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EDITORIAL
It is with great satisfaction that we devote the pages o f this issue 

of The Greek Orthodox Theological Review to important papers 
,ind discussions exchanged between theologians o f the Christian East.

Within the last four years theologians o f the Eastern (or Greek) 
iind Oriental Orthodox Churches held two unofficial but significant 
theological consultations. They represented Churches which have not 
been in communion since the middle o f the fifth century or shortly after.

The first consultation was convened at the University o f Aarhus, 
in Denmark, between August 11-15 o f 1964. Even though the results 
of that meeting were not very dramatic, the meeting may be considered 
its historic for it brought together eminent theologians whose papers, 
discussions, and deliberations cultivated the ground and challenged 
(lie leaders o f their respective Churches to undertake something more 
official and concrete leading to a reunion between the Eastern Ortho
dox and the Oriental Orthodox Churches.

The second unofficial consultation assembled at the University of 
Bristol, in England, between July 25-29 o f 1967. The experience de
rived from Aarhus, the criticism and discussion which followed in 
theological circles, prepared the way for the second —  more fruitful 
—  dialogue. The participants to both conclaves deserve high com
mendation for the seriousness, dignity, and mutual love with which 
they undertook their task. The papers were well prepared and com
mentaries were lively and o f engaging interest. The reader o f this 
Review will find in them much theological, philosophical, and histori
cal material. W e  are happy indeed to publish in the present volume o f 
our periodical the complete report o f the Bristol encounter.

W e  urge our readers to study the materials o f this issue 
in the light o f the documents o f the Aarhus meeting published 
in Volume X , Number 2 (W inter 1964-1965) o f this Review (copies 
are still available). The papers and minutes o f both issues reveal that 
even though more efforts toward a reunion are necessary, there is much 
common foundation and many areas o f agreement between the two 
historic Churches. In both encounters emphasis was placed on the 
soteriological perspective o f each Church. It was wise that the Christo
logical question which caused the division was dealt on the basis o f 
such a perspective. Both theological consultations achieved a great
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deal in their exploration o f mutual possibilities for an eventual resto
ration o f intercommunion.

W e  strongly feel that the leadership o f both Churches must en 
courage more theological meetings and take definite action now that 
the theological presuppositions have been developed and the ground 
has been prepared through the Aarhus and Bristol consultations.

D e m e t r io s  J. C o n s t a n t e l o s
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INTRODUCTION
It is in the joy o f the Lord o f love and reconciliation that I am writ

ing the introduction to the report o f the discussion o f the Second Study 
Meeting between those Eastern Churches which accept Chalcedon and 
those which do not. This second meeting, which took place in Bristol 
from 25th to 29th July, 1967, was the continuation o f the first meeting 
held at the University o f Aarhus, Denmark, from 11th to 15th August, 
1964. It is recommended to the reader o f this second edition to ac
quaint himself also with the report o f the Aarhus meeting, published 
as a special number of The Greek Orthodox Theological Review 
(Volume X , Number 2, Winter 1964-65, pp. 1-168) by courtesy o f the 
Greek Orthodox Archdiocese o f America, which is also publishing the 
record o f the second meeting.

The second meeting was organized by the same ad hoc working 
committee in Geneva as the Aarhus meeting. The Secretariat o f the 
Commission on Faith and Order again helped to make the meeting 
technically and financially possible. This was mainly due to the fact 
that the Bristol Conference (as did the Aarhus one) took place in con
nection with the meeting o f the Secretariat o f the Commission on Faith 
and Order, thus enabling several Orthodox delegates, who would not 
otherwise have been able to undertake such a long journey, to be present.

The group o f organizers was encouraged to attempt a second 
study meeting o f this kind, because o f the interest that the first one 
aroused throughout the Eastern world and in some circles in Western 
Christianity. The publication o f the papers and minutes o f the first 
meeting at Aarhus came as a pleasant surprise to many Orthodox peo
ple, and particularly to the leading personalities o f the Chalcedonian 
and Non-Chalcedonian traditions. The agreement reached at Aarhus 
on delicate christological points o f the ancient controversy, which can 
easily be traced in the minutes o f the first meeting, met with a positive 
reaction in many parts o f the world. A  general wish was expressed that 
this type o f work should be continued by a limited number o f theolo
gians from both sides as a preparation for the forthcoming official 
meetings between the two Eastern traditions, which will discuss the 
possibility o f re-establishing full church communion with one another.

On the other hand, some Eastern theologians accepting Chalcedon 
criticized the Aarhus meeting for stressing again and again the fact that 
the differences are mainly due to the different formulation o f the chris
tological doctrine, rather than to an essential divergence o f opinion. 
They felt that this attitude tended to overlook the great difficulties
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'which arc hidden behind the difference in terminology. (Their views 
are published in Orthodox periodicals.) It seems also that these Ortho
dox theologians were not convinced by the general agreement reached 
at Aarhus, that the division in the ancient Church on the matter o f the 
union o f the two natures in the one person in Christ and the subsequent 
misunderstandings on this point during the centuries which followed 
Chalcedon are, to a large extent, to be attributed to the different em
phases which were laid either on the first or the second part o f St. Cyril 
o f  Alexandria’s phrase "One nature o f the W ord o f God incarnate.” 
They also objected to another statement agreed upon at Aarhus, which 
maintained that a great deal o f the misunderstanding in the 5th century 
was the result o f the very confused use o f the Greek term "physis" 
which for some o f the Eastern theologians, especially among the Non- 
Chalcedonians, was used interchangeably with "hypostasis.”  A t least 
two o f these theologians concluded in their writings that monophysitism 
cannot be traced directly in the monophysitic attitude, but is seen clearly 
in the monothelctic heresy.

The positive reception o f Aarhus, as well as the constructive criti
cism on its agreed statement, made the organizing committee in Geneva 
decide to arrange a second conference at Bristol. In this decision they 
were strongly supported by the members o f the first meeting. In ac
cordance with these differing reactions during the three years that fol
lowed Aarhus the organizing committee suggested three main topics 
for its second meeting.

( i )  To  go more deeply into the christological agreement reached at 
Aarhus, (papers on this subject were given by Professor E. Tsonievsky 
from Sofia and Professor Chitescu from Bucharest), continue the his
torical study on the inner cohesion o f the Ecumenical Councils (Profes
sor G. Konidaris) and explain further the use o f the christological ter
minology o f Chalcedon (Professor G. Florovsky).

( i i )  T o  go one stage further than Aarhus by studying together the 
manhood and humanity o f the person o f Christ (Professor V. C. Sam
uel) and verify our agreement on the essence o f the christological 
dogma by using as a proof the hymnology o f both the Chalcedonian 
and Non-Chalcedonian Churches (Professor J. Karmiris and Dr. M. 
Krikorian).

( i i i )  T o  explore the future possibilities o f a serious study on mono
theletism after an introductory paper by Fr. P. Verghese, the purpose 
o f which was to locate the problem historically and theologically.

This edition shows clearly that the two sides again agreed essen
tially in the fundamental christological issues and the understanding
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o f Christ's humemity, which is another angle through which this agree
ment can be tested more clearly and directly today, when there is not 
the same confusion o f terminology as during the controversial period 
o f the christological dispute. Professor V. C. Samuel’s paper met with 
total agreement and what is more important, we were all o f the same 
mind regarding the relevance o f this agreement to Orthodox anthro
pology and the whole question o f "theosis” which all Eastern church 
traditions consider to be one o f the main characteristics that they hold 
in common. It became evident that this agreement was possible be
cause o f something very fundamental, namely, our converging line o f 

I thought regarding the essentials o f the christological dogma concerning 
I the humanity o f Jesus, which the Logos o f God assumed and purified 

by the energy o f the Paraclete. W e  felt that there was room for further 
' study here and that i f  this was undertaken by Chalcedonians and Non-
1 Chalcedonians together it might prove to be o f vital importance in our 

understanding o f the fundamental agreement regarding the hypostatic 
union o f the two natures in the One Person o f Christ. I think this dis
cussion on the humanity o f Christ was the highlight o f the Bristol 
meeting.

The papers referring to liturgical texts and hymnology revealed an
other unexplored area, which can be o f great help as we try to under
stand each other from the christological point o f view and realize our 
essential agreement in this respect. The christological analysis o f the 
texts quoted by the two speakers as well as those cited during the dis
cussion prove that behind them lies the same approach to the mystery 
o f the Incarnation. The importance o f this agreement is evident, be
cause in all the Eastern traditions hymnology is the dogma and the liv
ing doctrine o f the consciousness o f the whole Church expressed in 
a poetic form. Here too we have a very convincing element in our 
mutual efforts to break through the facade o f the differing dogmatic 
terminologies and penetrate the heart o f a deep and unshaken agree
ment. As the participants o f the Aarhus meeting realized so vividly, 
this reflects, beyond the christological dispute on definitions, the com
mon understanding o f the nature and life o f the Church, which as the 
perpetual event in Christ through the Spirit is One, Holy and Undi
vided. Ecclesiologically differences do not exist even in details regard
ing sacraments, ministry, church orders, the consciousness o f the Church 
as the highest authority and the absolute unity o f Bible and Tradition 
v/ithin the Church. It is evident that liturgy, the praise o f God through 
the doxology o f the eucharistic community, can be traced in the christo
logical hymns o f all Eastern traditions.
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As far as the study on monotheletism is concerned, it soon becamc 
clear that o f the Non-Chalcedonian theologians only the Armenians 
knew anything about this subject. This is because the Coptic, Abys
sinian, Syrian and Malabar Churches are very reluctant to make any 
kind o f connection between the so-called monophysitic attitude (that 
they reject) and its monotheletic conclusions as they are described in 
the Chalcedonian Churches’ manuals on comparative theology. Even 
for the Armenians, it seems to be a historical event o f the past, recorded 
in their tradition, but understood somewhat differently by their theo
logians today. The Bristol meeting never intended to enter into this j 
difficult discussion and because two o f the papers which were to deal 
with this topic were not delivered it was decided to postpone this study 
until later. It is to be introduced again by Orthodox theologians after 
special preparation has taken place. !

There was also another aspect o f future work that Bristol, different 
in this respect from Aarhus, revealed to those who participated in both 
meetings. It was to be expected that after we had again and again 
been in agreement on the most delicate doctrinal points, we were very 
eager to advance by raising some practical issues regarding the question 
o f how our Churches could restore full Communion in the future. A l
though this was not a topic that could properly be discussed at such 
a study meeting, it nevertheless was broached several times in the dis
cussion, especially following a paper presented by Dr. K. N . Khella on 
the recognition o f the Councils. W e  felt that this was one o f the most 
difficult problems o f the present moment. Although the subject was 
only treated as a secondary one and as a first attempt to share our opin
ions in view o f future discussion, it caused several "explosions” at Bris
tol. It seems that questions o f church canon law, mutual recognition 
o f Saints, local church autonomy and the recognition o f the main Ecu
menical Councils w ill be difficult subjects to tackle. They reflect the 
long separation o f fifteen centuries between traditions which highly 
respect church history and unbroken continuity and see the clear, visible, 
concrete, historical signs proper to each o f them.

As a result o f this discussion and o f the preliminary one on mono
theletism, we decided that a more systematic study should be under
taken on the historical circumstances which accompanied and strength
ened the opposition between the two families o f Churches in the East. 
Detailed research work should also be attempted by specialists on the 
relationship between monophysitism and monotheletism, the different 
aspects o f the christological dispute in the 5th century and their his
torical background, the role that the protagonists o f this controversy
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|il.iycil, I lie implications o f the unifying policy o f the Byzantine Em
in  ors (fo r  this dispute), etc. A  long list o f suggestions o f new themes 
lins been drafted so that one o f the members o f the working group in 
« .eticva, after further consultation with theologians o f the Eastern tra
il il ion, can ask specialists to undertake research studies for future meet
ings o f the type held at Aarhus and Bristol.

At the end o f the introduction to this edition I want to stress again
11 hi I aJl this work is done only as a preparation in view o f official meet
ings o f delegates from the Eastern Churches, whose task it w ill be to 
n-piesent both sides in an official church conference o f the future. The 
iheologians, who at Bristol and Aarhus met in equal numbers and on 
<m equal footing on both sides, want to serve their respective Churches 
l»y submitting to them in this printed form the result o f their work as 
Imi kground material for these conferences o f the future. W hile at
tempting this task, they are discovering more and more that the dis-
i nssion between the Eastern Churches is o f paramount importance for 
l hem and for the whole Ecumenical Movement. I mentioned above the 
points they hold in common regarding ecclesiology. These prove their 
muumon origin and their total commitment to the unbroken continuity 
ol church life  throughout the centuries. They are one another’s proof 
tiiicI encouragement, though for centuries they have no longer been in 
N.ieramental communion, that the same ecclesial reality is proving them
lo be the expression and continuity o f the ancient apostolic Church in 
the East. Every contact between them is manifest proof o f this and 
piivcs the way towards the re-establishment o f Eucharistic sacramental 
t ommunion in the one Eastern Church.

I hasten to say that such contacts and hopes are not exclusively 
Eastern and do not act as a cover for any kind o f Eastern chauvinism. 
They want to, and I think it is true to say that they do, serve the 
( hurches in East and W est as they strive for renewal and reunion. 
Not only do they meet for the moment through and thanks to the Ecu
menical Movement —  as it is expressed through the W orld  Council o f 
( hurches —  but the Eastern church tradition, whether Chalcedonian 
or not, is distinguished by the same sacred passion, which is to work 
lor the reunion o f the whole estate o f Christ’s Church throughout the 
world, because their ecclesiologies cannot accept the idea of "Churches”  
m the plural as separated institutions. Therefore, the purpose o f study 
meetings like the ones held at Aarhus and Bristol is to serve church 
reunion as a whole through a renewal o f the life  o f all Churches in 
liast and West. This must necessarily be the first step towards renewal 
if we want to avoid creating new confessional and regional blocs which
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risk rendering the problem o f reunion o f the One Church in East and 
West even more difficult. Let us pray that the Eastern Churches in 
their meetings with one another w ill give earnest attention to this 
delicate point.

N .  A . N iss io tis

The Ecumenical Institute 
Bossey, Switzerland 
Feast o f the Nativity 1967
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PROGRAMME
Tuesday, July 25 

8:00 p.m. Evening opening session 
Roil call
Review o f the background material 
“From Aarhus to Bristol”
(Metropolitan Emilianos)

Wednesday, July 26 
9:00 a.m. Critical remarks on the Aarhus consultation

(Prof. P. Trembelas, presented by Father J. Romanides) 
Discussion

10:30 a.m. "The manhood o f Jesus Christ in the tradition o f the Syrian 
Orthodox Church”  (P ro f. V . C. Samuel) —  Discussion 

4:30 p.m. “The question o f the union o f  the two natures in the one 
person o f Christ”  (P ro f. E. Tsonievsky) —  Discussion 

8:00 p.m. Discussion on the nature o f the meetings at Aarhus and Bristol 
and future steps

Thursday, July 27 '
9:00 a.m. General remarks on the Christological dogma and its terminology 

(Prof. G. Florovsky) —  Discussion
10:30 a.m. "The Monothelete controversy —  some historical remarks”

(Fr. Paul Verghese) —  Discussion 
4:30 p.m. "Christology in the liturgical tradition o f the Armenian 

Church”  (D r. M . K . Krikorian)
"The Orthodox faith in the liturgies and prayers o f the Coptic 
Church”  (presented by Bishop Samuel)

8:00 p.m. "The Christological dogma in Orthodox Worship”
(One hypostasis in two natures, God incarnate)
(Prof. J. Karmiris, presented by Prof. N . A . Nissiotis) 
Discussion on the nature o f the meetings at Aarhus and Bristol 
and future steps

Friday, Ju ly 28
9:00 a.m. "The continuity and the inner cohesion o f the Trinitarian 

and Christological dogma in the seven Ecumenical Councils” 
(P ro f. G. Konidaris)

10:30 a.m. "D o  the four later Councils prevent reconciliation of the 
Orthodox Churches?”  (D r. K . N . Khella)

4:30 p.m. Plenary discussion on the morning’s lectures 
8:00 p.m. Plenary discussion on the morning’s lectures

Saturday, July 29
9:00 a.m. Concluding discussion on all o f the papers o f the Consultaticm, 

practical suggestions for the future.
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Study Group o f Eastern and Oriental O rthodox Theologians 
Bristol, 29th July 1967

AG REED  S T A T E M E N T

1. W e  give thanks to God that we have been able to come together 
for the second time as a study group, with the blessing o f the authori
ties o f our respective Churches. In Aarhus we discovered much com
mon ground for seeking closer ties among our Churches. In Bristol we 
have found several new areas o f agreement. Many questions still re
main to be studied and settled. But we wish to make a few  common 
affirmations.

I.
2. God’s infinite love for mankind, by which He has both created 

and saved us, is our starting point for apprehending the mystery o f the 
union o f perfect Godhead and perfect manhood in our Lord Jesus 
Christ. It is for our salvation that God the W ord became one o f us. 
Thus He who is consubstantial with the Father became by the Incarna
tion consubstantial also with us. By His infinite grace God has called 
us to attain to His uncreated glory. God became by nature man that 
man may become by grace God. The manhood o f Christ thus reveals 
and realizes the true vocation o f man. God draws us into fulness of 
Communion with Himself in the Body o f Christ, that we may be trans
figured from glory to glory. It is in this soteriological perspective that 
we have approached the Christological question.

3. W e were reminded again o f our common Fathers in the universal 
Church —  St. Ignatius and St. Ireneus, St. Anthony and St. Athanasius, 
St. Basil and St. Gregory o f Nyssa and St. John Chrysostom, St. Ephrem 
Syrus and St. Cyril o f Alexandria and many others o f venerable mem
ory. Based on their teaching, we see the integral relation between 
Christology and soteriology and also the close relation o f both to the 
doctrine o f God and to the doctrine o f man, to ecclesiology and to spir
ituality, and to the whole liturgical life o f the Church.

4. Ever since the fifth century, we have used different formulae 
to confess our common faith in the One Lord Jesus Christ, perfect God 
;md perfect Man. Some o f us affirm two natures, wills and energies 
liypostatically united in the One Lord Jesus Christ. Some o f us affirm 
one united divine-human nature, w ill and energy in the same Christ. 
Hut both sides speak o f a union without confusion, without change, 
without divisions, without separation. The four adverbs belong to our 
common tradition. Both affirm the dynamic permanence o f the God
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head and the Manhood, with all their natural properties and faculties, 
in the one Christ. Those who speak in terms o f "tw o” do not thereby 
divide or separate. Those who speak in terms o f "one” do not thereby 
commingle or confuse. The "without division, without separation” o f 
those who say "two,” and the "without change, without confusion” o f 
those who say "one”  need to be specially underlined, in order that we 
may understand each other.

5. In this spirit, we have discussed also the continuity o f doctrine 
in the Councils o f the Church, and especially the monenergistic and 
monothelete controversies o f the seventh century. A ll o f us agree that 
the human will is neither absorbed nor suppressed by the divine w ill in 
the Incarnate Logos, nor are they contrary one to the other. The un
created and created natures, with the fulness o f their natural properties 
and faculties, were united without confusion or separation, and con
tinue to operate in the one Christ, our Saviour. The position o f those 
who wish to speak o f one divine-human w ill and energy united without 
confusion or separation does not appear therefore to be incompatible 
with the decision o f the Council o f Constantinople (680-81), which 
affirms two natural wills and two natural energies in Him existing in
divisibly, inconvertibly, inseparably, inconfusedly.

6. W e  have sought to formulate several questions which need fur
ther study before the full communion between our Churches can be 
restored. But we are encouraged by the common mind we have on 
some fundamental issues to pursue our task o f common study in the 
hope that despite the difficulties we have encountered the Holy Spirit 
w ill lead us on into full agreement.

II.
7. Our mutual contacts in the recent past have convinced us that it 

is a first priority for our Churches to explore with a great sense of 
urgency adequate steps to restore the full communion between our 
Churches, which has been sadly interrupted for centuries now. Our 
conversations at Aarhus in 1964 and at Bristol in 1967 have shown us 
that, in order to achieve this end by the grace o f God, our Churches 
need to pursue certain preliminary actions.

8. The remarkable measure o f agreement so far reached among the 
theologians on the Christological teaching o f our Churches should soon 
lead to the formulation o f a joint declaration in which we express to
gether in the same formula our common faith in the One Lord Jesus 
Christ whom we all acknowledge to be perfect God and perfect Man. 
This formula, which w ill not have the status o f a confession o f faith
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or o f a creed, should be drawn up by a group o f theologians officially 
commissioned by the Churches, and submitted to the Churches for for
mal and authoritative approval, or for suggestions for modifications 
which w ill have to be considered by the Commission before a final text 
is approved by the Churches.

