) 64· 

72 Cf. H. Dorrie5, op. cit., 7. 
73 ELisebius, VC, eh. 72, 1-3: Winkelmann, op. cit., 78, 13-'79, 2: German in 1-1. Dorries, op. 

cit .. S8. Constanrine finds [he: quarrel of the bishops more disastrous for the empire than a war: 
VC Ill, 12,2: Winkc:lmann, op. cit., 87, II-13. 
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accept this faith, and threatened them with more penalities. 74 This 
act was an immediate expression of the Emperor's will, arrived at 
without previous cooperation of a synod or of the bishops as represen­
tatives of the Church. It has been rightly observed that neither before 
nor after this has there been such a typical representative of autocratic 
government who imposed his will in this way on the Church as 
state-church, as Emperor Theodosius I. No imperial document 
that would become a bone of contention in the history of the Church 
after Chalcedon, such as the Encyclical of Emperor Basiliscus or the 
Henoticon of Emperor Zeno, was so composed without any contact 
with bishops, as was the law ofTheodosius I. Even EmperorJustinian 
I wanted to screen his interventions in doctrinal questions by synods 
and councils. 75 

At the basis of every intervention by an Emperor in questions 
of faith was the idea that through the unity of faith the unity of 
the empire and its well-being would be ensured. Constantine and 
his successors expected that the bishops and the Church would do 
their duty of conducting the state over internal dangers. Then the 
discord in faith threatened to annihilate the 'ecumenical' plan. The 
idea of alliance between the ecumenically conceived empire and the 
ecumenical Church gave signs of being shattered. 76 The plight of 

74 Cod. Theod. XVI I, 2: Mommsen 833; given here in the English translation ofC. Pharr, The 
Theodosian Code and Novels and Sirmondian Constitution (Princeton 1952) 440: 'it is Our will that 
all the peoples who nrc ruled by the adrnilliscrnl ion of O ur C lomency shall practice that religion 
which the divine Peter the Apostle tran~p:titred to the Romans, as dw celigion which he introdnced 
rnake~ dear even unto this day. It is. evident that this is the religion that is followed by Ihe Pontiff' 
Dumasus and by .Peter. 13isbop of Alexandria, a mlln of apostolic sanctity; that is, according. to 
the apostolic discipline alld the evangel ic doctrine, we shall believe in the single Deity of-the Pather, 
[he Son, and [he Holy Spirit, under the COl1cept of equal majesty nnd of the Holy Trinity'. (Cf. 
Cod. IUJI. J I , I ; SOZODL, HE VII, 4). 'We command that those persons who follow this Tnle 
shall embrace the n.:tme of Catholic Cllrisrians. The rcst, however, whom We adjudge demented 
~nd imane, shall sustain the infamy o~ heretical dog,I11:3s, Iheir meeting places shall nOI rcee,lve .the 
nll1llC of murdlcs, and they shall be snutten first bydlvIDe vengeance and secondly by the retribution 
of Our own initiative (motus), which We shall asswne in accord l\l)CC: witb the divine judgement'. 
For the early history of legislation ag,1inst heretics, see A. H. M. Joncs, Tire Lllter Romal! Empire 
vol. I, 284-602, vol. II, 95D-956 with footnotes, IIcl. Ill, ]J,3-:l2j. T he first edict on the persecution 
of heretics is in Eusebius, VC m, 64-65: GCS EllSilbills I , JTl-lI) .. cr. C. Pharr, op, cit. , XVI 
title 5, 450-463 with the legislation from p6 to 43j. To be noted in particular is a sent<:ncc fWIlI 

the decree of 22 February, 407 (Honorius Augustns) Cod. Theod. XVI 5, 39, 1 (Pharr 457): 'in 
the first place, indeed it is Our will that such heresy (Manichaeans, Phrygians, Priscillianists) shall 
be considered a public crime, since whatever is committed against divine religion redounds to the 
detriment of all '. C. Pharr remarks in no Ie '85: ' . . . Ihis is I'he fundamental principle on which was 
based the persecution of Christianity by [he pagan Emperors· and the persecution of heresy and 
pagal1ignl by the orthodoX Christian Emp(IJ'orS. The Emperors were also influenced by their desire 
tO fsromore the uniey of the Emplrc, n. I.'. Sec also Cod. [,m. IS. 

5 W. RnBlin, 'Ln poBeica dell ' impcrOltorc Tcodosio ag·Ji inizi del suo .governo'. NrIPVO Didaskaleion 
2, (194-8) (5-3S)' 18: '10 stesso G iustinhoo, in questioni ecclesiastiche che toccavano Ia fede torno 
scmpre alla soluzione dcl concilio, appme, come nella introduzione della formula teopaschitica, 
fece mctcere in evidenza Ln colloborazione della Chiesa in un modo assolutamente speciale nella 
pubbLicazione dd la sua costituzione' (with reference to Cod. lust. I I, 8). Cf. H. Berkhof, Kirche 
und Kaiser (Zollikon-Ziirich 1947) 64.81; F. Dvornik, 'Emperors, Popes and General Councils', 
DOP6 (1951) 3-23. 

76 Cf. M. Vogelstein, op. cit., 72-73. 
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the state-church lay in the fact that two universal notions, which over­
lapped and thus were in competition, stood in juxtaposition. There 
were no firm formulations which enabled them to be coordinated 
and demarcated. All statements about the reciprocal relationship of 
state and Church, whether issuing from the imperial or the ecclesiasti­
cal side, show a continuing vacillation. 77 Even when here and there 
attempts are made to relate them mutually, an absolute formulation 
is never attained. In the terminology of M. V ogelstein, a 'system 
of stop-gaps' is created. The importance of precedence for the creation 
of law, as was the case in Roman law, is now transferred as well 
to, Church politics. 

Certainly in the West at Leo's time the conception of the Roman 
ruler as the unique representative of God on earth was already fami­
liar. Aponius testifies to this in his explanatio of the Song of Songs, 
in which the problem of the Emperor-Church is clearly manifest. 78 

In his commentary on Sg 7, 5 (Caput tuum ut Carmelus et comae capitis 
tui sicut purpura regis vincta canalibus), he develops a Christian theology 
of the Emperor. 

It is intimated that the head of this people are the Roman kings, those of course 
who have discerned the truth and serve Christ in humility. Like the river of Carmel, 
from them flow forth the godly laws, praiseworthy peace and the illustrious submiss­
iveness to the worship of the holy Church; ... these are the ones to whom God 
has revealed himself .. _ With good reason one can understand that they who do 
military service under Christ, the King of kings, are the head of this people, a 
people which has been made God's daughter from a daughter of the ruler of this 
world. For the devout kings who hold the place of God on earth are considered 
the head of the Christian people to such an extent that by their authority they 
restore the body of Christ to health, should it have been sick through heretical 
infection or persecution, provided that they themselves are of sound faith; of course, 
should they themselves be sick, [the body of the Church] will be weakened by 
them. 79 

The position of the Emperor in the imperial Church-as it had 
become accepted since Theodosius I-is addressed by Aponius in 

TiThe vacillatioll is clearly to be 5e011 in the rich evidel1ce produced by W. Klsslillg, op. cit. 
cr. M. Vogel lein, op. ci l., (,14. . 

78 Aponius, Iixpltmnl/Q I .. Cmll/cuIII Carll/Carl/III, cd. H. B'ottino-]. Martini (Rome 1843); reprinted 
in PLS I. 79~loll: according to a probable assumption. AponillS wrote in Italy between 40S 
and 41 S, no dou'bt in Rome, 'whose ccclcsiasticn'l precedence he repealedly emphasises' (AJtaucr­
Stuibcr, Pilfr%gle, Frcibllrg 1.966, 457). 

7<J Aponlus, fup/all . itl Cam. Catl/ ., cd. cit .. 201-202. O)11y the last sentences of the above rext 
Me quoted in their Lalin formI qui IIcriss/mn tallO/Ie SJlb Cllrislo rege rcgulIJ mililollles, o",,,llm, ,apili 
CI'Y;5/U cofl;'lIIaj, cap"t IJIII'us plebr'.! illlell(~mjtlJr 'Iliac eX' filiI, prirldpis Immdi, Del ,qji!aa pr~baillr. Nom 
in tallilWI religiosissillu' rDgc.! IIIWS D~i MI'IIIC5 I'n iCrTls, capll/ dlyislim'M p/rbi> esSE lIosammr, III, 5i qll<7ndo 
morbo Iraemlme ,olllngiollis alii persequilriollls, E.desiae COrp'IS ,oeperil i,!firmari, ipsol'1J/11 allctor/tart ad 
prisliualll saw'falem r~Jorm~lur, 51 Silll! jiw'illl I,. fil/c, mil sl ,maul, per ipSOj il!firmari IIt',esst sit. Does 
the author rc.fc~ to f concrete sim~rion? Ts lhis inlpOrL~nt for daring the cornment:rry? The image 
of the Emperor W'9S, however. already 10 a Cl'ilical sute at me time or the A,ian conflict'S. cr. 
Lucifer of Cagliari (361), De regibus apos/olicis I 3-6.10.11: CSEL 14, 35-64; H. Rahner, op. cit., 
142- 149. 
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all its problematic: the Emperor has true authority to cleanse the 
Church of heresy. It is also possible that he can be infected with 
heresy, and thus make the Church ill. Even if, in the writing of 
Aponius, the Petrine idea is clearly enough present and the primacy 
over the whole Church is proper to the bishops as the vicarius Petri,80 
the Emperor still obviously stands at the apex of the visible world 
which is subject to God. In this respect the vicarius Dei surpasses 
even the vicarius Petri (or Christi, as is the usual expression in the 
Roman Synod ofl3 March, 495). In 451 this notion still dominated, 
uncontested. 'What Constantine still refused, perhaps because in 
devout awe he may have glimpsed an endangering of his mercy 
through an excess of statements about his greatness as a ruler, 
Emperor Leo I, as far as we can tell, accepted without objection. 
In a synodal letter of the bishops of the Hellespont, which is preserved 
only in Latin translation, the salutation reads: Piissimo et Christianissimo 
terrae domino possidenti caeleste regnum perpetuo Augusto imp era tori Leoni81 
(To the most devout and most Christian lord of the world, who 
possesses the heavenly kingdom, the eternal Augustus and Emperor 
Leo). Matching this is a letter of the bishops ofPaphlagonia, which 
dates from the same time: Piissimo et Christianissimo amabili imperatori 
et regnum caelestium possidenti Augusto Leoni82 (To the most devout 
and most Christian Emperor, who is worthy of love and possesses 
the heavenly kingdom, Augustus Leo). '83 

Pope Leo fundamentally accepts this image of the imperial Church, 

so Cf. M. Maccarone, Vicarills Christl, Sro rill dellilolo papale (L:1tcrannm, N .S. [8) (Romne 1952) 
41-43. w,ich reference to A. von Harna~k, 'Christus pmesclls--Vicarills Ch risti . Eine kirchcngc­
schichtllche Skizze' (SbBerIAkW.l'lUl.-hist . Kl. 34 (1927) ,j.! 5-446), who wantS to prove tbat • ,,1m rills 
G/Jrislj' is substitute for the much older con~pt 'CI,rlsllI,. praesem', an,d was employ~d in contrast 
to the Emperor's tide of ',,;ell r/us del' . In its Christian nsage ',licari".1 del', as a cham~terisat i on of 
the Emperor. is co be traced back to the applicadon of Prov 8. 15 (PB" /lie 'e.~e5 n;gIlQllt, per me 
prillcipes I"'p~m"t) co the imperial Church. It is fOllnd for the first tio,e i_n Arnbro,;ascer, Lib. qUI/est. 
c. XCI 8: CS13L 50. 157, 19-2.5: ... re." m/III adoralllT III trrrls qUllsi r)j{arill5 Dei. Chrisms alll~II' post 
vlcariolll impleln dispel/Sllliollc ndornlllr III roelis et i/l len-Is. Ibid .• c. CVI 17: p. 24], 17-20: Irohms 
imperio dei. qlMsi lIicarilis ~llIs. ce. commentary on Rom I ~, 6: p,illcipi 5110. ifui "Item dd aglt cr. 
W. EnBlin, Goltkaiser lInd Kaiser "0/1 Gorres Gnodtll, 81-B2; Ellsebius, Trlcqllw'lIIial Omlioll 3. (5 (GCS, 
Busebius' I ~o.l, 2) introduces Gilr/sllls (h J'pllrdlos) as the gavenR~r far the emc mighry king in heaven 
and the Emperor as the governor for this mighty king on ,earth. £DIllin, ibid . . refers to :I 511ggcstive 
passj),ge in Bnnodius, Vita Spipl,ani! 71 : csa 6, 349. 6ff'.: ' thanks be to the 1l1mighty Lord who 
instilled his peace into tbe heart of the E mperor and willed that he be the vicar of his power [or 
mor tals after th" f.,shion, ofhcavenly sovereignty' ( . .. qflc/lIlId it/lillr JUp eml d(II1,illlllll5 1,Ienrl'III' POICS1lI1i5 
Stlae lIo/uit esse IIIorlalihtrs). In his letter e f convocation for die Council of Ephesus (4.1 I), Thcodosius 
II characterises himself as mediator bctweeo God mud m:m: 'tbe wcJ.l-being or om empire depends 
on religion: Co,ch of these stands in a close rdntionship to the othcr. Thus the true rcligion is cndcbted 
10 justice. and the stlltc is endebted to both. Because we. have bc~n ~Ct by God ro rule and are 
the natura.1 bond b-etwcen the rel igion of our peoples 3lld their lcmpor~l fortune, -we preserv!; dIe 
unimpaired harmony of both orders and uphold it by serving as mediaror between Cod and mao' 
(ACO I I, I, p. 114f.). 

81 From the so-called Codex Encyclius (GE), which we still have to investigate more closely: ACO 
II ~~ p. 84, 12f. 

ACO II 5, p. 86, 9f. 
83 W. EnBlin, Gottkaiser und Kaiser von Gottes Glladell, 82. 
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although, perhaps without being fully aware of the consequences, 
he had already worked out a counter-conception in his Petrine doc­
trine and in his newly sketched out notion of Rome which has 'Petrus' 
as its basis. The Pope does not discuss the religious position of the 
Emperor. Leo, no differently from the people, considers the occupant 
of the thron as the first after God. Even if we possess no indications 
that Leo shared the mystical veneration of the ruler which the people 
appropriated and which found its expression in the ceremonial of 
the ruler, 84 nevertheless for him there also existed a harmonia praestabi­
lita between the power of the Emperor and the universal Church. 
For both come from God. Thus without doubt Leo accepts an imme­
diaterelationship of the Emperor's mission to the Christian truth and 
tradition. This also already has its type in the pagan concept of the 
princeps. For it was already claimed that the princeps possessed the 
capability of selecting the right tenet from opposing ones85 and in 
this way conducting public affairs proper! y. It is here that the auctoritas 
becomes effective. Applied in a Christian way tlus means that since 
380 it was presupposed that the Emperor was orthodox. The domain 
of revelation which is entrusted to the Church and tlle collection 
of norms according to which the pagan Emperor also had to steer 
the world are no longer separate and opposed. The one revelation 
in Christ, the one faith of Christians are the one source from which 
Church and state live. According to Leo the Emperor has a special 
charism to make this source Bow for the world-the inspiration of 
the Holy Spirit, howsoever that is to be understood. In his letters 
to the Emperors Leo used such strong expressions about this inspi­
ration that a whole series of historians has doubted whether these 
words are to be taken seriously.86 For that period a general influence 
of God on the Emperor, as the instrument of his government of 
the world, is presupposed. The Emperor already has a natural disposi­
tion, viz. the conscientia, a judging power to weigh up a state of 
affairs, after which a decision is taken. With this natural disposition 
of the Emperor is united the special strength of God wlllch Leo desig­
nates by related concepts, all of them centering on advice, instruc­
tion.87 But to speak of the ittspiration of the Emperor makes an even 

84 Cf. the two studies oro. Treitinger, Die ostrom/scl,e Kaiscrmoclll ,,,,d Reid,slclee lind. l/trer Gtslalllmg 
1m h~s,/tell Zcrelllolliell (1938) and Vom ostromiscilell SttMts- ./IIeI fuidlSgi:dall/w. (1940), now in one 
volu.me: Darmstadt \969. 

85 cr. P. Stockmeier. op. cit .• 53-54. with reference to Cicero. Dt liar. Deon.'III ~ .• 68. 
86 Cf. K. Voigt, ·Popst Leo d. Gr. und die "Unfchlbarkeit" des omomischen Kajsers', ZKG 

N.r. 10 (1928) 11-1,. In addition. P. Stockmeier. op. cit .• § 14 • .138-152: the Emperor under 
God's direction: H. Baehr, 'Sind die Lehrentschcidungen der okumeniSchen Konzilien gottlich inspir­
iert?', Corholica 13 (1959} 128-139. 

m Cf. P. Stockmcier. op. cit., 140-152: Leo M., ep .. r64: ACO II. 4. p. 110. 23f. speaks of 
the tmelWo spiri/lls la/wi, tlle lexical meaning of whidl is elllightmcnt. instruction, teaching. OJ: the 
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higher claim. With this term one is certainly not to think of the 
inspiration of scripture (or the inspiration of the Emperor's edicts). 
We come closer to the mark with 'prophetic inspiration', thus a divine 
charism which enables a man to communicate divine truth to man­
kind. The Emperor, as the instrument of the eternal world-order, 
is dependent on this influence. It also profits the Church. 88 Even 
if scholars are constantly perplexed by this notion of the Emperor's 
inspiration, and are tempted to want to dispose of it either as 'Captatio 
benevolerltiae' or diplomacy, or even as 'figures of speech'. 89 P. Stock­
meier is no doubt correct in writing: 'Perhaps one has, however, 
to admit that, corresponding to the views of his time, they [the utter­
ances of the Pope] also express the conviction of the Pope'.9O Today 
we would say that Leo's views on the inspiration and infallibility 
of the Emperor fit into the framework of the conception of the world 
as sacral. The awareness that a clarification was necessary came only 
slowly, and with difficulty. This happened particularly in the politics 
with regard to Chalcedon which were pursued by the rulers after 
Emperor Leo I up until Justinian. Pope Leo himself did not have 
the burden of coming to terms with imperial decrees favouring the 
Monophysites. In that situation his conception of the inspiration 
of the Emperor would have been put most severely to the test. The 
only restriction which he makes with regard to the Emperor's position 
in questions of faith concerns the right of preaching, which he would 
not grant to the laity and monks, but reserved for the representatives 
of the ordo sacerdo ta lis. 91 For aJ] that Leo left the Emperor relatively 
large scope for activity, even with regard to doctrine. He himself 
speaks of' docere', but this is probably to be interpreted as 'to admo­
nish' and 'to reprove'. This activity pertains to his right of supervision 

learning obtained through these; ' . .. without the intervention. of mediating organs the: Emperor 
C3n, as it Wclre, draw th.c truths of faith from the source' (140[.). Bp. 30: ACO 11 4. p. 10, 7-10 
speaks of a dome of the Holy Spiril which Pulchccia particip3tes in. Bp. '45: ACO n 4, p. 96, 
13-15 uses the word II/slliutre. Through the instruction of the Holy Spirit Emperor Leo can put 
the circumstances in Alexandria back in order. Si.mllacly ep. \62: ACO n 4, p. 106. 25f.: the Spirit 
dwells in the Emperor a~d '"insmtds' him. The piissilllae aur'es ofthcEmperor ue directed immediately 
to God and re<;luire no mediation (ACO U 4. p. 61. Il). 

88 Cf. Leo M .. 0/. 162 ad Lei",. dug., 21 March. 458: ACO " 4, nr. 99. p. 105, 1M.: 'for in 
the exhortations ofYouf Devoutness it is clear beyond doubt what the Holy Spirit works through 
you for the salvation of th.e whole world'. Bp. t6S ad Leoll. tmg., J 7 August. 4S8 (= the so-caUed 
Second Tome): ACO 11 4. nr. 104. p. II!}. Jf.: 'therefore 1 have narrated these things with as 
much brevity 3S I could so that you will know that our preaching also is united with the faith 
which has been rllvincly inspired in you'. Bp. '35 ad AITalo/. ep., 29 May, 454: ACO n 4, nr. 
79. p. 88. 36-38: the Emperor as guardian of the faith (cusws fidei) (I. 34) has instrUction through 
the Holy Spirit (emdltio spirlrlls satreti) , and this in full [llea5ure. 

89 StockDleier, op. or., 14.8f.. reviews the various opinions; he himself lakes thcse statemcntJ 
in Lto seriously and works out a broader basiB (or the idea of inspiration (IScrISI). 

90 Ibid. , 149. 
91 Leo M., ep. IT9 tid Maxim. A"tio,h. cp.: ACO II 4. nr. 66. p. 75, 2: non latlJI'1J pentJittelldllm 

est II/ quisquam exIra stlCerdola/em ordillem cOl/slitlflllS gradl!/II sib I pra~di'''I~ris assumal. With lhis ord" 
sacerdo/alis the bishops-aTc primarily meant. 
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over the Church which also comprises 'continere', 'revocarl and 'inere· 
pare' (i. e. to keep in check, to revoke, to reprimand) as well as the 
'cohortatio' and the 'ammonitio' (exhortation, admonition). 

The secular ruler receives the authorised right to intervene in the religious sphere 
when abuses occur; in doing this he does not transgress the boundaries of the sphere 
of government, rather, true to his divinely willed mission, he fulfills from a lofty 
standpoint his duty as custosfidei.92 

Leo affirms the connexion between the 'one creed' and the 'pax chris­
tiana'. Wherever this creed is disturbed, the Emperor must regard 
the 'reparatio pads' as his dutr. For this reason he must ward off 
equally barbarians and heretics!93 

Finally, this question must be posed: how far did Pope Leo commit 
himself to the system of the imperial Church for the purpose of 
shoring up the authority of Chalcedon from without as well? Pope 
Leo's whole attitude towards the transmission offaith gives no indica­
tion that, where the content of faith or the basis of faith in the incarna­
tion was concerned, he would have depended on the Emperor's 
authority. In these matters the Pope appeals exclusively to scripture, 
the apostolic tradition, Nicaea and the other councils and to important 
Fathers before him. Moreover, the Petrine doctrine counteracted the 
principle of the imperial Church. Only very rarely does Leo atgue 
from the fact that the decision of Chalcedon is also protected by 
the Emperor's authority and that the violation of this authority would 
entail the sanctions which had been threatened by Emperor Marcian. 94 

This appeal to the Emperor's authority is occasioned by the addressee 
who is likely to become insecure in his fidelity to Chalcedon. Even 
in response to this Emperor Leo's argumentation is in the last resort 
theological: a revision of Chalcedon, such as the opposition from 
Alexandria are striving for. would be an abrogation of Nicaea, and 
of the gospel and apostolic tradition in genera]. 95 

Leo's thought is also purely ~theological' when, in the struggle 
against the Monophysites, he finally considers excommunicating 
them, i.e. severing them from the Great Church. Because he no 
longer sees any possibility of maintaining unity with the supporters 

9Z P. Stoclcmeier, op. Cit., '73; cf. the whole § 16: Emperof11nd ecclesiastical discipline, 168-171. 
Cf. Leo M., Tr. 36 (Epiphany 451): Chavasse CCL 138. p. 199. with p. CXCU. 

93 Cf. above n. 68. 
!l4 C£ Leo M., ep. 162 ad Lro". til/g •• 2.1 March, 458: ACO 11 4. nr. 99. p. 106. 14-17: 'for 

according to the same apostle (Patti). if " I build up again those things which 1 tore down. I prove 
myself a transgressor" (Gal 2, 18) and 1 subject myself to rhc conditions of punishmem which 
not orily the audlority of Emperor Marcian of holy memory. but I mysclf have confirmed with 
my consent'. T he final reason for call1n~ upon the pro~ecdon ofche Emperor is the 'co/lllllw.lsjides· 
which the Popdinds, for example. in Emperor Leo. cr. ep. ISS ,.d /1'lIIlito/. ep •• II October, 457: 
ACO 114-, nr. 95. p. 101, 5· 

95 Leo M., ep. 164. J SepreOlbcr. 458. ad LeO/I. aI/g.: ACO II 4. or. 103, p. H2. 30-34. See 
dlc text in n. 48. 
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of Dioscorus and the other opponents of Chalcedon on the basis 
of the confession of faith, no other course remains open for him 
save dividing the Church community. Hence he demands that Anato­
Hus of Constantinople sever from the Church clerics who sympathise 
with the opponents of Chalcedon. 96 The unity of the empire in one 
faith, always of importance to the Emperors, is without doubt valued 
very highly by the Pope. He considers this an ideal to be striven 
for, as be expresses it once again in ep . 164 to Emperor Leo. But 
while the Emperors in the long run were all too clearly ready to 
buy 'unity' in faith through compromises, the Pope remained consis­
tent and placed purity of faith above a false unity. In this sense, 
therefore, Leo I abandons the principle of the imperial Church at 
a decisive point. Ina consistent way he wants the Alexandrian Church 
to know tbat the following had been decided: anyone deceived by 
the doctrine of Eutyches who wishes to return to the Church must 
do penance; but he is able to be reconciled with the Church. Yet 
whoever will not accept the faith of Chalcedon is unworthy of the 
name of Christian and must be severed from the Church. 97 

For all that Leo also thinks of protecting the true unity offaith- thus 
the Nicene-Chalcedonian tradition-by means of imperial power. 
He also has no scmples about the application of the statutory ordi­
nances which since Theodosius were available for llse against heretics; 
in fact, he demands that the Emperor use them. Thus, for example, 
more severe measures should be taken against Eutyches, who after 
his condemnation was still able to remain in his monastery. In various 
letters Leo demands his banishment to a more distant place in order 

\16 Leo M., ep. tSS ad Allnthol. ep., n Occober, 457: ACO n 4. nr. 95, p, roo, 29-31: ' J m3ke 
it known tlm it displeases me vcry grcatly lhat ic is said that ~mon~ your clergy (iltter diltctiollis 
fIInr clerico.t) thcr.e are some who support the perverseness of the opposition and mingle the vessels 
of anger wich those of mercy. Your Diligence should pursue with vigilance the searching out of 
these and their correction witl~ approllrinte severicy. so thac those whom correction c~nnot profit 
one should not refrain from cutting 0[' (reference to Mt t8, 8.9). Resistance Co paganism outside 
the Cilltrcb will be ineffective, if n wo.unding of the Church from within is allowed: 'for we resist 
in vain those outside the Church, if we are wounded by tbose who are within in those wllOm 
they deceive'Jibid., p. 100, rr-I2.). Cf. tbe further Ictler (!!p. ]57) to Anatolius (without date. and 
suspect nccor ins to C. Silva-Tarouca, Nuoui Studi. p. 183): ACO II 4, nT. 102. p. 109. 37- 110. 
2 (cited above n. 65). 

97 Leo M., ep. 16~. ad uon . arlg .• 17 August, 458: ACO n 4, rn:. 103, p. J J I. 24-112. 2: 'whence 
the holy Synod of Cha.lccdon, w hich was celebrated by all the provinces of the Roman empire 
(Rowmrl orb is) with the consent of the whole wodd (m rmdQ and which is one wich the decrees of 
the mosc sacred Council of Nicaca, cut off.all the ungodliness of Emychian teaching (dogma lis) from 
the body of the catholic community, how can there be a return to ecclesiastical peace fot one of 
tllose who have fallen unless he has been purified by perfect satisfaction (snt.isjoctiOllt)? .•. Since 
thro~lghollc all the parts of YOltr empire and in alJ the regions of the earth the faith of Chalcedon 
is confp;med. let it be preserved ill wcll-founded peace and let whoever separates himself from 
the company of our unity be: unworthy of the name: of Christian' . Thus the Pope thinks chat for 
the sak ' of 3 splimer group the Emperor ought nocjeopardise through new discussions the Chalcedo­
nian unity ot faith which had already been universal)y achieved-and hence not endanger as well 
the illlpcdal ideal of unity . Cf. the conclusion of ep. 164 cited above (n. 48). 
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to prevent any possibility of propaganda from the side of the con­
demned. Even in Constantinople itselfh retics are to be tracked down 
and brought to fitting punishment. 98 In sundry letters Julian of CillS 
receives the commission to exercise influence ou the Emperor so 
that resistance is broken and the stubborn opponents of the Connell 
of Chalcedon are tr 'ated as en mies of 'mpcrial and ecclesiastical 
peace. The same holds good for Jerusalem as well as for Egypt. 99 

The Pope finalJy had success. The Emperor submitted ep. 165 of 
the Pope, the so-called Second Tome, to Timothy Aerlurus for his 
comment. Yet this was in vain. An oral exchange ofv:i,ews was also 
of no use. Timothy kept to his reje tion of Chalcedon and of the 
letters of Leo. Hence he was fmall y removed from his episcopal see 
and banished (first to Gangra, and 'then to the Chersonese). Perhaps 
before his death in November 461 Leo was still confident that calm 

9Y Thus in ep. 134, ad Marcian. Ol{~ •• IS April. 4S4: ACO 11 4. nr. 78, p. 87. 38-·U, s: 'because 
you gladly accept my suggestions lor [he tranquillity o[ C;J thollc raidl, .nay you know lhat it has 
been pointed out to me by a communiOlrion or my brother ~l1d fe llow-bishop Julitm that the ungodly 
Eutyches is deserved ly in exile. bUl In the very plilce of hi condemnation (d,mllmliartll 10CQ) , in 
order to dc:ceive harmless people (ImlOteJlrtJ). pours out against calholic blllmelessness (illlegriwtcm 
wholiCllm) much poison of his blasphc\11ics which are full of despnir, und with great imp"dence 
vomits forlh what the whole: world shuddered at nnd condemned. Thus' cOllsidcr it to be vcry 
wise thal Your Okmoncy commlmd thol he be lnl1lsfer~cd to II more eJjsnmt and concealed Spot , 
Juli:tn will take care lhot in the monastery of Eutychcs the monks ure strengthened in cV:Illg;elic 
a.,d npost"olic teaching. AboUl JuHan, however. we Ie:arn that Leo set him '5 n scntry for lhe fairh 
(in Cius): qllom III sptculis propter fidem iIIie we cOllslltlli (p. 8S. 8) . au the intensification of the 
exile of Eutyches, see A. GrillmeieiC. 'Eine Fluchl des Eutychcs nadl Jerusalem?' ROMANITAS· 
CHRIS TIANITAS. UmmuclwIIgclI z"r Ccschichle Ulld Lileralur dtr riiJIIlsch~11 KaiscTZDit (FS] . trnub), 
ed. G. Wirth (Berlin-New York (982) 645-653. For Constantinople, see Leo M .. cp. t 551111 AllDlo/. 
cp., J! October, 457: ACO IT 4. nr. 95. p. 100, 29-33: iIIud salle • •. (sec the text in n. 96) . The 
w{lrd '!lIvesrIgalldis' is to be noted. 

99 Cc. Leo M. , cpo 109 lid I II linn . tp., 25 November, 452: ACO J1 4, nr. lOS, p. 137, 2']-30 
(for jlll'uSllltlll Julian ~c:ccivc:s the follow ing commission): 'You must endeavour to persuade His 
Clemency tbat lhe inciters of these insurrecl'ioLls be kept aw~y froml1l1hcalrhy gn therin!J;s, and not 
only Eurychcs nod Dioscorus, but also anyone who eagcr,ly fosters the maddening perversencss 
should be deposited in slIch places where they are not able to have intercourse with the fdlows 
of thoir blasphemics'. In the same voin ep. IlS lid Juliml. ep., 2 April, 453: ACO IT 4, nr. 65 
(according to C . Silvn-TBrouc3 this letter is not authentic, NilOvl 5111111 p. J(9) p. 72, ']-14: 'if there 
are some:, who, bllnded by their obduracy, have become so mad in their rcjec:ted thinking that 
dlOY would rather rage than be healed, it is the responsibility of the imperiol powe.r to see that 
the disturbers of ecclcsiasl'ical peace and the enemies oJ the body politic (n:ipllblicac), which is deser­
vedly praised by Christian rulers, be restrained wilh panioular CMe (JollicilillS, comprlmmtl/lr). As we 
have said, just as it is the responsibility orche imperial power 10 I'c:srrain pub.lic tum\llts and s:tcciligious 
uprisings more severely. so it is the responsibility of episcopal authodry nOI to give to the monks 
any permission to preach agaillst the fallh, and to (OS;st Wilh all t11cir might those who dare to 
claim for themselves wlut bruongs to the bishops (alone),. T he Emperor, however, should be on 
his guard ag;Vnst the sbedding of blood. 'although those who have: dared ro repudi3ti: both divine 
and human laws deserve to undergo all kinds of punishment' (ibid., 72., 27-28). On the whole 
matler, see L. Perrone:, La ,/litJa di Pa/eJIiIUl II, ,: 'La ribcllionc palestinese: Calccdonia come "trad i­
men to della fede"', 8!)-103. With regard 10 Egypl Leo hoped thnt aftor ~e murder of the Patriar h 
Protcrius (457) the Emperor would intervene: ep. 145 ad Lcol/ . imp. : ACO " ~, PI'. 95-96. The 
Emperor b.d indeed punished the murderers of Ule patriarcb, bUI be had left TImothy ./I.clttrus 
in office. Leo pressed for his deposition,. Cf. cpo ISIS ad Lcol/. ill!p. : ACO 11 4, pp. 101-104: 'for 
il is glorious [or you [0 destroy the weapons of bostile peoples, bow great will be YOllr glory 
whon you free the Alexandrian Church from its raging tyrams' (pp. 103 , 35- 104, ~). In ~ddicioll 
cp. 164 ad LeotI. imp.: ACO 11 4, pp. 1IQ-a2, Sir., l4£f. With regard to Leo's experiences in 
Rome we shall go into 1U0rc detail below. 



RECOGNITION, DEFENCE AND INTERPRETATION 149 

had returned in this way to the centres of conflict. The Alexandrians 
and the disciples of Cyril were not won over. The imperial Church 
stood before its first enduring schism. 

Was this state of affairs not due to the very fact that the traditions 
of the Alexandrian Church, which in themselves were legitimate and 
whose orthodoxy had been guaranteed by Cyril, had been summoned 
by an ecumenical council before a. tribunal which was incapa.ble of 
making these traditions comprehensible? Instead they were measured 
purely against the wording of the fonnula which may have been 
familiar to the greater part of the Church, but quite certainly not 
to the disciples of Cyril. These, however, also took no pains to under­
stand the other side, and chose division. Consequently, the following 
question must be asked: would it 'have been easier to preserve unity 
in faith without an imperial council? Would it not have been better 
to have left the settling of matters to , the individual Churches? The 
principal failure had already occurred earlier, with Cyril of Alexan­
dria. Unfortunately, he failed to submit hIS mia physis formula and 
the whole christolqgy built on it to Rome and to explain it. If anyone 
would have had the authority and the trust necessary for making 
clear in Rome the unity of faith even in the antithetically opposed 
formulae, this would have been Cyril. However, he preferred to 
remain silent. Thus Rome, Constantinople, and even Antioch had 
not been prepared to deal with the dicta of a man who with the 
use of these would have failed in an ordinary theological examination. 

III. LEO'S CHALCEDONIAN AND POST-CHALCEDONIAN PICTURE OF 

CHRIST 

Just as in the pre-Chalcedonian teaching of Leo the Tomus ad Flavia­
num, the so-called First Tome, became the dominant document, so 
the post-Chalcedonian period has its compendium in the so-called 
Second Tome, ep. 165 to Emperor Leo I, which was despatched 
on 17 August, 458 but which had already been announced on 1 

December, 457. 100 The other christological statements from the post-

100 Leo M .. cp. 16S ad LeOll. ai/g. == the Second Tome: (hare: T. II) ACO n 4, nr. 104, pp. 
D3-I3l (largely idenric:U with ep. lZ4: ibid. , nr. 113. pp. IS!>-1(3). Cf. the First Tome: ACO 
II 2, I, or. 5. PP. 24-33. Vie cite both tomes bere according to Silv~-TarouC3, TD 9 (Romac: 1959, 
[epr.) indicating tbe ACO in [Qund brnckets. 

Editions of Leo's letters: ACO II 4, where we follow tbe nUJ11bering of the Ballerini in PL 
54. III addition C. Silva-Tarouca, S. Liouis MagIll EJlisllllae cor/1m Ellly,his /laere.rim, Pars 1 (Romae 
1934), Pars II (r935); idem, Bl' isllI/nrulll ROlIJnuonml POltlijifllm ad vicarios per lIlyrlc/IIlI al/osqllc lIpis£Op o$ 
Col/~C1io Thessa/otlicetlsis (Romae 1937). There are some further letters ill the Col/celio AltaI/aPIa (CA: 
sec below). On the state of the text. collections and editions of Leo's letters, sec the survey in 
H . Arens, op. cit .• 23-90; J. Martorell, MysleriJltI1 Christi (LtOtl Mal/liD) (Valencia 1983). The latter 
gives a list of Leo's letters and sennotlcs, the Latin tc>.1: of the First Tome with a Spanish translation 
and a good selection of christo\ogical texts from the sentlOlles. On the announcement of the Second 
Tome, see ep. 156: ACO 11 4, nr. 97, p. 104,4-.5; T. 11 Introduction. 
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Chalcedonian letters and sermons of Leo should be considered 
together with this Second Tome. This great theological letter to the 
Emperor represents the Pope's christological testament with which 
he put the finishing touch to his struggle for Chalcedon. As was 
the case with the First Tome,101 so too here it will be worthwhile 
attempting a survey of the Second Tome, so that the thought of 
Leo can be followed more easily. 

I. Analysis ofEp. 165 
(The numbering of verses follows TD 9, with references to ACO 

II 4 being given subsequently in brackets.) 
VV. 1-8 (II3, 
2-10) 

vv. !r46 (U3, 
II-US. I) 

Introduction: 
Through human instruction and from the fullness of the Holy 
Spirit the Emperor has the pure doctrine. Nevertheless, it is the 
duty of the Pope to expound the inner appreciation and the faith 
of the Emperor publicly and to preach (praedicare). 
First Part: 
Invasion of the Church by heresy through Eutyches (!rll) (113, 
10-13). 
Twofold attack on catholic faith: Nestorius and Eutyches. Dialec­
tic of heresies (haereses contrariae) (12-37) (113, 13-II4, 14). 
These lies were formerly refuted by the catholic faith, that is by 
the Council of Nicaea (41) (114, 18-24) with which Leo concurs 
(42 ) (U4, 25-26). 
The principal proposition of this faith (43) (II4, 26-28): 'He (the 
Lord), in order to restore human salvation, did not bring the 
true flesh of our frailty down from heaven with him, but he 
assumed it in the womb of the virgin-mother'. The burden of 
proof rests on those who deny the truth of the bUDlanflcsh. They 
have to show how they can retain the (lame of Christian or prove 
their conformity to the gO~'Pel, if either flesh without the di vinity 
(Nestorius) or divinity without flesh (Butyches) has issued ftom 
Mary. 

vV.47-16S Second Part: 
(lIS, 1-II9, 2) The development of the true faith in the incarnation and in the 

I. VV.47-'7S 
(lIS, 1-29) 

2. VV.76-98 
(lIS, 30-u6, 
17) 

redemption of Christ. 
Faith in the true humanity and true divinity in Christ is necessary 
for the true foundation of the redemption. 
a) Christ 'mediator' (51-52) (US, 5-'7); 
b) Redemption from death only through the death of the 'one' 
who himself was not subjected to death (53-54) (US, 7-8); 
c) The riches of the redemption in the blood and sacrifice of Christ 
(55-75) (lIS, 8-29) Rom 5, 20; Eph 5, 2; Joh 12, 32; vv. 55-72 
(lIS, 8-27) = sermo 64. 
Demonstration of the true divinity and the true humanity of Christ 
in the person-umty of God and man from the quality of the works 
(ex open/til qualitate) (from sermo 64, together with Mt 3, 17; Joh 
1.29; 20, 22). 

101 See the summary of the First Tome in JdChr 12,739; CCT 12,530. 
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3. VV·99-111 
(116, 18-32) 

4. VV. 112-136 
(117. 1-32) 

s. VV. 137-149 
(117. 32-118. 
14) 
VV. Iso-I61 
(118, IS-29) 

vv.162-16S 
(118. 29-119, 2) 
vv.II6-174 
(119. 3-13) 

Those who deny the humanity of Christ can explain neither the 
cross nor the resurrection; Lk 24, 39;Joh 20,27; they have neither 
deliverance nor redemption: Acts 4. l2; I Tim 2, 6. 
Phil 2, 6-u as a special proof for the unity of forma servi and 
the forma Dei; assertions of majesty and assertions of lowliness 
ill the one Christ, because forma servi and forma Dei are truly dis­
tinct.Joh S. 26; Mt 26, 38;Joh 1,1-3.14· 
The mystery of our redemption is worked in the concealment 
of the majesty of the Word (Logos) in the incarnation. 

Exhortation that the mystery of the true incarnation is to be ac­
cepted according to the witness of the apostles, the teachers of 
the Church, the martyrs and confessors. 
Reference to the attached testimonies of the Fathers. 

Conclusion: 
Reference to the inspiration of the Emperor with which Leo's 
preaching (praedictatio) is combined for common witness to the 
faith. 

2. The Second Tome and the post-Chalcedonian sermones of Leo I 
In post-Chalcedonian christology, ep. 165, or the Second Tome, 

definitely has a special significance not only for superficial reasons 
and because of its fullness of detail, but also because it is a counterpoint 
to the First Tome. But rather than isolating this document, we want 
to situate it within the Pope's preaching activity in Rome. The Pope 
did not write theoretical doctrinal treatises in the strict sense. The 
designation of the sermons of the Pope as tractatus lO2 also does not 
justify this assumption. Whether letters or sermones/ tractaius: both 
ways of expressing an opinion on undecided questions are entirely 
determined by the situation at the time. Leo is always in a dialogue, 
either with his Roman audience or with the decisive people in the 
East and West, Emperors, bishops or his opponents. Mostly he 
demands that some negotiations or measures be taken. The Emperors, 
his 'nuntius' (without diplomatic status), Julian of Cius, who was 
the occupant of the small episcopal see across from Constantinople, 103 

102 On tills designation see ChaVllsse, CCL 138, p. CCXV. Leo's sermones are cited a.ccording 
to this edition CCL 138 and 138A, the /roC/atul of the first collection being indicated with Roman 
numerals, and those of the second collection with their sub-groups with Arabic numerals. Since 
Chavasse retains rue numbering of the Ballerini (a~o in PL 54.) and numbers tbe lines for each 
srmlO, we dispense with references to PL 54 and adhere to CCL IJ8 and 138A, giving each time 
tbo number of~he lines. The edition ofR. Dolle, Uon Ie Grlllld: ScmlOIU Tomt I-IV (Paris 1949-1973) 
= SC zz bis, 49, 74, lOO, wu also used, but is cited only in indlvidual cases. 

100 Cf. A. Wille, Bischo! Julian "on Kios, der Nulllilis Leos des GroflcII In KOIJJlnllallopel (Kemptcn 
1910) 1-8 on JuHan'S personal data. Leo always writes: 'Ad JllliallUIPI Coetlselll'. For a long rime 
it was assumed either explicitly or tacitly that Julian's episcopal see was the island city of KOB; 
this, however, hardly talHes with the f~nction . of a papal re~resentative to the imperi:ll.court.and 
to the Bishop o.fConstanunople. AsJuli:tn's episcopal see, Wille has rightly postulated Kios (CIUS), 
wh(ch,was situated in the immediate n.eighbourhood orebe imperial city. 



152 CHRIST IN CHRISTIAN TRADITION 

and other important personages continually receive some commis­
sion. The two Tomoi certainly come closest to an express 'doctrinal 
treatise'. But for all that they are still letters, addressed to particular 
people, tailored to the concrete situation, free from scientific defini­
tions, advancing in the familiar Leonine rhythm,104 but above all 
they are permeated with parts from the sermones. 

Through the research and the edition of A. Chavasse,105 the classification of Leo's 
sermons (tracta'tus, ser/tlOl1es) into the pre-ChaJcedonian and post-Chalcedonian 
periods has now been worked out on a scholarly basis. For the period with which 
we are concerned we have to deal above all with a series of Iractatus (designated 
by the editor as a second collection) which were delivered in the years «6-461. 
Four groups of these must be distinguished. 106 

(I) The sermones which refer to the insurrection of the Palestinian monks and 
which were delivered between Christmas 452 and Christmas 453. The tractatus 28, 
38, 46, 64, 65. 66, 79, 91 and 29 belong here. C( the import.1nt letter 124. Leo 
had heard of the rebellion of the monks through a letter (now lost) of Bishop Julian 
of Cius. He replied On 25 Nov.ember, 452, shorHy. after having met Attila (summer 
452) . The tractatlls 79 and 91 in particular reflect this ecclesiastical situation. 

(2) The sermones 47, 67. 68, 69, 92 and 30 (delivered between 21 February and 
Christmas 454). In IrtlctalJU 47 Leo refers again to the events in Palestine. This group 
of sennones dealB with the opposition against the Chalcedonian Patriarch ProterillS 
(45£- 457). To prove that the Pope was a Nestorian. supporters of Eutychcs had 
falsified Leo's First Tome. The letters 130 (to Emperor Marcian) , £31 (to Bishop 
Julian ofCius) and 129 (to Patriarch Proterius) are concerned with the same matters. 
The themes and language of the confrontation with the Palestinian monks are taken 
up again. This is also the case in the letters 134 (IS April. 454) and I35-136 (29 
May. 454), but especially in the letter 139 of 4 September. 454. to ]llvenal, Patriarch 
of Jerusalem, who had been restored to office (ACO II 4, pp. 91-93). Against 
the 'Denial of our Lord Jesus Christ in the flesh' which was imputed to Eut}'ches 
(ibid. 9J. 1·33-92; 2). the Pope refers to the wholly concrete events of the life 
and death of Jesus in the Holy Land. 

(3) This group, which includes the sermorles 12. 26. 36, 44. 18, 27, 37. 45, 62. 
63 and 19. is situated before the sermons of the second group, viz. between December 
450 and December 452. In particular. sermones 18, 27 and 63, togetber with sermont:s 
37.45, 62 and 19. are a part of the series from 451-452. 

(4) This group, which comprises sertllones 49, 50, 93, 94 and 96, falls in the period 
of most grievous political disturbances in the West. From this period we have only 
two letters of Leo (13 March. 455 and 1 June, 457; ep. 143 and 144). The assault 
of the Vandals and famines in Rome, mo cover, pushed to the fore the theme of 
penance. 

104 On the rhythm in Leo's writings, cf. C. Silva-Tarouca in the introduction to the edition of 
both Tomes, TD 9, 16-17. with reference to the studies of P. di Cnpua. '11 rirmo prosaico in S. 
Agostino', MISGcl/nnea Agostilliana II (Romne 193 I) 60r-764; A. P. Lang. Leo del' Groje /llId die Te",:lt 
des Altgelasia/JIl/ns (Steyler Verlngsbuchbandlung 1957); above allH. Axcns, op. cit., each dme under 
the heading: Sdlistisches. For an evaluation of the liturgical sources of Leo's christology, sec 
A. P. Lang. Cf. further B. Studer, 'Die Einfliisse dcr £xegcse Augustins auf die Prl!digtcn Leos 
des Grollen', Formajilll/ri. SII/di ill OIlOr!! del Cardillale M. Pellegril'o (Torino 1975) 91S""930. 

105 See Chnvasse, CCL 138 and I38A. 
106 Cf. idem. CCL 138. p. CXCV-CCI. We shall discuss me 6rst collection at the: cnd of this 

chapter. Cf. CCL 138, p. C(.XXVU-CLXXXI. 



RECOGNITION. DEFENCE AND INTERPRETATION 153 

Even if the two Tomoi 'have received particular recognition-the First Tome 
became the most intensely disputed document apart from the definition ofChalcedon 
itself-, still one must not for that reason overlook the fact that 'as regards range 
and completeness of theological explication' (H. Arens) the sermones represent the 
primary text-group within the Leonine corpus. 

Does there correspond to the relative uniformity of Leo's writings 
(in as much as the closeness of the letters and sermones is concerned) 
as far as these have come down to posterity a homogeneous funda­
mental theological conception? In part this question can be quickly 
answered. Both before and after Chalcedon Leo's christology is domi­
nated by the event of God's economy of salvation in Christ. It remains 
'soteriology'. But we shall still have to examine to what extent the 
alleged static christology of Chalcedon had been able to leave its 
stamp on the dynamic, soteriological kerygma of Leo, or to what 
extent a more static model had superimposed itself on the soteriologi­
cal, dynamic primary structure. As far as Leo was concerned, how 
did the two-nature doctrine of the Council and the kerygma of the 
economy of salvation stand in relation to each other? How strongly, 
for instance, did the 'reflection' on theological concepts, initiated by 
Chalcedon, infiltrate Leo's kerygma? Did the Pope notice at all and 
admit the terminological advance which had been made at Chalcedon, 
viz. the contrasting of the meaning of hypostasis to that of the word 
physis? Was the importance of the formula of the 'one hypostasis in 
two natures', which in the post-Chalcedonian discussion was taken 
more and more in isolation, perceived at all by Leo, the Latin keryg­
matic theologian? 

3. The soteriological kerygma in Leo's post-Chalcedonian christology 
The essential truth which had to be preserved in the struggle against 

Nestorius and Eutyches (and the Manichaeans) was what was 
expressed in the Creed, the message of salvation in the incarnation 
and death of Jesus Christ, the Risen One. In warding off the errors 
of the separation of the two natures by Nestorius and their mingling 
by Eutyches, as Leo understood this, soteriological arguments are 
ultimately decisive. On this point there is no difference between the 
First and Second Tomes. 107 In both cases the starting-point is the 
dignity and character of Jesus as mediator. lOB Eutyches can no longer 
take this biblical word seriously, if he speaks of the 'one nature'. 
For Christ can only represent and fulfill the 'reality of the mediator' 
(II 52), because in the 'form of God' he is equal to the Father, and 
in the 'form of man' a sharer of our reality and destiny. More than 

107 cr. T. I. 54-88 (27. 2-28. 6) with T. II 49-75 (lIS. 3-29). 
108 T. I S9 (27. sf.): T. II 3M.; 109 (II4. 12f.; 115. sf.; 116. 28f.). 
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the First Tome, the Second Tome offers a stronger emphasis on the 
death inherited from Adam, which can only be removed by a true 
divine-human mediator. The so-called mystical doctrine of redemp­
tion, which sees in the divine-human unity of Christ the very repre­
sentation of salvation, is presupposed in both documents. What is 
new109 in the Second Tome in contrast to the First Tome is that Leo 
attributes Christ's work as redeemer to his self-surrender to death 
(vv. 53-54) and to the shedding of his blood. The latter, however. 
is expressed in the words of sermo 64 (T II. vv. 55-72). in which 
Christ's redemptive act is characterised (with Eph 5. 2) as a sacrifice 
(T II. vv. 61-64). What is interesting in the Second Tome is the 
reason given for the value of the death or of the sacrifice of Christ. 
In sermo 64 Leo presents this sacrifice in such a way that the surrender 
of the victim is ascribed to the verus pontiftx who sacrifices his own 
flesh on the altar of the cross. But including the sermo in the Second 
Tome he adds et aeternus to the verus. Without doubt here a reference 
is intended to the divinity of this high priest. One can hardly assume 
that Leo-similar to Origen-champions a priesthood of the Logos. 
according to which the decision to surrender the body is transferred 
to the Logos as Logos. Admittedly, the language is imprecise. For 
insofar as the text speaks of aeternus pontiftx, and not of pontiftx in 
aeternum (cf. Ps. [IIO] 109,4), following this line of thought Christ 
would be 'priest' already in his pre-existence. and would be active 
in time as such because he sacrificed his assumed human nature,uo 
In that case the physical principle of the surrender would be the Word 
as Word. But Leo is not thinking of that. For he speaks of the 'volun­
tary suffering of the Lord' (voluntaria domini . .. passio).ll1 In connex­
ion with the 'eternal high priest', one must also think of the One­
made-man, the mediatorll between God and man. In the Second 
Tome Leo introduced the aeternus into the text of sermo 64 with the 
sole purpose of giving particular emphasis.to the holiness of the sacri­
fice of Christ and to stress participation of divinity and humanity 
in this sacrifice. The significance of the human death of Christ is 

109 One can easily acquire a general view of the di!Tercnce in terminology between the two To"mes 
by consulting the index of C. Silva-TarOlla in TD 9. p. 6r-70. The study of M.-M. Mueller, The 
Vocabulary of Pope St. Leo the Great = PatrStud. 62 (Washington 1943) is only partly useful. Decisive 
terms, such as natura-persona, are missing entirely. Cf. the severe criticism by A. Lauras, RSR 48 
(1960) 167r. , o. (i. 

110 cr. T. II 63 (115, 17-18). The apparatlls .in SlIva-Tarolia shows that according to a less valuable 
ttadicion IleICrtltlS hns again dropped out. Ap~rt trom this passage Leo speaks ofteI;! of the eternal 
prielithood of Christ. by which he always means the Incarnate One. Cf. Tr. III, 2: CCL 138, 
p. II, 35: omnipotens et perpetuus sacerdos; Tr. V, 4: CCL 138, p. 24, 7!}-8o; Tr. V, 3: CCL 138, 
p. 2~, 52-53: vonls ClnflemllS all/isles. 

11 Leo M., Tr. LV, 2. (8 April , 442): eCL T38A, p. 324,1.35-36. 
112 On the concept medilltDr see the passages in M.-M. Mueller, op. cit., 13. On the priesthood 

of the Logos in Philo, Origen, Alhannsius, d. Chalkedon I~ 64.84-85; on Cyril of Alexandria's 
di/l'ercJ1I understanding. ibid., 173; CCT IZ, "'7<i. n. IO;JdChr I ,677, n. I? 
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thus also established starting from the divinity of Jesus. But another 
reason stands out: it is as guiltless that Christ has been killed, because 
he was conceived, i.e. begotten in a new birth, through the birth 
from the virgin, as Leo enlarges on this theme in the First Tome 
(vv. 89-9oa) with the use of sermo 22. 113 Christ is free from original 
sin, and therefore not subjected to the debitum mortis. 114 Thus the 
Saviour could also overcome the devil. 115 In any case Leo is certainly 
at pains in the Second Tome to bring the doctrine of salvation more 
strongly into play than it was in the First Tome. Thus a greater richness 
in soteriologicallanguage is also to be discerned. 116 The major events 
in the redemptive life of Jesus are death and resurrection (cf. sermo 
28, 5;' 30, 5; 21, 2). But in the opposition to Eutyches, all the events 
in the life of Jesus have theological significance, particularly his birth 
from Mary.ll7 Whoever decides with Apollinarius for una natura 
denies the truth of the human flesh and of the soul, and allows the 
divinity of the Word itself to be changed into flesh and soul. 

And to be conceived and born, to be nourished and to grow, to be crucified 
and to die, to be buried and to rise and to ascend into heaven and to sit at the 
right hand of the Father ... would be proper only to the divine essence, which, 
however, retains nothing of them without the truth of the flesh. 118 

But through the true incarnation, the destiny of Christ has become 
the destiny of all. In him, the true and guiltless man, all are crucified, 
all have died and been buried, all have risen as well, and this in 
community with his humanity. 119 Leo's doctrine of redemption thus 
calls to mind Rom 5 and 6 more than it does Joh 12, 32, which 
is explicitly cited (v. 10). Through this bond with the humanity of 

1t3 Cf. T . 1 89-903 (28, 6-8): nova olllem "atillitatl' generatus quia invio/ata virginitas concupiscentiam 
nescivil. (JImis lItalerlll/lI ",illistrov;ti adSUl1Iplil est (i~ matr( Domini natura non culpa . .. 

1t4 T . n 53- 54 (IJ 5. ?-II): ./1 /IIortis .,illci//ullt W . /IIS praevaricatione contractum, Un ius morte, qui so/us 
mort; IIi/IiI deb"il. sol"eWllr. cr. vv. sS-S9 ·(n 5. I r- I3). 

\IS The idea of me devil's right or of the over oming or the deviJ (~5 the master of mankind 
du:ough [hc power of death) by outwitting him is recognisable here. T lus o utwimng lS achieved 
through me assumption oflowly flesh w hich did not allow the godhead to become VJ5iblt to SaLan. 
Cr. T . I 26.77. 1I1 (25 • .20; ,27. '7; 2.8, .27) with T. II 56 ( 11 5. !rIO) or 74- 75 (US • .28- 29): qui 
cOlllra ', os/em IUllllan/ gmens ill cam/s 1I0Wat /IIIJIIllitqle cOllgressll!. II is I,;clor;nlll .11111111 tri/mil II! qUOM/1II 
,o~ore IrillJIJpluwit. 01, Leo's lecminology for the d~vil, see M.-M. Mucl lcr. 01" ciL" 222-22.3 . 

16 What is new in T . n. in contrast to T . I. in the follQwing. I . For ['he dcpi Lioll of OUr L1 nred 'cmcd 
condition: captivitdS. chirogra.fHII letale (II 140) (11 8. 4) . dellitlllll semiluli.! (1J 59) (I [5. ' 3). 2 . For 
the interpretation of Christ s work: Immo/ario (.II 63) (llS, 18). JlQ'~l ifox 311d 1l1I,ITe, or silcrifidlllll 
aI/cis (11 61 and 63) (U S. 17f.). recol/cilia/lo, Tep,opitiMin, rcdempt.io (bul cf. 1 173 [31, :ql: .<illlj!" ls 
redell/pliol/ is). redllllllgrntlD with its derivnrive forms (11 50.61.63 .118) ( 11 5. 4- 18; 116. 8). The talk 
of 'blood' (sangu;s) is significan Lly stronger (ce. I 173 (31, 24) with IT 55.61. 11 1. 14°) (liS. 9ff.; 
1/6, 32; u8~4) . 3. For [hc dcscriprion of the fruits orthcrcdclll pliou: reconciliolLls, w i r lllplIIs, redilllegratio 
with its derivative forms. reI/asci. sa/illiTe. While: 10 T. T dle uti ic consideratJOlj of hrlSt's act o f 
reconciliation is missing entirely, suddenly it is introduced quite strongly in T . II. 

117 Cr. the accentuation of the birth: T. 123.86.89.90.103 (25. 17-1 8; 28,2.6-8.20-21). 
118 T. II 28-30 (II4, 4-{;). 
119 T. II 69 (115, 25) from Tr. 64 (5 April, 4S3) : CCL 138A, p. 392, 76-77: Iesus Christus 

. '." 'in wfom all have been crucified, all have died, all have been buried, but also all have been 
raIsed . . .. 
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Christ, the true Son of God, redeemed humanity as a whole becomes 
the body of Christ. 120 

4. The dynamic of salvati on history and the two-nature model in Leo's 
christology 

Through his frequent reference to the Apostles' Creed and the 
Nicene Creed, as in general through his emphasis on tradition, the 
Pope indicates that his fundamental christological model is the doc­
trine of the economy of salvation which is expressed in these creeds. 
Precisely on account of this reason the Nicene Creed is adduced in 
the Second Tome. One and the same Son of the Father, the subject 
of the Nicene statements about the true godhead, is also the subject 
of the incarnation, the humiliation and the exaltation (cf. vv. 41-42). 
It is here that the work of Cbalcedon also fits in: 

What in our days has been laid down at Chalcedon about the incarnation of our 
LordJesus Christ was also determined at Nicaea by that mystical number of Fathers, 
so that the catholic confession does not believe that either the only-begotten Son 
of God is in anything unequal to the Father, or that the same [Son], in as much 
as he became the son of man, did not have the true nature of our flesh and of 
our soul. 121 

It is not a big step from this stress both on the divinity and on 
the humanity of Christ within the credal model of the economy of 
salvation to a more static 'two-nature doctrine'. But such a doctrine 
is not an end in itself. The impulse for it comes only from Eutyches, 
and the background of the history of heresy which lies behind him 
(Manichaeans, Docetists). A certain number of 'technical' modes of 
expression from the two-nature language seem, indeed, to have found 
their way into Leo's sermons and letters. But these can hardly be 
a literal reference to the formula of the 'one hypostasis (person) in 
two natures'. Inducement for this new language came from the report 
of Bishop Flavian of Constantinople in his second letter to Leo about 
Eutyches: 'before the incarnation of our Saviour Jesus Christ-so 
he [Eutyches] says-there are the two natures of divinity and huma­
nity, but after the union there is only one nature .122 In this way 
Leo received the catch-phrase, which be was able to enlarge upon 
slightly and without difficulty in his sermons and letters for a simple 
audience. 123 

The first time we encounter talk of natura is in the First Tome 

120 ce. M .-M . Mueller. op. cic., S.v. corpU$, 89 and :1.03. 
121 Leo M .• tp., ](,:2. ad Leoll . aug .• :u March. 458: ACO U 4. nr. 99. p. lOS , 34-106, 4- What 

is interesting; in tills context is that Leo c:ransfers back intO the statcmCJl( of NiClca the r<;jecciOIl 
of1follil1arianism with its denial o(a soul in Christ. 

I Ep. Flovilllli uCll/lda ad LtOIl., cp. 2;6 illlertp. Leol/ .• in Greek in ACO Ill, p. 38. 2;4-2;5. 
123 Cf. H. Arcns. op. cit .• 187-241. 
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v. 27: 'we could not conquer, of course, the author of sin and death, 
if He (ille) had not assumed our nature and made it his own (nisi 
naturam nostram ille susciperet et suam faceret)'. The assumption of the 
concrete human nature of Christ immediately affects the whole of 
humanity, of which we have become members by birth, thus our 
nature. One will call to mind the 'Christus totus' of Augustine, when 
Leo says in tractatus 63: 

There is no doubt, beloved, that the human nature was taken up by the Son 
of God in such a close union (naturam humanam in tantam conexionem a Filio Dei 
esse susceptam), so that Christ is one and the same not only in that man who is 
the first-born of the whole of creation (c£ Col I, IS) but also in all his saints; 
as the head cannot be separated from the members, so too the members cannot 
be separated from the head. 124 

Leo uses the word natura twenty-five times in the First Tome; ety-' 
mologically, the cognate words, the verb nasci (v. 22) and the noun 
nativitas (v. 23) are to be bracketed with this. This etymology should 
always be adverted to, just as the Greek word physis (begetting, birth, 
derivation, origin, source) should be connected with the verb ph-yein 
(to beget, to develop, to produce) and the Syriac word kyanii with 
the verb kyn. When Leo uses the word 'nature', therefore, one must 
not think immediately of the question about the 'what', the 'essence', 
'quiddity', the ousia, the essentia, but first of all of 'genesis', origin. 
As has been correctly observed,125 the concept of nature for. Leo is 
stamped with a meaning that is unfamiliar to us, because the noun 
natura always suggest.s nasci (cf. First Tome, v. 90 nativitas-natura). 
Our humanity is determined by the origin, birth from a human being. 
There is a tension in the First Tome, v. 90, because on the one hand 
with Christ nasci leads to genuine humanity, and yet on the other 
hand there was a nativitas mirabilis, a wondrous birth, i.e. birth from 
the virgin. It is precisely this tension which, beginning with the 
Docetists and up until Eutyches, is repeatedly resolved one-sidedly. 
But for the very reason that the 'appearance' destroys the incarnation, 
in Leo's mind the opposite of appearance, i.e. veritas, reality is imme­
diately combined with stress on the assumption of our 'nature', as 
we have observed to be the case with Emperor Marcian. Natura is 
not to be defined philosophically; on the contrary, it gives a kerygma­
tic, anti-heretical accent which is valid in the first place for the huma­
nity of Jesus Christ, but in its own way for his divinity as well. 126 

12~ Leo M ., Tr. 63,3 (19 March. 45~): CCL T38A, p. 38],41-45. 
125 Cf. H. Arens, op. cit. , 18']-~J, 453-475. 
126 Cf. ibid., 323-353 . That Leo and Marcian (see above) agree in their understanding of /lalura 

as veri/as, truth, reality (in contrast to phanu$Y, appearance) is shown by numerous passages in 
Leo 's w.t:itings: for instance, Tr. 1.7, I (from the year 451 ): CCl 138, p. 132, 4: IIQwrne liDs/rae 
ven lOS: I. 18: ill Illr09"f ergo J/l11I/1'II; cf. p. llJ , '],7: Pl!I"itM ..• jonllne lI'rillSqll~. Tr. 28, 4 (from the 
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Both are important for our salvation. There is also a third: that god­
head and manhood are united to each other. 127 But by the application 
of this word natura both to the godhead of Christ as well as to his 
manhood, the formulation utraque natura (each of the two natures) 
can appear, as is demonstrated in the passages just cited. The paratacti­
cal and static impression of Leo's picture of Christ is intensified by 
this, but it must not be isolated from other structural elements, as 
will become clearer. 

Besides natura, the concepts essentia and substantia are also found in Leo's writings, 
as has already been shown to be the case in the pre-Chalcedonian period. 128 

(a) Essentia (cf. First Tome, v. 20). Leo does not offer any definition for this 
concept either. This concept also occurs almost exclusively in a theological context. 
Quite often natura can be replaced by essentia. In the sermones, essentia appears twenty­
seven times, and in the letters eleven times. 129 Particularly in speech about God 
both expressions can be combined. 130 But the same can also be said witb regard 
to man, and this means that Leo can use utraque essentia christologically: in Christ 
both essences are united in the unity of the person. 131 Essence is to be understood 
here in a verbal sense as derived from the root esse. As was the case with nasci-natura, 
so here is the relation between esse and essentia reproduced. This relation is particularly 
explicit in lractatf.ls 27 (from 451) and 28 (from 452).132 

(b) Substantia, 133 Apart from natura and esselltia, the term substantia is also employed 
without there being a 'significant semantic difference'. Here too Leo offers no defini­
tion. The following text illustrates how these three expressions can be combined. 134 

'Since we confess the divine nature (divinam ... naturam) from the Father and 
the human substance (substantiam) from the mother in the one Lord Jesus Christ, 
the true son of God and of man, although there was only one person of the Word 
of God and the flesh, and although each of the two essences has functions in cominon, 
the properties of the works themselves (Le. whether divine or human) are, neverthe­
less, discernible.' 

year 452): eeL 138. p. 14-1. 65-66: duoTIIIIJ ill Cllrisro natllrnrum 'vcriral~m sub Im;u! persolr~e '/II/jessia/lt; 
n. UV, 1 (5 April, 442): CeL 138A, p . 317. 18-20: It>:prilllir qllit/em sub di~li/lClis artiorllbus v~l'lral('," 
Sflam rltrtll]ll ~ IInrura. sed uelllm se lib nlrerills CD/lex/Me disll/llgit ... In the activiry (lutlO) of the olle 
Christ the reality of !he godhead and tbe manhood expresses itself. This emphasis on the 'reality 
of each of the (wo natures' is always dlreqed agalnst Butyda:s. Illlportant is Tr. 96 (25 December. 
4.17) colllril II~erej/fII Errtyc/Jis dietllS ad R0j1I1If1111 ill Ba.!iliw S. A''''.ltulia(: CeL J38A. pp. 593-595· 
In this the murder of !he Patriaroh Protecius ls presuppo£cd. Once again "awa is interpreted by 
lJeritas. According to Leo the mcsscllgcrs of Timothy Aelurus Illrunmm: 'cmly the nature of the 
godhead is present in Cbrist: be bad nothing at all of the realit.y (llerilatel/l) of humun Resh, which 
he assumed. however, from the blessed Virgin'. Leo cloes not reply with anaJ)"cs of concepts, 
but witb theological reasons: 'the ungodliness accepts that the humanity (of Chdst) is false and 
names God passible'. Cf. Chavasse, loc. cil .• p. 5'93. 1!)-20. The 'one nature' of the AlellllncU:iaru 
is for Leo simply die denial of the human reality ofChrisl, whence ruS0 their theopasrhism. 

127 Leo M., Tr. 69, 5 (4 April, 454): eCL 138A, p. 424. 134-136: 'if the divinity of the Word 
were not to assume dl!s (i .e. the humAn nature) lnto the unity oC his per~on (fll SIIae persolwf tedpem 
Imitat~",)., there would. be no rebirth (rcgflltratio) ill the waler of baptism, nor would there be r(:dcmp~ 
tionillthe blood ofsufl'cring'. 

128 Cr. H . A£CIlS, op. cit., [87-30] on VV . l6-2oofT. I. 
129 Tbid .• J97. O. 81. 
130 Leo M., 'fr. LXXV, 4;[.; Tr. LXXVU. 76ff. (according to Arens, op. cir., 199)· 
131 Leo M., ep. 84 C9 Junc, 45J): ACQ 1I4, p. 44. 1-3. 
m Leo M., n . 2.7 , 36f. ; Tr. 28, 8f. (according to Ar<m5, op. cit .• .2.0G-.2.03). 
III C£ H. Arens, op. cit., .314-]2.] on vv. 54-55 ofT. l. 
1:14 Leo Moo Tr. 64" 4 (S April. 453): CCL 138A. p. 392. 87-9J · 
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Substantia IS employed in anthropoiogicaP35 and trinitarianl36 contexts. In both 
spheres it signifies 'existence'. This expression occurs most often in the doctrine 
of the incarnation, but it is replaced in part by natura. 137 

'Accordingly, by substantia divina Leo designates the Deus esse, and by substantia 
humana the homo esse, or, in other words, the being-subsistence of God and the 
being-subsistence of man. 138 Both, God and man, subsist in the one Jesus Christ; 
as the incarnate Word of God, he subsists as God and man' (Arens). 

(A different view will, of course, predominate in Neo-Chalcedonianism: the one 
Word God, the one divine hypostasis, subsists, exists in divine and human nature.) 
To the extent that substantia (in the biblical sense) does not express, for instance, 
possession, property, goods or means, it is interchangeable with natura. However, 
the concrete choice of a word is nuanced with regard to its etymological origin 
(nasci-natura, substare-substantia; cf. esse-essentia) . 'With respect to its origin, that which 
exists is called nature, and, with respect to its existing, nature is called substance. '139 
There is still an important sociological aspect to be mentioned: to see the Son of 
God as 'bound by nature' to the community of mankind is the most sublime motive 
for highly esteeming human nature simply, and this concretely in every individual 
man. l40 

5. The one Christ una persona 
How does the usage of the word persona in Leo's christology relate 

to what we have just analysed? It is not easy to gauge the import 
of this word; it is certainly not easier after Chalcedon than it was 
before. What one can establish is that Leo becomes more circumspect 
in the use of this word through the controversy with the Alexan­
drians, particularly because of the attacks on his First Tome. 141 His 
primary interest is also not in terminology and its definition, but 
in the theological contents which he wants to combine by means 
of it. What we notice is that he binds together the language of the 
'two natures' and the 'one person' in the model of salvation history, 
as he outlines in serrno 65 of8 April, 453. 

Thus although from that very beginning when the Word became flesh in the 
womb of the Virgin no separation of any kind arose between the divine and the 
human substance, and in all bodily growth the activities during the whole period 
belonged to one sole persona, still in no way do we mingle that which has become 
in unseparatedness: from the character of the works we discern what belongs to 

135 Leo M. , Tr. LXXI, 47£[ and so forth. 
136 Leo M., Tr. LXXV, 78fr.; Tr. XXIII, SI£[; Tr. LXXVI, 30£[; Tr. LXXVII, 17ff:; IISff: 

(according to Arens, op. cit., 333, n. 79). 
\37 Cf. T. I 54 with Tr. XXI: CCL 138, p. 87, 44 (natura-substantia); T. I 91 (unitQs) with Tr. 

XXIV, 3: CCL Ig8. p. J 12-,71 (sI lbs/olllla). 
138 Cf. H. Arcns. op. dr., 334. cr. Tr. LVI. J (28 Match, 443): CCL J38A, p. 329, 31- 33: 

,mde aportrrit i ll 1//1111/1 Dom{IIlm, 11'511'" C/,ristrrlll C/ dillillam ~( /WmallDIlI COlwtll ire Sllbllollliam ... Cf. 
JdCbr J2, 748, n. 24. 

139 H . Arcns, op. cit. , 336. 
l~O Leo M., "fr. IX, (November, 443), p. 35, 59-68. 
141 For the sake of comparison let u S dr:l w attention on.ce again. to the quite cureless presentation 

of the uniry in Christ in Tr. xxm (from the year 442): CCL 138, p. J01.-108. which we commented 
on inJdChr 12, 747; CCT 12

, 537· 
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which nature. The divine does not encroach upon the human, nor the human upon 
the divine. Then each of the two came together· into one and the same (in idipsum 
= neuter) is such a way that in them neither the peculiarity is taken away, nor 
the persona doubled. 142 

For the theology of the trinity, Leo takes over the distinction 
between person and nature from the Latin tradition. 'Person' means 
here: 'non-interchangeability and individuality in the same divine 
spiritual nature'. Thus Leo says in tractatus LXXV, 3: 'Though in 
the properties of the persons, the Father is other, the Son is other, 
and the Holy Spirit is other, there is not, however, another godhead 
or a different nature'.143 In his christology, where it is a matter of 
controversies, he avoids combinations such as persona humana or per­
sona divina Christi. In the christological distinction, there is for Leo 
only the natura divina on the one side and the natura humana on the 
other. In his sermo delivered on the occasion of the feast of Epiphany 
in 443, he had admittedly spoken more freely: 

Finally [the Magi] fulfill their duty with devotion (cum religione) and furnish them­
selves with gifts to show in their adoration that they believe in one Trinity-by 
honouring the kingly person with gold, the human person with myrrh and the 
divine person with incense. 144 

The expressions are not to be pressed. For, as ep. 119 (II June, 453) 
bears witness, Leo knows of the false employment of the concept 
of person by Nestorius: 'unumque Christum in duos dividens aliam deita­
tis, et aliam humanitatis voluit esse personam, cum omnino unus idemque 
sit' (Nestorius 'divided the one Christ into two and wanted the one 
to be the person of the godhead and the other the person of the 
manhood, though, indeed, [Christ] is completely one and the 
same'.)145 The two texts are not necessarily opposed. In the first 
text persona is combined each time with an adjective, but in the second, 
with two abstract nouns. Moreover, Leo sets his own formula over 
against this second 'Nestorian' formula: 'deitatis humanitatisque persona' 

142'Leo M., Tr. 65, 1 (8 April, 453): CCL 138A, p. 395, 12-22. 
143 Leo M., Tr. LXXV, 3 (23 May, 443): CCL 138A, p. 467, 53-55. In Tr. 28 (from the year 

452): CCL 138, p. 142,74-78, the opposite position is presented, viz. the teaching of the Sabellianists 
(or the Patripassians?) on the 'trinity: 'because they could not understand the unity in the godhead 
as (on the assumption) of the unity of persons, thus they maintained the Father is the same as 
the Son, so that being born and nourished, suffering and dying, being buried and rising belonged 
to one and the same, who in everything fills both the person of the man and of the Word' (qui 
per omnia et kominis personam imp/eret et Verbi). 'In the unutterable unity of the trinity, whose works 
and decisions are common in all things, the person of the Son assumed strictly for himself (proprie 
Filii pusorla susc"P.it) the I1!Storarion of the human race, so that being born and suffering belong 
to the Son and not to the Father' . Thus in Tr. 64, 2 (5 April, 4.53): eCL 138A, p. 390, 32f. On 
the doctrine of the uinity. cf. Tr. LXXV, 3 (23 May, 443): CCL 13BA. p. 46Sf., 74-80. 

144 Leo M., Tr. xxxm. 2 (J:l ed., 443): CCL 138, p. 172, 41-4~ (Illro honorantes personait' 
regiam, myrra humanam, ture divinam. • 

145 Leo M., ep. 119: ACO 114, p. 73,23-24. 
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(the person in godhead and manhood).146 With this he intends to 
say that through the event of the incarnation there was the one con­
crete subject Jesus Christ in godhead and manhood, as we have already 
seen expressed in tractatus 65.147 Who this fInal subject is, is clearly 
determined in tractatus 63, wherejoh 1,14 and IlCo! 5,19 (a soterio­
logical text) are quoted, and where it is then said: 

Thus it has been shown that the Only-begotten of the Father Most High established 
such a consortium with human lowliness that he indeed assumed the substance 
of our flesh and of our soul; but nevertheless remained one and the same Son of 
God (unus atque idem Dei Filius permanerel). 

(It is not he who gained something, but we. 148) In other words, 
even if the word persona is not used in reference to the Pre-existing 
One in order to express the unity in the duality of the natures, never­
theless the eternal Son of the Father clearly remains the subject of 
the incarnation, and hence the fInal bearer of the manhood of Christ. 

That from the viewpoint of Leo the one Christ stands as the 'one 
person of godhead and manhood' (una persona deitatis et humanitatis) 
is the 'result' of the incarnation. Nevertheless, it remains true that 
even before the incarnation the Word is persona deitatis. For Leo 'per­
sona' is the 'natura' (substantia) with its properties (proprietates).149 

1-16 Leo M .• Yr. LXXII . .1 (.ll April. 444): CCL 1381\. p. 442f . . 38-39. Here Leo uses the abstract 
nouns ·deilas·/"m/ll/ll·(aJ, wbereas in Tr. 47 (21 Febru3tY,4S4): CCL r38A. p. 277, 1.71J-71- (i,1 Christi 
Dei Ol~u~ Ilomilllj IlIIa pfrJOl/tI) be uses the conrn:ee !IOUDS dellS-hollio. Both formulae are incapable 
of attaining the sharpness of theological expression which Cyril formulated in bis Luellllwr letccr 
on the Formulary of Reunion of the Anciochenes (sec JdChr 12. 704-706; CCT )2. 498-501). For 
Leo it is not a question of fin.ding tbe most adequate (ormulapossible for expressing the unity 
in Christ. but primarily of safeguarding that bond of divinity and humanity in bim, which appears 
necessary and sufficient for grounding our salvation. The different intentions of C yril and Leo need 
to be rakenjn account in rcadling ajudgment abouL them. 

147 Sec above n. 142. 
148 Lco M .• Tr. 63. I (Ill March, 4S2): CCL 138A, p. 383. t .J 1-J6. 
149 See below the passages on persol/o. F1avian of Constantinople, in bis second leeter to Leo. 

bad already sketched a simil;\r solution: ACO 11 2, 1, nr. 4. p. 23. 13-16: 'the unlty of the twO 
natures whicb come togetber in Christ does not mingle, lIS Your. Holiness knows. their properties 
in the unity (tleque ... proprialolCJ suns III filii/ale cOlljimt/il); rather the properties of t'he natures remain· 
unim,P:)ired (illlibn/ae) in me unity of the natures'. The twO natures themselves and their properties 
remain unming)ed. The OIIO"YIIIOIIS olllllor Oil B IUye/ltS ~Iso holds this viewpoint. He no doubt wrote 
in Rome shordy before Chalcedon and describes the following as traditio fidel: 'to confess one person 
of Cbrist and the two nalures of the divinity and the humanity. of the creating !lnd the created. 
of tbe assuming and the assumed. Tbese substances or natures are not mingled, but united (Imitae) 
and remain undivided in one and the same person .and always in tbe property whi€h is peculiar 
to each . . . '. Admittedly the anonymous author in his interpretation of the dealb of Christ still 
accepts the scp9ratio~ of~he Word from tbe bo~y, and holds a quite sintple cbristol.ogy ofi."dv.:ellil~g: 
'w\1en he was h:mglllg 011 the cr.oss of sufi'e~iI1g and saw chat tbe God who was dwelling 1M him 
(III se) wns going from his body, be cried after him in a sobbing voice and called out in Hebrew: 
Heli Hell [Mt 27, 46 is citedl. althougb he would raise him after tbe third day (qllaruvu pos/lerlllllll 
diem cl/m csse/ resllsdtalllrrlS)' (ACO II 4. p. 14S. 33-35). The text reminds one of Hilary, Gommlltl/. 
ill Ell. Malllln"; .'fJ> 6: PL 9. 1074B--.107SA) together with 'Tract. ill psalm. 55. nr. u: CSEL 22. 
167, 23. Leo bimself polcmiciscs against this false interpretation of the cry of abandonment in 
Mattbew, and chat in many scrmollcs. which is a sign that me reason for tbis was srill celevant. 
Did be have OUI anonymous nutbor ill mind? C( Tr. 67, 7 (18 March, 454): CCL 138A. p. 412£ .• 
130-135; 'thaI call (110C is/II). beloved. is teaching. not 3 complaint . Por since tbere is in Christ olle 
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Strictly speaking, there would have to be thus two personae in Christ. 
But both natures enter into each other in such a way that, each without 
loss of its veritas and its proprietates, tlley form an inseparable, urunin­
gled unity. This conception still stems from 442: 

God therefore assumed the whole man and joined himself to him, and him to 
himself, out of mercy and power, so that each of the two natures inheres in the 
other and neither changes into the other with the surrender ofits properties. 150 

The una persona, which Christ is in and through the incarnation, 
is the result of the unmingled and inseparable penetration of divine 
and human natures (each with its own properties). Like Cyril of 
Alexandria, Leo too always sees first the one concrete subject in Jesus 
of Nazareth. The unity is his starting-point. For the distinction has 
to be sought for. One can do this successfully, because the natures 
and their properties are united unmingled. This 'searching' for the 
distinction is expressed by the Chalcedonian 'recognisable', which 
refers to the operations by which at one time the godhead, at another 

per-SOli of Cod Qml mall (Del et hOlllillls 1/1,,/ pemma /st) and he could nOt be abandoned by him from 
whom he could IlOt be scparJted, he asks for the benefit of anxious and weak oncs, why the I1c5h 
which fears sufferings has not been hClU'd'. 10 the same way n. 68, J (ll Marm, 454): ibid., 
4J4, 7-12: (in the death of Christ there is no separation), 'because the nature of God and t~e nature 
of man have come together in ~o such a great unily that they could neither be severed by tOrment 
nor separated by death. For since each of the two substances remains in its charnctecistics, neirher 
did God abnndoll the suffering orhis body, nor did th.e flesh make God passible, because tbe godhead 
was certainly in rhe sufferer but not in the s\llrering (dolo I'e) itself'. But nlready in the sermon of 
:Ol April. 443, Leo hlld stressed the inseparability of the divinity and humanity of Christ for soteriologi­
ca.1 reasons. If they were separable. there would be no immort:lliry for us. Tbus in n. LXX, 3: 
CCL 138A. p. 428. 62-65. Cf. Tr. ~X:X[ (3/4 April, 443): ibid., p. 436, 44-49. In several new 
studies the origin or the ImQ pfflolln in Christ in the writings of Leo the Great is researched: (1) 
B. Studer, 'VllaJJfrlOlla ill Christo. Ein augustlllischc$ Themn bei Leo dem Grollc:u', Aug 2S (1985) 
(= Miscellanea i Srudi Agostini in onore di P. Agostino Tral'e, OSA) 4Si- 487. In partlcul.u he 
shows tbe conno:xion with Augustine's 'Letter to Vo[usanius' (see JdCbr I , 6oc:Hlo2.; in addition 
ibid., 1l1dcx, persOlld, Imd persolla). 'Prom the survey ofLto's patristic sources it is altogether evident 
[hac, ~part from the writings of Augustine and textS dependent On him. no immediate sources, 
including Bast!!m ones, call be demonstrated for IIis conception of the 1I~la persona ill Christo' ({l. 
475). Augustine had developed the concept of the III/itos perSO!Jlle between 400 and 4-Jr (p. 476). 
The confrontation with the Pclagi3ns brought about a deepening of this exprcssion, though Augustine 
did not lIdv31lCe beyond the consideration of the IlIIa persona as the result of the union or the Son 
of God with the man Jesus (pp. 482-483). Leo djd not proceed further than Augustine. but rather 
lugged behind (pp. 486-487). (z) For Augustine himself the following work is importnne H. R. 
Drobner, Gml/ll/latisc/,e I;xegese IlIId Clrrlstologj~ bel Al/gusli/lUs. Zur Herkunrt der For:mcllfllll persolla 
(0=. Philosophia Parrum S (Leiden 1986). The author placed at my disposal dlC nllllluscript of his 
dissertation, Rome 11)84.. Ambrose, nlso, like Augustine, reached the term pmollli rhroughgrnmmar 
and exegesis. Vila perSOlll/, however, cannot be demollstratc:d in genuine \)a.~S3gCS. The same is true 
of Amhr,)siaster: by mentis of the gmmmatical !loncepc persollll be =jv~ at the terminology of 
the pwprrq of heist, but without eruphls;s(ng the 11M persoll4. (3) M.-J. Rondeau, Lcs COllllllfll!aires 
pfllrisliqlle5 (III l'smrtiu (1Il'-V" sl~cles), Vol. 1I: ~cgese prosopologique ec th~oJogie = OCP Z20 
(Romn 198.:$) 4:r5-4-17. "Rondeau refers to Jerome's III Zilcl,arlallf n. 6, 9-JS (CeL 76A, 799): NOli 

iam [aslwl d{~idIlIllM, ,ue d,./lu peTSOI/aS "" IlI1a JlOSSUI/IIIS foecl'e }'frSOlla, sed ipse 'lui J05/15 appel/atilT • •. 
el Oril!lu didrllr. Drobl1or, too, takes note of this passage :l.nd discusses it. M.-J. Rondeau believes 
that Jerome .. rived lit the formula IJ/la Jlersona not through the ApoUinarians, as R. Cantalamcssa 
believed, but pemnps dlTough Didymu5, on whom he is dependent in his commentary on Zacharias 
(op. cit .. 417). 

150 Leo M., Tr. LIV, 1 (5 April, 442) : CCL 138A, p. 318, 25-29. For the assumption of tbe 
wh91e man, Leo emphasises here God's mercy and power (polentia). 
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time the manhood is illuminated. That is the meaning of that so 
much disputed sentence 'agit enim u,traque forma . .. ' (each of the two 
natures acts). The differences between Leo and Cyril can be made 
clear, however, if the 'natures-christology' of Leo in sermo 72 (21 
April, 444) is contrasted with the mia physis formula, as understood 
by Cyril. 

