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ABSTRACT
THE CHRISTOLOGY OF THEODORET OF CYRRHUS: THE QUESTION OF ITS
DEVELOPMENT

Rev. Vasilije Vranic, M.A., M.Phil.

Marquette University, 2012

The Christological opus of Theodoret of Cyrrhus remains somewhat controversial
due to his involvement in the Nestorian and Monophysite controversies as the champion
of the Antiochene milieu. Although the recent scholarship is increasingly benevolent in
the considerations of his Christology, still certain doubts are present about the constancy
of his teaching.

In this dissertation, I argue that the Christology of Theodoret of Cyrrhus remains
consistent and unchanged throughout his life. The analysis of both his early and mature
Christological output, as evidenced in the Expositio rectae fidei and the Eranistes, shows
that the main theological concepts and terminology remain unaffected by the many years
of fierce theological debates.

Theodoret’s Christology is constructed around the key concept of sharp
distinction between the uncreated and created orders of existence, to which the divine and
human natures of Christ respectively belong. The ontological chasm between these orders
effectively prevents the union on the level of ovoia and @¥Oc1c, which designate the
common characteristics of entities, but could only takes place at the level of tpécwnov or
vrootactg, which he reserves for individual characteristics.

Theodoret’s Christology is defined in relation to the economy of salvation. The
Logos is the subject of the Incarnation, since he is the only personal presence at the
moment of conception. The Logos creates and unites to himself the human nature of
Christ. The natures are united in the person of Jesus Christ.

The Christological work of Theodoret paved the way to the definition of faith
proclaimed at the Council of Chalcedon. It was through his efforts that the Antiochene
Christology experienced certain restitution after the blow dealt to it by the Cyrilline party
at the Council of Ephesus (431). Therefore, Theodoret of Cyrrhus ought to resume his
rightful place in the history of the Christological controversies alongside and in equal
glory with Cyril of Alexandria.
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1.0. Introduction

1.1. Statement of the Problem
Theodoret of Cyrrhus played an important role in the fifth-century Christological

controversies. It is a widely acknowledged fact that he was the champion of the
Antiochene Christological school of thought in both controversies of that century. In fact,
he was the only serious opponent to the genius that was Cyril of Alexandria, whose name
later became permanently associated with Christological orthodoxy. Theodoret’s
opposition to Cyril was the main reason for the doubts that were cast on Theodoret’s
Christology, which allegedly promulgated a radical division of the divine and human
natures of Jesus Christ. However, his Christology was sanctioned by an ecumenical
council, the Council of Chalcedon in 451 AD. Yet about a century later, another
ecumenical council (the Second Council of Constantinople in 553 AD) condemned his
writings against Cyril of Alexandria as tending to express Nestorian ideas, and this
suspicion of Nestorianism has continued for many centuries, even to this day.

Today, however, the majority opinion is that Theodoret’s mature Christology as
expressed in his Eranistes is devoid of Nestorianism. Nonetheless, there is considerable
scholarly debate as to whether he substantially changed his original Christological
teaching from before the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy. There are scholars who
argue for a complete change in his Christology, which was supposedly Nestorian before
the debates with Cyril commenced, claiming that in the course of the debate Theodoret
realized the problems with his position and changed it. Others would argue that
Theodoret changed or developed only his terminology, while his actual teaching

remained the same.



Patristic scholarship was fortunate to receive another tool with which to assess
Theodoret’s early Christological thought when J. Lebon restored authorship of the
Expositio rectae fidei to him, and M. Richard and M. Brok dated the work conclusively to
the period preceding the Nestorian controversy, This work contains substantial
Christological material which must be taken into consideration when passing judgment
on the problem of the alleged development of Theodoret’s Christology. Yet none of the
analyses of Theodoret’s Christology to date have seriously taken into account his early
Christological thought as expressed in the Expositio. The vast majority of studies begin
their consideration with his response to Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas.

When compared to the more mature Christology as expressed in the Eranistes
(written c. 447 AD), the Expositio rectae fidei is rudimentary in terms of the clarity and
systematization of its teaching, but, it still offers ample insight into Theodoret’s early
Christology, and yet no comprehensive study of it exists at present. Moreover, there is no
extant translation of the work in any modern language, although J. K. T. von Otto
furnished us with a critical edition of the text over a century ago.

In this dissertation, I intend to analyze Theodoret’s Christological language and
concepts by placing them in their historical context. I will analyze two periods of his
theological output: the early period, as represented in the earliest known writing which
contains substantive Christological material — the Expositio rectae fidei —, and the mature
period, as represented in his latest Christological work — the Eranistes —, which reveals
his mature Christological thought seasoned by years of debate with Cyril of Alexandria
and his followers. Furthermore, the study of Theodoret’s Expositio will be supplemented

with a brief discussion of his Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas, in order to offer a



more comprehensive account of his early Christology. The purpose of these analyses will
be to consider whether Theodoret’s Christology underwent development by comparing
the two ends of the chronological spectrum of his literary activity, the periods before the
Nestorian controversy and at the dawn of Chalcedon. The conclusions reached in the
study of the early period will be tested through a comparison with the Christology of the
Eranistes, in which possible changes in theological concepts and terminology will be
sought.

I hope to prove that Theodoret’s Christology did not undergo substantive
development in the strict sense of the word. The Christological tenets professed in the

early writings are consistently present in his theology throughout his life.

1.2. Present Status of the Problem
Scholarly opinion is divided on the question of whether Theodoret’s Christology

underwent any development.' Many scholars who have considered his overall theological
opus have been primarily concerned with the charge of Christological inadequacy in
Theodoret brought by the Council of Constantinople (553). They have analyzed his
Christology vis-a-vis Nestorianism and have not found anything wrong with it; indeed
many of the analyses reflected positively on Theodoret. As early as the sixteenth century,

disputing the conventional view that Theodoret was a Nestorian, Tillemont advanced an

! For a more complete list of scholars who have worked on Theodoret of Cyrrhus in the past two centuries
see Joseph Montalverne, Theodoreti Cyrensis doctrina antiquior de verbo “inhumanato” (a. circiter 423—
435) (Rome: Pontificium Athenacum Antonianum, 1948), xvii—xviii; Marijan Mandac, “L’Union
christologique dans les oeuvres de Théodoret antérieurs au concile d’Ephése,” Ephemerides Theologicae
Lovanienses 47 (1971): 64-96; Jerry Leo Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According
to His Eranistes” (PhD Dissertation, Northwestern University, 1972), 346—65; Paul B. Clayton, The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus: Antiochene Christology from the Council of Ephesus (431) to the
Council of Chalcedon (451), ed. G. Clark and A. Louth, Oxford Early Christian Studies (Oxford and New
York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 33-52.



important and influential argument for Theodoret’s orthodoxy, saying that he did not
dissent from the faith of the Church in anything.” Such an overwhelmingly positive
assessment was not repeated for almost three hundred years, until G. Bardy and J.
Liébaert studied Theodoret’s Christological terminology and phraseology, and drew the
conclusion that he was entirely orthodox.”> Without offering an assessment of Theodoret's
doctrinal work, P. Canivet accepted that he was orthodox at the time of the Council of
Chalcedon.” R. Seeberg offered a similar opinion, stating without further qualification
that Theodoret was a man of unquestionable orthodoxy.” H.-G. Opitz argued that
Theodoret was orthodox, but only because he abandoned the divisive Antiochene
Christology, most notably that of Theodore and Nestorius.® G. Prestige, argued, however,
that Antiochene Christology as a whole with its insistence on the fullness of Christ’s
humanity in the incarnate Logos was not at stake in the Christological controversies.
Certain peculiarities of the Christology of Theodore and Nestorius were problematic, but,
Prestige argued, the teachings of both Chrysostom and Theodoret were beyond reproach.’
However, J. N. D. Kelly argued that Theodoret’s Christology, though not heretical, was
utterly inadequate, because it rejected the communicatio idiomatum of the divine and

human natures united in Christ. Moreover, he did not develop clearly the idea that the

2 See Adolfus Bertram, Theodoreti episcopi cyrensis, Doctrina christologica (Hildesheim: Fr. Borgmeyer,
1883), 11-18, esp. 14.

3 Gustave Bardy, “Théodoret,” in Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, ed. Alfred Vacant and Eugéne
Mangenot (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, Editeurs, 1946), 320-21; Jacques Liébaert, Christologie. Von
apostolischen Zeit bis zum Konzil von Chalkedon, ed. Michael Schmaus and Alois Grillmeier, vol. 111,
Faszikel 1a, Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte (Freiburg: Herder Verlag, 1965), 114.

* Pierre Canivet, Histoire d 'un enterprise apologétique au V* siécle (Paris: Bloud & Gay, 1953), 343.

> Reinhold Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte. Die Dogmenbuildung der alten Kirche, vol. 2
(Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1965), 243.

® Hans-Georg Opitz, “Theodoretos von Kyros,” in Paulys Realencyklopidie der klassischen
Altertumwissenschaft, ed. Georg Wissowa, W. Kroll, and K. Mittelhaus (Stuttgart 1934), col. 1794; cf.
Adolf von Harnack, History of Dogma, ed. E. T. Speirs and J. T. Millar, vol. 4, Theological Translation
Library, no. 9 (London: Williams and Norgate, 1898), 166, note 1.

" George L. Prestige, Fathers and Heretics, Bampton Lectures (London: Society for Promoting Christian
Knowledge, 1970), 133, 143, 150-55.



subsistence (Vmoctacic) of the Logos was the subject of attributions of the properties of
the united natures. Yet he granted that Theodoret was not a Nestorian.® Finally, R. Sellers
was well predisposed toward Theodoret’s Christology, characterizing it as fundamentally
orthodox, which, as P. Clayton noted, stems from his positive attitude towards
Antiochene Christology as a whole.’

On the other hand, there are scholars who argue that Theodoret was an outright
Nestorian. For example, J. Garnier believed that Theodoret remained a staunch
theological ally of Nestorius throughout his career.'® A. Bertram, who did not have access
to the Expositio, argued that Theodoret abandoned his initial Nestorianism and that he
was free of heresy at the time of Chalcedon. According to him, the change happened over
a long period of time, beginning in 433 AD (the reconciliation of John of Antioch and
Cyril of Alexandria) and ending sometime before 451 AD."' N. Glubokovskii ignored
Bertram’s proposal and responded to Garnier in his two-volume thesis in which he
analyzed the entire Theodoretan opus in its historical context. Glubokovskii’s argument
exonerates Theodoret’s Christology of any charge of heresy. He admits that Theodoret’s
concept of the Incarnation leaves much to be desired.'? Nonetheless, Glubokovskii sees in

his Christology a major contribution on the path to Chalcedon." V. Bolotov, in a

8 John N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 5th revised ed. (London: Adam & Charles Black, 1977),
323-32, 338-39.

? Robert V. Sellers, Two Ancient Christologies (London: SPCK, 1940), 242; Robert V. Sellers, The Council
of Chalcedon: A Historical and Doctrinal Survey (London: SPCK, 1953), 329; cf. Clayton, The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 37.

' Garnier, J., Dissertatio IIl. de fide Theodoreti cyrensis episcopi. PG 84. 409C—411B.

" Bertram, Theodoreti episcopi cyrensis, Doctrina christologica, 93.

12 Nikolai Glubokovskii, Blazhennyi Theodorit" Episkop" Kirrskii: Ego zhizn' i literaturnaia deiatel'nost’,
vol. 1 (Moscow: Universitetskaia Tipografiia, 1890), 62—63. (Hukonait [ mybokoBckuit, hrnasicenmviil
Beooopumv Enuckonv Kuppckit: Ezo scuzne u aumepamypras obsmensnocms, vol. 1 (Mocksa:
VYuusepcurerckas Tunorpadis, 1890). 62-63.)

1% Nikolai Glubokovskii, Blazhennyi Theodorit" Episkop” Kirrskii: Ego zhizn' i literaturnaia deiatel'nost’,
vol. 1 (Moscow: Universitetskaia Tipografiia, 1890), 73ff. and 508—10. (Hukomnaii I'mybokoBckwit,



response to Glubokovskii, praised his systematic study and the quality of his argument.
Yet he seemed somewhat hesitant to subscribe to it fully.'* Disappointingly, A. von
Harnack, writing some eight years after Glubokovskii, took no notice of his arguments
and proclaimed that it would be difficult for a Catholic to accept Theodoret’s
Christology." Likewise, O. Bardenhewer argues that Theodoret’s Christology was
originally Nestorian, but that it shows signs of improvement at the time of composition of
the Eranistes. Bardenhewer’s argument posits that the change happened late in
Theodoret’s life, for it was not evident during the debate with Cyril, while the
Christology of the Eranistes (written in 447 AD) was orthodox.'® A. Seider slightly
modified Bertram’s proposal, arguing that Theodoret changed his position in 433 AD, but
that certain Nestorian tendencies can be detected in his Christology until the Council of
Chalcedon, when he finally completed his conversion to orthodoxy."”

M. Richard’s seminal study inaugurated a new approach to studying Theodoret’s
Christology. His overall argument is that there was a change in Theodoret’s Christology
of which he was not aware. Richard then studied Theodoret’s terminology and

phraseology, especially his references to Christ as &vopomoc.'® He argued that

Bnaswcennviii Oeooopumv Enuckonv Kuppcekiii: E2o oicusus u iumepamypuas obamenvrocmo, vol. 2
(MockBa: Yuusepcuterckas Tumorpadis, 1890). 73ff. and 508-10.)

" Vasilii Bolotov”, Theodoretiana: Otzyv" ob" udostoennom" Sv. Sinodom" polnoi premii mitropolita
Makariia v"' 1892g. sochinenii N. N. Glubokovskago: « Blazhennyi Theodorit, Ego zhizn'i literaturnaia
deiatel'nost' » (St. Petersburg: Tipografia A. Katanskago i Ko., 1892), 60—63. (Bacunwuii bonotoss,
Theodoretiana: Om3uév 06 yoocmoennomv Ce. Cuno0omd noanou npemiu mumpononuma Maxapis 6
1892 2. couuneniu H. H. I'nyborosckazo: ~Bnasicennviii Oeodopum, Eeo owcusnb u aumepamypras
obsmenvrhocmob (C-IlerepOyprs: Tunorpadis A. Karanckaro u Ko., 1892). 60-63.)

' von Harnack, History of Dogma, 198.

16 Otto Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur, vol. 4 (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1924),
223.

7 Andreas Seider, “Allgemeine Einleitung zu Theodoret von Cyrus,” in Kirchengeschichte. Aus dem
griechischen ubersetzt und mit Einleitung und Anmerkungen versehen von Dr. Andreas Seider (Munich:
Verlag der Jos. Kosel & Fried. Pustet, 1926), Ixxii.

'8 Marcel Richard, “Notes sur I’évolution doctrinale de Théodoret,” Revue de sciences philosophiques et
théologiques 25 (1936): 459-60.



Theodoret’s language for the concrete reality of the two natures united in Christ changed
substantially soon after the reconciliation with John of Antioch and Cyril of Alexandria,
and certainly before 437 AD. His argument was based on an analysis of the theological
language of Theodoret’s On Providence (most notably Discourse 10)." He concludes that
Theodoret referred to Christ’s human nature in concrete terms only before 432 AD,
whereas in the works following the Tomos of Reunion in 433 AD and the theological
debate with Cyril of Alexandria those expressions cannot be found. Richard was aware of
one exception: Theodoret’s In Defense of Diodore and Theodore, written in 438 AD in
response to Cyril’s attack on the two masters of the Antiochene tradition.”® Richard
correctly concluded that the change in Theodoret’s Christology is evident only in his
terminology and style, while there was no substantial change in his teaching. Yet
regrettably, he was convinced that Theodoret’s teaching and terminology reflected a
duality of subjects in Christ.*' Richard appears to suggest that the change in Theodoret’s
Christological discourse was a mere lexical improvement that served to deflect outright
accusations of a duality of subjects in Christ. Unaffected by Richard’s study, K. Jiissen
followed Bertram, but concluded that Theodoret was orthodox roughly at the time of
Cyril’s death.”

Interestingly, although keenly aware of the increasingly benevolent scholarly

views of Theodoret’s Christology, J. Montalverne followed Garnier in declaring

19 Ibid., 459. Cf. ET of Discourse 10 in Theodoret of Cyrus, On Divine Providence, trans. T. P. Halton,
Ancient Christian Writers, Vol. 49 (New York and Mahwah, NJ: Newman Press, 1988), 135-54.

20 Richard, “Notes sur I’évolution doctrinale de Théodoret,” 469-70.

' Ibid., 475-77.

22 K laudius Jiissen, “Die Christologie des Theodoret von Cyrus nach seinem neuverdffentlichten
Isaiaskommentar,” Theologie und Glaube 27 (1935): 451-52.



Theodoret an outright Nestorian.”> In his assessment of the early theology, J.
Montalverne proposed that in 433 AD Theodoret made peace with Cyril because he was
convinced that it was Cyril who had modified his Christology. Montalverne argued that
Theodoret misunderstood Cyril and the Council of Ephesus, which led to the rightful
condemnation of his works against Cyril only at the Council of Constantinople in 553
AD.* This thesis, however, does not take into account the mature Christology as
evidenced in the Eranistes, limiting itself to an assessment of the Christological debates
before 435 AD.

C. Mazzarino has argued that Theodoret’s Christology did undergo a
development: from Nestorian inadequacy it matured into the acceptance of “hypostatic
union of the two natures,” becoming thus fully orthodox.? Likewise, H. Diepen argued
that at the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy he was indeed Nestorian, but through
the debates with Cyril of Alexandria he gradually converted to orthodoxy.? Likewise, P.-
T. Camelot detected a “major development” in Theodoret’s Christology, without clearly
specifying its nature.”” Given that Camelot held Theodoret to be a Nestorian, the change
would presumably be a move toward orthodoxy. A. Grillmeier de facto charged
Theodoret with Nestorianism. He argued that Theodoret’s Christology was “too

symmetrical,” implying that his conception of the union of natures in Christ was

3 Montalverne, Theodoreti Cyrensis doctrina antiquior de verbo “inhumanato” (a. circiter 423—435), xv—
XVi.

* Montalverne, Theodoreti Cyrensis doctrina antiquior de verbo “inhumanato” (a. circiter 423—435),
192-94.

23 Constantino da Mazzarino, La dottrina di Teodoreto di Ciro sull 'unione ipostatica delle due nature in
Cristo (Rome: Libreria Pontificia Federico Pustet, 1941), 169—70, 173—75 and 179.

2 Herman M. Diepen, Les Trois Chapitres au Concile de Chalcédoine: une étude de I’Anatolie ancienne
(Oosterhout: Editions de Saint Michel, 1953), 42; Cf. Herman M. Diepen, “L’ Assumptus Homo a
Chalcedoine,” Revue thomiste 51 (1951): 589-603.

%7 Pierre-Thomas Camelot, Ephesus und Chalcedon, ed. Gervais Dumeige and Heinrich Bacht, vol. 2,
Geschichte der kumenischen Konzilien (Mainz: Matthias-Griinewald-Verlag, 1963), 95-96.



inadequate and that he posited dual subjects of Incarnation. However, Grillmeier likewise
believed that Theodoret eventually became orthodox through strengthening his
understanding of the union of natures, which he thinks is evident from Letters 145 and
146.%°

K. McNamara retained a very guarded approach to Theodoret’s Christology. He
partially followed Richard’s argument, pointing out that Theodoret’s thought underwent
“a certain development which removed him some degrees further from the most
dangerous positions adopted by Theodore and Nestorius [i.e., Nestorianism].”* Yet he
was not convinced that Theodoret managed to dissociate himself fully from the Nestorian
doctrines.”” In his unpublished dissertation on the Christology of the Eranistes, J.
Stewardson follows enthusiastically M. Richard’s argument that Theodoret abandoned
the Antiochene strong emphasis on Christ’s humanity as reflected in the term
GvOpwmog.®! It is interesting to note that he is aware of the emphasis on the human nature
of Christ in the patristic florilegia appended to the Eranistes (447 AD), which he
mentions in a footnote.*” It seems, however, that the importance of this fact escaped his
attention, since he goes on to propound Richard’s argument for change in Theodoret’s
Christological framework.

F. Young made an especially interesting proposal. She argued that Theodoret’s
Christology underwent no fundamental change, only a terminological one. Theodoret’s

Christological thought was concerned with three issues: the basic distinction between the

% Aloys Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition: From the Apostolic Age to Chalcedon (451), vol. 1
(London and Oxford: Mowbrays, 1975), 493ff.

¥ Kevin McNamara, “Theodoret of Cyrus and the Unity of Person in Christ,” The Irish Theological
Quarterly 22 (1955): 318.

*Ibid., 328.

3! Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 173 and 209.
*Ibid., 354 and 63.
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Creator and the created, the insistence that the Logos remains what he is in spite of the
Incarnation, and the assumption that the Logos is the personal subject of the act of
Incarnation, although all Christ’s human experiences were attributed solely to his human
nature.”” In a recent article, D. Fairbairn fundamentally agreed with Young, but furthered
her argument by proposing that Theodoret, while an able theologian and essentially
orthodox, was simply inconsistent when it came to describing Christ’s negative human
experiences.>® That is, in the process of Incarnation the personal subject in Christ was the
Logos; however, when talking about Christ’s passion and death on the cross, Theodoret

ascribes these experiences to the “assumed man.”

However, Fairbairn does not occupy
himself extensively with the problem of developments in Theodoret’s Christology. In the
most recent major work, which does consider the Expositio rectae fidei, P. B. Clayton
nevertheless follows the conventional, skeptical line of thinking. For him, Theodoret’s
Christology was an offspring of the radically divisive Christological model of Theodore
of Mopsuestia, and thus it necessitated predication of Nestorian doctrines.*®

The present survey of the scholarship on the problem of developments in
Theodoret’s Christology shows an increased interest in Theodoretiana over the past two
centuries. His teaching has been hotly debated by scholars, who associate a wide
spectrum of Christological teachings with him; some call him an outright Nestorian,

while others see him as a completely orthodox theologian wronged by theological bullies

from opposing Alexandria. A chronological overview of scholarly works would show

33 Frances M. Young and Andrew Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon: A Guide to the Literature and its
Background, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2010), 331.

** Donald Fairbairn, “The Puzzle of Theodoret’s Christology: A Modest Suggestion,” Journal of
Theological Studies ns. 58, no. 1 (2007): 132-33.

¥ Ibid., 129-30.

38 Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 285-88.
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that current scholarship is increasingly favorable in its assessments of Theodoret’s
Christological position.’” Yet it is evident that most scholars do detect a change or a
certain amount of development in his Christology, whether it be a change of the entire
system of thought, a mere terminological change, or even an inconsistency arising from
an inadequate conception of the union of natures. Of all the scholarly views, it is perhaps
D. Fairbairn’s critique which shows the greatest unease with Theodoret’s Christology. He
argues that it was utterly inadequate in positing the Logos as the personal subject of
Incarnation.*® Naturally, this would open Theodoret’s Christology up to the criticism of
teaching two personal subjects in Christ, i.e., two Sons. This is why any argument for
continuity and consistency in Theodoret’s Christology must first prove that he did indeed
conceive of the Incarnation in a systematized manner in which the Logos is indubitably
the personal subject of Christ. This dissertation will show that such a model was indeed
present in Theodoret’s thought and that there is no reason, either socio-political or

theological, that would necessitate a substantial evolution in his Christology.

1.3. Statement of Procedures and Methodology
This dissertation will provide an analysis of Theodoret’s Christological language

and concepts within their historical context. The main argument is that his Christology

37 This is due in part to a text which was restored to Theodoret in the first half of the twentieth century by
Joseph Lebon, Marcel Richard, and R.V. Sellers. The text is the Expositio rectae fidei, which had been
misattributed to Justin Martyr since at least the seventh century. Yet fortunately for the scholarship on
Theodoret, while preparing for publication the text of Severus of Antioch’s Contra impium Grammaticum,
Lebon discovered that Severus expressly attributed parts of the Expositio to Theodoret. In separate
arguments Richard and Sellers proved the restoration in such a convincing manner that as early as 1946 the
great F. L. Cross pronounced the matter of authorship of the Expositio settled. See Joseph Lebon,
“Restitutions a Théodoret de Cyr,” Revue d histoire ecclésiastique 26, no. 3 (1930): 523-50; Marcel
Richard, “L’Activité littéraire de Theodoret avant le concile d’Ephése,” Revue des sciences philosophiques
et théologiques 24 (1935): 83—106; Robert V. Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work
of Theodoret of Cyrus,” Journal of Theological Studies 46 (1945): 145—60; Frank L. Cross, “Pseudo-
Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’,” Journal of Theological Studies 47 (1946): 57-58.

3 Fairbairn, “The Puzzle of Theodoret's Christology: A Modest Suggestion,” 129-30.
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did not undergo a fundamental development, but rather a terminological enrichment,
during the debates with Cyril of Alexandria and his followers.

The above survey of the scholarly literature shows that studies of Theodoret’s
Christology include a wealth of material analyzing the polemical period of his theological
activity, while very little analysis of his early Christology has been done. Most
importantly, the Expositio rectae fidei, an early work, contains a substantial amount of
Christological material, and yet it has been almost entirely neglected in analyses of
Theodoret’s Christology and its alleged development. The purpose of this dissertation is
to remedy this oversight by providing an analysis of the Expositio rectae fidei which
critically engages with both its parts, the Trinitarian and the Christological sections. As
shall become clear, a study of the Trinitarian section of the work is necessary for
understanding the lexical presuppositions of Theodoret’s Christology. Lamentably,
despite the existence of a critical edition of the text from the latter half of the nineteenth
century, the Expositio is awaiting translation into a modern language. The study in this
dissertation will be based on my own translation of the work into English. A brief study
of Theodoret’s Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of Alexandria will serve a
dual purpose: to test the conclusions drawn from the study of the Expositio and to show
that its theological concepts do indeed predate the Nestorian controversy. In order to offer
an assessment of the possible development of his Christology, the study will make a
comparison with his later Christological output, the most important work of which is the
Eranistes. The study will consider: the historical context of Theodoret’s Christology,
Theodoret’s theological language, and the philosophical sources for Theodoret’s

theological presuppositions.
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I will attempt to show in the analysis of the Christology as evidenced in the
Expositio rectae fidei and the Eranistes that Theodoret’s conception of the union of
natures in Christ was dictated by the key concept of a sharp distinction between the
uncreated and created orders of existence. Yet he still held that the Logos was the subject
of the Incarnation. The Logos was the only personal entity at the moment of Incarnation,
since Christ’s humanity was not complete but was undergoing regular development
through human gestation. This peculiarity effectively precludes the charge of a duality of
subjects in Christ.

As previously mentioned, I shall argue here that one cannot speak of a change
with regard to Theodoret’s Christology, for his teaching remains remarkably consistent
throughout his theological output. His Christological teaching is conceived in terms of
traditional theological ideas and terminology borrowed from authoritative Church
Fathers, most notably the great Cappadocian brothers. Throughout the Christological
debates his theological lexicon was enriched, but he did not abandon his original
theological concepts, nor did he desert his original terminology. Finally, in the course of
this dissertation I will show that the Council of Chalcedon rightly recognized Theodoret
as orthodox, for his Christology adhered entirely to its Christological standards which
teach of the union of the divine and human natures in the one person of Jesus Christ, who

is the Logos-incarnate.
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PART I: The Historical Background

Christological orthodoxy was officially defined at the ecumenical council held at

Chalcedon in 451 AD. The definition of faith specified that Jesus Christ was:

one and the same Son, the same perfect in Godhead, the same perfect in manhood,

truly God and truly man, the same consisting of reasonable soul and a body, of

one substance with the Father as touching the Godhead, the same of one substance
with us as touching the manhood, like us in all things apart from sin ... one and
the same Christ, Son, Only-begotten, to be acknowledged in two natures, without
confusion, without change, without division, without separation; the distinction of
the natured being in no way abolished because of the union, but rather the
characteristic property of each nature being preserved, and occurring into one

Person (mpéconov) and one subsistence (VmdcTao1S), not as if Christ was parted

or divided into two persons, but one and the same Son and only-begotten God,

Word, Lord, Jesus Christ oY
This Chalcedonian definition settled a long theological debate about how it was possible
that Jesus Christ be at the same time God and man.

The Christological standard set at Chalcedon was the culmination of a theological
dispute that had lasted for over twenty years. While the true origin of the debate should
arguably be sought in the Adoptionist tendencies of Paul of Samosata a century and a half
before, the subtleties and precision of the debate began around 428 AD, when Cyril, the
archbishop of Alexandria, challenged the faith of Nestorius, archbishop of
Constantinople. Cyril accused Nestorius of Christological inadequacy and, when the

latter refused to submit to his opponent’s views, had him condemned and deposed. The

Church divided swiftly into two Christological camps, and, despite official attempts at

39 James Stevenson and William H. C. Frend, eds., Creeds, Councils and Controversies: Documents
Hllustrating the History of the Church AD 337-461 (London: SPCK, 1989), 352—53. The critical text ACO
I, 1,2, pp. 129-30 (Greek), and ACO 11, 3, 2, pp. 137-38 (Latin). Cf. Robert V. Sellers, The Council of
Chalcedon: A Historical and Doctrinal Survey (London: SPCK, 1953), 210f.; Aloys Grillmeier, Christ in
Christian Tradition: From the Apostolic Age to Chalcedon (451), vol. 1 (London and Oxford: Mowbrays,
1975), 544.
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reconciliation, the arguments between the two parties continued. Chalcedon attempted to
put an end to the disputes. As shall become clear in the lines that follow, although the
work of Chalcedon was a product not only of the extraordinary theological minds
gathered at the council, but also of the many preceding generations who had debated
related theological dilemmas, one theologian in particular stands out among those who
paved the way for the work of Chalcedon. His name is Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus.
Theodoret was a gifted theologian from the Antiochene milieu. He was a native of
Antioch, born ca. 393 AD to an affluent Christian family as an only child. Theodoret’s
mother, a devout admirer of hermits and holy men living in the vicinity, exposed her son
to Christian monastic spirituality and piety from an early age. Theodoret was ordained
reader in the church of Antioch while still a child. Later, he moved to the monastery in
Nicerte, near Apamea, where he was professed. He remained there until 423 AD, when
he was elected to the see of Cyrrhus, a small rural garrison town in the region of
Euphratensis. A mere seven years later, Theodoret entered the Christological controversy
as one of the most prominent exponents of the Oriental party. Conventional historical
analyses consider that Theodoret’s party was defeated at the Council of Ephesus in 431
AD. However, here it shall be argued that while the Oriental party was defeated
politically, through Theodoret’s theological endeavors it was in fact victorious in the
theological sense. That is to say, it was defeated in ecclesiastical politics because many of
its members were deposed, but, thanks to Theodoret, the theological settlement which
ensued was a vindication of Antiochene Christology. Moreover, it was through
Theodoret’s efforts that the faith was again preserved when the debate was rekindled a

decade and a half later. Arguably, it was his theological work that secured the direction of
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the final Christological definition, which was manifestly in line with Antiochene
Christology.

Theodoret was a main contributor to Christological debate for over two decades,
during which time his Christology underwent a certain terminological shift. This chapter
will provide a Sitz im Leben for Theodoret’s Christology by placing it in its historical
context in order to indicate the complexity of the atmosphere in which his teaching was
formed and systematized. The chapter will include an analysis of the events surrounding
both the Christological debates of the fifth century: with Cyril of Alexandria in the
Nestorian controversy (42844 AD), and later with Eutyches and Dioscorus of

Alexandria in the Monophysite (or rather Miaphysite) controversy (444—51 AD).*°

2.0. Theodoret and the Nestorian Controversy (before 431 AD)

Theodoret’s motivation for entering into the controversy between Cyril of
Alexandria and Nestorius of Constantinople is somewhat mysterious, for his extensive
pastoral work in his diocese demanded all of his attention and energy.*' In scholarly
discussions of Theodoret’s motivation, the main emphasis is put on the theological aspect

of the controversy.** The conventional image of Theodoret portrays him as an avid

" The controversy is referred to as the Monophysite Controversy, but this title is misleading because the
Eutychian party never argued for povn ¢ooig (only one nature) of Christ, but for pio @vo1g (one nature).
The difference is significant, for the latter phrase leaves room for an interpretation of the term pvo1g as
vroctacig (subsistence), which is in line with the Christological orthodoxy defined at Chalcedon. Yet, for
purposes of clarity, in this dissertation the conventional name “Monophysite” was adopted for the
controversy.

! See Paul B. Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus: Antiochene Christology from the Council of
Ephesus (431) to the Council of Chalcedon (451), ed. G. Clark and A. Louth, Oxford Early Christian
Studies (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 3.

*2 This view is reflected in the most recent major monograph on Theodoret’s Christology by P. B. Clayton,
who argues that “Theodoret considered the Christological controversy to be of essential importance for
Christian faith.” Ibid., 2.
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adversary of heresies.*’ His suspicions that new heretical teachings were arising in the
theological debate have been considered sufficient incentive for his involvement.
However, the initial motivation for Theodoret’s involvement did not come from the
theological debates, but was dictated just as much by his sense of justice (on account of a

persecuted friend) as by his zeal for theological orthodoxy.

2.1. The Origin of the Nestorian Controversy
In the late fall of 429 AD, Cyril, archbishop of Alexandria, sent to Nestorius,

archbishop of Constantinople, a letter in which he informed him that he had ten days to
abandon teaching and his criticisms of the title Theotokos (Birthgiver of God) and to
conform to the decisions of the regional councils held at Rome and Alexandria. These
councils were held within weeks of each other, and their main object of discussion was
Nestorius’s teaching against the title Theotokos, commonly used to describe the role of
the Virgin Mary in the economy of salvation. Nestorius had been hesitant to sanction the
use of the title without proper qualifications that would make clear that the Virgin Mary
did not give birth to the Christ gua God, but that she gave birth to the man (&vOpwmog)

Jesus who was conjoined with the Logos, i.e., the second person of the Holy Trinity.**

* In a number of epistles Theodoret describes his pastoral endeavors in converting “vast numbers of
Arians, Marcionites, and other heretics” whom he found in his diocese. See Epp. 81, 113, 116. Cf. Ibid., 3.
* Soon after Nestorius’s installation as bishop of Constantinople, he faced a pastoral challenge: in their
arguments with the orthodox of the capital, the followers of both the “Arian” and the “Apollinarian”
teachings were happy to call the Blessed Virgin Mary Theotokos. The “Arians” were content using the title
because it supported their challenge to the divinity of the Logos: if Christ was the Logos incarnate and he
was given birth to by the Theotokos, then he could not have been God by nature, since true divinity is
without generation. The “Apollinarians,” on the other hand, understood the title Theotokos to describe the
dynamics of the Incarnation in terms of the mere enfleshment of the Logos without personal human
presence in Christ, i.e., the Logos himself took on inanimate human flesh and was the animating principle
in Christ. Faced with such a dilemma, Nestorius proclaimed that the title was inadequate without proper
qualifications, since it could lead to “confusion” of divinity and humanity in Christ (ACO I, 1, 6, pp. 31—
33). He thus reasoned that the title “Theotokos” could seriously undermine the very economy of salvation.
In the words of H. Chadwick, Nestorius “considered the title “Theotokos” as dangerously deifying Mary,
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Cyril of Alexandria, scandalized by Nestorius’s teaching, had waged a strange mixture of
intense diplomatic and theological correspondence with Nestorius, while accusing him of

heresy before the imperial court and the Church of Rome.

2.2. Rome and the Nestorian Controversy
Celestine, the pope of Rome, having little sympathy for Constantinople’s

aspirations for jurisdictional domination in the Church, and in particular for Nestorius’s
sheltering of certain Pelagian outcasts from the West, accepted this accusation.*”” The
pope, via his archdeacon Leo (later Pope Leo the Great), commissioned the educated
abbot John Cassian, who had spent a significant amount of time in the East among the

ascetics of Egypt and was intimately acquainted with Greek theological thought, to

whose essential vocation in salvation was to be human, and by her obedience to the divine call, to
contribute the humanity to her Son, thereby making the redemption possible.” As Socrates testified (HE
7:32), popular opinion was that Nestorius discounted the fact that the title had a very long and revered
history of orthodox use. Gregory of Nazianzus declared opponents of the title to be strangers to God (Ep.
101: “If anyone does not believe that Holy Mary is the Mother of God, he is severed from the Godhead” -
NPNF? 7, 439). Nonetheless, the title remained a stumbling block for many orthodox who could not fully
overlook the title’s possible pagan connotations, as is evident from the correspondence between Isidore of
Pelusium and Cyril of Alexandria (Ep. 1. 201 in PG 78. 312 B).

Also, it deserves to be mentioned here that M. Jugie has argued that Theodore of Mopsuestia, in a sermon
at Antioch, had denounced the title “Theotokos,” but had had to retract his criticism in the face of strong
disapproval from the faithful of Antioch (see Martin Jugie, Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium
ab ecclesia catholica dissidentium, vol. 5 (Paris: sumptibus Letouzey et Ané, 1935), 105. n.1.). However,
F. Sullivan is rightly suspicious of M. Jugie’s opinion on the grounds that neither John of Antioch, nor
Facundus specify what actually disturbed Theodore’s audience (see Francis A. Sullivan, The Christology of
Theodore of Mopsuestia (Rome: apud aedes Universitatis Gregoriana, 1956), 4.). Had Theodore indeed
spoken against the title, it would stand to reason that John of Antioch would mention his subsequent
acceptance of the title, because of the paramount authority Theodore exerted over the theologians of the
Antiochene milieu. Thus, Nestorius remains the first who openly objected to the title “Bgotdxog.”

Being faithful to his theological heritage in the Antiochene milieu which was dominated by the insistence
on the reality of Christ’s humanity, Nestorius proclaimed that a more suitable title for the Blessed Virgin
would be Christotokos (Birthgiver of Christ). In his attempts to safeguard Christ’s humanity he even used
titles Christodochos (Receiver of Christ) or Anthropotokos (Birthgiver of the human(ity)). For further
discussion see Henry Chadwick, The Church in Ancient Society: From Galilee to Gregory the Great
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 528. Also, Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon: A Historical and
Doctrinal Survey, 4.

* Cf. John McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological Controversy (Crestwood, New
York: SVS Press, 2004), 34-38.
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respond to the teaching of Nestorius.*® The elderly abbot did so diligently in seven books,
which he completed just before the Council of Rome met in August 430 AD.*” He
denounced Nestorius’s teaching.*® Needless to say, Nestorius’s teaching was expressly
condemned at the council. The Pope dispatched a letter titled Tristitiae nostrae to Cyril of

Alexandria, which gave him the right to act as Celestine’s proxy in forcing the

¢ Admittedly, the reaction from the Church of Rome was by no means immediate. Nestorius wrote two
letters to the pope explaining his position. Both were ignored. Rome communicated only with Cyril of
Alexandria, whose dossier of Nestorius’s teachings was accepted as authoritative. For further discussion
see: Ibid., 36-37; Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon: A Historical and Doctrinal Survey, 5.

*"In the Collectio Vernonensis (ACO 1, 2, p. 20) the beginning of the council is dated to August 10, 430
AD. See also Friedrich Loofs, ed., Nestoriana: Die Fragmente des Nestorius gesammelt, untersucht und
herausgegeben von Friedrich Loofs mit Beitrdgen von Stanley A. Cook und Georg Kampffmeyer (Halle a.
S.: Niemeyer,1905), 51-57; Aloys Grillmeier, “Das Scandalum Oecumenicum des Nestorius in kirchlich-
dogmatischer und theologiegeschichtlicher Sicht,” Scholastik 36 (1961): 324.

*8 It is interesting to note that John Cassian dedicated a large portion of his refutation of Nestorius to
discussing an alleged connection between Nestorius’s teaching and Pelagianism. The motivation for this
connection should be sought not only in Nestorius’s theology, but also in the history of personal
controversy between him and Pope Celestine, related to the power struggle between Constantinople and
Rome. After the decision of the Council of Constantinople in 381 AD (Canon 3) to grant the bishops of
Constantinople rights of seniority equal to those that the bishops of Rome enjoyed, the former experienced
an astronomic increase in ecclesial power and prestige. Sensing the enormous political potential that
Constantinople had as the new capital of the empire and the see of the senate, both Rome and Alexandria
detested this change. (Mansi, I1I: 560; Norman P. Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, vol. 1
(London and Washington, DC: Sheed & Ward and Georgetown University Press, 1990), 32.)

The strained relations between Rome and Constantinople were transferred into the realm of theology. Early
in 429 AD Marius Mercator translated some of Nestorius’s letters into Latin, taking great care to connect
his teaching to Pelagianism, which was undergoing systematic suppression in the West. Marius Mercator’s
translation was intended for the Western readership. However, as McGuckin observed, it is “highly
doubtful” that anyone in the East made the same connection (McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the
Christological Controversy, 30-31.). Yet Nestorius had received a number of Pelagianist refugees from
Rome who sought asylum in Constantinople and also appealed against the “unjust” persecutions which they
had received at the hands of the clergy of Rome. Their case was heard by Nestorius, but there is no
information about the actions he took regarding them. Around the same time the controversy with Cyril of
Alexandria began, and a case against Nestorius was brought before the pope. Nestorius then decided to
write himself to the pope explaining his side. However, although he was a gifted speaker, a very well
educated and able clergyman, he sorely lacked in diplomatic finesse. In the letter to the pope in which he
defended his orthodoxy, Nestorius tactlessly asked what was the matter with the refugees who sought
asylum from the Roman persecutions. Naturally, this was not well received by the pope for two reasons.
First, after the Council of Constantinople of 381 AD, which in its third canon gave equal rights and honors
to the bishop of Constantinople to the bishop of Rome, there was tension between the occupants of the two
sees, and in such an atmosphere Nestorius’s second-guessing of the pope’s decisions seemed to be an
insolent provocation. Second, Nestorius’s predecessors on the throne of Constantinople condemned
Pelagianism as heresy, thus his feigned ignorance of the proceedings put him under suspicion of
subscribing to the heresy. Therefore, the motivation for accusing Nestorius of heresy should be sought in
the political context of the controversy just as much as in theology.
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archbishop of Constantinople to conform to the “faith of Rome and Alexandria.”*’ The
mandate specifically enabled Cyril to ensure that within ten days of the receipt of the
letter Nestorius publicly refuted his teaching and acknowledged the orthodoxy of the title
Theotokos in wri‘[ing.50 If, perchance, Nestorius refused to do so, he was to be cut off
from communion with both Rome and Alexandria. The letter envisioned that the matter
would be settled between Cyril (acting on behalf of both Rome and Alexandria) and
Nestorius.”" It did not provide for the possibility that the matter could escalate to a
universal problem which would require the attention of an ecumenical council. As B. J.
Kidd has argued, Celestine’s letter to Cyril by no means gave the latter authority to act as
papal proxy at a general council, since the Council of Ephesus was not yet afoot. By the
time of the Council of Ephesus (431 AD) the commission was no longer valid.>* The

papal commission to Cyril had set out — ten days from receipt of the letter:

If within ten days of receipt of this message he does not retract his evil
preaching in writing and state publicly that he accepts the belief about the birth
of Christ held [in common] by the Church of the Romans and your own Church
[of Alexandria] and the universal Church, provided that your holiness learns this
from that Church he is to be entirely cut off from our body [i.e. of the Church],
as one who refused the medicine of healers, and [you should] leave him and all
everyone whom he persuaded to perish as those who contracted leprosy.™

* The letter is preserved as Celestine’s Ep. 11 in Conc. Eph. I ¢. XIV; see Joannes Dominicus Mansi,
Sacrorum Conciliorum, Nova Et Amplissima Collectio, vol. IV (Graz: Akademische Druck-u.
Verlagsanstalt, 1960-1961), 1017. For a helpful analysis of the events from the second half of 430 AD, see
Donald Fairbairn, “Allies or Merely Friends? John of Antioch and Nestorius in the Christological
Controversy,” Journal of Ecclesiastical History 58, no. 3 (2007): 384.

50 Celestine of Rome, Ep. 11 in Mansi 1V, 1017.

5! Beresford J. Kidd, 4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, vol. 111 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1922), 223.

32 Ibid.. The same is argued by William Bright, The Age of the Fathers: Chapters in the History of the
Church During the Fourth and Fifth Centuries, vol. 11 (London, New York and Bombay: Longmans, Green
and Co., 1903), 311.; Louis Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de Z’Eglise, vol. III (Paris: A. Fontemoing, 1923),
349, note 1.; Edward Denny, Papalism. A Treatise on the Claims of the Papacy as Set Forth in the
Encyclical Satis Cognitum (London: Rivingtons, 1912), 365.

S ACO L. 1. 1, 77: «...4vtdg 8éka uep®dV APOLOLHEVOV 4md THG UEPAS THG VTOUVACENDG TADTNG TO Kakdt
knpdypata £avtod &yypdem opoloyig aBetion kol £avtov dufefardontot TadTV KoTEXEW TV ToTNV
mepl TG Yevvioems Tod Xpiotod Tod Beod NudV fiv koi 1 “Popaiov kai 1 thg ofjg dyidtntog ékkincia Kol
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However, some eight months later, at the opening of the Council of Ephesus,
Cyril of Alexandria claimed that he was acting on behalf of both Churches — Alexandria
and Rome.**

Pope Celestine also sent letters to Nestorius (4/iquantis diebus),” and all the
notable centers of the East: to the people of Constantinople (Ad eos qui faciunt),”® John of
Antioch, Juvenal of Jerusalem, Rufus of Thessalonica (papal emissary), and Flavian of
Philippi.”’

Upon receiving the Pope’s letter, John of Antioch consulted a number of bishops
who in all probability were gathered in Antioch for the consecration of the new bishop of

Laodicea.”® Among those present was Theodoret of Cyrrhus.”® Although he had been

elected and installed bishop only seven years before (423 AD), he already made a name

1 KaBoAov kaBocimoic Katéyet, fj £0v 1) TOVTO TOWoEL, €0OVE 1) 61 AyldTNG EKEIVNG TG EKKANGIOG
TPOVONGOUEVT LAONL AOTOV TAVTL TPOT® GO TOD NUETEPOL COUATION ATOKIVNTEOV, OG 0VTE TAV
Bepamevoviav loov NBEANce katadégachat kai gig dndielay adToD 1€ KOl TAVTOV TAV ADTO
EUMEMOTEVUEVOV KAODG Aomdong Nreiyon.”

3% Cyril is referred to as the presiding bishop at the opening of the council and the representative of the pope
in a sixth century letter from Mennas of Constantinople and other Greek bishops to Pope Vigilius, see
Mansi IX, 62. See also Jean Hardouin, Conciliorum Collectio Regia Maxima, Ad P.O. Labbe & P.G.
Cossartii Labores, vol. 3 (Paris: Ex Tipographia Regia, 1714), 10; Karl J. Hefele, History of the Councils of
the Church, vol. 3 (Edinburgh: Clark, 1883), 45—46.

>> Ep. 13, Conc. Eph. I. c. 18 in Mansi IV, 1025-36.

*®Ep. 14, Conc. Eph. I. c. 19 in Mansi IV, 1035-46.

" Ep. 12, Conc. Eph. I. c. 20 in Mansi IV, 1047-50.

8 See ACO I, 1, 1, 96. Jackson (NPNF2 3, 5) suggested that Celestine’s letter reached John of Antioch
while he was hosting an assembly of bishops who were gathered at the occasion of consecration of the new
bishop of Laodicea. Clayton follows Jackson’s suggestion: Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of
Cyrus, 15. There is no direct evidence to support Jackson’s theory. John does mention in the letter “the
future bishop Macarius, who is envisioned by the grace of God for the church of Laodicea”; see ACO 1, 1,
1, 96; Conc. Eph. L. c. 25 in Mansi IV, 1061-68. Given the importance of the bishops mentioned in the
letter, it is very likely that Jackson was right, for the metropolitan bishops must have gathered in Antioch
for a solemn purpose which superseded the competence of their local assemblies. The consecration of the
new metropolitan of Phrygia (bishops of Laodicea enjoyed that rank; see Philip Schaff, History of the
Christian Church: Apostolic Christianity 1-100 AD, 8 vols., vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, MI: W. B. Eerdman’s
Publ. Co., 1980), par. 94.), would provide ample reason for the gathering.

59 See Conc. Eph. L. c. 25 in Mansi IV, 1061-68; ACO 1, 1, 1, 96.
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for himself in the theological world through his apologetical work. Soon after he
succeeded to his bishopric, Theodoret began a fervent battle against numerous heresies
which seemed to be flourishing in his remote and insignificant rural diocese.® As a
young man Theodoret had already written a couple of treatises against Judaism and
Hellenic paganism.®' By 430 AD he had also written an important theological treatise,
Exposition of the True Faith ("Ex0Ocaig tijc dpOodoov/dpbijs miorews or Expositio Rectae
Fidei), which contained a discussion of both Trinitarian and Christological doctrinal
questions.®® These theological works, coupled with his extensive learning,” an
extraordinary gift for oration,’* and an impeccable style of language,® quickly

established him as the leading theologian of the Orient.

% In the Epp. 81, 113, and 116 Theodoret listed a number of heresies, besides Jews and pagans, which he
found upon arrival in his diocese: Marcionites, Arians, Eunomians, Manicheans, and Encratites. In Ep. 113
he insists that his diocese was free of heretics by 449 AD when he wrote the letter to Leo of Rome. This is
no small achievement bearing in mind that his diocese numbered about 800 parishes (see Ep. 113 in
Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 96—147, ed. H. de Lubac and J. Daniélou, trans. Y.
Azéma, vol. 3, Sources chrétiennes, vol. 111 (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1965), 62-64.).

%! For the dating of Theodoret’s works see Jerry Leo Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus
According to His Eranistes” (PhD Dissertation, Northwestern University, 1972), 71-72.

52 PG 6: 1207-40; Critical text in Johann Karl Theodor von Otto, ed., lustini Philosophi Et Martyris Opera
Quae Feruntur Omnia, vol. 111 pars I, Corpus Apologetarum Christianorum Saeculi Secundi. vol. 4
(Wiesbaden: Dr. Martin Sandig oHG.,1969).

%3 It is a widely recognized fact that Theodoret was a highly educated man. R. Price argues that he studied
Greek grammar and an already established syllabus of Greek classics, from Homer to Demosthenes.
(Theodoret of Cyrrhus, A History of the Monks of Syria, trans. R. M. Price, Cistercian Studies Series, vol.
88 (Kalamazoo, MI: Cistercian Publications, 1985), xii.). Theodoret’s impeccable Attic style, in addition to
the extensive list of classical sources which he used in his writings, suggest a refined literary taste.

% In the Ep. 83 Theodoret says that he preached in Antioch for years. His hearers received the sermons
with great enthusiasm, applauding his rhetorical skill. As an example, Theodoret says that when he
preached John of Antioch was so “delighted at my discourses as to raise both hands and again and again to
start up” (NPNF? 3, 278): «...8¢ [Todvvnc] to60dtov 8yGvvuto Stokeyopéov fudv, dg Gueo o yeips
Kwelv kol dtaviotaoBor moAddxig.” (Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 1-95, ed. H. de
Lubac and J. Daniélou, trans. Y. Azéma, vol. 2, Sources chrétiennes, vol. 98 (Paris: Editions du Cerf,
1964), 208.)). In the Ep. 147 Theodoret says that at the end of his sermons in Antioch, his fellow clergymen
would “embrace me and kiss me, on head, on breast, on hands, and some of them would cling to my knees,
calling my doctrine apostolic...” (NPNF?3, 323): ... puetdt 10 T6A0G Tiig S10AEEEWC TEPIENTHGGOVTO, Kai
Katepilovv, Kol KeQaAnv, Kol o)1, Kol ¥e1pag: TvEG 8¢ DTV Kal YovAT®Vv TTovTo, TV SdacKaAoy
NGV drostolknyv ovopalovtec. (Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 96—147, 96.).

% Photius of Constantinople praised without reservation the Attic purity of Theodoret’s style and the clarity
of his thought in Bibliotheca codex 203 in PG 103, 675D and 676A.



23

Thus, when John of Antioch received the troubling letter from Celestine which openly
threatened his friend Nestorius with excommunication unless he revoked publicly and in
writing his theological errors, Theodoret appears among the bishops whom John
consulted before sending a letter to Nestorius, at the end of November 430 AD,
admonishing him to accept the title Theotokos and to conform to the conditions of Rome
and Alexandria.®® As D. Fairbairn observed, John believed that Nestorius’s opposition to
the title was “simple nitpicking” and he urged him to “desist from such hair-splitting and

%7 I the letter John

affirm the saving truth that God the Son was truly born from Mary.
explicitly stated that he was writing with the approval of Theodoret and a number of
bishops whom John mentions only by their Christian names, which suggests a certain
degree of familiarity.®® John’s testimony is important for two reasons: first, it

demonstrates that Theodoret was held in high standing in the Oriental theological

milieu,®” and second, it points to Theodoret’s early involvement in the controversy.”

% Based on the style of the letter, M. Monica Wagner argued that it was written by John of Antioch
himself, and not by Theodoret: M. Monica Wagner, “A Chapter in Byzantine Epistolography: The Letters
of Theodoret of Cyrrhus,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 4 (1948): 176-77. Yet as John explicitly says,
Theodoret approved of the letter.

%7 Fairbairn, “Allies or Merely Friends? John of Antioch and Nestorius in the Christological Controversy,”
390.

5% At the end of his letter to Nestorius from the end of November 430 AD, John of Antioch says that his
advice to accept the title Theotokos is shared by the “most God-loving bishops Archelaus, Apringius,
Theodoret, Heliades, Meletius and the future bishop Macarius, who is envisioned by the grace of God for
the church of Laodicea”; see: ACO 1, 1, 1, 96; Conc. Eph. L. c. 25 in Mansi IV, 1061-68. B. J. Kidd argued
that the bishops mentioned in John’s letter were friends of both Nestorius and John: Kidd, 4 History of the
Church to A.D. 461, 223. Kidd’s argument is convincing, because it would have been redundant to refer to
these bishops by name had Nestorius not known them personally. In that case, John’s authority and a
general reference to a conciliar assessment of the question at stake would have been sufficient.

% Theodoret, although bishop of an insignificant bishopric in the region of Cyrrhestica in the metropolis of
Hierapolis, is mentioned here by John of Antioch in the company of metropolitans and bishops occupying
important episcopal sees: Archelaus of Caesarea in Cappadocia, Apringius of Chalcis in Syria, Heliades of
Ptolemais in Phoenicia, Meletius of Mopsuestia in Cilicia, Macarius of Laodicea in Asia. The positive
identification of the bishops has been established by Schwartz in ACO I, 1, 8, 14-25.

7 Jerry L. Stewardson rightly argued that Theodoret did not enter into the controversy between Nestorius
and Cyril until late 430 or early 431 AD, and that John’s letter to Nestorius from late November 430 AD
marks the first instance of involvement (see Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus
According to His Eranistes,” 131.). The very fact that the conflict between Cyril and Nestorius lasted for
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2.3. Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas and the Escalation of the Controversy

It is surprising to discover an entirely different attitude among the Orientals only
a few weeks later. The change in tone and the nature of their involvement in the
controversy, which rapidly advanced from passive counsel to active polemics, came as a
response to Cyril’s anathemas. These he sent to Nestorius at the beginning of December
430 AD in his Third Letter to Nestorius.”' The latter, without delay, forwarded Cyril’s
letter to John of Antioch on Sunday, December 7, 430 AD, together with copies of two of
his sermons, which he had preached that day and the day before (Saturday, December
6).”2

In both of these sermons Nestorius fulfilled all the requirements in Celestine’s
letter. He publicly acknowledged that the Virgin Mary could be properly called
Theotokos, inasmuch as the term was understood to refer to Christ’s human nature, since
Christ qua Logos is without generation (in terms of the beginning of existence) by

definition. It must be noted that Nestorius announced this publicly before his

over a year and a half without any significant involvement on the Orientals’ part in defending their peer is
indicative of the manner in which it was taken at the beginning. The seeming indifference shows that it was
understood to be a personal conflict between two bishops, hardly worth attention.

A similar attitude toward the controversy was eventually adopted by Cyril’s side as well. His spiritual
father, Isidore of Pelusium warned him to check his motivations. He says that “people began talking” that
the real reason for the controversy with Nestorius was his personal spite rather than theology — just as his
uncle Theophilus persecuted John Chrysostom, so now he persecutes Nestorius: “TloAAol yap o€
KOL®OdoUoL TOV cuvelkeypévav &g "Epecov, og oikeiav dpovopevov £xBpav, dAL” od ta Incod
Xpiotoddphodomg (ntodvra. Adedpidodg £ott, Pact, Ogopilov, ppovpevog ékeivov Ty yvouny.” (Ep. I,
310 in PG 78, 361C).

Therefore, in the beginning, the popular view was that the entire controversy was a little more than a
personal exchange between two bishops.

"I The chronology of the events of late 430 AD is convincingly established by D. Fairbairn in Fairbairn,
“Allies or Merely Friends? John of Antioch and Nestorius in the Christological Controversy.”

7 ACO 1.4.4-6.
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congregation and had the sermons written down.”” In the letter to John of Antioch,
Nestorius repeated his acceptance of the title Theotokos.” It is certain that John received
the letter, since he refers to it in a letter to Firmus of Caesarea.” All of this was done
within the timeframe which Celestine set in his ultimatum. Thus, strictly speaking,
Celestine’s mandate to Cyril ceased in December 430 AD. Cyril had no right to pursue
the matter further on behalf of the Church of Rome. The fact that he did suggests certain
personal motivations.

This fact did not escape the attention of the Orientals, who, in the later
controversy, exhibited very little of their initial charity towards Cyril’s arguments. After
Cyril’s Third Letter to Nestorius with its Twelve Anathemas against Nestorius’s
Christological position reached Antioch, the irenic tone of John of Antioch and
Theodoret of Cyrrhus yielded to open enmity toward Cyril and his theological position.”
This change of attitude is unmistakable in the request that John of Antioch made of
Theodoret of Cyrrhus and Andrew of Samosata, the two most prominent Oriental
theologians for refutation of Cyril’s Anathemas.”” It is also evident in Theodoret’s letter

to John of Antioch that accompanied his Refutation of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas.

¥'See ACO 1, 4, 7: “...sancta virgo et dei genetrix est et homini genetrix, dei quidem genetix ideo quia
illud templum quod in ea ex spiritu sancto creatum est...”

™See ACO 1,4, 5.

> ACO 1.4.8. (see lines 3—7); on the same letter see Fairbairn, “Allies or Merely Friends? John of Antioch
and Nestorius in the Christological Controversy,” 385.

"® This sudden change was brought about by Cyril’s Third Letter to Nestorius in which he offered twelve
Christological propositions threatening with anathema all those who dissented from his teaching. Such
language shows some impatience on Cyril’s part, which was stimulated by resolute support from Rome.
" Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 238-39.; Marcel Richard, “Notes sur 1’évolution doctrinale de
Théodoret,” Revue de sciences philosophiques et théologiques 25 (1936): 463; Stewardson, “The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 17.
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Evidently enraged at the Anathemas, he denounced them as a “heretical” and
“blasphemous” revival of the “impious teaching of Apollinarius.””®

However, his tone in the Refutation itself is much more moderate. In the text of
the Refutation Theodoret did not make harsh, direct, or personal accusations of heresy
against Cyril, but simply pointed out the inadequacy of his Christological position. As the
analysis of the Twelve Anathemas in the second chapter will show, Theodoret was
concerned that the language used in the Anathemas could seriously endanger the reality

of both the divinity and humanity of Christ, rendering the union achieved in the

Incarnation ineffectual for salvation and thus purposeless.

2.4. The Council of Ephesus (431 AD)

2.4.1. The Convocation of the Council
On November 19, 430 AD, Emperor Theodosius II dispatched a letter to all

metropolitan bishops of the empire summoning them to come to Ephesus at Pentecost the
following year in order to settle the doctrinal issues raised in the dispute between Cyril
and Nestorius. The letter also bore the name of Valentinian III, the ruler of the Western
Empire, giving the summons an ecumenical character. Each metropolitan was allowed a

small entourage of suffragans.”

"8 Theodoret, Ep. 150 in NPNF? 3, 324. The original text reads: ...t4g aipetikdg kai Braceripovg piite
QoVag Kol TV Talot ofecbeioav Amolvapiov opod kai duccefii dwdackoriay davavedcoachat...” in:
Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Collections Conciliaires, ed. H. de Lubac and J. Daniélou, trans. Y.
Azéma, vol. 4, Sources chrétiennes, vol. 429 (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1998), 64.

" Mansi IV, 1102; ACO 1, 2, 114-16; Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 40; Eduard Schwartz,
“Zur Vorgeschichte des ephesinischen Konzils,” Historische Zeitschrift 112 (1914): 258; Stewardson, “The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 18.; Peter L’Huillier, The Church of the
Ancient Councils: The Disciplinary Work of the First Four Ecumenical Councils (Crestwood, NY: St.
Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1995), 145.
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It is important to note that the council was convoked before the controversy
between Cyril and the Antiochene party escalated to outright enmity. The convocation
was issued a couple of weeks before Cyril’s Third Letter to Nestorius with the Twelve
Anathemas arrived in Constantinople. Its ecumenicity is reflected in the universal
eagerness for convocation of such a council.

In hindsight, it is ironic to note that Nestorius requested an assessment of the issue
by an ecumenical council which would later bring about his downfall.*’ But his request
alone does not fully account for the summons, since his opponents in Constantinople
expressed the same aspiration. The monks of the capital complained of the ill-treatment
they received from Nestorius and they too sought the refuge and protection of an
ecumenical council.®' However, the motivation for the emperor’s intervention should not
be sought only in the ecclesiastical affairs surrounding the controversy. Imperial power
politics must be taken into account when considering the events that led to the
convocation of the Council of Ephesus.

Theodosius II was a natural ally of Nestorius, since the latter was brought to
Constantinople and consecrated bishop of the capital at the insistence of the emperor.
Nestorius’s ecclesiastical politics met with little approbation among the people, yet the
emperor saw in his pontificate an opportunity for advancing his global ecclesiastical
politics. The archbishops of Alexandria had been gaining power and influence in Egypt
since the time of Athanasius.*® Their power kept growing throughout the fourth century,

propelled by the cunning diplomacy of Theophilus of Alexandria (Cyril’s uncle). Cyril’s

80 Mansi V, 752; also Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 28.

81 Evagrius, HE 1, 7; Mansi IV, 1102; Ibid., 40.

%2 Eusebius of Nicomedia had already complained that “It could be said of the bishop of Alexandria that he
was a rich man and powerful and able to do anything.” (Athanasius, Apol. c. Arian. 9).
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tenure as archbishop furthered the enormous accumulated power and prestige of
Alexandria.*’ From the outset of his tenure, Cyril entered into conflict with the imperial
authorities. He was elected to the see of Alexandria despite the best efforts of
Abudantius, the imperial commander of the garrisons in Egypt, to prevent it. He was also
in constant confrontation with the urban prefect Orestes. Cyril’s power rose to such an
extent that he even commanded a small private army of parabalani, originally medical
personnel but later transformed into bludgeon-wielding personal bodyguards of the
archbishop.®* Socrates summarized well the political aspect of Cyril’s pontificate: “Cyril
came into possession of the episcopate with greater power than Theophilus had ever
exercised. For from that time the bishopric of Alexandria went beyond the limits of its
sacerdotal functions and assumed the administration of secular matters.” That such
extensive power belonged to a recalcitrant archbishop must have been a major
inconvenience for the emperor and the political power structure of the empire. Thus it
was natural for Theodosius to support Nestorius’s attempt to reduce the power and
influence of the archbishop of Alexandria.

Another reason for Theodosius’ support of Nestorius and the convocation of the
Council of Ephesus should be sought in the events of the previous summer. As previously
mentioned, the Council of Rome, which met in August 430 AD, condemned the theology
of the archbishop of Constantinople. The condemnation was likely a result of the long-

standing controversy between Rome and Constantinople caused by the transfer of the axis

% McGuckin rightly noted that with Theophilus and Cyril the see of Alexandria reached its zenith:
McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological Controversy, 7.

% See Wilhelm Schubart, “Parabalani,” Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 40 (1954) ; Alexandre
Philipsborn, “La compagnie d’ambulanciers ‘Parabalani > d’ Alexandrie,” Byzantion 20, no. 185-90 (1950);
McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological Controversy, 71f.

8 Socrates, HE 7, 7 and 7, 13. See also McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological
Controversy, 7.
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of power from Rome to the New Rome (Constantinople) in 330 AD, and fuelled by the
decision of the Council of Constantinople 381 AD to match the prerogatives of the
bishops of Rome with those of the bishops of Constantinople. The news of the decisions
of the council of Rome must have reached Theodosius, who saw in the convocation of an
ecumenical council an opportunity to send a message to Rome that, although the
archbishop of Alexandria might think so, the decisions of Rome were not final and
irrevocable.*

The emperor’s motivations for supporting Nestorius and his Oriental supporters
are also evident in his decision on the outcome of the Council of Ephesus. The emperor
showed great respect for the Antiochene party’s positions, advocated by Theodoret of
Cyrrhus. He expressly refused to accept the condemnations of heresy and subsequent

depositions that Cyril’s council exacted upon its Oriental opponents.

2.4.2. The Venue of the Council
The decision on the venue of the council remains an enigma. Ephesus was a

stronghold of Marian piety®’ due to its long history of female divine worship, which
supposedly had been, in its Christianized form, transferred to the Blessed Virgin Mary.*

The conventional view is that the decision to hold the council in Ephesus must have been

% Wilhelm de Vries, Orient Et Occident: Les structures ecclésiales vues dans I’ histoire des sept premiers
conciles eecumeéniques (Paris: Cerf, 1974), 85.; L’Huillier, The Church of the Ancient Councils: The
Disciplinary Work of the First Four Ecumenical Councils, 145.; Kenneth G. Holum, Theodosian
Empresses: Women and Imperial Dominion in Late Antiquity (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of
California Press, 1982), 113.

¥7 Even the cathedral church in Ephesus was dedicated to “Mary the Theotokos.” See Cyril of Alexandria
Ep. 24 in Mansi IV, 1241: “f ayia odvodog yéyovev év 11i Eoécw, €v ti] peydin ékkincig tijg mOAemS, ] TIg
kaAgltar Mapia Ocotorog.”

* Ephesus was famous for its devotion to Artemis (Diana), whose renowned temple was included among
the seven wonders of the Ancient World. The popularity of devotion to Artemis at Ephesus is attested even
in the Acts of the Apostles (19: 23-29). See: Simon Vailhé, “Ephesus,” in The Catholic Encyclopedia, ed.
Charles G. Herbermann, et al. (New York: The Encyclopedia Press, 1913), 490-91.
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made by a very powerful factor, one hostile to Nestorius. Augusta Pulcheria, the older
sister and ex-regent of Emperor Theodosius II, is traditionally singled out as the most
likely candidate for making this decision, due to the personal strife that existed between
the two, which began with Nestorius’s challenge to her reputation.

By the first half of the fifth century, it had become evident that the end of the
long-fading Roman civic religion was drawing near. Through a skillful maneuver
Pulcheria managed to preserve the great dignity which the old religion reserved for the
imperial family.* She publicly took a vow of chastity and devoted her life to prayer and
charitable work. However, she was careful not to take monastic vows, which would
confine her to a monastery and effectively end her political career. The elderly
archbishop of Constantinople, Atticus, supervised Pulcheria’s spiritual wellbeing. He
even wrote a treatise On Faith and Virginity, which he dedicated to Pulcheria and her
sisters. In the treatise he affirmed that women consecrated in chastity would receive
Christ in the womb of their faith, comparing chaste women with the Blessed Virgin
Mary, the Theotokos.” This intensified Pulcheria’s reverence for the Theotokos. The
title, previously present only in the popular religion, rose quickly to a prominent role.

The association of part of the imperial household with the Blessed Virgin
effectively helped bridge the gap which the dissolution of the Roman civic religion had
left in regards to the dignity of the imperial family. The association Atticus made

between chaste women and the Theotokos paved the way for a modified, but nonetheless

% Vasiliki Limberis, Divine Heiress: The Virgin Mary and the Creation of Christian Constantinople
(London and New York: Routledge, 1994), 62.; Holum, Theodosian Empresses: Women and Imperial
Dominion in Late Antiquity, 79—111.

% See Holum, Theodosian Empresses: Women and Imperial Dominion in Late Antiquity, 138-40.
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renewed, association of the imperial family with divinity. Pulcheria must have detested
Nestorius’s attack on the title Theotokos.

Nestorius held that Pulcheria was not honest in her vow of chastity and informed
the emperor of his view.”' He also made little effort to hide his aversion for the Augusta.
Nestorius stopped referring to Pulcheria as a “bride of Christ” in public prayers,
discontinued the practice of entertaining the princesses for dinner in the episcopal palace
after the Sunday communion, removed Pulcheria’s portrait from above the altar in the
cathedral, and removed her robe from the Holy Table, where it had served as an altar
covering. Nestorius also publicly humiliated Pulcheria by refusing her entry to the
sanctuary on Easter Sunday to receive communion inside the altar area.”> When she
invoked the words of Atticus saying: “Why? Have I not given birth to God?” Nestorius,
shocked, replied: “You?! You have given birth to Satan!”** Thus, Nestorius’ antagonism
towards Pulcheria must have engendered extreme enmity on her part.

Evidently, Nestorius caused Pulcheria’s hostility on two levels: political and
personal. Unfortunately for the archbishop, one of the traits of Pulcheria’s character
seems to have been a desire for vengeance. For example, after the death of Theodosius I1
in 450 AD, Pulcheria exacted her revenge on the eunuch Chrysaphius, who some ten
years previously had usurped her authority and power and taken control of the weak

emperor, by beheading him. Thus, Ephesus, a regional center of Marian piety, would suit

1 “Vous aviez encore avec vous contre moi une femme belliqueuse, une reine, jeune fille vierge, laquelle
combattait contre moi parce que je ne voulais pas accueillir sa demande de comparer a 1’éspouse du Christ
(une personne) corrompue par les hommes”; Nestorius, Le livre d'Héraclide de Damas, ed. Frangois Nau
(Paris: Letouzey et Ané, Editeurs, 1910), 89.