9. In addition to proposing a formula o f agreement on the basic 
Christological faith in relation to the nature, w ill and energy o f our 
one Lord Jesus Christ, the joint theological commission w ill also have 
to examine the canonical, liturgical and jurisdictional problems in
volved —  e.g anathemas and liturgical deprecations by some Churches 
of theologians regarded by others as doctors and saints o f the Church, 
the acceptance and non-acceptance o f some Councils, and the juris
dictional assurances and agreements necessary before formal restora
tion o f communion.

10. W e  submit this agreed statement to the authorities and peoples 
o f our Churches with great humility and deep respect. W e  see our task 
as a study group only in terms o f exploring together common possi
bilities which will facilitate action by the Churches. Much work still 
needs to be done, both by us and by the Churches, in order that the 
unity for which our Lord prayed may become real in the life o f the 
Churches.

Bristol, July 29, 1967 

Signed:

EASTERN O R TH O D O X

11 is G rac e  M e t ro p o l it a n  
Hmilianos o f  C a la b r ia  
licumenical Patriarchate (Switzerland)

The Rev. P ro f.  G. F lo ro v sk y  
liiumenical Patriarchate (U .S .A .)

The Rev. Fr. J. S. Romanides 
liaimenical Patriarchate (U .S .A .)

Tin; R e v . A r ch priest  V it a l y  
I‘o k ovo y

Kussian Orthodox Church (U.S.S.R.)

Tin; Rev. P ro f.  J. M e y e n d o r f f  
Kussian Orthodox Greek Catholic
< Imrch in America (U .S .A .)

O R IE N T A L  O R TH O D O X

The Rev. V a rd a p e t  A. B erbe rian  
Armenian Apostolic Church 
Etchmiadzin (U.S.S.R.)

D r. K. N . K h e l l a
Coptic Orthodox Church (Germany)

T h e  R ev . V a r d a pe t  M esrod 
K r ik o r ia n

Armenian Apostolic Church 
Etchmiadzin (U.S.S.R.)

A t o  M ekre  Selassie G ebre 
A m m a n u e l

Ethiopian Orthodox Church 
(Ethiopia)
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T h e  Rev. A rch im an d rite  
D am askinos P ap an d reo u  
Church o f Greece (Taize, France)

P ro fe s s o r  G. K on idaris  
Church o f Greece (Greece)

P ro fe s s o r  N . N issiotis  
Church o f Greece (Switzerland)

P ro fe s s o r  N . C h itescu  
Romanian Orthodox Church 
(Romania)

His G race  Bishop N ikodim  S liven  
Bulgarian Orthodox Church 
(Bulgaria)

P ro fe s s o r  E. Tsonievsky  
Bulgarian Orthodox Church 
(Bulgaria)

His G ra c e  M e t ro p o l i t a n  
Philippos M a r  T h eo ph ilo s  
Syrian Orthodox Church o f India 
(In d ia )

His G ra c e  Bishop Sam uel 
Coptic Orthodox Church (U A .R . )

T h e  Rev. P ro f .  V . C. Sam uel 
Syrian Orthodox Church o f India 
(Ind ia )

T h e  Rev. Fr. P a u l  V e rgh ese  
Syrian Orthodox Church o f India 
(Switzerland)

\
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Tuesday, July 25 th

CHAPTER I 

FRO M  A A R H U S  T O  BR ISTO L

By  M e t r o p o l it a n  E m il ia n o s

1. The Consultation was opened with prayer at 8:00 p.m. by Met
ropolitan Nikodim Sliven o f Bulgaria and Metropolitan Philippos o f 
India, the Chairman being Prof. Nissiotis, who welcomed the partici
pants on behalf o f the preparatory committee in Geneva.

2. The Director of the Faith and Order Secretariat D r . Lu k as  
V isc h e r  reminded them o f the fact that the Faith and Order Commis
sion usually concerned with multilateral discussions amongst diverse 
traditions, but that wherever its services were desired it also encouraged 
bilateral talks between traditions o f similar background.

He reminded the participants that the Faith and Order Commission 
had undertaken to discover grounds o f agreement and difference be
tween Eastern and Western Churches. Tw o study groups had been at 
work: one dealt with the interpretation o f the Fathers and made an at
tempt to formulate "Patristic Hermeneutics” ; the other studied the con
ciliar process in the Early Church. He expressed the hope that the re
sults o f these studies might be o f some use in the forthcoming debates.

H e referred to the fact that many Churches today are engaged in 
union negotiations and that the Faith and Order Commission had a 
particular responsibility for their progress. Recently representatives 
from different union conversations had been brought together and in 
such meetings Faith and Order saw an important role for itself. Nego
tiations had been held to date, primarily between Churches o f the Ref
ormation, but the experience o f such negotiations may be o f value also 
for other traditions. One o f the common features was certainly that 
the difficulties were not restricted to doctrinal differences but lay also 
in the practical field. The most successful o f union negotiations were 
always those which from the beginning faced practical difficulties and 
therefore the Faith and Order Commission encouraged equal attention 
to doctrinal and non-doctrinal issues, the latter being especially o f an 
historical, psychological and practical nature. One o f the purposes o f
I he present Consultation at Bristol might be to consider the practical as 
well as the theoretical concerns o f the Churches involved.

3. D r .  N iss io tis  introduced Metropolitan Emilianos o f Calabria
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as the permanent representative o f the Ecumenical Patriarch at the 
headquarters o f the W orld  Council o f Churches and as the person who 
opened the Aarhus consultation. The Metropolitan was now called 
upon to summarize developments since Aarhus.

4. M e t r o p o l i t a n  E m ilian o s: The Aarhus meeting had a positive 
result for the Churches o f the Orthodox and Oriental traditions be
cause from it there came an awareness o f those things which they 
share in common and o f those things which separate them. The Aarhus 
consultation had been recognized in official quarters as significant, al
though it is difficult to say whether it could be called an official or an 
unofficial meeting.

Since Aarhus Metropolitan Emilianos had had contacts with the 
Ecumenical Patriarch Athenagoras o f Constantinople, the Bulgarian 
and Rumanian Patriarch, as also with Emperor Haile Selassie, Arch
bishop Ieronymos o f Greece, and Catholicos Vasken I o f Armenia. Each 
o f these approved o f the Aarhus consultation, especially because so 
many leading personalities o f the Churches participated in it. The con
sultation seemed to have been instrumental in serving divine providence.

* % *

The Aarhus meeting had a positive result for both our Churches: 
it led to both o f us becoming aware o f our nearness to each other 
and o f how few are the obstacles that genuinely separate us. It has 
repeatedly been said since that meeting that it was an un-official one. 
For myself, I would wish to contest the use o f this word, "^-o ffic ia l,” 
for I must affirm that —  in my judgment —  it is impossible to draw 
a line separating the official from the ^-official.

The fact that so many outstanding representatives —  clergy and lay 
theologians —  took part in the Aarhus gathering, and the wide impact 
that it made, are proof in my eyes of the degree to which it was in
strumental in serving Divine Providence. It awakened both sides from 
a long-aged immobilism and their inertia. For the first time we began 
to reconsider our theological positions, and to question the outmoded 
formulations o f our beliefs that made them appear irreconcilable. W e 
became aware that the severe claims made by certain theologians in the 
past to the effect that our two Churches were both ecclesiologically ami 
Christologically separate, were invalid.

W e  must not, o f course, underestimate the persistent arguments ol 
a minority that stress wording and formulation rather than essential 
substance in regard to our relationship. They make us aware that more 
and more frequent and detailed exploratory meetings are required, so
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that we may further clarify our respective positions, and better distin
guish the purely doctrinal from the non-theological questions involved.

*  *  *

It is very clear that while the West was busy confronting a whole 
series o f problems different in kind from those that faced the East, the 
tradition in the theological schools o f Alexandria, Syria and Antioch 
tended towards scrutiny o f the doctrine that the two natures were pres
ent in Christ without confusion.

It is perfectly clear that Greek culture in the Middle East contrib
uted to the appearance o f a specific way o f thinking and vocabulary. 
A ll the intellectuals — and among them the theologians, had recourse 
to Greek terminology in the formulation o f their thought. It was in
evitable that all those who remained outside this sphere of cultural in
fluence should find such academic and theological terminology inacces
sible and difficult to understand.

The fact that theologians were thus familiar with Greek culture ex
plains a certain dependence o f their thought on Greek philosophical 
terms and methods o f formulation. I may give one or two examples. 
St. John Damascene, although o f Syrian origin, lost no occasion o f rec
ommending the reading o f pagan Greek authors. In his Fide Ortho- 
doxa (Chapter 4,27; P.G. 94, 1177) he likens good theologians to 
money-changers who are forewarned, and who treasure authentic coin
age o f pure gold and reject false money. John Zonaras in Chapter 1, 3 
of his historical writings and speaking o f the Emperor Julian, notes 
how he became infuriated by the Christian intellectuals’ use o f the 
same words as those used by pagan authors, but with a different mean
ing. Again, Clement o f Alexandria and Origen —  the most impressive 
representatives o f the Alexandrian theological school —  endeavoured 
to Christianize Platonic philosophy. W e  find the same tendency in 
Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, who made full use o f die cultural 
approach and choice o f theological categories o f the pagan philosophers 
when he was treating o f Christians themes and subjects.

Already in the time o f the apologist Athenagoras, there were people 
in the early Church who used an entirely literary style —  for example 
Tatian and Meliton o f Sardis. Tatian was even criticized for the un
successfulness o f his attempts to imitate the Greek style.

* * *

The 4th century marked the beginning o f Church mistrust o f Greek 
culture in the Middle East and the rebirth o f strong nationalism. Bit
terness against certain abuses that might be committed by the dominat
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ing imperial power, or else by the Greek or Roman civil powers, led 
to mistrust o f the churchmen who were deemed to be under their influ
ence. From now on preference came to be given to indigenous lan
guages and cultures. People studied Greek less and less, and when dele
gates attended councils many found themselves in the awkward position 
o f being hard-put to follow  discussions or even to understand the doc
trines debated. It is my personal opinion that the cold attitude o f the 
Egyptian and Syrian delegates at the 3rd Ecumenical Council was due 
to these psychological circumstances. The hesitations did not stem from 
any premeditated or preconceived ill intention. They simply did not 
want to depart from the traditional formulae with which they were so 
familiar. N or must we forget that in a number o f cases these delegates 
actually provoked theological disagreements in order to justify their 
protests against the Byzantine domination o f which they disapproved.

It was in part this mentality that eventually led to their isolation 
from future theological developments in the rest o f Christendom. Their 
isolation was in fact two-fold —  geographical as well as theological. 
And among their theological difficulties not the least was the semantic 
one o f understanding theologians who expressed themselves in Byzan
tine terminology. The barriers increased as time went on. Christologi
cal doctrine was to be completed by means o f the further developments 
that took place at three more Ecumenical Councils —  the Fourth at 
Chalcedon (451), the Fifth at Constantinople (553) and the Sixth 
also at Constantinople (680).

*- * *

W e  can understand where we are doctrinally from our position to
day, for our Christological formulations are the outcome o f all these 
Ecumenical Councils. N o t one o f the doctrines held by our Faith is to 
be understood as resulting from the deliberations of one isolated Coun
cil. A ll the Councils together have formed and shaped our doctrines. 
One Council has complemented the other, or elaborated at greater 
length what was stated in embryo by a preceding one.

Professor Trembellas maintains that Cyrillian Christology, in spile 
o f its great virtues, cannot be taken as a sufficient basis for our discus 
sions. W e  must give further thought to this viewpoint. H e states tluil 
Cyrillian Christology forms an admirable starting-point, but that Cyiil 
was absolutely prevented from being able to formulate a complete 
Christology by the fact that the Christological controversies regarding 
mono-energetism and mono-theletism only appeared some notable tinir 
after his death. It is precisely this immaturity and incompleteness ol
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Cyrillian Christological thinking that makes its outlook similar to that 
o f Severus.

Professor Karmiris provides us with a paper on the Hypostatic 
Union as it is reflected in Orthodox hymnography. T o  complete this 
comparative confrontation we certainly need a similar study regarding 
pre-Chalcedonian texts and hymns. W e  need to know how far the doc
trine o f One Person o f the Holy Trinity —  possessed o f two natures, 
two wills and two energies —  is confirmed by in pre-Chalcedonian 
worship. Furthermore, it is necessary to ascertain how far this worship 
in its practice confirms that the two natures remained distinct, uncon
fused and unchangeable after their hypostastic union, that they did not 
lose their natural characteristics and that they did not lose the differen
tiation between the Divine and human natures.

* * *

As you see, we have travelled a considerable way; but more is 
needed. W e  cannot rest satisfied with what has been done up to now. 
To rest content with what one has achieved is the worst ecumenical 
sin. W e  pray the Holy Spirit who has gathered us here, to give us 
greater clarity o f mind and heart and the power to accept the responsi
bilities that now lie on us and ahead o f us.

5. D r . N issio tis : Stressed that the present consultation had no pre
cise program  before it other than:

(a )  T o  takevup the concerns resulting from Aarhus,

(b ) T o  note the reactions to Aarhus,

(c )  T o  keep in mind issues raised in the present meeting, which 
is the second o f a continuing series, it is to be hoped, for fur
ther clarification,

(d )  To  compare Christological formulations in liturgical texts o f 
both sides.

Aarhus was an initial investigation and proved to be an irenic meet
ing. W hile it has been said that concessions were made on both sides 
to reach an easy solution there, this certainly was not so. Although 
discussion showed that there could be ecclesiological similiarities, there 
could also be many difficulties and these were highlighted at Aarhus 
by Professor Florovsky, who examined problems o f Terminology.

The main criticisms o f Aarhus were made by Professor Trembelas 
and Professor Verhovskey, but some o f their criticisms were o f matters 
not discussed at Aarhus, for example monotheletism. It may be neces
sary, therefore, to take up the particular issue o f monotheletism in a
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preliminary way at the Bristol meeting. The Geneva preparatory com
mittee has already looked into this and suspects that it is not a real 
problem for all o f the non-Chalcedonian Churches, but the criticisms o f 
Verhovskey and Trembelas should be taken up.

As well as doing this, members o f the consultation should also 
clarify the thinking o f Aarhus on such matters as the words ousia, 
physis, hypostasis and the manhood o f Christ. Certain papers would 
be presented to help in this direction as well as others considering the
ology as reflected in liturgical life. Nissiotes then outlined what papers 
would be presented to the consultation and Professor V. C. Samuel 
requested that in addition Professor Trembelas’ writing on the Aarhus 
consultation should be summarized for the present consultation. N is
siotis expressed regret that Prof. Verhovskey was unable to come and 
present a paper as expected.

6. A rc h  priest B o ro v o y : Emphasized that the present consulta
tion should be careful not to provoke criticism from the holy Orthodox 
Churches, and the nature and procedure o f the present meeting should 
be carefully examined. W h ile it could not be said that the members o f 
the present consultation were official representatives o f their Churches, 
neither could it be said that they were simply private individuals. Mem
bers of the consultation had a responsibility to their Churches which 
should be fully informed o f the deliberations o f the consultation, which 
deliberations should have a practical, as well as a theoretical content.

7. P ro fe s s o r  F lo ro v sk y : The Aarhus Consultation was informal. 
But the word "informal” does not mean irresponsible. The people who 
met at Aarhus were competent and capable o f informing the lawful 
decision-making authorities o f their respective Churches about the con
tent o f that consultation. The authorities need to be constantly re
minded by the theologians o f the pressing concerns o f the time and 
these were made explicit at Aarhus and should be made so at Bristol .

8. Discussion followed on the nature o f the Bristol meeting and 
the nature o f the representation and following contributions by Profes
sor Romanides and Metropolitan Theophilos, it was agreed that the 
nature o f the authority o f the Bristol meeting and the nature o f the 
representation o f those present would be determined by the nature o f 
the published work o f the consultation. "The wisdom o f this meeting 
alone w ill make it official.”  (D r. Nissiotis)



Wednesday, July 26th

1. Father Paul Verghese commenced the day’s proceedings with 
prayer and thereafter acted as chairman. He introduced Professor John 
Romanides, who presented the Paper o f Professor Trembelas, criticiz
ing the Aarhus consultation.

C H A P T E R  I I

SOME O B S E R V A T IO N S  O N  T H E  A A R H U S  

C O N S U L T A T IO N S

B y  P r o f . P. N .  T r e m b e l a s

Please permit me to begin this memorandum with some observations 
on certain things said at the Conference at Aarhus University in Den
mark during August, 1964.

l )  Since there can be no other basis for Dialogue with the Churches 
of the W est than the Confession o f the undivided Church and her teach
ing, which it is agreed she as one whole proclaimed at least during 
the first nine centuries, it is clear that more general importance attaches 
also to the validity o f the Seven Ecumenical Councils which have been 
recognized as such not because they were so named after the Imperial 
decrees by which they were summoned, nor because o f the great num
ber and origin o f the Fathers who attended them, but because the uni
versal ("katholiki” )  conscience o f the Church and the whole Church 
in general, wherein is contained her infallibility, makes them so. Thus,
I lie definitions o f these Councils express the agreement o f the Fathers 
('consensus Patrum” ) and incorporate the apostolic tradition in the 
dogmas which they formulate; and as to Christological dogma, under
II ic supervision o f the Holy Spirit they expressed the last word, which 
does not admit o f any substitution but only o f explanation and elucida- 
lion. In this connection words used at the Conference by Fr. Florovsky 
me worthy o f note: "Dogmatic terminologies o f the past are not simply 
Irmporary formulations without continuing significance. There cannot 
he a fruitful discussion on dogmatic differences without careful refer- 
**itee to historic terminology. W e  are bound to use terms: through these 
vvc* confess the truth, guided by the Holy Spirit in the Church.” " I  do 
not think that our separation is due only to historical misunderstand
ings about the terms 'physis,’ ’hypostasis,’ ‘ousia,’ 'prosopon,’ etc. These 
Irims have taken a definite sense in the effort o f the whole undivided
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Church to voice the one truth o f God’s revelation” ( Greek Orthodox 
Theological Review, Vol. X , N o. 2, p. 33).

2 ) The inspired Cyril is not indicated as constituting the unique 
basis and exclusive criterion for the ascertaining o f dogmatic truth and 
achieving the desired agreement and shaping the new formulation 
which w ill express this agreement between the Orthodox and the non- 
Chalcedonians. Cyril’s formula, ( =  woataatg) tov 0eov Ao- 
yov oEcraQ%co|i£vr} or GeaaQxco îvou (Cyril’s Apologia in M igne 16, 401 
and Epist. 40 in Migne 77, 192) can be taken as a starting-point and 
basis for discussion in the dialogue between them, since both parties 
are agreed on this form o f words; but from other words used by the 
holy Father in clarification the Orthodox sense o f this proposal, taken 
by itself in isolation, can be construed as being not only unfortunate 
but even "slightly reminiscent o f Monophysitism” (op. cit., p. 66), as 
our colleague I. Karmiris said at the Aarhus Conference. Obviously it 
cannot be used as the new form o f agreement, since that must be plain, 
full and clear, not patient o f any misinterpretation or misunderstanding 
and not requiring explanations and fresh elucidations: all such defini
tions are exactly like that, especially those formulated so as to appease 
and pacify any discord due to dogmatic disagreement. St. Cyril is not 
indicated, moreover, as being the exclusive criterion and guide in at
taining to the desired agreement inasmuch as he flourished in times 
when the problems arising from Monoenergism and Monotheletism 
had not yet appeared; and he shows himself as somewhat unclear or 
even mistaken about them, whilst in other places in his teaching he ex
presses himself clearly on the two wills and energies in Christ. Hence, 
he has been misunderstood not only by foreign specialists, as some of 
us have written, but also by our own scholars, as teaching what Severus 
taught afterwards. Those with whom we talked at Aarhus were for tin* 
most part Severians.

3) Thus, our colleague Fr. Meyendorff, following Harnack ami 
Lebon (vide Tisserant’s Histoire des Dogmes, Vol. Ill, p. 127, n. l ) ,  
insisted at Aarhus that "the Monophysite doctrine o f the Incarnation, 
especially in the scientific form which was given to it by Severus, is 
nothing else than Cyrillian Christology” ( op. cit., p. 17); and Fr. Ko 
manides said that St. Cyril accepts two natures in Christ tfj îov||, 
to which acceptance only Severus comes near ( op. cit., p. 83). In a id 
evant observation to Dr. Khella’s remarks Prof. Romanides adds. "I am 
very happy to hear that Severus was not the first one on the non-ChaU <■
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donian side who could accept two natures tfj 'ftecoQia [xov  ̂ after the 
union”  (op. cit., p. 106). But in Athens the Theological School’s com
mittee o f three members reviewed in its introductory Report the work 
o f a candidate, Andreas Theodorou, "The Christological terminology 
ar.d teaching o f Severus o f Antioch” ; they wrote, "The author comes to 
the conclusion which seems right to us and to most authorities, that 
‘the opinions o f Severus are basically Orthodox.’ . . . The teaching o f 
Severus is none other than a systematic burial o f the teaching o f St. 
Cyril o f Alexandria, and it does not depart from the teaching o f Leon- 
tios o f Byzantium” (M inutes on the Election o f Professors, Jan.-Dee. 
1965: under the Dean G. Konidaris, pp. 28-29).