That nature, which lets neither what is his be imprisoned by what is ours, nor 
what is ours imprisoned by what is his, has assumed us: rather it [the nature] makes 
the persona of the godhead and of the manhood intrinsically one in such a, way 
that jn the economy (dispensatio) of the way of weakness and of power, neither 
the flesh could be invulnerable through the godhead, nor the godhead capable of 
suffering. through the flesh. 151 

The conception that the one persona is due to the coming together 
of two natures in Christ is still accepted in 452: 

The following is very useful for an understanding [of the suffering of Christ]: 
certainly the Creator is olle thing, the creature something else; the invulnerable 
God is one thing, the flesh capable of suffering something else; however. the properties 
ofench oJthe two naJllres come togetlrer in 01le pemm, so that-whether it bem humiliation 
or in a demonstration of power-the humiliation and the glory belong to one and 
the same.152 

This text creates the impression that the 'one person' in Christ 
is a tertium from godhead and manhood. On the basis of the concep­
tural language, it does not become clear where the point of unity 
in Christ really is, where the final subject is. In any case, 'two persons' 
is ruled out: 'Neither of the two substances has retained its properties 
in such a. way that there would be a separation of the persons in 
them' (non ita proprietat.es suas tenuit Htraque substantia, ut personarum 
in eis possil esse discretio).153 What is meant by these properties becomes 
evident in various sermones. In naming them, Leo is guided by soterio­
logical interests. These interests determine his picture of Christ: 

In this Hes the healing of our wounds and the elevation from our state of rejection: 
had so vast a difference (dillersitas) not come together into one (in unum). human 
nature would not have been able to be reconciled with God. l54 

151 Leo M., Tr. LXXII, 2 (21 April, 444): eeL 138A, 4'42[,37-4-1. The grommatica' subject 
of tnc assumprion is in fact the /Jalura, not the perso/la (hypos/Ilsls) ; this is also the case further on 
in the text, § 1: Joe. cit .• 443, 4.1-42: JUscepil IIOS lila /Iaturn. But this language is conditioned by 
soteriology: Leo wants to emphasise we binding of godheRd and manhood. To hllve reflected on 
tb1~ubject of the assuml'tion would ha~e been to pass oVl!r this point of concern. 

Leo M., Tr. 62, r (16 March. 452): eeL 13M, p. 377, I. 24-l9. 
153 Leo M •• Tr. XXIIl, r (from the y~r 442); eCL 138, p. [03. :u-23. We are oblig~d to 

say here already that Leo employs the word 'mingling' (m/Jeere) to reject rhe (NCStoriBn) reaching 
ofindwclling: rll' sic erealurn j" sode/alelll SIIi Cr('(JloJ'is ads/lmpta csl, lit iIIe lulbilafor et ilia ts.stl lmbflaejl/lIl11, 
s~d Ita lit 'III/ural! alurl ' (llt~ra miscuetur (;m explanation follows, however): /31 quamlfis alia sit qua~ 
Sluc/pllUr, alia ~ero quae susdjJlt. I" tailimll talllCIJ IIl1italem co,wmit IItrlusqlle diversitas, III IIt11/J Idemqllt 
sit FllIlls; qlll st, (I secluroutH quod (/eniS 1101110 est Patre didl ttl/norml, d scamdw" quod vems Deus esl 
Palri profilelurnequalem (loc. ciL. 23-29). 

ISo! Leo M. , Tr. 37, 1 (from the year 452): eeL 138, p. 200, 13-16. 
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'In unum' is to be taken as' neuter and not as masculine. God and 
manhave become 'one' in Christ. Finite-infinite, passible-impassible: 
they are bound in this unity. In a soteriological sermo (1 March, 
453) we read the following: 

In him are true and numerous testimonies of each of the two natures (testimonia 
IItriusque IUlturae) which in the subliminity of the divine decree come together (co/1wr­
milia) in such a way that One can recognise by the invulnerable Word and his noo­
dividedness from passible flesh that in everything the godhead shares in the flesh, 
and the flesh shares in the godhead. ISS 

Thus it is not Leo's concern to establi h dIe unity in Christ specula­
tively, to employ correcdy for this the accurate concepts. He has 
only one task in mind: starting from the necessity of our salvation, 
to represent the true unity of God and man as the 'unity of one persona, 
and, in doing this, to stress the distinction in such a way that both 
the truth of the godhead and also the reality of the assumed manhood 
are guaranteed. Let us see this expressed once again in the words 
of seYtno 62: 

With this rule of faith .. . , which we received at the begjoning of the Creed on 
the authority of the apostolic teaching, we confess our Lord Jesus Christ, whom 
we call the only Son of the Pather Almighty, and as one and the same also born 
of the Virgin Mary from the Holy Spirit; we also do not abandon his majesty 
when we believe the same to be the One who was crucified, who died and who 
rose on the third day. Everything which in Christ is of God and of man fills at 
the same time both the manhood and the godhead: and, indeed, in such a way 
that in the indwelling of the bnpassible in the Passjble neither is power affected 
by weakness, nor is weakness overwhelmed by power. 156 

Even in the Second Tome to Emperor Leo, no deepening of the 
concept of person is to be noted, especially in the light of the fact 
that in decisive places older sermons are quoted. 

'Although, therefore, in the one Lord Jesus Christ, the true son of God and mall, 
there is one person (urI a perso/'Ja) of tbe Word and of the flesh, whidl has, unseparated 
and undivided, activities in com mon, the properties of these activities are, however, 
discernible . .. "51' ... Although. therefore, from the very beginning when tbe Word 
became flesh in the womb of the Virgi.n there was no division at all between both 
forms [= natures] and in aU bodily growth the activities during this whole period 
belonged to the ulIa persona, thus we do not mingle. for all that. what has been 
worked in unseparatedness; rather we recognise from the properties of the works 
to what nature they belong."SS 

Is it intentional on Leo's part that in this Second Tome the 'agit 
enim utraque forma . .. ' of the First Tome, an expression which was 
horror to the Monophysites, does not reappear? In fact, nothing 

155 Leo M., Tr. 46, 1 (I March, 453): CCL IJ8A, p. 270f., 44-48. 
156 Leo M., Tr. 62, 1 (16 March, 452): eCL 138A. p. 377.30-39. 
157 Leo M., T . n 76-78 (115. 30-32) (from Tr. 64). 
158 Leo M., Ibid., 94"'98 (116.13-17). 
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has changed in Leo's conception. His sole intention is to make clear, 
'for the sake of our salvation' and not from speculative interest (i.e. 
not from the rational employment of concepts and analysis), that 
from the properties of the word one can plainly recognise the follow­
ing fact: in Christ there are two natures, i. e. two principles of opera­
tion, each in its own veritas, which are thus capable of mediating 
divine salvation to sinful flesh, by reason of their union as well as 
their unseparated activity in common. Both their union and their 
unseparated activity in common would not be possible, if Christ 
were divided into two persons, or ifin reality either of the two natures 
is not taken account of. The bodily, human reality of Christ manifests 
itself on the cross, but also in the resurrection (c£ vv. 99-104, follow­
ing Lk 24, 39 and Joh 20, 27). For that very reason Christ is the 
mediator, the foundation of our hope; his name, his blood, his humi­
liation and exaltation are our salvation and our redemption. 159 Worthy 
of note is the recapitulatory statement. 

Cum ergo linUS sit dom/IlI's Jesus Cllrislus et verae deilalis veraeque IlI/fllanUalis in. ipso 
lit/a prorsus eadBmque persona sit. B:~altatiot! em laffletl. qua i/it.uff sltut doctor gel/tiuIII die/t, 
exaltavit Deus et dOllavit iIIi tlOmell . quod super omne /lOmell excellil, ad eandem intel/iglmus 
pertine/oe formam quae ditatlda eral tonlae glorification.is flllgmento. (Therefore, although 
the Lord Jesus Christ is one, and in him there is just one and the same perSOt/a 
of true godhead and of true manhood, we perceive. however, that the exaltation. 
by which, as the teacher of the gentiles says, God exalted him and gave him the 
name which is above all other names (Phil 2, Io-II) , belongs to that same form 
[nature] which would be enriched by such a glorification.)I60 

Jesus Christ is one concrete subject from godhead and manhood. 
This implies such a unity that the Lord Jesus Christ is strictly one. 
But this also preserves the unmingledness in such a way that the 
part which is the recipient in the exaltation, i.e. the manhood, could 
be enriched on its own, without receiving the godhead as a gift. 
Leo is not successful in clarifying his concept of person in such a 
way that from an analysis of it the final bearer of godhead and man­
hood in Christ could appeM explicitly,161 For Leo to have brought 
this about he would have needed additional models and expressions, 
which then in their turn would have called for a new application 

159 Ibid., 105- 113 ( 11 6, 2S-117, 10); cf. Acts 4. u; r Tim 2. 6; Ph1l 2, 6--11. 
160 Ibid. , Tl 3- II S ( 11 7, S- 12) . 
161 cr. M. J. Nicolas. 'La doctrine ohristologiquc de saint L~on Ie Grand ', ReliT/10m Sf (1951) 

(609-660) 638; ' . .. U vicl1t 11 consid6'cl' I'incarnation non plus dnL15 ('inst!lnt de sa ~~al i sation. rnajs 
dans son rCsuh:at qui esc I'Homme-Dieu·. Of. J. P. Jossu~ , Le salll', ;"",ma(/o" 011 fIIys!~re pascal, 
d,ez IC$ Plrcs de (IEg/isc de sII i1l1 TTf llee a solm Leoll Ie Grand (PaDs [9(8) 255; 'saint Leon distingue 
bien 13 premiere manifestation de I'incarnation lors de 1.1 naissancc du Christ a Noel, et [' incarnation 
com me "structure" ontologique permanente dn Christ, qui est a l'reuvre, non seulement dans Ie 
mystere de Ia nativite, mais dans tous Ies mysteres de la vie du Seigneur' (quoted from H. Arens, 
op. cit .• 342, n. 121). 
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of persona in Christ. We can make this clear best of all by referring 
to a commentary on Leo's First Tome. This commentary was com­
posed during the lifetime of the Pope. 

6. Thefragment ofa commentary of Patriarch Gennadius of Constantinople 
An interesting parallel to Leo's concept of person is found in a 

fragment of the 'Eulogy of the Archbishop of Cons tantin ogle, Genna­
dius t on the letter of Leo, the most holy Pope of Rome'. 1 Although 
the First Tome (449) is meant here, there are many indications that 
this laudatio was not composed until after Chalcedon, but still before 
the death of Leo I (461). We present the text in translation. 

This is then what Leo wrote ... Por my part, while I applaud Ins interpretations 
of the orthodox faith, 1 am at a loss to know bow I should praise Leo fittingly. 
Such a vast knowledge of unutterable things, I see as vouchsafed to him by the 
Holy Spirit, so that he also bas a penetrating understanding of the mystery of the 
incarnation of the Only-begotten, and as well the capacity to express his comprehen­
sion clearly. 

Of what he has written here [First Tome] what does not aim at clearing up error 
and at increasing knowledge of the truth? Has he not in his lofty praise of the 
Father and of the Son silenced the Sabellians, Arians and Eunomians? With his 
scripturally based confession to the birth of the eternal Son of the Eternal Father 
from the Holy Spirit and from the Virgin Mary has he not condemned all those 
who dare to call him [Christ] by other names? With his proof that in the worthy 
and truthful way of God the flesh of the Lord assumed reality from the Virgin 
and that from God h.imself he was animated with the rational spidt of \jfe, has 
he not strengthened the evangelic and prophetic kerygma and dispelled any mere 
appearance and illusion from it? With his preaching of thc unminglcd preservation 
of the properties of each of the two natures il1 tire otle prosopon of tile Son, bas be 
not countermanded th.ose who babble it about that He [the Son] disappeared or 
suffered a transformation? With his confession of the death of the Only-begotten 
has he not praised clearly the impassibility of the divine nature? Has he not explained 
to us clearly the unutterable gift of the humiliation of the Son for us below through. 
the incarnation? Has he not through every word of the gospel demonstrated to 
us that Christ is true God and true man ... ? 

But he was not the inventor of new names, but remained with those which were 
to hand from the orthodox Fathers; the words wInch they advanced attested and 
said to him that' the Logos became flesh', that He 'cook', 'added', 'assumed', (perma­
nently) 'assumed' (f;'lTEA&~ETO), 'had', 'participated in', 'was united to', 'was joined 
togethe.r with', 'had bornc', 'had put on', 'was clothed with', 'had hidden himself, 
'had revealed himself', that He 'has settled', 'has pitched his tent'; that He 'was 
body, temple, instrument', that 'Christ is true God and true man, that in him there 
is both the divine as well as the human nature'; that He 'is eternal and in time, 
pas sible and impassible, invisible and visible, uncreated and created, infinite and 
finite'; 'that He was in the form of God and became the form of man'; 'eternal 
Son of the eternal Father, and in time the son of a temporal mother'; 'of one being 

162 See the text in F. Diekamp, Allofcelo Palrislica. Texte ,/tid Abhandfungen zur grieehisehen Patristik 
= OCA 117 (Roma 1938) 77-78; on the person ofelle Parri3a:h Gennadius, ibid., 54-72; comments 
on the eulogy on the letter of Pope Leo to Fi;rviao, ibid., 93-96. 
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with God and the Father, of the same being as the Virgin Mother'; 'of the same 
nature, of the same kind', 'of the same divine origin'; (0 lL0o/tn1'l, olLo<fru~O'l, cnry­
'Y8VTJ'l); 'first-fruits', 'yeast', 'head', 'first-born', 'brother'; 'creator and creature', 
'raised and rising'; 'having', 'assuming'; 'ruler', 'under the lordship'; 'sending', 'com­
ing', 'returning' (venturus); 'man', 'human being'; 'in fullness of power', 'under the 
law'; 'equal to God and less than the angels'; 'saviour and saved'; 'indweller and 
place of the indwelling'; 'listener and the one listened to'; 'sanctifier and sanctified'; 
'nourisher and hungering'; 'refresher of the weary and himself weary'; 'strengthening 
and receiving support'; 'lord'; 'master'; 'redeemer'; 'Christ'; 'God praised above 
all in all eternity. Amen'. 

On the basis of the Greek translation of the First Tome, numerous 
terms mentioned here can actually be demonstrated to be excerpts 
from it. 163 The most interesting thing is the reproduction by Genna­
dius, in fact in question form, of the famous sentence from the First 
Tome (Latin: vv. 54-55: salva igitur proprietate utriusque naturae et in 
unam coeunte personam; Greek, ACO II I, I, p. 13, II: O"~'OJ.LEv"l~ 
'TO Cwv 'Til~ l8LO'T"l'TO~ eKClTEpCl~ <l>Uo"EW~ KCl t. d~ Ev 'ITPOO"W'ITOV 
o"uvLoU<r"l~): 'Has he not with the unmingled preservation of proper­
ties of each of the two natures in the one prosopon of the Son ... ?' 
(The Greek reads: aU 'Til~ €KCl'TEPCl~ <!>Uo"EW~ t8LO'T"l'TCl O"~'OJ.LEV"lV 
K"lpU~Cl~ o:uiryXVTov Ev €v t 'ITpoO"(~>'IT~ 'ToU "LoU ... ;164) The alteration 
is striking. The differences, in contrast to the elements in common, 
must be noted accurately. (I) Both speak of the preservation of the 
two natures and the one prosopon. (2) The differences between the 
two forms are: (a) it is probable that with the word 'un mingled' 
Gennadius refers by this time to Chalcedon; (b) E t~ with the accusative 
means for Leo that he views the one prosopon as the goal of the coming 
together of two natures. Moreover, prosopon has no apposition in 
the genitive, but is used absolutely; (c) according to Gennadius the 
starting-point is 'the one prosopon of the Son' or 'of the First-born', 
whereby there is no doubt that the 'eternal Son of the eternal Father' 
is meant (Diekamp, p. 78,11.2 and 24). A disappearanceora transfor­
mation, as the heretics assume in their interpretation (Diekamp, p. 
78. 1.3), is also certainly excluded by him-such is the Patriarch's 
interpretation of Leo's words. In this 'one prosopon of the Son', the 
assumed human nature is just as much preserved as the godhead. 
Gennadius elucidates in this way not just the statement of Leo, but 
also that of Chalcedon itself That is to say, the application of the 
word prosopon (hypostasis) to the Pre-existent One, the Only-begotten 
of the Father, suggests itself unmistakeably. In this way the Second 
Person of the Trinity is also introduced conceptually as the 'one 

163 See the Greek translation of the First Tome in ACO II I, I, nr. II, pp. 10-20, particularly 
from p. 12, 26£f. 

164 Cf. Diekamp, Ioc. cit .• 78, 1-2. 
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person' who assumes. On this point there is no factual difference from 
Leo, but there is certainly a terminological difference-and this came 
about through an interpretation of the First Tome. For fundamentally 
the same picture of Christ is proper to both defenders ofChalcedon. 
(3) The picture of Christ that is held in common. Gennadius himself 
had gone through a process of development. 165 To begin with he was 
a vigorous opponent of Cyril of Alexandria, and wrote a refutation of 
the twelve anathemas, a work which is no longer extant. Only isolated 
fragments of this work have been retained by Pacundus of Hermiane 
and the deacon Pe1agius. l66 According to Diekamp, there is nothing 
extraordinary in the fact that a resolute supporter of Antiochene theology 
became an ardent defender of Chalcedon. In the commentary of Genna­
dius on the Letter to the Romans there are 

clear indications of Antiochene christology, just as he is closest to the Antiochenes 
in his type of exegesis. His repeated talk of the adoption (hyiothesia) of Christ, 
which is the pattern of our adoption, shows that at the time of the composition 
of this commentary he lGennadius] did not conceive the unity of God and man 
as a true unity of person. 67 

That a change took place Diekamp demonstrates by a fragment from 
the commentary on the Letter to the Galatians (Gal 3, 20): 

That is to say, the mediator Christ is the Son of God, one and the same, being 
at the same time truly God and truly man, who, through his kinship (syngeneia) 
with both. brings both together into unity in himself (el~ EV (JUva'Ywv 8v £0l\1T<i> 
'reX EKCtn:pOl). mr 

Could Gennadius' turning away from Antiochene theology have 
taken place sometime between the composition of the commentaries 
on Paul? In any case, the commentary on the Letter to the Romans 
proves to us that at one time the Patriarch Gennadius was not too 
far removed from Nestorianism. The fact that he was accused of 
Nestorian tendencies by some when he was still patriarch (Diekamp, 
p. 68, n. 4) may perhaps have been based on recollections of this 
commentary. 169 Already in 442 in a commentary on Phil 2 , 7 Leo 
developed ideas on Christ which are similar to those expressed in 
the words of Gennadius j ust quoted, and which also allow the concept 
of person to be placed in context. 

165 Ibid., 70-'72 • 
166 Ibid., 73-76; CPG 5974. The Facundus fragment is now critically edited in CCL 90A (1974). 

57-:J,8; for an explanation see Diekamp. op. cic., 85-89. 
I Ibid .• 88. Diekamp refers to the explanation of Rom I. To 6. 4j 8, 16; n. 16; IS. st . following 

K. Staab. Parl(lI&konrmenlare nU$ der griec/lisc/ltll Kirc/te (Munster 1932) 3S2, 19If.; 365. lS!f.; 379. Sff.: 
400. Sf[; 4J4. 12tI.; now on this; S, J. Voicu, 'Gennadio eli Costantino polL La transmissionc del 
fra~mento In Reb,. IX, z-5', ocr 48 (198~) 435-437· 

I Dick;imp, op. cit .. 81), following Staab, op. cit., 419. 12f[ 
IG9 Nevertheless. the supporters of Cbllicedon were accused simply ofNestorianism. 



RECOGNITION, DEFENCE AND INTERPRETATION 169 

In their blindness the Arians could not see with the eyes of the spirit (intelligentiae) 
the relationship or the unity of Creator and creature. For they did not believe that 
the Only-begotten of God is of the same glory and substance as the Father. For 
they devised for themselves a lesser godhead for the Son from what must be referred 
to the form of the slave. To show that this form in him does not belong to a separate 
or another person (in se non discretae neque alterius esse personae), this very Son speaks 
with this very [form of the slave]: the Father is greater than I Ooh 14, 28b), as 
he also says with this form: I and the Father are one Ooh 10, 30). That is to say 
that in the form of the slave, which he assumes at the end of the ages for our 
restoration, he is less than the Father, but in the form of God, in which he was 
before the ages, he is equal to the Father. In human lowliness he is born of a 
woman, subject to the law (Gal 4, 4), but remained, however, in divine majesty 
God the Word, through whom all things came to be. He, therefore, who in the 
form of God made man, has become man in the form of a slave, but each (utrumque) 
is God by the power of the One assuming (Deus de potentia suscipientis), and each 
is man on account of the humility of the One assumed (utrumque homo de humilitate 
suscepti).170 

Leo's picture of Christ has a clear centre: the eternal Son of the 
Father. In the incarnation, two things are true: the divine nature 
and the human nature; there are not, however, two separate persons 
in the Incarnate One. The Word persona, therefore, emerges for the 
first time when there is talk of the Incarnate One. The trinitarian 
'person' of the Word or the second persona trinitatis (cf. tractatus 
LXXV, 53ft'.; above n. 130) is not yet conceived as the starting-point 
to anchor the unity of God and man. When, in the text just quoted, 
Leo characterises Christ as 'one person' (to the exclusion of a second), 
his view is directed to the concrete Christ, and the 'one person' is 
the result of the union. Nevertheless, his christology remains a chris­
tology from above. In its structure the picture of Christ held by 
the bishops of West Rome and East Rome is one. This follows very 
clearly from the many words which Gennadius gathers from Leo's 
Tome (and his sermones) to show that he stands completely in the 
tradition of the Fathers. Following H. Arens,171 we wish to supple­
ment somewhat this terminology of union in Gennadius, and to sum­
marise briefly its significance. 

First of all, let us establish the fact that Gennadius places his Leonine dictionary 
between two scriptural passages which were also extremely important for the oppo­
nents of Chalcedon: Joh 1, 14 and Rom 9, S, the latter certainly being understood 
christologically. Some terms of assumption or union are etymologically an expres­
sion of a christology from above: thus 'became flesh' Goh I, 14), especially 'to 
assume, to have, to participate in, to have borne, to have put on, to hide onself, 
to reveal oneself, to dwell and to pitch a tent (c£ Joh I, 14), "to become" (body, 
temple, instrument), to come'. . 

The following expressions, which also to some extent are rare in Leo, do not 

170 Leo M., Tr. XXIII, 2 (from the year 442) : CCL 138, p. I03f., 30-45. 
171 H. Arens, op. cit., 147-685 (a critique of the text of the Tome). 
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appear: coire, to come together (which also expresses the sexual union of man and 
wife) (this appears only ill the First Tome, v. 5S and tracratus XXI, 44) ; more removed 
is the word composilio, which Leo does not usc christologically; the usage of misccre, 
to mix, to mingle, is important: Arens enumerates eighteen places where Leo employs 
it christologically in various ways. It occurs in troc/olu; XXJIJ (dating from 441), 
which we have just cited extensively. Here Eutyches is not yet in the picture, but 
only Ne:;torius. The separation into (twoj persons (per.~o"nnltn di (rclio) ' rejected. 
So too is the model of indwelling (trce sic . .. ut We haMlnlor et ilia essel habitamlllm)i 
(when Gennadi'us speaks of ~\ltPK'I]O'el' as an expression of Leo (Dickamp, p. 7.8, 
19), he intends by that nothing other than Joh J, 14, as 'he pitched his tent among 
us', which is added immediately, proves. But, on the positive side, Leo proposes 
sed ;tn ut natHrae aller/ altero miJcerelHr (but in such a way that the one nature is 
mingled wjch the other).I72 In contrast to this, in cp. 35 and lrac/n/Us 65, 16 nOli 

perlllixtione conJusa (no rningling) is said explicitl y. t73 Finall y, '/n.fr4so' is replaced by 
',mita', whkh Gellnaclius also quotes explicitly (Diekamp, p. 78, IS). 

All in all, Gennadius is open enough to mention also many expres­
sions which among the Alexandrians aroused the suspicion of Nestor­
ianis n (the model of clothing, 'to join togethcr', 'to cover with'). 
Taken as a whole, the commentary of Gennadius explains and inter­
prets the Tome of Leo in the sense of a clear Chakedonian chris to logy . 
Strictly speaking it is only biblical language wbich is adopted, a fact 
which Gennadius probably also stresses by placing as brackets around 
his list two scriptural passages which state in very clear tcrms the 
godhead of Christ and the ductus of the incarnation. 

What the commentary of Gennadius on the First Tome has made 
evident holds true for Leo in his writings as a whole: he remains 
in the domain of a concrete, non-technical language which is gathered 
from the Scriptures aud the Fathers, as the testimonia, which he 
appended to both his Tomes, also prove. 174 In his christology Leo 
also remains concrete insofar as in the sermones, but particularly in 

t12 Leo M., Tr. xxm. I (from the year w): CCL 138. p. 103, 2$. 
173 Cf. ell. 35 (13 June, 449) to Julian of Cius: ACO n 4, p. 'I, 21-22; Tr. iSS, 1 (8 April, 453): 

eCL t38A, p. 395, 17 (Nlllla pumh:IIO/le co,!ftJrldil,!us) . 
174 The: testimonia of the Second Tome are an enlnrged version 01 thaI florilegium which was 

attached to the First Tome when it was despatched for a second lime to Constantinople. Cf. on 
this M. Richard. 'Us florileges diphy~ita~ du VO ct du VIC si~dc', Chalketl~" I, 721-'748 (= Op. 
Mill., I. J) in particular 725-'727. All the tel<ts arc r ken from the tradition prior to Ephesus or 
from Ephcsus it.clf: Jnd this for the clear purpose of demonstrating Ihe tr~dltional cb~racter of 
Leo's christology. Ou accounl of d,is the motive bebiud the selection of texts must nOt be sought 
in thc. clements ofthosc extracts concerned with the history of concel'ts or formulae. Most interesting 
in this regard is perhaps Chresis V in Hilary. De Trlll,lare 9, L4 (ACO [I 4-. p. 122), where tbere 
is talk of the 'person of each of the two nnl\tn:s' (1IIr/usqlle IIolllme persollO) which we have discovered 
also in Leo. Fonhe rest the recourse to HlIary, I\.tl1nnasius, Ambrose, Aug1.lstine, John Chrysostom. 
Thcophillls and Cyril of Alexnndria, Gregory. Nazi.nzcll and Basil. of Cnesarco is only thought of 
by Leo as a prooC that he stands in a tr.tditiOll accepted. by East and West, a tradition which conf¢sses 
the nue divinity and the true humanity i.1 the one l1[ist. These testimonia arc an 'illustration', 
not an immediate literary 'presentation' of Leo's teaching. See the text of the Ilorilegium in E. 
Schwartz, 'Codex V~tiC3:ri llS gnccus 1431': AblrMllrrd1AkW 32, 6 (1927) 71-85; for 3n explanation, 
ibid., 137-143: in addition ACO U 4, J 19-131. On an intctcsting problem oftranslatiug a sentence 
from Cyril of Alexandria's ScI,olio de l, lalrl lltUOIIC U,HgrllUi (A CO II 4, p. tJ t, nr, XXX: PG 75, 
1397C), see M. Richard, op. cit., 726(. with n. 31. On Leo's Rorllegi. cf. M.-B. De S005, Le 
Mysl/:re Lilurglqut d'llpr~s SIIIIII UOll lt Grarltl (Miinster 1958) 6-21. , . 
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the two Tomes, he keeps in sight the mysteries of the life of Jesus. 175 

The way in which Leo conceives that the unity of God and man 
in Christ is brought about also remains remote from abstraction: 
it proceeds from the insight that the Word assumed human reality 
by divine power (potentia). The power of the One assuming (potentia 
suscipientis) is the same power through which the Word created the 
world (tra ctatus XXI, 2, which dates from 440). The union of God 
and man in Christ is the consummation of the relationship of the 
Creator-God to his world, admittedly with a total orientation towards 
the redemption. Let us see the latter aspect emphasised once again 
in the words of the Second Tome . 

.Because, under the appearance of honouring the godhead in Christ, the heretics 
deny the truth of the flesh, they hold it to be religious to say that in our Redeemer 
precisely that which saves is not true, although, indeed, according to the original 
promise the world has been reconciled to God in Christ io such a way that without 
the Word's condesceJlrung to become Besh. no Besh would have been ahle to be 
saved. 176 

The personal bearer and terminus of this 'assuming power'­
notwithstanding the fact that all activity ad extra is exercised by the 
threefold God in common-is the Word alone. whose own actiones 
are enumerated in tractatus 64, 4. which dates from 5 April, 453. 177 

This creative power is constantly at work in preserving the union 
of God and man; indeed. it is more penetrating than the power which 
keeps body and soul together in us human beings: 

For it is much easier for the power of the godhead to preserve this unity of 
itself with man (hane unitatem sui atque hominis) than it is for the weakness of humanity 
on its own to maintain the unity of its substances [i.e. the uniting of soul and 
body].178 

175 The mysteries of the life of Jesus, which are to the fore in Leo's writings, are alre.idy present 
in the liturgic:).! cycle of the Church ycar. See the various ritles given in fI.. . Gh~v;me, CCL J38 
with the particular collections of the 5cnllOlles, p. XIVE.; but on lhis sec idem. 'Dans sa predication, 
saint UOIl Ie Gt::Ind a-t-i1utilise des SOUIces liturgiques?', Mtlallges lilllrgiq/les (ofI'ern au R. P . Dom 
B. Botte OSB) (loll vain 197~) 71-'74; K. Esser, Das Kirdte,lja/tr Ilnel, dell Sermolttll UOS dtts Crtljkll 
(Diss. Innsbruck 1934); F. Hofmann, 'Die Ostcrbotscha'(t ill den Predigtcll Leos d. Gr.', Fischer­
Wagner, Pascilntis SO/tltlllia = SUtdi..,) z. Osterfoier II . O~terftiimmigktil (J. A. Jungmann z. 70. Geburts­
IDg) (Freiburg-DaseJ-Wien 1959) 76-86; J.-P. jo.-un, op. cit.; H. Denis, La tMologie de I',asccllsio/l 
dalls 16 serltlo"s de Silirt/ UOl/ le Crand (typescript thes.is--Lyolllg60) (not used) . 

176 Leo M., T. II ]45-148 (118.8-12). 
ITI Leo M., Tr. 64. 4: CeL 138A, p. 393, 95-111. As revelation ofthepoltttlia Verb lin the incamation 

the following are put forward: virginal conception and birth of Christ, the calling of the Magi 
by the star, tbe voice al the baptism in the Jordan, the curing of the sick and the raising of the 
dead, Christ's revealing of b.imsclf tim he is eqUll I to the Father (cf. Joh 10, 30). According to 
Arens, op. cit., Section n, nr. 2. J. 5. n. 78-79, pOles/as is also tied [0 gloria. In [he senllOlle~ poltSlas 
nPRears in the singular 71 times, andpoleutia in the singular 55 times. 

18 Leo M., cpo 3S ad Julian. Caws. ~. , I3June, 449: ACO n 4, p. 7, 18-20. Prom this passage 
it is elear th:1l the initintive and ,power for the uciting of godhead and manhood proceed from 
the Word and that a 'Ncstorinn' DewiiJlYlltlgslellre (the theory that Christ eamed exaltation tlu:ough 
obedience) may Ilot be read into Leo's writings. There is no sufficient reason for claiming either 
Leo or Gennadius a.~ wirnesscs for a s()-called 'Andocbene' interpretation of Chalcedon. 115 

P. T. R. Gray. The Difcllse oj Chalcedoll III Ihe EaII (451-553) (Leiden 1979) 80-103, does for the 
tntter. (for mote details see tbe chapter on Neo-Chalcc:donianism). 
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This insight into the act of union of God and man in Christ, an 
act posited once but persisting, goes de per than any metaphysical 
formula. It leads to the conclusion that the final subject in Christ 
is to be sought in the Word himself. a fa~t which for Leo was present 
in the incarnational model of the Apostles' Creed and Nicene Creed. 
The concept of the 'one person' is to be located there. But Leo clid 
not take this final step, although Gennadius already seems to i,nterpret 
his work along these lines. Ultimately Leo looks at the man Jesus 
starting from the Word, and sees him borne com pletel y by the creative 
power of the Logos. One would only need to reverse the point of 
view to come to the idea of 'to exist in'. In any case, Leo also saw 
the possibility of arriving at an unsurpassaple and inseparable unity 
in Christ, without surrendering himself to the ambivalence of the 
mia physis of Cyril. He could easily' ratify the 'towards the hypostasis', 
as we found this expression in Mark the Monk. 179 

IV. 'THE MADNESS (INSANIA) OF VALENTINUS, MANES AND 

EUTYCHES': AN ECUMENICALLY IMPORTANT PERSPECTIVE OF LEO I IN 

HIS SECOND TOME (458) 

If the immediate antecedents of the christology of Chalcedon be 
explained by the internal Greek debate about the mia physis formula 
of Cyril and by the struggle of the Antiochenes against the Apollinar­
ianism which they surmised lay behind this formula, then in his 
Second Tome, dating from 458, Leo established a lineage which points 
beyond the immediate antecedents ofChalcedon and the Greek world: 
the bond between Valentinus, Manes and Eutyches. This resulted 
from his experiences of the dualistic, docetist Manichaeism in Italy 
(and Africa). The more vehemently Leo reacted against Manes, ali 
the more significantly must the equal treatment meted out to Manes­
Eutyches-Dioscorus and Timothy Aelurus affect the relationship 
between Rome and Alexandria. For this reason we must consider 
in more detail the encounter of the Roman Pope with Manichaeism, 180 

17? JdChr 12, 685. n. 35. 
180 Very useful for understanding Leo's posicion on the M:uuc.h3elSm of his time is P. Brown. 

'The Diffl\Sion of Manichaeism in the Romnn Empi('C"JRS 59 (1969) 92-103. now in idem. Rdig.ioll 
(wd Society ill III I! Age of Saint Augustine (London 1972) 94- 118. It WQuld seem that C. Callewnert, 
S. LiD" II! Graml d le.s texlts illI L~o"(f11 = Exlrllit de SlIrrls Erudiri I (t948), finds too mall)' allusions 
to Manichaeism. We limit ourselves to the morc impottllm Uterature . I. J. Rics, 'Imroductiotl aux 
(!itudes manicheenne5. QU3rres siecJes de recberches', A"LovEibIOr. se~. tTL., F. 7 = EphTIILolI 
33 (1957) 453-482 (I); f. 13 (1959) 362,-409 (II) . 2 . E. Rose. Die mallid,iii.!,i1r Christ%gie = SlUdies 
I" Oriental Religions 5 (Wicsbaden 1979) 1-1' Survey of Research . 3. F. Deeret, Aspects d" mallic/lliistlle 
dorIS l'Aftique Romaille. Les controverses de ForlllllulIIs, PmlS/lis fl Tot/Ix avu sa/III IIIIgUllill (Paris (970). 
produces some excellent material on Western (African) ManichRcism. 4. On the dlllrncteristics of 
Manicbaean cbristology at me rime of Leo, cf. T . G. J~!L3rd, op. cit .• 56-(iJ . TIle srudies of 
A. Lauras are important: 1. Recherches SUT It mml;cJ/6islllt a Rome SOIl5 Ie pontifical de Lt(m It Gralld 
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and in doing so have recourse once more to the last decades of the 
fourth century. 

Very shortly after the beginning of his pontificate (440-46r) Leo 
had to deal with groups which also laid claim to the name of Christian 
(see below), but which placed the understanding of Christ in the 
imperial Church far more fundamentally in question than Nestorius 
and Eutyches did. Leo himself drew a clear Jine of demarcation here. 

Certainly the other heresies, however dissimilar they may be, are all together 
rightly to be condemned. For all that, the individual heresies have something of 
truth in one or other of their parts. Acius propounded that the Son of God is Jess 
than the Father -and is his creature; from this (Son) the Holy Spirit also with the 
universe was created. Thus he prepared his perdition for himselfin great ungodliness. 
Althougb he could not order the eternal and uncbangeable godhead into the unity 
of the tdnity, still he did not deny this in the essence of the Father. Macedoruus 
was no doubt far from the light of truth, because he did not accept the divinity 
of the Holy Spirit; h0wever, he confessed ill Father and Son the one power (potentia) 
and the u~ty of being. Sabellius let himself ~ecomc bewildered by an inexplicable 
error. On the assumption that the unity of substance in the Father and the Spirit 
is inseparable, he attributed that which must be ascribed to the identity [in essence] 
to the peculiarity r of the persons); because he could not understand the true threeness, 
he believed in only one person with three names. Deceived in the blindness of 
his intellect, Photinus certainly confessed in Christ the true man who is the same 
as us in essence, but he did not beHeve that the very same one was begotten as 
God by God before all ages. Without constancy in the faith. Apollinadus supposed 
that the Son of God assumed the true natlll:e of human flesh in such a way that 
he maintained that ill that flesh there was no soul; instead its place was filled by 
the godhead. If one thus examines all the errors which the catholic faith has con­
dewned, then one finds something which can be separated from what is to be 
condemned-in one error it will be this, and in another that. In the criminal teaching 
of the Manichaeans, on the other hand, there is nothing at all that one could even 
partially tolerate. 181 

(<<0-461) (Paris 1946, mecanogr.); 2. 'Saint Leon Ie Grand et Ie manicheisme romain', SludPal II 
= TU 108 (Berlin 1971.) 203-209. Here Lauras clarifies the cOimexions between Leo and Augustine 
in tbe Manlchaean question, and ill the second pla'c!: also [he rcllluonshlp of Roman to AfricllD 
Macichaeism. Lauras pleads for 3 ccrroin ind,cpendence of Leo with regard to Augustine. The main 
polne here is that Leo ,insists with particular forcefulness on the docctism of the Manichaeans. In 
the r~5um~ of Manichacism which A ugusLinc gives in D~ hn~miblls XL VI-a work that Leo appears 
to have rcad-he doesnol mention this fundamental crror (TU 108. ~05). Lamas shows both the 
points of contact 35 wcll as tho di!(erences of opinioll between Leo and hug1.\snne in the Manichaean 
question (ibid., l05ff. ). 

On tbe patristic sources about Manes and ManichMism In generAl, see J. A. Fabricius-G. C. 
R;td!ls, Bibliolhua graec" VlI (Bamburg 1801) 315-334; C. Riggi, Epifimio amtro Mm,i . Pres/!1uQ;l:ione 
di 0, Cataudella (Roma 1967) 399-403. 409-419; E. Beck. Eplrriims Polemlkgegm Malli ,md die Mall/chiler 
im Ral'rllCIl deT zeUgcllosSiSc/ICII Polemik I/Iid der des Alli!lIsti/lus = CSCO 39 1. Subs. 5S (Louvaln 1978). 
We shall have recourSe fa the worksjus[ mentioned ill cllapters rv and V. 

IHI Lco M., Tr. XXIV. S (from rhe year 44-3): eCL 138, p. [I3f., (01-125. cr. on chis Tr. 
XVI. 4 (12 December, 443): CCL 138, p. 64. 80-88: 'the error (which works in manifold ways) 
bas erected a fortreSs for itself in rhe foolishness of the Manichaeans and in it bas found a great 
hall (au/II) whore it can blithely parade; it has adopted notjLlsr tbe fOm! (.lpedes) of a single corruption, 
rather it possesses a mixture of all errors and kinds of ungodllness'. Tbe MnnichaeaT1s. in comparison 
with M:u:cion nnd VaJentinl1s, receive an identical judgement in Scrapion ofTbmuis, Lib. ndv. Malli­
cJllleos, cap. J: PG 40, 901 CD. Manes is 'postrcma aborlio ;mprobilalis' who leaves all others in the 
shade. 
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Even though sketched with only a few strokes, Leo's picture of 
the 'classical' heresies of the fourth century corresponds essentially 
to the historical reality. Worthy of recognition is his readiness to 
see good wherever it is present. But why then the harshness and 
totally negative attitude with regard to the Manichaeans? In contrast 
to Nestorius, Eutychians and their supporters in Jerusalem and Alex­
andria, it was only with the Manichaeans that Leo had personal con­
tact. After the sect of Manes expanded in Mesopotamian, Syrian 
and Egyptian society, it also gained ground in the Latin Church, 
namely in North Africa, Italy and Spain.182 The late gnosticism of 
Manes deserved all the attention of the imperial Church in East and 
West. 

I. The Manichaeans and their relation to Christianity 
Quite recently through an important manuscript discovery, the 

so-called Cologne Mani-Codex (CMC), 183 the long disputed question 
of the origin of Manichaeism within the history of religions has 
advanced a significant step further, even if it is not at all clarified 
definitively. According to the CMC, Manes seems to have belonged 
to a Christian baptist sect, more precisely the Elchasaites. 184 Conse­
quently, his teaching could be regarded as Christian heresy, which 

182 See P. Brown, on. ait. On Afcica see P. Decrct, op. dt. In addition J. rues, 'J~sus-Christ 
dans Ja religion de M:uu. Qurlquts clements d'uoe confrontation de saint Augustin avec un hymoaire 
christologiquc mankMcn COplC', Allgm/lrrlmUl 14 (1964) 437-454. Do Egypt sec CCT n/2. 

183 Sec A; Hcm:ichs-L. Koenen, 'Ein griedlischcr Maoi-Codcx', ZPB S (1970) ~n-:1l6 (= prelimin­
ary report); iidern, 'Der Kolner Manl-Kodcx. Edition der 5S. 1-72.'; ZPB 19 (1975) 1-8S; 'Ed. 
der SS. 73-99'; ZPE 32 (1978) 87-200; 'Ed. der SS. 99/100-120': ZPB 44 (1981) 201- 318. lidem, 
'13ecichrigungcn', ZPB 34 (1979) 26; G. J. D. Anlders, 'Einige ~usatrlicbe Bemcrkungen zum Kohler 
M;mi-Kodex', ibid., 27-30. The CMC ~ppe.1[S 10 stem from the phce where 'Manichneism first 
sct foot in Egypt', from the region of J\.ssiut, the old Lycopolis where also Alexander of Lycopolis 
was .~ctive, he 'wbo .composed the first polemical trearise aga.imt the Manichacans; according to 
Epiphanius the first missionary crune to Hy'p5ele in the Thebaid. i.e. strictly speaking into a rcgion 
seven kilometers somh-e:J.st froUl Assiut (Haer. 66, 2, 3 [Ill J7, 16ft'. HolI]) . When we think of 
this Manichncnn centre south of Assiut, i[ is easr to imugine how a codex found in tbiB region 
came lnto l'he hands of a rich private person in uxor; the Greek Maw-Codex appears to come 
from the ori~naJ region of the M:michaeaus in Egypt'. Thus L. Koenen, 'Zur Hel'kunft des Kolner 
Man; Koclex, Z PE 1] (r973} 141l-24 I. The CMC is a trans.1ation from Syrbe: c( Aalders, an. 
cit. ; R. Kobc[r, 'Orientalistisclw Bemerkungen ZllIn Kohll,r Mani-Kodcx': ZPE 8 (1 971) 243-247. 
It is interesting that in this region the finds of the Gnostic writiogs of Nag Hammadi were made. 
See further CCTII2. 

184 Cf. A. Henrichs-L. Koenen, a.n. cit., ~P'B 5 (rsno) § V, 141-160: Manes and the Ekhasaites; 
Rose, op. cit., 3.2-34; dependence of Chrlstian baptists and -81lostics. J. K. Coyle, C.S.A., 'The 
Cologne Maui-Codel< and Mani's Christian Connections', Eglise 61 TMologi6 10 (1979) 1.79-193, 
in particuJar 192f., urges camion, however; 'No ouc today would deny the presence of Christian 
e.lcmcnts in Mank!mean teachings, nor even the possibility that some of these clements go bnck 
to Malli himself. Dut there is not enough 10 determine that Mani was raised in Christian circles, 
or t1lal he consciously .shared Jesus' teachings ill extenso, or that he meant to provide Jesus with 
a strong, let alone central pJ~ce in the system be devised. When we find texIS Ihat appear to indicate 
otherwise, we have to rcmtmbcr that in all cases they are Car removed in rime and place from 
Mau! himself and therefore may not be faithful mirrors of Manichaeism's eacliest form' . Coyle 
will thus not accept that 'the Christian [Oots of Manic hac ism have already been proved definitively' 
(193). Henrichs-Koenen mnde the attempt in [he 'prellminat:y report', ZPE 5 (1970) 158-160, to 
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would correspond to the testimony of the Church Fathers and also 
to the statements of Leo I. 185 But perhaps the assertion of E. Rose, 
as given below, must still be expressed more cautiously. 

Henceforth there can no longer be any doubt that the Church Fathers were correct 
when they unanimously recognised in Manichaeism a Christian heresy; and what 
is more, they opposed in Manes the arch-heretic of the gnostic la.te-period, in whom 
not only the previous heresies coalesced, but also throllgh whom they exercised 
a profoundjnBucnce on the catholic Church itself, as well as on subsoquent heretical 
movements . 186 

We cannot decide the question here, whether and how Manes changed 
from a clearly discernible Judea-Christian milieu, to which he became 
more and more strongly opposed, over to the domain of 'pagan­
Christian gnosticism'. 187 

compile a Jist of the agreements between l>khasaitic and Manich.1can views. Thcs.c concerned mainly 
M3ne.~' understanding ofhi III self ns the prophet and final inc.1malion ofChrisl, the distinCtion between 
a heavenly and an earthly Christ which is duplicated in the distinction between 1esus tbe radiance' 
and the 'earthly Jesus'. In Manes himself there is an ea rthly -:lnd a heavenly person (syzygos). In 
spite of all the diITerencts, they also have in commOll tbe usc of tbe Chrislian gospels, asceticism 
and food taboos aDd the ti Lleprcsbytcr; cf. A. Henrichs. 'Mani Ilnd the Babylonian Baptists. A Historical 
ConfrOl~.tation', HarvMd Studits I'll Class. Phllol. 77 (r973) 23-59; K. Rudolph, 'Antikc Baptistcn. 
Zu dan UberlieCerungen ilber frilhji.idischeund .. christllche Taufsekt.on', SbSiidlSAk W. Bd. 121 (Leipzig 
1981),1-1.4, '3- 17. cr. also F. C . Baur,Dos mllllic/,iiiJClle RcligiollSJYSltllllllld, dt ll Q/lcllfll /ltU Jlllius/jclll 
mill crllwick./r (1831, rcpr. Gouingen I928) VI: Manichacism is '3 cardinal heresy of Christianity'. 
The M.michac;tn faustus congl'lltulate:s himsclf on the fact that he is '!od:lY still a Christian' 'thanks 
[Q my teacher (pro.cEplor) Marlc$ a.nd his vCllerallda fides'. Thus according to AU~u5tine, C. Fallsl. 
XlX s: CSEL 25, I, p. SOl, }-2. 1113t, however. does not exclude the possibIlity that between 
M anes and Faustus Cilnstian elements came into Manes' system. 

185 On the testimonies of the Church f-atha-s. see E. Rose, op. cit., 19-24. The principal opponents 
of Mal1ichaoism arc (a) Ephrae:m: sec C . W. Mitchell, S. Bpllrnim's Prose Refutaliolls 0fMIIIIJ , Marcioll 
d/ld Bardoisnll, Vol. I (London 19U), Vol. 11 completed by A. A. Devan :lnd 1". C . Durkitt (London 
(921). E. Beck, op. ci t. , offers an ex<:ellent evaluation of Ephracm. In col"\lunction with this Beck 
treats the otht;r Greek opponents ~d Augl!stine. (h) Epiphanius, POII?,lol.', Hatr. 66: CGS, Ep. Y/. 
III, pp. 13-132 (K. Holl); C. RiSSl, op. CIt., offers the same text wltb Improvements, an Italian 
trnnslation and -:l good commentary. This text is uscd here (see also CCT 11/.1) . (c) For tbe Wesr: 
Augustine; (i) COllim Forilmnlllm: CSEL 25, I, 83-IIZ; (ii) COllfra FaIlS/II"I: CSEL lS, I, ljl-'}9;' 
(iii) ConlM Fcliccm: C'iEL 25, 2, 801-852. It is convenient to consult these and otber treatises in: 
Oeuvres d~ Saillt Augusti/l (2/11f Ser.) Vol. 17: Six Iraitb al/liomOllieMells, traduction, introduction et 
notes far R. JoUver ct M. Jourion (paris 1961) (th.: Maunsr tcxt is followed, this being improved 
severa limes In CSEL). Deyond rhe works in CSEL 25 this volume includes the following: De 
dllahus an/mablls, COlllra "dlmmrllllll, COII/ril Epistulnm Fumfamellil. COlllra SWllldu/ljl/l. Augustine knew 
onllt, a few works of Manes or of the Manichac.ms. See E. Deck, op. cit., 6. 

1 B. ·Ros.c, op. cit., I. 
187 Ibid" 1. B. Ahnd (Ehlers) in particular h~s worked hard to determine the relationship of 

Manes 10 Bardcsancs: (1) caderi), 'Bardesan~ VOIl Ede~sa--eill syr.ischer Gnosriker', ZKG 8] (1970) 
334-351; E . Beck, 'Ba~daisan und seine Schule bel Ephrlim" MilS '91 (1978) .17 1- 333, in particular 
324fF., criticises the Iltillsation of Ephraem, Pr. Ref. I, Ill, 3~/f. (especially I, 123, 1-14) for gaining 
Bardcsanes' imerprctaion of the Genesis passages on the creation o( man; (.1) eadem, 'Mani und 
Dardcsanes. ZUI EntstdlUng des m:rnich1iischen Systems', A. Diotrich (Ed.), Syllkrelis//IIIJ 1/11 syrisdl' 
persi.ld!ell KlllIurgcbiet = AbI,GiittAkW, PIJII ... ilisl. KI. J.F. 96 (GOttingen 1975) U3-14J. Ibid., l.l6, 
reference to her G6ttingen Habilitationsschrift. There can be no doubt about the depcndence of 
the Manicbacan system on that of Bardesnnes, ill spite of the inAuence Oil Manes of numerous 
syncretistic elements of an additional kind. For. example. in Dnrdesanes the body is still 'neutral 
with regard to redemption, i.e. irrolevant for redemption'; in Manes it is 'hostile [Q redemption. 
The same prirrleval battle whlch happcned at the beginning of ehe ages betwccn light and darkness 
now ta~cs plnce in every man. From this it follows, however, that salva dOll can come only from 
an absolUte separation of the nAtures through the most severe ascerlcism which must be performed 
already in this liCc' (142). B. Aland stresses that the dualism of Manes docs not rest 'on the basis 
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2. The struggle against Manichaeism188 

When the Manichaean mission, proceeding from the Mesopota­
mian region across Syria, came into contact with the Imperium 
Romanum, it filled the Roman officials and the local authorities with 
the old 'dread of the Persians'. This is articulated in the rescript of 
Diocletian in 297. 

We have recently heard that into this [Roman] world, like new [and] unforeseen 
omens (prodigia), the Manichaeans have proceeded from the people of the Persians, 
a folk inimical to us, or they arose there, and have perpetrated many vile acts (facinora); 
for they bring peaceful people into turmoil and bring the greatest evil to the commu­
nities of citizens (civitatibus). It is to be feared that, as usual, they will attempt 
with the advance of time to infect people of innocent nature, the unassuming and 
peaceful Roman people and our whole continent, with their abominable customs 
and with the pernicious laws of the Persians, as with the poison of a vile snake. 189 

Christian Emperors issued harsher and harsher laws against the 
sect. l90 In these there is a fusing of the prejudice of the Roman state 

of a completely symmetrical dualism' (131). 'On account of the uniqueness of God which must 
be safeguarded, it is not possible even for Manes to furnish the darkness in the same way as God, 
even if this be only formally, i.e. to ascribe to it the same active powers, even if under a negative 
sign' (I32f.). Because light and darkness have been mixed, Bardesanes and Manes come to the 
conclusion: the world must have been created necessarily. The mingled principles are the material 
of the world and its purpose is to make possible the liberation of the particles of light (135). In 
contrast to Bardesanes, for whom darkness is primarily inactive, Manes ascribes to it 'a diabolical 
initiative of its own ... (he has) ascribed to darkness from the outset its own activity which is 
determined by greediness, hatred and aggressivity ... It is just more intensified by the light particles 
which have been snatched ... '. [From the exertion of the diabolical powers of the darkness which 
sees itself in danger of losing its particles oflight comes about the creation of man, through which 
the darkness hopes to remain in possession of the light particles for ever. For the individual man 
the task arises] 'of helping the soul to its authentic life; mythologically expressed, of purifying it 
from the darkness which imprisons it. That would be an impossible undertaking, however, without 
the help of the spirit or the Manichaean nous. Spirit is that essential core of man which is already 
redeemed, which no longer needs redemption. [According to Manes, in the primeval history Jesus 
shook Adam awake out of sleep and helped him to the knowledge of his true L] In the earthly 
man, living here and now, this task is performed by the nous' [which according to Alexander of 
Lycopolis is Ghrist himself] (141-, with n. 73). 

188 Apart rrom tbe texts named jn o. ,85, the most important ones are collected by A. Adam, 
Tcxte 2 ,111, M,mid,iil"sl/lus = KlT 175 (Berlin 1954: 219(9). " 

189 See ibid., nr. 56, p. 83, § 4. In § 6 burning for "auctores ac principes una cum abominandis 
scrir'UiHomw" is ordered. 

Ibid., nr. 57. Cf: R. H. Kaden. Dit Edil:t~ gegell die Manichiier von Diokletian bis Justinian = 
FS for H. Lewald (Basel 1953) 55-68. See C. Pharr, op. cit., 16, Title 5: Heretics. The edicts between 
372 and 428 are given here. In § 9 (382) it is observed that the Manichaeans do not join in the 
communal celebration of Easter. In § 18 (389) expulsions are decreed: the Manichaeans are to be 
driven out of the whole orbis terrarum = Roman empire (in contrast to mundus = world), out of 
Africa (§ 35, from the ye<tr 399), out of Rome to a distance of 100 mil"" (§ 62, from the year 
425), and out of the range of vision of vadaus cities (§. 64. from the year '1.2.5 and § 65, from 
the YC3I 4.2.8; the re.asongiven for tbis: 'since no opportunity must be ldt to Ilny ofthern,). Reproach 
of publicum allllon: § 39, 1.5. In connexion with Leo .1 what is p3rricl11nrry importanr for us js 
Title IS from 'The Novcls of the Sainted Valentinian A'lIgustus (III)" 19 JUlie. 445: cr. Phnrr. op. 
cit., 59!. In this novel, which is devoted entirely to tlle Mal1ichaeans, Valenrinian refers 10 Leo L 
'We are speaking of the ManichaC3l1S. whom the stamtcs of all the former Empel"Qrs have adjudged 
execrable and worthy of expulsion from the whole world. Their crimes which have been recently 
detected do not permit Us to disregard ,them. For what things that are obscene to tel l and to hear 
have been revealed by their very manifest confession in the court of the most blessed Pope Leo, 
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with Christian doctrinal intolerance (P. Brown). The Christian atti­
tude, however, had first to be formed. P. Brown rightly notes that 
in the second century the teachings of Elchasai, from which Manes 
started, would still have found in Rome a certain fertile soil. But 
after Emperor Diocletian the chances for the influx of new missionary 
ideas from the East had changed. A witness for this situation in the 
fourth century is Ambrosiaster, who was in contact with Roman 
senators and who mentions the decree of Diocletian in his commen­
tary on Paul. Manichaeism is a 'new and unexpected monstrous-birth 
from Persia' which was bound to disturb the conservative Romans. 191 

But we are more interested in the situation in the fifth century. 
At the time of Augustine and Leo I, the bishops in the West acquired 
a quite special role, a fact which was decisive for the final overthrow 
of the sects. 

For. in the fifth century. the Western provinces of the Roman Empire lay wide 
open to Maruchaean propaganda. Pope Leo was genuinely alarmed: the barbarian 
invasions had dislocated the security-system of the Catholic episcopate and had 
paralysed the Imperial authorities ... The para-Manichaeism of the Priscillianists 
had already swept North-western Spain. 192 

Nevetherless time ran out for the missionaries of Manes in the 
Western world. P. Brown sees the reason for this in the following 
elements, which help us to understand well the role of Leo. 

(a) The new role of the bishops. The 'Western' towns had become 
very small, easily surveyable places in the radical change from the 
fourth to the fifth century. Falling inwards, these towns were gathered 
more and more about their bishops, as for instance Augustine of 
Hippo or Gregory of Tours (Historia Francorum IX, 6) illustrates. 
Nothing could escape their attention. The bishop acquired a pre­
eminent role in executing the suppression of the Manichaeans, after 

in the presence of the most angust Senate I Thus even the m,:m also who was said 10 he their bishop 
both betrayed with his own voice Rnd wrote out all the secrets of their crimes ... '. Then there 
follows once again in 18, 2 the explanation that ManichaeislU is a crltllell p"bliolln (= a crime that 
could be prosecuted by any person). Leo I adheres to the limits of these imperia l laws. The Codex 
rllsrilfiorllls, cd. P. Krueger, Val. U (Berolini 1929) continues to tighten up these laws: I S, § H: 
pcn;llty of death for Manichaeans (law frOID 487 or S 10); particularly scvc:re is Justinian himself 
11;1 52-7: (a) 12, 2: the complete separatioll of Maniclucans il; o.rdered; (b) § L2, J: penalty of denth, 
which in § 16 is also ordercd for relapse into the heresy. Cf. § 18, 2. E. Kaden shows, however, 
that J lIstirtian did nOt consider ;t general application of thcse punishments. The In \vs would serve 
as a wRrniog, In the period after Justinian Manichaeism 00 longer played 1I role in the BYi'.:1ntlnc 
empire. The motives and the gools of the variolls irnperi31 laws arc Well characterised by E, H. 
Kaden, op. cit., especially 68. 

191 Cf. Ambrosiaster, COl/III/flit. ill XIII epp. Pal/lilias, 00 2. Tim 3, 6.7: CSEL 81, III (1969) 
312, 4-24; the M:lJ1ichaeans in their nrt of seduction are particularly to be feared as In/portulll, fol/a'e5, 
capfiosf. They Jive in couRict between their inner l:onviction and their external behaviour with regard 
to marriage, social relationships, ~5cctici5m and outward affected mUllner. They gorge themselves. 
but give the appearance of fasci l1g by '3 certain art of appearing wan'. The decree of Diocletian 
is also mentioned here (I. 10-24). 

192 P. Brown, art. cit., 101. 
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the government in the West was no longer in a position to press 
the restrictions on permits for sects or to order a stop to all vagabon­
dage. The Christian community in Rome had put its house more 
and more in order. 

Ascetic eccentricity was clamped into monasteries, and a powerful clergy would 
pray pointedly that God should protect their flock from ill-kempt ascetic CONFES­
SORES. 193 

In short, no matter how severe the Emperor's laws could be made, 
in the West only the local bishop could discover ways of applying 
them (with the help of the secular arm). 194 Leo I gives us only one 
proof of tins, but this can be corroborated by Augustine's references 
to similar circumstances in Africa. 

(i) A case of legal proceedings against the Manichaeans under 
Leo 1. In tractatus XVI, 4, dating from 12 December, 443,195 Leo 
gives a report of ajudicial equiry which he himself conducted concern­
ing a number of elect; and electae. There were other bishops, priests, 
Christian men and nobile.s (probably senators) present. The interroga­
tion produced 'much about the perversity of their teaching (dogmatis) 
and the customs of their feasts'. They acknowledged even an offence 
on a girl, who was at the most ten years old. All the persons involved 
in this were present. 'hl this way it became abundantly clear that 
there is no shame to be found in this sect, because there the lie signifies 
the law, the devil religion, and baseness the sacrifice .196 That does 
not necessarily indicate libertinism, even if both Augustine and Leo 
point the finger at Manichaean lasciviousness as such. 197 

193 Ibid .• 102. Sec above n. 190: laws for expulsion ITom Rome etc. C( F. Ferr~[e, Ln sllrratiolr 
rt'/rgifllse de l'Aftiqlw ROlllultle depuI$iafin dlllJl" s/ec/ejl/S(jlT'd ,'lllVasioll de. Vmldnles (4z9) (Paris 1897: 
.re~r. Amsterdam 1970) P. me, J:.Le monicMisme. 

9<1 P. Brown, op. cit .• TOl with reference to the procedure ofThcophilus, Patriarch of AlexJlndria. 
On the le$istance of the Monichn.eans to the imperial legislation (Cod. Theod. 16, Tit. V. §§ 3S 
and 40), see P. FerJ.:i!rc, op. cit, 294-300. From ignorance about cheir teaching, however, the Emperors 
pc.rsecutcd the Manichaealls above all as \me SOciell! secrete qui fait ombrage all pouvoir' (ibid .. 
2.96) , The Emperors demanded all '{uquisitio', bue this was not CllthusiaBticaily aeted on either by 
pag31\s. Jews or ChTistinns. Widl reference to the divine j udgement, Leo urges dellunci:1tion of 
the Manichaeans: Tr. XVl. 5 and 6: CL 138, p. 66, 124-u.8.13Z-134.137-138. The sequance in 
time ofLe 's Ira(lalllS and letters on the Mani'chaean question has been studied by A. Lauras, S~IIII 
UOII Ie Gmlld 81 Ie IIImlldrei.!IIle romn/II (sec n. 1 So) 203-205. We indica~e che ~eries briefly: ep. 4 
ad epp05 per ClllllPOlliutll Cle., 10 O ctober. 443! PL 54, 610A-<i14B, Tr. XVT. u Decembc.r, 443; 
Hkcwise Christmas 443; Tr. xxrv: CCL 138, t09-I16; ep. 7 ad eppos ltnliae, 30 january, 444: PL 
6l0B-<i;uA; Tr. xxxrv, Epiphany 444 (1. ed.): CCL 138. 178-187; Tr. XLII, 12 Match. 444 
(1 . cd); CCL 138, p. 238-250; Tr. LXXVI, 6, II June., 444 (I. cd.); then follo",s the Novel of 
VaJel1tini3Il m. T9 JUl') c. 445. The scdes wncludes with ep. 15 ad Tllrribiul/l ep. Mlurg. agains[ 
che Prisdllianu;ts, zrJuly, 447: PL 54, 617'-692. 

195 Leo M., Tr. XVI, 4: CCL 138, 641:, 90-114; cf. Tr. XXIV (Christmas 443); CCL 138, f13, 
97~8. where there is t3lk oftbe 'recently made confession'. 

6 Ibid., p. 6S, n o--I1 4. 
197 Leo M., Tr. XVI. 4 (u. Dccembe,. 443), p. 64, 92-94: sacra . •. aplld 1II0s lam obsClrra qllOIll 

Iwfimda; Tr. XXVI, 4 (from dle year 443): CCL 138, 113. 9l)-too: lie( I,. fide llltegrilalcm II~' ill 
pudllre scrvm,tCs. III cl ill llogl//lI(iblls $IIis impH cl ill $lIcris lllllell/alllllr obscetll. Whnt Leo reports also 
has parallels in Augustine. de Ilacresibus: Adam, op. cil., nr . . 49. 2, pp. 65-68. In tbe matter of 
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(ii) Leo's letter to the Italian bishops (ep. 7, al. 8: PL 54, 
620B-622A). The Roman discovery induced Leo on 30 January, 444 
to warn the bishops of Italy in a letter that their communities could 
suffer the same sickness as had now been diagnosed in Rome. Leo 
was afraid that without his warning the bishops would allow, for 
instance, the members of the sects who were departing from Gaul 
to find shelter in their cities as in a hiding-place, 'so that what was 
wiped out by us here in the capital (in Urbe) makes itself at home 
among you in concealment' (54, 620B). 

Our investigation (investigatio) has tracked down very many supporters and 
teachers ofManichaean ungodliness; our vigilance has dispersed [ them], our authority 
and censure punished them. What can be improved, we have brought into order 
(ibid .• 620C). 

It was demanded that one abjure Manes, his doctrines and his disci­
pline, and make a confession before the Church, to be signed with 
one's own hand. Whoever was prepared to mend his ways could 
stay in the community. In accordance with imperial laws, stubborn 
people were banished by the public prosecutor. The faithful were 
informed about the sect. Its 'bishop', who was in Leo's custody 
(a nobis tentus), finally confessed the misdeeds which he had perpe­
trated in the course of the mystery-like celebrations. These were des­
cribed in the reports of the trial which Leo enclosed for the bishops. 
But many heretics had fled. Hence this informative letter delivered 
by an acolyte. 

For otherwise we cannot guide those entrusted to us, if we do not pursue these 
seducers and seduced with the zeal of faith [after the example] of the Lord (zelo 
fidei Dominicae--no doubt recalling the cleansing of the temple), and cut them off 
from the healthy with all possible rigour, so that this plague does not expand further 
(62IB-622C). 

(b) With the economic development in the Roman empire, Mani­
chaeism lost the merchant and hence its best lay-helper. In Christian 

ulIICllblrll.$ with under-age girls or virgins, aboUt wJ:!lch the tribune Ursus int~rrognted those gui lty 
and the Gssta ~piscopn/ill repon, it was a case of freeing the divine particles or light which are hidden 
in the .. "'e" /,,,,,,",,1/111 and must be liber,llcd by the electi, " , . /r.,rpissim!,m S~dIIS, II/Ii lit! exdplmr/IiJIl 
tl. commisc8l1d,1ll1 COII'lIfllbfllrilll1l semmfarlM ,IL,b,lcmil"r' (p. 67, 78~o). Au&ustinc calls (his "lOr! slI.dame,,· 
II/m, sed exseml/1I8I1w 'II' (ibid., 803). (Leo M ., Tr. XXVI: eeL 1]8A, p. 48<\., 186 takes over this 
expression). Fl"Olll Lhis a dish for tht electi is prepared, HI prtrgcm Dd J,'; paTl.~"': qun", proftao, siw f 
/11 olllrliblls eorporiblls ,ot/ell/blls tl lerteJMllIIs, atqlw ill Ollllljlllll temm sell/illlb,IS, ita f l ill "Ol/llllis s~/III",e 
urleri exisUlllolI1 /lIgllfllaUi~II . ae p~r I,ot seq";I,,, eos, III sic MIll ttialll d .. sw,ill t' 111111111110, I/M dtl/lI/JIIIOduIII 
de ami Jew/llibllS, qllflc III nlimentls SIIIIl",'I, dCQ(orlt IIl1wdllcamio pllI~lIrt' (ibid., p. 68, !lfl- IOJ) . Augustine 
speaks ofd;!: '/ro"c"dn dbi 1'lfpUIli/O'. (p. 68, J 06) . Because conception c'!utribmcs to the ilnprlSOl1lT1cm 
of the particles of ligbt, Lhc Mamcllae~ns recommended COIltracepuon. cr. Augusum:. C . FIIIISt. 
XV, 7: CSEL Z5, t , p. 4.29. 24--430. 4; see all this F. Decret, op. cit" 30a. 011 the CJ(rernnJ behaviour 
ortbe Manicbaeans Augnstine ,givc.s details' in .of //lor/lm.< EUI.(5illt (nr l,o/ime ell/' lIIotUms Mm,idwfol1m,: 
PI 32, 1]09-.1378. C£ 11, c. XIX, 11. 68: 1374; n. 70: 137,~f. P:mi.cubr .fl.7gilia were uncovered 
in Rome: n. 74-: 1376-1378. 
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romances on the sects-but not only for them-he had played a large 
role. 198 In the West above all, trade declined and the merchant became 
a local landowner who was subjected to the conditions of his locality. 
Not until the eleventh and twelfth centuries with the crusades and 
the social and economic changes brought about by them did a new 
situation begin to appear in which the founding of Manichaean sects 
would be revived. 

(c) P. Brown suspects an alteration in the situation in Mesopotamia 
as well, insofar as it was controlled from Persia. Radical gnostic move­
ment~ had kept this part of the Fertile Crescent in a state of ferment 
until the sixth century. From here the Manichaean movement could 
despatch wave after wave of mi~sionaries into the Roman empire. 
But at the end of the fifth century this source area began to dry 
up and Manichaeism became 'a Soghdian affair' (p. Brown), if one 
does not take into account the effects on Armenia, which are, in 
any case, controversial. 199 

It is our intention to include the christology and soteriology of 
Manes200 in our investigation, insofar as they can be of service in 
elucidating Leo's attitude towards the supposed Manichaeism of 
Eutyches and his supporters in Constantinople and Alexandria. For 
this identification had far-reaching 'ecumenical' consequences. Was 
the tertium comparationis sufficient, as Leo assumed, for regarding 
Eutyches and Manes as equally dangerous? A precise knowledge of 
the background, which Augustine possessed to a far greater degree 
than Leo, would have been necessary for entering into dialogue with 
the opponents of Chalcedon in the East. How difficult this was will 
be demonstrated for us by Timothy Aelurus himself. Before we inves­
tigate the texts of Leo, let us present a 'systematic sketch of the life 
of hearers (katechumenen) in a Manichaean community' from Augus-

19t1 P. Brown, art. cit., 102 . Merc:han(s and travellers played a great role in all Church groups. 
The most famous example is Cosmas Indicopleusles (traveller in 'India ') wh was probably a Nestor­
ian merchant. See W. Wolska-CoDus, La 'Topogmp/iie CllYetiemle' de COSt/ttlI Itullcopleustes; SC 
141.159.197 (Paris 1968-1973). ~. delightful example is analysed by B. Dinkier, 'Konig Ez:ma von 
Aksum und das Christcmum', Agyprerr II. KI/SCIr. Sellr. z. GcsC/licllre fl . Kullllr de.f Allerr Oriems = 
Ma. P. Hin~e, f3 (Berlin 1(77) 121-131. Aksnm had ;1.1so Mnnes in view. Cf. F. TheJamon, Pai'ws 
et cI,reriens au [V siec/e (Paris 1981) 62-83, witb referen~e to l(cphnJaion77: C. Schmidt, M"/tj,J,ai«he 
HlltldscllrlJUII der s/Ooll. Mlisee/l, lJl'Tlill, I, hZ, Kepllllinin (Stuttgart 1940) LXXVII, pp. 188.190. 
Tr. 96, II sermon of25 December, 457, mentions the nrrival orlbe Alexandci.lln supporters ol'Timothy 
Aelurus, praeciplle lIego/iarores, lid Urbelll : CeL 138A, p. 593, IS. 

199 P. Browo, op. cit., 102-103. Por thi s reason Brown will n.o longer accept that at the time 
of Augustine aDd LtO dlC motive for the fcar ortbe Manicha.cans was thai they were a 'fifth column' 
offhe Persians. 

200 On the christoJogy and sote~iology ofManichacism, sec]. Hies, op. cil. (ef. n. ,82); the prlndpal 
work: E. Ro e, op. cit., with bib!. (183-186), a rcpon o[ research, :.1 history of the problem and 
\I c;ritiqllc of the sources for a christology (T 5-:19); E. FddllUlln, 'ChciStus~flrilmmigkeil der Mani­
Junger. Der suchende S~udent Auguslinus in ihrem Nctz', B. D~ssmann and K. S. Frank (cds), 
Pittas = f'S fOr B. Kotting: JAC. Compo Vol. 8 (Miinster 1980) 199..;u6. This article deserves 
detailed study. it shows that the Manicbaean devotion to Christ could impress Augustine until 
he ~aw through its intrinsic comrndieuon. Cf. Augustine, Conf 3, 8 (FddJl111nn, 215f.). 
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tine's ep. 236 to Deuterius, written after 395. This can help us to 
fit together the 'fragments' from Leo's writing into a better overall 
picture. 201 

Those amongst them who are called hearers (auditores) 
I. [manner of living] eat flesh. till the fields and are, should they desire, married. 

Those who are called the chosen (electi) do none of these things. 
However, the hearers 

2. [imposition of hands] kneel before the chosen, so that during prayer hands can 
be imposed on them 
a) not only by the presbyters 
b) or the bishops 
c) or their deacons 
d) but by any of the chosen at all. 

3. [Veneration of the sun and moon; prayer] The sun and moon 
a) they implore with them 
b) and pray [in this way]. 

4. [Fasting-common faith-christology]: On Sunday 
a) they fast with them 
b) and with them they believe all kinds of blasphemy (by which the false doctrine 
of the Manichaeans is cursed). 
c) Theydeny 

i) Christ was born of a Virgin. 
ii) They confess that his body is not real, but was feigned, 
iii) and consequently his suffering is feigned. 
iv) They also maintain that a resurrection did not take place. 

s. [Rejection of the O. T.; cf. Marcion] They slander the patriarchs and prophets. 
They say that the law mediated through the servant of God, Moses, was not 
given by the true God, but by an archon of the darkness. 

6. [Divine substance identical with all souls] Not only the souls of man but also 
those of animals are, so they believe, from the substance of God and in general 
parts of God (partes del). 

7. [God-people of darkness-fight] They maintain, finally, that the good and true 
God fought with the people of darkness, and mixed a part of his being with 
the archontes of the darkness; 
[Doctrine of redemption] this part, which through the whole world is defUed 
and held in bondage, will be purified (so they claim seriously) 
a) [(food taboos) purification through the meal] through the dishes of the chosen 
b) [cosmic] and through the sun and moon, 
c) [damnation] and the part of God which could not be purified will at the 

end of the world be fettered with eternal and extremely painful bonds ... 

3. Leo's Idea ofManichaeism 

(a) Manes and Jesus 
(i) Manes himself intends to be an 'apostle of Jesus', not, however, 

of the Jesus of the gospels, but of the divine redeemer of the gnostic 

201 Text according to Feldmann, op. cit., 199-200, in a simplified version. See Augustine, ep. 
236, 2: CSEL 57, 524, 12-525, 8 and idem, de haeres. 46: CCL 46, 312, 20; Adam, op. cit., 65-70; 
R. Haardt, Die Gnosis (Salzburg 1967) 256-262. 
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tradition. Hence his christology can first of all be nothing else than 
'purely a criticism of the gospel tradition of the Incarnate Saviour'. 202 

Leo confirms this in a sermon, delivered on the Feast of the Epiphany 
in 444, in which he censures the way in which the sects deal with 
sacred scripture: 

The opponents of truth have repudiated the great and unutterable mysteries of 
religion [cf. I Tim 3. 16] which. however. is proclaimed by all the witnesses of 
Holy Scripture, the law that was given through Moses [cf. Joh I. 17] and the sayings 
of the divinely inspired prophets; they have damaged even the evangelic and apostoHc 
pages (paginas), by taking one away and adding another; for this purpose they have 
made for themselves many falsified books under the names of the apostles and with 
the words of the Saviour himself (confingentes sibi sub apostolorum nominibus et sub 
verbis ipsius Salvatoris multa volumina jalsitatis), in order by means of them to support 
their erroneous inventions (erroris sui commenta) ... 203 

(ii) Manes and his adherents are on the basis of their dualism firm 
opponents of the fundamental message of the true incarnation of 
the Son of God. Hence at Christmas Leo comes readily to speak 
of them. 

They deny that he was born bodily of Mary the Virgin; hence because they do 
not believe in the true birth, they also do not accept any true sufferings; they do 
not confess him as truly buried, and they deny that he is truly risen. 204 

In the sermon on the Feast of the Epiphany in 444. which we 
have already mentioned, Leo says: 

They represent Christ with a false body which has nothing solid about it, which 
shows nothing really to man's eyes, not even in its activities. 

It shows only, as Leo goes on to say, 
the empty picture of simulated flesh. 

202 E. Rose, op. cit., 35; cf. A. B6hlig, Die Bibel bei den Manichaern (Diss. Munster 1947). A 
careful analysis of the use of the New Testament in Augustine's discussions with Fortunatus, Faustus 
and Felix is offered by F. Decret, op. cit., 151-182. The whole second part is important: Les questions 
scripturaires: beyond the NT it is only the writings of Manes which bring the full knowledge of 
the truth. The hearing of these books leads, as it were, ex opere operato into the kingdom of light 
through the Gnosis. Cf. Decret, op. cit., 116. In 297 Diocletian had already ordered them to be 
burnt (ibid., lI8f.). For this reason Fortunatus and Faustus refrain completely from citing them. 
Onlr Felix refers to them as the auctores (ibid., 104). 

20 Leo M., Tr. XXXIV (from the year 444): CCL 138, p. 184f., 129-139. 
204 Leo M., Tr. XXIV, 4 (Christmas 443): CCL 138, p. 113, 89-92. See on this the determined 

statements of Faustus in Augustine, C. Faustum, quoted by F. Decret, op. cit., 279-289. We translate, 
following p. 281, n. I, from C. Faustum XXIII, 2: CSEL 25, I, p. 709, 4-11, from which the 
way in which Faustus deals with the life of Jesus will become clear. (Faustus says to the catholics:) 
'your position, then, is to accept that the Son of God is from Mary, according to Matthew from 
the Jordan [baptism of Christ], ours that he is from God [following Joh 16, 28 = I carne from 
the Father and have corne into the world (ibid., XII, I: CSEL 25, I, p. 329, 13f.)]. If his words 
are true in this profession of his, Matthew is as much at variance with you as with us. In your 
eyes he is a little too careful in that the origin from the female sex he ascribes more to the son 
of David than to the Son of God. Therefore you must admit one of two things: either it was not 
Matthew who appears to have written this, or you do not have the faith of the apostles'. 
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Then for Manes the admission of a birth in the flesh is an rnluria 
for the Son of God, whereas for Leo it is a proof of the power of 
God. Hence, in practice for Manes there is no event in the earthly 
life of Jesus which is 'true' or of significance for salvation, neither 
the baptism of Christ, nor his cross, nor the water from the side 
of Christ. Consequently, 'baptism' as a sacrament of rebirth also 
ceases, because it is deprived of all the power of grace. 'Amongst 
them nothing is holy, nothing safe, nothing true'. 205 

It is true that for Manes Jesus remains a pure divine being, but 
he has various modi or functions. He is teacher of man and the con­
veyor of the gnosis, at one time as an active 'envoy', and then a 
passive Jesus patibilis, 

who, under the symbol of the light crucified in matter, intends by his passivity 
to bring to man's awareness the suffering of the world-soul in the world. The purpose 
of his instruction and the communication of the gnosis is in both cases to effect 
in his believers an ethical behaviour which corresponds to it, so that through severe 
asceticism they show themselves to be placed in the service of the work of salvation. 206 

The gnostic double-being that Christ is has a relation to the world 
in three phases. 

At the commencement of the history of the world stands the luminous or shining 
Jesus who was sent to Adam at this very beginning, in the middle phase the historical 
'prophet of truth', and finally at the end the 'great judge', the cosmic judge of 
the esc,hatological drama.2!)7 

205 Leo M., Tr. XXXIV: CCL 138, p. 184; p. 185, 146-148; Tr. IX (from the year 443): CCL 
138, p. 38, 114-115. 

200 E. Rose, op. cit., 58; F. Decret, op. cit., 284 (with n. 2)-286. 10 the souls imprisoned in 
matter and in the whole of 1)3IDre (Augustine, C. Adimallll1nt 2l: CSEL lS, 1, p, 181 and often) 
is enacted in reality the trngcdy of Golgotha: 'Ie Ie.IIl5 patibllu subit vr:timent Ia flagellation et les 
souffbmces' du.gibot, cettc passion que Ie Mairre "impassiblc" avait semble endurer pour nous donner 
In sub'limc let;on d'cspoir: Ie retour au Royaumc bienheuxcux du Pere'. This ItsllS palibiliJ acguires 
particular significance for the Manichacan Felix; CSEL :1.5,2, p. 801-852; Deeret, op. cit" 29J-l93. 
Felix profcsses only the crucifIXion (p, 845). 

2fJ7 E, Rose, op. cit., 58. The difficulty of Manes in comparison with Church Cbdstians consisted 
in determining the Chre;;tos (thus the Manichacans of the Greek world) in relation to Je5U5 of the 
radiance, 'The acknowledgement of Jesus Christ as Son of God, however, could not occur without 
some,rCJ;c{V3tions vis-.'I-vis the Church's teaching, viz. vis-a-vis the dogma of the God-manhood. 
For Manes there could be here only an either-or: God or man-tertillm nOli dalllr, Were Jesus Christ, 
however, "the Son of the Greatness" (Kepll. u, 20and oftcn;jilills malestaris, Aug" C. Fausi. XXXXII 
7, p. 766, ~o) and had he nevertheless, as "bis apostles preached" (Phill, 7), on his entrance into 
the world a morphe douloll and a sduma Iros alltlrropos (Kep". 12, 24-26), still that could be combined 
only on condition ,hat he came (lloris SOIll(l/OS (ibid.) ... (Mancs' dualisticjresuppositions absolutely 
precluded him) from limiting the concepuimili/lldo \0 the coro determille by the addition of peccali, 
In other words from acknowledgiug the reality of flesh and blood and denying only its sinfulness 
or sinful odgin: for lilin body and Ilyle are one; hence 3 sinless body is a ,oll/rnd/cUo ill ndice/o; flesh 
and blood tnat would come from God is an impossibility to which there an be no exception. 
The necess3ry result is the d,oris somatos (by wbich tbe denial of the birth of Christ is also expressed)'. 
Logically one cannot really speak of r10cetum 'in Mancs. He did not accept II positive determination 
of the t'3ttluy appcar~nce ofJesus Christ, but be did nOt deny it II real substance. It is a question 
of a 'reception of the Church's understanding ofJesus' for 'mission.1ry purp\>scs', H, J, Polotsky, 
'Manichaismus', PWK SuppJ. VI (l4I-:~7Z) Z68-l69. Manes' 'docetism' is different (rom that of 
Valentinus. 
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He who had been sent at the beginning of the world to the first 
man remains sacramentally present 'in the manner of the mysteries'. 208 

E. Rose warns against confusing these different modi of Christ, which 
are clearly distinguished in the system of Manes itself, but which 
on the other hand are already sacrificed to a 'scholastically ironed 
out principle of identification' in the Kephalaia. 209 Caution must also 
prevail in determining the role of the sun and moon in their relation 
to (a) Christ. 

To represent 'the redemptive function of the sun' as 'intermediate member' to 
a Christ, viz. to the 'ideal one who was equated with the sun' (Titus of Bostra), 
is simply not correct, for the sun has no special function as redeemer, because it 
is merely a means of conveying the redemption, nor is Christ himself 'equated 
with the sun'. Instead, the sun is the seat of one of his functions, in connexion 
with which the nllming of the moon as the seat of the other function should not 
be neglected, and the Third Envoy, as the specially favoured macro cosmic power, 
must always remain implicated.210 

Full of insight is Rose's reference to the fact that, according to Titus 
ofBostra, the redemptive functions of the cosmic Christ are assigned 
to the sun and moon, as Dei virtus in the sun and as Dei sapientia 
in the moon (cf. I Cor I, 24: theou dynamis-theou sophia).211 

But perhaps Leo is close to such an identification (in a different 
way from Titus ofBostra).212 For in his confrontation with the Mani­
chaeans in tractatus XXXIV, he speaks of their having robbed their 
believers of the true mystery of the incarnation of Christ and all 
of the mysteries of the life of Jesus until his return, and of their 
having taught in the place of these 'a worshig of Christ in the sun 
and moon' (in sole et luna colere Christum).23 In tractatus XLII, 5 
he reports that the Manichaeans 

208 One may read on this the beautiful psalm transmitted in Coptic (nr. 248) from that group 
which is addressed to Jesus, in E. Feldmann, op. cit., 20<)-210 (already in A. B6hlig, op. cit., 58f.) 
and the Coptic psalm for the feast of Bema and the one to Jesus (both in A. Adam, op. cit., nr. 
24 and 25). 

209 E. Rose, op. cit., 60. 
210 Ibid. 
211 Ibid., With n. 27. 
212 Tlti BDS/Wls-/S cOlltra Mnllic/lneos libri qlloillor: L.1gnrde (Berlin 1859), p. 147 ·(followiug Rose, 

op. cit. , 60, n. 27). For more information see CCT 11/2. 
213 Leo M., Tr. XXXIV, 4: CeL 138, p. 18sf. , J 3<)-156. In these lines we have a succinct coun!er­

outline to the soteriology of Mllncs, of which Leo, however, knows or has in mind only a part . 
It is a question of Christ's descent into the flesb, his ascent to heaven in the flesh and second coming. 
Thereby the whole man, tbe whole' world. (nor j ust the divine light part) shAll be taken home. In 
ep. ~36 , z Augustine also speotks of the fact that the Manic.hAeans·, aliditores as well as elccti, worsbip 
the sun and moon, in C. Fmw. 20, 6: CSEL 25. I, p. 541, 1-3, he refers, Uke T lms of Bostrn, 
to tbe distinct functions of the sun and moon: 'tbe Father dwells in a mysterious light, but the 
Son according to his powe.r in the sun, acco.rding to his wisdom in the moon'. On the worship 
of the Manichaeans. seer. Deeret, op. cit .• 308-309. L.J. van der Lor. 'Manichaische VcrbeugungcLl 
vor der SOnlle auf dem Vorderplatz der Sanke lIclcrsldrche in Rom?', Njjllle/l 16 (1969) J 56-160. 
doubts whether the bows before we sun in the squ~re in front of St Peler's in Rome had anythln,g 
to do with M:michaean practices. We shall have 1)10re to offer on we theme 'sun-moon' ccr n/2 
in cOllnexion with an explanation on a newly compiled ~hort31ion ofSheulIte. 



RECOGNITION, DEFENCE AND INTERPRETATION 185 

offer to the luminaries of the heavens a foolish fast, in as much as they had been 
caught in the act, as on the day of the Lord and Monday they fast in honour of 
the sun and moon. 214 

There would be a twofold perversity in this, viz. holding days of 
fast in honour of the stars in general and scorning the day of the 
resurrection in particular. Behind this would lie in fact the denial 
of the true birth, true death and true resurrection of the Lord, so 
that Sunday, the dal of rejoicing for Christians, would be made 
a day of mourning. 21 

(iii) Manes in the role of the earthly Jesus. It was logical for this 
docetism, in which there was no place for the earthly Jesus, that 
Manes himself should take his place or that the pericopes of the gospels 
be applied to him. For his supporters he was the 'new Christ', whom 
the depiction of the twelve year old Jesus (Lk 2, 41-52) and of the 
hidden life to the age of thirty (Lk 3, 23) fitted. One ascribed to 
him the choice of the twelve disciples, gave him three beloved disci­
ples, and knew of a sending out of 70 or 72 disciples. 216 Because 
he did not remain within the borders of as smaIl a land as Judea, 
however, but came to India and the borders of China, Manes must 
have appeared superior to the 'Jesus of the gospels'-and this also 
for the reason that he endured real suffering which could be confirmed 
historically (even if, properly speaking, he did not suffer death on 
a cross).217 Precisely what the Jesus of the gospels (the Chrestos) 
and even more than ever Jesus in his divine nature could not ac­
complish, became reality through Manes, as the one who truly suffers, 

21~ Leo M .• Tr. XUI, S (1.1 MarclI, 444); CCL 13M, p. 2 47R. 17S- 181 . 
215 Ibid ., 182-187. Lco overlooks here the fact that it was abovo all Iho fWlction the sun and 

moon bad in returning the light particles to God thM was import311t for me Manichacans. 'For 
the full moon had n religious significance in the Maniohaean system. 10 tbe first balf of lhe month 
the light particl"" redeemed froOl matter gather in the mOOn; from the night ofche full moon onwards 
in the seC!olld half of the month they ue further conducted to the SUIl. When the moon waxes 
it is manifest bow the redeemed light particles increase, and wben the moon is on the wane how 
they go on to tbe sun. Thus at the full moon begins lhe return of the light to the I?urc ligbt of 
ihe sun and to the home of life, so that the night of'the full moon symbolises the vIctory of the 
llSzht over the dackncss'. Thus Henrichs-Koenen (above n. r 8S). ZPE S (1970) 123. 