%2 Frangois Nau, “Lettre a Cosme,” in Documents pour servir a I'histoire de I'Eglise nestorienne : Textes
syriaques, Patrologia Orientalis 13 (Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1916), 279; cf. Holum, Theodosian Empresses:
Women and Imperial Dominion in Late Antiquity, 153.; McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the
Christological Controversy, 25.

93 Nau, “Lettre a Cosme.”; Holum, Theodosian Empresses: Women and Imperial Dominion in Late
Antiquity, 153.
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Pulcheria well as a venue for the council where she could exact her revenge on the
disobedient and impudent archbishop and would send a clear message to anyone foolish

enough to attempt a similar outrage.”*

2.4.3. The Eve of the Council of Ephesus 431 AD

Between the convocation of the council and its opening, a number of important
events took place: the Third Letter of Cyril to Nestorius bearing the Anathemas arrived in
Constantinople, and as previously mentioned, John of Antioch and the Oriental bishops

reacted to them with resolute antagonism, and the foremost Oriental theologians

% However, R. M. Price argued that Pulcheria, together with Theodosius II, supported Nestorius until the
Council of Ephesus. His argument is based on the supposition that the ancient sources, most notably the
Letter to Cosmas, do not faithfully reflect Nestorius’s relationship with Pulcheria (see Richard M. Price,
“Marian Piety and the Nestorian Controversy,” in The Church and Mary, ed. R. N. Swanson, Studies in
Church History 39 (Suffolk and Rochester, NY: Boydell Press, 2004), 31-38.). For Price, the fact that in a
sermon preached in December 430 AD (i.e., after the convocation of the council) Nestorius says that “the
Emperor is pious and the Augustae love God” suggests that the Augustae were favorably disposed towards
Nestorius. However, Price does not account for the possibility that this was most likely just a manner of
speaking. For example, in his reply to the Second Letter of Cyril Nestorius refutes the latter’s Christological
position as heretical, but at the beginning of the letter addresses Cyril as “the most reverend and godly
fellow servant” (see Stevenson and Frend, eds., Creeds, Councils and Controversies: Documents
Hllustrating the History of the Church AD 337-461,298.). Also, the bishops at the Councils would refer to
one other by such exalted titles as “most pious” or “most devout” even when they were accusing one other
of heresy. The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, which have come down to us, are replete with such turns
of phrase. See Richard Price and Michael Gaddis, eds., The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon: General
Introduction, Documents before the Council, Session I, vol. 1, Translated Texts for Historians, vol. 45
(Liverpool: Liverpool University Press,2005) ; The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon: Sessions 1I-X,
Session on Carosus and Dorotheus, Session on Photius and Eustathius, Session on Domnus, vol. 2,
Translated Texts for Historians, vol. 45 (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2005) ; The Acts of the
Council of Chalcedon: Sessions XI-XVI, Documents after the Council, Appendices, Glossary,
Bibliography, Maps, Indices, vol. 3, Translated Texts for Historians, vol. 45 (Liverpool: Liverpool
University Press, 2005) .

Price found further evidence for his argument in a letter by Cyril’s syncellus and archdeacon Epiphanius,
who lamented Pulcheria’s supposed lack of zeal for Cyril’s cause despite many “benedictions,” i.e., bribes
(see Price, “Marian Piety and the Nestorian Controversy,” 34.). It must be mentioned here that it would be
anachronistic to take the letter of Epiphanius as evidence of Pulcheria’s disposition toward Nestorius before
the Council of Ephesus, since it was written only in 432 AD. Pulcheria’s lack of direct support for Cyril is
easily explained by her political aspirations. Her main goal was the removal of Nestorius from the See of
Constantinople. The limitation and restriction of the power of the episcopal see of Constantinople which
Cyril desired would not suit her goals of expanding the influence of the capital. Thus their aims in the
controversy were not entirely congruent. Pulcheria, although rightly suspicious of Cyril, was still fervently
opposed to Nestorius.
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Theodoret of Cyrrhus and Andrew of Samosata both wrote Refutations of Cyril’s Twelve
Anathemas.

Cyril responded directly to these attacks. Moreover, he wrote separate letters to
the important personages in Constantinople, most notably the Augustae, arguing his
position against Nestorius. From a rather heated letter from Theodosius to Cyril, one
learns that Cyril’s strategy was to cause discord within the imperial household and win
the powerful sisters of the emperor to his cause against Nestorius.”

The vigorous diplomatic activity that Cyril undertook on the eve of Ephesus
suggests a certain nervousness on his part which led him to commit a couple of rather
serious faux pas. Soon after the emperor announced his intention to settle the dispute in
an ecumenical council, Cyril sent the Third Letter to Nestorius attaching the Anathemas.
It will become evident later in this work that had Cyril not sent those inflammatory
Christological propositions in the form of Anathemas, Nestorius and the Antiochene party
would have been prepared to compromise on the doctrinal level and the matter would
have been settled peacefully. Around the same time, Cyril committed another rash
mistake: he secretly wrote to the Augustae, trying to sway their favor toward his cause.
As noted above, this act was unnecessary, since the ousting of Nestorius would greatly

suit Pulcheria’s plans anyway. For this, he was publicly chastised by the emperor.”®

93 Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 236.; Emile Amann, “Nestorius,” in Dictionnaire de théologie
catholique, ed. Alfred Vacant, et al. (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, Editeurs, 193 1), 106-7; Stewardson, “The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 18.

% Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 236; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus
According to His Eranistes,” 18.
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2.4.4. The Sessions of the Council of Ephesus

The Council was convoked for Pentecost, June 7, 431 AD. Despite the emperor’s
explicit instruction that each metropolitan bring a small entourage, Cyril arrived at
Ephesus on June 6 with a large delegation of supporters. Memnon of Ephesus, together
with his clergy, immediately joined the Egyptians.

It is not certain whether Nestorius arrived at Ephesus at the same time as Cyril or
a few days before.”” However, his entourage included a number of important court
officials, his personal friend Count Irenaeus, and the emperor’s representative, Count
Candidian.

The Antiochene party, led by John of Antioch, was delayed in arriving at
Ephesus. They began their journey only after celebrating Pentecost at home. They
undertook the journey on land and were further delayed by spring floods. However, they
sent Theodoret of Cyrrhus, together with his metropolitan, Alexander of Hierapolis, as
messengers asking for deferment of the opening of the council. Theodoret unsuccessfully
attempted to persuade the gathered church officials to wait for John of Antioch.”®

Cyril, however, grew anxious and opened the council on June 22, 431 AD
neglecting the fact that the emperor had ordered that council not meet before all the

invited parties were gathered. Neither the Orientals nor the representatives of Rome had

97 Certain sources give Easter Sunday (April 19th) as the day of Nestorius’s arrival in Ephesus. Others
place his arrival on the same day as Cyril’s (June 6th). It is very unlikely that Nestorius was absent from the
capital on Easter and that he could afford such an unnecessarily prolonged absence from Constantinople
(Gustave Bardy, “Théodoret,” in Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, ed. Alfred Vacant and Eugéne
Mangenot (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, Editeurs, 1946), 300.; Kidd, 4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 239—
40.; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 19-20.)

Moreover, Nestorius must have known from his correspondence with the Antiochenes about their plans to
begin traveling only after celebrating Pentecost. Thus, there was very little need for him to spend any
unnecessary time in the hostile Ephesus. It is more likely that Nestorius arrived a few days before the
planned opening.

o8 Bardy, “Théodoret,” 300; Kidd, 4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 239-40; Stewardson, “The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 19-20.
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arrived, and to add insult to injury, the council was opened in spite of the protestations of
the imperial commissioner, Count Candidian. At the first session of the council,
Candidian and some of Nestorius’s supporters were evicted from the proceedings while
Nestorius was summoned to answer for his teaching. Naturally, he refused to appear
before the council, stating as his reason the apparent procedural irregularities. After he
had ignored three summonses, the accusations of heresy made against him in Cyril’s
Second and Third Letters (including the Twelve Anathemas) were read out, and he was
condemned and deposed.”

The Orientals arrived at Ephesus on June 22, 431 AD. Upon learning of the
proceedings of Cyril’s council, they convoked a council of their own, annulled the
decisions made at that council, and then deposed and excommunicated Cyril and
Memnon, together with their followers, until such time as they renounced Cyril’s Twelve
Anathemas."”

Roman legates arrived on July 10, 431 AD. They immediately joined Cyril’s
council and a second session followed at which Celestine’s letter was read and the legates
were informed of the proceedings of the first session. At the third session the legates
assented to Nestorius’s deposition. At the fourth and fifth sessions ( July 1617, 431 AD)
John of Antioch and his council of thirty-five bishops were excommunicated.'”' At the

sixth session (July 22, 431 AD), Cyril’s council decided that no creed but the Nicene

Creed should be used. This decision came as a response to a question about the

9 Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 244; Kidd, 4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 239-40;
Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 20.

190 Dychesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 245-46; Kidd, A History of the Church to A.D. 461, 242—43;
Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 21.

101 gidd, 4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 244-46; Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 248-49;
Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 21.
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legitimacy of using the Antiochene baptismal creed in the diocese of Philadelphia.'®* At
the last seventh session (July 31, 431AD) Cyprus was given autonomy from the
jurisdiction of Antioch.'®?

In this atmosphere of antagonism between the supporters of Cyril and the
Antiochenes, the decisions reached by Cyril’s council have a semblance of reprisal rather
than of ecclesiastical jurisprudence. The Antiochenes rejected the legitimacy of Cyril’s
council, and the council retaliated by rewarding its members with prerogatives of
jurisdiction at the expense of Antioch (e.g., Juvenal, archbishop of Jerusalem, was
awarded jurisdictional control over a significant portion of Palestine at the expense of

Antioch as a reward for his loyalty to Cyril’s council).'**

2.5. Reactions to the Decision of the Council of Ephesus
Cyril’s council dealt serious blows to the prestige of Antioch. By condemning

Nestorius at the first session, it put the Antiochene Christological position under
suspicion by association, a suspicion which was evident in the decision of the sixth
session, at which the Antiochene baptismal creed was denounced.

Besides being attacked on the doctrinal level, Antioch was assaulted on the
jurisdictional and political level. The decisions of the fourth and fifth sessions were
designed to counteract any possible consequences of the excommunication of Cyril’s

partisans by the council of the Orientals. Moreover, the decision of the seventh session to

102 Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 250-51; Kidd, A4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 247,
Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 22.

13 Kidd, 4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 248-49; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of
Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 22.

1% Cf. Ernest Honigmann, “Juvenal of Jerusalem,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 5 (1950): 209-79.
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exclude Cyprus from the Antiochene sphere of influence was a further blow to
Antiochene interests.

It is no surprise then to see that Theodoret’s position toward Cyril and his
Christology changed. The events around the Council of Ephesus led Theodoret to
abandon his initial charity toward Cyril. It was quickly replaced by more heated
language. Two of Theodoret’s letters, describe his perception of the situation in Ephesus
in the summer of 431 AD. Ep. 157 (PG 83, 1451-1453) and 158 (PG 83, 1453-1455) are
both addressed to the emperor on behalf of the Oriental party. After describing the
general disorder and complaining that the Oriental party was under “extreme threat” from
unruly Ephesian hordes, Theodoret now directly accused Cyril of reviving
Apollinarianism. In the letters Theodoret lamented the looming danger of heresy, citing it
as the main reason for discord.'”®

In August 431 AD Count John, the new imperial commissioner, arrived at
Ephesus declaring that the emperor accepted the depositions pronounced by both
councils. Cyril, Memnon, and Nestorius were deposed and put under arrest, while the
members of both councils were ordered to make peace and return home.'* It remains
unclear what Theodosius II meant to accomplish by such a decision. It must have been
clear to him that it would please no one and accomplish very little, since not only did it
censure the heroes of both parties, but it did not even attempt to provide a solution to the

doctrinal issues raised in the controversy.

105 See: Bloomfield Jackson, ed., The Ecclesiastical History, Dialogues, and Letters of Theodoret, vol. 3,
Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Series 2 (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub. Co.,1953), 292, 334—
35.; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 22.

1% Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 250-51; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus
According to His Eranistes,” 22.
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Meanwhile the Orientals drafted a statement which they were hoping would
become the platform for reconciliation. Less then two years later the statement did indeed
become the foundation for reconciliation, popularly known as the Tomos of Reunion. The
author of this statement was Theodoret of Cyrrhus.'®’

In the statement, the Orientals affirmed that Jesus Christ was a true God and true
man, consisting of a rational soul and body, that he was born of God the Father before all
time as regards his godhead, and born of the Virgin as regards his humanity. Christ was
also professed as consubstantial with the Father in respect to his godhead and
consubstantial with us according to his humanity. The two natures, divine and human, are
united together (unio facta est) and thus one Christ, one Lord, and one Son is
acknowledged. Furthermore, on account of this union, the Virgin Mary is rightly called

Theotokos.'®

2.6. The Aftermath of the Council of Ephesus (431 AD)
Cyril’s party did not accept the conciliatory statement drafted by Theodoret of

Cyrrhus and the proceedings at Ephesus came to a halt. Both sides realized that only the

emperor could break the deadlock, and they began an intensive diplomatic activity at

" Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 263; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus

According to His Eranistes,” 141-42; Bardy, “Théodoret,” 300; Joseph Montalverne, Theodoreti Cyrensis
Doctrina Antiquior De Verbo “Inhumanato” (A. Circiter 423—435) (Rome: Pontificium Athenaeum
Antonianum, 1948), 43.

Diepen is among the few scholars who dispute Theodoret’s authorship of both the statement of the
Orientals at Ephesus and the Tomos of Reunion of 433 AD (Herman M. Diepen, Les Trois Chapitres au
concile de Chalcédoine: Une étude de la christologie de I’ Anatolie ancienne (Oosterhout: Editions de Saint
Michel, 1953), 35).

However, M. Richard has convincingly refuted Diepen’s argument (Marcel Richard, “A propos d’un
ouvrage récent sur le concile de Chalcédoine [Diepen, Les Trois Chapitres au concile de Chalcédoine],”
Meélanges de science religieuse 11(1954): 90), pointing out that a passage in Theodoret’s Letter 112 (SC
111, 50-51) implies his authorship.

18 Mansi V, 7811f.; Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 93-94.
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court to win his favor. The Orientals had ready access to the emperor through Count
Irenaeus. However, an influential physician John lobbied extensively for Cyril’s cause at
court as well. Moreover, Cyril enlisted the help of monks, most notably a certain Abbot
Dalmatius, a revered ascetic who broke a vow of enclosure which he had observed for
forty-six years and led a group of monks in a rally through the streets of Constantinople.
Also, Cyril did not hesitate to use monetary means to secure the favor of officials.'®’
The emperor finally summoned representatives of both parties to come to
Chalcedon to settle the issue. The chief spokesperson of Cyril’s party was Acacius of

110

Melitene.''"” The chief spokesperson of the Oriental party was Theodoret of Cyrrhus.'"!

He testifies that during the five consultations at Chalcedon (Ep. 170),''* he insisted (Ep.
169) that Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas be examined, for they were the main obstacle to
peace.'"” The long and exhausting summer spent in arguments was taking a toll on the
patience of the representatives. In a letter from Chalcedon to the Oriental bishops at
Ephesus (Ep. 165 and Ep. 167), Theodoret says that even if Cyril were to deny the

Anathemas, he would not reestablish communion with him.' 14

109 Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 251-53; Kidd, 4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 246;
Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 23.

"9 Besides Acacius, the representatives of Cyril’s council were Roman legates, Bishop Arcadius and priest
Philip, Juvenal of Jerusalem, Favian of Philippi, Firmus of Caesarea in Cappadocia, Theodotus of Ancyra,
and Euoptius of Ptolemais (in Africa). See Mansi IV, 1458.

1 Besides Theodoret, the Oriental interests were represented by John of Antioch, John of Damascus,
Himerius of Nicomedia, Paul of Emesa, Macarius of Laodicea, Apringius of Chalcis, and Helladius of
Ptolemais (in Phoenicia). See Mansi IV, 1399.

"2PG 83, 1475-81.

"3 PG 83, 1473-76.

PG 83, 1465-66 and PG 83, 1469-71.
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It seems, however, that the Cyrillian party refused to discuss the Anathemas

115

altogether. "~ This particularly disturbed the Antiochene party, who insisted throughout

the conference that the restoration of peace was impossible unless the Anathemas were
revoked.''® However, some Christological disputations were held, and according to

Theodoret he was successful in refuting the arguments of Acacius of Melitene.''” As M.

Richard pointed out, Acacius was no match for Theodoret’s genius.'®

One episode sheds some light on Theodoret’s character and his unquestionable
integrity. Theodoret was convinced of the truthfulness of his position and did not hesitate
to argue with the emperor if necessary. From the Ep. 169, in which Theodoret gave an
account of the progress of the Oriental mission to his metropolitan, Alexander of

Hierapolis, we learn of a conversation he had with the emperor:

The very devout emperor knew that the mob was gathered against me. He came to
me privately and said: “I know that you are gathering [for Divine Liturgy] without
permission.” Then, I said: “Since you have allowed me to speak, do me a favor
and listen to me. Is it right that heretics, who have been cut off (i.e.
excommunicated) are fulfilling their obligation in churches, while I, who am
fighting for the faith and for my pains am [now] excluded from communion by
others, am not allowed in a church?!” He [the emperor] replied, “What am I to
do?” I said, “What your representative did at Ephesus. When he discovered that
some were gathering [in the church], he prevented them saying, “I will allow
neither party to assemble, until you make peace.” It would become your
devoutness to give directions to the bishop here to forbid both the opposing party
and ourselves to assemble before you make your just sentence known to all.” He
[emperor] replied, “It is not my place to order the bishop.” Then, I said, “Neither
shall you command us and we will take a church and assemble. Your piety will

15 See Ep. 170 (PG 83, 1475-81) and ACO 1, 1, p. 7.

116 Cf. Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 101-12.

17 See Ep. 169 (PG 83, 1473-76); Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 254; Stewardson, “The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 25.

8 Marcel Richard, “Acace de Méliténe, Proclus de Constantinople, et la Grande Arménie,” in Mémorial
Louis Pétit, Archives de I’Orient chrétien 1 (Bucharest: Institut frangais d’études byzantines: Mélanges
d’histoire et d’archéologie byzantines, 1948), 402-3.
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find that there are many more on our side than on theirs...” Then, he consented
and made no other prohibitions.""’

In the end the emperor pronounced his sentence in favor of Cyril’s party and
dismissed representatives of both factions. Theodoret, in exasperation, cried: “But you
are not only their emperor; you are ours t0o.”'** He was not heeded. When Theodosius

pronounced his sentence, Nestorius had already been exiled to his native monastery of

121

Euprepius (near Antioch) " and Cyril had escaped his imprisonment and was received in

122

Egypt as a hero. ” The Council of Ephesus was a sweeping political victory for Cyril’s

party.

On the doctrinal level, however, the situation was far from straightforward.
Although Theodosius approved of the decisions of Cyril’s synod, recognized Nestorius’s
deposition, and installed a new archbishop in his stead, he still refused to condemn the
Orientals and to accept their depositions and accusations of heresy.'> In a new edict

addressed to Cyril’s council, the emperor wrote

As you could not be induced to unite with the Antiochenes, and, moreover, would
not join in any discussion of the points of difference, I command that the Oriental
bishops return to their churches, and that the Ephesine Synod dissolve. Cyril, too,
is to return to Alexandria (to his diocese), and Memnon shall remain bishop of
Ephesus. At the same time we also give it to be known that, as long as we live, we
shall not condemn the Orientals, for they have not been confuted in our presence,

"9 Ep. 169 (PG 83, 1473-76); cf. NPNF? 3, 341-42.

20 Ep. 168 (NPNF? 3, 340-41)

12l Bvagrius, HE 1, 7. In early September 431 AD, Nestorius requested the emperor’s permission to leave
Ephesus and return to his monastery. This move was a sign that Nestorius considered his cause to be lost.
The edict ordering him to leave Ephesus arrived when the Oriental representatives were on their way to
Chalcedon. Thus, the emphasis at the conference at Chalcedon was put on the doctrinal issue. See Hefele,
History of the Councils of the Church, 100.

22 Ep. 167 (PG 83, 1472 AB); Mansi V, 805; NPNF? 340-41; Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’ Eglise,
255; Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 110; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of
Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 27.

123 Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 255.
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and no one would dispute them. Moreover, if you wish for the peace of the

Church (with the Orientals=Antiochenes), that is, if you will still come to an

understanding with them at Ephesus, let me know this immediately; if not, then

think of your return home. We are not to blame (that no unity was accomplished),
but God knows who must share the blame.'**

An episode which is important for understanding the nature of the conflict took
place at the closure of the conference at Chalcedon. Just before their departure from
Chalcedon the Oriental representatives met with the Constantinopolitan supporters of
Nestorius. Theodoret of Cyrrhus addressed them in a moving pastoral counsel,
admonishing them not to succumb to the false teaching about the “suffering of God,”
which, for him, was more blasphemous than the teachings of the heathen.'” As it will
become clear from the following chapters, this same notion of the passibility of God will
be one of the problems that preoccupied Theodoret’s Christological output for the next
twenty years.

John of Antioch, who spoke next, repeated Theodoret’s admonition. In his
discourse John emphasized the irrationality of the notion that God was capable of
suffering; in Christ the divinity did not suffer, because the two natures are not
commingled, but united.'*®

It is evident that for the Orientals the language of Cyril’s Anathemas was a

dangerous revival not only of Apollinarianism, but also of Arian and Eunomian doctrines.

Theodoret expressed the same sentiment in his Refutation of Cyril’s Twelve

124 The Latin version is published in the Synodicon in Mansi V, 805. The Greek text can be found in Mansi

IV, 1465 and Johannes Baptista Cotelerius, Ecclesiae graecae monumenta 1, 41. See also Hefele, History of
the Councils of the Church, 110.

> Mansi IV, 1408 and V, 810.; cf. Ibid., 111.

1 Mansi IV, 1410 and V, 812.; cf. Ibid., 112.
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Anathemas."*’ An incident caused by Acacius of Melitene at the conference was the
immediate reason for the latter accusation. Theodoret reports that Acacius expressly
stated before the emperor that the Godhead was capable of suffering. Theodoret, with
unconstrained pleasure, says that the emperor was “so shocked at the enormity of the
blasphemy that he flung off his mantle, and stepped back.”'*

The reason why this particular teaching was perceived as Arian and Eunomian
can be summed up by F. Sullivan’s “Arian Syllogism:” God is incapable of suffering, the
Logos suffered in Jesus, thus, the Logos is not God.'* To the Orientals this teaching was
unacceptable. And, as was evident in their encounter with the supporters of Nestorius
from Constantinople, even after their defeat became apparent, the Orientals remained
adamant in their Christological tradition.

This resoluteness is manifest also in the fact that on their way home the Orientals
assembled at Tarsus in Cilicia in order to regroup and reaffirm their position. Theodoret
testifies that at this synod the excommunication of Cyril and his council by the Orientals
in Ephesus was confirmed and they were anathematized as heretics.'*” Soon afterwards,

another synod was held in Antioch with the same results."*' The renowned bishop

127 Cf. Refutation of Cyril’s Anathemas 4 in ACO I, 1, 6, p. 121. English translation in Istvan Pésztori-
Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, ed. C. Harrison, The Early Church Fathers (London and New York: Routledge,
2006), 177.

28 Bp. 164 (NPNF? 3, 336-37).

129 Cf. Sullivan, The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia, 158ff.; Paul B. Clayton, “Theodoret, Bishop
of Cyrus, and the Mystery of the Incarnation in Late Antiochene Christology” (New York: Union
Theological Seminary, 1985), 201.; Istvan Pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus’s Double Treatise on the
Trinity and on the Incarnation: The Antiochene Pathway to Chalcedon (Koloszvar/Cluj: The Transylvanian
District of the Reformed Church in Romania, 2007), 73.

0 Mansi V, 843 and 917. The same is repeated in the letters of Meletius of Mopsuestia to Count Neoterius
and the vicar Titus (cf. Mansi V, 920 and 953). Cf. Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 117.

131 Socrates, HE 7, 34; Mansi V, 986; cf. Ibid., 118. Clayton argued that present at the council were John of
Antioch, Acacius of Beroea, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Macarius of Laodicea, and Alexander of Hierapolis
(Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 18).

A small correction is in order here: Clayton says that E. Venables placed this council in Beroea (The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 18), while he quite specifically placed the council in Antioch (Edmund
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Acacius of Beroea, who exercised great authority as a member of the Council of
Constantinople in 381 AD which had condemned Apollinarius, confirmed these
decisions.'**

In the summer months of 432 AD the emperor undertook an initiative for
reconciliation by sending letters to both Cyril of Alexandria and John of Antioch
instructing them to meet in private in Nicomedia and come to an understanding.'** The
letter dispatched to Cyril is lost. However, Tillemont speculated that it contained an

express directive that Cyril repudiate his Twelve Anathemas."*

His argument is not
without justification, since soon after the letter Cyril’s attitude towards the Anathemas
had changed perceptibly. The strong unionist language of the Anathemas, which Cyril
used to describe the union of the natures in Christ, was replaced by a more guarded
terminology.'* This change is best evidenced in Cyril’s response to six Christological
propositions composed by Theodoret, which John of Antioch and the Orientals had sent
to him as a proposal for theological conciliation. However, Walch and Hefele, have
challenged Tillemont’s thesis that Cyril was asked to repudiate the Twelve Anathemas on

the grounds that the emperor regarded Nestorius, and not Cyril, as heretical.*® Hefele

finds further proof in a letter from John of Antioch to his bishops referring to the

Venables, “Alexander of Hierapolis Euphratensis,” in Dictionary of Christian Biography and Literature to
the End of the Sixth Century A.D., with an Account of the Principal Sects and Heresies., ed. Henry Wace
and William C. Piercy (London: John Murray, 1911), 13.)

132 Mansi V, 819; cf. Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 118.

133 Mansi, V, 287; cf. Ibid., 120.

13 Louis-Sébastien Lenain de Tillemont, Memoires pour servir a I histoire ecclesiastique des six premiers
siecles : justifiez par les citations des auteurs originaux : avec des notes pour éclaircir les difficultez des
faits & de la chronologie, vol. 14 (Venice: chez Frangois Pitteri, dans la Mercerie, a la Fortune
Triomphante, 1732), 516.

135 See Cyril’s letters to Acacius of Melitene, Donatus of Nicopolis, and Rabbulas of Edessa in Mansi V,
309, 347, and 887. Cf. Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 122.

13 Christian W. F. Walch, Entwurf einer vollstindigen Historie der Ketzereien, Spaltungen und
Religionsstreitigkeiten bis auf die Zeiten der Reformation (Hildesheim: Weidmann, 2003), 581.; Hefele,
History of the Councils of the Church, 120.
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emperor’s propositions for reconciliation as aperte impiae (blatantly impious), since
Cyril’s Anathemas had contained incorrect doctrine."”” However, analysis of Cyril’s
letters after the imperial communication suggests that Tillemont’s thesis is not without
merit.

In a letter (Ep. 56) to Acacius of Beroea, Cyril stated that he was unjustly accused
of Apollinarianism, Arianism, and other heresies, which he expressly condemned. He
paid special attention to disassociating himself from Apollinarianism. Besides
condemning it, Cyril explicitly confessed a rational human soul (anima rationali) in
Christ."*® Further, he denounced any mingling or confusion of the natures in Christ, but
professed that the Logos in his own nature is incapable of suffering and is unchangeable.
It was one and the same Lord Jesus Christ who suffered in the flesh. With regards to his
Anathemas, he stated that they had strength and power only in opposition to the
erroneous teachings of Nestorius. He would write clarifications of them in order to pacify
everyone.'*’ The reduction of the deus passus rhetoric present in the Anathemas
constitutes a major change in Cyril’s Christological narrative.

This letter is further important inasmuch as it contains Cyril’s express
condemnation of Apollinarius. As McGuckin pointed out, Cyril, in the early years of his
episcopate, boasted of fighting against various heresies. He mentions Sabellians, Arians,

Manicheans, Adoptionists, but there is no mention of Apollinarians.140 In fact, before the

breakout of the Nestorian controversy there is no evidence that Cyril ever challenged the

7 Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 120.

8 Mansi V, 834: “Neque enim inanimatum dico Christi corpus. Confiteor vero quod animatum sit anima
rationali.”

139 Mansi V, 831ff.

140 SeeMcGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological Controversy, 8.; Cyrille d’ Alexandrie,
Deux dialogues christologiques, trans. Georges-Matthieu de Durand, Sources chrétiennes, vol. 97 (Paris:

Editions du Cerf, 1964), 15.
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Apollinarians.'*! Thus, this express condemnation of Apollinarius is in all probability a
concession to the rising pressure on Cyril to rescind the Twelve Anathemas. In this
atmosphere, Tillemont’s thesis sounds more than probable. John of Antioch’s
dissatisfaction with the “blatantly impious” proposals of the emperor could, as Hefele has
pointed out be a reference to the imperial demand that the injustice which the Oriental
party suffered at Ephesus be put behind them.

Upon receiving Cyril’s letter, Acacius of Beroea communicated its contents to
Alexander of Hierapolis, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, and Andrew of Samosata. He was
positively inclined towards the change in Cyril’s Christological language. Theodoret also
agreed that Cyril has indeed mitigated his position and that negotiations for peace could

commence.'*? John of Antioch and Andrew of Samosata shared his sentiments.

143
However, other prominent Oriental bishops, Theodoret’s metropolitan Alexander of
Hierapolis, together with Maximinus of Anazarbus, Helladius of Tarsus, and Eutherius of
Tyana, were firmly opposed to any negotiations for peace with Cyril.'**

Cyril’s letter to Acacius containing the explanation of his Christological position
marked an important change. Until that moment the doctrinal divergence was seen as the
main issue at stake. From that point onward, however, challenges to Cyril’s doctrinal
position faded away and were replaced by accusations of a gross breach of ecclesiastical

discipline evidenced in the proceedings of Ephesus, most notably the deposition of

Nestorius.

! McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological Controversy, 8.

2 Mansi V, 840.
3 Mansi V, 841; cf. Mansi V, 844.
144 See Mansi, V, 844-45 and 850.
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For the Orientals it was impossible to accept the condemnation and deposition. In
a letter to Andrew of Samosata, Theodoret resorted to sophistry, arguing that there is no
obstacle to condemning anyone who teaches that Christ was a mere man or anyone who
divides Christ into two Sons. However, despite Cyril’s best efforts, it would be
impossible to associate Nestorius with these teachings.'*’Alexander of Hierapolis
emphasized the fact that Nestorius was unjustly condemned in absentia, and remained
adamant that communion with Cyril must not be restored before he retracted his
Anathemas."*®

Despite the continuing enmity between the two parties, Cyril’s letter to Acacius of
Beroea marks a new era in the post-Ephesine period, and it indeed paved the way to the
restoration of communion.

Theodoret played a crucial role in the restoration of communion. He wrote to
Helladius of Tarsus and Himerius of Nicomedia exhorting them to look favorably upon
the profession of Christology which Cyril had expressed in the letter to Acacius.
Theodoret affirmed that in the letter Cyril’s Christology was in agreement with that of
John of Antioch and the other bishops who assembled in Antioch.'*’ However, Alexander
of Hierapolis declared himself strongly against reunion with Cyril, even after he was
admonished by John of Antioch to view Cyril’s new statements with favor. Eutherius of

Tyana followed Alexander.'*®

145 Mansi, V, 840.

146 Cf. Mansi V, 831.

47 Cf. Mansi V, 846; Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 127.
'8 Mansi V, 850, 853, 855, 916; Ibid., 126-29.
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2.7. The Tomos of Reunion
In 432 AD John of Antioch succumbed to pressure from the imperial authorities
and vigorously sought reconciliation with Cyril. The pressure came as a result of Cyril’s
energetic diplomatic efforts, about which one reads in the famous letter from his
archdeacon Epiphanius to Maximian of Constantinople (whom the Cyrillian party

91t is evident from the letter that Cyril had requested decisive

installed as archbishop).
action on the part of the imperial representative Aristolaus. The Antiochenes were to be
kept under pressure until it yielded results. Cyril’s determination is evident in the extent
of his captatio benevolentiae of the authorities in Constantinople. Cyril supplemented an
extensive correspondence with Pulcheria Augusta, the imperial praepositus Paul, the
cubicularius Romanos, and the cubiculariae Marcella and Droseria with very generous
gifts, which, according to Epiphanius’s testimony, depleted the treasury of the
Alexandrian Church. In the same letter, Pulcheria was urged to order John of Antioch to

130 yet the real breakthrough came only after Cyril

submit to the deposition of Nestorius.
wrote the mitigating letter to Acacius of Beroea. This letter effectively divided the
Orientals, who split into two major groups: the moderates, headed by John of Antioch
and Theodoret, and the hardliners, headed by Alexander of Hierapolis.

Despite the diverging views in the Oriental camp, Paul of Emesa traveled to

Alexandria as an envoy carrying a letter from John of Antioch and the Oriental synod of

bishops. The letter contained a Christological creed, which was identical in content to the

49 Mansi V, 938ff.

%0 Mansi V, 987-89; The extent of Cyril’s determination is evidenced in a lengthy list of bribes offered to
officials in Constantinople, which includes, for instance, a reference to fifty pounds of gold sent to one of
Pulcheria’s cubiculariae “ut augustam rogando persuadeat” (See Nestorius, Le livre d’ Héraclide de Damas,
367—69; Price, “Marian Piety and the Nestorian Controversy,” 33—34). Hefele unconvincingly argued that
the bribes which Cyril sent to the imperial authorities should be excused and explained as being part of the
local customs of the time (Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 113 and 34).
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confession of faith which Theodoret of Cyrrhus had composed and presented to the

1."°" After much negotiation, Cyril

Emperor at Ephesus on behalf of the Oriental counci
accepted this creed and it became the focal point of the Tomos of Reunion which he

signed on April 23, 433 AD.'*

2.7.1 The Content of the Oriental Creed
The Christological creed consisted of two sections. First, there was an explanation

of why it was necessary to provide a deeper clarification of the Nicene creed, which must
not be understood as an impertinent attempt to explain a divine mystery. The second
section contained a Christological formula, which, following the Nicene creed, confessed
Jesus Christ as the only-begotten Son of God, true God and true man, consisting of a
reasonable soul and body, who qua God was born of the Father before time and qua
human being was born of the Virgin. The two natures, divine and human, are united
together in such a manner that one Christ, one Lord, one Son is confessed. In the union
the natures are not commingled. On account of this union, the Blessed Virgin is
acknowledged as Theotokos (Birthgiver of God), since of her the Logos took on flesh and
became man. As regards the evangelical and prophetic attributes of Christ, some refer to

the Godhead only and some to humanity.'>

51 Mansi V, 291, 303; Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 129-30.

152 Ibid., 134-38. Tillemont argued that the union was effected in March (Lenain de Tillemont, Memoires
pour servir a I’ histoire ecclesiastique des six premiers siecles : justifiez par les citations des auteurs
originaux : avec des notes pour éclaircir les difficultez des faits & de la chronologie, 547).

133 Mansi V, 305. Cf. Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 130-31: “Opoloyoduev Totyopodv tov
KOplov U@V Incodv Xpiotov, 1ov viov 100 Ocod, TOV povoyevi], Ocdv tédelov kal dvOpmmov TéAelOV €k
YoyiiG AOYIKTG Kol COUOTOG TPO aidV@V HEV €K TOD TaTpOS YevvnBévta katd v Bedtnta, &n’ €oydTov &8
TOV NUEP@V TOV 0OTOV S’ NUAG Kol d1d TV Nuetépay catpiav €k Mapiog tig mapBévov Katd v
avBpomdTTa: OLo0VGIOV T@ TATPL TOV OOTOV KOTA TNV H£0TNTa, KOl OLOOVGLOV NUTV KATA THV
avBpondTTa- 300 Yap PUCE®V EVOOLS Yéyove: 310 Eva XptoTov, Eva viov, Eva KOPLov OPLOAOYODLEV: KOTA
TaOTNV TNV Tig AcBy)hToL Evdcems Evvolay opoioyodpey v aylav tapbévov Beotdkov, d1d 0 TOV Oeov
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Although the creed was phrased in a manner acceptable to both Orientals and
Cyril, in its essence it was a statement of Antiochene Christology, with its unambiguous
parallel structure in Christ (full divinity and full humanity, including rational soul and
body).'>* This is most evident in the last sentence of its Christological creed, where the
predications of Jesus are not always attributed to both natures.

The creed does accept the term Theotokos from the outset, but the term is
acceptable on account of the union-without-comingling of the two natures (600 ydp
QUoEMV VOIS Yéyove: d10 &va Xplotov, Eva vidv, &va KOplov OLOAOYODUEV: KATO
TOOTNV TNV THG AcOYY0TOL Evioemg Evvolay OpoAoyoduey TV aylav mapOévov
Beotokov). After all, the term itself did not present a fundamental obstacle to the
Orientals. As has been mentioned above, John of Antioch, in his letter to Nestorius from

late November 430 AD, testified that the Orientals had no essential objection to it.'>

Even Nestorius accepted it, with proper qualifications.'*®
Christ is defined as “perfect God and perfect man, of a rational soul and body”

(®cov téhe0V Kol dvOpmmov TEAEIOV €K YLYT|G AOYIKTIC Kot cmpatog). As Stewardson

observed, this expression leans towards Antiochene terminology, since Cyril preferred

Aobyov caprobijvar kai Evavlporiicat, kol £ avTig TG CLAMYE®G EvDSOL E0VTH TOV €& ALTHG ANneOévTa
VOOV: T0G 8¢ £DAYYEMKAG Kol ATOGTOAKAG TTEPL TOD KUPIov PVAG IGpEV ToVG BE0AOYOVS BvEpas TAG LEV
KOWOTOLoUVTOG, AG P’ £VOC TPOSOTOV, TG OE dlopodvTag, MG £l dV0 PLGEMV: Kol TG LEV Beompenelg
katd v Bedmta 100 Xpiotod, Tag 8¢ TomEvag KaTd TV dvOpoToHTNTA 00 TOD TAPAdIdOVTIC.”

13 Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 36. See also Adolf
von Harnack, History of Dogma, ed. E. T. Speirs and J. T. Millar, vol. 4, Theological Translation Library,
No. 9 (London: Williams and Norgate, 1898), 265—67.; Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus,
35-36.

BSACOT1, 1, 1, 96; Conc. Eph. L. c. 25 in Mansi IV, 1061-68; (also, see above, Section 1.3).

YACO 1,4,7.
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157

more generic terms about the humanity of Christ.”" However, as von Harnack observed,

Cyril accepted it because it effectively disassociated him from Apollinarianism.'®

The creed masterfully proceeds by using the ideas and theological language of the
Nicaeno-Constantinopolitan creed: Christ is born of the Father and is consubstantial
(opoovorog) with Him according to divinity. Christ is also born of the Virgin Mary and is
consubstantial (6poovcrog) with us according to humanity. Regarding the coming
together of the natures, however, the creed used a very general expression: “the union of
the natures took place” (000 y&p pVcemV Evmoig yéyove).

Stewardson argued that the expression was a masterly evasion of Cyril’s battle-
cry “one nature” (pia Oo1c), which was a strong term for oneness in Christ — much
stronger than Nestorius’s cuvaeew.'> However, the expression used in the Tomos is
actually a generic term for bodies coming together. The term cuvdgeia is a general type
of union of two distinct bodies. Although it leaves much to be desired in terms of
Christological accuracy, cuvdeeia is still a more precise term than the one found in the
creed. Yet the creed made an important qualification of the union — it is a union-
without-commingling of the constituent parts. An appropriate term for this definition of
the union would be cuvéeta, which comes from the Oriental milieu. The term can be
traced back to the period before the Nestorian controversy. In the Expositio Rectae Fidei,
Theodoret used the term in a Trinitarian context to denote the union in substance of the

160

persons of the Holy Trinity. ™ For Theodoret, this union is the closest possible and is

17 Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 36.

138 yon Harnack, History of Dogma, 175-77.

139 Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 37.

10 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Expositio Rectae Fidei 5, (“And behold the utter unity (8xpo cuvagpelag) into
which he places the marks of distinction [of the persons]....”).
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inseparable, yet does not involve confusion of the constituent parts.'®' Thus,
Stewardson’s observation about the term is correct only with regards to the politics — the
statement of the creed regarding the union of the natures in Christ is a masterful solution
of a politically sensitive area of Christology. However, the term &vmoig is even more
ambiguous that the imprecise term ovvégpeto. '

There is little doubt that Theodoret of Cyrrhus was the main theological mind
behind the Christological creed found in the letter of John of Antioch and the

. 163
Orientals.

Yet some of his concerns expressed earlier in the controversy are not
attested to in this creed. At the beginning of the controversy, in the Refutation of Cyril’s
Twelve Anathemas, Theodoret expressed a fear that Cyril’s hypostatic union (dmoctaTiKn
gvmoig) of the two natures of Christ was advocating their commingling (kpdoig) so as to

create a tertium quid.'®* Such a union was unacceptable, since it would result in Christ

being neither God nor man. Thus, one would expect a more precise definition of the

1! Theodoret, Expositio Rectae Fidei 5, (“...the indivisible notion (dydpiotov...Evvoiav) of the Father,

Son, and Holy Spirit”).

12 To declare that there was a “union” between two entities was a rather vague statement. In terms of
Christological debates about the nature of the union of the divine and human natures of Christ, such a
statement was inadequate, for there were at least four different types of union which the ancient Stoics had
recognized. According to this philosophical system, two or more bodies can be united in: 1. mapdfeoic (a
peripheral union of bodies), 2. kpdoig (a union of bodies, reserved for fluids, in which bodies penetrate
every part of the other without being confounded into a newly created homogenous mass — a fertium
quid), 3. o0yyvoig (a union of two objects where the distinctive attributes of each are destroyed so as to
form a tertium quid), or 4. pi&ic (the same as kpdoig, but reserved for dry bodies). For further discussion
see Joannes Stobaeus, Eclog. 1, 374; Alexander of Aphrodisias, De mixtione 142A. See also Eduard Zeller,
The Stoics, Epicureans and Sceptics, trans. Oswald E. Reichel (London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1892),
137, n. 1.; Luise Abramowski, Drei christologische Untersuchungen, ed. E. Lohse, vol. 45, Beiheft zur
Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der élteren Kirche (Berlin and New
York: Walter de Gruyter, 1981), 79-80.

1% As H. Chadwick convincingly argued, Theodoret’s authorship of the creed is attested in a letter from
John of Antioch to Theodoret preserved in the Collectio Cassiensis (Epistle 210 in ACO 1, 4, 153). He also
sees an early draft of the creed in Theodoret’s Epistle 151 (SC 429, 96-128) to the monks of the East. See
Henry Chadwick, “Eucharist and Christology in the Nestorian Controversy,” Journal of Theological
Studies n.s. 2(1951): 147, n. 2.; See also Bright, The Age of the Fathers: Chapters in the History of the
Church During the Fourth and Fifth Centuries, 338.; Laszlo Vanyo, Az Okeresztény Egyhdz Es Irodalma
(The Early Church and its Literature) (Budapest: Szent Istvan Tarsulat, 1988), 689.; Marijan Mandac,
“L’union christologique dans les ceuvres de Théodoret antérieures au concile d’Ephése,” Ephemerides
Theologicae Lovanienses 47(1971): 64-96.

1% Refutation of Cyril’s Second Anathema in ACO 1, 1, 6, p. 114.
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union on Theodoret’s part. Although a term specifying the type of the union had not been
used immediately, still the Orientals’ aim of safeguarding the union against
interpretations of commingling of the natures was accomplished effectively. In the
section on the term Theotokos, the creed allows its use on account of the union-without-

confusion that took place in Christ.'®’

The lack of precision in the immediate definition of
the union of natures in the creed should be attributed to its conciliatory nature. Its main
concern was to establish the lowest common denominator between Cyril’s Christology
and that of the Orientals, which would then serve as a platform for reconciliation.

By way of conclusion, it must be mentioned that the overall nature of the creed
was not a rectification of the Christological teaching of either side, but a reconciliation.

However, it was still a sweeping theological victory for the Antiochene Christological

system, notwithstanding the political victory of Cyril’s party.

2.7.2. The Reunion of 433 AD

When the Antiochene emissary, bishop Paul of Emesa, presented the letter
containing the creed to Cyril of Alexandria, the latter rejected it, demanding that
Nestorius should be condemned and that the Orientals should agree to his deposition.'® It
is interesting to note that Cyril did not complain about the Christological content of the
Tomos. At this point, he was concerned mostly with the political side of the controversy
— the deposition of Nestorius. The formal reconciliation was finalized only after the
Orientals accepted it. Only then did Cyril assent to signing the Oriental Christological

creed.

1% Mansi V, 305: “kotd tadtnv TV Tiig doByydTov Evvotay [tiig Evhoeng] dpoloyoduey Th dyiov
nmapBévov Beotorov.”
196 Cyril testifies to this in his epistles to Acacius of Melitene (Mansi V, 311) and Donatus (Mansi V, 350).
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Thus in the best tradition of the Byzantine art of negotiation, both sides were
satisfied with the outcome and the victory was shared. The theological victory belonged
to the Orientals, since the Tomos contained all the essential tenets of the Antiochene
Christological system. Through the use of pure Antiochene terminology it preserved the
fullness of Christ’s humanity. The Tomos even made the term npécmmov acceptable for
the description of the subject of the union of natures. While the Antiochenes rejoiced in
the theological victory, Cyril enjoyed the political victory: Nestorius was finally deposed,
though he was still able to justify his adherence to the Antiochene Christology of the

Tomos.

2.8. Hostility Continues: The Christological Debate from 434 to 444 AD

The union faced opposition from both sides. Cyril’s former colleagues, most
notably Isidore of Pelusium, Acacius of Melitene, and Valerian of Iconium, accused him
of betraying the true faith.'” John of Antioch encountered criticism on two fronts: the
hardliners accused him of condoning Apollinarianism,'®® and Theodoret and the
moderates accused him of committing a gross breach of ecclesiastical discipline by
accepting the deposition of Nestorius.

After John of Antioch communicated Cyril’s acceptance of the Orientals’
Christological creed, Theodoret dropped his accusations of Apollinarianism against Cyril.
His attention was captivated by the case of Nestorius, whom, as mentioned above, he

held to be unjustly accused and condemned for something he did not teach. Naturally, for

17 sidore of Pelusium, Epp. I, 324, 419 and 429 (PG 78, 416C and 451C); Liberatus, Breviar. ¢.8, p. 669;
Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 139—-40.

1% Besides Alexander of Hierapolis, the Reunion was vigorously opposed by the bishops of the two
Cilicias, Cappadocia Secunda, Bithynia, Thessaly, and Moesia. See Mansi V, 874 and 893; Ibid., 146—48.
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Theodoret, Nestorius’s deposition and condemnation was unacceptable, but he expressed
his view in a veiled way, requesting of John of Antioch that all the bishops deposed in the
controversy be restored, or the peace would be null.'®”’

Soon Theodoret convoked a synod at Zeugma, at which Andrew of Samosata and
John of Germanicia were present, while Alexander of Hierapolis declined to take part.
The synod accepted Cyril’s orthodoxy as professed in the acceptance of the Oriental
Christological creed, and recognized in it a recantation of the Twelve Anathemas. The
synod asserted allegiance to Nestorius’s innocence and rejected any possibility of
accepting his deposition. It was decided that a union would be possible upon the

restoration of all the deposed bishops.'™

In a personal letter to Nestorius, Theodoret

explained the proceedings of the Synod and informed him that Cyril was now beyond
suspicion of heresy. He reaffirmed his belief that Nestorius was likewise orthodox and
vowed to never forsake his friend, saying that he would rather lose both his hands than

"I Thus, at the Synod of Zeugma Theodoret became de facto head

accept his deposition.
of a new party among the Orientals: he refused communion to Cyril and John on the
grounds that they breached the sacred canonical order with respect to Nestorius, while he
refused to side with the hardliners led by Alexander of Hierapolis, who now unjustly
accused Cyril of heresy.

John of Antioch was very displeased at this dissent in his patriarchate. He resorted

to coercion in order to restore peace among the Orientals. In this he enlisted the help of

169 Mansi V, 868.

170 Mansi V, 876; Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 146—47.

! Theodoret, Ep. 172 (the letter is extant in one Syriac and three Latin versions); Mansi V, 898; Martin
Parmentier, “A Letter from Theodoret of Cyrus to the Exiled Nestorius (Cpg 6270) in a Syriac Version,”
Bijdragen. Tijdschrift voor philosophie en theologie 51(1990): 234; Pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus’s
Double Treatise on the Trinity and on the Incarnation: The Antiochene Pathway to Chalcedon, 19; Hefele,
History of the Councils of the Church, 147.
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the imperial authorities.'”* The coercion yielded results and the majority of bishops
returned to communion with the archbishop, thus accepting formally the Reunion with
Cyril of Alexandria. However, Theodoret remained obstinate in the schism. His reasons
were not doctrinal, but disciplinary. In a letter to Meletius of Neocaesarea, Theodoret
complained that John of Antioch appointed diocesan bishops in metropolitan dioceses in
contravention of canon law, thereby infringing on the exclusive prerogatives of the
metropolitans. Moreover, the candidates were deemed morally unworthy.'” However,
Theodoret was reconciled with John of Antioch after famous monks from his diocese,
Symeon the Stylite, Jacob of Nisibis, and Bardatus, urged him to hold a conference with
the archbishop.'’* After Theodoret ascertained the orthodoxy of John of Antioch and his
intention to restore peace, and after he received assurances that Nestorius’s condemnation
would not be required of him, he restored communion.

Theodoret made this concession mostly because of his pastoral consideration for
his people. He was unmoved by the threats of deposition made by the imperial

175

representatives. As a matter of fact, he laughed at them. '” However, as Venables says,

Theodoret was attacked on “his tenderest side:” as retaliation for his obstinacy, the
imperial authorities imposed heavy taxation on his diocese and a mob incited by the

authorities even tried to set fire to Theodoret’s basilica.'”®

172 Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 150.

'7* Mansi V, 907, 908, 912, 914; Ibid.

'™ Mansi V, 925; Ibid., 151.

' In a special letter to Theodoret, the count and vicar Titus informed him that unless he restored
communion with John of Antioch he would be deposed. The same letter was communicated to the famous
monks of Theodoret’s diocese Simeon the Stylite, Jacob of Nisisbis, and Bardatus. Only after they pleaded
with him, and after the people of his diocese implored him not to leave them did Theodoret begin seriously
considering reconciliation with John of Antioch. See Mansi V, 925, c.146; Ibid.

176 Venables, “Alexander of Hierapolis Euphratensis,” 911; Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of
Cyrus, 19.
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2.8.1. The Controversy over Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia

Theodoret’s reconciliation with John of Antioch automatically implied his
restoration of communion with Cyril of Alexandria. According to Theodoret, all the
hostilities ceased between them and they even exchanged friendly letters concerning
Julian the Apostate’s opposition to Christianity.'”” However, Cyril broke the truce a mere
three years later by openly attacking the Christological teaching of revered theologians
from the Antiochene milieu, Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia. Theodoret,
who reserved great admiration for the two, passionately challenged Cyril’s attacks in
writing. The peace between them, broken at this time, was never restored.'”®

Following the Reunion of 433 AD, Cyril was obliged to defend himself from the
attacks of his confederates from Ephesus, who accused him of deserting orthodoxy. Even
his spiritual advisor, Isidore of Pelusium, advanced such accusations.'”” Cyril was
obliged to defend the constancy of his Christology by arguing that only his terminology
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had changed, while his Christology remained the same. ™ In one of his defensive letters

"7 See Theodoret’s Ep. 83 (Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 1-95,216-17.); Clayton, The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 19.; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to
His Eranistes,” 69.

178 Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 21. Stewardson, however, argued on the basis of
Theodoret’s Ep. 83 to Dioscorus (Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 1-95,216—17.) that it
was only after the controversy over Diodore and Theodore had been settled that Theodoret formally
restored peace with Cyril, at which point he engaged in a friendly correspondence with him (Stewardson,
“The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 69 and 156 (note 234)). However,
Cyril’s work Against Julian the Apostate cannot be dated precisely. Based on Theodoret’s evidence (Ep.
83), Quasten argued that the work must have been written between 433 and 441 AD (Johannes Quasten,
Patrology: The Golden Age of Greek Patristic Literature from the Council of Nicaea to the Council of
Chalcedon, vol. 3 (Utrecht/Antwerp and Westminster, MD: Spectrum Publishers and the Newman Press,
1960), 130). It is not clear on what grounds Stewardson believed that the truce between Theodoret and
Cyril took place after the controversy over Diodore and Theodore had subsided. In view of the intensity of
Theodoret’s reply to Cyril’s attack on the two theologians, Venables’ dating of the peace to before the
outbreak of the controversy is more convincing (Edmund Venables, “Theodoretus, Bishop of Cyrrhus,” in
Dictionary of Christian Biography and Literature to the End of the Sixth Century A.D., with an Account of
the Principal Sects and Heresies, ed. Henry Wace and William C. Piercy (London: John Murray, 1911),
960).

179 Isidorus Pelusiota, Liber I, Epp. 419 and 496 (PG 78, 416C and 451C).

80 Ep. 41 to Acacius of Melitene in ACO 1.1.4. pp. 40-48; Ep. 44 to Eulogius in ACO 1.1.4. pp. 35-37,
and Epp. 45 and 46 to Succensus in ACO 1.1.6. pp. 151-62. English translation in: Cyril of Alexandria,
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(Ep. 45), Cyril accused Diodore of Tarsus of being Nestorius’s theological ancestor.'®'
This open attack on Diodore, a master theologian of the Antiochene milieu and one of the
“pillars of orthodoxy” endorsed by the Council of Constantinople in 381 AD, was
prompted by the attack on Theodore of Mopsuestia by Rabbula of Edessa, Cyril’s
confederate.'®® As Theodore’s teacher, Diodore was a collateral victim of the vicious
attacks against his disciple.

In the year following the Council of Ephesus, Rabbula of Edessa waged war on

Theodore of Mopsuestia, accusing him of heresy.'®

In 432 AD, he wrote to Cyril arguing
that Theodore was the true father of Nestorianism.'®* As Ibas of Edessa, who was an
Edessan presbyter at the time and an eyewitness, wrote in a letter to Mari of Persia,
Rabbula went as far as to pronounce anathema on Theodore in church.'®

Rabbula’s accusations soon met fierce opposition from the Cilician bishops, who

pointed out that he was attacking Theodore out of personal spite. '™

Naturally, they were
defending their greatly honored metropolitan (Mopsuestia was the metropolitanate see of

Cilicia), who had died a few years before in 428 AD. However, Proclus of

Cyril of Alexandria: Select Letters, trans. Lionel R. Wickham, Oxford Early Christian Texts (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1983), pp. 40-48 (to Meletius), pp. 62—69 (to Eulogius), and pp. 70-93 (to Succensus). A
brief but useful discussion of the letters is found in John Behr, The Case against Diodore and Theodore,
Oxford Early Christian Texts (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011). [My profound gratitude goes to the
V. Rev. Prof. John Behr for generously sharing with me his unpublished work on the topic.]

81 ACO 1.1.6. pp. 151-52.

182 Cf. Codex Theodosianus XV1. 1. 3; Quasten, Patrology: The Golden Age of Greek Patristic Literature
from the Council of Nicaea to the Council of Chalcedon, 397; Diodore of Tarsus, Commentary on the
Psalms 1-51, Writings from the Greco-Roman World, trans. Robert C. Hill (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2005), xi; Andrew Louth, “John Chrysostom and the Antiochene School to Theodoret of
Cyrrhus,” in The Cambridge History of Early Christian Literature, ed. Frances Young, Lewis Ayres, and
Andrew Louth (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 343.

'8 Behr dates to 433 AD the famous letter of Ibas of Edessa to Mari of Persia which describes the
beginning of Rabbula of Edessa’s attack on Theodore and Diodore (Behr, The Case against Diodore and
Theodore, 48).

184 Mansi V, 421; Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 154.

%5 Mansi VII, 241; Ibid.

"% Ibid.
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Constantinople, in a letter about the issue which the Armenian Church solicited from

. .. . 187
him, wrote decisively against “Theodore’s errors.”

The controversy lasted for several years. It escalated only in 438 AD after Cyril
directed an indignant letter to John of Antioch complaining that, while he was visiting
Jerusalem, a certain presbyter Daniel had informed him that Theodoret of Cyrrhus

boasted of not having subscribed to the condemnation of Nestorius and not having

188

accepted his deposition. = He further complained that, while traveling to Jerusalem, he

had been informed that certain crypto-Nestorians were circulating the writings of Diodore

of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia in defense of Nestorius’s doctrines. He demanded

that John act swiftly and condemn the “impious doctrines” of Diodore and Theodore.'*

John, however, held a council at Antioch, which confirmed its allegiance to Theodore.

John then stood in unambiguous defense of Theodore, as is attested in a number of his

190

letters.”” The Orientals pointed out that:

Theodore did indeed speak of ‘a certain great distinction’ regarding the natures of
Christ, but did so in order to combat his Arian opponents, ‘deciding to use that
mode of expression more efficaciously against the heretics’; he divided the
properties of the natures more fully to fight the battle as it had been dictated by

'8 proclus of Constantinople wrote a letter to the Armenian bishops which came to be known as Tomos to

the Armenians, in which he condemned a certain collection of excerpts from the works of Theodore of
Mopsuestia (cf. ACO 4.2. p. 68). However, Ibas of Edessa wrote in defense of Theodore and the anthology
of his writings, which he even translated into Syriac (cf. ACO 4.1. p. 112). Proclus then wrote to John of
Antioch requesting that all the Oriental bishops endorse the Tomos and that the anthology be condemned
(cf. ACO 1.5. p. 311). See also Mansi V, 421; Behr, The Case against Diodore and Theodore, 51-52.;
Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 154.

'8 The letter is preserved in Theodoret’s corpus as number 179 (Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of
Cyrus, 21.); Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 155.

189 Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 155; Venables, “Theodoretus, Bishop of Cyrrhus,” 960;
Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 20.

190 Mansi V, 1182, 1183, 1185; Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 155.
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his opponents, yet his works are also full of expressions relating to the ‘total
unity” of the natures."”!

Cyril, however, decided to compose a refutation of the Christology of Diodore

2 In the

and Theodore, which he did in three books titled Against Diodore and Theodore.
first book he compiled a number of Diodore’s sayings and denounced them as erroneous.
The other two books were dedicated to Theodore of Mopsuestia and had the same
format."”?

Theodoret of Cyrrhus vehemently countered Cyril’s attack in his work /n Defense
of Diodore and Theodore. It survives in fragments in the acts of the Council of
Constantinople of 553 AD, which condemned Theodoret’s writings against Cyril."”* The
work was designed to counter Cyril’s florilegia with other selections from Diodore and
Theodore, with the purpose of proving their orthodoxy.'*”> As Pasztori-Kupan has argued,
Cyril’s attack on Diodore and Theodore was a “mere act of self-compensation,” since
some of his followers had begun to regard his approval of the Tomos of Reunion as an act
of capitulation to the Orientals and Nestorianism.'® Theodoret was theologically justified

in defending them. As mentioned above, Diodore was a highly revered father at the

Council of Constantinople in 381 AD and was proclaimed a pillar of orthodoxy, one of

11 Cyril of Alexandria, Ep. 66.8 (ACO 1.5. p. 313) and Facundus, Pro defensione trium capitulorum
concilii chalcedonensis libri XII ad lustinianum Imperatorem 8.1.3—7 (PL 67, 709C-712C); Behr, The
Case against Diodore and Theodore, 51-52.

2 PG 76, 1437-52.

193 Cyril Ep. 69. 4; Behr, The Case against Diodore and Theodore, 52.

19 For the text of the fragments see Mansi IX, 252—54; Johannes Flemming, Akten der ephesinischen
Synode vom Jahre 449 : Syrisch (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970), 105-7; Luise Abramowski,
“Reste von Theodorets Apologie fiir Diodore und Theodore bei Facundus,” in Studia Patristica, ed. K.
Aland and F. L. Cross, Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur (Berlin:
Akademie Verlag, 1957).

195 Behr, The Case against Diodore and Theodore, 53.

19 Theresa Urbainczyk, Theodoret of Cyrrhus: The Bishop and the Holy Man (Ann Arbor: The University
of Michigan Press, 2002), 26; Pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus’s Double Treatise on the Trinity and on
the Incarnation: The Antiochene Pathway to Chalcedon, 20.
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the fathers with whom bishops were obliged to retain communion in order to be
considered orthodox. Thus, Cyril’s attack on Diodore implicitly meant an attack on the

197 This was the council that condemned

ecumenical Council of Constantinople.
Apollinarianism. Given that Cyril had been suspected of Apollinarianism, Theodoret’s
reaction and defense of Diodore was fully warranted.

The emperor learned of the new escalation of the controversy and, in a letter to
John, he ordered the perpetuation of peace of the church and expressly forbade that “men
who died in the communion of the church should be calumniated.”"”® An intense
diplomatic correspondence between Antioch, Alexandria, and Constantinople ensued,
which ended in the Oriental bishops accepting the Tomos, while Cyril and Proclus,
having met with strong and determined opposition, decided not to press the matter further
and seek condemnation of Theodore and Diodore.'*

It is interesting to note that there is a pattern of change and compromise in Cyril’s
theological concerns. Cyril had strongly opposed the theology of Diodore and Theodore.
Yet after he met fervent opposition from both Theodoret, who spearheaded the opposition
of the Oriental synod through his writings, and the emperor Theodosius II, who
demanded the preservation of peace, Cyril expressly stated in a letter to Proclus of
Constantinople that Theodore should not be anathematized.*”” The same dynamic is in

evidence in the events following the Council of Ephesus in 431 AD. Cyril insisted on the

theological condemnation and the deposition of Nestorius, but finally settled for the

197 Cf. Pasztori-Kupén, Theodoret of Cyrus’s Double Treatise on the Trinity and on the Incarnation: The
Antiochene Pathway to Chalcedon, 20.

19 Mansi V, 1009, c. 109; Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, 155.

199 Cyril, Ep. 72 in ACO 4.1. pp. 1056 and Facundus, Pro def. 8.2.2-3; Behr, The Case against Diodore
and Theodore, 53.

290 Cyril Ep. 72 (ACO 4.1. pp. 109-10).
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status quo. Not all Orientals formally accepted the deposition. Theodoret, for instance,

201
He was

firmly refused to condone the injustice done to Nestorius at Ephesus.
convinced of Nestorius’s innocence as regards theology. Consequently, he could not
subscribe to his deposition. Further, after Cyril was informed of Theodoret’s obstinacy,
he demanded a new resolution from the Orientals, but he again suspended his attacks
after John of Antioch flatly refused new tests.

Thus, the image of Cyril of Alexandria as the unchallenged victor in the Nestorian
controversy is not entirely warranted by the historical evidence. While Cyril dominated
the political stage in the controversy, the theological aspect of the controversy
necessitated negotiations and compromise. Cyril’s theological concerns were largely
informed by his ecclesial politics, as evidenced in his toleration of Theodoret’s refusal to
accept either the deposition of Nestorius, or the condemnation of Diodore of Tarsus and
Theodore of Mopsuestia.

The resolution of the Nestorian controversy was an ongoing and complicated

affair. The deaths of John of Antioch in 432 AD and Cyril of Alexandria in 444 AD only

closed a chapter of the controversy, but did not bring it to an end.

2 Theodoret restored the peace with John of Antioch upon learning that he had not anathematized

Nestorius as a person but had made a very generalized condemnation of whatever was in opposition to the
apostolic teaching in his theology. As both Baluze and Venables argue convincingly, Theodoret was not
required to subscribe to Nestorius’s condemnation (Etienne Baluze, Nova Collectio Conciliorum, vol. 1
(Paris: ex officina typographica Francisci Mvgve, 1683), 834-36.; Edmund Venables, “Joannes, Bishop of
Antioch,” in Dictionary of Christian Biography and Literature to the End of the Sixth Century A.D., with
an Account of the Principal Sects and Heresies, ed. Henry Wace and William C. Piercy (London: John
Murray, 1911), 1000). Theodoret’s refusal to condemn Nestorius officially caused much damage to his
reputation. At the Council of Chalcedon in 451 AD he was accused of heresy and forced under threat of
excommunication to anathematize Nestorius. He tried to avoid it with much sophistry, but at the end
consented to it.
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2.9. The Monophysite Controversy

Theodoret renewed the Christological debate in 447 AD after the main
participants in the Nestorian controversy had left the scene. Proclus of Constantinople
had died in 446 AD and was succeeded by the mild-mannered Flavian.”** Unlike his
predecessor, Flavian seems to have been reluctant to delve into Christological
controversies, for he hesitated to begin proceedings against a powerful archimandrite,
Eutyches,””* on the charge of heresy brought against him before the resident synod in 448
AD by the renowned heresy hunter Eusebius of Dorylaecum.

The same could not be said about Cyril’s nephew and successor Dioscorus, who
was displeased at the ecclesiastical politics of his great predecessor and uncle. Dioscorus
was opposed to the settlement of 433 AD between Antioch and Alexandria, considering it
a capitulation to Nestorianism. His theological persuasion coupled with political
aspirations and his fiery character brought about a new Christological controversy.*"*
However, credit for the revival of the Christological debate belongs to Theodoret of
Cyrrhus.

Following the death of John of Antioch in 441 AD, Theodoret came to

prominence as the most important theological factor in the Antiochene milieu.” The

292 Urbainczyk, Theodoret of Cyrrhus: The Bishop and the Holy Man, 26.

293 Following the death of Archimandrite Dalmatius in the early 440s, Eutyches, Abbot of the monastery of
Job in Constantinople, rose to prominence. He was a powerful monastic authority in Constantinople and a
staunch ally of Cyril during the Nestorian controversy.

24 B Venables aptly described Dioscorus as a “violent, rapacious, unscrupulous, and scandalously immoral
man, whose profuse briberies had secured the favour of the imperial court, and especially of Chrysaphius
the reigning eunuch, who held sway over the feeble mind of Theodosius” (Venables, “Theodoretus, Bishop
of Cyrrhus,” 912).

295 John’s successor Domnus was an intelligent but ineffective man. He relied entirely on Theodoret’s
authoritative advice. B. J. Kidd rightly calls Theodoret the “facile princeps among theologians of the
Eastern Empire.” (Kidd, 4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 281.). The same sentiment is echoed by L.
Duchesne (Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 273-74.), R. V. Sellers (Sellers, The Council of
Chalcedon: A Historical and Doctrinal Survey, 34 and 44), and J. L. Stewardson (Stewardson, “The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 70-71.). See also Théodoret de Cyr,
Correspondance : introduction, texte critique, traduction et notes, ed. H. de Lubac and J. Daniélou, trans.
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death of Cyril of Alexandria in 444 AD provided an opportunity for Theodoret finally to
promote the Antiochene Christology of dual natures in Christ and rectify the damage that
the reputation of Antioch had suffered in the aftermath of the Council of Ephesus.
Dioscorus of Alexandria was the greatest exponent of the extreme wing of the
Alexandrine party. Bearing in mind that the archbishop of Alexandria enjoyed an
enormous influence at the court of Theodosius, one may be inclined to agree with H.-G.
Opitz’s description of Theodoret as a theologian unskilled in diplomacy, who saw only

the theological aspect of the controversies he was involved in.*%

However, a more
careful analysis of Theodoret’s actions reveals a coordinated and well-planned sequence
of events which resulted in the restoration of the Christological preeminence of his
theological milieu at the general Council of Chalcedon in 451 AD.

Theodoret had learned a valuable lesson in ecclesiastical diplomacy from Cyril of
Alexandria. Cyril began his attack on Antiochene Christology and its most illustrious
exponent, Theodore of Mopsuestia, only after the latter’s death in 428 AD.
Coincidentally, Theodore of Mopsuestia happened to be the most authoritative theologian
of the Antiochene milieu and such an attack during his lifetime was inconceivable. Thus,
only after the great authorities from the Nestorian controversy had left the scene (i.e.,

Cyril of Alexandria, John of Antioch, Proclus of Constantinople, and Celestine of Rome)

was Theodoret able to restore preeminence to the Antiochene Christological system.

Y. Azéma, vol. 1, Sources chrétiennes, vol. 40 (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1955), 20; Clayton, The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 22.

296 Hans-Georg Opitz, “Theodoretos von Kyros,” in Paulys Realencyklopiidie der klassischen
Altertumswissenschaft, ed. Georg Wissowa, W. Kroll, and K. Mittelhaus (Stuttgart 1934), 1794.
Stewardson echoes the same sentiment: Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to
His Eranistes,” 77.
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Theodoret had realized that if the Christological debate was to be brought to a
close, another general council was necessary. Indeed, given the growing power of the
Alexandrian party, a council was rather urgent. In this situation it was pertinent to have as
many allies as possible in episcopal sees with a full vote. Together with Domnus of
Antioch he endeavored to place strong and loyal exponents of Antiochene Christology in
the important vacant episcopal sees of Antarados, Emesa, and Tyre.””’” At his insistence,
Count Irenaeus, a friend and ally of the Oriental cause at the Council of Ephesus in 431
AD, was consecrated bishop of Tyre in 446 AD.**® All of Theodoret’s actions point to a
well-planned scheme, whose final touch was the writing of the Eranistes.