4. As says Leontius o f Byzantium (Solutio in M igne 86, 1932) "the 
Fathers did not define the natures in Christ as an afterthought, but the 
division o f them.” "They showed the natures both to be and to be 
called into action,”  "as well as their separation, according to a pur
pose.” For us to say that we know the "natures only through their pur
pose is to fabricate the non-existent and unreal or the confused.”  "The 
humanity, having been united with the godhead, is separated from it 
in purpose but not in action”  (Solutio, Migne, op. cit., 1937). As in
terpreted by the anti-Chalcedonians at Aarhus, "in  purpose”  is to be 
taken "in  an abstract sense” ; hence they exclude entirely Severus’ enu
meration o f the two natures after the union in Christ. In his book 
"Contra Grammaticum,” Severus writes: "H ow  do those who, full o f 
impudence, speak o f the two natures then try to make out that they are 
not talking about’ ’two hypostases’ and ’prosopa’ ? For, having divided 
Ihe natures, i.e. the ’hypostases,’ as to purpose, they mentally confuse 
I lie ’prosopa.' Likewise, the division having been made, immediately 
it is called a ’prosopon.’ . . . For the two not to appear in two 'prosopd 
is an impossibility”  (Eustathios the Monk to Timothy contra Scvcrum, 
Migne 86, 908). Severus confused the nature with the person and 
could not understand how it was possible for there to be two natures 
in one "prosopon” or "hypostasis.”  Thus, enumerating the two natures 
m Christ, he thought that o f necessity we must also count two "pro- 
m>pa.”  Hence, as Bishop Sarkissian explained, when we think o f the
I wo natures in Christ "in  theory, in the power o f the mind, in thought, 
in purpose” (M igne  86, 908, 921, 936, 1841) "w e confess that Christ
ii one person; and as one person, one w ill; and as one will, one opera- 
lion; and as one operation, one nature; as He truly is, One Nature”  
(op. cit., p. 116). As Severus said: "Since He is one who acts, one is
II is operation and His active movement” (M igne  86, 924, 925). W e  
uinnot speak o f two operations, " fo r  a nature which has no personal
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subsistence never operates”  (F. Diekamp, Doctrina Patrum de Incar
nate one Verbi, p. 310).

5. That the blessed Cyril would not have supported Monoenergism 
nor Monotheletism but have spoken out vigorously against them, if  he 
had lived when these heresies arose, seems clear from the following 
extracts from his writings. Against the Monophysites he is outspoken 
when expounding St. Luke’s Gospel xxiii 31, "there they crucified 
him,”  on which he comments: "But the Lord did not studiously con
sider His divinity, neither to show it at all nor to conceal it com
pletely . . .  so that His divinity’s and His humanity’s actions be seen to 
be distinct, lest the divine power be blunted or His human nature be 
disbelieved. . . . He demonstrated a tiuo-fold activity, suffering as man 
and acting as God Himself, for He was none other even i f  in some 
other form” (M igne  72, 936-937). He also raised the matter o f the 
two wills when he comments on the account o f the Agony in Gethse- 
mane in St. Luke’s Gospel: "The insidious thought o f death is troubling 
Jesus, and the power o f divinity immediately subdues the passion thus 
aroused and transforms it into courage. For the humanity in Christ is 
active in two ways; and thereby He must show himself, not in mere 
appearance or in purpose, but rather naturally and truly to be man born 
o f a woman and undergoing all things human, except only sin. Fear 
and cowardice are natural emotions among us, but He escaped being 
set in sins. Humanity was still active in Christ, not in order that these 
activities might get possession but that by the power o f the Logos they 
might be broken, towards some better and more divine state when the 
nature in the first Christ had taken over. Thus and not otherwise He 
crossed to us, the means o f our cure” ( M igne 72, 936, 937). In com
menting on the verse o f the Psalm, "Preserve me, because of mine ene
mies,”  he observes: "A s  man Christ prayed not to enter into tempta
tion; but afterwards he agreed to suffer it for our salvation, and dem
onstrated His sufferings, choosing the divine will in place o f the 
human” (M igne  69, 1169). Similarly, in expounding " I  came down 
from heaven, not to do my own w ill but the w ill o f him who sent me,” 
he observes: "H e submitted to the involuntary and acted voluntarily 
for us: suffering, I say, on the Cross, thus He is content to accept the 
parent’s order . . . even as, He says, H e did not do what the family 
wanted but fulfilled the Father’s w ill” (M igne  73, 533).

6. Finally, since we are speaking o f the two wills in Christ, we add 
also the classic quotation from St. Athanasius, commenting on "Now  
is my soul troubled,” when he says: "This happened when His divinity 
was weaker and the flesh was dominant: the troubling could hinder the
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divinity, but not when it was willed in order that He should not lose 
His likeness to us.”  "H e bears the troubling o f the flesh in His volun
tary death. For how could H e become obedient and fulfil our obe
dience in our place, unless He had also our rebellion and had over
come that obstacle? For whenever some obstacle o f the flesh happens 
to us, i f  we misunderstand the command and are conquered by the flesh, 
this is the way that sin happens. D id not then in the Lord’s case the 
obstacle o f the flesh need to be there and the subjection to be over
come ? For God fulfils obedience, but in the flesh and according to the 
flesh, and subdues the w ill o f the flesh to the w ill o f the divinity, even 
as He said 'I have come down from heaven, not to do my own will but 
the w ill o f him who sent me,’ i.e. the Father’s, speaking o f his own w ill 
as that o f the flesh. Hence His own flesh was made; for the w ill o f the 
divine Son is not separated from the w ill o f God. The w ill o f the flesh 
must be moved and subordinated to the divine will. And so the dis
obediences o f men are done away with through this marvellous obe
dience which Christ wrought on our behalf” (M ign e  26, 1241).

DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper of Prof. P. N. Trembelas
2. Professor Romanides summarized the above paper as follows:

a) There is no other basis for dialogue with the Western Churches than the 
teaching o f the Churches o f the first nine centuries.

b ) Cyril o f Alexandria is not the unique basis for ascertaining dogmatic 
truth.

c ) Professor Meyendorff, follow ing Harnack, insisted at Aarhus that the 
monophysite doctrine of Christ stemmed from Cyrilline theology. This is not 
exact.

! d ) The natures in Christ were not defined as an afterthought by the Fathers
i and Councils, but came to definition through the controversies o f the Fathers 
and Councils.

e ) Cyril would have supported neither monenergism nor monotheletism in 
expounding Luke 23:31 "There they crucified him.”

f )  Finally, since we speak o f two wills in Christ, the w ill o f the flesh must 
‘ he moved and subordinated to the divine will.

3. Comments on the above paper:
V e rgh e se : Comments o f Trembelas are very impressive but are reflective 

of academic distinctions which may not be true to practical experience. It is d if
ficult to count arithmetically the number o f wills in a person.

Rom anides: Trembelas accepts fully the understanding o f Cyril presented 
lit Aarhus by both sides. There is a basic agreement between the members o f 
Hie consultation at Aarhus and Trembelas’ basic objection to Aarhus, that it 
slopped at the 4th and 5th Ecumenical Councils and did not go  on to the 6th, 
which dealt with monotheletism, can be acknowledged. The objection is valid 
mid must be discussed while remembering that the theme at Aarhus was the
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theology o f Cyril. Trembelas accused the Orthodox participants of subduing dis
cussion o f the 6th Ecumenical Council because o f politeness to the non-Chalce
donian Churches. This is probably true to a certain extent for some, depending 
on one’s theology o f the Councils and o f doctrinal development. I f  one adheres 
to the Latin doctrine that the Church improves her understanding o f dogma with 
the passage o f time and that the more modern the formulation the more accu
rate the understanding, then one cannot help but be disturbed by the Aarhus 
preoccupation with the Council o f Chalcedon. However, since we do not ac
cept this Latin understanding o f the development o f doctrine, but rather see the 
history o f Greek Patristic theology in terms o f a development o f evolution o f 
terminology, the methodology o f Aarhus must be considered adequately correct 
even though obviously incomplete. In this sense I agree with Prof. Trembelas’ 
critique and at the same time feel that between Trembelas and the Chalcedonian 
Orthodox position at Aarhus there is essential agreement.

V ergh ese : Trembelas makes two charges: (a )  That we have divided the 
fourth from the sixth Ecumenical Council, even though they are indivisible. Yet 
there was neither time nor place on the agenda for meeting this charge at Aarhus, 
(b )  W hile we affirmed our Christology to be one, we did this without examin
ing the theory o f the two wills, which is Trembelas’ second charge and in this 
we were probably too hasty.

Romanides: A t Aarhus both sides thought o f the complete humanity o f 
Christ with all the properties maintained and from the Orthodox side this means 
that all human qualities were present including the created w ill and energy.

V. C. Sam uel: The admission o f Trembelas that the non-Chalcedonian 
position is Cyrilline deserves to be underlined. But his opinion that Severus of 
Antioch confused physis and prosopon is certainly inaccurate.

V erghese : The discussion at Aarhus was on the humanity o f Christ and 
it is conceivable that the same level o f agreement would not have been reached 
if there had been detailed discussion on the two wills o f Christ.

B o rovo y : Trembelas, where he tried to give a methodological approach to 
discussion, proved himself o f value in: (a )  Signifying the importance o f coun
cils as a point for common discussion between the Orthodox and the non- 
Chalcedonian Churches, (b )  In emphasizing the one Christology which is rep
resented by Cyril, the Orthodox Churches were not bound by any exclusive 
Christology whether o f Cyril or o f Severus. In fact, no one Church Father is 
infallible. Christology is o f the Church and not o f any Father, (c )  The memo
randum o f Trembelas contains no critical remarks on Aarhus, but is rather an 
addendum to Aarhus. His paper should be considered as an additional paper 
to the Aarhus consultation.

K on idaris: Trembelas did not pay attention to the reason why we did imi 
get around to monotheletism and monenergism at that time. It was not because 
of politeness, but because we considered activities prior to the fourth Jim 
menical Council, and before we can come to monotheletism and the teaching <>l 
Leontius o f Byzantium.

Nissiotis: Trembelas thinks you cannot consider two natures without <<>n 
sidering two wills. You  cannot speak o f one without the other.

R o m a n id e s : The monothelete and monenergete controversies took pl;m
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among those who accepted Chalcedon and, apart from the indirect participation 
o f the Armenians, did not directly concern the non-Chalcedonians. These here
sies o f Chalcedonian theologians were not invented by the so-called monophy- 
sites, but were offered to them as a possible bridge to Chalcedon. One must en
tertain the possibility o f the correctness o f my thesis that monotheletism and 
monenergetism have their roots in Nestorianism.

V e rgh ese  : Pointed out that there were no papers in the Bristol program on 
monotheletism and Metropolitan Theophilos emphasized that there was very 
little in the teaching o f the Syrian Fathers on this subject.

N issiotis: Added that Trembelas’ contention that a consistent monophysite 
must be a monothelete was not true.

V . C. Sam uel: The whole Christological controversy is vitiated by the use 
of the words "monophysite”  and "monothelete.”  None o f the men recognized 
as teachers by the non-Chalcedonian Churches maintained a position which can 
be described by these epithets; neither have these Churches appropriated to 
themselves the characterizations. But the words were used by men with reference 
to these Churches in order to make out that they were heretical.

Rom anides: There is a definite need to view the question o f development 
of doctrine or doctrinal terminology within the context o f the two prevailing 
types o f evaluation o f the Christological Councils. The one I would call the 
zig-zag theory according to which the Third Ecumenical Council was onesided- 
ly Cyrillian and had to be corrected by the Fourth Ecumenical Council’s Tome 
of Leo. Then the Fifth Ecumenical Council is supposed to be a swing back to 
onesided Cyrillianism necessitating a correction effected by the Sixth Ecumenical 
Council. On the basis o f historical evidence, especially in regard to the dominant 
place o f St. Cyril’s Christology at Chalcedon, I cannot see how anyone can ac
cept this approach.

The Orthodox understanding o f  the Ecumenical Councils is rather linear in 
nature and, as Prof. Konidaris very well puts it, all the Ecumenical Councils 
are already contained in the First Ecumenical Council so that to accept the First 
entails the acceptance o f all Seven. It must be remembered, that St. Cyril con- 
linuously accused Nestorius o f renouncing the Creed o f Nicea. I would argue 
I hat the agreement at Aarhus clearly encompassed the theology o f the Sixth Coun-
< il which was an essential part o f my paper on Theodore o f Mopsuestia which 
was distributed as a presupposition o f my paper at Aarhus.

V ergh ese : (a ) Can it be said that Trembelas is right in considering the 
Hcven Ecumenical Councils to have said the last word on the teaching o f the 
( liurch? (b )  Are the non-Chalcedonians correct in implying that the theory of 
wills is subsumed in the theory o f natures?

F lo ro v sk y : Paragraph (a )  o f the observations o f Trembelas given above 
11reds clarification. The formulations which he talks about in that paragraph 
must presume in each case a context. Theologians do not interpret the faith o f 
l hr- Councils as such. The faith o f the Church as expressed in the context o f a 
( utincil is interpreted by theologians. N o  Council ever expected it was giving 
the last word but only words which helped wider and deeper assessment o f the 

?, Inilh. The Christology o f any one Council, for example, cannot be separated 
I  I mm the theology o f the Church. Theology and soteriology make Christology
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comprehensible. Soteriology makes Christology not merely metaphysical, but a 
matter o f faith. There is a paradox in the incarnation which needs to be con
tinuously grappled with.

The death o f Christ in the teaching o f St. John Damascus does not suggest 
a separation o f soul and body for both remained in the hypostasis o f Christ the 
Logos. Thus the body was incorrupt in the sense o f  sin and death. The death 
of Christ was different from the death of man because it was the death o f the 
incarnate Word.

What is psychologically important is Trembelas’ cautious attitude over Cyril. 
W e  should not separate one Father from another, just as we should not separate 
one Council from another.

M e t ro p o l it a n  Em ilianos: It is difficult to identify the teaching o f the 
Church with the words in which it is expressed. A  Church can be imprisoned 
in words. In the writings o f Leontius o f Byzantium the Church has liberty to 
reshape formulations o f Ecumenical Councils. Trembelas overstates the matter 
that the consensus patrum is limited to certain terms.

K rik o ria n : W hile Ecumenical Councils cannot be disregarded we must 
remember that we are concerned with Christology and not with the validity of 
Councils. The Armenian Church has been concerned with monotheletism and 
some Catholicoi have approved the monotheletic doctrine. But there have been 
others, led by Yorhan o f Maynagom, who have rejected the montheletic doctrine.

B orovoy : I agree with Metropolitan Emilianos that it is difficult to say that 
the Church can be imprisoned by formulas and terms. Neither can the Churches 
be imprisoned by Trembelas’ discussion o f the monothelete problem. Historical 
discussion is always needlessly detailed, so it is necessary for us to look from 
ocr present historical situation backwards only so far as absolutely necessary.

F lo ro v sk y : Is it possible for a theologian to be committed to the theologies 
o f a Cyril or a Maximus ? It is possible, but one has to understand why. There 
is in Maximus something reconcilable with Cyril and which follows from 
Cyril’s position. Maximus is a very great authority for Byzantine Christianity 
but the Church has unfortunately forgotten this.

There are few profound works on monotheletism and the issue is too com
plex to discuss in detail here. It is often said that in the Ancient Church 
Origenism died in the fifth century. But Leontius o f Byzantium was an Origen- 
ist. He fixed in a new form Chalcedonian definitions which form was rather 
heretical. The formulas o f Leontius have been retained but the man has been 
forgotten. Even his identity is not now clear. Origenism proved to be a com
mon enemy for the Chalcedonians and the non-Chalcedonians. In a later cen- 
tury it was thought that the iconoclasts were Origenists.

K rik o r ia n : Father Borovoy said that we must not examine monotheletism 
becouse o f its complexity. I would) contend that this should be our reason for 
the examination o f it.

* * *

It was decided by the consultants that Father Paul Verghese should 
be allowed to present a paper on monotheletism later in the conference.
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4. Following the morning coffee break at 11:15, Professor V. C. 
Samuel presented his paper on:: The Manhood o f Jesus Christ in the 
Tradition o f the Syrian Orthodox Church. Before presenting his paper, 
Professor Samuel remarked that theologians o f the Syrian Orthodox 
Church have not discussed the question o f Christ’s w ill in any system
atic way. They only repeat the stereotyped words, Christ’s will was one. 
W e  should, therefore, examine the place which they assign to the man
hood o f Christ, and see what they really believed. This is discussed in 
the present paper:



CHAPTER III

TH E  M A N H O O D  OF JESUS C H R IST  IN  TH E  T R A D IT IO N  

OF TH E  S Y R IA N  O R T H O D O X  C H U RCH

By  T h e  Rev. P rof. V . C. S am u e l

In its official statements the Syrian Orthodox Church confesses its 
faith in Jesus Christ by means o f both a one-nature formula and a 
two-natures formula. According to the first, He is "one incarnate na
ture of God the W ord.”  This affirms that Jesus Christ is indivisibly 
one, He being God the W ord, or God the Son, in His incarnate state. 
The word "incarnate” is indeed crucial here. It conserves the emphasis 
that although Jesus Christ is one, His unity includes duality. He con
tinues to be one, while being God the Son who unites manhood in Him
self. The one-nature formula o f the Syrian Church is not meant to 
ignore Christ’s manhood; it is intended to affirm His unity.

The two-natures formula o f the Syrian Church confesses that Jesus 
Christ is "from  two natures” (ex 8vo qwaecov). The "one incarnate na
ture o f God the W ord” is composed o f two natures, which continue in 
Him, each in its own absolute integrity and perfection in a condition 
o f union, without being mixed or confused one with the other. The 
natures are so indissolubly united that neither o f them can be viewed 
in separation from the other. Thus Jesus Christ is at once consubstan
tial with God the Father as to Godhead and consubstantial with us as 
to manhood. Taking these affirmations seriously, one is entitled to say 
that, for the Syrian Church, though Christ does not exist "in two na
tures,” the two natures exist in Him, each in its own perfection anti 
reality.

The word "one” is employed by the Syrian Church, not only in re
gard to Christ’s nature, but also with reference to His w ill and opera 
tion. This raises the question whether the "one” here does not imply 
the idea o f reducing one o f the two natures to a merely passive state. 
Since the one which would be passive according to this reckoning is the 
human nature, the question can be answered only by examining the 
place assigned to the manhood o f Christ in the Syrian tradition. In 

order to do this, it is necessary to look into the teaching o f the fillli 
and sixth century fathers accepted by the Syrian Church as well as in iu 
its basic liturgical heritage.

152
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T h e  Sy r ia n  Pa tr ist ic  T r a d i*^o n

The most important of the fifth and sixth cer.  ̂ i u u
be mentioned in this connection are: Dioscorus o f a7 “ “ S ^  t  
Aelurus, Philoxenos o f Mabbug and Severus o f A nr  7
Dioscorus occupies a very delicate place. He was j  . these men, 
cil o f Chalcedon, without any definite charge L ; P° Sed £  C° Un; 
him. But the Eastern Churches which refuse T *  sPea* f d a« a,nS 
venerate him as a teacher o f orthodoxy. accept the Council

(a ) Dioscorus o f Alexandria

There are two things to be noted with referee . tv  ^
the one hand, he was the leading representative ^  o Dioscorus. On 
tion which can be traced, through the conflict k * 
drine and the Antiochene sides following the 
Council o f  Ephesus in 431 and from it to the C o S  f  M  
itself. The role he played in this capacity is imp0 " C‘ ‘ f  NlCea “  32,5
ing his place in the history o f Christian doctrine n  , “  T  f ' A

it is necessary in this paper to look into his own te^chin

As is well known, the Antiochene side had reft, j  ^  ■ .u 
Council o f 431. They argued against this C o u n c i l ^ , " S T ! “  ^  
position o f Cyril o f Alexandria, which it adopted ^  ? 
detuning Nestorius, was heretical. In this their »rMV  !  l C° n” 
Hiat the Council had approved the Third L e t t e r 1°. ™  
with the Twelve Anathemas as orthodox. Out J  S ” 1 (°  ^estonus 
Antiochenes tried hard to make Cyril withdraw tfc. j  convlctlon the 
■lition for reunion. But the Alexandrian Patriarch cl° cument as a c° n' 
. »  this point. On the contrary, he offered an e x p la ® ^  ™  “ T n T h f  
mas and showed that they were intended to estati;^ ,  v,
< Imrch in the light o f the Nicene Creed,1 in thee, f  L ^ °  .
"I Nestorius. The explanation satisfied Patriarch W ° f  1 f  f
nn this agreement the two men restored c o m m u C ^
in 433 on the strength o f a formula. °n Wlth each othet

 ̂he reunion thus marked the unconditional accw r .u ^
■ .1 o f 431 by the Antiochenes. However, there > aDCe ° £ ( f T

I'cie Side who were still opposed to the Anatl,em men on .
.. union. One o f these men was Theodoret o f C%5“  Z t  ^  L°
■ ■■pled the reunion two years later, he did this in3 ' §  , aC‘/ ,  ̂very guarded way.