16 Cf. AuguStine, de Ilneres. § 46, nr. 6: Adam. op. cit. , 70: for this reason Manes him.self bad 
twelve disciples, corresponding to the nlImbcr of the apostlcs, a number which the Maruchaeans 
even today sciJI maintain. For they have from their dedi twelve whom they call teachers (mogis/r!) 
ll/ld a lhirteemb wbo is their superior (princeps). T hey ha VI! moreover seventy-two bishops who 
are consecrated by the mng.ls/rl and pciests (presby/eros) who are ordained by the bishops. The bishops 
also have deacons. T he rcst are called only electl, .. ' . 

217 On the alleged 'crucifixion ' of Manes, see E . Rosc, 01' . cit., 36. The feast of Bema. ~bich 
was observed each year in MRn;h with tho greatest p,omp. was to celebrate of the death of Manes. 
cr Augustine, C. ep. Flllufamenii 8: CSEL lS, 1 p. 202, II-.ZoJ, 4: ' ... your Bema, i. e. the day 
on which Manes was killed. you observe by erecting a stage (Irib ,mal) which is fumished witb 
five steps, decorated with precious linens and set up and offered for tbe worshippers ... Por us 
what was most p]easanr at that cclebra tion ofnem. was that it was observed as the feast of Easter'. 
Sec the lurchcr mJltcriai In H. C. Puedl, L~ mall ichei.fmt. SOli folldtlltur, sa dot/rille (Paris 1949) 18S. 
n. 368. Cf. lhe (supposed) illusttation in F. Decre!, MII"i l/ In tmdl'lioll IIIIIII;ehCtllllC = Mar/res sp iritue/s 
40 (P.ris n.d.) 120-121. 
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the 'apostle' and 'messias'. He was the 'incarnation' of the Son of 
God and the truly crucified; accordingly, the feasts of Christmas and 
Good Friday also no longer had meaning for the Manichaeans. 

(b) Manes as Paraclete218 

By taking over this title, Manes laid claim to being the one who 
completed the message and mission of Jesus. One must not conclude 
from this, however, that he passed himself off as the Holy Spirit 
in the dogmatic sense, as the third person of the godhead. But Leo 
is of the opinion, whether from real information or from mere deduc­
tion is here left open, that the Manichaeans 'worship under the name 
of the Holy Spirit Manes, the teacher of such ungodliness itself'. 219 
Leo is even plainer in his address on the feast of Pentecost, I I June, 
444, from which it is clear that the followers of Manes refer Jesus' 
promise of the Spirit inJoh 1:6, I3b to the master, in order to empha­
sise the greatness of the founder they followed. 

For they believed that the Holy Spirit appeared in their teacher Manes, and that 
the Paraclete promised by the Lord did not come earlier than the emergence of 
this deceiver of the unfortunate, on whom the Holy Spirit of God has so remained 
that Manes himself was nothing other than the Stirit, who with the help of a bodily 
voice and tongue leads his disciples into all truth. 20 

All this signifies only that Manes, as Paraclete, is the one who com­
pletes the teaching of Jesus, that is, as the earthly teacher of divine 
truth. 

(c) Manichaean asceticism and liturgical practices according to Leo 
Whereas at a later period in the Syrian region we hear of a way 

of following Jesus practised by those who sojourned in the desert, 
fasted and prayed, in the case of Manes it cannot be a question of 
a 'following' of the earthly life of Jesus. His asceticism is determined 
by other principles. The disciples of Manes were obviously capable 
of making an impression by their affected ascetic behaviour. Thus 
Leo warns the faithful of Rome: 'No one should be deceived by 
their [the Manichaeans'] discrimination between foods, their soiled 
clothing and pale faces'.221 This is a brief reference to the food taboos 
of the sect which were also common in Rome. Augustine describes 
them rather fully in De haeresibus §46.222 Through the CMC they 

218 C£ E. Rose, op. cit., 37-38; further the Manichaean Felix in Augustine, C. Felicem: CSEL 
25 2, p. 801-852; F. Decret, Aspects tlu manicheisme, 293-295. 

~19 Leo M., Tr. XXXIV, 4 (13 ed. 444): CCL 138, p. 185£, 154-156: et sub nomine Spiritus sancti 
ipsum talium impiel4wrtI magis/nUll adornre Mallith~elm'. 

220 Leo M., ·Tr. LXXVI, 6 (I:l ed. IllUDe, 444): CCL 13SA, p. 480,127-133. 
221 Leo M., Tr. XXXlV, 5 (la ed. 444): CCL 138, p. 186, 170-171. 
222 AugusLinc, Dc "neres. (about 428). § 46: Adam, op. cit., nr 49, § 3-4, pp. 68-69. 
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are now comprehensible for us historically.223 According to Augus­
tine, the disciples of Manes abhor the partaking of flesh, because 
the divine substance has already fled from the killed animals. They 
do not eat eggs, because when eggs are opened they become 'dead'. 
By way ofinconsistency they also do not drink milk. Such regulations 
about food perhaps make a remarkable statement of Leo understand­
able. 

If they nevertheless dare to be present at our mysteries in order to conceal their 
unbelief (although they do not consider the events of the life ofJesus worth celebrat­
ing), then at the 'sacramentorum communio' they hold back so far that they sometimes 
take the Body of Christ with unworthy mouth in order to remain more securely 
concealed, but in any event they avoid drinking the Blood of our redemption. 224 

One might think at first that the Manichaeans retained the Jewish 
prohibition on the partaking of blood. But if one looks at the reason 
for this prohibition-'the soul, life, is in the blood'-, then this would 
have to be the very incentive for the Elect of Manes to free the divine 
particle by partaking of the blood. 

Therefore they do not drink wine, because they say it is the gall of the Prince 
of Darkness; they do, however, eat grapes, but they never take any must, be it 
ever so new [unfermented]. 225 

The establishment of food taboos Manes no doubt had in common 
with the Elchasaites. However, he differentiates himself from these 
in the choice of and the reasons for such taboos. 

Replacing agriculture in one's garden [which guaranteed purity of food for the 
Elchasaites], Manes has the regulation that Manichaean office-bearers and electi must 
not pick any produce at all in the fields or from trees, or chop any wood; for 
in every living thing, even in water and in the earth, the divine particles of light 
are dispersed. Moreover Manes calls the earth 'flesh and blood' of the Lord. Thus 
in the Chinese roll of hymns the food which the catechumens bring to the elect; 
are described as 'flesh and blood of Jesus'. By eating these foods, the electi combine 
the particles of light which are present in the nourishment with the light which 
is in themselves, and thus return these to God.226 

Seen in this way, the participation of some Manichaeans (electO in 
the Eucharist is not for them a really religious act of salvation, but 
only a deception of the bishop, and a way of concealing their member­
ship of the sect. Their 'celebration of the Eucharist' is enacted in 

223 cr. Henrichs-Koenen: ZPE S (1970) 141- 160. 
2a4 leo M .• Tr. XUI, 5 (ra cd. 12 March, 444): eCl 138, pp. 247f., [96-205. We shall have 

more co offer bclow on the Gnostic .nd Manichacan understanding of the Eucharist in cOlmexion 
wiIh abuses which Shenutc Iud 10 censure in his e:xhottation (edited by T. Orlandi). See CCT n/2. 

22S Augustine, De haeres. § 46, ) : Adam, op. cit. , 68, 116-1 r8. The reason that the decti e.u grapes, 
but do not drink the: prtlSscd must, lic.5 no doubt in the f.,ct that the pressing makes the must 
'dead'. A fortiori tbe fermen ted must, Le. wine. is forbidden to them. 

22.6 Henrichs-Koenen, ZPES ([970) 150. 
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the daily partaking of the foods prepared by the auditores; they return 
to the treasury of heaven the particles of God which are hidden there. 

4. Manichaeism as a doctrine of salvation 
It was as a soteriology, a doctrine of salvation, that Manichaeism 

developed and achieved its seductive power for the Christians of 
the Great Church and its missionary effect. It gave to the people 
to whom it knew how to appe.al a way out of the experience that 
everywhere on earth evil is mingled with good to the detriment of 
life on earth. The message of Manes took thos who were converted 
to it into a movement which above all had a more comprehensive 
effect than the Church's message qf salvation in Christ and its media­
tion in faith and sacrament. For in the message of Manes two elements 
are mingled. On the one hand there are the human primordial exper­
iences which one has in dealing with nature, in witnessing the cosmic 
event, and of one's own instincts and yearnings; on the other there 
are the hopes which the message of Christ-however much it may 
be distorted-was able to arouse and, in Manes' preaching, produce. 
In the Manichaean myth of creation and redemption, in which gnostic 
ideas have been incorporated, an enticing vision manifests itself. 

On the basis of the traditional model of the gnostic myth, Manes developed his 
world-drama in three stages or 'periods'. He starts with the original separation of 
light and darkness, then he expounds the reason for and the proccss of their subse­
quent mingling and their dissociation which proceeds at present, and finally as goal 
of the world's development-the definitive division of light and darkness, good 
and evil-is indicated as eschatological goal. 227 

Because Manes wanted to be not only a philosophical theorist but 
also the mediator of salvation in practice, he had to proclaim an 
ethical programme which demanded, more than previous gnostic 
systems, 'the radical renunciation of everything earthly and fleshly 
as the sole way to this striven after conquest of the power of darkness'. 
With this demand a subject arose that was able to start a world-wide 
religious movement: 

the liberation of man's light-nature from the fetters of matter. The artificially 
fashioned. purely gnostic myth of creation and the complicated mystery of redemp­
tion can only be undcrstood on the basis of sotcriology; this is the case here more 
than in any other gnostic system. The unity of Manes' doctrine becomes comprehen­
sible without the use of force and re-interpretation, if one attempts to understand 
it by beginning with its simple, fundatnental sotedological ideas. Here we stand 
in the centre of this late gnostic doctrine of redemption. For this reason it is under­
standable that in its myth not a small number of saviour-figures appear, whose 
constant primary task is to set free the light imprisoned in the darkness. The sources 
testify unanimously that Jesus as interpreted by the Manichaeans takes pride of place 

227 E. Rose, op. cit., 48. See the wealth of information contained in the section 'soteriology' 
in F. Decret, Aspects du manichfisme, ~71-309. 
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among all the saviour-figures. This is why christology also has a distinguished posi­
tion in the framework of the religion of Manes. 228 

Manes had no intention of displacing Christ from this centre, nor 
of imposing his own name on his supporters. He wanted them to 
have only the name of Christ, and it is against this that Ephraem 
the Syrian protested. 229 In their feeling of superiority, the Mani­
chaeans laid claim to being the true 'Christians' and the only true 
Church, whereas the Catholica is a community of heretics. 230 

But however much the Manichaeans insisted upon Christ (as God) 
and on the name of Christian, one could not delude oneself that 
decisive changes in the Church's message of Jesus Christ had not 
been undertaken. Even if Leo could only get to know the Manichaean 
system from the outside-Augustine had been after all an auditor for 
ten years, which still did not allow him complete access to the inner 
core-, even if the Pope arrived at no genuine understanding of the 
food taboos and the worship of the sun and moon, even if he did 
not know about the myth of the return of the sparkle oflight deposited 
in matter and of the return passage of souls into the kingdom of 
light through gnosis and asceticism and the whole mechanism of 
creation, still he recognised immediately that the docetism of Manes 
and the depreciation of the earthly life of Jesus and his mysteries 
were the cardinal point of his error. The unity of the history of the 
human race and the universality of the vocation of all to salvation 
was endangered. Though one may discover a great deal of christology 
in Manes, yet E. Rose is correct in his concluding judgement: 

There is no doubt that in the great cosmological myth of Manes, which finally 
ends in an appeal to self-redemption, the figure of Christ is fundamentally depreciated 
and the redemption which occurred once on the cross of Golgotha has evaporated 
into a symbol. It is not a history of salvation which brings redemption, but a 
knowledge of salvation and the corresponding behaviour. And yet the veneration 
of Christ, Christ as interpreted by the Manichaeans, is obviously the centre of the 
religion of Manes, because the saving gnosis is bound to his person ... 231 

228 E. Rose, ibid., 49. 
229 C. W. Mitchell . op. cit., Vol. I. XC II. 
230 C£ Augustine, C. Fallslllm XVl, 7= CSEL 2.5 . I, p. 446. 1-4. Cf. F. Decret. A~e,ts du mani­

chtisme, 141\-149. Pollowing Manes' pupil Adimnntus, for Faustus the touchstone of true Christianity 
is the rejection of the O ld T estament. On account of their recognition of it the catholid are heretics, 
indeed " "is/iarlamlll /meresi,,,,, pars maxi",a. 

231 E. Rose, op. Cil •• 18 1. T his 50reriological, pedagogical link to Christ's activity as saviourappears 
clearly in the Mnnichaean presbyter Forcun9tus. See F. Decret , &p~,/s du manicheisme, 271-278: 
(If. CcSEL z,S, I. pp. 83-LU . Job 14. 6 lind 10, 8 Oesus the way, me truth and the life) playa 
particular role in Forlunatu5 (CSEL lS, r, p. 86) . C hrist alone is the liberator, the saviour, the 
m~-d i a to[ between the Father 3I)d the souls. The real libernlor is, however, the Verbum. apart from 
allY incarnation. He is not born in the Besb, bUI at Ihe beginning of the world. Phil 2, S-8 is also 
interpreted in this regard (in simi/itlfditle /,olI/ ill/lII, foctlls, hCllce not true man). T he redeemer through 
his 'heavenly pratupla' frees from matter tbose whom he has chosen in accordance with his holy 
wlll. lndccd, it is according to the wlll of the redeemer tbat the soul blls Gome into tbe world. 
so tbat he: can free it (Decrer, 27'7) . Thus Christ bri ngs the l/la tJdal~ caeles/ia , the sail cIa praediClltio. 
COIIIIIIOllitio , sallCla i1o(./rllla. He i$ thus lIIogiJlcr. a title thar will be ofgrcat significallce fo r the newly­
c~nverted Augustine. 
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Serapion of Thmuis, in his 'Book against the Manichaeans' Ch. 
3. already notes this contradictory attitude towards Christ: 

.•. contra Iesum militant, et Iesum invocant. Haec est difficillima omnium improbitas 
[poneriaj, nomine Christi appellari, et Christum oppugnare (PG 40, 901/2C). 

The reason Leo had been able to make the equation Valentinus­
Manes-Eutyches, however, was that the three heresies had been 
reduced to the lowest common denominator-docetism, i.e. the pos­
tulation of an apparent body in Christ. Because in the case ofEutyches 
these conclusions resulted from a f.,l.lse interpretation of the mia physis 
of Cyril, the chain reaction had to follow: all champions of this for­
mula are Valentinians, Manichaeans, Eutychians, i.e. they are sup­
porters of Alexandrian anti-Chalcedonianism. However much the 
Alexandrians might dissociate themselves from Eutyches (see below) 
or Timothy Aelurus might reject the Eutychian extremists from Con­
stantinople and Egypt with all his might, nothing was known of 
this in the West; instead all the opponents ofChalcedon who followed 
Dioscorus were reduced to the same denominator. 

The bond between Eutyches, Valentinus and Apollinarius had first been manufac­
tured in the East. In two letters to Leo l, lavian of Constantinople had all;'eady 
given a hint of this.2:l2 Quite soon after the 'Latrocinillm Ephesinum' of 449, the 
Pope associated Eutyches with the Manichacans.2.':} We see that shortly after Cha1ce­
don, Eutyches, Dioscoru$ and the Manichaeans are on equal footing. 234 At this 
time Apollinarianism is also condemned by Leo more severely than in the traetatus 
XXIV from 443 (see above). In the Christ of tile Apollinarians there was something 
lacking which certainly pertained to human nature: on the one h~nd, the (lower) 
soul and the spirit-soul. but on the other hand bodiliness as well. for this does 
not stem from woman but resulted from the conversion of the Word into flesh. 
Apollinariarusm was viewed together with Manichacism and its hostility to the 
body. This view rests upon the misunderstanding of Apollinarius' talk of the 
'jleavenly flesh of Christ' , although he only. intended to emphasise by this expression 
the close bond between the flesh and the Logos, and the dignity and power of 
this sarx. 

It was Eutyches himself who introduced Rome to the so-called Apollinarian for­
geries through his Libel/liS appellationis. This is contained in the Collectio Casinensis2:\5 
in a Latin translation differing from that of the Collectio Novariensis.2:l6 which was 
in use in the papal archives. The former translation, made for a vir nobilis Romanus, 
was certainly based on the Greek copy which was in the archives. The translator 
was a cleric who undertook at the same time to refute the false doctrines ofEutyches, 
and above all to remove the scandal that a letter of Pope Julius was claimed as 
a testimony fi r the heresy of Eutyches. The cleric was sceptical about the letter 

212 Flavian .• ep.lld L~O/l. I: ACO Ill. 1. or. 3. p. ll. II; ep. 2. ibid .• nr. 4. p. 23. 8. 
m Leo M., ap. 59 (dvibus Constantinop,o!.) : ACO II 4. nr. 34. p. 36. 34-37. l: according to 

Leo the MMichaeam confess Christ only as God'. 
234 Leo M .• tp. log. 25 November. 45:1: ACO II 4. p. 137. 38: Eutyches-Dioscorus; 43: Apollinarius 

and 'imaM Mnnichneonllll opillio·. 
a:J5 Col/tetia CIIsillfIlS{S: ACO II 4. or. 108. pp. J43-151; on this. praefotio XIII. 
235 Col/ceUo Novaric/lsis de re BUlycMs: ACO Il l. 1. pp. 33-42: Libel/us appellationis. 
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of Julius or the alleged quotation from it. 237 Apparently this letter had been searched 
for in the papal archives and not found. The reproach of Apollinarianism against 
Eutyches could be based on the fact of his acknowledgement of the min physis formula. 
In the West this formula was ascribed solely to Arollinarius, without its being 
known that Cyril had adopted and 'domesticated' it. 23 

In an important sermo which he delivered at Christmas 457 in 
the Basilica of St Anastasia, Leo stated what he found to be held 
in common by the Manichaeans, Apollinarians, Eutyches and finally 
by all the Alexandrian opponents of Chalccdon. fn fact, this sermon 
was preached after news of the murder of the Alexandrian Patriarch 
Proterius had reached Rome and Egyptian supporters of Timothy 
Aelurus were proclaiming their doctrine in Roml:. 239 Leo addressed 
his congregation: 

It could not remain hidden from the concern which we show towards you that 
some Egyptians, above all traders (negotiatores), have come to Rome (ad Urbem) 
and defend what at Alexandria is conceded by the heretics in a criminal way. They 
maintain that in Christ there is [present 1 uniquely and solely the nature of the god­
head, that he [Christ] has in no way the reality of flesh which he assumed, however, 
from the blessed Virgin Mary. Thus this ungodliness characterises the man [in Christ] 
as a falsification and God as passible ... 

(With fatherly and brotherly concern, Leo warns against their giving 
assent to these 'enemies of the catholic faith', these' hostes Ecclesiae', 
who deny the incarnation of tbe Lord and attack the apostolic Creed 
established by the holy apostles. ) (Then in § 2. that heretical 'kinship' 
is established, in which all the opponents ofChalcedon from Eutyches 
to Timothy Aelurus are assembled.) 

Whoever follows that ungodliness in which many before him, as he knows, have 
been lost, destroys himselfby his owo obstinacy and.in his madness (ills(l/lja) separates 
himself from Christ. Such a person holds for pious (religiasum) and catholic what 
according to the judgement of the holy Fathers has been condemned, as is well 
known, in the perfidy of Photinus, the foolishness of Manes and in the madness 

2.17 The heading for the reputed leiter of tbe Pope reads 3S fol.lows: IlIrIl)il o:ccmplar lulii opi.lcopi 
urb/j ROl1lac. III assl!I'il Elllycllis (ACO II 4, Ill'. 110, p. 149. 3 S)' In the explanation of the anonymous 
lIuthor it goe", /lam d,"iqu~ cpistulIJ quam dldt liulrtllls I!Alii quolldom ~Jlisc0l'i IIrl,is ROI/1QC !'Sse, quam 
eliam tid solnllum SliM pcljir/ia8, ignoro/vrSillTfl PI/Mill, proill/il (ACO 11 40 p. '46. 39-'47, I); b",?usc 
Athanasius, Gregory Thaumarurgus and 'Pope Felix mUSI have allowed their names to be aSSOCia ted 
with the falsifications, the. nonymous author can say in summing up: 'in o rder to seize the minds 
of the simple and incx.perien ced and to draw them to hirru;cl[, he pretends that the holy men mentioned. 
authors and prodaimers of the catholic fait h , are fellow-travellers ill hls new and newcst perfidy' . 
The falsifications of the Apollinari:ms nrc recognised. s such for the first time, bm here they are 
stiJ1 ascribed to Eutyches. He is the mi" {.(fer perfidiae (A CO U 4. p. 149, 28-29). Cf. H. Lietzmann\ 
Ap'ol/i/raris VOII Lnodicett !lur/ seille Sdlllie (Ttibingcn 1904) 292-332. 

2J8 It is interesting that in tbe refutation ofElItyches by me anonymous author the word {mpn/dellsl 
ihpnldells also appears as cltaracterisatioll of the oppo~irion simply. that labd which Leo sacks onto 
Eurychcs. Cf. ACO 114-, p. 146.31 with T. I, TD 9, VV. 4- and 187. On Lhe 1ineElItychCl;-Apullinarius. 
see also Leo M., Tr. XXJV (from me year 443): CeL J38, where in § S, p. IIJf. (as already 
ciled in n. (8 1) a line of heresies is drawn from Arius Lhrough Maccdonius, Sabcllius, "Phoanus, 
A~llinarius to M:mes. who di~covc[ed tbe worst orau heresies. 

9 Leo M., Tr. 96 (25 Dcccmbe~, 457): CCL 138A. pp. 593-595. 
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of Apollinarius, so that now to the detriment of his own soul he assents to an infamy 
which is at the same time new and not yet condemned, because he denies the mystery 
of the incarnation of the Lord. 240 

Because Leo saw Eutyches and his supporters, up to and including 
Timothy Aelurus, in the sphere of influence of Valentinus, Origen, 
Arius, Apollinarius and above all Manes, one can understand that 
for him dark clouds were gathering over the whole region around 
the Mediterranean. 'Ponto nox incubat atra ... ' (Virgil, Aeneid I, 89). 
From the time the Pope became aware that his silence with regard 
to the Council of Chalcedon was being exploited by the Eutychians 
to work against this Council, until the day he died, he never ceased 
to combat what he saw as the one sole threat to faith in the incarna­
tion. 241 Because he had no success with his admonitions, the idea 
emerged of severing the Eutychians and all the opponents of Chalce­
don from the Church. 242 To be fair, the fact that certain groups of 
the opponents ofChalcedon were becoming increasingly radical must 
be taken into account. These groups were no less a cause of concern 
to the moderate leaders of the Cyrillian party than to the Pope. We 
shall meet up with them sufficiently later (Ch. IV and Vol. 11/2). 
In fact, in the Mediterranean area the temptations to docetism, which 
originally had been introduced in the East, became acute time and 
again. With the decline of Manichaeism in Egypt, North Africa and 
Italy, the most menacing dualistic-gnostic heresy could be elimi­
nated. As the leading Monophysites dissociated themselves from 
Eutyches and his radical supporters, clarification was introduced 
which could also allow the mia physis formula to appear less threaten­
ing. This decisive point, however, was not seen. Fortunately, it was 
only after Leo that an attempt was made to prove that the genesis 
of the formula as such was due to Manes. This was in fact stated 
by subsequent heresiologists. People like Ephraem and Theodoret 
of Cyrus still knew nothing of it. The latter, who was well informed 
about Manes,243 would certainly not have neglected to trace the Apol­
linarians back to this family tree, if he had had any occasion to do 

240 Ibid .• § 2: p. 594. 31-38. 
241 TI,e following letters are important: ep. 109 (25 November. 452) to Julian of Cius; ep. 1I0 

Marcinn; imp. tid Leon. (IS February, 453); ep. 1I3 ad Iulian. (II March. 453); IJ'. 143 (13 March. 
455) to Anato,lius; !p. 144 (I June. 457) to Julian (ACO II 4, nr. 106); ep. 149/150 (I September. 
457) to Basil of Antioch and Euxitheus of Thessalonica; ep. 151 (I September, 457) to Anatolius; 
Ep. 155 (II October. 457) [0 Analolius; ep. 1S8 (1 December. 457) to the bishops of Egypt; ep. 
162 (21 March, 458) to Emperor Leo ; in this he speak:; of the rebelles haeretici (ACO II 4, p. 107. 
4) . finally there is T. 11 (sec the heading of section IV). 

242 The most important lext for ti'tis is cl' . J62 ml U"" . Aug .• 21 March. 458: ACO II 4. nr. 
101. p. ro6, 1\- 11. The text appears ~bove at the conclusion of n. 65. Cf. also ep. 114 ad synod. 
Glra/n·d. : ACO 114, nr. 64. p. 71 . ~ (abovcll. 14). 

2oIhrhcodoret of Cyrus. Hacrct. fob. comp o XXVI: PG 83. 377-381; see on this G. Kessler. Art. 
'Mani, Manichacr' . PRE 12 (I9U) 193-n8; E. Rose. op. cit .• 20-21. 
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this. He knows, of course, what in Manes' picture of Christ is similar 
to that of the Apollinarians: 

They [= the Manichaeans] teach that the Lord assumed neither a soul nqr a body 
but only 'appeared' as man, although he had nothing human about him. Cross, 
suffering and death happened only as an apparition (phantasia) (PG 83, 38oC). 

The mia physis does not surface. It is otherwise in the heresiological 
demonstrations of the Doctrina Patrum. Its author knows that Manes 
acknowledged Christ only as 'mere God' (theon psilon) and hence 
was condemned by the statement of Chalcedon which says: 'one 
and the same truly God and truly man' (DP, Ch. 24: Diekamp, p. 
175, 21). Just as Marcion, Manes, Valentinus and Eutyches would 
be hit by the sentence: 'the same in his manhood [has] the same 
nature as us' (ibid., p. 176, !r13). With these presuppositions one 
can conclude logically: Manes knows in Christ only 'one physis', 
i.e. the divine nature. But with this perception one would still be 
far from the Apollinarian formula properly speaking: 'the one nature 
of the Word made flesh'. An unjustified reference to Manes is also 
implied when it is a question of averting the Severan formula of 
the 'one composed nature of the Logos', as happens in the DP, Ch. 
8, superscriptio. 244 Among the important monophysite authors, it is 
only Severus of Antioch who seems to have used the expression 
mia physis synthetos of Christ. 245 To incriminate him, Apollinarius is 
deliberately named in the heading referred to as the originator of 
this expression, before him already Manes, and then the Arians and 
Eutyches. 246 With this expression these heretics would have wanted 
to eliminate the 'two natures'. Here the exaggeration is so great that 
one recognises the artificial conclusio. The Greeks also produce frag­
ment from the letters of Manes. Unfortunately, these can no longer 
be checked, as the Manes-Coptica which were in Berlin-so far as 
they had not already been conserved-disappeared without trace after 
the Second World War. These fragments were employed in the stru~­
gle against the Monenergists and Monothelites, as the DP shows. 47 

It could be that some meagre genuine remains were assimilated; as 
a whole these pieces display severe mutilation with regard to both 
content amd the designation of the addressees. 248 On the basis of 

244 Doctrina Patrum, cap. 8, superscr.: Diekamp, 58, llr20. 
245 See). Lebon, 'La christologie du monophysisme syrien', Chalkedon I (425-580) 472, in particular 

488, n. 92; 489, n. 93. Lebon says here that the one who proposes Severus as author of this formula 
was tcrtainJy Cyril of Alexandria, but that this formula does not occur in his writings. Further 
det.ils can be round in CCT 11/2. 

~16 Cf. Apollil~riUS, Frngltr. HI : Lietzrn;lIll, 233, 2.8; further Fragm. 174, 19: ibid., 274. 
2~7 These fragments oflettcrs arc gathered well in). A. Fabricius-G. C. Harles, Bibliotheca Graeca 

VII (Hamburg 1801) 315-316: (I) two fragments from ep. ad Zebenam, 315 = DP cap. 41, XV 
and XVI: Diekamp, 306 (against Monenergists and Monothelites); (2) ep. ad Scythianum, 316; (3) 
ep . ad Saracen . Cudarum, 316 = DP, cap. 9, XIII: Diekamp, 64; ep. ad Addam vel Buddam, 316. 

248 Cf. E . Rose, op. cit. (above n. 180) 21r.2I. 
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such sources, one is not justified in concluding to an historical connex­
ion between Manes, Apollinarius, Eutyches and Timothy Aelurus. 
Unfortunately, this heresiological confusion contributed decisively 
to the perpetuation of the split between the Churches. In our later 
presentation (Ch. IV and Vol. 11/2) we shall show how the fronts 
developed in actual fact, and where the genuine dangers were. 



CHAPTER THREE 

THE RECEPTION OF THE COUNCIL OF 
CHALCEDON IN THE EPISCOPAL CHURCHES. THE 

'ENCYCLIA' OF EMPEROR LEO I AND ITS ECHO 

OUR investigation so far has centred on the imperial and papal position 
with regard to the Council of Chalcedon and the effort to secure 
its acceptance. But it was not without reason that Pope Leo had 
stressed that the Council stood or fell with the stance of the bishops. t 
They above all had to make it their business that the intention of 
the Fourth Council was made known in their dioceses and its teaching 
preached. In vast areas of the Church this proceeded without diffi­
culty, because for the faithful there Chalcedon did not present any 
innovation over against the language to which they were previously 
accustomed. This is true above all for the West. In the East the situa­
tion was different. We well know what emotions the monks and 
the faithful in Alexandria and Jerusalem, but also in Constantinople, 
were capable of. In other respects as well the East was not completely 
at one. Hence it is not unimportant to gain an insight into the reception 
of Chalcedon. We have a particular help for this purpose, viz. the 
enquiry of Emperor Leo I already mentioned, his Encyclia, which 
was precisely intended to provide information about the reception 
ofChalcedon. Nevertheless, this enquiry took place six to seven years 
after the Synod, so that a certain tempus utile was given for reflection 
on what happened in October 451. It included above all, however, 
the metropolitans and bishops of the East, the exception to this being 
Leo I, certainly the most commanding figure of the West. The replies 
to the imperial enquiry were collected in the chancellery at Constanti­
nople and received the official designation 'Encyclia' (Ta 'E'YK{,KA~<X) 
or also 'Codex encyclius'.2 Using it as our starting-point, we want 

I Sec above, Ch, n, n. 5. 
2 cr. Evagrius. HE n 9: Bldez-Parmentier 59. 15. The letters ofche Codex E,u)lclllls (In the following 

=CE) ute prcsc(ved in the Col/celio SQ/'ge,'",a/l~nsls. edited by B. Schwartz ill ACO n s, p. 9-:98, 
nr. V-XLV Ill, in the Lstin translation of Epiphanius which wa~ prompted by Cassiodorus. Cf. 
his De ins/ilulione divinarum fitterarum II: PL 70, 1123CD; ed, R. Mynors (Oxford (937). U.nfortunately 
th is (oUecnon is not complete. The CE is introduced by I , a foreword by the translator which 
explaill! the. occasion for and the carrying out of tbe qoestionnaire; 2. the letter of Emperor Leo 
to Anatolius ofConstancinople and the metrOpolifBns (in Greek 111 Evngriu5, HE 119: Bidez-Parmen­
lier 5\)-(11): J. the le«cl' to the Emperor rrom the Chalccdonian bishops and clergy of Egypt who 
had Red to rue imperial capital after rhe uprising against Proterius; 4. the letter of the same bishops 
(0 AtHitolius; s. the letter co the Emperor by the delegation from Timothy Aclurus. Theil there 
follows the Jist of the addressees or the recipients of the questionnaire (CE 10-11), and beginning 
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to form an opinion about the reception of Chalcedon around the 
year 457/8. For this reason, however, there are various questions 
about this undertaking and its result which need to be posed. I. 

To what extent is the imperial Church of that time encompassed 
by it? 2. What is the freedom and independence of the episcopal 
answers vis-a-vis the envoys from Constantinople? 3. What position 
did the Emperor hold for the bishops in matters of faith? 4. What 
conception did the bishops have of the authority of the Council of 
Chalcedon? 5. What insight into the christological work of the Coun­
cil is expressed in the Codex encyclius? 

I. How COMPREHENSIVE IS THE INFORMATION GATHERED? 

It was the intention of the Emperor that all metropolitans of the 
East and West as well as some important representatives of monasti­
cism in the East would be reached by his enquiry. The metropolitans 
in their turn were to call together their suffragans in order to exchange 
views on the questions posed in the Emperor's circular, the attitude 
to Chalcedon and the validity of the consecration of Timothy Aelurus, 
and to report the result to the Emperor. In the extant form of the 
Codex encyclius, we have the Emperor's letter to Anatolius as a 'speci­
men' of the enquiry. No doubt this was altered to some extent accord­
ing to the particular addressees3, because in this specimen letter there 
are directions that apply only to Constantinople. The Emperor refers 
to the so-called Synodos endemousa (Home Synod) as this was the 
custom in the Imperial City. It was to be convened4 in order to 
transmit to the Emperor a quick reply to the problems which had 
been raised. 5 This concrete direction had no significance for the other 
metropolitans. The letter to Pope Leo, who headed the list of addres­
sees, was certainly altered appropriately, as is discernible from the 

wirll nr. 12 the repli es. T he first letter dIed is ep. IjiS of Pope Leo. With t11C exceplion of the 
let~er of B.~r;ldalus, Ihis is ohe only letter which bears a date (I December. 457). In nT. 13-48 follow 
the letters which have been preserved. cr. E. Schwartz, ACO II S, prae! XII- XVI; T . Schnitzler, 
1111 KampJe .mt Cllalcedon . Geschicille Imd bllwll des Codex Ellcyc/r'.u !lOll 4511 (A"Creg 16) (Romae 
1938). 

3 Cf, the heading oCCE nr. 6: Exemplar ep /s/IIlae L~ortis Imp. ad AlfatoliunI (pm. Conslnfl/illopoli/anlHII. 
I.or modo scriplUm est 01 nUil me/ropol/I,mls ~pf5copu. cr. the Greek text in EV3griUS, HE II 9: Bidcz­
Parmentier S9. 26-2.9 wh~tc the Bmperor's lllleJltiOIl of including all rhe metropolitans aud bishops 
of the olk,llllC/lC is expressed more c1eJlciy': 'laOl" {)e(ov "IP6.IJ. ... UTO<; Toil EixTe~Bo·'1·o.'rou I3UcrlAEW<; 
MolI'I"o<; 1TefJ.'I'{teVTO~ 'AvaTOA~ ~1TLO'K6'JT(p Kt,wO"rafi'l"Lv0U1T6}.swo; KCtl 'l"O~" KaTe.. rl)v otKOIJI.l.IlVllV 
U1TaIT<lV I'i'lTPO'lTOA.:''I'CtL5 Kai. AO~1TO"t<; B1TWK6,fOL5. According to ACO II ,p. 11,7. the Emperor's 
title reads: Imperator Clles~r Leo pr'issi,mIJ llie/or II' lIit/llIpl/mor "'G1flllfff$SCmper AURIlSIIIJIS. Cf. G. Roscl1, 
ONOMA BASILEIAS "" 13y;z<lntin~ Vindobonensin X (Wien 1978) 165, nt. H· 

.. AC O 11 5, p. II , 2.J-23 : 'May your Reverence arrnnge that all the orthodolt bishops who 
are at present residing in the- imperial city and also the most reverent clerics meet with YO Ll, immedia,teJy 
to investigate and discuss everything d iligen tly'. 

5 Ibid., I. 2.8-:1,(}; 'Let me (memu /licit/trill) know in allimste ... '. 
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reply of the Pope. 6 From the various answers of the metropolitans, 
we know that a metropolitan synod was to be held everywhere, 
and indeed also as quickl~ as possible. This direction was presumably 
not contained in the letter to Pope Leo, as he in no way takes it 
up in his reply.7 Rather he draws attention to the promise to Peter, 
and hence to his Petrine doctrine, accor~ing to which in relation 
to the bishop of Rome a council has only a subordinate and supple­
mentary function, not an unconditionally necessary one. 8 Leo's stand­
point on the question of Chalcedon was also that of the whole Latin 
Church, although the Pope did not deal with that more closely. Leo, 
aroused and disturbed by the uncertainty which seemed to find voice 
in the Emperor's Encyciia, attempted, fully in accord with his initia­
tive, to strengthen fidelity to Chalcedon by three further letters. There 
was a letter to the orthodox Egyptian group in Constantinople as 
well as to the bishop of the Imperial City. 9 The third letter would 
be, then, the Second Tome, ep. 165, to Emperor Leo, which is already 
familiar and has been analysed. 10 Thus Pope Leo reacted to the enquiry 

6 cr. the adIllDil;'tio of the Ballenni and n. b to ,po 156: I'L 54 • . 11 27-1 t 28. Pedlaps Zacharias 
Rbetor had berore him a speci men letter. such 3S it went forth fO al/ the metropolitans 01 the East. 
I-Ie repOrts wh~ 1 led up to the imp~'Tial encyclical and then cites 3 passage from it which he introduces 
in the fonowing way: 'And he [lile Emperor·, began to write to the bishops about Timothy and 
the Synod of Chalcedon. in the .cnayciical ketcr, to the following effect:: "Do you, without fear 
of m311 or pnniqJi ty, and unbi~ssed by influence or by fa vOll r, setting the fcar of God alone before 
your eyes, and considering that to Him 1llone you must make your defence and give yOllr account. 
tcUme briefly the common opinion held by you the pri~sts in our dominion, wh,'lt you think right. 
after having carefully inveslignted the tr.msnctiem of C balccdon, and concerning the conseGIacioJ1 
of Timothy or Alexandria'''. (HE rv s; Hal11ilton-Brooks 69, slightly adapted in this translation). 
The corrcsponding sentence, which reads somewh.t differently, occurs ntlhc conclusion of the Emper­
or's· letter to AIl3l·0Iiu5. Cf. Evagrius, HE n 9: Bidez-PnIIllClltier 60. 31- 61, 6; ACO 11 5, p. 
1\ ~6-32. 

'I That Leo received imprnal documents in addi~ion to the encydicn l, howCtvcr, i~ shown by the 
r.1ct that he rJers to tbe petitions LO Ihe Emperor of lhe two Egyptian parties; ACO II 4, p. 
10). t4- 1 S: • Enrreaties have been presented to Your Piety, copies of which you appended to your 
letters' . I-Ie tben mentions tl1e lemrr of the orthodox and tl1aL of the 'heretics'. . 

8 Cf. .Leo M., cpo 156 I,d Leoll. nllg. : ACO II 4, p. 102, l!)-~S (tbe Petrine doctJ:ine); on the 
relationship of primacy and council cf. H. J. Sieben, Dlt KOllzil5idee der Altell Kirdle, First Part, 
Ch. lll : Leo dec GroBe (+ 461) liber Konzilien lind LehrprimntdesR6111ischen Stllhles, 103-147. 

9 Leo M., cp. r·sR and J 57: ACO 114. PI" t04-105; 10g-IIO. 
to On the cOLlnexioo of Leo's Second To me ("P' 16S) wilh the EnqC/ia, see A 0 U 4. p. 104, 

3-7 a.trd p. I) 3 .. 2-5; Evagrills, HE /I 10: Didez-P:trll1cnricr 61, 17-24, reports [hat Emperor Leo 
forwarded to Timothy AcluriJs the Pope's rep ly to Ilis E/lcydia thougb dlC JilellallrilH Diomedes. 
Following EvagriLls onc would have 10 ~SSUI11C tha.( here Leo's tp. leiS was meant. The Syrinu editor 
of Zacharias Rhetor, HE IV 5; Drooks ) = CSCO 87, p. 121. 31-32; Hamilton-Brooks 70, Io-U; 
Ahrens- Kruger 28, 8-1 1, gives n.is presentation more accurately. According to him Elll l?cror Leo 
forwarded to Ale1l.3ndri3 ep. 16s. Which had been translated into Greek. Against this letter T inlOt,hy 
then composed a '<fresh' , che size of 0 libel/liS, aboLIC which Zacharias reports in Book IV (Brooks, 
pp. 121-123; Hamilton-Brook~ 70-73): Ahrens-Kriiger 28--31. In the GermaD tran s l~li on of Ahrcns­
Kruger tbe sentence on p. 3). 7--9 is slill a part of the text of Timothy and not 0\ the report of 
the edi tor. In Brooks, p. U ) . 29-30, the pWlctuation and trnnslation are better: 'Sed quae mill; ,= Timothyl ;11 lrae opi.<tuitl ,= Leo's 1']1 . HiSl carrig; debere vidolltllr'--qllae 110/1 exscripltl sum-'sllII! Iltlo,·. 
Cr. Hamilton-Brooks 73. 6-7. From the cOllci llu ~tjon of the tcXt, which ~ gaill is translated better 
by Brooks tll,'ln by Ahrcns-Krilger, it is clea r thal T imothy also dealt with Leo's jlorilegj.m., [he 
d,me/s; Ihis, however, has been ol11 itted by Zacharias. The Greek translation or Leo 's ep. 16S is 
10 be found in E. Schwartz. 'Codex Vaucanus gr. 1431 ' (AblrMill/(ltAkW 32.6, PI'. S~2; there 



198 CHRIST IN CHRISTIAN TRADITION 

of the Emperor with a total of four letters, these being also the testi­
mony of the Latin West to this action. 

The testimony of the East is more involved, differentiated and, 
unfortunately, also incomplete. First of aU we can establish from 
the list of addressees that, including L 0 of Rome, 62 metropolitans 
and three monks were recorded. Two addressees who e letters are 
extant were, however, inadvertently omitted. 11 In contras to these 
65 (67) addressees there are only 34 replies which some 280 bishops 
or monks sign_cd. According to the report of Photius, Bibliotf1eca cod. 
229 (Ephraem of Antioch) 470 bishops or monks are said to be repre­
sented by signatur .12 The Latin translation of the Codex encyclius 
concludes briefly: 'end oftbe letters oEthe Encyclicl [= Codex en cy cl his] , 
i.e. oithe 500 bishops oEtbe whole world'. 13 The munber instal1ced 
by Ephraem of Antioch may be the closest to the truth. ACCOl"ding 
to the testimony of Photius, Patriarch Eulogius of Alexandria 
(580-607) later understood the imperial enquiry in a compl tely 
universal sense. In order to silence the rldiculous rumours of the 
Egyptians propagated after the death of the Emperor Marcian (Chal­
cedon rejected Cyril, but accepted Nestorius), (Emperor) 

Leo had the decrees and acts of the Synod of Chnlcedon despatched to the whole 
world with an EllcyC/in which directed that every bishop and every priest Imd all 
who excelled in monastic life confess tlleir faith in writing. R ugbly r600 did this 
in great baste without even one expressing a divergent opinion, with the exception 
of A mphiloci us of Side who shortly afterwards made known his assent by signing. 
luc111dcd in tills number were the great Simeon who as a sty lite lived impressively 

is :I con",ncutllry iu ib\d_ . 131-141). Accordhlg 10 Bvagrius, HB II 10: Didcz-Pnrmcmicr 01, ZI-24 .• 
~ copy orTil'tlothr,'s libd/!/! was included in [he Eucrclla, the CE, and with it also Leo's cp. 1()5. 
as Evagduli sa ys: nv 'reX <lnrr L'Ypa<jla J.I.&v (J'wtB'Ta~ t1I 'Tot<; KQAOVJ.l.ellOl9 i'YKIIKA'O~S. Since Leo's 
cpo 165 IS dated 17 August. 458. Timothy's reply is in any Cll1lC the Inst dOC\lmcnt to be added 
to che CE. Tbat cpo J65 sli11 belonged to ihe corpus of the CI'. is attested to even before E\'agnus 
by the libel/us fidei of Maxenlius nnd his companions from die yc.u 519. which was pJ:esen tcd to 
3 Roman delegation in Constnntinople: bea/lls papa LeQ COt7CWS cst dillersormn patrlllll selltentiis per 11/" 
'Iune J im /lIllY clU:ydia • . cc"'tradlc6r11jlllll om obs/mere (ACO IV 2, p. 3, 3[-33; ACO II S. pracj XIII). 
'rhcf/oriles'",,, is evidence ofthc fact that it is 3 question of ep. 16S. 

II cr. ACO II 5, Pl'l1c(. Xllt f.. It is a question of CE 17 ana 40. In pmef. XIII Schwartz 
corrects the fa lse ~ccount 1;0 gave inlhe apparatus pp. 24, :1.8. 

12 Photius. BiM. cod. 229: PG 103. 988~891\.; cd. R. Henry. PI,Ot/II.f. nibliollJ~lJlle, T . 4 (Paris 
1965) 142. The Latin text ill PG 103, 987D has. no doubt by mistnke, the number 370. R. Henry. 
ibid .• 11_ 3. falsely believes that the llumber 470 is the number ofsigrultUJ'es at the COllncil ofChalcedon 
itself. 11lc documentnry evidencc ~ddllccd by him -.yould. of course. bave to read: ACO II I, 
2, pp. 14f-lSS, ven if [here ~ere refercnce 1.0 the Chakedonion list of signamres. nut Hcn.ry docs 
not tnke account of Ihe el'l'O! in d,le Greek rex! which he corrccr.ly renders with 'dans Ii suite'-thlls 
'after C~1cedon ' . Furthermore, the names fthe three monks which are mootioned bere, Symcon. 
James and DnrndatllS. would hove to draw one's attention to the f.,ct that by the number 470 th.e 
members oCthe Synod ofCha1cedoll call not be intended. Cf. E. Horugmnnn. 'The m.onks Syrncon. 
Jacobll~ and Bnradatus (434-. 4S'7-8 AD)'. PlIlrisll'c Sit/dies = ST 173 (Ronu 1953) 9v-lOO. 

13 ACO 11 S, p_ 98- This figure is also an indication that all the lettcrs wen: at the disposnl 
of the translator and the collector of r.llC ColI~rlio Snllgermalltlllis as well. '500' as a round figure 
comes mther close to Ihe nUr1lber ofille cod. ;t29 ill PbOtillS. 
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the angelic life of the hereafter, as well as Baradatus and others who made every 
effort to follow that way oflife to the same degree. 14 

Because it is incompletely preserved, the Codex encylius leaves not 
a few blank spots on a map which could be sketched to illustrate 
the reception of Chalcedon. With some effort the number of these 
can be reduced to some extent. 15 In several sources Amphilochius 
of Side is namedl6

; he had declared himself to be against the validity 
of Timothy's consecration, but also against Chalcedon. According 
to a remark by Eulogius which cannot be checked, he soon after­
wards, however, assented to the CouncilY In the list of the addres­
sees of the Codex encyclius I I, the tenth is given as Bishop Stephen 
of Hieropolis in Euphratesia. In the Codex encyclius itself there is 
no letter from him preserved. But Cassiodorus must still have seen 
his letter, for he cites a passage from a letter to Emperor Leo by 
a Stephen who is not identified more precisely. This passage is found 
once again in Benedict of Ariane in dependence on Cassiodorus. 18 

In fact, we have before us a testimony of a good Chalcedonian christ­
ology from the Codex encyclius. We have already spoken of the traces 
of a monastic reaction (which goes beyond the letter of Bar ad at us). 

Thought has been given to why the Collectio Sangermanensis, in 
contrast to the Greek original and the Latin translation corresponding 

14 Cf. Photius, Bibl. 230: PG 103, 10nC; R. Henry, op. cit., 5, 55. Only the letter of Baradatus 
is prcservedjn the CE (:n). We arc inform.ed to some exten.t about the letter ofSymeon by .Evagriu5, 
HE II 10: Bidez-Pannenticr I5z, who quotes extncts, admittedly not from the letter to the Emperor, 
but from the monk's letter to Basil, the archbishop of Antioch; this letter refen; to the Et"),C/ia 
of the EmperOr. Hence we learn of the Styli tc's attitude to the Council These three monks are 
also mentioned in Photius, 'cod. 228, on which R. Renry, op. cit., 4, )23f., n. 2, gives a completely 
mjsleading commel1tary. He is of the opinion th~t witb 'Symcol1' the 'Younger' (518/526-592) 
is meant, but thili fits neither Cbalccdon nor [be CEo The reference: Cdn only be to Symeon the 
'Elder' (d. 2S August or 2 Scprcmbc.r 459). Cf. T. Schnitzler, 1m Kampje urn Cha/cedon (above n. 
2,), 6l-63 , where, however, misleading·misprints are to be noted. 

IS T . Schmtzler, op. ciL., 153-67. follows up witnesses who, beyond the CE in its present state, 
Il!~ort further replies to the Emperor. 

6 Cf. above n. 14 (cod. 230 in Photius); Zacharias Rhetor, HE IV 7: Hamilton-Brooks 73-74; 
Evagrius, HE II 10: Bidez-Parmentier 151, who remarks that Zacharias Rh. inserted the letter of 
Amphilochius in his collection. Leontius Byz., C. monoph.: PG 86, 2, 1841B, cites a sentence from 
it. 

17 Cf. Ahrens-Kruger in their commentary on Zacharias Rh., HE IV 7 (31, 34). Reference is 
also made there CO Le Q rl irll 1,998. 

IB Cassiodorus, Expos, {II Pl. 76, g: PL 70, 549AB: CCL 98, P· 702, I 7a--1 n . 'Concerning this 
passage Bishop Stephen, wrjt!11g in the eucye/fa to Emperor Leo, says' in wondrous words: The 
Son donned rhe garment of the body. that is the whole ntan rrom the holy virgin, which the Holy 
Spirit wove in ineffable fashion; I,lis entrance into it is heyond description. his coming out in it 
is open to understand.ing. The entrance iP10 the virgin is invisible, the coming out is visible; God 
the Word eJ'ltered, what emerged is himself and man'. In OprlSm/llm 11 of Benedict of Aniane (PL 
103, 1409£) this passage turns up Gg~in with slight changes. Schwartz, ACO 11 s. praif. XV, 
has overlooked this q\lotation in Cassiodorus, and hence nlso did not rl;'cognisl;' Benedict's dependence 
on him. In Migne, because offalsc punc(u.;ltion ; the same passage was significantly 'extended' with 
a contCJ11 wh.ich fics the period of Spanish adoptionism, bm not the year 4$7. If one: takes the: 
passage to the extent ~at it is foull~ in Cassio~orus . Sch~"rt2' judgement of it~ 110t being 3urh,:ntic 
LS no longer 10 the poult, as Schmtzler, op. CIt., 153f. , rightly remarks. That It should he ascribed 
to Stephen, thl!ID.ctropolifan ofHi<!.r!lpolis, is. obvious. 
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to this, had omitted so many letters. E. Schwartz contents himself 
with an allusion to the economy of the man 'for whom the collection 
with so many letters of the same content seemed to be too large 
and inconvenient'. 19 This reason need not be discounted. But beyond 
this it can be asked whether the imperial collection itself did not 
already show a difference between the number of addressees and the 
letters returned. How is this to be explained? It has been assumed 
with somewhat too much certainty that a dispensation from writing 
in their own name could be given to themselves by those bishops 
who were at that Synodos endemousa (Home Synod) which had been 
recommended by the Emperor to Bishop Anatolius in the Alexan­
drian affair. 20 But, in that case, one would expect a document of 
precisely this Synodus endemousa (Home Synod) with the signatures 
of the participants, if it had really taken place. In his own letter 
of reply Bishop Anatolius mentions only that he has indeed conferred 
with others, but stresses that he sets forth for the Emperor 'his' opi­
nion. 21 If a 'Home Synod' had taken place, Anatolius would hardly 
have left it unmentioned after there had been talk ofit in the Emperor's 
letter to him. What is striking is that in the Codex encyclhls letters 
of the metropolitans whose sees are in the neighbou rhood of the 
capital city (such as Nicomedia, Chalcedon, Nicaea) are missing. 
An attempt has been made to explain these gaps by claiming that 
these bishops could have expressed their sententia orally at the imperial 
court.22 Such a declaration, however, would certainly have been 
included in the acta. Very probably the imperial officials would have 
pressed for a written document even in this case, leaving out of con­
sideration the fact that synods were indeed desired for metropolitan 
sees. In any event the metropolitans also had to supply information 
about their suffragans which was not practically possible without 
a synod, or at least not without signatures. How these gaps came 
into existence thus still remains unexplained. 

The lack of a response from Palestine is particularly to be regretted, 
for, besides Alexandria, Jerusalem had been, indeed, the centre of 
the disturbances connected with Chalcedon, before Juvenal could 
carry the day with imperial assistance. It used to be held that the 
silence of Palestine could be explained by reference to the death of 
Juvenal which occurred at the time of the despatch of the imperial 
enquiry (457). But Juvenal is mentioned expressly in the Encyclia 

19 ACO II s. proe]. XV. 
20 See above n. 4. T. Schnitzler, op. cit., 65, makes this suggestion. 
21 CE 13: ACO [] 5. p. 25. 17-18: 'Since I have aptly expounded these things to ?t~ers. I 

am now in a better posiuon to be able confidently to make known more clearly my opinIOn on 
the matter5 in hond'. 

22 Thus T. Schnitzler, op. cit .• 65. 
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of the Emperor in 457, and this is the last extant document addressed 
to him. It would still have reached him, for he died only in July 
458.23 Thus it can be rightly assumed, that 

... he Uuvenal] probably answered the Emperor by synodical leeter composed 
by him together with the suffragan bishops of the three Palestini:m provJnces; but 
his answer, like many others, is missin~ in the only two existing manuscripts of 
the Latin translation of the Encyclical ... 4 

Nevertheless, we know the opinion of the Patriarch of Jerusalem 
and his suffragans from a synodical letter which immediately precedes 
the Codex encyclius in the Co/lectio Sal'/germa/1.er/.~is. This synodica was 
certainly composed before the end of 453 or the beginning of 454 
at a synod held shortly after the return ofJuvenal from Constantinople 
to Jerusalem.25 But from that time until his death, Juvenal undoub­
tedly kept to the profession of Chalcedon made in this synodical 
letter. It reads the same as the majority of the declarations ofChalce­
don in the Codex encyclius. Could this perhaps be the reason that 
the Palestinian reply was not included in the Codex encyclius of the 
Collectio Sangermal'/e/1sis? This synodical letter of 453/454 gives, 
nevertheless more information about the state of the reception of 
Chalcedon in Palestine than a reply sent into the Emperor by a few 
bishops. From the text of the letter it is to be inferred that the bishops 
had to stmggle hard to gain acceptance for the Council of 451.26 

Opposition from the monks and faithful was still not overcome even 
in 457/458. 

The letters, taken together, could give Emperor Leo sufficient infor­
mation about the reception ofChalcedon, at least as far as the majority 
of the bishops in the East was concerned. The decision taken against 
Timothy was unanimously accepted; only one bishop had declared 
himself to be against Chalcedon. But it was only toward the end 
of 459, or even in 46.0, when the influence of Aspar had declined, 
that the dt4X Aegypti received the order to banish Timothy from 
Egypt. 27 The Emperor was certainly not unaware that, apart from 
the supporters of Timothy in Egypt, there were still some pockets 
of resistance in monastic circles and among the people. This gives 
rise to the question. how seriously one is to take the reception of 
Chalcedon by the bishops? To begm with we shall have to ask about 

23 Cf. E. Honig mnnn, 'Juvcnal of Jerusalem ', DOP s(r9So) 261; L. Perrone, LA ClJiesa dl PaleJlllIIl 
e Ie cOlltroversic crisloloJ?idlr (Brescia J980) 11, 11 B. 

24 E. Honigmann, Ibid .. 
25 Cf. ACO II S, nr.4, p. 9. Ircnac:us of Cacsarea, Vaul of Paratus and the other bishops of 

the Um:c Palestinian provincCli signed WilhJuvcnal. 
26 On the situation of the Synod of 4S3is4 cf. E. Honigmann, op. cit., ~S8f,; L. PerroDe, op. 

cit. J03-u6. 
2l Cf. f. Schwartz, ~ubJizistiscbe Sarnmlungen·, 178; idem, 'Codex Vatil'anus gr. 1431'" uS. 

G. Kr(j~er. M.m,opll)lslfl·sc/le S trelligkdwl, 101-10;?' . 
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the inner freedom of the signatories or of the assent given to Chalce­
don in the Codex encyclius. 

11. A MANIPULATED RESPONSE? 

The letters of the Emperor and his approach in the questionnaire 
do not give the impression that he wanted to steer the bishops in 
a particular direction. The fact that he ultimately demanded that even 
Timothy Ae]urus express his opinion and that he still allowed him 
to come to Constantinople after his deposition shows that he had 
the intention of hearing both parties, even leaving aside the pressure 
from Aspar. 2B [t also cannot be confirmed that the imperial magis­
triani, who were sent with the enquiry throughout the whole East, 
exercised any pressure. But there seems to have been a certain 
influence on the bishops which came from Anatolius, the Bishop 
of Constantinople. Liberatus reports in his Breviarium that not only 
did the Emperor despatch his messengers, but Anatolius also sent 
out the deacon Asc1epiades. Through both sets of emissaries the 
bishops in the provinces would learn what happened in Alexandria.29 

Tha t the • truth' abou t Timoth y and the events in Alexandria be known 
everywhere was of particular interest to Anatolius, for he knew that 
the supporters of the Alexandrian ignored the Council of 3 8 I which 
had fixed the position of precedence of the bishop of the Imperial 
City in the East. Through the despatch of his deacon and throu~h 
a circular to all the Eastern metropolitans and to Pope Leo in Rome 0, 

Anatolius demonstrated his 'patriarchal rights', and thus must have 
been interested in putting the Egyptians in a bad light and also in 
emphasising the Council of Chalcedon, together with the Council 

2ij Cf. E. Schw:lrt"~. 'Codc/( Vatkanus gr. IHI', t28. In Constantinople the Emperor still wantL'ti 
10 m~ke [he: bst attempt [a abtain fram Timothy n formuh th,,'l the govemmcnt could tolerate. 
Only when even then Timothy remained intransigent was he banished to Gangrn by decree. 

29 Liberams, Bn!v{nr. XV: AC IT s. p. 124,27-30: ' • .. and [the Emperor] sent affici~ls (mll.~istria. 
IIOS) throughaut the whale Orient; a.lso Bishop Anatolius sent his deacon IIsc epi9des so. that through 
nll these. the bishops who I,ad g.thered at Chnlcedan would know whnt hnd happened at AleXandria'. 
cr. Codl.')( (0110/111111 (Collimio Qutsrtelliana): PL S6. 609AD. On the deploymt:nt and travel rautes 
of,the imperial envoys cf. T. Schnitzler, op. cit., 21-25. 

:w Cf. CE 12 (Anatolius to Emperor Leo): ACO n s, p. 2S, 4-J8: 'Also now with regard to 
the acts of usurpation th~t wtre committedln the Alexandrian Church I have not abstained from 
action. but followi11g the imention of Your most Christian Tranquillity- which desires that the 
rules of the holy Father be llOt ~purnecl and civil rights be protectcd-I have done what seemed 
suitable to me os ;:ncumbcnt af the see of chis imperial ciry. This should be dear to Your Devoutness 
(rOI11 whac I wrote [0 the most holy al1d venera.ple Roman l)ontifc:x Leo as well as [0 the vCllcrabJe 
metrupoLitan bishops of every dio e'. It is his intention [0 deal with the two questions posed 
by the Emperor, and to do this with all clarity (darius ... lIIa~1IJ possllll T/IIblimresefll~lIfi<ll/I), having 
already "'~poundcd tbese matters to others (qllol/iolJl aWs IIlIOC WnlJf llienter ~xpCl$"I): Berore trus in 
CE 10 it IS said in a slUrun:lry way thnt the imperial envoys also received Anatolius' letters [0 
take along w,ith ·them (ACO II 5, p. 22, 24-25). Zacharias Rh. HE IV 8; 1"lamiltan·.Brooks 7S. 
a.lso reports tbat Anatolills wrote to the bi~b()ps . Whereas Allatolills' deacon could not go to all 
the merropoJitn.ns, hiB letter (ouId have a far grcatc:r range. 
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of 38I. According to the pro-Monophysite Church History of Zachar­
ias Rhetor, the positive response for Chalcedon and the negative res­
ponse for Timothy which came from the provinces were due precisely 
to Anatolius. 

He himself was the cause of the bishops' assent to what had been concluded 
at the Synod in their letters to the Emperor. Many from the Senate (cnYyKX-1]TOC;) 
and many inhabitants of the city cut off contact with Anatolius when they heard 
this about him. 31 

The statement of Zacharias Rhetor is certainly not to be maintained 
in this rigour. 32 As the analysis of the letters of the Codex encyclius 
will show, a considerable number of bishops ventured to place a 
question-mark after the reliability of the reports about Egypt 
(whether these stem from the Egyptian bishops who had fled to Con­
stantinople or from Anatolius). Some obviously attempted to confirm 
the events in Egypt or they were inclined to hear the opposition 
party as well. 33 The examples adduced show in any case that with 
striking frequency the intention of gaining conscientious information 
is stated and that the replies of the bishops are considered and res­
trained. The burden of assessing the situation and of deciding was 
for this reason handed back to the Emperor: ... si tamen vera sunt 

34 

This gives us some right to take as honest and considered also 

31 Zacharias Rh. ibid.; Hamilton-Brooks 75, 20-24· 
32 The feeling of being 'manipul~ted ' i6 1110S1 imt!nsdydisplaycd i\1 tbe letter of Epiphnnill s and 

the bishops orPamphyl i~; lhis letter a15·0 shows rhe grcaleSI rese rve vis-ii-vis hakedon (see below) . 
After the bish<.1pS express thcir opinion, which is cert~inly none tOo agreeable 10 lhl! Emperor, 
they request b~nevolcllce wiLh regard to unguarded statements, ulld give lhe fo llowing reas-oll fat 
this: illl'l'lnti enim, pOlllls nillem iUlli el , qlloti maillJ est, Wllillnlt; /mec scdbrre 11m", IrnnqHillitmi pr,i;!S\jwpsi­
//IllS (ACQ ][ 5, p. 60, 4-6). 'Iovired'-'commanded'-'bollild by unth' imply n lIIornl prc:ssLl rc; 
does this prc$sure nor emanate from the OppOIlCl\ts or the ' cuoei] or from .1 group w,hieh h~ 
'reservorions' with regard to it and to which the bishop$ adh~rt , although th('y perhups tear che 
disapproval of the Emperor? 

JJ Bpiphanius, who has ~lIst been mentioned, writes in the folluwing Wd"y; 'To speak tb e tl:1.lth. 
witb regard to Timothy, insofar 3S we hum ble souls (/IIII1!;I~s) could examine things, .. . if the Inas 
about him , so great and of such ,3 kind. which arc COlltailled il"\ [be entrea ties handed over ro the 
authority of Your Tranquillity are ascertained (0 be true, as the most reverc l1t bishops who suppliantly 
(sIIpp licitcr) submit these things alErm , . . ' (ibid .. p. 59, 36-'1-0). The bi~hops of CE 35 (CYZit'llS 
all the Hellespont: ACO II S, p. 67, Z9-] I) ilie USc Ihe [0110 wing formula wi h regard to the 
report of th~ orthodox [Tom A I~andrla : ' t( the.re is trLIth in these eTlttc3tics'; or ibid. , p. 68, 3: 
'provided, of CO LICSe-, as we have sa id. t)"mr the.' enuea ties do nOt dcv ia'tO I 11 fL'om the truth', 
In the same way CE 36: ACO II 5. p. 69, 36-3S: CE n: .ibid .. p. 74, 34-35: CE 38: ibid., p. 
77, 6-11; CE 40: ibid . , p , 82., 5-7: 83, )-3: 'provided these th ing:, h.appened in the way Ihnl was 
said (for we do 1I0r know the ins and outs of the m.alter. livlllg as we do at the vtry el1d of POIllUS) 
.. .' ; CE 4 1: ibid., p. 85, tS-:l~: CE ~: ibid., p. 1;7. (-8: CE 45: ibid .. p. 1)2. LO-I t ; (he bishops 
of CE 47: ibid ., p. 9S. 36-3 8 say expressly: ' . . _ if wil3t is cla imed (d!'til/rlll) by the Alc){.anci rialls 
in their accusation tallies with the truth (for words In llSr not be t:lkell rrom one Side)' . 

34 Cf. especially CE 31 (Epiphanius): A 0 II 5. p. 59, 4 1-60, 6: ' Por his fTimothy's l whole 
ClIuse depen·ds· on (he j udgcrncnr and decision [problll /mw) of Your Sovereignty 3!ld the irlltgrily 
(illl!'.!/rir"te) of the most bo ly 3nd supreme r.1lhcrs !no doubt the SCJlJltC is lIa~a lltl, whOli l it i~ right 
that we hllm ble souls (/IIIIIIII ~s) should o bey 011 nCCOlJll1 of thei r grllll( kno wledge and wisdom', 
capllble as they are of judging such things in a subtle manner'. 
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the position expressed with regard to Chalcedon itself and its recep­
tion, even if the theological stand or the content of the christological 
statement as well is very disappointing. 

III. THE BISHOPS HAPPILY ACCEPT THE IMPERIAL CHURCH 

The question about the independence of the bishops and their replies 
in the Codex encyclius rises again, however, when we look at the 
structure of the imperial Church at that time. The letters of the Codex 
encyclius are very instructive for studying the ties of this system and 
provide an example of the future fate of Chalcedon. If we are to 
investigate the reception ofChalcedbn, we cannot neglect this. 

Hardly anywhere else in patristic literature is there to be found 
together in the one place such a happy acceptance of the imperial 
Church and homage paid to the Emperor as here in the Codex encyclius. 
In many letters the theology of the imperial Church is more strongly 
expressed than the doctrine of the incarnation of Christ. The motif 
of the imperial Church is already intoned in the letter of the orthodox 
bishops from Egypt, and hence could find an echo in other letters. 

To you [the Emperor] we come, for you are animated by a religious spirit; to 
you, the protector of the human race, to you who show such zeal for Christ.35 

The same sentiment is expressed often in the description of the 
crimes of Timothy and is formulated in the request to the Emperor: 

We beseech Your Christian Power ... that you do not allow the true faith to 
be subjected to tyranny, but rather that you avenge the holy rules of the Fathers, 
the ecclesiastical order, the civil discipline and the harm done to the holy and great 
councils which were celebrated at various times to strengthen orthodox faith. 36 

Ecclesiastical and civil order, orthodox faith and the common good 
(status communis), the well-being of the people and of the Churches 
are closely tied in the minds of these bishops-fully in accord with 
the Constantinian idea of the Empire. While Pope Leo ever more 
clearly wished to limit the rights of the Emperor in questions of 
faith (particularly in regard to the praedicare), in the letters of the 
Codex encyclius the Imperator occupies the highest place in caring 
for 'right faith' and 'devotion to God' (pietas circa Deum). 

Without doubt the teachers of right doctrines and the shining lights of truth which 
appeared at various times are authoritative for them [i.e. the recta fides and the pietas 

'J~ CE TACO II 5. p. 12. 21-22. . ,. . 
36 CE 7: ibid., p, 15. 14-31 ; cr. rhe lette.r or the same bIshops to Anatohus, <;E 8: Ibld,~ p, 20, 

22-27. P-]4 .• where the oUl:rag'e or Timothy 'against the holy and undefiled faIth and agamst the 
holy and venerable ru les [c31l0ns1 and dIe commol1 discipline, but even more against the status 
of the holy·Chtm :hc5 3.nd agains[ the res pllbliw and Jaws' arc described, 
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circa Deum]; at the summit, however, you stand as the special protector of all, when 
you take over the plantation inherited by you and appear as its faithful caretaker.37 

Certainly here there is still a distinction made between episcopal and 
imperial function. But does it endure? The bishops of Syria secunda 
even apply the Petrine promise ofMt 16, 18 to the Emperor. 

Christ, the Lord of all, demonstrated his immense love for the Churches and 
brought to fulfilment the promise in which according to the gospels it was said 
to Peter: 'You are Peter. and on this rock I will build my Church, and the gates 
of hell will not prevail against it', when he encircled Your Tranquillity with the 
august robe of devout rule. In this there is nothing marvellous; for he indeed is 
God and he speaks without lies and always shows his promises to be true.38 

The application of ihis Petrine promise to the Emperor IS made 
even more pointedly by the bishops of prima Armenia. They say that 
the inv ntors of their own blasphemous' doctrines should also perceive 
what the holy catholic Church dictates, whose head is indeed Christ, 
but whose power and foundation, and thus the guarantor of the peace­
ful exercise of devotion for all, is the Emperor; for he emulates the 
power of the immovable rock on which the Creator of all built his 
Church. 39 

Christ the head, the Emperor the power and the foundation of 
the Church! The role of Peter is attributed to the Emperor almost 
in the way in which in the West Pope Leo lays claim to it for himself. 
It is understandable that many scholars could succumb to the temp­
tation to speak of'Byzantine Caesaropapism·. The bishops admittedly 
did not want to deliver themselves up to the 'political' power, as 
we understand this today, but to the Emperor as an instrument of 
a world order, an instrument inspired by Christ or the Holy Spirit40 

'J7 CE 20 (from the bishops of Syria prima): ACO II 5. p. 33. I-J. In line 10 the bishops speak 
of the fact that the BmpeTor possesses divine sagacity and is completely conversant with divine 
things. T he monk 5ar3datlls expresses it similarly in CE .u: ACO II s. p. 35. 11-17: for the 
care of all the Churches and all the poor 'Cod chose YOllr Devoumess in the whole Roman empire 
and conferred on you understanding and wisdom ... which go beyond the wise of the world. 
so that Your Excellence (dlvillirlU~ may destroy those who live in the basest iniquity and free the 
just c.·om the hands of the impious . 

38 CE l2: ACO JJ s. p. 38, )2- 38. 
39 CE 36: ACO U s. p. 70. 26-32: 'FOT nuny. lIot understanding the divine: scriptures as they 

are wriden. ha,ve crea ted dogmas of their own bl.1sphemy: lll3y h.rist the Lord by his demency 
~nd the :>:lcrcd sagacity and dilig,el1ce or Your Devoutness convert dle\l1 ~t1d teadl them to preach 
the word of dght trutb alld to know wha t lhe ho.ly c~tholic Church [enches (diaar). whose head 
is Ollrist. whose strength and foundation. however. you are in laking as your model the immovable 
ro~k of Christ. on which the Creator orall builds his ChuL'chand thlls bestOws rest on all ChIistians', 
The Emperor appears here a~ the instrument ofChdst by which he converts the heretics and teaches 
them to preach (;imcdiwre) the word of right trmh. 

4() At the conclusion or the text front CE 31: ACO IJ 5. p. 70. 34-'38. from which we have 
just tited. wo read: 'For we believe that ... every wily of truth and every manller is open to Your 
Devoutness to settle scandals and [0 lead back discordant members to right faith. Wilh Christ Lhe 
Lord conducting Your Tranquill i y to cvcryLlllng that is good by Lhe 'inspiration lhal comes from 
above (tic Jrtprr 'Irtadam ;lISp;mtiollc)'. 
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which they held to be responsible for the Church and state in the 
same way, The Emperor thus receives here a function which surely 
affects the inner spiritual essence of the Church and does not just 
have to do with its 'external sphere'-a distinction which will imme­
diately become thematic, This is clear in the letter of the bishops 
of Mesopotamia (CE 24), This takes as its starting-point the salvific 
work of Christ which is enacted or mediated in the revelation of 
truth and in the foundation and preservation of the Church, In this 
activity of Christ for his Church, the Emperor receives a place 
between the apostles and the bishops, who are described as conlaborantes 
piscatoribus, fellow-workers of the fishermen,41 He has to exercise 
a sacral function, In Emperor Leo, God 

has given to his Churches a successor of this devout rule and an heir of the faith 
which brings salvation, and to everything under the heavens the most tranquil power 
of Your Christianness for the strengthening of ecclesial peace which will be salvation 
for you in hope and faith, and the consolation of the whole earth and of the great 
number of faithful nations. 42 

Once again there is talk of praedicatio, 
Constantine and his famous, much-discussed distinction between 

'bishop of internal and external affairs' come to mind, when Epipha­
nius, the metropolitan ofPerge in Pamphylia, says to the Emperor: 

Emperor, beloved of God! We know you to be not only the one who cares for 
external affairs, but with great effort you also bestow peace on the holy Churches 
of God; thus you should also enjoy that peace, you who struggle on their behalf 
and conscientiously accomplish everything for them in their entirety, because all 
who belong to it are bound to the one body of Christ, 43 

~l CE 24: ACO U 5, p. 41, 17- 19: 'Not only thrqugh rhe fi~herman, hi~ diSciples, who announced 
the grent mys tery of t[mh, not with words of hUn13n c1eve.rness, bUt throt,1gh heavenly wisdom 
and the tongue of fire of the F.loly Spidt did he eSlabli~h her lrhe ChU[ch1 nnd give her in.crease; 
he also a.dvanced , the preaching of devodol'l th.ough pious princes who c;ame later, and through 
fellow-wOl'kers oft,he fisllcrmanlthc bishops)' . 

. ~2 CE 24: ACO 1I 5, p. ,p, 20-24. It was precisely in this preaching (ptacdicnre) thal Pope Leo 
d'i'10t want to allow the Emperor to share. Cf. above C h. II, n. 90 alld 87. 

CE 31: ACO n 5, p. 58, 14-f8, Thus there is talk oftb!': Emperor 3.'! exlral1faflllll renwl provisor 
at tbe same rime as his care ror rhe.J?C:tcc of the Church. Without doubt alIllsion is made here 
to Eusebius, Vita CoolsiJltldu/ IV 24 (Hcikcl 126): (ill).' \i""Ei:~ I1h TWII etO'r.) 'I'ii~ ~KK),:I1(T(C(~ &'Yw 
liB TIIlV EKTO~ lnTo 8BoU KabU'l"Cl,...ho~ E''IT'(TKO'ITO~ O: v E[.q ll. On lhe interpretation or this paS'llage 
cf. F. Vittinghoff, 'Eusebius aIs Verfasscr der "Vita Constantini ''', Rhei/lMul . J. Pill/alogle NF 96(1953}, 
(330-373) 365-370;J. Strnub, 'Kaiser KOnSt;tnti11rus S'II'L(TKIYITOSTliw eK'1'6~', SlUr/Par 1 = TU 63(1957) 
678-695. With Vafesius ~nd others, VittiogbolT derives TOll! tKTOO; from "TO 6K'TO~ ('lTpCI,,/j.LdTIIlV); 
Straub, 00 the other hand, (with Tillemont and others) is for its derivation from Ot EKT6~, but 
as far as the matteritselfis concerned be agrees with Vittinghoffwho says, op. cit., 368: 'Constantine's 
task as E1TLaK01TOo; "TWV EKT6o; is tbus related to the area of the state and politics within which the 
imperial 'bishop' gains acceptance for the precepts and views of the Christian faith. For the bishops 
and the Church lack here the means of law and power to transform this domain into something 
Christian. The Emperor is thus 'bishop' not only for those inhabitants of the empire who are outside 
the Church, but also for those others who, as members of the Church, are at the same time also 
members of the Roman state and subjects of the Emperor, and also as Christians are subject to 
the ordinances and laws of the state'. We do not have to decide the problem of interpreting Constan­
tine's description of himself. The fact that CE 31 obviously interpreted the Greek text as a neuter 
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According to the opinion of the bishops of secunda Armenia, God 
and the Christian Emperor are sufficient to guarantee the right order 
of the world and a 'life and way of life which is wonderful and 
faithful to the law', 44 The Fathers of the Council of Nicaea appear 
to them as armour-bearers of Emperor Constantine with whom he 
wages the Lord's wars against heretics,45 The whole work of the 
Council of Constantinople (381) is also ascribed to the successors 
of Constantine, so that the activity of the members of the Synods 
of 325 and 381 retreats wholly into the background, or is at least 
severely restricted,46 Because Emperor Leo accomplishes his negotia­
tions fully according to the faith and bases himself on apostolic and 
catholic strength, God has conferred upon him power over the world. 
and he can guide it in peace,47 

We conclude with the words of Bishop Agapitus of Rhodes in 
which the vision of a sacral order is expressed in a way that is simply 
fascinating, 

is, however, to be Doted. Exlrhntnnmr ren/Ill provisor is the tcaudatioll. of 'l"Gill ~I('fO~ 'I1'PIl'Yj!.&'I"WV 
i'f1'£t,,(o'f1'O~. Vittingho{f, op. cit., 369, draws attention to the chapter beadiIlR of Vita Cons/amJIlI 
IV: on '1""111 e~w 1fpn'YIJ<liTWI' WIJ1fllP hr lo-K07l0l' 6nVfOl' Ilk-ell elI/ilL, which stems from a Byzantine 
editor, buc has been taken over already in the e,diest manuscripts. Our text ill CE 31 is made 
evcl1 clearer by 'ex/ml/tam", remtn' being set over against 'sallCtamm del eccles/amlll pacem'. The 'res 
extralleae' would be obligations in the area orthe state and politics, obligations whichaff"ect Chrisn:ms 
and pagans and for which tbe Emperor is naturally responsible. Emperor Leo, however, is pnised 
for the fae[ that he also cares for [he 'peace of the holy Church of God', hence its internal affairs. 
In the Vita COI/stall/;II; the view is from wit.hin to withoutj in CE 31 it is from without to within. 
Thus one needs the Emperor to gain acceptance 'outside for fundamental tencts of Christianity 
and for the proclamation of the gospel, and 'inside' to maintain ,the peace of fait~ sl3temant 
that is not an insignificant confession and concession! Por further infonnariQn on thc interprctation 
of Virn COIIJI. [V 24 sec G. Masay. L' 'epi'!copat' dt I'tmpcreur Cous/nll/i". M~moire de licence, Un.iver­
sit€ Librc de .Bruxelles, Sect. Histoire, 1967-Q8 (.Bibl. de l'Universite); J.- M. Sansterrc, 'Eusebe 
de C~5ar~c et la o.1issance de la thOOrie "Cesaropapiste"', Byz 42(1972) 131-195.532-594. Masay 
and Sansterre nre for the mas.culine sense of TWII ~KT6'i. With this phrase COl15twtinll characterised 
himself as bishop of the pagans, this admittedly at a time when he still had complcte trust in the 
bishops as the ones. rcsponsib.lc for the Christians. From Novemher-December 325 in the dispute 
about Nicaea he let the bishops . ~eel, however, tha~ he WAS not o.nly the ~ishop of the . pag~ns, 
but also the protector of t.he deosJons of the COW1Ctl. For further mformanon sct: A. Gnllmelcr, 
Mil illII' wrd Irt illIlI, 4oof., n . 34. Constantine's characterisation of rile Emperor as s(fcet:aos or pOllllfox 
is in line with a sacrnlisalion of the Emperor, although thc Emperors Gratian 2nd Theodosius the 
GTear demonstratively abandoned the titre Port/ife.>: MaximllS; cf. R. Schiclfer, 'Der Paps! als Pontifex 
Maximus', SSavSt.k. 88 (197t) (500-309) 303, n. 16. Bishop Agapitus of Rhodes says in CE 33: 
ACO II S, p. 64, !)-IO: vere namque sacerdos et natura in}per3to[ extStis. R. Scnieffer, aer. cit., 
304, n. 20 produces other instances of this 'combination, in fact from the period 449 [0 4S I (also 
fTom :Rusticus). Cf. ibid. [or further literature. 

44 CE 37: ACO II 5: p. 7 t , 18-:!.I: legalis er mlrabilis ~;Ia colfversatioq.le • .. 
45 [bid., I. 4-8: 'For Constantine of happy memory, ruler of the militia of Christ the almighty, 

with th~ 318 holy Fathers bearing arms, Victorious in the w~r of the Lord, appeared in full stature 
before the Kin$ of Kings lat bh deathl; but for a long time in alJ the Churches of God he enjoys 
3 commel110ranOil wbjch withstnnds forgetfulness and is praised by every pious tongue'. 

'16 Ibid. , I. 8-13. According to this paragraph the Emperors sanctioned the decision of 381 and 
again [he Cont1cil of Nicaca (325). they confounded the heretics and drove the heredca[ plague 
from the Church, and they 'proclaimed' (adllu/fIlalllcs) Ihe doctrine of the oneness in being of Father, 
Son and Holy Spirit and their divinity. 

47 CE 4\ (from the bishops of the province Helellopontlls): ACO JJ S, p. 84, 15-17: 'Since you 
act ill the strength of apostolk ~nd catholic fal tb , God has bestowed 00 you power over the world 
which you gu ide in pc: ce that is pleasing to God'. 
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It is a gift of first fruits and a pleasing sacrifice that the governor of the world 
and the ruler of the whole earth under the sun preserves intact the faith in the 
adorable Trinity, and through his action and his worship also teaches man both 
to fear God and to imitate such things through which our race is maintained, and 
to ctirect his thought to the common state and the order of the whole people. Thus 
the primary preocclIpation and the name of peace should have precedence and im por­
tance everywhere. Man shollld not be iike the animal and indiviclually vent his 
wild rage against his own race. 48 

The dangers involved in being tied in such a way to the system 
of the imperial Church were not immediately acute at the tim when 
the bishops composed their replies to the enquiry of Emperor Leo, 
but they could become so at any time. It was also not a case of 
the Emperor's having given to the bishops the cOl'ltent of their letters. 49 

Emperor Leo I .truly wanted candid information. The risky element 
in the replies of the bishops resided rather in the fact that the Emperor 
appeared as the principle of wlity of the Church and its doctrine 
in such an unmistakeable fashion. Hence the ruler fW1Ctions not as 
a political p inciple, but as a religious one. so Even for the bishops 
who thought in the religious sphere, every expression of the 
Emperor's will had to appear as a revelation of God's will, because 
of his sacra maiestas and the complete sacralisation of his office. In 
the light of the letters of the Codex encyclius, what J. Straub says 
of the Western Church is valid as well for the East. 

The Western Church soon learned to interpret the meaning of the two competing 
authorities (i.e. of the sacerdotal and imperial authority) in such a way that she 
herselfbecame a reflection of imperial institutions. Thus Sagmiiller was able to charac­
terize 'the Church as Imperium Romanum' in regard to its external appearances, 
the ecclp.sia catholica which had become the ecclesia Romana. Opitz, on the other hand, 
rightly points out that Constantine intended to integrate the Church commuuity 
into the universal community of the Roman Empire, to transform the Empire imo 
an ecclesia, in which the specifically theological, liturgical and ritual functions were 

48 CE 33: ACO n s. p. 64. 2-7. Here the Emperor receives Ihe title aI/riga IIIt/lldl ci ptillttpS 
lotil/s orbis 1]1/1 SIIb sole (o /ls;st l/. In this comext there then follow the words soccrdos t l j//lprmlor of 
which we have already spoken in n. 43. On the innoduction of tbis idea th31 tile Emperor as the 
charioteer of the universe receives the reins of Helios. cr. H.-G. Opitz. 'Euscbius von Cacsarea 
als Theologe·. ZNW 34 (1935) (1-19) 15: 'As God, 3S the steerer of the universe, holds the reins 
of the world, so also the Emperor. It is not by accident, and therefore oil the more slgn i~c.'m. 
that 011 the imperiAl coins. even in tbe latcr period, Hclios as charioteer or with a whip still appe:l rs, 
Tilis does not need to be evidence of the pngnn views of the master of tile mint or oftbe unS!Jbducd 
paganism of Constantine, but Eusebius hlmselr, the Christianthcologinn, lIses the image to represent 
Constantine as ';lICOXQS r= auriga) in a Christian sense'. TIle mOllarchy ofConstantiue is die image 
of God's monarchy over Ihe world. 

W It is true: tbat quite: often one can establish that the arguments of the various letters .re the 
same. It may be th,u the travelling deacon of Anatolius or the impcrm hta8istrlcllli gave reports 
about synods alrC<ldy held and their lines of argument or even aUowed their statements to beexamincd. 
Nevertheless, the various letters are nor composed according to a model. but are completely indivi­
dual. 

so InJ. Straub, 'Constantine as KQWO<; s.rWI(Q'II'oe. TracHt.ion and Innovation in the Representation 
of the First Christian Emperor's MaJesty', DOP 21 (1967) 39-55, this is particularly clearly emphaSised 
in the discussion of previous research Gacob Burckhardt, E. Schwartz, among others). 
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primarily reserved for the ordo clericorum (bishops), while the supervision (E1Tl.<1K01TT)) 

of the populus Christianus (which was to be identified with the state) was entrusted 
to the emperor, who ruled on earth as viceregent of God, vicarius Christi and KOLVOo; 

E1TLO'K01TOo;.51 

The readiness to grant to the Emperor a special role in the preserva­
tion and realisation of the unity of faith was also conditioned by 
the positive experiences which the Church had had with important 
rulers. From the letters of the Codex et1cyclius we heard the praise 
of Constantine and his successors up to Emperor Marcian, particu­
larly too where there was a reference to settling the Arian troubles. 
Nevertheless, this 'sacral-imperial' basis of the unity of faith and of 
the Church was not so much a rock as a volcano whose eruptions 
could convulse the Church at any time. For the idea of the unity 
of faith was subordinated to, and not placed above, the other idea 
of imperial unity. As long as the Church found its own doctrines 
and traditions reflected in the faith of the Emperor, she was quite 
happy to regard the ruler as custos and cultor fidei. But if there was 
an heretical split, then the Emperor, by reason of the great value 
placed on the religious-political principle of unity, was constantly 
tempted to bring about unity, even at the cost of orthodoxy. If 
for the sake of this over-taxed idea of unity a council was sometimes 
accepted by the Emperor, sometimes ignored or eliminated, then 
the bishops had also either to put off the robes of the imperial Church 
or to join in all the movements of imperial diplomacy with regard 
to faith: cuius regio eius religio! This hither and thither would soon 
begin for many bishops, if they had not already joined in it from 
43 I to 457. This struggle would also provide a new opportunity to 
reflect upon ecclesial and imperial spheres of competence. 