Exploiting the theological vacuum created by the death of all the authorities from
the previous controversy, Theodoret wrote a work titled Eranistes, which translates as
“beggar.” It is a polemical work, written in the form of a dialogue between an “orthodox”

209

person and a heretical antihero.” Theodoret named the latter “beggar,” indicating that

his heresy was a conflation of various heretical systems from the past, whose parts the

210

“beggar” borrowed eclectically when creating his system.” ~ The Eranistes greatly

27 g Schwartz, Der Prozess des Eutyches, Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-

Historische Abteilung. Sitzungsberichte. Jg. 1929, Heft 5 (Munich: Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften: In Kommission des Verlag Oldenbourg, 1929), 57; Opitz, “Theodoretos von Kyros,” col.
1793.; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 77.

28 See Theodoret’s Ep. 110; Karl Giinther, Theodoret von Cyrus und die Kimpfe in der orientalischen
Kirche vom Tode Cyrills bis zur Einberufung des sogenannten Rduber-Konzils (Aschaffenburg: Werburn,
1913), 27-28.; Kidd, A4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 281-82.; Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de
I’Eglise, 275; Opitz, “Theodoretos von Kyros,” col. 1793.

299 The general academic consensus is that the Eranistes was composed in the year 447 AD: Theodoret of
Cyrrhus, Eranistes, ed. Gerard H. Ettlinger, Critical Text and Prolegomena (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1975), 3, and Theodoret of Cyrus, Eranistes, ed. T. P. Halton et al., trans. G. H. Etlinger, The Fathers of the
Church, vol. 106 (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 2003), 2.

219 A Louth argued that a better translation of the name of this work would be “the collector” (Louth, “John
Chrysostom and the Antiochene School to Theodoret of Cyrrhus,” 350). However, given the overall
criticism of the theological method and ideas of the antihero, a term with a more pejorative connotation
than mere “collector” is in order. Thus “beggar” seems quite suitable translation of the Greek eranistes in
this case.
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displeased Dioscorus, who recognized in it a subtle attack on his Christological tradition.
Thus, the Eranistes became ample incentive for the persecution of Theodoret.

In early 448 AD, inspired by Theodoret’s Eranistes, Domnus of Antioch
dispatched a letter to the emperor Theodosius II in which he explicitly accused
Archimandrite Eutyches of Apollinarianism.?'' However, this proved to be a political
faux pas, for the imperial court was the one place where Eutyches, and through him the
Alexandrian party, enjoyed immunity.

The Alexandrian party more than compensated for its inadequacy in reflective
theological thinking by the strength of its political connections. Dioscorus exerted
influence on the powerful great chamberlain, the eunuch Chrysaphius, a confidant of
Emperor Theodosius II. The source of Dioscorus’s power in Constantinople was the
renowned Archimandrite Eutyches, who happened to be the godfather and spiritual

advisor of Chrysaphius.*"?

This Alexandrian alliance with the court produced an imperial
decree issued on April 18, 448 AD against the followers of Nestorius. In essence this
decree was directed against Theodoret. It implicitly ordered the destruction of his
writings against Cyril of Alexandria and the deposition of Irenaeus of Tyre, who had

213 The decree ordered Theodoret to return to his

been installed at Theodoret’s insistence.
diocese in Cyrrhus and prohibited him from leaving again. He was charged of having

organized synods in the diocese of Orient, allegedly confusing the “orthodox.”*'* The

2! Martin Jugie, “Eutychés Et Eutychianisme,” in Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, ed. Alfred Vacant

and Eugéne Mangenot (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, 1924), col. 1534; Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise,
278. Stewardson remarks that this letter is not mentioned by E. Schwartz in his Der Prozess des Eutyches.
He is, however, prepared to accept its authenticity (Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus
According to His Eranistes,” 82 and 159).

212 M. Fuller, “Eutyches,” in A Dictionary of Christian Biography, ed. William Smith and Henry Wace
(London: John Murray, 1880), 404.; Venables, “Theodoretus, Bishop of Cyrrhus,” 912.

213 Cf. Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistesi,” 79.

214 Theodoret, Ep. 80 (Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 1-95, 188-91.)
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decree effectively impeded Theodoret’s theological efforts by placing him under house
arrest and by undermining his theological integrity by condemning his works. Implicitly,
the decree was a charge of heresy against Theodoret. However, Theodoret’s authority
precluded his deposition. It would take a council for him to be deposed.

Theodoret immediately embarked upon intense diplomatic activity, appealing to
the imperial dignitaries. He publicly challenged the decision by expressing doubts about
the authenticity of the order for his house arrest. He vehemently defended his actions,
pointing out his evident pastoral dedication to his diocese, which flourished both
spiritually and economically under his supervision, and which he left rarely and then only

at the invitation of higher ecclesial authorities.”"”

He also wrote a conciliatory letter to
Dioscorus, urging him not to heed the calumnious charges against him.*' However,
displeased by Theodoret’s Eranistes, Dioscorus’s reply was less than favorable. In a letter
of September 448 AD, Theodoret wrote: “But the very pious bishop Dioscorus has
written us a letter such as never ought to have been written by one who has learned from

59217

the God of all not to listen to vain words.””" " The gravity of the situation is well

documented in Theodoret’s intensive correspondence with imperial dignitaries, which
demonstrates that he anticipated an escalation of Dioscorus’s animosity. Theodoret was

preparing the ground for his defense.?'®

213 Theodoret, Epp. 79 (Ibid., 182-89.) and 81 (Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 1-95, 192-99.).

218 Theodoret, Ep. 83 in Corresgaondance: Epist. Sirm. 1-95, 204-8.

21" Theodoret, Ep. 86 in NPNF~ 3, 281-82; Cf. Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus
According to His Eranistes,” 81; Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 1-95,226-33.;
Schwartz, Der Prozess des Eutyches, 60.

218 See Epp. 92-96,99-101, 103, 104, 106; Cf. Schwartz, Der Prozess des Eutyches, 60; Stewardson, “The
Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 81.
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2.9.1. The Resident Council of Constantinople (448 AD)
The Christological debate, which Theodoret had renewed the previous year by
writing the Eranistes, escalated on November 8, 448 AD, at the first session of the

Resident Council 2"

Eusebius, bishop of Dorylaecum, unpleasantly surprised the bishops
assembled to adjudicate a disagreement between the Metropolitan of Sardis and two of
his suffragans by producing a Libellus against the renowned Constantinopolitan
archimandrite Eutyches in which he accused him of a heresy, namely, of teaching of the
one, divine, nature of Christ after the Incarnation, suggesting their commingling

220 The charge was identical to Theodoret’s charge in the Eranistes. Flavian

(o0yxLo1G).
reportedly tried to avoid prosecuting Eutyches and thus creating a new controversy and
conducted his examination of Eutyches’s Christology in a half-hearted way. Finally, on
November 22, 448 AD Eutyches was condemned for the heresy of Apollinarius and
Valentinus, and he was deposed.”'

Eutyches immediately appealed to Theodosius Il and Pope Leo of Rome. As
expected, Dioscorus sided with Eutyches, refusing to accept the verdict.”** Not

surprisingly, a general council was convoked for August 1, 449 AD in Ephesus.”*’ The

imperial summons issued on March 30, 449 AD was directed to Dioscorus. The letter

219 The Resident Council was an ad hoc synod of orthodox bishops who happened to be present in

Constantinople. It met irregularly, only when the need arose for adjudication of issues brought before the
Archbishop of Constantinople, which exceeded his episcopal authority. Such a synod is an extraordinary
occurrence in the canon law of the Eastern Church, peculiar to the archdiocese of Constantinople.
20ACOTI, 1. 1. pp. 100-1.

2LACO ILI.1, p. 140. For further discussion see Schwartz, Der Prozess des Eutyches, 65; Jugie, “Eutychés
Et Eutychianisme,” col. 1585-86; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His
Eranistes,” 82 and 85.

222 Schwartz, Der Prozess des Eutyches, 85—86.

223 Jugie, “Eutychés Et Eutychianisme,” col. 1587; Paul Goubert, “Le Role de Sainte Pulchérie et de
I’eunuque Chrysaphios,” in Das Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart, ed. Aloys Grillmeier
and Heinrich Bacht (Wiirzburg: Echter-Verlag, 1951), 311.
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1.22* The Emperor

expressly forbade Theodoret from taking part in the impending counci
confirmed this decision in another letter addressed to Dioscorus, which appointed him
chair of the upcoming council, while at the same time condemning Theodoret for his
alleged “opposition to Cyril.”*** On this evidence, it is not difficult to agree with P.
Goubert that Eutyches’s godchild Chrysaphius made all of these arrangements to secure

the victory of the Alexandrian party at yet another council of Ephesus.**®

2.9.2. The Council of Ephesus (449 AD)
The Council met on August 8, 449 AD. Besides Dioscorus of Alexandria, among

those present were Domnus of Antioch, Juvenal of Jerusalem, Thalassius of Caesarea in
Cappadocia, three Roman legates, and about 130 other bishops. In a rapid succession of
events the council restored Eutyches, exonerating him of suspicion of heresy, and
deposed Eusebius of Dorylaecum and Flavian of Constantinople, refusing them the right to
respond to the charges brought against them. The latter was apparently so maltreated that
he died a couple of days later. Dioscorus even invited soldiers and rebellious monks led
by a certain extremist, Abbot Barsumas, who threatened to rend in two those who divide
Christ into two natures. In this atmosphere of intimidation, many bishops, including
Domnus of Antioch, signed the acts of the council. Yet the same fate also awaited

227
Domnus, who was deposed soon afterwards.

2% Jugie, “Eutychés Et Eutychianisme,” col. 1587.

25 Kidd, 4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 302-3; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus
According to His Eranistes,” 91.

226 Cf. Goubert, “Le Role de Sainte Pulchérie et de I’eunuque Chrysaphios,” 311.

227 Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de I’Eglise, 287-88.; Kidd, 4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 305;
Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 91-92. See also
Honigmann, “Juvenal of Jerusalem,” 231-32.
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On August 22, 449 AD the council convened once again. Now that Eutyches had
been restored, Dioscorus’s party turned to Theodoret, Ibas of Edesa, and Irenaeus of
Tyre. Not surprisingly, all of them were expressly condemned, deposed, and exiled in

228 Venables is correct in suspecting that the removal of Theodoret from the

absentia.
theological scene was a major motivation for holding the council.**’ The importance of
Theodoret’s elimination is well evidenced and documented, not only in the recurring
imperial decrees from the same year, but also in the acts of the Council of Ephesus; the
emperor’s command forbidding Theodoret from taking part in the proceedings was read
out loud in the full session.”” Stewardson rightly believes that the main reason behind
this action was to discourage any possible attempts by the participants to request his
presence.”! In this case Theodoret’s genius was appropriately feared: his masterly
Christological exposition evident in the Eranistes might have swayed votes. It is very
likely that had Theodoret been allowed to take part in the proceedings of the Council of
Ephesus in 449 AD, the history of the Christological controversies would have been
different.

Theodoret’s deposition resembled a theological lynching rather than an

examination of his theological teachings by an ecclesiastical tribunal. Having stripped

Theodoret of his right to be present and defend himself, the council received the charges

228 Venables, “Theodoretus, Bishop of Cyrrhus,” 913.

*» bid.

3% See the summons directed to Dioscorus by Theodosius I1. The letter is part of the Acts of Chalcedon,
Session I (Price and Gaddis, eds., The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon: General Introduction, Documents
before the Council, Session I, 133);See also: Price and Gaddis, eds., The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon:
General Introduction, Documents before the Council, Session I; S. G. F. Perry, The Second Synod of
Ephesus: Together with Certain Extracts Relating to It, from Syriac Mss. Preserved in the British Museum
(Dartford: Orient Press, 1881), 7.

31 Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 92-93.



71

brought against him by a certain Antiochene presbyter, Pelagius.*** Theodoret was called
“an adversary of God,” since together with Domnus of Antioch he had allegedly created a
new creed without regard to the Council of Ephesus in 431 AD.*** Also, Theodoret’s
letter to the monks of Euphratesia, Osroene, Syria, Phoenicia, and both Cilicias (Ep. 151),
against Cyril of Alexandria and the Council of Ephesus, written shortly after the council

in 431 AD, was read and condemned as blasphemous.”*

Finally, excerpts from
Theodoret’s Defense of Diodore and Theodore and certain passages attributed to
Theodoret and quoted by Cyril in his book Against Theodore, were read.”> Dioscorus
then proclaimed Theodoret’s condemnation: he was to be deposed and excommunicated.
With the exception of the Roman legates, whose protestations were ignored, all the other
members of the council assented to this condemnation.”*® As a result Theodoret was
exiled, and at his request (Ep. 119) sent to the monastery in Nicerte about three miles
from Apamea in Palestine, where he had been professed.”’

Theodoret attempted unsuccessfully to obtain a retrial at a tribunal in Rome. In

the Ep. 119, he requested from the patrician Anatolius to be allowed to move to the

West.”® The request was denied. In another letter, Ep. 116, addressed to the Roman

B2 Cf. Perry, The Second Synod of Ephesus: Together with Certain Extracts Relating to It, from Syriac
Mss. Preserved in the British Museum, 211-41.

23 Ibid., 211-12. The acts state that the Council of Ephesus forbade the writing of new creeds and decreed
that the “creed of the Holy and Blessed Fathers” alone must be used. Since the Council of Ephesus in 431
AD did not produce its own definition of faith but used the Niceno-Constantinopolitan creed, it is
reasonable to assume that this council is referring to that creed.

> Ibid., 218-40.

33 Johannes Flemming, ed. Akten der ephesinischen Synode vom Jahre 449: Syrisch (Berlin:
Weidmannsche Buchhandlung,1917), 105-13.; Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 26.

38 perry, The Second Synod of Ephesus: Together with Certain Extracts Relating to It, from Syriac Mss.
Preserved in the British Museum, 241.

37 Quasten, Patrology: The Golden Age of Greek Patristic Literature from the Council of Nicaea to the
Council of Chalcedon, 550-51.; Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 96—147, 68 and 80-81;
Kidd, 4 History of the Church to A.D. 461, 308; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus
According to His Eranistes,” 97; Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 27.

238 Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 96—147, 76-83.
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239 .
However, in the new

presbyter Renatus, he repeated his request to be tried before Leo.
circumstances, following Dioscorus’s triumph in Ephesus, there was very little that the

Church of Rome could do. In Theodoret’s own words, after the Council of Ephesus in

449 AD, he was rejected as “the head and front of the heresy.”**

2.9.3. The Council of Chalcedon (451 AD)

A change in the balance of power came rather soon: on July 28, 450 AD, Emperor
Theodosius II died after a riding accident. His sister Pulcheria swiftly married Marcian,
an elderly general, and assumed power. Chrysaphius, who as a eunuch was precluded
from assuming imperial power, was executed for his crimes and his plots against
Pulcheria.”*' Having lost its main supporter, the Alexandrian party suddenly became
vulnerable to the wrath of Rome for the violence committed at the Council of Ephesus in
449 AD.

After news of the proceedings of the council reached Pope Leo I, he initiated a
strong campaign against its decisions. The pope advocated convocation of an ecumenical
council in Italy as soon as possible, denouncing the Council of Ephesus as a

242

“latrocinium” (“council of robbers”).”*” For this he received the support of both Galla

Placidia (mother of the emperor of the West, Valentinian III) and Pulcheria. The major

> Ibid., 68-73.

0 Theodoret, Ep. 147

**I' See NPNF” 3, 9.

2L eo the Great, Ep. 95: “Sed quam contraria tunc his monitis atque obsecrationibus meis acta sint,
multum est explicare; nec opus est epistolari pagina comprehendi quidquid in illo Ephesino non judicio, sed
latrocinio potuit perpetrari.” in PL 54. 943B; English translation in NPNF? 12, 71.
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obstacle to the realization of this plan was Theodosius II himself, who considered the
Christological settlement of the Second Council of Ephesus quite acceptable.**’

It comes as a little surprise then that Pulcheria and Marcian convoked a general
council as early as May 451 AD, less than a year after assuming power.”* Besides
theological reasons and pressure from the West, Pulcheria must also have been eager to
do away with the vestiges of Chrysaphius’s rule, including his supporters who triumphed
at the council of Ephesus (449 AD). The new council was called for September 451 AD
in Nicaea, but had to be relocated due to the inadequacy of the facilities in Nicaea and its

1.* Due to the relocation, the opening of the council was delayed

distance from the capita
until October 8, 451 AD.*®

At the first session of the council, Dioscorus was ordered by the imperial
commissioners to take the stand as a defendant, after Eusebius of Dorylaem accused him

247 Next, the

of heresy and violence committed at the Council of Ephesus (449 AD).
commissioners ordered that the documents pertaining to the council be read. When the
secretary of the sacred consistory read the summons of Theodosius II, which stated that
Theodoret of Cyrrhus had been precluded from attending the council, the commissioners

ordered: “Let the most devout Theodoret enter and take part in the council, since the most

holy archbishop Leo has restored his see to him, and since the most divine and pious

3 For the text of the correspondence see ACO 2.3.1. pp. 13-17 and ACO 2.1.1. pp. 5-8; Price and Gaddis,
eds., The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon: Sessions XI-XVI, Documents after the Council, Appendices,
Glossary, Bibliography, Maps, Indices, 157-92. For analyses of events see: Sellers, The Council of
Chalcedon: A Historical and Doctrinal Survey, 89-94.; Kidd, A History of the Church to A.D. 461, 309-10.
See also Johannes Haller, Das Papsttum: Idee und Wirklichkeit, vol. 1 (Munich: Rowohlt, 1965), 133-34.;
Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,” 103—4.; Price and
Gaddis, eds., The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon: General Introduction, Documents before the Council,
Session I, 37-40.

4 Price and Gaddis, eds., The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon: General Introduction, Documents before
the Council, Session I, 39.

25 ACO 2.1.1. pp. 27-30; Ibid., 40.

>4 Ibid.

7 1bid., 130-32.
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1 99248

emperor has decreed his attendance at the holy counci This order was opposed by

the bishops of Egypt, Illyricum, and Palestine, who denounced Theodoret as the “teacher

. 249
of Nestorius.”

But the bishops of Orient, Pontus, Asia, and Thrace countered the
protestations by accusing Dioscorus’s supporters of being “enemies of faith.”**° Several
more accusations passed between the two parties of bishops before Theodoret gracefully
ended the commotion. He entered the council, stood in the middle and said: “I have
delivered a petition to the most divine, pious and Christ-loving masters of the world. I
have appealed against the attacks of which I have been the victim, and I demand that they

5251

be investigated.””" The commissioners recognized that Theodoret’s presence was a great

point of contention, as neither side would yield. The supporters of Dioscorus would not

(13

hear of Leo’s restoring Theodoret and of the Bishop of Antioch’s “oral witness” to

Theodoret’s orthodoxy.***

In this situation, the commissioners welcomed Theodoret’s
demand for a trial, because he now appeared before the council not as a potential
member, but as an accuser.”>> As such he had an undeniable right to be heard.
Theodoret was seated in the middle as a plaintiff, without a right to vote. His
presence at the council was welcomed by the Orientals, but strongly opposed by the

Egyptians.”* In this role he awaited his turn, which would come rather late, only at the

eighth session of the council. Yet his exclusion from the trial of Dioscorus and the latter’s

248 Session I, 26 in Ibid., 134.

24 Session I, 27 in Ibid.

230 Session I, 28 in Ibid.

21 Session I, 34 Ibid., 135.

22 Session I, 35 in Ibid.

233 Session I, 194-196 in Ibid., 165.
4 Session I, 36-43 in Ibid., 135-36.
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subsequent deposition (Session III) can only contribute to the legitimacy and integrity of
the council. >

After Session I, there is no specific mention of Theodoret’s role at the council.
Sessions II, IV, and V, which worked on the Christological definition, do not mention

Theodoret.>°

Yet at Session VI, the solemn proclamation of the definition of faith,
Theodoret’s name is listed among the signatories. The list contains Theodoret’s name in
129th place, and the official formula of approval used by all the members of the council
was attached to it: “I have defined and signed.”*’ This formula suggests that Theodoret
was not a mere spectator in the council thus far, but that he took an active role in the
proceedings defining the faith. Yet his role was limited, since his name does not appear

h.2%® Later critics of the

among the members of the commission for the definition of fait
council saw a revival of Nestorianism in Theodoret’s presence at the proceedings and his
approval of the definition of faith, yet apparently Theodoret remained outside of the main
events of the council — he took no active role in the condemnation and deposition of

Dioscorus and had no direct hand in defining the faith at the council. He merely

consented to the proclaimed definition.

253 Session 111 was entirely dedicated to Dioscorus’ trial. For the proceedings see Price and Gaddis, eds.,
The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon: Sessions 1I-X, Session on Carosus and Dorotheus, Session on
Photius and Eustathius, Session on Domnus, 38—116.

26 See Ibid., 5-28, 121-63, 94-205.

337 Session VI, 9 (129) in Ibid., 223. Theodoret’s name also appears in the early sixth-century list compiled
in Latin by Dionysius Exiguus. In this list Theodoret appears in ninety-fourth position, among the bishops
of the province of Augustoeuphratesia (Euphratensis). See Session VI, 9D (94) in Price and Gaddis, eds.,
The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon: Sessions 1I-X, Session on Carosus and Dorotheus, Session on
Photius and Eustathius, Session on Domnus, 235.

2% The commission of faith consisted of Anatolius of Constantinople, the Roman legates (Bishops
Paschasinus and Lucentius, the presbyter Boniface, and Julian of Cos), and also Maximus of Antioch,
Juvenal of Jerusalem, Thalassius of Caesarea in Cappadocia, Eusebius of Ancyra, the bishops Quintillus,
Atticus, and Sozon from Illyricum, Diogenes of Cyzicus, Leontius of Magnesia, Florentius of Sardis,
Eusebius of Dorylacum, Theodore of Tarsus, Cyrus of Anazarbus, Constantine of Bostra, Theodore of
Claudiopolis in Isauria, and Francion, Sebastian, and Basil from Thrace: see Session V, 29 in Price and
Gaddis, eds., The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon: Sessions II-X, Session on Carosus and Dorotheus,
Session on Photius and Eustathius, Session on Domnus, 200.
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The assembled bishops were apparently weary and displeased that they would
have to stay for further proceedings at Chalcedon.”>® After Session VI, they asked the
emperor to dissolve the council, but he insisted that although they were “exhausted after
enduring toil for a fair period of time,” they must remain for a few more days to resolve

260
h.

all the problems which plagued the Churc The emperor was adamant: “None of you

is to leave the holy council until definitive decrees have been issued about everything.”**'
Theodoret’s case was finally tried on October 26, 451 AD, in the second session
of the day (Session VIII), after the main business of the council was completed. In this
atmosphere it is not surprising that the bishops had very little patience for Theodoret’s
case. The entire session on Theodoret was completed swiftly. As soon as the session was
opened, even before the documents introducing the case had been read, the members of
the council requested that Theodoret pronounce an anathema on Nestorius.?*> Assuring
the council of his orthodoxy, Theodoret requested that the documents be read first, but

263

the bishops refused to hear anything other than the anathema.”™ Theodoret further

resisted such a treatment of his case, insisting that he be properly heard, but the bishops
threatened him with excommunication if he did not anathematize Nestorius at once.***
Finally, Theodoret sarcastically assented: “Anathema to Nestorius and to whoever does

not say that the holy Virgin Mary is Theotokos, and to whoever divides the one only-

begotten Son into two Sons. I have signed the definition of faith and the letter of the most

239 Session VI, 22 in Ibid., 243.
260 Session VI, 23 in Ibid.

261 Session VI, 23 in Ibid.

262 Session VIII, 4 in Ibid., 254.
263 Session VIII, 5-6 in Ibid.
264 Session VIII, 8-12 in Ibid.
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sacred Archbishop Leo, and I think accordingly. And after all this may you be
preserved.”*®
The commissioners and members of the council alike, who accepted Theodoret as

266 . .« .
This last decision was

fully orthodox and restored his see to him, ignored his irony.
nothing new, but simply a ratification of the decision taken by Pope Leo, who, as the
commissioners mentioned at the beginning of Session I, had received Theodoret into
communion and had never accepted his deposition at the Council of Ephesus (449 AD).

It is interesting to note that there is no official record regarding Theodoret’s
activity and life after Chalcedon. What is certain, though, is that Chalcedon did not mark
an end to his Christological activity. In the years that followed, he updated the Eranistes,
most notably the patristic florilegia.

The year of his death is point of debate among students of his life. Currently, most
historians would place it no later than 466 AD. Interestingly, there is no record that the
aging Theodoret engaged in any polemical activity in the aftermath of Chalcedon.
Perhaps, somewhat ironically, the Council of Chalcedon, which sanctioned Antiochene
Christology as a universally accepted definition of the faith and thus caused contention

between the theologians of the Orient and Egypt that was to last for many centuries,

finally brought peace to Theodoret.

265 Session VIII, 13 in Ibid., 254-55. Price and Gaddis rightly consider this last sentence an ironic “God
bless you!” The same sentiment is preserved in the Russian translation of the acts, whereTheoderet’s
closing words are rendered as: “And after all this he added, “Good health to you!”; see Price and Gaddis,
eds., The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon.: Sessions 1I-X, Session on Carosus and Dorotheus, Session on
Photius and Eustathius, Session on Domnus, 255, n. 11.

266 Session VIII, 15-25 in Price and Gaddis, eds., The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon. Sessions 1I-X,
Session on Carosus and Dorotheus, Session on Photius and Eustathius, Session on Domnus, 255-56.
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2.10. Conclusion

The scholarly consensus recognizes two Christological controversies in the fifth-
century Christian Church, Nestorian and Monophysite (or rather Miaphysite). In fact, the
traditionally sharp distinction between the two controversies is rather misleading, because
they just mark two different stages of the same debate. Elucidating the mystery of the
union of divine and human natures in Christ was the focal point of both. The controversy
lasted for over twenty years, and the two stages of the controversy mark the current
theological prevalence of one or other of the involved parties. Equilibrium was
established by the Council of Chalcedon (451 AD).

The Christological dispute in the Nestorian controversy never really ceased. The
Council of Ephesus (431 AD) did not produce a theological settlement, only a political
one. The debates between Cyril’s council and the Orientals (who were represented
chiefly by Theodoret), not surprisingly continued for a couple of years afterwards. The
Tomos of Reunion (433 AD), a document drafted by Theodoret of Cyrrhus, which
brought rapprochement between the two parties, attempted to bridge the theological gap
left by the Council of Ephesus (431 AD). There was a brief truce between the
Alexandrians and Antiochenes from 435 to 438 AD. However Cyril’s attack on the
orthodoxy of the masters of Antiochene theology, Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of
Mopsuestia, signaled clearly that the debate around the Nestorian controversy had not
been fully resolved. Theodoret of Cyrrhus immediately reacted and broke the fragile
truce with Cyril and his party, an enmity which continued even after the latter’s death.

The Monophysite (Miaphysite) controversy was merely a continuation of the
battle between two parties. Now the Cyrillian party was led by Dioscorus of Alexandria,

while Theodoret of Cyrrhus controlled the Antiochene party. Dioscorus harbored an
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intense dislike of the Tomos of Reunion, the theological settlement signed by Cyril. He
believed that in it Cyril made unnecessary theological concessions to the Antiochenes. At
the same time Theodoret also believed that the prestige of Antiochene Christology had
suffered in the settlement. He saw an opportunity and devised a plan to restore the
venerable standing of his theological tradition. This he finally succeeded in effecting at
the Council of Chalcedon in 451 AD.

The precision of Theodoret’s Christological expression was forged in the debates
of the fifth century, in both of which he fought on the front lines. His Christological
concepts did not change fundamentally. The only detectable change is an improvement in
the clarity with which he expressed them. The following chapters will demonstrate this
by analyzing his early Christological thought as evidenced in works predating or early in
the controversy and a mature work written late in the Christological debate which was
updated after the Council of Chalcedon.

The present study of Theodoret’s role in the Christological controversies of the
fifth century, informed by the analysis of his Christology in the following chapters, will
show that restoration of the good bishop of Cyrrhus to his rightful place in church history,
as a major theological mind who largely defined the Christological orthodoxy at
Chalcedon and whose contribution to the formulation of Christology was on a par with

that of Cyril of Alexandria, is in order and long overdue.
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PART II: The Early Christology of Theodoret of Cyrrhus
3.0. Expositio rectae fidei

3.1. Authorship
The Expositio rectae fidei had been attributed to Justin Martyr from at least the

seventh century. Passages from the Expositio appear among the florilegia in the
collection of patristic quotations compiled by the Dyothelites in response to Monothelite
teachings.”*” Given Theodoret’s controversial reputation, it is not surprising that the work
does not appear under his name. From the seventh century onwards, it is consistently
attributed to Justin as his “third book.”

Sellers argues that the misattribution was unintentional. The Expositio must have
come down to the fathers of the seventh century as an anonymous work. The Dyothelites
turned to the text itself in order to identify the author. There they discovered Justin.**®
Sellers argues that once the texts received the approbation of antiquity, they quickly
found their way into later editions of collections of patristic quotations made by Leontius
of Byzantium, Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos and Contra Monophysitas.*®

According to Sellers, it is unlikely that Leontius would make use of a text previously

compromised by his archenemy Severus of Antioch.””

287 The ancient works containing the Expositio rectae fidei which cite Justin Martyr as their author are: a

florilegium compiled at the fifth session of the Lateran Council of 649 AD, Antiquorum partum doctrina de
Verbi incarnatione (662—79 AD), and Antirrhetica of Nicephorus of Constantinople (+826 AD). For further
details see: Robert V. Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,”
Journal of Theological Studies 46 (1945): 146—47; Friedrich Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz und die
gleichnamigen Schriftsteller der griechischen Kirche, Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der
altchristlichen Literatur Bd. 3, Hft. 1-2 (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1887), 921f.

268 Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,” 147.

29 pG 86a, 1267-1396. Sellers argues that the collections assembled by Leontius of Byzantium did not
originally include citations from the Expositio, because Severus had attacked it viciously a couple of
decades earlier. He argues that Dyothelite apologists interpolated the florilegia in the seventh century,
adding passages from the Expositio, which they thought was written by Justin Martyr. See Ibid.: 146—47.
20 Ibid.: 146, note 4.
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Sellers’s theory regarding how the texts came to be found in the writings of
Leontius of Byzantium is convincing. It is highly unlikely that they could have been
attributed to Justin Martyr in the century following Theodoret’s death, because memory
of him was kept very much alive through the Christological debates. And it is indeed
possible that they came down to the seventh century as anonymous and were
unintentionally misattributed to Justin. However, one must not discount the possibility
that the work might have been intentionally attributed to Justin Martyr in order to save it
from Emperor Justinian’s militias, who were purging monastic libraries of all “heretical
writings.” The monks, who often did not concur with imperial standards of “orthodoxy”
and saw value in certain writings condemned as heretical would sometimes simply
change the name of the author when copying a work in order to preserve it. This ploy is
especially evident in the texts of the famous monastic collection, the Philokalia. For
instance, we are indebted to such monastic copyists for the survival of many of the
“Origenist” writings of Evagrius Ponticus, which have come down to us under the name
of Sinaite fathers. Whatever the motivation, the same technique was likely used for
Theodoret’s Expositio rectae fidei. It is plausible that the attribution of the Expositio
rectae fidei originated in Antiochene circles of the era following the controversy over the
Three Chapters. The subsequent condemnation of the writings of Theodoret of Cyrrhus
against Cyril of Alexandria by the Council of Constantinople (553 AD) cast permanent
suspicion on his Christology, and it became necessary to dissociate the Expositio from

him in order to save it from the pyres of imperial censorship.
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The attribution to Justin Martyr went unquestioned until the eighteenth century.
Some two hundred years later, the work has been conclusively restored to Theodoret of
Cyrrhus, whose authorship has remained unchallenged since 1930.

In the sixteenth century Robertus Stephanus included the Expositio in his edition
of the Justini Opera without any remarks regarding its provenance.””’ As Sellers noted,
that suggests that the authenticity of Justin’s authorship went unchallenged until at least
1551.%"* The first evidence of suspicion is recorded in 1712, when M. Lequien
characterized it as the work of a crypto-Nestorian who wrote under the pseudonym of
Justin in order to promote Nestorianism.*”* This marks a turning point in the attribution
of the Expositio. From that point on, it was numbered among the spurious writings of
Justin Martyr, as is evidenced in Prudentius Maranus’s comments from 1742.%”* The
work was then considered Nestorian for most of the following century.*”

In 1880 J. K. T. von Otto published his third edition of the works of Justin

Malrtyr.276

In this critical edition, the Expositio was published among the fragmenta
psevdo-ivstini.””’ In creating the critical text, von Otto used most of the extant

manuscripts containing the Expositio rectae fidei: Codex (Regius) Parisinus MCCLXVIII

— codex A; Codex (Regius) Parisinus CMXXXVIII — codex A®; Codex (Regius) Parisinus

"I More on Robertus Stephanus (French: Robert Estienne) in Phillippe Renouard, Imprimeurs parisiens,

libraires, fondeurs de caracteres et correcteurs d’imprimerie: Depuis I’introduction de I’ Imprimerie a
Paris (1470) jusqu’a la fin du XVIe siécle (Paris: Librairie A. Claudin, 1898), 124-25.

72 Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,” 145.

23 PG 94, 341ff. (reprint of Michel Lequien, Sancti patris nostri Joannis Damasceni, monachi et presbyteri
Hierosolymitani, Opera omnia quae exstant et ejus nomine circumferuntur. Ex variis editionibus et
codicibus manu exaratis, Gallicis, Italicis & Anglicis, collecta, recensita, Latine versa, atque
annotationibus illustrata, cum praeviis dissertationibus, & copiosis indicibus, vol. 2 (Paris: Gaspar Girardi,
1712), 756ft.); Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,” 145.

*7 See: PG 6, 1203ff.

275 Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,” 145.

276 Johann Karl Theodor von Otto, ed. lustini philosophi et martyris opera quae feruntur omnia, vol. I1I.
pars I, Corpus apologetarum christianorum saeculi secundi. Vol. IV (Wiesbaden: Dr. Martin Séndig
oHG.,1969).

*"7 Ibid., vii.
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MCCLIX A — codex B; Codex (Regius) Parisinus CDL — codex C; Codex Coislinianus
CXX — codex D; Codex Coislinianus CCXXV — codex Db; Codex Claromontanus LXXXII
— codex E and E®; Codex Argentoratensis grace IX — codex F; Codex Gissensis DCLXIX
— codex G; Codex Monacensis graecus CXXI —codex M; Codex Venetus graecus LXXXVI
—codex V. Several codices containing the Expositio were not taken into consideration
due to their inaccessibility,””® but the chances that these manuscripts would substantially
alter von Otto’s critical text are negligible.

Von Otto detected two recensions of the text, a shorter and a longer version.””’
The shorter version is found in the reliable ancient codices D, G, and B, while the other
manuscripts of the same family (AA’E"V) contain the longer text. Von Otto’s critical
edition relies on this manuscript family. The rest of the manuscripts have the relatively
corrupted text of the longer recension.**
The two versions of the Expositio rectae fidei have existed since at least the tenth

%! The longer recension is divided into eighteen chapters. The shorter version

century.
excludes chapters 1, 6, and 18, most of chapters 7, 8, and 16, and parts of chapters 5, 9,
10, and 13. As Sellers remarks, the shorter version is about three-fifths the length of the

complete version.”® F. K. von Funk conducted a study of the two recensions and

concluded that the shorter version is merely an abbreviation of the original text,

78 bid., xix.

27 Ibid., viii.; Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,” 145.

280 See Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,” 145.

281 Otto, ed. lustini opera, viii.; Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of
Cyrus,” 145.

282 Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,” 145.
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%3 This text was critically analyzed

pronouncing the longer version the textus receptus.
and published by von Otto.

Only after the publication of von Otto’s critical edition did the Expositio draw
scholarly attention. In 1884 J. Driseke argued that the Expositio was of Apollinarian
provenance. Driseke saw Apollinarius’s lost work de Trinitate in the shorter recension of

the text.?%*

However, von Funk’s proof that the longer recension is the authentic text of
the Expositio marginalized Driseke’s theory.”®

The major breakthrough in restoring the authorship of the Expositio to Theodoret
of Cyrrhus came in 1930. Soon after publishing a critical edition of the Liber contra

h,?*® J. Lebon published an article in which

impium Grammaticum of Severus of Antioc
he argued for Theodoret’s authorship.**” Lebon’s argument was based on the evidence
provided by Severus. Writing in the year 518, Severus, a former patriarch of Antioch
with passionate sympathies for Monophysite doctrines, quoted passages from the

288

Expositio, attributing them expressly to Theodoret of Cyrrhus.”” The impact of Lebon’s

argument is evident in an article a few years later, when the great M. Richard advanced

2% Franz Xavier von Funk, “Die pseudojustinische Expositio rectae fidei,” in Kirchengeschichtliche

Abhandlungen und Untersuchungen (Paderborn: Schoningh., 1899), 253-91; See also: Sellers, “Pseudo-
Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,” 145-46; G. Kriiger, “Review of
Kirchengeschichtliche Abhandlungen und Untersuchungen von Prof. F. K. Funk,” The American Journal of
Theology 4, no. 4 (1900): 856.

2% Johannes Driiseke, Apollinarios von Laodicea. Sein Leben und seine Schriften. Nebst einem Anhang:
Apollinarii Laodiceni quae supersunt dogmatica, vol. 7, Texte und Untersuchungen (Leipzig: J. C.
Hinrichs, 1892), 3—4 and 353-63; Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret
of Cyrus,” 145.

285 See Funk, “Die pseudojustinische Expositio rectae fidei,” 253-91.

% Severus of Antioch, Liber contra impium Grammaticum, Orat. tert. pars prior, trans. Joseph Lebon,
Corpus scriptorum Christianorum Orientallium (Paris: E Typographeo Reipublicae, 1929).

87 Joseph Lebon, “Restitutions a Théodoret de Cyr,” Revue d’histoire ecclésiastique 26, no. 3 (1930): 523—
50.

288 Severus of Antioch, Liber contra impium Grammaticum 3, 1, 5. p. 65ff.
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an argument about the date of composition of the Expositio, taking Theodoret’s
authorship as a given.”®

The matter was settled in 1945 when R. V. Sellers, in an independent argument,
proved that the Expositio was indeed a work of Theodoret of Cyrrhus. He furthered
Lebon’s original proposition by providing a comparative study of the vocabulary, ideas,
and style of the Expositio and of Theodoret. Sellers further pointed out that there are
indications that Theodoret himself recognized the work as his.**°

In the very next issue of the Journal of Theological Studies, F. L. Cross
pronounced the verdict that the combination of Lebon’s and Sellers’ studies “are so
compelling that the authorship of the ‘opusculum’ may now be looked upon as
settled.”*' Since then, the attribution of the Expositio rectae fidei to Theodoret of

Cyrrhus has not been challenged. Current scholarly opinion accepts it unanimously.*”

3.2. Date of Composition

The date of composition of Theodoret’s Expositio rectae fidei is the subject of debate.
Prior to the identification of Theodoret as the author, several general proposals about the

date of the work have been put forward. In the eighteenth century, when the first doubts

289 Marcel Richard, “L’Activité littéraire de Théodoret avant le concile d’Ephése,” Revue des sciences
philosophiques et théologiques 24 (1935): 84-89.

290 Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus.”

2! Frank L. Cross, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’,” Journal of Theological Studies 47 (1946):
58.

292 See: Martin F. A. Brok, “The Date of Theodoret’s Expositio Rectae Fidei,” Journal of Theological
Studies n.s. 2 (1951): 178; Brok, “The Date of Theodoret’s Expositio Rectae Fidei"; Johannes Quasten,
Patrology: The Golden Age of Greek Patristic Literature from the Council of Nicaea to the Council of
Chalcedon, vol. 3 (Utrecht/Antwerp and Westminster, MD: Spectrum Publishers and the Newman Press,
1960), 548; Paul B. Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus: Antiochene Christology from the
Council of Ephesus (431) to the Council of Chalcedon (451), ed. G. Clark and A. Louth, Oxford Early
Christian Studies (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 89—-103; Frances M. Young and
Andrew Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon: A Guide to the Literature and Its Background, 2nd ed. (Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2010), 331-33.
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about the authenticity of Justin Martyr’s authorship arose, it was proposed that the work’s
Sitz im Leben was a Nestorian milieu during the Christological controversies of the fifth
century. In 1712 Lequien argued that the Expositio must have been written after the
Eutychean controversy. However, thirty years later, Prudentius Maranus proposed
Nestorius’s arrival in Constantinople as the terminus ante quem.*”

In 1930 J. Lebon restored the Expositio rectae fidei to Theodoret. His analysis of
the style of the text, coupled with the absence of polemical devices characteristic of the
Nestorian controversy and the generally irenic tone led him to set 428 AD (the outbreak
of the Nestorian controversy) as the terminus ante quem.”* Lebon admitted that an
analysis of the content alone would not have been sufficient for a positive identification
of the author, but would place him only generally within the Antiochene milieu. The
author could easily have been an Antiochene author from the latter half of the fourth
century, e.g., Diodore of Tarsus. A generation before, J. Driseke had reached the same
conclusion, but mistakenly attributed the work to Apollinarius.*”> However, the evidence
provided by Severus of Antioch ties Theodoret definitively to the writing of the
Expositio, thus placing the date of composition in the first half of the fifth century.**®

M. Richard supplemented Lebon’s argument with his analysis of the

Christological language and ideas of the Expositio. Richard detected certain shifts in the

clarity of Theodoret’s Christological expressions through time, which he attributed to a

23 pG 94, 341 (M. Lequien) and PG 6, 1203 (P. Maranus); See also: Lequien, Sancti patris nostri Joannis
Damasceni, monachi et presbyteri Hierosolymitani, Opera omnia quae exstant et ejus nomine
circumferuntur. Ex variis editionibus et codicibus manu exaratis, Gallicis, Italicis & Anglicis, collecta,
recensita, Latine versa, atque annotationibus illustrata, cum praeviis dissertationibus, & copiosis
indicibus, 756ff; Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,” 145.
294 Lebon, “Restitutions a Théodoret de Cyr,” 541-42.

%5 Driseke, Apollinarios von Laodicea. Sein Leben und seine Schriften. Nebst einem Anhang: Apollinarii
Laodiceni quae supersunt dogmatica, 3—4 and 353-63.

296 Lebon, “Restitutions a Théodoret de Cyr,” 541-42.
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process of maturation in his theology brought about by the debates with Cyril of
Alexandria and his followers. He points out that Theodoret’s early works freely use
expressions such as “the perfect man” (6 téAerog dvOpwmoq) to indicate Christ’s
humanity. In later works Theodoret came to prefer less controversial expressions such as
“human nature” (1 dvOpomvi] PVo1G), “the assumed” (t0 dvoineBév), and “humanity” (1
avBpondtg). He reached the conclusion that the rudimentary terminology used in the
Expositio would preclude the possibility of its composition before the debate with

Cyril 7

Therefore, Richard moved the date ante quem forward by about two years, to the
winter of 430 AD.

However, Sellers moved the argument closer to Lequien’s position, proposing 447
AD as the date of composition. Sellers argued that in a letter to Timothy of Doliche
Theodoret refers to the Expositio explicitly as a work written shortly before the writing of
the letter.””® At the end of his letter to Timothy, Theodoret wrote: “I am also sending
what I have recently (mponv) written, having been urged so to do by the most religious
and holy man of God, the lord  [name is missing] namely, a brief instruction, of
itself sufficient for the teaching of the truth of the apostolic doctrines.”*"’
Theodoret’s letter says that it is written as a response to a “storm” that is troubling

the piety of the Church. Sellers argued that the letter must have been written before

February 448, since it does not contain any reference to Theodoret’s confinement, which

297 Richard, “L’Activité littéraire de Théodoret avant le concile d’Ephése,” 459-81. See also a brief but
informative discussion in Young and Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, 329-30.

298 Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,” 158. Cf. Brok, “The
Date of Theodoret’s Expositio Rectae Fidei,” 180.

299 Theodoret, Ep. 130 (PG 83, 1348C: “todto &v kepuhoio viv dmnydpevoa Kol Tig EmoTOAfG Vrepéfny
TO PéTPOV. AmécTelda OE Kal v TpdNV Eypayo, TPOTPATELS VIO TOD BE0PIAesTATOL KOl AyLOTATOV
avBpdmov Tod Bgod Tod KLpiov , cOvTopov S1dackarioy, ikaviy odcay kol vty SiddEar TV TV
ATOGTOMK®V doyUAT@V GANBg0y.”)
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is invariably present in his writings of the period. By inference, he concluded that the
Expositio rectae fidei was written in 447 AD.** Sellers remained alone in this view.
Some six years later, M. Brok challenged Sellers’s argument, pointing out that the
manner of expression in the Expositio and the absence of any reference to Eutycheanism
was uncharacteristic of Theodoret’s writings of the post-Ephesine period. Brok further
noted that the exactness of Theodoret’s Christological expression had kept improving

after he entered into the controversy with Cyril of Alexandria.>”!

Thus, following
Richard’s argument, he asserted that the “brief instruction” mentioned in the letter to
Timothy of Doliche corresponded to the Demonstrationes per syllogismos rather than the
Expositio, which, due to its rudimentary terminology, style of argumentation, and
absence of references to Christological controversies, must have been written before the
outbreak of the Nestorian controversy.*> The current consensus seems to accept the
outbreak of the Nestorian controversy as the terminus ante quem.>**

The arguments advanced by Brok are indeed an improvement on Sellers’s theory.
A more cautious approach to the dating of the Expositio is in order. The rudimentary
terminology of Theodoret does not necessarily imply an early date of composition.
Theodoret’s Christological language does undergo a certain terminological shift in terms
of precision of his expression, but the ideas and language exhibited in the Expositio do

not preclude a date of composition following the Council of Ephesus. The embattled

bishop of Cyrrhus did not demonstrate much theological leniency and compromise until

390 Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus,” 158-59.

301 Brok, “The Date of Theodoret’s Expositio Rectae Fidei,” 178-79.

2 pG 83, 327fF; Ibid.: 181.

393 Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 91;Y oung and Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, 332.;
Istvan Pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, ed. C. Harrison, The Early Church Fathers (London and New
York: Routledge, 20006), 6.
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after 433 AD at the earliest. The simple terminology and arguments of the Expositio
could be directed against the Alexandrian party, just as well as against the Eunomians
and Apollinarians a decade before the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy. Indeed, if
the text had been associated with the attacks on Cyril of Alexandria, that would help
explain why Severus of Antioch used it as a negative reference.

The absence of polemical rhetoric in the Expositio can also be explained by
Theodoret’s characteristic avoidance of controversial sources and topics in his writings.
One need only think of his Ecclesiastical History: although written almost two decades
after the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy, it ends with the death of Theodore of
Mopsuestia which predated the controversy by a mere year. Moreover, it is interesting to
note that the patristic florilegia of the Eranistes, finalized after the Council of Chalcedon
(451 AD), also avoid references to the controversial fathers: there are no references to
either Diodore of Tarsus or Theodore of Mopsuestia, even though Theodoret held them in
high esteem. Thus, the absence of polemical language and rhetorical devices per se does
not necessarily prove the early authorship of the Expositio rectae fidei.

However, the emphasis of Theodoret’s argumentation does indeed point to a
period predating the Nestorian controversy. During the controversy, debates preoccupied
his theological opus and were invariably referenced in his doctrinal writings, but in the
Expositio Theodoret passes over Scriptural references and arguments which would be
remarkably fitting for his Christological debates, and uses them instead to argue
Trinitarian points. For instance, in chapter 5 of the Expositio Theodoret argues for the
divinity of the second and third persons of the Holy Trinity using the Pauline passages

Eph 2:20-22 and 3:14-17, arguing that they bear witness to the full divinity of the
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Trinity. Curiously, the same references are absent from the Christological portion.***

Such an absence points to an unmistakable Trinitarian emphasis, which was unnecessary
and largely missing from doctrinal discourse in the post-Ephesine years.

Moreover, the layout of the material of the Expositio points to a clear Trinitarian
emphasis. Out of eighteen chapters, the first ten are dedicated to a clear and concise
discussion of Trinitarian material. Theodoret was concerned with explaining the doctrine
of the Trinity, arguing for the full divinity of the Logos and the Holy Spirit.

Here the difference between terms ovcia, VndcTOG1S, and TpOTOG VIAPEEMG 1S
clearly laid out in the tradition of the Cappadocian fathers, most notably that of Gregory

of Nyssa, as I shall argue later.’*

Though it follows the theological arguments and
lexicon of the Cappadocian corpus against Eunomius, and especially of Gregory of

Nyssa’s Contra Eunomium, the Expositio is free from the unnecessary rhetorical flourish

and redundancies of the former. As F. Young has observed, “this is one of the briefest

3% Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei, 5: “And again to the Ephesians he says thus: “Christ Jesus himself

being the cornerstone, in whom the whole structure is joined together and grows into a holy temple in the
Lord; in whom you are built together for a dwelling place of God in the Spirit.” ... He taught us in such a
lesson about Christ and God and Spirit, the one divinity, who actively dwells in us who are deemed worthy
of grace. And he is even more clear in another [place, where] he says: “For this reason I bow my knees
before the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, from whom every family in heaven and on earth is named, that
according to the riches of his glory he may give power through his Spirit to be strong in your inner selves,
and that Christ will indwell in your hearts.” Behold, while remembering the divine indwelling, he has in
mind the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. And in all the teaching he constructs, the three persons are
revealed.” (Otto 3, 16-18; PG 6, 1216: “Kai méAwv mpog Epeciovg obtwg onoiv: "Ovtog 6 (leOYOJVlU.lOD
ovtod Incod Xpiotod, &v @ nica 0ikodopun cuvappoloyovpévn abéet gig vaov dytov év kupim, &v @ kai
Vel ovvolkodopeice gig katowntprov Tod Beod €v mvedpartt. ... Xptotov yap Koi Oeov kol Tvedua, TV
piov Bedtnta, KoTokelv &v Ul kat' Evépyelav, Toig TG XOpLtog (’xélovpévotg, S TG To TG SdACKAAiNG
dnaidevoey. Kai todto Sfjov 6’ GV kai &v £1épe enotv: Todtov ¥aptv KaumT® To yovaTd Hov mpdg tov
natépa 10D Kupiov U@V Incod Xpiotod, &€ 0D micw TaTPLd £V 0VPavVoIc Kai &ml i ovopdletat, tva d¢m
VULV KaTd TOV TAODTOV Ti|g 00ENG avToD duvapel KpataimBfjvat did Tod TvedLoTog aTod €ig TOV E00M
avBpomov, katowfcat Tov Xpiotdv. 1300 yop mdiwv Evorknoemg Beilog pvnpovedov matépa kol viov Kol
Grylov mvedpa copmeptiappavev deikvotatl. Kai mavtayod 6 1ig didaokoriog cuvidttov td tpio gaiveTot
npdomna.”)

3% Theodoret’s use of the Cappadocian Trinitarian lexicon points to a clear indebtedness to their
theological genius. However, while Theodoret knew of Basil’s work, his use of certain expressions
characteristic of Gregory of Nyssa (such as 61Gmlaocig in relation to the analogy of Adam and his progeny)
points to a closer link with him. A more detailed discussion follows in the section on Theodoret’s debt to
the Cappadocian Trinitarian lexicon.
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and most lucid statements of Trinitarian orthodoxy to be found in patristic literature.”"

The conclusion to be drawn is that the Trinitarian portion is directed against Eunomian
theology.

The remaining eight chapters of the Expositio (chapters 11-18) discuss
Christology from a soteriological point of view. Theodoret expounds on Christological
points from the perspective of the economy of salvation. The theological issues raised in
the discussion do indeed touch upon points common to the Apollinarian and Nestorian
controversies (e.g., the problem of attributing properties of human nature to Christ is
discussed in chapters 10 and 11). It seems that P. Clayton was correct in his assessment
of Theodoret’s Christological work, pronouncing the opponents in the Expositio to be

397 The nature of the argument and rudimentary nature of

“some kind of Apollinarians.
the Christological discourse in the Expositio reflect earlier debates with the Eunomian
and Apollinarian milieu.

In conclusion, as I shall argue below, Theodoret’s Expositio rectae fidei faithfully
reflects the theological content and terminology of the Cappadocians (most notably
Gregory of Nyssa) in response to the Eunomians and Apollinarians. The Sitz im Leben of
the Expositio is to be sought in the occasions when Theodoret was obliged to respond to

308
1,

these positions. Such responses are found in his Ep. 8 where he says that he managed

to bring an entire village of Eunomians back to the orthodox faith, while in Ep. 113 he

306 Young and Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, 331.

397 Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 98.

3% Ep. 81 (Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 1-95, ed. H. de Lubac and J. Daniélou, trans.
Y. Azéma, vol. 2, Sources chrétiennes, Vol. 98 (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1964), 182): “kdpog OKT® TiiG
Mapkimvog kol tag TEpLE Kelpévag AspEveg Tpog TV aAnBstay énodnynoa dAANV kdunv ‘Evvopoavév
TEMANPOUEVTV, KOl AANY Apelavdv, T® eoTi Tig Beoywviag mpooryayov, kal dud v Oeiov yapwv o0dE &v
map’ ULV aipetikdv vredeiedn Gillaviov.



92

says that he “freed many souls from the illness” of Eunomius.’” Therefore, the
composition of the Expositio rectae fidei is best dated to the period between Theodoret’s
ascent to the bishopric of Cyrrhus in 423 AD and the Nestorian schism at the Council of

Ephesus in 431 AD.

3.3. Outline of the Content

The received text of Theodoret’s Expositio rectae fidei is divided into two main

parts — Trinitiarian theology and Christology.’'’

It is further subdivided into eighteen
chapters, of which the first ten contain discussions about God as the Trinity, while the

last eight chapters are reserved for a concise exposition of fundamental tenets of

Christology.

3.3.1. The Trinitarian discussion — chapters 1-9
In chapter 1 Theodoret explains that the Expositio is part of his wider apologetical

project. Having completed his ad extra works “against Jews and Greeks,”'" he turns his

39 Ep. 113 (Ibid., 56.): “mhgiov piv fj yihiog yoyde nrevdipmoa tiig Mapkiovog vosov, Todkodg 8¢
dAlovg €k tijg Apeiov kai Evvopiov cuppopiog Tpoonyayov @ Asondtn Xpiotd”

31 Summaries of the Expositio rectae fidei can be found in Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of
Cyrus, 89—-103 and Young and Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, 331-33.

3! Identification of the work referred to by Theodoret has been a matter of scholarly debate. M. Richard
argued that Theodoret was referring here to a now lost work against the Jews and his Curatio graecarum
affectionum (Richard, “L’Activité littéraire de Théodoret avant le concile d’Ephése,” 89—106). Sellers, who
places the date of composition after the outbreak of the Eutychean controversy, argued that Theodoret was
referring here to his Eranistes (Sellers, “Pseudo-Justin’s ‘Expositio Rectae Fidei’: A Work of Theodoret of
Cyrus,” 159). However, M. Brok has convincingly refuted Sellers’s dating of the Expositio, though without
offering an alternative (Brok, “The Date of Theodoret’s Expositio Rectae Fidei,” 179). The most recent
treatment of the problem was by P. Clayton, who offers a brief summary of the debate, again without a
proposal (Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 89—90). Thus, Richard’s attempt remains the
current identification.



93

efforts ad intra, against “the unlike-minded who hymn the Father and the Son but are not
offering worship in the true sense.”'?

The second chapter sets the parameters of the philosophical framework. Asserting
the harmony of the Christian Scriptures and philosophy, Theodoret begins by affirming
the existence of only One Cause, which is identified as the one God perceived as the
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. The Trinity is united by substance (ovcia), since the Father
begot the Son and brought forth the Spirit.

The third chapter expounds on the doctrine of the Trinity, defending the oneness
of God. Theodoret points out that the three persons of the Trinity share an underlying
substance (ovoia), while the distinctions among them are the modes of existence (tpomog
thc vmapEemc). Unbegottenness, begottenness, and procession are modes of existence
indicating the subsistences (Unootdoeig) of the Father, Son (Logos), and Holy Spirit, who
share the common substance Godhead. Theodoret supports the distinction with the
analogy of Adam and his descendants. Being created by God, Adam was not born and
thus had a different mode of existence from his descendants who were born. However,
both Adam and his children shared the common substance of humanity.

In the fourth chapter, Theodoret affirms the fundamental importance of the
ontological divide between the two orders of existence, uncreated and created. He uses
this axiom as a platform from which he defends the divinity of the Logos and the Holy
Spirit. Arguing from the Christian perspective (which presupposes that the addressees of
the Expositio were Christian), Theodoret uses Psalm 148 to point out that the Logos and

the Spirit do not belong to the created order, since they are not mentioned in the lists of

312 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 1 (Otto, ed. Iustini Opera, 2): “1@v £1epo@pOVOY AKOVGETAL TIC TOV

TaTéPA Kol ViV avopvodvimv, AL ov kat' dpbv Evvolav 10 6EPag Tpocayovimy.”
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the creatures who glorify God. The implication is that they must belong to the uncreated
order, that of the Godhead.

In the fifth chapter, Theodoret develops his discussion in the previous chapter by
arguing that the Son (Logos) and the Spirit are united in the same divine nature.*"* This
he supports by Scriptural references that speak of the Logos and the Holy Spirit as
sharing the same divine dignity with the Father, such as Matt 28:19; 1 Cor 2:12; 2 Cor 1:
21-22, 13:14; Eph 2:20-22, 3:14-17.

In this chapter Theodoret moves beyond establishing the fundamentals of the
distinctions in the Trinity. Having demonstrated that in the Trinity there are three
subsistent entities who differ in their modes of existence, here he prefers the term
“person” (mpécsmmov) when speaking about the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. He argues
that they all share the same Godhead (0g6tng), which designates the common (divine)
substance underlying the three persons.

P. Clayton argued that the fact that Theodoret used the term npdcwnov to indicate
distinction in the Holy Trinity does not necessarily mean that he used it as a synonym for
vmooTaog, but that the Antiochene tradition preferred this term “insofar as it indicates the
outward perceptibility of the concrete reality being referred to. In the case of the Trinity’s
distinctions, this is pointed to in the earlier use of God as ‘known’ in the Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit.” Clayton concludes that “the probable metaphysical assumption” underlying
Theodoret’s Trinitarian theology is the Stoic doctrine of being. “Inasmuch as the

prosopon is the outward countenance of a hypostasis, and is thus that by which human

313 . . . . S e . X
In this chapter nature is synonymous with substance: (Ibid., 16)“...1f] Beiq vGEL 0 VIOG GVVTETAKTOL KO

70 mvedpa...”
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sensibility experiences the hypostasis, it would have been easy for this Antiochene to use
the former as a term of preference for indicating the distinctions within the Godhead.”"*
Clayton is right to suggest that it would be an error to equate Theodoret’s
understanding of the term Vndotacig with his understanding of the term npécwnov. The
two are not interchangeable, since, like the Cappadocians before him, Theodoret
understood VmdcTOGLS to be a set of individuating characteristics belonging to a
npésomov.’'’ However, Clayton’s understanding of Theodoret’s use of mpoc@mov to
mean an “outward countenance of hypostasis” reduces it to a mere mask, which sits very
uneasily with how it is used at the end of chapter 3. There the term Vndotacig designates
only a part — the personal characteristics — of a tpé6conov. Thus, vrdcTac1g functions as a
pars pro toto for a pécmmov.’'® At the end of chapter 3, Theodoret says that the terms
“unbegottenness,” “begottenness,” and “procession” define the vndotacig of each of the
persons of the Trinity. Theodoret affirms that each term designates only the property (10

1ducov) of the person (Ttp(')csomov).3 17

Had Theodoret, in his Trinitarian theology, used the
term tpdcwnov for merely the outward expression of a \mdotacig, as Clayton argued, it
would be hard to see how he could escape a charge of Modalism, i.e., of teaching that the

three mpocwna in the Godhead are actually not three distinct personal entities but a single

divine npdécwnov, while the differentiation among the Father, Son, and the Holy Spirit is

314 Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 92-93.

315 See further discussion of Theodoret’s theological semantic taxonomy in the section below on
Cappadocian terminology.

318 For an analogous understanding of the terms in Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa, see the
discussion in Lucian Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons (Oxford and New
York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 103—6.

317 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 3 (Otto, ed. Iustini Opera, 10.): “Koabémep yop o@payic quiv Tic Aexdiv
70 ayévvntov €00vg TV Tatpog dpopilel YOoTAGY, KOl TAALY MG TL onueiov TV Tod YevvnToD
npocnyopiav drkovovieg THv viod AapBdavopey Evvolay, kai adOig S1d Tfg Tod éxmopevtod onuacicg o
dkov Tod mvedpatog TpdcmToV Tadevopeda.”



96

a mere outward countenance, a mask. Such a blunder surely would not have escaped the
attention of an astute theologian such as Cyril of Alexandria.

In the sixth chapter, Theodoret finds support for the divinity of the Logos and the
Spirit in the inseparable operations of the Trinity, and especially in the authority to create.
He uses the classical argument that the authority to create indicates divine status. Citing
Psalms 32:6, 101:25, 115:3, he affirms that all three persons of the Trinity accomplish the
work of creation equally. There is no subordination among persons who act in harmony.

In the seventh chapter, Theodoret reiterates his position that there can be nothing
between the two orders of existence, uncreated and created order. Only God could
properly be said to belong to the uncreated category, while everything else must be
situated in the created order. Since the Logos, being God, properly belongs to the
uncreated order, and human nature belongs to the created order, the union of the Logos
and humanity in Christ must be described as an unmixed union (cuvageia). Theodoret
uses the term cvvdgeia to point out that Christ was both fully divine and human, despite
the ontological chasm dividing the two orders of existence that separated the two united
natures. Moreover, Scriptural evidence, which ascribes to Jesus properties of both
natures, necessitates such a description. The Logos is God and cannot undergo any
change, neither by addition nor by subtraction, since such alteration would imply
imperfection. Conversely, human nature is both created and changeable, and yet in the
union with the Logos it retained its properties. The Scriptural evidence testifies that
Christ, during his ministry on Earth, exhibited passions of human nature (growth, hunger,

thirst, etc.). These are irreconcilable with divinity. Therefore, the Scriptural evidence
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points to a union of divinity and humanity in Christ in which each nature retained its full
properties.

In the eighth chapter, Theodoret reaffirms that the divine substance is utterly
transcendent and remains beyond the comprehension of the human intellect. One ought
not expect to be able fully to understand or describe the mystery of divine substance.

Yet we may nonetheless learn about God insofar as our ability to comprehend
allows, the argument goes in the ninth chapter. Knowledge of things divine is not the
result of intellectual efforts, but a gift which stands in direct proportion to one’s abilities
to receive the mystery and one’s perseverance in the quest for God. It is by faith that one
can truly contemplate God. For Theodoret, reason comes second to faith, since God is
incomprehensible and the rational faculties are ineffective in the search for Him. Through
rational investigation of “divine things” (1®v Oeiwv) one comes only to the realization
that reason confirms “pious faith” (evoeft| Opnokeiov). Thus, however feeble rational
investigation may be, it still recognizes that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit share the
same substance (ovcia), while their differences consist in their modes of existence (1@
Tpon® thg vhpEewc). Difference in the mode of existence by no means necessitates
difference in substance. In order to illustrate that the generation of the Son and the
procession of the Holy Spirit in no way jeopardize their divine status and do not
necessitate a change in substance, Theodoret uses the classical analogy of “light shining

forth from light.”*'® Just as light shines impassibly without cutting or separation, so the

318 Clayton argued that Theodoret relied here on the Nicene Creed, which used the same formula for the
generation of the Son (Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 93). While this connection seems
likely, there is no need to discount the possibility that Theodoret was aware of the previous uses of the
analogy. The same analogy is found in Origen.

See Origen’s exegesis of Wisdom 7:26 in ComJn XIII, 25 in GCS Origenes 1V, 249; Parch 1, 2,4 in SC
252, 118, 122: “sicut splendor generatur ex luce;” Parch 1,2, 11 (the Son is the dradyacua = brightness of
the eternal light which implies eternal generation) and I, 1, 6; Homily IX on Jeremiah: HomJr 1X, 4 (Jr 11,
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Son’s generation ought to be understood. He claims: “having gathered knowledge about
the one Godhead in three perfect hypostases, we set it forth.”"

The chapter ends by introducing Christology as the next subject of investigation.
While the Logos is “ineffable,” he can still be investigated due to the economy of

salvation, i.e., the Incarnation. Theodoret’s explanation that the Logos was made known

through the Incarnation implies that he was indeed its personal subject.

3.3.2. The Christological discussion — chapters 10-18
The tenth chapter opens the Christological portion of the Expositio rectae fidei by

identifying the economy of salvation as the link between God and creation. In
Theodoret’s theology, Incarnation is the link between the Trinitarian and Christological
discourse and is the focal point of Christology. It is thanks to the Incarnation of the Logos
that one can properly speak about God. Its sole purpose was the restoration of humanity
through the expiation of the Protoplast’s transgression. The Incarnation does not involve
change in the Logos, who created the human element as a dwelling place. Theodoret
describes the union of the Logos and humanity as “utter union” (&xpa &vwoig). The result
of the union is “one Son.” However, each nature retains its characteristics in the union
and accordingly the attributes of each nature ought to be assigned to the nature to which

they properly belong.

1-10) in GCS Origenes III, 70.17-21, where the Logos is the dzavyacua of the Father’s eternal light/glory.
Wisdom 7:26 had been associated with the Logos as early as the late second or very early third century, as
attested by Codex VII of The Teaching of Silvanus (see The Nag Hammadi Library in English, trans. James
M. Robinson (Leiden: Brill, 1977), 347). For further discussion see: Alastair H. B. Logan, “Origen and
Alexandrian Wisdom Christology,” in Origeniana Tertia: The Third International Colloquium for Origen
Studies, ed. Richard Hanson and Henri Crouzel (Roma: Edizioni Dell’ Ateneo, 1985), 126-29.

319 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 9 (Otto, ed. Iustini Opera, 33-34): “kotd SOvapy cLAAEEAVTES TiC
pdg BedtnTog TV €v tedeiang Tpioiv vmooTdoesy yvdowy £Ee0<peba.”
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It is interesting to note that the discussion in this chapter reflects some of the
concerns of the Arian debates and also coincides with the early Nestorian debate. While
emphasizing the personal unity in Christ, Theodoret still ascribes attributes to each nature

respectively:

The Son is one, He who is set free and He who raised that which was set
free. As a man he was set free, and as God he resurrected. When you hear
opposing opinions about the one Son, distribute what is said to each nature its
own respectively; if there is something great and divine assigning it to the divine
nature, and if [there is] something small and human allocating it to the human
nature. Thus everyone who ascribes that which belongs to each nature escapes the
discord of the opinions, and confesses the one Son who is both before the ages
and recent in accordance with the Divine Scriptures.®*’

The same thought is expounded upon in the following chapter, where Theodoret
affirms that “the Son, being one and two natures, with the one [nature] he performs
divine things, and with the other [nature] he accepts them with meekness. As [the one
who is] from the Father and God he performs miracles, but as [the one who is] from the
Virgin and human, he voluntarily physically endured the cross, the passion, and the
rest.””?!

Theodoret’s purpose is to affirm the unity of the person of Christ while

safeguarding the totality of both the divine and human natures. His concern is mainly

exegetical; the Scriptural testimonies about Christ ascribe to him at the same time both

320 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 10 (Otto 3, 36; PG 6, 1225): “Ei¢ odv actw 0 v10¢, 6 1€ Abeic 6 1€ T0
W02V dvacticag: 1) Yap BvOpomog, EM00M, 1) 8& 0edg, dvésmoev. ‘Otav obv dxodong mepi Tod £vog viod
T0G EvavTiag eeVAS, kKatodAnAmg népile taig evoeoty T Aeydpeva, Gv Lév T péya kai Oelov, Tf) el pooeL
TPOGVEL@V, AV 3€ TL LUKPOV Kail avOpdmvov, tf] avBporivy Aoyilopevog pvoet. Obtm yap Kol T TV
POVAOV ACHLE®VOV d0PELEN, EKAGTNG O TEPUKEV JEYOUEVIG PVGEWMC, KOl TOV VIOV TOV EVal Kl TPO TAVTOV
aldvVoV Kol TPOSEATOV KOTA TOG Belag Ypapag opoloynoes.”

32! Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 11 (Otto 3, 38-40; PG 6, 1225): ...obtog 6 viog, €l dv kai 0o
@voeLg, Kot gAY pev tag Beoonpeiag eipydleto, kat' AANV ¢ Td tamewd topedéyeto. Hi pév yap éx
natpdg Koi B£dc, Evepyel to avporta, 1| 68 éx Tapdévov koi dvOpmmog, TOV oTawPdOV Kol T Tahog Kol Td
TAPATAN G PUOIKMG E0E @V Vrépevey.”
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the attributes of divine nature (e.g., miraculous deeds) and attributes of human nature
(e.g., fatigue, hunger, sleep). The same discussion continues in the Nestorian controversy
(cf. Refutation of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas 4).***

In the eleventh chapter Theodoret develops his understanding of the union of
Logos and humanity. Bearing in mind the unbridgeable gap between the created and
uncreated orders that he maintained, one can see why the explanation of the union of God
and humanity was given special attention. Theodoret admits that the true nature of the
union is beyond the grasp of human intellect. However, certain features of the union can
still be perceived. He admits that no analogy can fully illustrate the union, but there are
certain examples that can shed some light on it. Two analogies are used as illustrations in
this chapter: the union of body and soul (main analogy), and the coming together of
building materials to create a house (supporting analogy).

In the first analogy, Theodoret says that just as a human being is composed of two
separate natures, body and soul, there is still one human being. In the case of humans,
each nature has its own properties and functions: the intellectual soul designs a ship, but
the hands execute the plan. The same can be said of Christ: there are two natures in
Christ, divine and human, and each carries out activities proper to it: the divine nature
performs miracles, while the human nature accepts them [miracles] in meekness.