1 The central point made by Cyril in his letters to Ne«u,; „
1 iheological position could not conserve the spirit r- j  ^ill proper setting. r  f N icene Creed in
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Interpreting the reunion without paying heed to its context and ignor
ing the terms o f agreement which went with it, he took the formula o f 
reunion o f 433 as a document which practically nullified the Council 
o f 431 and which categorically rejected the Anathemas. John o f An
tioch, who continued loyal to the reunion, died in 441, and he was suc
ceeded by Domnus. A  man who was thoroughly under the influence 
o f Theodoret, the new Patriarch o f Antioch let the Bishop o f Cyprus 
assume virtual leadership o f the Antiochene side. N ow  the two men 
together entered upon a vigorous campaign to strengthen their point 
of view both by literary activities and by appointing men o f their spe
cial choice to key positions in the Church. They discredited the A lex
andrian theological tradition and even ill-treated men in the East who 
held it.

The Alexandrian side considered this Antiochene move a deliberate 
act o f violation o f the reunion o f 433. Cyril himself endeavoured to 
meet this challenge till his death in 444. He had already worked out 
the Alexandrian understanding o f the faith on the basis o f the Creed o f 
Nicea as it had been confirmed by the Council o f Ephesus in 431, par
ticularly by his own letters to Nestorius including the Anathemas. In 
444, when Dioscorus succeeded Cyril as Patriarch o f Alexandria, the 
conflict between the two sides had reached a high point. So Dioscorus 
was made to face the Antiochene efforts at dominating the Church as 
a conscientious follower o f his illustrious predecessor. This led him to 
clash with the leaders o f the Antiochene side.2

The Cyrilline Anathemas, which Theodoret and men like him 
found unacceptable, made the point that Christ was indissolubly one. 
So in concrete terms it affirmed that the words and deeds o f Jesus Christ 
should not be divided between two hypostases or two prosopa. Cyril’s 
third letter to Nestorius, for instance, insists that "we do not assign 
the sayings o f our Saviour in the Gospels to two hypostases or two pro
sopa. For the one and only Christ is not twofold (SutXous), although 
He is understood as constituted out o f two different elements into an 
inseparable unity.”  Cyril concludes: "T o  one Person, then, undoubted
ly must be attributed all the sayings in the Gospel, namely, to the one 
Hypostasis incarnate o f the W ord.” The same idea is put quite suc

2 W e  have some reference to the clash between Dioscorus and Domnus in 
the letters exchanged between them. See the letters in English translation in
S. G. F. Perry, The Second Synod o f Ephesus (Dartford, 1875-81), pp. 327-351. 
See also E. Schwartz, D er Prozess des Eutyches (1929).
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cinctly in the fourth o f the Twelve Anathemas.3

It was the doctrinal position implied in the foregoing statements 
which Dioscorus had inherited from Cyril, and which he was concerned 
to defend. In so doing, did he, then, explain away the manhood o f 
Christ? This is the important question which should be answered in 
the present context. For doing it, reference should be made to his 
statements given at the Councils o f 449 and 451 and to his literary 
remains.

A t the second Council o f Ephesus in 449 Dioscorus insisted that the 
Creed o f Nicea as confirmed by the Council o f Ephesus in 431, mean
ing that the theological position worked out by the Alexandrian side, 
was the faith of the Church.4 On this ground, he asserted that Jesus 
Christ was "one incarnate nature o f God the W ord.” 5 Composed of 
two natures, He was from two natures after the union,6 but not in two 
natures. Dioscorus made it clear that the two natures continued in the 
one Christ in a state o f union, without confusion, mixture, change and 
division.7

The ideas emphasized in the literary remains o f Dioscorus may be 
summarized in this way: (a )  Jesus Christ was at once God and man. 
Born o f the Father as God, the Same was born o f Mary as man. "W e  
confess one and the Same to be the Redeemer, the Lord and God, al
though we see Him to have become man by economy.” 8 (b ) He who 
is consubstantial with God the Father became consubstantial with us.
(c ) The manhood which God the Son united to Himself from Mary 
was o f the same nature with our manhood, with the single exception 
that He was sinless. "For He was like us,” affirms Dioscorus, "fo r  us, 
and with us, not in phantasy or semblance according to the heresy o f

3 For the letters o f Cyril to Nestorius, see T . H . Bindley: The Oecumenical 
Documents of the Faith, Methuen. As to the teaching o f Cyril, Paul Gelatier 
shows in his essay on "Saint Cyrille dAlexandrie et Saint Leon le Grand a 
Chalcedoine” published in Das Konzil von Chalkedon, Vol. I, that Cyril had 
not granted "two natures after the union”  any where in his writings.

4. The theological position adopted by the second Council o f Ephesus in 449
was the Nicene Creed as ratified by the Council o f 431. See E. Schwartz: Acta  
('.onciliorum Oecumenicorum, II, i, pp. 86-89: paragraphs 116-148.

6 Ibid., 117: 299.
“ Ibid., 120: 332.
7 Ibid., 112: 263. Notes 2, 3 and 4 are referred to in the Aarhus report. See 

pp. 45-46.
8 See letter o f Dioscorus to the monks o f Hennaton in S. G. F. Perry: op. cit., 

pp. 392-394.
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the Manichaeans, but in actual reality from Mary, the Theotokos.” 9
(d )  The manhood o f Christ was not only real, but it was also perfect. 
The statement that He was like us in every thing means, for Dioscorus, 
that "in nerves, and hair, and bones, and veins, and belly, and heart, 
and kidneys, and liver, and lungs —  in short in all the things that are 
proper to our nature our Redeemer’s animated flesh, which was born of 
Mary with a rational and intelligent soul, had come into being without 
the seed o f man.” 10 (e )  He who became man in this way was our 
brother, so that the Apostle could say that He took (the nature), not 
from the angels, but from the seed o f the house of Abraham.11

It is very clear from the foregoing summary that in defending the 
Cyrilline theological tradition, Dioscoais did not minimize the impor
tance o f Christ’s manhood.

The other three men, namely Timothy Aelurus, Philoxenos o f Mab- 
bug and Severus o f Antioch, were also men who represented the same 
theological tradition as Dioscorus. Like him, they also acknowledged 
the authority o f the Anathemas. It is, therefore, necessary to see 
whether they showed any unwillingness to recognize the manhood of 
Christ in their teaching.

(b ) Timothy Aelurus

The immediate successor o f Dioscorus o f Alexandria, Timothy 
Aelurus was admittedly a strong critic o f the Council o f Chalcedon. 
A t the same time, he expressed himself categorically against the view 
that the manhood o f Christ was not important. To  the men who propa
gated such ideas he wrote that12

the Scriptures teach us that Christ identified Himself with us in 
every thing, and that He became perfectly consubstantial with us 
but for the impulse o f sin. He was born supernaturally without 
conjugal union. But He became perfect man, having been con
ceived in Mary the Virgin and from her bom by the Holy Spirit, 
and He Himself remaining God incarnate without any change.

In this passage Timothy affirms the double consubstantiality o f Christ 
in indubitable terms.

9 See letter o f Dioscorus to Secundinus in Zacharia Rhetor: Ecclesiastical H is
tory, Vol. I  (Syriac), pp. 45-46.

10 See letter to Secundinus.
11 Ibid.
12 Zacharia Rhetor, ibid., p. 110.
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In order to see how strongly Timothy affirms the reality o f Christ’s 
manhood, a passage quoted from one o f his writings by Severus of 
Antioch may be reproduced here. According to Severus, the excerpt 
had been taken by Timothy from a work o f John o f Jerusalem. After 
affirming that the birth o f our Lord happened from Mary the Virgin 
by the operation o f the Holy Spirit, the excerpt goes on:13

He (G od the Son) assumed flesh from the flesh, which was o f the 
same nature with our flesh, in reality, not in phantasy. In it (i.e. 
that flesh) He really suffered passion for us. Like us, He fatigued 
o f journeying, not in illusion. Like us, H e slept and felt the pain 
o f wounds inflicted on Him by Pilate. When He was beaten on 
His cheeks, H e endured the agony; and when His hands and feet 
were pierced by nails, He had the feeling o f pain. . . . W e  also 
confess that H e had the rational soul which endured for us suf
fering like us. He suffered in reality passions o f the soul, namely, 
sorrow, anguish and grief.

The passage is indeed clear. It shows that Timothy Aelurus who repro
duced it in his work had no idea o f ignoring the reality o f Christ’s 
human life and His sufferings. In his view, as man, Christ underwent 
all human experiences like any man. Since, however, Christ was at 
once consubstantial with God the Father and consubstantial with us, 
Timothy would not maintain that the manhood o f Christ had these 
experiences, because such a way o f speaking was tantamount to divid
ing the one Christ into two persons.

(c ) PhHoxenos o f Mabbug

The teacher par excellence o f the doctrine o f Incarnation, the Bishop 
of Mabbug insists that God the Son did not assume a man, but He be
came man. This, asserts Philoxenos, is the right doctrine. "The W ord 
became flesh and dwelt among us,” says John. "G od sent His Son and 
lie  was made of a woman,” writes Paul. The Nicene Creed also af
firms that God the Son Himself came down from heaven, was born o f 
the Virgin, suffered, died, was buried, and rose again, . . . ascribing 
all these facts to God the Son. The Creed does not ascribe some o f 
these experiences to God the Son and others to a man. The teaching o f 
the Creed, on the other hand, is that "by having dwelt in the womb 
iind being made flesh, the Same declared to be at once the W ord and 
the flesh, God and man, the hidden and the revealed, the form o f God

13 Severi Antuulianistica, ed. A . Sanda, Beryti Phoeniciorum, 1931 (Syriac), 
|i|>. 46-47.
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and the form o f man.” 14 As the form o f God, He is the eternal Word, 
consubstantial with the Father; and as the form o f man, the Same has 
become consubstantial with us.

The teaching o f Philoxenos that God the Son did not assume a man 
but He became man does not mean that God the W ord assumed noth
ing from the Virgin. In his view, this was the teaching o f Eutyches, 
who had been condemned by the Church, because he had maintained 
that God the W ord did not become incarnate o f her from whom He 
was born. The teaching o f the Church is, on the contrary, that God 
who had made Adam in the beginning outside o f His personality has 
now recreated the human nature in Himself.15 In so doing, God the 
Son who is eternally born o f His Father has now accepted a new birth 
from the Virgin.

In order to see the way in which the Bishop o f Mabbug interprets 
the significance o f Christ's manhood, two passages from his writings 
may be reproduced here. He writes:16

As the place where human beings are formed in the womb, He 
also came down and dwelt in it. Since it is from the flesh that 
human beings begin and are made, He began in it and was made 
man. He was conceived in the womb and came out o f the belly as 
a baby; He was borne on knees and arms as a child; He endured 
the limitations o f the human nature, its weariness, wailing, breed
ing, and all other things that go with it.

The passage affirms in unambiguous terms the reality o f Christ’s con
ception in the womb, His birth and His life  on earth. The Bishop of 
Mabbug confesses in equally clear terms Christ’s suffering also. So he 
writes:17

He suffered more than any one else; was subjected to poverty and 
squalor more than all others. He was humiliated, insulted, mocked 
and reviled; He was scorned and blasphemed; H e was counted as 
a fool and a person contemptible by Herod and his attendants as 
well as by Pilate and his servants.

This passage is also clear enough. Philoxenos is not led by any unwil
lingness to ascribe suffering and humiliation to Jesus Christ. In his 
view, the manhood o f Christ was as real as His Godhead.

14 Essay on The Trinity and the Incarnation, ed. A . Vaschalde (Louvain,
1955) (Syriac), pp. 194-195.

« Ibid., p. 38.
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Philoxenos takes the Incarnation as a dispensation o f God the Son, 
which He assumed in order to redeem and recreate the human race in 
Himself. For this, He had to become really man and fight his battle 
with the forces o f evil. By His triumph over them Jesus Christ restored 
men from their estrangement from God. It is indeed gratifying that 
in his monograph on Philoxenos, Andre de Halleux acknowledges the 
orthodoxy o f the Bishop o f Mabbug’s teaching.18

(d )  Severus of Antioch

In many ways Severus o f Antioch is a more thorough-going and out
standing interpreter o f Cyril o f  Alexandria than any o f the men noted 
above. The many ideas contained in his prolific writings may be sum
marized as follows:19

( i )  God the Son who is eternally born o f God the Father took upon 
Himself a second birth from the Virgin for the salvation o f the human 
race. He did this by being conceived in and born o f Mary, ( i i )  Christ’s 
manhood was an individuated manhood, fully like and continuous with 
our manhood, with the only exception that He was absolutely sinless,
(ii i )  The manhood o f Christ was individuated only in a hypostatic 
union with God the Son, and the manhood continued in perfection and 
reality in its union with God the Son. ( iv )  The union did not lead the 
manhood to a state o f confusion or mixture with the Godhead. There
fore, Godhead and manhood were there in Christ with their respective 
properties, (v )  When it is said that the natures were inseparably 
united, the point made was that Christ was a unity. In concrete terms 
this meant that the words and deeds o f Jesus Christ, as they are re
corded in the Gospels, were expressions o f the one Christ, who was 
God the Son incarnate, (v i )  There is a distinction between the pre
incarnate Son and the incarnate Son, so that the hypostasis and proso- 
pon o f Jesus Christ, although they were continuous with those o f God 
the Son, were not simply the hypostasis and prosopon o f God the Son. 
(v ii) The manhood o f Christ was real, perfect and dynamic in the 
union. Severus opposed Julian o f Halicarnassus who taught that the 
manhood o f Christ was the manhood o f Adam before the fall and in
sisted that it was our manhood. Thus even though Christ was sinless, 
I le was essentially related to men and women living in the world o f

18 Andre de Halleux, Philoxene de Mabhog: Sa Vie, Ses Ecrits, Sa Theolo- 
(Louvain, 1963).
10 A  number o f ideas contained in the works o f Severus are noted in my pa

per presented at the Aarhus consultation. See the report.
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time and space, (v iii ) Between the manhood o f Christ and our man
hood there are two points o f difference. In the first place, we are sub
ject to sin. But Christ was untouched by any sense of sin. Secondly, the 
actual union o f Godhead and manhood in Christ was deeper than the 
possible union o f God and us. By divine grace and a life o f obedience 
it is possible for man to grow in his apprehension of God, and this may 
be described as a union o f God and man. But by this apprehension we 
do not attain to the union o f Godhead and manhood in Christ. In fact, 
because o f the union o f Godhead and manhood in Jesus Christ, He is 
eternally the Mediator between God and man.

The teaching o f Severus is plain enough. He stands in the tradition 
o f the Alexandrian fathers. It is gratifying that Joseph Lebon has 
showed in his Monophysisme Severien that the Christology o f Severus 
is as orthodox as that o f Cyril o f Alexandria, and in his "L e  christolo- 
gie du monophysisme syrien” published in Das Konzil von Chalkedon: 
Geshichte und Gegenwart, Vol. I, that the teaching o f all the four men 
noted above conserve every principle required for a sound understand
ing of the Person o f Jesus Christ.

T h e  Sy r ia n  L it u r g ic a l  T r a d it io n

The liturgical forms o f service in use in the Syrian Orthodox 
Church are too many to be discussed in a paper like this in any detail. 
W e  shall try here only to bring out the basic emphases contained in the 
forms o f service for the day o f Christmas and the Holy W eek as they 
have reference to the manhood o f Jesus Christ.

(a )  Ideas contained in the Christmas Service

The Christmas Service in the Syrian Church consisting o f both 
hymns and prayers affirms the reality o f Christ’s manhood in the fo l
lowing ways: ( i )  Mary the Virgin really conceived Him in her womb. 
She received Him at the time o f the annunciation o f Gabriel through 
her ears, and H e formed for Himself a body from her very body. Like 
any human child, He remained in the womb for a period o f nine months 
and was brought forth at the completion o f the days o f her conception,
( i i )  W hile carrying Him in her womb, Mary was a pregnant woman; 
and when she brought Him forth, she endured the actual pain o f child 
bearing, ( i i i )  When He was born, H e cried like any human child; and 
His mother gave Him feed from her breast. He was borne and carried 
around by Mary in her bosom; He was fondled and carefully looked 
after by His mother. He crawled like a babe and grew like a child.
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( iv )  He was God the Son who had become incarnate, passing through 
all these different stages o f human life in order to redeem us from the 
fall which has come upon us in consequence o f the trespass o f our first 
parents, ( v )  The conception, birth and the life following these events 
were all perfectly real, and they were necessary for our salvation.

(b ) Ideas emphasized in the Services o f the H oly Week

The Holy W eek Services in the Syrian Church describe most vividly 
the humiliation, suffering, death and burial o f our Lord. The poignancy 
of these experiences is so clearly stressed that the Services leave no im
pression o f docetism o f any kind. A  few  o f the ideas emphasized in 
them may be noted here: ( i )  Our Lord was betrayed to the Jews by 
one o f His own disciples. Although it is said that He foreknew the 
incident, it is affirmed that He suffered mental and physical agony 
when it actually happened, ( i i )  W hile being spitten at, scourged and 
ridiculed, H e endured physical and mental pain in a genuine sense,
( i i i )  In order to redeem the human race that had fallen from com
munion with God on account o f Adam’s trespass, God the Son became 
incarnate and entered the world. The first man had been made a g lo
rious creature on a Friday, but he fe ll away from that original state 
because o f disobedience. N ow  on a Friday God the Son endured pas
sion and death in His incarnate state in order to redeem him from 
destruction, ( iv )  "The daughter o f Zion turned to madness. She cru
cified the Son o f God on the cross o f Golgotha; she beat Him on His 
head; she showered spittle on His face; but He healed their infirmities; 
;;lory be to Him who suffered torture, flogging and insult on behalf o f 
our incapacitated race with a view to bringing us back to paradise.”
(v )  A ll these sufferings were real, because they were necessary for our 
salvation. Since God is beyond suffering, incarnation was also neces
sary. (v i )  The incarnate Son was a unity, so that the suffering was not 
merely o f the human nature; it was o f God the Son incarnate. The 
union o f Godhead and manhood also was so real that even when our 
l ord died and was buried, His body remained indivisibly united with 
the Godhead.

T h e  B asic  A f f ir m a t io n s  i n  Su m m a r y

The positions outlined above imply the follow ing affirmations: 
( i )  Jesus Christ was conceived in the womb o f the Virgin, a human 
mother. By being so conceived, He received from her real manhood, 
(u ) The manhood was absolutely perfect. Endowed with all essential 
human properties including the faculty o f reason, Jesus Christ was at
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once consubstantial with God the Father as to Godhead. In this way, 
the Same Person was God and man. ( i i i )  The manhood assumed by 
God the Son was our manhood, not o f Adam before the fall.20 There
fore, although He was untouched by every taint o f sin, He was vitally 
related to us in a real sense. Since God the Son united to Himself 
manhood which He individuated in the union, although He repesented 
the whole human race, Jesus Christ was also an individual man21 who 
lived in the world o f space and time, ( iv )  As man, He was really born 
o f Mary. His earthly life, passion and death were all perfectly real. 
H e was, therefore, "from  two natures" not only at the time o f His 
conception in the womb, but also at every moment in His life. Neither 
o f the natures was at any time lost or quiescent. Therefore, although 
Christ was not "in two natures,” the two natures were there in Him 
always, ( v )  By thus uniting manhood to Himself from the Virgin, 
God the Son took upon Himself an incarnate state. In that state man
hood was there in its absolute integrity and perfection. Jesus Christ is, 
therefore, the Mediator between God and man eternally.

Obviously, there is no reduction o f the manhood o f Christ either in 
the Patristic or in the Liturgical tradition o f the Syrian Church.

T h e  W i l l  a n d  O p e r a t io n  o f  Jesus  C h r ist

As already noted, the Syrian Church employs the word "one” with 
reference to the will and operation o f Jesus Christ also. W e  have seen, 
however, that this does not imply an unwillingness on the part o f the 
Syrian Church to confess the dynamic reality o f either the Godhead 
or the manhood. The reason for it lies elsewhere.