This gives us a point of orientation in the question about the recep­
tion of Chalcedon in the letters of the Codex encyclius. The intention 
and foundation of assent to Chalcedon could be made in a completely 
sincere and 'religious' manner, even when the sacral figure of the 
Emperor had an influence on it. Nevertheless, it was disguised in 
its ecclesial character and exposed to the oscillations of imperial diplo­
macy in matters of faith. Thus should a bishop place the idea of 
unity developed by Constantine and enshrined in the imperial Church 
above the purely ecclesial tradition and its fundamental propositions, 
then with the further developments in imperial politics, aimed at 
eliminating the Monophysite split, he would have to determine his 
nearness to, or distance from, Chalcedon on the basis of what was 

51 Ibid., j4-jS; with reference to J. B. Sagmiiller, 'Die Idee von der Kirche als imperium Romanum 
im kanon. Recht', TQ 80 (1898) j0-80; H.-G. Opitz, art. cit., 1.1 j. Instead of vicarius 'el,risti' 
it would have been better to have said vicarius 'dei' . See above, Ch. II, n. 79. 
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happening in the imperial palace. This precedence given to concerns 
of the imperial Church vis-a-vis those which are purely ecclesial pro­
bably explains best of all the oscillation of the bishops, as we are 
able to observe this in the further history of Chalcedon. One must 
not see in this merely a lack of principle, but one must consider 
at the same time the excessive tie of conscience to the sacral authority 
of the Emperor. 52 This tie affected one's conscience all the more 
strongly, the more an Emperor wanted to be genuinely religious. 
In his letter to Emperor Leo, Bishop Julian of Cius touches on this 
fact and stresses that 'no terror of imperial authority' forced the 
Fathers of Chalcedon to their decision; Emperor Marcian, fired by 
spiritual care and love for orthodox faith, endeavoured that the doc­
trine of the apostles be endorsed by the bishops of the Church. 53 

Several bishops draw attention to the opposite circumstances at the 
so-called Latrocinium (Robber Council) of Ephesus (449). In particu­
lar, Peter of Myra, who in 449 was still not a bishop but who had 
at his disposal first-hand reports reaching back to Ephesus I through 
one of his suffragans, the old Bishop Eudoxius of Choma, compares 
Chalcedon with the events of 449. In sharp condemnation of the 
stand of Timothy Aelurus on Chalcedon, he defends the Council 
and says 

that it in no way deviates from the decision of the Fathers gathered at Nicaea, 
for it was held in accord with God's [will) and [without) fear before men. On 
whom among the members of the Synod of Cha1cedon was violence inflicted as 
happened to Flavian of holy memory under Dioscorus at Ephesus? Who pressed 
the pen into the hands lof the bishops), as happelled there, and, pointing with the 
fmger to those waiting outside the door, extorted anything, or who had to suffer 
blows? N o one bid himself under the stools to escape ,the crime of signing. Here 
(= Chalccdon) we did not hear any innovation, nor could we thus consent to any.54 

IV. CHALCEDON IN THE STRUCTURE OF CONCILIAR TRADITION 

Our investigation into the attitude towards the imperial Church 
of the bishops of the Codex etlc),ciius has revealed that the figure of 
Constantine and the sacrality of the system of the imperial Church 
created by him so dominated and formed people's minds that for 

52 Cf. T. Sagi-Bunic, 'Drama conscientiae episcoporum qua fidei iudicum in periodo ephesino­
chalcedonensi', Laurentianum 9 (1968) 225-266. 

53 CE 34: ACO 11 j. p. 66. 34-37: 'For at [hat time there was no fear of imperial authodty. 
since Marcian of holy and pious memory, crowned with the diodem of divine love and fuJ I also 
of spiritual carc. hastened OUI of a desire for Orthodox faith to have tbe teacbings or the apostles 
(IIJ!OSI"/Ort/III dogwMfI) confltmed by dlOSC whoprcsidcd over [he Church'. 

54 CE )2; i\CO JI S. p. 6z. 29-35 . Cf. the dispute of I3ishop Basil of Sclo\lcia with Dioscorus 
in (I(lia I of Chalredcm: ACO 11 1.1 (Gr~e.k), ACO II 3.' (Latin). nr. 8S 1-862., where Basil gives 
as the reason for his own weakness the blackmailing procedure of Dioscorus. 
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this reason the fourth century became a kind of classical period in 
the history of the Church and of theology. This becomes all the more 
manifest when we examine the way in which the bishops of the 
Codex encyclius assessed Chalcedon. The way in which the councils 
from 32 5 to 45 I are interpreted by the bishops is revealed in practically 
all their replies. There is' one crucial point towards which everything 
is oriented: the Council of Constantine, the Council of Nicaea. 
Almost all the letters of the Codex encyclius are pervaded by the follow­
ing observation: because Chalcedon considered the Council of 325 
its proper norm, subtracting nothing from it nor adding anything 
to it, for this reason it is valid and to be received. This concentration 
on a point in the history of faith may have been strengthened by the 
Monophysites in Alexandria who wanted to lay claim to Nicaea for 
themselves, so that at least Ephesus I and II (449) remained uncon­
tested. But this concentration upon Nicaea was not occasioned by them. 
The Church as a whole looked to Nicaea, as we have already seen 
in Leo of Rome. 'Nicaea in Chalcedon'-this catch-phrase could be 
given as a title to the whole aftermath ofChalcedon up to the Council 
of Constantinople (553). Only with the controversy about this Coun­
cil did the first four synods receive the halo ofNicaea: four gospels­
four councils! In the Codex encyclius almost everything is oriented 
towards 325. Even the high-flown designation, which we read again 
anq again in the Codex encyclius-'the holy and general Council which 
gathered at Chalcedon'55-should not mislead us on this point. 
Whoever does not look behind this formula and takes it according 
to a modern understanding of a council, overlooks the peculiarity 
of the grading of Chalcedon in the Codex encyclius. Only one group 
of bishops, those from secunda Mysia and Scythia (CE 19), is an excep­
tion. These bishops list the first four general councils chronologically, 
viz. after the aspect of the heresies which they refuted. The teaching 
of these four councils is the content of their confession in which 
they intend to persevere. For Chalcedon, however, they emphasise 
that it is 

a Council celebrated by many holy bishops at the command of the Bishop of 
Rome, Leo, who is truly the head of the bishops, and of the illustrious Bishop 
and Patriarch Anatolius, and ratified by two Emperors, a Council which we, together 
with all the clergy and the Christian people, possess as our property and in which 
we intend to remain. 56 

55 Cf. the letter or the Chakedonian bishops of Egypt, CE 7: ACO II 5. p. u. 30£; CE 8 
(letter of the same bisbops to Anatolills); ibid. , p. 18. ~6; p. 19.40; CE 13 (the letter of Anatolius): 
ibid., p. 25, 29: CE 14 (the lettcr of the bishops of rhe province Europa): ibid .• p. 27. 5-6: per 
de; graliallJ Calrhedorle (ol/wllm magllulII smrcwmque tl rmiversale (ollcilium. Similar expressions occur 
in other letters. 

56 CE 19: ACO II 5. p. 32. 11-17. We cite lines 15-17: quod concilium nos cum omni clero et populo 
Christiano usque adfinem tenentes et possidelrtes ill eo cOIICupiscimus permanere. The reception of the Council 
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With regard to the other letters of the Codex encycliu5, we shall estab­
lish two points. I. One group measures Chalcedon on1y by Nicaea; 
thus they acknowledge only a relative authority for Chalcedon. 2. 

The second group, however, is prepared to see in addition to this 
orientation towards Nicaea Cha1cedon's own conciliar function, and 
thus to ascribe to it as well an authority in itself. an absolule valu . 
What is meant by this will have to be determined more closely. Hence 
both groups are opposed to Timothy and his supporters, whose opi­
nion is expressed in CE 9. For them Chalcedon does not exist, as 
is the case also with the Council of Constantinople. For them the 
First General Council is so perfect that its creed needs no interpre­
tation, 'because it is interpreted by itself and proclaims clearly the 
mystery of devotion' . 57 

The first group. These bishops look through Chalcedon towards 
Nicaea, as one views a distant object through a telescope, which 
itself is only the instrument for seeing but not the goal of observation. 
The reason for 'making an instrument' of Chalcedon is this; it is 
intended to emphasise that in 451 no innovation was added to the 
faith, but that only thefides antiquit£ls existens i.e. the Symbolum Nicae­
num, was ratified anew. 58 According to Anatolius. the whole task 
of the Fourth Council consisted in removing the scandals against this 
faith, reimpressing the Creed ofNicaea on the household of the faith 
(domesticis fidei) and interpreting it for heretics, viz. with sanctions, 
'cum terrore'. The two other general Synods between 325 and 451 
served the same purpose. At the Council of Chalcedon they were 

is expressed by the words tenere and possidere, and is represented as an act or the clergy and of 
the whole people. Leo. with special emphasis. and Anatolius are named before the Emperors. Tnc 
countries of the lower Danube. the area where the old Roman veterans settled. relained their orien­
LlItiol1 to WC!it Rome. This is trut as well for the llIyriall Marcellinus Comes. who. ill his Chronicl. 
for the ye~rs 379-S3<\.. which was composed io Latin ill COTlStantinople. writes with reg,1"[d [Q the 
year 458: • For the benefit of the Tome of Chalcedon Emperor Leo sem throughout the whole- wocld 
to all the bishops of the orthodox an itldividuallettcr. each simUnr in wording (Jill~t/Ills COllSollillltrsl/u .. 
• . . epiSlUlnJ), so that they could indicate to him in their letters of reply what t11ey all thought. of 
this Tome. From all these bishops he received letters which were so much oCone accord (wlIspirQllltS 
•.. cpiswlas) that One could think that they were dicc:lted at the same time by the mouth of one 
man. Cf. T. Mommsen. ClmllJim /II/110m = MGH. Aller. Ane. XI , vol. :z (Berlin 1894) R7, 9-17. 
Liberatus. BrcliiarillIH 1 S: ACO II 5. p. 1:24. JQ-)l. affirms a clear-cut consenslIs. but one that 
is motivated by the reference to NiCllcA: 'They write back that Chalccdon is to be defended up 
to the sheddlog of blood. becnuse it held no other filirh rh3n "VIm the Synod of NiC1lea established 
. . .•. Cf. also Vicror ofTunnuna. C/lrollicorl: Mommsen. Clnoll/'" /III/lorn 187.24-188. 4- (ad annum 
46S} 

5 CE 9: AC II s. p. ;tl. 1- 2. 
58 Anacolius himself. who nss~redly did not conceal his interest In rhe validity of Chalccdon, 

speaks in this way. Cf. CE 13: ACO n 5. p. 25.]4-26.1: 'That Synod {of 4511, iu order to destroy 
the scandals which at that time seem to have arisen against the pure f:lith. did not invent (i,lllovavir) 
::mother faith, it did not destroy Ithe faith I which was in existence from or old. iL did not add 
anything to rhe confession which lad been handed down from past times. it did not dimilllsb the 
faith which is al ways kept and saves r us1. but it prescribed that the Crc:ed of the 31S noly Fathers 
be kept uncontaminated and invio late by those: who arc of the faith (do/lles/ids fidel) and be handed 
on with dire warning (Will tarore trod.) to those who are imbued with ungodliness'. 
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ratified injust this function. Chalcedon's unique characteristic consists 
in destroying the seeds of the (heretical) weed which had been sown 
by Eutyches. 59 Anatolius, indeed, calls Chakedon "sanctum et univer­
sale concilium' or 'deo amabilis ac venerabilis synodus'. But it has only 
a relative significance, viz. to be in the service ofNicaea, and a purely 
negative task, viz. to destroy newly arisen heresies which had not 
been condemned by previous councils. Hence the Bishop does not 
speak also, for instance, of the inspiration of Chalcedon, but only 
of the fact that it 'was celebrated at the command of the Emperor'60, 
which without a doubt should be understood as a hint to the Emperor 
not to allow a council, summoned by imperial power itself, to fall. 
Anatolius says nothing about Chalcedon's formula of faith in the 
realisation of which he, however, shared-even ifnot with complete 
success. 61 Of the existence of this formula of faith we would learn 
nothing from the letter of the Bishop, were we not otherwise 
informed. 

The most important example of an interpretation which is, indeed, 
positive, but which, however, makes Chalcedon relative with regard 
to Nicaea is the letter of Bishop Basil of Seleucia (CE 27), one of 
the most significant witnesses of the history of Chalcedon. He 
attended all synods from 448 to 451. 62 This bishop, who did not 
die as some have thought in 458 but only in 46863, can without doubt 
be regarded as the most significant mediator between Antiochene 
and Cyrillian christologies, between diphysite and monophysite 
christologies. To all appearance he is worthy of little trust, for in 
448 he was one of those who condemned the Archimandrite Eutyches, 
at the Synod of Ephesus (449) he accepted the mia physis formula, 
and at Chalcedon he voted once again with the majority, after he 
had been rehabilitated. On closer examination, however, as far as 
the substance is concerned, he is consistent; hence in formulating this 
way and that he is so cautious that he cannot be accused of dishonour­
ing his convictions. On the basis of his christological statements from 
448, 449 and 451, one can without too much difficulty make clear 
to the reader what is common to the different parties in the christologi­
cal dispute, but also at the same time the vast differences between 

5~ Ibid .. p. 26. ~4. 
(.0 Ibid., p. 25.35: S)'1I0/lIlS ex i",perlali IIIIIl SlHlCliOlIC ,debm/II. 
61 CCT P. 543; JdChr (2. 753 . . 
62 On Basi l of Scleuda ~~e CCT 12, 5;\5, n. 29; 548fJ ;JdCh.r 12. 733 f.: 756-758, 761: 767-768. 
63 On .h.i~ year of deJ(h cf. E. hlonigm"IlIl, 'Tbeodorcttl5 of Cyrrhus ~nd Basil of Se.I~ucia ('fhe 

T ime of their Deacb) ', islc m, Parris/I, Stllr/ies (ST 173 . Vatknn ,1953), 180-184. Importam studies 
dealing with Bnsi! nre: T. Sagl-.I3unic. 'DIIU Pelftctn' ci 'Duoe 'W/I/ FOf' ill dtifjlli!iol'/e dogmar/en CIW/c6QO llcmi 
(Rema-LaurenriallUOl 19(4); idem, 'Oelll pVrjWlIS CI fl~/!IO petfr'illS' II Cmldli~ Epire'i"'{' (0 . ,431) ad 
ClInI(fdOlIl'II$~ (II. 431) (Rom,;' 1965); M. van Parys, L evolutIon de Ia doctrine chrJSwlogIG"e de 
Basile de Sclcucie" l r{1II44-(r971) 493~S14 (here there is also furthcI li terature): M . Aubinf!"ll, Htllllclies 
Pasca/es = SC 187, 167-277. ' 
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them. M How does a man who was invol ved in the history of Cha1ce­
don in a special way assess it at this particular time? 

Basil confesses: 'The intention of the Council ofChalcedon is utterly 
clear-cut'.('S (1) It conforms namely, to the evangelical message; (2) 
it preserves the Creed ofNicaea intact (it rejects every ungodly inter­
pr ration of thi Creed and seeks to explore carefully tbe meaning 
of its words and to make this clear); (3) it preserves also the decisions 
ofche Co\.mcil of Constantinople. (Basil names as the principal point 
on this Council the doctrine of the Holy Spirit and the one nature 
in the Trinity; he says nothing, however, about the condemnation 
9£ Apollinariaoism.) (4) Furthermore, he names the main concern 
for Chalcedon: the extermination oftbe ungodly and intolerable fan­
cies of the Manichaeans (Eutychians) which are disguised under the 
appearance of devotion. (5) The explanation of the method ofChalce­
don is important. asil admits that the Council needed 'many reasons 
and many word to be produced' (muftis enim rationibt4S eguit illa synodus 
11'Iu,ltisque verbis). In doing this, however, it had no intention ofputting 
innovations in the place of already clear definitions. Rather through 
a full 'interpretation' ev ry a sault of the 'robbers of truth' on the 
Creed of Nicaea would be thwarted. (i(j The expression 'interpl'etatio 
latior is significant from the point of view of the history of theology, 
precisel y because the main reproach of the Alexand rians against Chal­
cedon was that it coined a new formula of faith in violation of the 
agreement of Ephesus (43 1). According to Basil, it is in fact not 
a matter of a new formula of confession, but only of hermeneutical 
instructions for the interpretation of Nicaea, for which two docu­
ments will be of service. One is the Obloquuntur letter of Cyril against 
Nestorius (Second Letter against Nestorius), and the other is Leo's 
Tome to Flavian. As a third letter the members of the Synod of 
Chalcedon 'added that letter which, as is well known, was written 
to the Fathers of the Eastern Church'. 67 Here is meant the Laetentur 
letter of Cyril, containing the so-called Formulary of Reunion which 
became the model for the christological statement of Chalcedon. But 

M On Basil's c:hristology sec below. 
65 cr. CE 27: ACO II 5, p. 47. 24: Calc"cdollclIsis €oJJcilii illlclltia csl lIalde jirm/s.lima. On the 

following ~ec especially ibid. , p. ~.7, 24-48, 3!. 
M Ibid . • p. 47, 36-37: •.. SEd 11/ {/IIClweln/follr Intinri fO/lnmell cOlilm symbofu/n mltd/In/IIIII IntrO/libllS 

Iler/Mlis auIcl'l't't. The word 'In/rollcs' is possibly An Alhlsion to lhc use of , la/rod III 11111' for Ephesus 
n. The bishops oC NOIIII lip/rllS c()nl~t the brevity of the Creed of Nicaen with the wordiness 
of the Fathers of Chalcedon (CE 47: ACO Il s. p. 96. 1 t-14) : 'Even if ~he exposition of falth 
which was proclaimed (celebm/a) a~ ChaJccdon runs to many disco\ITses (plllrlmis sermoNiblls fXI~f1daCllr). 
ocvCl'thdess it is concerned with those which it has dcmonstrnbly recalled in whnt precedes and 
it is as it were. the interpretation of tho~e few syUable&'. 

6~ Cf. CE :27: ACO U 5, p. 48, ~S-3 l . The text of I. 2S-26 Is conrtlsed. Sec the proposal or 
Schwam in the npparatus ad Joe. We shall return to the significance of this letter for understanding 
Basil's position. 
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the Obloquuntur letter receives the strongest stress, certainly because 
it played a role both in 43 I and in 45 I, and hence bound the Council 
of Ephesus to Chalcedon. Consequently, the Council of Chalcedon 
cannot be in contradiction to the earlier Council! With the stance 
adopted here at least the supporters of Timothy with their letter to 
the Emperor (CE 9) are disclaimed, for they see an irreconcilable 
opposition between the two Councils. One and the same letter was 
at the earlier Council the main argument against Nestorius, and at 
the Council ofChalcedon destroyed the folly ofEutyches. Thus Cyril 
was the splendour of the Council of Ephesus and the praeceptor of 
the Council of Chalcedon. Cyril agrees, however, with Leo in his 
Tome against Eutyches.68 

But in spite of the signiflcance of the! e documents, the Creed of 
Nicaea retains its precedence. The letters of Cyril and Leo are to 
be ranked below this Creed.69 Witl them one wanted only to strike 
home at the pretended Nicene faith of the Eutychians and their con­
cealed Manichaeism. 'More vigilance is necessary with refoard to them 
than with regard to the ungodly cunning of Nestor ius'. 0 To be sure 
the Eutychians confess rightly (in contrast to the 'two sons doctrine' 
of Nestorius which was inimical to Nicaea) the one and the same 
Christ, 

but they annul again the characteristics of the two natures which have been united, 
and they profess neither the passibility of the flesh of the Lord nor the impassibility 
of the godhead'.7l 

It is only in this passage that Basil goes briefly into the diphysite 
formula of Chalcedon without making the attempt to build a bridge 
of understanding for its opponents, although of all the bishops of 
that time he was perhaps the one best in a position to do so. The 
Chalcedonian formula of faith is itself in no way positively rated, 
nor even mentioned. The reading out of the various letters of Cyril 

68 Ibid., p. 48, 34-49, 2 : 'For the text (Iit/eme) of the same letter written by Cyril to the ungodly 
Nestorius was honoured (flore/lIes) at both Councils; at Ephesus it censured the blasphemous Nestorius 
and at Chalcedon it destroyed the madness r vesania, no doubt in Greek mallia] of Eutyches; and 
on account of the same words in the former Council IEphesusl Cyril was crowned with the praise 
of all as the wise father of the Alexandrians, and again at the lauer Council 1 C hJ.lcedon I after his 
death he was proclaimed, so to say, as praeceplor plOlalis. IT he bi~hops whol gathered at Cha.1 ccdOll 
brought forward publicly, apart from the letters (rx "pis/ll/i's ) of th~ Illost blessed yri! , 'nothmg 
else except those words Leo, beloved of God and litlhcr of fhe Church of HO rTIc. addrusscd to 
Flavian of holy memory against the madness of E\ltych~'S, 111 which he is d isccrlI cd to agree with 
the statements of the most blessed Cyril' . On this ntaru!r cf. P. Galcier. 'Saint yrillc d'Ah:xaodric 
et saint Leon Ie Grand a Chalcedoine', Cltalkedon. I, 345-387, 

69 Ibid., p. 49, 2-4: 'And the Synod (of Chalcedon] tendered these (letters] not as if it wanted 
to contend that they were more valid than the creed of the Fathers gathered at Nicaea , . .' . 

70 Ibid., p. 49, 7-8 . We have seen that Leo the Great judged Manichaeism in the same way 
(I. (ro8). 

71 Ibid., p. 49, 10-12. 
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and Leo is for him of greater significance than the newly created 
formula of faith itself. These letters are understood by Basil, more­
over, only as a testim ny for Nicaea and as texts for its interpretation. 
Hence the whole 'doctrinal work specific to' Chalcedon is its capacity 
to witness to Nicaea, which has been documented in this way. 72 

Solely on account of tills connexion with Nicaea, therefore, must 
Chalcedon be upheld. The same is also true of Ephesus. 73 

Bishop Epiphanius ofPerge in Pamphylia, together with the other 
bishops of this regio (CE 31), advocates the relativity of Chalcedon 
in unquestionably the most powerful manner. No doubt they did 
not wish to deny to the Council the proper respect. 74 But all the 
same they wanted to register a certain reserve with regard to Chalce­
don. For obviously its effect is a 'division' or '.splitting' of the simple 
people, which adnuttedly stems from ignorance. Already in his first 
letter which is lost, the Bishop had emphasised. 

that no other doctrine has been transmitted by us to those approaching salvific 
baptism than that which has been expounded with the grace of the Spirit by the 
holy Council ofNicaea ... '75 

On the basis of this baptismal faith which is sufficient for everybody, 
this reverence for Nicaea is determined. Indeed, he also accepts Chal­
cedon, but only as a sllleld against the heretics, not, however, as 
an object of instruction (mathema) for belief (of the candidates for 
baptism). The writing of Leo and of the holy Council ofChalcedon 
was not addressed to the people, who would have been scandalized 
at it, but only to the bishops so that they could withstand the opposi­
tion (or contrary doctrines). 

The unity of two natures or substances in the one Christ we find expounded 
by very many of the holy and famous Fathers who lived with us; but in no way 
at all do we hand this on as an object of instruction (mathema) or as Creed to those 
who are baptised. but reserve it for the battle against the enemyJ6 

72 Ibid .• p. 49, 18-21: 'For the Fathers who celebrated the holy Council of Chalcedon. after the 
most subtle exposition of these letters, once ~gain took the Creed of the Fathers of Nicaea ~s the 
foundation stolle (lap idem); they decreed that it alone was to be disseminated and pteached for the 
tnJjghtellm~nt of the faithful', Thus the bishop docs not have a clear recollection of the prooemium 
of the defmitiOI1 of 451, just as he does nor pay attenrion to tbe sanction which is added at the 
conclusion, Cf. DS 300 and 303 . 

73 ibid., p. 49, 22-24: 'Whoever praises the Council ofChalccdon grea tly admires both the Council 
of Ephesus and the Council of Nicaea; but whoever rejects this Council does not give assent to 
th.e laws of those rSynods] either, bLlll11ercly gives che impression ofprnctising piety' . 

7·1 Cf 3 r: ACO II 5. p. 58, 29-32. (After Epiphanlus explains that he has alre~dy written his 
opinion abom right faith ~nd the COllncil of ,~S I, still al the appeal of the Emperor he has the 
intention of doing this once again .with his 5uObgans): 'Once again we indicate to Your Majesty 
that with the: grace of God we in no way withdraw from its pious decision (ab tillS pie/me), even 
if we judge that the division of the SiDlp.lc people is an injury which in SOl)lC .way they suffer Ollt 

ofi~norance' . 
7 Ibid. , p. 58, 33-34: nulla alia doctrina tradita est a nobis accedentibus ad sa/utare sanctumque baptisma 

nisi quae a sancto Nicaeno concilio gratia spiritali pro/ata est. , . 
76 Ibid., p. ~9. 7-10. 
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Unfortunately the text which follows this exhibits some lacunae. 77 

Apparently Epiphanius wants Emperor Leo to obtain from Pope Leo 
a declaration that his letter to Flavian is not a creed or an object 
for baptismal instruction, just as what the Council itself formulated 
was not either. These documents serve only to ward off heresies. 
They have no positive significance. In various respects Chalcedon 
is here made relative. (r) Nicaea and the confession of faith which 
is contained in its Creed enter into the full Christian life and lay 
hold of it totally78; a defensive council, such as that of Chalcedon, 
cannot have the same significance. (Was not Nicaea also the warding 
off of a heresy?) (2) Nicaea concerns all the faithful. Chalcedon, and 
in particular Leo's letter, affects only the bishops. (3) The simple 
faithful can take offence at Chalcedon and its teaching. (4) Symbolum 
or mathema fidei for baptismal instruction and the liturgy is alone 
the fides Nicaena. 79 The fruit of Chalcedon does not deserve these 
titles of honour, nor does it even raise this claim, as is also noted 
in the acta of the Council. 80 (5) The two-nature formula of the Council 
is played down in its significance: it can be accepted, as the explanation 
of many holy and famous Fathers from the vicinity of the authors 
ofCE 3 r shows. But what is said of the Council as a whole is especially 
true of it: it does not have the significance of (an article of) the Creed. 
The 'in two natures' is advanced by one of the members of the Synod 

77 See E. SChwartz's supplements to the text, ACO II 5, p . 59. 
78 Apart from CE 3 I: ACO II 5, p. 58, 34-59, I, the same argumentation is used in CE 9 

(the letter of Timothy'S party): ACO II 5, p . 2.2., <>--7; CE 39: ACO II 5, p. 770 37-78, 2. and 
finally CE 4 1: AGO II 5, p. 85, s. 

79 The bishop of prima Armeulll ill CE 36 also make reference to the liter.try genre, ACO II 
5. p. 70, IS-.U: 'Therefore we point om th~t the definition by the holy Council ofChalcedon was 
not brought forward as a sym.bol of fruth, but was offer~d as a definition to dcstroy the NestorilUl 
madness nnd to exclude those who are known to deny ule salvation that COllies from the incarnation 
of our Lord Jeslls Cbrist, so that all those who suffer 011 account of this scandal nuy know that 
afrer the orthodox Creed of the 318 holy Fa thers we accept neither increment in DOr diminution 
of what has been defincd so perfectly by the Holy Spirit and we know no other faith, because 
this is nOt the case and we do nOt wisluo hear it, altheugh some say it is the case'. Here Cbalcedon 
has no positive doctrinal significance, but only a ff egalivc onc. It is 'horps' = 'defilJitjo' = 'determinlng', 
as these words signify. Cf. Lampe, A Patristic Greek LeX/COIl, 975, and in addition 973 &p~(1IMl, 
0pl.O"/16.;. T. Schnitzler, [m Kampje 1111/ CI,a/cedoll, 87, is of the opinion that in contmst to these 
bishops of tile: EasL the Synod of Arlc.s (4S I) 'considers even the writings of St. Leo the Greal 
with the phrase "1/1 symbo/II'" fidei" '. The synod in question was certainly a Gallic synod of 4SI , 
but where it was held is unknown; moreover, the text which Schnitlder has in mind says something 
else. Cf. C. Munier, COl/CWO Glllliae A. JI1-A .506= CCL 148 (Turnholti 19(3) 107 If. : Eplstola 
Synodlca Episcoporum GaJHae ad Leonem papam POst Concilillm inreno in loco adunatl,lm: 451, 
L07, 200-)1 : 'Whoever adds to the writing tablets of dIe hean the writings of Your Apostolic Dignity 
ronly the Tome to Piavian is meant] as someouc who does not noglect the mysteries of redemption 
does with tile symbol of f.1ith and las firmly committed it to memory, so tbat he is all the more 
prepared to refute the O.[r<lU of heretics ... '. Thus one docs not have to conclude from this th(lt 
the First Tome irscl( or even me other writings of Leo arc designated as 'symbollllu'. This Tome 
certainly deserves the s3f1le high eslccm as the bapti51TIai Creed docs, but it is not deslgna.ccd a$ 
such or even employed in this way. 

8Q Cf. ACO n I, ~, pp. 116-130. 'n contrast to the two Syl/lbo/n of 315 and 38r which , were 
read out, the Synod refers to its work as a 1I0ros, which, however, is intended to make a Statement 
offaith (circafidelll) . And this lIoros is the f.1idl of the Fathers (ibid ., p. 130, nr. 35. 12.-13). 
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only on account of those who deny the incarnation, but the expression 
was unclear even to many of the Fathers. Hence this formula should 
also be explained more clearly, admittedly in such a way that no 
wrong is done to the authority of tbe Synod. BJ For ChaJcedon should 
remain as it is. Thus these bishops felt that the Synod of 451 was 
a new type of Council which, however, they wanted to recognise 
only in a limited way. A deftnition outside of a (baptismal) creed 
gave them difficulties. Nevertheless Chalcedon has its function in 
restoring the unity which had been destroyed: the acts of violence 
against the bishop cease (an allusion to Alexandria), heretics are 
reduced to silence and everything is guided towards peace in the 
unity of Christ. B2 

The second group. Characteristic of this group of bishops is that 
they also consider Chalcedon as an instrument for endorsing Nicaea, 
but they give attention to this instrument as well and describe it 
in its special endowment. This means that they reflect upon the formal 
authority of Chalcedon and divine assistance which in principle the 
Fathers of 451 enjoy in the same way as the members of the Synod 
of 325. As the first example of the combination of a relative and 
an absolute assessment of Chalcedon, we present CE 30, the letter 
of the bishops gathered at Sardes.83 For them what is at stake in 
the Council ofChalcedon is the 'chief article' or 'summit' of Christian 
faith. At this 

hoiy and general Cowlcil in accordance with the canons .(regll/(Iritcr) presided both 
Leo, the holy and blessed Bishop of great Rome, through the illustrious bishops 
and clerics whom he despatched there as well as Anatolius, lhe holy and ilJustrious 
Archbishop of the royal city, together with the chief bishops (mll1mi saccrdoles) who 
reached accord with rum and passed the same resolutions, together also with many 
holy bishops of the whole world', 

Hence the bishops gathered at Sardes must also follow in their foot­
steps and show them respect, 

because everything which is acknowledged as a resolution of this aforementioned 
holy and general Council was decided in devotion and with divine inspiration; we 
can concur with it, for, indeed, there is no discord between it and the holy and 
general Nicene Co until of 318 Fathers.84 

81 CE 3L: ACO II 5. p, 59, 1",..20: ., . • at the same arne also the In tWO nall1rcs Iformula1 which 
they used and which can perhaps be recognised as a ,nuse of un~ertajnty for thorn {[he simple faithful {. 
although it was put forward by the Father (pol'o Leo?1 on account of those who deny the [rue 
incarnation of me God-Logos. should be indicated more opeilly in these discourses ILc. the explana­
lions which the Emperor should requeSl of Leo I in such away. however. that there be no harm 
done to the holy faith in any' respect', 

Epiphanius lhen produces an important text on 'formulas' in general, having taken as his starting­
poim Ibe ChaJcedonian-·Cyrillian dilcmlrul (SLoe below). 

82 cr, ibid,. p. 59. 24-28: 'May Your Power act fittingly, for the Synod will remain as it is 
, , ,', Thl1s Epipbanius expects everything from a reassuring and clarifying dcclantion of Po pc: Leo 
on the Counell ofGhakedon: peace and l1nity oCthe Church, tbe cessation oCact5 of violence ;lg;lnst 
the bjshops. and the silence of heretics, 

83 CE 30: ACO n 5. pp, 56-57, 
84 Ibid" p. 56, ~3-34' 
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In both Church assemblies the Holy Spirit was active, and at the 
most recent assembly (Chalcedon) ratified what was laid down canon­
ically at the first assembly.8s Hence it tells against Timothy Aelurus 
'that he was not afraid of condemning the Council of Chalcedon'. 86 
According to these bishops, the Fourth Council in its function and 
structure ould expound the faith just as weJl as Nicaea did. For 
Chalcedon too had the inspirationS7 of the Holy Spirit! 

Perhaps Julian of Cius can be considered as the special spokesman 
of this second group. 

I shall also make known to Your Power what I think about the holy Council 
of Chalcedon. This [Council], of course, in no way departs from the truth, because 
unanimously under divine inspiration it ratified the faith handed on by the 318 
holy and blessed Fathers; it did not introduce any other doctrine, any other creed, 
any empty [oanula (non Iltl/lam eXjJos;t;ottem; the Greek being no doubt KEvo~o'Y(a 
or K&VO~E~(a) or duality in the only-begotten Son of God; it did not solemnly pro­
claim any innovation at ' aJl ; it also agrees in everything with the Council of the 
150 fathers [Constantinople] <IUd the Council of Ephesus. at which presided the 
thrice blessed and holy Fathers, Celestine. Bishop of the city of Rome, and Bishop 
Cyril of Alexandria. We beseech Your Power to preserve intact what was decided 
by Christ about himself through it [the Council]. Where, therefore, such a number 
of bishops was gathered, where there was the presence of the holy gospels and 
at the same time frequent prayer, there we believe the master builder of the whole 
crea tion was present with his invisible power". 88 

The validity of Chalcedon is hence gauged first of all against the 
previous conciliar tradition, above all against Nicaea. Positively, this 
means the ratification of three earlier councils; negatively, all devia­
tions with regard to the First Council are excluded by its teaching. 
But to this relative point of view is added the absolute reason for 
the Council's efficacy-at Chalcedon Christ himself was active. He 
used the Council for the purpose of allowing himself to be spoken 
about. The Council was especially the place of the activity of the 
creative power of God, i.e. certainly of the 'Holy Creator-Spirit'. 
The holy gospels were also present there, i.e. in the work of the 
Council they were the supreme nonn. Through urgent prayer contact 

as Ibid .• p. 56. 34-36: 'Por God, who once through those I Fathers of Nicaea I explained the faith 
canonica lly (rcg,ilnriler). has also coofinned it again now through these (Fathers ofChalcedonl. because 
according to the Apostle one and the same Holy Spirit has worked every thing (d: I Cor 12., u)'. 
The word 'regll lm'iler' is in Greek KaV01J~Kiii~ . cr. ad voc. Lampe. A Palrls[lt Crrek Le:l:icol/: 'cal/ol/iratl)'; 
I. a((orr/ ill.!! 10 eu/e#lIsilcnl tnllO/l or regulmio/ls·. 

86 [bid .• p. 57.2-3: mwl!elllllri,zare. 
87 Besides CE 30 many other leucrs speak of this inspiration of Cha)cedon: CE ~5 : ACO II 

5. ];. 43. 31; Cllld,edMel/Se cll/rem",), dlvillil"S i'lSp.iMIUII/; CE 34: ACO U 5. p. 66. 25: Chalcedon 
r:mflcd the faith of Nicaea aivillil inspimri(llle. The same (idem) Holy pirit (ns at Nicaea) was also 
acdveat the Council orCollstanlinoplel CE 40: ACO " 5. p. 83,40. Cf. H. J. Sieben. Die KOllzil.l ldu 
der A llt l/ Kltche, 258-263. 

88 CE 34: ACO II S. p. 66. 22..-33: here only I. 30--34 ore cited from the Latin text: supplicamus 
igilur Vel/rae potol/rJac IIr IlIvio/abi/freY cOlISuildis ell qilM II Chrislo pcr Ipsl/lII d~ ip.!o /,elle sunl tonsIl/uta. 
,/ili ell im ralllorrml erG I CClII,greglll/l mult1ll1d" pOlllljicum d SGII(/Onllll I"'acselltil1 ellall,gellor/HI! et ftequens slmu/ 
omtlo. IfI le emlillfae 1011115 opifrccm ill uisiblli virlllie rrcdlmllsjilissr prMseu/ClIl. 
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with God and Christ was sought. Finally, the great number of bishops 
is also a reason for the special presence of the Spirit of God or a 
guarantee of the orthodoxy of the assembly. Hence there is proposed 
here a theology ofcouncils. Julian reflects on the authority ofChalcedon 
and of 'councils' in general. The various grounds for this authority 
have already been named: the presence of Christ and of the gospels, 
the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, but also the unanimity of so many 
bishops which came about through the inspiration of the Holy 
Spirit. 89 Thus there is allusion to the idea of consensus. As a council, 
Chalcedon receives an autonomy of its own authority which is 
deduced from its intrinsic functioning as a council. This functioning 
is not, however, attributed to a 'deyice', but to the attentive, faithful 
striving for the illumination of the Spirit through prayer and the 
study of the gospels. It is not the meeting together of the bishops 
on its own which ensures success. Behind this emphasis on the faith­
ful, religious endeavour of the Council ofChalcedon no doubt stands 
the contrasting picture of the violence which Timothy had applied. 90 

Other bishops too seek to establish their view of the validity of 
Chalcedon by reference to the criterion of the conciliar act itself. 
Thus the bishops of Pontus Polemoniacus with their metropolitan 
Euippus speak of the age, the wisdom and the intellectual giftedness 
of the Fathers of Chalcedon, and also of the inspiration of Nicaea 
and Constantinople. 91 All other councils are surpassed by Chalcedon 
on account of the size of the gathering. 92 The Archbishop of Sardes 
in Lydia, with the members of his synod, sees 'the bishops of the 
whole world' gathered at Chalcedon. 93 The whole oikumene was thus 
represented. 

From all these statements we see that at least in one part of the 
letters of the Codex encyclius the conciliar singularity and autonomy 
ofChalcedon are reflected upon. There is no doubt that in this second 
group the relationship to Nicaea is also preserved, but it is not exag­
gerated or at all played off against the Council of Chalcedon. Why 
should even Nicaea as a council have an absolutely singular place 
in the line of the councils? Nowhere was a reason given for this, 

11') Ibid., p. 66. Z4-2.j:jidrm Irmlllnm .•. rO/lSOJln voltmwe nlvilla ilispirnliolfefirmGvil. togetner with 
I. ~~J2: . .. ld/rtOt'1f1tt •.• colIgrrgal<1l11lli!/rudQ pomijilwl/. 

Ibid ., p. 66, 17-20. 
91 CE 40: ACO II 5. p. 8J. 36-.\0: ' ... we say [about tbe Fathers of 45 11 tbat considering the 

Iluillboc of tbose men, mighty in age nnd wisdom ~nd ncln'llr"ble itl 01.1 spiritu;d gifts, beyo nd nil 
tbis also glorifying the faith or the devout number whom the Holy Spiri t gnthcrcd ill rhe city of 
Nic3e~ a,S we]] as the ISO wbom the same Spirit drew together in the [mp~r nl City ... ·. 

n Thus CE 26 (from the archbishop o( Elil~sa in the province of PllOell lte LibllJ/clI.!is): ACO II 
S, p. 4S. 3-4: d,' bealis pa/riblil Ca/dlet/ollt (ollecti!, qu/ sJlP ~t1orn qrl{Ii~'" collrilia IIIrrililruJi'llC Imu.« I'Jldcrrwl, 
Similarly CE.l8: ACO II S, p. 50, 25: /lw/lillldo pOUlijicum. 

'13 Cli 30: ACO II' S. p. S6, 29: ••• saltalm'm; 10';11.1 orbls cpis(Qp i, who aU deddcd t.he same th illg 
as Leo and Anatolius. 
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just as we found none either in the writings of Leo of Rome. On 
the contrary, the more the 'representation' of the whole Church is 
demanded, e.g. for the status of a council, the more Chalcedon may 
lay claim to a special position. As no other COlUlCil had been able 
to do previously, it was able to speak in the name of the Church. 
Hence whoever rejected it, placed himself simply at variance with 
the whole Church. For this reason the wrong enacted by Timothy's 
party consisted precisely in its having stirred up 'war against the 
Church'. This is the case, because they waged 'war against such great 
Councils' . 94 

011 the basis of this analysis we can already sketch a clearer picture 
of the reception of Chalcedon. With the exception of Timothy and 
of Amphilochius of Side who has been mentioned briefly, none of 
the witnesses examined rejects the Council; all accept it positively. 
Even so, the way in which it is accepteq. is quite different. The slightest 
degree of reception is present where Chalcedoll is seen purely in 
its auxiliary position to Nicaea, and the Fourth COlmcil is conceded 
neither its own statement in a doctrinal sense nor its own function 
or autonomy in the sense of a theology of the councils. The reception 
is more positive where Chalcedon is realised to be necessary for purg­
ing the Eutychian heresy, or as well for the 'explanation', 'interpre­
tation' of Nicaea, or even for the 'revelation'95 of its intention. For 
here it is at least conceded that even Nicaea had not achieved every­
thing, for every council is summoned in a particular situation that 
is peculiar to it alone. Finally, where consideration is given to the 
intrinsic characteristic of the Fourth Council as the actio Ecclesiae in 
Christ and the Holy Spirit, the justification of Chalcedon on the 
level of a theology of the councils is intimated. Accordingly, the 
way is made clear for an appreciation of the Council for reasons 
which are no less proper to Chalcedon than to Nicaea. The Council 

!l+CE .20 (from BasiJ, Archbishop of Antioch): ACO II S. p. 34, r8-20: ' . . . tbey have shown 
themselves 10 have waged war ag3inSl the Cburch. presumptuously rejecting snch great Councils. 
i.e. of the 150 Fathers:md oftbose wbo gathered at Chalcedon·. The concrcechistoric;;U clrcll1llB[ances 
of the Council of 381 are in the meantime (orgott~. C( CE 35: ACO II S, p. 68, 8-]0: the 
supponers of Timothy are against the episcopate of the whole world (c~lIfrnrii ",llores ... smworllm 
ep,sGoporrlm 1]111 ill 1010 orbe ,0IlSi.s'''III). In CE 45 (fTom the bishops of prima Galalia) : ACO 
II s. p. 9r. 2.6-28. it is said that 'the breach with Chalcedon is not just simply a nominal renunciation 
of a council, but je is in realiry a separation from the college of bishops of the whole world (rtb'/J 
CllI/tlll 'I'sis curltlo totius IIllflltii eol/etio soeerilo/1I111 shIt IluMo segregant"r). In CE 8 (from the Egypti:m 
bishops): ACO n 5. p. 18, 35H'9. 2., we read of certain monks eKcommunicating t1lC1nseives by 
their refusal of Chalcedon: et seme1ipsos, si~lIt el lilt ['" Timothy]. ax IJIIO Calcl/edo/lellse SOlla1/1lI et. 
/lIIiversQle €ollrililllll ctiebrolll lll est, n cOllI/lIIl1liorrf.gelleralis etc/aiM SllSpCllllertlllt. 

9S Cf. CE 2S (from Dorotheus of Tyrus): ACO II s. p. 43. 22-26: ' .. . we declare that [the­
Council of Chalcedon J is in no respect Or way in opposition to (disco/'dat) the exposition of the 
holy Fachcts gatllctcd lut Nicae.l). Nor is it 3S though 11118 "Councilor ,4511 were held beCAuse 
the t"aching of lhe predeccSliors who were at Nicaca had lOO little (ontCnI, but so that through 
rhe Council of Chalcedon lhe intention of their exposition OL1Y be reve.,lcd (rcllt lattlf illlflllio), • Thus 
Nicaea needs no supplement; at the most what is needed is a clarification ofilS statement. 
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of 32 5 had admittedly passed the crucial test of the Arian controversy 
for two generations, and thus had an aura all its own. If one leaves 
aside the Germanic peoples who had become Arian, that Council 
no longer had any opposition' this is particularly the case if one looks 
at the smaller area of the Byzantine empire. Through the conflict 
of the Nicene Fathers with fanatical opponents and their victory over 
them, the Nicene faith and Creed were appropriated in a mamler 
which we cannot establish for any other document offaith. The break 
for the First Council consisted in the fact that it incorporated its 
statement of faith in a creed which was suitable for baptism and 
liturgy. It was not without reason that some groups of bishops 
expressed the sentiment that Chalcedon did not seize the same oppor­
tWlity and did not secure for itself the same place in the kerygmatic, 
liturgical and sacramental life of the Church. One can in no way 
create a 'Sitz im Leben' subsequently. A document with its literary 
genre is born out of it. Once again, speaking in the sense of the 
critics ofChalcedon. its document of faith also has its 'Sitz im Leben' , 
yet this place was patently not in the hearts of the believing people, 
but in the will of the Emperor and in the heads of bishops and theolo­
gians. Will the situation ever change for the Fourth Council? We 
are only at the beginning of our investigation into the reception of 
this Council. 

Tne question of the reception of this Council in its decisive aspect 
has not yet come into view. What does the Codex encyclius divulge 
about the christologicaZ understanding of the bishops, tqus about the 
reception oftlle content of the Council? For the question of the appro­
priation or non-appropriation of a council is not so much decided 
on the basis of the recognition of its formal authority. but rather 
from the acceptance of the content of its theological statement, in 
our case of the christology of the Fourth Council. But this again 
presupposes that first of all a level is attained from which the docu­
ment of faith of Chalcedon ought to be interpreted. Only a few 
letters provide evidence that the appropriate presuppositions are pre­
sent. On these grounds we also have a criterium for gauging how 
far Chalcedonian christology was actually 'understood'. 

V. THE CLASSIFICATION OF METHOD AND THE UNDERSTANDING OF 

THE CONTENT OF THE CHRISTOLOGY OF CHALCEDON 

The endeavour to attain the content of the statement of Chalcedon 
does not depend only on one's positive or negative attitude to the 
Council as a whole, but also on one's readiness to apply the theological 
method whichin filet was employed-even if only some of the Fathers 
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were aware of it. With an apposite phrase Bishop Euippus (CE 40) 
characterises the way in which one can approach such a statement 
of faith: in the manner either of a fisherman or of Aristotle. 96 In 
other words, one can consider Chalcedon simply from the kerygmatic 
viewpoint or one can approach it by reflecting upon it in a philosophi­
cally trained manner. Most of the letters of the Codex encyclius remain 
on the kerygma tic level in their assessment of the Council. Either 
they want to reduce the document of faith itself completely to this 
or they confess their own alienation from the text and classify it 
accordingly. Only a few bishops are capable of going beyond the 
kerygmatic assessment of the formula of faith and noticing as well 
the new step which Chalcedon takes with regard to language and 
the history of theology. This distinction will be made evident on the 
basis of the texts, for in these a portion of the history of faith and 
theology is revealed. 

The consistentkerygmatic attitude of the bishops in the Codex etlcyc­
/ius is extremely commendable. It is not 'concepts' (hypostasis) physis) 
which playa role. but baptismal instruction and faith. They wanted 
to continue to model this instruction on the basis of the Nicene Creed. 
This intention is so strong that no opportunity was afforded to the 
Fourth Council ever to become the foundation for baptismal cateche­
sis. Everything is measured by the baptismal faith of Nicaea. 

We have and preserve the faith in which we were born and with which we-this 
is the prayer of us all-wish to come before the dreadful judgement seat of God; 
the faith in which we were also baptised and with which we who without merit 
were called to the office of bishop fill those who receive the grace to believe [ = the 
candidates for baptism].97 

This baptismal faith rests upon the evangelists and apostles, but it 
was established in Nicaea. There the bishops defined the apostolic 
religion perfectly and in the spirit of the apostles, and thus preserved 
the Church's treasury of faith. The other synods-Chalcedon 
included-had to be summoned to ward off the heresies which had 
newly arisen and they decreed that this (Nicene) faith was to be pre­
served intact. 98 The bishops of Paphlagonia emphasise their own 
fellowship with the 'faithful' on the basis oftms evangelical. apostolic. 
Nicene faith99, which, however, is preserved at the other councils. 

'16 CE 40 ACO 11 S. p. 84. 2-3: lIaec Ithe opiuion on Cha1cedon1 trgo breviter piscotorir et /10/1 
Arillote/jee ·sllggoss,'m"s. 

~7 CE 45 (froDl the bishops of' prima Galatin): ACO II s. p. 90. l4-l7. 
98 C( ibid .• p. 90. 27-39. In order to differentiate the peculiarity of Chalcedon ~s a council from 

Nicaea, several letlCfs place eDlphasis on its goal of countering heresy: CE 29: ACO II S, p. s~. 
35-54. 17 (certainly the longesL rem:u:ks 0/1 this [heme); CE 31: ACO n S. p. 59. 16-21; CB 
35: ACO II S. p. 67. 81f. and I. '5-2J; CE 41: ACO II S. p. 85, 12-)8; CE 45: ACO II S. 
p. 90. 34-91 , 2 (Ihis letter gives prominence to the necessity for Chalcc::don to combat two contrary 
heresies: qllaJi ex qllndlllll diomtlro rltl'OlIl'lrlc ,edargucIIs lIeHIa/is ad.vers/tatem). 

99 CE 42: ACO n s, p. 86, 28- 36. 
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Indeed, whoever does not accept these councils, in particular Chalce­
don, destroys the very basis of faith which has been handed on. Be­
cause, however, the baptismal catechesis and liturgy are tied entirely 
to the Creed (Nicene), the possibility that the formula of Chalcedon 
be used in baptismal instruction itself is denied, as we have already 
seen. loo Only the bishops should occupy themselves with it-and 
this above all in the battle against the heretics. Such a determined 
attitude is interesting. It permeates more or less the whole of the 
Codex encyclius. This means that the usual globaljudgement that with 
Chalcedon the Church fell prey to Hellenistic formulas and an abstract 
theology is not correct. The study of the Codex encyclius can provide 
worthwhile assistance in creating a change of opinion here. 

Though this kerygmatic, pastoral attitude of the bishops of the 
Codex encyclius is so important, it still has its problems, which the 
bishops themselves cannot escape. Not all of the bishops cope success­
fully with them. In their reflection on the validity of Chalcedon 
and its 'new' definition of faith, the bishops fall into two groups: 
one conservative, and the other open-minded. Or perhaps better, 
two attitudes arise which in some bishops even struggle with each 
other: an attitude which is set purely on preservation and one which 
is open for what is new. The problem was this: Ephesus had resolved 
that no new definition offaith should be drawn up. 101 A new definition 
had come which had to prove itsjustification above all in the struggle 
against the Alexandrians. All the bishops of the Codex encyclius 
acknowledge this fact. There is only one exception that has been 
recorded by the Church historians; we shall have occasion to speak 
of this again. For all that, only a few of the bishops deal with the 
peculiar novelty of this formula or are able to characterise it correctly. 
But all of them feel more or less that there was a new formulation 
of faith. How is this novum to be explained, considering the prohibi­
tion of Ephesus? Basil of Seleucia, about whom we have already 
spoken, dodges the question by dealing only with the creeds and 
letters read out at Chalcedon and by not examining the new formula. 
Other bishops attempt to cope with this fact by giving prominence 
to their 'conservative' function. Thus in several letters there is talk 
of Chalcedon's formula of faith signif~ing no 'addition', but also 
no 'diminution' of the faith of Nicaea. 1 2 Its function is that of con-

100 Cr. above the comments ofCE 31 and ~6 and the texts cited in n. 75-79. 
101 Cone. EphesiLlum. Can. VII: COD ( 1973) 65: Deerevit sanCIa synodus aliam fidem nulli lieere 

proJerre vel (o"scribere vel (OmpOIlVr~ praeler definilam a sanelis palribus qui Nieaeam per Spiritum sanelum 
eonvenerunt . .. 

102 Here are some references to a few texts of this kind with their main catch-phrases: CE 14: 
ACO II 5. p. 27. 4--9 (nee augmenlum quoddam vel delraetionem Jeeerit); CE 13 (above n. 58); CE 
H: ACO II 5. p. 65. 9-16 (nee a/iquod augmentum aul delraetionem in symbolo sanelo Jecisse eognovimus). 
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firming anew Nicaea and the other previous councils. This is the 
sense in which all those bishops speak who attribute to it a function 
which is purely relalive. i.e. relative to Nicaea, and who hardly ack­
nowledge the autonomous act of the Council of 451. But would 
Nicaea itself have been possible, if the bishops at that time had not 
had the courage to make an additio to an older baptismal creed or 
to introduce a new language for the interpretation of the old kerygma? 
The 1I0/11.00/,/S;os of 325 was likewise felt to be an extra, as later the 
'two nature ' was. Emphasising that Chalcedon signifies no addition 
or diminution to the faith in Christ which had been handed on 
is principally concerned with the content of the confession, not its 
linguistic formulation. To look at the concepts and formulas suits 
very few of the bishops of the Codex e/'l.cyclius. 

Neverth less, we find some considerations on the reciprocal rela­
tionship of the texts of the two Councils of 32S and 451. In the 
letters just cited, the word interpretatio has already emerged. Chalce­
don is a new 'interpretation' ofNicaea, and, indeed, in the first place 
negative: it is not a misinterpretation. to.> Beyond that this interpreting 
has a positive content: Chalcedon is the revelatio, the laying open 
of the intention of the Nicene Council, as CE 25 says, but not without 
once again referring to the conservative function of Chalcedon. 104 

The whole abundance of words at thjs Coul1cilhad no other purpose 
than being a 'broader interpretation' of the Creed ofNicaea, as Basil 
of Seleucia has already told us. lOS From a contemporary viewpoint 
the word interpretation (ePJ.L'l1veLO'.) indicates the problem dearly or 
even shows the way in which two councils and their formulations 
can be determined. Chalcedon intends-in the sense of the bishop 
just named-to guarantee a correct understanding of the Creed of 
Nicaea. For this reason an accomodation of the old creed from the 
fourth century to the situation of the fifth century is also needed. 
Basil does not deign to deal with the problem of the new linguistic 
style used for interpreting the incarnation or to deduce the contribu­
tion ofChalcedon fro111 the newly composed formula offaith. Thus 
his remark about tbe ';nte'pr tatia laliar' promises more than it con­
tains. 

The monk Baradatus tackles the problem of the development or 
of the advance in Christian proclamation and teaching in a more 
resolute manner. He is riled by the Alexandrians who say that 'the 

103 cr. CE 14 (above n. 102). 
104 CE 25 (from the bIshops of PllOen;ce): ACO " 5, p. 43. 24-26 (above in 11 . 95). In I. 31-33 

they say lhal ChaJccdon bas brought ,10 atlgmentum, no correct;o, no ;mmimll 0 and no decisio (mutilation) 
to the old decisions. 

105 Sec: above 11. 66. How be understands tbis 'interpretation' has already been indicated. 
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Council which was held at Nicaea is sufficient for them and they 
will in no way give their assent to Chalcedon',I06 It is noticeable 
that this monk does not fear to use the word adiectio for the history 
of doctrine. He cites various examples for this. Thus the apostles 
(without Paul) gathered at Jerusalem and collaborated to write the 
book 'the acts of the apostles', 'an account of faith in our Lord Jesus 
Christ', (We probably have here a particular 'version' of the legend 
of the origin of the Apostles' Creed which was not known in the 
East.) But afterwards at Antioch Paul ventured to rebuke Peter before 
the whole assembly on account of his behaviour among the Gentile 
Christians. 

Peter and the other apostles did not contradict Paul, but they accepted the words 
of PaLiI with grntitude and remained in true faith, which through Paul had been 
supplemen ted for them. 107 

In this way the supporters of Timothy were also to accept the teaching 
of the holy Council and of Emperor Marcian and everything that 
had been defined at Chalcedon about the true faith. Just as there 
is a development from the Old and to the New Testament and both 
have their validity before God, in the same way Nicaea and Chalcedon 
are also related. Just as the sacrifice of Abraham and the sacrifice 
of Job, although both were very different, pleased God, so also did 
the legislation of the earlier and the later councils. Abraham and 
Job were not baptised and still found the favour of God. In spite 
of all differences we also belon§ to them; 'all of us are also sons 
of Abraham, called to one faith', 1 8 There is thus a legitimate develop­
ment; there is unity in genuine diversity. The monk Baradatus ven­
tured to break the grip of an absolute commitment to a formulation 
once pass d down or to a single council. He takes the middle path 
between an affirmation of the COllD,cil bound up with the complete 
reduction of Chalcedon to Nicaea on the one hand, and the rejection 
of this Council as an illegitimate novitas on the other hand. In his 
letter Baradatus urges that one calmly admit that Chalcedon signifies 
a development. But it is not the loss of unity with Nicaea, and beyond 
that with the gos.pels and the prophets. This monk's presentation 

106 CE ~ 1 : ACO II S, p. 37, 18-22. Thesllpportcrs ofTimotby had indeed written to the Emperor 
(CE 9: ACO It 5. p. 22, 1-2): 'Nor does \he symbol of faith of the said holy Fathers need any 
c.xplnn3rion .ci"'trprela/ione). since it is interpreted through itself and preaches clearly the mysteries 
of devotion'. 

107 Ibid . . p. 37, 28-)0. 

lOS Ibid. , p. 38, 8-12: 'An,d a shorr time ago (dllllllm) the holy and venernble archbishops presented 
in writing La Your Tranquillity the true raiLh nnd WWCt about lNicaca andl Chalcedon; for the} 
arc similar in the eyes of Cod. just as for God the old and [he new covenant are. similar; and as 
[hOC sacrifice of Abraham in the rly period (prill~), nnd that of Job in the middle period (/Ilcd/c). 
and that oJ the.: saints in dlC mo L rccent tim(ls (lloJlissiIllC) were r pleasing 1 in Lhe eyes of God, in 
the same way God accepts lhe legislation of the enrlicr and of the l,net holy Councils' . 
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of christology is archaic and clumsyl09; but on his side is a native 
theological understanding. 

If in Baradatus Chalcedon is acknowledged as a stage in a develop­
ment of Church doctrine, in the words of Bishop Sebastian it appears 
to be simply the final point of this development. 

Just as nothing is lacking to the sun in its proof that it is the sun, so also of 
everything good absolutely nothing is lacking to that great holy and general Council 
of Chalcedon; it does not need anything to be added, nor taken away, because 
it is seasoned as with heavenly salt by the Holy Spirit. 110 

For this reason the Emperor should make his own the judgement 
of such a legitimate and reliable Council. 

Let the Council of Chalcedon be sufficient for you, because taken by itself it 
contains all the old councils of the orthodox in the power of the Holy Spirit. tIt 

These words are directed against efforts of the Alexandrians to sum­
mon a new council which was intended to eliminate Chalcedon. If 
they succeeded in this the whole previous history of the councils 
would be extinguished. 

We have seen that with regard to method, at least in one part 
of the letters of the Codex encyclius, the way is opened for an assess­
ment of Chalcedon which is both positive and concerns content. 
There is also 'development' and 'history' for Christian doctrine. At 
least in relation to the all-dominating Council ofNicaea, its proclama­
tion is no longer fixed at one stage. Yet if we were to seek, for 
instance, a presentation of the state of christological teaching in these 
open-hearted letters, we would be quickly disappointed. If we learn 
anything about this state at all, it is mostly from letters which adopt 
a critical stance towards Chalcedon. 

Particularly in the regions far removed from Byzantium, know­
ledge of the new definition of faith of 45 I was extremely slight. 
The Mesopotamian bishops know only that the Council dismissed 
the various heretics in the history of the Church and confirmed the 
proclamation of the 'trinitarian (sic!) faith' in accord with the Scrip­
tures and the tradition of the Fathers. 112 Bishop Alypius of Caesarea 
in Cappadocia, one of the successors of the great Basil, feels himself 
entirely foresaken. He does not know what happened at Chalcedon, 
because he was not present at the Synod. In order to give an answer 
to the Emperor, he calls together his two bishops. One of them 
is sick and cannot come, but he does send an explanation in writing. 

109 Cf. esp. ibid., p. 36, I-J7, 18. 
110 CE 17: ACO II 5, p. 30, 21-25. In the apparatus Schwartz indicates that Facundus later 

takes over this passage (I. 21-29) in another translatioll. 
III Ibid., p. 3 1,8-9. 
112 Cf. CE 24: ACO II 5, p. 42, 14-19. 
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As Thalassius, the bishop at the time of the Council, brought nothing 
of the acta of Chalcedon with him, Alypius could read nothing other 
than the 'definition'. He looked into it thoroughly, read it repeatedly, 
accepted it and, as he believed, understood and recognised its ortho­
doxy. Because of this he can bring no charge against the Council. 113 

Out of the whole Codex encyclius, it is really only in four of five 
letters that anything of the definition or the christology ofChalcedon 
can be discovered. Basil, the metropolitan of Antioch, together with 
the bishops of prima Syria, cites the text in quite some detail, no 
doubt in recollection of the Antiochene participation in the Formulary 
of Reunion of 433 and the definition of Chalcedon which endorsed 
this. 114 But even here we hear only a little of the two-nature formula 
so welcome to the Antiochenes. They give a paraphrase of the defini­
tion in which important expressions appear, as e.g. 'unus idemque', 
the twofold 'consubstantialis' (consubstantial). It is interesting how 
they introduce the word 'natura' without citing literally the 'in duabus 
naturis'. In the same way they remain silent about the 'one hypostasis' 
or the 'one prosopon', as they also leave unmentioned the 'perfect 
in divinity' and 'perfect in humanity', as well as the 'unseparated'. 
The Chalcedonian line is not abandoned for the benefit of a weaker 
Antiochene formulation. What the Council intended, viz. to express 
the unity and difference in Christ, is successfully achieved by them. 
But they make no attempt, for instance, to justify or interpret the 
two-nature formula against the one-nature formula. They give no 
thought to the task of building a bridge to the Alexandrians and 
their one-nature formula by an explanation of the offensive two­
nature formula. The bond is to be rather the christology of the Council 
ofNicaea. For Basil first of all expounds the doctrine of the incarnation 
as it was presented at Nicaea and later at Constantinople in agreement 
with the Scriptures. The principal statements of these Councils con-

\13 CE 28: ACO II 5, p, 76, 5-24, Because this passage sheds a great deal of light on the situation 
after Chalcedon, we shall cite some sentences from it. 'About the Council of Chalcedon I say 
only this, becnuse I d.id not know what happened (gasra) at Cha/cedon,. !Jot having been at the 
Synod .. , The things which were parriclJlarly examined. and done (ge5fa) by tbe bishops gathered 
in the city of Chalccdon I bn~e not read about (for nothing more of what is known [0 have happened 
there was brought bock here by the bi~h0l' of the time. Thalassius of holy memory); J could only 
examine the definition er fortb by that holy Council which was brought back by him; in' rereading 
this with profit and acceptinG it sympatheticnll r. in undcrsundillg ie also. as I think, with the 
right frAme of lnind a1ld cxami1ling it as it should he. I have found OUt with certainty thnc it doci 
not disagree with right faith', 

114 CE 20: ACO II 5. p. 33, 37-34, 7: '", they [the Fathers of 451] taught that Uesus Christ] 
is one and the same Son both as to his divine and human nature, the same from the Father as 
to his divinity, rhe same from his moth~I as to his humanity. JS God imllqssiblt, as man pnssibJe, 
tbe same according to what was taken from liS is ,onsu·bstantial with us. the same according to 
his birth from the Father is consubstantial with his begetter; lllld what he W3S before the ages is 
manifcst in his nature (lIatt./M IJIdldfoslanJrIl1), and what he assumed into himselrhc ha:>i1l trmh preserved 
in thase last days; by these expressions Lhey did 110( ind ico tc now this one ond then that one, but 
rhe,y glorified becomingly the same Son, Lord and God, whatever is snid aboul him', 
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cern the unity and equality in being of the Son with the Father and 
the true incarnation. Chalcedon corroborates these propositions of 
Nicene faith. Against those who slander the divine nature of the 
Only-begotten by saying that it is passible115, they reply by positing 
the contrary, and teach that the divine substance is uncollvertable 
(i.e. cannot change from divinity into humanity) and unchangeable. 116 

Against those who deny to the Only-begotten the first-fruits of our 
nature (i.e. do not allow him to be really man), they argue on the 
basis of the same Creed by explaining the text. 

For what concerns becoming flesh and becoming man, it [the Creed] has pointed 
to nothing other than the assumption and the uniting of our nature [with the Only­
begotten of the Father]. 117 

It is a matter of the true uniting of divinity and humanity in the 
one Christ, without mingling. With this teaching the Alexandrians 
must also declare themselves to be in agreement. 

The most interesting comment of the Codex encycUus from a christo­
logical viewpoint is the letter of Epiphanius and the bishops of 
Pamphylia. He alone deals expressly with the offensive point ofChal­
cedon, the two-nature formula. 118 Why was the perception expressed 
here not held up by the Emperor and his successors as a model of 
a conciliatory view of things. instead of being allowed to perish? 
In addition to what is already known to us of his attitude, Epiphanius 
declares: 

The unity of the two natures or substances in the one Christ we find explained 
w ell in very many holy and illustrious Fathers who have lived with us ... (but 
because simple believers take offence at thjs two-natUl:e fonnula, let Pope Leo explain 
that his letter to Flavian and also the dfinition of Chalcedon are not a creed, but 
rather a word of reproach to the heretics) and also the jn two natures [formula] 
which they used and which CM perhaps be recognised as a cause of uncertainty 
for them (the simple titithfuJ), while it was put forward by the Father [pope Leo} 
on account of those who deny the true incarnation of the God-Logos. This should 
be indicated more openly in these discourses, in sllch a way, however, that there 
be no harm done to the holy Synod in allY respect. For it js completely the same 
whether one says 'ullmingl,ed unity of two natures' or in the same way emphasises 
·outoftwonatures'. Butevenjfonesays 'onenatw-e of the Logos', adding, however, 
'which has become flesh', this signifies nothing different. but explains the same 
only in a more elegant fashion. For we find that holy Fathers ill the empire of 
Your Devoutness have said repeatedly what it signifies. 119 

115 Here one may think at first of the Arians; but it is probably more the Eutychians, as the 
'successors' of the Apollinarians, who are intended; to them was ascribed the teaching of the metamor­
phosis or the godhend and its passibility. 

11 6 This calls to mjnd the 'without eonfusion' and 'without change' of the definition of 451. 
117 Cf. CE 20: ACO fI 5. p. 3J, JS-J7. 
118 CE 31 = ACO II 5, p. 59/[. (cf. n. 76 above). In what follows we shall gather together everything 

that is said nbo.ut the 'twO natu res'. T his text is already included in )dChr 12 (1982), but not in 
CCT[2. 

119 Ibid., p. 59, 7-24= we hear here of 'in duabus naturis', of'duarum naturarum unitas inconfosa', 
of'ex duabus naturis', and of ' una verbi natura' as 'incamata'. 
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The ecumenical significance of the text is obvious. It is the first 
of its kind, if we take no account of Basil of Seleucia, whose christo­
logy will also be mentioned briefly here. Epiphanius deals with the 
two-nature teaching ofChalcedon and acknowledges it as a legitimate 
interpretation of the tradition concerning the oikonoltlia Christi, admit­
tedly with certain restrictions which are already known to us. Accord­
ing to him this formula has primarily an anti-heretical function: to 
refute Eutyches. The bishop emphasises, however, that the expres­
sions 'unmingled unity of two natures' and 'from two natures' are 
identical in meaning. The famous dilemma of the imperial officials 
at the Council of Chalcedon, 'Leo or Dioscorus'120, does not harass 
Epiphanius. For he regards both the 'from two natures' and the mia 
physis formula itself as orthodox. This is correct and can be shown 
from the development of doctrine both immediately before Chalce­
don as well as in the long perjod after Chalcedon. All the same, 
the structure and terminology of the Chalcedonian definition are not 
broached. The significance of these consisted precisely in the fact 
that the concepts 'hypostasis' (person, prosOpOt1) and 'physis' (nature, 
essence) were distinguished. One deliberately wanted to distinguish 
between the level on which the unity· and the level on which the 
diversity in Christ are to be sought. In practice Epiphanius brackets 
the concept of the 'hypostasis' (taken in its Chalcedonian meaning).121 
He harks back to pre-Chakedonian terminology, even if he acknow­
ledges the 'two-natures formula' and consequently distinguishes him­
self from the Alexandrians. 

VI. THE CHALCEDONIAN DECISION AS NOVUM 

I. Basil ofSeleucia 
In our first volume we h.:we already investigated other examples 

of the equivalent use of Cyrillian and Chalcedonian language imme­
diately before Chalcedon. TillS equivalent use, however, did not prec­
lude what would be new in the Chalcedonian defhlition. We have 
in mind some texts of Basil of Seleucia which, in comparison with 
the letter of Epiphanius, would have been better for bridging the 
gap with the Alexandrians. Unfortunately Basil did not include his 
insights once again in his report to Emperor Leo. 122 First of all it 

120 Cf. CCT 12, 543; ]dChr 12, 753. I. Ortiz de Urbina, 'Das Symbol von Chalkedon', ClJalkedon 
I, ~~6-397. 

I By translating the L3lin text or Epiphanius (ACO n 5. p. 59. 7-8: d'Jnrum IIDlllqlle 'lO/lIran,,,, 
S;'lt substnlltinrulII lIIlitatem) back into Greek. it is seen that the concepts pllysis and hypOSCruLs = substlllilin 
arc taken by him as syilonymous. • 

I~ Essentially we follow the studies referred to above in n. 63. especially thos"c ofT. ngi-Bunit. 
In addition see dlC analysis of th~ definitiol'l of Cb.aJctdoll in JclChr 12. 755-759, where we follow 
I'lle Mticle of A. de H.aJJcux referred to there. 
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can be established that Basil did not put forward the formula 'in 
two natures' just by chance; it could almost be regarded as his own 
personal discovery, admittedly only if one also takes note of the 
word 'Yvrop C,E0"6alo which passed into the definition of Chalcedon. 
He acquired this formula by following Cyril of Alexandria closely, 
a fact which is particularly important for present dialogue with the 
Oriental Orthodox Church. Precisely on account of this ecumenical 
significance-also in view of our later presentation of Monophysit­
ism-the stages or logical steps in Basil's development we explain 
here once more. 

(1) At the Home Synod of 12 November, 448, Basil put forward 
a professio fidei which followed closely the Laetentur letter of Cyril 
and contained as its most important sentence: 'We adore our Lord 
Jesus Christ known in two natures'. 123 

(2) Behind this sentence are the problems which arose from the 
Formulary of Reunion of the Antiochenes taken up by Cyril in the 
Laetentur letter. In the Formulary of Reunion there was talk of the 
'perfect God and perfect man' and of 'the uniting of two natures'. 
Cyril made of this: 'perfect in the divinity, one and the same perfect 
also in the humanity'. Basil understood this sentence as if what was 
written were: 'one and the same existing in perfect divinity and in 
perfect humanity' and, although only one concrete subject is before 
us, also knowable in both of these natures. 

(3) On the basis of these premises it seems that the process of 
Basil's thought was the following. The 'duo perfecta' are 'divinity' 
and 'humanity'. According to a statement ofCyrirs Obloquunturlet­
ter, divinity and humanity are precisely those different natures which, 
wjthout the abolition of their difference, have come together into 
unity. Furthermore, according to the statement of the Laetentur, 'the 
difference of the natures from which the unity is accomplished is 
not unknowable, but knowable'. On the basis of these two statements 
the conclusion follows: 'the one Christ or Lord is known in two 
natures,t24, and this for the reason that, according to Cyril, Christ 
is 'one and the same in perfect divinity and perfect humanity'. 

(4) Finally also, Basil had taken over from the ObJoquuntur letter 
the formulation that the Word assumed from Mary the human nature 
and had united this to himself K(6) U1TOO"TaO"LV. lis This means that 
in Christ a unity in being of divinity and humanity is' to be admitted, 

123 ACO II I, I, p. 117, 22: 'lTpOOKllllOO .... ElI T(WSlIIlICUPLOlI iJJl.(illI '1110'0011 XpW'!'OlI Bv 000 cfn/c7eO'LlI 
'YlIrop~t6""ElIOll. 

124 See ]dChr 12, 733- 757; T. Sagi-Bunic, 'Deus perjectus et homo perjectus' (above n. 63) 191-193· 
Cf. ACO I I, I, p. 27, 1-5; II I, I, p. lOS, 17-20 (from Cyril S obloquuntur letter); ACO 1 I, 
4, g. 17, 18-19; ACO II I, I, p. 110,6-7· 

25 ACO II, I, I, p. 117,24. 
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and not just a iuxtapositio. But in order not to fall prey to the mistake 
of mingling the two natures, Basil stresses the 'knowability' of the 
fact that the one Lord is 'in two natures'. In other words, this much 
is certain: both true divinity as well as true humanity are discernible 
in the one Lord, without anything being able to be stated about 
the how of the ontic connexion. It is remarkable that the accent 
is constantly on the 'in two natures' and that Basil does not reflect 
on the conceptual distinction between physis and hypostasis. But for 
all this, it can be seen how, through a close following of Cyril, the 
formula of 'knowable in two natures' could be discovered. In our 
opinion this is of great significance ecumenically. There is something 
more to be added: 

(5) One should not be upset if at Ephesus II (449), under pressure 
from Dioscorus, Basil accepted the mia physis formula and conceived 
it in such a way-completely in the sense of Cyril-that the 'in two 
natures' was not excluded. 126 He omitted, of course, the positive 
statement about the 'two natures'-and hence neglected an opportu­
nity to bring his good interpretation of CyriL into play. 

(6) Without compromising himself too much, at Chalcedon Basil 
could thus repealhis anathema of 449 and accept once again the know­
ability of the two natures in the one Christ. U7 

After all these changes and the memories associated with them 
it is not a cause for wonder if in his letter to Emperor Leo Basil 
no longer deals with these formulations. But we also see that-apart 
from this confession to 'in two natures'-the terminological step for­
ward is not reflected upon. Here the nimble-minded bishop fails. 
He does not attempt to bridge the gap towards Alexandria. The battle 
of words which would continue for a long time begins, a fact which 
the bishops of secunda Armenia sense and criticise. 128 

126 ACO U I. I. p. 179. nr. 8so. Reproached because orhis acknowledgement orthe rwo IInttlres, 
he made the confession: 'and I adore the one nature of the divinity of the Only-begottcn. who 
became m~n and assumed Resh' . Even FlavilUl of Constantinople, in a projessiD jid~i which he gave 
to Emperor Theodosius n, had acknowledged the 111'<1 physiJ formula as orthodox or as capablc 
of being. in.rerpretcd as sllch (ACO " J. I , pp. 35-36). 

127 ACO II I, I. p. 93, nr. 172. Here Basil says: • Anathem;t to him who divides Ocsus Christ 
into two sons1; anadlcma to him who scpara~e~ till: ~wo natures after the union; but anadumia also 
to him who docs not recognise the properry ofth~ natmes'. At the intcrvel1Iion of Bishop Eusrhathius 
of lkrytos Basil added: 'We recognise ('Y\JWpt'ofL8V) the two OllturCS. we do nOl separate them. 
We sa)' they are neither "separated" nor "mingled'" (ibid., p. t43, or. 532). 

128 CE 37: ACO U S, p. 74, 8-1.5: 'If indeed some a ttempt to stir up wnrs and ·strife ng'linsr 
the Churches by plucking Out syllables tbat belong together and arrangements of words, God has 
opposed tbem [the supporters ofTimolhy are meant herel; Ithe method oCthe undersigned is, how­
ever:] by· examining the imention and (rame of mind of those wbo expoLUtd the f."lith, bowever. 
we do not depart from the: :u-rangernents of words, bur we ~lso regard the holy Fathers gathered 
at Chalcedon 3.5 defenders of docrrines and perfecr custodians of the mith or the 318 Fathers, and 
we honour them ill tbe same way as the 318 Fathers themselvc:s . For by adding nothing to the 
Creed of those IFathers1 they condemned tbe mouth wbich is guilty 011 mnny COUIl[S'. To seek 
out the 'intention of a statement' behind words and formu1as is good bermencutics. which Vatican 
II in Dei Verbum Ch. III, art. 12, could" Iso recommend. 
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2. A homily ofDiadochus ofPhotike 
A final word of warning is still called for. It would miss the mark 

to equate the entire christological knowledge and speech of the episco­
pate in the period after 451 with what the Codex encyclius reveals. 
This was a response to a particular question, which enjoined neither 
the conlplete presentation of the faith in Christ of the episcopal 
Churches nor the display of their understanding of the formula of 
Chalcedon. That there could be more in the heads of individual 
bishops than what is revealed in the letters of the Codex eflcyclius, 
which were either composed by them or to which they added their 
signature, is a lesson already given to us by Basil ofSeleucia. Another 
modest but pertinent example of background knowledge which is 
not incorporated in the Codex encyclius is the delightful homily of 
Diadochus of Photike which he delivered the feast of the ascension 
of Christ. Diadochus is a bishop who added his signature to CE 
46, i. e. the letter of the bishops of Epinls Vetus with their metropolitan 
Eugeoios ofNicopolis. l29 A comparison of the two documents shows 
that Diadochus no doubt played a considerable part in the composi­
tion of CE46. In this letter a profession of Leo's letter to Flavian 
as well as of the Council of Chalcedon is unambiguous, without, 
however, any particular discussion of the point at issue between Chal­
cedon and Alexandria, i.e. the one-nature or two-natures formula. 
But this is just what Diadochus produces in his homily, and this 
in such a way that shows that the Chalcedonian terminology has 
already penetrated the minds of his hearers. Yet he still remains com­
pletely in the kerygmatic style which draws its proofs from the biblical 
language of the Old Testament, but makes full use of them for the 
doctrine of Chalcedon. His starting-point is Ps 68, 19 as this is cited 
in Eph 4. 8 eAvar3&~ gL~ iJt/Jo~ ... ; what is important for him is 
the key word 'he ascended', thus an autonomous action)(pG65. 
Il44A). In contrast to this he places Ps 8, 2, and this in the reading 
of the LXX with the key phrase: 'your majesty was raised above 
the heavens (e'lTT]p6'Tl. thus passive). Added to this is Ps 57, 6 as well: 
'Raise yourself above the heavens, 0 God ... '. For Diadochus, there 
is in the distinction between the activum divinultl and the passivum 
humanum reference to the divinity and the humanity of Christ, i. e. 
the two natures. Even this 'technical' language is introduced in a 
completely uncomplicated manner. 

The prophets have thus proclaimed one and the same Lord and they have in 
no way mingled, as some are introducing, the form of his incarnation (ril'> 8B crQPKW­
crEwe; aUToU TO crxiillQ; cf. Phil 2, 7b) in one nature. Rather t),,·y have brought 

129 Diadochus Photo eppus. sermo de ascensione D.N.I.Chr.: PG 6S. 1141-1148. His name appeab 
under CE 46: ACO lIS. p. 95. 1 I. in the sixth place. 
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out wonderfully the characteristics which befit his divinity, while what belongs 
to the body they have expressed in human fashion to teach us clearly that the one 
ascending or the Lord mised above the heavens-the former exists with what he is 
from the Falher, the latter came from the Virgin, remains man, being one in form 
and in hypostasis (etc; wv ev EL8E~ Ka). etc; ev inroO'mO'e~). For the LLDbodily, having 
"given himself a visible form in the assumption of the flesh, in this form ascends 
visibly to the place whence invisibJy he descended and assumed "flesh ... Thus let 
no one suppose, brothers, that the tangible human nature which the holy Logos 
of God really appropriated for himself and is known by (8'Yvwp~O'Ta~) is altered 
because of the rays of his divine and sublime essence, as far as the undivided truth 
of each of the two natures in him is concerned. 130 

We find here exactly the Chalcedonian conception and language 
about Jesus Christ: in the one concrete subject, the one hypostasis, 
in the one eidos both natures, the divine and human reality, are know­
able. The one who ascends to heaven 'radiates' his divine glory, and 
this happens in the unchanged human nature-a :8icture of Christ 
which we luve already discovered in Theodoret. 1 There has been 
no advance on Chalcedon in the application of the concept of hyposta­
sis, even if there were some references to Cyril's language (olKTLw8wc; 
KOLVWV1)<TCXC;: II4SD 8-9). 

Chalcedon is thus accepted by the overwhelming majority of the 
bishops. 132 Yet for a good number of them, in dlerr acceptance of 
it, the conviction gleams through that the Council, as far as content 
goes, was not necessary, as Nicaea had already said everything for 
them. A condemnation of Eutyches would have been sufficient, or 
even a re-confirmation of Nicaea, 'the greatest of all synods'. Even 
if the bishops themselves deal so little with the new terminology 
and its exegesis, Timothy as well ought not to have made such a 
fuss about it and staged a 'battle of words' about something where 
all were fWldamentally one. This is the opinion of the bishops of 

IJ<I PG 65. Ild~BC (§§ V and VI) . 
13) Sce]dChr r2, 696 from Theodoret, I" Hz. U,1I11. Z3: PG 81. 90JCD. Cf. PG 82. 40tB. Whereas 

Theodorot speaks of the 'two IUturcs in one proSOpOIl', Diadochus puts in lieu of it 'one in the 
itypotlJJsiJ' with the 'undivided truth of each of me two IUtures' (PG 6s. H4SC, u-3: D IJ-J2). 

132 See tile recapitulatory judgement of Tbeopbanes. CllrQ/1ogr. A. M. S9S~: Dc Boor I, 
1II,2!}-112.3: 'They Ithe bishops] ratify unanimously aDd with one voice that the SYllod ofChalcedon 
is holy and they accept the horoJ proclaimed by it. but they unanimously condemn Timmhy as 
a murderer ~nd heretic'. In the CE itself the idea that the universal reception of Chalcedon is the 
prcxondition of its validitr. is best expressed by CE 45 (from Anastasius of Ancyra in Galalia /1): 
ACO U s. p. 91, 24-J2: Consequently we preserve the teachings (dogmatll) of the holy Fathers 
a~d acknowledge I,he holy Council of Chalcedon which namely preserved for the Chutch~ the 
fIches of the teachings of the Fathers. But those who cut themselves off &om that Council do 
not know dlllt, in denying the Council of Cbalcedon In Mme at IC3st, in reality without doubt 
they separate themselves from the whole college of bishops of the entire world. That [Coundl] 
was celebrated by aiL (o/llfllbll5 Cf/tbralfllll llt): not one of those who were gathered IhCIt inwardly 
dis3greed. and even jf 3 certain few because of some exigences remained in their provinces, they 
wc(c drawn into its communion, because it is recognised tha.t the old teachings of the Church 
are preserved'. Hence with respect to Chalcedon there exists a consensus in both a horizontal 3nd 
vertical sense. It stands in the line of me whole Nicene tradition and it is accepted in tne whole 
Church, 
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secunda Armenia, although they declare themselves in favour of the 
words of the Council (see above n. 128). 

The idea of Emperor Leo I to call upon the bishops of the empire 
to give their opinion with regard to Chalcedon allows us a look 
at the state of reflection on the largest council of the early Church. 
The process of its reception has begun133, but at the same time the 
crisis is ushered in which the Church had to endure for the sake 
of the expression of the one faith. 

133 Because the main theme in the CE is the 'reception' or 'non-reception' of a council, we find 
there rather an abundance of terms for reception or rejection. We shall give a brief survey of these. 
The numbers in brackets are page and line references to ACO II s. I. Terms for reception: ampleetl 
(illcliellllll cOllcl'h or sy/locll/I/I) CB 17 (Jo, 30); CE 28 (50, 24); coglloscere el amplceli SYII. CE 27 (48, 
32). cf. {ollpla/I: CE 16 (29, 2.3). The constnlctions with COIIIIIIIIII/care are interesting: comlllllllicare 
getlemli cOllcilio: CE 7 (14, 36): CE 8 (2.0, 2); c. sYlloclls: CE 9 (2.2, 17- 18); CE 29 (52, 33: 54, 10): 
eOllllllulllea/oros salle/i cOllcil~: CE 7 (15, 'r8): CE 29 (52, 3): acl COlllmlmioll~1II cotlcil~ lla'1'pIlTJ~ : CE 4S 
(91. JI). COtIcorclare CE 14 (26, 36); (ol/cordem 11m sal/(//is ab Imi!'crsali (omillo: CE 30 (56 , 32.). The 
expressions ttrmare, cotofirlllare (the opposite: It!/imwe) arc frequent: (eOtlsetlStl SilO cleJil/iliol/ts) fintlarr: 
CB 18 (31, 27): (sust/perc dlqlle)fintlare: Cll 39 (78, 8), CE 36 (70, 6.9. IS): CE 37 (73, 10): COI!/inllare: 
CE 23 (40. 35); CR 36 (70, .10); CE 41 (86, 2), CE 42 (87, 34); CE 43 (88, II): cOI!fir/lla(~-(obornre: 
CE 37 (7S, 4). Cometl(lre: CE 18 (31, 24 together with lrcclar«); CE ;/.10 (370 3<i): CE 39 (77, J6)P 
CE 14 (16, 36-37 l()ge~htI w ith cmICon/are) , Crutodil'e: CE 20 (34. 7.10); CE 29 (55, 3). Roborare: 
CB 36 (70, 15): CE 37 (73. 21; 75, 4) . Serv"re: CE 29 (42, IS): cn 36 (70, 4): CE 39 (77. 37); 
as well COI/SCTvaro: CE 40 (84, I). &q"lfidem co/tcll~: CE a9 (42, 13): CB 37 (75, 17); CE 4S 03. 
9). SII/mribare: CE 39 (77, 37). The most significant term, however, is .mci"are: CE 9 (.n, 21); 
CE 21 (37, 33 : 38, u: cleus suscr'pit legislatio."c", . .. cOllci/~): CE 29 (54, II); Cli 31 (59 , 3); CE 35 
(68. 6); CE 36 (70, 21): CE 39 (78, 8 suscipcrc-jrmore): CE 41 (85, 3); CE 4S (92, 37). Trllere: CE 
16 (30, 2): CE 19 (32, r6: lellert ct pMsitiuc): CE 2.9 (55, 2-3: rec/ae fidei symho/IIIII $I/sripore, ficlem 
Irecointorum XVIII satre/o",,,, pattlflll illllllobililer /ell are e/ crrslod.o're); moreover, COlic/ii"", oplillcre CI servarc: 
CE 24 (42., I S). Furthermore. there llre some circumloGutiolls: Inudare-mirnri (o /lCi/iwn: CE 27 (49. 
U--23X aclqlf;escere logibus (collcil.): CE 27 (49. 24.): synodrml sa lrltarem esse cleW'lItre: CE 2.8 (50, 24-2.S): 
pertillmre IIIfilie (Nicaea) together with lellt,·e. obserllnre: CE H~ (30 . .2-3): 11011 tiet/egare lall/JIIII cOI/c/lium: 
CE 40 (84, 2): significant is: SYllodit/11 ponriam iucllcare: CE 36 ~10' 6). On this expression cf. A. 
Gl-illmcicr, 'Kollz!l und Rczeplion', idem, Mo't ill/ll IIl1d It I 111m (l978 ) bOl-B4) 117. 
2. Terms for nOIl-reteptioll: this can be expressed through the I)egation of r~dpm, srose/pm et\:.; 
e.g. CH 29 (52. 35): CE 37 (75, I) . The -special words for nOll-reception predominate, however: 
abclicare cOllcilium: CE 20 (34 , 18-zo); nUI'cere: CE 39 (78, II); abmormtlnre: CE S (20, 4); sese abseilldcre 
IX coudlia: CE 21 (40. 23); CE 45 (91 , 27); (malltcmatiza,~ cOIJcilillm: CE 30 (57,2.); delWga,r.sy"ocllll/l: 
CE 27 (48, 34); CE 42. (86, 23-24); CE 42 (87, 4): as well simply negare: CE 32 (62, 28); clerogaTe 
5:yIlOdo: CE 37 (74, 39); dt!5lmrrt ca, qUDt ~ cOIIc/lio ,Ieud" sutr/: CE 26 (45, 7): expel/ere: CE 30 (57, 
9); sm e.xlralle"", fame a fide (Nimmo), a smICIO (011£1110: CE 37 (75, 3), CE 41 (85, 19); ignorare 
(penltrlS): CE 29 (52, 33): C 35 (68, 8); llIforn (OIlIWllrlias concilio: CE 10 (57, 9): infirma iudicare 
'(ea qllae 11 cOlldlio salldla SImI): eE 26 (45. 7); "fillare synodum: CE 35 (68. IS): relinque,e: CE 26 
(45. 5); reprobare: CE 39 (78, 10): rcp"gnare: CE 3!> (78, 9); CE 42 (86. 39); [se] separare a eonC/lio 
(noli separare) : CE 23 (40, 39): CE 42 (86, 33); st separare: CE 4S (92., 36). 