The second analogy serves to clarify the body-soul analogy: a house is built from
different materials, e.g., stone, wood, etc. However, a house is not the stone or the wood,

for if that were the case then the stone or the wood could be called a house even before a

house was built. However, the union of these materials in a house is so close that even

322 pasztori-Kupén, Theodoret of Cyrus, 177-79.
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after a house is demolished the remaining ruins, although a pile of stone and wood, are
still referred to as a house.

Theodoret says that the shortcoming of these analogies lies in the fact that the
result of the union is a new, single nature, i.e., although man is from two natures, he is
not in two natures. In other words, while man consists of soul and body, which have
different natures, after their union he does not remain soul and body, but a new composite
(human) nature is created. For Theodoret, man is a composite being whose constituent

parts are comingled to create a tertium quid:

Just as the body is composed of fire and air, water and earth, you would not say
that the body is fire, or air or something else, neither is it that very thing of which
it is made, because the rationale of that which is composed is different from the
rationale of the constituents. So is the man, although he is from soul and body, he
is different from both of them.’*

This was not the case with Christ. In the union of divinity and humanity of Christ,
the properties of each nature are not commingled in order to create a new nature.
Moreover, the properties of each nature are distinguishable in Christ’s activities. Thus,
Theodoret says, Christ could perform miracles as God and suffer as man.

P. Clayton argued that this analogy of body and soul ought to be understood in
relation to the Arian syllogism and Theodoret’s concern to preserve the divinity of the
Logos by arguing for his impassibility. According to Clayton, there is no evidence in this

text that the Logos could “suffer in himself, in his hypostasis, through his human physis

and not in his divine physis,” which ultimately makes Theodoret’s Christology

323 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 11 (Otto, ed. lustini Opera, 14.): “...&¢ yop 0 o®pua GOYKETAL PEV 8k

TOPOG Kol GEPOC, DOTOG T€ KAl Yi|G, OVKETL O¢ TO oMo TP (Mol eivat ovdE aépa i Tt TOV dAl@V (006
YOp TaOTOV 101G €5 OV €oTiv, émel Kal d1apopoc 0 AOYOG TOD T GLYKELLEVOL TAV T€ cVVTEDEVTOV), 0OVTOG O
vBpomog, £l kai £k Yoyf|g Kol cOUTOG 6TV, ETEPOC Tapd Ta EE @V EoTiv.”
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inadequate.’** Clayton then goes on to point out that this brief statement on the
impassibility of the Logos and Dialogue III of Theodoret’s Eranistes, written at the
outbreak of the Eutychean controversy and implicitly attested by Chalcedon, exhibit
identical theological reasoning and reach the same conclusion.

However, I think that the impassibility of the Logos in this case is not the main
point, but a rhetorical device leading the argument to the main point: namely, the

immutability of the Logos as God. Theodoret argues:

And the soul suffers many more passions then the body, while it feels the
sufferings always [together with the body], it largely appears struggling in the
cutting off from the body and [to be] undergoing change [even] before the
suffering of the body, and [to be] enduring no less pain after the cutting off [from
the body]. Also, no religious [person] should dare to say or to allow this about the
divinity of Christ. Thus, in the example of man, certain [things] are acceptable,
while the rest must be avoided.**

For Theodoret, the human soul is in constant suffering, both in itself and together
with the body with which it is united. This suffering implies constant change, which
cannot be associated with the divine nature. Therefore, his reservations about the use of
the body-soul analogy reflect his concern to preserve the immutability of the Logos.
Since the main purpose of the Christology of chapter 11 and the supporting analogies is

to argue for the immutability of the Logos, it seems hardly surprising that Theodoret did

not discuss the identity of the subject in Christ’s sufferings.

324 Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 96.

323 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 11 (Otto, ed. lustini Opera, 14.): “kai 1| yoxi| ToAAOTG T@V TOD
CAONATOG TPOKOTEYOLEVT TAB®V Kol TPOTAGYEL TOAAAKIC TOD COUATOG, KOl CUUTATYEL SUVEKDG,
QOVOUEVT] TOAAGKLG TNV TOUNV TOD GAONATOG Ay®mVIdG Kol Tpo ToD TAHovg ToD 6MUTOG GALOOLIEVT Kol
UETR TRV Topny 00V fTTov Té Tfig 08VvNng Eumadide Sexouévn. Onep émi tiic Oe6tNTOC T0D XpioTod oK &v
TIG T@V evoePdV ToApNoELEY ginelv | mapadé&achat. "Qote ToD AVOPOTOL TO TAPASEY LA KATA TL UEV
deKTEOV, KATA TO AOUWTOV 3& PEVKTEOV.”
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In chapter 12 Theodoret expands on his explanation of the manner of the union of
divinity and humanity in Christ. He begins by restating his feeling of incompetence and
confesses that it is ultimately ineffable. Nonetheless, he offers another analogy as more
fitting than the previous two. Theodoret’s cosmology presupposed existence of primeval
light. After the body of the Sun was created, that light was collected and united to the
body. Once the union was effected, no one could distinguish the constituent parts, with
both the light and body called one Sun. The union of the “true Light” (Logos) and the
“holy body” (human nature) is such, inasmuch as both natures are perceived as one and
the same [subject]. Theodoret emphasized that after the union there is “one Son, Lord,
and Christ the Only-begotten, two natures — the one beyond ours, the other ours... no one
could separate the operations of the one Sonship, but the properties of the natures can be
known.”?*®
Theodoret’s concern in this chapter is to preserve the unity of the person of Christ
while arguing for the distinct properties of the two natures. The existence of both natures
in the one person of Christ was necessitated by Theodoret’s soteriology, in which the
Logos himself was incarnate, united with a human being in order to repay Adam’s debt
and restore the fallen Protoplast (cf. chapter 10). Thus, Christ was both divine and
human. In the union each nature retained its existence, and the weaker human nature was
not consumed by the divine nature. This is evident from the Scriptural references to

Christ, where Christ exhibited properties of both natures: he performed miracles (divine

nature), but he also grew in stature, slept, ate, etc. (human nature). Therefore, the union of

328 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 12 (Otto, ed. lustini Opera, 48): ...€lc pév vidg kol KOPLOg Kai

Xp1oTog Kol LOVOYEVIG, PUGELG 08 VO, 1| eV DITEP NUAS, 1] 08 UETEPA. .. EVEPYELAY OVK GV TIG YOPICELEV TH|G
dig vidog, Thc 88 PYoemC fig 0Tty oikelov TO yvopEVOV TG AOY® Yvmpiceiey.”
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the natures cannot be characterized as commingling (c0yyvoig), since properties of both

are evident in Christ. Theodoret’s argument is that the two natures remain unmixed.

The next four chapters (13—17) contain a discussion of the manner of Logos’s
presence in Christ. Much of the discussion reflects debates with the Apollinarian milieu,
e.g., the question of the change of the substance of Christ’s body into divine substance
(ovsia) and in what manner the Logos was present in Christ.

In chapter 13 Theodoret opens up the discussion of the union of the Logos with
Christ’s humanity by treating the question of the Logos’s ubiquity and his presence in his
“own temple” (Christ’s body). The following chapter offers two possible answers to this
question: the Logos is present in Christ either accidentally (kat cvppefnkoc) or
substantially (xat ovciov). Chapters 14 and 15 contain the argument that the Logos was
present everywhere by substance (ka1 ovoiav), including in his temple/body. However,
Theodoret is careful to guard his doctrine from the possible interpretation that Christ’s
body was somehow changed into divine nature after the union. He says that the body
shares in the dignity of God (Beiog d&lag) but is not part of the divine nature, and thus the
union of the natures was utterly unconditioned and realized solely by the good pleasure

(evdoxkiq) of the Logos.3 27

In other words, the body has not been changed but remains
human even after entering into the voluntary and unconditioned union with the Godhead
initiated by the Logos.

Theodoret turns next to proving that the union of the two natures did not entail the

change of substance of the human nature into the substance of the Logos. The opposite

process would be inconceivable, since the Godhead is unchangeable by definition, and it

327 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 15 (Ibid., 56)
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has been proven in the Trinitarian portion of the Expositio that the Logos is God. Thus,
only the human nature could have suffered a change. Yet the argument advanced in the
fifteenth chapter is that the substance of Christ’s body could not have been changed into
the substance of the Logos as a result of the union, since such a change would imply that
something was either added to the Godhead or subtracted from it. Moreover, if the body
was transformed into the divine substance, then it must have become a substance
different from the Father’s. This would lead to the logically impossible conclusion that
there were two substances in the Logos: one in common with the Father and the other of
the body. Theodoret’s conclusion is that the substance of Christ’s body must have
remained fully human. Any change in the substance of the body would have been
unnecessary and in vain, since even the new substance would by definition remain in the
created order and could not be divine. In other words, Theodoret is arguing that a created
nature could not supersede the ontological abyss between the created and uncreated
orders and become an uncreated nature. Thus, these chapters are concerned mostly with
proving that immutability was a necessary quality of the Logos in the union of divine and
human natures in Christ.

In the sixteenth chapter Theodoret sets the stage for the final Christological
exposition. He reminds his audience that the mystery of divine things is ultimately
unattainable and, despite mankind’s best efforts, his understanding of them is uncertain.

In the penultimate chapter Theodoret develops his previous statement that the
Logos is by substance concurrently present in his “own temple” and ubiquitous.
However, this presence is not experienced equally. The difference in presence is not a

matter of quantity, but of the quality of the experience. Just as the Sun shines evenly upon
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all, so the Logos is equally present in all. However, only those who have clear and
healthy eyesight will be able to benefit fully and experience the light coming from the
Sun, so also only the purest, sinless body of Christ was able fully to receive the presence

of the Logos. The final, eighteenth chapter is a glorification of the divine Logos.

3.4. The Theology of the Expositio rectae fidei

A comparative study of the theological concerns of the Expositio rectae fidei with
Basil of Caesarea’s Adversus Eunomium and Gregory of Nyssa’s Contra Eunomium
points to a considerable amount of common theological material and to many common
concerns. As shall be argued below, the two main parts of the Expositio — Trinitarian and
Christological — reflect debates from an era preceding the Christological debates of the

fifth century in which Theodoret played an important role.

3.4.1. The Theological Lexicon of the Expositio rectae fidei

Theodoret’s theological terminology at the time of the composition of the
Expositio is rather underdeveloped and inadequate to express fully the complexity of his
theological thought. While he demonstrates an impressive grasp of a rich Trinitarian
terminology, it is applied only partially to the Christological concepts.

In the Trinitarian section of the Expositio, Theodoret uses all the key words of
Trinitarian theology of the fourth century, particularly of the Cappadocian variety. He
explains that the ovcia is an underlying substance which connects individual beings. In
the case of the Trinity, the substance (ovcia) is revealed in the name God, while what

distinguishes the persons of the Trinity (Unoctdoeic or tpdcwna) is their mode of
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existence (tpomoc vVhpEema): “Just as unbegottenness, begottenness, and procession are
not revelatory of the substance (ovcia), but designations of the subsistence (VndoTaG1G),
we can sufficiently distinguish among the persons (ntpécmna) and point to the separate

328 -
777" Elsewhere, in chapter

subsistences (Vmootdoeic) of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
7, Theodoret says: “it is fitting to confess one God, known in the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit to be subsistences (Vmootdoeic) of the one Godhead, so we noetically perceive
“God” as that which is common to the subsistences.”*

As regards the term “nature” (pVo1g), in Theodoret’s theological vocabulary it
functions as a synonym for “substance” (ovcia). In chapter 4 one reads: “if a thing exists,

it is either of uncreated or created nature.”

Later in the same chapter Theodoret
substitutes the terms and speaks of “created substance” (1fig k1107ig 00GiaG). Evidently,
Theodoret uses the two terms, ¢Oo1g and ovcia, interchangeably.

Theodoret had a mastery of theological lexical tools which would have served
very well in the Christological arguments. Yet in the Christological section of the
Expositio he applied only the pair o0cio/@vo1g, and mostly in connection with the Logos
qua the divine element of Christ, while other technical terms are absent. Although, as
evidenced above, Christological equivalents of the Trinitarian concepts existed in

Theodoret’s teaching, there is no reference to either vTocTOGIC OF TPOGWTOV in the

Christological lexicon of the Expositio.

328 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 3 (Ibid., 10): ““Qote 10 dy&vwntov Ko T YevwnTOV Kai T £KTopey OV
00K 0001{0G ONAMTIKA, CNUAVTIKA 3¢ TOV DTOGTAGEMV E0TIV: TKovd Yap NUIV StaKpivelv Td TPOGHOTO KOl THV
TaTPOG Kol viod kal ayiov Tvedpatog id1afovtog deikvogy HTOcTACLY.”

329 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 7 (Ibid., 26): “’Eva toivov 0gdv mpocijkev OpoAoyeiv, £v matpi kai vid
Kad Gyl Tvedpott yvopildpevov, | pHév mathp kol vidg kai éylov Tvedpo, Tiig wdg 06TnTOg TG
VIoCTAGELS YVmpilov Tac, § 88 Bedc, TO Kot 0VGioy KooV TdY HTOGTAGEDY VoohvTag.”

339 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 4 (Ibid., 12):“€l 11 yap €otwv &v T0ic 0VowW, fj GKTIOTOG PVOIG E0TIV §
KTotY.”
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This shortcoming in no way undermines the integrity of Theodoret’s
Christological position, which remains consistent throughout his life. During the
Nestorian and Eutychean controversies, Theodoret developed and updated his lexical
tools, and yet his Christological position remained essentially unchanged. In the
Expositio rectae fidei Theodoret shows an acquaintance with the Trinitarian language of
an earlier era, but he chooses not to apply the Trinitarian lexicon to his Christological
arguments, even when such an innovation might have served him well. Instead, he
chooses to remain deeply traditional and stay faithful to the lexicon of his sources without
mixing their terminologies. That is to say he adhered strictly to the Cappadocian

terminology in harmony with the intention of the original authors.

3.4.2. oVvoia and YwO6TOGIS/TPOTOS VTAPEEMS
A considerable number of parallels can be drawn between the Cappadocian works

against Eunomius of Cyzicus and Theodoret’s Expositio rectae fidei. The most striking
parallel is the adoption of Cappadocian lexicon and analogies in defending the fullness of
the divinity of the Logos and the Holy Spirit. Like the Cappadocians before him,
Theodoret in his arguments used the distinction between substance (ovcia) and mode of
existence (tpdmog thig VAPEemg) or subsistence (VTOGTAGLS).

Only two Christian fathers used the phrase “tpomog tiic VmépEems:” Basil of
Caesarea used it twice (Adversus Eunomium S; PG 29: 680A and 681C), while Gregory
of Nyssa used it three times (Contra Eunomium 1.216, 1.496—7, and 3.2.42).

Basil of Caesarea appropriated the distinction between ovcia and tpomog
uapEemc/umootacews from secular philosophy. F. X. Risch and L. Turcescu identified

its philosophical precedents in Alexander of Aphrodisias and Themistius
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Constantinopolitanus.”' Alexander of Aphrodisias used the expression four times in his
treatment of the works of Aristotle, while Themistius used the expression only once,
again in relation to Aristotle’s philosophical system.***

Turcescu pointed out that Basil of Caesarea might have known both sources. It is
likely that the commentaries of Alexander of Aphrodisias were incorporated into
handbooks of philosophy during his formative years.** At the same time, it cannot be
excluded that, Basil at some point studied philosophy under Themistius, who enjoyed the
respect of Christians.”** Nonetheless, as Prestige pointed out, Basil was the first Christian

335

who appropriated the phrase in theological arguments.””” He was followed in this by

Gregory of Nazianzus and Gregory of Nyssa, who are remarkably consistent in making a
distinction between the two concepts.”*

Theodoret’s understanding of the phrase is entirely congruent with that of the

Cappadocians, taking it to denote a set of personal characteristics that distinguish

331 . . - . L
Franz Xaver Risch, “Kommentar,” in Pseudo-Basilius, Adversus Eunomium IV-V: Einleitung,

Ubersetzung und Kommentar, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 16 (Leiden and New York: E. J. Brill,
1992), 129-30 and Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, 104 and 50.

332 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis topicorum libros octo commentaria, ed. Maximilianus Wallis,
Commentaria in Aristotelem graeca 2.2 (Berlin: Reimer, 1891), 179.7 and 295.7; Alexander of
Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis analyticorum priorum librum i commentarium, ed. Maximilianus Wallis,
Commentaria in Aristotelem graeca 2.1 (Berlin: Reimer, 1883), 197.2; Alexander of Aphrodisias, In
Aristotelis Metaphysica commentaria ed. Michael Hayduck, Commentaria in Aristotelem graeca 1 (Berlin:
Reimer, 1891), 725.7; Themistius Constantinopolitanus, Quae fertur in Aristotelis Analyticorum priorum
librum i paraphrasis, ed. Maximilianus Wallis, Commentaria in Aristotelem graeca 23.3 (Berlin: Reimer,
1884), 29.30.

333 Cf. Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, 104.

334 Cf. Everett Ferguson, “Themistius,” in Encyclopedia of Early Christianity, ed. Everett Ferguson,
Michael P. McHugh, and Frederick W. Norris (New York: Garland, 1997), 1113; Clifford Ando, “Pagan
Apologetics and Christian Intolerance in the Ages of Themistius and Augustine,” Journal of Early
Christian Studies 4, no. 2 (1996): 171-207; Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine
Persons, 104.

33 See George L. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, 2nd ed. (London: SPCK, 1952), 245.

336 See, for example, Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 21.35 and 40.43. Also,Richard P. C. Hanson, The
Search for the Christian Doctrine of God: The Arian Controversy, 318—381 (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker
Academic, 2005), 709—13; Joseph Lebon, “Le Sort du “Consubstantiel” Nicéen (second part),” Revue

d’ histoire ecclésiastique 48 (1953): 637-38.
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337 . .
In Theodoret, subsistence/existence

individuals of the same species from one other.
(bndotacig/Vmapéig) does not designate a complete person, but only a constituent part, a
pars pro toto:

And the term “unbegottenness,” like an imprint, immediately defines the
subsistence (bmoctacic) of the Father, and again having heard the designation
“begotten” it is a sign to begin thinking about the Son, and likewise through the
designation of the “one who proceeds” we teach the property (10 1ducov) of the
person (npdcwnov) of Spirit. And this is a sufficient proof that the
unbegottenness, begottenness, and procession do not present the substance
(ovoia), but are indicators of the subsistence (Vm6ct0G1G), and they mark out
(dwonuaiverv) the mode of existence (tig VmdpEemc TpOTOV).

As L. Turcescu argued convincingly, the phrase is found in Basil of Ceasarea and
Gregory of Nyssa with an identical meaning.”*’ Defending the divinity of the Logos,
Basil explains that the differences in the modes of existence (tpdmotr VapEemq) of the
persons of the Holy Trinity (unbegottenness, generation, procession) do not imply
difference in substance (ovoia). Throughout his work against Eunomius, Basil used
vootactg as synonym for the drapig (e.g., Adversus Eunomium 1.15): how God is and
not what He is. Therefore, for him the phrase tpdnog vmdpEems/vmooTAcEWMS pertains to

individuating characteristics and thus is not synonymous with God’s nature or

substance.**” In support of his claim, Basil used the example of Adam and Abel.**' Adam

337 Cf. Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 3 in Otto, ed. Iustini Opera, 8-10.

338 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 3 (Ibid., 10.): “Kadd&mep yap oppayic fuiv Tig Aexdev 10 dyévvntov
€00V TV maTpog dpopilel VOGTACEY, KOl TAAY OG TL GNUEIOV THV TOD YEVVITOD TPOGTYOPIioV GKOVOVTEG
v vioD AopBévopey Evvotav, kol avdic S1d tfic Tod Ekmopevtod onuociog o 1KoV Tod TvedATOg
npoéconov adevopeda. Kai tadta pév apkel mpog anddet&w tod un v ovsiov avtnv Sniodv 1o
ByEVVNTOV Kai YEVVITOV KoL EKTOPEVTOV, BPOPICTIKY 58 TMY VTOGTAGE®Y £lval, TPpOG T Kai TOV THC
VrapEec Tpoémov draonpaivew.”

339 Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, 103-6.

349 For a helpful analysis of the phrase see: Ibid., 105.

! Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium 5 (PG 29: 680A and 681C): “T@Vv yevwntdv 1 adti] pUo1S Tpdg
1OV yevvicavTa, ki £1épag 6 yevwnBeic o sivar Exn. O0SE yap APed, 6 ik cuvdvacuod yevvnsig, ETepog
mapd TOV Adap, Tod Adap pr| yevwnBévtog aiia tAacBévtoc. Ei 1o aitiov tod aitiatod peifov kal didpopov
Kat’ ovoiav, Thg 8¢ matnp aitlog, Kol mdg viog aitatog, pLeilovg kal d1dpopot kat’ ovoiav ol TATEPES TOV
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was not born, but was created directly by God. His sons, however, were born of him.
Thus, Adam was unbegotten, while his sons were generated, and yet they shared the same
substance, i.e., humanity. Their difference is thus not in substance but in individual
characteristics pertaining to the modes of existence (tponot brépEewc/Hmootdoemg). The
analogy was then used to defend the divinity of the Logos and explain that despite
Father’s unbegottenness and Son’s generation, they still shared the same substance
(ovoia) — Godhead.

Basil’s specific definition of the term Vndotacig is found in Ep. 236, where he

affirms that:

The distinction between ‘ousia’ and ‘hypostasis’ is the same as that
between the general and the particular; as, for instance, between the animal [i.e.,
Cdov — the living being] and the particular man. Wherefore, in the case of
Godhead, we confess one essence or substance so as not to give a variant
definition of existence, but we confess a particular hypostasis, in order that our

conception of Father, Son and Holy Spirit may be without confusion and clear.’**

In Contra Eunomium Gregory followed Basil’s argument distinguishing between

the substance and modes of existence (tpomot ti|g VépEewc) in the Holy Trinity:

The first man and the one sprung from him, though they get their being in
a different way from each other, the one by the coupling of parents, the other by
shaping (dramhdoewg) from the dust, are both believed to be two and in terms of
substance (Tf)g ovoi0g) are not split from each other...Both former and the latter
are human... If then the word humanity is not altered in the case of Adam and
Abel by the change in the way they are generated, since neither the order nor the

VidV, Kol 00 pdc ovoiog. AAL’ ok aANnBés... Ei dyévvntov tov [atépa kai yevvntov tov Yiov indv Tig,
Tag ovoiag E0MAmae, TOV TpdmoV Ti|g VapEems avtdv einelv Tic BeAcag, TdG dv ETépmG eimelv duvioetal fj
obtog; YrapEeng odv Tpomog O dyévvntog, Kol ovk ovciag Svoua. ”

342 Basil of Caesarea, Epistle 236.6 (English translation in NPNF? 8.278; Greek in PG 32, 884 A): “Ovoia
8¢ kai vrOoTAGIC TOVTNY ExEl Stapopdy, v Exel 1O KooV Tpdg 1O kuh’ EKAToV: 0lov OC EXEL TO (DOV TPOC
Seiva &vBpmmov. Al TodTo odoiay pév piov &ri tfig OedTog dpoloyoduev dote TV T0D glvar Adyov uf
Spop®S Amodidovar vIocTacy 8¢ idalovcay, v’ dcdyyButog NUlv kal tetpavopévn 1 tepi atpog kol
Yiod kai ayiov [Ivedpatog Evvora évomdpym.” The same distinction is repeated in Ep. 38 (PG 32.328) and
Adversus Eunomium 1.10; 2.28, 4. Gregory of Nazianus follows Basil in Orat. 33.16.
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mode of their existence (ToD TQOTOV T VIIAEEEWS) imports any change in
nature (tf) ¢pVOEL), but by the common consent of sober men their state is the
same, and no one would deny this unless he is badly in need of hellebore, what
necessi‘g&gis there to argue this unreasonable conclusion in the case of the divine
nature?

Not only the identical theological argument, but also Theodoret’s accompanying
terminology seems to reflect that of the great Cappadocian brothers.*** In describing the
fashioning of the Protoplast, Theodoret used the term shaping/fashioning (didmAacig),
which appears both in Gregory of Nyssa’s Contra Eunomium 1.496—7 and in Basil’s
Adversus Eunomium. However, it is Basil’s passage that bears a particular similarity to

Theodoret’s:

Whoever says that being ‘without origin’ is the substance equates himself
with someone who, when asked, “What is the substance of Adam? What is his
nature?” replies that he is not formed from copulation of a man and a woman, but
rather by the divine hand (tig Betag yelpog damhacOijvar). The recipient of
such a reply may object: “I am not seeking the manner of his subsistence but
rather the material substrate of the man himself. Your response has not answered
my question.” So, then, that is how it is for those of us who have learned from the
term ‘unbegotten’ what God is like rather than his very nature.’*’

33 Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium 1.496—7 (Gregorii Nysseni opera, W. Jaeger, ed. vol. 1.1. Leiden:
Brill, 1960) “O mpdtog dvOpwmog kai 6 &€ éxeivov yeyovag S1apdpmg Exdtepot T slval Exovieg, 6 pév ék
cvvdvacpod TV yovéov, 6 8¢ &k Tiig Tod yod Stamhdcemg, kol 80 lvon moTEVOVTAL KOd T) AOY® THC
oveiog m’ BAMAmY 00 Stacyiloval... &vOpwmog Yép Kol 00ToC KEKEIVOG. .. £l 0BV 6 THC AvOpOTOTHTOG
AOyoc €mi ToD Adap Kai Tod APed T@ mapnAhayLéve THG YEVWNOE®MG 00y VIAALACGETAL, 0VdENiny 0VTE TG
TaEe®c 0UTE TOV TPOTOV TH|G VIApEEmS T PVOEL TNV TAPUALUYTV EUTOLOVVTOV, GAL” OCAVTOG EXEWV TH
KOW{] TOV VNEOVI®V cLYKOTABE0EL SIoAdYNTAL Kol 00OELG v GvTeimot ToOT® U 6eddpa Tod EALeBOpov
dedpevog, Tic M avaykn katd thig feiog eVoE®S 1O Tapdroyov TodTo TG £vvoing Kataokevaleoa;”

3% Theodoret’s Trinitarian language is more akin to that of Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa than to
that of Gregory of Nazianzus. For example, the Trinitarian language of Gregory of Nazianzus contains the
terms substance, nature, person, but he does not use modes of existence to designate the peculiarities in the
Trinity. As J.N.D. Kelly has noted, he prefers particularizing characteristics or identifying peculiarities.
(John N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 5th revised ed. (London: Adam & Charles Black, 1977),
264-65)

%5 Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium 1.15 (PG 29: 548: “tic 1} Tod Adéy ovoia, Ko Tig 1 pVo1g adTd;
0 0¢ amokpivolto, pn €k GLVILOCHOD AVEPOG KOl YOVOIKOG, GAL’ €k TG Beiag xelpog dtamhacBijvar. AAN
olyl TOv TpdmoV Ti|g YocTdoemg EmINT®, PNoEEY v TiG, AL’ adToO ToD AvOpdTOL TO VAKOV DToKeievoy:
0 moAAOD 6@ pavOavely Sud tiig dmokpicems. Tobto 6& Kol fuiv cvpfaivet €k g T0D dyevviTov EMVIG TO
Omwg Tod Ogod parlov ij avtnv v Vo dwdaockopévors.”) English translation from St. Basil of Caesarea,



113

Theodoret follows this in Expositio rectae fidei 3:

The one who looks into the existence of Adam, how his being was brought
forth, will find him not begotten, not from some other man, but that he was
fashioned by the divine hand (tfi¢ Osiog dramrhacOévta yepdg). But, the shaping
(01dmhacig) reveals the mode of existence... If, on the one hand, you seek his
substance (ovcia) by which he is joined to those [who came forth] from him, you
will find man underlying. Just as the fashioning reveals the mode of existence
(tpdémog T vVhpEewc), and the mode of existence (tpdmog thg VhpEewc)
characterizes the shaping (didmhaoic), and the word substance (ovcia) shows an
underlying man....

3.4.3. The Philosophical Background of ovcia in the Expositio rectae fidei
It was mentioned previously that Theodoret in chapters 8 and 9 of the Expositio

affirmed the absolute transcendence of divine substance, which evades human
comprehension. Theodoret makes explicit that: “It would be impossible to any man to

29347

reach that first (mp@1ng) and blessed substance (ovciag).””"" While this statement is in

line with the Cappadocian understanding of God, the philosophical and theological
provenance of this passage is not self-evident.**

The philosophical categorization and the choice of terminology suggest

Aristotelian influence and the differentiation between two categories of substance: the

Against Eunomius, trans. Mark DelCogliano and Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, The Fathers of the Church, Vol.
122 (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America, 2011), 114—15.

348 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 3, (Otto, ed. lustini Opera, 8-10.: ‘O mepi tiig VnapEeng Tod Addp
GKOTOVLEVOC, BTG &i¢ TO elval ToprxOn, eDprcet ToDTOV 0V YEVYNTOV, 0D Yép £ AL TIvVOC GvOpdTOoV,
A €k ti|g Belog dtumhacBivia xelpog. AAL' 1 Stdmhacig TOV TpoOToV TG VIdpEems dnAot... Ei 6& v
ovoiav adtod {ntoing, kad' fjv Toig £§ avtod mPOG Kowvoviay cuvantetal, dvOp@mov epNGELS TO
vmokeipevov. ‘Qomep odv 1 TAAGIC TOV TpoOTOV THG VIhpEeme Snhoi, 6 88 Tig VrhpEeme TpoOTOC TNV
dumAacty yapaktnpilet, 0 8¢ thg 0voing Adyog AvOpOTOV TO DVTOKEILEVOV JEIKVLGOLY. .. )

7 Theodoret , Expositio rectae fidei 8 (Ibid., 28.): “Ovdgvi odv Gv tpomm GvOp@OTOLS 006tV SuvaTdy
€€ucéoban Tiig TpdNG €xelvng kal paxapiog ovoiog.”

3% Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 28.17 (48). See also: Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of
God: The Arian Controversy, 318-381, 676-737.
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first/primary and second(ary) substance.”*’ Aristotle’s Categories entered Christian
theological discourse only in the mid-fourth century, as Stead argued, after it “began to

be noticed by Arian logicians.”*

Following Stead, Turcescu identified Aristotelian
influences in Gregory of Nyssa’s Against Eunomius 1.172-176; 2.237; 3.10.50.>' In the
last passage Gregory even mentions the Categories by name: “He who laboriously
reiterates against our argument the Aristotelian division of existent things, has elaborated
“genera,” and “species,” and “differentie,” and “individuals,” and advanced all the
technical language of the categories for the injury of our doctrines.”*> Both Moreschini
and Turcescu argue that Gregory appropriated the Aristotelian distinction between
substance and accidents and applied it to Christian Trinitarian theology.*>®

The breadth of Theodoret’s general education points clearly to a familiarity with
Aristotle’s philosophy either directly or through Porphyry’s Isagoge and the Tamblichan

354

school at Apamea.”" His familiarity with the basic concepts could have come directly

349 Aristotle, Cat. 2al1-18 (Aristotle, The Complete Works of Aristotle, ed. Jonathan Barnes, 2 vols.,
Bollingen Series Lxxi (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), vol. 1): “A substance (ovcia) — that
which is called a substance most strictly, primarily and most of all — is that which is neither said of a
subject, e.g., the individual man (0 tig dvBpwnoc) or individual horse (0 tig inmoc). The species in which the
things primarily called substances are called “secondary substances” (de0tepat ovciatr), as also are the
genera of these species. For example, the individual man belongs in a species, man, and animal ({®ov) is
genus of the species; so these — both man and animal — are called secondary substances.”

3% Christopher Stead, Philosophy in Christian Antiquity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994),
159. As Turcescu noted, this appears to be a correction of Stead’s previous view that, with the exception of
Hippolitus (Refutation of All Heresies VI1.16-18), Christians did not know the difference between primary
and secondary substances before the end of the fourth century. Cf. Christopher Stead, Divine Substance
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977), 114—18; Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons,
129.

33! Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, 28-29.

332 NPNF? 5, 247; L. Turcescu, in his rendering of the text, rightly capitalized the word “categories,” since
it is a clear reference to Aristotle’s work (cf. Ibid., 29).

353 Cf. Gregory of Nyssa, Teologia trinitaria. Contro Eunomio. Confutazione della Professione di Fede di
Eunomio, trans. Claudio Moreschini (Milano: Rusconi, 1994), 587 n. 56; Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and
the Concept of Divine Persons, 29.

33 On Porphyry’s Isagoge as a possible vehicle conveying Aristotle’s philosophy into Christian discourse
see Christopher Stead, “Individual Personality in Origen and the Cappadocian Fathers,” in Arché e telos:
I’antropologia di Origene e di Gregorio di Nissa. Analisi storico-religiosa, ed. U. Bianchi and Henri
Crouzel (Milan: Vita e Pensiero, 1981), 182; Stead, Philosophy in Christian Antiquity, 821f.; Herman J.
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from his knowledge of the Categories, since, as mentioned above, these were a tessera in
the complex mosaic of debates with theologians of Arian provenance in the previous
generation. However, given the overall indebtedness of Theodoret to Cappadocian
Trinitarian theology and the fact that it was exclusively in this context that Theodoret
used the Aristotelian categories in the Expositio rectae fidei, the most likely inspiration

for their use was Gregory of Nyssa’s Contra Eunomium.

3.4.4. pvoig

It was also mentioned above that in the Expositio rectae fidei the term “nature”
(pVo1g) is synonymous with substance (ovoia). This is evident from the passage from
chapter 4 quoted above. The same discussion is expounded upon in chapter 7, where
Theodoret consistently uses the term “nature” for the two orders of existence — created
and uncreated — where previously he had used the term “substance.” The identification of
substance and nature is repeated in the opening of the chapter 5, where it is said that the
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are united by a common nature, while the predominant term
to describe “the common” among the persons of the Trinity is substance. In this
identification of nature and substance, Theodoret is deeply traditional, following the
Cappadocians.®>

Theodoret’s “master,” Theodore of Mopsuestia, had a rather fluid understanding

of the term. As Sullivan noted, in Theodore’s mind “nature” designates a “concrete

Vogt, “Die Schrift Ex communibus notionibus des Gregor von Nyssa: Ubersetzung des kritischen Textes
mit Kommentar,” Theologische Quartalschrift 171 (1991): 204, n.1; David L. Balas, “Plenitudo
humanitatis: The Unity of Human Nature in the Theology of Gregory of Nyssa, ” in Disciplina nostra:
Essays in Memory of Robert F. Evans, ed. Donald F. Winslow (Cambridge, MA: Philadelphia Patristic
Foundation, 1979), 129; cf. Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, 29.

355 Cf., for example, Basil, Adversus Eunomium 1.18; Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 23.10; Gregory of
Nyssa, Contra Eunomium 1.182; 2.237.
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reality, as opposed to something that is unreal.”*>® For instance, commenting on Heb 1:2,
Theodore says that God is “not literally creator of “ages” since an “age” is a mere interval
of time and not a gvo1c.”*’ Also, Theodore says that the appearance of the Holy Spirit at
Christ’s baptism in the Jordan was an apparition and not a pvoi.””® However, Sullivan
argued that in Theodore’s Trinitarian arguments the term nature is synonymous with
substance (ovoia).*>’ For example, in the Commentary on the Prophet Haggai Theodore

360

states that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit share a common substance.” In the

Commentary on John, however, one finds a reference to the “communion of nature

between the Father and the Son.”*¢"

However, in the Christological discussions, nature is
used principally to denote a reality of a particular kind. Sullivan noted that in Theodore’s
terminology the expression “human nature” does not designate humanity as a species, but
refers to the “concrete individual human nature assumed by the Word.”*** Further,
McLeod shows that Theodore preferred the term nature over substance for the same

363 Theodore’s fluid use of nature cannot be found

concept in his Christological discourse.
in Theodoret’s Expositio. There the term nature is used exclusively as a synonym for

substance. Moreover, in Theodoret the term does not have the connotation of a concrete

3% Francis A. Sullivan, The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia (Rome: apud aedes Universitatis

Gregoriana, 1956), 203.
37 Ibid. and Karl Staab, Pauluskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche: aus Katenenhandschriften
gesammelt und herausgegeben (Miinster: Aschendorft, 1933), 201, lines 9-10.
3% Robert Devreese, Essai sur Théodore de Mopsueste, Studi e testi 141 (Vatican City: Biblioteca
apostolica vaticana, 1948), 317, line 17 and Sullivan, The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia, 203.
Sullivan argued that Theodore also used the term to denote a “kind” or “species” (Sullivan, The Christology
of Theodore of Mopsuestia, 203). He gave as an example for his argument, Theodore’s affirmation that at
the wedding in Cana of Galilee Christ not merely changed water into wine, but into the marvelous gvoig of
wine. This argument is in need of further support, since in this statement Theodoret might have simply
emphasized the reality of the change and opposed to a mere visual or gustatory experience.
jzz Sullivan, The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia, 204.

Ibid.
36l Devreese, Essai sur Théodore de Mopsueste, 390, lines 8-9.
362 Qullivan, The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia, 204-5.
363 Frederick G. McLeod, The Roles of Christ’s Humanity for Salvation: Insights from Theodore of
Mopsuestia (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 2005), 150.
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individual existence, but is used liberally to denote broad concepts such as “order of
existence,” as for example in chapter 4 of the Expositio, where it is stated that: “...we
will find everything divided into the [categories of] created and uncreated. If a thing
exists, it is either of uncreated or created nature,” or “one must see to it not to join the

Son and the Spirit to created nature.”*%*

Moreover, in the Expositio the expression
“human nature” has been used to denote humanity as a species: “equally one is the Son,
Lord, and Christ the Only-begotten, two natures — the one [nature] beyond ours, the other
ours (i.e., human nature).”®

Thus, both Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret of Cyrrhus follow
Cappadocian theological terminology. Bearing in mind that Theodoret openly
acknowledges a certain indebtedness to Theodore, whom he calls “teacher,” one cannot
exclude the possibility that he discovered Cappadocian theology through him. However,
Theodoret does not follow Theodore blindly, and certain differences are evident in their
respective definitions of the term “nature”. It has a more stable definition in Theodoret,

where it is used in the very broad sense of substance, while in Theodore it has been

narrowed down to connote an individual reality.

3.4.5. apécmmov
In Cappadocian Trinitarian theology the term mpdcwnov was used in relation to

the divine persons recognized in the Holy Trinity. The term denotes individually

364 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 4 (Otto, ed. Iustini Opera, 12): “Evpricopev yop movia €ic 16 KooV

Kol dxTiotov dtapovpeva: €l Tt yap 0Ty €v TOiG 0oL, | dKTioTog PHGIS EoTiv 1j KTiot” and “AAA' 6Tt puev
00 cvvéCevktat Tfj KTIoTi] PUoEL 6 VIOG Kol TO Tvedpa, And ToOT®OV Kol TV ToovTev iotéov.” The same use
of the term is repeated throughout chapter 7 (cf. Otto, ed. lustini Opera, 22-26).

385 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 12 (Otto, ed. lustini Opera, 48): “obto kévtadda eig pév vidg kai
K0p1og Kol XptoTog Kol Lovoyevic, UGELG 8€ dV0, 1| LV DIEP NUAG, 1] O Nuetépa.”
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subsistent entities united by the same divine substance/nature (o0cio/@vo1g), so that one
God is recognized.

Theodoret appropriated this Cappadocian understanding of the term npdcwnov. In
the Expositio rectae fidei 3, Theodoret says that because of the difference in the modes of
existence of the Trinity, which designate the respective hypostases, the persons can be

distinguished.*®

In chapter 5, Theodoret even argues that the teaching about the three
persons is attested by Holy Scripture, and especially by the Apostle Paul: “Behold, while
remembering the divine indwelling, he [Paul] has in mind the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit. And in all the teaching that he constructs, the three persons (rpdcwna) are
revealed.”*®’

The Cappadocian understanding of the terms is most evident in Basil of Caesarea
and Gregory of Nyssa, while Gregory of Nazianzus seems to be rather inconsistent in his
use of them.’®® A. Louth argued that the two concepts are interchangeable in

Cappadocian Trinitarian lexicon.’® However, Prestige has noticed that the mode of

existence does not constitute a person in its totality, but was only a part of the definition

3% Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 3 (Ibid., 10): “‘Qote T dyévvntov Kai 1O yevwnTov Kai 10 §Kmopevtdv
00K 00010G ONAMTIKA, CNUAVTIKO 3¢ TOV DTOGTACEDV E6TIV: Ikava Yo MUV SlaKkpively Td TpoOCOTA. ...”

387 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 5 : “1800 yip T &voikioemg Oelog vNHOVED®V TATEPQ Kad VIOV
kol dylov mvedpa copnepiiappavov deikvotatl. Kail mavtayod 8¢ tiig Sidackaiiog cuvtdttov To Tpia
patveton TpocwTa.”

368 Gregory of Nazianzus in the Oration 39.11 says that in God there are: “... Three Individualities or
Hypostases, if any prefer so to call them, or persons, for we will not quarrel about names so long as the
syllables amount to the same meaning” (NPNF? 7.355) (PG 36.345: “ évi poTi Teplactpdente Kai Tpiot-
TPLol pev, Kot Tag id10TNToC, ElToVY VIOGTAGELS, £l TIVL @ilov KaAely, gite mpdcona (00SEV Yap Tepl TOV
ovoudtov Quyopoaynoopev, Emg av Tpog TV avTnv &vvolay ai cuiiafal pépoov”’). However, in this
oration Gregory attempted to explain to the newly baptized Christians the existence of the three distinct
persons in God, and the precision of theological language was not his primary concern. As both K. Holl and
R. P. C. Hanson have observed, Gregory prefers tpdcwonov to dndotocis. His understanding of the latter
term is weak and could be compared to “a mere point or moment in the Godhead” (cf. Karl Holl,
Amphilochius von Ikonium in seinem Verhdltnis zu den grossen Kappadoziern (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr (P.
Siebeck), 1904), 177; Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God: The Arian Controversy, 318—
381,709)

3% Andrew Louth, “They Speak to Us across Centuries. 4. St. Maximus the Confessor, ” The Expository
Times 109, no. 4 (1998): 103.
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of person.”’® Following him, L. Turcescu convincingly demonstrated that in the
Cappadocian Trinitarian lexicon the term Vndctacig does not designate a full person
(mpbommov), but only its characteristic parts, which distinguish one person from others
who share the same substance/nature (0voio/voig).”’ Thus, the Cappadocian
understanding of person is that it is a combination of “substance and mode of existence
and power and so on and so forth.”*"?

Following the Cappadocians, Theodoret does not confuse npé6cmmov with
vmootaots. This is evident in the distinction between the terms made in the Expositio
rectae fidei 3. There, Theodoret equates hypostasis with the individual property of each
divine prosopon. Thus, prosopon here functions as a broader term, of which hypostasis is

a constituent part.>”

3.5. Theodoret, Theodore and the Cappadocian Lexicon in the Expositio
rectae fidei
It is evident that the theological lexicon of the Expositio rectae fidei is deeply

rooted in the Cappadocian tradition, but the question of the provenance of this influence
remains. Did the Cappadocians influence Theodoret directly or via Theodore of

Mopsuestia, whom Theodoret himself refers to as “teacher?””’*

370 prestige, God in Patristic Thought, 245-49.

3 Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, 103-6.

> bid., 104.

373 Cf. Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 3: “And the term “unbegottenness,” like an imprint, immediately
defines the subsistence (Vmo6otac1g) of the Father, and again having heard the designation “begotten” it is a
sign to begin thinking about the Son, and likewise through the designation of the “one who proceeds” we
teach the property (t0 id1kov) of the person (mpécswnov) of Spirit.” Cf. Otto, ed. lustini Opera, 10:
“KaBdmep yap copayic Nuiv tig Aeyxbev 10 dyévvntov €000G TV matpog dpopilel KrdcTACLY, KOl TAAY OG TL
onueiov v 10D yevvntod mpoonyopiav dxodovreg Thv viod Aappévopsy Evvotlay, kai addic S tig Tod
€KTOPELTOD ONUAGIG TO 1d1KOV TOD TVEDLATOG TPOCHOTOV TadevOeda.”

" In the Ep. 16 “To Bishop Irenaeus” (Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 1-95, 58-61),
Theodoret says that both Diodore and Theodore are numbered in the “catalogue of teachers.” Based on this
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As previously demonstrated, the theological content of the Expositio rectae fidei
has two foci: Trinitarian and Christological. In the Trinitarian section, Theodoret is
concerned with proving the divinity of the Holy Trinity: the individuating differences
between the persons of the Trinity do not necessarily imply difference in substance, but
the Son and Holy Spirit are God because they share the substance of the Father and their
individual characteristics pertain to their respective subsistences (Vn06TdGEL).

The Christological portion is an organic continuation of the Trinitarian discourse
which attempts to explain the subsistence of divine and human natures in the one person
(mpocwnov) of Jesus Christ. The union of divinity and humanity is explained as “utter
union” (éxpa &vmoig), which results in one person (rpdécwmov) with two substances
(ovoion) or natures (pvoelg). This union could not have been according to substance,
since divinity and humanity belong respectively to different orders of existence, the
created and uncreated natures, which, as Theodoret repeats throughout the treatise, cannot
mingle, for a “semi-created” order of existence is a logical impossibility. The Logos
dwells in the body “not by nature but by good pleasure” (evdoxiq). This, however, does

not imply a loose or a merely moral union of divinity and humanity in Christ, for

reference, some scholars argue that Theodoret did indeed study directly under Theodore’s supervision.
However, there is no evidence for such a claim. (Cf. Louis-Sébastien Lenain de Tillemont, Memoires pour
servir a [’histoire ecclesiastique des six premiers siecles. Justifiez par les citations des auteurs originaux :
avec des notes pour éclaircir les difficultez des faits & de la chronologie, vol. 14 (Venice: chez Francgois
Pitteri, dans la Mercerie, a la Fortune Triomphante, 1732), xv. 868—69.). As Stewardson rightly noted
(Jerry Leo Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes” (PhD
Dissertation, Northwestern University, 1972), 4), Theodoret’s reference in Ep.16 is a generic reference to
the theological authority that the two theologians enjoyed; namely, as mentioned in the previous chapter,
Diodore had been set as a standard of orthodoxy by the Council of Constantinople in 381 AD and Theodore
of Mopsuestia’s biblical commentaries earned him universal recognition and the title “The Interpreter.”
Thus, it is not surprising that Theodoret referred to them as “teachers,” which as Bardy, Tillemont, and
recently Clayton have noted, does not imply a direct relationship (Gustave Bardy, “Théodoret,” in
Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, ed. Alfred Vacant and Eugéne Mangenot (Paris: Letouzey et Ané,
Editeurs, 1946), col. 299; Lenain de Tillemont, Memoires pour servir a I’histoire ecclesiastique des six
premiers siecles. Justifiez par les citations des auteurs originaux : avec des notes pour éclaircir les
difficultez des faits & de la chronologie, xv. 868—69; Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus, 10).
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Theodoret’s purpose here is to exclude any notion of the necessity of the union, while

effectively guarding against the Eunomian notion of the union by activity (évépyeia).

As M. R. Barnes has pointed out, an important Eunomian doctrine was the notion
that every activity is temporal in duration and it causes an effect, which lasts only as long

375

as the activity lasts.””” The effect exists concurrently with its causal activity. This activity

was understood to have received no traits from its odcio and was thus unable to transmit

attributes of the ovoia to the effect.’’®

This is the reason why Theodoret could not have
allowed the union to be defined according to évépyeia, since it would effectively
disqualify the notion of a real union of divinity and humanity in Christ and would be
prone to misinterpretation as a merely peripheral conjunction. If the Logos were present
in the body only according to activity, a notion of temporality would be introduced into
the union, with the result that hypothetically the union could be dissolved. As shall
become clear from an analysis of the Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril,
another early work containing substantial Christological material which predates the
outbreak of the Christological controversy, Theodoret’s doctrine would not allow for
such a possibility: Christ’s body was properly of the Logos, and after the Resurrection it

377

received certain attributes of the divine nature.””” Thus, the union could not have been by

activity; it had to be stronger.’”® As J. Dewart has argued convincingly, good pleasure

375 Michel R. Barnes, “The Background and Use of Eunomius’ Causal Language,” in Arianism after Arius,
ed. Michel R. Barnes and Daniel H. Williams (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1993), 218.

376 Cf. Eunomius of Cyzikus, Apology 23.13—15 and 24.3—4; cf. Ibid.

377 In the Refutation of the Seventh Anathema, Theodoret says that by virtue of the union with the divine
nature, Christ’s human nature was raised from the dead, carried into heaven, and received immortality from
the divine nature (Cf. English translation in Pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 173-74).

378 It is interesting to note that J. Dewart argued that in the era predating the Nestorian controversy union
according to good pleasure (evdokia) was the most appropriate lexical tool to describe the organic union of
divinity and humanity in Christ. Such a union would denote a truly personal unity, since within the
boundaries of the Stoic philosophical framework will and activity constituted what we call personality



122

(evdoxin) was the most appropriate lexical tool of the era predating the Nestorian
controversy to describe the organic union of divinity and humanity in Christ.’”® Such a
union would denote a truly personal unity, since within the boundaries of the Stoic
philosophical framework to which Theodoret was indebted “will and activity constituted
what we call personality." The taint of temporality that the Eunomian theology cast on
the term activity necessitated a reinforced description of the union of the natures in
Christ. The term gvdokio was singularly appropriate to demonstrate a full “personal”
union; namely, if the union of natures was according to activity (which is self-evident in
the biblical witness), and was also according to will (i.e., good pleasure), then the union
was personal. Therefore, the union kat gvdoxiov functioned in Theodoret, as in Theodore
of Mopsuestia, as an expression correcting the Eunomian proposal and arguing for a
union of the two natures in the one person of Christ.

Thus, Theodoret affirms that there are two substances or natures present in Christ
and each retains its full properties. In the union the Logos takes full humanity — both
body and a rational soul — in order to effect the restoration of the human race by repaying
Adam’s transgression as a perfect specimen of humanity. Theodoret concludes that the
union of the Logos and the human nature ought not be conceived of as a matter of
quantity, but as a matter of quality of experience.

The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia, whom Theodoret admiringly calls
“teacher,” reveals many common points with the Expositio rectae fidei. Theodore, like

Theodoret, worked within the framework of Cappadocian Trinitarian theology. The

(Joanne M. Dewart, “The Notion of ‘Person’ Underlying the Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia,” in
Studia Patristica (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1975), 199-207, esp. 207). However, Dewart seems to have
discounted the import of the connotations, since such an understanding of person would be open to the
§:7rgiticism of introducing temporality in the union of Christ due to the use of activity by Eunomius.

Ibid.
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lexicon of his discourse remains within the boundaries of the Cappadocian tradition.
Lacking Christological lexical tools, Theodore explains Incarnation as indwelling
(évoiknoig), and likens Christ’s body to a “garment” in which the Logos dwells as in a

temple.***

Theodore believed that the indwelling was not according to substance (ovcia)
or activity (évépyela) (since God is so present everywhere), but the Logos was present in
the assumed man according to good pleasure (kat’ eddokiav).**! Kelly rightly pointed out
that Theodore’s conception of the Incarnation was in terms of a special indwelling of the
Logos in the assumed man: while God dwells in and aids all humans “by his loving
disposition,” he dwelt in Christ as “in a son.” The difference of dwelling was conceived
of as one of both quality and quantity. It is here that Theodoret corrects the great
“teacher.” He thinks of the indwelling not in terms of quantity, but quality: God is
equally present in all his creation, but it is the personal ability to experience him that
conditions his presence in individuals. Theodore’s scheme puts the emphasis on the
disposition of God, while for Theodoret God’s activity is universally uniform and the
experience of God is a matter of personal aptitude.

Theodore of Mopsuestia also speaks of the union of the Logos and the human

9382

nature as cuvagelo which produced one person, “one Son.””"” However, like Theodoret,

he affirms that the Scriptural witness applies predications appropriate for the respective

30 Comm. in ps. 44.9 and Hom. cat. 8.5 (Devreese, Essai sur Théodore De Mopsueste, 11). See also Kelly,
Early Christian Doctrines, 304-5.

1 De incarn. 7 (Henry B. Swete, ed. Theodori episcopi Mopsuesteni: in epistolas B. Pauli commentarii;
the Latin Version with the Greek Fragments, 2 vols, vol. 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,1880—
1882),293.)

32 Hom. cat. 5.7; De incarn. 11 (Ibid., 302.) and Fragment In ep. ad Rom. (PG 67, 601). See also Kelly,
Early Christian Doctrines, 306.
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. . 383
natures “as to a single tpdécwmov.”

In Theodoret, the term designates an indissoluble
union without commingling.

Theodoret uses the term cuvaeeia three times in the Expositio rectae fidei.
Throughout the work, the term is used twice in the Trinitarian context denoting the union
between the three divine persons and once to explain the closeness of the union between
soul and body in humans.

In chapter 5 of the Expositio, Theodoret uses the term to designate the closest
possible union between the persons of the Trinity. After demonstrating what is different
in the persons, he turns to showing what is common between them. It is in the latter
context that he uses the term cvvdopeia: “And behold the utter conjunction (dxpag
ovvageiog) into which he [Paul] places the marks of distinction [of the persons].”3 5 At
the end of the paragraph Theodoret clarifies that such a unity is indivisible: “... it is easy
to ascertain the meaning of the Holy Scriptures, [through which] it built the indivisible
(dydprotov) notion of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.”**’

Expositio 7 explains that the Father, Son and Holy Spirit are adjoined
(ovvtétaxtor) by the common divine substance. Further, Theodoret says, “the
reason/cause of this union (c0vta&ic) is nothing else but the very same substance of the
Father, Son and Holy Spirit. And let my opponent search for exactness in the response,
once he has taken into consideration the differentiation, and he will discover the

: . 386
substance in the category of cuvaopeia.”

383 Hom. cat 6, 6; 8, 11f; 3, 10. Cf. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 307.

¥ Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 5 (Otto, ed. Iustini Opera, 20): “Kai BAéne tiig dkpog cvvapeiog nidg
tifnot ta yvopiopata.”

35 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 5 (Ibid.): “Kai S1¢ mévtov amhdg Pefarovong quiv Tiig Oeiog ypopiic
TV didvolay, dydpLeTov mEPL TATPOS Kol viod Kol ayiov mvedpatog kéktnobe v Evvolav.”

3 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 7 (Ibid., 23-24): “Ov yap 8Aho L Tiig cLVTGEE®S O Aoyog TapioToty
AL | Tatpog Kol viod kai dyiov TVELLOTOG TO THg 0VGiaG TadTOV, Kai Lot TNV dlaipesty avorafov 6
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The final use of the term is anthropological. Theodoret’s understanding is that the
human body and soul are connected by way of cuvaeesio. However, the product of that
union is a new entity — a human person. While the body and the soul retain their
respective natural properties in the union (which is evident at the end of human life, when
the soul does not perish with the body but remains immortal), they still cannot be
distinguished. A human person cannot be properly called “body” or “soul,” since it is
both. Theodoret is explicit: “Although he [man] is created out of soul and body, he is not
identified with either of these, but is something else, since the cuvdpeta of the soul with
the body in man is such that it creates a third thing.”**’

It is important to note that in the Expositio the union of divinity and humanity in
Christ is not defined as cuvageia, which by his time has become a terminus technicus for
the Antiochene milieu, especially Theodore of Mopsuestia.**® Theodoret claims to be a
follower of Theodore but here a variation is evident.”™

The term cuvdeela has become notorious for its connotation of “conjunction.” In
that sense it functions as a rough equivalent of the Stoic mapdfeoig, peripheral union of

390

dry bodies.””" This union would be best described as the physical proximity of two

avtiléyov ot axpifeiag okomeitm: evpnoet yap kel Tiig ovoiag TOV Adyov €v Tf) Téel Ti|g cuvaeiog
TANpodLEVOY.”
37 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fi del 11 (Ibid., 40): “Ottwmg & €ni 10D avBpodmov. Kav €k yoyig Kol cdpotog
VIapyN, 00 TaTOV v £l T0ig € OV dotiv, GAL' ETEpOV, GG etvar TOV EvOpwmov €€ avtiig Tig cuvapeiog
Yoyiig TPOg odpLa Tpitov dmotehodEVOV AND.”

Cf., for example, Hom. cat. 5.7; De incarn. 11 (Swete, ed. Theodori episcopi Mopsuesteni : in epistolas
B. Pauli commentarii; the Latin Version with the Greek Fragments, 302) and Fragment In ep. ad Rom. (PG
67, 601).
3% A more detailed discussionfollows in chapter 3.
3% According to the Stoics, there are four types of union between two or more bodies: map&deoic (a
peripheral union of bodies), kpdoig (a union of bodies reserved for fluids, in which bodies penetrate every
part of the other without being confounded into a newly created homogenous mass (a tertium
quid), oOyyvoig (a union of two objects where the distinctive attributes of each are destroyed so as to form
a tertium quid) and pigig (the same as kpdog, but reserved for dry bodies); see Stobaeus Eclog. 1, 374;
Alexander of Aphrodisias De Mixtione 142 A; cf. Eduard Zeller, The Stoics, Epicureans and Sceptics,
trans. Oswald E. Reichel (London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1892), 137, n. 1; Luise Abramowski, Drei
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bodies. However, in the Expositio rectae fidei the word is used to describe the union of
the persons of the Trinity. The three persons are explicitly said to share the one substance
of Godhead. This union is said to be indissoluble. None of the attributes associated with
ouvaeeta in the Expositio is compatible with “peripheral union.” Theodoret’s use of the
term is a novel interpretation. From the way he uses it in relation to the Trinity, one is
forced to conclude that in his mind cvvaeeia designated a full and indissoluble union of
individual entities. Thus instead of “conjunction,” it seems that “unmixed union” would
be a better translation of Theodoret’s concept of cuvapeta.

In conclusion, it is evident that there are many common points between the
theologies of Theodoret and Theodore. However, I hope to have demonstrated in this
section that finer points of both theological and terminological divergence are equally
apparent.

Indubitably, Theodoret’s theology is indebted to Theodore. However, the question
of to what extent he relied on it invites a monograph in its own right and thus must
remain beyond the scope of this analysis.

As the discussion in this chapter endeavored to illustrate, Theodoret’s Christology
has just as much in common with the theologies and lexicon of Basil of Caesarea and
Gregory of Nyssa as with those of Theodore of Mopsuestia. It goes without saying that
Theodoret knew their works, as is evident from his extensive florilegia (e.g., Eranistes),
which he compiled later in life when the prevailing style of argumentation necessitated

quotations from earlier authorities. Thus, a direct influence from the Cappadocians

christologische Untersuchungen, ed. Eduard Lohse, Beiheft 45, Beiheft zur Zeitschrift fiir die
neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der dlteren Kirche (Berlin and New York: Walter de
Gruyter, 1981), 79-80.
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cannot be dismissed.””’ One thing remains indisputable: the theological lexicon of the
Expositio rectae fidei is an appropriation of Cappadocian terminology in which substance
(ovoia) and nature (@¥o1g) are synonymous and signify the common underlying principle
of a genus, the individuating characteristics are called vndctacig (which signifies the
features of an individual), and the term tpoécmmov is used to designate the realization of a

particular substance.

3.6. The Mode of Union of the Logos and Humanity in Christ

3.6.1. “Immutable”
Theodoret offers an explanation regarding the mode of union of the Logos with

humanity in Christ. At the outset, he emphasizes the notion that the union was so close as
to form one entity out of two natures. He stresses that “the Son is one, He who is set free
and He who raised that which was set free.”"*

Throughout the Expositio, he uses the word &vwoig to describe the union of
natures in Christ. The word cvvdeeia (conjunction) is not used in connection with

Christology, although, as previously demonstrated, it would have been an appropriate

term, because in his vocabulary cuvdeetla did not have the connotation of a loose union, a

391 It is true that Theodoret refers explicitly to Theodore of Mopsustia as his “teacher.” However, it has

been proven that it is rather unlikely that Theodoret actually studied under Theodore, since the latter had
been elected bishop and moved from Antioch to Mopsuestia just a couple of years after Theodoret’s birth.
Cf. N. Bonwetch, “Theodoret,” in Realencyklopddie fiir protestantische Theologie und Kirche, ed. J. J.
Herzog (Stuttgart und Hamburg: R. Besser, 1854—68), XIX. 610; Hans-Georg Opitz, “Theodoretos von
Kyros,” in Paulys Realencyklopddie der klassischen Altertumswissenschaft, ed. Georg Wissowa, W. Kroll,
and K. Mittelhaus (Stuttgart 1934), V. col. 1792; Stewardson, “The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus
According to His Eranistes,” 129, n. 14.

392 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 10 (Johann Karl Theodor von Otto, ed. Justini philosophi et martyris
opera quae feruntur omnia, vol. I11. pars I, Corpus apologetarum christianorum saeculi secundi. vol. IV
(Wiesbaden: Dr. Martin Séndig oHG., 1969), 36): “...£lc odv £o1v 6 vidg, 6 T8 AvBEiC & 1€ TO AVOEV
avaotoog.”
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mere conjunction. Theodoret uses it to describe the inseparable union of the persons in
the Trinity.

In a couple of instances (at the end of chapter 9 and also at the end of chapter 10),
Theodoret admits that the exact nature of the union is beyond the grasp of human
intellect, but he is certain that in the union the properties of the natures must have been
preserved. Thus, he says: “When you hear opposing sayings about the Son (i.e., the
Incarnate Logos), distribute that which is said to each nature its own respectively; if there
is something great and divine assign it to the divine nature, and if [there is] something
small and human allocate it to the human nature.”*?

As shown above, Theodoret uses several analogies in order to explain the union of
natures in Christ: the union of body and soul, the building of a house out of different
materials which when put together create a new entity, and the analogy of light and the
Sun. The purpose of these analogies is to describe the closeness of the union of divinity
and humanity in Christ. For the purposes of the present analysis, the analogy of body and
soul, which is most frequently used in Christological debates, will be analyzed further.**

Theodoret accepted the analogy as fitting, but with some reservations. The
analogy is acceptable inasmuch as it portrays humans as composite beings, i.e., human
nature is created out of the union of two natures: the immaterial nature of the soul and the

material nature of the body. However, for Theodoret, this is where the resemblance ends.

In humans, when the natures of the soul and body come together, they lose their

393 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 10 (Ibid.): “&tav odv drodong mepi £vOg viod Tig Evavtiag povag,
KaTaANA®G LépLle Taig pOoeoty Ta Aeyopeva, av pév Tt uéya Kol Belov, tf] Ogig pvosl Tpoovépmv, av 8¢ Tt
HKpOV Kol avOpodmvov, i avBporivy Aoylldpevog pvoet.”

% By way of excursus, it must be mentioned here that this analogy was popular among the theologians of
the fourth century.Before Theodoret, it was used by a very diverse set of people, Athanasius of Alexandria,
Apollinarius of Laodicea, Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Augustine of Hippo among
them.
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respective properties and a new nature — human nature — is created. In Theodoret’s
words: “The man, although two natures are discernable in him, is not [these] two natures,

but from the two natures.”>*

He further explains: “Although he (man) is created (lit.
exists) out of soul and body, he is not identified with either of these, but is something
else, since the unmixed union (cuvdeeia) of the soul and body in man is such as to create
something third.”*"

The creation of a new composite nature, however, cannot be associated with
Christ. As previously mentioned, in Christ one finds a union of the perfect divinity (i.e.,
the Logos) and perfect humanity (which consists of body and a rational soul). According
to Theodoret, this union is permanent and indivisible.*’ However, the outcome of the
union cannot possibly be a creation of a different nature. While in humans the union of
the natures of soul and body creates a composite human nature, in Christ the union of the
divine and human natures does not create a tertium quid (some third nature, in which the
natures that make up the union would lose their respective properties by commingling).
In Christ, both natures retain their full properties. Theodoret affirms that Christ “is not
made up of divinity and humanity as to create something different, but he is both God
and man: God as perceived in his marvelous deeds, and Man revealed in the same

passibility of the [human] nature.”*®

395 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 11 (Otto, ed. lustini opera, 40.): “6 yap &vOpwmoc, &i kai Srrtig &v

£€a0T delKVLOLV TOG PVGELS, OV 60 PVGELS 0TIV, GAL’ €k TV 600 [pVoewv].”

3% Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 11 (Otto, ed. lustini opera, 40): “Kav €k yoyf|g kol cdpatog DTapyn,
0¥ ToToV av £in 101G £€ OV Eotiv, GAL’ ETepov, Mg elvar TOV dvBpomov & adthig Tfig suvaeeiag yoyfic Tpog
o®pa tpitov dnotehodpevov dAro.”

397 Cf. Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 17 (Otto, ed. lustini opera, 62): “Obtac &v 16 oikeip vod
GYDPLOTOV AEYOVTEG KOl 0l0VEL TO TANP®LULO THG BEGTNTOG KOTOKETY...”

3% Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 11 (Ibid., 42):“6 8& Xpiotdg 00k &k HedTNTOG Kot AvOPOTOTNTOC
ameteréobn Xpiotog, GAAog dV Tapd T dVo, AAAA Kol Be0g Kol dvOpomog Exdtepa Tuyyavet, Be0g puev
Voovpevog i) TV tepactiov Evepyeig, dvBpmmog 8¢ deucvoevog Tij Tiig pVvoems opotonadeiq.”
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In other words, after the union with humanity the Logos does not cease to be God
(he remains omnipresent, omnipotent, omniscient, etc.), nor does the human nature of
Christ lose its properties by being united to the divinity (we see that Christ still needs to
eat, sleep, he cries, etc.). Yet the union produced a new individual entity — a person who
subsists in two natures. For Theodoret it was important to emphasize that the union of the
divine Logos with humanity was not a physical/natural union, since the divine nature,
being perfect, cannot enter into a union on the level of nature (1) or substance
(ovoia). (As discussed previously, for Theodoret these two terms are identical.)
Theodoret understands union on the level of nature/essence (@pvcic/ovcia) to imply a
change in the constituent natures/substances. Such a thing is incompatible with the divine

nature, which is unchangeable by definition:

If the Logos changed the body into His own substance, we ask, how
[exactly] was the body changed into the substance of the Logos? Was it changed
by addition to his substance? Then the substance would have been previously
incomplete, if it could take addition. On the other hand, nothing could have been
borrowed from it either. Therefore, nothing could be changed.*”’

3.6.2. “Unmixed”
Theodoret argued that the physical union (union on the level of ¢¥o1g, i.e., nature)

of the divine and human natures is impossible, for they belong to opposite orders of
existence. He persistently argued that nothing can exist outside of the two categories,

i.e., everything is either created or uncreated. Theodoret is explicit: “we have made the

3% Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 15 (Ibid., 56): ‘ci 8& 6 Aoyog d1ét THY Evecty &ig THv EonTod ovoiav

petéPatev O oMU, TUAY EpOTHCMUEY, THOS £l THY odGiay Tod Adyov petefAndn 10 odpua. Apa
petaPAnO&v eic Thv odoioy Tod Adyov TpocdKnV T1i ovcin mapioynkev; Ovkodv MM &v fv Tpd TOVTO,
€l ye mpocOnknv de&apévn. AAL’ 00d&v amd tovtov Tpocérafev. Ovkodv TO petafnbev odde'v av €in.” Cf.
Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 7 “Everything that changes in the human nature, evidently does not
change in the divine nature.” (lustini opera, 24): “ndv 0 Tfi¢ Kticemg mapnArioktat t1j Oia [pvoet] ov
mapnAhoktal dniovott.”
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differentiation between two [types of] existence: the created and uncreated natures. ..
having this distinction, there is surely nothing in-between the created and uncreated

400
natures.”

The same idea is repeated at the end of Expositio 15. Naturally, Theodoret
concluded that only God belongs to the category of the uncreated, while everything else,
by virtue of taking its existence from God, belongs to the created order. Now, a union on
the level of nature (@¥o1c) necessitates two things: first, the natures which enter the union
are imperfect, since the union takes place either by the addition or subtraction of a part of
the natures which are being united; and second, the result of the union is a new nature.
Neither of these can apply to the union of the divine Logos with the complete humanity
in Christ, because in either case the divinity of the Logos would be jeopardized. As
argued previously, addition or subtraction from the divine nature is a logical
impossibility, since such an action is incongruous with a perfect nature. Susceptibility to
any change would automatically render it imperfect. Furthermore, even if it were possible
to surpass the chasm between the created and uncreated orders and if the Logos entered a
union with humanity on the level of nature (pVo1g), the resulting composite nature would
necessitate a substantial change of both constituent natures. In other words, in the nature
resulting from the union both constituent natures would lose their properties: the divine
nature would cease to be divine, and the human would cease to be human.

Thus, Theodoret concludes that the union of the Logos and the human element in

Christ, cannot take place on the level of nature (p¥o1c), but takes place on the level of

personalized individual existence: “let no one distinguish after the union between the Son

400 «cx . Ca ey , v ; N o ~ .
“avmbev toivuv Nuelv €ig 600 Ta dvta dtpNTo, £lg Te AKTIGTOV KAl KTIOTV GUGLV... 0VT® TiiG SLoPECEMG

€yovong, BedtnTog Kol KTicE®S UNdev eivat pécov BePfatovong.”
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401
29 I

Divine Logos and the Son Man, but perceive each as one and the same [subject]. n

the same chapter he continues “one is the Son, Lord, Christ and the Only-begotten; two
natures — the one beyond ours, the other ours [i.e., human nature].”*"?

Now that the tenets of the Christology of the Expositio rectae fidei have been laid
out, it is evident that even at this early stage Theodoret’s Christology was rather
advanced, despite the rudimentary vocabulary he used to articulate complex theological
concepts. In many respects, his Christology as exhibited in this work anticipates the
Christological standard set at Chalcedon, with its strong emphasis on the union of the
natures without confusion (i.e., union of the divine Logos and humanity in which both
constituent parts retain their respective attributes).