It should be noted in this connection that the formula o f "two

^Patriarch Severus o f  Antioch worked out this position in opposition to 
Julian o f Halicarnassus who had maintained that the manhood o f Christ was es
sentially immortal and incorruptible because it was the manhood o f Adam be
fore the fall united with God the Son. The Syrian Church continues to hold to 
the Severian position ever since. So, in 728, after a period o f isolation from 
each other, the Syrian and the Armenian Churches came together again on the 
strength o f a statement o f the faith with ten anathemas. The fourth o f these 
anathemas reads: " I f  any one affirms that it was not our mortal, peccable and 
corruptible body, but the body which Adam had before his fall and which by 
grace was immortal, impeccable and incorruptible, that God the W ord  united 
to Himself, let him be anathema.”  Michael le Syrien, Ecclesiastical History (Sy
riac), p. 461.

21 This is an ever repeated emphasis o f Severus o f Antioch in his controversy 
against John the Grammarian.
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wills” and "two operations” adopted by the Council o f Constantinople 
in 680-81 forms part o f the theological heritage o f Chalcedonian eccle
siastical history. In the light o f the statement o f the faith which the 
Council o f Chalcedon offered with the phrase "in  two natures,” the 
formula o f two wills and operations is indeed a legitimate develop
ment. But the Syrian Church which found the Chalcedonian "in two 
nautres”  unacceptable cannot be expected to endorse the position sanc
tioned by the Council o f 680-81.

Apart from this historical reason, the Syrian Church can point out 
a theological reason also for its stand. As we have seen, the Syrian 
tradition is based on the Nicene Creed as confirmed by the Council o f 
Ephesus in 431, particularly by the Cyrilline Anathemas. W e  have 
noted above that the Anathemas o f Cyril insist that the words and 
deeds o f Jesus Christ were expressions o f the one incarnate hypostasis 
o f God the Word. For the Syrian Church, the one incarnate hypostasis 
of God the W ord is the same as the one incarnate nature of God the 
Word. On this ground, the Syrian Church speaks o f one w ill and one 
operation with reference to Christ.

This, however, does not mean that the volitional and the energistic 
faculty o f either o f the natures became swallowed up by that o f the 
other nature. The one incarnate nature or hypostasis was formed o f a 
union o f the two natures o f Godhead and manhood, each with its own 
properties. Since these properties include w ill and operation, it is clear 
that they were there in the one Christ. W e  can, therefore, say that for 
the Syrian Church all the words and deeds o f Christ were expressions 
of a union o f the volitional and energistic faculties o f Godhead and 
manhood.

In one o f his letters to Nephalius, Severus describes the tradition 
of the Syrian Church in this way:22

The operations o f a man like us have two aspects —  the mental 
and the physical. Before he performs any thing, man thinks in his 
mind and forms an idea. This is the mental side o f human action. 
Then he puts out the idea concretely, say in building a city, a 
house or a ship. This is the physical side. But it is one man com
posed o f body and soul that does them both. The operation is also 
one. . . .  In the same way, the Emmanuel also should be under
stood. He who acts is one, and that is God the W ord incarnate. 
The operating power is also one. But the things done are differ

22 A d  Nephalium, ed. Joseph Lebon (Louvain, 1949) (Syriac), pp. 82-83.
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ent; they are accomplished by the one operation. T o  walk bodily 
on earth, for instance, and to move from one place to another is 
human. T o  raise the maimed and command them to run is most 
certainly God-befitting. However, the W ord incarnate is one, and 
His operation is also one; for He did them both. Because o f the 
fact that the things done are different, we do not say that the two 
natures did them; for, as we have said, it is God the W ord incar
nate that did them both. Just as no one should divide the W ord 
from the flesh, so also no one should divide the operations. Even 
in regard to the word, we recognize differences; some are God- 
befitting, and some human. But the W ord incarnate spoke them 
both.

The passage is a clear proof that the real basis o f the Syrian tradition 
is the principle underlying the Cyrilline Anathemas.

A  W o r d  in  C o n c lu s io n

The letter o f Cyril to Nestorius with the Anathemas was one o f the 
most controversial documents in the fifth century. W hile the Anti
ochene side tried to secure its formal condemnation, Cyril o f Alexan
dria and the Alexandrian side considered it a document o f great author
ity and significance. The Endymousa Synod o f Constantinople which 
condemned Eutyches in 448 ignored it, and at the Council o f Chalcedon 
it was not read among approved documents. But Atticus o f Nicopolis 
expressed his desire to compare the Tome o f Leo with it, and the Chal
cedonian formula o f the faith implicitly included it as an accepted 
document. The Henotikon o f Zeno in 482 clearly stated that it was 
authoritative. In the sixth century the Chalcedonian side in the East 
proceeded on the assumption that it was one o f the documents o f the 
faith.

Meanwhile, the anti-Chalcedonian side continued in the Cyrilline 
tradition, considering the Anathemas a document o f central authority. 
It is this tradition that we find adopted by the Syrian Church. W e  have 
clear evidence that the Syrian Church has never maintained a position 
which explains away the manhood o f Jesus Christ.

D IS C U SS IO N : Concerning the paper o f  Prof. V . C. Samuel

5. Comment on the above paper:
Fr . Sa m u e l  added the following comments to his paper on the subject of 

"w ill’' :
The seeming difference between the words "two wills” and "one w ill” can 

find a reconciliation if  one goes behind the terms to the ideas that are affirmed.



THE MANHOOD OF JESUS CHRIST 165

Both sides admit, for instance, that Jesus Christ has disclosed in Himself the 
will o f God on the one hand, and the will o f man as it ought to be on the other. 
Christ’s w ill is, therefore, the w ill o f man fulfilled in the w ill of God and the 
will o f God united with the w ill o f man. Viewed in this way, it is not that 
there are two wills in the one Christ but that His is the w ill in which the w ill 
o f God and the w ill o f man found their absolute union.

F lo ro v sk y : The major difficulty about the Tome o f Leo lies in the manner 
o f its assigning different actions and events in the Gospels to different subjects. 
This is a doubtful procedure and may have a heretical meaning. Yet assignment 
or distribution may be inevitable, as Dioscorus was obliged to do this. Suffering 
is not divine but human; healing power is divine. There cannot be divided dis
tribution. I f  it is, the incarnation is reduced or cne side is emphasized at the 
cost o f the other, Criticism o f the Tom e may be valid but we cannot avoid what 
Leo did, that is distribute. Some things belong to the human condition and 
others to the divine. Ye t Chalcedon insisted on one hypostasis. Even so, we 
continue to attribute certain actions to one side o f personality. There can only 
be one operation o f w ill by one operating subject in a double condition. It is 
the operation o f the eternal incarnate Son.

What is the ontological status of this condition? In Maximus three points 
remain:

a) There is unity o f Hypostasis. The operation is double but it is o f one 
incarnate Lord. The famous formula o f Dionysius on Christ’s nea theandrike 
energeia is misquoted by the monotheletes as tnia theandrike energeia.

b ) The operation does not belong to the hypostasis. It belongs to the na
ture. Maximus did not regard human operation or w ill just as a static element 
or as an instrument o f God because freedom belongs to the character o f man. 
I’reedom is constitutive o f human reality. Man is saved by the incarnate through 
I lie impact o f divinity. Freedom is a constitutive part o f the image o f God. 
Maximus follows Gregory o f Nyssa in stating that the divine permeates the hu
man but that the human participates in the divine.

c ) W h ile  there is one hypostasis, duality o f activity can never be avoided. 
Human nature was for the first time fully human in Jesus Christ. His perfect 
image reflects adequately what is to be reflected.

Professor Samuel appears to avoid the term physis. Possibly the difficulty is
I hat under the influence o f Aristotelian thought physis can only be seen as 
hypostasis. Therefore should we be committed to an Aristotelian usage? There
ii no reason for this as long as we accept a duality o f ontological condition 
1111 iced by paradoxical positions, e.g. creator and created. Therefore why cannot 
uv use the term physis?

The non-Chalcedonians would accept ek. duo physeon but might also accept 
r« duo physesin which can be used while depicting the reality o f two conditions. 
In Chalcedonian terminology we say what we want to say while avoiding the 
Aiistotelian use o f the term physis.

V erghese  : In Origen we have a poetical and paradoxical approach. "W e  
lliink he is God but we see him sleeping as man, we think he is man but we 
•rr him walking on the water.”  Leo says "as man he sleeps but as God he 
*.ilks on the water.”  Severus holds "one hypostasis o f  God the word incarnate 
♦vIki sleeps as man and walks as God on the water.”
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The three above positions reflect the difference in the thinking o f the three 
authors to the divine and human operations o f  Christ.

F lo rov sk y : Origen says that man is coeternal with God. The writings o f 
Origen and Leo may look similar but are very different.

V erghese  : In the seventh century monothelete controversy the debate was 
whether the w ill belongs to nature or to person.

V . C. Sam uel: There is a crucial statement made by Severus o f Antioch in 
his controversy with Julian o f Halicarnassus. A fter raising the question, why 
as God incarnate Christ did not make His body immortal and incorruptible all 
o f a sudden, without having to undergo passion at all, he gives the answer to 
this effect. Christ accepted on Himself our battle, because he willed that as 
God incarnate he should not triumph over suffering and death by a forcible 
exercise o f divine power. The incarnation was not, therefore, a divine feat in 
which the manhood was swallowed up, but a divine economy in which the man
hood had its natural role:

V erghese : There is need for discussion on the content o f the words "obe
dience” and "freedom,”  especially in relation to the wills. Are the two con
trary to each other?

Romanides: In Professor Samuel’s paper there is a recurrence o f what was 
discussed at Aarhus. However, some o f the distinctions made at Aarhus are 
not fully appreciated by Fr. Samuel. For example, Fr. Samuel again tends to 
speak about Christ in terms reminiscent o f Theodoret of Cyms and opposed by 
the Alexandrians. It is not enough to say that Christ is both consubstantial with 
the Father and with us. There is some evidence that even Nestorius finally 
could say this and Theodoret o f Cyrus emphasized it. However, what both Nes
torius and Theodoret refused to say was that the Logos W ho is consubstantial 
with the Father became by His Own birth as man consubstantial with us. As at 
Aarhus Fr. Samuel tends to speak in a Nestorian manner when he writes that 
"There is a distinction between the pre-incarnate Son and the incarnate Son, so 
that the hypostasis and prosopon o f Jesus Christ, although they were continuous 
with those o f God the Son, were not simply the hypostasis and prosopon o f God 
the Son.”  I f  not simply the hypostasis and prosopon o f God the Son, then of 
Whom else? Is there one subject w illing and acting in two natures as God-man 
or are there more than one subject to whom the hypostasis and prosopon of 
Christ belong? A t Aarhus I had made the observation that Fr. Samuel sounds 
like he is speaking in terms of the Nestorian prosopon o f union.

In Fr. Samuel’s paper we again have an insistence that "in  two natures”  is 
unacceptable. Does he find the term unacceptable because he attaches his own 
interpretation to the term, or does he find it unacceptable according to the mean, 
ing attached to it by the Chalcedonians, both in the early middle ages and at 
Aarhus? Terms as such are not rejected or accepted, but rather the message 
conveyed by terms is accepted or rejected. Thus we reject the meaning attached 
to onoowiog by the monarchians; and accept its usage by the Fathers o f the Firs I 
and Second Ecumenical Councils. I f  the non-Chalcedonians are unable to listen 
to those who speak o f "in  two natures” in a non-Nestorian and Orthodox man
ner, then it seems that we are wasting our time.

One can ask the same questions concerning Fr. Samuel’s statements regard
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ing the doctrinal statements o f the Sixth Ecumenical Council. Does he find the 
terminology unacceptable or the doctrine unacceptable? His opening statement 
during this discussion is most welcome and his desire to go beyond terms to 
their meaning is obviously correct. But again he speaks the Nestorian language 
of prosopon o f union. H e concludes his remarks by saying that "it is not that 
there are two wills in the one Christ, but that His is the w ill in which the w ill 
o f God and the w ill o f man found their absolute union.”  Is Fr. Samuel sug
gesting that the w ill o f Christ is something more than or less than or other 
than or a confusion into a third form o f w ill of, the uncreated w ill o f the Lo
gos and His created w ill?

It is, vital to remember that in Christ it is the Logos who became consub
stantial with us and at the same time acts and wills as God-man. As God the 
Logos lives the life o f man in His Own human nature taken from the Virgin. 
The Logos operates and wills both as God by means o f Ilis  natural uncreated 
will and energy and as man by means o f His natural created w ill and energy.

Finally, I would like to emphasize that Theodoret o f Cyrus interpreted the 
formula o f reunion o f 433 in his own way, but he did not accept the reunion 
of 433, since he continued his struggle against the Tw elve Chapters and Cyril 
which were at the center of the reunion agreement. It was only at Chalcedon 
that he finally anathematized Nestorius and accepted the Third Ecumenical 
Council which included the Third letter o f Cyril to Nestorius with the Twelve 
Chapters. Dioscorus was not a "conscientious follower o f his illustrious prede
cessor” since he completely repudiated what St. Cyril had done to bring about 
ihe reunion o f 433.

V . C. Sam uel: The two physeis, or natures, were in Christ, each with its 
properties including the volitional faculty. So the volitional faculty o f Godhead 
and the volitional faculty o f manhood were in the one Christ. But they existed 
in, and expressed themselves from, the state o f union.

F lo ro v sk y : It is difficult to understand why the non-Chalcedonians accept 
fk duo physeon and reject en duo physesin.

V. C. Sam uel: Ek duo physeon, or from two natures, suggests that Christ 
is one, composed o f the divine and the human natures, each being present in 
Him in its ontological status. Thus the expression can conserve the idea that
11 ic natures continue in the one Christ even after the union. The phrase en duo 
j'hysesin, or in two natures, whatever it may have meant to those who used it in 
(lie beginning, gave the impression to its critics that those who insisted on it 
look "Christ”  only as a concept referring to the conjoint existence o f two na- 
lures understood as centres o f concrete being. It is clear that the Chalcedonian 
»ide does not take the expression "in  two natures”  is this misleading sense. So 
iilsu, it has to be insisted that the non-Chalcedonian side has always affirmed the 
nnlological status and the dynamic continuance o f the two natures in the one
< lirist after their union.

F lo rovsk y : I f  you accept double consubstantiality and you accept the in
timation then you must accept both ek and en.

Romanides: Ek duo physeon is acceptable by all unless interpreted in an 
I ulyihean manner. This is so if  physis is neither subject, nor prosopon, or 
hypostasis, since Christ is not a union o f two subjects or persons. In Christ it is
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not a man who is acting and w illing with the assistance and cooperation o f the 
indwelling Logos, but rather it is the Logos Himself W ho acts and wills in both 
His uncreated and created natures, wills and energies. ’Ey 8tjo cpuoeoiv is under- 
stood in this manner by the Chalcedonians.

B orovo y : Three questions arise from the paper. There was agreement and 
union between Alexandria and Antioch in 433 a.d. A  dogmatic conclusion 
about physis was reached, although from the beginning both sides had under- 
stood the concept differently.

a) What was the essence o f misunderstanding between the two sides? Was 
it a misunderstanding arising from interpretation or a misunderstanding o f the 
substance o f the problem?

b ) It is necessary to show why it is possible to say ek duo physeon, not en 
duo physesin i f  physis is not hypostasis.

c) It is difficult to answer the question which we should ascribe the view 
o f two natures or o f two hypostases to particular geographical areas —  Antioch, 
Alexandria, etc.

V erghese : Other questions are raised above which may be sufficiently im
portant for study. Is it necessary for us to look at the formulary o f union and 
the interpretation o f it in various traditions? Can we find basic disagreement 
today or in the past over the phrases ek duo physeon and en duo physesin? 
What is the relation o f the faculty or thelema or thelesis to physis and hypostasis?

V. C. Sam uel: Severus of Antioch has made it clear that the word physis, 
or nature, whenever it is used with reference to Christ, means only hypostasis, 
or concrete being. For Severus, this meaning is crucial, because in his view 
physis, i f  it is taken in the sense o f ousia, is incapable o f conserving the idea 
that Jesus Christ lived a concrete human life  on earth.

Romanides: Such an approach is based on the immutable character o f terms 
and their attached meanings. This stance was adopted by Dioscorus and his 
followers. It was not the position o f Cyril. It seems that our basic problem here 
is whether the non-Chalcedonians are prepared to admit that Dioscorus was not 
correct in his repudiation o f Cyril’s ability to think in more than one rigid 
set o f terms signifying the same reality. I f  Dioscorus was not wrong in his ap
proach, then Cyril is the one who either made a mistake or was tricked into 
making one. In our discussions at Aarhus and here thus far in Bristol the non- 
Chalcedonians have carefully avoided dealing with this question.

In any case it is wrong and dangerous to imply that in 433 A.D. Cyril re
treated from the Twelve Anathemas. Some Antiochenes may have taken the 
reconciliation document as the basis o f union forgetting the anathemas. The 
letter o f John o f Antioch, however, accepts the excommunication o f Nestorius 
and the decisions o f the Third Ecumenical Council which included the Twelve 
Chapters. There was an impression amongst some o f the Antiochenes 
that Cyril had repented from heresy but in Antioch it is necessary to distinguish 
between the parties o f Theodoritus which accepted no reconciliation and that 
o f John o f Antioch which accepted reconciliation. Some o f the Antiochenes fol- 
lowed Cyril and some followed Theodoritus. In Alexandria at the same time 
some followed Cyril, others felt that he had been tricked by the Antiochenes. 
The Dioscorus party thought that Cyril had been mistaken in 433 a.d. over
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CHAPTER IV

TH E  U N IO N  O F TH E  T W O  N A T U R E S  I N  C H R IST  
A C C O R D IN G  T O  TH E  N O N -C H A L C E D O N IA N  

CHURCHES A N D  O R T H O D O X Y *

B y  P r o f . D r . E lias  T s o n ie v s k y

The view is unfounded that the so-called non-Chalcedonian 
Churches (Coptic, Ethiopian, Armenian, Syrian, and Malabarite) sepa
rated from the Orthodox communion during the fifth century because 
o f a fall into Monophysitism. The Monophysite heresy only provides 
the occasion for this division. T o  designate these Churches as Mono
physite and to address them as such, as some theologians still do today, 
is a polemically motivated misunderstanding. In reality there are no 
substantial dogmatic differences between them and the Orthodox 
Churches. Rather, the basis o f their separation is the fact that in the 
formulation o f certain fundamental truths o f faith in the ancient Chris
tian period, terms were used which did not correspond to the meaning 
presupposed by subsequent precise definitions. This separation is also 
based on misunderstandings, national and social conflicts, intolerance, 
and jurisdictional arrogance. W e  could use "monophysite churches” 
only as a terminus technicus, but not as an identification which corre
sponds to the Christological doctrine o f the non-Chalcedonian Churches. 
They reject, as do the Orthodox Churches, the Eutychian Monophysite 
heresy. They are rather moderate Monophysite or "Monophysitizing” 
Churches, as Prof. Johannes Karmiris has accurately described them. 
Then what does separate them from the Orthodox Churches? The 
Council o f Chalcedon which became synonymous with Orthodoxy, but 
which was rejected by the Monophysites o f the East because o f the Nes- 
torian character they attributed to it.

In order to define the Christological position o f the non-Chalcedo 
man Churches more clearly and precisely, one must consider them in 
relation to the Christologies o f Apollinaris, Nestorius, St. Cyril o f Alex 
andria, Eutyches, and St. Leo I.

It would not be an overstatement to say that the first Monophysite

* This lecture is a summary o f Archimandrite Dr. Seraphim’s monograph, 
The Union of the Two Natures in Christ according to the Non-Chalcedonian 
Churches and Orthodoxy (Sofia, 1967) (manuscript).
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was the pupil o f the Antioch school, Apollinaris o f Laodicea, the op
ponent o f Arius and a convinced Nicean. H e defended the Orthodox 
doctrine that the W ord, the Logos, is not a creature, but God. In his 
effort to explain the divine revelation, "The W ord became flesh” (John 
1:14), Apollinaris diminished and restricted the human nature assumed 
by the Logos, without questioning the divine nature o f the Logos as 
Arius did. By "flesh” he did not understand the whole, complete man 
consisting of body and rational soul, but only an incomplete human 
nature with a soul, but lacking human understanding. The Logos took 
the empty place o f the rational human soul. Thus the restricted human 
nature o f Christ protected the complete divine nature o f the Logos, as 
well as the real unity o f the person o f the redeemer. The famous phrase, 
which later became the slogan o f the Monophysitizing non-Chalcedo
nian Churches «M -ia c p w ig  t o v  © eo -O loyov ascra£)xco[A8vri» (one incarnate 
nature o f the Logos o f G od ), is attributed to Apollinaris. The Cap- 
padocians answered Apollinaris with the devastating argument that the 
Christ o f the gospels is inconceivable without a rational human soul. 
The gospel writers characterized the incarnate Son o f God as a true 
man with human soul, human understanding (Mark 13:22), human 
will (Luke 22:42), and human feelings. Neither God the Logos nor 
(lesh robbed of human understanding can feel joy and sadness. The 
Apollinarian view also denies the idea o f salvation because, in the 
words o f St. Gregory o f Nazianzus, "That which He has not assumed 
lie had not healed; but that which is united to His Godhead is also 
saved.” (Epist. 101)1 I f  incomplete man is assumed by God’s son, 
our salvation is also incomplete.