CHAPTER FOUR 

SUBSTITUTE FOR A COUNCIL-AN 'ECUMENICAL' 
EXPERIMENT 

THROUGH the tenacious stnlggle and the persistent propaganda of 
Timothy Aelurus and his supporters the division of the Byzantine 
imperial Church became more and more a manifest fact. Nevertheless 
Constantine's principle of an imperial Church remained ill force--the 
welfare of imperial rule demanded religious unity. The only poirlt 
contested w'as towards which party the search for this wlity should 
be directed and what means were to be employed. The Byzantine 
Emperors seized the initiative. But while Emperor Leo I (457-474) 
in his stance with regard to Chalcedol1 took his bearings from the 
judgement of the bishops of the oikumen.e and the outcome of the 
discussion between the Church parties two of bis Sl1cces!;ors, the 
llsurper Basiliscus (475-476) and Emperor Zeno (474-475· 476-491), 
deigned to intervene in the conflict between the supporters and oppo­
nents of the Fourth Council with their own decrees. In this way 
they hoped to create an overarching unity. TIllS intention was espec­
ially pronounced in Emperor Anastasius I (491-518), the successor 
of Zeno. Unfortunately in the period between 475 and 5 18 theology 
retreated behind ecclesiastical pojitics. The real gain that it produced 
consisted in the 'ecumenical' insights which-mutatis mutandis-are 
valid even today. 

I. THE ENCYCLICAL AND THE ANTENCYCLICAL OF BASILISCUS 
(475-476) 

Before Emperor Leo I died in 474 he installed his grandson Leo 
as co-regent and thus as his successor. Leo II was the son of the 
lsaurian Zeno (originally, Tarasis Kodissa l ) , who was hated by the 
people, and Leo's daughter Ariadne. From 9) February, or as early 
as 29 January, 474, Zeno was at first a co-regent of Leo II , and 
then, after the latter's early death (November 474), the sole ruler, 

I On this form of the name and its meaning see R. M,. Harrison. 'The emperor's Zeno's real 
name', ByzZ 74 (1981) 27-28, In 466 there came to Constantinople ~n Isaurian leader (chieftain) 
whose name has been handed down as 'Tara.sicodjssa ROU5olllllblndiotes', The additional word seems 
to be an ethnic descripton, In the proper name there is no doubt that of the father 'Kodisas', the 
genitive of which is 'Kodisa', Since the name 'Taras is' is evidenced in Isauria, it would be permissable 
to interpret the proper name as: 'Tarasis son ofKodisas'. 
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The Emperor's widow Verina, however, was not pleased by this. 
Zeno had to flee to Isauria to escape her intrigues (9 January, 475). 
Yet it was not her favourite, Patricius, the magister officiorum, who 
acceded to the throne, but her brother, Basiliscus, who had been 
defeated in the war against the Vandals in 468. The hour had sounded 
for a new drive against the Fourth Council. An anti-Chalcedonian 
delegation of Egyptian monks and clergy soon sought to effect the 
recall of Timothy Aelurus, who had been banished to Cherson. The 
attempt was successful. After sixteen years of exile the banished 
patriarch was jubilantly fetched by sailors who were at anchor just 
off Constantinople. The churches of the imperial city, however, 
remained closed to him. Only in the houses of supporters could he 
celebrate the eucharist. 2 Unbroken in his hostility to Chalcedon, 
Timothy proposed an imperial edict which was to eliminat~ the Fourth 
Council. Paul the Sophist, a member of the Alexandrian delegation, 
was to compose it. One should note that by acting in this way 
Timothy integrated himself into the system of the imperial Church, 
admittedly only on the condition that Chalcedon be rescinded. 
Timothy's initiative resulted in the 'Encyclical' of Emperor Basilis­
CUS,

3 to which was attached a constitution of Theodosius II against 

2 Simplicius ppa, cpo ad Zelia" . /lug.; JW nt. 573: CA or. 5'6, p. 126, 1- 4; Id., cp. Oil Awe/11m 
IIp. ConSl.; JW nr. 572: A nr. 58, p. 131, 9-10; id., op. lid presb. 'cl, (lrc/t.illl . Co,ul.; jW nr. S7~ 
CA or. 59. p. '34,26. By way ofallecdote the f., ilu re of T Imothy's procession to the churches 
is ,cl,epicteci. in the epi tome of the HI! of Thc0dore Lector, §404: 1-1anscn ' :3 . Zacbarias repor,Is an 
mltlal readil1es~ on the part of Acaclus [0 accept TImothy (HE V I: HamIlton-Brooks 104): And 
at firs t Acacius was preparing a lodglng for bim at tbe church called 'relle; and he was setting 
apart some of his own cl~rgy for Ilis retinue and serville. BUI afterwards. because he thought that 
they were forming a plan [ 0 make T heopompu5 bishop at (he roya l ciry instcad of bim, AcaciLlS 
W:\l; ~isttessed and ind.igMnt: and he endcavow"cd to pLlr a stop to T imothy's coming. However, 
be did not succeed.. Fo~ be rEturned. and WJ.S welcomed with great state by the AleJI;3ndrian sailors 
and the peop!.e who happened La be then in Constantinople. And he went to lodge in the king's 
paln.ce. And large numbers were comi Llg to h.im to be bks~ed. and to be sanctified, and to receive 
beaJiJ'g fr0111 him.' 

J The Encyclical is prescLved in two versions: I . The shorter one is addressed to TimOlhy (Aelnrus) , 
Archbishop of Alexandria. and it is trans mitted ill Z.acbarias Rh., HE V 2 : Brooks I : CSCO 83 
(T), 87 (\1), 146-147; Ha milton- Brooks 105-.107: Greek: Evngri~l s, HE 1II 4: Bidez-Parmentier 
101-104: c{ P. Allen, E1Iilgrills Sciloliwiws I l~ 1 24; Nicephorus CaUistlls. HE XVI 3: PG 147. 
l2,1-125; Englis.b transl3 tion in Coleman-Norton, Stntli & C/umli. 3, nr. 5l4, p. 915-920. The exem pI ru: 
which T imothy bad preserved in ConstanthlOple is Lhe basis of the shafter tC.l([ in Evag~iLls, 2 . 
The longer version is addressed: 'To the mctropolirans and peoples of the whole oilmme/le'. It is 
trnns.mitted in the collection which originated ill Alex~l1dd;l 3,1 ihe time of Peter Mongus: Cod. 
Vat. gr. 1.4.)1; cr. E. Schwartz, 'Code» V3tiGll1US g r. 1431'. nr. 73. pp. 49-5l; for tbe [ext ibid., 
I33- I 37. Here Schwartz held. the opinion lhat dle shorter ve.r.;joll in Evagril1s was an adaptation 
of the longer rext undcrmkcn by Acacil1s of Constantinople . According to him, AcncillS expunged 
every thing that was ~g~.il1St the $t'C nf Con,;tanrinople (Canon 28 of Chalcedon) in the longer text. 
In PS lS{; . n. 4, he relinquishes this opinion and sees the original tex:! in Evagrlus. The consequence 
of mis is that the other version pres,mls an cxpnmion of the shorter One through whiGh nre attacked 
nOI only Leo's Tome and tbe tcaching of CholcedOll, bLlr also the ecclesiastical order 3S fhis had 
been crented to the advantage of the sc( ofCotlStantinople by Canon 3 of the COlll1d l ofCon5t3nt:inoplc 
(38 I) and Canon 28 of the Council of Chalcedon---Jlg~J f1 s l Ca'non 6 of Njcaca(J2S). This longet 
lext, which ~ Iso defended the Council of EphesLls (449). wns available fo r the first time to , the 
bj~hops whom T imoth y garhered ri tQuttd himself in Ephesus in 475. On the whole mnttcr sec 
Schwartz, PS JS.s- r9J, Bes.idcs these twO works of Schwartz already menlion~d see,E. Stein, Hilloire 
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Nestorius and his supporters.4 We shall present the new document 
here in a translation of the Greek text of Evagrius. 5 

1. The text of the Encyclical of the usurper Basiliscus 

Emperor Caesar Basiliscus, Pious, Victor, Triumpher, Greatest, Ever-August, 
Augustus, and Marcus, Noblest Caesar to Timothy, the most reverend and most 
God-beloved archpishop of the Alexandrians' megalopolis. 

As many laws in behalf of the correct and apostolic faith as the most pious emperors 
before us-"-"-all who have persevered correctly in worshipping the Blessed, Ageless, 
and Life-giving Trinity-have ordained, these we wish to be invalid for no time 
at all, for reason of having been always in the past salutary for the whole world, 
but rather we promulgate them as our own personal laws . 
. We, preferring before every effort concerned with human affairs piety and zeal 
in behalf of our God and Saviour Jesus Christ, who has created and glorified us, 
believing also that the unifying bond of Christ's flocks is the salvation of us and 
of every subject, both an unbroken foundation and an unshattered wall of our Empire, 
consequently incited reasonably by godly zeal of intention and bringing. to our God 
and Saviour Jesus Christ the unity of the holy Church as the first-fruits of our 
reign, ordain that the basis and the security of human well-being, that is, the creed 
of the 318 holy fathers, who assembled long ago in Nicaea with the Holy Spirit, 
into which both we and all believers before us have been baptized, only should 
govern and should prevail over the orthodox people in all God's holiest churches 
as the only definition of the precisely fixed faith and sufficient for the destruction 
of every heresy entirely and for the utmost unity of God's holy churches-the acts 
in this royal city by the I so holy fathers for the confirmation of the sacred symbol 
itself against those who blaspheme against the Holy Spirit and, besides, all the acts 
in the Ephesians' metropolis against the impious Nestorius and those who afterward 
were of that one's mind, of course, having their own validity. 

But the things which have divided the unity and the good order of God's holy 
churches and all the world's peace, manifestly Leo's so-called Tome and all the things 
which in Chalcedon have been said and have been transacted for an innovation 
against the mentioned holy creed of the 3 I 8 holy fathers6 [and of the whole ecclesiasti-

du Bas-Empire I, French cd iti0l1 published by J.-R. Palanquc (Pari~ t959) 361-364; R. Haacke; 'Dle 
kalsl.lrliche Polh ik it, dcn l\L1sdnandcrscttungcn urn Chalkcdon (451-553)', CIIO/kedou n (95- 177) 
lU-116; A. Mid,cl, 'D~ Kam pf um des pol itis d,e oder pctrillische Prinzlp dcr Kirchenfiihrung', 
Cllfl /~e("l/I 11 (49 J-6j2) 5'!()--52i!; W. 1-1. C. Frend, Tile Rise oJI II ~ MOIlQp lrYlile Mouemtlll (Cambridge 
J 972) 169-1 74:J, J~ITY, 'Heresies et faclions dans J'Empirc Byznntin du IV· all V'll" .siede' = RedIPIli/­
Hisl XIV (Le Caire 1968) 24 1-253. 

4 Pwbnbly tlus is the Constitution. which bad a.tready been published in 435 and had been read 
OlU ac the Syned of Ephesus (449). It is preserved in: I. The acta of the Council of .Epbesus of 
449 (Syrhc), cd. J . Flemming with G. Hoffmann's Ge~mnn translation = AbIIG/iuGW Phil.-hin. 
KL NS 15, I (Gon1l1gen .Jil l?) 151; 2. LaDn: CoIl. CaSIIl., ACO I 3, p. 181; 3. Greek: CoIl. Vat. 
lll, ACO J J, 3 p. 68: 4 . .111 a form wbich suffered interpolation by Justinian: ACO IV, 1 nr. 
25, pp. 91-92; the cempari»on between th;5 31ld the Ephesian version o( the Constitution is drawn 
by R. Dcvrccsse, Essni ~ll r Th~odort de MopSl lt~W = ST liP (Citra del VaticaDo (948) 235-6: S. A 
shortened fcmn in the Cod, T li eod, X VI 5, (\6 and Cod. /Iut. I S, 6. An En.gli6h ITarulatioD of 
the Greek vcrsion.is_givell by Coleman-Norto'l, Stare &: CIII/rell 2, Dr. 402. 

5 BvngrillN, HE Ul 4: B,dez-Parmem:ier 101- 104; Z~charias .Rh" HE V 2; Brooks I: CSCO 
8?, 146--147: E, Schwartz, 'Codex Vaticanus gr. 143'" 49-51. On the individualtitles of the Emperor 
see G. Rosch, ONOMA BAIIAEIAI = Byzantina Vlndobonensia X (Wien 1978), Greek and Latin 
index. 

6 The Egyptian opponents of Chalcedon had even declared in the Codex encyc/ius of Emperor 
Leo ); 'synodum uero centum quinquaginta nescimus' (ACO II 5, p. 22, I~). With regard to this Schwartz 
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cal, i.e. canonical order and for the consolidation of the evil teaching of the ungodly 
Nestoriusj1 in definition of the faith or in exposition of the creed or of interpretation 
or of instruction or of discourse, we ordain that they should be anathematised both 
here and everywhere in every church by the most holy bishops everywhere and 
that they should be committed to fire, wherever they may be found, because concern­
ing all heretical dogmas Constantine and Theodosius the YOllnger (the emperors 
who were of pious and blessed lot before us) so have ordained; and that, since 
they thus have become in.valid, ihey should be discarded from the o.oe and only 
Catbolic and ApostoUc Orthodox Cnurch as repealing the everlastil1g and saving 
definitions of the 318 holy fathers and those of the blessed fathers who in the Holy 
Spirit declared decrees at Ephesus; and that, in short, it should never be permitted 
to anyone be he priest or layman to devise for himself any deviation from that 
most sacred statute of the holy creed; and that with all the innovations made in 
Chalcedon against the sacred creed there should be anathematized also the heresy 
of those not confessing that the Only-Begotten Son of God in truth was made 
into flesh and assumed man's nature from the Holy Spirit and from Mary, the 
Holy and Ever-Virgin and Mother of God, but talking marvels-that he was either 
from heaven or according to fantasy and appe,lrance; in short, every l1eresy, and 
whatever other thing at whatever time and in whatever manner and at whatever 
place of the whole world had been devised as an innovation in ,respect to thought 
and word toward the tran~gression of the sacred creed. 

But since it is the property of royal providence from its predictive inspection 
to lavish upon its subjects security, not only for the present but also for the future 
time, we ordain that the most holy bishops everywhere should suscribe to this 
our sacred encyclical epistle, when shown to them, distinctly declaring that they 

writes: The AkxancWan hierarchy had their reaSOns-lor not treasuring the IUcmory of the imperial 
Synod of Constalllin0fle ... I the elimination of the cynic Maxiruus, the Alexandrian camlldate for 
the see of the Imperia City. and his condemnation in Canon" of 3811, ... they would have had 
to have Rpproved the third canon, which assigned to Constantinople as the New Reline !be: second 
position behind Old Rome:. These embarrassing memories make;t undcrst;mdahlc lha t in Alexandria 
and the Egyptian ecdesimical province C 1= the Creed of Con 51 anti no pic) did no! nave the validity 
which was lawfully due to it, Theophillls alld Cyril did not venture to fight agaillSt it publidy . . . 
a pu~Hc opposition against the ~reed , rnti~ed by the Emperor WOUld. only have caused harm, but 
notlmlg prevtnted thorn from Ignorll1g It. If N 1 =thc Creed of Nlcaca I had the same value as 
it, rhey could employ it exclusively and were surc, nevertheless. that C was not played off' agninst 
Ni indeed, because they were legally on a par, N could not be confuted by C. I-Ienca ir is ulldt rstauduble 
that Cyril in his public activity cites only N in its purc form and that al the Syuod of Ephesus 
(43 1). which was dominated by him. only N as nonn was taken as the basi~ ... Diostorus continued 
CYril's politics, only more forcibly and with less caution. /3asing himself on the decisions. of the 
first Synod oLEphcsus, at the second he allowed the valldity of N lone to be proclaimed in order 
to eliminate the Formulary of Reunion (433)'. Thus Schwam, Das Nicaenum lind cL1S ConstAntioopo­
litamlln Rufder Synode von Chalkcdoll', ZNW2S (1926 (38-88), S3-84. TneEurychiansofCOllsmnti­
nople who had beon subpoenaed by the Coullcil of Chnlcedon also wanted to acknowledge only 
N (ibid. 84). 'Timothy Aelurus hhmelf -and bIs &u.cccsa~rs did not pa.rtici~ate in tbese politiCS ~f 
the moment. As the former refused to have commulllon wltn the EutychJ311S III Egypt and Constillltl­
nople ... and Eutydles was from that moment on cOIlsidered !O be a heretic in the Egyptian anti­
Chalceuoninn Church. so ali the ather band C was consistently acknowledged; apart from the combi­
nation of N nnd C in the cod. Brit. Mus. U156. this is shown particwarly by rhe Entyclic:ll of 
BasiliscLls :Uld the HCJlotican of Emperor Zello. In contesting C onc wOLlid ha VC separated one<;e1f 
definitively from the imperial Church, add Timothy and his successors wanted this 0 11 ItO account: 
rathcr they fostered the hope of attaching themselves once again ro the Imperial Church, if only 
the sole obstacle, the Coundl ofChalcedon, were mken away' (E. Schwartz, 3rt. cil., 8S). It seems, 
bowever, that with the acceptance of C Calion 3 or 38 1 WllS not thought . bout. App.renuy the 
silence in AleKnndria about the Council of J 81 had nllowed the cnnons to be forgo tten. The situation 
was different in Antioch. Cf. below onJacob ofSarllg. 

7 Encyclical: Schwartz, 'Cod. Vat. gr. 1431' (n. 3 above) 50, 21-22 (a later addition). 
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submit to only the sacred creed of the 3 I 8 holy fathers, which the ISO fathers con­
firmed, as it seemed best by definition also to the most holy f.'lthers who subsequently 
convened in the Ephesians' metropolis that it is necessary to agree to only the holy 
creed of the 318 holy fathers for a definition off;uth, while they anathematize every 
obstacle for the orthodox people produced in Chalcedon and entirely eject these 
from the churches as being obstructive to the wodd's and our we.lfare. 

(In the final paragraph the absolute prohibition against the propagation of the 
innovation ofChalcedon by speech and writing is again expressed, and the sanctions 
which Emperor Theodosius had already imposed against infractions arc reiterated 
as wel1.)8 

2. The theological content of the Encyclical 
The theological content is expressed more negatively than positively. 

With the decided no to Chalcedon, the conciliar development and 
the christologlcal statement are whittled down to Nicaea or the baptis­
mal faith of the 318 Fathers. For this faith, as the unique definition 
of inerrant faith, is sufficient to refute every heresy and to unite the 
Churches. What is significant is that the inspirers of Basiliscus also 
recognise the Creed and Council of Constantinople, together natur­
ally with the COLmcil of Ephesus (431). The Alexandrians displayed 
elsewhere no inclination to speak of the Council of 381. To give 
prominence to this Synod was rather in the interests of the bishop 
of Constantinople. The sharp reproach with regard to Chalcedon 
and Leo's Tome was based on the fact that these were a novelty 
vis-a-vis the Creed of 325 and the whole ecclesiastical and canonical 
order, and were a ratification of the teaching of Nestorius, as the 
longer version emphasises. Condemnation and burning of the deci­
sions ofChalcedon were to be carried out everywhere. 

The Encyclical does not forget to condemn with their docetism 
the Eutychians who, as we already know, were preparing serious 
troubles for the returning exile. 9 The imperial decree wishes to pin 
down the bishops of the Empire for all time to the restoration of 
anti-Chalcedonianism, and hence they are all ordered to subscribe. 
An irrevocable swearing on the Creed [and canons] of Nicaea (thus 
the longer version) would be demanded throughout the whole 
Empire, and in addition to this a commitment to the faith of the 
150 Fathers of Constantinople (381) and the First Council of Ephesus 
(43 I). Furthermore, the stipulation of the First Council of Ephesus, 
that no new creed ~oing beyond that ofNicaea was to be formulated, 
is called to mind. 1 Everything that happened at the Council of 45 I 
was to be anathematised as a seduction of orthodox believers and 

8 Evagrius. HE III 4: Bidez-Parmentier 103, 27-104, 19; E. Schwartz, ibid., 51, 14-30. 
9 Evagrius. HE III 4: Bidez-Parmentier 103. 2-10. Schwartz, ibid. , 51, 2-5. 
10 DOC 65 = Can. Eph. VII, which follows the reading out of the Symbolum Nicaenum. 



SUBSTITUTE FOR A COUNCIL 241 

as a danger to 'ecumenical' and imperial well-being. It With reference 
to Emperor Theodosius II and his attached constitution sanctions 
were finally imposed on those who contravened these directives. Thus 
from the point of view of theology as well as the history of councils 
everything is reduced to the state of 43 I (449). It is to be noted 
that no commitment to the mia physis formula, for instance, occurs 
and also that no mention is made of the two-natures formula. 
Nevertheless the purely Alexandrian tradition was clearly intended. 
As far as its theological statement as such was concerned the Encyclical 
was tolerable, this resulting particularly from the fact that the christo­
logical teachings of the Eutychian monks were expressly rejected. 12 

Yet in it there was a strong theological challenge; this, however, 
occurred in the way in which it understood the Church and councils. 
As an imperial declaration of war against a Council which was already 
generally accepted and which was in force as imperial law, the Ency­
clical necessarily aroused serious ecclesiastical confusion. Similar to 
the imperial Synod of Ephesus (449), it demonstrated as clear as 
lightning the dangerous nature of the principle of the imperial 
Church. 

For with the Encyclical a further step was taken in Constantinian 
policy for the imperial Church. Once again we find reference to 
the Constantinian principles of the welfare of the Empire, this time, 
however, with the demand that a Council be annulled which had 
already found approval both from the side of the bishops as well 
as from that of several Emperors, with the exception of a minority 
at and after the Council. On the basis of the very same principles 
of the imperial Church there occurred, with the co-operation of the 
Emperor, a drive which had the aim of annulling history in accord 
with the mind of the minority. Timothy Aelurus himself and his 
helpers sought, with the cooperation ofBasiliscus, to render effective 
for themselves the very same principles of the imperial Church which 
had been employed against them at and after the Council of Chalce­
don. This must be taken into account when the question regarding 
the motives of the Alexandrian reaction against Chalcedon is posed. 
We do not discover any aversion to the system of the imperial Church 
as such or any Egyptian nationalism, even ifConstantinople's striving 
for ecclesiastical precedence in the sense of Canon 28 of Chalcedon 
was felt by the Alexandrian side to be an attack on its own rights, 

II Evagrius, HE lJl 4: Bidez-Parmentier 103 , 11-26; Schwartz, ·Cod. Vat. gr. 143 1' , 51, 5- 14, 
where In I . 9 Canon (i ofN ic.,ca is caUed to mind- this is flOt found in Evagrius . 

12 Evagrius, fIE III 4: Bidez-Parmenticr 103, 2-6. T he Eutycbians of Consta11linople then were 
al so not SlI tisfi ed with the Encyclical. C f. Zacharias Rh., HE V 4: H:lIl1 il~ol~-Drooks 1? 9-ll l. F?f 
this reasoll they separated thcmsclvel; from T imothy, and his supporters; tbeJr II1trigUe5 WIth Zcnows, 
the wi fe ofDasiliscus, led to the ra pid dcpnrture ofTlmo[hy. 
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as the history of Canon 3 from 381 has already shown, What charac­
terises the combined undertaking of Basiliscus and the Alexandrians 
is the fact that they wanted to give absolute authority to their christo­
logical tradition, through the exclusion of all developments which 
had occurred after 43 I, by putting the apparatus of the imperial 
Church into operation, 

The new initiative seemed to be blessed with amazingly quick suc­
cess. Admittedly Timothy Aelurus had to leave Constantinople; 
though the immediate reason for this was his being threatened by 
the radical Eutychians, nevertheless it was also certainly caused by 
Chalcedonian resistance to the Encyclical. I3 At Ephesus, however, 
he successfully made a greater incursion into the Chalcedonian front 
at a synod which had been summoned by him there, He proclaimed 
the imperial document with certain additions which would restore 
again to the metropolis of the province of Asia the rights which 
it had lost to Constantinople. Through an interpolated reference to 
the imperial Council of 449-this in conjunction with the prominence 
given to the Council of 43 I which was already in the original Encycli­
cal-the old conciliar city received back its standing which allegedly 
had been damaged by Chalcedon. 14 The names of the leaders at both 
Councils-Cyril of Alexandria, Celestine I of Rome and Dioscorus­
which were likewise interpolated, were intended to show the bond 
that the Churches of Asia had with those of Alexandria and Rome. 
Constantinople with its new claim to the patriarchate was isolated. IS 

Thus it is understandable that 500 bishops subscribed the imperial 
document, 16 The anti-Chalcedonian movement, with Paul of Ephesus 
and the bishops who subscribed, had conquered such a wide area 
that it could already credit itself with the majority of the sees in 
the East, This happened within the framework of the imperial Church 
system, even indeed with its help. 

3, The miscarriage of the Encyclical 
If the Encyclical of Basiliscus, nevertheless, quickly foundered, 

even before West Rome could intervene, then this was the work 
of Patriarch ACcicius of Constantinople (472-489). He could depend 

13 Z3chnrins Rh., ibid. 
14 cr. ScbW;!rtz, 'Cod. VoL gr. 1431', So (,3-15. 
15 Ibid., so, 1 S. . 
16 Evagdus. MF III 5: Bidcz-Pannem:ier 104, l(l' 'about soc'; F. Nau, 'Documents pour stryir 

11 I'histoin: de I'Eglise Nestoricl~e'. PO I), 166, where.;1 text rrom .oM Add. 12.155, f. 108'" 
with an indico1liol) of the sUppOrle.TS oflhe Encyclirnl i. glvm: ' •.. with TiJnolhy, Peter of Annoch, 
Paul of ,Ephe:;us, Anast:L~ius of Je.nlSalem ;lnd all ih~ bishops of t'heir regions who, as the n::port 
has it, WI:I'C 700, united in the true fuith which Wil5 ill the Encycl ical'. The same nomcs with the 
same mlmber .3[C found in Zacharias Rh., HE V ~: H~m il ton-Brooks 107; s~e further Michad the 
Syrian, Chron. IX 5: Chabot II, 145-146. 
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upon a strong party among the monks, the clergy and the people. 
The military and political circumstances came to his aid. He himself 
had refused to subscribe the Encyclical. Vis-a-vis the Council of 45 I 
itself, however, his heart was divided. As would soon become evi­
dent, he was ready to compromise on the doctrinal question. But 
to be able to maintain his claims to the patriarchate he did need the 
Council of 45 I. For it was against these claims that those additions 
were directed which the longer version of the Encyclical exhibits, 
namely the emphasis on the Canons of Nicaea (Canon 6 of Nicaea 
(325)) and various references to the long-established order which was 
threatened by Canon 28 of Chalcedon and by that Council in 
general. 17 If and when the longer version of the Encyclical was seen 
by the Patriarch of Constantinople cannot be decided. In itself the 
original fotm of the Encyclical was sufficient to reveal to him its 
danger for his claims. In any case Acacius could realise from the 
proceedings in Ephesus what was in store for him. It is likely that 
he already knew Basiliscus' intention of making Theopompus patri­
arch in his stead. Theopompus was a member of the Alexandrian dele­
gation and brother of the Emperor's personal physician, Theoctistus. 18 

Hence Acacius had to act rapidly. 19 When Zeno advanced against 
the capital with his army in 476, the clergy, people and the monks 
there were greatly disturbed, a state of affairs which quickly developed 
into a revolt against the 'heretic Basiliscus'.2o One can conclude from 
the Epitome of Theodore Lector21 that because of this Acacius became 
frightened and sided with their fanaticism ('"A<p), 'after it had been 
rumoured previously that he was of the opposite persuasion'. He 
now preached from the ambo against the usurper in favour of Zeno. 
He ordered the throne and altar of his church be draped in black 
(according to the Vita of the stylite Daniel, this was to happen in 
all churches). Commissioned by him, a deputation of the most impor­
tant archimandrites of the city had to go to this sty lite at Anaplous 
on the Bosporus. Daniel had already enjoyed the confidence of 

17 Cf. E. Schwartz. ·Cod. Vat. gr. 1431" 50, 7.11.16. 19-20,21-22,31-32,33; 51, 9.12; cf. Evagrius 
HE III 4. 

18 Cf. Zacharias Rh., HE V I: Brooks J: CSCO 87, 145, 22-24; Hamilton-Brooks 103-5; on 
the whole matter see W. H. C. Frend, The Rise oIrll f MOllllphJ,sirc Moulmcm 11';9-174. 

19 On Acacius see the information with regard to sources and literature in V. Grumel, R~~~sl/!S 
II (Paris 1972,2) 112-126. nr. 148-172. The whole pkture ofhis attitude to Cmlcedon can be prcsemed 
only in cOIIDcction with the Henoticon. A Jacobite synaJlarillm (3 I-Iatour) (PO 3. "'46) and the 
Hillory oj ri,e Pmr;nrrl,s I 2 13 (PO I 446) mentiol) fo r the time of Basiliscus one or more letters 
of Acacius to Peter Mongus. in which he supposedly confessed the one-nature formub against the 
two-nature formula. At this time. however, Acacius was still an opponent of Peter and a supporter 
of Cha\cedon, at least in '0 far cbat a confession of the one-nature formula was Out of the qucsnon. 

ZO Zacharias Rh .• HE V s: Brooks I: CSCO 87. 151-1 52; Hamilton-Brooks 112-I14. Cf. H. 
133cht.· ie RoDe des orienrnlischen MonchtllDls in den kirchenpolirischen Auseinandersetzungen 
um Chalkedon (431-519)', Chalkedoll II (193-314) 261-264. 

21 Theodore Lector, Epitome: Hansen 113. nr. 406 and 407. 
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Emperor Leo I and Patriarch Gennadius (458-471). In imitation of 
the self-humiliation of Christ in the incarnation the saint was to des­
cend from his column and come to the aid of the bride of Christ, 
the Church.22 Daniel descended and was received ceremoniously by 
the Patriarch in Constantinople.23 The Emperor had to condescend 
to meet the saint in the presence of the Patriarch and before a con­
course of the people. This provided Basiliscus with the opportunity 
to have read aloud before the multitude a mandatum in his defence. 
In this he professed his faith in the 'trinity in one nature' in which 
he was baptised and brought up; at the same time he confessed his 
inability, as a soldier, to judge in matters of faith. In this way the 
stylite saint, the people and the Patriarch were placated. 'Thus did 
our Master God bring the enemy of His Holy Church to His feet'. 24 

The final act in the theological adventure was the Antencyclical, in 
which Basiliscus retracted the Encyclical. 25 In this was expressed 
the condemnation of Nestor ius and Eutyches and all their supporters, 
which met the wishes of the friends and foes of Chalcedon alike. 
Furthermore, no new synod was to be summoned nor was any further 
investigation to be carried out. The plans of Timothy Aelurus for 
another council which were feared equally by Constantinople and 
Rome were thus rejected. The privileges of his see, which had not 
been exercised for very long, were guaranteed to Acacius; he under­
stood these in the sense of Canon 3 of 381 and Canon 28 of 451, 
not that reference was made to these canons. The usurper explained 
that the status quo prior to the Encyclical was to be restored. 26 Signifi­
cantly, there is no talk of the doctrine ofChalcedon.27 What mattered 
to the Patriarch was the practical recognition of Canon 28. 

The short anti-Chalcedonian interlude was not, however, to be 
underestimated in its effect. Insurrection had been put to the test. 

22 Theodore Lector, ibid., nr. 407; Vita S. Danielis Stylitae, c. 72, ed. H . Delehaye, AnBolI 32 
(1~13) 189; E. Dawes and N. H. Baynes. Tltru Byz Qotl/l( Salms (Oxford 1977) St>-S J. 

3 Vila S . Dar/leUs SI),lirtre, CC. 72.-73 : H . Dclchayc 189- 100: Dawes and Dayne.~ SO-52. 
24 Ibid., c. 84: Ddehaye 199, 23- 24: Dawes and Baynes 58-59. 
25 Evagrius, HE l[J 7: Bidez-Parmentier 107: N iccph. Call . HE X V1 7: PG 147, 129; E. Schwartz, 

'Cod. Vat. g r.J43I" nr. 7.4, 52. 
26 Ev~grius . HE III 7 : Bjdez-Pa~mcntier 107, I 11-19: a~~a 'I'aUro: ~LI\ IIELII a ppot'Yf] M il. &11&~G1l'l'(I. . , 
27 A veiled attack on Cbalcedon is certainly to be found in the sentence; the E mperor leaves 

it to the readers to examine: ' wherefore those who have composed this writing [= Acacius, Daniel 
tbe Srylite and the archimandrites ofConstantinoplcl ha ve rel egated the Council ofNicaea to forgetful­
ness'. Cf. E . Schwartz, 'Cod. Vat. g r.I4-31 ', 135: somewhat more reserved ill PS 188 f. In tb.c 
judgment of Bi\ sili~cus Timothy appa~cntly ofl'ered the b~tte r guaran tee of m3jnr:\ i~ in~ Nic3,ca. The 
C ouncil of N icaea ltsclf was charactertsed as 'what restrams tbe rule o f dle ungodl y (70 "Ct'l'eXOII--'3 
modification of 2.' Thcss 2., 6.7); it was in danger of being taken away by Zeno, who was drawing 
ncar. According to Zacharias Rh. , HE V 5: Brooks I: CSCO 87. 152., 1-3; Hamilton-Brooks 113; 
Theodore Let tor, epitomr nr. 412: Hansen 114, Basiliscus was moved to publish the Antencyclical 
by the news of the imminent approach of Zeno, i.e. 'the ungodly' (anomos). The Vita of Peter the 
Iberian, Raabe 77, a lso sees the Antcncyclical and the return ofZeno as a new approach of ' un god Ii­
ness'. 
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The vision of the unity of the Empire on an anti-Chalcedonian basis 
seemed to be within attainable reach-at least for the greater part 
of the East, for Asia, Syria and Palestine, but particularly for Egypt. 
The West was only brought into play when this became necessary 
for the interests of Acacius. The utmost joy at the new situation 
prevailed in Palestine and Egypt. A new synod was to be summoned 
in] erusalem. 28 

At the court ofByzantiLlm, however, in no way were all dignitaries 
for the Encyclical and the Alexandrians. 29 There was strong resistance 
on the part of the clergy, monks and people. Yet what is striking 
is that at first the Roman Pope was not called in at all. For fifteen 
years West Rome no longer had any opportunity to intervene in 
the affairs of East Rome. In his predicament Acacius sought, through 
the mediation of monks, to establish links with Pope Simplicius 
(468-483~, who was no Leo 1. The Patriarch seems to have written 
himselE 3 The Pope immediately addressed letters to BasiliscLls, 31 Aca­
ciUS.32 and the presbyters and archimandrites of Constantinople. 33 The 
Emperor (Basiliscus or Zeno) was to order that what the predecessors 
of the Pope had sent in letters to Constantinople be sought out in 
his archives. The Pope writes thatm these the mystery of the incarna­
tion is completely and clearly prese~lted. J4 It is interesting that Simp­
licius also draws attention to the Codex encyclius of Emperor Leo 
I, in whkh 'the bisho~s of the whole of the East had unanimously' 
expressed themselves. 5 This was not a useless reminder, for in this 
collection there was a very informative conflImation of the consensus 

28 PetnIJ der Iberor, Raabe 76: 'And it was (on account of the Encyclical ] a fellSt of exultation 
and spirirual joy which raised the souls of those who feared God'. On the SlImmonilJg of a new 
council in Jerusalem: according to the Chronicle of John of Nikiu, 88, J3 (translation Charles 111; 
Zotenberg (French) 478) Dasiliscus himself had promised Timothy Aelurus to summon 3 council 
in Jerusalem, but did not keep t'bis promise. Zacharias Rh., HE V 5: Brooks I: CSCO 87, lSI, 
28-31 ; Ac.,cius learnt that the Synod ofjerusrucJli was directed against him. Cf. Michael Syr .• CIIYO".: 
Chabot II 146. From the last two amhon it is not clear whether an imperial Synod was to be 
suwmoned. See L. Perrone, La chie.l" di P"lc.lt(/111 e Ie cOIILrover.lie (flsrologi'h~ (Brescia (980) 12.5. 

~ On the varioLls forces and parties which were involved in the overthrow of Basiliscus see J. 
jacn-, 'Hf!rcsie5 ct factions' 250-264--

30 Simplicius. ep, ad presb. d arc/JII1l. , 10 JM., 476; JW 574: CA nr. S9 §7, p. ~3S. He speaks 
of AClcius' silence on the question of Timothy Aelurus' return lind of a new council. The Pope 
will not attribute rhis to him. however, for be is convinced th~t Acncius had not made what he 
was silent about his own opinion. Gelasius I, ep . ad eppos DardQlJiae; JW 664: CA Dr. 95 §47, p. 
38S, 20-22; it is attested that during the time ofBasiliscus Acacius took tbe tcoubIe to scnd a report 
to Rome (ad "PostoUtum sedelll riferrt wravit). The first letters of Pope Simplicius to Acacius OW 
572 and 575: CA nr. 57-58) from January 476 say nothing of a report about Basiliscus. Yet he 
is acquainted with the fact that Acacius closed the churches 'of Constantinople to Timothy: CA 
nr

3
(7. p . 130, 7-10; or. 58. ibid., 131.9-10; cf. nr. 59. ibieL, 134,26. 

CA or. 56, 10 Jan., 476; JW 573. On t~e adarcss see Schwartz, PS 161, nr. 5~; Guen.thcr 
in CA p. 124 (apparatus) . 

32 CA nr. 57;JW 575, perhaps from 31 Jan., 476; CA nr. 58, JW 572. 
33 CA nc. 59iJW 574. 
34 CA nr. S6 ,§9. p, 127. 
35 Ibid. 
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of the bishops after Chalcedon. Finally the Pope refers to Scripture 
and the Petrine tradition of the Roman see. For these reasons the 
rejection of Timothy and his supporters is for him a 'catholic matter'. 36 

Hence all attempts to achieve a retractacio of the Fourth Council had 
to be repulsed. Rome had once again an occasion to advance its theory 
of a CQUllCil. Weds which the evangelical sickle, wielded by apostolic 
hand, has cut down can never again sprout up; even less can this 
occur when the cutting down happens with the assent of the universal 
Church (ecclesiae unillersalis adsensu). 37 Added to this is an appeal, made 
on the principle of the imperial Church, to ensure the welfare of 
the Empire by doing what is pleasing in the eyes of God. 38 In 

. all the Pope's letters there is the exhortation not to permit a new 
counci1.39 

Pope Simplicius is original neither in his christology nor in his 
theology of a council. His intention was directed at the preservation 
of the status quo which for him, however, did not include the prece­
dence of Constantinople that was striven for in Canon 28 ofChalce­
don. 4o His letters to the East contained severe demands v:is-a-vis the 
anti-Chalcedonian bishops. Time and again their deposition and 
banishment were insisted upon.41 In the course of Basiliscus' cam-

36 Ibid. ~§ of 1l-1~. pp. Tz8-9. 
37 Ibid. ~io. p. uS. 11-12. 
Ja Ibid. §12. p. 129. cr. JW 575: CA nr. 57, p. 130: Acncius was to say 10 the Emperor that 

the slIre and sole firmness of his rule was the inviolate observ~llce of the Councilor bishops who 
had ga thered n the Holy Spirit for the sake oCtile fillth (cQlIsa.fi,Jel) . 

39 cr. Simpliciu~. Cl'o ad Art/chilli, 10 ]~n . , 476; JW S7~: CA nr. S8 §6, p. 132; whoever strives 
for a re ractation (re/rac/at/o) of Chalccdon ou.ght no longer coul11 himself among the number of 
the faithfu l;]W 574: CA nr. S9 §2, p. 133: opposition to Chalcedon will b~ punil!hcd with banishment 
by the Emperor. Thus ecdesiastical excommunic: • .1tioll (ab eccles/or corpore) and banishment in the 
civil domain (n (oelll I,omimml exiliis (orpore) belong to the ont dO/mllltio (mll'tar sen tell ((at' dOIl1I1Qtio). 
JW 576: CA nr. 60 §7, p. 138: Chakedon and Leo's Tome cannot be retracted, nor can Timothy 
be once ago in accepted, for he is to be regarded 'as one who hos been condemned by the one 
mOUlh of carholk tl'lIlh ever.ywhere' (cf. the Codex mlcyclius of Emperor Leo) . SimplicillS, rp . ad 
Acncfllm, Oct. 477; JW 577: Sd,WQr.t2 PS 12.2: Chalcedon is irrevocable, 'because that is upheld 
by the indissoluble observance through the whole world wruch W3S established by all of the bishops 
together (1IIIivers/cas) and so often corroborated by the confirmation of heavenly revenge, as has 
become dear' . There follows a reference to the divinejudgmcnc, ~ we shall encoullter this repeatedly 
in all these documentS ~espcci~lIy in regard to the Acacian schism). The same divine revenge was, 
1I0wever, also 'prophcucaJly' threatened to Basiliscl1s by Timothy ~nd his companion if he g~ve 
lip his Encyclical: John of Nikiu, CMall/de 88, 30: Ch3J:les I u; Michael Syr .• CllrOIJ , IX 5: Chabot 
11 T47a. 

40 At the beginning ofhis pontificate Pope Simp)icius had made Emperor Leo I aware that Cnnon 
l8 was not accepted by /Urn OW nr. S6Q). Pope GeI.sius reports tllis in "p. l6 lid eppos DaI'dalliar; 
JW 664: CA nr. 95 §57, p, 389. 

'il f. Simplici\Is, ep . Cld Acndllm;]W 577' Schwartz, PS I':U. 32-33. with ~7-30: Ac:acius WlI' 
to pr~ss will! ['he Emperor thll t Timothy with his followers be tJkcn co a place of exile without 
the d13nce or return (ad ;nrfmeablle . . . exl/illlll) ; as well Paul of Ephesus, Peter the Fuller of Antioch 
and all Ihose consecrAtcd either by him or by those bishops consc.crated by him were (0 be ousted 
from thcir sees. Simplicius repCllred (0 .Emperor Zello his demand for banishment with regard to 
Peter Mongus. Cf, CA nr , 6.2 §4, p. 141 (and CA nr. 63 §.t, p. 144): banishment, C01rried Ollt 
by imp(![ial power, appeared [0 be the only w~y of prcscl:.ving rhe Churcbes from the Infeclion 
of heresy and of maintaining he Jilrcerllll$ 'quam Join tel/ere po/est imperinlis m,Clorllas' . The presUfvRlioo 
of orthodoxy no longer appears a5 the e!fcct of a self-cleansing process of the C hurch. cr. also 
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paign various episcopal sees were occupied by supporters of the Enyc­
lical: Timothy Aelurus returned to Alexalldria, Peter the Fuller came 
to Antioch (for the first time in 471; then 475; 477, however, ousted 
by John Codonatus; for the third time 485-488). We shall speak of 
Jerusalem presently. It becomes more and more obvious that Acacius 
played a double game in Constantinople, something tbat Pope Felix 
UI(II) (483-492) had to reproach him with. 42 At tllis juncture we 
come to a new document of the imperial Church behind which Aca­
cius stood, just as much as Timothy Aelurus did behind the Encyclical. 

II. THE HENOTICON OF EMPEROR ZENO (482) AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE 
IN THE EAST 

After an absence of twenty months Emperor Zeno, with the assis­
tance of his countryman ll1us once again ent red Constantinople 
in August 476. 43 Basiliscus and his wife were immediately removed, 
Armatus some time later. In letters to Patriarch Acacius ofConstanti­
nople (472-489) and Pope Simplicius, the Emperor praised both 
bishops for their assistance against the heresy. The Pope in Rome 
trusted the orthodoxy of Zen044 and believed that-in pursuing the 
attitude of his predecessor, Hilary (46J- 468)45-he would be able 
to restore Chalcedon to its nghts. In three letters he emphasised, 

CA nr. 64 §1 .• p. 14$. Acacius i5 also commissioned-though in vain-to effecl the banishment 
of Pet!,r Mongus; CA nr. 65 §,2. p. 146; c,r. p. 148. 11 was. indeed, he himself who Iud proposed 
Peter Mongus as bishop of Alexandria (CA nr. 68 §3. p. 152). ce 100 CA nr. 66. §§2 and 6 (from 
the year 479 or 482?). pp. 147 ~nd 149. 

42 Felix. cpo ad AcndIHlI:JW 599: Coli. Veron. 5: Schwanz. PS 6-7. 
4.'1 On Emperor Zen a see W. Bnrlh. Kaist'T Zmon (Diss. BaseJ 1894): E. W. Brooks. 'The Emperor 

Zeno ~nd the lS::ltITians', EI,-~HJsIRev 30 (1893) 209-238; E. Stein. Hisroire dll BlIs-Empirf II 7-'16 
(with liHofsources); R. Haacke. Clwlkcdollll. 1 1?-124; C. Capizzi. L'illlperalore Alla.!rasio 1 (491-518) 
= OCA 184 (Roma 1969) 61-72.93-95. 157-161 ; A. Lippold. Art. 'Zenon (2)': KI. Pauly S (1979) 
1498; L Perrone. L1 {liiestl di Pllles/illQ 132-134. 151- 152. In spite of the hatred of the 'Romans' 
for the I~aurians. the supporters of Chalccdon preferred rhe Isnurian ZellO to the 'monophysite' 
DasillsGus (Brooks. 01" cit., 216 r.)'. From 484. however. t~e Helloliroll provided tbe opportunity 
for VerinR. Leo's widow. with the assistance of the Isaurian lIlus. to proclaim the general Leontius 
of Da.lis3ndos as anti~emperor (Brooks. op. cit . • 225-227). He w~s to be a 'Christian Empcror\ 
The tics ofmus to the pag3l] Ilea-Platonist Pamprepius contributed to the complication of relationships 
into which ""'as also drawll the Alltiochene Pat[Ja rcb Cal.ndion (479 1482J- 484). who sought COnt:lct 
with John I Truaia, the CblcedoniDIl ·D.n li -p~tTin rch of Alexalldria. Cf. Zacharias Rh.. HE V 9: 
Hamilron-.Brodks '12.4- 126. The whole plan failed. both politically and ecclesinstically. Leontius and 
Illus were: sei2ed and beheaded. The: sce of Antioch passed to Peter the Fuller (Cnapheus). who 
had already occupied it from 475 LO 477. In Alexandria Peter Mangus (48z-490) was successful. 
Emperor Zeno wa~ thus driven imo the arms of the opponents of Chalcedon. Sce the brief survey 
of the CQUrliC of events in ,l05hu3 lhe Stylile, Cllrollitle §§Xl1-XVI1; Wright pp. 9-12.; John of 
Antioch. frg . 214: FHG IV (18SI) pp. 620-621 . According to Brooks. op. cit., 2.30. John of Antioch, 
with his report of heavenly signs and the sudden death of the executioners of Leolltius and llIus. 
wanted 10 present these as martyr$ for Chalcedon, for which there were no grounds. 

44 Geiasills I, ~p. 26 lid eppos Da,.dallillc; JW 664: CA nr. 95 §.t8. p. 386; ibid .• §6, •• P. 39,2, I. 

where it is emphasised that the Emperor himself declared that he followed the advice of AC3Ciu5. 
Felix tdls of Zen a's praise for Pope Slmplicius; ep. ad ZCIIQ'l . ollg.: Schwam. PS 65. IS-Z3; Simplic.ius. 
tp. lid Z.IIOII. til/g . from 6.4.477;JW 576: CA nr. 60 §S. p. 1 J7. 

4S f. Ubrr POlllijicalis. ciled iri Thicll. 17J (lX). 
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at first in a negative way, that no new council should be allowed 
as the anti-Chalcedonian party was demanding. He said that on this 
point there was no retraClatio. 46 He wanted to maintain the line of 
Leo I and for this reason reminded the Emperor that the latter had 
in his arch.ives letters from his great predecessor. The Emperor and 
Patriarch Acacius were also referred to the testimony of the Codex 
erLc)'clius.47 The Pope wrote that in tIus it is testified that Chalcedon 
is the result of an 'assent of the universal Church' (unillersalis ecclesiae 
adsensus).48 This declaration has its weight and should not be lost 
sight of for the following development. The Pope stated that the 
task of the Em~eror was to destroy the enemies of the Empire and 
of the Church. 9 At the same time the Petrine office of the bishop 
of Rome was emphasised. and consciousness ofrus own responsibility 
for the Church was also demanded of Patriarch Acacius.50 On the 
whole the letters of Pope Simplicius remain within the framework 
already given by Leo I, thus repeating the judgemenx passed on Alex­
andrian monophysitism which was gaining more and more ground. 51 

Eutyches and Dioscorus were put on a par;52. this assessment would 
remain effective for a long time, although at that stage all Eastern 
ami-Chalcedonians had already dearly dissociated themselves from 
the condemned archimandrite. The bond which since Constantine 
had been established between the welfare of imperial rule and strict 
unity in faith was also emphasised time and again by Simplicius and 

~b The three letters nrc fro m 10Jnn .• 476: JW S71-57,j: J . To th~ Emperor (.Basiliscus or Zeoo): 
CA nr. 56, pp. 114-119. esp. §IO. p. uS; l . To Acacius: A nr. SR. pp. 130-In 3. To the presbyters 
and archimandrites of Constantinople: CA nT. 59. pp. 133-135. In addition 4. Ep. nil Zello,,, imp . 
from 6 Aprll or 9 Oct. 417: JW 576; CA 60. pp. 135- 138. Acadus had turned to Pope Simplicius 
for help when und.:r Emperor BasiliscU9 T imothy Aclurus w:mtC!d Ephl:$us as patriuchnl see in 
phce of COtisJ:a11tinoplc. Cr. Evagriu5, HE III 5: Elida-Parmentier 104-105; nllresscd more clearly 
in Zacharias Rh .. HEV 4: Hamillon-Brooks 110: 'To him [Bishop Paul] Timothy canonically restored 
the rigbt5 of his sec, which the Council of Chalcedon hnd snatched from it. and had given by 
partialiry. to the throne of the royal city' (i.e. in rhe 50-called Canon 18) . See also, tbe Anrencycl ical 
ofDnsiliscus: Schwnrtz, 'Cod. Vatic. gr. 143 I', n~ . 74. p. 51. which speaks in favourofConsrantinople·. 
When Pope Simplicius demal1ded or Patriarch Aca.cius thnt he prevent a new council whlch the 
party of Timo.thy Aelurus wanted, Acacius did [his gJadly, but ror the sake of Canon 18 not on 
ac:cOW1[ oflhe question off~i[h. 

47 SimpJiciu5. ep. ad BnsilisClim (Zelloll.) imp. from 10 Jan., 476; JW 573: CA IIr. 56. $9. p. 1l7; 
ep. adpresb. CI ard,im. Corulllrlt. :JW S74: CA nr. 59, $4, p. 134. 

48 Simplicius all Z~flOII. imp. from 6 April or 9 OCL. '~77: JW S76: CA nr. 60. §<5, p. 138: (qllod 
101 tamiqur pOlllijices e/ ww egrrgiis orllrodoxisqllc priu, ipiblls wlivt rsalis er:deslae dccrcvit ad's<IIJIIs). 

4'} Simplicius, tp .l1d Acacium;JW 577: Schwartz. PS lll-ll2. The Pope insists lh3t Timothy Aehlrus 
'CIIIII .!cqlmciblls suis ad ilJrcmeabilc dirigalur c. i/iulII '. No doubt the Pope had no conctete idea how 
such a drunand could be carried out. 

50 Simplic:ius. ep. ad /ltlldum from rs July. 48z; JW 586: CA nr. IiS, PI'. IS1-154. $$ 1-1. 
51 S.implicius. lOp. ad Acaci'llII from lsJuly, 482;JW 581i: CA m . 68, §5. p. In:' .. . ImdlllllerNicorulU 

IIIcmium CTescir flUfes/a domillotia et catha/irorrm, sllCcedir miscrarrdll captil,i/ns'. On the AJexandrJ:lI1 'heresy' 
see the earlier letters, CA nr. 56 (10 Jnn., 476); ibid., 1lT. 57 (from 31 JUri., 4-70); ibid .• nr. 5R (10 
Jan. , 476) (wEmperor Zello and Pauiacch Acacius). _ _ 

~2 Simplicius, cpo ad Zmo" . imp. frail! Oct., 478; JW 579; CA nr. 6.2. esp. §1. p. t40. SI1111larir 
Felix III (U), oJ> . ad Zt!lorr, Illig . from the yenr 490; ]W Gil: Schwartz. PS 83, 31 (Coli . Beta . 
nr·34) · 
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his successors.53 To the style of the period and to the policy of the 
imperial Church belonged also the call made on the Emperor to send 
Peter Mongus into exile and to employ all the juridical means of 
the state in the fight against the heretics. 54 

At first it seemed that everything in the East was proceeding in 
accord with these ideas. On 17 December, 476, Emperor Zeno issued 
a constitution which restored to Constantinople and the other pro­
vinces the status quo as it had been before his flight. 55 According to 
various reports three edicts to the clergy and people of Alexandria 
were issued one after the other. According to the testimony of Pope 
Felix III(II) and Pope Gelasius I,56 Zeno demanded from the episco­
pate and clergy of Egypt that 'within two months they should 
renOWlce what they had in mind from the very beginning against 
the Canons, the Churches of God and right faith'; they should resume 
communion with Timothy Salophaciolus (patriarch of Alexandria­
first 460-475, tben 477- 482), who had been ousted on the return 
of Timothy Aelurus (475). Should they refuse to do this they would 
be driven out of Alexandria, even out of Egypt. For whoever separ­
ated himself from the universal Church (ab ecclesia quae ubique terrarum 
est) should not, in the judgement of the Emperor, be invested with 
any episcopal or other ecclesiastical dignity. At Antioch Peter the 
Fuller was again banished (at the end of 476 or the beginning of 
477),57 as after three months was his monophysite successor, John 
Codonatus, who once before bad succeeded in taking the see from 
Peter. A synod at Constantinople (end of 476 or beginning of 477) 
under Acacius condemned the heads of the anti-Chalcedonian opposi­
tion, thus Peter the Fuller, John Codonatl1s, Peter Mongus (who 
later, as Peter III, was patriarch from 482 to 490), Paul of Ephesus and 
above all Timothy Aelurus. 58 After the murder of dle Chalcedonian 

53 Sirnplicius, cp. ad ZeIlO/l, IlIIp . from 10Jan" 476;JW 573: CA nr. 56, §rz. p. 129. Simpliciu5 
speaks of 'llfrat' ,ollfossioTlis P(l),·'. which because of Zcno's concern was to extend over the whole 
orbis of his rule. Similarly in the letter to AGlciu5 from 31 Jan., 476; JW 575: CA nr. 57. $2, p. 
130, Pelix,1Il (II) (Gci3sills) . op. I tld CpPO,( Oriml. (48'8-89);JW 61 I : Thiel p. 303, $29. 

54 Simpljdus. cpo ad Z enon . illIg . (c. 21 Oct., 478); JW .s81: C/'. nr. 64. pp. 144-145. For the 
b!lIiishment oCPeter Monglls, Patriarch Acacius was also to ple:ld with the Emperor. Cf. SimpJicius, 
ep. ad ACflcil//!! ITom OCl. S82: CA nr. 65. §2, p. 146; cf. A 66. §2, pp. 147-148 (e.wra IIIt ras lIeslri 
pdlerCfHr i"'perll). This demand that Peter 'Mangus be banished Is also rnisec;l ill the synodal letter 
of Lhe: RomAn Synod of 5 O ctober. 485. to the prcsbyters lind archimandrites of Constantinople 
and Bilhyni.1. Cf. Thiel I, p. 2S). §2 with reference to the repeatcd ClIllIpniglllng o(Simplicius. 

55 Cod . lim. I 2. 16: IVltcger 14.; English rranslntion 1u Colcrnnn-Norton, Slare & Cllllrrl, nr. 
526 pp. 922-924. 

5~ Felix. ep. ad Zenon . aug., Coli . Berol. 10 and 22, Schwartz. PS 66. 6--13 and 74. 6--14. Gesta 
de nomine Acacii: CA nr. 99. Guenther 447. 14; Gelasius. De vitanda communione Acacii: Coli. Veron. 
lIS S,hwu,z. P$ 340,6 and J6 Fr. 

7 O n Petcr lhe FuUer (Cnapheus) see the Gesta de nomine Acacii: CA Dr. 99. Guenther 449. 17-451, 
3; Schwartz. PS 162. Urkunde 19; ibid., 182-183 (first episode of Peter the Fuller in Antioch); 
192-193 (second episode). 

S!! See lhe evideJ'lce in Grllmol. Regestes (19722) Dr. I So. 
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patriarch of Antioch, Stephen II (477-479), Acacius at the command 
of the Emperor, ordained as bishop the Chalcedoman Calandion, 
who could assume his office, however, only after some time. Many 
bishops who subscribed the Encyclical ofBasiliscus addressed a com­
mon letter to Acacius with an apology for their misdemeanour and 
a confession of Chalcedon. With this the Chalcedonian restoration 
seemed 0 be in sight, especially as Timothy Ae1urus died on 31 July, 
477 (according toE. Stein, on cither 31 or 30 August). 

But Peter Mongus, who was oflike mind, had already been conse­
crated in secret. Obviously no longer was a purely Chalcedonian 
policy able to prevail as the imperial Church's profession of unity. 
Hence in 478 the necessary conditions were ful.filled which allowed 
this goal (i.e. the imperial Church's profession ofuruty) to be steered 
for by means of a compromise. Preliminary work for this had already 
been performed inJerusalem. At the beginning of July, 478, the anti­
Chalcedonian patriarch, Anastasius (458-478), died there. He had 
subscribed to the Encyclical of Basiliscus and was opposed to its 
retraction in the Antencyclical. But he had not made the first docu­
ment the 'criterion of orthodoxy', nor had he made it the absolute 
criterion for communion with those bishops who made a pilgrimage 
to. Jerusalem. Jerusalem was to be a1'l 'open city' for the whole of 
Christendom, at least xternally, even if internally a certain effort 
was needed to keep the agitation of mOl1ophysite groups under con­
trol. The successor of Anastasius, Patriarch Martyrius (478-486), 
could reap the benefits of this attitude. S9 On the occasion of a synod 
of the Palestinian bishops h created with the special assistance of 
the monophysite monk Marcian, a new (second) union, whose for­
mula of faith would become the model for the document that was 
to overcome the division between Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedo­
nians and guarantee unity in the sense of the imperial Church. The 
fundamental ideas on this subject were to be culled from an address 
whicl~Patriarch Martyrius delivered in the Anastasis church inJerusa­
Iem to the clergy, monks and people shortly after the union had 
been achieved. Zacharias Rhetor has transmitted this address, even 
if only in excerpts.60 

Everybody should be convinced of the fact 'that we have no other true definition 
of the faith but that into which we have been and are being baptised. For thus 
have they been baptised, and believe as we do. 

59 See the detailed depiction of the development in Palestine under· the Patriarchs Anastasius 
(458-478) and Martyrius (478-486) in L. Perrone, La chiesa di Palestina 116-127, 127-139; cf. E. 
Schwartz, Kyrillos von Skythopolis 371-372, where the different conditions for a union, in both Jerusa­
lem and Egypt, are described. 

60 Zacharias Rh., HE V 6: Brooks 1: CSCO 87, 153; Hamilton-Brooks 115-116. E. Schwartz, 
Kyrillos von Skythopolis 367-368 with a translation back into Greek of the extracts from the address 
of Patriarch Martyriu~; idem., Vita Euthymii p. 66, 18-67,20. 
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Whosoever, then, holds or has held or learned doctrine contrary to this definition 
of the faith which was framed by the three hundred and eighteen holy fathers, 
the bishops assembled at Nicaea' to which definition the one hundred and fifty 
believing and true bishops, assembled in the royal city adhered, ratifying and con­
firming the same, as did also the Synod held in Ephesus: whosoever (I say) holds 
or has held or learned what is contrary to tlus definition, let him be accursed, if 
he have any other teaching or doctrine defined elsewhere, whether in Rimini, or 
in Sardica, or in Chalcedon, or in any other place whatsoever, according to the 
saying of the apostle, "If any man preaches to you more than what we have preached 
to you, let him be accursed" , 

(And he continued in the following terms): 
'If any man teaches, or brings in as new, or thinks or interprets, or holds any 

other d!!finition or faith contrary to this approved and orthodox doctrine of faith 
of the three hundred and eighteen holy bishops and the one hundred and fifty, 
and them of Ephesus, he is an alien to the holy Church . . . But the confession, 
signed with your own signatures, 10, it is recorded in Heaven above! And YOLl 
shall give account before the fearful and righteoLls Judgement-Scat. if you accept 
anything more or less than the true faith. I am dear from your blood; 1 have 
not desisted from speaking unto you'. 

Here a compromise was traced out 'on the basis of a formula 
which, like the Second Council of Ephesus, recognised only three 
synods, and which did not curse the Council of Chalcedon, but steri­
lised it'.61 The condemnation of the letter of Leo I was also dispensed 
with. Admittedly, one could have completely negative thoughts 
about the Council (and the Tome) when Chalcedon is named together 
widi Rimini, Sardica and 'any other teaching or doctrine defined 
elsewhere'. A model of union had thus already been devised when 
Patriarch Acacius set to work at Constantinople to compose that 
document which would go down in history first as 'Zeno's edict', 
and later as the 'Henoticon'. One can iustly conjecture that he had 
the Palestinian Henosis as his model. 62 The difference between the 
two projects lies in the fact that the union of Jerusalem was purely 
ecclesiastical, while the document from Constantinople was an instru­
ment of the imperial Church, to which Acacius could contribute 
as the instigator (or even partly as author), but not in a formal legal 
sense as an ecclesiastical authority. One must notice first of all that 
the new edict was addressed to the Churches of Egypt and that it 
received its universal significance (significance for the imperial 

61 E. Scbwam~ , KJlrillos 11011 Skyl/iopolis 369-370. 
62 Ibid .. 370. SchWllrtz ~mphasiscs in n. 2 th3t it is better to consider the politics of Acacius 

with respect to the Hell orleoll [rom the point o f view of J erusalem ~l1 d in general o f the East, ~nd 
not in the first place from the polemic of tbe .Popcs Fcfix and Gela.siu5 'which is usu ~ ll y pushed 
to the fo refront Gild as 3 consequence the hi storical rerspocti ve is distorted. T he C hurch of the 
East must nOt be viewed fro m the point o f view 0 the West' . 0 11 Acaciu5 as the inspi rer and 
composer (no doubt w ith the cooperation of the impcr i:J.! cb~l1cellery) sec Evagcius HE m 13: 
ijidcz-Pan 'rlomicr 11 0 ; T heophanes, Chr~/I(Jgr. :ld A.M. 597(>: De noor [ 30, t - 15· 
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Church) only through the ecclesiastical policy ofEmperor Anastasius r. 
It is of the utmost importance to distinguish between an unbiassed 
interpretation of the text and its actual employment by the various 
parties. We shall first cite the text, then give its history in the Eastern 
provinces, and frnally in the relationship between Constantinople 
and Rome. 

1, Zeno's Edict [Autumn 482]63 

(I) Emperor Caesar Zeno, Pious, Victor, Triumpher, Greatest, Ever-August, 
Augustus to the bishops and people throughout Alexandria and Egypt and Libya 
and Pentapolis. 

(2) Considering the source and the constitution and the power and the invincible 
shield of our Empire as the only right and true faith, which through divine interven­
tion the 318 holy Fathers, assembled in Nicaea, expow1ded and the ISO holy Fathers, 
convened similarly in Constantinople, confirmed, 

(3) by night and by day we have employed every prayer and effort and the laws, 
that through the holy catholic and apostolic Church, the incorruptible and immortal 
mother of our imperial sceptres, may be increased everywhere and that the pious 
laymen with most holy bishops and most God-fearing clergy and archimandrites 
and solitaries, continuing ill peace and concord with respect to God, may offer 
acc~pt-able supplications in our Empire's behalf. FOT, while the great God and our 
Saviour Jesns Christ, who was incarnate and was born from Mary, the holy Virgin 
and theolokos, approves and receives readily our laudation from harmony and WOr­
ship, the enemies' races will be erased and will be obliterated, all will bend their 
own necks to our power after God, peace and its blessings and kindly temperature 
of the air and abundance of fruits and other benefits will be lavished on human 
beings. 

(4) Since the faultless faith preserves both us and the affairs of Rome, to us have 
been brought petitions from archimandrites most pleasing to God and hermits and 

63 With regafd 10 the HCIIOtiCOII : I. the designation at first rcads i1a~K'TOU Z"vw~o~. Thus only 
in the Cod. Vat. gr. 143 I: Schwartz p. 52 .. The name 'Hcuo/ieoll' is found for the fin;t time in Zacharill$ 
Rh., HE V 8: Hamilton-Brooks 121 , and elsewhere; further ill Scvcrus of Antioch. Evagrius, Hfj 
m 14, 'who copies Zacharias' (E. Schw~rtz, PS 197, n. J), made it popular. 2. The TEXT: (a) 
Greek: E. Schwartz, 'Cod. Vat. gr. 1431" n[, 75, pp. 52-54: somewhat abbreviated in Evagrius, 
HE III 14: Bida-Parmentier [[ 1-114; Nfceph. Gnll., HE XVI 12: PG 147, I 36D- [40C. (b) L1dn: 
Liberatus, Breviar, 17: ACO liS, 127-129: Schwartz. 'Cod. Vat. gr. 14.J[', 54-56. (e) Syriac: Zacharias 
Rh., HE V 8: Brooks I : CSCO 83,2:17-2)-1 = L~tin q . CSCO 87.157-159; English cr. Hamihon­
BrookS 121-U3; Tllcertl Clirollico/l ps.-Dlollyslallllllf vlligo tlletlml , cd. I.-B. Cb~bot, CSCO 91 (V 
Ill) 231-234; French tr. by F. Nau, 'Analyse de 13 secondc partie incdite de I'Histoilc Ecclesiastiqu;: 
deJcan d'A!1ie' , ROC 2 (1897) 481 . (d) Coptic: F. Am~lineau. 'Lettres d'Acace ct de Pierrc Monge" 
Menrairf'Spubl . paries nre/llb,.esJ~ Ja missloll oreMol. Frauc. all Caire IV (I 888-1895) 216-UO. (~) Armenian 
(partial tT.) (English cr. in F. Conybeare, 'Anccdota Monophysitarwu'. AI"crjullrTlrcol 11 (I\lOS) 
735>-740). reference is made to the Armenian variantS in CO!cm:ln-NortoJ1, S'at~ & CIII/rel, 3, nr. 
5"1.7. pp. 9Z4--927. together with his fr. orthe text olEvagnu.s. 3. On the .IGNII'ICANCE oCthe Hello/ico,,: 
facundus Heml., Pro rlcJ. tr'lII" tap . XU 4: PL 67, 845J3..-849A (with fundamellr.l l l"l:marks concerning 
the Emperor's right to speak in questions or faith): S. Sal.aville, ' [,'henotiquc', DrC 6,2153-2178. 
idem, 'L'afl"lIire de I'Hcnotiquc ou Ie premier schiome byz-1ntin au V'siede', EO 18 (19IS) 255-2.66, 
389-397; 19 (1920) 49-68, l~t 5-433: W. T. Townsend, 'The Hcnoticon Sc.hism and the Roman Church', 
JRtl 16 (1936) 78-86; further Byz Z 36 (1936) 501 C.: Schwartz, PS 19"1-201 (Acacius' intention): 
R. Haacke, Clrolkcdo/l 11, 117-124; W. H. C. Frend, Tile Rite OJt/,t MO/loplrysl/e Mav~meltt '74-183; 
P. T. R. Gray, Ti,e Dejf:/lse oJelltlleerloll ill II,e Easl (~51-J8)) (l..eiden 1979) 28-34. Tbe parilgraph 
division as i! appears in our tr. was made by Th. Becker, FrQnkfurt-M. 
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other venerable men, beseeching with tears that there should be unity for the holiest 
Churches and that members should be united to members, which the hater of good 
from most distant times has bustled to sever, knowing that, when warring against 
the Church's complete body, he will be conquered. For it happens from this that 
there are uncounted generations as many as time in so many years has withdrawn 
from life, that some, deprived of the washing of regeneration, have departed, that 
others, not having partaken of the divine communion, have been transported to 
the inexorable departure of mankind. that myriad murders have been undertaken 
and by the amount of blood-sheddlngs, not only the earth but also as well the 
very air have been polluted. Who would not pray th.1t these things should be trans­
formed into good? 

(5) Therefore we have been eager for YOll to know that both we and the most 
holy orthodox Churches everywht:Te neither have held nor hold nor shall hold nor 
know anyone who holds another creed or teaching or definition of f.'lith or faith 
save the aforesaid holy creed of the 318 holy Fathers, which the said ISO holy Fathers 
also confirmed, and if anyone should hold such, we consider him an alien. 

(6) For we have confldence that this alone (as we said) preserves our Empire 
and all the peoples, when they obtain this alone, are baptised, after they arc deemed 
worthy of salutary enlightenment. And this all the holy Fathers who were cOQvened 
in the Ephesians' city followed, who also deposed the impious Nestorius and those 
who later were of that one's mind. And this Nestorius with Eutyches and the persons 
who have thoughts opposed to what has been said we also anathematise, receiving 
also the said Twelve Chapters from Cyril, whose memory is pleasing to God, the 
archbishop of the Alexandrians' catholic Church. 

(7) We also confess that the Only-Begotten Son of God, also God, who according 
to truth was made man, our Lord Jesus Christ, consubstantial with the Father in 
respect to godhead and himself consubstantial with us in respect to manhood, having 
descended and having been jl)carn.'lt.e from the Holy Spirit and Mary, the Ever-virgin 
theotokos, is one son and not two, for we say that both his miracles and his suficrings, 
which he willingly underwent in the flesh, are of one person, the Only-Begotten 
Son of God. For we do not accept at all the persons who divide or combine or 
introduce an apparition, inasmuch as according to truth the s,inless incamation from 
the theotokos has not made an addition of a son, for the Trlnity has remained a 
Trinity, even after one of the Trinity, God aJJd Word, became incarnate. 

(8) Knowing, then. that neither God's most holy orthodox Churches everywhere 
nor the priests most pleasing to God who preside over these nor our Majesty have 
been content with nor are cOntent with a creed or a definition of faith other than 
the said holy teaching, uLlite yourselves without any wavering. 

(9) These thit1gs we have written, not devising a new faith, but fully assuring 
you. Bm every person who has thought or thinks anything else, either now or 
at any time, either in Chalcedon 01' in any synod whatever, we anathematise, espec­
ially the aforesaid Nestorius and Eutyches and the persons who are of their mind. 

(to) Be you joined, therefore, to the spiritual mother, the Church, by enjoying 
in ber the same holy communion with us according to the aforesaid one and only 
definition of the faith ofthe same holy Pathers. For our all-holy mother. the Church, 
awaits to embrace you as genuine sons and yearns to hear your long-delayed and 
dear voice. 

Therefore urge yourselves, for by doing these things you will also draw to your­
selves the good will of Christ our Saviour and God, and by our Majesty you will 
be praised. 

Being steadfast in the Lord, pray for us, most devoted brothers. 
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2. The theology of the Henoticon 
Let us once again characterise the position of the main actor in 

the whole undertaking-Acacius (472-489). He fought against Basil­
iscus and Timothy Aelurus, not so much for the dogmatic formula 
of Chalcedon, but rather for the prerogatives of his see which were 
the objective of Canon 28. What makes the Henoticon theologically 
significant is the combination of what it suppresses and what it formu­
lates positively. 

(a) The negative aspect. The document does not contain any formal 
execration of the Tomus Leonis as a whole or of the Council ofChalce­
don itself. It is true that a sentence of the Tome is clearly criticised 
and rejected, but this sentence as such was not included in the defini­
tion of 451. We are referring to Leo's phrase--'the one shines through 
miracles [viz. the divine nature of Christ]. the other is subject to 
abuse [viz. the human nature ofChristJ'-which seemed to insinuate 
a division into two persons. Placed in positive contrast to this phrase 
is: 'Por we say that both his miracles and his sufferings, which he 
willingly underwent in the flesh, are of one person, the Only­
Begotten Son of God' (§7). The Alexandrian principal formula-'the 
one incamate nature of the God-Logos'-found no approval. On 
the other side as well nothing is said against the expression that was 
so detested by the Alexandrians-'knowable in two natures'. It is 
to be noted that the annulled imperial Council of Ephesus (449) is 
also not mentioned. It could not be considered an invitation to unity, 
because it had favoured Eutyches too much. . 

(b) The positive aspect. The common foundations of the faith are, 
according to §6, only the Council of Nicaea (325). and the Council 
of Constantinople (381) . Synods to which the Council of Ephesus 
(43 I) also showed allegiance, but not Nestorius and Eutyches, who 
on that account are anathematised as well. This had been the starting­
point of the Council of Chalcedon too. It is here that the feelings 
of Acacius became divided. He was certainly still grateful even at 
this time, and precisely at this time, that Marcian's Synod reminded 
the Alexandrians of the Council of 381; during the period up to Cyril 
they had readily suppressed this memory. That at this moment Canon 
3-in contradistinction to the Creed-was more important to Acacias 
does not need to be hammered at. If one considers in more detail 
the relationship of the Henoticon to the formula of faith of 451, three 
points can be established. 

(i) In principle a Chalcedonian could agree that distinction and 
union in the relationship of divinity and humanity in Christ were 
expressed with words that were reminiscent of the 'unmingled' and 
'undivided' of 45 I (§7). The emphasis on Christ's twofoId consubstan-
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tiality, viz. 'consubstantial with the Father in respect to godhood 
and himself consubstantial with us in respect to manhood', seems 
even more clearly to take up the text of 45 I. But these words were 
already in the Formulary of Reunion (433) which was adopted into 
the Laetentur letter of Cyril that was so highly esteemed. Let us also 
call to mind once again how much this twofold 'consubstantiality' 
could bind together Chalcedon, Leo I and Timothy Aelurus. Com­
mon property were also the phrases about the sinless incarnation 
from the theotokos Mary or about the sinlessness of Christ in general, 
phrases which had a special significance for Chalcedon. 

(ii) The suppression of the formula of the one hypostasis or person 
in two natures (the great vexation of the Alexandrians) resorted to 
a position anterior to that of Chalcedon. This was to be a sacrifice 
for the sake of unity, just as on the other side the mia physis formula 
does not occur. 

(iii) If here a balance, so to speak, is attained, still one cannot 
fail to recognise a weighting in favour of the Alexandrian monophy­
site christology. Various details need to be mentioned here. (I) If 
both Eutyches and Nestorius are rejected, still in justifying this the 
Henoticon falls back on an old Apollinarian argument that is found 
in the work 'That Christ is one', an argument directed against Paul 
of Samosata (or better, against Photinus and his teacher, Marcellus 
of Ancyra). 64 Whoever accepts two sons in Christ makes the Trinity 
into a quaternity. For in that way a foreign fourth hypostasis of 
a different kind is added to the three. By implication the monophysite 
argument could also be voiced in this: whoever accepts two natures 
in Christ accepts two sons, and hence the quaternity. (2) If one recalls 
the reserve which the Council of Ephesus and even Chalcedon showed 
with regard to the twelve cephalaia or anathemas of Cyril, if one 
thinks of the difficulties which they had caused for the Alexandrians, 
then their explicit recognition is to be equated with the demand that 
the intensified Cyrillian christology of union be accepted generally 
(cf. §6). This still did not signify a rejection of the doctrine ofChalce­
don as such which was also capable of being expressed without the 
'terminology' of the 'two natures'. (3) There seems to be only one 
step away from an open rejection of Chalcedon when it is said in 
§9: 'But any person who has thought or thinks anything else, either 
now or at any time, either in Chalcedon or in any synod whatever, 
we anathematise'. This could be the thin edge of the wedge for all 

64 Ps.-Athanasius, Quod unus sit Chris/us 3-4 = CPG 3737: Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea 
(Tiibingen 1904) 296, 8-297, 8; this accusation became a topos against Chalcedon. Cf. John Rufus, 
Plerophories LXXII: PO 8, 128: 'L'egJise de ces partisans des quatre (dieux)'. 
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those who saw an explicit condemnation of the Fourth Council 
expressed in the Henoticon. (4) Finally a new point of conflict is her­
alded by the formula: 'One of the Trinity, God the Word. became 
incarnate' (§7). In tins form it ought not have caused any excitement. 
For this to happen it needed only to be intensified; this did not take 
iong to occur. 

Although a concept of the Church, capable of carrying out what 
was required of it, was expressed in the HerLoticon with talk of the 
one universal 'mother, the Church' (§IO) and of the necessity ofbap­
tism and the eucharist (§4) , still in the dispute about tl e Edict the 
validity of the administration of the sacraments and of episcopal con­
secrations was contested from time to time. In the process of the 
Edict's gaining acceptance it was not the genuine ecclesiastical ele­
ments which came to the fore, but purely the pragmatic, political 
principle of unity. enshrined in the imperial Churcb. This £'1ct also 
contributed to the theological poverty of the next decades. Acacius 
himself, as author. had particular difficulties in safeguarding his own 
interests. Peter Mongus wanted to be patriarch in Alexandria. he 
Patriarch of Constantinople was determined to achieve the recogni­
tion of his see as the seat of a patriarchate. and as second in stature. 
To achieve this he had to work through Zeno. Peter Mangus would 
have to pay a price for his elevation to patriarch, not in relation 
to the doctrinal part of Chalcedon, but with regard to its canonical 
legislation. It was Canon 28 in particular that Acacius was concerned 
about. Acceptance of the Canons, but not of the doctrinal defini­
tions-this we shall also encOlmter in the Syrian region. That the 
Bishop of Constantinople was so easily prepared to dispense with 
the new formulas ofChalcedon-evell if only in the sense of suppress­
ing them-robbed the supporters of the Renoticon of an effective 
instrument for fighting the still active virulence of docetist, Mani­
chaean and Apollinarian tendencies. which even Timothy Ae1urllS 
in fact had not completely overcome.65 The later history of anti­
Chalcedonianism in the East will demonstrate this. 

In. what follows we need no longer be concerned with the Renaticon 
as a 'chris to 10 gi cal' document. But the conflict around it reveals. 
nevertheless, an important side of the system of the imperial Church. 
the emergence of new theological forces. Finally, the whole affair 
provides excellent material for a study of'ecumenism' in its modem 
meaning-the presence or the absence of it. The lines of argument 
that we encounter here played a role ,right up to the discussion about 
'religious freedom' at the Second Vatican Council. 

65 See Chapter V below. 
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3. (Schisms' instead of'henosis'. The Henoticon policy as an 
(ecumenical' problem 

Section One: In the Eastern patriarchates 
With a laconic sentence, Facundus of Hermiane highlighted the 

major error of the Henoticon: 'He [Emperor Zeno] did not understand 
that confusion does not create unity'. 66 This could be a heading for 
much 'ecumenical' dialogue. 

Schisms everywhere was the immediate result of the Emperor's 
attempt to end the conflict about Chalcedon by a theologically prag­
matic compromise. The situation of the Churches at the time of 
Emperor Zeno's death (491) is vividly described by Evagrius Scholas­
ticus. 67 The Church historian begins by giving prominence to the 
irenically conservative character ofZeno's successor, Emperor Anas­
tasius I (49I-5I8), who wanted to keep the Church and his own 
reign free from all disturbance. With upright intentions the new 
Emperor also took over the Henoticon as the guarantee of unity. This 
he did with tenacious stamina. The result, however, was entirely 
contrary to his intentions, even if Evagrius in his presentation passes 
over the last years of the Emperor (see Ad Fontes): 

The Council of Chalcedon, accordingly, was during these times neither openly 
acknowledged in the most holy Churches. nor yet rejected by all, but each of the 
bishops acted according to his own opinion. There were some who very resolutely 
abided by what had been expounded at the Council and would not give in to the 
extent orone syllable of its definitions, nor would they admit the change of even 
a single letter, but they rejected all contact and absolutely refused to countenance 
communion with those who did not accept the matters expounded by the Council. 
There were others who not only did not accept the Council of Chalcedon and the 
matters defined by it, but also anathematised both it and the Tome of Leo. Others 
adhered to the Henoticon of Zeno, and this although they were at variance with 
one another on the point of the one or two natures, some being taken in by the 
way the document was composed, others inclining rather towards a peaceful situa­
tion. 68 

Evagrius found the result disappointing: 
The upshot was that all the Churches were divided into separate groups and that 

the bishops were not in communion with each other. From this there arose a great 
number of divisions throughout the Eastern and Western parts [of the Empire] 
and throughout Libya; the bishops of the East were not on peaceful terms with 
those of the West, nor again those of Libya with those of the East. The situation 
became more absurd: neither did the presidents of the East communicate with each 
other, nor yet those in charge of the sees of Europe or Libya, much less with those 
from far off. 69 

66 Facundus Herm., Pro def trium cap. XII 4: PL 67, 845B: nec intel/exit quod non confosio faciat 
unitatem. 

67 Evagrius, HE III 30: Bidez-Parmentier 126, 5-30. 
68 Ibid., 126,5-2 1. 
69 Ibid., 126, 21-30. 
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In order to characterise the situation we shall present the various 
party groupings in detail, in so far as this can be ascertained. 70 

(a) Positions on the anti-Chalcedonian side 
(i) Moderate supporters of the Henoticon, without a condemnation 

ofChalcedon or the Tome of Leo I. 
Alexandria. Here the leading figure was Peter III Mongus 

(482-490), who as early as 477 was proposed for the patriarchal see 
by his supporters (to replace Timothy Salophaciolus). He assumed 
communion with Acacius of Constantinople and received ratification 
from Emperor Zeno, whereas John I Talaia, the Chalcedonian rival 
and Rome's candidate, was not given a chance. The two subsequent 
patriarchs, Athanasius II (490-497) and John II HemuJa (497-505), 
kept to the line of Peter Mongus, as Severus of Antioch reports. 71 

Jerusalem. As we have already pointed out. the union of Jerusalem 
under Patriarch Martyrius (478-486) and its docllment was taken 
as the model for the Henoticol'l.72 What such a start signified for later 
development will deserve special consideration (see Vol. 11/2). 

Antioch. Here Patriarch Calandion was deposed in 485; Peter the 
Fuller, who had already occupied the see i1147I and 475-477. returned 
as patriarch (+488). Thus it seemed that Acacius of Constantinop'le 
had guided the patriarchates of the East together through the 
Henoticon. Zacharias Rhetor has transmitted the synodal letters of 
Acacius, Peter the Fuller and Martyrius. Through these they had once 
again resllmed ecclesiastical communion with each other. 73 

Thus the East seemed to be relatively unanimous in standing behind 
the idea of the Henoticon; according to E. Schwartz, this was a victory 

70 A short exact survey of the development in the petiod we arc concerncd with is given by 
E. Ronh?mnnn. EII2'lllcS C/ ellfch6 3-18; Le monophysismejusqu'1iI'nccession de Severe au patriarcat 
(475-512). On tbedivisions sec). Lebon, Lc "'ntlop/'yslsmcseueritll (Lou vain 1909) 31-36; C. Capizzi. 
SIll fo il /menlO a; 1111 ncgozlofO a,' pace e,d~sias//(a.fro if papa 01111;sdtt t /'lmpC(lJlnrc AhnSltts/o I (5IHI 7) 
(Fircllze 1980) 28-.2.9. 

71 Sovcrus Ant. , Letter to tbe Presbyter Ammonius: Brooks. Select Ltllm II(V) , IV 2. p. 255; ••. 
'contentcd with dl(~ 1-:knoUeO!1 oil ly, as P~tl:r aod Athan:u>ius and John who succeeded the lallcr 
h. d bC~Jl. wiLhollt rcqulritlg reference to be made in actua l words ro the Impious thing~ done at 
Chalccdon or to the impious Tome orLco'. n10hn T.laia and his clumsy measures see F. Hormann, 
Cha/kedou 1I .• '11-44 and passim; Schwartz, PS 195-199; E. Stein, Hls/alre du Bas-Empire n. 
22 IT: 

72 ce L.Perro!1C, 1A cld~s" al Pa/eslina 127-139. 'Perrone characterises tbe period introduced by 
Martyrius as 'I'CPOCll del "cakedonismo minimaJc".' /' 

73 Zacharias Rh .• H E V 10: Brooks J : SCQ 87, 161- 164; Hamilton-Brooks 126--1.2.8; (0) tbe 
Synodal lettc, of the lIs~embl y of Antioch under Peter the FuJJcr (reminder of Jesus bn'r Nun, che 
leader o.flsrncl into the pmmiscd land; cr. A. Gdllmcier. JdChr 12, 57-58, 63-(iS: and of L1lc Petrine 
tradition in A nnoch; reference to the first three COUJJcils and the Twelve AIl~thematisms of Cyril) . 
(b) ibid .• V 1I : Brooks I : CSCO 87. 162-164; Hamilton-Brooks 128-130 (cr. Ubcratus. Breviar. 
17: ACO II 5. 129. 11-2 1; CA, p. 795. §14). Hamilton-Brooks 129: the Emperor ZC110 is compamd 
with tlle Sllll' of Bethlehem whicll leads to Christ, and with Davi I. the conqueror of Goliath. On 
the intentions which moved AClcius in tbe Hello/;eoJl question sec Schw~rt2. PS 198-199. (c) ibid" 
V .12: Drooks I: CSCQ 87, 164; Hamilton-Brooks 130-131 : M:utyrius oCJerusalcltl to Pcte~ Mongus. 
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for Constantinople in the field of ecclesiastical politics. By means 
of Zeno's Edict Patriarch Acacius wanted to ensure for himself 
supremacy over the Eastern patriarchates. The idea of unity of faith 
waS not prominent to the same extent. This unity was achieved 
through subtractions from and a thinning out of what the Union 
of 433 and the definition of 451 had contributed to the vigorous 
theology of the Fathers. This surrogate (E. Schwartz: stopgap) was 
bound, then, to have the effect of dissolving rather than of unifying. 

(ii) Radical opponents of the Henoticon on the anti-Chalcedonian 
side. 