Evidently, at this stage Theodoret’s Christological terminology is rather
underdeveloped and cannot fully express the complexity of his theological thinking. It is
puzzling that while Theodoret demonstrates an impressive grasp of a rich Trinitarian
terminology, he applies it only partially to Christological concepts. As demonstrated
above, in the Trinitarian section of the Expositio, Theodoret used all the keywords of
fourth-century Trinitarian theology, particularly of the Cappadocian variety. Yet in the
Christological section of the Expositio he applied only the pair ovsio/pvoig, and mostly
in connection to the Logos qua the divine element of Christ. Although, as evidenced
above, the Christological equivalents of the Trinitarian concepts existed in Theodoret’s

teaching, there is virtually no reference to either vmdcT0G1g O TPOS®MOV in the

Christological lexicon of the Expositio.

1 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 12 (Otto, ed. Tustini opera, 48.): “o0k &v T €lmot peTd THY EvOoty TOV

HEV KEYOPLOUEVMG VIOV TOV Bglov Adyov, TOV € maAY vIOV TOV AvBpmTov, GAL' Eva Kol TOV adTOV EKATEP
vonoet.”

42 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 12 (Ibid.): “gic pév vidg kai k0p1og kai XpLotdg koi Hovoyevis, GUGELS
3¢ 000, 1 HEV DTEP MG, 1) O€ fueTépa.”
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However, this shortcoming in no way undermines the integrity of Theodoret’s
Christological position, which remains consistent throughout his life. During the
Nestorian and Eutychean controversies, Theodoret developed and updated his
Christological lexical tools, and yet his Christological position remained essentially
unchanged. It is also evident from the present analysis that the lexicon of Theodoret’s
Expositio rectae fidei points indubitably to a date of composition before the outbreak of
the Nestorian controversy, in which the creative application of Trinitarian theological
terminology proved to be a point of contention, as is evident from the Refutation of the

Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of Alexandria.

3.7. The Logos as theios sporos: The Christology of the Expositio rectae
fidei

A major objection to the adequacy of Theodoret’s Christology has been his
insistence on the fullness of humanity of Christ. Grillmeier sums up well the traditional
objection to Theodoret’s Christology, characterizing it as “too symmetrical and not
constructed clearly round the hypostasis of the Logos.” According to Grillmeier,
Theodoret’s concept of the unity of divinity and humanity in one ntpé6conov of the Logos
is inadequate inasmuch as it is insufficiently clear that there was only one vmdotac1g Of
Christ, leaving room for the possibility that “the Word and manhood... are united in such

a way as to be almost equal.”*"?

9 Aloys Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition: From the Apostolic Age to Chalcedon (451), vol. 1
(London and Oxford: Mowbrays, 1975), 493. The same objection is repeated in all major assessments of
Theodoret’s Christology, e.g., Kevin McNamara, “Theodoret of Cyrus and the Unity of Person in Christ,”
The Irish Theological Quarterly 22 (1955); Paul B. Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus:
Antiochene Christology from the Council of Ephesus (431) to the Council of Chalcedon (451), ed. G. Clark
and A. Louth, Oxford Early Christian Studies (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2007) , and
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However, here I argue that Theodoret’s doctrine of Incarnation invites a more
charitable interpretation of his Christology. In his system the union of divinity and
humanity is not symmetrical, nor could the two be equal in the union, since one of the
most fundamental points of his thinking is the unbridgeable distinction between the two
orders of existence — the created and uncreated orders — to which humanity and divinity
respectively belong. My intention here is to show that Theodoret’s Christology was not
symmetrical, inasmuch as it envisioned the Logos as the sole personal subject in Christ. I
argue this using the preceding analysis of the Expositio rectae fidei in addition to
Theodoret’s anthropological model evident in his Graecarum affectionum curatio 5.50—

51 and Question 48 on Exodus.

3.7.1. The Doctrine of Incarnation in the Expositio rectae fidei
In the Expositio rectae fidei Theodoret presents the Logos as the subject of the

Incarnation. According to Theodoret, the Incarnation of the Logos was necessary in order
to repay the debt of Adam’s offense: “When the Logos became perceivable by His
creatures, he had to accomplish restoration (new creation) and to give ransom for the
offense which Adam had made.”** In the Incarnation, the Logos undergoes no change;
he remains perfect, God: “while coming to us, He has not resigned the heavens.”*"*

Theodoret’s doctrine of Incarnation is defined by the effectiveness of its purpose,

namely, it was constructed to explain efficiently the economy of salvation. For him, the

Frances M. Young and Andrew Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon: A Guide to the Literature and its
Background, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2010), 330.
49 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 10: ‘Ote 1dV oikeiov TAAGHATOV GUVEISEY 6 AdYog xpiivar TV

avamlacy yevéohal kai tig Tod Adap tipmpiag, fiv Topapag deince, To ypéog dnododijvat....” (Otto, ed.
lustini opera, 34).
45 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 10: ... 1Gv 00pav@dv 00K GmooTdc, Tpdg qudc katediivdey....”

(Ibid.).
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Logos’s Incarnation was a necessity for the salvation of the human race. The whole
purpose of the Incarnation was to repay the debt of the Protoplast in paradise. Adam had
been created pure by God, so it was necessary that the ransom be paid by an equally
perfect man. This is the reason why, for Theodoret, the fullness of Christ’s humanity was
so important. Naturally, the one paying the ransom had to be created directly by God as
well. Thus, Theodoret insists that the Logos Himself created the human element in Christ.
Since the Logos created the Protoplast who had transgressed, it was only fitting that the
Logos Himself created again the one who effected the reparation.

Theodoret’s account of the mechanism of Christ’s Incarnation is rooted in the
account of creation of Adam in Genesis (2:7): “...the Lord God fashioned (¢rhacev) man
of dust from the ground, and breathed into his face the breath of life; and man became a

L. . 5406
living being.”

Theodoret made a careful choice of language in the Expositio so as to
leave no doubt about the connection. Adam was fashioned by God, and the perfect
humanity of Christ was fashioned by God the Logos. In both cases the word for creation
is Maoc,*’ indicating the fashioning of an entity from existing matter. In the case of
Adam the preexisting substance was “dust”; in the case of Christ, it was the nature of the
Blessed Virgin. The parallel has an even deeper analogical level: the nature of the
Blessed Virgin is connected to the dust out of which Adam was fashioned, for she shared
in Adam’s (human) nature. So, the concept of the reparation of the Protoplast’s failure is

central to Theodoret’s understanding of the dynamics of Christ’s Incarnation. Thus,

Theodoret holds that just as Adam was not created ex nihilo, but fashioned by God, so

406 o % PO S Lo
“koi Emhoocev 0 Be0g TOV AvOp@TOV YoV ATo TiG YTiG Kol Evepvonoey &ig T TPOGHOTOV 0VTOD TVOTV

Lo, kai €yéveto O dvBpmmog gig yoynv (doav.”

407 Geoffrey W. H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961), 1089; Henry
George Liddell, Robert Scott, and Henry Stuart Jones, 4 Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1996), 1412.
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also the human element in Christ was fashioned from the human mother and not ex
nihilo.

The parallel between Adam and Christ reflects a soteriological concern which
Theodoret shared with his master Theodore of Mopsuestia. Theodore’s understanding of
the economy of salvation was based on the notion that the reversal of Adam’s failure
necessitates the moral victory of another perfect man.**® Just as Adam was free of sin,
and then fell morally, the repair must be accomplished by a human being equally free
from sin, who would cancel Adam’s failure through a moral victory.

Theodoret’s language masterfully reinforces the parallel. The creation of the

humanity of Christ is referred to as mAdoig (fashioning, molding):

Through the Virgin, whose origin is in the Davidic race according to the promise
given to him, due to the necessity of the economy, having entered her womb as a
kind of divine seed (kai Tavtng TV vovy €icdvg oiovel Tig Belog ondpog), he
creates a temple for himself (mAdttel vaov €avtd), the perfect human being (tov
téhelov dvBpwmov); having taken some part of her nature, he invested with
existence the fashioning of the temple (0% vood dimhao ovodoag).*”

The creation of this human temple of God is the “new creation” or “renovation”
(&vamiaoic) which Theodoret emphasized at the beginning of his Christological

discourse in chapter 10 of the Expositio. The reference to Christ’s humanity as the

“temple of the Logos™ is standard code in the Antiochene milieu for Christ’s humanity.

98 Cf. Frederick G. McLeod, Theodore of Mopsuestia, The Early Church Fathers (London and New York:
Routledge, 2009), 58ff.

99 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 10: “Méon 88 mopOéve, &k Aavitikod KoTayopévy YEvoug d1it Tig Tpdg
avToOV €nayyeAiog, TPOG TNV THG oikovopiag ypeiov ypNodpevos, Kol ToOTng TV VIOLV €i60VG olovel Tig
Beloc oTOPOG, TAATTEL VOOV £QVTH, TOV TEAELOV AvBpmTOV, LEPOG TL AaPdV TG EKeivig PUOE®MS Kal ig TNV
70D vood daniacty ovoidoag.” (Otto, ed. lustini opera, 34).

By way of an excursus, it is interesting to note here that the same concept is paraphrased by Pamphilus of
Jerusalem a century later in his Panoplia Dogmatica 7.3 (p. 625): “0 8€0¢ AOYOG...£VOTOGTOTOV TL HEPOG
AaPov tig Ekeivng pOoE®S Kal &ig TV idiav DTOGTAGY 0VOIDGAS.”
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Theodoret’s choice of words, which describe the process of creation of the human
component of Christ, is further indicative of his understanding of the mechanism of the
Incarnation — the Logos creating and appropriating the human element of Christ —, which
is ultimately explicable only in view of Theodoret’s anthropology.

3.7.2. The Anthropological Model in the Expositio rectae fidei

Theodoret’s anthropological model is distinctly different from that of Plato,
whose doctrine of the preexistence of souls effectively disqualified him from the start as a
likely important influence. However, it is a different case with Plato’s “disciple” Aristotle
and later lamblichus. While there are marked differences between the two
anthropological models, there are also many common points, and they, together with
Theodoret’s choice of terms, suggest that to a certain extent he was indebted to their
anthropological models.

Theodoret used the term ovc10O® (to invest with existence) to explain the creation
of the human element of Christ. This term is singularly important, because it sheds light
on Theodoret’s concept of the Incarnation in terms of the indwelling of humanity by the
Logos. The term ovc1dm has the connotation of human development on the embryonic
level. For example, when describing the physics of human conception and prenatal
development, in the De generatione animalium, Aristotle used this term to describe the

410

investiture of the embryo with life.” ~ Besides Aristotle, no other ancient writer predating

Theodoret used the term in relation to human prenatal development.*'!

However, this is not the only connection between Aristotle’s and Theodoret’s

anthropology. For Aristotle, there were three elements that comprise the human soul:

410 Aristotle, De generatione animalium 776a33. (Aristotle, The Works of Aristotle, ed. J. A. Smith, W. D.
Ross, and A. Platt, vol. 5 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1912), 776.)
“I1 This observation is based on an online TLG search for the term o0c16w.
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nutritive (Opentikn), sentient (aicOntikn)), and rational (Aoywkn). The nutrient and sentient

elements cannot exist apart from body and are created together with the embryo at the

412

moment of conception.” “ The rational element is communicated only at a later stage. It is

a part of the soul that is self-subsistent and can exist independently of the body.*"
For Aristotle, lower types of living beings have nutrient and sentient souls as
their animating principles, but humans are set apart by the rational soul. The exact origin

of this element is not clearly defined, but it is said to be from “outside” and of “divine

origin”:

It is plain that the semen and the unfertilized embryo, while still separate
from each other, must be assumed to have the nutritive soul potentially, but not
actually, except that (like those unfertilized embryos that are separated from the
mother) it absorbs nourishment and performs the function of the nutritive soul.
For at first all such embryos seem to live the life of a plant... It remains then that
the mind alone is introduced from outside and that it is solely divine.*"*

As Moraux has argued convincingly, this reference to the rational soul being from
outside ought not be understood as some sort of external intervention in the development

of the embryo.*'® Aristotle believed that all the parts of the soul are present in the embryo

412 Aristotle, De generatione animalium 736B (Aristotle, The Works of Aristotle, 736.)

413 Aristotle, De generatione animalium 11.3 Cf. De Anima 1 and 111.4 (De Anima, ed. J. A. Smith and W. D.
Ross, trans. Arthur Platt, vol. 3, The Works of Aristotle (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1931), 408b18-24.) W.
Broker argued that an independent vob¢ was a logical necessity in Aristotle’s philosophy and theology in
order to explain the special place he reserves for the vodg as opposed to diavoeicOot (Walter Brocker,
Aristoteles (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1964), 280-89).

414 Aristotle, De generatione animalium 11.3 (Aristotle, De generatione animalium, ed. J. A. Smith and W.
D. Ross, trans. Arthur Platt, vol. 5, The Works of Aristotle (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910), 736b—13):
“AeimeTon o1 1OV vodv pdvov B0pabev Encioiévar kal Oelov poévov.” (English translation in Paul Crego,
“Theodoret of Kyros on the Relationship of the Body and the Soul Before Birth,” The Greek Orthodox
Theological Review 41, no. 1 (1996): 22)

15 paul Moraux, “A propos voig 0vpadev du chez Aristote,” in Autour d’Aristote : recueil d’études de
philosophie ancienne et médiévale offert a Monseigneur A. Mansion, ed. A. Mansion (Louvain:
Universitaires de Louvain, 1955), 255-95.; cf. Friedrich Solmsen, “The Vital Heat, the Inborn Pneuma and
the Aether,” The Journal of Hellenic Studies 77 (1957): 119-23; Joseph Needham, 4 History of
Embryology, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1959), 49.
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potentially. Every faculty of the soul is present in the vital heat of the male seed and

cannot exist independently of the body.*'°

Thus, Aristotle held that the human embryos
were formed from the male seed and that the animating principle was transferred with it
from the father to the embryo. However, the embryo could be properly called human only
after it was apportioned reason (vodg), which according to him took place at a later time

. s 417
in human gestation:

Plainly those principles whose activity is bodily cannot exist without a
body, e.g., walking cannot exist without feet. For the same reason also they
cannot enter from outside. For neither is it possible for them to enter by
themselves, being inseparable from body, nor yet in a body, for the semen is only
a secretion of the nutriment in process of change. It remains, then, for the reason
alone so to enter and alone to be divine, for no bodily activity has any connection
with the activity of reason.*'®
Interestingly, similar teachings are found in many subsequent philosophers in the

Platonist traditions, of which lamblichus is especially relevant for this discussion.
Commenting on Porphyry’s To Gaurus on How Embryos are Ensouled 2.2.10, he
misinterpreted the reference to Hippocrates as if the latter held that the human embryos
were ensouled after they were fully formed.*'® Porphyry does acknowledge the existence

of theories of ensoulment of embryos after their formation, yet it is unlikely that he had in

mind Hippocrates in connection with this teaching. As J. Wilberding has argued,

416 Aristotle, De Generatione Animalium 736b29-737a7. William W. Fortenbaugh, “Recent Scholarship on
the Psychology of Aristotle,” The Classical World 60, no. 8 (1967): 325.

17 For Aristotle, the rational aspect of the human soul is not present at the moment of conception (De
generatione animalium 11.5 in Aristotle, De generatione animalium. 741a9—-15), while it seems to be
present at birth (De anima in De anima. 417b16—18).

18 Aristotle, De generatione animalium. 736b22-29.

419 lamblichus, De anima: Text, Translation, and Commentary, ed. J. Mansfeld, D. T. Runia, and J. C. M.
Van Winden, trans. John F. Finamore and John M. Dillon, Philosophia antiqua, Vol. 42 (Atlanta, GA:
Society for Biblical Literature, 2002). 59.; De anima: Text, Translation, and Commentary; Porphyry, To
Gaurus on how embryos are ensouled, ed. R. Sorabji, trans. James Wilberding, Ancient Commentators on
Aristotle (London: Bristol Classical Press, 2011), 32.
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Porphyry’s passage refers to Hippocrates only in support of the dating of the full
development of the embryo — thirty days for male and forty-two days for female
embryos.**

It is more likely that Porphyry was referring here to the Peripatetic tradition,
which had influenced Middle Platonist philosophers such as Galen and Alcinous and was
subsequently appropriated by philosophers in the Platonic traditions.**' Galen likewise
held that the embryo becomes an animal (a living being) only after the full formation of
the human body (De semine 94, 8-11).** As Needham has rightly noted, whereas
Galen’s general acumen in biology is admirable, he cannot be relied upon for original

insights into embryology.**’

In Galen’s time that aspect of anthropology was dominated

by the Peripatetics, as Lucian of Samosata (Galen’s contemporary) suggests in Bicwv
424

TPLOIG.

Alcinous, however, is more helpful on this matter. He taught that souls “enter into

bodies, following upon the natural processes which form the embryo.”** Although

20 porphyry, To Gaurus on How Embryos are Ensouled, 58, n. 18. Before Porphyry, this idea was present

in another Platonic philosopher, Plotinus (cf. Fragment 105 in Plutarch, Moralia: Fragments XV, trans. F.
H. Sandbach, Loeb Classical Library, no. 429 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1969), 217):
“...the articulation of female embryos is slower than that of male, because the quantity of moisture in them
is not easily mastered by the formative power contained in the heat. So there is a scientific explanation for
the statement that the sixteenth day is excellent for getting males, but unsuitable for females.”

21 R. M. Jones argues convincingly that Aristotle’s psychology influenced Plutarch. Whether this influence
was direct or derived from intermediary sources is uncertain. However, it is certain that Plutarch did have
considerable knowledge of Aristotle, for he reportedly wrote eight books about Aristotle’s Topics and a
book on the Categories. Cf. Lamprias, De scriptis Plutarchi Chaeronensis. Et Graece et Latine nun
primum editus (excudebat Joanne Praetorius, 1597); Roger Miller Jones, The Platonism of Plutarch, and
Selected Papers (New York: Garland Publ., 1980).

22 cf Galen, On Semen, trans. P. De Lacy (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1992).

2 Needham, 4 History of Embryology. 69-70.

24 The Peripatetics were said to be able to “tell you of other information demanding far keener vision,
about sperm and conception and the shaping of the embryo in the womb ....” Lucian of Samosata,
Philosophies for Sale (Biwv mpdoig), 26 (Lucian of Samosata, Lucian with an English Translation, ed. A.
M. Harmon, vol. 2, Loeb Classical Library (London and New York: William Heinemann and G. P.
Puttnam’s Sons, 1929), 505-6.): “...dkodce10g GALL TOAAD TOVTOV OELOEPKESTEPQ, YOVI|G TE TEPL KOl
yevésemg Kol TiG &V Taig PiTpotg TdV EUPpdov TAUCTIKTG ...~

23 porphyry, To Gaurus on How Embryos are Ensouled, 59, n. 18.
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certain scholars would argue that this passage ought to be understood as a reference to the

ensoulment at the moment of birth,426

Wilberding has argued that the text itself does not
support such a reading.*?” Moreover, Wilberding is correct in pointing out that Peripatetic
teaching about the full ensoulment of the embryo at a later stage of its development was
not uncommon in Late Antique thought. It is detectable in the Platonic tradition as early
as Plutarch (cf. Fragment 105), and remained present in the philosophical traditions
throughout the fourth century. A reference to this teaching is also present in lamblichus’s
De anima 31, where he ascribes it to Hippocrates: “According to Hyppocrates the
Asclepiad, life is actually created and the soul becomes present when the sperm receives
form (mAaoB)) (for it is then suitably disposed to share in life) ... e

This fact is singularly important for a more complete understanding of the
anthropological model of Theodoret of Cyrrhus, because during his formative years in a
monastery near Apamea he was likely to have come into contact with Platonic
philosophers of the lamblichan variety. At the beginning of the fourth century,
Iamblichus had established a school in Apamea and had developed a curriculum for the
study of both Plato and Aristotle. The school quickly attracted an impressive number of
followers. It was characterized by the emphasis it placed on theurgic acts and it closely

resembled a religious cult.*”” As a young monk in a monastery near Apamea, full of

energy and fervor for Christian apologetics, Theodoret must have entered into dialogue

426 Alcinous, The Handbook of Platonism, trans. J. Dillon (Oxford: The University of Oxford Press, 1993),
156; J. H. Waszink, Tertullian. De Anima (Amsterdam: Muelenhoff, 1947), 322.

27 porphyry, To Gaurus on How Embryos are Ensouled, 59, n. 18.

28 <Kot & Temokpaany, 1oV 1OV Ackinmaddv, Stav mhactij 10 onépuo (tote yop Emmndeing &xewv avtd
petaAapupavey {ong)... Tpodtog 1) kat’ Evépyelay {womotia kol Tapovsia T youyig evetot.” The present
translation is based on the Finamore/Dillon translation, which was edited to reflect more faithfully the
critical text of lamblichus’s De anima. Cf. lamblichus, De anima: Text, Translation, and Commentary. 58—
59.

429 Cf. On the Mpysteries, trans. Emma C. Clarke, John M. Dillon, and Jackson P. Hershbell, Writings from
the Greco Roman World, Vol. 4 (Atlanta, GA: Society for Biblical Literature, 2003), xxiii—XxVi.
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with the followers of Iamblichus. One might not be too far wide of the mark to say that
Theodoret’s Graecarum affectionum curatio, an early work against paganism, might have
been a product of this interaction. It comes as no surprise, then, that via Platonist schools
a Peripatetic anthropological model finds its way into Theodoret’s thought (cf.
Graecarum affectionum curatio 5.50-51).

Theodoret’s anthropology does not acknowledge conception as the beginning of
human life. The developing fetus, while having the ability to grow and develop, is fully
animated only at a later stage of its development. In his Questions on the Octateuch,
Theodoret is explicit that the human fetus is fully animated only after its formation. In the
Questions on Exodus 48, he says: “It is the general opinion that life is communicated to
the fetus when its body is fully formed in the womb. Thus, right after forming Adam’s
body, the Creator breathed life into him.”*° A similar notion is repeated in his

Graecarum affectionum curatio:

...the body was fashioned from earth and water and the other elements;
the soul, on the other hand, as though existing beforehand, was not sent down into
it, but it was made after the body’s construction. For it says: ‘God fashioned the
human being from the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath
of life; and the human became a living soul.”**!

430 . L o . . , ~ X
Question on Exodus 48: “®aci, 10D cdpatog v i) untpae tekeiov dtamracBévtoc, Tote yoyodobar to

EuPpvov- kal yoap 10D Addp 10 o TPOTEPOV O TOTNG SATAACAS, 0VTMG EveOONGE TNV
yoynv.”(Theodoret of Cyrus, The Questions on the Octateuch (On Genesis and Exodus), ed. J. F.
Petruccione, trans. R. C. Hill, vol. 1, The Library of Early Christianity (Washington, DC: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2007), 300-1).

1 Theodoret, Graecarum affectionum curatio 5.50-51 (Théodoret de Cyr, Thérapeutique des maladies
helléniques, trans. Pierre Canivet, 2 vols., Sources chrétiennes, Vol. 57 (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1958),
243): “...ano yiig Hév kal ¥oatog kol T®V GAA®V oTotyeimv dtamhacijval 10 odpa, Thv 6& youynv o
mpobmapyovsav gig TodTo KoTomeLeOijval, GAAL LeTd TV ToVTOL dMpovpynBijvar ddmiacty: “Emhace’
Yap enowv ‘0 Begdc TovV avBpmov Yobv amd TG Yig Kol évepdonoeyv &ig t0 Tpdcmnov avTod Tvony Lot
Kai &yéveto O GvBpmmog gig yoyny {doav.”” For a variant of ET see Crego, “Theodoret of Kyros,” 31.
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Theodoret’s understanding is that a part of human nature preexists the beginning
of human life. He found evidence for this in the chronological sequence of the creation of
man in Gen 2:7. As P. Crego rightly noted, Theodoret believed that the account in
Genesis suggests that the soul is created at a certain point in the physical development of

the human embryo.**

Both body and soul were created by God, which implied that both
were created as good. Yet the soul must not be understood as a portion of divinity; the
soul has its own nature, which is that of a created intelligible and rational spirit.*** The

3,434 Therefore, Theodoret’s

same teaching is repeated in the Questions on Genesis 2
understanding was that the fetus, at the beginning, does not constitute a person, for the
soul is absent.

It is evident that Theodoret’s theory draws upon some elements of Aristotle’s
anthropology. However, Theodoret’s anthropology is entirely Christianized: his argument
is rooted in Scripture rather than prior philosophical discourse. Moreover, while he
emphatically negates the possibility that the human soul (for Theodoret every soul is
endowed with reason, which is its inseparable part) is introduced from “outside”
(B0pabev), he does not share the Aristotelian understanding of the “divine origin” of the
soul: “the soul is not being introduced from the outside, and not implanted by the act of
generation, but by divine decree, it receives its birth according to the law which was

95435

placed from the beginning in nature.”"”” For Theodoret, the soul is created by God and

2 Crego, “Theodoret of Kyros,” 31.

3 Theodoret, Graecarum affectionum curatio 5.51 (Théodoret de Cyr, Thérapeutique des maladies
helléniques. 243.): “...tIv @OcWV ot TG YUyiic, 0Tt Tvedpd ot vontdv te kai Aoyucov.” Cf. Crego,
“Theodoret of Kyros,” 32.

34 Theodoret, Questions on the Octateuch 23 (Theodoret of Cyrus, The Questions on the Octateuch (On
Genesis and Exodus), 58): “IIpog 6& 100T®, Kai THig Yuyiig TNV @Oowv aivittetal, OtL Tvedpa 0TL KTIGTOV,
G0paTOV TE KOl VOEPOV, TG TOV COUATOV ATNAAAYLEVOV TaXOTNTOG.”

3 Theodoret, Graecarum affectionum curatio 5.52-3 (Théodoret de Cyr, Thérapeutique des maladies
helléniques, 243): “ov 60pabév mobev ti|g Yuyiig elokpivopévng, ovdE e Tiig YoViig GuOpEVNC, AALY T@ Beilm
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thus could not be a portion of God. While his choice of words may indicate a
modification of Aristotle’s theory, it is quite possible that he misunderstood Aristotle,
whose characterization of the soul as being from “outside” and of “divine origin” could
have referred to the origin of human souls, in general terms, as extraordinary and
supernatural divine creations, but not in the sense of divine implants. Be it as it may, it is
evident that Theodoret developed his understanding of human nature in dialogue with
Aristotle’s anthropology.

Theodoret’s teaching here, however, appears to be a clear departure from the
Cappadocian tradition. Gregory of Nyssa in De hominis opificio 29 argues against the
notion that the body preexists the soul or vice versa on the grounds that that would entail
the superiority of one over the other: “so it is not true to say either that the soul exists
before the body, or that the body exists without the soul, but that there is one beginning in
both.”*® Gregory’s concern was to exclude any possibility that the body could be
understood to be more important than the soul due to chronological precedence in
creation. He believed that without a soul the embryo would be dead and unable to grow

437

and develop.” " The embryo is said to be able to develop independently, without any

Opm Kota TOV €€ Apyfic EvteBévta &v T evoet vopov dexopévng v yéveow.” (ET in Crego, “Theodoret of
Kyros,” 33).

¢ Gregory of Nyssa, De hominis opificio 29.3 (PG 44, 236B): “Qg pfite yoyiv Tpd 100 6OUATOS, PHTE
YOPIG YOXFG TO cdpa GANOEG elvar A&yewv, GALY piav augotépav apyiv...” (ET in NPNF? 5, 421). Cf.
Crego, “Theodoret of Kyros,” 26.

7 Cf. Gregory of Nyssa, De hominis opificio 29.5 (PG 44, 237A): “ei 8¢ Tig kai évapyéotepov {nroin
tekpnplov Tod Cfjv €kelvo 10 pépog dmep dpyn Tod kotaokevalopévon yivetol {@ov, duvatdv 0Tt kal o
A wv onuelov, 81 OV 10 Euyuyov &k Tod vekpod Stoipiveto, kai mepi TovToL Katavofcat. Tekunpov yép
10d {fiv éni 1dv avOpdrmv molodueda, 1O Oepuov sival Tva kai &vepydv Kai Ktvovuevoy.”



145

external interference.”® Nemesius of Emesa shared Gregory’s view that the soul is the
source of life for bodies. According to him, the soul is the forming power of bodies.*’
Theodoret of Cyrrhus did not share this view. For him, the human soul did not
exist from the moment of conception but was introduced to the body. As indicated in the
above mentioned passages from Questions on Exodus 48 and Graecarum affectionum
curatio 5.50-51, he believed that an embryo was alive; it was able to grow but was

soulless, until it developed human features, at which point it was ensouled and became a

full human being [person].

3.7.3. Theodoret’s Anthropology and the Doctrine of Incarnation
His doctrine of indwelling (i.e., Incarnation) is motivated by his anthropology: the

divine Logos, as the seed (i.e., the creating principle) enters into the womb of the Virgin
Mary and creates humanity for Himself. In the union of the divine and human natures of
Christ, the Logos is the subject and the governing principle of the Incarnation. Thus for
Theodoret, the Logos firstly appropriated an impersonal part of Christ’s humanity — the
developing fetus, which at a later stage was supplemented with the reason-endowed soul.
This model of Incarnation had several benefits. While safeguarding the full humanity of
Christ, Theodoret was still able to explain the mode of unity of the Logos with the

humanity, although the two belonged to altogether different orders of existence, which

8 Gregory of Nyssa, De hominis opificio 29.4 (PG 44, 236C): “...xai domep 00k &v TIG GuEBGAOL TPOG
Tag TV ApBpmv Te Kol TAGY VoV dopopag kelvo TO EvteBév oynuatilesdot, o0k GAANG TIVOG duvapemg
EMEIGEPYOLLEVIG, AAAL TNG EYKELUEVELS QUOIKMG TPOG TNV EvEPyetlav avTiig pebotapévng.”

3 Nemesius of Emesa, On the Nature of Man 2.28.1-3 and 2.29.6-9 (Nemesius of Emesa, On the Nature
of Man, trans. R. W. Sharples and P. J. Van der Eijk, Translated Texts for Historians, Vol. 49 (Liverpool:
Liverpool University Press, 2008), 66—67.): “...it is evident that nothing can have [only] the capacity of
being alive, but everything has it actively. Primarily, what gives the soul its form is nothing other then life:
for life is present to soul naturally, but to body by [its] participation [in soul] ....” and “...if the soul is
moved incidentally, but the body of itself, the body will move of itself even if the soul does not exist; but, if
that is so, there will be a living being even without a soul. All this is absurd ....”
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fact effectively precluded the possibility of a union on the level of substance or nature
(ovoia or o). Furthermore, this model guaranteed the preeminence of the Logos in
the union, since it was the Logos who had created and appropriated not a fully formed
man, as a person, but all the parts of Christ’s humanity. The union, therefore, transpires
before humanity was fully developed into a complete person.

Consequently, there is no symmetry in the union. The Logos is the only person
present at the moment when the union is contracted and, therefore, he is the subject of
Incarnation. This model anticipates Chalcedon, since it secures the notion that humanity
properly belongs to the Logos (against Nestorianism), while at the same time upholding
the notion that Christ had a reason-endowed human soul (against Apollinarianism).

This is why Theodoret, at first sight, may appear inconsistent in acknowledging
diametrically opposed theological teachings: he effortlessly accepted the title
“Theotokos” (Beotdkoc — Birth-giver of God) for the Virgin Mary as early as 430 AD,
while mere weeks later he refuted the famed Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of Alexandria
which were directed against Nestorius’s rejection of it; he could author the Tome of
Reunion (433) yet still quote the writings of Cyril of Alexandria in support of his
teachings, while claiming in good faith that he had never departed from his original

Christological position.**’

Hocf Theodoret, Letter 113 (to Leo of Rome) in NPNF? 3,294; Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance:
Epist. Sirm. 96—147, ed. H. de Lubac and J. Daniélou, trans. Y. Azéma, vol. 3, Sources chrétiennes, Vol.
111 (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1965), 64.
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4.0. Theodoret’s Christology at the Dawn of the Nestorian Controversy:
Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of Alexandria

Theodoret’s Expositio rectae fidei predates the outbreak of the Nestorian
controversy which marks the beginning of the Christological debates of the fifth century.
However, as mentioned previously, Lequien and Sellers have planted a seed of doubt in
the scholarly dating of the Expositio. Some scholars, while generally dating the work
before the controversy with Cyril of Alexandria, still seem hesitant to pronounce a final
verdict on the issue.**' Thus in order to reconstruct Theodoret’s early Christology fully, it
seems necessary that another of Theodoret’s early works be examined, one which can be
dated precisely and which contains substantial Christological material. Theodoret’s
Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of Alexandria fits these criteria singularly
well, and the following analysis of its Christology will yield sufficient material to
reconstruct definitively its author’s Christological teaching in the period predating the

Christological controversies of the fifth century.

4.1. The Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of Alexandria

In late November 430 AD, Cyril of Alexandria pronounced anathema upon
everyone who did not recognize his Christological model as presented in twelve
Christological statements appended to a letter to Nestorius of Constantinople. As
previously mentioned, the letter quickly reached John of Antioch, who then started to
take the controversy between Cyril and Nestorius more seriously and asked two

renowned theologians from his patriarchate, Theodoret of Cyrrhus and Andrew of

*! For instance, in the most recent scholarly appraisal of the dating, F. Young says that all internal features

of the work indicate that the Expositio was indeed an early work, but she still hints at reservations when,
later on in the text, she says: “But if this is an early work then it is extremely significant ....” Young and
Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, 332.
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442

Samosata, to provide an analysis and response.”~ Theodoret responded to the request in a

letter to the archbishop (Ep. 150), to which he appended twelve Christological counter-
statements.**’
After the receipt of the Twelve Anathemas, the initial controversy between Cyril
and Nestorius quickly escalated to a universal battle between two Christological schools
of thought, each of which accused the other of heresy. This comes as no surprise, since
the method of argumentation in ecclesiastical circles of Late Antiquity almost always
involved accusations of heresy.*** The charge of heresy was a very efficient way of
discrediting the opponent.*** Something that would begin innocently as a personal dispute
between two ecclesiastical personages would often rapidly acquire a theological
dimension. Naturally, the statements made were scrutinized by the opposing parties. The
doctrinal implications of the statements, which were often products of the opponent’s
imagination bolstered by a lack of charity, were given as much credibility as the actual

statements. Moreover, the opponent would often be accused of reviving a notorious

heresy that had been condemned long before. As McGuckin observed, “in theological

2 Andrew of Samosata’s refutation of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas is characterized by ever more moderate
language, though it is tainted by the author’s surprising inability to grasp the subtlety of his opponent’s
theological thought. For further discussion see: Joseph Mahé, “Evéques orientaux du patriarchat
d’Antioche,” Revue d’histoire ecclésiastique 7 (1906): 506—7. Cf. Karl J. Hefele, History of the Councils of
the Church, vol. 3 (Edinburgh: Clark, 1883), 38; Louis Duchesne, Histoire ancienne de [’église, vol. 111
(Paris: A. Fontemoing, 1923), 238-39.; Marcel Richard, “Notes sur I’évolution doctrinale de Théodoret,”
Revue de sciences philosophiques et théologiques 25 (1936): 463; Jerry Leo Stewardson, “The Christology
of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes” (PhD Dissertation, Northwestern University, 1972), 17.
3 For the text of the epistle: PG 76, 385-452; ACO 1, 1, 6, 107-48; ACO I, 1, 7, 33ff.; NPNF* 3, 26-31.
For historical context see Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Collections conciliaires, ed. H. de Lubac
and J. Daniélou, trans. Y. Azéma, vol. 4, Sources chrétiennes, Vol. 429 (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1998).
32; see also Richard, “Notes sur I’évolution doctrinale de Théodoret, ” 463.

4 Thomas Graumann, Die Kirche Viiter: Viitertheologie und Viiterbeweis in den Kirchen des Ostens bis
zum Konzil von Ephesus (431), ed. J. Wallman, Beitrage zur historischen Theologie 118 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2002), 310.

3 Early evidence for this practice is found in Irenaeus of Lyons’s treatment of the early heresies, where he
associates them with Simon Magus, whose condemnation by Apostle Peter was recorded in the Scriptures,
an obvious sign of notoriety.See Adversus haereses 1.23.2; 1.24.1; 1.25.1-2.
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argumentation precedents were always sought from the nearest parallel in history much

446 - o
"™ In this atmosphere, it is no

as legal argument today looks to precedent for authority.
surprise that Cyril chose the charged language of anathemas for his exchange with

Nestorius.

4.2. The Christological Content of the Twelve Anathemas

The Anathemas contained twelve theological propositions. Each proposition
ended with an anathema upon those who did not accept it as correct.

Cyril’s main goal was to discredit Nestorius, portraying him as an incompetent
theologian. Throughout his correspondence with Nestorius, Cyril rebuked him for
teaching that the Virgin Mary should not be called “Ogotokog” (Birthgiver of God), since
she did not give birth to the Logos qua God, but only to the human part of Jesus. Cyril
attacked Nestorius’s theological subtleties, arguing that any division of the divine and
human elements in Christ would jeopardize the oneness of Christ with the Divine Logos.
The Anathemas insist from the outset on the necessity of using the term “Bgotdxoc” for
the Virgin Mary, since “she gave birth in the flesh to the Word of God made flesh.”**’
The title soon became the battle cry of Cyril and the various opponents of the Archbishop
of Constantinople. Furthermore, its substantial popular appeal aided Cyril’s cause.

In arguing his main point about the theological necessity of the union of divine

and human natures in Christ so as to form one personal entity, Cyril had not made the

¢ John McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological Controversy (Crestwood, New York:

SVS Press, 2004), 31.

MTACOT, 1,1, p. 40: “yeyévvnike yip capkik®dg ohpka yeyovota tov &k Ogod Adyov.” The translation of the
Anathemas used here can be found in J. A. McGuckin’s book on St. Cyril and the christological
controversy; see: Ibid., 273-75.
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best choice of language. His wording enabled the Antiochenes to suspect his Christology
of being akin to that of Apollinarius,**® which had been condemned some fifty years
before at the Council of Constantinople in 381 AD. In addition to Bgotoxog for the Virgin
Mary, Cyril used as his key phrases one nature (pio @OG1c) or one subsistence (i
vndotacic) of God the Word made flesh (tod 0eod Adyov cecapkmpévn).**

Cyril constantly insisted on language referring to the hypostatic or natural union
(Omootatikn or uoikt Eveooic) of the two natures in Christ. In the Second Anathema, he
confessed the Logos to be “hypostatically united to the flesh so as to be One Christ with
his own flesh... the same one at once God and man.”**® The Third Anathema is directed
against all those who “divide hypostases (bnoctdoeig) of the One Christ after the union
(8voowv), connecting them only by a conjunction (cvvaeiq)... and not rather by a

31 The Fourth Anathema is a

combination in terms of natural unity (§voctv euotKny).
further affirmation of the preceding two proposals. It prohibits interpretations of

Scriptural sayings about and references to Christ (including Christ’s own sayings about

himself)**? which take them to indicate “two mpdowma or two VTooTAGEL, attributing

*8 In the first letter to Succensus, Cyril affirmed that in Jesus Christ after the Incarnation there was “one

infleshed nature of God the Word” (piav @oow 100 8eod Adyov cecapkapévn) (ACO 1, 1, 6, p.153). This
expression originated in the Apollinarian milieu, though Cyril mistakenly thought that it came from St.
Athanasius.

M ACOT, 1,6, p. 153.

BOACOT, 1, 1, p. 40: “capki kad’ dndoTacty vdchot Tov &k Bcod Tatpdg Adyov Eva Te glvon XpioTdv
pota g idiog oapkog, Tov adTov dnAovott Beov te Opod kal dvBpomov.” English translation from
McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological Controversy, 273.

BLACOT, 1,1, p. 40: “Ef 11g €7l 100 £vOg XpLotod S1oupel TG VTOCTACELS HETA THV EVOOLY, LOVI] GUVATTOV
a0TAG CUVOQEIQ. .. Kol ovyl d1) pdAAOV cLvOd® Tf] KaB’ Eveacty puokny, avabepa £éot®.” English
translation from Ibid.

*2 For a more detailed discussion of the implications of this statement see Wickham’s analysis of the
history of theological debates on the subject in Lionel R. Wickham, “The Ignorance of Christ: A Problem
for the Ancient Theology, ” in Christian Faith and Greek Philosophy in Late Antiquity. Essays in Tribute to
George Christopher Stead in Celebration of his Eightieth Birthday 9th April 1993, ed. Lionel R. Wickham
and Caroline P. Bammel (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1993), 213-26.
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some of them to a man conceived of as separate from the Word of God, and attributing
others (as divine) exclusively to the Word of God the F ather.”*>?

The strong language referring to the unification of divinity and humanity in Jesus
continues through the remaining Anathemas, in which Cyril insists that Christ is the
“natural Son” (i.e., Logos) since the Logos became flesh (Fifth Anathema), that Christ is
at once God and man (Sixth Anathema), that Jesus was not different from the Logos
(Seventh Anathema), that Christ must be worshiped as one (Eighth Anathema), that the
Spirit is Christ’s and is not foreign to him (Ninth Anathema), that the Logos was the high
priest when he became flesh and Christ did not sacrifice himself for himself, but for
humanity, since he was free from sin (7enth Anathema), and that the Logos had personal
flesh (Eleventh Anathema).”** Finally, in the Twelfth Anathema, Cyril claimed that the
Logos of God “suffered in the flesh, was crucified in the flesh, and tasted death in the
flesh, becoming the first-born from the dead, although as God he is life and life-

RPSNEL
giving.”

4.3. Theodoret’s Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril

Theodoret replied to Cyril’s Anathemas without excessively strong language and
without open accusations of heresy, but he clearly points out the pitfalls of Cyril’s

Christological discourse. In Cyril’s Anathemas Theodoret recognized the danger of a

B3ACOT, 1,1, p. 41: “Ef 11¢ mpoc@nelc Suoiv f yodv DT0CTAGE®V THG TE &V TOIg edayyehkois Kai
GTOGTOAMKOIG GLYYPALLACL SLovELEL POVAG T £l XPploTd Tapd TV dyiov Aeyopévag 1 Tap ovtod mepl
£€a0T0D Kol TaG eV OG AvOpdOT® Tapd TOV €k BE0D AOYOV 131KAG VOOLUEV®D TPOCATTEL, TAG OE O
Beompemeig Love @ €k Beod ToTpog AOY®, dvabepa Eotm.” The English translation from McGuckin, Saint
Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological Controversy, 274 has been slightly amended for the purposes of
terminological consistency.

434 gee ACO I, 1, 1, pp. 41-42. For a translation see Ibid., 274-75.

3 1bid., 275; ¢f. ACO I, 1, 1, p. 42: “Ei 11¢ 00y, 6poroyel oV 10D Oe0d Aoyov Tadovia copki Kol
£€0TOVPOUEVOV oapKL Kol BavaTov Yeuohpevov oapKl YeYovOTa T€ TPMTOTOKOV €K TAV VEKP®V, kaBo (o1 1€
€ott kol {@omoldg d¢ Bedg, avabepa £ot®.”
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revival of Apollinarianism. Whether Theodoret truly believed that Cyril was Apollinarian
is debatable. One has to bear in mind that Theodoret abstained from indicting Cyril with
Apollinarianism even in the Refutation of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas and that he was also
among the first of the Antiochene party to accept Cyril’s orthodoxy in the years that
followed.**® Thus, it is more likely that Theodoret simply thought of Cyril’s
Christological terminology as inadequate and dangerously susceptible to Apollinarian
interpretation.*”’

Be that as it may, Theodoret’s association of Cyril’s Christological formulas with
Apollinarianism was not ungrounded, since their language was surprisingly similar to that
of Apollinarius.**® The few extant fragments show that Apollinarius also put a strong
emphasis on the impossibility of distinguishing the Logos from His own flesh,

proclaiming the Logos “one subsistence” (pio: brootactc) with his own flesh.*’ He

43¢ Critical text of the Refutations in: ACO 1, 1, 6, pp. 108-46. English translation: Istvan Péasztori-Kupan,
Theodoret of Cyrus, ed. C. Harrison, The Early Church Fathers (London and New York: Routledge, 2006),
173-87.

7 Likewise, it is debatable whether Cyril honestly believed that Nestorius was “dividing Christ in two,”
despite all the latter’s protestations, or whether he simply used the theological argument to discredit a
dangerous opponent who threatened his authority.

Nestorius received certain refugees from Egypt who brought before the episcopal throne of Constantinople
serious charges against Cyril of Alexandria. Nestorius threatened to open the case officially and attempted
to use it as leverage against the archbishop of Alexandria to gain more influence. This case would have
seriously damaged Cyril’s prestige in Egypt, and he was determined to prevent it. Besides, he was very
sensitive to the newly acquired rights of Constantinople, whose bishop, according to Canon 3 of the
Council of Constantinople in 381 AD, received rights and privileges equal to those of the bishop of Rome.
This effectively downgraded Alexandria in prestige, from second to third place in the Christian world.
Conveniently, the charge of heresy against Nestorius accomplished the task of preventing Cyril’s public
humiliation and Nestorius’s affirmation of the power of his see in the East. Cf. Socrates, HE 7, 7 and 7, 13.
See also McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the Christological Controversy, 7.

438 pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 172.

49 Apollinarius, De fide et incarnatione 3 (Hans Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule,
Texte und Untersuchungen (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1904), 194): “...006¢ £ ovpavod v odpko T0D
Kupiov NudV Incod Xpiotod Aéyopuev, AL’ €k TG ayiog TapBEvov Mapiog Oporoyodiey cecapk®@abot TOV
®edv AOYOV Kai 00 SLoUPODUEY ADTOV GO TG 00 TOD GupKdS, GAL’ EoTv &v TpdSmmOV, pio HndoTaots, dAog
avBpwmog, 6Aog ®edc.” Cf. also Idem, De fide et incarnatione 4 (Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und
seine Schule, 195): “...dydp1o1oG 0TI KAl AUEPLOTOG TG £0VTOD 0APKOG, [Kal TV TPOG BedV Loyov Evactv]
TG KATA TV VoY OLOOVSLOTNTOG TOD AOYOVL TiiG TPOG TOV TOTEPO EMKOWVMVEL T OVOUATL 1| GApE adTOD,
ol kai 6apE T, elye AANODC chpra dpoloyoduev yeyevijcOar, Tod Bgod Adyov- &l 8& un émcotvmvor,
mavtn ammAAotpioTor.”
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further affirms that the Blessed Virgin gave birth to the Logos and thus is properly known
as BeotoKog, and that it was the Logos who was crucified, since, as the Scriptures testify,
the Logos was “one nature, one hypostasis, one activity, one person” with his flesh.*®
However, despite the inadequate theological language that could lead to an Apollinarian
interpretation, Cyril’s Christology was not Apollinarian. Recognizing this, the conciliar
decisions of the mid-fifth century rightly exonerated his Christology from charges of
heresy (Council of Zeugma).

It must be noted that when Cyril wrote the Anathemas in 430 AD, other than the
Christological kerygma with its excessively generalizing tendencies, there was hardly a
well established and universally observed Christological standard. Theologians debating
Christology were treading upon largely unexplored ground, and personal opinions were
considered orthodox if they remained faithful to their respective traditions, which were
usually of a local character. Thus, Cyril’s Christological opinions were not immune to
close theological scrutiny. This fact is evident in the Antiochene party’s response to his
Twelve Anathemas, and most of all in Theodoret’s Refutation, where he did not hesitate

to draw a parallel between Cyril’s Christology and that of Apollinarius.*'

40 Apollinarius, De fide et incarnatione 6 (Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, 198—
99): “... 1 mapBévoc am’ dpyiic chpro Tekodoa TOV Adyov Ettktey kol fjv Beotdroc, kai Tovdaiol 1O cdua
GTOVPAOCAVTEG TOV BEOV EGTaPOGAY, Kol 00depia daipests Tod Adyov Kal Tig capkog adtod &v Tais Beiang
TPOPEPETAL YPAPAIC, AAL’ EoTt pio VGG, pia VTOGTACLS, pin EvEpyela, &V TpOcmTOV, HA0G Bg0g, GAOG
avBpwmog 6 ovtde.”

461 Cyril enjoyed great prestige and reverence due to the glorious history of the episcopal see that he
occupied for many years. The see of Alexandria had exercised Metropolitan rights overall Egypt,
Pentapolis, and Libya since immemorial antiquity. This status was confirmed in Canon 6 at the Council of
Nicaea in 325 AD, which exercised supreme authority in Christendom: “t& dpyoio £€0n kpateitm ta v
Atyonto kol Aon kai [evtandrer dote tov AleEavdpeiag Enicromov TaAvTov TovTOV Erey TV Eovaiay
....7 (“The ancient customs of Egypt, Libya and Pentapolis shall be maintained, according to which the
bishop of Alexandria has the authority over all these places ....”). See Norman P. Tanner, Decrees of the
Ecumenical Councils, vol. 1 (London and Washington, DC: Sheed & Ward and Georgetown University
Press, 1990), 8-9.

Besides gaining supreme and unquestioned authority at home, Cyril made a name for himself abroad as
well. He entered high ecclesiastical politics as early as 402 AD, when, as secretary to his uncle Theophilus
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4.4. The Nature of the Christological debate in Theodoret’s Refutation of
Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas
Cyril’s Christological language in the Twelve Anathemas was highly problematic

for Theodoret and the Antiochenes. For instance, as Pasztori-Kupén has remarked,
Cyril’s use of the term vndcTOoIC, previously used in theological debates to distinguish
the reality of the persons within the Trinity, was remarkably close to the language of
Apollinarius of Laodicea.**

However, Pasztori-Kupan draws the somewhat hasty conclusion that Theodoret
suspected Cyril himself of deliberately teaching an outright heresy. He holds that Cyril’s

“introduction of the term hypostasis into Christology, its equation with physis, as well as

the continuous Logos-sarx manner of speech, must have led Theodoret to believe that

of Antioch, he took part in the condemnation of John Chrysostom at the Council of the Oak. See Norman
Russell, Cyril of Alexandria (London and New York: Routledge, 2000), 6.

Moreover, his keen intellect and extensive learning on the one hand, and, on the other, his success at
continuing his uncle’s oppressive politics for many years, earned him universal respect and power. Cyril’s
political agenda had four goals: first, firm hostility toward pagans, heretics, and Jews; second, maintaining
good relations with Rome; third, resisting the expansion of the episcopal authority of Constantinople; and
fourth, cultivating close ties with monks (see Russell, Cyril of Alexandria, 6).

However, Cyril miscalculated his influence in the theological atmosphere of the Late Antiquity. In the same
Canon 6 of the Council of Nicaea, Antioch received just as much prestige as Alexandria: “Opoiog 8¢ kai
Katd TV Avtidyelav Kol év Toig dAlog Erapyiog ta npecPeia odlecbar taig ékkAnoions.” (“Similarly in
Antioch and the other provinces the prerogatives of the churches are to be preserved.”) See Tanner,
Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, 9. While Alexandria promoted its agenda aggressively, arguing for
authority based on the Apostolic succession from Mark and its generally recognized fame as the see of
learning, Antioch quietly nurtured the notion of its ecclesiastical nobility (its venerable succession of honor
from the Apostle Peter, its first bishop, and the likes of Ignatius of Antioch), which resurfaced when its
interests were at stake. Referring to Dioscorus, Archbishop of Alexandria, who after succeeding Cyril of
Alexandria continued attacks on Antiochene Christology, Theodoret says that the Alexandrian boasts of
occupying the see of St. Mark, although “...he perfectly well knows that the Antiochene metropolis
possesses the throne of the great Peter, who was teacher of the blessed Mark, and first and coryphaus of the
chorus of the apostles.” (Ep. 86 — NPNF?282; cf. SC 98, 208).

Antiochenes were also well aware that the Alexandrians had no right to interfere outside of their diocese. In
the same letter Theodoret protested: “When the blessed Fathers were assembled in that imperial city [ref. to
Canon 2 of the Council of Constantinople 381 AD, which confined activities of bishops to their own
dioceses] in harmony with them that had sat in council at Nicaea [ref. to Canon 6], they distinguished the
dioceses, and assigned to each diocese the management of its own affairs, expressly enjoining that none
should intrude from one diocese into another. They ordered that the bishop of Alexandria should administer
the government of Egypt alone, and every diocese its own affairs.” (Ep. 86 — NPNF*282; cf. SC 98, 208).
In view of this, it is evident that despite the great political power and prestige which Cyril enjoyed, outside
of his diocese his theological propositions were subject to close scrutiny, just as everyone else’s were.

42 pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 172.
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Cyril simply revived one of the subtlest heresies concerning the Person of the

463 Theodoret’s polemic with Cyril was much more delicate. Although

Saviour.
Theodoret argued against the dangers of Apollinarianism in Cyril’s Christological
definitions, there is no evidence in the Refutation of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas that he
actually suspected Cyril himself of being a heretic.

In the Refutations, Theodoret chose a guarded but firm tone to point out the
inadequacies of Cyril’s Christological formulas. In challenging Cyril’s notion of
hypostatic union as expressed in the Second Anathema, Theodoret says: “if the author of
these [assertions] wants to say by the union according to hypostasis that it was a mixture
of flesh and Godhead, we shall contradict him with all zeal and shall refute the

464 However, he stopped short of accusing him of being a heretic.

blasphemy.

Furthermore, the Refutations are more an account of the Christological tradition
of Theodoret’s milieu, i.e., Antioch. Their characteristic is a passive, almost defensive
tone, a tone of explanation rather than an outright attack. In this work, Theodoret,
although scandalized and outraged, refrained from hasty accusations and acted as a
teacher rather than a prosecutor.

At times Theodoret’s analyses of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas even assume a
patronizing tone of ridicule: “the meaning of the expressions is unclear and

- - . 465
abstruse...their senselessness is clear for the pious.”

He points out that Cyril’s
positions are untenable because they effectively “anathematize candidly not only those

who at present are holding pious [opinions], but also those who in the old times were

heralds of the truth, and even the very writers of the divine gospels, the chorus of the holy

“% Ibid.
““*Ibid., 175.
493 pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 175.
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apostles, and, above all these, Gabriel the archangel.”466

In another place he chides:
“[Cyril] the accurate inspector of divine dogmas has not only anathematized prophets and
apostles or even the archangel Gabriel, but extended the blasphemy even to the Saviour
of all himself.”**” Theodoret occasionally referred to Cyril’s formulas with a certain dose
of contempt and arrogance, characteristic for disputes of the period.**® Reflecting
sarcastically on Cyril’s propositions, he says: “the highly astute author of these phrases
made synonyms into opposites,” and later with a dose of incredulity he adds: “either he is
perhaps ignorant of what he is saying, or he blasphemes knowingly.””**’

For Theodoret, Cyril’s formulations betray ignorance: they reflect their author’s
theological inadequacy and incompetence. In arguing vehemently against Cyril’s Second
Anathema, he pointed out that the terminology it exhibited — the use of bVmoctaTkn or
evolkn &vooig as synonyms — is singularly susceptible to Apollinarian interpretations
teaching of the commingling of natures, viz. the confusion of divinity and humanity in
Christ in which neither would remain what it was.*’® After demonstrating the fallacy of
this terminology, Theodoret refrained from drawing the logical conclusion and making an
accusation of heresy against Cyril’s person. He merely says: “the union according to
vrocTaolg, which in my opinion is put before us instead of mixture, is superfluous. It is
sufficient to talk about the union, which both shows the properties of the natures and

99471

teaches us to worship the one Christ.””"" Evidently, Theodoret thought of Cyril’s

% Ibid., 182.

7 Ibid., 183.

48 Por example, the same style can be found in Gregory of Nyssa’s arguments against Eunomius of
Cyzicus, where he is referred to in a derogatory way as “doctrinaire,” “a pamphleteer,” and “a new
theologian” among other less-than-flattering epithets; see, for example,., Against Eunomius 1.27, 4.1
(NPNF? 5. 71-72, 152).

49 pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 176.

7 Ibid., 175.

" Ibid. (The translation has been amended for the purposes of terminological consistency.)



157

Christology as inadequate rather than deliberately heretical. Therefore, the Refutation
ought not be understood as a polemical work in which Theodoret attacked his opponent
with all available means, but rather as an exposition of Christological teaching for the

purposes of edification, like the Expositio.

3.1. The Content of the Refutation of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas

The Refutations are preserved among the documents of the Council of Ephesus of
431 AD.*”? They are written in a dialogic form, i.e., Theodoret does not only argue
against and correct Cyril’s propositions, but he also sets out Cyril’s Christology, while
staying in continuous communication with Scriptural and patristic testimony.*”> Thus, the
reader finds first the text of Cyril’s anathemas, followed by a substantially longer
refutation. Theodoret did not spare any effort or theological erudition in countering the
anathemas.*’*

The main objective of the Refutations was to safeguard the reality of Christ’s
humanity after the Incarnation while concurrently preserving the actuality of the union of

divine and human natures. Perhaps the best summary of Theodoret’s understanding of the

union is offered in the Refutation of the Eighth Anathema:

2 ACO1, 1, 6, pp. 108-46.

47 Uncharacteristically for that period, Theodoret referred to writings of the “fathers” as sources of
authority in support of his counter-arguments: “...we are completely ignorant of the union according to the
hypostasis, as being alien and foreign to the divine Scriptures and to the fathers who have interpreted these”
(Refutation of the Second Anathema), or ““...we do not reject the term ‘God-bearing man’ (theophoros
anthropos), as uttered by many of the holy fathers, one among whom is the great Basil, who uses this term
in his work [addressed] to Amphilochius about the Holy Spirit, and in his explanation of Psalm fifty-nine.”
(Refutation of the Fifth Anathema). See: Pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 175, 79.

7 In the critical text by E. Schwartz, Theodoret’s Refutations are part of Cyril’s Apology of the Twelve
Chapters (i.e., Anathemas). Thus, the format found there is: 1. Cyril’s Anathema, 2. Theodoret’s
Refutation, 3. Cyril’s Apology of the Anathema (i.e., answer to Theodoret’s Refutation). See: ACO 1, 1, 6,
pp. 108-46.
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On the one hand, as I have often said, the doxology which we bring forth to the
Ruler Christ is one, and we confess the same One to be at once God and man, since
this is the term ‘union’ has taught us; on the other hand, we shall not decline from
talking about the distinctive properties of the natures. For neither God the word
accepted the change into flesh, nor yet again did the human being lose what he had
been and was transformed into the nature of God. Consequently, whilst upholding
the properties of each nature, we worship the Ruler Christ.*”

Theodoret’s keen understanding of the ontological divide between the created and
uncreated orders (i.e., humanity and divinity) which he had emphasized in the Expositio
resurfaced in the Refutation through the affirmation that the union of the two must
safeguard the properties of each order: “...neither the Logos accepted the change into
flesh, nor yet again did the man lose what he had been and was transformed into the
nature of God” (Refutation of the Eighth Anathema).*’ Thus, in the union the properties
of both orders or substances must be preserved.

As has been mentioned previously, for Theodoret there was no alternative to this
type of union. In a union of commingling, both natures would lose their respective
properties. This type of union would be possible only among substances of the same
order (i.e., created order). The result would be a third substance within the same (created)
order. However, this type of union is a logical impossibility when it comes to a cross-
order union.

Theoretically, a mixture of divinity (for Theodoret, only divinity belongs to the

uncreated order) and humanity (belongs to created order) would necessitate the loss of

properties of both natures; a third nature, a cross-nature between the two would be

473 pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 181. (Slightly modified translation to reflect the original meaning

of the Greek text.)

76 Ibid. The Pésztori-Kupén translation uses “God-Word” to render the Greek designation of the second
person of the Holy Trinity. In this dissertation the word “Logos” is the designated term for God the Word,
and the Pasztori-Kupan translation has been consistently amended for the purposes of clarity.
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created. This nature would either fall into a category in between the uncreated nor created

orders (which is a logical impossibility and must be rejected),””’

or it would belong to the
created order since it received existence in time as a result of a particular union. The
second option Theodoret characterized as an outright, self-evident blasphemy for it
posited created nature in God.

Thus, Scriptural evidence aside, it was out of logical necessity that Theodoret
argued for the union of God the Logos and a rational and ensouled human nature: “we
proclaim the ensouled (2pyvyov) and rational (Aoywn)) flesh of the Lord to be life-giving

478 . . ..
%% In this union the divine

(Cwomodv), through the life-giving Godhead united to it.
nature could not become susceptible to the shortcomings of human nature; it had to retain

its properties and remain immutable (&tpentoc), unmixed (dcvyyvtog), and impassible

(Gmabfic).

4.5. The Exegetical Foundation for the “Immutable,” “Unmixed,” and
“Impassible”
As previously mentioned, in the Third and Fourth Anathema Cyril advanced the

notion of a “natural union” (§vmoig guoikn) of Christ’s divinity and humanity, drawing
the conclusion that one must not separate the subject of attribution of Scriptural evidence
about Jesus into humanity or divinity. Due to the “natural union” of divinity and
humanity achieved in the Incarnation, all attributions refer to one subject.

Cyril’s Fourth Anathema seems to have been one of the focal points of

Antiochene criticism. By denying the possibility of the dual predication of Christ’s

417 Cf. Expositio rectae fidei 4 (von Otto 12; PG 6, 1211C): “... &movta €ic 16 KTIOTOV Kol GKTIGTOV
Stapodpeva- €1 1L yap o1 &v Toig odoy, T fikTioTog PHoIC dotiv fj kT10TH.” (...everything [is] divided into
the [categories of] created and uncreated. If a thing exists, it is either of uncreated or created nature).

478 pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 186.
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attributes, Cyril effectively attacked the ancient and revered exegetical tradition of the
great Antiochene teachers Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia, who, in their
interpretation of difficult Gospel passages in which were displayed weaknesses of
Christ’s human nature (ignorance, fear, sorrow, need for sleep or food, etc.), attempted to
resolve the tension between Christ’s divinity and humanity by ascribing the human
weaknesses to Christ’s humanity, but the miracles to his divinity.

Cyril argued that such a division of the subject of attribution was untenable, since
he saw in it a rending of Christ into two distinct entities. When Theodoret of Cyrrhus
rebutted Cyril’s Fourth Anathema, he pointed out that it was problematic to attribute
Christ’s self-professed ignorance to the divine element in Him, and suggested instead that
it should be attributed to his humanity. Cyril responded by accusing him of rending
Christ in two.*”

As regards the understanding of Scriptural passages that reveal properties of both
divine and human natures in Jesus, particular attention was paid to the exegesis of Gospel
passages that indicate Christ’s limitations, especially his ignorance (Matthew 24:36 and
Mark 13:32). These passages had been a point of considerable Christological debate
before the controversy between Cyril and Theodoret (i.e., among the Antiochenes).**

However, Cyril’s master, Athanasius of Alexandria, had himself made
distinctions in predicating human attributes to Christ. In his disputes with theologians of

Arian provenance Athanasius argued that certain attributes of Christ which were evident

in the Bible and characteristic of humans (i.e., ignorance) must be attributed to his human

7% See Theodoret’s Refutation of Cyril’s Fourth Anathema (ACO 1,1,6, pp. 1211f.). See also: Wickham,
“The Ignorance of Christ: A Problem for the Ancient Theology,” 223—24; Raymond Moloney,
“Approaches to Christ’s Knowledge in the Patristic Era,” in Studies in Patristic Christology, ed. Thomas
Finan and Vincent Twomey (Dublin, Ireland and Portland, OR: Four Courts Press, 1998), 57-58.

80 See Wickham, “The Ignorance of Christ: A Problem for the Ancient Theology,” 223-25.
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nature: “Let us, who love Christ and bear Christ within us, know that the Word, not as
ignorant, considered as Word, has said ‘I know not,” for He knows, but as shewing His
manhood, in that to be ignorant is proper to man, and that He had put on flesh that was
ignorant, being in which, He said according to the flesh, ‘I know not.””*!

Athanasius repeats the same idea about the alleged ignorance of Christ throughout
his discussion, arguing that the language of ignorance found in the Bible refers
specifically to Christ’s “flesh,” viz. humanity, while qua God, Christ is omniscient.
Moreover, as Wickham has noted, Athanasius argued that Christ’s ignorance was
ostensible rather then factual.*** Christ’s ignorance was an attribute of his humanity,
while as God-Logos He shared the fullness of divine knowledge with the Father.*** Thus,
references to the ignorance of Christ are nothing but a turn of phrase used by way of
condescension to the limitations of our human nature: “The Son then did know, as being
the Word; for He implied this in what He said, — ‘I know but it is not for you to know’;
for it was for your sakes that sitting also on the mount I said according to the flesh, ‘No,
not the Son knows,” for the profit of you and all.” *** Cyril is silent on the obvious

question of how Athanasius could possibly escape the consequences of the Fourth

Anathema.

1 Contra Arianos 111, 45 (ET in NPNF? 4, 418; cf. PG 26. 417): “...oi 82 pLOXpLoTOL Kati XPLoTOPOPOL
YWVOGKOUEV, O 0VK &yvodv 6 Adyoc, | Adyog éotiv, ELeyev, Ok 01da 01de Yap Gl TO vOpOTIVOV
Sevie, 811 TV AvOpoOTOV 1810V £6T1 TO AyVOETV, Kol 8TL Ghpka dyvoodoay &vedhoato, &v T BV, CUpPKIKGS
ELeyev OvK 01d0.”

2 Cf. Contra Arianos III, 42 ff. Critical text in: Athanasius of Alexandria, Oratio III contra Arianos, ed.
Karin Metzler and Kyriakos Savvidis, vol. 1, Part 1, No. 3, Athanasius Werke (Berlin and

New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2000). For a discussion of the ignorance of Christ in Athanasius see:
Wickham, “The Ignorance of Christ: A Problem for the Ancient Theology,” 223-25.

8 Athanasius, Contra Arianos 111, 46, 5B: “o1dev &po. 6 pIOG YIVOOKOV T TAVTA KoL YIVOGK®V TOV £00T0D
naTépa, TIg Yvdoeng obte Peilmv obte Tekedtepov dv Tt yévorto” (Athanasius of Alexandria, Oratio IIl
contra Arianos, 358; English translation in: NPNF? 4,418).

84 Contra Arianos 111, 49, 1C: “oldev &pa. 6 vIdG AOYOS G- ToVTO Yap Aéymv EoTpavey, Tt “Syd olda,
BAL 0Dk EoTtv DU@V yv@var’ - SUDUEC Yép Kol &v T6 dpel KufMUEVOC GaPKIKDG elmov: ‘008E O VIOG 01de’
3181 10 YudV kai Tavrov ovppépov” (Ibid., 360; English translation in: NPNF? 4, 420).
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Arguing against the Anomoeans (Ep. 236) in a similar manner, Basil of Caesarea
solves the problem by teaching that the Son does indeed have the Father’s knowledge (cf.
John 16:15), but he has it only because he shares in the Father’s divinity. The Father as
God is the source of the knowledge and no being besides God has it. In other words, the
Son has the knowledge only because the Father, whose nature the Son shares, possesses
it.

Gregory of Nazianzus also argued that Jesus Christ indeed possessed the

knowledge as God, while as a man he shared in the limitations of human nature:

Is it not evident to all that He [Christ] knows as God, and knows not as
Man, if one separates the perceptible from that which is in thought? For the
absolute and unqualified use of the name of the Son, without the explanation of
whose Son, enables us to think that we should understand the ignorance in the most
pious manner, by attributing it to the human, and not to the divine.**’

Thus, there was a long and venerable tradition of attributing characteristics of
Christ to His two natures. Theodoret remained faithful to the tradition; for him Christ’s

ignorance ought of necessity to be attributed to His humanity, since as Logos he

possesses all the knowledge of the Father whose unchanged image he is:

How then could he [Christ] be the unchanged image of his Begetter if he
does not have all that belongs to the Begetter? Thus, if on one hand he speaks the
truth when saying that he is ignorant, anyone may accept this about him. On the
other hand, though, if he knows the day, but wishing to hide it he says that he is
ignorant, look into what a blasphemy the conclusion leads. Either the truth lies, or it

83 Oration 30, 15 (SC 250, 258): “’H niow eddnhov, 611 yvdokel pév dg Oedc, dyvoelv 8¢ pnotv ag
&vOpomoc, &V Tig TO Pavopevoy yopion Tod voovuévov; To yap drdrvtov eivol Tob Yiod v mpoonyopioy
Kol GoyETOV, 00 TPOOKEEVOL TR Y1) TOD Tvog, TadTnv Npiv didmaot v Idvolay, AGTe TV dyvolov
vrolapPdavew €mi to evoePéotepov, @ avBpanive, un td Beim, Tavtv Aoylonévoug.” See Grégoire de
Nazianze, Discours 27-31 (Discours théologiques), ed. Paul Gallay and Maurice Jourjon, vol. 250, Sources
chrétiennes (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1978).
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cannot appropriately be called the truth if it contains anything of its contrary. Yet if
the truth does not lie, neither is the Logos ignorant of the day which he himself
made and he himself appointed, in which he intends to judge the world, but rather
he has the knowledge of the Father, since he is [the Father’s] unchanged image.**

4.6. “Immutable” in the Refutation of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas
As in the Expositio rectae fidei, the immutability of divinity in the union of Christ

is the most debated point in this work, which testifies to Theodoret’s concern that Cyril’s
Christological model would be susceptible to both Arian and Apollinarian interpretations
(cf. Refutations of the Fourth and Eleventh Anathemas). He constantly insists that:
“Logos was neither made flesh by nature, nor was turned into flesh: for the divine is
immutable and invariable... the divine is immutable and invariable, it is incapable of
change or alteration... if the immutable cannot be changed, then the Logos did not
become flesh by changing” (Refutation of the First Anathema).*”’

The same thought is repeated throughout the Refutations: “the Logos did not
change into the form of a servant, but remained what it was, took on the form of a

servant” (Refutation of the First Anathema);"™® «

...that the Logos was made flesh by any
change [tponn] we do not only refuse to say, but even charge with impiety those who do”
(Refutation of the Fifth Anathema);™® «.. .the Logos was not made flesh by being
changed, but rather assumed flesh which had a rational soul” (Refutation of the Sixth

490 «¢

Anathema); ...neither the Logos accepted the change into flesh, nor yet again did the

man lose what he had been” (Refutation of the Eighth Anathema);**" «.. the unchangeable

486 pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 178.