Nestorianism appeared as a reaction to Apollinarianism after the 
latter’s final condemnation at the Second Ecumenical Council. It is in 
reality a rationalistic version o f the great Antiochian exegetes Diodore 
of Tarsus and Theodore o f Mopsuestia, whose pupil was Nestorius. In 
I heir view, Jesus Christ is true God and true man. H e has two com
plete natures. But how are they united in him? Because two complete 
inilures cannot be united physically, these two natures, without doing 
violence to either, are united in Christ not essentially, but morally. The 
l ogos assumed a complete man at the conception and began to live 
iis him as in a temple.

In his capacity as Patriarch o f Constantinople, Nestorius spread this 
Antiochian doctrine which distorted the truth o f God’s incarnation and

1 (T r . )  As quoted by Johannes Quasten in Patrology, Vol. I l l  (Westminster, 
Wary I and, I9 60 ), p. 253.

1



172 THE BRISTOL CONSULTATION

gave it his name. For Nestorius, there were not two births o f the Lo
gos, eternally from God and temporally according to the flesh from 
the Holy Ghost and the Virgin Mary. The one born o f Mary was man, 
but not God-man and therefore he is not identical in essence with God 
in accordance with divinity. The Logos did not become man, but en
tered into the man Jesus. The two natures remain in Christ, but are 
divided in that characteristic expressions are applied to each nature as 
personal. Thus Nestorius divided the one Christ into two: the Son 
o f God and the son o f man, the one is son by nature, the other by grace 
o f adoption. Therefore the Virgin Mary cannot be 0eot6xog, Mother 
o f God, but the mother o f Christ.

Nestorianism’s chief opponent was St. Cyril o f Alexandria who 
published and defended the dogma o f God’s incarnation. God’s Son, 
the Logos, assumed the whole human nature in the incarnation, took it 
as his own, but remained nevertheless the same. The divine and hu
man natures in Christ form a complete unity. Christ is one person. It 
was not an ordinary man who was born o f the Virgin Mary, but the 
Son o f God, the Logos. "The W ord became flesh” (John 1:14). There
fore, the Virgin Mary is truly Oeotoxog, Mother o f God.

W ith regard to the manner o f the union o f the two natures in 
Christ, St. Cyril emphasized that one nature did not change into the 
other, nor did the two natures merge. He neither separates the two 
natures nor merges them in using the terms dauyx t̂cog (without confu
sion) and dtQeiiTcog (without change) which were later taken up in the 
famous confession o f the Chalcedonian Council.

St. Cyril liked to use the expression "one incarnate nature o f the 
W ord” (f^a qpwig tov 0£o{5 Xoyou csgcx£mco|1£vt]) which is derived from 
Apollinaris. Apollinaris used it in a different sense, however. By "one 
nature” St. Cyril understood not a Monophysite, but a hypostatic unity, 
i.e., a unity o f person, which also corresponds to the Orthodox doctrine. 
This expression became a basic principle o f the Monophysites, without 
sufficient basis, however. They understood yia qptjaig in the sense of 
"one nature,” while Cyril clearly emphasized that the perfect and com
plete nature in Christ had not been mixed nor merged in the unity with 
the divine. St. Cyril used the terms ovaia and tptiaig as synonyms only 
in speaking o f the Holy Trinity. In Christology he distinguished these 
two ideas. As Prof. John Romanides emphasized, "he never says there 
is one oiioia in Christ.”  In Christology he uses qpvcng, woataaig, and 
jtpoocojtov as synonyms. In his third letter to Nestorius, "one incarnate 
nature o f the W ord ” means the same as "one incarnate hypostasis of 
the W ord.” Clearly, by H-la cp v e ig  St. Cyril did not understand a nature,
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a ovota, which would have been Monophysitism as its founder Eutyches 
incorrectly understood it, but rather a hypostasis, a person, a Christ, an 
incarnate Logos, i.e., with [xia cp-uai? he emphasizes the unity o f the per
son, but not the unity o f the natures.

St. Cyril’s Christology becomes more understandable when we con
trast it with Nestorian Christology. For Nestorius, two natures meant 
two persons. St. Cyril emphasized one nature with which, in opposi
tion to Nestorius, he characterizes one person, one hypostasis, without 
denying that Christ’s nature is incarnate, combined, formed o f two es
sences. A fter the incarnation o f the Son o f God, in St. Cyril’s version, 
"The nature of the Logos was not changed into that o f flesh, nor that 
of the flesh into that o f the Logos. W ith  regard to each nature, one 
must think that it remained the same . . .”  For St. Cyril there is one 
Son, one Christ, who is wholly God and wholly man. Thus he rejects 
simultaneously Apollinarianism which separates it from the divine na
ture, and Monophysitism which mixes and merges the two natures 
into one.

Had St. Cyril entertained even seeds o f any Monophysite tendencies 
in himself, he would not have signed the so-called union creed in An
tioch (433) in which it is clearly stated that "God, our Jesus Christ, 
Ihe only begotten Son o f God, is perfect God and perfect man, consist
ing o f a rational soul and body; that before all time he was begotten 
from the Father according to his divinity, now however for our sake 
and our salvation was bom o f the Virgin Mary according to his hu
manity . . . ”  v

St. Cyril’s strongly emphasized expression o f the union o f the two 
natures in Christ must be viewed as a reaction to Nestorianism. And 
lie cannot be blamed i f  his radical successor Eutyches interpreted his
< liristology in a Monophysitic sense! Eutyches was reported to have de
nied that Jesus Christ had true human nature. W h ile admitting that 
I lie Lord Jesus Christ consisted o f two natures before the union, he 
in knowledges only one nature after the union in his improper inter
polation o f St. Cyril’s phrase "one incarnate nature o f the W ord.” 
Stripped o f his title and condemned to exile at the so-called "Ende- 
niousa Synod” (oa>vo8og ev5r]|ioiiaa) in Constantinople (448 ), Eutyches 
appealed to the bishops o f Rome, Alexandria, Jerusalem, and Thessa- 
lonica. This brought about the intervention o f the Roman Bishop,
I co I.

Leo I ’s Christology is laid down in his letter to Bishop Flavian o f
< onstantinople, known as the Tome o f Leo. Here Leo confesses the 
» Mlhodox faith in the union o f two natures in the one person o f Christ.
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This letter is directed against Eutychian Monophysitism in its rejection 
o f Nestorianism, and thus expresses complete agreement with St. Cyril’s 
teaching. There are no Nestorian tendencies in the Tome o f Leo. This 
can be seen in his clear statement that the same eternal Son of the Fa
ther, unseparated from him in essence, was born o f the Holy Ghost 
and the Virgin Mary. I f  Leo was somewhat affected by the Nestorian 
heresy, it happened because he considered it completely abolished by 
the Third Ecumenical Council. His attention was now turned to a new 
danger, the Monophysite heresy o f Eutyches. Together with St. Cyril, 
Leo emphasized the two natures in Christ and his one person which 
unites these two natures.

The charges by the non-Chalcedonians that Leo conceived o f each 
nature in Christ nearly as a hypostasis which expresses itself indepen
dently are very audacious and unprovable. They stand in opposition to 
the declaration in the Tome that there is one person in Christ and that 
God was not afraid to become man. They are especially in opposition 
to the patripassionist expression in the Tome that God’s son was dead 
and buried. A fter careful examination, the Council o f Chalcedon ac
cepted the Tome after its agreement with Nicea, Ephesus, and the teach
ing o f St. Cyril had been shown.

The non-Chalcedonian suspicion is unfounded that Chalcedon nearly 
broke the ties to St. Cyril in favor o f Pope Leo I. St. Cyril and St. Leo 
are not to be set in opposition; when they are placed side by side, their 
fundamental agreement is clear. Even though there are insignificant 
differences between them, these result only from distinctive emphases 
o f various elements in their otherwise identical theologies. These dif
ferences can be easily explained by the different historical situations in 
which these two great enlighteners and fighters for the Orthodox faith 
found themselves. St. Cyril fought Nestorianism; St. Leo, Monophy
sitism. St. Cyril’s weapons, while effective against the Monophysitism 
which arose on the basis o f his Christology through the false interpre
tation o f some o f its expressions. Newer weapons were necessary to 
fight Monophysitism, taken from the same storehouse o f the same Or
thodox doctrine. St. Leo took them and used them successfully.

In fact, the Monophysitism o f Eutyches was condemned by the non- 
Chalcedonian Churches. This brings us closer to one another. Our re
lationships to Dioscurus separate us again, however. Dioscurus, a suc
cessor o f St. Cyril, was an opponent o f the Antiochene Union Creed. 
A t the Synod o f Ephesus in 449, he and his supporters succeeded in 
winning acceptance o f the following position: to accept in Christ one- 
nature, incarnate and become human, after the incarnation and to con
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demn the doctrine o f two natures after the incarnation as Nestorian.

This Synod o f Ephesus is the object o f disputes between Orthodox 
and non-Chalcedonians. The fathers o f the Fourth Ecumenical Council 
were decisively opposed to the decision o f the synod o f 449 because it 
rejected Cyril’s agreement with the Antiochene creed on the question 
o f the two natures after the incarnation.

Eutychianism is regarded as true Monophysitism because it acknowl
edged only a single nature in Christ after the union. The non-Chalce
donians deny that they are Eutychians and Monophysites.

Eutyches illogically maintained that the Redeemer’s nature is the 
same as ours. He confessed that the Logos was o f two natures before 
he became flesh and united in Christ the divine and human natures. 
When the two natures united, he had one nature —  the divine. This is 
the Monophysitism considered by the Chalcedonian confession and the 
Tome of Leo.

Prof. Samuel explains that the non-Chalcedonian Churches have not 
upheld the ideas connected with Eutyches; he points out that they reject 
these false ideas related to the famous phrase "one incarnate nature o f 
the W ord ” : (1 ) the tendency to ignore Christ’s human nature, (2 ) the 
doctrine which ignores Christ’s human characteristics, (3 )  the teaching 

■ that Christ’s human nature was imperishable.

: These false teachings were refuted and condemned by the non- 
Chalcedonian Severus. According to Prof. Samuel, Dioscurus also did 
not share the view ’which ignored the human nature in Christ. He did 
not accept the expressions "tw o natures after the union” and "in two 
natures,” but said "from  two natures after the union” to emphasize 
I hat he was not speaking o f merging, division, change, or confusion. 
In Prof. Samuel’s view, this shows that Dioscurus was not a Mono- 
| hysite.

One o f the most respected fathers o f the non-Chalcedonians, Severus 
<>l Antioch, following the example o f St. Cyril o f Alexandria, used 
lour expressions with regard to God’s becoming man: from two natures, 
hypostatic union, one incarnate nature o f the W ord, and one united 
i,.ilure. According to Prof. Samuel, Severus equated the terms "nature” 
mid "hypostasis” in the phrase "one incarnate nature o f the W ord.”
< hlhodoxy does the same.

According to some non-Chalcedonians, however, the Tome of Leo 
/Mies beyond these healthy principles. Chalcedon, which declared it as 
« document o f faith, also committed a grave error. According to the 
iotnc, "Each nature performs its proper function in communion with
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the other.”2 In the non-Chalcedonian view, this teaching does not con
firm this unity o f the person o f Christ, but regards the natures as two 
persons. According to the definition o f the Chalcedonian Council, the 
term "two natures” must have designated the same doctrine as that of 
Bishop Leo which is unacceptable. (Prof. Samuel)

A  comparison o f the teachings o f Severus and St. Leo reveals com
plete unity o f thought and doctrine, but a difference in language. 
Severus* strongest effort is directed to the preservation o f the one per
son, the one Christ after the union. This is the source o f his idea that 
the Logos made human nature his own. Severus intended to reject the 
Nestorian heresy. Leo was also opposed to Nestorius, however. In his 
letter to St. Flavian, he never speaks o f two persons in the Redeemer, 
nor o f two sons. He applies the number two to the natures, but speaks 
o f one Christ, one person, one son.

The patripassionist formulas (the divine Logos was born, the V ir
gin Mary is the Mother o f God, God died on the cross, God’s son was 
buried, etc.), which are characteristic o f the non-Chalcedonians, were 
also used by St. Leo.

The differentiation between human and divine activities, character
istic o f the Tome of Leo, can be found in Severus.

Where then is the difference between Orthodoxy and the non-Chal
cedonian Churches with regard to Christology? Primarily in that Or
thodoxy, with the Chalcedonian creed, emphasizes the two natures of 
Christ after the incarnation, while the non-Chalcedonians speak o f a 
united or combined nature. The Council o f Chalcedon stressed that 
God Jesus Christ is recognizable "in two natures,”  while the non- 
Chalcedonians say that he is "o f  two natures.” For us Orthodox the 
emphasis "in two natures” is especially important because it removes 
us from the Monophysites, as St. Cyril’s expression "one incarnate na
ture o f the W ord” sets us off from the Nestorians.

The Council o f Chalcedon demonstrated no Nestorian deviations 
because, against Nestorius, it expressly emphasized that there are two 
natures in Christ, united in one person, in one hypostasis. Against 
Monophysitism and its offspring, it was in no position to be satisfied 
with formulae which the Monophysites also used to support their posi
tion. Other formulae had to be found, wholly in accord with divine 
revelation and the teaching o f the fathers, which had to be fully Or

2 (Tr.) As quoted in Henry Bettenson, Documents of the Christian Church 
(New York, N .Y .), p. 72.
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thodox in letter and spirit in order to combat the new heresy.

This is precisely what the Council o f Chalcedon accomplished. 
A fter a discussion o f all sides o f the question about the two natures in 
Christ and the manner o f their union, the Council drew up the follow 
ing confession in which it took into account the dangers from (1 ) Apol- 
linarianism, (2 ) Nestorianism, and (3 ) Monophysitism:

Therefore, following the holy fathers, we all with one accord 
teach men to acknowledge one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus 
Christ, at once complete in Godhead and complete in manhood, 
truly God and truly man, consisting also o f a reasonable soul and 
body; o f one substance with the Father as regards his Godhead, 
and at the same time o f one substance with us as regards his man
hood; like us in all respects, apart from sin; as regards his God
head, begotten o f the Father before the ages, but yet as regards 
his manhood begotten, for us men and for our salvation, o f Mary 
the Virgin, the God-bearer; one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, 
Only-begotten, recognized IN  T W O  NATURES, W IT H O U T  
CONFUSION, W IT H O U T  CH ANG E, W IT H O U T  D IV IS IO N , 
W IT H O U T  SEPARATIO N ; the distinction o f natures being in 
no way annulled by the union, but rather the characteristics o f each 
nature being preserved and coming together to form one person 
and subsistence, not as parted or separated into two persons, but 
one and the same Son and Only-begotten God the Word, Lord 
Jesus Christ; even as the prophets from earliest times spoke of 
Him, and our Lord Jesus Christ himself taught us, and the creed 
o f the Fathers has handed down to us.3

The non-Chalcedonians do not recognize this classic confession of 
l.iith o f the Fourth Ecumenical Council because they find in it Nestorian 
tendencies or "masked Nestorianism.” (Prof. Samuel) But what kind 
<il Nestorianism is contained when the two natures in Christ are recog
nized after the union, when even Severus acknowledged them as com- 
I'lf’le and perfected in the hypostastic union?

The main question in the dialogue with the non-Chalcedonian 
( hurches can thus be summarized as whether one must confess a com
bi urd nature after the union o f the two natures in Christ or two natures 
muled in one person —  without confusion, without change, without di
vision, and without separation. The viewpoint one accepts depends 
hugely on how the term jxia cp-ucig o f St. Cyril, the authority respected

" (Tr.) As quoted in Bettenson, op. cit., p. 72.
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equally by the Orthodox and the non-Chalcedonians, is to be inter
preted.

For St. Cyril jxia cpiioig means the same as [*ux 'ujtoataaig. The ex
pression which he also uses "one incarnate hypostasis o f the W ord ” 
means the same as "one incarnate nature o f the W ord.” Thus he uses 
"nature” as a synonym for "hypostasis” and the expression [wa cpwig 
is therefore no hindrance to the acceptance of Orthodox doctrine, 
namely that Christ is "in  two natures” after the union. According to 
St. Cyril, the human nature has neither diminished nor disappeared 
after the union. "The two natures, without confusion, without altera
tion, and without change, have united in one indivisible union.” (Epist. 
45) St. Cyril accepted as orthodox the doctrine o f the two natures 
after the union, contained in the Antiochene creed o f 433 which he 
signed and which led to reconciliation.

Thus there are no Nestorian elements in Orthodox Christology.

The Council o f Chalcedon would be Nestorian if  it claimed that 
Christ is recognizable in two hypostases, the divine and the human, as 
Nestorius taught in dividing the one Christ into two persons.

The Council o f Chalcedon would be Nestorian if  it claimed that 
not the divine Logos, but the man Jesus was born o f the Virgin Mary, 
and that the Virgin Mary is the mother o f Christ, as Nestorius taught, 
but not the Mother o f God (©eoxoxog).

The Council o f Chalcedon would be Nestorian i f  it taught that the 
two natures in Christ had only joined in a connection, auvdcpeux, that 
they had united in grace, but not in essence, that the Logos had en
tered into the man born o f the Virgin Mary as into a temple and that, 
therefore, there are two sons, one with human nature, the other with 
divine.

Finally, the Council o f Chalcedon would be Nestorian if  it had 
questioned God's becoming flesh and man.

The holy Orthodox Church gave expression to its uncompromising 
anti-Nestorian Christology in its worship. Clearly emphasized in the 
liturgy o f St. Basil, for example, in the prayer which the priest reads 
quietly before the offering altar as the choir sings, "Holy, holy, holy, 
is the Lord Sabaoth,” is the anti-Nestorian conception that the eter 
nal son of God himself became flesh and lived among men. The pries! 
prays to God the Father with the words o f St. Basil, saying in part, 
"When the fullness o f time had come, You  spoke to us in your own 
son, through whom You also made all eternity who, as the reflection ol 
your glory and the stamp o f your essence and bearing all things wit It
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the word o f his power, did not consider equality with You, God and 
Father, a thing to be grasped, but although he was God from all eter
nity, nevertheless appeared on earth and lived with men and became 
flesh o f the Virgin Mary, humbled himself, took the form o f the 
servant . . . ”

Clearly, the non-Chalcedonian fear is unfounded that the Ortho
dox Church has departed somewhat from the decisions o f the Third 
Ecumenical Council against Nestorius and that it has introduced cer
tain Nestorian elements into the faith.

The Orthodox Church cannot depart from the Chalcedonian con
fession for it is the shield o f the true faith and the wall against Apol- 
linarianism, Nestorianism, and Monophysitism. A  deviation from the 
Chalcedonian confession and a search for a new formulation would not 
be useful for either side. The Orthodox Churches would be untrue to 
their faith, and the non-Chalcedonian Churches would not receive the 
true faith.

The Orthodox Church could not deviate from the Chalcedonian 
confession because it clearly teaches us to distinguish the divine and 
human natures in Christ after the union.

The Orthodox Church could not deviate from the Chalcedonian 
confession because Chalcedon presents a positive advance in dogmatic 
terminology. St. Cyril did not clearly distinguish between cpijaig and 
vjtooTctaig because o f the uncertainty o f the terminology at that time; 
he did, however, consider them different terms with different meanings 
in trinitarian theology and as synonyms in Christology. The Council of 
( halcedon, through its clear confession o f faith, sanctioned the theo
logical, dogmatic distinction between them.

The Orthodox Church could not deviate from the Chalcedonian con
fession because that would mean starting the discussion on the doubts 
i.iised by the Monophysites anew, as though the matter were undecided.

The Orthodox Church has always sorrowed for the non-Chalcedo- 
nian Churches separated from her. Her genuine efforts for reunion 
hliow how much she desires the unity o f the faithful. The most serious 
nl tempt in this regard and one exemplary in its dogmatic correctness 
h the Fifth Ecumenical Council (553 ). Without being untrue to the 
lonfession o f the Fourth Ecumenical Council, it expanded it so that 
rvrn the non-Chalcedonians could see clearly how unambiguously Or
thodox Christology rejected Nestorianism. A t this Council, the Ortho
dox Church’s faithfulness to the thought and writings o f the great 
lighter against the Nestorian heresy, St. Cyril o f Alexandria, was ex
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tremely strongly emphasized, while the writings o f Theodore o f Mop- 
suestia, Theodoret o f Cyrus, and Iba o f Edessa which had been com
posed in opposition to Cyril were condemned. A t this council, the inter
pretation o f the Chalcedonian confession in an absolutely anti-Nesto
rian sense was confirmed.