1n Egypt, Palestine and Syria there arose strong opposition to 
the Henoticof1., particularly in monastic circles. At tue head was Peter 
the Iberian and his large ~roup of supporters, about whom we are 
informed by John Rufus. 4 The latter names the Henoticot1 neither 
in his Vita of Peter the fberian nor in the Plerophoriai, a fact which 
reference to the detailed index in F. Nau can demonstrate. Emperor 
Zeno is mentioned only briefly. In contrast John Rufus reverts to 
the Encyclical of the ursurper Basiliscus, which was the work of 
Timothy AelUl'US. This is characterised as the orthodox document 
and as the support of right faith. On the other hand the Antencyclical 
is looked upon as a regression and is deeply lamented. 75 In a legendary 
report it is depicted how a 'judgement of God' intervened in the 
decision between the Encyclical and the definition ofChalcedon. Both 
documents were thrown into the fire. Only the former withstood 
the glow of the fire. 76 In Egypt Peter Mongus also experienced fierce 
opposition. A group of extremists separa ted themselves from him 
because they could not find a clear rejection of Chalcedon and Leo's 
Tome in the Henoticon. They demanded from their patriarch an oral 
or written condemnation of both nightmares. When they did not 
receive this they formed their own party and, because they had no 
episcopal head, they were called 'the acephalistsm or simply 'the 
aposchists' (separatists; E. Schwartz: 'Sonderbiindler' which has a 

74 Cf. E. Schwartz, 'Johannes Rufus CiD monophysirischer Schrlfmdlcr', = SbHtl'dAk, Phil.-hist. 
KI. 1912 (Heidelberg 1912) 1-28; John Rufils composed: I. the Lifo of Peter the Iberian: R: Raabe, 
PtlnlS der lbereT (Leipzig 1895) (corrections in Schwartz, op. cit., 27): 2. Plrrop/loritJ, cd. F. Nau. 
Jeall Rllfiu , fMque de Malollllla, PJerop/lorles: PO 8 (1912) I. pp. 11-183 with indices (18S-20S). 
Cf. M. Cramer-H. Bacht, 'Der antichalkcdollische Aspekt im historisch-biographischcn Schrifuum 
def koptischen Monophysitcn (6.-,]. Jb.)" efta/kudou U, 315-338. 

75 So in John Rufus, Pleropllories, §4S: PO 8, 98; §82: 137. 14-1)8. 9: §83: ))8, 12; §86: 140, 
I-?J olilhe Encyclical itself. ibid., §u: 47, 1; §4S: 98, 1.10.14· 

IbId., §46: 98, 5-16. 
n Cf. S. Vailhe •• Ac€phales', DHGE I (J91l) 282-288; Zacharias Rh .• Vie de Se~tre: PO 2 (J907) 

107 (appJication of the name aCfpllaloi to baurian bishops); A. de Halleux, P/tilo:ctne Ot Mnh/log 
(Lou vain J 9(3) z07-208. On (he discontent of the Egyptian monks and faithful5ce H. Bache, Cllalkedon 
11.267-269: Schwartz, PS 199-200. 



260 CHRIST IN CHRISTIAN TRADITION 

contemptuous meaning). We recall that even Timothy Aelurus, who 
certainly did not hesitate to condemn Chalcedon, had great difficulties 
with the radical supporters of Eutyches in Egypt. Finally P ter 
Mongus had no other option than to expel the ringleaders from their 
monasteries.78 

If we bear in mind this fanatic~sm and the zealous propagandist 
activity of these monastic groups as well as the powerful influence 
of Peter the Iberian, then we realise without further ado that the 
Henoticon had no chance of creating henosis. Such a form of anti­
Chalcedonianism admits no compromise. 

(b) Diffirences on the fondamentally pro-Chalcedonian side 
(i) The attempt at a synthesis between the Henoticon and Chalcedon 
The readiness of those who were fundamentally supporters ofChal­

cedon to accept the Henoticon was not exactly widespread, but it 
was still present. The reason for this was either the bonum pads for 
the universal Church in one case or the unconditional obedience to 
the Emperor in the other. Pope Pelix III refers to certain monks 
who hop d to be able to combine both. They belonged to the party 
of Acadus. 79 There was even success in getting some papal legates 
who had been sent to Constantinople to convert Acacius to the 
Roman, purely ChaIcedonian standpoint to opt for this sYJ1thesis, 
i.e. to do a volte-face. This became a great scandal in Rom.e. so It 
is difficult to determine to what extent the Eastern bishops as a whole 
were inclined to accept this synthesis. A section of the Ea~t Illyrian 
episcopacy which either rejected the Henoticol'l or indeed acc pted 
it, but in such a way that the anti-Chalcedonian point seemed to 
be removed, constitutes a unique case. 81 

What appeared to be most harmless in a doctrinal sense was the 
practice of rejecting the Henoticon as such, but at the same time men­
tioning living or already deceased supporters of this document at 
liturgical celebrations, i. e. entering their names in the so-called 
diptychs. In this regard Rome was sensitive, particularly with respect 
to the names of Acacius and Peter Mongus. For both of these were 
considered by Rome to be heretical and anathema tis ed, as was really 
the case for every supporter of Zen a's Edict. Their being mentioned 

·78 Cf. Zacharias Rh ., HE VI 1- 2: Brooks 2: CSCO 8S, 1-2 (the monks Theodore and NC!ph3.liu ~); 
HamiltOn-Brooks 1)2-1)6; cf. H . Bache, CI,alkrJolI IT, z6S with o. u . 

79 Felix Ill, cpo 12 = Coli. Bel·ol. nr. 29: Schw3r[2, PS 78, 4: 11011 est dubilllll 1I01IIIIIl/OJ ex mOllas/crlis 
VCS!ris ess~ dueplos IIlque illjmicos dci SI.'II SPOtlit Jell lIecessltme trarlS;He . . • See, however, rhe synodal 
Jetter of Peter Mangus 10 Fravitta of Constantinople, below n. 82 and 83. 

80 Cf. H. Bache, C/IIIlkeiloll II, 269-170. Those involved were the bishops Vitalis and Misenus 
and tnC difell$orTutus: Schwartz, P 77. 18-'78, 14. 

~1 On Easl l1luricum see C. Capiui, L'lmpmllore AII<ultlsio I, p. 105, o. 73, with numerous illus­
trations from papnl letters. 
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in the diptychs thus meant the fLmdarnentaJ acceptance of a heresy, 
and consequently separation from Rome. 

But one could attempt to combine an affirmation of the Henoticon 
with an affirmation of the Fourth Council, and moreover also live 
in schism with one of the Eastern patri31'chs or bishops who professed 
the Henoticon, because in the East the recognition of Zeno's Edict 
was interpreted as an open rejection of Chalcedon or was tied to 
an anath rna against the Fourth Council. Hence there were unstable 
relations of commuttio between Constantinople, Antioch, Alexandria 
and Jerusalem, communio being dependent upon the stance of the 
patriarchs who succeeded each other. We shall consider the situation 
by studying two people who were of special significance for Constan­
tinople. This situation, especially for the relationship to Rome, could 
only arise because nothing at all was said about the content of the 
Hmoticorl,. This Edict of the Emperor- was not conveyed at all to 
the West-initially, indeed. it affected only Constantinople and Alex­
andria; hence juridically it had to be considered as non-existent. For 
this reason during the Acacian Schism (484-519) christologiGal discus­
sion in official documents was to a great extent obstructed. 

(ii) Resolute defenders ofChalcedon without compromise 
In the East the acoimetoi82 stood out as such. They also started 

an extensive collection of documents which were extremely impor­
tant for Chalcedonian propaganda for many years after that. Their 
archimandrite, Cyril, even found that Rome under Pope Felix was 
too slack in this matter. But other monasteries of the Imperial City 
were also determined supporters of the Fourth Council. Later we 
shall have to deal with a special figure, who from being an opponent 
of Chalcedon became a supporter of it, even if in his own way-the 
monk N ephalius.83 In Palestine the supporters ofChalcedon gathered 
around the archimandrite Sabas of the great Lavra (439-532), who 
was the disciple and successor of St. Euthymius (+473), B4 According 

H2 Cf. H. Bache, ClwlkL'dol/ n, 269 with n. 20, with reference to J. Pnrgoire, Art. 'Accmil.tcs'. 
DACL 1 (1924) 307-321 (fundamental) and criticism orSchwartz, PS 205-2 12. According to Zacharias 
Rh., HE VU 7: Brooks 2: CSCO 88, 26; l-lamJlton-.Brooks f6R, the Sleepless Monks numbered 
about one thousand. They worked together with [he ~ rchimalldrj[cs of one secpon of the monasteries 
in Const~ntinoplc, with Egyptian pro-Cbnlcedonian refugees, but above all, by supplying informa­
tion, with the Popes in Rome. Their power increased after the dea.rh of Patti arch Acacius (+ 26.9.489), 
who had known how to exercise hegemony over the Eastern imperial Clu!J"ch and to dominate 
Emperor Zeno and rhe bishops. Their first success was that once again they had dealings with Rome. 
Seenow Fr. Halkin, A"BoIl86(1968) 271-3.1 1. 

83 cr. Schwartz, PS 199-200. See below. 
84 See H. D~chc, Cllnl/m/oll II, 282; E. Schwnrtz. Kyrillos VOII Sk)"'IOpolls, Vila Sabac, esp. §so: 

pp. 85-200; lJ'. by A.-J. Festugl~re, Les moille.! d'Orieut. 3, 2: US moilleJ de Palcsliue (Pal'is 1962) 
(13-/30): p, Devos, 'Cyrillc de Scylhopolis', AIIBolJ 98 (1980) 25-)8, L. Perrone, La c1liesn di PnleJlillQ 
144-145. 
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to his biographer, Cyril ofScythopolis, he was 'the most solid support 
of catholic faith in Palestine'. Commissioned by Patriarch Elias of 
Jerusalem, Sabas went to Emperor Anastasius in Constantinople in 
order to plead the cause of right faith, without, however. accomplish­
ing any thing. 85 Yet what power Sabas, together with the holy man 
TheodosiLls, had, manifested itself at the end of Emperor Anastasius' 
reign. His great opponent was Severus of Antioch, whose theology 
we still have to consider in detail. During his sojourn in Constantin­
ople (so8--sn) Severus had won the confidence of Emperor Anasta­
SillS , and could initiate a movement about him which was supported 
by an increasing crowd of monks from Palestine and Syria and some 
Eastern bishops. It had no other goal than to lead the battle against 
the Council ofChalcedon to victory and to eliminate the compromise 
of the Henoticon once and for alls6 (see below). After the great Synod 
of Antioch (Sf3)87 had ratified his intentions, Severus also hoped 
to win over Patriarch Elias and to enter into communion with him. 
But Elias did not accept the synodica of Severus which had been 
brought to him. by official courier. At the call ofSt. Sabas the monks 
from. the Kedron valley and from the desert of Judea gathered around 
their patriarch. Together with the inhabitants of the city they adopted 
such a threatening attitude that the delegates of Severus had to go 
away without accomplishing anything. This in fact cost Elias the 
patriarchal see. But his successor, John III (SI6-S24), who had been 
installed by Emperor Anastasius, continued to be kept to the Chalce­
donian line by Sa bas and Theodosius to suchan extent that imprison­
ment in Caesarea by the Emperor did not break him, indeed it even 
led to an unexpected triwllph in the Holy City. This was brought 
about by the two holy men and 10,000 of their monks who, together 
with the people of Jerusalem, organised a massive demonstration 

'85 See Cyril of Scythop .• Vila So /me §§So-S4: Schwartz. op. cit .. p. 139. 20-147. 9; Festugieie. 
op. cit .• 66-75; Perrone. La C/,iesa rli Palrsli'.10 157-158. Patriarch Elias gave [0 the delegation a Ictter 
addressed to the enraged Emperor An3sl3sius: 'Voici ]'eli[e des bOilS tt fideles servitcurs de Dieu 
qui gouvernent tout Ie desert, et, parmi eux, mon soiglleur Sabns, fondgtcur et adminisrr.llcur du 
desert ct mOll diocese. lumicre de mure la Palestine. Je vous les ai adresse~ pour qu'i1s suppllc.nr 
Votte MajcS{e imperia-Je' (pestugicre 67). §so contains an exccl1cm summary of the rela\:ionships 
of communion between the various parri:uchales arolmd 493- 494 (Fcstugicre 6~7). 

86 See H. Bacht, CIMlkerlo,1 II. 279, ,,85. 
87 On the: Synod of Allrioc:h in 5t3 see below. Jacobite bistprians report a Synod ofTyre which 

was similarly tructured. Tney are followed by E. Honigmal1l1, EveqllfHl /v2c/rrs 16-18 (date: S 14-5 I 5): 
E. Schwam and L. Ducilcsne (5 13); E. Stein (514) . Through a comparison of tho sources (a) Zacharias 
Rh. cant. Vll 10; vn 12; (II) John ofE~hesus (ad a. 826); (e) Anonymous of 8,~6 (CSCO 3/4), 
A. de HOIUeux. Plfi/oxelle tie Mnbbog 81-8S comes to the conclusion that the description fits exactly 
lhe: graat Synod of tbe Oricllt31s at Antioch in 513 . On the other hand, such a synod could not 
"have taken placc in Tyre before 514- 51 S because the Cbalcedonbn bishop. Epiphanius, was in office 
there. Certainly after his deposition Scverans could h~ye arrived in Tyre to conflnn the deposition 
and to install a Sllccessor. It is quite understandable if on that oecnsion the anathemas of 5 J 3 were 
[cpcatcd. The source common to the Syrian historians had no doubt confused the great Synod of 
Antioch (513) with the assembly of bishops in Tyre in S '4- S 1 s. which had the purpose indicated. 
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for the Council of Chalcedon in St. Stephen's church. The result 
was a declaration by Patriarch John against Severus and his party. 
The representative of the Emperor, the dux Po!c$/;,ltIr, 'ook to flight. 
The Emperor's nephew, Hypatius, who was als a delegate protested 
that he had nothing to do with Severus. The attempt of the Emperor 
after this to have all three, John and the two holy men , deposed, 
foundered on the tenacious opposition of the monks, who drew up 
a statement addressed to the Emperor in which they protested against 
any coercion to assume communio with Severus and declared them­
selves ready even to shed their blood for their cause. 88 This will suffice 
to sketch the position of the intransigent defenders of Chalcedon 
in Eastern monasticism under Emperor Anastasius. It is more impor­
tant for us to determine more clearly the attitude of the three patriarchs 
of Constantinople. 

(iii) Three patriarchs of Constantinople caught between the 
Emperor, the Pope and the Eastern patriarchates 

Patriarch Fravitta (December 489-March 490).89 In his notification 
of election to Pope Felix III at the end of 489, he attempted to 
resume contact with Rome. Peter is recognised as head of the apostles, 
as the rock of faith and the possessor of the power of the keys. In 
the text (which is lost today) it seems, according to the testimony 
of various sources, that the desire for communio in right faith with 
the Pope was expressed, as well as the refusal of communio with Peter 
Mongus. 9o At the same time synodica Were sent to Alexandria in which 
communion was taken up.91 Whereas Fravitta did not mention the 
Henoticon, Peter Mongus in his reply92 did not miss the opportunity, 

as T he petition of Theodosius and Snbas to the mpcror is found in Cyril !SC:ylh .. I/ iM &Jba,· 
I 57: SchwJrtz 1 $2. 2.1- 1 :57, 24: Fesrugicrc. op. cil. , 8z-~.5 . It IS to b~ noted how ill thi. alld in 
other Palestinian documents the position of Je[usalem vi -a-vis Ihe other C~ur(hcs is hroughl imo 
play in the argumentarion against the DyzBntine El1lp~ror. 1l1' mo~f, rl;l'e.JTI plliria rch:ll see i~ dis­
tinguished by the fu~t thlll 'Siol1 is the mother of nil the Churches. the plarc where the sa lv3 li[J1l 
oflhc world, rhis gr,C3t mystery of reli[lion, waS accomplished: sl lvation wh ich. b~gi~ni~g . in Jerusa­
lem, was made the hghr ofrruth to the ends oCthe earth by d,Vine and "posrolk prcachlllR . RC!fcr 'nce 
is made to 'the preciol1s Rl,d supernatural mystery oCChrist which herc unfolded r.hrough the il15lru­
mCI1l of [he victorious al'\d pr,eciolls cross. the life-giving resurrection' (J 3. 3- 9) , 

89 See Gn1l11c1. Rr,~~s'rl I 1-, fl r. 173-174. PI" I z.8- L29. 
9(j Ibid., nr. T73 (Ilst of sources). 
91 Ibid .• nr. 174; the synodal letter is preserved onl y in Syriac ill Ihc eXlffiCI in ZachArias Rb .. 

HE VI 5: Brooks 2: C CO 88,6-7; l-lamiltol1-.Brooks 14~142 . Ellagrius, HE 111 23: Bidez-Parmel1-
tier UI. 2-5. following the documents before him, also WitllCSSc..~ to the assllmptioll of communion: 
in his leITer of reply Peter disClIssed halcedon . Theopnnncs. Cllro"ogr A. M. 598 1: I c Boor 
133. 8-14 speaks in a srrongcrtolle of a double game: 'Frnvltta ••. wrilesto Feli rhQl he llas C(lmlllll­
niOI1 with him. bur not with Peter Mongus; to Mongus. however, h wri tes ri"tnt he has c mmunion 
with him and thaI he is turning his back 011 Felix ofRomt'. Fehx. bowever, received threuc-h orthodox 
bclicv~rs a c0F!Y ~f the IC~lcr to MOllg~S , and .because j ust til:" th · ,IPO(riSI'Il'I' i of Fravitt:t were 
dc~arul1g, he dis"rlmscd them ul1cercmotlIously wlth the Synod~ls . 

2 Zacbarias Rh., HE VI 6: Brooks 2, CSCO 88. 7-9: HamiltQn-Brooks 1 ,~14 . This reply 
no lons.er rellched FrBvirt3, who had died after three months III office, bur I he Palriarch Euphcmius. 
who imll1edi:ltely broke off communion with PCler. 
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after an otherwise completely orthodox presentation of his faith, to 
praise the Hen.ot;con expressly as Emperor Zeno's speciaJ work of 
union and to interpret it as a condemnation of Chalcedon and Leo's 
Tome. 93 'And we consent to this same docwnent; and we preach 
it, by word of mouth and by writing., to the believing nations ... '.94 

Fravitta, like Peter Mongus, presents no clear-cut picture. It must 
remain an open question bow much of the picture we have is due 
to the Syrian redaction of Zacharias Rhetor's Church History. 

Patriarch Euphemius (490-496) 95 the clear, but unappreciated sup­
porter of Cha]cedon. His image in the eyes of the Pope was marred 
by the shadow that fell ou him because of Acacius. Rome ought 
to have supported him with all its strength against Emperor 
Auastasius I (4SH-5 I8). Even before Anastasius' accession to the 
throne when be was still silentiarhls at court, Euphemius opposed 
him as a 'heretic and of lik mind to Eutyches' and he drove him 
from the pulpit of the old Hagia Sophia where he sought to proclaim 
his teachings. 96 When this sileI'Ltiarius was designated after Emperor 
Zeno's death as candidate for Emperor, the Patriarch raised objections 
'by alling [Anastasius] a heretic and unworthy for the Christians',97 
When the appointm 'nt could no longer be avoided the Patriarch 
forced from the new imperial candidate, 'who through his faith (fide) 
but much more through his perEdy had already attracted attention 
in his foreign homeland [Dyrrhachium]" a documented promise 'to 
do nothing to the detriment of apostolic faith and the Synod ofChal­
cedon'. The Bishop took the 'written homology' and deposited it 
in the Church's archives. The Council ofChalcedon was to be received 
as a • definition of faith', something which Anastasius also said he 
did. 98 Only then did the Bishop crown the Emperor. The former, 

93 Zachaqas Rh .. HE VI 6: Brooks l: CSCO 8S. 9. 4-7; Hamilton-Brooks 144. 3-7: 'for tile 
sake of the wtity or the people. and that we might be esrabiishcd In power and in the truth. by 
what he wrote so faithflllly in the Hcnoticon. ;mAthemadsed nll thc rash thoughts and words of 
Clulcedon and the Tome of Leo' . Cr., however, n. 68 .bovc·. Did Peter Mangus favour a more 
radical stance? Sc\<cn15 appears to know nothing of thjs. 

9·\ ~chari3S Rh. , HE Vl 6: Brooks :l., CSCO 88. p. 9, 7-8; Hamilton-Brooks r 4-0\. 8-9. 
95 Grumcl, Regescesl. 12. 111:. 174l1-180a. 
% Theodore Lector. Epit. 441: llinsell JZ3, where in frg, 33 Suda, s. v. cj>a'TpCa is quoted with 

[he same coment. Cr. 'rheoph .. Gilro/logr., A.M. 5981 : De Boor 134. f9-24- He Contrasts the ',,,holly 
orthodox' Euphcmius with Anasta 'ius 'who later ruled badly'. 

97 Theodore Lector. EpiC. 446: HanSC\1l l 5. 25-27. 
9tl Theodore Lector, ElJit . 446: Hansen 125 r.; frg. 39: Hansen 146. Hence it is not correct when 

A.-J. Fe~tugicre, Lru lIfollle; d'Orlel7f UI 2 , 131 , retcrrillg to Stein, L-:/lmll1l till l}as-EII1J1ire II 77 
(where there is talk of a 'document par lcqut;l il s'cngageait ~ m~illtcJlir. int.1Cte \'Eglise c:rthol ique 
el a nc rico inm~ver en matiere religieu~e') interprets the context of the promise extracted from 
the Emperor 35 being 'done, en (".it ~ suivre J 'Henotique' . TI,ell the E mperor would not have placed 
such va lue on h~vil1g the documenr once again in bis hands. Cf. Stcin, Histolre (iu B~s-E"'pirf II, 
38-39. Stein says here [hat Eupbcmius was rundruncntally a supporler of Chalcedon and tnat he 
bad given lip communion with Pet"I' Mangus. I-li~ stance 011 the question of the diptychs must 
not be interpreted 35 fa1ling ill with the line of AC:lcius. 
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however, reckoning with the 'cunning' (calliditas) of the new ruler, 
summoned a synod (synodos endemousa) and ratified the decrees of 
the Council of Chalcedol1. 99 Euphemius maintained this decision of 
his right up to his deposition and exile in 496. 100 Before these events 
the Emperor still tried to recover the document which he had signed­
but without success. 101 He repeated the attempt with the new 
patriarch. 102 

Although the stance ofEuphemius on Chalcedon was so unambig­
uous, still the announcement of his election was not well received 
by Pope Felix III (483-492) in October 490 or at the beginning 
of 491. Only one annOUllcement was sought-that Acacius, who 
had been anathematised by Rome, was removed from the diptychs. 
Because this announcement was not found, Euphemius was not 
recognised as bishop of Constantinople, but only as an 'orthodox 
man'.103 Even a letter to Pope Gelasius I (492-496) (sent after the 
month of March) 104 could not effect any change. From him Euphe­
mius had not received even notification of his election. Even the 
request that the baptisms and ordinations performed by Acacius be 
recognised and that his inclusion in the diptychs be approved was 
not granted. lOS A new letter to Rome from the end of 492 or the 
beginning of 493 106 wanted to take things up at a deeper level, viz. 
with the argument that the anathematisatioll of Acacius was invalid, 
because the charge of heresy could not be upheld. Euphemius also 
indicated that the people of Constantinople would not accept the 
removal of their fomler patriarch from the diptychs. This attempt 
to tone down the Henoticon affair was also not acknowledged in 
Rome. 107 

99 On the crowning see W. En3lin. Zur Frq.~f tltulr der rrs/tII Kniserkriilllmg dllrch dell Pnlrinrr/Jefl 
uud z ur Bedeulung dieses Akles ;'11 Wah/zeremolllrll (Wiirzburg n.d.) ~4-25. On the Synod ofConstanti­
nopJe (4-92) ~ Theodore Lecrer, HE. frg. 41 (Vktor of TunnUJ1a ad 3. 492) (2); Hansen 127, v-3; 
Epi/. 45 1: ibid .• J B-19; cf. SYlludr'CDTI VCJoIIS 108: DuITy-Parker 93, with n. t17. The synodical of 
490 at 491 which was sent to Pope Felix is incorrectly combined with this synod of 492. On this 
Synod cf. Cyril of Scyth., ViM Sabae: Schwartz. 140, B-1 s; Theophan .• Ch,o/Jogr. A. M. 5984: De 
Boor 137. 11- 13 . On the bounds' of competence of patriarch nDd synod see R. POtz, 'Patriarch 
UJ1d Synodc in KOnst31ltinopcl. Das VctfasslIngsrecht des okumcnischen Patriarchats' = Kirche '/lid 
Recht 10 (Wien 1971) ~S-3 1. 

100 Theodore Lector. HE. frg. 4S: Epit. 45S and 457: Hansen 128: A. Schonmetzer, Chalkedon 
U. ZeitufeJ nc. 251; R. Haacke. ibid., 128. 

101 Theodore Lector. HE. frg. 40; Epi/' 44-7: Hansen 1 ;1.6: Thcophan .• Chro/Jogr. A.M . 5987-5989: 
De Boor 1 39-140;John ofNikill. C/lrIlII. 89. 46; Charles 1:016. 

1(\2 E. Stein, H,:'lo;red,( Bas.Emplro I!. l(l9: different in P. Ch:mmis" ellll"'J & Slale 26. 
IOJ 'J11eodoreLc~[Or, Eqit. 442; Hansen 123, 18 If. 
IO~ Grume). RegurCJ I I • nr. 178. 
105 GdJasi~ 1: cp. ~d Ellphem.;JW 620; Coli. I(croll . 17: Schwartz, PS 51, 16-24; Thiel I 315-316. 

For the: sclf:lllSufiC:l tlon oCche Pope see 1'S 54. 12-)0; Thull I, 3 19. 
106 Grllmel. Regruws" 12, or. 179. p. IlS. 
101 Cf. above. n. 95: Sdlwartz 55, v-IO; ThicJ 3;1.0: he writes cbnt the shepherd must not allow 

himself L'O be led on the false path by au crrant flock . The Pope concludes with a refercnce to tbe: 
judj!Jllcnt of God which awalts'both oflhem in this In, trer. 
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In short, Patriarch Euphemius was a sincere professor of Chalce­
don who with regard to the Emperor clearly rejected the Henoticon, 
but he was also a man who advised moderation. What distinguished 
his position from that of Rome was the troublesome question of 
the diptychs. lOB Whether a union between Euphemius and Rome 
would have been accepted and tolerated by the Emperor remains 
a moot point. For on the question of unity the latter's gaze was 
directed particuJarJy to Alexandria. 

Patriarch Macedol1ius of Constantinople '(496-5 II) 109_a man of com­
pro.mise. It was hoped that the Henoticon would bring about peace. 
Instead a crisis ensued which, through the .debate for and against, 
shook the Byzantine imperial Church most severely during the period 
of office of Patriarch Macedonius, the successor of Euphemius. The 
play of forces in this struggle was concentrated particularly on him, 
even if Patriarch Flavian of Antioch (498-512) and, to a lesser extent, 
Patriarch Elias of Jerusalem (494-516) entered the line offire as well. 
The Emperor, the Pope, the monks, the people, but above all the 
two leaders of the anti-Chalcedonian movement who emerged at 
that time, Philoxenus of Mabbog and Severus (512-518 the patriarch 
of Antioch), all of these expected the bishop of Constantinople to 
conform to their line. During this period the spectrum of these lines 
would manifest variations that were more marked. Yet everything 
was to remain, insofar as the Eastern patriarchates were concerned, 
within the framework of an 'interpretation' of the Henoticon, even 
if this framework had already been sundered. We shall present a 
brief survey of the individual forces at play and the initiatives under­
taken by each of them. 

(c) The play offorces 
(i) Emperor Anastasius ordered Patriarch Macedonius to subscribe 

the Henoticon, this no doubt being in connexion with his ordination. 110 

He prevented Macedonius from sending Pope Anastasius II 

IO!! Thus with regard fO P~triarch Euphemiu5 the j udgment fTheodore Lector. who dfes John 
Diakrinomenos, is toO sev~e w hen he writes wil'hour reservnfion conccming the stanel:; of the 
paui ;lJ:ohs of the E, st: 'while all the patriar chs assented to Zello's HClllll iton. Felix: of Rome alone 
did not condescend to assume communion'. cr. Ep.il. 549: Hansen 155, 24-25. 

109 See Gmmcl, Rei/estes I J2, nr. 18 ]- 192, pp. ! 3!l- 1.p; It Junin, Art. 'Maccdonills Jr, Bib!. SS 
8 ~Roma 1967) ~ol. 442-444. M . Richard in: Chnlkedoll I, PJl· 733/4. 

10 T heodore Lector, Epit. 456: H31lsen J 2.8, 21: KaOU'll'e'YpC\~II;V ; Theophan .. Cltro/lagr. A.M. 59BB 
;llld 6004: De Boor 140, 15-16; 154, 29-155, 24 (rcpri n:ialiding); N icephor. Call. , HE XVI 26: 
PG 147, 16SC-16SA: he admits rhe f.1cl, but speaks ofa sign3rul'c obt.1 ined by decci t;John ofNikiu , 
Chro/I. 89, §§46-4'7: C hatles 126, says morc strongly thA t Maccdonills took Zeno's edict from the 
hand of the Emperor, expressed himself (openly) agninst the Council o f Chalccdon. bur in his hean 
thought o therwise. There is a v~riation in Zacharias R h., Vita Stvtrl : P 1,' ' 3: • At the rime of 
his consecration Macedonius promised to accept the Henoticon and to maintain communion with 
the bishops. Later, however, he spurned the significance of this document and refused to have 
communion with Egypt' . In the same way Flavian is said to have dealt with Antioch. 
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(496-498) synodica whleh in 497 the former wanted to transmit to 
Rome through Theodoric's ambassador, Festus, to have the Pope 
ratify Chalcedon.JlJ On the other hand, Festus had given the Emperor 
hope that Anastasius II, who had reconciliation in mind, could easily 
be moved to accept the Henoticon. If this undertaking were indeed 
honestly intended, still it came to nothing at all on account of the 
sudden death of the Pope. Nevertheless there were certain indications 
that the Emperor and the Pope 'Yere drawing closer during this short 
pontificate. 112 The Liber Pontificalisll3 refers to the re-establishment 
of communio between the Pope and the deacon Photinus of Thessa­
Ionic a who was Acacian-minded. as well as to the readiness of Rome 
to restore Acacius to the diptychs. In the eyes of the author of the 
Liber Pontificalis this was, of course, a break with the policy of Popes 
Felix III and Gelasius I. He espeCially reproached Anastasius II 
for not having agreed his plan with presbyters, bishops and clergy. 
The tensions which were present in Rome manifested themselves 
then also in the so-called Laurentian Schism (498. 50r-505). 

That Macedonius as well showed a certain readiness to accept the 
Henoticon may perhaps be taken from an account of a synod (synodos 
endemousa) of 497 (r) which is found in Theodore Lector. Itis reported 
that at this synod the Patriarch condemned even the supporters of 
Chalcedon. and not only the defenders ofNestorius and Eutyches. 114 

However, this can already be an 'interpretation' of a less suspicious 
state of affairs. For short accounts in Zacharias Rhetor let it be seen 
that for Macedonius the 'condemnation of Chalcedon' says nothing 
more than what is already contained more or less in the text of the 
Henoticon. In that case what is rejected is the introduction of a 'quater­
nity'in place of the 'Trinity', such as was seen to be present in the 
teaching of the two natures (see above, Henoticon §7). At this time 
the alleged execration of Chalcedon can still be understood as the 
usual monophysite interpretation of§9 of the Edict. 11s 

(ii) The pro-Chalcedonian monks in and around Constantinople 
About 499 tlle Emperor wanted tne Patriarch to win over the pro-

111 Theodore Lecror, Epil. 461: Hansen 130 f. : Niccphor. Cill., HE XVI 35: PG 147. 19z BC. 
AlIcady in 1~96 a synodical Icttc.r had been sent to Pacriuch Elias in Jerusalem; cf. C yril of Scyth .• 
Vila S" /ItlP §so: Schwartz 140, 15-24; Festllgi~re, US lIIolrifS d'Or/tlll rn/z. 66-67, a fact which 
'confused the Emperor not a linle. Thus there c;lme to be concord (liomoliola) between Macedonius 
and Elias. and after tbe death of PalladJus with F1avinn [of Antioch],-a 'sympl'OI,ia' which in no 
way: pleased Anastasius I, so thnt he was determined to proceed against It. . 

1 2 Cf. Anast~sius pp. II , ep. J ad AJMJlas. Imp . from the year 496: JW 744 = T hiel 615-6z3; 
a short account in F. Hofmann, Cltalktdon U, 66-67: cf. M -70. 

113 Liber POtltijicnlis lll: Duchesne 1258-259. 
1I~ Theodore Lector, HE, frg. 46 (Victor Tunn.): Hansen IZ9. On this sec the remark.~ in Grumcl. 

R~~eslus 11 2, p. 139. nr. 18S. 
f oS Cf. Zachari,1S Rh .• HE VU 8: B rooks 2: CSCO 88, z8, 2Z-Z5; Hamilton-Brooks 170. 
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Chalcedonian monasteries of Constantinople and nearby Bithynia 
for the henosis. Whether Macedonius undertook this out of conviction 
or simply from outward obedience, in anl case he came to feel the 
unconquerable opposition of the monks. I'! This made an im~ression 
on the Emperor, for he had a high opinioll of monasticism. 17 With 
this tail-wind it was obviously the time for Macedonius to steer a 
more open pro-Chalcedonian course. Thus he was able to wrest from 
the Emperor his agreement to the summoning of a synod (synodos 
endemousa) at which the 'right decrees' of Chalcedon (1'n 8v 
XaAK'I186vL KaAwc; 80'YJJ.a1'LCTDh1'a) were to be acknowledged in 
writing. This was also placed on record. However, with this emphasis 
on the 'right decrees' of Chalcedon is it perhaps insinuated that the 
Council also enacted 'wrong decrees'? It could not be in the interests 
of the see of Constantinople to annul the Fourth Council absolutely. 
That Macedonius had ulterior motives with regard to the manner 
or extent of Chalcedon appears, however, to be ruled out by the 
reaction of the monasteries of Dion, Bassianus, of the acoimetoi and 
of Matrona, all of which were for taking up communio with the 
Patriarch 'after they had cut themselves off on account of the Henoticon 
ofZeno'.118 If one may let these reports and their interpretation stand, 
then at this time the pro-Chalcedonian stance of Macedonius was 
externally at its apex. The acoimetoi were his friends; that says a great 
deal. Indeed, at this time the Patriarch could venture to stipulate 
conditions to the Emperor for the recognition of John of Nikiu as 
patriarch of Alexandria (506-516) after the death of John Hemula 
(+ 505) and for the assumption of communion with him; the quid 
pro quo was the recognition of Chalcedon as 'mother and teacher'. 119 

With this recognition was it that the Henoticon was eliminated, or 
did it only make clear that the Henoticon could also be interpreted 
in 'pro-Chalcedonian way'? Neither of these two positions was in 
the minds of those men who would become of decisive importance 

116 Theodore Lc:ctor. EpU. 4S9: Hansen 1l9; Theoph~J1 . , Cllr(lIlo.~r. A.M. S991 :Dc Boor 141, 1!)-21. 
117 He receives from Cyril of Scyth., VUrt Sahat Sl : Schwa'rtz 142. 20; Festugicre, Lcs mQi,, ~s 

d'Orifll t 111/2, 69, 3-4. the epithet '/1/,ilomOllilrhos'. Peswgihc: 'De rait, iJ aimair lcs moines. meme 
s' il avail ele pouss~ p3J' quelques set ~ra!es a lutter comrc 13 foi orlhod.oxe' . See tOO the Anonymous. 
Vir.a Dal1l'eliJ Sty/lIne, c. 43 (written about 493l.: Fest ugicr~, op. ci t .. 15,]-IS8 n. l2 a:; D~wes and 
Baynes 64. In one of Daniel's visions Emperor Ana5t~6i us js des.cribcd as In ma~ who 'loved Christ' 
and a mlln who 'would surpass all those who had reign.cd at any rime'. 'Tbrou~hout his re~g l1 I~e 
will grant peace and confidence to the holy Chm ches and. [0 the order (Iagmq) of monks. It IS 
said that all of these predictions were ful fi lled after his dcetion. cr. also c. 44 (the Emperor's donations 
after Daniel's death). 

118 Theodore Lector, Bpit. 459: Hansen 129, 15-20; Theophan., Chronogr. A.M. 5991: De Boor 
141 1!)-142, 5. 

li9 T heodore Lector, Bpit. 477: Hansen 136, 17-20. Cf. Zacharias Rh., Vita Severi: PO 2, 113 
(for the text see n. 110 above). John of Nikiu went further in interpreting the Henoticoll in an anti­
C halcedonian sense than his predecessors Athanasius (490-497) and John Hemula (497-505) had 
dOlle. 
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for Macedonius from this time on. In order to judge the theological 
value of the dispute that was about to flare up, one has to ask oneself 
quietly each time whether the text of the Henoticon is really being 
discussed and interpreted, or whether each of the parties that were 
being formed imposes its own preconceived reading or position, so 
that on that account the Edict ofZeno could really be forgotten. 

(iii) The anti-Chalcedonian activity in Constantinople and Antioch 
of Bishop Philoxenus of Mabbog, and Severus, the subsequent patriarch 
of Antioch. 

The scope for a pro-Chalcedonian restoration in Constantinople 
was palpably restricted by the time of the second journey of Bishop 
Philoxenus of Mabbog, whose christology we shall have to present 
in detail later. Here we are concerned only with his position on the 
Henoticon. When he made his first journey to Constantinople (either 
in the spring or summer of 484), the two originators of the Henoticon, 
Emperor Zeno and Patriarch Acacius, were still living, and he was 
certain of a good reception from them. The secondjourney was under­
taken in 507120 at the invitation of the Emperor, but it did not meet 
with the approval of Patriarch Macedonius. The latter refused com­
munio to the opponent of Chalcedon. Indeed, such a protest erupted 
among the monks and the people that Anastasius I was forced to 
send Philoxenus home finally in secret. In 508, however, came the 
monk Severus who was able to keep a low profile for many years, 
and as compensation brought down Patriarch Macedonius. We shall 
arrange our presentation of the anti-Chalcedonian interpretation of 
the Henoticon, in the formation of which Philoxenus and Severus 
played leading roles, by looking in turn at four synods and a new 
important document of this period, the so-called Typus of Emperor 
Anastasius . In the latter, according to the intention of its author, 
the monk-presbyter Severus, the Henoticon was to be allowed only 
a wholly general function in bringing about union; Chalcedon would 
to all intents and purposes be liquidated, and the Cyrillian, pre-Chal­
cedonian tradition-in its Severan interpretation-adorned with the 
imperial seal. The four synods are: Constantinople (507), Antioch 
(509), Sidon (5II) and Antioch (513) (a synod allegedly summoned 

120 O n tbcjpll.rncys of Philoxcnl1s to Const antinople see A. de Hnll cl1x, Pltilo:<:elle 6<>-63 . a,gainst 
Honigrn~nn, E lleqllcs cl el/h/,es."], n', 8-14. who postll la t~ five j o\lrneys: 482 or 484 and 507. which 
Is tcnnble. but in addirion 508- 509 (before the Synod of Antioch) , SH (in connexion witll the '!ypIlS' 
of the Emperor), the end of S ll [0 Nov. 512 to ta ke legal action agai nst Plnvian of Antioch. 1\. 
de Hallcllx . however, refers 10 the leiter to the monks ofScnoull (pI), in which Philoxenlls speaks 
expressly of his two journeys to the Im perial Ciiy: CSCO 232 (V). p. 79. ?-9 with further l ist 
OfSOtlfCes ill 11 . 8. viz. Theophan., Chroll o.~r. A.M. 5999: De Boor I SO, ...-8; Zacharias Rh. ca nt. , 
HE VIT8 (letter oCthe presby ter Simeon): Brooks 2: CSCO 88,28- 33 ; Hamilton-Brooks 170-176. 
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in Tyre in 513 or 514-5 we can exclude); the document referred to, 
the Typus, is to be situated between the Synods of Antioch (509) 
and Sidon (5II). This chronological sequence will be the order of 
our exposition. 

(1) Constantinople (507) 
On the suggestion of Philoxenus Emperor Anastasills I ordered 

that a synod (synodos el1,demousa) be summoned by Patriarch Macedo­
nius. We are correct in relegating an event which Victor ofTunnuna 
recorded for 499 to 507. 121 Whether the Bishop of Mabbog himself 
still took part in it cannot be clearly established. In any case a confes­
sion of faith was read out in his name before the assembly,l22 as, 
according to the continuator of Zacharias Rhetor, the presbyter 
Symeon reported in a letter. Together with the report of Victor of 
Tunnuna, from this there emerges a uniform picture: the same names 
are condemned, viz. Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsllestia, 
Nestorius (omitted by Victor ofTunnuna), Theodoret, Ibas ofEdessa, 
Andrew of Samosata, John of Aigai, Eutherius of Tyana (Victor of 
Tunnuna: Eucherius). Their fault is: preparing for (setting up) the 
Council of Chalcedon, accepting Leo's Tome, dividing the unity of 
the Word Incarnate into two natures (and into two forms, i.e. split­
ting or apportioning the properties, as Victor and Zacharias say, sup­
plementing each other), refusing the formula 'one of the Trinity was 
crucified' (Victor of Tun nun a). All tlus was to be understood as inter­
preting the H~not;cot1, as Zacharias Rhetor explicitly says. In short, 
it was a ~uestion of condemning the whole Antiochene and LeOlune 
tradition 23 as this had passed into Chalcedon, even if it were in no 
way the sole determining tradition. The response of Patriarch Mace­
donius is summed up as follows: 'When Macedonius was required 
to do tllls, he anathematised them [the names (?)] under compulsion; 
but after that he used secretly to celebrate their memory in the monas­
tery of Dalmatus, as has been 'written above' .124 Whether an explicit 
execration of Chalcedon and the names cited was put on record at 

121 Theodore Lector, HE, frg . 54: Hansen 1'35. With TilIem011l Rnd A~scmani. A. de Hnllcux. 
PIII'ioXfflC 152 f. dailm that the synod of 499 took place in 507. Reports of this Synod are found 
in Michael Syr., C lmJII. IX 8: Chabot II 160 ~I\d Barhebraeus, CIIYOII. Eccles. I 41: Abbeloos-Lamy 
1, col. 1117-1 ~8 . 

122 Zacharias Rh. cont., HE VII 8: Brooks 2: CSe08B, 33, :1:-18; Hamilton-Brooks 176-177. 
De HilIJeux takes the word S)'lIklEIOS (= senate) [0 1llt!3n 'synodos ,·"denlol/slI'. Is Philoxcnos' confession 
of faith in 507, which is mentioned in the text. identical with that whJch he had submitted (0 

mpcror Zeno (Vaschalde, Thrr~ Lrttrrs. Letter e: pp. 9Q-9z (analysis): 118-126 (V). H53-173 (Syr.); 
de Hallt!ux, QP, Gil. L71-17J)? Presumably it is oilly the repetition of the evellt of reading out a 
credo. 

123 Zacharias Rh. cont., HE VII 8: Brooks 2: eseo 88,33,3-18; Hamilton-Brooks 176-177. 
124 Letter of the presbyter Symeon etc. in Zacharias Rh. cont., HE VII 8: Brooks 2: cseo 

88.33. 16-18; Hamilton-Brooks 177. 
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the Synod is not clear from the text. Presumably this is an interpre­
tation of the letter-writer, because Emperor Anastasius would hardly 
have permitted a direct condemnation of the Fourth Council. 

(2) Antioch (509) under Patriarch Flavian II (498-512) 
The object of attack that was closer to Philoxenus was the patriarch 

of Antioch at that time, Flavian II. His overthrow was resolutely 
striven for. But this could be effected only with the help of the 
Emperor. In this process there emerged new variations in the rela­
tionshjp between Chalcedon and the Henoticon. Through the metro­
politan Constantine of Se1eucia (Isauria) , the Metropolitan of 
Mabbog had success in having a rejection of Chalcedon demanded 
from Flavian of Antioch and Elias ofJerusalem.l25 Yet at the same 
time the activity of the monk-priest Severus in Constantinople should 
not be forgotten. 

In 509 one of the two synods which it was the custom to hold 
each year was devoted to the question just referred to. Philoxenus 
was present. We possess two reports about this: one from Palestinian 
monks, written for the metropolitan Alcison in Illyria,126 and the 
other from Philoxenus himself, this being addressed to (the) monks 
in Palestine. 127 From these reports important shades of difference in 
the Henoticon question emerge. 128 

Patriarch Flavian accepted the Henoticon as ratification of Cyril's twelve ana­
themas-this also corresponds to the text of the Henoticon itself (see the text §6)-, 
but not as a rejection of Chalcedon. Taking into account the Fathers who could 
be cited as witnesses for the formula of the 'two natures' in Christ. the Patriarch 
refused simply to condemn the 'diphysites'. He believed that it was only in this 

125 Following Theophan. , C/,rollogr. A.M. 600 1: DeBoor [51 . [ !)-21. 
126 Le:tter of tbe: Palestinian monks to M cison: Evngrius. HE In 31 : Bidcz-ParmcnticI 12?-12.9; 

tr. Fcstl1gi~re. Byz 45 (1975) 33?-341; P. Allen. Eva.grius Srho /astiCIIJ 147-149; Theophan., Ch ro/logr., 
A.M. 6001 : De Boor [51, :1.7-3 1. According to the Icttcr of the: monks to Alcison. PhiloxCllllS 
prevented the imminent collapse of the anti-Chalccdonian party . Cf. EvagrlllS. HE III 31. p. Jl7, 
18-26. On the basis of this letter three phnses in Philoxenll5' 3nti-Chalcedonianism are to be dis­
tinguished, with each of which an extenll ion of the persons or groups to be anat,hematised runs 
pal'aJlel. See on this A. de HaUeux, Philoxclle 85- 88. I. At fi rst Philoxenus contcnts hitl].Sclf with 
the dcmAl1d d13t Nestorius be condemned. 2. Because his opponent. Flavian of Antioch, meets 
this demand. Philoxenus extends his range. T he fo llowing persons are to be condemned: D iodore 
of Tarsus. Theodore or Mopsuestia. the entire party of Orientals at the Council of Ephesus (43 1), 
thus Theodoret, "Eutherius ofT yana, Ibas of Edessn, Andreas of Samasl ta , Alexande[ of Hi ern polis 
(Mabbog), Irenac:Us of T yee. Cyrus of Hierapolis. John of Antioch. Acacius of Scleucia, Barsauml 
of Nisibis. cr. EVRgriU5, HE J1( 31: Dide2-Parrncmeier 127 • .28-3 1; Philoxenus, cpo ad mOlloe/,os 
Pa/nest. U: Mus 75 (l96l) 41 (V); idem. Cala /ol"s IIacresiu", In Budge U, p. CXXXVI s.; idem, 
fp. ad ormles mOllae/raJ ortl,odox. Odell/is, (rg. 2: cd. and tr. J. Lebon. Mus 43 (1930) 207 (T), 218 
('Y). J. In the fifJal ph~se Philoxenus demands the condemnation of Chalccdon itself, as well as 
LeQ's Tome and the two-nanrre~ reaching in gener~ l , this being fllldameneally his g031 aU along. 
cr. Evagrills, HE m 31: Bida-Parmentier 128. 18-129, 4; cf. Philoxc:nus, Lt/ler 10 tilt mOllks of 
SeIlO"": CSCO 2ll (V), pp. 13,14-14,23. 

127 PhiloXEllllS of Mabbog, Letter to tile ",ollks of Palestine, Syriac with French te. ed. by A. de 
Halleux. 'Nouveaux lextes inedits de Philoxene de Mabbog 1': Mus 75 (1962) 31-62; to be added 
to this is a fragment from the 'Leltre liminaire' from the svnodicon of Ephesus: ibid., 39 (V 45). 

128 See A. de HaIleux, Mus 75 (1962) 53 · 
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way that he could counteract the 'phantasy teaching', i.e. the docetism ofEutyches. 
From the letter of Philoxenus, however, one can detect above all initial moves to­
wards a new christological synthesis in Flavian's position; we shall be concerned 
with these later under the heading 'Neo-Chalcedonianism'. The point at issue was 
to emphasise the connexion between Chalcedonian-Antiochene and Alexandrian­
Cyrillian christology and terminology. Certainly the following were 'condemned': 
naturally Nestorius with his teaching, but as well all those who divide Christ into 
(two) prosopa, hypostases, sons, lords. Above all there were 'positive' concessions: 
recognition of Cyril's anathemas, acceptance of the Henoticon as well as of catch­
phrases and formulas which were so important for the old Alexandrian theology, 
such as theotokos (in the meantime, however, generally accepted), 'the God-Logos 
became body and flesh' and the more recent formula 'one of the Trinity ... '. Indeed, 
the synodal letter contained, in addition to its confession of Christ as the 'one prosopon 
and the one hypostasis', also the controversial basic formula of the Cyrillians-'the 
one incarnate nature of the God-Logos' .129 

This interpretation of the Henoticon clearly went beyond the literal 
sense of the text and made great concessions to the party of Phil­
oxenus. Nevertheless, he was not yet satisfied with what he had 
achieved. He missed the explicit condemnation of the 'two natures' 
and found in Flavian's acceptance of the Henoticon a crafty interpre­
tation of the document itself. It is worthwhile citing his words: 

[III] Again he [Flavian] professes that he, with us, accepts the document called 
'Henoticon'; [but if] we adhere to it, then it is for the sole reason that [this document] 
has anathematised and rejected the addition introduced at Chalcedon against the 
faith of the Fathers; whereas [the Patriarch, though] saying he approves this docu­
ment, has not consented to reject the innovation which gave rise to it [the Edict], 
but has written openly in his letters [= his synodal letter] that it was composed 
as a ratification of the chapters of blessed Cyril. [Thus] there where he ought to 
have shown that he holds the [chapters] as true, by anathematising and rejecting 
what the heretics have written against them, he did not consent to do it; [but] 
touching on a document [produced] for the purpose of suppressing the innovation 
which was brutally [or maliciously: see the Syriac text] introduced into the faith, 
he devised [the ploy] of saying that [this document] was composed to ratify the 
[twelve] chapters. 130 

From these words it emerges that for Philoxenus the Henoticon 
had only one function, viz. to discredit the 'two natures' as an additio. 
He was not interested in the positive content of it which was meant 
as a basis for union. That being his attitude he came nowhere near 
the intention of the Edict, and in the same way also contradicted 
the moderate interpretation which Emperor Anastasius gave to this 
document. 131 Admittedly, it was not Philoxenus himself, but his sup-

129 Ibid., p. 36, 88-91 (Syr.); French §IV, p. 42. 
130 Philoxenus, Letter to the monks of Palestine: Mus 75 (1962) pp. 35,76-36,98 (Syr.); French §II1, 

P'~l' 
1 I See the important comments on Emperor Anastasius in A. de Halleux, Philoxene 51-52, with 

n. 14: the Syrian monophysitcs enjoyed the Empexor's good pleasure only as long as they supported 
his moderate Hello/iwlI policy. The cleverness of the Syri:ans CQn~i~ted in the fact that they made 
this d'Mtll WliOllis the instrumtnt o( their thcologic:!1 ~ggression and, in doing so, averred that they 
were working towards-nothil1g else than its" since~c' acceptance. 
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porters, who here advocated an absolute rigorism. Philoxenus wanted 
to hold on to the Henoticon and found monophysite christology 
expressed in it. For peace among the Churches his supporters 
demanded the anathema against Chalcedon and the admission of 
monophysite formulas exclusively. They became the counterpart of 
the Alexandrian 'acephalists'. During the patriarchate of Severus 
(512-518) this radical wing of the Isaurian supporters of Philoxenus 
separated themselves from him. 132 (On the name 'acephalists' for these 
rigorists, see note 77.) 

(3) The Typus of Emperor Anastasius (between Antioch [509]) and 
Sidon [S I I]) 

From 509 there was a more powerful opponent of Chalcedon than 
Philoxenus in Constantinople: Severus, the monk and presbyter from 
the school ofFeter the Iberian in Palestine. The monk quickly became 
the real leader of the anti-Chalcedonian movement and its theology. 
He came from a Christian family in Sozopolis in Pisidia. Through 
his studies of Greek and Latin grammar and rhetoric at Alexandria 
and of law at Berytus (Beirut) , he laid the foundations for his later 
importance as a theologian of the movement which was directed 
against the Fourth CouDcil. 133 It was only in 488 that he was baptised. 
Through friends he was made aware of Peter the Iberian (+1.12.491), 
who in 490 came in person to Berytus. But it was only in 494, under 
the influence ofEvagrius of Sam os at a, on a pilgrimage to Jerusalem, 
that the highly educated man decided to become a monk. He betook 
himself to the monastery of Theodore, the successor of Peter the 
Iberian, which tay between Gaza and Maiuma, spent some time in 

132 cr. A. de Hallcllx. Pilll"x~'lr 53. with n. 22; 87. There was disagreement between Scverus 
and Philoxenus. The former was of the opinion thnt the HenOl ico" was ulldoubtcdiy sufficient to 
bring about the $oll8ral rennion of the Church; for onc's own perSOllal confession one must not 
be COnLCIll w ith It. The latter emph",;iscd Lhat Ule edict ' lacked nothing' and he did not W3m [0 

take over the rig.orism of the Isaurians. which was aga in somethinB that Severus did not sanctioll. 
Sec U1C letter to the Alexandriall presbyters: PO 12. 297. The difference, however, is not great. 
PhiJoxcnus too was convinc~d or the necessity of condemning explicitly the following: (a) Cbalccdon 
(b) the Tome of Leo (e) [he diopnysiles. Ph iloxenus chnmpiom:d trus already ~t the Synod of Antioch 
(sI3l: cf. the letter to the presbyter Simeon ofTcl c'adii . frg. 4: Lebon, 'Textes incciits de Phi lox"nc 
de Mnbboug', MilS 43 (1930) 181 (Syr.); 192. 14-19 (V): sati .• IIlI tem 1I0bis fi,/t qrroad lotalll mIl qllod 
lIobisfH/n slIbscribetem depa.litioni Flail/ali; i t tlllatllflllaliz arem s{ell/ 110$ sy"odl1m atque TOI/JUI/I, ~llIobiscr'l/I 
sillCcre, 1/011 md~1II d%se lit Flavimlus cl Macedollills eliam s(I'iptlllli Hellot ieo" rccipercIII, qllcmllr/lllor/11111 
S)iIlOr!IIS quoque llioecewu Aegl'fli iIIud rt!'cipi! mn.f!IJntI'1O carcsla AlcxlI/ldriar. Cf. 31so Severus; Lellcr 
/0 Hippo'Mle~: PO 12 . n . 46. p. pI. Phiioxcl1uS has tbis atti tude even under Emperor Jus~in ; cf. 
the lettC\' to all monks o f Lhe Orient. frg . 6, de I-la lleux. MilS 76 (1963) 8-9; similarly the letter 
to the monks of Senoun : CSCO 23 1-232, 95 (79. 5-6). 11,c disagl'ecmenl between Phlloxcnus and 
Sever.115 arises only wilh regard to whether One must sec lhecondemnarion ofChalcedoll's two-natures 
teaching already implied in the Hellolicoll or not (cf. A. de Hallcux. Phj/o.'l:i'II~ Ra). 

133 On the studies of Severns sec Zacharias, Vila Scl/rri: PO 2, 46-47; Brooks, SL 11 I (1903). 
Introdu<:oon V-X!; Lebon. Le 1Il0llQphY5i5mc s&"nrieu (1909) 1-18-175 (polemica l wdting); Schwartz. 
PS 2J8-244: idem, 'Johannes Rufus. eil1 mOl1ophys itischcr Schriftstcller': SBHeidAkW 16 (1911.) 6-7· 
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the desert of Eleutheropolis and then found acceptance in the monas­
tery of Romanus which was located there. In the neighbourhood 
of Maiuma he founded his own monastery. At this time he also 
combined with his asceticism further study, which meant particularly 
canonical law and the writings of Cyril of Alexandria. He was 
ordained pries by Epiphaniu of Perge in Pamphylia, who for a 
time had been bishop of Magydon but, because he supported the 
Encyclical of Basiliscus under Emperor Zeno, had bad to leave his 
diocese, and who then join.ed the circle of Peter the Iberian.134 As 
he had the necessary qualities, tIung augured well for activity at 
the imperial court. The opportunity for this came through the persecu­
tion and expulsion of the monks from monasteries around Maiuma; 
this persecution and expulsion was instigated by the monk Nephalius 
and ordered by Patriarch Elias of Jerusalem (508).135 Severus was 
the ideal man, as al'ocrisiarius of the monks, to present their case 
to Emperor Anastasius in the imperial capital. 136 A huge crowd of 
monks accompanied him. 

At this time the question whether the Henoticon would become 
more the instrument of the anti-Chalcedonian cause than that of the 
pro-Chalcedonians was still undecided. Indeed, it seemed that the 
second alternative was gaining ground as a result of the bond between 
the three patriarchs, Macedonius II of Constantinople, Flavian II 
of Antioch and Elias ofjerusalem. 137 In this context the aim ofSeverus 
and his friends had to be to check, with the assistance of the Emperor, 
the persecutions in Palestine, but even more to establish the unity 
of the Churches in the East on the basis of an anti-Chalcedonian 
interpretation of the Henoticon. The first aim was quickly fulfilled 
by the Emperor. The dispossessed monks received back their monas­
tery. The monks returning to their monasteries received a 'doctrinal 
letter',138 addressed to the archimandrites of the persecuted, in which 
recourse is had to the pre-Chalcedonian, Cyrillian formula 'from 
two natures', but the exhortation was also given to bear in mind 
the peace of the Churches. This refers to the Emperor's desire to 
make the Henotiton the guiding rule in the re-established monasteries. 

134 The opponents of Severus seek to contest his consecration as ,being uncanonical. Cf. Severus, 
SL I I, Letter to Bishop Constantine: Brooks II, 7-8 (V); Honigmann, Eveques et eveclles 132-133. 

135 Zacharias Rh., Vita Severi: PO 2, 103, 10-14; Evagrius, HE III 33: Bidez-Parmentier 132; 
Schwnrtz, Kyrlllos fl O/l SkyrllOpo /is 377-378; Perrone, L~ rliieJQ dl Pa/cstinn '49-151. 

136 ZKharias Rh ., Vita elmi: P 2, 103-109; L. Perrone, op. cit., 151-173 . Theodore, the successor 
o f Pel.cr the Lberian, also cam e to ConsrancinopJe: "PO 2 , 107. )-2. 

m O n the crirical si tU' liml of the 3nti-Ch:tlcedonians at this time sec Evagrius, HE III 31: Bidez­
Parmentier 127, ,8-23; Severus, ep. 38 to Peter and Ammonius ... , PO 12, nr. 38, pp. 294-295· 
Scverus admits for this period (513-516): 'we, the few in number and small'. See L Perrone, op. 
cit.~ 152, n . 22. 

1 B Zacharias Rh .• Vita Severi: PO 2, 105. ~IO. 
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With the help of powerful patrons in the capital and oflike-minded 
local monks who had journeyed there, Severus resolutely built up 
opposition against Macedonius, Flavian and Elias. 139 With regard to 
the Patriarch of Antioch, however, he showed, in contrast to Philoxe­
nus, a certain moderation. A special instrument in this attack was 
to be a text which is called the Typus of Emperor Anastasius, but 
which was composed by Severus on the instruction of the Emperor. 140 

The text as a whole is lost; it is preserved only in two Armenian 
extracts, one in the 'Book of Letters' and the other in the 'Seal of 
Faith'. J. Lebon141 drew the attention of scholars to these fragments 
and made a Latin translation of them. His student, C. Moeller, has 
published and intertreted the shorter version (following the text of 
the 'Seal of Faith'). 42 We shall give an English translation of this, 
but recourse must be had to the scholarly apparatus of Moeller. 

From the letter of ~mperor Anastasius against all schismatics, written after the 
forty-first year of the Council of Chalcedon:143 'We accept only one definition of 
faith, that of the 318 Fathers who gathered at Nicaea, which shows that one of 
the holy Trinity is our Lord Jesus Christ, the Word of God, which assumed flesh 
from the holy theotokos and virgin Mary and became man. That definition was main­
tained by the 150 holy Fathers who gathered at Constantinople through the Holy 
Spirit. According to that also the holy synod of those who gathered at Ephesus 
and anathematised the schismatic Nestorius and all those who think and believe 
as he did, as also does the letter which is called the Henoticon ofZeno, the orthodox 
EmJ;leror, and as well the letter of John [of Nikiu (510-516)], the archbishop of 
Alexandria, 144 which shows [these things] in the same way in which it anathematises 
Leo's Tome and those who transgress that definition [of Nicaea] and defined two 
natures after the union for the one Christ. 

We, as we have received from the holy Fathers, do not say two natures, but 
we confess the Word of God as one nature become flesh, and we anathematise 
the Synod of Chalcedon and with it also Leo and his Tome and those who say 
Christ is two sons, one before the ages and the other at the end of the ages. But 
those who say, after professing the unity, [that there are] two natures, and two 
persons and two forms and two properties, and [that] the distinguishing characteris­
tics also are the work of each of the two natures, we reject and anathematise, because 
[this] is found to be contrary to the twelve chapters of blessed Cyril. 145 

139 Zacharias Rh., Vita Severi: PO 2, 107, 12-108, 7 (Flavian and Elias); 109, 14-IIO, 13 (Mace­
donius). 

140 See Severus, Letter to Bishop Cons/amine: SL I I, Brooks II, 3-4 (V). 
141 See J. Lebon, 'Les citations patristiques dans Ie Sceau de la Foi', RHE 25 (1929) 5-32; Le 

sceau de lafoi, ed. K. Ter-Mekerttschian (Etschmiadzin 1914) 128; Le livre des Lettres, ed. J. Ismireantz, 
Bib!. Sahag Mesrobienne 5 (Tif'lis 1901) 277-278. 

142 Ch. Moeller, 'Un fragment du Type de I'empereur Anastase 1', StudPaf III 1 = TU 78 (196\) 
24<r247. Text on p. 242 from the 'Seal of Faith' in the Latin translation of J. Lebon, collated with 
the texl rlom the 'Sook ofth" Lcncrs'. p. 243. 

14~ TIlls dare (= 492) is incorrect. 
144 In Ihe longer recension of rhe 'Book of the Letters' John of Nikiu is already characterised 

as 'blessed' , Hence thi~ recension is posterior to the text-form in the 'Seal of Faith', 
145 See the continuation of the text of the 'Book of the Letters' in Moeller, op. cit., 242 f., 

n. ~. 
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This Typus of Emperor Anastasius must not be placed on the same 
level as the Encyclical of the usurper Basiliscus and the Edict ofZeno. 
It is rather to be regarded as an expert opinion requested by the 
Emperor of a theologian, precisely the priest-monk Severus, which 
would be useful for the interpretation of the Henoticon. Through this 
the Henoticon was to be more acceptable for all the Churches: At 
the Synod of Sidon (SII), with which we shall become more closely 
acquainted shortly, the redactor of the document spoke of it as a 
'profession de foi individuelle' (see below). In contrast the Henoticon 
was regarded also by him as an official document, indeed of an 'ecu­
menical' character, but still only on the smallest possible common 
basis. 146 In the mind of the Emperor the expert opinion that he desired 
was not to exceed, as far as content was concerned, the framework 
of the Henoticon, especially not in the direction of a condemnation 
of Chalcedon. He had no doubt feared something like this. For this 
reason he sent the zealous monk to the magister militum, Patricius, 
for the purpose of meeting there Bishop tohn of Claudiopolis in 
Isauria, as Severus himself reports in a letter. 47 Apparently the Typus, 
'the formula of satisfaction', had already been composed before this 
meeting. The Isaurian bishop then tried to introduce a compromise 
proposal as a 'statement' into the Typus, but according to Severus 
this was equivalent to emptying the Typus of meaning. The propo­
sal-made in the sense of Flavian of Antioch-was to make a partial 
acceptance of Chalcedon possible, this being negative in character, 
viz. the rejection of Nestorius and Eutyches; at the same time the 
terminological and conceptual innovation of the Council was to be 
bracketed and got around: 

... 'We receive the synod at Chalcedon, not as a definition of faith, but as a 
rejection of Nestorius and of Eutyches'. Thus both those that are pleased with the 
Synod will not be angry, and you [Severus and his supporters] will receive content­
ment in that the doctrines which offend you are rejected. 148 

The attempt foundered on the resoluteness ofSeverus who discovered 
a logical contradiction in it-though only on the basis of his pre­
suppositions: 

If the Synod ofChalcedon introduced the doctrine of Nestor ius into the churches 
... how can we say that it rejected the opinion of Nestorius? But, if the formula 
of satisfaction [= the Typus] in so many words rejects the doctrines of the Synod 

r~6 See the letter ofSevcrus to Bishop Constan tine below. 
147 Scvc:rus, Lett", II> Bfs/' op COIIStG ll tfll r! 5L I I, Brooks n 4-j, In the letter rather long portions 

of the diaJogue be,tween Sevcrus and JOhD of ClaudiOPQlis aIe ci ted, and for that [cason the letler 
is 10 be considered an important source in eV(lIlJacing the 'typus'. . 

1<18 Severus, op. cit. , S. 1-6; cf. Zacharias Rh. cont., IX :zo ad 6n., from the letter of Severus 
from the year 5J6 to the Oriental PreSbyters and monks: Brooks 2: CSCO 88. 95--96; Hamil.ton­
Brooks 268-270. 
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and the impious Tome of Leo, which are the life blood of the abomination of Nestor­
ius, how can we honestly say that we accept this synod as against Nestorius?149 

In the eyes of Severus Chalcedon is essentially 'Nestorianism'. 
Thus there is no division in the acceptance or rejection of the Synod 
respectively. Severus viewed the defenders ofChaIcedon fundamen­
tally as people who wanted. to drive out the devil of Eutychianism 
with the Bee1zebul of Nestor ian ism. TIlls identification ofChalcedon 
and Nestorianism was really so clear that the concession that Severus 
went on to make no longer had a sound foundation. He discovered 
in the supporters of the Fourth Council after all 'a certain part of 
the sound faith' (probably the rejection of Eutyches is meant). But 
according to him they mixed this remnant of orthodoxy with the 
vanity of their profane, impious words and seduced so many (pp. 
6-7). Even the Encyclical of Basiliscus. 'repudiated the impiety that 
was confirmed at Chalcedon' (p. 7). 

During his mission in Constantinople Sevenls was, according to 
Zacharias Rhetor, the focus of the whole struggle about the unity 
of the catholic Church, for the major figures of the capital as well 
as for bishops and monks who journeyed there. He won over the 
Isaurian bishops who were denounced as dissidents (acephalol). He 
and his Palestinian companions were successful, according to his bio­
grapher, in leading radical monks from Antioch, who took pleasure 
in appalling excommunications and thus were an obstacle to the union 
of the Churches, from the low level of the assurances (plerophoriai) 
of Flavian to the height of his teaching. He was able to move the 
radicals to moderation, without thereby deviating from the right 
doctrine. [n this way every reason the bishops who were ~ut off 
by the extremists had. for refusing the union was removed. I 0 TIns 
important paragraph in his biography closes with the comment: 

and he requested the Emperor to ordain that the union take place in this way. 
Flavian of Antioch and Elias ofJerusalem, as also certain [otherJ opponents of these 
things, did not want to obey him and caused great troubles for themselves and 
the people. 151 

It is to be taken from this statement that according to the opinion 
of Severus the Typus was more suitable for the establishment of unity 
than the Henoticon was. But whether this can be said of the text 
of the extant Armenian fragments is questionable. However much 
the extant fragmentary version corresponds to the personal wishes 
of the monk, still it would no doubt have been too strong for the 

1495everus; 5L I I, Brooks II 5, n. Itr19. Even the condemnation of Eutyches rests on the 
Nestorianism ofChalcedon. 

150 Zacharias Rh., Vila Severi: PO 2, 106-108. 
151 Zacharias Rh., ibid., 108. 
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Emperor, at least in the period between 508 and 51 I. Rather a chrono­
logical setting between 512 and 518 (the patriarchate of Severus) 
would suggest itself. 152 For the years of his sojourn in Constantinople 
one can concur with the judgement of A. de Halleux: 

The whole cleverness of the future Patriarch of Antioch thus consisted in clothing 
a text that was really and profoundly anti-Chalcedonian in a formulation that was 
mollifying. 153 

Severus could credit himself with a first manifest success. On 20 

July, 511, he was able to confront Patriarch Macedonius II before 
a tribunal appointed by the Emperor himself in a disputation about 
the 'doctrines'. There he was certainly able to employ all his education 
as a rhetorician, lawyer and theologian. Whether this disputation 
was formally about the text of the Typus is hard to clarify on the 
basis of the extant reports. But there is no doubt that with respect 
to the matter of the disputation the whole anti-Chalcedonian line 
concernin§ the Henoticon, the TY1' uS and the Council of 45 I was 
unfolded. 4 Macedonius was not able to be successful against Severus. 
He overtly approved the 'dogmata' of his opponent, whether b} 
this word the text or a form of the text of the Typus is meant or 
not. 155 The agitation among the Chalcedonian monks of the capital 
was so great that at Beth Dalmata Macedonius retracted immediately 
the concessions he had made to Severus (probably as early as 21 

July, 511).156 The monks of the monastery resumed communio with 
him. The disfavour of the E mperor was revealed, however, on 22 

July at the Feast of Dedication in the tnartyrium at Hebdomon, when 
the Emperor and Empress did not accept gifts from him, but rather 
hard words were to be heard from the Emperor. On Sunday, 24 
July, the monks of Beth Dalmata stuck by him, to the chagrin of 
the Emperor. On Monday, 25 July, followed the response of the 
monks opposed to him. They handed over to the magister militum, 
Patricius, a document for the Emperor in which the patriarch was 
accused of having commemorated Nestorius. On 27 July, the 
Emperor called a secret council at which he announced to the 
patricians the Patriarch's retraction at Beth Dalmata. The patrician 

152 A. de Halleux. Philoxene 68. n. 32 • 

. ~53 A: de Halleux. ibid .• 6? with reference to Liberatus. Breviar.: ACO II 5. p. 133. where 
It IS said that for Severus Union was to occur on the basis of the condemnation of Chalcedon. 
Later this will be morl: nUllnced (see below). 

154 Zacharias Rh., Vitll Sel/eri: PO 2, 109, 14- 16. 
155 See Schwartz, PSl4J: ChalkcJo/lll. IJI. 2 81 . 

156 See Theodore Lecror, Epit. 488: Hansell IJ9. 1-5; Zacharias Rh. cont .• HE VII 8: Brooks 
2: CSCO 88, 29. 16-19; Hamilton-Brooks 171- 172; Ahrens-Kruger 122.--123. with an accurate chron­
ology ofchc course-of events. 
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Clementinus cried out before all: 'May God Himself cast rum out 
from his priesthood who has lied unto God'"s7 

With this the cue was given. On 6 August, Macedonius was 
d posed and on 7 August was led away into exile in Euchaita. 15B 

His successor was Patriarch Timothy r (SlI-518). 

(4) The Synod of Sidon (October 511)159 
Once again the Hel1oticol1 was the centre of interest when Emperor 

Anastasius summoned a synod at Sidon, The Edict of Zeno was to 
prove its ecumenical function, i.e. its ability to unite all the Churches 
in accordance with the will of the Emperor by bringing together 
the Eastern patriarchs of that time, viz. Timothy of Constantinople, 
PIa vi an of Antioch, Elias of Jerusalem andJohnofNikiu from Alexan­
dria. Philoxenus wanted, however, to achieve more160 than the 
Emperor wished. The latter had complained in a letter to John of 
Nikiu (patriarch of Alexandria 505-516) that he Ooh11) was not satis­
fied witb the Hen.oticon alone, as were his predecessors Peter Mongus 
(482-490). Athanasius II (490-497) and John II Hemula (497-505), 
but demanded 'that reference be made in actual words to the impious 
things done at Chalcedon or to the impious Tome ofLeo'.161 Behind 
this moderate warning of the Emperor stood. according to Severus, 
the apocrisiarii of Alexandria in Constantinople, Dioscorus and 

1ST Zacharitls Rh. com., HE VII 8: Brooks 2: CSCO 88. 2.9. lo-.2.2; Hamilton-Brooks 17.2. 
158 Ibid. : Brooks 2.: CS ~O 88, 32., 19-20; l-j.ami l ~on -.Brooks [76. AccoHling to Brooks 2.: CSCO 

88, 3 I , 1'-2!); Hamilton-Btooks 174. [2-16, the Emperor h.d arrested the 'Ncstorians' who confessed 
'thaI they had some forged books of this heresy' . It is a question of an 'ornamentaP book which 
MJccdonius had. allegedly with extracts from 'Fathers' who had taught two nfilures lifter the incarna­
tion. T bis book was a Rorilcgium of Diodorus. Theodore of Mopsu.estia and the five books ofTheo­
dorel' against Cyril, thus from the famous Antiochenes. Cf. on this M. Richard, 'Les f10rileges 
diphysitcs du V< el du VI< siecle'. Clmlkedoll I, 721-'748 (= Operll MiPlorn 1.3). esp. 7:l9'-736 (floriJegia 
ftOm the time of the Hmo/icolI). The Emperor ordered the book to be burnt. From this there arose 
a story that the .mper~ r ordered that the originol of the IIcln or Chlll.cedon be taken from the Patriarch 
shortly before h15 banishment. See Schwartz. P 2.43 f.. n. 3. With reference to Theodore Lector 
in the edition of Hansen, 139 CEpir. 4\H) with appamlus.; MarccJlinus Com eli , Cllroll . ad a. jrl: 
Mommsen U, 97. The Cllrollicle of .Edessa LXXXIII: L. Haller, TU IX, 1 (Leipzig 1903) 11.1-I2.2 
knows even of the opening of the sarcophagus of Euphemia the martyr in which the acta ofChalcedon 
were SAid to have been plac~d . .But fire which leapt [o[th prevented the attempt to take them out 
and bum thorn. 

159 See I . Marccllinus Comes. CllrollfcoII: Mommscn, 98 §8, ad 4. S 12.: Porro redlmegrata AmlSlasilts 
pmvirnre ;"jOIllCIII t l Irrldtndalll SYllOdlllllllpud Sidollelll cillirarem, culu; de lIom/"g iir ridin//is nOll/ill1I praepo­
//Imrur, ocroglllll/ forme pCljidonlln rpisr0l' is lOllgregaris la number which is certainly wrong) adversul/I 
orlirodo;o:orrrm cpis(opos .fieri impcTnllir. l. Pbiloxenus, Leifer 10 Ihe Presby'er Simeon ojTelt'nda: Lebon, 
'TeXlCS jm:.dits' frg . 4, Mus 43 (1930) 179-J80 (T), 190 (Y). n. 19'-2.o:.EI 110$ decelll ex amllibus On'cnlls 
iIIl Isc. Flaviano I adversall sImms SIc(o"e. On the date: Honigmann. Ev~ques c/ ive,/res 12; Duchesne, 
VI siicle 27-28; Dcvreesse, Alltlodlc 68; de Hatleux, Pliiloxallt 70 are in f~vour of 5 I I . Lebon, Lt 
/lto/lCl}l llyslsme sevfrloll 51: 'ChrislOlogie' 426. n. 3; Bury. Laler Empire 1.450. n. s; Bardy, 'AnlIstase' 
31~; Tisscrant,1'hiloxcne'. DTC 11.(1935) (IS09-1H2) 1$14 are in [avourofSI2. 

W Cf. Zacharias Rh. cont., HE V11 II: Brooks 2: CSCO 8B, 36-37; Hami.lton-Brooks 18[-[83 : 
petition oCthe OrientaJ monks and of Cos mas of QennC§rin. 

16,1 S~v¢rIlS. Luller 10 Amlllo/! (513-516 AD). 5L IV 2: .Brooks U, 255-256. 
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Chaeremon. 162 For this reason the result could hardly be to the taste 
of the Metropo1itan ofMabbog and Severus, both of whom regarded 
the Synod as a disgrace for their party.16:) Philoxentls described his 
opposition to Flavian of Antioch. with which his suffragans, with 
the excepti.on of three, sided. l64 In several letters from this period 
Seve u however, admits that 'the complete union of the holy 
churches ... need a lawful concession on certain points'. But if it 
is a question of a union which seizes the whole man on the personal 
level, then this must be comprehensive, i.e. it must be achieved in 
every respect. The Henoticotl has thus only a very limited function 
in the service of unity .165 From this it is dear that there was a profound 
di.fference between the Emperor and Severus in their understanding 
of the reunion of the Churches. The value ofZeno's Edict is strongly 
played down when the most that is conceded is that it contains 'a 
right confession of faith', but then it is immediately emphasised: 'on 
its OWll it is devoid of all healing power in relation to what is necess­
ary'. 166 Looking back the Patriarch of Alltioch says in a letter 
(5 I 6--517) to his Alexandrian colleague that over and above the 
Hen.oticon, which does contain a 'right confession' and is a 'repudia­
tion' of the outrage which was perpetrated on the faith at Chalcedon, 
~ore is needed for converts to the true faith (in the sense ofSeverus), 
VIZ. 

a formula which condemns by name [i.e. explicitly] what happened at Chalcedon 
against the orthodox faith ... as well the evil Tome of Leo ... and those who describe 
our one Lord and God Jesus Christ as two natures after the divine and unutterable 
union. 

Although the Edict, or Henoticon, may be taken as 
a rejection of these things, I [Severus] do not consider it, however, as sufficiently 

convincing. 167 

16Z Sevcrus. ibid., 255. He calls them 'hirelings 3nd hu r:kster~ of piety'. Cr. Honigmann. t:tI~q"es 
eJ 'cv2chls 9. 122. 123; P. Peeters. 'Jacques de Saroug j\pp~rricnt-i1 ~ la sectt monophysitc?', AI/Boll 
66 ~94S) 175, 119. 18J. 189. (90. n. I. 

I Severus, ibid .. 255 f. 12891; Philoxenus. Lt'tftr to Presbyter 1",,0/1 of T elt 'ada frg. 4: Lebon, 
'Textes incdirs', Mus 43 (1930) 189, IS-193 . 19 (V). esp. 190· 

164 Cf. de H311cllX. P/Ji/Melle 71. 11. 52 011 the names. 
165 Severus, t eller to Sololl: SL ! l: Drooks 11 15-16. He refc.rs to the more rndicn1 Dishop Constan­

tine of Sclcucin (1!;3uria). who had taken part in the Synod of Amio~h (S09). He passed over the 
Hl'lIor/colJ in his Church as 'SUI erfiuous'; 'for if it does not touch the stumblingblocks that sprang 
~p at Cha.lce?on ~~d se~3.ratcd the churche:>. wha~ is the lise of m.Cfitioning it?' Severus ~hcn discuJ;ses 
1.11 more detail the intentions of Emperors An3Sl3SlUS and Zello wllh regard to the Hellotl toll. 

1M SeVCt;Us. Letter to Hippocrates: PO 12. nr. 46. p. 320. 
l67 Severus, Letrr.r 1.0 Pnrrillrdl Di~sC1)ntS 11 (516-7 AD) : PO 12, or. 49. p. 320\.. He writes thot 

>It a Synod of Alexand~in 31so it was cxplallled in this way. By comparison the lypJlS is designated 
as a ·[bmw!. ors3tisfaction' (pirropllorlll); thus in the lette:r to BIshop Constantine: SL I I ; Drooks 
n, 4-S. This points to Sevenls as the aumor of the I)'[JJU. cr. the important letter to Occumcnius 
(from the years 508-512) : PO 12. 175- 186. Here also Severus spCllks of the tVP"S, iflhe imerprctlltion 
ofR. W. Brooks, PO 12. 185, n. 6 is correct. 
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Hence it is clear why neither Philoxenus nor Severus could be satisfied 
with the Synod of Sidon. But just one year later both were in a 
completely changed situation. Patriarch Flavian II, who was able 
to guide the Synod of Sidon to this result so undesired by his oppo­
nents, was deposed (November 512), and on 6 November Severus 
became his successor as patriarch of Antioch. What was to become 
of the Henoticon? 

(5) Severus of Antioch. Consecration (512) and the (Oriental Synod' (513) 
With the very consecration of the new patriarch on 16 November, 

512, a new direction was manifested. Among the twelve consecrating 
bishops was Philoxenus ofMabbog, as well as four comrades-in-arms 
whom Severus had won over on his journey to the Synod of Sidon 
(51 I) and in addition five of his suffragans. 168 Nevertheless, opponents 
ofSeverus also took part, in particular Dionysius of Tarsus. The ad­
dress (prosphtonesis) of the new patriarch in the Great Church after 
his consecration has been handed down. It contained a profession 
of faith. Despite all the obscurity surrounding where it was delivered 
and who subscribed it, at least this much is certain: the christological 
position of the newly consecrated bishop in the conflict about the 
Henoticon is depicted. 169 He professed the first three Councils, and 
the Henoticon of Emperor Zeno which was sanctioned by Emperor 
Anastasius. Anathematised, however, were all heretics, especially 
Nestorius and Eutyches, Chalcedon, Leo's Tome and all supporters 
of the 'two natures after the union', 170 and every distribution of activi­
ties and properties in the one incarnate Logos to 'two' (natures), 
which meant for Severus the profession of two persons. Chalcedon 

168 cr. Honigmann. EII~qllts er ivid, es 13 , 15; de Hnllcu~, Pili/oxime. 78 with 11. 21. These names 
are c;omaincd in variOliS documems. cr. M. A. Kugener, 'Notices felatives i\ S€vcfe': PO 2,317-321, 
IV-VII. T he Jubilation of the people at the reception of the Patriarch is depicted by Zacharia$ 
Rh . Vita Scller;: PO 2 , 241-242. 

I(,\) Sec M. A. KugenCi'. 'Allocution prononccc par Severe apr~s son elevation sur Ie rrCinc patriarca! 
d 'An~'iochc' , OrCllr 2 (1902) Z6S-l82; on the various other MSS containing the confession of faIth 
see ibid .. n2, n. Ji idem, 'Notices relatives ~ Severe'; PO 2, 316-325; SCVCTU S, H omily I: -PO 38, 
254. HonigmaM, op. ci t. , 15, following Mansi X, 1II6C and XI 273, places this prolpizrollesls 
in the martyrlum orSt. Euphemia at D~pllJ1e, which would be 3 partict11 3l' hit at C hnlcedon, According 
to the tex t edited by Kugcner. based. a ll DM Add. 14.B3, it was held 'in the cathedral after the 
eleva tion of Severps as patriarch, before the archimandrites and Oriental (monophysitc) monks, 
and 3150 signed there after his consecration' . See the title of the text in PO 2, §vm, p. 322. Oll 
the signatures see ibid., 324-325. A repetition of the prospltollesis (with tile act of signing) in various 
churches.is not ,exclnded. In any case it was once again delivered Oil r8 November in the martyriwn 
of St Rom.mus. Sec Scverlls, Homily I: PO 38, 254- 268 (Coptic) , 25,5-259 (Syriac). Doth versions 
.are not litera lly idcllt.ical, but only il1 the strict sense of the word. Of all places , j[ is in the MS 
which presents the prospilones;s with [he list of the: c;onsecrators who siglled that the name of the 
first, Bishop Dionysills of Tarsus, is missing; in its place is that of Scvcnls himself. Cr. PO :l> 

32t7if2S. 
I See Homily I, just referred to: PO 38 (Coptic), pp. 261-263, §§14-16. This is a clear profession 

of Ihe min p"ysis formula; it goes beyond the Heno/icon, just as much as it does the condemnation 
ofChalccdon. 
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had stirred up an even more furious storm than Nestorius had (Coptic 
§ro, p. 258). At this Council the new Jews assembled (Coptic §14, 
pp. 260-26r). The word 'two' dissolves the unity. According to the 
Coptic text, Severus at this time openly advocated the formula of 
the 'one person, the one hypostasis, the one nature of the incarnated 
Word in accord with the formula which the holy inspired Fathers 
handed on to us' (Coptic §r5, pp. 162-163; as well §2r, pp. 264-265). 
Naturally the reproach that Chalcedon signified a 'fourness' in the 
Trinity instead ofa threeness also turned up again (§22, pp. 264'-265). 
In the Syriac text all the names of the Antiochenes familiar to us, 
beginning with Diodore of Tarsus and proceeding on to the Persian 
Barsauma, are anathematised, especially those who had written 
against the twelve anathemas of Cyril. Finally Severus professed com­
munio with John ofNikiu and Timothy of Constantinople, the succes­
sor of the deposed Macedonius. 

In April or October 513 the great Orimtal Synod was held, at 
which the new patriarch presided. l7l Philoxenus, seconded by his 
supporters, demanded a vote on the following points: (1) the legiti­
macy f the new patriarch, Severus, and the validity of Flavian's 
deposition; (2) the anathema against Chalcedon and Leo's Tome, 
and- as the obverse of this- the ratification of the orthodoxy of the 
opponents of the Council and the Tome; (3) the restoration of the 
peace of the Church on this basis. The Henolicofl was accepted, yet 
not 'hypocritically in the manner of the deposed patriarchs Flavian 
and Macedoru us', but 'honestly'. This was accentuated by a profession 
of faith and the signing of a charter condemning the teaching of 
'two natures'. The result of the Synod was communicated in synodal 
letters to Timothy of Constantinople andJohn ofNikiu. 172 

What reactions to tins important Synod, which clearly transcends 
the Henoticon, can be established? Severus himself gave reports of 

171 See HonignlaIll1, Bv2qll~J el '~v2,Hs 'l 5-1 7; A. de HaIIeux, Philox~ne 79-85. Sources: I. Phi/oxe­
nus, Leller to Iile PmbJllcr Simeo/l oj Tele'i1dii: 'Fragments it1~djts', t1,r. 4.: MilS 4J (1930) 192 (V) 1-4: 
quod lIobis, lllrae esset, ,1/ (s'iliw) lIeI ord/llalio (Severi) rOl!firmarolllr vel verblllll pro rWIl fide (factllm) 
stabi/;rdllr vel nnathemflill laltl tldvtrslis Ilnerelieos rala flrlber~lIIl1r II!I Ecclesill/II pact et cOllcordia permanem'. 
Lelter to ctllllw /IIo/lks of"le EasI, frg. 6: MIa 76 (196J) 8 (V). Epiph~tUus, Dishop orTyre, bromer 
of the deposed Flavinn, did ,t1ot participate in the Synod of Antioch: Lelur 10 tilt I/IO/Ik's oj SrIlOIlIl: 

CSCO 232 (V) 63, 14. 2. Sever/u: L~tler 10 Hippocrates: PO Il, nr. 4.6, p. 3l1; Leiter 10 Milson/liS 
mId A lexQllder (513-5 16 AD): SL I 27, Brooks n 88 (V) ('the whole: synod of [h God-lovinB 
bishops of the East is united in the ri~ht doctrines and at1athematizes all the heresies', among which 
are included: the division of Christ mIO two natllres after the union; C halccdon ('the stronghold 

. of this evil heresy') and the Tome ofLco ('the cleaver of peace') 3. Jacob of Sa rug, ep , 17: OJinder, 
TIle Lettel's ojJacob oj Sarug. COIII/llml$ 0/1 11/1 edirloll I (Lut1d-Leipzig 1939) or. 17.46-48; ed. Martin. 
ZDMC 30 (1 876) 258-262 (1'); 162-2.65 (V), §TV, 2.64 (V). 