7 1bid., 173.
38 Tbid.

9 1bid., 179.
0 1bid., 180.
1 bid., 181.
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nature was not changed into the nature of flesh” (Refutation of the Tenth Anathema);**
“...the Logos was not changed into the nature of flesh, but rather has assumed nature as
his own flesh” (Refutation of the Eleventh Anathema).*”

In the First Refutation, Theodoret emphasized the necessity of God’s
immutability and invariability. For him, Cyril’s understanding of the Incarnation as “the
birth according to the flesh of the Logos of God made flesh” would be acceptable only if
understood not in terms of change and alteration, but as the “taking on of flesh.” Thus,
the Incarnation did not involve change in the nature of the Logos: “Logos was neither
made flesh by nature, nor was he turned into flesh, for the divine is immutable and

4% Thus the Logos remained immutable in the Incarnation.

invariable.
It should also be noted here that in the Refutation of the First Anathema one also
finds evidence for Theodoret’s understanding of the subject of unity of the natures in
Christ. While arguing for the immutability of the divine nature in the Incarnation, he
says: “...the form of God did not change into the form of a servant, but remaining what it

495
was, took on the form of a servant.”

Thus, as in the Expositio, Theodoret repeatedly
affirms here that in the Incarnation it was the Logos himself who took on humanity, thus

teaching that there was one subject of the Incarnation — the Logos.

4.7. Communicatio idiomatum and the “Immutable”
For Theodoret, it is obvious that the divine nature, being infinitely more exalted

than the human nature, has precedence in the union of the Incarnation. In his mind, there

2 1bid., 184.
493 1bid., 186.
4 1bid., 173.
45 1bid., 173-74.
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is an interaction between the two natures. However, de facto it is a unidirectional
phenomenon: the divine nature affects the human nature but not vice versa. In the
Refutation of the Seventh Anathema, Theodoret says that in the union the human nature
was raised from the dead, carried into heaven, and received immortality from the divine
nature — all characteristics foreign to it.*°

Theodoret’s understanding of the change in the properties of Christ’s human
nature after the Resurrection echoes Gregory of Nyssa’s teaching. Gregory taught that
after the Resurrection Christ’s humanity underwent a transformation and, in a sense,

achieved a fuller unity with the Logos. Thus, after the Resurrection, the passions of

human nature cannot be associated with Christ. Gregory says:

As a result, these [natures] no longer [i.e., after his resurrection] seem to
exist separately on their own, according to some kind of distinction, but the
mortal nature, mingled with the divine in a way that overwhelms it, is made new,
and shares in the divine nature—just as if, let us say, the process of mixture were
to make a drop of vinegar, mingled in the sea, into sea itself, simply by the fact
that the natural quality of that liquid no longer remained perceptible within the
infinite mass that overwhelmed it.*’

Change is a logical impossibility for the divinity, whose characteristic is absolute

perfection: “the divine is immutable and invariable, it is incapable of change or

“°Ibid., 181.

7 Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius 111.3.68-9 (GNO 11, 132: 26-133: 4) (translation in Brian E.
Daley, “‘Heavenly Man’ and ‘Eternal Christ’: Apollinarius and Gregory of Nyssa on the Personal Identity
of the Savior,” Journal of Early Christian Studies 10, no. 4 (2002): 481-82). Cf. Gregory of Nyssa,
Antirrheticus against Apollinarius (GNO 1I1.1, 201: 10-20). For a history of research on the Christology of
Gregory of Nyssa see Morwenna Ludlow, Gregory of Nyssa, Ancient and (Post)modern (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007), 96—-107. Ludlow helpfully surveys the scholarship on Gregory’s Christological
teaching and terminology. Although she does not clearly state her own opinion, the amount of attention
paid to the positive assessments which see in Gregory’s Christology an anticipation of Chalcedon indicates
that Ludlow endorses this opinion.
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alteration” (Refutation of the First Anathema).**®

Yet human nature is mutable, being part
of the created and limited order. Theodoret does not make allowance for the possibility
that a lesser category (human nature) can affect and change the superior, uncreated
category of existence. Only divinity belongs to the latter and it is immune to any change
by its very nature (cf. Refutations of the First, Fifth and Sixth Anathemas).**’

Therefore, Theodoret does have an understanding of communicatio idiomatum in
the union effected in the Incarnation. The exchange of attributes of the natures is
understood more as a corrective process in which the divine nature perfects and
compensates for the shortcomings of the human nature, rather than as an equal
partnership of the two natures. Thus, just as in the Expositio, Theodoret’s Christology at
this stage is not symmetrical, but the divine nature of the Logos is the principle
constituent of the union.

This type of communicatio idiomatum is logically necessary to preserve the
respective attributes of both the divine and human natures. The divine nature cannot be
affected by the human nature in the union, since it is an absolute perfection. At the same
time, it is natural for the human element in Christ to benefit from the union with Godhead

and to progress in perfection — hence the resurrection from the dead, ascension, and

immortality.

4.8. “Unmixed” in the Refutation of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas
Neither in the Expositio nor in the Refutation did Theodoret’s Christological

model make any allowance for the commingling of the divine and human natures in the

498 pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 173.

49 Ibid., 173, 79-80.
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union of Christ’s incarnation. Besides being a logical impossibility, for Theodoret such a

union is also a blasphemy which robs the Logos of its Godhead:

[if] the union according to hypostasis...was a mixture of flesh and Godhead,
we shall contradict...with all zeal and shall refute the blasphemy. For mixture is
necessarily followed by confusion, and the admission of confusion destroys the
property of each nature. Things that have blended do not remain what they were
before; to say this about the Logos...would be entirely absurd.’*

Similar arguments are advanced in the Refutation of the Third and Fourth

Anathemas, where Cyril is charged with propounding a commingling of natures in Christ,

which according to Theodoret results in Arian and Eunomian heresies. He goes on to say:

Having assumed that a mixture had taken place, he proposes that there is no
distinction of terms in those uttered in the holy gospels or in the apostolic
writings...let then this exact teacher of the divine dogmas explain how he would
refute the blasphemy of heretics, while attributing to the Logos what was uttered
humbly and suitably by the form of the servant (Refutation of the Fourth
Anathema).”®!

Theodoret’s understanding of the quality of the union is best described in the
Refutation of the Fifth Anathema: “whilst we apply the phrase ‘partaking’ [Kowvwvia] we
worship both him who took [tov Aafovta] and that which was taken [t0 An@0&v] as one

Son, nevertheless, we acknowledge the distinction [Stagopd] of the natures.”">

For Theodoret the union of the divine and human natures was quite real. It was
the closest possible union; so close, in fact, that one could speak about one subject of

personal reality in Christ. He does not hesitate to say that in the Incarnation it was the

% Theodoret, Refutation of the Second Anathema (Ibid., 175.)
*'Ibid., 177.
*2 Ibid., 179.
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Logos himself who “formed a temple for himself in the virgin womb” (Refutation of the

503

First Anathema).”™ Also, through this union the divine nature, being infinitely greater,

has also affected the human nature — the human nature became immortal:

...the nature of the human being is mortal, yet the Logos is life and life-
giver, and raised up the temple which had been destroyed by the Jews [Christ’s
body], and carried it into heaven ... [the temple] being mortal by nature it became
immortal by its union with the Logos, then did it receive what it did not have...
(Refutation of the Seventh Anathema)’®*

Consequently, the union of the divine and human in Christ was a reality resulting
in the exchange of properties. The human nature in the union received certain properties
of the divine nature, while the divine nature through the union with humanity “emptied
itself” and deigned to impassibly undergo in Jesus all experiences of the human nature.
Thus, Theodoret can accept the term Theotokos: “since the form [of the servant] was not
disrobed of the form of God, but was a temple holding the indwelling God...we label the
Virgin not “man-bearer” [anthropotokos] [only], but also “God-bearer”, applying the
former title to the fashioning, forming and conception, and the latter to the union.”

(Refutation of the First Anathema).>®

4.9. The title “Theotokos” and the “Unmixed”
In the Refutation of the First Anathema, Theodoret accepts the validity of the title

“Theotokos” (Birthgiver of God) for the Blessed Virgin Mary, while upholding, at the

5% 1bid., 174.
5% Ihid., 181.
505 Ibid., 174.
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same time, the reality of Christ’s humanity. For him, the Virgin Mary should be called
Theotokos as well, and not only Anthropotokos (Birthgiver of man).

The latter title is accorded to her because she gave birth to the human element in
the union achieved through Incarnation.’®® Since for Theodoret, God belongs to the
uncreated order,”’ Logos qua God could not have been changed by nature into a human

being and consequently could not have been born:

...the One [Logos] being before ages, being God and being with God, being
together with the Father and known as well as worshipped together with the Father,
was not himself by nature begotten by the Virgin after being conceived, fashioned
and formed, not taking the beginning of [his] existence from there [i.e., from
Mary], but rather he formed a temple for himself in the virgin womb and was
together with that which was fashioned, conceived, formed and begotten.®®

And yet, in the Incarnation, the Logos was united to humanity. Referring to Cor
1:19 and 2:9 (“for in him all the fullness of the Godhead was pleased to dwell bodily”),
Theodoret argues that ... since the form [of the servant] was not disrobed of the form of
God, but was a temple holding the indwelling God ... we label the Virgin not ‘Birthgiver
of man’ (dvBpwmotdkoq) [only], but also ‘Birthgiver of God,” applying the former title to

59509

the fashioning, forming and conception, and the latter to the union.””™ The Virgin Mary

is called BeotoKog “...on account of the union of the form of God with the conceived

form of the servant.””>"°

% Ibid.
7 Expositio rectae fidei 4 and 7.
398 pasztori-Kupéan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 174.
509 11,
Ibid.
*1% Ibid.
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4.10. The hypostatic union and the “Unmixed”

In the Refutation of the Second Anathema, Theodoret strongly objected to Cyril’s
introduction of the language of hypostatic union (bnoctatikn éveoocic) of the divinity and
humanity, of a union of the Logos with the flesh in Christ according to vmo6ctacic. In this
formulation, Theodoret saw a danger of understanding the union as a mixture of the
divine and human natures as to produce a fertium quid, a third nature in which the two

constituent natures would necessarily loose their respective properties:

...if the author of these [assertions] wants to say by the union according to
hypostasis that it was a mixture of flesh and Godhead, we shall contradict him with
all zeal and shall refute the blasphemy. For mixture is necessarily followed by
confusion, and the admission of confusion destroys the property of each nature.
Things which have been blended do not remain what they were before... If a
mixture had taken place, neither did God remain God nor was the temple
recognized as a temple, but rather the temple was God by nature and God was
temple...”"!

Theodoret’s rationale for the objection was preservation of the distinct properties
of both natures. Thus, the conception of the union ought not to suggest a commingling of
the natures, as if the divine nature consumed the human nature. Likewise, the union ought
not be conceived of as engendering a tertium quid, viz. there must be no blending of the
natures, but each nature (especially the divine nature) remains unchanged.

The use of the expression “hypostatic union” was rather novel and daring
theological jargon, especially bearing in mind that the term Vndctacig had a very long
history, which underwent revisions from the third century Monarchianist debates to the

fourth century Trinitarian controversies. As previously argued, in its latest form up until

the time of Theodoret, the term was used to denote the substantive reality of the existence

S bid., 175.
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of the Persons of the Holy Trinity. In the Trinitarian language, dmdotacig was not
synonymous with @¥o1g, i.e., in the case of Trinity, one ought to speak of one divine
ovcio/@voig and three hypostases: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Yet, Cyril in his Second
and Third Anathemas used expressions hypostatic/natural (broctatiki)/@ucikn) union for
the union of the divine and human natures in Christ. Bearing in mind the history of the
term, it was hard for Theodoret to see how Cyril’s Christological language was different
from that of Apollinarius of Laodicea who used the formula “one physis, one hypostasis,
one activity, one prosopon” of the Incarnate Word.’'

Cyril’s use of this Christological discourse opened him up to association with
Apollinarianism, not only in the mind of the ancients, but also for some modern

313 Yet, as Theodoret had ascertained a

theologians who suspected him of heresy as well.
few years after the controversy surrounding the Anathemas, Cyril was free from
Apollinarianism. Cyril’s motivation for using such a controversial terminology was to
emphasize the reality of the unity. He thought that by using these formulas he was just
continuing the sacred tradition of his church; that he was quoting from his great
predecessor Athanasius. In fact, he was quoting from a work that originated in the

Apollinarian milieu, which had been misleadingly attributed to Athanasius.’"*

312 Apollinarius of Laodicea, De fide et incarnatione 6: “pio. po1c, pia vrootactc, pio &vépyeta, Ev
npoéconov” (Critical text in Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, 199).

513 Ibid., 91. See also Adrian Fortescue, “Review of Hans Lietzmann, Apollinaris of Laodicea and his
School,” The Expository Times 16, no. 12 (1905): 568.

3% On the origin of quotation see Johannes Quasten, Patrology: The Golden Age of Greek Patristic
Literature from the Council of Nicaea to the Council of Chalcedon, vol. 3 (Utrecht/ Antwerp and
Westminster, MD: Spectrum Publishers and the Newman Press, 1960), 139—40; Marcel Richard,
“L’Introduction du mot “hypostase” dans la théologie de I’incarnation,” Mélanges de science religieuse 2
(1945): 5-32 and 243-70; Henry Chadwick, The Church in Ancient Society: From Galilee to Gregory the
Great (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 527.
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4.11. “Impassible” in the Refutation of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas

Theodoret’s Christological system, based on the postulate that the divinity and
humanity remained immutable in the union effected by Incarnation, necessitated retention
of the unique and absolute properties of the Godhead in the union. Thus, in the Refutation
of the First Anathema Theodoret says that “the form of God did not change into the form
of a servant.”"® Also, the Logos “did not become flesh, but assumed living and
reasonable flesh, ... the One being before the ages, being God and with God being
together with the Father and known as well as worshipped together with the Father

... For Theodoret, Jesus was primarily God who took on flesh, the form of the
servant, human nature in the fullness of its reality, including a rational soul. The presence
of Godhead in Jesus is quite real and absolute: “we call him man bearing God, not
because he received some share of the divine grace, but as possessing all the Godhead of
the Son united” (Refutation of the Fifth Anathema).”'’

The full presence of divinity in Jesus compelled Theodoret to insist on the
language of impassibility in Christology. The reasoning here was that the reality of the
presence of divinity in Jesus would be jeopardized if one ascribed the sufferings (nd6n)
of the human nature to Jesus qua God-Logos. To Theodoret, Jesus was the Logos
incarnate, and one must respect the properties of the unaffected divinity in the union of
natures. From the exegetical point of view, all the needs and shortcomings of Jesus’s
human nature which were evident in the Scriptures (i.e., hunger and thirst, fatigue and
sleep, ignorance and fear, crying and tears, entreaties for salvation before death, etc.)

cannot be ascribed to “the Logos, the immortal, the impassible, the bodiless....”

>3 pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus, 173.

516 Ibid., 173-74.
517 Ibid., 179.



173

(Refutation of the Tenth Anathema).”'® All the nd60n of the human nature belong
exclusively to the human nature: “it was nature taken from us for our sake which in the
trial experienced our sufferings without sin, and not the one who for our salvation had
taken it” (Refutation of the Tenth Anathema).”"’

The divinity, being united to the humanity, respects the shortcomings of the
human nature. Repeating his statement from the Expositio rectae fidei 5, Theodoret says
that the union of the divine and human natures in Christ was inseparable (Refutation of

the Tenth Anathema).>*

The logical conclusion drawn from this is that even in the
sufferings of Christ’s crucifixion and death, the divinity was present with the humanity.
However, it would be impossible for the divine nature to be part of the suffering, since it
is impassible by definition. For Theodoret, to say that the divinity in Christ suffered
would imply a change in nature, which is a logical impossibility for Godhead. Thus, “it
was the nature taken from us for our sake which in the trial experienced our sufferings
without sin, and not the one who for our salvation had taken it” (Refutation of the Tenth

Anathema).**!

4.12. Conclusion

Two early works that contain substantive Christological material, the Expositio
rectae fidei and the Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of Alexandria, have been
taken as representative works of Theodoret’s early Christology. The analysis of the

Expositio was necessary to provide an insight into Theodoret’s Christology before the

% Ibid., 184. See also the Refutation of the Fourth Anathema on p. 177.
% Ibid., 185.

20 Ibid.

! Ibid.
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outbreak of the Nestorian controversy; it is free of polemical intent and charged hostile
rhetoric.

From the present analysis of the Expositio it is evident that the Christology of
Theodoret of Cyrrhus was deeply rooted in theological tradition established by the
preceding generation and endorsed by an authoritative council — the Council of
Constantinople of 381 AD. Theodoret’s terminology faithfully corresponds to that of the
great Cappadocians, especially Gregory of Nyssa and Basil of Caesarea. In that sense,
Theodoret’s method of applying Trinitarian terminology to solve Christological concerns
might be characterized as conservative and unimaginative. However, even at this stage
his Christology proves to be a worthy product of his admirable erudition.

He did struggle to express his ideas and understanding of Christ, for he was
hindered by an inadequate repertoire of lexical tools which included only the Trinitarian
concepts of substance/nature and person. Yet his early Christology reflects an
extraordinary exegetical genius informed by Christian theology. His synthesis of ancient
anthropological models with the Christian Scriptures produced a Christological model
which could convincingly stand up to scrutiny from both Christians and pagans alike. If
the old axiom that a work reveals much about its author is true, then one ought to
conclude that this feature of Theodoret’s argument in the Expositio is likely to reflect
close dialogical proximity to pagan philosophy, perhaps during his formative years near
Apamea, where [amblichus had established his school.

Although the Expositio was written early in Theodoret’s career, it nonetheless
exhibits an advanced Christological teaching. As has been demonstrated, his Christology

was shaped by his understanding of the economy of salvation, i.e., reconciliation of the
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human race to God wrought by the Incarnation of the Logos as the means for expiation of
the Protoplast’s transgression.

Theodoret conceived of the Incarnation as a union without confusion of the divine
and human natures in Christ. The two natures that come together in the Incarnation
belong to different orders of existence: the divine nature is uncreated, while the human is
created. They could not be united on the level of substance or nature, and therefore in the
union both continue to exist. Thus the union was without confusion, i.e., an unmixed
union.

Despite insisting on the duality of natures, Theodoret still affirmed that there was
a single subject of the Incarnation — the Logos. It is the person of the Logos who enters
into the womb of the Blessed Virgin as a seed and creates the entire human nature, part
by part, as a temple for indwelling. Once the Logos had created the body, the human
nature was supplemented with a soul endowed with reason. This is the only viable mode
of union, since the Logos, being God, is immutable, not susceptible to change, while any
union by addition to the Logos would imply imperfection on his part, making him
automatically less than God. Thus, according to Theodoret, the Logos created the human
nature of Jesus and was organically united with it. The human nature retained all of its
properties (e.g., need for nourishment, sleep, crying, etc.) in the union, which leads to the
conclusion that the natures in the union remain immutable. However, as shown,
Theodoret concedes that Christ’s Resurrection marks a turning point in Christology: from
that point on Jesus’s human nature received certain attributes of the divine nature (e.g.,

immortality, not limited by matter, etc.).
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The same Christological concerns are evident at the outbreak of the Nestorian
controversy. As has been shown in the analysis of Theodoret’s Refutation of the Twelve
Anathemas of Cyril of Alexandria, his predominant Christological principles there, as in
the Expositio, were the immutability of the divine nature in the union, the unmixed
character of the union in which both natures are present, and the notion that in the union
the Logos remains impassible God. For Theodoret, these characteristics were the sine qua
non of Christology, needed to avoid the pitfalls of Arian/Eunomian and Apollinarian
teachings.

As shall become evident in the analysis which follows of Theodoret’s Christology
at the dawn of the Council of Chalcedon in 451 AD, his theological concerns and
teachings remained unchanged. However, years of fierce theological debates with Cyril
of Alexandria and his followers had at least one notable outcome: the forging of a new
theological vocabulary. Theodoret took full advantage of the new lexical tools available

to him and in his Eranistes he rephrased his existing Christology adding new terms.
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PART III: Theodoret’s Mature Christology

5.0. Eranistes

The Eranistes or Polymorphus is the most substantial record of the mature

Christology of Theodoret of Cyrrhus.’**

The work was written after the death of Cyril of
Alexandria and some seventeen years after the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy
which commanded so much of Theodoret’s attention. The intense debates with Cyril and
his followers left an indelible mark on Theodoret’s Christological thought. M. Richard
argued that Theodoret’s theological language changed substantially as a result of them.**
However, here it shall be argued that the change would be better described as the
inclusion of new terms into his existing theological lexicon in order to answer the
complex Christological concepts that the debate engendered. As shall become evident,
Theodoret had not substituted either his Christological ideas or his original theological
lexicon for new ones as a result of the debates; he had simply included new terms in
addition to the existing ones in order to offer a fuller explanation of his doctrines.

As has been shown in the previous section, Theodoret appropriated and strictly

adhered to the traditional theological lexicon of the great Cappadocian brothers. On the

one hand, this observance of tradition contributed to his integrity and impact, especially

322 The Greek word épaviotiig and its verb form £pavilm have connotation of eclectic contribution or

borrowing. Ettlinger argued that although the noun which Theodoret used as the name for this work is often
translated as “beggar,” the word “collector” would be a more suitable translation, as it would better render
the original intention of the author. Theodoret says that the likeminded of “eranistes” “gather together
(épavicdpevor) various opinions and weave them together into a many-faceted theory, just as one might
sew scraps of old cloth together” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes, ed. Gerard H. Ettlinger, Critical Text
and Prolegomena (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975). 61.21-62.7; Cf. also 5.). If the recent treatments of the
Eranistes by F. Young and P. Clayton are indicators to go by, Ettlinger’s translation has become the
academic consensus. Cf. Frances M. Young and Andrew Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon: A Guide to the
Literature and its Background, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2010). 333.; Paul B. Clayton,
The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus: Antiochene Christology from the Council of Ephesus (431) to the
Council of Chalcedon (451), ed. G. Clark and A. Louth, Oxford Early Christian Studies (Oxford and New
York: Oxford University Press, 2007). 216.

523 Marcel Richard, "Notes sur I'évolution doctrinale de Théodoret," Revue de sciences philosophiques et
théologiques 25 (1936): 459.
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bearing in mind the fact that in the debate with Cyril of Alexandria patristic florilegia
played an important role.’** Patristic citations were introduced in support of one’s
argument. Theodoret’s use of the traditional lexicon, which had been sanctioned by the
Ecumenical Council (Constantinople, 381 AD), only helped his cause. On the other hand,
his adherence to tradition crippled the clarity of his discourse and, by implication, the
impact of his teaching.

In the following analysis of the Eranistes, which arguably is the embodiment of
Theodoret’s mature Christology, I shall argue that the change in terminology served only
to more fully articulate and clarify Christological teaching, which remained essentially
the same as his original position evident before the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy
in the Expositio rectae fidei. Theodoret himself vehemently asserted this continuity
numerous times shortly after the composition of the Eranistes (cf. Epp. 83, 113, 116).

Here I argue that he was justified in doing so.

5.1. The Date and Context of the Eranistes
Current academic consensus places the composition of the Eranistes in the year

525

447 AD, shortly before the outbreak of the Eutychian controversy.””” The only dissenting

32 F_ Young notes that the use of patristic florilegia developed during the Christological controversies of

the fifth century. Cyril of Alexandria used patristic quotations in support of his teachings and Theodoret
retaliated. Cf. Young and Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon. 334.

523 Louis Saltet, "Les sources de I' Epaviotig de Théodoret," Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique 6, no. 2
(1905): 290.; Edmund Venables, "Theodoretus, Bishop of Cyrrhus," in Dictionary of Christian Biography
and Literature to the End of the Sixth Century A.D., with an Account of the Principal Sects and Heresies.,
ed. Henry Wace and William C. Piercy (London: John Murray, 1911), 913.; Otto Bardenhewer, Geschichte
der altkirchlichen Literatur, vol. 4 (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1924). 229-30.; Marcel Richard,
"L'Activité littéraire de Theodoret avant le concile d'Ephése," Revue des sciences philosophiques et
théologiques 24 (1935): 86.; Richard, "Notes sur I'évolution doctrinale de Théodoret," 470.;Martin F. A.
Brok, "Touchant la date du commentaire sur le Psautier de Théodoret de Cyr," Revue d'histoire
ecclésiastique 44 (1949): 553.; Johannes Quasten, Patrology: The Golden Age of Greek Patristic Literature
from the Council of Nicaea to the Council of Chalcedon, vol. 3 (Utrecht/ Antwerp and Westminster, MD:
Spectrum Publishers and the Newman Press, 1960). 547.;Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
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voice is that of G. Bardy, who proposed that the Eranistes was composed in the year 448
AD.* Bardy’s suggestion has been reluctantly accepted by P. Clayton, who argued that
the Eranistes was indeed composed ca. 447, but he allows for the possibility that it was
completed in the year 448.°*” However, Bardy’s statement has not been sufficiently
substantiated and, not surprisingly, it has not acquired a wider following.

The identification of Theodoret’s opponent in the Eranistes is a highly
contentious point. The identification of the antihero with Eutyches, a Constantinopolitan
archimandrite associated with the outbreak of the Monophysite controversy, used to
dominate the scholarship on the Eranistes.”*® Yet such identification is hardly convincing
when one bears in mind that Eutyches was a charismatic recluse who exerted his
authority only via his all-powerful godchild, the great chamberlain Chrysaphius. A mere
work of theological writing, such as the Eranistes, would hardly suffice to put a stop to
such a dynamic. There is no evidence that Eutyches enjoyed any substantial influence in
the Church in terms of authoritative theological erudition. Thus, it seems that his
Christology would hardly merit an extensive repudiation in writing by Theodoret.

J. Stewardson argued that the only other contemporary of Eutyches who could be

a rival candidate was Dioscorus of Alexandria, but he dismissed this possibility as being

Edition). 3.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes, ed. T. P. et al. Halton, trans. Gerard H. Ettlinger, The Fathers
of the Church, Vol. 106 (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2003). 2.

326 Gustave Bardy, "Théodoret," in Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, ed. Alfred Vacant and Eugéne
Mangenot (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, Editeurs, 1946), XV:306.

327 Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus. 215.

528 T Camelot, "De Nestorius a Eutychés: L'Opposition de deux christologies," in Das Konzil von
Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart, ed. Alois Grillmeier and Heinrich Bacht (Wiirzburg: Echter-
Verlag, 1951), 235-36; Bardy, "Théodoret," col. 306.; Robert Devreese, Essai sur Théodore de Mopsueste,
Studi e testi 141 (Citta del Vaticano: Biblioteca apostolica vaticana, 1948). 167.; Marcel Richard, "Un Ecrit
de Théodoret sur 1'Unité du Christ aprés 1'Incarnation," Revue d'sciences religieuses 14 (1934): 33.; Marcel
Richard, "L'Introduction du mot "hypostase" dans la théologie de l'incarnation," Mélanges de science
religieuse 2 (1945): 263.; Venables, "Theodoretus, Bishop of Cyrrhus," 917.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus,
Eranistes (Critical Edition). 4.
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329 Yet dangerous opposition to

excessively dangerous politically even for Theodoret.
theological inadequacies and ecclesial disorder, regardless of their originator, marked
Theodoret’s entire theological career. One has in mind his long opposition to a myriad of
powerful men: Emperor Theodosius and a wide spectrum of his strongmen, and both
Cyril of Alexandria and John of Antioch. Furthermore, he remained constant in his
support for and contacts with the anathematized Nestorius, whom he believed innocent.
Moreover, Theodoret’s response to threats of deposition both in the Nestorian
controversy and during his imprisonment in 448 AD attest to his remarkable courage and

530 Thus, Dioscorus is indeed a candidate for the role of

to a character impervious to fear.

the notorious “Eranistes.”
Another possibility is that Theodoret had in mind the entire “school” of Cyril

when he wrote the Eranistes. This idea was proposed most clearly by Stewardson in his

3'P_ Clayton has embraced this suggestion in the

regrettably unpublished dissertation.
most recent monograph on Theodoret’s Christology.”**

Since Theodoret himself did not reveal the identity of his fictionalized opponent
in the Eranistes, a definitive identification by modern scholars is of course more or less

impossible. However, there is a strong case for supposing that it was Cyril of Alexandria

he had in mind. This idea originated in C. de Mazzarino’s convincing analysis of

52 Jerry Leo Stewardson, "The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes" (PhD

Dissertation, Northwestern University, 1972), 236.

530 Cf. Mansi V, 925, c.146; Karl J. Hefele, History of the Councils of the Church, vol. 3 (Edinburgh: Clark,
1883). 151. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Ep. 82 (Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance: Epist. Sirm. 1-95, ed. H. de
Lubac and J. Daniélou, trans. Y. Azéma, vol. 2, Sources chrétiennes, Vol. 98 (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf,
1964). 198-205.) and NPNF? 5:277-278).

33! Stewardson, "The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes," 232-43.

332 Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus. 217.



181

Theodoret’s opposition to Cyril.”**> Mazzarino pointed out that Theodoret’s
argumentation, outline, and presuppositions in the Eranistes are very similar to those in
the Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas. Theodoret’s concern in the Refutation was that
Cyril’s Christological language jeopardized the immutability of the Logos. The subject of
attribution of Christ’s human characteristics and the problem of Jesus’s suffering is
prominent in both the Eranistes and the Refutation alike. Suspicion of Apollinarianism

534 . :
Moreover, Mazzarino argued that certain

lurks in the background in both works.
phrases also hint of the identity of the antihero Eranistes. Cyril argued that John 1:14 (6
AOyog cdpé Eyevero) should not be understood in terms of indwelling, but in terms of
“becoming flesh.” When he was pressed to explain how he could reconcile his suggestion
that the Logos could become flesh with the teaching that the divine nature was
immutable, he invoked mystery. Eranistes likewise argues that the mode of Incarnation

535

remains a mystery.””~ The opponent’s part in the Eranistes is also replete with the

Cyrilline phrases such as “one nature” (pia ¢¥o16) and “from two natures” (€k 600
evoewv) and yet not once is it argued that Christ was solely divine, which is highly

reminiscent of Cyril’s debates with Nestorius.’*®

333 Constantino da Mazzarino, La dottrina di Teodoreto di Ciro sull'unione ipostatica delle due nature in
Cristo (Roma: Libreria Pontificia Federico Pustet, 1941). 133-34. Cf. also Stewardson, "The Christology
of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes," 237-39.

33 Mazzarino, La dottrina di Teodoreto di Ciro sull'unione ipostatica delle due nature in Cristo. 134. See
also Stewardson, "The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes," 237-38.

333 Mazzarino, La dottrina di Teodoreto di Ciro sull'unione ipostatica delle due nature in Cristo. 135. J.
Stewardson argued that the parallel between Cyril and Eranistes is even more striking in the recourse to
mystery in Eranistes 37A-B (Stewardson, "The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His
Eranistes," 238-47, n.47.).

338 Mazzarino, La dottrina di Teodoreto di Ciro sull'unione ipostatica delle due nature in Cristo. 136.
Stewardson noted that Mazzarinomust have had Cyril’s overall argument in mind here, including his
Defense of the Twelve Anathemas. However, Eranistes clearly states that in Christ there was only “one
nature after the union” (Stewardson, "The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes,"
247.). However, just like with Cyril, Mazzarino most likely had in mind the overall argument of Eranistes,
which does not entirely do away with the humanity of Christ.
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Mazzarino’s proposal is a very attractive option. In support of his theory, it must
be pointed out that the florilegia of the Eranistes are essentially adaptations of an
extensive anthology of patristic quotations.”’ E. Schwartz, M. Richard, and J. Quasten
have argued that the Antiochene party intended to use the original collection against Cyril
of Alexandria during the Council of Ephesus in 431 AD.”*® However, Ettlinger rightly
pointed out that the existence of such a florilegium, in a fully developed form, is
uncertain and such an argument cannot be substantiated by the material currently
available. Even if the florilegia come from an Antiochene collection, Theodoret must
have been instrumental in its composition. Ettlinger proposed an alternative theory:

namely, that the florilegia were based on the collections of patristic sayings from the

337 While Theodoret’s authorship of the core of the florilegia is beyond doubt, it has been noted that they

underwent a later revision. The presence of passages from the Tome of Leo necessitates this conclusion.
Saltet argued that Theodoret himself did the revision (Saltet, "Les sources de 1' Epaviotig de Théodoret,"
290.). He has been followed in this by many others (e.g., Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altkirchlichen
Literatur. 230.; Hilarius Emonds, Zweite Auflage im Altertum. Kulturgeschichtliche Studien zur
Uberlieferung der antiker Literatur, Klassisch-philologische Studien 14 (Leipzig: Harrassowitz, 1941).
378.; cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 29.). However, V. Bolotov argued that
Theodoret did not revise the Eranistes himself, but the revision was in fact an extensive interpolation by a
native speaker of Greek. Besides the obvious interpolation of citations of Leo’s Tome, it appears that the
citations from Gregory of Nazianzus and John Chrysostom are in fact not the original text but retranslations
from Latin. Moreover, the presence of citations from Ambrose of Milan distorts the chronological order of
the citations (especially those of Gregory of Nazianzus and John Chrysostom). Ettlinger further expanded
this argument by adding that the florilegia were expanded by a copyist sometime after the Council of
Chalcedon. Cf. Vasilii Bolotov”’, Theodoretiana: Otzyv" ob” udostoennom" Sv. Sinodom” polnoi premii
mitropolita Makariia v"" 1892g. sochinenii N. N. Glubokovskago: “Blazhennyi Theodoret, Ego zhizn' i
literaturnaia deiatel'nost’.” St Petersburg: Tipografiia A. Katanskago i ko., 1892: 14247 (Bacumii
Bonotors, Theodoretiana: Om3ugws 06v yoocmoennoms Ce. CuHOOOMb NOIHOU Npemiu MUMPONOIUMA
Makapis 6v 1892 2. couuneniu H. H. I'nybokosckazo: ”Bnaxcennviti Geodopum, E20 scusns u
aumepamypras dbamenvnocms (C-IletepOyprs: Tumorpadist A. Karanckaro u Ko., 1892). 142-47.);
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 29-30.

>3 Eduard Schwartz, Publizistische Sammlungen zum acacianischen Schisma, Abhandlungen der
bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philos.-(philol.) und hist. Klasse, N.F. Heft 10 (Miinchen:
Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften in Kommission bei der C. H. Beckschen
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1934). 282, n.2.; Marcel Richard, "Les floriléges dyphistes du Ve et du Vle siécle,"
in Das Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart, ed. Alois Grillmeier and Heinrich Bacht
(Wiirzburg: Echter-Verlag, 1959), 723-28.; Quasten, Patrology.: The Golden Age of Greek Patristic
Literature from the Council of Nicaea to the Council of Chalcedon. 547.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 28.
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539 Either way, it is

Pentalogos, which Theodoret composed against Cyril in 432 AD.
important to note that the florilegia of the Eranistes are closely connected to the
disputations with Cyril of Alexandria, which fact indicates that Cyril’s Christological
teaching was the target of Theodoret’s work.

One of the difficulties with this theory is that in the Eranistes Cyril of Alexandria
is quoted in support of Theodoret’s Christology. Thus, he appears to function as an
authority. Mazzarino’s answer is that the quotation served as a captatio benevolentiae
directed toward the Cyrilline party.”*® He was essentially correct, though this is not the
only explanation for the appeal to Cyril’s authority. In arguing his points in the Eranistes,
Theodoret introduced the novel practice of appealing even to condemned heretics such as
Apollinarius. The purpose of these quotations was to show that certain consequences of
the opponent’s doctrines would be so absurd that even their heretical originator (viz.
Apollinarius) shunned them. The patristic florilegia are ordered chronologically, while
Apollinarius is cited at the end. Now, the quotations from Cyril appear only in the
florilegium of the Second Dialogue. It is noteworthy, however, that when Cyril’s uncle
and predecessor Theophilus of Alexandria is quoted, quotations from Cyril do not follow
his; rather, they are placed right before those attributed to Apollinarius at the end of the
florilegium. Thus, the quotations from Cyril in the Eranistes may also serve as an indirect
and subtle criticism of his person rather than as an invocation of positive authority. This
would be in line with Theodoret’s original attitude towards Cyril’s Christology as
evidenced in the Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas, which, as indicated in the analysis

in Part II, involved a charge of logical inconsistency and theological incompetence.

339 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 28, 30.
34 Mazzarino, La dottrina di Teodoreto di Ciro sull'unione ipostatica delle due nature in Cristo. 133-34.
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Stewardson, however, has argued that it is unlikely that Cyril was the object of
criticism in the Eranistes because he had been dead for several years when the work was
composed; he believed that Theodoret’s opponent must have been a contemporary
ecclesial personage.”*' One must not forget that criticizing the theology of deceased
authorities would not be a novelty. Cyril himself used the strategy in his attacks on
Theodore of Mopsuestia, whom, incidentally, Theodoret held in high esteem. Theodore
enjoyed an unprecedented theological authority in the Antiochene milieu which rendered
him impervious to open attacks while he was still alive. Some two decades later,
Theodoret in all likelihood used the same technique against Cyril, who had appeared
equally unassailable after his political victory at the Council of Ephesus in 431 AD. Only
his death provided the opportunity to begin a campaign to repair the damage inflicted
upon the Antiochenes. Only the tremendous political power that the Cyrilline party
wielded prevented Theodoret from openly attacking the late Cyril and obliged him to
hide the true identity of the object of criticism in the Eranistes behind a pseudonym.

The Eranistes is not a direct attack on Cyril; its purpose was rather to show the
process of change in Cyril’s Christology through time. It functions as Theodoret’s
account of the Nestorian controversy and its Christological developments. Naturally, the
argument is that it was Cyril, and not he, Theodoret, who came to know truth through
their debates. Theodoret functions as a teacher and corrector of the original inadequacy of
Cyril’s Christological language. As was evident from the discussion of the historical
background, he had ample reason for believing this. Cyril’s abandonment of the radical
language of the Twelve Anathemas and his subscription to the Tomos of Reunion, in both

of which the hand of Theodoret was evident, are very reminiscent of the dialogical

34! Stewardson, "The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes," 239-40.
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process in which Eranistes is corrected by the competent explanations of Orthodoxos.
Thus, the pseudonymous attack of the Eranistes is posthumously directed against the
Christological teaching of Cyril of Alexandria in order to undermine the very foundation

of the Ephesine party, with the purpose of restoring the prestige of the Antiochene

party.5*2

5.2. The Content of the Eranistes
The Eranistes is written in the form of a dialogue between Orthodoxos and

Eranistes.’* The identity of neither character is specified in the text. However, it is clear
that Orthodoxos represents the orthodox theology of Theodoret, while Eranistes collects
Christological opinions from various sources, which Theodoret considered heretical - not

L . 544
traditional, and incoherent.

2 It ought to be mentioned here that in this sense the Eranistes is a supplement to Theodoret’s historical

work. The Eranistes predates the Ecclesiastical History by a couple of years. The latter ends with the death
of Theodore of Mopsuestia in the year 428 AD. However, the Eranistes, although written in a cryptic
manner, provides an account of the history of Christological debates in the Nestorian controversy, albeit
through purely theological argumentation.

43 As Theodoret himself admits, the dialogue form used in the Eranistes employs a rather different method
from that used by the authors of classical dialogues. Theodoret’s concern was to make the dialogues reader-
friendly not by incorporating the names of the participants into the text, but by placing them in the margins
in order to make the argument “more intelligible and profitable for readers unacquainted with verbal
disputation” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 29.. Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus,
Eranistes (Critical Edition). 5. N. G. Wilson and G. Ettlinger consider this a revolutionary innovation
which gave new direction to an ancient literary form: N. G. Wilson, "Indications of Speaker in Greek
Dialogue Texts," The Classical Quarterly 20, no. 2 (1970): 305. Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 5. Recently, R. Lim has argued that the inclusion of the names of speakers in the
dialogue is not an innovation by Theodoret. The same is attested in a copy of a stenographically recorded
dialogue between Origen and Heraclides and certain bishops (Qptyévoug didhektot Tpog Hparheidny kol
ToVG oLV aT@ Emiokomovs) found in the Toura papyrus (c. 300 AD, Cairo, Egypt). Also, manuscripts of the
anonymous de recta in Deum fide (third century AD), written in a dialectic form, include the abbreviated
names of the seven protagonists. However, Lim acknowledges Theodoret’s originality in placing the names
of the participants in dialogues outside of the body of the text, in the margins, making the text more
approachable for the readers. Cf. Richard Lim, "Theodoret of Cyrus and the Speakers in Greek Dialogues,"
The Journal of Hellenic Studies 111 (1991): 181-82.

5% Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 5.; Young and Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon.
333.
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The main body of the work is laid out in three parts. Dialogue I (&dtpentoc) deals
with the immutability of the Logos in the Incarnation. Dialogue II (do0yyvt0C) is a debate
about the manner of union of the two natures in which it is argued that the divine and
human natures in Christ were not commingled, but continue to exist even after the union.
Dialogue III (dma6f|g) treats the impassibility of the Logos in the union effected in the

Incarnation.

5.2.1. Introduction
The dialogues are preceded by a short introduction in which Theodoret

pronounces the main intention of the Eranistes to be the refutation of the teachings of
those heretics who deny Christ’s divinity and also of those who deny his humanity.**
Thus, from the outset, the overall argument of the Eranistes is laid out as proof of the
reality of the existence of both the divine and human natures in Christ.

It ought to be mentioned, however, that in the introduction the emphasis is put on
teachings from prior generations that challenged the fullness of Christ’s humanity, while
the reality of divinity receives less attention. Theodoret associates a number of notorious
teachings with the Christology of Eranistes. Since he does not explain why he associates
the teaching of Eranistes with condemned heretics, one concludes that in making these
connections he drew upon common knowledge and popular perception.

Theodoret refers to Simon Magus, Cerdo, and Marcion as paradigms for the

546
d.

teaching that Christ was only Go He argues that this belief negates the active

345 Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 5.; Clayton, The Christology of Theodoret of
Cyrus. 216.

3% Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 28. Theodoret discusses all three teachings in the
Haereticarum fabularum compendium (hereafter HFC). The life and teaching of Simon Magus are refuted
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participation of the Virgin Mary in the Incarnation, which teaching is then associated
with Valentinus and Bardesanes.”*’ Also, Theodoret argues that Apollinarius of Laodicea
made a contribution to Eranistes’s Christology with his view that the union of divinity
and humanity in Christ resulted in one nature.”*® Regarding the challenge to the fullness
of Christ’s divinity, Theodoret briefly mentioned that the teaching of Eranistes, like that
of Arius and Eunomius, effectively robs Christ of his divinity by attributing passion to his
divine nature.’* This perceived eclecticism, which sets the tone for the entire work, was
the main reason for the choice of pejorative title through which Theodoret leaves no
doubt as to sentiments towards his opponent’s Christology.

The polemical tone of the Eranistes is reminiscent, however, of an earlier
Christological work of Theodoret — The Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of

Alexandria. The two works are different in their literary style: while the Refutation is

in HFC 1.1 (cf. PG 83.341-46), while the teachings of Cerdo and Marcion, teacher and disciple
respectively, are considered together in HFC 1.24 (PG 83.371-6). However, the only discussion of
Christological material in the above-mentioned passages is to be found in Theodoret’s treatment of
Marcion. Marcion is presented as believing that Christ was god who came down to save those who believed
in him and that during his mission on earth he only “appeared to be human, though having nothing human,
and appeared to suffer whilst not suffering at all” (English translation from Istvan Pasztori-Kupéan,
Theodoret of Cyrus, ed. C. Harrison, The Early Church Fathers (London and New York: Routledge, 2006).
204..) No similar references are found in Theodoret’s treatment of the teachings of Simon Magus and
Cerdo. The connection is probably inferred from their association with Marcion; namely, Theodoret holds
that Simon Magus was a predecessor of the teaching of Cerdo, who in turn was the master of Marcion (Cf.
HFC 1.24 in PG 83.372).

47 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 28. According to Theodoret, Valentinus (HFC
1.7 in PG 83.353-58) believed that Christ was an emanation of the Father who in his physical form was
clothed with a body created by the evil Demiurge, and yet he “did not assume anything material
whatsoever, since nothing of what belongs to matter can receive salvation” (ET from Pasztori-Kupan,
Theodoret of Cyrus. 202.). Theodoret presented Bardesanes’s teaching (HFC 1.22 in PG 83.372) as an
offshoot of Valentinus’s system, implying that he shared his teacher’s view of the Incarnation. However,
the short account of his teaching in the Haereticarum fabularum compendium does not specify his “errors.”
%8 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 28. Cf. HFC 4.8 in PG 83.425-28 (ET in
Pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus. 219.).

> Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 28. In HEC 4.1, Theodoret says that Arius
asserted that in the Incarnation the Logos “took a soulless body and that the divine being carried out [the
functions] of the soul, so that to this [i.e. to the Godhead] he [Arius] attached the experiences arising from
the body” (ET from Pésztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus. 214.). The account of Eunomius’s teaching in the
HFC 4.3 does not yield much useful information on his Christology, apart from the assertion that he was a
follower of Arius (ET in Pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus. 216-18.).
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written as a prose text, the format of the Eranistes is dialogical. Yet both works exhibit a
mild-tempered polemical tone. In both works Theodoret functions more as a good teacher
than as a heresy hunter. This disposition becomes especially evident in the dialogues of
the Eranistes. While Orthodoxos refutes the “false teachings” of Eranistes, his purpose is
correction through demonstration of their inadequacy in view both of the Scriptural
evidence and of the orthodox kerygma as proclaimed in the writings of authoritative

Church Fathers.

5.2.2. Dialogue I — “Immutable” (dtpentog)
The main part of the work opens with an exegesis of John 1:14 in a dialogical

form. The purpose of the first dialogue is to prove that in the union of the divine and
human natures, the divine nature of the Logos remained immutable. The principle of the
immutability of the Logos functions as a framework for the dialogues of the Eranistes,
for the descriptions of the Incarnation as “unmixed” (dcvyyvtog) in Dialogue II and
“impassible” (dmabiic) in Dialogue III are based on the assumption that in the Incarnation
Christ remained true God while becoming a true human being (&v0pwnoc).

The proclamation in John’s Gospel that “the Logos became flesh” (6 Adyog cap&
€yéveto) appears to be open to the interpretation that the Logos through Incarnation
underwent a certain change into flesh. In the Eranistes Theodoret reveals his sentiments
through the vehement opposition of Orthodoxos to such an interpretation. The entire
Dialogue I is dedicated to proving to Eranistes, through both Biblical and patristic

quotations, that the Incarnation does not involve change in the Logos qua God.
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In the debate, Eranistes is presented as an obstinate fundamentalist who seeks
refuge in theological abstractions and mysteries.”* He agrees with Orthodoxos that
immutability is one of the characteristics of divinity, and yet he insists that the Logos
became flesh. Orthodoxos argues, however, that the only acceptable interpretation of
John 1:14 would be in view of Heb 1:16, which he interprets as meaning that the Logos
“took hold of the seed of Abraham” (i.e., a human being).”' Throughout the first
Dialogue it is argued that Jesus was “not only God, but also a human being.”*>* Had the
Logos not become a human being (&v8pwnoc) in the Incarnation, then he could not have

333 Orthodoxos

been seen either by angels or humans (cf. 1 Tim 6:16 and 1 Tim 3:16).
draws the conclusion that Christ must have been God and a human being (&vOpwmog) at
the same time. What was visible was not the divine nature of the Logos, but “the true and
living cloak of flesh as though it were a veil.”>>* Based on Heb 10:5 (“...a body hast thou
prepared for me”), Orthodoxos concludes that John 1:14 refers to the Incarnation of the
Logos not in terms of change (netafoAn) of the divine nature, but in terms of the Logos
taking possession of a body formed (S16mhacic) for him.”> Christ was truly God, but

- - 556
because of the human nature which he assumed, he was perceived as a man.

> Cf. Young and Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon. 334.

>I Theodoret, Eranistes 1.41: “...onéppatog APpady énthapBavopsvov” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 69.).

32 Theodoret, Eranistes 1.47: “...00 0gdv povov, dAki kai vopamov” (Ibid. 72.).

333 Theodoret, Eranistes 1.50—1 (Ibid. 74-75.).

3% Theodoret, Eranistes 1.52: “a0n0el koi {BVTL ¥pNoGuEVOS, 010V TV TOPUTETAGLATL, T TG COPKOG
mpokoivppott” (Ibid. 76.).

>3 Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes 1.57-59: “° A1 icepydpevog €ig oV kOopov Aéyet Busioy Koi Tpocpopiy ovK
N0éAncac, odpa 88 katnpticon pot.’ OvK giney, eic odua pe petafépiniag, GAAGL, "o KatpTicn pot.”
AnAoi 8¢ v V7O ToD TVEDUATOG TOD CAOUATOG YEYEVILLEVIIV 61anka01v ” (Ibid. 80.).

> Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes 1.75: “©gdg yap dv £86Kkel GvOpmmog sivat 5l fiv aveilnpe evow” (Ibid. 91.)
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The Dialogue is followed by a florilegium consisting of two thematic parts. The
first part is shorter and contains seven patristic passages explaining John 1:14 in line with
the argument of the previous debate:*”’

1. Athanasius, Ad Epictetum 8 (PG 26.1061D—-1064A)

2. Gregory of Nazianzus, Epistula 101 - Ad Cledonium (PG 37.189C)

3. Ambrose, De incarnationis dominicae sacramento 6.59, 60, 61
(CSEL LXXIX, 254.122—-6, 255.139-44, 256.147-50)

4. Flavian of Antioch, In loannem 1:14 (Cavallera frag. 4, p. 106)

5. Gelasius of Caesarea, In Epiphaniam (Diekamp, frag. XI, p. 47)

.°\

John Chrysostom, In Joannem homilia X1, 1-2 (PG 59.79)

7. Severian of Gabala, De sigilis (PG 63.542)

The second part of the florilegium contains sixty passages from eleven
authoritative Church Fathers, cited in chronological order, beginning with Ignatius of
Antioch and ending with another Antiochene, John Chrysostom. The main purpose of
these selections is to prove that Jesus Christ was the Logos-incarnate, i.e., true God and a
true human being, and that in the Incarnation neither nature underwent substantial
change, and Christ exists as God and man at the same time.

It is interesting to note that Theodoret chose not to include quotations from
controversial sources. While acknowledging the orthodoxy of Diodore of Tarsus and
Theodore of Mopsuestia, he still chose not to include quotations from their works,
because his opponent (Eranistes) rejects their orthodoxy. Theodoret’s sentiments of

utmost admiration towards the two are expressed in unmistakable terms: they are called

557 Ibid. 9.
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“triumphant fighters of religion,” who “expressed the same ideas [as the holy fathers],
drew from the divine spring, and were themselves fountains of the Spirit.”>>® One must
not forget that this brave expression of support of Theodoret for Diodore and Theodore
comes in 447 AD. It is about a decade after the outbreak of Cyril’s open attack on their
Christology. As was shown in the historical section of this dissertation, Cyril charged
Diodore and Theodore with being fathers and predecessors of the doctrines of Nestorius,
i.e., of being his teachers in heresy. Theodoret then responded to these accusations by
refuting Cyril. Yet the charge of heresy made by Cyril, who established himself as
standard of Christological orthodoxy, remained as a stain on the memory of Diodore and
Theodore. Nonetheless, as is clear from the Eranistes, Theodoret’s admiration for the two
did not change even in the mature period of his Christological output. Practically at the
dawn of the Council of Chalcedon, Theodoret is not ashamed or afraid to make such a
public statement saying that he still adheres to the same Christological system of belief.
This is further evident from his choice of patristic quotations in the first
florilegium. All the patristic citations are carefully selected to demonstrate that Christ
became a true human being (&v0pwnoc) while remaining God. The quotations from
Ignatius’s letters affirm that Christ was a “perfect human being” (tod tedeiov dvOpmmov)
and “God in a human being” (8v avOpdrm 0s6c).”>” A passage from Eustathius of
Antioch conveys the same affirmation that in the Incarnation Christ, who was God by

. . 560
nature, remained what he was, whereas “from a woman was born a human being.”

558 Theodoret, Eranistes 1.80: “...1®v vikngopov tijc evoeBeiog dyoviotdv A1oddpov kol O@eoddpov. .. &k

Mg Belog TNyfg ApLCANEVOVG TO VALLATO, KoL KPOVVODG KOl 00TOVG YeyevnLévous Tod vevpatog.” (Ibid.
95.).

3% Ignatius of Antioch, Letter to the Smyrnaeans 4.2-5.1 (Funk, 1, 278.9-16) and Letter to the Ephesians
7.2 (Funk, I, 218.7-20).

>0 Theodoret, Eranistes 1.91: “&k yovoukdg 8¢ yéyovev GvOpomoc” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 101.). Cf. ET in Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 74.
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Two more references from Eustathius explain the mode of Incarnation. There he
says that the Logos “having created a temple put on the human being.”*®' Still another
passage from the same author affirms the reality of the existence of a complete human
being in the union of the two natures in Christ: “the one who was anointed... he was
adorned by a chosen temple through the divinity of the one who dwelt in him.”*®

A citation from Athanasius of Alexandria further qualifies the union, explaining
that the assumed humanity was not consubstantial with the Logos qua God. Its substance
was humanity, which is evident from the fact that it could suffer. Athanasius is adamant
that no Christian would dare to say, “the Logos formed for himself a body that could

suffer, not from Mary, but from his own substance.”®

Therefore, as mentioned above,
Theodoret is using the axiom of the immutability of the Logos to argue that the human
nature of Christ remained intact after the Incarnation. This was necessitated by the fact
that, as the Scriptural evidence shows, Christ suffered from the involuntary passions of
human nature (death, hunger, thirst, fatigue, etc.). These cannot be associated with the
Logos qua God. Besides the obvious purpose of showing to the opponent (Eranistes) that
one of his paramount authorities argues that the Logos qua God is different from the
humanity and that the union of the natures in Christ does not imply their commingling,

the citation from Athanasius also serves as a masterly and subtle introduction of

Theodoret’s final point in the discussion about the union of natures — impassibility.

> Theodoret, Eranistes 1.91: “tov 8ivOpmmov vaovpyfioag £popecey 6 Aoyog” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus,

Eranistes (Critical Edition). 101.). Cf. ET in Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 75.

362 Theodoret, Eranistes 1.91: “6 8¢ yp1oBeic &niktnrov eineev dpetiv, Ekkpite voovpyia koounoeic, &k
Ti|g ToD katowodvtog &v ant@® Bedtroc” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 101.). Cf. ET
in Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 75.

363 Theodoret, Eranistes 1.93: “Tic 8& dodov 811 ovk £k Mapiag AL’ &k Tiic £avtod ovoiag petemoinoey
£a0T® odpa TadnTov 6 Adyog, ginot dv Xpiotiavov tov Aéyovta tadta” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 103.). Cf. ET in Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 77.
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In support of the immutability of the Logos in the Incarnation, besides the
citations from Athanasius, Theodoret used passages from six fathers of the Antiochene
milieu: Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa, Flavian of Antioch,
Amphilochius of Iconium, and John Chrysostom.

The citation from the Letter to Cledonius (Letter 101) by Gregory of Nazianzus
invites further analysis. As G. Ettlinger’s translation of the Eranistes suggests, the first
citation from Gregory’s Letter to Cledonius appears to be saying that commingling was
the mode of union of the natures in Christ: “...just as the names were mixed together, so

564
too were the natures.”

This would certainly be a very uncharacteristic choice of words
for Theodoret, for his purpose in the entire Eranistes, and especially in Dialogue I, was to
argue for the exact opposite, for the distinction of the natures. This seeming disparity
could be explained as an interpolation into the florilegium, as Bolotov and Ettlinger have
suggested.’®

Nonetheless, the second citation from the same work sheds light on Theodoret’s
interpretation of Gregory’s conception of the union. There it is said that the Logos “in the

»3% This description of

flesh as though in a veil converses (mtpocopiAnon) with humans.
the union is more in line with Theodoret’s argument in the Eranistes, and since it hails
from the same work, it serves to elucidate the previous citation.

The expression that Gregory used to describe the “mixture” of natures in the first

passage is Kipvapévov. This term often signifies a mixture of two entities in which they

364 Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes 1.96: “kipvapévov Gomep tdv kKAjoemy, 0bto o1 kai tdv goceov” (Theodoret
of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 104.).

35Bolotov” Bonotoss, Theodoretiana. 142-47.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 29-30.
%% Theodoret, Eranistes 1.96: “&g Hnd mopanetdopart w capki 1oig avOpdnoig pocoption” (Theodoret
of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 104.). Cf. ET in Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English
Translation). 79.
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fully permeate each other (e.g., this term would be used to describe the mixture of water

.\ 567
and wine).

However, by the end of the fourth century, the term acquired the meaning
of “spiritual union” in patristic writings. It was used in this sense in the second Homily on
Pascha attributed to John Chrysostom. There the term “kipvapevor” describes the
spiritual union of the faithful with Christ in the Eucharist.”*® Moreover, Nemesius of
Emessa also used the term to describe the union of the natures in Christ, while at the
same time he expressly affirmed that in the union the Logos remains “unmixed,

. . 569
uncompounded, uncontaminated, and immutable.”

Therefore, in view of the meaning
of kipvapévov at the time of composition of the Letter to Cledonius, the somewhat
ambiguous terminology, when read in light of the second passage from the same work
conveniently quoted by Theodoret, leaves no doubt that the intention of the citation is to
argue for the distinctiveness of the natures united in Christ. Therefore, Ettlinger’s
translation would do more justice to Theodoret’s intention in the Eranistes if it employed

a more theologically neutral term, e.g., “union.” It also ought to be mentioned that the

ambiguity of the first passage from Gregory further suggests a certain astuteness on

7 Cf. Origen, Hom. in Jer. 12.1 (PG 13, 377D) and 12.2 (PG 13, 381A). Cf. also Geoffrey W. H. Lampe,
A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961). 755.

368 ps.-John Chrysostom, In sanctum pascha (sermo 2) 18: “oi pm mapéyovieg EmMTAdEI0v TO oMU TPOG TV
avakpaoty Tod cOULATOG avToD, OTep MUV EdmKEY tva TPOG ADTO KIPVALLEVOL TPOG TO Tvedpd TO dylov
avakipvopeda” (PG 8, 256B; see also Pierre Nautin, Homélies pascales, vol. 2, Sources chrétiennes 36
(Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1953). 91.).

> Nemesius of Emessa, On the Nature of Man 3, 14-15: “But God the Word [i.e., Logos] is not in any
way Himself altered by this affinity [to change] that concerns body and soul, nor does He share in their
weakness, but by giving them a share in His divinity He becomes one with them while remaining one as He
was before the unification. This kind of unification is novel. He both is infused and remains altogether
unmixed, uncompounded, uncontaminated, and unchanged, not affected with them but only acting with
them ....” (Nemesius of Emesa, On the Nature of Man, trans. R. W. Sharples and P. J. Van der Eijk,
Translated Texts for Historians, Vol. 49 (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2008). 84.). Cf. “...0 8¢
0e0c MOYOG 008V adTOG GO TG KOWMVING TG TEPL TO AU KOl TNV YOV GAALO0OIEVOG 0VOE LETEY MV
i ékelvov dobeveiog, petadidodg 8& avtoig Tig £ovtod BdtnToC Yivetal GOV antoig &v, pévav &v, Smep v
Kol Tpd Thic EVoEDS. KAVOTEPOC 0VTOC 6 TPOTOC TG KPAGEM fj Evoeme, Kol KipvaTot Kai Pével
TAVTATOoLY GUIKTOG Kol AoVYYVTOG Kal adtipBopog kal apetdfAnTog, ob CUUTACY®V, GAAL CUUTPATTIOV
poévov ....” (Moreno Morani, ed. Nemesii Emeseni De natura hominis, Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum
et Romanorum Teubneriana (Leipzig: B.G. Teubner, 1987), 42.).



195

Theodoret’s behalf. By subtly introducing the passage in this context, he anticipated and
elegantly prevented the objections of critics who might have used Gregory’s passage in
their refutations.

Theodoret strengthened his position by quoting from Gregory of Nyssa’s
Christological interpretation of Proverbs 9:1 (“the Wisdom has built a temple for itself”).
For Gregory, the passage refers to the Incarnation and the Logos is identified as the
“wisdom” that built a home for itself (i.e., Christ’s human nature) in the Virgin’s body.””
The next passage from the same work by Gregory expounds on Proverbs 8:22 (“the Lord
created me...”) as a reference to the Incarnation.””!

Along the same lines, Theodoret chose a few passages from John Chrystostom
where it is said that Christ “puts on our weakened nature” (trv ¢Ootv mepiBaiieton TV
fuetépav, Ty nodevnivicav...)’’* and “put on flesh” (td cépko ovTOV
nepiPePrijobon).”” Special attention is paid to passages that affirm the notion that the
Logos formed a human nature for himself. Two separate citations from Chrysostom’s
Homily on Nativity emphasize this concept: “God [Logos]... formed for himself a living

temple...”, repeated as “We say that God the Word [i.e., Logos] formed for himself a

holy temple and through it brought the heavenly way of life unto our life.”*”* Further,

> Contra Eunomium 3.1.44. Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes, 1.97: “pauév toivov, 611 &v pév T0ic mpd T00TO
Loyorg einmv THY coglav Grodounkévar £avti] oikov, TV Tfig capkog Tod KLPIOL KATAGKELTY Td AOYP
aivicoetat. OV yap év dAloTpim oikodounpott 1) aAndwn coeio katdknoey, AAL’ 0vti] TO oiknTHplov €k
10D maphevikod codpatog Edopncato” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 106.; ET in
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 81.).

"l Contra Eunomium 3.1.50 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 106.; ET in Theodoret of
Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 82.).

372 Homily [9] delivered after the Gothic elder 3. Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes, 1.100 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus,
Eranistes (Critical Edition). 108.; ET in Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 84.).

3 Homily [7] on the incomprehensible nature of God 3. Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes, 1.101 (Theodoret of
Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 108.; ET in Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation).
85.).

3™ John Chrysostom, On the nativity 6. Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes 1.101 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 108.; ET in Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 84-85.).
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Theodoret quotes from Chrysostom the passage affirming that ““... Christ assumed from
the virgin’s womb flesh that was pure, holy, unblemished, and free of all sin, and formed
his own vessel.””

Finally, Theodoret completed the florilegium of Dialogue I by providing citations
from Apollinarius. This innovative manner of argumentation — employing useful
quotations even from anti-heroes — served the purpose of sealing the argument. Theodoret
himself explained the rationale behind this peculiar and daring experiment. Not even such
a notorious heretic as Apollinarius, whom he associates with Eranistes’s “heretical
teachings,” would blaspheme so much as to deny that the Logos remained immutable in
the Incarnation: “Apollinarius, the writer of heretical foolishness, also confesses that God
the Word is immutable, and he does not say that he changed into flesh, but that he

assumed flesh... Do not struggle, therefore, to surpass your teacher in blasphemy.””’®

5.2.3. Dialogue II — “Unmixed” (dovyyvTtog)
The second dialogue deals with the mode of union of the natures in Christ.

Theodoret’s argument throughout the section is that in the Incarnation the divine nature
of the Logos was united to the human nature in an unmixed or unconfused manner so as
to form Jesus Christ. Thus, there is one person (npdéswnov) of Christ which subsists in

two distinct natures.

>"3 John Chrysostom, On the nativity 6. Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes 1.101: “’Exeivo 8¢ apev, 61t kabopdiy

chpka Kol ayiov kol dpopov Kol apoptig Tdon yevouévny dfotov €k mapbevikilg pitpag avélafev o
Xpiotog, kai 10 oikelov didpbwoe okedog” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 108.; ET in
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 84-85.).

> Theodoret, Eranistes 1.104—5: “AmoAMvaptoc, 6 ToOS aipeTikods PANVAPOVS GuYypayac, Koi dTperntov
oporoyel Tov B0V AdYov, Kai 00K €l capka oOTOV TETPAPHaL eNoiv, AAAL cdpKa dvekneévat... M| toivov
amoxpOyat 1 Pracenpig prioveiknonte Tov dSddokarov” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 110-11.; ET in Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 87-88.).
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The dialogue opens with a reiteration of the conclusion from the previous
dialogue: namely, that the Logos remained immutable after taking on a complete human
nature, both soul and body. Thus the doctrines of Apollinarius are rejected from the

577 . . .
The Incarnation was necessary in order to restore the human race, which

outset.
followed in the fall of the Protoplast in paradise. In the Incarnation the Logos qua God
became a human being (évavOpomioag). The result was Christ, who was both God and a
human being (&vOpwmog). Theodoret argues that according to the Gospel evidence the
name “Christ” does not apply to the Logos qua God (cf. John 1:1-4 and 1:9), but only to
the “incarnate Logos,” i.e., Logos who took on a human nature (cf. Matt 1:21 and Luke
2:11).°"

In the preceding dialogue, Orthodoxos and Eranistes had reached the consensus
that the Logos qua God is immutable (&tpentog) by nature. Thus, the union of the Logos
with humanity ought to be conceived of as the assumption of human nature (dvOpwmiov
8¢ puoy hapov evnvepdrnoe).”” Since the union is real, and in order to avoid heretical
confusions, “each nature ought to be confessed, the one that assumed and the one that
was assumed” (ITpoorket Toivov NUag Ekatépav OGSV OLOAOYETV Kal TV Aafodcav Kai

3% Orthodoxos goes on to assert that Christ’s humanity was a

Vv Anedeioav).
prerequisite for salvation; Christ had carried out his salvific work on the cross by virtue

of his human nature, since the divine nature is impassible by definition. Thus it is

necessary to acknowledge Christ’s full humanity in order to confess the efficacy and

>"" Theodoret, Eranistes 11.90 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 113.).

378 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.91 (Ibid. 114.).

37 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.91 (Ibid.)

3% Theodoret, Eranistes 11.91 (Ibid.). Theodoret lists heretics and their teachings that may lead to
misunderstanding of the union with regards to Christ’s divinity or humanity; cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus,
Eranistes (English Translation). 92-5.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 115-8.
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success of his salvific work: “keeping silent about it [humanity] denies the nature;
denying the [human] nature does away with the sufferings; and doing away with the
sufferings destroys salvation.”*!

Orthodoxos further argues from 1 Tim 2:5-6 that Christ is rightly called “a human
being” (&vOpwmnoc) for he shares the same substance of Godhead with the Father, while
with us he shares the substance of human beings. Thus uniting two distinct natures, which
respectively belong to separate orders of existence (i.e., the created and uncreated orders),
Jesus Christ is rightly called a mediator.”®* Since Christ is the mediator between God and
human beings he must have both the divine and human natures, for otherwise the
ontological gap between the two orders of existence to which the natures respectively
belong — uncreated and created —, could not have been bridged.”

Furthermore, Orthodoxos argues that Christ’s human nature did not change into
divinity even after the passion and resurrection, but that both natures continue to exist.”**
He finds evidence for this teaching in the appellation that St. Paul used in reference to
Christ; namely, although he wrote after the passion and resurrection, he still called him “a

human being” (GvOpwmrog) (cf. Acts 17:31; cf. 1 Tim 2:5-6; 1 Cor 15:21).”% Likewise,

Peter referred to Christ as “a human being” (Acts 2:22).°*® Theodoret explains the

381 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.97 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 120.).

382 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.99: “But since he was joined to the Father as God with the same substance he
took from us the form of the slave, he has rightly been called a mediator, because he joined diverse realities
in himself through the union of the natures, i.e., the divinity and humanity” (Ibid. 122.: “’Enei 8¢ ¢ 0g0g
cuviiTTaL T@ TaTpl TV ATV Y@V oVGiay, MG 0& GvOpmmog iy, €€ NudV yap Elafe v Tod dodrov
HOPPNV, EIKOTOG LEGITNG DVOLAGTOL, CUVATTMOV £V £0VTEH TA JEGTATA Tf] EVOCEL TOY PVoE®V, BEGTNTOG
Aéyo Kol avOpomdTNTOG”).

38 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.105 (Ibid. 127-28.).

38 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.105-6 and 110 (Ibid. 128 and 32.).

3% Theodoret, Eranistes 11.105—6 (Ibid. 128.).