In order to achieve the desired reunion with the Orthodox Church, 
the non-Chalcedonian Churches must stop accusing the Council o f Chal
cedon o f Nestorianism, especially on the basis of the Fifth Ecumenical 
Council and its decisive interpretation o f the Chalcedonian confession. 
Further they must interpret it as the representative o f the doctrine o f 
divine revelation against the Monophysite heresy. Once they have ac
cepted the Fourth Ecumenical Council, the non-Chalcedonians must 
also recognize the other three ecumenical councils. This is especially 
true because the Fifth Council provides a bridge between Chalcedonians 
and non-Chalcedonians which is already built, and the Sixth Ecumeni
cal Council (680) and its confession are the logical completion of 
Chalcedon. The Seventh Ecumenical Council (787) affirmed the vene
ration o f icons from the Christological aspect. They reconfirmed the 
truth o f the incarnation o f God in that the invisible God, after he be
came visible by taking on human flesh, can be represented in icons.

DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper of Prof. Elias Tsonievsky

8. Comments on the paper o f Professor Tsonievsky:
Romanides: O f the many important and crucial questions raised by this 

paper, one o f the most critical is that regarding the relationship between Theo
doret o f Cyrus and Leo o f Rome. W e  should personally try to live and feel the 
events prior to and after the reconciliation o f 433. Although he seems to have 
accepted his own interpretation o f the formulary o f reunion o f 433, Theodore! 
continued to reject the Third Ecumenical Council and its approval o f the Third 
Letter o f Cyril to Nestorius with the Twelve Chapters, he went on refusing <o 
anathematize Nestorius, he supported the followers o f Nestorius, and kept u|> 
his attacks against the Christological writings o f St. Cyril. Obviously Theo
doret could not by any stretch o f the imagination be considered a bishop i.n good 
standing by those who recognized each other as Orthodox by the acceptance ol 
what Theodoret rejected. The attitude o f the Fathers at Chalcedon toward Theo
doret in their refusal to accept him as a participant, in spite o f Leo’s insistent r, 
clearly bears out this appraisal. Yet in spite o f all this Leo o f Rome, who him 
self accepted the Third Ecumenical Council, the reconciliation o f 433, and I lie 
authority o f Cyril to whom he appeals for confirmation o f his own Orthodoxy, 
supported Theodoret o f Cyrus and his right to participate as a member o f ihe 
Fourth Ecumenical Council. N ow  the crucial question: Was it wrong or nuln 
ral for Dioscorus and many others to assume that Leo agreed with the Cry pi o 
Nestorianism o f Theodoret? W ere not the Fathers at Chalcedon basically ;in>l 
fully entitled to the suspicion that Leo himself was a Nestorian since he mi
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strongly supported Theodoret who was so intensely engaged against Cyril and 
on behalf o f Nestorianism? Was there any basis for the excommunication o f 
Leo by Dioscorus who up until the Council o f 449 may have actually been pro
tecting Leo by not presenting his Tom e to what was supposed to have been the 
Second Council o f Ephesus?

N ow  in spite o f Leo’s support for Theodoret the Council o f Chalcedon found 
the Tome o f Leo to be in harmony with the Christology o f Cyril. I think that 
my paper at Aarhus clearly demonstrated that Leo actually did agree in Chris
tology with Cyril and not at all with Theodoret.

So we are faced with a complex problem o f an Orthodox Leo supporting a 
man who had clearly ranged himself both ecclesiastically and doctrinally on the 
side o f those who opposed the elements which comprised the essential core o f 
the reunion o f 433. Even though Theodoret finally did accept everything he 
was rejecting about the reunion o f  433 at Chalcedon, how can one justify the 
actions o f Leo and throw all blame on the attitude o f Dioscorus toward Leo?

I am not, o f course, offering solutions, but raising perspectives on problems 
that must be dealt with if  we are to get at the historical facts.

V . C. Sam uel: Leo o f Rome showed little understanding o f the reunion o f 
433 and the nature o f the controversy. His view seems to have been that he 
knew what the faith o f the Church was, and which he had discussed in the 
Tome which must be accepted by every one unquestioningly. One can say that
I,eo had an inadequate understanding o f the problem, for which he was suggest
ing the remedy.

D am askinos P ap an d reo u : The question arises whether the separation 
comes from the essence o f the christological dogma or from its formulations. 
Through the same terms a different content o f  the faith can be expressed and vice 
versa, by different terms the same content. Papers on pre- and post-Chalcedonian
< '.hristology are needed.

K rik o r ia n : W e need to have studies on the reasons for insisting on the two 
natures o f  Christ. W hat does Professor Tsonievsky mean in saying that the 
Word was incarnated and that at the same time there was an incarnate nature?

K on idaris: The phrase mia physis is an important one for contemporary 
•i liolarship, regardless o f  the fact that the phrase mia physis tou Logon sesar- 
komene is the official expression o f the Syrian Church. Undoubtedly, this ex- 
|>iession is now an exception. A t the time o f the appearance o f the Christologi- 
i til porblem (as a problem o f the relationship between the two natures o f Christ 
mitl o f the fullness o f Christ’s human nature) there was a philosophical presup
position which always exists for man, namely that one nature corresponds to one 
Mcrson and vice versa. Therefore, for the followers o f  the First Ecumenical 
I tmiicil like the theologian Apollinaris o f Laodicea, any acceptance o f two na
tures would necessarily lead to the acceptance o f two persons in Christ. This 
W.is a conclusion drawn by the rationalists o f the Antiochean School, in which 
Ihr tradition concerning the fullness o f the human nature o f Christ is very old. 
Aims was o f the Antiochean School, too. In any case, Cyril used the term "one

urc o f the W ord incarnate”  believing that this came from Athanasius, al
though in fact it came from Apollinaris. This expression o f Apollinaris was 
Ifllrmled to safeguard the unity o f the person o f Christ, since the acceptance of
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two natures would lead to the acceptance o f two persons. Contrary to A po lli
naris, Cyril le ft the human nature in the shadow, because it could not, as it hap
pens in man, constitute the basis of His subsistence.

After the death o f Cyril (444 ) the philosophical difficulty (tw o natures —  
two persons, hence the impossibility o f the two natures in Christ) was overcome. 
The Fourth Ecumenical Council made this big step and overcame the Antiochean 
rationalism in considering the mystical and therefore incomprehensible union o f 
the two natures in one person in Christ. This Council removed from the termi
nology which expressed the hypostasis, i.e. the person, the inadequate word 
"physis.”  The Tliird Ecumenical Council had prepared the way while Cyril’s 
theology had contributed to the examination o f  the mode of union o f  the two 
natures in Christ.

TH E  N A T U R E  O F TH E  A A R H U S  A N D  TH E  B R ISTO L  

C O N S U L T A T IO N S : A  D ISCUSSION

9. Following supper at 8:00 p.m. Dr. Nissiotis opened the eve
ning’s discussion on the nature o f the current Bristol meeting and o f 
the Aarhus meeting, also o f the future o f the whole work o f the consul
tation in seeking to achieve a rapprochement between the Churches o f 
the two traditions.

Questions which arise are:
What are we representing?
How are we situated in regard to our Churches?
What has happened in our Churches regarding Aarhus and since 

Aarhus ?
What is our mandate now?
10. B is h o p  Sa m u e l : After the Aarhus meeting the heads o f the 

Oriental Orthodox Churches met in January 1965 at Addis Ababa and 
the decision was taken that the work commenced at Aarhus should be 
continued, and that appreciation should be expressed to the W.C.C. for 
its initiative in this direction. Studies should go on until formal nego- 
tiatons are arrived at.

V er g h e s e : The conference in Addis Ababa appointed a standing 
committee, four members o f which are present at the Bristol consulta 
tion, viz. Bishop Samuel (Chairman), A to Mikre Selassie (Secretary 
General), Dr. Samuel and Father Verghese (Special Consultant). Only 
the Catholicate o f Etchmiadzin has expressed some reservations aboul 
continuing the work at Aarhus.

K r ik o r ia n : There are some difficulties at the present time in the* 
Armenian Church, especially between the Catholicosates o f Etchmiadzin 
and Antelias. The differences are more political than theological. Thr
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Armenian Church is one in doctrine and the Catholicosates o f Etchmi- 
adzin and Antelias must be taken as one, disregarding the current un
fortunate internal administrative crises.

It is to be hoped that sister Churches w ill help ease the Armenian 
situation by remaining neutral and not supporting one side or the other.

The Aarhus consultation did not find general favor in the Armenian 
Church primarily because the Armenian consultant at Aarhus expressed 
himself personally and not on behalf o f the Armenian Church. The 
Consultation was opposed at Addis Ababa by myself because o f the 
personal report o f the participant sent to Etchmiadzin.

V e r g h e s e : The point o f view o f the Armenian Church expressed 
in one paper at Aarhus has not been approved o f by the authorities 
o f that Church on theological grounds.

N iss io tis : The standing committee o f the Oriental Orthodox 
Churches can function as a liaison group from now on.

V e r g h e s e : The Ecumenical Patriarch suggested some time ago 
that he would appoint a commission for liaison with the Oriental O r
thodox Churches and that they should do likewise. The standing com
mittee o f the Oriental Orthodox Churches has by resolution constituted 
itself as the commission on that side.

R o m a n id e s : It is acknowledged that the non-Chalcedonian 
Churches have taken the first official step preparatory to full negotia- 
l ions between the Churches o f the two sides.

N iss io tis : There is no standing commission on the Eastern Ortho
dox side yet, although a circular letter has been sent to all their 
( .1 lurches suggesting that local committees be set up to consider the 
possibility o f negotiations with the Oriental Orthodox Churches.

V e r g h e s e : In fact two letters have been sent by the Ecumenical 
Patriarch regarding the above matter, one in June 1965 and another in 
June 1966.

M e t r o p o l it a n  E m il ia n o s : It is thought that every Orthodox
< hurch now has a committee.

B ish o p  Sa m u e l : The document produced at the Addis Ababa con
ference suggests that relations be established with the Eastern Orthodox 
( Imrches as a first priority and there is a very clear statement in the 
tJndiment expressing the willingness o f the Orthodox Oriental 
( hurches to seek negotiations.

1 toROVOY: There is already a committee established in the Russian 
(hlhodox Church for this matter.
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M ik re  Se la s s ie : The Ethiopian Orthodox Church approved o f and 
appreciated the work o f the Aarhus consultation. The Patriarch o f 
Ethiopia set up a committee to study the Aarhus papers and to interpret 
them for the Ethiopian Church. This Church is very interested in and 
is concerned with further negotiations and at the present time there is 
translation going on o f necessary documents into Geez and Amharic 
and a careful watch is being kept on terminology used.

B ish o p  Sa m u e l : The Coptic Church has a committee studying the 
Aarhus documents.

M e t r o p o l it a n  T h e o p h il o s : The Syrian Orthodox Church wel
comed the Aarhus consultation and a particular interest has been taken 
in that consultation by the theologians o f the Syrian Orthodox Church.

B o r o v o y : The minutes and documents o f the Aarhus consultation 
were translated and published in Russian and approved by the Russian 
Orthodox Church which set up a commission to foster interest in the 
Aarhus work and to seek negotiations with the other Churches. The 
Russian Church endeavored to put questions about dialogue with the 
non-Chalcedonian Churches on the agenda o f the Rhodes pan-Orthodox 
meeting, but resistance was met and the proposal was not accepted. 
However, there was considered at the Rhodes meeting dialogue with 
the Anglican, Roman Catholic and Old Catholic Churches, but this 
would not seem to be the first priority. Therefore from this Bristol con
sultation can there emerge a recommendation giving a common con
sensus in favor o f the priority o f negotiations being established be
tween the Eastern Orthodox and the Ancient Oriental Churches ? This 
consensus was expressed at the Belgrade meeting earlier this year. It 
is not known whether the Russian Church is the only Church support
ing this priority.

N issio tis : The organizers o f the pan-Orthodox meeting at Rhodes 
accepted the necessity for dialogue between the Orthodox and Oriental 
Churches and steps w ill be taken in this direction shortly. In the offi
cial document o f the Rhodes meeting greetings were given to the An
cient Oriental Churches prior to those to other Churches. A fter the 
Rhodes meeting letters were sent advising that commissions be set up 
for dialogue between the Churches. It must be remembered that the 
third pan-Orthodox conference was specifically established for con
sideration o f dialogue with the Western Churches and in particulai 
with the Roman Catholic Church.

B o r o v o y : I f  the Russian Orthodox Church already has a commis
sion, it seems strange that other Orthodox Churches do not have similai
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commissions and especially that there is not as yet a pan-Orthodox 
commission.

N issio tis : In February 1966 the W.C.C. at a meeting in Geneva 
invited Orthodox representatives to discuss what might be done as a 
follow-up to Aarhus. Professor Konidaris spoke and suggested that no 
official attitude had yet been expressed by the Churches and although 
there was the impression that something official might happen, noth
ing had happened as yet. The professor maintained a right to discuss 
with other Orthodox theologians the concerns o f the Churches without 

I specifically official approval.

B o r o v o y : Patriarch Kyril o f Bulgaria favors the establishment o f 
official discussions between the Churches o f the two traditions.

i Fl o r o v s k y : There were semi-official suggestions that a meeting 
, between the representatives o f the two traditions should take place in 
Jerusalem in September 1966 but the meeting did not occur because 
of misunderstanding on both sides.

M e t r o p o l it a n  N ik o d im : The synod o f the Bulgarian Church had 
appointed a commission for the discusison o f questions relating to fur
ther negotiations.

M e t r o p o l it a n  E m il ia n o s : In Bucharest special seminars are be
ing held to discuss relations with the non-Chalcedonian Churches and 
articles are appearing in the theological magazines on this matter.

K o n id a r is : The Church o f Greece has a large commission and al
ready two meetings have been held and papers on the subject o f nego- 
liations have been presented by members o f the Commission. The 
( Jiurch o f Greece considered that the unofficial consultation at Aarhus 
and now at Bristol shoud be replaced by an official one but I remain 
of the opinion that the work should continue as from Bristol on a semi
official basis.

W hile there have been discussions with the Anglicans and O ld 
( lutholics for some considerable time, there have been no real discus- 
lions with the non-Chalcedonian Churches. W e  have but a short time 
lo catch up and what was done at Aarhus and what is being done at 
Hristol are a service to our Churches.

Ro m a n id e s : There appear to have been no commissions established 
in I lie U.S.A. up to date although there are commissions set up dealing 
vvilli Anglicans, Roman Catholics,and Lutherans.

N i s s i o t i s :  The Church in the U.S.A. follows the Ecumenical Pa
li i»i rebate and treads carefully about using its own initiative .
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M e t r o p o l it a n  E m il ia n o s : The Churches are now losing their in
ertia and for the first time realize their closeness and also for the first 
time realize that the non-Chalcedonian Churches are not monophysite.

N issio tis : Unfortunately there appears to be no efficiency in organ
ization amongst the Orthodox Churches and even the Standing Com
mittee o f the Ancient Oriental Churches has not taken any real initia
tive. There is much good w ill but little concrete action.

V e r g h e se : The Standing Committee of Oriental Orthodox 
Churches would welcome concrete suggestions from the Orthodox 
Churches.

N is s io t is :  It is important for us at Bristol to look at the practical 
implications following the Addis Ababa meeting. Heads o f the Ancient 
Oriental Churches should be requested to set up study commissions.

V er g h e s e : This has been done.

M ik r e  Se l a s s ie : The standing committee o f the Oriental Ortho
dox Churches is very concerned with inter-church relations and the 
Ecumenical Patriarch o f Constantinople has been officially informed of 
the existence o f the standing committee, and its willingness to act as a 
study commission on this subject.

B ish o p  Sa m u e l : There has been a meeting o f the standing com
mittee o f the Oriental Orthodox Churches with the Greek Orthodox 
Patriarchate o f Antioch, with representatives of Moscow and Constan
tinople present, at Beirut earlier this year.

N issio tis :It seems strange why the September 1966 meeting men
tioned by Professor Florovsky did not take place.

V e r g h e se : It is up to the Patriarch o f Constantinople and the heads 
of the Autocephalous Churches to appoint a commission to negotiate 
with the Oriental Orthodox Churches, since these latter have a commis
sion and are waiting for parallel action on the other side.

R o m a n id e s : I f  there is no encouragement from the Ecumenical 
Patriarchate, it seems reasonable that the Churches should work sepa 
rately with one another. I would especially encourage the theological 
faculties o f our respective Churches to take over the type of thing we 
are now doing.

B o r o v o y : The Russian Church committee is not a negotiating com 
mittee and nothing can be done unilaterally in the face o f practical 
problems. But we as a committee and also other committees should 
look at theological as well as practical problems, some o f the mosl
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pressing practical problems being e.g. the recognition o f saints and the 
status o f Chalcedon from a canonical point o f view.

N iss io tis : W e must consider how far we can urge an attitude o f 
negotiation on our respective authorities. Let us place before them prac
tical issues, e.g. the understanding o f Chalcedon and later councils; 
local juridical order, etc.

V e r g h e s e : W e need to work out a statement o f steps or objectives 
related to the restoration o f full communion between our Churches.

a ) W hat is the procedure for developing a formula of agreement 
on christological questions?

b ) Is it easier for us to deal with the fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh 
Ecumenical Councils together, rather than to treat Chalcedon by itself?

c ) W e  must make clear that any negotiations have jurisdictional im
plications and that present jurisdictions w ill not be affected by union 
but w ill continue on a basis o f differing liturgical practices. W e  must 
examine the place o f the patriarchates in our communion and how they 
can be related to each other in a useful context.

d ) Saints and anathemas must be considered. There should be no 
demand that any saint must be recognized by the other side, but there 
should be a withdrawal o f anathemas or at least refraining from 
anathematizing saints o f one side by the other side.

M e t r o p o l it a n  Em il ia n o s : It is apposite to relate our present 
thinking to what might take place in the pan-Orthodox Synod in 1968. 
W e might assume that by then negotiating committees o f the Orthodox 
Churches w ill have been appointed, and reports from committees o f 
local Churches will be given.

One o f the overall considerations for us here and for the pan- 
Orthodox Synod might be the relationship o f doctrine to ethics. Can 
wc assume that christology has an influence on ethics?

Another o f the considerations might be that o f the Sacraments. The 
Orthodox Churches have insufficient documentation on the sacramental 
theology o f the Ancient Oriental Churches, especially concerning the 
seven sacraments.

N issio tis : W e are in the service o f our Churches and must prepare 
material to help them. Can we agree with the points o f Father Verghese 
mi formulating the steps leading to the restoration o f full communion? 
la this what we are aspiring to achieve?

V. C. Sa m u e l : A  program on how to achieve full communion has 
hern laid out by Professor Karmiris.



188 THE BRISTOL CONSULTATION

R o m a n id e s : In considering saints and anathemas we must realize 
that in some Orthodox Churches a person is a saint, in others he is not 
yet recognized as such. A t Aarhus Dioscorus was realized to have been 
excommunicated not for doctrinal reasons. Leo o f Rome made obvious 
blunders in regard to Theodoritus and was excommunicated by 
Dioscorus.

B o r o v o y : There are saints in the Russian Orthodox Church who 
are not saints in any other Church. These are purely local saints in 
the main.

Fl o r o v s k y : There are Orthodox saints but there are no local saints. 
Canonization has only become a formal procedure in recent centuries, 
e.g. even in the sixteenth century no formal process o f canonization 
existed. They were merely recognized as such by councils or by general 
recognition.

V erghese  : It would seem wise that in our draft suggestions to the 
Churches we do not mention all the local saints, or deal with the prob
lem of canonization, but deal only with anathemas, especially o f those 
relating to Leo and Dioscorus.

K o n id a r is : I f  we have decided that a permanent pan-Orthodox 
commission should be set up then this would be a great service to our 
Churches. Perhaps there should be a central office for the representa
tives o f the Eastern Orthodox and the Ancient Oriental Churches. H ow
ever, even i f  this were done, the informal type of meeting, as here at 
Bristol, is very important and should be allowed to continue.

In our next meeting we ought to discuss the fourth Council and suc
ceeding Councils and should pass back to our Churches our considera
tions on these.

V. C. Sa m u e l : Remember that in the third Council o f Constan
tinople Severus was also anathematized.

R o m a n id e s : W e should distinguish agreement on faith itself and 
agreement on the interpretation o f historical phenomena, such as 
Councils i f  only for the practical purpose o f making it possible to agree 
on what the faith itself is. In actuality it is impossible to separate the 
faith from the faith o f the Councils since they are identically one.

V. C. Sa m u e l : Can we really specify the values o f the various 
Councils? What particular point in each Council is important?

* *  *

In closing the evening’s proceedings, Bishop Samuel suggested that
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there be appointed unofficial liaison officers between the Eastern Ortho
dox and Oriental Orthodox Churches, and the consultation agreed to 
Professor Nissiotis’ suggestion that the members o f the Geneva group 
who organized this meeting could act as such liaison officers.