172 Sevl.'l1,1s, LeIter to Hippocrates: PO 12, nr. 46. frg. p. 311 (synodallc[tcr 10 Timothy is mentioned). 
Lulter to J\llUSQllills Olld i l/uxol1der: 5L I "7, Brooks II 88 (John of Nikill): ' ... we have now drawn 
up , synodical lettt:.[ addressed to [he God-loving archbishop of the Alexandrians. inviting him 
to unaT\imity and pure communion'. FUIther despatches are 3J1t1ounced. 
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these. He acknowledged that after the Synod of 513 he saw himself 
exposed to 'an immense number of attacks', even from a side whose 
judgement could not be a matter of indifference to him, viz. from 
the side of Emperor Anastasius. According to Theodore Lector (Chal­
cedonian) andJohn Diacrinomenos (Monophysite) the new patriarch 
had committed himself before his consecration to refrain from a con­
demnation ofChalcedon in his new position. To all intents and pur­
poses he was bound by oath to the Henoticon. On the day of his 
consecration, however, according to Theodore Lector, he had done 
the very opposite of this, for at the insistence of his supporters he 
anathematised the Council from the ambo of the church where he 
was consecrated. 173 It was not so much by this fact (alone), but (really 
only) by the Synod (513) held immediately after it, that the imperial 
capital was thrown into the state of agitation which Severus himself 
describes as follows: 174 

And, when all the bishops of the East were present at Antioch, and anathematised 
the synod in writing, and we addressed a synodical letter to Timothy the prelate 
of the royal city, we anathematised what was done at Chalcedon against the orthodox 
faith, and the Jewish Tome of Leo, and those who call our one Lord and God 
Jesus Christ two natures after the incomprehensible union. And afterwards, when 
innumerable attacks were made upon me, insomuch that the glorious Asterius, the 
ex-prefect of the city, who held the office called a secretis,175 was sent after me, 

m Theodol'eLector. Spit. 499 and 561; HaHsenl42 and 157. 
174 Severus. Leiter 10 Hippocrntes; PO 1l or. 46, 321. 
175 According to Brooks. op. cit .• n. 3. Asrerius was only to be called ex-prefect when Severus 

wrote Letter 46. Thus the 'prefecture must have fallen between 513 and 516. Schwartz, PS 247 Is 
of the opinion that the prefect of Antioch (Astcrius) sent his secretary to collect the patriarch. There 
is also a translation back into Greek of the words above: xp.l)L&Ce'l'IlIL T] <PWf.LIlIUdli 1300<n~ECa IlI.Ii 
'I'Wro. The Syriac is literally h ~e'j1wll •. The initiative to rcprinland, however, no doubt came from 
Rome. as the text says. Sevcru5 reply also went to the Emperor himself. The latter. at tbe insistence 
of the moderate Alexandrian npocri.lI'arii. Dioscorus and CllJICSCmoll. had written a letter of reproach 
10 John of Nikiu, 3S Severus hi01llclf in bis letter to Ammonius, presbyter of Alexandrill, says (SL 
IV ~: Brooks n ZSS): 'which contained no small complaints. on rhe growld [hat he had not been 
contcmed with the HClloticon only [as had Peter III (Mongus) , Achanasius U and John II Hemula. 
his successorJ. without requiring reference to be made in actual o,vords to the implolls things done 
at Chalcedon as to the impious Tome of l.eo· (the whole of the rest of the leuer is interesting 
for Severus' appreciation of the Hellotjeon at the time of the Synod of Sidon (5 II). Even at the 
Synod of Constantinople under Patriarch Menas in 536 the scant regard that Severus had for the 
HmOficoli is expressed in a plar on words. This appraisal, certa.inly exaggerated hut in many ways 
bitting the runrk. occurs in n ibelllls MOIl4c/Jorlllll. 3 deposition made by monks who were led by 
the archimandrite Marinnu5 of Dalmnta, the exarch of the mona'steries of the Imperinl City. 'He 
(Sevcrus 1 stood before his acephalous seer and did not accept rbe Hmotieo/l, but characterised it 
as Kftlor/(oll (K8I1W'1'~K611) [i.e. plf~~aav/II,j; Mansi VIII 10000 translares 'lIovnl/vu",', presupposing 
K<lWWnKOIl1 and as the instrunlent of division. and condemned it in his own writings. Whcn he 
was successful in snatching rbe undefiled see ofTheoupolis (AntiochJ. he did quile the reverse and 
feigned to accept it; in this manner he wormed his way into the favQur of the archbishop of Alexandria 
[)O~LO of Nik!u) and assumed Peter, n;smed Mongus, who at the very time of the Hellotieo" seized 
the see of Alexandria. iuto the diptycns of the holy Church of Antioch, By this ~ction he len: in 
the lurch all those who. decei ved by him. had been instructed tnnt Peter of the Alc)(3ndri3n Church 
must be cut off rbcc3L1Se he had merely accepted the Heuotiroll without condemning Chalcedon. 
and it was for rhis purpose that rhe party of the accpltn/oi had been formedJ. But he did not even 
rest here. For he was out to generate commotions. yet tben nO[ [0 admit it' (A CO III. nr. 14. 
p. 10. 30-41• J) .. Severus is .then made a supporter, in.deed the leader of the Jeephnlou.s movement 
whicb was ona: directed ag.unst Perer Mongus. bm wluch prelended to accept the HellO/I(Oll. 
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I was not in the least frightened, nor did I fear, nor yield to the time, though 
he said, 'The kingdom of the Romans is in a tLlrmoil ({ileimoll) on account of this', 
but I plainly said, '1 am ready to leave the city and resign the see, rather tIlan 
upset one stroke of what I wrote from the begittning in the synodical words addressed 
to Timothy': and this I did not say without writing it down, but 1 expressed myself 
with freedom (parrhesia) in writing to the religious king also. 

We can infer from tins letter that Emperor Anastasius had certainly 
been informed by Patriarch Timothy about the proceedings in 
Antioch and that apparently he was severely enraged about Severus. 
The fact that he was enraged is also a proof that the Emperor wanted 
to uphold the policy of the He~lOtico/t (as this had been understood 
until then) and also that the so-called Typus, as Severus was deter­
mined to formulate it, did not find favour with him. It was also 
Patriarch Timothy's intention to pursue this line with the Emperor. 

(6) An anti-Chalcedonian SYI'lod ofTyre (513 or SI4-S)? 
Three Jacobite historians who did not know of the great Oriental 

Synod of Antioch (513) reported a council in Tyre in the years 513 
or 514-15 which dealt with the same topics as the Synod of Antioch 
(5 3)· 

The three historians in question are: 1. Zachar;as Rhetor (COlli .), HE YU 10: CSCO 
83(1'), p. 51; CSCO 87(V), p. 35, 22-29; Vll12: CSCO 87. p. 38. 15-28; Hamilton­
Brooks 179-180 (VIlIO) and 183-184 (Vll12). 2 . Auo/lymous of 846: CSCO 3(T) 
and 4(V), p. Z21 and 168. 3(}-32 respectively. 3· 101m of Ephesus = Ps.-DioIlYs;u£ 
of Tel/mal,rre. Chronicle: CSCO 91 (T) and 121 (V) (1); CSCO 104 ('I), an. 826 
(ll). pp. 13-14. 

According to A. de Halleuxl76 the four depictions have their origin 
in one source because they are almost completely identical in their 
reports about the summoning of the (alleged) synod and its COUl'se. 

The differences concern details which can be explained as interpola­
tions or later corrections. According to the four reports mentioned 
this Synod of Tyre brought together the Oriental episcopate on the 
order of Emperor Anastasius I and at the instigation of the anti­
Chalcedonians. They state that Severus and Philoxenus of Mabbog 
were the ones who presided. At the Synod it was shown that Chalce­
don was in contradiction to the Henoticon and for that reason was 
also condemned as an 'addition' to the faith which had been handed 
on. They wrote that letters of communio were sent to John of Alexan-

176 References with texts in A. de HaIIeux, PlJiloxelle 81-81; for his argumentation see 81-85; 
idem, 'Nouveaux [extcs In6dits de PhiJoxene de Mabbog': MilS 76 (1963) 5-26. The date is given 
by tbe di([el'em authors as either 513 or 514-5 . (I) 513 : Duohcsl1c. VI'sire/e, 31, n. I; cf. Schwartz, 
PS 255; P. Peeters, 'Hypatius et Vit:llien', Melanges H. Gregoire l (1950) (5-51), n. I; (2) in favour 
of 514-5 are). Lebon, Le /1IllIIopllysism(Stvhiel162; P. Cbaranis, Anastasius 170; Tisserant, art. 'Philox­
ene'. DTC 12 (1935) (co\. 1509-1532) ISIS; C. Capizzi, Anastasio I, 1l2, n. IlS. 
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dria, Timothy of Constantinople and Elias of Jerusalem. This descrip­
tion corresponds so clearly to the great Oriental Synod of S 1 3 depicted 
above, that it can only be a question of one and the same assembly 
which officially interpreted the Henoticon in an anti-Chalcedonian 
sense and re-established communio with Egypt. Thus according to 
A. de Halleux one has to choose between speaking of a~Synod of 
Tyre or ofa Synod of Antioch (SI3).177 There is one weighty reason 
why Tyre has to be excluded. No monophysite synod of significance 
could have convened in the Phoenician metropolis as long as the 
episcopal see there was occupied by an archbishop who was a deter­
mined diphysite, 'indeed the most passionate of all the opponents 
of Severus', viz. the brother of the deposed Flavian II of Antioch. 178 

The Synod could not have been held before S14-SIS, the date which 
John of Ephesus gives. But at that time it was no longer necessary, 
as the Antiochene Synod of SI3 had already fulfilled all the desires 
of the anti-Chalcedonians. Perhaps after Epiphanius had been deposed 
there was another assembly of bishops in Tyre to celebrate the elimina­
tion of the opponent and the installation of his 'successor' and at 
the same time to repeat the anathemas of S13. Admittedly Epiphanius 
could return to Tyre once more in SI8. 

(7) On the position of the Henoticon in these years let us add two 
further voices from the Syrian region: (I) ajudgement of Phil oxen us 
of Mabbog from the year S21 and (2) one of Bishop Jacob of Sarug. 
After the turn of events of S18-S19 Philoxenus, in a letter written 
'from Philippopolis where he lived in exile, looked back at the long 
development of the theme 'God suffered' and determined the place 
of the Henolicoll. 179 

There [then] is what blessed Cyril also wrote who follows in everything the path 
of the holy Fathers. his precursors. without wandering either to the left or to the 
right from the royal highway along which they advanced. [For] he himself also 
says: the virginal conception is [that] of God [is to be expressed of Jesus Christ 
as God]; the birth is of God; the resemblance to us in all things is of God; the 
passion is of God; the resurrection from the dead is of God; the ascension into 
heaven is of God. And [it is] because Nestorius departed from this way [in order 
to] show another one. new and strange. already trodden before him by the feet 
of heretics. I mean Diodore. Theodore [ofMopsuestia] and those of their persuasion. 
[that] he was anathematised with [his] doctrine. first by the holy Council held at 
Ephesus, then by all the bishops and archbr'shops IIIho subscribed the rm iJyillg Edict [Henotj­
con). T hese anathcmatised, apart from Nestorius, the erring E utyches and his own 
heresy which is M anicbaean. And they condemned also those who bad assembled 
at Chalcedon. who even before the H motjeD Il had £,llcn under the anathema tbrough 
the decision taken at the holy Council held at Ephesus where these words were 

177 A. de Halleux. Philoxene, 83. 
178 Ibid., 83 f. 
179 Philoxenus, Letter to the monks ofSenoun: CSCO 232, p. 38,25-39,9· 



286 CHRIST IN CHRISTIAN TRADITION 

officially sanctioned: 'Anyone who shall produce a definition of faith other than 
the august and holy [definition] coming from the Fathers of Nicaea. let him be 
anathema'. 

Thus in the recollection ofPltiloxenus the Henolicon has an eminent 
position-completely in opposition to the conception of Seven IS from 
508 to 5 3. It is the decisive condemnation of Chalcedon and all 
the (heretical) preparation for it. Only Canon VII of Ephesus (431) 
(DOC p. 65) can be compared to it, because in a very real sense 
this canon had made Cbalcedon prolepticalJy impo sible by its ban 
on 'presenting, C mpiling or composing another formula of aith 
other than that of the holy Fath!'!rs who gathered at Nicaea in the 
Holy Spirit ... '. In his eyes the Council of Antioch (513) also had 
brought nothing new, as the same letter to the monks of Senoun 
testifies in a passage which offers nothing short of an ecumerucal 
survey of the variolls positions on the Hen.oticoll. On account ofits 
significance we shall cite it completdy, following CSCO 232, p. 
63.4-17: 

Know, then, I beseech you, venerable sons, tbat for our part we do not accept 
~he [teachings] which have come from Rome and that we do not approve those 
who scm them, for all those who have ccupied this sec since Leo are Ncstorians 
and work to have the cause of tLlls heretic approved. And we no longer side with 
what has been Invented at Jerusalem, whatever may be their pretence to confess 
the virgin r as] Mother of God. for they have thrown out this: word as bait to catch 
the simple by means orit, without really accepting it. * But we shall share completely 
the tradition ;lnd the communion of the Council of the diocese. of Egyptt and of 
[tbos ] of our (Council], that of the East, whidl met a short time ago in Antioch, 
La tradition] which moreover all the bishops from everywhere had approved forty 
years I ago 1 by su bscribing tbe document HOlIolicolI and the anathema of the Council 
ofChaJccdoll and the Tome of Leo. 

* Philoxenus is presumably alluding to the attempt at union by Patriarch Martyrius 
which we have already presented. 

t What council is meant by this remains unclear. Cf. A. de Halleux, CSCO 232, 

p. 63 n. 3. 

Whatever significance the last years of Bishop Jacob of Sarug may 
have had for his attitude to Chalcedon (see below). stilJ the judgement 
ofT. Jansma on his position with regard to the Henot.icon is valid: 

His whole theological activity was in the spirit of this document; it was only 
vi coactus that he openly professed it (Ep. XVI and XVU). In a real sense even 
the Henoticon was superfluous. lndeed, in Nicaca and Constantinople everything 
that could be said on the creed had already been said. ISO 

'8~ T. Jruuma. 'The Credo ofJncob ofScrugh'. Ncderlollds Arcl,ir!lloor KCl'k.~esc/litdcllis 44 (1960-61) 
(18-36) z8, with copiolls references. He emphasises that 'Jacob in his Christology had not written 
a Ingle positive word thaI is Dot to be found in CyrU of Alcx~ndria as well' (p. 33), Jacob is 
primarily a Cyrillinn and has no int'rinsic relnt:iollshlp either to Chakedon or to the H~"oti,OII or 
even to the creed of SevcrtlS from the bcginning of hi~ patd~rchatc:. He remnills t nrc' to himsc.lf 
in his cotlCeptioM. cr. cpo XlV: O linder, CSCO IJO (19Sz) S8, 1~21. with fp. XV[l: p. 85, 
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Letter XVII to the monks of Mar Bassus181 shows most clearly 
Jacob's position with regard to the Renoticon. From this we shall 
cite §§IV and V: 

IV _ Severus ... spoke the truth openly at the great assembly of the Oriental Synod, 
and what was done in the document Henoticon with hints and enigmas he [then] 
said with open words before the great multitude [of the city] of the daughter of 
the day whom Peter betrothed to the Crucified [= Antioch]. And since then it 
is proper for everyone who is a believer to speak openly, without shame, while 
adhering to the document Henoticon which rejects the Council covertly and with 
a hint. And [one] also adheres now to the public confession that was proclaimed 
at the Oriental Synod which was gathered around the great, holy and blessed Severus, 
when the Council [held] in Chalcedon was anathematised, which [Council] had 
been anathematised by the Alexandrians and the other countries from the [very] 
beginning, but since the document Henoticon onwards by the whole world. Now, 
however, the meaning of the document Henoticon has become manifest through 
saintly Severus the Patriarch. 

V For myself. .. neither have I learned from the document Henoticon something 
I did not [already] know nor have I added anything to my faith from the confession 
of Severus. For I am now what I was before, all the time anathematising with 
the whole Church Nestorius and his teaching, those of his opinion and the Council 
of Chalcedon, because this [Council] also employed words which accord with the 
opinion ofN estorius, the anathematised [one]. As for Diodore, Theodore, Theodoret, 
Ibas and the Tome of Leo, they are anathematised by [the very fact] that one says: 
'I anathematise Nestorius and those of his opinion'. And because these men evidently 
adhere to the opinion of Nestorius, they are anathematised with him since they 
are of his opinion. 

The assertion ofT. Jansma that the concluding section of the Renoti­
con (i.e. §7 in our division) is a summary of Jacob's christology is 
quite correct. According to Jansma this christology is tied into the 
doctrine of the Trinity in an unusually strong way and is understood 
as a part of this. 'The belief in the Trinity suffices. In this the whole 
Church is one. Nothing can be added to faith, charity can be added 
to indefinitely'. Love is also the bringer of the longed-for peace (Ep. 
XVI) which no edict can effect. 182 

This survey of the position of the East with regard to the Renoticon 
shows that it was never able to unite the anti-Chalcedonians. It was 

14-18. But what is added in the course of time is (a) the readiness to express more and more anathemas, 
whiCh runs cou.llter 10 the. imeotiolls or Emperor Aoasrasiu;s. 111 ~ . XILl lhere is. slill nOlle; uJl. 
XIV nnatbemallses NestoMus and Euryches, bur Cha lcedoll IS aho Imcndt:d by thiS ( SOl fO, 
p. 61, 14 ff.) without Its being mcotioned. Ep. XVI: anijthemus ngainst NeslOrius, Eutyches, Coulee­
dOll and Leo's Tome; and (b) the iJ1creasiJl~ l y mon: aCCUr;lte determination or his doctrinal eo,iuon: 
in ~p. xm and xrv there are still nO controversial formulae; in ~Jl . XVI Ile refers to Cyril's 
anathemas and ZC!llO'S Hello/icolI; cpo XVU; tbeinterpfetlltion orthe H~lIot;mll by Scvarus. Sec further 
the art. by T . Jansma. 'Credo (Encore) de Jacques de Snrou~', OrSyr IO (1965) 75-88; 193-236; 
331-370; 475-510. and our exposition ofrhe Christology of tile Syrians. 

181 Jacob SM., ep. XVII (ep. 11 nt/ /11011. May Bnssus): ZDMG 30 (1876): French 262-265 (written 
after !hc cJcvalion of Severus to the patri~rchate or Antioch [512 J and after the Oriental Synod 
of thl3). Cf. T. Jansma, art. cit., Nederl. Arch. v. Kerkgesch. 44 (1960-61). Appendix I. 33-34· 

T.Jansma. art. cit., ibid., 28. 
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Emperor Anastasius who had most clearly delimited the document 
as an 'ecumenical' starting-point and emphasised at the same time 
that it was not an annulment of Chalcedon; the East, however, did 
not follow him in this, as we have just seen. lB3 This will become 
quite manifest when now we go on to depict the conflict wlth the 
West. Unfortunately the 'A a 'an Schism' was the prelude to the 
status schismatis between East and West. 

Section Two: The Henoticon and the first schism between the Pope 
and the Patriarchate of Constantinople 

From the time of Leo I the following was true for West Rome: 
'unconditional adherence to the Council of Chakedon without any 
regard for the P~triarchate of Constantinople or for the situation in 
Alexandria and Egypt', 184 Though this attitude was unambiguous 
and had its indispensible significance for the whole Church, con­
versely it showed little awareness of the autonomous and different 
development of the various local Churches. On account of the con­
stricting effect of the conflict between 482 and SIB this period is 
theologically poor at least in the exchange of documents between 
East and West. Because the Henot{cott, itself of slight theological con­
tent, at 'first concerned only Constantinople and Alexandria, it did 
not go officially to Rome. For this reason it was ignored there and 
a discussion of its contents was simply passed over. The sole passage 
in which the name (Henoticon' surfaces is a forgery. ISS Thu.s other 
questions are focused on, if we do not take into consideration the 
treatise of Gelasius I on the 'two natures' . Tight limits were placed 
on dialogue between the two sides, insofar as a dialogue took place 
at all. For the opponents of the Council of 451 , the Council, Leo's 
Tome and its defenders were 'Nestorian'. On the Chalcedonian side 
we enc?unter time and again the placing on a par of Manes, Apollinar-

183 Gel3sius I, De "ilmld" cOl/lt/llllliollt IIC11cil missa nd orjeulales tpi.lCopos (= D~ IIi!Qlldll cOlllrlllmiolle): 
Call . Veroll. nt. 11, Schwartz. PS 36, 2S-~6: ' •.. we have: in our safekeeping a sIIera (but we do 
not believe that it is from a catholic Emperor li. e. Anruilasj\lS I) in which he solemnly declares 
that be firmly 2dheres to the catholic faith and the definition or the Synod o[Chnlcedon'. Emperor 
An.astasius I to Pope Horm,isdas: CA nr. U5 = CSEL 3S II , 539: 'Yet we wonder why You 
(= Hormisdas] wanted to write to us something about the holy Fathers who gathered at Chalcc:doll 
as long as what was decided by them is shown. [0 hnve been conllrtned by various decrees of our 
predecessors'. cr. Schwanz, PS 198 f., who remarks that with this dedaraIiol1 there W95 not bound 
lip the opinioll 'that Ithe) ChalccdoniJn Ismementl is me formula offaJth which is definitive, beyond 
discussion nnd 0111. in no way be sl.IppIcmcnted'. This is an observation whicll presupposes all apprecia­
tion of the historicn'i chnr~cter of the Christian procl:un3lion of faith, an appreciation dlBt could 
be more or less strongly developed. 

184 See Schwartz, PS 202.00 the attitude oflhe Popes wim regard to Cha1cedon cr. F. Hofmann. 
C I,alkedoll 11, 13-94. To this study corresponds that ofR. Haackl:. ibid., 95-177. These two expo­
sitions, wiih their rich array of references. allow us to be brief. Cf. funher A. Gdllmcicr, 'Die 
Rczeptioo des ROllzils von Cbalkedoo in cler tomisch-katholischcll Kirchc', in idem. Mil ilml Imd 
/" 111111 (Ftciborg-Basel-Wlen 1 97Sl ) 335-)7Q, Clip. 340-344. 

185 Cf. SChwanz. PS T97 n. 3; 203 n. 2. 
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ius, Eutyches, Dioscorus, Timothy Aelurus and Peter Mongus. Apart 
from a brief interlude under Anastasius II (496-498) these idees fixes 
were not shaken. They became more rigid every time there was a 
wrestle about the occupation of a vacant episcopal or patriarchal see 
and a conflict about mentioning the names of dead or living in the 
liturgy (on the so-called 'diptychs'). For the Popes the mere mention 
of the name of an 'heretical' bishop or patriarch was to profess his 
teaching. 186 

(a) The breach 
At the time of Pope Simplicius' succession to Pope Felix 111(11) 

new events were enacted in the East which called for energetic re­
action from the side of Rome. In Antioch Patriarch Calandion 
(4 79[ 482 ]-484) was exiled and Peter the Fuller was installed for a 
third time (471; 475-477; 485-490). This meant that all Eastern patriar­
chates were occupied by bishops who were in favour of the Henoti­
con. 187 West Rome could gather information about the Henoticon from 
John Talaia, who on account of his claim to the see of Alexandria 
intended to appeal to Pope Simplicius and for that reason came to 
Rome. He had a letter of recommendation from Patriarch Calandion 
of Antioch and a detailed indictment against Peter Mongus. 188 He 
requested a letter from Pope Simplicius to Patriarch Acacius, which 
in fact was made out and reached the addressee. In his reply Acacius, 
according to Liberatus, made reference to the Henoticon and on this 
basis established communio with Peter Mongus of Alexandria. 189 For 
this he was reproached by Rome because he had assumed communion 
with a 'heretic'. For Rome it was not sufficient that Peter Mongus 
profess Church communion on the basis of Zeno's Edict, 'but it 
was necessary that he [Peter Mongus] embrace communion in accord­
ance with the decision of Chalcedon and Leo's Tome'.190 This is 
Liberatus' account. Simplicius certainly knew of the Henoticon. The 
notification of election of Pope Felix 111(11), the successor of Pope 
Simplicius, also points in this direction. In this the new Pope deals 

18(, Cr. Pel))\" n (Tll)' (Gclllsjus). ep. 14 nil Flall/rnm ep. COlIS /mIt. (490), JW 6,13: SchwartZ, PS 
112,7-21 (Cdll. BerQ/. nr. 44); idem. cp. ad ZCllon . /lIIp. (490) JW 6u: Schwartz. PS 82-BS (Coli. 
Bero/. ill. )4.); ep. ~,d Rrl}'m. , HiIM. it Tlrulnsr. (490) JW 614: Schwartz. PS 78, 29-79, 3 (Coli . Berol. 
nr. 30); esp. idem. fp. !7 nd Vftrrwioll . epP'"1I (490) JW 615: Schwmz, PS 79-81 (Coli, Berol. nr. 
31l' in the schllim wi,th Acacius tbe point ~t issue is the question of truth. 

I!'i On the situation iH Jerusalem Rnd on the p[climinary work which had been done there for 
tbe Hello(icol1, to which we have already referred, see L. Perrone. La d,ie>G di Palerlilln '41-144" 

188 Cf. Liberatu$. 81'1'IIr'llr. 17: ACO /I s. p. 129, 11-130, J . For the whole picture of the course 
of FS;en~s see F. Hofmann, ClwlkrdoTl II, 43-5 I. 

18 Cf. LibcralllS. Brl ll{ar, ' 7; ACO II S, p. l lg, 1?-21 ; Aauius ~lro sllSleplis eJl,'s/olir simpliciter 
reser/psit el qlli/llullDi I/lem 91·,idml i llextl/ld,,'af (gllorrlrrr cp iSCOPWII, Petrtllllilero mongum sluccp isscr III GOIIIIIIII­
lIiollCIII III Z ellon;s pri'lCIpis ""milO [= He/rorlcolI) et IIII} boc citro ellIS eg/Het sell/fill/alii prop!cr Iwila/em 
ecc/esiarum, principis iussione suscipiens Petrum. 

190 Liberatus. Brevlar. 17: ACO II S. p. 129. ll-27. 
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with a complaint of Emperor Zeno, a complaint which is expressed 
only in the Henoticon (see the text §4 above): through the annulment 
of communion for the sake of Chalcedon many had already died 
without baptism and outside the ecclesial community; this state of 
affairs would be removed by the Henoticon. 191 The Pope refrained 
from a direct attack on the Edict. 

(b) The 'Undivided tunica Christi' 
The open breach came in connexion with a Roman synod of 

seventy-seven bishops in 484. Peter Mongus and Acacius of Cons tan­
tinople were anathematised and declared to be deposed and excom­
municated. In the sixth letter of Pope Felix to Acacius of 28 July, 
484 (the synodal letter) the crimina of Acacius are listed. In this letter 
he is depicted as a harmful member of the body of Christ and as 
a 'destroyer of the one catholic Church' (unam dei catholicam ecclesiam 
dissipans):192 'How could it ever happen that one who has rent the 
tunica Christi, which the crucifiers of Christ did no dare to divide, 
still be counted among the number of the faithful?' .193 Compared 
with the gloomy idea his predecesso had of Alexandrian christo­
logy, 194 his language to Acacius may even be characterised as moder­
ate. In order to uphold the Council of 451. he pulIs out all stops 
in his efforts to persuade. He refers to the Codex encyclius l95 and the 
authority of a Council 'which was held [decided] by the elders for 
everybody'. 196 Emperor Zeno is reminded of his world-wide respon­
sibility as the representative of God ( may you preside over the world 
as the representative of God ) . 197 He is said to be constituted as the 

191 The agreement between Henoticon §4 (see above) arid Felix III, ep. ad Zenon, imp.: jW 591 
from March (?) 483: Thiel I, p. l30, §13 with n. 44; Schwartz, PS 68, 16-17 (Coil. Berol. nr. lO), 
is unmistakeable. 

192 Synodal letter of the seventy-seven Bishops under Felix III (II) from l8 July, 484 to Acacius; 
JW 599: CA nr. 70, pp. 155-161; cf. esp. 157 £: 'We have found that also Acacius, who is bound 
to the members of Christ to their ruin, and scatters the one catholic Church of God over towns 
and provinces, is 110 longer to be counted among the holy bishops and Christians' (CA nr. 70, 
§6l' 

93 See CA 70, §6 (previolls no re): sell/delIS IJm;Cllm Christi. This picture of the 'divided tUllic' of 
the Lord is found before this in Felix 111 (IJ), ep . I ad Zenon. Aug. from March, 483: Schwartz, 
PS 64 (Coli. BCI'ol. lO), ·Il. H-14. cr. Jolm 19, 2.3. l4. See Cyprian, De cath. eccles. unitate 7: CSEL 
m, I, lO7-l33; Augustil1c, lnJoh. 19, 2.3 . l4, cr. 13 , 13: PL 35. r499. Gclasius I, who composed 
the letrers of Felix m. is fond of this image. cr. H. Koch, 'Gelasius 1111 kirr;h~l1politiscllcn Dicnste 
seiner Vorgiinger' = SbM,l"d,AkW 193 s: Gclasius, Tr. 2. 8; Thiel 52$: AU3St3Sills 11, ep . . lId AllaS/Ill/llln 
imp. I, I: Thiel 616. On the other side the anti-Chalccdol1ians accused the Council of this [ending 
of Christ's tunic: Zacharias Rh. HE III I: Hamilton-13rooks 41. See further instances in A. Michel, 
Clwlk6dol' n, 49J-56l. esp. ~5.5, n. 327, with reference to Ilis study, Amolji ,w4Jerusalelll ;//Igriec/Zisdrelr 
Kirdren.llrdt (1054-1090) = QCA r2J (Roma 1939) 10 with o. 1-5 . 

194 Simplicius. ep , ad Ilcacil/m;JW 587: CA ur. 68 §§2.-{), pp. 151-154. 
195 Felix HI (U), ep. ad Acaci,w':jW 593: Schwartz, PS 75,9-11 (Coli. Berol. nr. l3). 
196 Idem, ep. I lid Zmoll . aI/g. [rom Marcil. 483: jW 591: Schwartz, PS 68, 9 (Coli. Berol. nr. 

20{: '0 veJel'ib"s .llUiversalift rdeC'isulII'. 
97 Idem, Schwartz, PS 69,8-11 (Goli . Bcrol. nr. :ao): 'fl cullllnegloriae cumulum ita vlct del praeddelu 

"",,,do, III vBraeiler exislns dlvll//loti! /m/ln/ol' 31que adlluc in rebus temporalibus constitutus jam 
expcrial:is ct mUllus in aeternam dbi bC3ricurunem praeparamm'. 
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imitator of God and inspired by God. 198 In thanksgiving for regaining 
his throne the Emperor should 'prove himself the disciple of the 
Master and lead back to communion with holy Peter the see of the 
blessed evangelist Mark, with the surrender due to its servants'. 199 

The motives which move the Pope here should be recognised: 'For 
an error against which resistance is not offered finds its approval, 
and the truth which is not defended at all perishes'. 200 If Chalcedon 
is abandoned, the whole Church suffers damage. 201 Pope Felix saw 
the division coming, as he wrote to Acacius: 'the scandal of the 
Churches which we see becoming divided must be cleared away'. 202 
In his opinion the fault was completely on the side of Acacius, 'whose 
soul misconducts itself badly and has arrived at the state of second 
death'.203 'He is the one who throws into disorder the whole Church 
of the East (perturbator totius Orientalis ecclesiae)', because he is 'the 
defender and patron of the plague ofEutychian heresy'. 204 The Acacius 
question is not only a matter of whether communio should be assumed 
or rejected. Rather it concerns truth. 205 

Were the positions really so different? In his first letter to Emperor 
Zeno from March 483, i.e. after the publication of the Henoticon, 
Felix III renders the substance of Chalcedon in a way which dis­
penses with the controversial two-nature formula, and so approaches 
the Henoticon which attempts the same, though less carefully and 
in a context which endan&,ered the Council. We shall cite the most 
important sentences here:2 

For you see, venerable Emperor, that as the clear-cut defence of the Synod of 
Chalcedon is the elimination (elisio) of those who are hostile to it, so on the contrary 
an open attack on it proves to be taking sides (electio) with the enemies of the venerable 
Council itself The memorable assembly, as the di vine words instruct us, transgressed 
neither to the right nor to the left the bounds of right ordering (dispositio). but 
by proceeding, as it is written, along the royal middle way INurn ~l, 2~; cf. Is 
30,21], denouncing on this side and on that the sacriligeous inventions of Nestorius 
and Eutyches it thus preaches the mystery of great devotion (Magnae pietatis . .. 
sacramentum; cf I Tim 3, 16): the consubstantial and co-eternal Word of the omnipo­
tent God and Father which without change to its divinity descended and became 

198 See above, Chapter II, section 4. 
199 Felix III (II), ep. I ad Zenon . mlg.;}W 591': Schwartz , PS 69,5-7 (Call. Bero/. nr. 20). 
200 Felix III (II), ep. 2 ad Acarilllll. fTom March 483; JW 592: Schwartz, PS 72, 1-2 (Call. Bero/. 

nr. 21): 'error enim cui non resistitllr, apprOblllrlr tl verilns Will minime difensalur, opprimilur. Cf. p. 73 
2-~ IAcacim is gui llY .by omission). 

) Felix III (II), ~p. 2 ad Arnci .. ",;jW 592: Schwar\z, PS 73. I-II (Call. Bero/. nr. 21). 
202 Idem, ~I!. 3 ad AcaciwI! from M"rch 483; ]W 593: Schwartz, PS 75, 20-23 (Call. Berol. nr. 

23~: 'A I)lOli5 s~'lIJd(llis eer/trian",l , 'lUllS scludl vid~III IIS '. 
11.1 Idem. ep. J I (Synodal letter from 5 O ct., 485): Thiel 252-257; CA 70, p. 160, §II. 

20~ Ibid., §8. p. 158. Isand §7, p. IS8. 6. 
205 Idem, rp. 16 ad R,gi/l ., H{/ar. fl T/urlass. from I May, 490; JW 614: Schwartz, PS 79, 1-3 

(Call. Berol. nr. 30). 
206 Idem, ep. I ad Zenonem aug.;JW 591: Schwartz, PS 67, 12-25 (Call. Berol. nr. 20). 
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flesh from the very moment of the ineffable conception which it rUl e Word] power­
fully began for itself in the womb of the virgin mother, [the Council preaches that] 
one and the same Jesus Christ God and Lord, one and the same God and man, 
one and the same un confused and. undivided ,(illcolljiu,e illdilJise) truJ y remaining God 
and man, of undefiled birth subjected to the law, became visible in this world, 
performed acts at the same time divine and human; he dies, and rising from the 
dead sits at the right hand of the Father whence he will come as he was seen to 
go into heaven .... 

These words are remarkable in more than one respect. They present 
a parallel to §4 of the Henoticon (see above) and hence would have 
been able to provide a good basis for a dialogue on the question 
of union. For the faith in the oikonomia of the incarnation is presented 
in both texts in such a way that all that is important .is said against 
Eutyches as well as against Nestorius, without the controversial for­
mulas of the 'one nature' or the 'two natures' arising. Thus one would 
have been able to discover what was held in common in this question; 
if this had been achieved, then the difference of the formulas need 
not have signified any particular scandal. The successor of Pope Felix 
III, Pope Gelasius I (492-496), believed, however, that the difference 
had to be emphasised more than the unity. 

(c) Gelasian integralism and imperial immobility 
During the pontificate of Pope Gelasius I there arose an extremely 

intense polarisation between the Pope and the Emperor on the one 
hand, and between the Pope and the patriarch of Constantinople 
on the other, ins0far as the Henoticol1 was concerned. The style and 
langua~e of the new Pope, who described himself as a 'Roman by 
birth'20 but who certainly stemmed from North Africa,208 reminds 

207 Gelasius I. ell . 1:1 ad AI/IllIi1.!. illlp .; JW 632: Thiel 1,350, with n. 5. 
2U8 Thus according to the Uher P"lIIijiCJIlis, cd. Mommsen 116; L. Duchc.'snc. vr sJeclt 12 fr., 

which compares Gclasius with TernlWan with respect \0 tnlent, temperament and speech. H. Kodl, 
op. cit., 43 fr., gives prominence to the many similarities between Gelasills Ilnd Cy,pcilln. On GcJasiU5 
sce E. Caspar, Gts<J,j(iI(~ des Papslrllms II . (Tubingen 1933) «-81; C. Capizzi, op. cit, . 110-113: 
F. J-!ofmarm, Chalked"'1 II , 52-66, with lists of sources ,md secondAry litera ture; V. Monachino, 
'Gelasio I' , B ibl. SS 6 (Roina 19(5) !)(rill; W. Ullmann, Dos PapsUum 1111 der W~udc der Spillilll/ike 
'WiII Millclnlter ~ Pilpslc 111111 PapslIl/lII 18 (Stuttgart 1981 ). 111 this srudy (Chs. v-V It. pp. 1011-216), 
Ullmann 3I\31yses the di(feren t fundamenta'! orientations of West Rome and East Rome respectively 
at the time of the ACllcian schism. For Pope Gel:\1iius I, who already under 1>opc.s Siruplic.iu5 nnd 
Fell I( III was (he cbancellor of the Roman curia (pp. I t6-U7), what was pa rticularly important 
was the upholding of the order and security of law on the basis 01 his legRI conservatism. What 
was chllnlctt:ristic of Gelasills was that r.,lth and law combined to fonn a new social order (1 38). 
The Enst on the other hand was more dominated by theology and subtle speculation ( I 37-1 so), 
According to Ullmann there y;as the sharpest ~On LrQ~ t betwce.1l 'a Rom~n world oticI1tcd to law 
and a G reek world oriented to theology' . TI,ere were no longer two 'halves. of d,C one Empire'. 
but 'two unities which, ill spite of many common ties, were divorced from each olher' (1 50). It 
remains true, nevertheless. thar AC..1dus attempted with Ws Herrolicoll policy, w extend the rights 
of his patriarchate, particularly with rega rd to Alexandria, and that he pursued practical inlCtesLS 
10 a great e-xtent. We shalIprcsuppose the exposidoll of UlJmann and limit ourselves LO christology 
and ( 0 what could be achieved on the basis of ,it to bring abOllt und trstal1di llS between Rome, 
Constantinople and Alcxandri •. [n Ihis 8cea the disagreement bot ween Rome and Constantinople 
was to be quickly settled after the death of Emperor Anastasius I. while Alexandrin was no longer 
to be g:tined. 
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one ofTertullian's polemic. That juridical, canonical manner of deal­
ing with East Rome, which became predominant later in the era 
of Gregory VII, announced its arrival. First of all we shall discuss 
only the way in which Gelasius I tackled the question of the Henoticon 
and the schism. In this regard we shall take into consideration the 
following writings: 

(a) Gesta de nomine Acacii, written about 485-486, thus still under 
Pope Felix III(II): CA nr. 99, 440-453, together with the Epitome 
in Appendix II-III: CA 791-800; CLP 1670. 

(b) De vitanda communione Acacii, written about 488-489: Schwartz, 
PS 33-49 (Coli. Veron. nr. II); Thiel 1,287-311. 

(c) Letter to the bishops of Dardania, 1 February, 496: CA nr. 
95, 369-398, with Appendix I: CA 774-790; Thiel I, 392-413; 
414-422. 

(d) Letter to the bishops of the Orient: Thiel I nr. 27, 422-435; 
]W 665; Schwartz, PS 24-32 (Coli. Veron. nr. 10) in which the reasons 
for the condemnation of Acacius are presented. (The so-called 
Tractatus II of Pope Gelasius I, in Schwartz, PS 106-11 (Coil. Berol. 
nr. 43), is neither from Gelasius nor from any other Roman Pope; 
c£ Schwartz, loco cit.). We shall conclude our study with a sketch 
of the Pope's christology on the basis of his important treatise 'On 
the two natures'. But first we have to deal with the question whether 
Gelasius, independently of his doctrinal position, brought with him 
the necessary qualities for furthering the possibilities of winning back 
the Church of Alexandria and for settling the schism with Constan­
tinople. Thus what role did he play in the history of the oikumene 
(in the modern sense)? We are concerned here only with a few points 
which determined the Pope's judgement and method of proceeding 
with regard to the East: 

(i) his heresiology, i.e. the reduction of the christology of all the 
supporters of the Henoticon to Eutychianism; 

(ii) his understanding of a council or his conception of the effect 
of a conciliar condemnation and its extention; 

(iii) his conception of and praxis regarding the question of assum­
ing or refusing communio with its liturgical expression in the so-called 
diptychs; 

(iv) his doctrine of the two natures. 

(i) The heresiological positions of Pope Gelasius 
In Treatise I (a. 486), designated as Gesta de nomine Acacii,209 Gela­

sius gives an outline of the history of christological errors since the 
209 See CPL 1670; CA nr. 99. 440-453 . An epitome was made of this: CA. Appendices nr. 2, 

791-800. It contains once again the history ofEutychianism, finishing with the deposition of Patriarch 
Calandion of Antioch (484); Thiel I, 510-519; Clralkedon II, 60. Tr. I is contemporaneous with 
the letter of Felix III to the Oriental bishops:JW 61 I. 
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appearance of Nestor ius and Eutyches. By means of this an 'historical 
foundation' (E. Caspar II, 41) was created for the papal polemic. 
As N estonus was viewed in the line of Paul of Sam os at a and Photinus, 
so Eutyches was fitted into the series of those theologians at whose 
head was Apollinarius. In the fight against Nestorius, Eutyches fell 
into the opposite trap by affirming 

that Christ was not true man, as in him also two natures ought not be accepted, 
but only one which is namely that of the God-Logos, even if it became flesh. But 
that is not the nature of a man, but is only human (quam quidem non esse hominis 
perhibuit sed humanam [sc. naturam]), whereby it is more the similarity with the human 
body than its reality (veritas) which is insinuated.210 

In his way the Pope briefly weaves in the Chalcedonian conception 
of the person of Christ which could recommend itself as the middle 
solution between Eutyches and Nestorius, more than the Henoticon 
could: 

Against this the catholic faith confesses that Christ, the Son of God, is true God 
and true man, not of one nature, but of one existence and person.21I 

In the writings of Gelasius what strikes one is the urgency with 
which he brings up the teaching of Eutyches and the Eutychians. 
Certainly Manichaeism, which was still a threat in Rome in the fifth 
century, played a part in this. 'Eutychianism' signified for the Pope 
not only a heresy, but a whole collection of errors which had an 
unwholesome effect on the Christian conception of the economy of 
salvation. For on the reality of the incarnation, which was denied 
by Marcion, Manes and Eutyches depended the truth of all the mys­
teries of the life of Jesus as a whole. 212 It must have been harsh 
on Greek ears to hear: 

Among the Greeks, who undoubtedly abound in a multitude of heresies, there 
arose now almost forty-five years ago a dispute about the incarnation of our Lord 
Jesus Christ with Eutyches. at one time a presby~er of Constantinople, blasphemously 
saying that we ought to believe that in our Lord Jesus Christ there is but one nature 
or substance, i.e. solely that of the godhead, with the complete abolition of the 
truth of the assumed flesh. 213 

210 CA nr. 99. p. 440 f .. §§2- 3. 
211 ibid .• p. 441. §J: /IOIIIIII;IIS natu·rae sed unius existentiae atque personae. This formula also reappears 

in the epitome = Appendix 11 : CSEL 35. p. 796. 3, with the one difference that in this essentiae 
is written instead of rxisteulilfc. On these readings see Thiel. Tr. i. p. 51 I, n. 4. He places the 
reading of the CA. cod. Vat. 4961 existentiae. in the apparatus and decides on essentiae. for which 
Petrus Coustant in his edition would prefer substallfiae. This would presuppose the Greek hypo .• lasis. 
Whether one is to read essentiae or substantiae is (If little consequence for Thie!, because ~ ccording 
to him both terms arc here &ynonymous wiLh pmOIlD. The COIUCClllTC of Cousant shotlld be Iloted. 
O ne may perhaps refer to the translation of the Chakedonial1 acta by Rufinus and his rendition 
of /' lJ,ostllJiS by subsist~/llill (~r. his wor:!< COl/tm A(tplralos: PL 67. ' ~3 8B; Clta/kedou n, 819-82 1). 

21 GcJAsius. tp. 3 ad eppos Darllll/ /iae: J W 6~J ; CPL 160B; PLS 3. 740; CA nr. 79. p. 2~ 1 . §S. 
Cf. cp. I /111 EupllclIl. : JW 6 11 from 492 AD; Schwartz, PS 49-5S (Coil . VerOl/ . 12). For the Pope 
[here is a line \\!hk h stretches from Eutyche.s through Dioscorus. Timothy Aeilirus, Peter Mongus 
~nd the an ti-Chalcedonian Alexandrians in general Even the rejection of .Eutyches by Patda rch 
EuphemilJs will not he acknowledged by Ge1asius. The fact of communion with Peter Mongus 
is in his eyes the recognition ofEutychcs. Cf. PS 53. 

2IJ Gclasius, cpo 3 all cppos Dimlauiac: JW 623; CA nr. 79. p. 220. §4. 
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Somewhat later, however, the Pope admitted that the Greeks of his 
time did not themselves confess the pestilence of Eutyches, but made 
themselves gLtilty of this error by assuming communio with Euty­
chians. 214 Wandering preachers also sought to propagate this error 
in Dardania (ibid. §9). In. their reply the bisbops from dlere empha­
sised their vigilan.ce against Eutyches, Peter Mortgus, Acacius and 
their accomplices, and their own obedience to the Apostolic See which 
for them was a sedes angelica. 215 

Acaci us of Constantinople came off particularl y badly in the commo­
nitorium216 which had also been given to the papal emissary Faustus 
at the end of 493 while he was under way. In ep. II to the bishops 
of Dardania, of 3 August, 494,217 the Eutychian pollution of the East 
was once again given strong emphasis. This state of affairs called 
for a condemnation which could not be more scathing. In this con­
demnation it was not so much a question of the past as of the present, 
for the later supporters of a heresy could be just as unwholesomely 
seized by it as its originators:218 

Because just as in [the case of] any heresy catholic integrity ought to avoid with 
the condemned author of the deformity his successors and accomplices and indeed 
adherents of the kind who have commingled with them in defiled communion, 
so [it is that] with Eutyches one is to disown completely Dioscorus together with 
Timothy Aelurus, Peter of Alexandria and Acacius who was in communion with 
him, likewise Peter of Antioch with his partners .... 

The fact that one was not in fact a heretic (which really should 
have been the heart of the matter) was not sufficient for Gelasius I. 
Whoever inscribed the names of heretics in the diptychs remained 
in communion with those who erred, as the Pope emphasised in 
ep. I I. He never departed from this opinion. 

(ii) The deposition of Patriarch Acadus and Pope Gelasius I's under­
standing of a council 

For the West Acacius was considered to be deposed from 484· 
In the East this assumption was contested. According to the thesis 
of the supporters of the Patriarch he could only be deposed at an 
imperial .synod which had been summoned especially for this pur­
pose.219 Such legal protection could least of all be denied to the bishop 

214 Ibid., CA nr. 79, p. lll, §8. 
215 CA nr. 80, p. l24, §§l and 4: even without the warning from Rome they would have had 

this attitude. 
21 6 GeJasius, tp. 4 (cOltllllollilnrilllll):jW 6l2: Schwartz. PS 16-19 (Call. Vero/l. nr. 7). 
217 Gclasius. cpo II ad nppos Dl1rdalliae:JW 638; CA nr. 101,464-468. 
218 Ibid .. CA Dr. 101, p. 465, §4. · 
219 Cf. Schw~rtz, PS ll4-llS; Gclasius, tp. ad eppoJ Dardmrlrlf from I Feb. (or 13 May?), 496: 

CA nr. 95, p. 369, 15 (.§z) , pp. 374-375 (§§16-17); {ommorlilor/1II11 = Coil. Veron. nr. 7: PS 16, 
33; 17, lo-l3. 
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of the imperial residence.22o In this context Gelasius developed his 
conception of a council: a council continues to have an effect which 
is not of limited duration. In the case of Acacius a new synod was 
not necessary for the reason that the work of the Council of 45 I 
extended also to him. Thus he was deposed de focto 'by a council'. 
This negative effect the Patriarch drew upon himself because he 
assumed commu/'tio with Peter Mongus who was considered a heretic 
(Eutychian). 22'1 Gelasius illustrated his idea for the bishops of Dar dania 
by referring to the history of Arius and the Arians. 22 But this rule 
applies to any heresy one cares to think of at any time whatsoever. 
For each time at a unique assembly the orthodox Fathers decided 
so clearly about faith and truth, about catholic and apostolic communio 
according to scripture and tradition that a distortion of their words 
was impossible. They were so definitive that there could be no possi­
bility of either a retractio or an lteratio. Rather the phrase positae semel 
synodalium reglJiae (synodaJ rules are imposed once and for all) is 
applicable here. 223 Thus there was no necessity for a new s:bnod or 
for a further condemnation of heretics of the same pedigree. 4 Gela­
sius had already presented this point of view in ep. 15 which was 
sent to the Oriental bishops in 495. With a condemnation such as 
in the case of Eutyches are included each time 'all those who are 
accomplices, supporters or fellow-travellers (omnes complices, secta­
tores, communicatores) of a deformity (pravitas) which had once been 
condemned'.225 Hence just as Timothy Aelurus and Peter Mongus 
were condemned as supporters (sectatores) of such a man as Eutyches 
without a new assembly of bishops, the same is also true of Acacius, 
who did not invent a new error but only took up an old one by 
assuming communio with Peter Mongus. 226 Gelasius referred to his 

220 Gelasills. 9' lid eppos Dardll,,/ac; CA nr. 95, p. 370, §:l; p. 387. 16-17 (§53). which isformllbted 
very ha rshly: R,s{l/Il1s olliem q,/Od pmcl'ogolil1QIII uolulIl Acado ,omptlTllri qllia ~piscc'pus jilcril regiae dllilnlis. 
The Intention in this is to expose Canon 28 ofChaJcedon to ridicule. 

221 GcJasius. cp. I S ad eppDs Oriel/tis t/t Acacio (AD 4-9S):JW 665; Thiel, ep . 27. pp. 422-435; Schwartz. 
PS 26, 11-9 (Coli. Veroll. nr. 10); nihil tllilll lIobis COIIJIIIll/le mill /rDllliuibus cOIJIlIIlII,lollis ex/tl"lltlt; ibid., 
p. :l6. ~6; (Pettus Mongus) III ',drre/iGOrrllll col/eg{o pert/urasu. The Alltioc~!ene . Peter the Fuller. is 
Judged In the MOle way; p. 31, 29-31 ; Hacc ilia mlxtl/rII, IlIIcc esllll/J COltjilSlO quat per OTICntem 101111/1 
illler (OtI,ol/CI1II' Irilerclicalllqllt GOlllllllllliollCIII IlIIlIn dirtrctlo trl. On the con tl'll ry • whoever wants to dis­
associate himself f!'Om this group is considered a heretic. 011 p. 32. :l2-23 Gchsius makes an ul1""'r­
ranted sweeping j~ldgment: Crntci ... npud q'~os III/Ita esl verl.fnlsiqlle dlscrelio . On the Pope's idea 
of a council see H. J. Sieben, Die KOllz il.lit/ee :l7o-JQS. GclasiltS distinguishes between well and 
badly condu(.'tcd synods (bell~'/llale gesla ,SynodIlS) on the basis of determined criteria (CA, p. 380, 

§311 
Gel~us, ep. 13;]W 664 (I Feb. or 13 May, 496): CA IIr. 95. ?p. 369-398 (with Appendix 

I), esp. p. 37 1 • §7. 
223 Ibid.: CA nr. 95. p. 370, §§3-4. 
224 Ibid .• p. 381, §34: to be comple:! crroru mC3ns partil:cps dwdem damllaliollu. 
22S Gdasius. cp. IS ad cppos Orielll . de Acac{D:JW 665; Schwartz. PS :lS.36- 26.6; 'Thlel,cp. 27. 
226 [bid. : Schwartz. PS :t6, S-6: QIII Petro cOlllllllllljcallil ACtlcills lit trim/llis particups, Ila cOllsors sit 

foe/IIJ et poullne. 
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predecessor, Felix III (II) , who for his part helped an older decision 
gain acceptance. 227 

(iii) The communio between the Churches and its liturgical expression 
One form of the declaration of communio was the assumption of 

the name (of a patriarch or bishop) into the diptychs, i.e. into the 
ancient writing tablets (sacrae tabulae). The profane sphere also knew 
of such entries; in this sphere such a practice concerned personages 
who had done great service (for public welfare). In the ecclesiastical 
realm the motive for entering someone's name was 'orthodoxy', seen 
each time from the standpoint of the one making the entry.228 The 
opposite of this was striking somebody from the sacred tablets. Thus 
Acacius himself had erased the names of the bishops of West Rome 
from his diptychs and hence made manifest his breach with the Pope. 
From that point on there was no longer an exchange of correspon­
dence between Acacius and the Roman Popes. On this question of 
the diptychs came to grief attempts made to heal the division by 
two successors of Acacius, both of whom were completely prepared 
to establish peace with West Rome, Fravitta (489-490) and Euphemius 
(490-496). Although the latter proved his loyalty to Chalcedon and 
even dissolved his communio with Peter Mongus, the lifting of the 
schism failed only because of the fact that the Patriarch did not want 
to erase the name of Acacius from the diptychs for the sake of the 
people. 229 Such rigidity is incomprehensible to us today. But Gelasius 
and even his predecessor Felix 111(11) had a clear reason for this: 
the question about communio is a question about faith and truth. In 
this no confusio is allowed.230 

(iv) 'Unus-integer-verus': the two-nature teaching of Pope Gelasius I 
In the thoughts and writings of Pope Gelasius I, occasioned as 

227 Gelasius, Commonitorium: Schwartz, PS 17, 3-4: executorem foisse veteris consti/uti, non novae 
constitu/ionis auctorem. 

228 On the diptychs see esp. DACL 4 (1920) 104S-1 170, esp. IOSS-lOs8;J. A. Jungmann, Missarum 
Sol/emnia (Wien 19S0) Bd. 2, 194£f.; Chalkedon III, Index s.v. Diptychen; Augustine, ep. 78: PL 
33 269-2 70: Uhfr I';tqe. 

Wi Sec the four letters injW fir . 612 and 61 3 (Fravitta) and 614-6IS . 
230. The formu.la ." 0 1111111111;0 ell im ad.fidem perli/l et' (~he question ~rbeing in ~ommul1ion is a question 

of faith): (a) ThiS IS fOUl~d already In Felix HI: Thlcl, ep . GelaslI I', p. 296, 17. Sec CPL 116S and 
J667; j W 61 1 (a nno 48g?; accord ing to Thiel it was conce.ived by Gclasius /. (/» Cr. Gelasius, Comllloni· 
torium {= JW 622: Thiel, ep. 10; Schwartz, PS 16-19. esp. 17.6-9. (cl Gelasius, D~ vitalJdll COII/I1IU1/iolle 
Acaeii (ca. 488-9): Schwartz, PS 38, 15. {dl Wi th rhc originator of a heresy arc also condemned 
the eommunicatores. i.e. all who asslIme: communion with him: Ge1nsius, ep . 2.6 nd tppos D~rdmJiae; 
JW 664; CA nr. 95. p. 371, §S ; p. 38 •. §34: Olle can incur thc punishment of a condemncd heretic 
by being a complex of his error either through taking it over by way of infecrion or also. however. 
through communio or consortium with him. Ibid .• p. 37 ', §S: both are rcvClI led for what they are, 
either through a confession (professione) or through communio. It is for this reason that the question 
of diptychs is so important. 
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they were by the polemic around the unpleasant schism between 
East and West, the Western teaching of two natures found its most 
significant presentation since the two Tomes of Leo the Great. Admit­
tedly, this was not in the pastoral style of his predecessor, but rather 
in the sharp and sometimes gruff language of the African Tertu1lian. 
The most important document in this regard is the o-called Third 
Treatise de,duabus naturis (concerning the two natures).231 On occasions 
the language finds dialectical formulations which aim at the one point: 
how can there be in Christ 'truth' and 'wholeness' (integrity) of the 
two natures of God and man, and yet.he can still be 'one (unus)? 

The starting-point is the good news of the incarnation of the Son of God in the 
womb of the virgin, wherein the redemptive unity between God and man, the 
divine and the human natmc, is established. We immediately recognise a pattern 
which Leo I could sketch for the eyes of his faithful in such a comprehensibJe 
way: Eutychcs recognised only the d.ivine nature, Nestorius only the human nature. 
For this reason the Church's teaching must proclaim the continued existence of 
the two natures against Eutyches' doctrine of mingling; with regard to Nestorius 
it must be emphasised that these two natures are from the very beginning unsepar­
ated, but this in such a way that both sill/! conjilsioll/! qualibet atque difeClu come together, 
and thus the properties of eac of the natures also remain preserved in the unjon. 
Were the union of the two to mean the annulment of the human reality, then there 
would be rather a consumption (consumere, cOf/stlmpta; Fcucrhach wOllld say: macernlio) 
than a fu.lfilling glorification of our nature. The old arguments against the /Ilia physis 
doctrine of the anti-Chalcedonians recur in such a kind of 'becoming man' God 
would be subjected to change, whether this be seen as a transformation of the godhead 
into flesh or a transformation of flesh into the godhead. For Gclasius the synthesis 
lies in the designation 'dells-holl/o', 'God-man', for which he formulated one of the 
most powerfully expressive passages in Latin patristic writings: 

Quamvis /!,Iim /4I114S a/que idem sit dominus [esus Chrislus, ellolus deus f,omo et totus 
homo deus, el qu;cqlu'd esl ilumaw'talis, deliS homo swmtfociat et qllicquid est dei, homo 
deus /laberll, tarn"" ,.,1 hoc pemumea/ sauame/lll/tII flec possil ex aliqua parte dissolvi, 
sic totus hOl1lo permanet esse quod deus est, ut lotus deff.! permatleat esse quod homo est, 
'Ie sl aliquid, qUid absil, vel divinicalis vel hUlI/allitatis inde cessaveril, seql4alllr intufabilis 
reso/utio .mcl'amenti el, quod dietu lIudituqllefllgiem/llhl est, /lei homo deliS esse lam desirlal, 
si sola illi, humatlilrls, tlOIl eliarn dellas perseverat, vel clel4S /l011l0 conseqlletlter e$se desistat, 
s; sofa illie liivi/liras, 110/1 etiam IlI/mallilas IIllita perma/lent Ilee glorificata videalur lIoslra 
cortlilcio Imitione deitatis, sed potius esse COI'lSUlIlpla, sf non eadem sHbs;stil in gloria, sed 
sola existerlte rleitr,lle hllmanilas illie esse jam des/WI (De duab. nat.: PS p. 87, 8-18). 

(,Although the Lord Jesus Christ is one and the same, both the whole God 
being man and the whole man being God, and although whatever js of humanity 
'th God-man makes his own and what ver is of God the man-God possesses, 
nevertheless in order that this mystery remam and not be able to be dissolved 
in any way. thus the whole man in Christ remains what God is so that the whole 
God remains what man is; lest if anything be lacking, anything either of the 

231 Gcl"siU5 I, De duabus /Ialllrir In Chrislo ndv. EUlychen et Neslorium: Thiel I, 530-557 (Tr. III); 
Schwartz, PS 85-106. Details on this are to be found above in the text. On the expression deus-homo 
see A, rillmt!ier, art, ·Go.tt~MCn5ch (PatTistik)', RAe XII (1982) 312-366, esp. 332-334. There 
I neglected to refer spec:ifically to Gclasius, De dllabus naturis. 
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divinity or of the humanity disappear from it, the dissolution of the ineffable 
mystery would follow; and, what one must shun from saying or hearing, either 
man would now cease to be God if there only the humanity and not also the 
divinity persists, or God would consequently cease to be man if there the divinity 
alone and not also the humanity united with it were to remain; and our nature 
would not appear glorified through union with the divinity, but rather would 
be consumed, ifit does not continue to be the same in glory, but with the continued 
existence of the divinity the humanity there now ceased'). 

The inversion 'God-man'-'man-God', this play on words which recurs COI1-

stantly, is typical for Gelasius and does not occur in any other Latin Father. By 
means of this the Pope intends to elucidate the formula of the one person in two 
natures and to exclude any mingling, dissolution or diminution of the divine and 
the human reality in Christ (cf. ibid. , p. 89, 27-34; 90, 1-4) . One time he 'oaks 
from the divinity to the hUn:1anity (dCI4S-homo) , another time [rom the humanity 
to the divinity (homo-delis). 

On this c;livine-human unity is based the possibility of a truly human suffering 
of the cross on the one hand, and its redemptive effect on the other (so that paradise 
is opened. to the robber). This divine-human unity is demonstrated by the quaking 
of the earth and by the resurrection which was effected by the God in the God-man, 
by the visible appearance before the disciples though the doors were closed. through 
the showing of his hands and feet throughout forty days, through the ascension 
of the God-man into heaven, his sitting at the right hand of the Father and the 
promise of his return. The whole series of the mysteries of Jesus' life is thus gone 
through under the motto 'God-man'-'man-God' (ibid., p. 90, 11-)1). The same 
natures truly remain, out of which or in which one and the same true man-God and 
the true God-man exists' (ibid., I. 28-3 I). 

Gelasius avoids repeating the phrase from Leo's Tome to F1avi311 which was so 
offensive to the Alexandrians (v . 9</.: agil en;m utraqueforma wm alterius COllllntllliolle 
quod proprhllll est). He paraphrases it clearly, however, with h- 'G d-man'-'man­
God' terminology. 'Indeed when we say of our Lord who is one and the same, 
what he said and cUd as God, and what as man, or even if we say "this he said 
or did as God-man and this he said and did as man--God", I ask whether,-either 
when we say that something was said and done as man, or the God-man did or 
said something,-whether, (I say] the man in nim is true or false' (ibid., p. 92, 
24-28). Gclasius has the same picture of Chdst as Leo 1: he views the one Lord 
in his undivided, unmingled total form as God and as man but he accepts with 
Chalcedon that both natures are knowable as such in tll ir actions and expressions 
(theimportantg/l(1riz~menOl). Admittedly in his writings the accent is on the di cemi­
bility of the totality of the human, this being against ManC5, Ap olJinari us , Marcion 
and other 'still more pernicious' varieties of such teachings which were rife at that 
time (ibid., p. 92, 28-3 J). By the latter the Alexandrians are meant. 

With this emphasis on the 'Deus-hott/o' in the unity of the person and duality 
of the natures, the insufficiency of the argument for the one-nature formula which 
the AlexaJ;ldrians deduced. from the comparison of the union of divinity and humanity 
in Christ with the anthropological unity of body and soul is obvious. Although 
man is composed of two parts which are essentially different, yet from both there 
is still one nature. Certainly according to Gelasius this is Is tllC analogy, taken 
from the created sphere, which is most appropriate for the God-man Jesus Christ. 
Hc aJso admits that the scriptures speak of an 'inner' and 'outer' man without wanting 
to abolish in this way the unity of the person or of the one mall. 'Surely then, 
although man consists of body and soul which undoubtedly are two natures, through 
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a union of natllre mao is one person and one' (ibid., p. 94, 11-13): is this not 
the best proof for the /Ilia physls formula? Gelasius faces up to this objection. but 
immediately emphasises the disparity of tills analogy. Later scholastic theology 
would say: in man two 'incomplete natures' (naturae illcol1lpletae, duo principia ;/lco/n­
pleta) are united. The result is thus 'Wia ,Ia III ra , in the strict sense, and, because 
a spiritual principle, i.e. the spiritual soul, is involved. also a person. Soul and 
body are Ji-om (heir very nattlre ordered to each other. That is nut at all the case 
in the unity of God and man in Christ. Gelasius does not use the chance of this 
distinction. He has a weaker solution: irllerior el exterior [liomol ad sig'''ijicQntiam did/ur 
qllalitat"m, nOff ad evident/alii persona/em duon/tII (,the inner and outer man serve 
only to characterise qualities, oot to express the personal unity of two [natures],) 
(ibid., p. 94, 15-r6). The Pope in teases his difficulties vis-a-vis the Alexandrians 
when he goes beyond Leo's Tome and attributes a special role to the word "'meger' 
in order to put an end to the Eutydlian, mo'nophysite contraction (as he understands 
it) of Christ's human reality. It is precisely by doing this that he exposes himself 
to the reproach of Nestorianism, i.e. a. doctrine of two persons. For the Pope stW 
feels that in Alexandrian theology that principle is active which Ps.-Athanasius, 
C. Apollinar. 12 (pG 26, 1096B) formulated in this way: 'Two perfect things cannot 
become one'. 'But rather they themselves profess that they affirm a Christ who 
is not whole by attempting to take away in the same mystery (sacrameflll~m) something 
from those things in which it consists as a whole' (ibid., p. 94.4-5). Then follows 
the important sentence: itaqlle nos magis Imum dicimus, qui {megrum projitemur, et ilIi 
panem removendo de his ex quibus imeger el linUS existit, ita I/llum 110/1 Irabent, sicl4/ IIee 
imegrlJttI, et siew ititegYllf1l nOtl habent, ita flon vefllrn. qtlllproptey Ctlrll IIobis obicitmt dyo 
frSi5, sine quibus imeger Un tiS et venls ChristH$ omllino 1I0tl COlis/ai, (lpeyiartr. SI.'; 0'11/05 
cordis et vidc(mf qllod ipsis politiS mOlle frsis reetillS imputetur, per quam Mit imeger ChriSti/5, 
ergo nee 11/1115 nee vems apud eos esse dorea/ur (PS, p. 94, 6-1 I) . ('Hence it is we who 
caU him more the one, we who confess him as whole, than those who, by taking 
away one of the parts out of which he exists as whole aod one, do not consider 
him as one just as they do not consider him as whole, and just as they do not 
consider him as whole so neither do they consider him as true. Wherefore, when 
they reproach us with rlyo fysis without which the whole, ooe aod true Christ does 
not abide at aU, let them open the eyes of their hearts and see that one may rather 
reproach them with their mO'le jysis, whereby neither the whole Christ, and hence 
neither the one nor the true Christ, is taught by them to exist'). 

Thus according to Gelasius the unity in Christ of God and man 
must preserve three things so that the deus-homo does not become 
a half (dimidius) Christ. He must be one, whole, true. The word 'one' 
concerns the rejection of the Nestorial1 two persons, which the Chal­
cedonian two-natures teaching was interpreted as being. The words 
'whole' and 'true' refer above all to the integrity and reality of Jesus' 
humanity which the Pope finds denied by the Eutychians and Alexan­
drians, these groups not being distinguished. All three predicates 
are necessary for the deus-homo and homo-deus if he is to be confessed 
in the sense of right faith. They condition each other reciprocally. 

In order to be one he must be whole; in order to be whole he must be one 
and the same; and in order to be one and the same there remain preserved in him 
without ambiguity both natures out of which and in which he exists (persistit) as 
one and the same (ibid., p. 93, 27-30). 
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This is no doubt a more complicated language than the one the 
Council of Chalcedon itself used. Let us think only of the 'one and 
the same perfect in godhead, the same also perfect in manhood'. 
But the fact is that the more technical language of 'one nature and 
two natures' had been in discussion for decades and Gelasius could 
not by-pass this, for the 'two natures ' were for the other side 'two 
persons'. The Pope suspected behind the mone fysis the principle of 
Ps.-Athanasius, C. Apollinar. 12 already cited above: 'Two complete 
things [dyo teleia, or in the language of Gelasius: duo integra] cannot 
become one'. They cannot form an unum. It is on this account that 
both the Arians and the Apollinarians destroyed the integritas of the 
human reality of Christ by excluding a human soul (cf. Ps.-Athana­
sius, C. Apollinar. II 3: PG 26, II36C-II37A). For Gelasius this 
was also the mistake of Eutyches and all supporters of the mia physis 
formula, though with the distinction that they denied the reality of 
the flesh (see above PS, p. 94, (r.8). In the eyes of the mia physis 
theologians it is nothing short of a contradiction when 'wholeness 
out of two' and 'one' are called for in the same breath. It is to be 
noted that with the expression 'out of two and in two' Gelasius goes 
beyond the terminology of Chalcedon, which consciously rejected 
the 'out of two natures' (cf. PS, p. 93, 27). We have here already 
an intimation of the dialectic of Maximus the Confessor, who saw 
the highest degree of unity realised precisely there where two 
extremes unite as 'one'. One could also say for Gelasius: the more 
that godhead and manhood in Christ are taken in their fulness, the 
more 'unity' is realised in him. 

As proofofhis claim the Pope then goes into the so-called anthro­
pological-christological comparison: godhead and manhood form in 
Christ a unity as body and soul form one man (ibid., p. 94, IIff.) . 
He does not succeed. however, in making the similarity and dissimi­
larity in this relationship clear: Godhead and manhood in Christ form 
a unity in the same way as body and soul result in one man. Two 
linguistic forms of the comparison make up the starting-point: (a) 
soul and body = one man; (b) inner and outer man = one man. 
He concedes that in the first form each of the two terms, i.e. soul 
and body, is a 'nature'. But because both natures result in one man, 
and this by way of a 'natural uniting' (adunatione naturali), so the 
two natures of Christ in the Chalcedonian sense result in one Christ 
(ibid., p. 94, II-I3). The later scholastic anthropology was here more 
ingenious; but it was just because of this that it took the ground 
from Gelasius' comparison. For scholastic anthropology body and 
soul are 'naturae incompletae', i. e. incomplete partial principles which are 
ordered to each other. With this conception the Arian-Apollinarian 
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principle 'two perfect things cannot become one' is implicity ac­
knowledged, at least on the level of the relationship of natura completa 
to natura incompleta. The analogy in the form in which Gelasius 
employs it turns against him whether he expressly or tacitly takes 
body and soul as natura complela or incomplela . When he allows god­
head and manhood in Christ to be united through an adunatio na.tura/is, 
he takes over Cyrillian or even Apollinarian terminology which was 
so much detested by the Antiochenes. One immediately recognises 
behind the Latin expression the henosis physike of Cyril. In a certain 
respect one could thus describe the Pope as a Neo-Chalcedonian, 
were not the irreconcilability of the one-nature formula with the 
two-nature terminology so decidedly maintained by him. Gelasius 
did not see through the dangerous implications of his presentation 
and interpretation of the anthropological comparison. His anthro­
pology is in itself just as imprecise as its application to the divine­
human unity. 

With the second form of the anthropological analogy the Pope 
makes things even worse for himself. Had he had the previou.c: philo­
sophical and theological history ofebe teaching on 'hmer' and 'outer' 
man in sight, he would have done better to have dispensed with 
its use. On the one hand the Platonic and nco-Platonic interpretation 
of the relationship between body and soul (the soul is in the body 
like a sailor in his craft) weakens the emphasis on unity, the one. 
On the other hand the statement of Ps. Athanasius, C. Apollinar. 
II 3 (PG 26, II36C-II37A) that the Arians used this comparls0n 
to set the Logos (in their understanding) in the place of the 'inner' 
man would of necessity have alarmed him. Because of this they could 
also take over the mia physis formula. Thus there is no longer that 
very thing which Gelasius accentuated so sharply: no longer is there 
any integritas. But if he takes the 'inner' and 'outer' man as natures, 
then once again it is difficult to make the unity understandable. 
Gelasius sidesteps: both concept (cf. Rom 7) are not employed to 
depict two persons (non ad evidentiam personalem duorum), but to des­
cribe qualities. But with this move he no longer does justice to the 
other two terms of the comparison, viz. God and man in Christ. 
Probably the Pope saw himself justified in taking this way out by 
the phrase in Leo's Tome to Flavian 'salva proprietate urriusque naturae. 
for he cites it in the immediate context (PS 94, 17). In other words, 
it is once more to be emphasised that God and man in Christ as 
natures remain preserved in their integrity, but nevertheless become 
unus. Yet how this happens he cannot explain. For it is a matter of 
an tineffabilis adunatio indivisibilis', of an ineffable, indivisible union 
(ibid., I. 16). Hence Gelasius also makes no attempt to explain the 
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event of the adunare, of the uniting, although he contrasts well adunatio 
as the way to the result against the result itself, i.e. the unus with 
the unio as the united unity. 

The intention of explaining the one Christ in two natures leads 
the Pope to another theological analogy, the doctrine of the eucharist. 
Here once again it is a question of the christological unum, integrum, 
verum .. 1n the eucharist there is also intact duality in unity: The 'truth' 
here also has two poles. (I) We find a (divina res', i.e. the reality 
of Christ's flesh and blood which allows the incarnation (sic) to become 
food and us to become sharers in the divine nature. The mention 
of the incarnation is directed at the 'docetism' of Eutyches and his 
reputed supporters. (2) On the other side the (substantia vel natura 
panis et vini' (substance or nature of the bread and wine) persists. 
The duality that Gelasius is driving at lies in the coexistence of the 
(res divina' and the earthly realities of bread and wine. For him there 
is clearly a duality in the unity. We ought not gauge his conception 
against the Tridentine teaching of transsubstantiation. J. Betz232 refers 
to the affinity between Gelasius' conception and the interpretation 
of Theodoret of Cyrus. This reference is also justified by the fact 
that Gelasius produces as an appendix to his treatise a florilegium 
(PS 96-I06)-whether this be complete or incomplete--which is 
taken from the fourth book of the lost PentaloglH ofTheodoret. The 
sixty one testimonies correspond more or less felicitously to the line 
of proof which dominates the whole treatise--the unus-integer-verus. 
Through the Antiochene-Eustathian character of its terminology the 
fiorilegium was bound to nettle the opponents rather than convince 
them. According to the intention of the compiler the collection was 
to substantiate the distinction of godhead and manhood in Christ, 
this being aimed against the theopaschism of the Apollinarians and 
of the mia physis formula. The natures are distinguished, however, 
on the basis of the quality of the works. In particular some texts 
from Gregory of Nazianzus (e.g. nr. 18.19.27.61 in Schwartz, PS 
98-106) well suited the aim of the Pope. We ought not expect more 
from the intense effort of the Pope than . what is valid in general 
for the discussion at that time: the essence of the understanding of 
Christ which had been handed on is maintained when these three 
things are emphasised-integrity of manhood and godhead, truth 
of the human reality, and yet one Christ. Emperor Anastasius just 

232 See]. Betz. Budlaristie = HOG IV, 4a (1979). l55 f.. with translation from De dllOblls nallirFs 
= PS 94,22-34; PLS 3,773 f. On Theodoret of Cyrus see ibid., 156 and 121 f. On the florilegium 
of Theodoret (Pentalogus), which Gelasius takes over. see the Chapter 'Ad Fontes' above II S and 
III, and Chapter IV I. The texts in Schwartz, PS 96 If., esp. nrs 7, 20, 45, 58, betray the Antiochenc: 
tc:rminology (homo assumplus, homo deumftrens, WUplUlII , etc.). 
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as much as Acacius and the Alexandrians was bound to agree on 
this, if one does not take into account those extreme groups whom 
we encounter with the Manichaeans in West and East and the gnostic, 
docetist radicals in Egypt and elsewhere. Timothy Aelurus wilJ por­
tray for us the type of those who advocated the mia physis formula 
but who fought against it with just as much resolution as Leo I 
and Gelasius I, save for the difference that he, on account of his 
pledge to precisely this Apollinarian formula, could not root up the 
seed with its roots. The weed sprang up again and again. 

The Two Natures-Doctrine and the Two Powers-Doctrine 

Is there a parallel between the model used in chcistology and that 
applied to the imperial Church? One could be tempted to look for 
the christological model of the combination of duality in unity or, 
in Chalcedonian language, of 'unmingled and undivided' in the 
famous teaching of Gel as ius on the two p wers.233 The defi nee both 
of the Latin teaching on the Church and of the Greek Chalcedonian 
teaching of two natures against Emperor Anastasius I led, indeed, 
to the formula which has become classical: 

Duo quippe sunl, imperator auguste, 1~libus prhlcipaliler tIIl/fldllS hie regitur: aHclorilas 
sacrala ponlijict4m, et regalis potes/as ... 23 • 

Christus memor fragilitatis {mmatlae . .. sic actiollilms propriis dignitatibllsque distil'ICtis 
officio potestalis tlfI'i~lsque discrevit ... lit el Christiani IIl'1peratoi'cs pro aclema vita pOII/ijicibllS 
indigerclIl, el potl/ifices pro temporalhlnt CIIrSIl remm imperialibus dispositionibus uterm/ur, 
quatetms splrital;s actio a eamaliblls dis/arel (rlClmiblis et ideo mili/atls DeC) millime Sf flcgptiis 
saeCJllaribus implicaret [2 Tim 2, 4] ae vicissim non We rebus diviuis praesidere vitieretl4r 
qUI' essel lIegoliis saeclilaribus impliealUs, III et modes ria Iitriusque ordillis CIIrareWr, lie extoll­
eretllr utroque subfolws, et competellS qllalitatibus actiOIWIII specia/iler proftssio aJ!rareilir. 
Qllibus omnibus rite col/eetis, salis tvidenter oJ/endilllr a saeculari po/estate tlec /igari prorsus 
tlee sol/li posse pontificem .235 

('There are two things, august Emperor, by which this world is principally gov­
erned: the sacred authority of the bishops, and kingly authority ... '. 

233 On Gclasius' teaching of two powers ~ee the texIS in G. Pilacl, CI,/esa ~ stalo lIei prim; qllindicj 
secoli (Paris 1961) S3-SS with notes; Thiel, Epistolae: Gc:lasiu5, tp. ll, 3.w-358; Schw:utz, PS 19-14; 
If I-d of cpo lZ in H . Raimer, Klrc/lt IIIld Slaat :.\54-z63 . The perspectives opened lip here could 
lend beyond lhe happy acceptance of the imperial Church by the bishops of the CE (see Ch. m, 
above), but this would onl:e again soon be eclipsed, 35 Pope J\l1llst:llsiu$ II dcmonstrlltes. On the 
reaching of twO powers see B. Caspar, Geschkhtf des Pops/lums II 10-81, e:;p. 6] ff.; W. Ullman, 
op. cit., (n. l08, above), esp. 198-:U2; W. Kissling, Dlls VurhiilUJis ZW/Sr}lfII Sllc.raoliumlll.ld Imperillm 
tlacll dell A/lSc/IQ/IImgell Jer PiJpsle "Oil Leo dem GrojJerl his GeiosillJ 1. (44t}-496) (Padcrborn 1920) 12]-l47. 
Ep. 43, cited in ibid., 1]8, which is Bddrcsscd 10 the Bishops of Syria with a harsh censure of 
Emperor Anast.'Isius for the HellOeicoll, is not genuine (eC Schwartz, ACO m, 21 8-220; idom, 
PS 126-130; Thiel I, 58 f.; F. DvorQik, Early Christiall and BYZIlll tillf Politlc,,1 Philosophy. Origill 
oud BackgroJl/ld (Dumbarton Oaks (966) 804- 809; H. J. Sieben, Die KOIIZI/sidllf ot7S-z89; C. Capizzi, 
op. cit" 11 I-1I2. 

234 Gelasius I, ep. ad Anast. aug. (494 AD);JW 632: Thiel 1,350-351. 
235 Gelasius, De analilemalisvinculo:Coll.Veron.nr.6.Schwartz.PSI4. 14-24. 
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'Christ, mindful of human weakness, . .. thus separated the functions of each 
of the two powers through the actions which are proper to each and through their 
different dignities ... so that Christian emperors need the bishops for eternal life, 
and the bishops use imperial directions for the running of temporal matters, so 
that spiritual action may stand apart from carnal attacks. Hence someone who is 
fighting for God should not involve himself at all in temporal affairs [2 Tim 2, 
4], and in turn he who is involved in temporal affairs should not appear to preside 
in divine matters, both so that the restraint of each of the two orders be fostered, 
lest one borne by both [powers] become proud, and so that each special calling 
correspond to the qualities of each of its actions. When all these things have been 
correctly taken together it will be sufficiently evident that the pontifex can neither 
be directly bound by the secular power nor freed from it'.) 

As much as the delimitation of 'both powers' is ascribed to Christ 
in these texts, yet in complete contrast to this the Pope does not 
call to mind the Chalcedonian model of the two-natures. Naturally 
theological reflection is not debarred from drawing the parallel. Pre­
cisely if the 'autonomy'236 of the secular as well as the ecclesiastical 
spheres in the unity of a Christian society, as the Popes and Emperors 
at that time considered it, is taken as the point of departure, could 
christology have gained quite a lot. The Gelasian concept of the inte­
gritas of the homo in Christ would have been capable of being extended 
into the region of freedom of decision. But at that time no one thought 
of this, or if someone did, it was only by way of intimation. Even 
for Maximus the Confessor the leap over the ditch was not completely 
successful. From such a position the distinction of the two powers 
would also have been established christologically. Without realising 
it, Gelasius had written words of enormous explosive force. They 
signified nothing other than the destruction of the Eusebian-Constan­
tinian principle of the imperial Church. Admittedly from time to 
time the Popes shook its structure when it became too confined for 
them. If the Emperors protected the auctoritas sacrata pontificum with­
out surrendering this principle, the Pontifices could also as a conse­
quence subject themselves without reservation to the regalis potestas, 
oscillating between joy and sorrow as the Justinian era will show 
us; indeed even the immediate successor of the great Pope Gelasius I 
already provides a good example of this. 

(d) An inconsistent compromise proposal. Pope Anastasius II 
(496-498) 

The successor of Pope Gelasius I would have liked to consider 
the fact that Emperor and Pope shared the same name-a coincidence 

236 On the topic 'autonomy' in the relations of Church and state, Church and the world see 
Vatican II, Const. past. Gaudium et spes nr. 36,2-36, 3. 
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which he alluded to in his notification of election to the Emperor237-
an indubitable help (non dubium . .. auxilium) in the undertaking to 
restore the unity of the Lord's tunic which had been divided on ac­
count of one who was dead.238 What did the Pope offer and what 
was the Emperor to give in return? One is surprised to see how 
the position of the Emperor in the imperial Church, even in questions 
of faith, is emphasised, as though there had never been a Gelasius I. 

The breast of Your clemency is the sanctuary of public happiness so that at your 
:nsistence (instantiam), you whom God has ordered to preside on the earth as his 
vicar (sic), stubborn pride may not resist the evangelic and arostolic commands, 
but so that what is salvific may be fulfilled through obedience. 23 

The depiction of the Emperor as the vicarius Dei and the custodian 
of general welfare signifies an unconditional affirmation of the princi­
ple of the imperial Church which, however, in the very Henoticon 
itself had become extremely questionable. 

The conclusion drawn for the Emperor's procedure in striving for 
the renewal of ecclesiastical unity sounds even more strange: 

Nevertheless this in particular I make known to Your serenity, most glorious 
and most clement son Augustus, so that, because the concerns of the Alexandrians 
have reached your ears, you may bring it about by authority, wisdom and your 
divine warnings that they return to sincere and catholic faith. For if you also have 
commanded what must be held in the catholic religion according to the definitions 
of the Fathers and the preaching of all the bishops (sacerdotum) who have flourished 
in the Church, we shall refresh the memory of it for those who know by writing 
(transmittendo) , and for those who do not know we shall otTer it to be learnt on 
the basis of our teachmg office (pro officio nostrae instructionis).24O 

To be sure the Pope upholds his superiority vis-a-vis the Emperor 
in spiritual matters in a twofold way. He describes him as 'son', 
as Pope Gelasius had done.241 The Emperor also does not receive 
the right to determine the content of faith which the Alexandrians 
were to accept. But he was ascribed, in virtue of his imperial-sacral 
authority, the possibility of demanding (or forcing) obedience with 
regard to the proclamation of the bishops (Chalcedon is meant by 
this as well). Without doubt there is reference here to the Henoticon, 
the Emperor's reply to the causa of the Alexandrians. The contents 
of the Henoticon itself are not acknowledged; nevertheless the Emperor 

231 Anastaslus II , ep . J. ad Amuc. imp. (496 AD): Thiel I, p. 616, §I: lOll!O/lnlUin 1" lilt aIltlw/niml 
lIolllirlis IIIi 110/1 d il/Jilllll pmestal mix/IiI/III. On. the few letters of this Pope see CPL 1677: see Schwartz, 
PS 226-30. on the Pope's p(llicy with rer~cllcc to the Church; likewise F. Hofmann, Clwlkrdo/l 
11, 69-70; on the Popc's unjustified accusations see ibid., 69: C. Capinl. op. cit., 286-288. 

2J8 An3st3sius II, ep. 1 ad Alla.!l. 11111:": Tbicl I. 616. 
2:19. Ide.m, ibid. cae. VI: Thiel 6~0 l§7). 
2~O Ibid" cap. V, §6: Thiel I, 619. 
24·1 On addressing the Emperor as 'son' see H. Rahner, op. cir., 2S:r25S (following Tbid I, 292 f.: 

Pope GeJasius). 
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is ascribed the competence to implement it. Thus the Pope offers 
his services to compose a new presentation of tradition, but it is 
his intention to leave it to the Emperor to force through the acceptance 
of this confession amongst the Alexandrians (and naturally also in 
the other patriarchates). 

That Pope Anastasius II had not already appended a confession 
of faith to his announcement of election attracted attention. According 
to E. Schwartz, the Pope's reason for this was that 'he wanted to 
negotiate in Constantinople and did not want to tie himself down'. 242 
Warned, however, by bishops who had become uneasy, the Pope 
ma4e haste to make up for what he had neglected. In doing this 
he ventured to deal with the Chalcedonian formulas more than Pope 
Felix 111(11) had done in his letter to Emperor Zeno cited above. 
He submitted a doctrinal interpretation 'which at no point offends 
against the Council of Chalcedon, containing even the controversial 
Ev 81)0 'PVO'EO'LV ••• '.243 The Pope despatched legates to Constanti­
nople. Through the mediation of the Thessalonian deacon, Photinus, 
who acted as interpreter, these made contact with the Alexandrian 
aprocrisiarii who were residing there. In spite of all this the expectation 
of the Pope that the Henoticon would be replaced by a letter promoting 
unity which he himself had composed amounted to nothing. 244 After 
certain errors that had found their way into the Greek translation 
of Leo's Tome had been clarified, the Alexandrians handed to the 
papal legates the official exposition of the faith (EK{)EO'Lo; 1TLO'TEWC;) 

of their Church. It was nothing other than-the Henoticon. Only 
a few small changes were made: it was mentioned that at the Council 
of Ephesus Pope Celestine had assented to the condemnation ofNes­
tori us. What was more significant was that in §9 of the Henoticon 
the naming of 'Chalcedon' was omitted and replaced by a neutral 
formulation. The dangerous formulation had read: 'But every person 
who has thought or thinks anything else, either now or at any time, 
either in Chalcedon or in any synod whatever, we anathematise ... '. 
'Either in Chalcedon' became 'at any place'.245 The initiative had 
passed to the Alexandrians. 