3% Theodoret, Eranistes 11.106 (Ibid.).
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absence of clear reference to Christ’s flesh after the resurrection by the fact that Gospel

evidence about Christ implies its reality:

it is absolutely superfluous to speak about the visible flesh, for it was
clearly seen eating, drinking, working, and sleeping. But still, putting aside the
many different things that happened before the passion, after the resurrection,
when the apostles did not believe, he showed them, not the divinity, but the
humanity. For he says, “See, my hands and my feet, that it is truly I; touch me and
see, because a spirit does not have flesh and bones, as you see that I have.”®’

Orthodoxos calls for the recognition of the two natures in Christ, to which
Eranistes replies that he accepts “...two [natures] before the union, but, when they came

together, they formed one nature.””™®

Explaining the statement, Eranistes makes a
distinction between the Incarnation, which he defines as “the assumption of the flesh,”
and the “union of natures,” which he defines as “the joining together of separate

things.”*

However, Orthodoxos effortlessly refutes the assertion by pointing out that the
divine nature of the Logos was the only nature of Christ that preexisted his conception,
while the flesh had received the beginning of its existence at the moment of the angelic

.. 590 . . .
annunciation.” Moreover, no interval of time passed between the assumption of the

flesh and the union of natures:

387 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.110 (Ibid. 132.: “MdMoto. pév mepirtdv v mept Tig Opopévng dexdijvar
capkoc: &vapyds yap Eopdto, Kai ébiovoa kal mivovsa kol komidoa kol kabgvdovsa. [TAnv dpwc, tva ta
PO T0D TABoVg Top® TOAAG YE HvTa Kod Stdpopa, LETA TNV AVACTOCLY ATIOTOVGL TO1G AmoGTOAOLG OV TV
BedtTa, GALL TV AvBpomoTTa £de1&er “BAémete, yap onot, Tag YEIPAG LoV Kol TOVG TOSOS Lo, §TL aDTOg
€Yo gl yniaenooté pe, kol 1dete, 6t mvedpa cdpka Kol 06Tén 0VK Exel, Kabmg £pue Bewpeite Eyovta”).
3% Theodoret, Eranistes 11.110 (Ibid.: “Avo mpd Tiig évioemg Roav: cuveldodoar 8¢ piav dnetéleoay
Qpvow”).

*% Theodoret, Eranistes 11.111 (Ibid. 133.: “H pév yaip oapkooic Tig copkdg SNA0T THY avainyy, 1 8¢ ye
EVOo1G TNV TAV J1ECTOTOV GUVAPELOV™).

3% Theodoret, Eranistes 11.110-11 (Ibid. 132-33.: “Obkodv 0b 8Ho foav 1pd Tiic Evdoeng gooelc, GAAY pio
pnovn. Ei yap mpoimdpyet uév 1 Bedtg, 1 6€ ye avBpondtg 00 cuvumdpyet dtemhdodn yop Letd Tov
dyyeAkdv domacudv, cvvijrron 8& i Stamhdoet 1| Evwoig, pio épa eOoIC Tpd Tiig Evidcemc Ry, 1) del odoo
Kol Tpd TV oidvev odca”).
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...if not even a moment of time intervened between the assumption of the
flesh and the union, and if the assumed nature did not exist before the assumption
and the union, Incarnation and union refer to the same thing, and there was,
therefore, one nature before the union or Incarnation; while after the union it is
proper to affirm two [natures], the one that assumed and the one that was
assumed.””!

The debate now takes a turn towards examining the implications of the reality of
two natures. Orthodoxos insists that the two natures remained intact after the union. He
provides Scriptural support which demonstrates that properties of both divine and human
natures are evident in Jesus. (The divinity is evident from John 1:1-3, while the human

descent is evident from Matthew 1 and Luke 3:23-38).%%

When Eranistes complained
that the existence of two natures implies the division of Christ in two Sons, Orthodoxos
counters that confessing two natures does not necessarily imply separation of the flesh
from God the Logos, because the Logos existed from eternity as God, while the human
nature of Christ has a beginning in time. Conversely, it safeguards against the
misconception of the union as commingling.””* However, the properties of the human
nature can be predicated of the “Logos incarnate,” i.e., the person of Jesus Christ: “both
[sets of properties] are proper to Christ the Lord, but [I do this] because I see two natures
in him and attribute to each one its proper qualities. If Christ was one nature, however,

977594

how can one refer contrary predicates to it The fact that the union could not have

9! Theodoret, Eranistes 11.112 (Ibid. 133-34.: “Ovkodv &l unde 10 GKaploiov Tod xpovov Tig AYEDS THG
GOpKOG Kol TTiG EvOoE®S YeYEVNTaL HEGOV, 1] & AneBeica @Oo1g oV Tpobmiipye TG AMwems Kol TG
EVOOEMG TOVTO HEV TPAYLLO ONULAiVOLGL 6APK®MGIS Te Kol Eveots: pia 8& dpa VoIS Tpo THg EVOTEMG
Hyouv copkdGEmG RV, HETA 8€ Y TNV Evasty Vo Aéyelv Tpoohkel, THY T& AaPodoav kol Ty Anedeicay™).
%2 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.112—13 (Ibid. 134-35.).

593 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.113: “We don’t separate the flesh from God the Word either, nor do we make
the union a mixture” (Ibid. 134.: “Obte yopilopev 100 B0d AdyoV TV GlpKa, 0VTE GVYYLGLV TOLODUEV TNV
&vaowv”).

3% Theodoret, Eranistes 11.114 (Ibid. 135.: “Kéay® kol todto. kékeiva mpoofike enui 1@ deomdtn Xpiotd,
GALG 000 PUOELS €V aVT@ BepdV, Kol EKatépa TpooviNmVY Ta Tpodceopa. Ei 8¢ pia gdoig éotiv 6 Xpiotoc,
nidC 016V 1€ o T TPOoCAPUOGL TR EvavTia’).
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involved change in the divine nature of the Logos means that he was not changed into
flesh, but assumed it (cépka Aapov écapkdn).””> Consequently, both sets of predicates,
those proper to the Logos qua God and those proper to a human being, apply to Christ as
the incarnate Logos: “If he became flesh, therefore, not by changing, but by taking flesh,
and if both sets of predicates apply to the incarnate God, the natures were not mingled

d 2596

together, but remained unmixe Further, this union is free of necessity on the part of

the Logos, who took on a human nature out “of good will (gvdokiag), of love for

»397 Thus, the divine and human natures have not been mingled,

humanity, and of grace.
since the Logos became incarnate not by changing into flesh, but by assuming flesh, i.e.,
the divine and human natures were not commingled to form a new entity, neither was the
human nature swallowed by the divine nature.”® Theodoret consistently argued that
while in the union of the natures a new person (npé6csmnov) was formed, both natures
retained their full identities: “this is the way one should speak about Christ the Lord:
When we discuss the natures we should attribute its proper qualities to each one and
realize that some belong to the divinity and others to humanity. But when we speak about
the person (npdcswmov), we must make the properties of natures common and attribute

both types to Christ the Savior.”*"’

393 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.115 (Ibid. 137.).

3% Ibid.: “Ei toivov o Tpameic dAAL ohpka AaPdv £0apk@d, dpuoTTel 58 adTd Kai TadTe KAKeva Mg
capkoBivTt Bed- TodTo Yap elmag dpTing: od cuvexddncay ai pvcelc, GAL’ Eusvay dxpaiveic”). I have
slightly corrected G. Ettlinger’s translation (Theodoret, Eranistes 11.115) to reflect the Greek original more
faithfully.

397 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.116 (Ibid. 138.: “[&vmoig] T 6hov eddokiag £oti, kai pilavpomiag ko
xapiroc.”

> Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes 11.123: “For how could the simple and uncompounded nature, that embraces
the universe and is inaccessible and infinite, have swallowed a nature that it assumed?” (Ibid. 143.: “Tldg
Yop v 1 amAi] Kol AoVVOETOG VOIS, 1) TEPIMNTTIKTY TOV SA®V, 1] AVEPIKTOG, 1| ATEPTYPUPOG, KATETIEV YV
avélafe poow”).

39 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.118 (Ibid. 139.: “O%te® Totyapodv kai Tode mepi 10D deomdTon XpioTod
moteicat Tpoonkel AOyous: Kol mepl eV TV PUCEMV JLIAEYOUEVOVG ATOVELEY EKATEPY TA TPOGPOPO., Kol
gldévon tiva pev tijg BedtnTog, Tiva 8¢ Tiig AvBpomdtnTog id10. ‘Otay ¢ ye ToVG TTEPL TOD TPOSHOTOV
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Orthodoxos seals his argument for the distinction of natures by appealing to the
transcendence of the divine nature and its uncreated order of existence. Only closely
related natures can be mixed, while in the case of divinity and humanity “the difference is
infinite, and so much so, that no image of reality can be found.”*® Eranistes uses the
example of the mixture of a drop of honey and seawater, arguing that it can reflect the
reality of the union of divinity and humanity in Christ, in which the humanity must have
been absorbed by the infinitely greater divine nature: “In the same way that the sea
absorbs a drop of honey. For when that drop is mixed with seawater, it immediately

- 601
disappears.”

However, Orthodoxos counters that the analogy is inadequate because the
two elements have similar natures and, most importantly, both belong to the order of
created beings: ““...both have a nature that is liquid, wet, and fluid; they exist in the same
way as creatures, and also have in common a lack of soul; and yet each one of them is
called a body.”*"?

Eranistes further points out that after the Resurrection Christ’s body exhibited
properties uncharacteristic of a human nature. However, Orthodoxos is adamant that
although after the resurrection Christ’s body is incorruptible, incapable of suffering, and

603

immortal, it has not been changed into the divine nature.”” He further argues that God

does not have a body, while the Scriptural evidence proves that Christ retained his body

mowdpeda AGyovg, KOwa Xpr TOLEWV Ta TOV PUoE®V 1d1a Kol ToDTO KAKEIVA T( COTHPL TPOGUPUOTTEV
Xpiot®”). Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes 11.116 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 138.).

9 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.123 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 144.).

1 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.123 (Ibid. 143.: “Qg 1 66hacoa péhitog mpochapodoa otaydva. Ppoddog yip
€00VG 1| oTOoydV éketvn yivetal t@ thg Baddtng HoaTL pryvopévn.”

592 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.123 (Ibid. 143-44.: “Putiv yap Exovot kai Dypav kai poddn Ty gooy
BuEoTEPOL Kol TO Elvar 8& anTaic Opoing KTIGTOV, Kol TO dyvyov 88 GouTmg KooV, Kol HEVTol Kol G
adn Kakeivn KaAgitar”).

593 Theodoret, Eranistes 11. 126-28 (Ibid. 146-48.).
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after the Resurrection (Luke 24:38-39, 41-43).°™* A body is substance (ovcio) which is
informed by accidental properties (cupuBepnioc) (e.g., sickness, good health).**
Therefore, the fact that Christ’s body after the resurrection changed certain properties
(e.g., was not limited by matter — Christ could walk through closed doors), does not
necessitate change into the substance of Godhead. The underlying presupposition of the
argument is that Godhead cannot be associated with a body, i.e., the substance of a body
must be different from that of the Godhead.

The second dialogue is also followed by a florilegium supporting the arguments
made by Orthodoxos. This florilegium contains 112 citations from twenty-one writers,
ranging from Ignatius of Antioch to writers contemporary with Theodoret. It also ends
with quotations from Apollinarius. One of the peculiarities of this dialogue is the
inclusion of citations from Cyril of Alexandria, who is cited immediately preceding
Apollinarius. The other two florilegia do not contain passages from Cyril’s writings. The
main focus of the quoted passages is proofs of the reality of the human nature in Christ. It
is interesting to note that in this florilegium one finds no fewer than eleven passages that
emphatically exhibit the homo assumptus language, i.e., the Logos assuming the flesh of

. . . . 606
or indwelling in “a human being.”

694 Theodoret, Eranistes 11. 126 (Ibid. 146.).

%93 Theodoret, Eranistes I1. 129: “...the body should be called a substance, and sickness and good health
should be called accidental attributes” (Ibid. 149.: “...10 c®po ovcioy KANTEOV, KOl TV VOGOV Kal TNV
vyeiov oopPePfnkog”).

5% The quoted passages which contain homo assumptus language are: Hippolytus, On Matthew 25
(Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 136.); Eustathius of Antioch, On the Titular
Inscriptions, Discourse on the text, “The Lord created me in the beginning of his ways” (Theodoret of
Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 139.); Athanasius of Alexandria, The Discourses Against the
Arians 2.70; The Greater Discourse About Faith [this work is attributed to Marcellus of Ancyra in CPG]
(Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 141 and 43.); Gregory of Nyssa, Contra
Eunomium 3.3.43-44 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 154.); John Chrysostom, On
the text, “Do not be afraid, when a human being becomes rich’’; Exposition of Psalm 41 (Theodoret of
Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 158.); Hilary of Poitires, On the Trinity 9.3 and 5-7 (Theodoret
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It must be noted that G. Ettlinger’s translation of the passage from Gregory of
Nazianzus’s Discourse 38: On the Divine Manifestation [Nativity] (passage number 45 in
this florilegium) is somewhat ambiguous. The passage refers to the duality of natures in
the Incarnation: “For he came forth from the virgin, therefore, through the assumption of
two contrary realities, flesh and spirit, the first of which was assumed into God, while the

other bestowed the grace of the divinity.”*"’

Ettlinger’s translation leaves room for
misinterpretation of Gregory’s (and Theodoret’s) intention. However, the very next
passage from the same work which Theodoret cites, elucidates Gregory’s thought. It
affirms Christ’s human nature after the Incarnation: “He was sent as a human being
(&vBpwmog). For his nature was twofold, and for this reason undoubtedly, because of the
law governing a human body, he grew weary, hungry, thirsty, was in agony, and

59608

wept.””" Moreover, the verb mpocAappdve has the meaning of “to receive in addition”

. 609
or “to take besides.”

Therefore, it is beyond doubt that Gregory’s thought includes the
existence of Christ’s human nature. Consequently, the translation could be improved by
rendering the phrase gig tOv Be0v mpocerijpBat as “conjoined to God,” instead of

Ettlinger’s “assumed into God”; the latter phrase is open to the interpretation that it

suggests the absorption of Christ’s human nature into Godhead.

of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 165.); Augustine, The book of correction 3.27—4.12
(Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 168.).

7 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.152 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 167.: “’Engidf toivoy
npofABev éx Th¢ mapbivoy petd Tig Tpochiyemg £k SV0 TdV EavToic dvavtinv capkdg Kai mveduartog. Qv
TO P&V avT®V €ig TOV B0V TposeijpBat, TO 3¢ TV Xaptv mapéoynke Tig Be0TNTOG”).

598 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.152 (Ibid. 168.: “Anectén pév, dAL’ o &vlpomog. Amhii yop qv 1 OO
avToD, auélet Tot éviedhev Kol ékomiaoe, Kol Emeivnoe, Kol diynoe, kol yoviace, kol £54Kpuoey,
avBpomivov cOULATOg VOUD™).

599 Cf. Lampe, Patristic Lexicon. 1178.. Ettlinger’s choice of translation for the verb mpocAaupave —
“assume” — comes only as the third option in Lampe’s Lexicon. It comes as a surprise that in the context of
the Eranistes he preferred that option, since the Lexicon gives a citation from Gregory of Nazianzus, which
contains the same verb in the Christological context, clearly emphasizing the existence of Christ’s
humanity after the Incarnation (cf. 39.13 [PG 36.349A)).
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5.2.4. Dialogue III — “Impassible” (amadnc)
The third dialogue is dedicated to the question of whether the Logos qua God

participated in Christ’s passion. After reiterating that the Logos is immutable and that he
became human by taking human nature,’'® Orthodoxos proceeds to affirm that after the
union of the natures in the Incarnation he remains unmixed, impassible, unchangeable,
and unlimited.®"!

In this dialogue Orthodoxos argues that the Logos shares in the substance of the
Father, and since his nature is immortal, the Logos qua God cannot experience death
when joined to the human nature.®'? Suffering and death are foreign to the divine nature,
and the experience of either would entail change in the divine nature, which is logically
impossible.®® The inability of the divine nature to suffer or die, or to commit sin and
become evil, must not be considered to be a limitation of the divine nature; it is rather “a

- .. 614
sign of unlimited power, not of weakness,”

and also provides proof that the Logos is
immutable (&tpentov) and unchangeable (Gvoihoimtov).*’®> An exception allowing
change in the case of the immortality and impassibility of the divine nature would entail
weakness on the part of Godhead, since such a change involves instability: “ ...please,
tell me why you say that only immortality and impassibility are mutable? And why do
you allow capacity for change in their case and attribute to God a power that is a sign of

616
weakness.”

%1% Theodoret, Eranistes 11.178 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 189.:“évqvOpdnncey ...
avOporeiov Oy tereiov Aafdv”).

"' Theodoret, Eranistes 11.178 (Ibid.: “axfpatoc, amadng, avorilointog, dmepiypopoc”).

812 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.178-79 (Ibid. 189-90.).

513 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.183-84 (Ibid. 194-95.).

814 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.186 (Ibid. 196.).

815 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.186 (Ibid.).

61 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.187 (Ibid. 197.: “...ubvag v d0avasiov kai Thv arddeiav Tpentag sivai gorte,
Kol 0 dUVATOV TTiG AAAOIDoEMG €T° AVTMV GLYYW®PETTE, Kol 6idoTe T@ Be® dvvapy dcBeveiog ONAOTIKAV™).
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Orthodoxos further affirms that the passion of Christ is proper not to the Logos
qua God, but to the human nature that he assumed. The previous two dialogues have
established that Christ exists as truly God and truly a human being (0£6g dAn0dg kol
GvOpomog GAO@C), since he was God from all eternity and he assumed humanity.®'’
Therefore, Orthodoxos concludes that in Christ there suffered the nature that was capable
of suffering, i.e., the human nature: “...he suffered the passion as a human being
(6vOpwmoc), but remained beyond suffering as God.”®'® Thus, just as with the human
constitution, where certain characteristics are predicated of the soul while others are
considered as proper to the body, so it is also with Christ, who exists in two natures:
certain properties are proper to the Logos, while others are proper to the assumed human

nature.619

Therefore, the differing properties of the natures by no means constitutes a
division of Christ’s person (rpécwmov), which is the predicate of all attributions:
“...there is admittedly a union of unlike natures, the person (mpé6cswmov) of Christ is the
subject of both sets of predicates because of the union, but those that are proper to each
nature are attributed to it: inability to grow weary to the infinite nature and weariness to

the nature that moves and walks.”%*°

The union of divinity and humanity in Christ was
such that it created not one nature, but one personal entity, one undivided person (&v
npocmmov adaipetov), who is both God and a human being (dvOpwnov), and is the

subject of all attributions, both divine and human: “For we preach such a union of

divinity and humanity that we apprehend one undivided person, and know that the same

817 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.187 (Ibid. 198.).

818 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.187 (Ibid.: “d¢ &vOpomog 10 mahog drépevev: O¢ 8¢ Oedg kpeittmv Taovg
pepévnke”).

%1% Theodoret, Eranistes 11.190 (Ibid. 200.).

620 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.192 (Ibid. 202.: “...Tfig 1@V dvopoiov phoeov dporoyndeiong svdosng déxetat
HEV 10 TPOoOToV ToD XPLoTod Kol TadTA KAKEIVA did TNV EVeoty, EKatépy 6€ Y QUGEL TA TPOGPOPOL
TPOCAPUOTTETAL, Tf| UEV ATEPLYPAP® TO dmovov, Tf| 6¢ petafavodor kai Badilovon 6 k6mog”).
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one is both God and a human being, visible and invisible, limited and infinite; and
everything else that reveals the divinity and the humanity we attribute to the one
person.”62 !

The dialogue then turns to clarifying the language of the passion of Christ. One
can properly say that Christ suffered, but not that the Logos suffered, for Christ is the
common name of the united natures. This attribution of suffering to the person of Christ
does not imply that the Logos suffered, even though he was a constituent part of the
person. A rough analogy would be the example of a dead human being, who is both soul
and body. Though the body lies dead in a tomb, yet no one would think that the soul is
enclosed within the tomb, since death and physical enclosure are not among its
properties.®* Orthodoxos contends that one must avoid attributing passion to the Logos
by saying that the “Logos suffered in the flesh,” even if one is thinking about the
suffering of the humanity assumed by the Logos, because such a statement is “talking

about a manner of suffering not impassibility.”**

Naturally, any kind of suffering is
irreconcilable with the properties of the divine nature.* Therefore, the passion ought to

be attributed only to Christ, who is the incarnate Logos, just as the Scriptures invariably

attributed suffering or death to him:

62! Theodoret, Eranistes 11.200 (Ibid. 209.: “©gdtnrog yip MUEIS Kai avOpOTHTTOG TOWHTNV KNPUTTOUEY
EVooLy, O EVVOETV v TpOcmTOV adtaipetov, Kol TOV adTov Oedv Te €1déval kal dvBpmmov, Opduevoy Kol
OpaTOV, TEPLYEYPOULLEVOV KOl ATEPTYPOAPOV, Kol TO dALA 6€ TTavTa, Goa TTig BedTNTOC KOl THiG
avOpoOTOTNTOC VIAPYEL MNADTIKA, TH TPOSHT® TH £vi Tpocapudttopey”). Cf. also Theodoret, Eranistes
I1.219: “The properties of the natures were common to the person” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 226.: “Kowva 100 Tpoc®nov yéyove T T@V pUGE®V 1010.”).

622 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.203 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 212.).

62 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.210 (Ibid. 218.).

624 Orthodoxos rejects the notion that the Logos “suffered in an impassible way,” since that which is
impassible does not suffer, and that which suffered cannot remain impassible. Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes
I1.211 (Ibid.).
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The name “Christ,” in the case of our Lord and savior, signifies God the Word
after he became human... but when the name “God the Word” is spoken in this
way, it signifies the simple nature that exists before the world, beyond time, and
has no body. That is why the Holy Scriptures, who spoke through the holy
apostles, never attributed sufferings or death to this designation.®”

Orthodoxos affirms that the suffering of the Logos in Christ was unnecessary.
One ought not argue from the analogy of soul and body that the human soul participates
in the suffering of the body, and that consequently the Logos must have suffered. This
argument is skewed, because the Logos did not take the place of the soul; rather, Christ
had a human soul endowed with reason. This means that it was Christ’s soul that suffered
and not the divinity.®*

The third dialogue is also followed by a florilegium from authoritative Church
Fathers. The purpose of the florilegium is to provide proof of the impassibility of the
divine nature in Christ. It contains seventy-five quotations from eighteen authors, ranging
from Ignatius of Antioch to Severian of Gabala. The collection ends with quotations from
Apollinarius (eight citations) and Eusebius of Emesa (two citations), who again serve the
purpose of reducing the arguments of Eranistes to absurdity.

Theodoret’s main criterion for choosing passages with a strong emphasis on the

humanity of Christ was to support his argument for the impassibility of the Logos. This

florilegium, like the previous one, contains no fewer than eleven passages that affirm

625 Theodoret, Eranistes 11.208 (Ibid. 216.: “Td Xpiotdg Svopo &mi Tod kupiov kol coTiipog UGV TOv
évavipomoavta Beov Adyov dnAoi... 10 8¢ ye Be0c AOYOC 0VTMGL AEYOLEVOV TNV ATATV QUCLY, TNV
TPOKOGUIOV, THY DIEPYPOVOV, THY Bodpatov onuaivel. OD 81 xépv 1o Tavdylov mvedua T S1d Tdv ayiov
amootohov eBeyEdpevov ovdapod tabog fj Oavatov tiide Tf) Tpoonyopig TpocHprocev™).

626 Cf. Theodoret, Eranistes 11.212 (Ibid. 219-20.).
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Christ’s humanity not in generic terms as “human nature,” but categorically as “a human

. 5627
being.”

5.2.5. Epilogue
The work ends with an epilogue which provides a concise summary of the

arguments from the three dialogues. In a number of medieval manuscripts, this part is
often presented as a separate work under the title Demonstratio per syllogismos.**
However, the academic consensus is that Theodoret’s reference to it in the prologue
makes it indubitably an integral part of the Eranistes.®*

The summary of the arguments from the first dialogue contains twelve
syllogisms arguing for the immutability of the Logos. The first three syllogisms affirm

that the Logos did not become flesh by changing into flesh, since he shares the same

627 Cf. Irenaeus of Lyons, Against Heresies 3.18.3 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation).
223.); Eustathius of Antioch, Discourse on the text, “The Lord created me in the beginning of his ways”
(Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 225-28.); Discourse on the inscriptions of the
gradual psalms (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 228-29.); Commentary on Psalm
92 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 229.); Athanasius of Alexandria (rather
Marcellus of Ancyra), The greater discourse about faith (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English
Translation). 231.); Amphilochius of Iconium, Fragment 11 Discourse on the text, “Amen, amen I say to
you, ‘Whosoever hears my word’”’) (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 239.);
Fragment 12 (Discourse on the text, “My Father is greater than I”’) (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(English Translation). 239.); Fragment 7 Discourse on the text, “Father, if it is possible”) (Theodoret of
Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 240.); Fragment 2 Discourse on the text, “My Father is greater
than I”’) (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 240.); Fragment 1 (Discourse about the
Son) (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 240.).

628 There are two families of manuscripts, one containing the Eranistes without the epilogue and the other
containing only the epilogue, copied as a separate work under the title Demonstration per syllogismos.
Ettlinger identified the following manuscripts as members of the first family: Alexandria, Bibl. Patr. 266,
s.xvi; Wroctaw, Bibl. Univ. 240, s.xv; Vatican City, Vaticanus gr. 678, s.xiv. The following manuscripts
belong to the second family: Paris, Bibl. Nat., ms. grec. 174, s.x—xi; Venice, Bibl. Marc., ms. gr. 521, s.xiv;
Vatican City, Vaticanus gr. 402, a. 1383; Vatican City, Vaticanus gr. 1511, s.xv; Vatican City, Vaticanus
gr. 1744, s.xv; Vatican City, Ottobonianus gr. 213, s.xv. Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 38-39.; Young and Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon. 334.

829 Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 6, n. 1.; Young and Teal, From Nicaea to
Chalcedon. 334.
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immutable substance of the Father.*° Syllogisms 4-8 expound on John 1:14, arguing that
the Scriptural reference to the Logos becoming flesh does not imply a change into flesh
on behalf of the Logos, but presents the Incarnation as the taking on of both human body
and soul. In syllogisms 9-10 Theodoret advances the argument that the fact that the
Gospel reference to the Incarnation does not mention the soul by no means signifies its

631 The evangelist spoke about “only that

absence from the union of natures in Christ.
which was visible... in order to reveal the infinite benignity” of God’s economy.®**
Syllogisms 11-12 see in the incarnate Logos the fulfillment of the august promises God
made to the patriarchs and prophets (cf. Ps 132:11, Acts 2:30, Heb 2:16), which would
have remained unfulfilled had the Logos changed into flesh: “God the Word, therefore,
did not undergo a transformation into flesh, but in accordance with the promise took the
first fruit from David’s seed.”®*

The summary of the second dialogue also contains twelve syllogisms which
prove that the union of natures was free of mixture or commingling. The first syllogism
maintains that the commingling of natures would obliterate both natures and create a
third, which would be neither divine nor human.®** Syllogisms 2—8 affirm that the union
of natures took place at the moment of conception, and that characteristics of both natures
are discernible in the Scriptures, which leads to the conclusion that both divine and
human natures were present in Christ. The Scriptural examples given in support of the

argument emphasize the properties of the human nature (e.g., Christ was circumcised, he

slept, grew weary or hungry, experienced agony and perspiration in expectation of the

63% Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 253.

31 1bid. 255-56.
32 1bid. 256.

533 1bid.

534 1bid. 256-57.
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passion).”* Syllogisms 9—10 insist that the human nature of Christ was not changed into
divinity, since even after the union of the natures at conception Christ’s body “remained

within limits of its nature” (still had limbs, wounds, scars).®*

The final two syllogisms
(11-12) demonstrate that even after the Ascension into heaven Christ’s body remained a
body (cf. Stephen’s vision in Acts 7:35) which will be seen by all human nature at the
second coming of Jesus.”’ The conclusion drawn from the two syllogisms is that “there
is not one nature of flesh and divinity; for the union is free of commingling.”***

The final set of syllogisms, summarizing the main points made in the third
dialogue, refers to the impassibility of the Logos in the Incarnation. This part contains
sixteen syllogisms. The first three contend that since the Father and the Logos share the
same substance of Godhead, which is impassible by definition, it is impossible for the

nature of the Logos qua God to suffer in any way in Christ.**®

The purpose of syllogisms
4, 13, and 15 is to prove that the impassibility of the Logos was not affected in the
Incarnation, since its purpose was to sacrifice the human nature of the incarnate Logos as
a ransom. Thus, the sacrifice is proper to the human nature, and not to the Logos qua
God.** The next two syllogisms (5-6) draw the conclusion from the Scriptural titles of
Christ (e.g., “first-born from the dead” (Col 1:18) and “the first fruit of those who had
fallen asleep” (1 Cor 15:20)) that the passion of Christ must refer to his humanity, since

the divine nature is immortal by definition.**' In syllogisms 7-9 and 14, Theodoret argues

that the Logos resurrected the body, which had died and was crucified. The body was not

33 Ibid. 257-59.

%% Ibid. 260.

7 Ibid. 260-61.

:iz Ibid. 261.: “ovk dpa pio @OoIG capKOG Kol BedTNTOG: Achy)LTOG Yap 1| Eveoig.”
Ibid.

%4 Ibid. 261-62 and 64-65.

! Ibid. 262.
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life-giving; it became immortal only after the Resurrection. However, the Logos who

gave immortality to the body could not have possibly shared in death.®*?

In syllogisms
10—12 one finds the argument that it was unnecessary for the Logos qua God to suffer in
Christ because he had a body and a human soul, which are passible by nature.”* Thus,
when one hears that “Christ suffered in the flesh” (1 Peter 4:1), one ought to have in mind
the human nature, since the name “Christ” signifies the incarnate Logos and not the

d.*** In the final syllogism (16), Theodoret insists that the attribution of

Logos qua Go
suffering only to the human nature does not necessitate a separation of the natures, since
other properties accidental to the human nature (e.g., hunger, thirst, weariness, sleeping,
etc.) are attributed exclusively to it. Theodoret concludes: “It [divine nature] did not
experience pain from the suffering, but it made the suffering its own, since it was [the
suffering] of its own temple and of the flesh that was united [to it]; and because of [this

flesh] those who believe are called members of Christ, and he has been named head of

those who have believed.”**

5.3. Conclusion
This section has made an attempt at presenting the mature Christology of

Theodoret of Cyrrhus. It has been argued that his Eranistes serves this purpose well.
Written in 447 AD, some twenty years after the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy

and at the dawn of the Council of Chalcedon, Eranistes is the most representative work

2 Ibid. 262-63 and 64.

 Ibid. 263-64.

* Ibid. 263.

55 Ibid. 265. (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 265.: “080vnv pév éx 100 ndfovg ov
deyopévn, 1o 8¢ mabog oikelwoapuévn, dc vaod ye idiov, kol capkoc Nvorévng, o1’ v kai pédn Xplotod
XPNLOTILOVGV 01 TIGTEVGAVTES, KOl TAV TEMGTEVKOTOV 0DTOG MVOUACTOL KEQOAN).
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for the study of Theodoret’s mature Christological thought. Moreover, it is the only work
that contains substantial Christological material from this period of his output.

In the Eranistes, Theodoret engages in a mostly fictional debate with an
imaginary Cyril of Alexandria and his Ephesine party. The work was not intended to be a
direct attack on Cyril but a subtle challenge to his theological prestige. When we bear in
mind that Theodoret did recognize Cyril’s Christology after the latter signed the Tomos of
Reunion, this posthumous attack on his Christological language must have been an
attempt at restoring the theological prestige of the Antiochenes. After all, at this point in
time Theodoret put much effort into arguing that the Antiochene religious tradition is just
as worthy, if not even worthier, than the Alexandrine tradition (cf. Historia religiosa).
The generally mild tone of the dialogues is reminiscent of Theodoret’s technique in the
Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas: in both works he assumed the role of teacher and
instructor, rather than that of prosecutor. The Eranistes abounds with references to
various heretical doctrines, but the comparisons of the opponent’s teachings with those
doctrines serve the purpose of demonstrating their incompetence while concurrently
encouraging correction. Once again, Theodoret acts as an instructor in Christological
orthodoxy.

The Eranistes reveals the most important concepts for Theodoret’s mature
Christology. These are conveniently ordered into three dialogues: Immutable (dtpentog),
Unmixed (do0yyvtog), and Impassible (anabiic). All of these adjectives describe the
transcendent nature of the incarnate Logos. The divine nature of the Logos is utterly
inaccessible, since it alone belongs to the uncreated order of existence, which fact

necessitates the union effected in Christ to be without change or mixture in the Logos.
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The impassibility of the Logos is a consequence of the immutability. It also seems that
his mature Christology was mostly concerned with explaining the statement in John 1:14
that the Logos became flesh. Throughout the Eranistes, he argued that the only
theologically viable way of understanding this statement was to take it to mean that the
Logos assumed a full human nature while remaining what he was — God. Any
alternative language or interpretation of John 1:14 in terms of the Logos “becoming” or
“changing” into something that he previously was not would seriously jeopardize the
fullness of his divinity. Thus, even poetic expressions of the Logos suffering in Christ
must be avoided because they are perilously open to attacks on his divinity and challenge
to his divine status. One must, however, equally avoid separating the Logos from the
flesh, since his Incarnation was not an image or a symbol but a reality. The Logos indeed
dwelled in the human nature, which he assumed, but was not commingled with the
humanity or affected by the union with the human nature. Even after the Incarnation, the
properties of the natures remain present in Christ. Thus both the divine and human
natures continue to exist even after being united in the one person of Christ. The
following section will make an attempt at explaining further these fundamental concepts

of Theodoret’s Christology.

6.0. The Mature Christology of Theodoret of Cyrrhus: The
Evidence of the Eranistes

6.1. The Christological Lexicon of the Eranistes
Theodoret begins his dialogues by laying out the philosophical context of the

terminology employed in the Christological discourse of the Eranistes. He is concerned

with the definition of substance (ovoia), subsistence (VmOGTOGIS), person (TPOSMOTOV),
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and properties (1016tnteg).” These terms are used to describe the common and the

particular in the theological discourse.

6.1.1. ovoia and @vo1g
Theodoret used the term substance (ovoia) to describe that which is common in

the Trinity: “Do we say that there is one substance of God — the Father, the only begotten
Son, and the all-Holy Spirit — as we were taught by divine Scripture, both old and new,
and by the fathers who were gathered at Nicaea, or do we follow the blasphemies of
Arius?®" In the Eranistes, the term nature (¢0o1c) equally denotes what is common
among the persons of the Trinity: “So terms that are predicated of the divine nature, such
as “God,” “Lord,” “creator,” “ruler of all,” and other like them, are therefore common to
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.”®** The equivalence of the two terms is most
evident when Theodoret says: “...just as the term ‘human nature’ is a common name of
this nature, we say in the same way that the divine substance signifies the Holy
Trinity.”®*° As Ettlinger has pointed out, in the Eranistes the term “‘substance’ means the
being or reality of something, i.e., its essence... ‘nature’ appears to be the equivalent of

650
substance.”

646 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 30.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical

Edition). 63.

847 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 31.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 64.: “Tod 0g0d, kol ToTpog Kai Tod Lovoyevodg viod kal Tod Tavayiov TVEDITOS, Hiov 0VGiov
Qapév, O Tapd T Ogiag ypatg £d1ddyOnuev mololdg te kKol véag kol Tdv &v Nikaig cuveAnivBotov
matépav, 1j Taig Apeiov Pracenuioig doiovboduey.”

548 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 33.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 65.: “Oca toivuv mepi tijg Belag Aéyetar pvcems, Kovd TadTd £€6Tt ToD TOTPOg Kot Tod viod Kol
70d dryiov mvevpatoc, olov, 1o Bedg, TO KOPLOC, TO SULoVPYHS, TO TAVTIOKPAT®P, Kol Ho0 TovTOoIG 0T
mapamTinco.”

649 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 32.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 65.: ““Qomnep toivuv 10 dvBpmmog dvopa Kooy £ott TadTng Tig POoemg dvopa, obtm v Beiav
ovoiav TNV ayiov TpLida oNUAIVELY QapEY.”

639 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 16.
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The divine substance or nature is utterly transcendent and cannot possibly be
accessed by humans. Orthodoxos made it clear in a rhetorical question that divine
substance cannot be apprehended even in the Old Testament theophanies: “The people
who saw these [i.e., Old Testament] revelations did not see God’s substance, did
they?”®"!

The conclusion we draw is that in the Eranistes, just as in his early Christological

writings, Theodoret reserved two terms to denote the broadest category that individuals

or things have in common — substance (ovcia) and nature (pVGLG).

6.1.2. vréotacic and TpocOTOV
Theodoret pays special attention to the definition of the term subsistence

(bndotactg). The amount of detail he employs in the explanation testifies to the
contentious nature of the term, which has already been evidenced in his Refutation of the
Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of Alexandria. In the Eranistes, Theodoret was set on
removing any ambiguity in its interpretation. He points out the differences between the
use of the term in classical philosophy and in the theology of the Christian Fathers.
Whereas in the philosophical discourse the term substance (o0cin) denoted “that which
is” and the term subsistence (bndotacic) signified “that which exists,” in Christian
theology the term ovoia is different from VndotaG1g as the “common” is different from

the “proper.” The difference is also likened to that between the genus (yévog) and species

%1 Ibid. 44.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 75.: “Obkodv 00d¢ tod 00D THv ovoiav

€100V 0l T AmokuAVYELS xeivag Beacdpevor.”
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(€180¢) or individual (E)'Lropov).652 Therefore, in the Eranistes the term subsistence
(bndotaocig) is used exclusively to denote the particular in a person.

In the lexicon of the mature period of Theodoret’s Christological thought, the
term subsistence (VndcTao1S) signifies the same aspect of the being as the term person
(mpbéowmov). However, they are interchangeable only when they denote the particular in a
being. He reserved three distinct terms to describe the particular in a personal entity.
They are ntpéconov, dndotactg, and id0tta: “...we follow the limits set down by the
holy fathers and say that subsistent entity (bm6cTOG1G), person (npdcsmmov), and property

(i51611a) all signify the same thing.”®*

However, Theodoret qualifies this statement
when he speaks about the common and the particular in the Holy Trinity: “the divine
substance signifies the Holy Trinity, while the subsistence points to a person, such as the

Father, the Son, or the Holy Spirit.”®**

Thus the expression “the same thing” (ta0toV)
ought to be interpreted in the context of Theodoret’s overall argument; namely, the terms
equally signify the particular in a being, while they themselves are not identical and
synonymous. Theodoret is clear that the subsistence serves only as an indication of

person (VOGTAGLY TPOSHOTOL TVOG eivar Snhwtikny). Thus it is evident that in the

Eranistes Theodoret preserved his original understanding of person (npdcwmov) as a

652 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 64.: “Kotd pév thv 00padev cogiav ovk &yet. “H e
yap ovoia 10 Ov onuaivet, kai T0 VEeTOG 1 vVIOcTACIC. Katd 8¢ ye v tdv matépov ddackariov, fiv Exet
Slapopay TO Kowdv Tpdg T 1810V, §j TO Yévog mpdg TO £100¢ T TO dTopov, TodY 1) ovGin TPOG TV
vroctacwy €xet.” Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 31.

653 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 32. Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 65.: “mnv Beiov ovciov v ayiav Tpdda onuaivey eopév, v 6€ ye HTOGTUCLY TPOCHTOV TIVOG
givar Snhotihy, olov, §| oD TaTpdg | Tod viod §j Tod dyiov mvedpatog. THY Yép VrOGTOGY Kol TO
TPOCHOTOV Kol TNV i310TNTa TaDTOV onpaively eopev Toig Tdv ayiov natépov dpoig dkoiovbodvtes.” The
reference to patristic authority is most likely a reference to the Cappadocian theological lexicon analyzed
above. Cf. Gregory of Nazianzus Oration 39:11: “...three individualities (i510tntag), or hypostases
(Omootdoelg), if any prefer so to call them, or persons (zpécona), for we will not quarrel about names so
long as the syllables amount to the same meaning” (NPNF? 7.355; cf. PG 36.345).

654 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 65.: “tiv Ogiav ovoiav Thv &yiav tpiéda onpaivew
Qouév, TNV 84 v DIOGTUGLY TPOGHITOV TIVOG EIVal SNAWTIKAY, 0lov, §j ToD matpdg §j Tod viod fj Tod dyiov
nvevpatoc.” Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 32.
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broader term of which subsistence is a constituent part. As previously argued, in this
understanding of the term, person (rpdcmmov) incorporates substance (ovcia),
subsistence (1pomog VhpEewc/HmdoTacig), individual characteristics (idi0tnta), power

(évépyewn), etc.

6.2. The Christological phraseology of the Eranistes
The mature Christology of Theodoret of Cyrrhus reflects concerns and positions

identical to his early Christological thought evidenced in the Expositio rectae fidei. His
early Christology was conditioned by its purpose, i.e., the economy of salvation. The
same concern is evident in the Eranistes, where Theodoret begins his arguments by
asserting that the Logos assumed a complete human nature because it was necessary to
reverse the consequences of the Protoplast’s offense: “For the whole first man became
subject to sin and destroyed the characteristics of the divine image, and the race followed
its first ancestor; it was therefore out of necessity that the creator, in his desire to renew
the image that had been obscured, assumed the whole nature and imprinted in it much

95655

better characteristics than the former ones.””” The soteriological nature of his

apprehension of the Incarnation prompted the use of specific Christological phraseology.

6.2.1. Homo assumptus: The Union of the Logos and the dvOpwmog in Christ
As was mentioned earlier, modern scholarship that ventured to pass judgment on

Theodoret’s mature Christology has contended that he changed his terminology and

%53 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 90.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical

Edition). 113.: “..’Eneldn yap 0 mpdTog dvOpmog HA0c Vo TV apoptiov £yéveto, Kol Tovg Tig Belog
£lKOVOG ATMOAESE YOPOKTH PG, NKOLOVONOE O T@ YEVEAPYN TO YEVOS AvayKaimg O dnUovpyos
Kawovpyfioatl TV dpovpodeicav eikéva Berncag, ANV v @OV Avarafdv TOAAD TOV TPOTEP®V
apeivoug EVeTOM®OE YOPOKTHpag.”
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concepts. In the early Christological writings he insisted on the portrayal of the
Incarnation in terms of the Logos indwelling a human being (&vOpwmog). However, M.
Richard, J. Stewardson, P. Clayton, and F. Young all argue that during the years of
theological debates with Cyril of Alexandria it was Theodoret’s theological lexicon that
changed. Allegedly, he grew aware of the pitfalls of his insistence on the description of
Christ’s human component as “a human being.” Such language would jeopardize the full
unity of the natures in Christ and would have the connotation of a mere conjunction.
However, throughout the Eranistes Theodoret characterized Christ’s humanity as a
human being (4vOpwmog). This term was used to argue for the immutability of the Logos
and the distinction of the natures in Christ, both of which safeguard the divinity of the
Logos against Arian attacks. Christ is both God and a human being (&vBpwmog).
Theodoret argues that before the Incarnation the Logos was called “God,” “Son of God,”
“only-begotten,” “Lord,” “God the Word,” and “creator” (cf. John 1:1,3,4,9), while after
he is called “Jesus” and “Christ.”®>® Christ is professed to be “joined to us as a human
being (&vOpwmog) because he took from us the form of a slave” (cf. Phil 2:7).557
Therefore, Theodoret consistently refers to Christ’s human component as a human being.
Theodoret’s choice of patristic citations in the florilegia leaves very little doubt
about his conception of the Incarnation in terms of the Logos taking full human nature.
The Christological imagery he employed in the illustrations of his ideas paints a very
different picture from the one painted in the scholarship. It is simply that Theodoret does

not hesitate to express his understanding of the Incarnation using the terminology present

6% Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 91.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 114.
87 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 98-99.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 122.
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in his writings from before the Nestorian controversy. Moreover, he repeatedly uses
passages that would undoubtedly sound offensive to the ears of the Alexandrines after the
fierce debates with Cyril of Alexandria. For example, he quotes from Hippolytus’s
Commentary on Matthew 25, where it is said that the Logos “wore a human being.”>®
Also, the quotations from the Great Discourse on Faith, which Theodoret attributes to
Athanasius of Alexandria, reflect the same language: “Now divinity has neither body nor
blood, but the reason for these statements [i.e., Gospel references to Christ] was the
human being (&v0pwmoc) from Mary, whom he wore...”**’ Eustathius of Antioch is
frequently cited referring to the humanity of Christ as “a human being”: e.g., “the human
being (&vOpwmoc) who died rises up on the third day,”*®® and “in his letter he [Paul] calls
the very human being (év8pwmog) who was crucified ‘Lord of Glory’”;*®! and “the

062 Theodoret even attributes the

human being of the Christ is raised from the dead ....
same ideas to Athanasius, quoting from The Greater Discourse about Faith: “The one

who gives life to all the dead also gave it to the human being born of Mary, Jesus Christ,

558 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 136.: “...they [heretics] also either profess that

Christ appeared in life only as a human being, by denying the talent of his divinity, or by confessing that he
was God, they deny in turn that he was a human being; and they teach that he tricked the vision of those
who saw him; for he did not wear a human being as a human being, but instead was a kind of imaginary
illusion; this resembles Marcion, Valentinus, and the Gnostics...”; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 155.: “...xdxeivol, 1ol Yilov GvBpoToV O0LLOA0YODGL TEENVEVOL TOV XPLoTOV €iC TOV
Bilov, tiig Bed6TNTOG 0V TOD TO TAAAVTOV APVOVLLEVOL, TjTOL TOV BEOV OLLOAOYODVTES, AvaivovTal TAALY TOV
avBpomov, TEPAVTACIOKEVAL SIOACKOVTES TAG OYELS aDTOV TAV Bemdpévav, dg avBpomov ov popécavta
BvOpomov, GAAE 86K GV TIva pucuatd®dn niilov yeyovévar, olov domep Mapkionv kai Odaieviivog kai oi
I'vootwcoi ....”

659 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 143.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 160.: “@¢otnc 8 obte odua obte aipa Exsl, GAL v pdpecey ék tiic Mapiag dvOpwmov, aitiog
T00TOV YéYOVE ...~

%0 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 225.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 231.: “O avBponog yap 0 dmobavmv Tpiiuepog pev avistatat ....”

%1 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 226.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 232.: “Kvopov 8¢ ti|g 06Eng antov Tov vBpomov tov otovpobévia caedg ovopdlel ypdoov ....”
562 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 228-29.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 234.: “6 avBpomrog 100 Xp1oto, €K TV VeKpOV €yelpopevog ....”



221

whom he assumed.”®® The same image of the Logos being united to a human being is
given in Theodoret’s citation of Gregory of Nyssa’s Contra Eunomium 3.3.43—44: “...the
Lord through whom all things came into being, and with whom nothing that was made
exists, raised up to its own height, through the union, the human being that had been
united to it.”*** Amphilochius of Iconium is cited as saying: “it was not the divinity that
died, but the human being, and the one who raised him is the Word.”%% Also,
Chrysostom, referring to Christ after the Resurrection, emphatically says: “and your
master led a human being into heaven.”®

The conclusion to be drawn from the present survey of Theodoret’s Christological
language in the Eranistes is that his mature Christological language remains
fundamentally unchanged. While he improved the clarity of the presentation of his ideas

(e.g., he was ready to use the term “flesh” (cap&) to denote the human nature assumed by

the Logos or to allow for a union of natures in one subsistence (Undotacig), with the

663 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 231.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical

Edition). 236.: ““O kol mévtag Tovg vekpos {monotdv kol tov Ek Mapiag dvBpmmov Xpiotov Incodv
élmomoinoev, Ov aveilneev.” Although Theodoret attributes this work to Athanasius of Alexandria,
scholarly consensus attributes it to Marcellus of Ancyra (cf. CPG 2.2803; Eduard Schwartz, Der s. g.
Sermo maior de fide des Athanasius, Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften; Philosophisch-
Philologische Klasse (Miinchen: Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1925). 51ff;; F.
Scheidweiler, "Wer ist der Verfasser des sog. Sermo maior de fide?," Byzantinische Zeitschrift 47, no. 2
(1954).; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 31. It must be mentioned, however, that
Theodoret’s attribution of this idea to Athanasius was not entirely ungrounded, for a reference to Christ’s
humanity in terms of dvOpwnoc is indeed present in his writings. As F. L. Cross has pointed out, Athanasius
uses the expression Kvplokdg dvOpwnog in reference to Christ’s humanity in the shorter recension of the De
incarnatione (cf. Frank L. Cross, The Study of St. Athanasius: An inaugural lecture delivered before the
University of Oxford on 1 December 1944 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1945). 19.).

664 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 155.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 170.: “...6 x0plog, 81" o T& mhvTo £YEVETO, Kai 0D Ympic DIECTN TV YeYovOTOV 0VSEY, abiTh TOV
Evobévta Tpog anTnv dvBpomov &ig 10 d1ov dviyayev Byog did TG Evaoemg.”

%3 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 240.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 243.: ““Evexp®0n 6& o0y 1 Bedtng, AL’ 6 dvBpomog, kal o0 £yeipag avtdv oty 6 AdYOG ....”

%% Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 158.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 173.: “...0 pév deondtNG 00V €ig 0vpavOv aviyayev dvbpomov ....”
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necessary qualification of denoting the particular in the person),*®’ both the imagery and
the phraseology from his previous works remain unaffected by the debates with Cyril of
Alexandria and are employed alongside new rhetorical techniques and devices in

Christological arguments.

6.3. The Christology of the Eranistes

In the Eranistes Theodoret conceives of the Incarnation in terms of the salvation
of the human race. As in the Expositio rectae fidei, the economy of salvation is the sole
purpose of the Incarnation. The sin of the Protoplast in paradise could be repaired only by
the sacrifice of an equally perfect man. For this reason, the Logos created and assumed a
complete human nature, making it his own. The death of this perfect human being that

was united to the Logos effected the salvation of the entire race — the debt was paid:

For the whole first man became subject to sin and destroyed the characteristics of

the divine image, and the whole race followed its first ancestor; it was therefore

out of necessity that the creator, in his desire to renew the image that had been

obscured, assumed the whole nature and imprinted in it much better

characteristics than the former ones.*®®

As in the Expositio rectae fidei, so also in the Eranistes one must not conceive of
the Incarnation in terms of inhabitation or possession of “a human being” by the Logos;

rather, the Logos created for himself a complete human nature which he subsequently

inhabited as a “temple.” This effectively prevents the accusation of dividing Christ into

%7 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 44.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English

Translation). 76.

568 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 90.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 113.: ““Emeldn) yap 0 TtpdTog dvOp@mog GA0g v1o TV dpaptiov £yéveto, Kol Tovg Tiig Belog
£lKOVOG ATMOAESE YOPOKTH PG, NKOLOVONOE O T@ YEVEAPYN TO YEVOS AvayKaimg O dnUovpyos
Koawovpyiioatl TV dpovpodeicav eikéva Berncag, ANV v eOCV dvarafdv TOAD TAOV TPOTEP®V
apeivoug EVeTOM®OE YOPOKTHpag.”
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two separate persons or teaching of two Sons, which was the charge brought against

. 669
Nestorius.

Theodoret is explicit in saying that the Logos takes on human nature or
flesh (cap&) while still remaining God: “After becoming human, however, he [Logos] is
also seen by angels, according to the divine Apostle [1 Tim 3:16], not in a likeness of
glory, but using the true and living cloak (mapanetdopart) of flesh as though it were a

veil (mpokoidppart).”®™

The imagery of the Logos being clothed with humanity by
means of the Incarnation is carefully chosen to reflect Theodoret’s insistence on the
distinctiveness of the divine and human natures after the Incarnation.

The Logos is the creating subject in the Incarnation; He creates the human
element of Christ in the Virgin’s womb.®”' As in the previous writings, the creation of

672

Christ’s human nature is described as “fashioning” (diamhac6ijvar).” “ As demonstrated

earlier, in the Expositio rectae fidei 10 Theodoret also teaches that the Logos creates the

569 Theodoret repeatedly repudiates the separation of the Logos and the human component of Christ into

two beings. The Logos exists from eternity, but the humanity of Christ has a beginning in time, which
precludes the possibility of union by commingling since the two are separated by the ontological divide
between the distinct orders of existence; one nature is uncreated, while the other is created. Cf. Theodoret
of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 113 and 23.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 134-35 and 43-44.

67 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 44.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English
Translation). 76.: “Meta pévtot v Evavpomnov GO kal toig dyyéloig, katd Tov Bglov dndoTolov, ovy,
opotdpott §6ENG, AL’ GANOET Kol {BVTL YPGAUEVOC, 01OV TIVL TUPOMETAGUATL, T6 THG GOPKOC
TPOKOAOUUOTL.”

%71 It has become clear from the summary of the Eranistes in the previous chapter that throughout the work
Theodoret argued for a distinction of the natures and against commingling. His conception of the
Incarnation is that the Logos as a personal subject indwells the human nature, which he often styles “the
temple,” as is typical of the Antiochene milieu. (For a list of references see Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 289.) This teaching is fundamental to Theodoret’s Christological system and it is
introduced into the dialogue very early on. For example, the Logos is said to have worn the human nature
(flesh) as a cloak, and it is said that he was covered in the flesh as in a veil (Dialogue I: 44; Theodoret of
Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 75.).

872 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 226.: “...&v Ti| pftpa Tic mapbévov dtomhacijvar
....” Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 219.
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human nature, the perfect human being, in the womb of the Blessed Virgin, having taken

673
on a part of her nature.

In the Eranistes Theodoret is clear that the union of the divine nature of the Logos
and the human nature takes place at the moment of conception.”* There is no lapse of

time between the creation of the human nature and the beginning of the existence of

675

Christ’s humanity.””” This is an important moment in Theodoret’s Christology, because it

effectively forestalls arguments for the preexistence of Christ’s human nature and the
notion that one could confess two natures — divine and human — before the union, but

only one (the divine nature) after it:

Eranistes. There were two [natures] before the union, but, when they came
together, they formed one nature.

Orthodoxos. When do you say the union took place?

Eranistes. 1 say right at the moment of the conception.

Orthodoxos. Do you say that God the Word does not exist before the
conception?

Eranistes. | say that God the Word exists before time.

Orthodoxos. Do you say that the flesh exists with the Word?

Eranistes. Definitely not.

Orthodoxos. But you say that it was formed by the Holy Spirit after the
angel’s greeting?

Eranistes. 1 do.

Orthodoxos. Then there were not two natures before the union, but one
and only one. For if the divinity has a preexistence, and the humanity does not
coexist [with it], because it was formed after the angel’s greeting, and the union

573 Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 10: “having entered her womb as some divine seed, he creates a temple

for himself, the perfect man; having taken some part of her nature, he effected the fashioning of the temple”
(Johann Karl Theodor von Otto, ed. lustini philosophi et martyris opera quae feruntur omnia, vol. I11. pars
I, Corpus apologetarum christianorum saeculi secundi. vol. IV (Wiesbaden: Dr. Martin Sandig oHG.,
1969), 34.: “tavtng [tiig Hopbévov] tv vndiv gicdvug olovel Tig Belog omOPOG, TAATTEL VOOV £AVTH, TOV
téhetov dvBpomov, népog L AaPav g £keivng pOcemG Kol gig TV T0D vaod S1imAacty 00GIHGAG”).

57 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 125.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English
Translation). 145.

%73 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 112.: “...not even a moment of time intervened
between the assumption of the flesh and the union ....” (Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition).
133-34.: “Ovkodv i unde 10 axoproiov ToD ¥POVoL TG MYemg Tig GapKog Kal TG EVACENG ...."").
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was joined together by the formation, then, before the union there was one nature,

the one that always existed and existed before time.®”®

Theodoret’s conception of the mechanics of the Incarnation is hinted at in his
understanding of the union of soul and body. As demonstrated in the analysis of his early
Christology, he believed that the human being was gradually formed during the course of
gestation. The body was formed first, and the soul was adjoined only to the fully formed
body. The same mechanics of human formation is repeated in the Eranistes, where

Theodoret, following Ezekiel 37:7-10, argues that souls inhabit only fully formed bodies:

The divine Ezekiel teaches this more clearly. For he shows that God ordered the
bones to come together, that each of them recovered its proper harmony, and that
God produced nerves, veins, arteries, the flesh that was woven around them, and
the skiré7t7hat conceals all of them, and then ordered the souls to return to their own
bodies.

According to Theodoret’s Eranistes, the formation of the person of Christ

followed a natural course: “he [Christ] was an embryo in the womb; and after his birth he

87 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 210-11.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes

(Critical Edition). 132-33.:

“EPAN. Avo npd tfic éviboemg foov- cuvedbodoar 8¢ piav dmetéhecay eOoty.

OP®. I1ote 6¢ @G yeyevijoBat v Evooy;

EPAN. E00v0g éyd Aéym mapd v GOAAYLY.

OP®. Tov 8¢ Beov Adyov o0 mpobmapyetv TG CLAAMWE®G AEYELG;

EPAN. TIpd tdv aidvov eivoi onpt.

OP®. T 6¢ ye odpko cuvumdpyev avTd;

EPAN. OV &ijta.

OP®. AA\’ €k Tvedpatog ayiov petd TV ToD dyyéhov dtamAacBijval Tpocpnow;

EPAN. Obtog onpud.

OP®. Ovkodv ob §Ho foav mpd Tiig fvoemg phoelg, dAAS pio povn. Ei yap mpobmapyet uv 1 06tne, 1 8¢
ve AvOpOTOTNG 00 SVVLTLAPYEL (SLEMAGGON Yap LETA TOV AYYEMKOV AOTAGHOV, cuvijTTat 8¢ Tf] StomAdoeL 1y
Evoig), pia dpo Ooig TPd THG Evdoeng v, 1) del oboa kol Tpd THV aidveov odca.”

877 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 215.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 215: “Zagéotepov tadta diddokel 0 Belog TeCexh. Emdeixvuot yap dnmg te cuvelbelv td doTén
mpocétaev 0 0edg, kol OTmG ToVTOV EKacTov TV oikelov dmélafev appoviav, kol Epuoe vedpa kal AEPaAG
Kol aptnpiag, Kol Tag LeTta&d ToVTOV VTECTPOUEVAG CAPKOG, KOl TO SEPLA TOVTOV ATAVTOV TO KAAVLLL,
Kol TOTE TAG Yuyog EnoveAdelv Tpog T oikela Tapnyydnoe copata.”
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. 678
was and was called an infant.”

In this model, the Logos was the only personal
component in the process of Incarnation, since the human nature was completed with the
introduction of the reason-endowed soul only after Christ’s body was fully formed in the
womb of the Blessed Virgin. The Logos formed or fashioned the human component of
Christ in the womb of the Blessed Virgin; the body was created first and than the reason-
endowed soul was added to it to complete the human being. The same understanding of
the Incarnation can be found in the Expositio rectae fidei.*”

It must be noted here that in the Eranistes Theodoret retained his original dipartite
anthropology — the human being consists of the soul and body, and reason is part of the
soul: “But divine Scripture knows one soul, not two, and the formation of the first human

being clearly teaches us this.”*®

This anthropological model is especially evident in
Theodoret’s analogies for explaining the union of divinity and humanity in Christ, where
he compares the Incarnation to the union of “a soul and body” to form one human
being.®!

The union of the divinity and humanity is free of necessity and is an act of good
pleasure (e0doxkia) on the part of the Logos: “[the union] in the case of Christ the Lord it

is a matter of good pleasure (eddokioc), of love of humanity, and of grace.”*®* Such a

conception of the union is demanded by logic, since divinity is by definition free from

578 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 125.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical

Edition). 145.: ... peté Ty o0y kaid EuBpoov fv &v i uitpe, Kai texdeic Ppépog koi v kol
€KMON....”" Also cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 110.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus,
Eranistes (Critical Edition). 132.

879 Cf. Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 10 (Otto, ed. Iustini opera, 34-36.).

6% Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 89-90.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 112-13.: ““H 82 Osia ypagn piav 0idev, ob 800 yuydc: ki todto S184cKel capdg NUdC 1
0D TPMTOV AVOPOTOL JATANCIG.”

881 Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 189-90.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 199-200.

582 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 116.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 138.: “...[1f] é&vooig] €mi 8¢ tod deondTov Xpiotod 10 GAov evdoking Eoti, Kol prravipomiog kol
xaptroc.”
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any necessity. Here, Theodoret demonstrates continuity with his thought in the Expositio
rectae fidei 15, where, as we saw, he argues that the human nature of Christ participates
in the dignity of God (Beiog d&lag) not as a part of the divine nature, but solely through
the good pleasure (eddokig) of the Logos.®™

The union of the Logos with the human nature in the person of Christ, however,
was by necessity free of commingling; the mutation and change that such a union would
entail are incompatible with Godhead. The divine nature is perfect by definition and any
change or modification — addition or subtraction — would entail previous imperfection.
Therefore, the mode of union of the divine nature of the Logos and the human nature
must be free of confusion and commingling. However, the fundamental principle which
enabled Theodoret to advance this argument is his keen awareness of the ontological
transcendence of the Godhead, which alone belongs to the order of the uncreated
existence. The divide between the two orders — uncreated and created — prevents any
commingling of the divine and human natures. Theodoret says that it is wicked “...to mix
the natures, even though they differ from one another, not simply in the way that the soul
differs from the body, but to the extent that the temporal differs from the eternal, and the
created from the creator.”®* At another place he insists that Christ must have both divine
and human natures, for otherwise it would have been impossible for him to bridge the
ontological gap between God and human beings [cf. 1 Tim 2.5-6], i.e., between the

uncreated and created orders of existence to which they respectively belong.®*

683

Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 15 (Otto, ed. lustini opera, 56.).
684

Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 190.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 200.: “...cuyyelv Tag pUOELS, €1 Kol TO d14¢popov, oy doov EYEL Yoy TPOG oML, EXOVGL TPOG
aAALag, GAAL TocoDTOV, S5OV TO TPOGEUTOV TOD Aidiov S1€cTNKE, Kol TO ToNbEV Tob momoavtog.”

585 Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 105.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 127.
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6.4. The Human Nature of Christ after the Resurrection: Communicatio
idiomatum or theosis

As has been demonstrated, throughout the Eranistes Theodoret argued that the

divine nature remains immutable and unchangeable. However, the human nature of

Christ is said to have acquired extraordinary properties not proper to a human nature.**

Theodoret explicitly affirms that, despite this change, it was not changed into the nature
of the Godhead, but remains human. He affirms that Christ’s body was “seen as finite,

with hands, feet, and other bodily limbs; it could be touched and seen and had the wounds

25687

and scars that it had before the resurrection.”” " Naturally, such bodily imperfections and

limitations do not pertain to the divine nature. Further, the changes in Christ’s human
nature affect only the accidental attributes (cupPepnrog) of the humanity and do not

change the nature:

Orthodoxos. Whether body is sick or healthy, we still call it a body.

Eranistes. We do.

Orthodoxos. Why?

Eranistes. Because they both share the same substance.

Orthodoxos. And yet we see a tremendous difference between them. For
one is healthy, sound, and free of misery, while the other has the eye torn out, the
limb broken, or some other very grievous affliction.

Eranistes. But good health and sickness both affect the same nature.

5% There are no fewer than twenty-five references to this concept in the Eranistes, which testifies to the fact

that this concept played an important role in Theodoret’s Christological system. Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus,
Eranistes (English Translation). 105, 109, 126, 128, 138, 144, 150-51, 153, 156, 158, 159 (3x), 160 (2x),
161 (2x), 163, 172, 260, 263.

587 Ibid. 128 and 260.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical Edition). 148 and 260.: “petét tiv
avaotactv Tpoeig petéhafev O deomoTNG, Kal TAG Yelpag Edg1&e Kal ToOVG THdAG Tolg LobnTolc, Kol Tag &v
TOVTOLG SL0TPNGELS TOY HA@V, Kol HEVTOL Y€ KOl TNV TAELPAY Kol TNV &v aOTf] Yeyevnuévny &k Ti|g mAnyfg
MOTELMV... LepévnKev dpa Kol HETA TNV AVASTACY 1) TOD 6ONATOg OGS, Kol gig £Tépav odaiay 0D
petefAn0n.” And “...unv petda v dvactacty meptyeypapévov deon, kai yeipag Eyov Kai Todag, Kol o
8o ToD cdpatog popa: kol dmntdv v kol dpatdv, kai Stotpricelg xov Kol dTENAC, Gomep gl TPO TG
AvooTAcE®MG.”
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Orthodoxos. Then surely the body should be called a substance, and
sickness and good health should be called accidental attributes.®**

Thus, according to Theodoret, the fact that Christ had a body after the resurrection
is sufficient proof that his humanity was not changed into divinity: “And so the Lord’s
body rose incorruptible, incapable of suffering, immortal, glorified with the divine glory,
and is adorned by the heavenly powers; but it is still a body as finite as it was before.”*®
Naturally, this finality or limitation (meptrypagn)) is ontologically irreconcilable with the
infinity of the divine nature.

Theodoret makes clear that the body of the resurrected Christ is the model of the

resurrected bodies of all humans.®*°

He envisions the eschatological existence of all
humanity in terms of the resurrected Christ, i.e., the bodies of saints will not be
transfigured into the nature of the Godhead but will remain human, while the accidental
attributes of their nature will be changed: “It is according to the same quality (10 mo6v),
therefore, and not according to immensity (10 mToc6v) that the bodies of holy people will

59691

be made into the same form as the Lord’s body.””" The bodies of holy men and women

588 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 128-29.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes

(Critical Edition). 148-49.

“OPO. Ovkodv pévet pév 1 eUotg, petofarietar 8¢ avtig 0 eBaptov gig dpbapaoiav, Kol O BvnTov &ig
aBavaciov. Zkomiompey 8¢ 00T T0 dcbevoiv odpa Kol TO Vylivov Do KOAODIEY OULOIMC.

EPAN. Nouyi.

OPO. Awri;

EPAN. 'Enedn petéyet tiic adtiig odoing td AueoTepa.

OP®. Kai pnv mheiomv v avtoig opdpev dtapopdyv. To pév yap oty VYég T€ Kal GpTov Kol AnfLovTov:
70 8¢ 1} TOV 0PBALOV EkKeKOULEVOV, T) TO oKkéNOG Exel TemAnyuévov, 1 dALo Tt TdBog mayydAemov.

EPAN. AM\G tepi TV 0TV OOV £KATEPOV YiveTal, Kai 1) Dyeia kol 1) doBévela.

OP®. Ovkodv 10 odpa odciov kKANTéoV, kol TV vOGov Kal v vyelav cupfepnkoc.”

5% Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 129.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 149.: “Koai 10 deomotikov toryapodv odpo dedaptov pév avéotn, kol amadeg kol abdvatov Kai T
Belq 50&N dedo&acuévov, Kol Tapd TOV ETOVPAVIOV TPOSKLVEITAL SUVALE®DV: oA O& OU®G £0TL TNV
TPOTEPAY EYOV TEPLYPAPNV.”

6% Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 128 and 131; Theodoret of Cyrrhus,
Eranistes (Critical Edition). 148 and 151.

! Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 131.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 151.: “Kotd 10 mo1dv T0ivuv, 00 Katd T0 TosoV, GOLLOPQ EGTOL TR SECTOTIKG CONATL TAV GyimV
0 copato.”
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will share in Christ’s incorruptibility and even in his immortality, though they will not be
his equals: “They will share in his glory... but there is a great difference to be found in its
[glorification] immensity, as vast as that between the sun and the stars, or rather between
master and servants, and between that which gives light and that which is illuminated.”**
Thus, their communion with God will not be in terms of becoming “gods” by nature, but
in terms of participation in the divine nature by grace.”® This reference is highly
reminiscent of his discussion of the ubiquity of the Logos after Incarnation in the
Expositio rectae fidei 15, where he argues that the Logos was present by substance

(xat ovciav) in his body. Christ’s body is said to share in the dignity of God (O<iag

d&iac) but not to be part of the divine nature.***

In the Expositio 17, Theodoret qualifies
this idea, arguing that the divine substance is not equally present in Christ and in the rest
of creation. In the Expositio, Theodoret uses the image of light, comparing the presence
of the Logos in the body of Christ to the shining of the Sun upon everyone equally, while
only those with healthy eyesight would be able to fully appreciate and benefit from it.*

In the Eranistes, Theodoret likewise makes a distinction between the glorification of

Christ’s body and the bodies of the saints, saying that the difference will be “as vast as

592 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 131.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical

Edition). 151.: ““Ev 8¢ ye 1f] T0G0TNTL TOAD 10 d14¢p0pov E6Tv VPELY, Kol TocodTOV, ooV AoV TPOg
aoTépag, LaAlov 8¢ HG0V dE0TOTOV TPOG SOVAOVG, Kol ToD PTILoVTOg TPOG TO PMTILOUEVOV.”

693 J. Gross noted in Theodoret the idea that human beings can be called “gods” because they are created in
God’s image, they exercise the power to create (although not ex nihilo) and are endowed with reason (voig)
(Jules Gross, The Divinization of the Christian According to the Greek Fathers, trans. Paul A. Onica
(Anaheim, CA: A&C Press, 2002). 214.). This teaching appears in Theodoret’s Question 20 in Genesis and
Question 9 in Exodus, which belong to the mature period of his theological output; they were written a few
years after the Eranistes. This idea of human beings sharing in the dignity of God, but not by nature,
appears to be complementary to his understanding of the state of the risen human nature.

% Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 15 (Otto, ed. lustini opera, 56.).

695 Cf. Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei 17 (Ibid., 64.).
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that between the sun and the stars... and between that which gives light and that which is
illuminated.”®

Theodoret does not stand alone among the Antiochene teachers in this concept.
As N. Russell noted, while the Antiochenes did not use the term “theosis” (divinization),
they never repudiated the idea, which was found in the Irenaean corpus and was

undoubtedly known to them.®”

Moreover, before Theodoret, the idea is found in both
John Chrysostom and Theodore of Mopsuestia. Chrysostom says that the title “gods”
used in Ps 82:6 (“You are gods, sons of the Most High, all of you...”) refers to the
baptized. However, this must be understood only in the titular sense.®”® Accepting
Chrysostom’s understanding of the verse, Theodore of Mopsuestia added that this title
would be realized only after the final resurrection.®®” Interestingly, Theodore says that our

700

human nature will receive divine attributes of immortality and immutability.” The same

is evident in Theodoret’s thought, both in the period prior to the Nestorian controversy

(e.g., Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas 7)""!

and in the mature period of his
Christological output, as argued here.