The legates took official notice of this document and declared that they would 
submit it to the Pope; he was said to be prepared, should an Alexandrian delegation 
be sent to Rome, to give it information about how he stood with regard to the 
submitted ekthesis [thus the slightly changed Henoticon). They added that Dioscorus, 
Timothy Aelurus and Peter Mongus were opponents of this confession and hence 
their names had to be struck from the (Alexandrian) diptychs. 246 

This was naturally rejected. What came to Rome was this ekthesis, 

t42 Schwartz, PS 228. 
246 Ibid. 

243 Ibid. 244 Ibid., 228-229. 245 Ibid., 229. 
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thus the slightly changed Henoticon, furnished with a report of the 
aprocrisiarii, brought by the patricius Festus and the two bishops whom 
Pope Anastasius had despatched. In the minds of the Alexandrians 
the Pope was to communicate his opinion about it to the Alexandrian 
patriarch either through a letter or a go-between. 

They [the Alexandrians 1 are said to be prepared to send legates to Rome to negotiate 
about the reunification of the Churches if the Pope upholds (it is thus insinuated 
that he has not deviated from it) the confession of the orthodox faith (only the 
Henoticon can be meant by this). 247 

The way the Pope had imagined he could impose upon the separated 
Alexandrians a Chalcedonian formul~ of faith composed by him was 
excluded. The death of the Pope on 19 November, 498 saved him 
from the disappointments which a look into the documents of his 
legates would have caused him. He would have been still more disap­
pointed if the senator Festus, the leader of the mixed delegation assem­
bled by Theodoric and the Pope, had attempted to carry out his 
unauthorised promise to move the Pope to accept the Henoticon. Such 
behaviour would have turned the mission of the (papal) legates into 
its precise opposite. 248 It was intended that the schism be healed 
in the other direction. Instead of the one division, there came to 
be two. 

(e) Clarae Ecclesiae Disciplinae: Pope Symmachus (498-514)249 
After the death of Anastasius II a legitimate majority elected the 

Sardinian Symmachus as his successor. The senator Festus with a 
smaller following attempted, on the other hand, to put the archpriest 
l.aurentius on the papal throne, no doubt also with the hope of bring­
ing his plans for the Henoticon to fulfilment. Thus there was added 
to the East-West schism a Roman one as well, the so-called 'Lauren­
tian schism'. Only in 505 could a synod of 1 1 5 bishops ratify Symma­
chus, whose part King Theodoric I had taken from the start. Already 
in the period from 498 to 505 the new Pope had complained to 
Emperor Anastasius I about his proceeding with military power 
against the opponents of the Henoticon in the East. 25o Every possible 
means of having Zeno's Edict accepted was resolutely utilised. In 
the person of Flavian II, Patriarch Palladius of Antioch (+498) 

247 Ibid. 
248 Theodore lector, Epi/or//( 4fil : Hans~n p. lJO, 13-15: ' Festus, however, os the stOry goe., 

scaretly prnmiscd Lhe Emperor IhM he would per5uad~ tilt: Bighop ofltomc to sign Zen,,'s He/wl!'cofl. 
DUI when he arrived in Rome be found the Popo already dying. For this rr:;lSOI1 he h.lstcncd LO 
achieve what he !;ought [i .e. the signatllrc]by a schism '. cr. Theopi13!1es, ChrOllo.gr., A.M . S99); 
D e Boor '4-3 . It is the beginning of tile so-called l.~ul'clltian schism Ihal i~ refcrrud [0. 

24') Symmachus pp", cp. 13 lid Orienlales (8 Oct. , jJ2.).;JW 763 : Thiel I. §S, p. 72.0; C A m . jO~ , 
§I~ p. 491,10. 

o Idem, ep. 10 ad Anasras {lim imp. ;JW 759: Thiel 1, p. 70S, §J I; Schwartz, PS '56,3-5. 
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received a successor who acknowledged the Renoticon but who, unlike 
Palladius, did not assume communion with the Alexandrian 
patriarch, John Hemula, because the latter had anathematised Chalce­
don and the Tome of Leo. 251 After the end of three years' war with 
the Persians which had tied up the Emperor's military forces, the 
pressure on Flavian II by the opponents of Chalcedon, led by Philo x­
enus of Mabbog, increased; this resulted in the Synod of Antioch 
(509), with which we are already familiar. The anger of the Emperor 
was directed, however, particularly against West Rome, to which 
he addressed a letter 'full of invective against the Pope', 252 who was 
described as a 'Manichaean', which meant a great deal in the old 
Roman imperial tradition. The Pope's ordination was put in doubt. 
It was said that in conspiracy with the Senate he had even excommu­
nicated the Emperor. The reply was a sharp letter from Pope Symma­
chus; this letter is included by H. Rahner among documents 
concerned with the struggle for the freedom of the Church. 253 Anasta­
sius I is reminded that he is a 'Christian prince' who has to listen 
to the voice of the 'apostolic bishop'. 

You asse.rt that I am a Manichaean. Am I a Eutychian or do I defend the Euty­
chialls whose madness greatly favours the Manichaeans? Rome is my witness and 
the archives can prove whether I deviated in any point from the catholic faith which, 
on my conversion from paganism, I received in the see of the blessed apostle Peter ... 
And you who take to yourself the Alexandrian Peter [Mongus], are you not zealously 
striving to contemn the blessed apostle Peter in his successor, be he as he may. 
ls it that I would make a better [bishop 1, i f 1 were to countenance the Eutychians, 
if 1 were to place the name of Acacius in the diptychs? The purpose behind these 
allegations of yours cannot be concea lcd.~~1 

For West Rome there were also hopeful signs that the name of 
the 'dead Acacius' (i.e. the Renoticon) no longer had the power to 
form a united front against Chalcedon. This is shown by a letter 
to Pope Symmachus from a group of bishops in the Eastern 
Balkans. 255 If, since 482, there had ever been a possibility of building 
a bridge to the East. then it was through this group. Although they 
quite clearly professed Chalcedon, for tactical reasons they did not 
want to assent to the condemnation of a patriarch of the Imperial 

lSI C. Capiu.i. op. ch .. JJ 5 with n. 104-
~ Ibid., 1 I S with n. 103 . Shordy after ~06 Emperor An3.stnsius pllb li ~hccl a libc/lur fl11J of'invecti ve 

and illSl1 lcs' agaillst Pope Symmachus. T his document as such is Jost, but i ~5 coment can be in ferred 
from SYl'l1maChllS, ep. to, Apologia lIilv. Amlsiasilllff imJl.; T hic1 70Q-708; Schwartz, PS l53- 157; com­
menta ry 249. cr. F. Hofrrumn, Chi/lim lollll , 70-73 . 

253 H. Rahncr, op. cir., 264-277 (utin-German) . 
.zs.1 Ibid., 268 ~nd 249; TIUe! 7ol f. ; PS 154. 
255 !Jller epp. YI/I/1lod,i ppae 12: '111icl 709'-717; P. Hounanll, Chalker/all JI, 71. 11. I7S; V. Schurr, 

Pie Trfll lriilSlt lrre des Boelh/us ;111 L"hte der 'Sk)lllr isdle1l K01llrouerSoll' = FCLDG 18. l' (Padcrbom 
19'3 S) 108-117, furnishes proofthanrus group w ns made up a rnon-deposed supporters o(th~ H 6110licoll 
in the Eas tern Balkans . 
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City. Because of this they brought upon themselves the whole wrath 
of the Pope against the evil 'schismatics'. 256 He wrote that he could 
not bestow the religious comfort which they expected upon those 
who still lacked the 'full perfection of instruction' (institutionis ... 
plena perfectio).257 With the utmost severity these allies of the Church 
of Constantinople were rebuked for that city's history of heresy, 
as well as that of the Churches of Alexandria, Antioch, Apamea 
and Tyre. In the eyes of the Pope continued communion with Acacius 
and his allies put all these Churches which had communion with 
each other in the camp of the Eutychian heresy: 

Therefore let us undaunted proclaim with great confidence the clear teachings 
of the Church. .. Let us shun the sacriligeous error of Eutyches which concurs 
with the Manichaean malice. For the same reason let us avoid the communion of 
those raised by them who now, as though infected by a disease, attempt to force 
their way into the Churches of your regions. 258 

Only someone who breaks with the whole fraternity-Eutyches, 
Dioscorus, Timothy Aelurus, Peter' Mongus, Acacius-can return 
to unity with Rome (ibid. §8: Thiel 722). 

The unrelenting attitude of the Pope left these bishops in their 
crisis of conscience and missed the opportunity of bridging the gap. 
Admittedly the Roman experiences with the Manichaeans ought not 
be forgotten. 

(f) A new council in place of the Henoticon? 
The last phase of Emperor Anastasius I's struggle with the Popes 

of West Rome during his period of office came with Pope Hormisdas 
(514-523J- We can forego a depiction of the complete course of 
events.25 We shall stress only two interrelated measures undertaken 
to restOl;'e .tbe unity of the Church: the exchange of delegations and 
the attempt to summon and hold a new council. 

In the period from January 515 to July 517 the last attempt to 
bring about unity between the Emperor and the Pope was made. 
Two papal and two imperial delegations26o went back and forth 
between Rome and Constantinople. According to Evagrius, HE III 
30, Emperor Anastasius I was for deposing all bishops who either 

m Symma.chus ppa, ep . 13 ad O~/ellln l~s:JW 763: ThicJ I. 717-72'1.: CA nr. l04 487-493 . 
2S/ Ibid .; T hiel p. 7,8, § I; CA 1lI. 104, §2, p. 488. 
25ll Ibid. ; T hiel p. 720, §§5-<1; CA or. 1 04,~§ I :Z-IS , p. 491-492. 
259 cr. A. S hoomc['.:er, Z~ttlfcl, CI,alkedotl n, 959-l)1)1; C. C~pj2.zi, ~rt. CI1. , Cri,ien sun/en XVII 

(1980) '1.3-54. Altogether C~pi~zi discusses fourfa iled attempts in the: years 490. 492. 496 and 5 I S-S 17. 
See ihid ., 240 n. 4; F. Hofmann, CllOlkadllllll, 73-Bi~. 

2.60 (a) Sources: Liber Pomijirali.s; Mnrcellillus Comes, C/,ron/ron: Mommscn 60-108; papallette:rs, 
CPL 1683:JW 101-1°4: Schwartz. PS 16!}-170: Urkuuden. (b) Studies; W. Haacke, Die GlaljbensjomJel 
des Papstcs Hormisiiat im A",ciatliSc/ICII Sell/mm (Romae 1939) 19-22; See abo the article by J. SpeigJ. 
'Die Synode: VOIl Hcrakka SIS', AHC f2 (1980) 4'7-61. 
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expressly condemned Chalcedon or positively sanctioned it against 
the prevailing will of their diocese. In saying this the Church historian 
still ignored or overlooked the case of Patriarch Elias of Jerusalem 
(494-516).261 The measures taken by the Emperor in the direction 
alluded to were only curbed by the insurrections ofVitalian262, who 
took advantage of the religious excitement during and after the dan­
gerous uprising of the people of Constantinople in 512 to have himself 
appointed magister militum and commander-in-chief of all troops in 
Thrace. On his (second) march against Constantinople he wrested 
from the Emperor the promise that a council would be summoned 
in Heraclea in Thrace (cf. Theodore Lect., HE frg. 66, Epitome 509: 
Hansen p. 145). Pope Hormisdas was to assume the presidency. The 
goal of the council was to be the uniting of the separated Churches, 
prescinding from the re-installation of the bishops who had been 
unjustly deposed. In Vitalian's mind this was no doubt thought of 
as an ecumenical council, an imperial synod, by means of which 
the Henoticon was to be eliminated. 

On 28 December, 514, Emperor Anastasius forwarded to Pope 
Hormisdas the formal invitation to the newly-planned council; this 
arrived in Rome, however, only on 14 May, 515.263 A second 
message, sent on 12 January, SIS, reached its destination more 
quickly.264 Beyond doubt it was with the knowledge of the Emperor 
that Bishop Dorotheus ofThessalonica, a supporter of the Henoticon, 
also wrote to the Pope. In his letters of invitation the Emperor dis­
played a striking tendency to limit the reason for summoning the 
council and to restrict its goal to a particular group. He spoke only 
of clearing away the obvious resistance in Thrace which as the last 
obstacle in the rejection of the Henoticon would have to be overcome: 
the ulterior motives of the Emperor may be interpreted in this way. 265 
Already in the letter of 28 December, 514 the only matter that con­
cerned him was 'certain doubts with regard to the orthodox religion 

26.1 Ev;'griu5. HE 11130: Bidez-PlIrmcmier 125-127; P. AlIC!J. EJJngn'lfs SrilOlnslims 145~J47, 
262 C. Capizzi, an. cit., Crir.icn stoTim XVII (1980) 34-35. skctches (he pro-Chokedonian f"",tion 

which was triggered off by this in 51\ , Sll ,nd S 13 (Vita.lion); on th is W . Enlllin , PWK II [7, 
Halbb. (1961) 374-378. In March, 514, by means or all nrm~d uptising, Viralian attempted to force 
the re-instaJlation of rhe deposed And banished bi5hop~ and the summoning of n Council under 
the presidency of rhe Pope. The opening of the Council was planned tor 1 July, SI S, alit! the Council 
was (0 be held in Hcraclca in Thracc. Cf. ep. Allastasii imp . j lid H,mlli~d(//II (28 Dec" 5'4): CA 
nr. 109; ep. 2 (1.2)an., S I~ : CA nr. 107. The question of the Counci l ha, been fuUy lI 'c;\l~d r¢c~JlLly 
by J. SpcigJ, art. cit. (fl. 260); for further {cference sce in pmiculDr V. Schurr, op. dt. , (D . 255) 
I 2l6j I 35. 

63 C. Capizzi, art. cit., 35 f. 
2r.f An~stasius imp., ep. ad HDnni5dam 2 : CA nr. 107, p. 499-500. The letter of Bishop Dorotheus 

ofThess:tlonica was certainly written with the knowledge of the Emperor: CA Ill:. 105. Doth these 
Ictl~rs, conveyed by P"tricius, nrrivcd in Rome as e.1rly as 2H March,s 15. 

265 CA nr. 10.7. p. sao, 2-4. 
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in the region of Scythia'.266 This restriction, however, is certainly 
conditioned by the addressee, Pope Hormisdas, together with the 
Churches placed under his charge in Thrace (de ecclesiis sub sui sacerdotii 
cura constitutis). We hear of the inclusion of the Eastern Church only 
from Severus of Antioch who decidedly refused to participate.267 If 
it was the Emperor's aim to have the Henoticon definitively accepted 
by wanting to have the Patriarch of Antioch retract or refrain from 
the anathema against Chalcedon, then the council was doomed to 
failure from the very beginning. Of course this is true as well from 
the Roman side, for falling into line with such a policy with regard 
to the Henoticon was unthinkable for Hormisdas. 

The Pope was also concerned about the date. Only on 4 April, 
515 did he write to the Emperor268

, and at first requested merely 
further information about the reason for summoning the assembly 
(causa congregationis) (CA nr. 108, §6). He wrote that only then could 
he give an 'exhaustive reply' (plenissimum responsum). At the same 
time he called a Roman synod269 to discuss the sending of legates. 
Moreover, Hormisdas journeyed with Vitalian's negotiators to 
Ravenna to inform King Theodoric and to hear his opinion, as one 
can well assume. Nevertheless, we know nothing about the result 
of the negotiations. The delegation which set off for the East on 
I I August, 5 I 5 also had only a preparatory function, but it was well 
armed for this purpose. It carried the following documents: (I) a 
letter to the Em~eror,270 (2) an indiculus with precise instructions for 
the negotiations 71 and (3) the famous libellus fidei of the Pope which 
all the bishops were to subscribe if they wanted to assume communion 
with Rome. 272 This last document contains the counter-proposal to 
the Henoticon: 

'The beginning of salvation is to preserve the rule of right faith and not to deviate 
at all from the decisions of the Fathers'. [The words of Christ 'You are Peter .. .' 
are confirmed by the fact that the catholic religion has constantly been preserved 
unstained by the Apostolic See]. 'Therefore not in the least desiring to separate 
ourselves from this hope and faith ... we anathematise all heresies, their teachings 
and their supporters [expressly mentioned are: Nestorius, Eutyches, Dioscorus, 
Timothy Aelurus, Peter Mongus, Acacius; the inclusion of Peter the Fuller of Antioch 
is new], whereas we accept and approve all the letters which holy Pope Leo wrote 
about the Christian religion. Following in everything the Apostolic See and proclaim­
ing all its propositions of faith. .. we promise that the names of those excluded 

266 CA nr. 109, §2, p. 502. See ibid., 2-3 on the location of the Synod: Heracleotana civitas provinciae 
EIlf§fI7O. 

Sevcfus, ep . a<l wag. off. (between 514and SI8): Brooks, SL II, I, 2 1. p. 73 . 
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269 Liber Pomljica/is, M OITUn$ffIl 126. 
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from the community of the catholic Church. .. will no longer be mentioned at 
the celebration of the sacred mysteries. This profession of mine I sign with my 
own hand and give it to you, Hormisdas, the holy and venerable Pope of the city 
Rome' . 

The delegation of two bishops, a priest, a deacon and a notary 
arrived in Constantinople about the middle of September 515. 

In the meantime the Emperor was freed from political pressure 
with regard to the council by the failure of Vitalian's third attack 
on Constantinople (autumn 515). Consequently, the carrying out 
of the plans for the council depended only on himself and Pope 
Hormisdas. That the Emperor was serious about the council is evi­
denced by the fact that in the summer and autumn of 515 some 
two hundred bishops turned up in Constantinople;273 a journey to 
the capital was in any case a pleasure for many a prelate. In this 
number Severans also were not missing, despite the decided refusal 
of their leader. 274 Nevertheless, a council did not eventuate; it was 
not even opened. 275 

The origins of this turn of events lie elsewhere. As early as summer 
5-15 a group of forty bishops from the Balkan provinces separated 
themselves from the metropolitan in Thessalonica and established 
relations with Pope Hormisdas. The 'Henot;con party' fell away to 
the left (the extremism of the anti-Chalcedonians) and to the right 
(return to Chalcedon). On II September in a letter to Caesarius of 
Arles ,276 Pope Hormisdas could report overjoyed about the initiative 
of the 'forty'. On the other hand, the anti-Chalcedonian party with 
the well-known leading names (now including Peter the Fuller) is 
condemned in this letter (§2) in the sharpest language: it is written 
that in the eyes of the catholics they bear impressed on them the 
marks of eternal damnation (infixa aeternae damnationis stigmata). They 
no longer have any right to call themselves Christian. This conclusion 
was reached because Hormisdas considered them as representatives 
of the 'Manichaean fantasy'. and hence as the absolute negators of 
the reality of the incarnation. 

273 Theodore Lector. frg. 67. from the book 'Concerning schisms', §8: Hansen 146; Theophanes. 
e flrOllogr .. A.M. 6006: De Boor t6t ; J. Spcigl, ARC 12 (1980) 4?-6 1. with a survey of secondary 
li temlurc; Scvcrus. SL 124.: Brooks 8]. 

214 Sec] . SJlei~J. AHC Ll (1980) 55 f. 
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like Theodore Anllgnostes. w ho had expccted tbe re-installation of the deposed bishops. In o ther 
rewec!s there must have been 3 SIcat dca l of theologica l-discussiol1 as well' . 

6 !-Iormisdas ppa, tp . 9 ad Caesar, Arcl. (:11.9.51 S); JW 777: l'hlel7S8-,]61 . §2: ep iscopl' rnm D" rtlnll; 
qllllllllllyl'iCf PI'lI t o lilllCS /Ie( /10 /1 Sryl/IQ~. 
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The contemporary chronicler Marcellinus Comes portrays the reac­
tion of the Emperor to this secession in his chronicle for the year 
S16. 2n He writes that a number of these bishops. among whom was 
Alcison (who is known to us from the letter of the monks from 
Palestine [Evagrius HE III 3 I]), came to Constantinople. where 
two of them died. They would have liked to have mediated In some 
way between the Emperor and the papal delegation, which was then 
on the point of arriving. But this failed. On their return to Rome 
in the winter of 515-516 they carried with them a letter from the 
Emperor which. though a disappointment to the Pope, is still of 
great importance for determining the Emperor's interpretation of 
the Henoticon. We shall emphasise only the most important points 
and cite some sections word for word. 278 

The way in which he desccibes the economy of the incarnation in §§2-6 is reminis­
cent of §7 of the Helloficon. and even more of Pope Felix Ill's letter of March 
483 to Emperor Zeno (see above), but especially of the periphrastic presentation 
of the d()ctrine of the incarnation at Chalcedon with its confession of the twofold 
homocmsioll (0. §3) . The reference to the return of Christ sOllnds decidedly devout: 
'Our nature (JU/)sfQlltia) , however, was assumed without diminution or confllsion 
of our body in such a way that the Son of God will come in the same flesh to 
judge the world, showing to the eyes of all the sign~ of the wounds and the nails 
(IJl.llnm~m el c/nvorulIl illdlt:iq), as it is written: "they will look on the one whom 
they have pierced" Uoh 19, 37]' (§4). He affirms that this was his faith from tbe 
beginning of his life and that on this his rule is founded. The Emperor may be 
believed and exonerated definitively afthe suspicion of rnonophysitism. 

Particularly significant rare §§7-9: 'Yet we wonder why YO ll wanted to wrjte to 
us something about the boly Fathers who gathered :It Cbalcedon a long as what 
was decided by them is 511 wn to have been confirmed by various decrees of our 
predecessors, and since no other synod has been held by means of which the ordi­
n<mces of chat Synod (quae fib iIlll disposilfl Slim) were made of no consequence, 
and no law has been enacted by us through whose novelty (uovilflS) the statutes 
of the said episcopflJ COllncil wOllld be annlllled. especially sillce the Synod itself 
said that anyone who wanted co teach another faith than that which the three hundred 
and eighteen venerable Fathers established at Nicaea or to change [that faith1 ought. 
to be anathema. In addition they also condemned those whom we mentioned above, 
i.e. Nestocius and Eutyches, whom we also condemn. For the divine [imperiplJ 
letters, wruch not just once but repeatedly wt![e addres~ed to Alexandria. are for 
us also testimonies·on behalf of the same cause. 111 these we rebuked [tbe Alexan­
driansj, [asking] why they did not consider that they could be satisfied with the 
direct t aching of the faith, refraining from anathematising the Synod ofChalcedon 
or the vcnerable memory of Bishop Leo. For this purpose we [exerted] no little 
effort, and this intention also continues now, insofar as we can divert the same 
ones [the Alexandrians] from a superfluous anathema and unite [them] to the holy 
universal Church'. 

It was not without reason that the Emperor gave such a vivid 

Tn Marcellinus Comes, Citron. a. 516, §3: Mommsen 99. 
278 Anastasius I imp., ep. ad Hormisdam: CA nr. 125, pp. 537-540. 
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description of the picture of Christ as the returning judge who, as 
he wrote, will bear on him the signs of the wounds and nails for 
all to see. Without doubt he wanted in this way to express unambigu­
ously that for him the man Christ was no Manichaean fantasy, but 
reality. But it is particularly his understanding of the Henoticon and 
his role in the uniting of the Churches which is clear here. (I) He 
declares unambiguously that Chalcedon is in no way annulled, rather 
that it has often been expressly confirmed by the Emperors. (2) He 
can also truthfully say that he was wholly displeased with the enthu­
siasm with which the Alexandrians (but especially the Antiochene 
Severus) had expressed the positive anathema against the Fourth 
Council. What he had in mind was the 'direct teaching of the faith' 
which should have been presented on both sides (without the formulas 
which divided and without mutual condemnation). That this might 
have been possible, we have demonstrated by various examples which 
expressed the doctrine of the incarnation by reference to Cyril's 
Laetentur letter and the definition of Chalcedon itself, without 
employing either the formula of the 'one nature' or that of the 'two 
natures'. With such an interpretation of the Henoticon-indeed dog­
matically acceptable; in practice, however, idealised-the Emperor 
stood virtually alone. Neither the anti-Chalcedonians nor the Pope 
could declare that they agreed with it. The actual interpretation of 
the document by the estranged parties made any attempt at mediation 
impossible. In the last resort the whole discussion again ended up 
in the direct recognition or rejection ofChalcedon. 

Nothing of this was changed by the last exchange of delegations 
in the years 516-517. On 16 July, 516 an imperial delegation to Pope 
HOrmlsdas departed for West Rome with an imperial sacra.279 The 
legates also had a letter. to give to the senate. 280 In the latter Anastasius 
returned strikingly to the old imperial title pontifex.281 In his reply 
the Pope certainly declared his desire for peace, but as before he 
expected one thing from the Emperor-the condemnation of 
Patriarch Acacius. The Roman senate endorsed this. 282 Was there 
another attitude possible here without putting the faith in danger? 
When the counter delegation from West to East set out, P~e Hormis­
das once again demanded that Acacius be condemned. 3 On their 
way his delegates had to involve themselves in extensive activity 

279 Id., Cl). ad Han/Jist/am: CA nr. III, pp. 503-504; C. Capizzi, art. cit., 39-41. 
280 AI/asmsillst i"'p. Setrailli Urbis Romae: CA nr. 113, pp. 506-507. 
281 Ibid., p. 506, 20. 
282 Rorl1:)-i ~d~s pp3, ~JI. tid Anastas. Imp.; jW 779: CA nr. 112, pp. 504-506; the Senate: CA nr. 

II~ pp. 508-509. 
ij3 Papal embassy to Constantinople on 3 April, 517 with letters 11-16;jW 789-794, to the Emperor, 

Pa~riarch Timothy and others. 



316 CHRIST IN CHRISTIAN TRADITION 

in and around Constantinople. 2114 At the end one had not really come 
a single step closer in the search for what could unite everybody 
in a more profound knowledge of Jesus Christ. If one does not take 
into account the ambivalent 'use' of the principle of the imperial 
Church, one may humanly consider the last words which the 
Emperor wrote to Pope Hormisdas as the expression of a Christian 
tragedy: 

Even if silence is considered to be something great, it is necessary, however, 
that those who admire the mercy of God make frequent assiduous use of speech, 
especially because the beginning of the faith which the Lord rid God. our Saviollr 
Jesus Christ, taught us lies pre-eminently in the forgiveness of sins is held nDt to 
bc unknown to anybody ... if it is tmc, as some endeavour to show, that certain 
[people who derive their office] fro111 the apostles themselves neglect through dis­
obedIence to fulfill such pious teaching, we do not know where the teaching office 
of the merciful Lord and great God can encounter us. .. but from now on we 
hold back in silence our demand, because we consider it unreasonable to bring 
the goodness of requests to those who do not wish to be asked and stubbornly 
reject [every request]. For we can put up with being insulted and regarded as nothing; 
to be given orders-that we can not. 285 

Thus on II July, 517 Emperor Anastasius broke definitively with 
Pope Hormisdas, who for his part had made everything dependent 
on subscribing the Libellus fidei and was prepared to assume com­
munion solely on this basis. 286 This stance can only be explained on 
the basis of the Pope's conviction that the question of truth had prior­
ity over all other acknowledgements; that is, the conviction that faith 
in the true incarnation of Christ was definitively abandoned with 
the HetlOticon and the assumption of communion with its defenders 
and the opponents of Chalcedon in general. 287 The great omission 
between 482 and 518 was this: the common basis, which was actually 
present, was not taken advantage of, nor was it discussed thoroughly 
by both sides. This accusation is indeed easy to make; but our exper­
iences with ecumenical discussions today should temper the demands 
we make on that period. For with the question of truth were combined 
extremely difficult topics which likewise had to be discussed 
thoroughly. (In many ways these are under discussion even today). 
These were: (I) the suitability of the system of the imperial Church 
as a whole, a system from which the Popes attempted to escape 
on various occasions without remaining consistent in their attitude; 

2M4 See A. Schiinmetzer, Zeittafel, Clla/kedon II, 960, nr. 307-309: CA nr. 126-130, pp. 540-552; 
C. Capizzi. 3rt. cit .. 40-43 with a slimmary oftne event. 

285 Anastasim imp., ep. lid HomriJdnm: CA nr. 138. pp. 564-565. The last sentence reads: 'iniuriayi 
enim er IIdllUI/IIY; slrsrillerl! possrmllls, rubeTi II()II pOSSl/I/IIIS'. 

2M6 Cf. Libel' POnlificalis: Mommscn 126--128; e lw/kerloll D, 83 and r 37. 
287 That this conviction on the Roman side was sincere cunnOr be doubted. We have emphasised 

sufficiently that this view was too narrow and too black and white. 
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(2) the question of the authority of such a great CounciJ as Cha1cedon 
was-if one retreated behind such a great event or kept silent about 
its results, its linguistic prescri ptions and its reception by the great 
majority of the bishops, as Emperor Anastasius wished to achieve 
through having everybody bind himself by oath to the Hellotieon, 
then the logical consequence of this was to put the Church's autonomy 
and its understanding of itself in question. Sooner or later the advance 
to a new level of theological reflection would perforce have to be 
made. In the foUowing chapters the necessity of this advance will 
be shown by the fact that it was precisely within the traditionalist 
group which maintained the mia pllysis theology that schisms contin­
ued to emerge, whereas the development within Chalcedonian theo­
logy was relatively continuous. 

In short, the Henotieon showed itself to be the wrong way to unity 
The return to Cha1cedon after the death of the Emperor permitted 
a broader attempt to be made. This was rendered all the more possible 
since the anti-Chalcedonian position around srB had already been 
so explicated by its major authors that the central differences could 
be expressed openly without being camouflaged. In this perspective 
we can already look ahead to the discussion which dominated the 
seventh century, ending with the Council of Constantinople 
(680-<58 1). 



CHAPTER FIVE 

'A PERFECT FEAST FOR THE CHURCH' 
THE CHALCEDONIAN RESTORATION UNDER 

EMPEROR JUSTIN I (518-527) AND IN THE FIRST 
YEARS OF THE REIGN OF EMPEROR JUSTINIAN I 

(527-565) 

DURING the night 8/9 July 518, Emperor Anastasius I died. On the 
same day, 9 July, the commander of the exc£lbitores, i.e. the palace 
guards, Justin, from Berediana in Dardania (East Illyria), was 'unex­
pectedly' elected emperor. 1 The decision in his favour was supported 
by the senate, the army, the demes and also by the Church. He 
was crowned immediately in the hippodrome by Patriarch John II. 
Even the circus parties, the Greens and the Blues, agreed on him. 
As an Illyrian with Latin as his mother tongu.e he, as well as his 
wife, the new Empress Euphemia, possessed certain qualifications 
that were favourable for ties with West Rome;2 but, as Emperor 
Anastasius had shown, such qualifications did not automatically pro­
duce results. 

(A) THE UNQUALIFIED PROFESSION OF THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON 

The new Emperor quickly championed the cause of Chalcedon. 
One must presume that even before his elevation to the throne he 
was a supporter of the COWlcil. The change of rule revealed how 
strong the Chalcedonian party was in the imperial city, this partly 
as a result of the influence of Vitalian, but more because of that of 
the monks, particu.larly the Acoimetoi.3 

1 Set': Ev;lgrius. HE IV, 1-4: .Bidez-Pnrmcntier '53-ISS; on this P. Allen, EllIIgrlus Sc/Jo/aslici/s 
the C/JIIl'dl Hislorlnll (Lou vain 1981) 171-175. Evngrius names me candidates for the throne ITom 
the side of the clientele of Anost~sius. Theocritus, dle favourite of the powerful Amllntius, was 
selected. He could not get a chance (<if. Evngrius IV 1). On the fol lowing: A. A. Vasiliev, Jllstlll 
the First (Gmbridgc/Mass. 1950) 68-8~: ibid. 9-42 the sources for Justin's religious policy. E. Stein­
J. R. Pabnquc, Histoire JIll &s-Empire n (P.u:is-Dnixelles-A I~\Stcrdam 1949) ~19-273; R. Haacke, 
'Die kaiseclichc Polirik in den Ausein.1ndersetzllngen urn Chalk«lon (451-553)', Clullkcdoll II 
141- 152; F. Hofinann. 'Ocr K.1mpf dO( l'lipste urn Konzil and Dogma von Chalkedoll von Leo 
d. Gr. bis llormi~da5 (451-519)', ihid . 84-94. 

2 Cr. Zacharias Rh. CO.I1t. HE VIII I : CSCO 88 (V) 42: sell /ell/lnw }il/orum Romae fln~lIdflav;r, 
S)llIodlllll ('[ Tomllm LeOllis proc/amdr/ ;mper;osc iUJ$i/. Hamilton-Brooks 190: 'he shared the opinions 
orthe inh~biml[s orRome .. . ' . 

3 Cf. H. Bacht, 'Vie Rolle des orientalischen Monchtums .. .', Chalkedon II (193-314), 
269-271.289; J. Pargoire, 'Acemetes', DACL I (1924) 318-321. Important is F. Halkin. 'La vie 
ancienne de saint Marcell'Acemete', AnBoll86 (1968) 271-321; see in particular the introduction. 
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I. VOX populi-Vox Det 
When the liturgy was celebrated in the old Hagia Sophia on 15 

July, the first Sunday after the coronation of the Emperor, spon­
taneous demonstrations showed that it was above all the people who 
pressed for swift action with regard to the policy concerning the 
Council. Patriarch John II (518-520), just elected under Anastasius I 
and devoted to him, was to be the first to experience this, Under 
pressure from the faithful who had no intentions of stopping their 
acclamations, he had to make himself the instrument for carrying 
the change in religious policy. The suggestive mysticism of the 
ekboeseis, the acclamations, had its great hour. We have a detailed 
report of an ear- and eye-witness for the days of 15 and 16 July 
518.4 According to this report the people were unyielding in making 
the following demands: (1) proclamation of the 'holy Synod' ofChal­
cedon; (2) banishment of Severus of Antioch, who was more than 
once depicted as a 'Manichaean' (i.e. as one who denied the reality 
of the incarnation), although this in no way corresponded to the 
truth; (3) recognition of the title Theotokos for Mary, a title. however, 
which was no longer a matter of controversy, John liS had to ascend 
the ambo in order to pacify the applauding throng which kept the 
doors of the church closed and were prepared to hold out to the 
end. He professed orthodoxy, which he cleverly described as accep­
tance of the first four Synods from 325 to 451, so that he was spared 
from having to profess the Fourth Council on its own, something 
which no doubt would have been even more difficult for him. Above 
all he placed Nicaea with the creed of the 3 I 8 Fathers in the forefront, 6 

this being regarded as a special proof of orthodoxy. For all that he 
also acknowledged Chalcedon as a 'synod that cannot be abandoned'. 7 

Furthermore he emphasised that he wanted to hold fast to the tradi­
tions of the Fathers, which he had already done before 'with the 

4 See the Col/celio SnbbailicQ; Schwartz, ACO III. nr. 1.7, pp. 7'-'74; on the origin of the CS, 
ibid. Vill-Xl; a Cull translation of or. 27 in Vasiliev. jlls/ill Ihe First, 136-141. These acdam:l[ions 
were noted down (and counted) and were to be submitted to the Emperor; cf. ACO m. 76. 
2.-3 . Considerable attention was also paid to these by the Synod of 20 July in its report to Patriarch 
John It: ACO Ill. nr. 1.5. p. 61.. 27-28; 63. '7-8.I1.-1S (where reference was made to the sustained 
shouts from the 'people with wives nnd family', the dignitaries. tbe army and the monks); in addition 
p. 63, 33-34; 64, II; the monks for their part made reference to them in their libel/us to tile syl/or/os 
etldc/lfousa, ibid., or. 2~, p. 67. 38-40. 

5 On JOhl1 ll. the Cappadocian (S'9-S20) , see Regl'Stl'S 112. or. 206-1.,6. When Victor ofTunnuna 
reports ad a. 517 (Hansen. 11teorloros Atll1gl/ostvs 76. p. 151 ; Regestcs nr. 2(6) that John. in accord 
with the will of Emperor Anastasius. had to curse the Council of Chalcedon. then this does not 
correspond to the rcal procedure of tbe Emperor. Indeed at the consecration of the Patriarch on 
17 April S 18 tile people had demanded the condemnation of Sever us and the restoration of orthodoxy. 
Cf. Tbcopban., ell rOil . A.M. 6010; De .Boor t. p. 164. "3. Thus the ground had already been laid 
for the events of, sand 16 July S 18. 

6 Cf. ACO III. nr. 27, p. 73, 9-14-
7 Ibid .• p. 75, 11-29. 
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hope of uniting the separated Churches'. We must assume that this 
was a sincere motive for the Patriarch, as well as for Emperor Anasta­
sius L After the Emperor's policy with regard to the Henoticol1 had 
foundered, John II could combine his hope for the union of the 
Churches only with a reaffirmation of Chalcedon. The people had 
their own conception of how this should happen. In prolonged shouts 
they demanded the special proclamation of the Fourth COlIDCil in 
the setting of 'a synaxis of the Synod of Chalcedon" thus a liturgical 
celebration, which was to take place on the following day, 16July.B 
This was the important step that introduced a feast of Chalcedon , 
which became a permanent institution in the ecclesiastical calendar 
of the Church of Constantinople. 9 

II. Thefeast ofChalcedon 
On Monday, 18July 518, this Chalcedonian synaxis was celebrated 

in Hagia Sophia. 1o As soon as the Patriarch entered, the people 
demanded 'a perfect feast for the Church',tt By this was meant 
nothing other than a total settlement of the post-Chalcedonian crisis 
with its problems of faith and of persons. In any case the whole 
matter was to be dealt with. In the course of the three days, IS, 
16 and 20 July, this became all the clearer. As the setting of the 
liturgical celebration on 16 July showed, the Chalcedonian theme 
was to be broached first of all in the reading out of the diptychs. 
In accord with the demand of the people the following would have 
to be named in these: (I) the 'four Synods' (this already represented 
an extension of the acclamation of the previous day. Apparently the 
proposal of their Patriarch that the Fourth Council be named together 
with the first three had appealed to the acclaimers);12 (2) the names 
of the deposed Patriarchs Euphemius and Macedonius, as well as . 
that of Pope Leo I of Rome. Through the binding together of both 
forms, the naming of synods and persons, the confessional character 
of incorporation in the diptychs became clear. The original memoria 
of persons became a memoria of important ecclesial events which here 
signified a special statement of faith. To give outward expression 

8 Ibid., p. 73, 17-21.27-34. 
9 See S. Salaville, 'La fete du coneile de Chalcedoine dans Ie rite byzantin', Chalkedon II, 677-695, 

where the development and the content of the liturgical celebration is described in detail. Here 
we shalll'oint out only what is most importa.nt. 

10 ACO m, nr. 2.7 p. 74, 18--76. 2·S. 
11 Ibid., p. 7S. 2: n l.aCuli EOP'rily'T] E,,"II.1l(TC~. which is then f1.1rthcrdcvelopcd on pp. 74-'75. 
12 Cf. ACO Ill , nt. ~7. p. 7S. 3. A.-J. Fcstllg i ~re, Les molnel tI'Orifll f (,; Vols) (Pam 1961- 196S), 

1Il/ l, 90, n. 190, is of the opinion that there is talk of the memoria of the four Synods only because 
of a manner of speech dmt was too terse (tlUs occurring in Vita Sabae, LX: Schwam, 1 6~. 2-19: 
Festugiere, op. cit., 90, ~-I9) . [n r(':!.!i ty, 'Ies dip tyqucs SOll[ des lisles de noms de 'pCTSOIllles (vivants 
c:r morts), non de listes de cOLlcilcs' . On account or the wimcsses from Con.staJ1rinople whkh we 
have m'entiol1cd, this assertion carulO! be sustained. 
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to the rehabilitation of the patriarchs of Constantinople who had 
formerly been deposed, it was ordered that their mortal remains 
should be translated. Conversely, the leading opponents ofChalcedon 
and other 'heretics', the Nestorians and Eutychians as a whole, had 
to be condemned. If those in question were already dead, then their 
remains had to be scattered. On I6July the repudiation of Nestorius, 
the condemnation ofSeverus of Antioch and his supporters, especially 
the praepositus sacri cubiculi, Amantius, were demanded. The latter 
soon met his death, as Theocritus, who had been regarded as a 'mono­
physite' candidate for the throne after the death of Emperor Anasta­
Sius,13 had even before. Once all the wishes of the people, so far 
as these were directed to the Patriarch, had either been fulfilled on 
the spot or their fulfilment was firmly promised, the Benedictus and 
Sanctus could be sung and the liturgical celebration duly brought 
to a conclusionY Thus on 16 July SIS the feast of Chalcedon (in 
conjunction with the memoria of the three other Synods) had its pre­
miere in the Constantinopolitan liturgy.1s In this feast the Byzantine 
liturgical reception of the decisive Synods of the early Church was 
expressed in impressive fashion. The Churches of Antioch andJerusa­
lem were called upon, in letters addressed to each, to adopt this celeb­
ration (see 11/2). 

III. A synodal act 
It was natural that the new initiative received synodal reinforce­

ment, a procedure easily carried out in Constantinople thanks to the 
institution of the synodos endemousa. Without delay it met on 20 July 
5 I S to examine the decisions demanded by the people; the Patriarch, 
however, was not present. 16 Even the Chalcedonian monks of Con­
stantinople advocated the recognition of the 'four Synods' with a 
libellus. 17 The result was five synodal resolutions which were presented 
to the Patriarch:18 

(r) the assumption into the diptychs of Patriarchs Euphemius and Macedonius 
who had died in exile; (2) the same for all four Synods from Nicaea to Chalcedon; 

13 On the role of Theocritus and Amantius at the time of the change of Emperors and on their 
murder, see Zacharias Rh. cont. HE VIII I: CSCO 88 (V), 42; Hamilton-Brooks 18!)-190; Stein­
Pa.l ~n qlle. B.,s-Empire n. l23-2.24. 

ACO II, nr. 2.7, p. 76, 4-25. 
I:; Fot the further history of this celebration nnd its extension to seven synods, see S. Salaville, 

art. cit., 68r-090. T he flrst synod to b.c added (OIS mlmber five) was the Coul1~il of ConstllJ.ltinople 
(536). at which Severus of Ant ioch, Petcr of Apamen, Amhi mlls of Constantinople and the monk 
Zoaras were condemned. At rhis Synod the reports nbour the proccediJlgs of IS and 16 July Sl 8 
w ere read out. 

16 ACO III, nr. 25, pp. 62-66; Vasiliev, op. cit., 146-148. 
17 Ibid., nr. 26, pp. 67-'71; Vasiliev, op. cit., 145-146. 
18 Ibid., nr. 25, pp. 63--64. 
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{3} in addItion, the names of Leo I of Rome and Cyril of Alexandria; (4) the reinstate­
ment of all those bnnished on aCCQ'unt of their loyalty to the two Patriarchs, and 
the return of their confiscated goods; (5) the anathematisatiol1 of Sever us of Antioch. 
The last demand was pressed by the submission of a special complaint of the Chalce­
donian monks and clerics of Antioch which had been lodged with Patriard1John 
II and which contained a whole Ust of accusations. I? 

(B) A NEW ATTEMPT TO UNITE THE CHURCH ON THE BASIS OF 
CHALCEDON 

The dogged effort of Emperor Anastasius I to unite the imperial 
Church by means of his Hel'loticon policy had failed . Such a policy 
was out of the question for the supporters of Chalcedon, but also 
for the radical opponents of the Council. With the disappearance 
of this artificial basis of the Henoticon the polarisation in the Eastern 
Church b · came all the more acute. Could it be hoped at all that 
the unity of the Church could still be established on the basis of 
the Fourth Council? This goal which Emperor Justin boldly attacked 
demanded two steps: (r) the elimination of the Acacian schism 
between East and West Rome, and (2) the bridging of the much 
deeper separation between the supporters of the Council and its oppo­
nents, whose leader was still considered to be Severus. While the 
reconciliation between Pope, Emperor and Patriarch could be 
brought about quickly, the definitive division of the Eastern imperial 
Church into the Byzantine Chalcedonian Church and the old Oriental 
anti-Chalcedonian Church in Egypt and Syria began after 5 r8 with 
varying speed. Though after the Council of Ephesus (431) the radical 
Nestorians had been forced across the border of the Empire, the 
anti-Chakedonian Orientals remained inside it until they became 
swift prey for the lslamic conquerors in the seventh century. 

I. The conclusion ofpeace between East and West Rome 
On I August 518 the new Emperor informed Pope Hormisdas 

of his election in a short letter which was answered in the name 
of the 'catholic Church' in October or November the same year. 20 

The negotiations on union thus began and quickly led to success. 

19 Petitio " crieor. f liliollach . Al/lioe/1. ad Toallll . PaIr. el SYllonllln Cp .: ACO m, nr. ~4, pp. 60-62 
(subscribed by twenty-six reptescntatives of [he Chu~ch of Antioch). The main reproach was the 
raid made by Severans 011 a grou~ of pilgrims who weIe Syrian Chalcedoni:m monks. During 
this attack, which occurred in [he ncsghbollrhood of the Symeon monastery, in SyriJI Prima in autumn 
517, 350 monks were killed on the spOt. cr. E. Honigmann. Evequl!S at ollec/J€5. 60-61; tbe report 
of the survivors to Pope Hormisdas ill CA nr. 139. 5: CSEL 3S U, 566-567: on 9 February SI8. 
Pope I-Ionnisdas sent a letter of condolence to the survivors: CA nr. 140 (Latin and Greek), pp. 
S7v-S8S; ThielJ, 82.0-830. 

20 See IIIStill . Aug. HO"llIisno( ppoe.: CA nr. 141; CSEL 3S U. S86; Ihe reply of d1C Pope. ibid., 
nr. 142; CSEL 35 [I, 586-587. 
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Here we can take for granted the detailed exposition of the individual 
steps and the analysis of the corresponding exchange of letters 
between Emperor and Pope,21 as not very much of what arises from 
that pertains to christology. It will be sufficient to give prominence 
to the concluding of peace and its major document, the formula of 
Hormisdas. A brief chronology, however, may help in following the 
course of events: 

9· 7· 518 

25.3.5 19 
28_3.5 19 

24.4.5 19 
519/520 

9.7.520 

25.3.521 

Emperor Justin requests a papal delegation to resolve the schism (letters 
ofJustin. Justinian and Patriarch John II: CA nr. 143.147.146) 
Papal delegation despatched to Constantinople with many letters OW 
nt. 802-814) 
The arrival of the delegates in Constantinople (CA nr. 148-150) 
Under the influence of the Emperor, Patriarch John accepts Hormisdas' 
formula of faith. though this is editorially assumed into a letter to his 
'colleague in office' (comministrator) who was, however, acknowledged 
as the encumbent of a see which at all times was a steadfast protector 
of the catholic faith (CA nt. 159) 
On the feast of Easter Emperor Justin declares that ecclesiastical unity 
has been restored. End of the Acacian schism (484-519). The papal legates 
communicate with the Patriarch and the bishops present in Constanti­
nople, who likewise subscribe the formula of Hormisdas (CA nt. 

159. 167. 223) 
Large mail despatch to Pope Hormisdas (CA nt. 160-165) 
Through legislation of Justin the army is pledged to Chalcedon: Jacob 
Edess., Chronicon (cf. Chalkedon II, 148, n. 26) 
Return journey of the papal delegates from Constantinople with letters 
to the Pope (CA nt. 192.194-198) 
Letters of Pope Hormisdas to Emperor Justin (CA nt. 236: CSEL 35 
II. 716-722) 

From our point of view the most important act and the decisive 
document is the formula of Pope Hormisdas and its acceptance in 
the East, particularly by Patriarch John 11.22 In a positive christo­
logical sense subscription of the libellus means nothing more than 

21 See F. Hofmann, art. cit., Chalkedon II, 84-94 (from the papal side); R. Haacke, art. cit., 
ibId., '4l-T49 (from the imperia l sidl!l). 

22 See £XclI/plulli Ubclli Ioilllil>J is ~p. CQlImm!inop .: CA nr. 159: CSEL 3S II , 007-610 = DS nc, 
)63-365: CPL nr. 1684.; R'gestes ( 12, tlr. 210. The bl1Sic text of this fortrtuln o.fHorl1usd.a,s is 31rclldy 
prCScllt in the IIbdlru wbich on II August S 15 he gave to his legales who wet'C: dc!Stin~d for rhe: 
planncP Council of Hcmclea, cr. CA nr. '116b: CSEL 35 II , 520-522. See dle excerpt in Ch. IV, 
11 . ~7:1. The bish.0.l,ls of the Synod wc-re [Q subscribe it . Th~ Synod. howcv~r. did not toke pl"ce. 
In the winter StS/ S 16 the legnues returned to Rome: with the letter of En~pcror All a&t3~iLl5 : CA 
nr. I~S : CSEL 3S U, 537'-$40. The other cxemp l ~f~ of the: IIb~1I115 nrC lis teci by Gtlcllther in CSEL 
35 ll , Appendix IV , p. 800. Apnrt from CA nr. 159, tbe impartllnt ooc!S Arc: (I) the exemplar 
which Justinian subscribed fo r Pope A~lIpctus On 1.6 March 536 = An I'. 89: CSEL 35 I, 338--340. 
In contra.t to CA m . 159 there is in ~3 (p . H9) of this nn lddition which includes the main text 
of the definition of 451 in the libel/us. (2) The exemplar which Patriarch Menas gave to Agapetus: 
CA nr. 90: CSEL 35 I, 340-342, with the same addition in §3. On the transmission of the text, 
see E. Caspar, Papsttum II, 764-765; W. (=R.) Haacke, Die Glaubensformel des Papstes Hormisdas 
im Acacianischen Scllisma = AnGreg 20 (Roma 1939); for a critique of this see H. Koch, ThLZ 65 
(1940) 256-260. 
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acceptance of the definition of 451 and 'all the letters' of Pope Leo 
[,23 No attempt is undertaken to give a concentrated exposit jon of 
the Chalcedonian defInition which l1ad been in dispute since 451, 
although this might have seemed called for after the Ilumerous mis­
understandings and violent controversies. In lieu of it there are 
anathemas directed against the most important opponents ofChalce­
don. or of Ephesus in the past: Nestorll1S, Eutyches, Dioscorus, 
Timothy Aelurus, Peter Mongus, Acacius of Constantinople, Peter 
the Fuller (CA nr. 159 §3-4). Such a listing of names mllst give 
food for thought. Severus of Antioch is not named in this list. nor 
even in the exemplars of the formula which were subscribed on r6 
Marcl1536 (CA nr. 89 and 90), although at th Synod of Constantino­
pIe from 2 May to 4 June 535 anathemas were pronounced against 
Severtls as well as against Patriarch Anthimus of Constantinople. 24 

Pope Hormisdas looked beyond Constantinople towards the whole 
East. In numerous letters which continued to go to the Imperial 
City. to Justin Justinian, Patriarch~ohn II and others,25 or in instruc­
tions for his delegates to the East, (, the mandate was givel1 to look 
after th Churches of Antioch and Alexandria in order to lead them 
back to the Chalcedonian confession or to confIrm them in it. For 
the Patriarch of Constantinople what was most difficult was to 
renounce his dead predecessors in ffice and to strike their names 
from the diptychs. The work ofunioll was here brought to an unne­
cessary crisis. Time and again Pope Hormjsdas returned to this point 
and was intransigent. His main reason for this was already expressed 
inJanuary 519 in a letter to PatriarchJohn 11:27 'To receive the Council 
of Cha1cedon and still to continue to defend the name of Acacius, 
that is to maintain things that are irLeconcilable' . But what is not 
understandable at all is that fInally the removal of the names of the 
Patriarchs Euphemius and Macedonius and of a series of other bishops 
in the East was demanded as welL On 9 September 520 Emperor 
Justin complained rightfully and powerfully about the severity of 
the papal letter regarding the diptychs, because ou this question one 
of the Pope's predecessors. Pope Anastasius (496-498), had been 

:!3 CA nr. 159: CSBL 35 11. 6, p. 609: /illite probamll$ rl ampledill/I/r ep/sraills OllllltS bMtl Lel!fI/s 
PII~M "rbis ROlllne, 1"lIs cOl/scrlpsil de fl'Clajidr. 

4 See ACO Ill, Coli . Sab., nr. S. pp. 178-IBlI. The creed which Emperor Justinian subscrihed 
and presenled ttl Pope Agapetus: CA nr. 91. §§8-ll, from 18 March 536. makes no reference to 
Sevcrt,ls{CSEL 35 1,344-34,7). 

2S Ct. )Wor. 819-81.1. 
2.6 Cf.JW nr. Sn84J.84:l. 
7J Sec HormisdaJ ppa. cp. 47. 2. OW nr. 803). January 519: Thiel I. 837: CA nr. 145: csa 3S 

n. 589-591. The sentellce cited: p. 590. §4. It is remarkable whal a p~obJcl11 of conscience Honnisdas 
makes OUl or the as umprion of lOll1l1l1m'i~ : ibid .• p. 590. §7: .. . IIbdlulII . . . $llbscriJlIUIII ad IIOS diri,qf, 
ut sille cOlISciefllial!Jorlllldille Jllllim COfllllll,wj·Otl6111. siruJ oralllllS. 'Illberepossllll/ls. Cf. in additionJW 804-808. 
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much milder in his action,2M demanding only the removal of the name 
of Acacius. 

There is no doubt that the real agitator in the diptychs question 
was the Alexandrian deacon, Dioscorus. In the middle or at the 
end ofJanuary 519 he was assigned as w10fficial adviser and interpreter 
to the papal delegation to the East, which consisted of the bishops 
Germanus and John, the priest Blalldus and the deacon Felix. He 
gained more and more influence over the delegation. On 22 April 
519 he sent to Pope Hormisdas a suggestio ofhis own29 which reached 
Rome on r9 June 519. In this it is reported that after peace had 
been concluded in the capital, even apart from Acacius, the names 
of the patriarchs between 489 and 5IB in general (thus Fravitta, Euphe­
mius, Macedonius and Timothy) and the names of the Emperors 
Zeno and Anastasius were removed from the diptychs, no doubt 
under pressure from the papal delegate~. 30 The Church of Constanti­
nople had coped with this. Thus the unity between East and West 
was established for nearly half a millenium. 

The same severity which Hormisdas and his deaconDioscorus had 
applied to the relationship between the sedes Romana and the sedes 
Constantinopolitarla ought to be extended, according to the said sugges­
tio, to the question of communio between Constantinople and the 
Eastern patriarchates and episcopal sees. Rome ought to stipulate 
precise conditions for this. Such a procedure had to endanger the 
work of union, particularly if the question of the diptychs was pressed 
without any consideration of differences. 31 It was only under 
Patriarch Epiphanius (520-535), the successor of Patriarch John 11, 
that Pope Hortnisdas, while still emphasising his libellus, condes­
cended to concede to the Church of Constantinople greater freedom 
of choice in granting or refusing communio.32 The exhortations of 
Justin which we mentioned thus had some effect. 

After the Henoticon had ceased to be a possible basis for communio 
between Constantinople and Alexandria, for which purpose it had 
been devised in the fust place, the supporters and opponents of the 

28 See justin. Aug., ep . ad Hormisdam: CA nr. 232; CSEL 35 II. 701-703 (9 September 520). The 
Emperor did not insist on retaining the names of Acacius, Peter Mongus, Peter the Fuller, Dioscorus 
and Timothy Aelurus. He asked the Pope: 'Is it better for the sake of small things [= the diptychs] 
that such large numbers of Christians be completely cut off from us. or through concessions and 
an overlooking of small things that that which is greater and must be absolutely attained be corrected?' 
(loc. cit. §4, p. 702). 

29 Sugge.!!io Dio5cori diae. per pumOl/t lll SIIbdiac.: CA nr. 167; CSEL 3 S II, 618~2J. 
30 See ibid., §! I, p. 620. 
31 On this action regarding the djprychs Dioscorus says: el "011 sol"III I,oc III ipsa sola fccleria. (Il 

qlm episcop/ls "",,,el. verum Cliatll per Oll/II /:S t(c/usias CUlll grandi dillgellri4 dec /It/illlore sIIggerilllll$ Jilisse 
Jacilim (p. 6;!O, § I r). 

J2 Cf. Honllisdus pPIl, ep. lid EpipllalJ. COIIStallt., 26 March 521: JW 8.61; CA ur. 237; CSEL 3S 
11,726-728 , §§S-7· 
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Council of Chalcedon were again facing each other in the open on 
the decisive point at issue: one nature or two natures in Christ. With 
regard to the Henoticon the West had remained aloof, since for it 
the document did not exist or it was simply placed on a par with 
'monophysitism'. Was there then for the future no possibility of 
bringing about the unity of the separated groups? in the view of 
the imperial Church the method which offered itself immediately 
was that pursued. at least partially, by Emperor Marcian after Chalce­
don. This was to force the 'dissidents' to obey and so prevent division 
by employing imperial power in combination with the threat or 
imposition of ecclesiastical anathematisation, in accord with the Con­
stantinian principle of unity. Was it not bound to be fact that what 
could serve as the proper and only way to restore unity and communio 
was the theological elaboration of the differences in the various tradi­
tions? Was this possibility seen at all in the first phase of the Chalce­
donian restoration under EmperorJustin and Pope Hormisdas? 

II. The limits of the imperial-papal restoration under Justin I 
I. The ac ent of the imperial-papal work for unity lay on authorita­

tive decrees and measures which were intended to bring about acceptance 
of the Fourth Council or the exclusion of those who refused. Insofar 
as only East Rome and West Rome were directly concerned, this 
was not so repressive, as in Constantinople too the majority of the 
people and the monks remained loyal to ChalcedoD and of their own 
accord desired the conclusion of peace between Emperor and Pope. 
The situation was different for the patriarchates of Antioch and Alex­
andria. In these there existed strong majorities against Cha1cedon 
and for the old Alexandrian tradition in the sense of Cyril. It was 
in these that the number and severity of the interventions by the 
imperial Church rapidly increased. This negative process, however. 
was not supported solely by the Emperor and the Pope, but by various 
other forces. 

If on 15 July 518 the people of Constantinople had demanded 
a 'perfect feast for the Church', what was explicitly meant by this 
was the instrument of the anathema against the opponents ofChalce­
don. Severus in particular was in their sights. In this regard Dio­
scorus. the Alexandrian deacon whom we have mentioned already, 
became prominent. At the end of his suggestio to Pope Hormisdas 
he insinuated to him that in letters to Patriarch John IT he demand 
the condemnation ofSeverus and all those whom thePope had named 
in his letter to the monks John and Sergius in Syria Secunda.33 It 

33 See the Suggestio Dioscori cliac. §17: CA nr. 167; CSEL 35 II, 621. For the letter to the Syrian 
monks see CA nr. 140, 10 February 518, §15; CSEL 3511,580-582. Here the persons to be condemned 
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was not without reason that Pope Hormisdas attempted to put this 
Alexandrian deacon in the place of the anti-Chalcedonian Patriarch 
Timothy of Alexandria (517- 535). 34 Egypt, of course, could dodge 
imperial influence to a great extent. For the next fifty years it would 
become the centre of the resistance against Chalcedon. Severus could 
fiee there and immediately be regarded as the great saint and real 
patriarch of the Coptic Church. During his lifetime no encumbent 
of the see of St Mark, whether Melkite or anti-Chalcedonian, could 
compete with him. Nevertheless even while Justin was Emperor there 
arose there amongst the opponents of Chalcedon themselves that 
schism which damaged the authority of Severus for the rest of his 
years, although it could not impair his posthumous fame in the same 
way.35 This was the profound conflict between Severus and Julian 
of Halicarnassus who, like the deposed Patriarch of Antioch, had 
also fled to Egypt and had found refuge in the monastery of En nat on. 

The method of solving crises through anathemas increasingly 
necessitated the employment of civil power. Vitalian's action after 
April 519 is the worst instance of this trend; he, however, met his 
death at the end of July 520 at the instigation of Justinian. the nephew 
of Justin 1.36 In his way the Antiochene Patriarch Paul II (519-521) 
also participated in the violent proceedings. After two years, how­
ever, he had to resign on account of his bad personal life. Numerous 
episcopal sees were occupied afresh. In the patriarchate of Antioch 
roughly forty bishops had to surrender their office because they 
wanted to t·emain loyal to Severus. 'Particularly affected were the 
two Eastern provinces, Euphratensis and Osrhoene. More than half 
of the bishops in Euphratensis and more than three-quarters in 
Osrhoene lost their sees'Y In 519 feU the second strongest pillar 
of the anti-Chalcedonian Syrian Church after Severus-Philoxenus 
ofMabbog. He died in December 523 in Philippopolis, the metropolis 
of Thrace. 

we.rc named 3S: (II) for Alexandria: Dioscorus, Timothy Ac:lurus, Peter Mongus; (b) for Ccnstan­
lil1opJe: Acacius with supporters; (e) for Antioch: Perer the Fuller, Severus. Philoxenus of Mabbog, 
Cynls ofEdessa, Peter of Ap~mea . 

.1'1 See Hormhda ppil . Dioscoro dille. , 3 December 519: CA or. 175 §§2/3; CSEL 35 II, 631-632. 
TIle Pope had already informed the dcacon chat he would write to Emperor Justin: 11/ It AlrxlllldrllU1I71 
tplseoplI/IJ debea/ ordllltJre. illstlllll ~st milll, ut ta dOClrllUi vel lIIoderaliollt /Ita corrigalUr ecclesla, III qlla 
prtleclpllt db Istis dttalis lUae prllldpiiJ mill/astl (2). On the other hand Emperor Justin wanted to make 
Dioscorlls the patriarch of Antioch; Hormisda,s considered chis [0 be false planning. 

3. Cf. W. E. Crum, 'S~vere d'Antioche en Egypte', ROC 23 (1922/23) 92-104;"]. Maspero, His/olre 
drs Patr/nrc/lts d'Alr:.·alldr/e (pads '923) 65-101, especially 86-88: A. GuillaumOllt, 'Histoire du site 
des Kellin ... ', F. Daumas- A. Guillaumollr, Ktllla 1. KOJll219 (Le Caire 191'19) 10-11. 

36 cr. E. Stcin-J. R. Palanque, Bas·Empire 11, 230-233. 
37 See J. Speigl. 'D35 Rdigionsgespriich mit den severianischcn 'Bischof en in Konstanrlnopcl tm 

Jahre 532', AHC 16 (1984) 21'14-285. 264, SpeigJ refers to the important article of S. Brock. 'The 
conversations with the Syrian Orthodox under Justinian (532)'. OCP 47 (lg8.) 8?-ul. We shall 
hQVC occasion to return to this article in 11/ z. 
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The bishops who had fled or been banished retained, however, 
a power which. was capable of deprivingJustin's restoration program 
ofits results, despite ten years' efforts. Those who had been deposed 
ordained new clerics for the area which they h.ad left and thus began 
to build a new hierarchy. They were supported by numerous monks 
who had been rou ed to passionate opposition against the new policy 
of the Church; the severity of Paul II of Antioch had been the cause 
of this. Even under the more mild Patriarch Euphrasius of Antioch 
(521-526) they offered dogged resistance. As a result of this they 
had to get out of the way into the desert, where they founded new 
coenobia. 

The time for a new policy had come. However, when Emperor 
Justin's nephew, Justinian, was named as co-emperor on 1 April 527, 
recourse was had once again to the policy of coercion. Patriarch 
Ephraem (527-545), who had been installed in Antioch in the same 
year, also joined in this policy. But in 53 I Justinian relaxed the perse­
cution of the anti-Chalcedonians and rescinded certain laws. Those 
who had been banished could return. Numerous bishops proceeded 
to Constantinople under the protection of Empress Theodora, 
Emperor Justinian's wife, who was of anti-Chalcedonian mind. On 
the Persian border Justinian himself came into contact with bishops 
in exile and discovered that the way which could lead to the goal 
of unity was not that of expulsion, but rather of discussion. It was 
obviously from this experience that there emerged the proposal for 
the religious conference of 532 in Constantinople. 'The Emperor himself 
had sufficient open-mindedness for such talks, and he had his special 
reasons for them in the ineffectiveness of the previous policy and 
in the stabilisation which the region (the probJem provinces on the 
Persian border and the patriarchate of Antioch) needed'.38 Thus a 
commissio mixta was formed in which, following the idea of the 
Emperor, both sides were to be represented equally, each by six 
bishops who were selected in accord with a cleverly devised scheme. 
We shall be content here merely to register the fact of this religious 
conference, as we still have to evaluate it in detail (in II/2). By 
way of restriction we must say even now that Justinian was animated 
by only one concern, to lead the anti-Chalcedonians back into the 
unity of the imperial Church by means of the discussion of faith. 
'The talks of the two groups of bishops had not been negotiations 
between people on the same footing. Rather the Emperor brought 
the bishops who were adverse to his imperial confession into contact 
with representatives of his own side, in order to find out how the 

38 J. Speigl. art cit .• 264-265. 
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dissidents could be led back to unity'. 39 For all that a compromise 
seemed to be suggested which at this point, against the background 
of the history of discussion about the Henoticon, deserves to be 
mentioned. 

According to a Syrian report about the religious conference the Syrians had formu­
lated their own ideas on the assumption of communion, and submitted these to 
the Emperor. 'They laid down the following conditions. Those who accept the two 
natures after the union must be anathematised. The same anathema must apply to 
the letter of Leo and to everything the Council of Chalcedon did against right faith. 
And above all the libelli of the Roman Popes (Hormisdas), which all the bishops 
are to subscribe, must be suppressed as well ... After receiving the Syrian conditions, 
Justinian for his part made proposals with compromise formulas and solutions. 
They [the Syrians 1 were to anathematise Diodore, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theo­
do ret, Ibas, Nestorius and Eutyches and were to accept the Twelve Chapters of 
Cyril, while everything that had been written agaillst them was to be anathematised. 
They [the Syrians] were obliged to CO/lfoSS olle naWre oj the il/cam!!le Word oj God [my 
italics], but apart from that they were to anathematise those who speak of two 
natures after the miraculous union, whiJe they had also to anachematise those who, 
in the sense of Nestorius, divide Christ into two natures. They were to accept the 
Synod of Chalccdon, insofar as this Synod concerned the anathematisation of 
Eutyches, but they did not have to accept the definition of fa ith which had been 
made there. They were to renOllDce their anathema of Leo's Tome, and the libelli 
of the Romans were not to be annulled ... In order to save a recognition of the 
Council of Chalcedon and communion with Rome, apparently some names were 
to be condemned in a kind of exchange transaction. If we may trust the Syrian 
report even to some extent, the greatest significance of the meeting of 532 lay in 
the facnhat Emperor Justinian made compromise proposals for a solution, proposals 
which herald the beginning of the Three Chapters dispute'. 40 

Thus the way of discussion had also opened up no prospect of 
unity. Obviously the time was not yet ripe to analyse the theological 
language used by both sides in their formulas, to define the concepts 
and to contrast what was really meant with the linguistic and concep­
tual expression, so that in that way true disagreement and genuine 
agreement could be established. The situation called for the new theo­
logical and philosophical m thods which mark the beginning of the 
Byzantine scholasticism of the sixth century (see Ad Fontes, Part 
V). Emperor Justinian himself soon reverted to the employment of 
force as the way to restore unity. 

At a Synod in the Imperial City (2 MaY-4 June 536) Severus of 
Antioch and Patriarch Anthimus of Constantinople (535-536) were 
anathematised. 41 Novel 42 of Justinian42 ratified the decisions of this 

39 fbid .• 279. 
4{) Ibid . • 282- 283. 
41 Onlhe Synod of Constantinople (5J6). sec ACO 1II. Coli. Sab. nr. s. 126-IJO. 
42 An imperial ,onronation of 6 August SJ6 prohibited Patriarch Anthimlls and Patriarch SeverliS 

with bis followers from rcm~injng in Constantinople. See Stein-Palanqlle, 0p. cit., J83 with notes 
2 and 3. 
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Synod. All the leaders of the opponents of Chalcedon had to be 
expelled from the larger cities; the works of Severus, however, had 
to be destroyed. In the winter of 536/7 the persecution of the anti­
Chalcedonians came to life again in Antioch, being personally directed 
by Patriarch Ephraem. Patriarch Theodosius of Alexandria (535/6. 
+ 566], with whose story we still have to concern ourselves (11/2), 
was taken from Egypt to Dercos near Constantinople because he 
refused to accept Chalcedon. From 539, however, he could dwell 
in the capital city itself, where until his death he worked as the recog­
nised head of the anti-Chalcedonians and replaced Severus, who died 
on 2 August 538 at Xois in the Nile delta. 

Finally, in spite of all hindrance the restoration or the establishment 
of the anti-Chalcedonian hierarchy could take place, this occurring 
particularly through Bishop John of Hephaistopolis, who from the 
end of 536 stayed in Constantinople as an exile. On secret journeys 
into the East, even to Egypt, he could ordain bishops and priests. 
On an even larger scale this was done by Jacob Baradaeus-under 
the protection of Empress Theodora-, and by Theodore of Arabia. 
As wandering bishops they created a new 'monophysite' clergy, and 
from 542 decisively promoted the consolidation of the 'old Oriental' 
confession. 43 The employment of force adopted by the imperial 
Church thus did not attain its goal. 

This can suffice as a survey of the outward course of the Chalce­
doni an restoration under Emperor Justin and Pope Hormisdas. It 
will be our task (in 11/2) to pursue in all its details the theological 
unfolding of christology in the whole Church without, however, 
being able to separate this from an account of events as a whole, 
the centre of which will be the Council of Constantinople (553). 
It can also be shown that it was precisely Chalcedon which was 
an effective source of theological ideas. 

2. Still let us attempt, on the basis of the documents of Pope 
Hormisdas, to settle the question, whether and to what extent the 
theological side of the Chalcedonian restoration and reconciliation was 
seen or promoted. The starting-point of the division concerning Chal­
cedon was the disparity between the Alexandrian Cyrillian tradition 
with its linguistic and conceptual tools and the Antiochene-Constanti­
nopolitan christology with its world of ideas. Time after time we 
were forced to the conclusion that ecclesiastical authority and the 
theologians lacked the insight or the ability to look sufficiently behind 
language and formulas and to judge from that vantage point whether 
there was mutual disagreement or consensus. In hIS Laetentur letter 

43 C£ A. van Roey, 'Les debuts de I'Eglise jacobite', Chalkedon II, 339-360, and the further 
. exposition in 11/].. 



A PERFECT FEAST FOR THE CHURCH 331 

and at the Union of 433 Cyril had, of course, already pointed in 
this direction. In this respect we could also name some bishops who 
expressed themselves in the so-called Codex encyclius of Emperor Leo I. 
And there were some Africans, whom we still have to encounter 
(II/2) , who had an eye for seeing how far the tag 'Eutychian' or 
'Manichaean' applied to the opponents of Chalcedon as a whole. 
Most of all one should expect such a talent for discrimination to 
be present where ecclesiastical authority was to be employed, as in 
the work of reunion in the years after 518. Of course in authoritative 
documents, such as the formula ofPope Hormisdas, theological expo­
sitions are not to be expected. But the more decisively subscription 
to theSe is demanded, so much the more must consideration be given 

. to a person's state of conscience. This is true particularly in the case 
of the bis ops of the East with another tradition. Certainly the inten­
tion that Hormisdas had with his demands can be reduced in its 
christological statement to a global content, that really could and 
had to be presupposed as common: i.e. the truth and reality of the 
incarnation of God in Christ. On the other hand, in Constantinople 
and Egypt there were not lacking strong groups of extremists around 
Eutyches, whose members were not the like of DioscorLls, Timothy 
Aelurus and Severus, but rather were combatted by all the anti-Chal­
cedonian patriarchs of Alexandria themselves. Apart from Nestorius, 
Pope Hormisdas proscribed one name only from which all distanced 
themselves in the same way, viz. Eutyches. Nevertheless in his 
formula Hormisdas put on the same level with him: Dioscorus, 
Timothy Adurus, Peter Mongus (all from Alexandria), Peter the 
Fuller of Antioch, and finally Acacius of Constantinople. it will be 
shown (II/2) that these were decided opponents of Eutyches, not 
his friends. Yet with his macroscopic assessment of the anti-Chalce­
donian movement Pope Hormisdas was not alone. The people and 
monks of Constantinople and all the Chalcedonians amongst the 
patriarchs and clergy as well could not distinguish between Dioscorus 
and Manes, between Dioscorus and Eutyches. Only the catch-phrase 
mia physis was heard, and by this was understood without further 
ado the denial of the truth of the incarnation. 

But if Hounisdas sought and expected with his formula the win­
ning back of the Alexandrian Church and its partisans, then the 
demand of the hour would have had to have been to clarify the differ­
ences in language between Chalcedon and Cyril and to make apparent 
the common faith behind them . . At the least the knowledge of the 
differences and the willingness to speak about these would have had 
to come to light. Unfortunately Patriarch Acacius as well had not 
known how to enlighten West Rome about the true circumstances 
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in Alexandria and Antioch. For this he had to incur the Pope's severe 
judgement contained in his formula: 

itemque ... condemnamus ... et anathematizamus Acacium Constantinopolita­
num quondam episcopum ab Apostolica Sede damnatum, eorum [Eutyches etc.] 
complicem atque sequacem, vel qui in eorum communionis societate permanserint; 
quia ]Acacius] quorum se communioni miscuit, ipsorum similem meruit in damna­
tione sententiam. This final sentence is formulated more generally in the text which 
Emperor Justinian gave to Pope Agapetus: quorum enim quis communionem 
amplectitur, eorum et similem sententiam in condemnatione consequitur. ('likewise 
we condemn and anathematise Acacius, the former bishop of Constantinople, who 
had been condemned by the Apostolic See, as their [Eutyches etc.] accomplice and 
follower and also those who have remained in communion with them; because 
[Acacius] joined himself to their communion he has deserved the same judgement 
of condemnation as theirs'). Expressed more generally: ('For whoever embraces 
communion with them, shares as a consequence their sentence of condemnation'). 44 

Certainly there is much truth in that statement, if it is kept in 
general terms. In concreto all of those who were accused in this way 
were opponents of Eutyches and advocates of unqualified belief in 
the truth of the incarnation. Of course the opponents of Chalcedon 
also did not use kid gloves when they made their reproaches, which 
mainly concerned the question of the unity in Christ. The Pope rightly 
defended the Council of Chalcedon and Pope Leo I against the 
reproach of Nestorianism, thus of propounding two persons and 
ofintroducing a 'fourth person' into the Trinity. 

On 26 March 521 he wrote in a letter to Patriarch Epiphanius in this way: unam 
enim patris profitemur esse personam, unam filii dei cum assumpta carne ('we profess 
that there is one person of the Father, one [person] of the Son of God with the 
assumed flesh').45 Thus a fourth person in the Trinity is excluded. In a letter to 
Emperor Justin, 26 March 521: idem enim deus et homo, non, ut ab infidelibus 
dicitur, sub quartae introductione personae sed ipse deifilius deus et homo, idem virtus 
et infirmitas, humilitas et maiestas, redimens et venditus, in cruce positus et caeli 
regna largitus, ita nostrae infirmitatis ut possit interimi, ita ingenitae potentiae ne 
possit morte consumi.. ('For the same is God and man, not, as is taught by unbe­
lievers, by the introduction of a fourth person [into the Trinity], but the Son of 
God himselfis God and man, the same is power and weakness, humility and majesty, 
redeeming and sold, placed on the cross and bestowing the kingdom [on the good 
thief], so sharing our weakness that he could be slain, so possessing un created power 
that he could not be destroyed by death').46 He could rightly recommend Chalcedon 
and the letters of Leo to the priests, deacons and archimandrites of Syria Secunda 
with the words: in his vexillum fidei, in his propugnacula veritatis, in his Christus 
agnoscitur, in his redemptionis nostrae spes et causa servatur ('In these is the standard 
of faith, in these the bulwarks of truth, in these Christ is acknowledged, in these 
the hope and cause of our redemption is preserved').47 

44 Libel/us fidei Hormisdae ppae, cited here following DS nr. 364. Also CA nr. 89, 5; CSEL 35 

I'Mo. 
Hormisda Epiphallio eppo CO/lsr.: CA IJr. Z37, 10; CSEL 35 II, 730. 

46 Hormisda Iustino nllg.: CA m:. Z36. 1Z; CSEL 35 11,720. 
47 Hormisda Presbyt., DiacoJl. el Arc/11m. Syr. secund.: CA nr. 140, 1Z; CSEL 35 11,578. 
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Thus Chalcedon is once again fundamentally established in its rights 
in the imperial Church. The phase of the Henoticon is definitively 
over. Unfortunately only the schism between East Rome and West 
Rome has been removed; the cleavage, however, between the sup­
porters of the pre-Chalcedonian, Cyrillian, Alexandrian tradition and 
those who profess the Council of Chalcedon has not been eliminated. 
The representatives of the two traditions in what was substantially 
the one faith in the incarnation of God in Christ had already become 
so estranged that they could discover in each other only what was 
opposed, no longer what they had in common. 

(C) A FINAL 'ECUMENICAL' REfLECTION 

At the end of this investigation of the history of faith during the 
first epoch after Chalcedon a fundame~tal 'ecumenical' meditation 
suggests itself. In view of the squabbling about formulas and dip­
tychs, which is at least in part unintelligible, and the joy of anathema­
tising those who thought differently, the aversion to ecclesiastical 
definitions of doctrine, which today is so widespread, will easily 
result in the question: Why did the Church not venture the way 
of the Henoticon and dispense with formulas of faith which experience 
had taught had not been assimilated, and for that reason gave rise 
to divisions? The following reasons could point to this line of argu­
ment. 

I. Reasons for an agreement which dispenses with difficult formulas 
1. A spontaneous observation and declaration after the Council ofChalce­

don by bishops conscious of their responsibility. In the so-called Codex 
encyclius of Emperor Leo I we found an important testimonial of 
Bishop Epiphanius of Perge (CE 31) (above Ch. III). From this 
it emerges first of all that the Council of 451 was not popular among 
the simple clergy and the people, at least in the 'province'. It had 
made too high demands on the mind. Its formulations sounded too 
erudite, and for that reason did not seem suitable for the 'kerygma', 
for preaching. The bishop is to the point when he comments that 
Chalcedon signifies a new type of council, which could not be 
employed pastorally in the same way as the previous councils. Nicaea 
and Constantinople had made their decision in the form of a creed 
which could be the basis for baptismal catechesis and for traditio and 
redditio symboli. The Council of Ephesus as well had referred to Nicaea 
and had produced no definition of its own. Although Chalcedon 
likewise built on Nicaea and Constantinople and had both texts read 
out twice, it created over and above these a longer text of its own 
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which it prescribed as the norm of faith. By tills measure a new 
step was taken in the history of councils which would be of great 
significance for the future, but would also become the bone of conten­
tion between opponents and supporters of the Council. This meant 
for Epipharuus that the doctrine of the 'unity of two natures or sub­
stances' could not be employ d as material for instruction or as a 
creed in baptismal catechesis, but could only render assistance in the 
repulsion of heresies, and then a help only for the bishops (c£ above 
Ch. m, with notes 74-80). Hence the Council ought indeed remain 
as it was, since its formula was well attested in tradition, but all 
the same it ought to have only a restricted function. With this thought 
Epiphanius had proposed a possjble compromise which avoided all 
the biases and dangers of the Henoticon, yet allowed some freedom 
in a person's stance with regard to the Fourth Council which could 
take a.ccount of dle pastoral situation. 

2. We have seen that in the Church of Jerusalem a certain openness 
to a compromise could maintain peace, this compromise becoming 
at the same time the model for the Henoticon. On the other hand 
this middle position made easier the return to the defInitive r cogni­
tion ofChalcedon in 518 under the influence of the great holy men, 
Sabas and Theodosius (see Palestine 11/2). Thus the Henoticon had 
a certain chance. 

3. Chalcedon itself made its statement on different levels: in the 
way of a kerygmatic emphasis of the true divinity and true humanity 
in the one Christ, and at the ~ame time the expression of this in 
language borrowed from Greek philosophy, whereby the stress could 
lie entirely on the fust. If then a cl ar confession of the mystery 
of the incarnation was possible in the first manner, why in addition 
to that should the more difficult statement be demanded as articulus 
stantis et cadentis ecclesiae? In this connexion the condition had to 
remain, that the two-natures formula of the Council would not be 
condemned as heretical and, as a consequence, the more kerygmatic 
manner of expression placed in doubt, as the radical opponents of 
Chalcedon in fact did. 

4. A further possibility for peace could be opened up ifboth tradi­
tions, the mia physis language and the two-natures formula, were 
accepted as valid, without each declaring that the other was heretical. 
But this would have to happen on the basis of an unambiguous recog­
nition of the true incarnation of God in Christ, of the one Son of 
God in true divinity and genuine humanity. Each tradition could 
serve as a check on the other. In this case a new formula, such as 
the 'Henoticon' presented, would be dispensed with, and thus new 
disagreement avoided. We have seen that Emperor Justinian made 
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a suggestion along these lines in connexion with the religious confer­
ence of 532, nevertheless without results. Such a solution, however, 
presupposes an intrinsic comprehension, matured in the course of 
dialogue, of the fundamental conceptions and the formulas of both 
sides. This situation did not exist around 532. How far the theology 
of the period was on its way to such an understanding must still 
be examined in detail. It would seem that it is only today that the 
doors for this have been opened. 48 

II. Reasons against the way of the historical Henoticon 
I . Chalcedon was historical reality, occasioned by concrete nega­

tive experiences of the mia physis chris tology experiences associated 
with the name 'Eutyches'. The situation which gave rise to the Council 
would remain acute for a long time as the history of the Churches 
of Con stan tinople, and especially Alexandria can teach us. This exper­
ience was the realisation that the mia physis formula, which itself, 
by way ofliterary forgeries, had found entry into ecclesiastical tradi­
tion through Apollinarian circles, was constantly open to grave mis­
understandings. 

2. On the basis of these negative experiences this formula had 
to be discussed and examined to see if it were able to depict the 
mystery of Christ. After the development which had taken place 
before 45 I , especially in Antioch and Constantinople, the counter­
formula of the 'one hypostasis in two natures ' was found and accepted 
as useful, as Bishop Epiphanius of Perge, whom we cited above, 
pointed out. But it must be conceded that sllch language could be 
reciprocated only by a limited number of the faithful, even in the 
Greek region. At least for these it could perform the function of 
helping them say on what level in Christ the unimpaired ~mity was 
to be expressed, and on what level the distinction between God and 
man. Christians who were more sophisticated and critical needed 
such linguistic means in order to be able to give a certain personal 
justification of their faith. 

48 See the joint repo rt of Ihe second meeting of the Joi/l/ Commissio/l oj tile Catllolic C/II/rell 0114 
IIle Coptic Orlhodo:Jr Clrurch (Cairo, :27-31 O ctober 1975) In D oklllll/!11/f IIIt1ChSE" der Ubcrcimtilllllumg • • • , 
ediled ~nd in troduced by H. Meyer. H. J. Urban. L. Vischer (Pade.rbom r98~) 538. Also the declar­
ation of the same Joilll COII!mi5Sioll on chris tology 3t its meeting.in Vienna, 26-29 August 1976. 
ibid .• S41-54~. In partim la .. 'When the. Or,I,odo:r confess tb~t our Lord 's divlniry and humani ty 
arc united ill ,," e IWllre. then they understmd by " nature" not purdy a simple nature. but rMlrtr 
Ollt sillglt compoSl'd l/alU"" in which divinity nnd humanity nrc united without division nnd without 
confusion. And when the Catlrolics confess J esus Christ as olle III f IVO IlalUmS, they do not divide 
the divinity from the hum9nity. nOl even for a single instant; they strive Tather to exclude the 
mingling, confus ion, falsifica tion or change or the One by the other ... This is Oll r f.lith in the 
mystery of the incarnation or our Lord Jesus Chrlst and in the salvific pbn (oikonomm) of our 
redemption . In this fa ith we all concur' . In view or the long struggle from 45 t to the end of 
the patristi c period. we c;:ln accord I:lls torical signit1cance to such .1 document . 
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3. As we shall see (11/2), even aprt from Eutyches, the mia physis 
formula gave rise to new grave misunderstandings, which caused 
the moderate bishops and theologians of the anti-Chalcedonian party 
a great deal of trouble as well. For the moment let us refer merely: 
to the quarrels with Julian of Halicamassus, the tritheism of John 
Philoponos and finally to monenergism and monothelitism in the 
seventh century. New synods were necessary to stave off this false 
interpretation of the picture of Christ, and in these the recourse to 
Chalcedon was quite explicit. Maximus Confessor pointed the way 
into the future. 

4. Thus for the Church Chalcedon had a mission that could not 
be surrendered. The Alexandrian picture of Christ expressed by Cyril, 
especially when it was intensified by taking over the mia physis lan­
guage, needed constant correction. For this picture of Christ was 
top-heavy, since it was conceived too one-sidedly from above. As 
will become even clearer in the caseofSeverus of Antioch, the princi­
ple of the hegemony of the Logos dominated the presentati n of 
Christ's humanity in such a way that an adequate appreciation of 
the 'earthly' Jesus in his human, adult mental life, in his knowing 
and willing and in his freedom, was not possible. According to tIlls 
theological conception all spiritual movement in Christ flows from 
above downwards. In spite of the fun,damental recognition of the 
human soul in Christ by Cyrillian-Severan christology, this christ­
ology, in its intrinsic understanding of the spiritual movements in 
Christ, of his knowing and willing, was in a disquieting manner 
alTeadyon th way to monenergismand monothelitism. l1lis connex­
ion will have to be substantiated expressly (see II/2). 

5. Once the Fourth Synod, despite certain reservations and resis­
tance, had nevertheless been received by a convincing majority of 
the Eastern Church and by tIJe whole of the Latin West, a retreat 
behind the Council would not have been possible without a great 
convulsion of the universal Church. The epoch between 451 and 5IB 
had taught just this. In 5T7, shortly before the change had come 
aboLlt, the archimandrite Theodosius had coined the catch-cry: 'If 
someone does not acceft the four COllncils even as the four Gospels, 
let him be anathema'.4 That trus should have happened inJerusalem 
of all places, where decades before one had pointed in the direction 
of a compromise such as was formLltated in the Hcnoticol't, shows 
that the future couJd not belong to a weak solution favouring the 

4~ See Cyril Scyth., Vita Sabae, LVII: E. Schwartz, Kyrillos v. Skythopolis = TU 49, 2.(Leipzig 
1939) 152; A.-J. Festugiere, Les Moines d'Orient (4 Vols) (Paris 1961-1965) m/2, 81; further discussion 
is to be found in 11/2 in the section on Palestine. 
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middle, but to a deepening of the fides chalcedonensis. But this fides 
chalcedonensis had to face the challenge posed by the Alexandrian­
Cyrillian-Severan tradition. This process began and it made clear what 
possibilities the offensive formula ofChalcedon contained. 
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