Therefore, Theodoret’s conception of the interaction of the divine and human

natures of Christ as the exchange of attributes of the natures (i.e., Communicatio

6% Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 131.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical

Edition). 151.: “6c0v fAlov Tpog doTéPaC... Kal 10D pTilovtog Tpog t0 emTilopevoy.”

7 Norman Russel, The Doctrine of Deification in the Greek Patristic Tradition (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2004). 237. There is no doubt that Theodoret was well acquainted with the works of
Irenaeus of Lyons, since in the Eranistes his works are quoted no fewer than sixteen times (Dialogue I —
seven times; Dialogue II — six times; Dialogue III — three times). Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes
(Critical Edition). 10, 13, 19.

5% John Chrysostom, Homily on John 3.2, 14.2; Cf. Russel, Doctrine of Deification. 237.

5% Theodore of Mopsuestia, Catechetical Homilies 3.11,4.10, 11.8, 14.24. Cf. Ibid.

7% Theodore of Mopsuestia, Catechetical Homilies 5.20, 11.7, 14.24. Cf. Ibid.

" pasztori-Kupan, Theodoret of Cyrus. 181.
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idiomatum) had not changed from the one adduced previously in the discussion of the
Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas.

The final question relating to the communicatio idiomatum in Theodoret’s
Christology is not whether he accepted it, which evidently he did, but rather when it is
thought to occur. This seems to be the main point of contention between Theodoret of
Cyrrhus and Cyril of Alexandria.

Cyril believed that the exchange of attributes of the two natures takes place from
the moment of conception. Pusey argued, however, that in this matter Cyril put an
emphasis on the baptism of Jesus in the Jordan and the descent of the Holy Spirit upon
him.” Pusey believes that Cyril, being aware of the Adoptionist and Arian
interpretations of the event, argued that by undergoing baptism Christ “inaugurated an
ongoing state of affairs, one which has great significance for the human race.” He also
adds: “the Son receives the Holy Spirit “as man” for our sake, according to the
economy.”” Thus, according to Cyril, the baptism in the Jordan and the descent of the
Holy Spirit on Jesus was not necessary for Christ who was God the Logos and whose
human nature has been divinized in the union. It was rather an act of condescension for
the benefit of the human race so that it might comprehend the significance of Jesus’s
mission.

Theodoret, however, argues that Christ’s humanity remains complete and

unchanged until the resurrection, which marks the moment of the theosis of human nature

and thus inaugurates the full exchange of the attributes. As seen earlier, Theodoret insists

702 Cf. Philip E. Pusey, Sancti Patri nostri Cyrilli archiepiscopi Alexandrini In divi Joannis evangelium;
Accedunt fragmenta varia necnon tractatus ad Tiberium diaconum duo, vol. 1 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1872). 174-75.

793 Cyril of Alexandria, In Joannem 14:20 in Ibid. Cf. Russel, Doctrine of Deification. 153.
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on the distinctiveness of the properties of natures throughout Christ’s life on earth.
However, after the resurrection the human nature that alone is susceptible to change
receives certain properties of the divine nature.

For Theodoret, Christ’s resurrection is the turning point in the existence of the
person of Christ, the moment which marks the beginning of the exchange of attributes.
The reason for this chronological marker is simple: as previously mentioned, Theodoret’s
concept of Incarnation is defined by its purpose — the salvation of the human race. The
sole purpose of the Logos’s Incarnation is the repayment of the debt of the Protoplast and
the human race which followed in his fall. The sacrifice of an equally perfect human
being was required to restore the fallen human race. Thus, it was necessary that Christ be
a complete and perfect human being in order to accomplish that mission. Once the
mission was completed by the death on the cross and the resurrection, it was no longer
necessary for the human nature to retain all of its attributes, and the time had come for it
to receive its due glory: it began sharing in the attributes of the divine nature. Evidently,
Theodoret’s thought on this point was utilitarian.

It must remain beyond the scope of this dissertation to venture into the debate
about the correctness of Theodoret’s and Cyril’s theories. For the purposes of this work it
suffices to note that Theodoret’s position remained remarkably consistent throughout the
entire period of his theological productivity. The idea that the human body of Christ
receives properties extraordinary to the human nature only after the resurrection, even
though it had been united to the divine nature from the moment of conception, i.e., from

the beginning of its existence, is present unwaveringly throughout Theodoret’s life.
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6.5. Iconic Theophanies: An Echo of the Anthropomorphite controversy?
In the Eranistes, Theodoret used the concept of the vision of resurrected Christ as

proof that after resurrection human nature does not change into the nature of divinity. The
fact that Christ will come in the same way as he was seen to ascend implies that Christ’s
human nature was still present, for Godhead is invisible: “I have also learned from the
holy angels that he will come in the same way that the disciples saw him going to heaven
(cf. Acts 1:11)... And I know that what human beings see is finite, for the infinite nature
is invisible.”’**

In order to avoid suggesting that there were any limitations on the divine nature,
Theodoret even argued that the theophanies in the Old Testament are not full experiences
of God, but merely visions He created so that finite human nature could come into
contact with Him: “The prophet (cf. Isaiah 6:2 LXX) didn’t see the actual substance of
God, but a kind of vision adapted to his capability. After the Resurrection, however, all
will see the judge’s [i.e., Christ’s] visible (tiv 6pmpévnv) nature.”’* Therefore, the
substance of God remains inaccessible both in the present life and in the eschaton. Even
the theophanies fall short of truly revealing the transcendent God, since the substance of
Godhead remains hidden behind iconic apparitions. According to Theodoret, the

theophanies are mere images and apparitions which are created for the benefit of the

human beings so that they could come into contact with the divine. And yet Christ will be

7% Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 129.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical

Edition). 149.: “Mepndbnka 88 kai mapd tdv ayiov dyyéhov, 6t1 obtmg éhedoetal v TpoOTOV adTOV 100V 01
padntai Topevduevoy £ig oV ovpavov. Eidov 88 mepryeypappévny octy, ovk dmepiypagov... Koi olda
mepLyeypapLévoy 10 V1’ avBpdTev Opdpevov. ABEatog yap 1| Arepiypapog vois.”

9% Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 130.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 150.: “Ovk o0tV €18ev 6 TpoerTg Tod B£0D THV ovciav, GAL’ dyiv Tvdl Tf odTod Suvapet
ouppaivovcav. Meta 8¢ v dvdotacty dravteg avtny Tod Kprtod v Opopévny dyoviot puoty.”
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seen even in the eschaton, which implies that he retained the only nature of his
constitution that is perceptible — the human one.

A problem in Theodoret’s understanding of the partial transformation of the
properties of Christ’s human nature is his continuous existence in heaven. Arguing from
the Scriptures (Phil 3:20-21), Theodoret claims that the reference to Christ’s “body” even

after the Ascension signifies the continuous existence of his human nature in heaven:

But I shall nevertheless show that the Lord’s body is called a body even after the
assumption. Hear, then, the apostle who teaches, ‘For our society is in heaven,
from which we also receive a savior, Lord Jesus, who will transform the body of
our lowliness, to be made itself into the same form as the body of his glory.” It
was not, therefore, transformed into another nature, but remained a body, even
though it was filled with divine glory and emitted rays of light; and the bodies of
holy people will be made into the same form as it.”*

Although Theodoret argued that the bodies of saints will undergo the same
transformation as the body of Christ, as we have seen in the previous section he made one
important distinction between Christ’s body and the body of the saints; namely, the
transformation of Christ’s body and that of the bodies of saints will differ qualitatively:
“It is according to the same quality (10 moidv), therefore, and not according to immensity
(t0 mocdv) that the bodies of holy people will be made into the same form as the Lord’s

body.””"” These ideas evoke the anthropomorphic controversy popular in the Egyptian

monastic milieu. The debate belonged to the generation prior to Theodoret but it

9 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 131.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical

Edition). 150.: “6eiéw 0& Spmg Kol HETA TV AVAAYIV GO0 KAAODUEVOV TOD 6£6TTOTOV TO GMUN. AKOVGOV
Toivuv 10D dmoctorov S1ddckoviog: “Hudv yap 1o mokitevpa &v odpavoic Hrhpyel, €€ o kol coTiipa
amerdeyopedo koplov Incodv, 6g LETATYTLOTICEL TO ODLO THS TATEWDCEMG UMV, €1g TO YevécHat adTo
GUULOPOOV TH CMOUOTL THG d0ENS NUDV, €l ETépav petaéfintat pvov, dAAL pepévnke odpa, Oeiog péviot
S0ENG TEMANPOUEVOV KOl POTOG EKTEUTOV AKTIVOG: EKEIV® TA TOV AylOV CMOUOTO YEVAGETAL COLLOPPAL.”
"7 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 131.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 151.: “Kotd 10 mo1dv T0ivuv, 00 Katd T0 ToGoV, GOLLOPQO EGTOL T SECTOTIKG CONATL TAV GyimV
0 copato.”
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nonetheless showed surprising resilience, surviving until his time despite the best efforts
of the all-powerful Alexandrian bishops to quash it. As A. Golitzin has argued
convincingly, Cyril of Alexandria dedicated several of his letters to suppressing this

teaching.””®

Thus, the writing of the Eranistes falls within the general timeframe of the
anthropomorphite controversy. Moreover, Theodoret’s insistence on the ‘iconic’ nature
of the Old Testament theophanies indicates his keen concern for safeguarding the
transcendence of the divine nature against any association of Godhead with a “body,”
since any notion of the perceptibility of the Godhead by human beings (albeit saints)
would imply a certain limitation of the divine nature. Theodoret’s teaching about the
qualitative inequality between the transformation of the risen Christ’s body and that of
the saints further suggests that he was attempting to avoid charges of supporting
anthropomorphism. Theodoret subtly hinted at his intention when he explained that the
Old Testament theophanies (e.g., Exodus 7:1) present reality only symbolically. In order
to illustrate his point, Theodoret used the analogy of differentiating between the emperor
and his images:

Orthodoxos. Y ou apparently don’t call the imperial images images of the
emperor?

Eranistes. 1 certainly do.

Orthodoxos. And yet they do not have everything the original has. For in
the first place they lack both soul and reason. Second, they have no internal
organs, such as heart, stomach, liver, and the other attached to them. Third, they
have the form of the senses, but not their actual powers; for they do not fear,

speak, or see, and they do not write, walk, or perform other human activities. But
they are nevertheless called imperial images.””

798 Alexander Golitzin, "'The Demons Suggest an Illusion of God's Glory in a Form': Controversy over the
Divine Body and Vision of Glory in Some Late Fourth, Early Fifth Century Monastic Literature," Studia
Monastica 44, no. 1 (2002): 31, note 56.

79 Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (English Translation). 99.; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Eranistes (Critical
Edition). 122.:

“OP0O. Q¢ oike, tag Paciikig eikdvog oV KaAels faciiéng ikovag;

EPAN. IT&vvye.
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This same analogy appears in a fifth-century Coptic text representative of the
anthropomorphite controversy, The Life of Apa Aphou of Pemdje.”"® In the text Apa
Aphou, an Egyptian hermit, pays a visit to Archbishop Theophilus of Alexandria (uncle
of Cyril of Alexandria) to correct his teaching that the imago dei was lost in human
beings after the fall. In arguing with the archbishop, the hermit invokes Gen 1:26 and 9:6
(“Whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed; for God made man in
his own image” — RSV), then appeals to the sacrament of the Eucharist, implying that it is

the true “body of God.” Finally, he asks:

As for the Glory of the Greatness of God, which it is impossible for
anyone to see because of its incomprehensible light, and as for human weakness
and imperfection... we think that it is like a king who orders the making of an
image which everyone is to acknowledge as the image of the king.

Yet everyone [also] knows perfectly well that it [= the image] is only
[made] of wood together with other elements... but... the king has said, “This is
my image”...

How much the more so, then, with man?’"!

As E. Drioton and A. Golitzin have argued, the reference to the “Glory of the
Greatness of God” is a reference to a divine body “clothed with incomprehensible light,”

in which the hermit believed.”'* As A. Golitzin concluded, Apa Aphou identifies:

OP®. Kai pnv oo navta &xovotv, dcamep 10 apyétomov Exel. [Ipdtov pév yap eiocwv dyoyol te Kai dAoyor:
gito, TV évtog popiov Eotéprvar, kapdiac, enui, kol kothiog kai fimatog kol TdV dAlov Omdca ToHToIg
cvvéCevkrtol. "Enerta 10 pév 1édv aichicsmv Exovcty £100¢, Tag 88 TovTOV évepyeiag odkétt. Obte yap
énaiovowv, ovte PBEyyovTaL, ovte OpOSLV: 00 Ypdpovaty, ov Padifovoty, ovk dALo TL SpAGL TOV
avBporivov: AL dpog elkdveg kKolobvtat Baciiikol.”

1% Erench translation by E. Drioton published in Revue de I’orient chrétien 20. Cf. Ettienne Drioton, "La
discussion d'un moine anthropomorphite audien avec le patriarche Théophile d'Alexandrie," Revue de
l'orient chrétienne 20 (1915-1917): 113-28.; Golitzin, "Divine Body and Vision of Glory," 23-24.

"I Cited from Golitzin, "Divine Body and Vision of Glory," 24-25.

"2 Drioton, "La discussion d'un moine anthropomorphite audien avec le patriarche Théophile
d'Alexandrie," 127.; Golitzin, "Divine Body and Vision of Glory," 25.
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...a divine body of light at once with the human form of the kevod YHWH
in the Biblical theophanies and with the image (¢selem) and likeness (demut) of
God in Genesis 1:26; second, the equation of both the kavod and the original
divine likeness, demut, with the “Man from Heaven”, to cite 1 Cor 15:47 and 49,
i.e., with the Second Person of the Christian Trinity; and 3) both of the above as
linked to, or functionally identical with, the “living bread come down from
heaven” of Jn 6:51, the food of the Eucharist.”"

The scholarly consensus is that all these identifications are indicative of the

anthropomorphite debates.”*

The emphasis on the limitlessness of the divine nature,
coupled with the argument that divine transcendence goes beyond invisibility due to the
divine luminosity, indicates anthropomorphite concerns in Theodoret’s mature
Christological thought. Moreover, bearing in mind the fact that anthropomorphism was
still plaguing the Alexandrian milieu at the time of Cyril, one ought not be surprised that
Theodoret included such an embarrassing episode for the opposite camp in the Eranistes,
whose purpose was to cast a stain on the Ephesine party. Subtly hinting at such an
indiscretion could well serve his ultimate objective of underscoring the superiority of his
Christological system, which, due to its insistence on the ontological distinction between

the uncreated and created orders, was intrinsically free from such a theological

impropriety as the anthropomorphism of God.

3 Golitzin, "Divine Body and Vision of Glory," 25-26.

" Drioton, "La discussion d'un moine anthropomorphite audien avec le patriarche Théophile
d'Alexandrie," 92-94.; George Florovsky, "Theophilus of Alexandria and Apa Aphou of Pemdje," in The
Collected Works of Father Georges Florovsky (Belmont, MA: Nordland, 1975). 99-101 and 117-18;
Elizabeth A. Clark, The Origenist Controversy: The Cultural Construction of an Early Christian Debate
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992). 50-51 and 59-64.; Graham Gould, "The Image of God and
the Anthropomorphite Controversy in Fourth Century Monasticism," in Origeniana Quinta, ed. Brian E.
Daley (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1992), 549-50.; Golitzin, "Divine Body and Vision of Glory," 23-
24.
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6.6. Conclusion

This final section has presented the mature Christology of Theodoret of Cyrrhus
as evidenced in his latest major work on the subject, the Eranistes. The section began by
analyzing the Christological terminology at the mature stage of his thought. The results of
the analysis show that his keywords during the Nestorian debates — substance, nature,
subsistence, person — retain identical meaning in his mature Christology. One of the most
fundamental concepts of Theodoret’s theology is the distinction between the common
and the particular in God gua Trinity and Christ qua Incarnate Logos. These distinctions
are crucial for a full understanding of his Christological system, which makes an attempt
at explaining the union of the divinity and humanity in Christ in such a way as to make a
link between the purpose of Christ’s Incarnation for which the divine nature was
necessary (i.e., the salvation of the human race), and the presence of involuntary passions
in Christ’s human nature (e.g., hunger, thirst, fatigue, etc.) that is part of the Scriptural
evidence of him. In the Eranistes, Theodoret carefully and consistently used the terms
substance (ovoia) and nature (¢vo1c) to designate the shared underlying principle in
beings, while the terms person (rpdcwmov) and subsistence (bmdcTOG1G) consistently
denoted particular attributes. However, person and subsistence are not fully synonymous,
for the former is broader and incorporates various aspects of the being to form one
personal entity, e.g., substance (ovcia), subsistence (TpoTog VIAPEEMG/HTOGTACIC),
individual characteristics (i010tnta), power (évépyeia), etc.

In order to explain his Christology, Theodoret used in the Eranistes a phraseology
that involved using the term human being (&vOpwmog) for the assumed human component
in Christ. The use of this term was frowned upon after Cyril’s victorious exchange with

Nestorius. In many circles it involved the danger of possible association with the



240

Nestorius’s alleged doctrines (i.e., the teaching of two Sons: the Logos and the
assumed/adopted human being). Theodoret nonetheless did not hesitate to use the term
avOpwmog for the human nature of Christ. In the Eranistes, it was used alongside the
impersonal term flesh (cap&). However, it seems that the former term served to
emphasize the continued existence of Christ’s human nature after the Incarnation.

Both Theodoret’s Christological language evidenced in the Eranistes and his
choice of patristic citations in providing support for his teachings leave no doubt that he
continued using phraseology from the period preceding the Nestorian controversy even at
the dawn of the Council of Chalcedon. This ought not surprise us, because the use of the
term &vOpwmnog to denote Christ’s human nature and the phrase “assumed man” to
describe the union of the Logos with the humanity in Christ were used by none other then
Pope Leo the Great, whose faith the Council of Chalcedon likens to that of the apostle

715

Peter.” ” In Sermon 28, Leo emphatically referred to Christ’s humanity as “homo

assumptus”:

The man, therefore, assumed into the Son of God, was in such wise received into
the unity of Christ’s Person from His very commencement in the body, that
without the Godhead He was not conceived, without the Godhead He was not
brought forth, without the Godhead He was not nursed. It was the same Person in
the wondrous acts, and in the endurance of insults; through His human weakness
crucified, dead and buried: through His Divine power, being raised the third day,
He ascended to the heavens, sat down at the right hand of the Father, and in His
nature as man received from the Father that which in His nature as God He
Himself also gave.”'®

% Richard Price and Michael Gaddis, eds., The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon: General Introduction,
Documents before the Council, Session I, vol. 1, Translated Texts for Historians, Vol. 45 (Liverpool:
Liverpool University Press, 2005). 24.

18 Sermo 28:6 (NPNF? 12: 143-44): “Adsumptus igitur homo in Filium Dei, sic in unitatem personae
Christi ab ipsis corporalibus est receptus exordiis, ut nec sine deitate conceptus sit, nec sine deitate editus,
nec sine deitate nutritus. Idem erat in miraculis, idem ub contumeliis; per humanam infirmitatem crucifixus,
mortuus et sepultus, per diuinam uirtutem die tertia resuscitatus, ascendit ad caelos, consedit ad dexteram
Patris, et in natura hominis a Patre accepit quod in natura Deitatis etiam ipse donauit” (Leo the Great,
Sancti Leonis Magni Romani Pontificis Tractatus Septem et Nonaginta, ed. Antonius Chavasse, vol. 138,
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The mature Christology of Theodoret is marked by his concept of Incarnation,
which is defined by its purpose; namely, the only reason the Logos became incarnate was
the restoration of the human race to the prelapsarian state. As previously mentioned, this
necessitated the existence of both divinity and humanity in the Savior, so that the
ontological gap between God and the fallen human race could be bridged. Theodoret
provided this bridge by arguing that the Logos descended and created Christ’s human
nature in the womb of the Virgin. The Logos created the humanity of Christ in a natural
manner, i.e., in the womb the embryo of Christ underwent the entire natural process of
human gestation. As previously seen, Theodoret’s understanding of this process was that
first the human body grew in the womb, and only once it was fully formed was the
reason-endowed soul added to it. This means that at the moment of conception (i.e., the
beginning of existence) the human element of Christ was impersonal. Moreover,
Theodoret believed that the union of the Logos with the human nature took place at the
moment of conception and that Christ’s human component did not exist on its own before
the union with the divine nature. Thus, the subject of the Incarnation was the creating
Logos, who was the only personal entity at the moment of conception.

In conclusion, Theodoret’s understanding of the union of the divine and human
natures in Christ as presented in the Eranistes shows a keen awareness of the ontological
divide between the uncreated and created orders of existence — between the divine and

human natures — which effectively prevents a union in which the divine nature of the

Corpus Christianorum series Latina (Turnhout: Brepols, 1973).) As P. Barklift has argued convincingly,
even after the Council of Chalcedon Pope Leo continued using the phrase in his writings whenever an
emphasis on Christ’s humanity was necessary (e.g., Letter 124 to Palestinian monks in PL 54. 1064—65); cf.
Philip L. Barklift, "The Shifting Tones of Pope Leo the Great's Christological Vocabulary," Church History
66, no. 2 (1997): 230-32.
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Logos might be suspected of being changed on the level of substance/nature. The natures
were united into one personal entity to create an individual, a human being — Jesus
Christ. However, the transcendence of the Logos even after the union is strictly upheld
throughout the Eranistes to such an extent that Theodoret makes subtle allusions to the
anthropomorphite controversy in order to argue his point that the divine substance/nature
is utterly incommunicable. As such, the divine nature is immutable and by necessity
remains unmixed in the union of the Incarnation. Thus in order to avoid confusion, one
must refrain from attributing properties of the human nature to the divine. However, due
to the transformation effected by the resurrection, certain properties of Christ’s divine
nature can be predicated of the human nature. Since Christ is the first fruit and first-born
from the dead (cf. 1 Cor 15:20 and Col 1:18), the entire human race will be similarly
transformed through the general resurrection. There is just one important qualitative
difference: the glorified saints will not participate in the divine glory by nature, as Christ

qua incarnate Logos does, but by grace.
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7.0. General Conclusions: The Christology of Theodoret of
Cyrrhus - Development or Continuity?
It would be ironic if it turned out that the Christology of Theodoret of Cyrrhus

was susceptible to mutation and change, for he vehemently insisted upon and greatly
cherished the concept of immutability in his theological system. It is my hope, however,
that in the course of this dissertation I have proven that his Christology does indeed
remain unchanged. The analysis of his early and mature Christological output shows that
the main theological concepts and terminology remain unaffected by the many years of
fierce debates.

Theodoret’s Christology was constructed around the key concept of a sharp
distinction between the uncreated and created orders of existence. The ontological chasm
between the two orders necessitated that the union of the (uncreated) divine and (created)
human natures cannot take place on the level of substance (ovcia) or nature (pvo1g). It
could only take place on the level of personal existence (rpdécwmnov). However,
Theodoret’s concept of the person (tpdécwmnov) is composite; it incorporates substance,
subsistence, activities, etc. Thus, his insistence on the union of the natures on the level of
person (rpdswmov) does not necessarily involve the existence of two subsistences in
Christ, since, as has been argued, the Logos was the only personal presence at the
moment of the Incarnation.

The astute student of the Christological controversies may notice that at the
beginning of the Nestorian controversy Theodoret viewed with suspicion Cyril’s
proposition in the Twelve Anathemas that the divinity and humanity were united in a
union of subsistence (Vndotacig). In the Eranistes this hesitation vanished and the union

of the natures in one subsistence is accepted. However, the initial hesitation to accept
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Cyril’s formulation of the union of the natures on the level of subsistence (bmoctatikn
gévooig) which is evident in the Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas ought not be
understood as a rejection based on theological persuasion, but must be considered in the
context of debate with Cyril. As previously argued, Cyril frequently made the expression
VIOoTATIKN EVeolg synonymous with &vmaoig ook, thus confusing the terms for
“common” and “particular” as used by Theodoret in his theological vocabulary. In his
Christological writings Theodoret consistently employed a technical terminology which
he inherited from the authoritative Cappadocian milieu: substance (obcia) and nature
(pvoig) signified the “common,” while person (Tpdcwmov) and subsistence (VTOGTACIS)
signified the “particular” in a concept. However, the two terms for the “particular” had a
different dimension, since subsistence signified the individual characteristics of a person
and thus was also a constituent part of the person. Therefore, the fact that Theodoret
never rejected the formulation Vmootatiky| Evooig in his early Christological writings and
never accepted Cyril’s Evmoig guoikn in the mature period leads to the conclusion that
his acceptance of the former in the Eranistes ought not be interpreted as a change in his
Christological terminology or teaching.

For Theodoret, it was logically impossible to ascribe involuntary passions to the
divine Logos. The subject of all attributions is the person of Christ, i.e., the incarnate
Logos. Thus, for him the Logos qua God, because of his divine nature that alone belongs
to the uncreated order of existence, must have remained immutable in the union with
created human nature. Once Theodoret applied the principle of immutability to the
incarnate Logos, it followed that the union of the natures occurred without mixture or

commingling. The pure and perfect divine nature does not make up compounds, for
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compositeness implies the possibility of dissolution and thus the imperfection of
existence/being. Yet it must be noted that Theodoret’s Christology was not the result of
abstract philosophical or theological meditations; his purpose was to make sense of
theological mysteries, insofar as a human being was able to do so. In creating his
theological system, he made use of various areas of human knowledge, e.g., philosophy,
anthropology, medicine, etc.

Theodoret’s Christology was defined by his understanding of the purpose of the
Incarnation. For him, the purpose of the Incarnation of the Logos was to save the human
race by restoring it to the prelapsarian state. In order to accomplish this, the Savior had to
be concurrently both God and a perfect human being. However, the divine and human
natures are precluded from entering into a union by their respective orders of existence.
Yet the Scriptural evidence shows that they did indeed unite in Jesus Christ. Theodoret
solved this dilemma by arguing that in the Incarnation the Logos as a personal entity
created Christ’s human nature by uniting it to himself. As previously mentioned, for the
purposes of the economy of salvation, Christ had to be a perfect human being, complete
in every sense and equal to us, but sinless. Thus, Theodoret argued, the creation of the
human nature of Christ had to follow the natural process; Christ’s body was created in the
womb of the Blessed Virgin, and after it was fully formed it received a reason-endowed
soul which completed Christ’s human nature. This model of Incarnation necessitates the
existence of only one personal entity - that of the Logos — at the moment of the union of
divinity and humanity, since initially Christ’s human nature was soulless and thus
incomplete. This is why the Logos can be said to be the ultimate subject of all

attributions, for Jesus Christ is the Logos-incarnate. However, properly speaking, all
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attributions belong to the “person” of Jesus Christ. After Christ accomplished his salvific
mission through the Resurrection, his human nature underwent a certain transformation.
Christ’s humanity is shown to possess certain attributes of the divine nature, e.g., it is not
limited by space or time. Yet the change does not necessitate a change into divinity. This
is evident from the Scriptural evidence that Christ had a body even after the Resurrection.
Introducing a body into the divine nature would imply the limitation of the Godhead,
which is a logical impossibility. Nonetheless, the transformation of the human nature
after the Resurrection marks an important moment in Theodoret’s Christology; namely,
before the Resurrection the attributions of both natures were proper to the Logos-
incarnate (i.e., the person of Jesus Christ), while after they were proper to the Logos,
since the limitations and involuntary passions of the human nature had been obliterated.

As argued here, it is evident that Theodoret’s Christology could never be
characterized as “Nestorian” at any point in his theological productivity. Conversely, his
input was invaluable in defining the Christological orthodoxy as promulgated by the
Council of Chalcedon (451 AD). It was through his efforts that the language of the
radical union of natures found in the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of Alexandria, which
had been accepted at the Council of Ephesus in 431 AD, was rescinded. Through his
efforts the Antiochenes escaped a near disaster at Ephesus. Had Theodoret not effectively
exposed the inadequacies of the Christological narrative of the Cyrilline party at the
consultation held in Chalcedon in the late summer of 431 AD, the Emperor’s
endorsement of the Council of Ephesus might have contained an outright accusation of
heresy and condemnation of the Orientals. His efforts in composing the Tomos of

Reunion in 433 AD greatly contributed to restoring the theological reputation of the
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Orientals. Through Cyril’s endorsement of the Tomos of Reunion, the sweeping victory of
Cyrilline party at Ephesus (431 AD) was effectively reduced to a mere political victory,
while the Orientals finally triumphed in the theological sense. Theodoret kept up this
momentum in repairing the image of the Antiochenes by holding his ground against
Cyril’s attacks on the highest authorities in his tradition, Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore
of Mopsuestia, while patiently awaiting the right moment for a counteroffensive. This
strategy paid off well after the death of Cyril of Alexandria, when Theodoret waged the
next stage of his grand plan by attacking the theological inadequacy of the Ephesine party
in the Eranistes. This initiated a series of events, from the condemnation of the Ephesine
party in the person of Eutyches at the Resident Synod of 448 AD through the debacle of
the Robber Council in 449 AD to the convocation of the Council of Chalcedon in 451 AD
at which Theodoret was received as orthodox and exonerated of charges of heresy.
Moreover, all Theodoret’s major Christological concepts and ideas were included in the
definition of faith published by the Council of Chalcedon. The fact that this definition
remains the point of reference and synonym for Christological orthodoxy testifies to the
finality of the restitution of the prestige of the Antiochene party at Chalcedon, a
restitution initiated and made possible by the theological genius of Theodoret of Cyrrhus.
Therefore, the time is ripe to revisit the history of Christological controversy of the fifth
century and to restore Theodoret of Cyrrhus to his rightful place alongside and in equal

glory with Cyril of Alexandria.
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APPENDIX

Theodoret of Cyrrhus

EXPOSITIO RECTAE FIDEI
("ExBeo1g g 0pB0odOE0L MioTEMS)

Translation by Vasilije Vranic

Chapter 1

Having offered sufficient examination of the [beliefs of] Jews and Greeks, it is
now fitting for us to say a word about the sound faith. For it is necessary after the
demonstration of the truth that we expound what we think about it [i.e., truth]. It is not
only the glorification of the Father and the Son that brings us salvation, but the sound
confession of the Trinity grants to the pious the enjoyment of the prepared goods, since
one can hear even the unlike-minded hymning the Father and the Son, but not offering
worship in the true sense. Thence, it is necessary for us to undertake the required

exposition, which leads into purity of truth those who happen to comprehend it.

Chapter 2

Therefore, the Divine Scriptures teach us to worship one God, as the teachings of
the Fathers instruct us to do [likewise]. Because there has to be one source of all, so that
nothing from outside could cause destruction of the created [things]. And if anything in
the beginning were outside of God then it would have to be confessed by necessity [to be]
either God or some other power. But whoever says that God alone [was in the beginning],
he denotes the divine voice which manifestly cries: “I [am] the first God, and I am behind

these, and without me there is no God.” [Isaiah 44:6] Yet if he does not speak about God,
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clearly then [he is positing] angels and powers [as eternal gods]. But [then] he would
contradict the Divine Scriptures, which happen to speak about God thus: “Praise God
[LXX: “Lord”] from heavens, praise Him in the highest. Praise [Him] all his angels,
praise Him all his hosts.” And shortly thereafter “he spoke and they came to be, he
commanded and they were created.” Thus, if we agree that in the beginning nothing co-
existed with the God of all, then [it follows that] everything that exists was brought by
Him into light. Therefore, verily, One is God of all, known as the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit, since from the same substance (ovcia) the Father gave birth (dneyévvnoev) to the
Son, and from the same [substance] the Spirit came forth (mponyayev), similarly, if he is

participating in the same substance (ovcia), he is worthy of the same divinity.

Chapter 3
What then is the difference between that which gives birth and that which is

begotten? Also, [what is the difference between] that which proceeds from and from
which it proceeds (since the Father is unbegotten, from Whom the Son has been begotten
and the Spirit came forth (mpofiA@¢v)); are then the Father, the Son and the Spirit
identical? The “unbegotten,” “begotten,” and “lead-out” (éxmopevtodV) are not signifying
the substance (ovcin), but the modes of existence (tpomoc VapEemq) are designated by
these names. The substance is revealed by the meaning of the name God, while the mode
of existence (tpomog vVépEema) marks the difference between the Father, the Son, and the
Spirit, and the sameness (tavtoV) is revealed in the rationale (i.e., meaning, definition) of
[the word] substance (ovcian). He who exists in an ubegotten manner, he [who exists in a]

717

begotten [manner]| and he who' ' [exists in a] lead-out [manner], brought forth the

"' In the original text this pronoun is in the neutral gender, since the Greek word for spirit (10 Tvedpua) is

neutral.
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differences for purposes of differentiation (td t1ig dwpopdc EmBempeichor TEPLKEY),
while their subsistence (bmootdoemg) designates their being with regards to substance
(ovoia), and that which is common is revealed (mapadniodtar) in the name of divinity. It
shall become clearer in what follows.

The one who looks into the existence of Adam, how his being was brought forth,
will find him not begotten, not from some other man, but that he was fashioned
(owamhacBévta) by the divine hand. The fashioning (d1dmAacig) reveals the mode of
existence; it designates how it happened. Again, similarly, the mode of existence
characterizes the fashioning, because it also reveals that there was a fashioner.

If, on the one hand, you seek his substance (ovoia) by which he is joined to those
[who came forth] from him, you will find humanity [&v8pwomoc — human being]”'®
underlying. Therefore, the fashioning reveals the mode of existence (tpémog vVapEemq),
and the mode of existence characterizes the fashioning, and the word substance shows an
underlying man. The same we find about God and Father. On the other hand, if you seek
His mode of existence (tpdmog VmdpEemc), seeing that he had not been born of anyone,
you will call him unbegotten. Also, through your salutation of him as unbegotten, you
have discovered the explanation of his mode of existence (tpoémog vmépEewc). And if you
wish to know his substance (ovoia), through which he is joined to the Son and the Spirit,
you will discover the name “God.” Thus, the unbegottenness and their titles are their
modes of existence (tpoémog VrapEewc), while [the word] “God” reveals their substance.
Just as Adam was not indeed subject to birth but was joined to those who were born of

him by the same [shared] substance, there is also no reason that, on account of the

718 o . . P . .
avBpwmog — humanity (generic), while aviip means “man” in terms of “male specimen of the human
species,” i.e., “masculine human person.”
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unbegottenness, we make divisions in the common substance of the Father, the Son and
the Spirit. Just as the unbegottenness, begottenness and procession are not revelatory of
the substance (ovcin), but designations of the subsistence (VmocTOGIC), We can
sufficiently distinguish between the persons (rpdcwmna) and point to the subsistence of
the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. The expression “unbegottenness,” like an imprint,
immediately defines the subsistence (Undotacig) of the Father. And again having heard
the designation “begotten,” it is a sign to begin thinking about the Son. Likewise, through
the designation of the “one who proceeds” we teach the property (10 idwkov) of the person
(mpéownov) of Spirit. And this is a sufficient proof that the unbegottenness, begottenness,
and procession do not present the substance (ovoia), but are indicators of the subsistence

(bndotaocig), and they signify (Sraonpaivetv) mode of existence (tpdmog VIAPEEMQ).

Chapter 4

It remains now to show how the substance (ovcia) of the Father, Son and Holy
Spirit is one. We perceive that those who give birth and those who are born [of them]
have the same substance. Yet, we need [to say] more of the above, so that no possible
concern should disrupt the continuity of the discourse. At the outset we shall make
distinction between beings. We find everything divided into the [categories of] created
and uncreated. If a thing exists, it is either of uncreated or created nature.”"® While one
[nature] is uncreated, and dominant (decmotikn)), and free from every necessity, the other
is created, submissive and subject to the rules of the dominating [nature]. And, while the

former [uncreated nature] being authoritative is capable of doing everything it wills, the

19 Theodoret’s understanding of the ontological divide between the created and uncreated orders, i.e., the

divinity and humanity, led him to the logical conclusion that the union of the two must safeguard the
properties of each order: “...neither the God-Word accepted the change into flesh, nor yet again did the
man lose what he had been and was transformed into the nature of God.” (Refutation of the Eighth
Anathema)
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latter [created nature] can undertake only to serve the divinity according to its ability.
Thus, having [established] this distinction, we should endeavor to put together a teaching
about the Son and the Spirit, having in mind precision regarding the divine designations
(povag - names). To those who are nourished by the Church human deliberations cannot
possibly substitute the divine [truths], yet this exposition is offered for the sake of
spiritual instruction. And firstly let David teach [us]. Having composed a hymn to God on
behalf of the entire creation, he turned [his attention] to everything in heaven. While
naming all of its hosts, and likewise speaking about everything that is on earth, he still
did not include the Son and the Spirit [among those offering] doxology [to God],
obviously [understanding them to be] united (cuvelevyuéva) to the divine nature. Had he
understood them to be of created substance, he would have mentioned them as principal
and chief [glorifiers] of the entire host. Likewise, the blessed Paul who possesses the
divine fire and manifestly burns with love for God persuasively bears witness, saying:
“For I am sure that neither life, nor universe, nor death, nor angels, nor powers, nor
principalities, nor things present, nor things to come, nor height, nor depth, nor anything
else in all creation, will be able to separate us from the love of God which is in Christ
Jesus our Lord.” [cf. Rom 8: 38-39] Having named the universe, life and death, angels,
powers and principalities, things present and things to come, height and depth, having left
out nothing of the created nature, he also shouts and bears witness, introduces another
creation, to use an exaggerated phrase (OmepPoiikdv T1 TPocOeic TOV Adyov ETANP®UEY,
Ktiow £tépav Emayayav). Is it not, then, that in the exaggeration of what was read, a
divine longing of the immovable one (dpetaxivntoc) was insinuated? If he understood

the Son and the Spirit to be of created nature, would he not mention them in his narration



253

together with the other [creatures]? But, one must see to it not to join the Son and the
Spirit to the created nature. There are many more such testimonies laid out, and since the
discourse is [intended] for the sons of the Church, our object is to be concise; and what

was said I deem sufficient.

Chapter 5

The rest is on whether it is possible to demonstrate that the Son and the Spirit
were united (cvvtdocm) with the divine nature. Naturally, we shall first remember the
most appropriate [thing]. Our Lord Jesus Christ, after the resurrection from the dead and
in anticipation of his ascension to heavens, instructed the apostles in the lesson about the
baptism to teach the gentiles: “Go and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the
name of the Father, and the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.” [Matt 28:19] And writing to the
Corinthians, as if to seal tight his teaching, the blessed Paul says at the end of his Epistle:
“The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God and Father and the communion
of the Holy Spirit be with you all.” [2 Cor 13:14] And again he says to the Ephesians
thus: “Christ Jesus himself being the cornerstone, in whom the whole structure is joined
together and grows into a holy temple in the Lord; in whom you are built together for a
dwelling place of God in the Spirit.” [Eph 2:20-22] You see how, while teaching the
incorporation into Christ, where we become temple of the Lord, according to [the words]:
“I will dwell among them and I will walk with [them] and I will be their God,” [Lev
26:12] he at the same time introduces the three persons (rpdcwmna). In this lesson he
[Paul] teaches us about Christ and God and Spirit, the one divinity, who actively (kot’
gvépyewav) dwells in us who are deemed worthy of grace. And he is even more clear

elsewhere saying: “For this reason I bow my knees before the Father of our Lord Jesus
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Christ, from whom every family in heaven and on earth is named, that according to the
riches of his glory he may give power through his Spirit to be strong in your inner selves,
and that Christ will indwell in your hearts.” [Eph 3:14-17] Behold, while remembering
the divine indwelling, he [Paul] has in mind the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. And in all
the teaching that he constructs, the three persons (npécwna) are revealed. Writing the
second epistle to the Corinthians he says: “For it is God himself who makes us sure, with
you, of our life in Christ; it is God himself who anointed us, who placed his seal on us
and gave the token of the Spirit in our hearts.” [2 Cor 1:21-22] Clearly hither he coupled
the Father (God), and Christ the Son and the Holy Spirit. And again to the Galatians [he
wrote]: “And because you are sons, God has sent the Spirit of his Son into our hearts,
crying, ‘Abba! Father!”” Again, in like manner he handed down to us the notion of the
Father, Son, and Spirit. And behold the utter unity (dxpa cvvageiog) into which he places
the marks of distinction (yvopiocpata) [of the persons]. He did not merely say: “God sent
the Spirit”, but “[God sent the Spirit] of his Son;” joining Him [the Spirit] to the Son. But
he also mentions the Father when speaking about them [Son and Holy Spirit] [cf. 1 Cor
2:12]: You have received not the spirit of the world, but the Spirit which is from God the
Father, and of his Son, whom he [Paul] calls the Spirit of truth, because he is the truth,
and again since he [the Spirit] teaches about the Father, he proceeds from the Father.
Thus from this it is easy to ascertain the intent of the Holy Scriptures, which advocates

the indivisible (dympiotov) concept of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

Chapter 6
But the Divine Scripture did not teach us that the Son created everything [by

Himself] nor that the Spirit had separate operation (évépyeiav) from the Father. And of
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this David will be your teacher saying: “And thou, O Lord, of old did lay the foundation
of the earth, and the heavens are the work of thy hands.” [Ps 101:25] Including both the
Son and the Spirit into the designation “Lord,” not as lesser [beings], as the foolish ones
[say], but making distinction between the persons he [David] says: “By the word of the
Lord the heavens were made, and all their hosts by the breath (Spirit) of his mouth.” [Ps
32:6] We have not been taught by the Scriptures that the Son and the Spirit have lesser
authority, and, listen why: “Our God is in the heavens, he [the Psalmist] says, he does
whatever he pleases.” [Ps 115:3] Thus speaks David about the Father.

The Son demonstrates this authority over the leper: “I will, he says, be clean!”
The blessed Paul bears witness about the same [authority] of the Holy Spirit writing these
[words]: “All these are accomplished by the one and the same Spirit, who apportions to
each one individually as he wills.” [1 Cor 12:11] If one unified name of the Father, Son
and the Holy Spirit is handed down to us in the lesson of the Universe, in the baptismal
instruction, and moreover in the account of creation, and they have the power of
authority, by what logic can the Son and the Spirit be stripped of the divine substance and

blessedness?

Chapter 7

We will avoid the reproach that we promised one thing, but delivered another, if
having announced [intention] to demonstrate the sameness of substance, we prove the
belief that the Son and the Spirit are adjoined (cuvtétaxtot) to the Father. And the cause
of this adjoining (cOvta&ic) is nothing else but the very same substance of the Father, Son
and Holy Spirit. And let my opponent search for exactness in the response, once he has

taken into consideration the differentiation, and he will discover the substance in the
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category of “unmixed union.” (cuvdgeia) Above, we have made the differentiation
between two [types of] beings: the uncreated and created nature. And we have confessed
that the sure mark of the uncreated nature is that it is lordly and free from every necessity.
Moreover, [this nature] has the authority to do, and can do, as it pleases. Conversely, the
created nature, being subservient, has to abide by the lordly authority, and can only
receive and serve the divine [nature]. Thus, having this differentiation, there is surely
nothing in-between the uncreated and created natures. Everything that changes in the
human nature apparently does not change in the divine nature. If therefore we have
shown the Son and the Spirit to be greater than the changeable created [order], because
they cannot be numbered among anything created, but are conjoined (cuvélevktat) to the
Father everywhere (movtayod), what utter folly would it be not to consider them to be of
uncreated substance (ovcia). One of the two things must be done: either having proved
them [i.e., the Son and the Holy Spirit] created to clearly define what is uncreated, or
having shown that they are uncreated to distinguish [from them] that which is created.
That which is of the created [order] must be separated and that which is uncreated [must
be] attributed [to them]; between these nothing can exist. Thus, whatever is shared, it
belongs to their substance, and both always have it. Who would then be so foolish
(oxa10c) to doubt that the Father, Son and Holy Spirit share the same substance, after
their equivalent (mapamAncia) and identical (tavtd) [characteristics] have been handed
down [to us] and after [learning] what has been said in Christ’s instruction to the world
regarding the teaching on baptism and, likewise, in the divine teaching and in the
[account of] the universal creation? Thus, it is befitting to confess one God, known in the

Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. On the one hand we recognize the Father and Son
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and Holy Spirit to be subsistences of the one Godhead, and on the other, we perceive
“God” by intellect as the common of the hypostases. For the unity (povag) is perceived in

trinity, and trinity in unity (povag).”*

Chapter 8

And in what way this comes to pass, I neither wish to inquire of another, nor am I
able to convincingly speak myself about the ineffable things using impudently the tongue
made of clay and polluted (pvrdvtt) by flesh. For even if our intellect (vodg) is
established as pure by which we grasp much about us, yet being burdened by the
conjoined flesh it is unable to comprehend the superior [things]; the intellect replete with
thought is weighed down by the earthly body. It would be impossible for any man, to
reach that first (mpd1ng) and blessed substance (ovciog). And what can I say about the
divine substance? Nothing about those [things] which it [divine substance] mystically
accomplishes. Nothing of the divine [things] is comprehensible (capég — clear,
understandable) to men, as a Greek philosopher uttered, and I accept as truth that which
is said. Because I hear Paul, the chosen vessel, the one who ascended to the third heaven,
the one who heard the unutterable words, which human tongues have no right to
pronounce, say with a lordly voice which bore witness to the imperfect knowledge: “Now
I know in part; then I shall understand fully, even as I have been fully understood.” [1
Cor 13:12] And again: “Our knowledge is imperfect and our prophecy is imperfect.”
How then can I trust the ordinary men [who claim] to have perfect knowledge of the
divine? If it was obscure and partial to those who could have reached Paul’s measure {to

behold as in a mirror, while the obscurity is hinted upon in the riddle}, who would be so

720 . . (S e . S o . N
Cf. Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 23: “pnovada €v tpiadt, Kol Tptddo v Hovadt TpocoKuvodLEY.”
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daring to the point of absurdity to declare having himself the perfect knowledge of divine
[things]? Forthwith, having known the inexhaustibility of the unutterable [things], we say
together with David about the God of all: “Your knowledge is too wonderful for me, it is
high, I cannot attain it.” [Ps 138:6] But it is blessed to say this and even more blessed to

think thus, if a man is pious and wise to bow before divine [things].

Chapter 9

Therefore, the more we safely seek after the divine [things], the more we shall
perceive by mind the pious faith, in a godly way. Actually, it is not because the divinity is
entirely incomprehensible that nothing beneficial comes out from investigating it, but
because of the waste of our lifetimes in vain. To make a diligent inquiry is measured by
the Lord of knowledge (yvdoig) according to the measure of each, so that while correctly
convinced about the incomprehensibility, through contemplation (Bswpic) we may be
drawn to him as much as we can make progress (ympodpev). Therefore, by mind
(voodpev) we perceive this: the Son born of the Father who shone forth as light from

721

light'”" and who exists (tapactiioat) as the befitting image of the co-eternal, and also the
same substance [of the Father and the Son], and the passionless birth [of the Son from the
Father]. If he [the Son] shone forth, he had shone forth together with the one who

timelessly shines forth. What instrument of time (ypdvov pécw) could have possibly

2! Theodoret makes a reference to the Nicene creed’s formula of generation of the Son. There is no

evidence that Theodoret was aware or even concerned that this formulation has precedents in the exegesis
of Wisdom of Solomon 7: 26 (see Origen, ComJn XIII, 25 in GCS Origenes 1V, 249; Parch 1,2, 4 in SC
252, 118, 122: “sicut splendor generatur ex luce”; Parch 1,2, 11 (the Son is the apaugasma (brightness) of
the eternal light which implies eternal generation) and I, 1, 6; Homily IX on Jeremiah: HomJr 1X, 4 (Jr 11,
1-10) in GCS Origenes III, 70. 17-21, where the Logos is the apaugasma of the Father’s eternal light/glory.
Also it should be mentioned that the Wisdom 7: 26 had been associated with the Logos as early as the late
2" or very early 3" C, as it is attested in the Codex VII of The Teaching of Silvanus — see The Nag
Hammadi Library in English, Leiden, 1977, p. 347. More on this see: A. H. B. Logan, “Origen and the
Alexandrian Wisdom Christology” in Origeniana Tertia, pp.126-29.
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disrupted the shining of light? And if [he was] the light of light,”*” the same [light] would
be revealed by him, [that light] from which he has been begotten. And again if the light
was that which was born, passionless would also be the birth. It is not through cutting,
relocation (pedoig - flowing), or separation of the light that the shining forth happens, but
it comes forth in a passionless manner from the same substance.

We possess the same knowledge about the Holy Spirit as well; that just as the Son
is from the Father, so also is the Spirit, excepting [the same] mode of existence (tpdmog
orapEemc). The one [Son] has shone as light from light by being born, the other [Holy
Spirit] [has shone] as light from light also, but he came forth by procession [and] not by
birth. He [Holy Spirit] is coeternal with the Father, and has, therefore, the same
substance. Thus he [Holy Spirit] proceeds from him [Father] passionlessly.
Consequently, we perceive the unity (monad) in the Trinity, and we know the Trinity in
the unity (monad).”> Having been able to understand these, and having assumed this way
of thinking about the Lord of knowledge we set forth that which can be perceived to the
sons of the Church (toic viéot g éxkAnciog), begging them to think in this way until
they are vouchsafed more perfect illumination of knowledge, after they have examined
these [things] set forth by me with careful attention. We do not imagine that having proof
is something clever, immoderate, or arrogant, inasmuch as it is rather pious and becoming

to the true knowledge, having collected knowledge about the one godhead in three perfect

hypostases, we set it forth. And thus glorifying the Holy Trinity, let us approach the

722 Athanasius of Alexandria in arguing for the same substance of the Father and the Son is using also the
analogy of light. In explaining the generation of the Son he says that the Son is “issued from the substance
(ousia) of the Father like radiance from light and like vapour from water, for neither the radiance nor
vapour is the water itself, nor is the one alien to another, so too [the nature of the Son] is outflowing
(dmdpprar) of the Father's substance, without the Father's substance being divided. For the sun remains the
same, and is not impaired by the rays poured forth by it, so neither does the Father's substance suffer
change, tough it has the Son as an image of itself." in Athanasius, Decr. 25. 2

723 Cf. Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 23
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Logos because of His economy (oikovopio — divine plan for salvation). The Logos of the

economy is ineffable, but we can still investigate Him according to our abilities.

Chapter 10

When the Logos became perceivable by his creatures, he had to accomplish new
creation and to repay the debt of Adam’s sentence, which he [Adam] owed having
transgressed. At that very time he [Logos] came to us, not having resigned the heavens.
The descent was not bodily, but a will of divine operation. Through the Virgin, whose
origin was in the Davidic race according to the promise made to him, due to the necessity
of the economy, having entered her [the Virgin’s] womb as some divine seed, he made
temple for himself, the perfect man, having taken some part of that nature he invested
with existence (ovcidoag) the fashioning (61dmiactv) of the temple. Entering it [the
temple] by way of utter unity (éxpav Evoov), at once God and man come forth. Thus he
accomplished the economy for us. Since Adam, having sinned, subjected the race to
death and made the entire nature liable for debt, the Son and Man, being God, repaired
the transgression of Adam. As human, he lived blamelessly and received death
voluntarily, while, on the one hand, destroying the transgression by completely sharing in
human life, and on the other, bringing to naught the debt that was owed to death. But as
God he raised that which was set free and entirely obliterated the very death. The Son is
one, He who is set free (Avbeic) and He who raised that which was set free. As a man he
was set free (€A00n), and as God he resurrected. When you hear opposing opinions about
the one Son, distribute what is said to each nature own respectively; if there is something
great and divine assigning it to the divine nature, and if [there is] something small and

human allocating it to the human nature. Thus everyone who ascribes that which belongs
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to each nature escapes the discord of the opinions and confesses the one Son who is both

before the ages and recent in accordance with the Divine Scriptures.

Chapter 11

And let no one ask me about the mode of the union. I am not ashamed to admit
ignorance, but conversely I shall boldly boast about it, since I believe in the hidden things
and since | am aware of those [things] which surpass the grasp of both reason and
intellect and are so [hidden] that neither I nor anyone else can hope to learn anything
certain about them. But if you desire to know about it [the mode of the union] I shall
share with the children of Church as much as my intellect has perceived holding nothing
back as behooves those who are explaining the things from above.

Some [people] having in mind the union of the soul with body declare it [the
union in Christ] to be such. And the example is fitting, if not entirely, at least partly. Just
as the human being is one, while having two different natures in him, where one cogitates
while the other carries out that which was thought of {for example, the reason-endowed
soul (voepd yoyr|) ponders the construction of a ship while the hands carry out the
design}. In the same fashion the Son, being one [entity] and two natures, with the one
[nature] performs divine things, and with the other [nature] accepts them with meekness.
As [the one who is from] the Father and God he performs miracles, but as [the one who
is] from the Virgin and human, he voluntarily physically endures the cross, the passion,
and the rest. The example is a fine illustration, but the full comparison of the example
with the actuality reveals differences. The man, although two natures are discernable in

724

him, does not exist in [these] two natures but from the two (€k t@v dv0) [natures].” " Just

7% Theodoret was opposed to this exact formulation in the Monophysite controversy. Eutyches argued that

Christ was not in two natures after the Incarnation, but that He was from two natures. According to
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as while the body is composed of fire and air, water and earth, one would not say that the
body exists as fire or air or something else {it is not that same thing of which it is made,
because the definition of that which is composed is different from the definition of the
constituent parts}, so is the human being, although he [dvBpwnoc] is from the soul and
body, he is different from both of them.

In this way you will more clearly understand what I am saying. We build a house
from different materials, but no one would say that the house is [actually] that material
[itself] from which it was made. The house is not simply the stones, the wood, or the rest.
If it were so, then those separate materials could be justly called house [even] before the
building of the house. And, yet, the assembly (counn&ig) of those materials is such that in
it we recognize a house. And, moreover, although a house gets demolished, the remaining
materials [even] after they resume their [original] status are still called house; so close is
the union of its materials that we call it a demolished house. The same goes for man.
Although he is created (lit. exists) out of soul and body, he is not identified with either of
these, but is something else, since the conjunction (cuvdeeta) of the soul with the body in
man is such that it creates a third thing.”*> And this is discernable from the union of the
two (i.e., body and soul): the body preserves its own rationale (i.e., it remains what it

726
L,

was) {it is three dimensiona although mortal}, and the soul alike happens [to retain

its] rationale, although [it is] closely united [to the body]. The man is complete when the

Theodoret’s analogy here, Eutyches was teaching a completely new, a third, nature which came to
existence in the union of divinity and humanity in Jesus. To Theodoret, this was a logical impossibility and
blasphemy. His theological principles were that: 1. nothing can exist in-between the created and uncreated
orders and 2. by having one commingled nature (of divinity and humanity), Christ ceased to be both God
and man, but was something else.

723 This is the basis of Theodoret’s Christological position — two substances of entirely different qualities
(i.e., soul and body) can be united into a close union as to create a new entity — prosopon. This union is
called cvvdapela.

726 The three dimensionality cannot be associated with God; cf. Basil, Eunom. 1.9 (1.221E; PG 29, 533A):
“10 dodpaTov TO PN vrdpyew adTod TPLYT dtcTaTnV TV ovciav [sc. onpoivet]”
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close union (cVlev&ig) of the two takes place. But [when it comes to] Christ, he is not
made out of the divinity and humanity as to make something different, but he is both God
and man; God as perceived in his marvelous deeds, and Man revealed in the same
passiblity of the [human] nature. And the soul suffers many more passions then the body,
while it feels the sufferings always [together with the body], it largely appears struggling
in the separation from the body and [to be] undergoing change [even] before the suffering
of the body, and [to be] enduring no less pain after the separation [from the body]. No
religious [person] should dare to say or to allow this about the divinity of Christ. Thus, in

the example of man certain [things] are acceptable, while the rest must be avoided.

Chapter 12

In the past we had confessed that we have failed to attain to the full understanding
of this truth, and now we feel no less [ignorance] confessing the knowledge given to us
according to our ability, in order to be edified we study the most pious and splendid
account of the example, and we wish to compare the union not with some small and
thrifty example, but with a great one whose birth is befitting that from the Father. When
the Logos had come into the world as light, he shone forth from the uncaused light, thus
the light is an appropriate example of the union. Therefore, suppose the Logos to be the
primeval light, this Logos through the first voice of God created both the body of the Sun
and the body of man, to which in an ineffable way the Logos was united. And do not
think about the Sun as light other than the primal (10 npdtepov yevopevov) [light]; the
Sun did not come to existence as something deficient (éAAeimovtoc) [compared] to the

first light for [purposes of] illumination of everything, filling the void.”*’ The artificer has

2T Cf. Athanasius, Cont. Arian. 1.17 in PG 26, 48B
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not foreordained something imperfect, nor did he create the ray of light which radiates
from him. Therefore, the primeval light is one; the body of the Sun is created by it, in
which is carried the collected light that in the beginning was scattered everywhere. Thus,
with its body it fulfills for us blamelessly the path of the daily hours. For if it were not
tied to the body, but it were entirely diffused in the air, we would not be able either to
determine the boundaries of the day, nor would it have the orderly movement or [would
it] represent its maker. If you say to me that there were day and night even before the Sun
was created, first you will be saying that the nature of light was strong enough to shine
upon everything, consequently you will find the reason for the birth of the Sun none other
than that which we suitably recounted. For long ago the light was entirely scattered in the
air having no regulated movement nor did it ordain boundaries of the day, but it was
yielding passage to the night by contracting itself. Therefore the light is one thing, and
the body of the Sun which shows [the light] is another. Thus, knowing [the relationship]
between the light and the body of the Sun, behold the accuracy of the analogy. Just as
after the union of the primeval light with the body of the Sun no one can tell them apart,
neither [anyone] speaks about the Sun as one thing and then of its light as another, but
both the light and the body are called one Sun, so it is with the true Light and the holy
Body. Let no one distinguish after the union between the Son the Divine Logos and the
Son the Man, but perceive each as one and the same [subject], as one light and one Sun -
the light shown and the body which shows the light. Further as the light and the Sun are
one, but two natures — the one of the light and the other of body of the Sun — so also, the
Son, Lord, and Christ the Only-begotten is one, but [there are] two natures — the one

[nature] beyond ours, the other ours. And still again, just as with the operation of the
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light, if someone distinguished between its receiving body, in order to discern the natures
by virtue of separation, [he would find] one and the same operation, so also it is with the
Only-begotten Son of God — no one could separate the operations of the one Sonship, but
the properties of the nature(s) can be known. We have made this example of the divine
union (§vocic) having recourse to this most noble concept, although not being able to
always attain to our aim, this image will suffice for our purposes of pious inquiry. If you
think that something else is closer to the truth [than this example], praise him who grants
the measure of knowledge, and if you learn something more pious from someone else,
again praise the Protector (God), because it was him who in the past effected that other
[example]. Therefore, having laid out in an adequate manner the correct belief as much as
possible, on the one hand having told the sons of the Church to rejoice, and on the other
hand confessing joy for the direction of the delivered speech, putting the speech to rest,

let us peacefully continue our life.

Chapter 13

But I see some [people] invoking the speech and calling for a new racing contest
at the inquiry, running rapidly in the beginning, but tiring quickly they do not reach the
finish line. The speech is like a spring [of water], the more often [water] is drawn [from
it], the clearer the water. And their whole mind is focused on the track and the start gates,
and impatiently awaits the signal; but you should give the signal [to begin] the inquiry
when you are ready to surge forward and vanquish the impiety (édmotior) and surround
and destroy the tongues that are fighting against God. What should we inquire about the
divine [things]? What should we believe in? By the rules of the track, the winner will

return victoriously.
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How is it, they ask, that the Logos is everywhere according to substance (kot’
ovoiav) and also in his own temple [body]? If he is present everywhere and in all things,
then the temple cannot contain any more of him [then other things]. And what should we
do with [the saying]: “In whom dwells the entire fullness of God bodily?” If anyone
thinks that He (Logos) is [present] more in the temple [then in other things], that He is

not present in everything according to substance, how could He be identical with God?

Chapter 14

How we speak about God is a clear test of unbelief. How [should then speak] he
who seeks to know everything accurately about God the creator of heaven and of the
earth and sea, and of the air and all the living beings, and even of his own creator? You
will undoubtedly say that the superabundance of the power created everything. Therefore,
is the power of God present in the beings accidentally (koat” copPepnrodg) or substantively
(o1’ ovoiav)? If it is [present] in them by accident as they exist now so was it also
present before they were created, seeing that the accident did not come into being by
itself but exists in preexisting things. If this is absurd, then the remaining [conclusion] is
that the power [of God] is present in all [beings] according to substance (kat’ ovciav).
Therefore, if the power [of God] is present in all [beings] according to substance (xat’
ovoiav), then the aforementioned temple had no more of it than other [beings]. Such a
statement is difficult as is the previous statement, but the belief of either is the solution.
You see how the charging word overthrows the unbelief; watch [now] the God-fighting

tongues being besieged.
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Chapter 15

You claim that you desire to secure priority to Christianity, while investigating
and speculating on the union of the two natures, [and] busying yourselves with the union,
(xpboig) ™ and commingling, (cbyyvoic)’*’ and the change of the body into divinity and
with similar ambiguities. Sometimes you say that the Logos became flesh, other times
that the flesh received substance of the Logos, and in such perversions of your mind you
have no clearly intelligible position whatsoever. And yet you say to us that the Logos
having become flesh has not left the heavens. You insist that by remaining God he was
turned into flesh. But pray tell us, how did he become [something] while remaining
[something else]. If he remained something that he was, how did he become something
that he was not? If he became something that he was not, how did he remain that which
he was? If you wonder at the solution [of this dilemma], wonder then at the mode of the
union as well. But if you believe that while remaining [something] he became [something
else], then you should believe that the Logos is everywhere present by substance, and that
the Logos is especially present in his own temple.

Again we shall ask: how did the body become divine after the union? Perhaps by
being transformed into divinity, or did the body remain human body; or did it rather
become incorruptible and immortal after the union with the Logos? Or maybe the body
remained [human] body, and the body did not become God after all, but it shared in the

dignity of God, not by nature (¢0c1c), but by the good pleasure (e0doxia) of the Logos.

728 pGioig — union of bodies reserved for fluids in which bodies penetrate every part of the other, without

being confounded into a newly created homogenous mass (see Stobaeus, Eclog. 1, 374 and Alexander of
Aphrodisias, De Mixtione 142 A; see also Zeller and Reichel The Stoics, Epicureans and Sceptics, London:
Longmans, Green and Co., 1892, 137-note 1 and Abramowski Drei Christologische Untersuchungen,
Berlin and N.Y.: 1981, 79-80.)

72 5hyyvo1g — union of two objects where the distinctive attributes of each are destroyed as to form a
tertium quid.
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If the Logos changed the body into His own substance (ovcia), again we ask: how
[exactly] was the body changed into the substance (ovcia) of the Logos? Was the body
changed into the substance of the Logos by being added to the substance? Then it (the
substance) must have been incomplete, if it could take addition. Rather, nothing was
borrowed from the substance, and thus nothing can be changed. So how can “nothing”
(t0 undev) be changed into the divine substance (ovcia)?

And they say that the Logos did not unite the body to his own substance, but
transformed (petenoinoev) it into the divine [substance]. But still let them give an
answer: [was] the divine [substance] something other then the Logos, or was it his own
[substance]? If it was his own, we proclaim two divine substances of the Logos, the one
by which He was born of the Father, and the other which proper to the body. By all
means they are speaking of a created, and not divine, [substance] if there is another one
beside it. There is nothing in-between the divinity and creation. Then why is the change

of the body necessary, if it still must be changed into a created substance?’™"

Chapter 16

Perhaps you are becoming lightheaded over these ambiguities, but take courage,
have no fear from the things said [here], since the teaching of the faith will deliver us.
And when I become mystified in the inquiry, then crying aloud I will declare the wonder
of the mystery of Christians, which is beyond intellect, beyond words, beyond our

comprehension. And when you face an ambiguity while investigating these [things] bring

3% Writing against Eunomius, Basil used the same argument for the Trinitarian theology — that there are no

two substances of the Father and Logos and that the Logos was not a created substance, since there would
be time when Father was not Father. “ Cf. Adversus Eunomium, PG 29: 680-81: “’Evavtiog odv 6 ITotip 16
Yi® ko1’ ovoiav, €l ye un 1pdnog vmhpEemg Tov ayévvntov, dAL’ ovcia. Ei ktiopa kai 00 yévvnpa 6 Yioc,
Kol Tavta 8¢ T Ovta ktiopata, patnyv ayévvnrog o Ioatnp Aéyetat, o0k 6vtog SA®S YeVVHLLATOG TPOG O
KOAETTOL ByEvvnTog. AtoudTEPOV 0DV BKTIGTOC §| dyévvijTog Aéyotto &v. To dyévvntog &i Svopa, ovk
ovoia.” [PG 29: 684]
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faith readily to the things investigated, expecting that, wherever God [is in question],
even if something of the things said is incomprehensible, either because of the
magnificence of the nature or the mode of the economy, no harm from this will befell the
ignorant ones. And how can you not tremble completely in fear from the audacity of
undertaking the inquiry of the divine things? Or have you not heard the divine words,
which in order to prevent us from such undertakings applied to us the image of clay and
potter, so that having learned this we should not be inquisitive and prying about the
divine [things], but [be] yielding to the divine will just as clay is to the potter? Finally be
devout and put your deliberations to sleep, as it stands to reason, and let the faith alone
provide solution to your queries and fear the divine words from the Scripture, so that
having been made worthy of the divine descent (¢navémovoic)”' you may hear those
blessed words of God of all, who says: “Whom shall I look upon [with favor], but on the
humble one, the one who is silent, and the one who fears my words?” Therefore, the
speech of these, who have surrounded themselves with tongues which are fighting against
God, swiftly runs to a barrier. But you, sons of the Church, prepare your intellects to
make the inquiry piously, and do not tempt with inquisitive questions, but seek to learn as
much as possible. The divine teaching is divided into many parts, but it is brought
together in the teaching and security of the commandments and in the divine knowledge
and worship (mpookvvnoig). Therefore, the lovers of piety are tempted by nothing to
ignore the security and teaching of the commandments and above these the divine
veneration. They will earnestly wish to follow the knowledge of divine things as much as
possible, but after becoming exhausted they will venerate [it] as unattainable, so that the

things of our faith would not get abased. This we ought to study, both the [things] which

31 Cf. Greg. Nyss. Ap. Proc. G. Cant. 1:15 (PG 87, 1573 A)
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are necessary to seek, and the [things] necessary to believe, and the Logos will strive to

declare victorious those who have entered the racetrack. Join the contest, o Logos.

Chapter 17

We confess plain ignorance in regard to the understanding of truth, since there are many
factors in the victory. Having investigated this as far as human nature can reach, I will
unravel it for you. Say, how can the Logos be in his own temple (1@ oikeio va@®) and
equally (6poimg) in all other beings (&v toi¢ odowv), and what does the temple have more
than the other beings? Let us listen to the Word saying: He (the Logos) is indivisibly
present by substance (ovoic) [both] in the bosom of the Father and in everything. But we
do not say that He is in the Father as He is present elsewhere, He could not be constricted
(ovotéhdecBar) by substance since things cannot endure entry of the divinity, but [He is
present] everywhere according to the ability of those who receive. In this way we say that
He is indivisible (dymprotov) from His own temple, we profess the fullness of divinity to
dwell [in Him] (Col 2:9), and we say that he is present by substance in everything, but
not equally [in all these]. The body, being polluted, cannot accept the rays of divinity.
And learn what is being said from this example, since the inquired things will not be
demeaned in the pious discussion of the inquired things with the sons of the Church. We
have one and the same Sun, which is given to all of us, and its does not shine upon some
less and upon others more, but it releases the same energy equally upon all. But if
someone has healthy eyesight, he receives its rays more. He does not [receive] more
because the Sun supplies him more then the rest, but because of the strength of his own

eyes. Whereas the eyesight of the diseased will not be able to experience the effulgence
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of the light, due to the illness of eyes.732 Thus I think that, on the one hand, the Sun of
Righteousness is as God present by substance equally in all, and on the other, the
diseased eyes of all of us, [being] in need of cleansing of the filth of sins, cannot receive
entry of the light. But in His temple, having the “healthiest eye” accepts the entire
radiance of the light; having been made (mAac0évta) by the Holy Spirit is apart from any
possible sin. And just as the Sun, while giving [its] energy to all alike, is not received by
all equally, so also the Logos, although He is present in all by substance, he is not in the

same way present in his own temple and in other things.

Chapter 18

You saw how the Logos, having competed in the race, came out victorious. Let
the defeat of the opponents be rewarded with a crown, let it be splendidly celebrated, let
it be adorned by wreaths of victory and let it be triumphantly praised! Let us sing, crying
aloud, the hymn of victory to Christ who leads: o Logos, who have competed well in a
good contest, having completed the race, having preserved the faith, to you belongs the
wreath of righteousness. Let us hymn even more the one who provided the victory, the
most divine Logos, the true light, who shines upon every man coming into the world
(John 1:9), by Whom all [exists], the one in Whom we all live and move and are, the one
through whom we are solving these riddles, the Guardian, the Lord, the Benefactor, to
Whom we unceasingly offer praise and pour out sincere supplications as to God and to
Whom we offer fragrance of [good] deeds, bringing Him back to us, breathing Him,
contemplating Him, waiting patiently for Him, hymning Him in everything as the blessed

hope and the giver of the Kingdom from above.

32 Origen sees the severity and kindness of God as a single activity which has different effects on the
recipients, e.g. the Suns both hardens mud and softens wax (cf. Origen, Peri Arch., 3, 1, 11.). See also C.
Stead, Philosophy in Christian Antiquity, p. 203.
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