Thursday, July 27th

1. The day’s proceedings were opened with prayer by Fr. Damas- 
kinos followed by a contribution o f Professor Florovsky on the termi
nology o f the christological debate.

CHAPTER V

TH E  C H R IS TO LO G IC A L  D O G M A  A N D  ITS  
T E R M IN O L O G Y

B y  G eorges F lo r o v sk y

In Scripture we are faced with the mystery o f Jesus Christ presented 
as an historical personality bom o f the blessed virgin Mary, being 
human in the full sense, taken by many for ordinary man who eventu
ally suffered and died on the cross. The common picture o f our Lord 
is o f one fully human, displaying a glory which is a mystery. The true 
image o f our Lord can only be depicted in a suprahistorical vision in 
an act o f faith.

From the beginning there has been certain confusion about him. 
He has always been seen as something greater than his merely human 
appearance.

The mystery is described in the N ew  Testament as a history o f 
kenosis (which is also a Cyrilline term). It is the mystery o f humilia
tion. In the early Church the main concern was with the full and true 
humanity o f our Lord and this is stated in the epistles o f St. John, who 
combines his emphasis as to the super-human character o f Christ in the 
beginning o f his Gospel, that is the divine logos becoming flesh, with 
his challenge in the first epistle to those who would not believe that 
the logos became flesh.

Distinction should be made between the kerygma o f the Church and 
the philosophical terminology in terms o f which it is apprehended. The 
concern o f the kerygma is with the message o f salvation to be an
nounced, with the saving person o f Christ. The terminology o f the
ology is for clarifying the conceptual grasp o f the message and the per
son o f the Saviour. The Christological problem is thus integral to the 
message o f salvation, and should always be considered in that context.

The christological dispute in the early Church was concerned main 
ly with the message o f salvation. When we turn to early christological
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conceptions we always find them in a soteriological perspective. There 
are two different concepts o f salvation linked with two different anthro
pological dispositions.

Anthropological minimalism: This is found in the preaching o f 
Apollinaris who went so far as to suggest that o f the whole human 
fabric the "nous” could not be saved. Only fragments o f Apollinaris' 
teaching remain, however. The "nous” in man is so perverse that it 
could not be human. ''Nous” for Apollinaris is related to his pessimis
tic conception o f the human being and this affected his christological 
conceptions and Christ for him was the logos clothed only in the exter
nals o f human nature. The emphasis again is purely soteriological. In 
Apollinaris there is a very low  evaluation o f the human condition and 
of the predicament which could result from it. Anthropological mini
malism leads to maximalism o f the divine element in Christ.

Anthropological maximalism: This concept is effected by exterior 
conditions. This as well as opposition to it is found in the so-called 
Antiochene school which also opposed Apollinaris. The Nestorian 
Christ was seen to be a suitable redeemer for the Pelagian man. Nesto
rianism and Pelagianism are examples o f anthropological maximalism. 
Man has not been destroyed by sin, he is only lost and needs a guide 
who may be only human. This human being can be the maximum 
human being evident in the O ld Testament as the Messiah. In anthro
pological maximalism no high Christology is necessary.

This useful scheme o f anthropological minimalism-maximalism can 
l>e taken as the core o f terminological differences in the christological 
debate. Christ has been regarded by some modern authors as a re
deemer and the incarnation at the same time regarded simply as an act 
only o f redemption. But this thinking in the early centuries o f the 
Church was only really clarified in the christological writing o f Max
imus the Confessor, where the incarnation is said to have been the 
original purpose o f the divine venture o f creation. The later problem 
was whether redemption could be said to be the only reason for the in
carnation. Maximus developed a comprehensive scheme giving reason 
lor creation, that reason being in the incarnation, and the christology 
of the Eastern Churches was affected by this thinking. In the period 
preceding Maximus soteriological maximalism and minimalism was 
always rooted in the concept o f man. This soteriology could be absolute 
ui relative. When we discuss events there can be misunderstandings 
|iul conflict about this and terms must always be clarified.

Archbishop W illiam  Temple once wrote that “ Chalcedon marked the
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bankruptcy o f Greek metaphysics.”  But the glory o f Chalcedon repre
sents a fundamental intuition. Chalcedon states that Christ is one being 
perfectly divine and perfectly human.

This is an expression o f a certain intuition and vision o f our Lord 
and the conviction o f a soteriological issue is apparent at Chelcedon. 
Any lesser conviction would destroy the apostolic kerygma about our 
salvation.

It has been suggested that Cyril was interested neither in exact ter
minology nor in scholastic definitions. There are examples in which 
the term physis and adjectives related to it are used in a non-exact sense 
and objections have been presented at this level. It is suggested that 
physis is used to emphasize that Christ was truly man. Cyril was not 
concerned with terminology but with truth and more attention should 
be given to the soteriological intuition o f Cyril.

Ancient Greek was an unfamiliar language to many o f the early 
theologians and patristic texts were often read then as now unfor
tunately merely as texts and one can always be negligent about terms 
in texts. Dissertations have been written about single words, e.g. hypos
tasis. Terminological clarity must only arise out o f necessity when deal
ing with christology. People have always tended to be rather indiffer
ent to terminological exactitude in the understanding o f texts.

The Chalcedonian definition provides no reason for embarrassment 
in emphasizing that Christ is fully human and fully divine. This was 
addressed against the language o f the Antiochenes who endeavored to 
describe the unity o f Christ in a minimalized anthropological form.

W e  are still imprisoned in the terminology o f monophysitism and 
duophysitism. One must be clear what is implied in duophysitism, for 
there are two types o f duophysitism, the symmetric type and the asym
metric type. The problem of terminology remains as long as ancient 
idioms are still used. The christological dispute was extended to errors 
and areas where the Greek language was not the main language. W c 
must look at the languages o f the non-Chalcedonian Churches much 
more closely. W e  must look at the psychological significance o f the 
term "person,”  as it is used in different languages both ancient and 
modern. It must always be remembered that words don’t o f themselves 
express the ideas that are intended to be expressed.

What is important is to turn to the basic vision and conclusion of 
the early Church. I f  we look at documents through Nestorian eyes they 
can be Nestorian in content, and so on. Divergence initially came and 
still comes in the sphere o f spiritual vision and not in language. This
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is why Western theologians find it difficult to understand Eastern theo
logians and this because they have a different vision. In conclusion 
we should not omit to discuss the metaphysical side and pay attention 
to spirituality. Anyone who insists in avoiding nature reduces man. The 
separation from the beginning w ill cease to be o f importance when we 
cease to look at terminology and look at the life  o f the Churches instead.

DISCUSSION: Concerning the presentation of Prof. Florovsky

2. Comments on Professor Florovsky’s presentation:

V e rgh e se : Professor Florovsky’s presentation proved to be illuminating and 
confirmed much o f what has been thought for the past twenty years. The con- 
ccrn expressed was not merely with philosophical terminology, but with a gen
uine soteriological teaching. This came out particularly in the comments on 
anthropological minimalism and maximalism. The Professor also expressed a 
high view o f man which requires a Chalcedonian Christology. Alexandrian 
Christology may be suspect that while in formula it accepts the full view o f  the 
divine-human Christ, nevertheless that it does not take man as seriously as it 
should. The fear o f the non-Chalcedonians is not against the Eastern Orthodox 
Church but against the Orthodoxy o f the interpretation o f Chalcedon in the 
Western Churches. The concept o f  theosis which is deeply centered in the the
ology o f the Eastern Churches is not as deeply centered in the theology o f the 
Churches o f Western Christendom. There is a gap between God and man in 
Western theology. Chalcedonian theology seems to us to emphasize the gap. For 
man to grow into the fullness o f God can only be realized when it is seen that 
God has achieved fullness o f man’s vocation to be the image o f God in the 
man Jesus Christ.

V . C. Sam uel: It is good that Professor Florovsky places more emphasis on 
Ihe spiritual rather than on the terminological problem. In fact, the agreement 
in faith between our two traditions can be found only there. But if we go on to 
Kay, as some English scholars like H. M . Relton has done, that Chalcedon was 
opposed by monks in Egypt for whom Jesus Christ could not have been our 
brother, we shall be absolutely wrong in our assessment. For even the statement 
that "Christ was our brother”  has been insisted on by the men accepted as teach- 
rrs by the non-Chalcedonian side including Dioscorus.

Romanides: Father Florovsky has presented to us the key to the problems 
('.icing this consultation, namely the question o f the inseparable relation which 
rxists between dogma and spirituality.

In this regard I would emphasize that the spirituality o f such Alexandrian 
theologians as St. Athanasius and St. Cyril and St. Anthony the Great and the 
<ii'cat Macarius o f Egypt is not essentially different from that of such Cappa- 
ili k tans as St. Basil the Great, St. Gregory o f Nyssa, St. Gregory the Theologian 
nml St. Maximus the Confessor. It is in this basic identity in spirituality rooted 
in Ihe Biblical understanding o f grace in terms o f glorification or theosis that 
wc should approach the common ground of dogma o f our two essentially iden- 
(iiul earlier traditions and then work toward a descriptice analysis o f any en
nui ng divergences.
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I  would strongly suggest that the doctrine o f God and His revelation to the 
prophets and apostles be put at the center o f our deliberations since these are 
the key to spirituality which in turn is the core o f man’s understanding o f God 
and His relation to man, especially by means o f the Incarnation. I developed 
this theme in my study on Theodore o f Mopsuestia and I believe that it was 
there decisively shown that the heretical foundations o f Nestorianism, as well 
as o f Arianism and Dynamic Monarchianism, are to be found in a wrong under
standing o f God’s relation to creation which automatically comes about when 
Biblical apophatic theology, which is common to both our traditions, is lacking. 
It is my opinion that the general abandonment o f Biblical apophaticism. by the 
Latin tradition is the root cause of the Roman Catholic and some Protestant 
propensity toward Nestorianism, as well as o f an incorrect approach to the doc
trines o f grace and salvation.

It is interesting to note how the very same definitions concerning God's re
lation to creation are to be found in dynamic Monarchianism, Arianism and 
Nestorianism and also how Apollinaris was attacked by the Cappadocians not 
only for his heretical Christology and soteriology, but also for his doctrine o f 
the Holy Trinity.

I  suggest then that we must complete our discussions concerning Christology 
by a careful examination o f our understanding o f God, His relation to creation, 
and man's theosis. I suspect that in uncovering traditional unanimity in this 
area we w ill be better prepared to break through our terminological divergences 
and the suspicions which have lurked behind them for so many centuries.

B o rovo y : The comment o f Verghese on the unity o f the Chalcedonian and 
non-Chalcedonian Churches in the concept o f theosis and that Western Chris
tians ignore this concept o f theosis, is open to objection. Man is the object o f 
theosis and no one can doubt that this is so whether in Western or Eastern the
ology. In Western theology also man is saved so that he might come to theosis. 
Spirituality in striving for theosis can forget about the man and manhood and 
this is true also about much o f the spirituality o f the Eastern Churches. In Rus
sian theology we have an excellent book by Professor Popov about the idea of 
theosis in the teaching o f St. Athanasius the Great. In general a heretic is not 
a person who makes mistakes but is a Christian who puts his personal interpre
tation o f his beliefs against the teaching o f the Church when the Church has 
clearly expressed its judgment on his mistakes through Ecumenical Councils or 
by other appropriate means.

K on idaris: It was excellent to note how the Testament was used by Florov- 
sky. Christian dogma should be expressive o f the New Testament teachings on 
Christ. In the third century the Antiochenes emphasized the humanity o f Christ. 
The rationalism o f this type o f thinking has never been fully dealt with. The 
tradition o f Alexandria about the logos as it appears in St. John’s Gospel was 
one building on the teaching o f Philo about the nature o f the logos. Endeavor 
was made in this school to achieve a full understanding o f the logos. A t the 
same time the question o f the divinity o f Christ was dealt with excellently. As 
St. Athanasius expressed the purpose o f incarnation, God became man that wc 
might become divine. The extremists o f Alexandria who disregard the human 
element in Christ have been called monophysites. In the same connection the 
contribution o f the Cappadocians to trinitarian thinking must be commended
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After the death o f Cyril there was general disunion on the matter o f the unity 
o f Christ.

It might be that in our time we should evolve a new terminology in regard 
to christology. The terminology o f the Fourth Ecumenical Council did help in 
clarifying christology. W e  nowadays have to distinguish between the Alexan
drian school o f theology and catholic theology, as evidenced particularly in the 
Ancient Church.

N issiotis: Both anthropology and theosis have been mentioned and these 
are profound roots which affect our understanding o f man. N o  one has ever 
questioned the nature o f God as we question it today.

Can we deny that we live in an era o f the church event? This fact has pos
sibly been disregarded by the Eastern Orthodox Churches, which Churches need 
to work out this problem bearing in mind what Professor Torrence has said in 
another context, that is that "a ll ecclesiologies depend on christological dogma.”

Because o f diminishing interest in christology, ecclesiology is shaken and is 
becoming more and more difficult. Torrence has classified church doctrine fo l
lowing a christological approach. H e sees in the Roman Catholic Church divine 
monophysitism, with the Pope being equivalent to Christ. The Orthodox and 
the Ancient Oriental Churches have a common ecclesiological approach. It is 
interesting to note the second and third chapters o f the document De Ecclesia 

t of the Second Vatican Council which betray a duophysite tendency.

' The Reformed tradition o f Western Christianity fights against schematic 
duophysitism going more to humanity than to divinity in its theologizing.

Ecclesiology should be o f first importance to us in our thinking o f this and 
our subsequent consultations.

Bishop Sam uel: W e  have discussed many matters widely but let us think 
of our people and give something practical where they can understand our dis
cussion o f the difficulties.

Dam askinos : It is not by chance that monophysitism arose in places where 
Greek was not the native language. The Chalcedonian formulations were only 

: well known up to the sixth century in the Churches o f Chalcedon and only after 
| lliat date in the Oriental Churches. Prior to the sixth century, there was more 

Alexandrian understanding, and this should have prepared the ground for the 
understanding of Chalcedon. Through the writings o f many theologians words 
such as hypostasis, physis and ousia passed into Armenian for example quite in- 
l orrectly by reason o f inadequate translation o f the relevant documents o f  the 
I'ourth Ecumenical Council; also, in post-Chalcedonian writings, for example in 
itling the definition o f Chalcedon, the term "asygchytos”  =  (arm .) "anspho 
llicli” is given as (arm .) "ancharneli”  =  "amigos.”  Thus and by reason o f  na
tional historical factors that Council was understood by some o f the Ancient 
( >ricntal Churches as being Nestorian.

*  *  *

3. Following the mid-morning break Father Paul Verghese gave a 
Mimmary o f this paper on "The Monothelete Controversy— A  Histori- 
itil Survey.”



CHAPTER VI

T H E  M O N O T H E LE T E  C O N T R O V E R S Y  —
A  H IS T O R IC A L  SU R V E Y

B y  F r . P a u l  V e r g h e s e

1. M o n o t h e l e t is m  —  A  D e f in it io n  o f  t h e  T er m

Like monophysism, monotheletism is a word which can lead to mis
understandings. Monos in Greek means alone, solitary, only, which is 
to be distinguished from mia, the feminine form o f eis which means 
one. M ia  physis would mean one nature, whereas mone physis would 
mean one nature only, and there is a great difference. None o f the so- 
called Monophysite Churches hold that there is one nature only in 
Christ. Their view is that two natures have, by union, become one.

W e have the same problem in dealing with the word monothelete 
which comes from tnonon =  only (number) and thelema =  will. The 
ancient Oriental Orthodox Churches have not been directly involved 
in the Monothelete controversy, with the exception o f the Armenian 
Church. Yet it needs to be made clear that no one in the controversy 
seems to have argued for to monon thelema Christou. The argument 
was between hen thelema ( mia thelesis)  and duo thelemata.

Monotheletism  is a political term created either to reconcile oppos
ing factions or to condemn a doctrine which was regarded as heretical; 
but the term often misrepresented what the alleged heresy really stated.

The heresy existed primarily in the Chalcedonian Church, where 
the debate around it lasted for sixty years before it was officially re- 
seolved by the Church in Council, and took several forms during the 
controversy.

Our concern in this paper is to sketch briefly the way in which the 
relation between the divine and the human wills in Christ was under
stood in the course o f this controversy, but not to deal with the history 
o f the controversy in any adequate manner. This is not my field, and 
I have hastily assembled together some materials in order to remedy 
the complete absence o f any materials on the subject in this meeting.

2. M o NENERGISM, THE PRECURSOR OF MONOTHELETISM

Chalcedonian Archbishop o f Alexandria presented the non-Chalce
donian Copts o f Egypt with the formula on 3rd June 633, which be
lieved in
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"the same one Christ and the Son operating those things that are 
proper to God and those that are proper to man by one theandric 

r. energy” (xov avcov Eva Xpiatov xal Tlov eveQyowra ta ^Eoytoejtrj xal 
avftQCOJtiva jua fleavSpixYj evseygfa) Mansi, X I, col. 565 D.

This formula had been "discovered” in conferences organized (be
ginning 624) by Emperor Heraclius (575-641) who was a native o f 
Cappadocia (he founded a new dynasty), whose policy was one o f 
reconciliation of the non-Chalcedonian element in the Byzantine Em
pire, especially in view o f external threats to the security o f the Empire. 
The formula was supposed to have the approval o f the Chalcedonian 
and non-Chalcedonian factions. Heraclius had earned great popularity 
on both sides by bringing back to Golgotha on March 21st, 629, the 
Cross o f Christ which had been removed from Jerusalem by the Per
sians in 614.

The crucial phrase which both sides accepted was |Ma eveQyeia. Ser
gius, Patriarch o f Constantinople, had found the phrase in St. Cyril, 
und therefore approved it. Its success with the Coptic Christians of 
Iigypt was regarded as a sign o f its truth. But Sophronius the Monk 
(who became Patriarch o f Jerusalem the next year) violently opposed 
I he formula. In the face o f this opposition Sergius virtually repealed 
11is approval on the one energy formula, in a letter to Pope Honorius 
in 634 referring the formula to the Pope's judgment, while still sug
gesting that the formula did safeguard the unity o f the Person o f Christ 
mid the existence o f the two natures in him.

The two letters o f Pope Honorius on reply, both in 634, proscribed
I lie use o f either one energy or two energies; one could only say, ac- 
mrding to the Pope, that Jesus Christ the God-man worked both by his 
ilivinity and his humanity; all divine and human activities came from 
the same indivisible God the W ord— in the words o f Sergius o f Con- 
Miintinople:

gva xal tov awov eveQyeiv xal ofxoXoyelv ta te ftsia xal dvtlooojuva 
xal jtacrav '&£OJtQ£jrrj xal dvdQcojt̂ gjtfj evspyeiav e| evo<; xal tov avto-u 
0eov Aoyov aSiaiQgtcog jtQO'ievai. (Letter o f Sergius to Honorius. 
Mansi X I: col. 533 D )

But in the course o f Honorius’ long reply to Sergius, he created the 
monothelete formula. H e wanted to establish that the rebellious w ill
• •I the Old Adam with all its concupiscence did not operate in Jesus
< luist, but a single w ill

unde et unam voluntatem fatemur D om in i nostri Jesu Christi. 

(Mansi X I: col. 539 C; Migne P.L., L X X X : 472)
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What the Pope probably wanted to say was that the human w ill o f 
Jesus was not divided as St. Paul admitted his own to be.1 It seems 
clear also that Honorius was genuinely afraid that the two energies 
hypothesis would lead back to Nestorianism. W e  should not say one 
energy or operation, not only because this would lead back to Euty- 
chianism, but also because the Scripture says it is the same God who 
works different operations by the same Spirit ( I  Cor. 12:6 explicitly 
says there are varieties o f energemata). W e  should abandon the vocab
ulary o f energies:

hortantes vos ut unius vel gemmae novae vacis inductum opera
tions vocabulum aufugientes, unum nobiscum Dominum Jesum 
Christum Filium D ei vivi, Deum verissimum, in duabus naturis 
operatum divinitus at quae humanitus, fide orthodoxa et imitate 
catholica praedicetis. (P.L., L X X X : 474)

The human and the divine operations are inseparable. So the Pope 
concluded his letter to Sergius. And so monenergism ends and mono- 
theletism begins.

3. C y r u s  o f  A l e x a n d r ia  a n d  t h e  F o r m u l a  o f  U n i o n  (633)

Cyrus o f Phasis became Chalcedonian Archbishop o f Alexandria in 
630. He was able to bring about a union between Chalcedonians and 
non-Chalcedonians in Egypt by a formula o f union. The full Greek 
text o f this is found in A. Hahn & G. L. Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole 
und Glaubensregeln der Alten Kirche (Hildesheim, 1962), pp. 338- 
339.2 The formula is in the form o f nine anathemas. The fourth, sixth 
and the seventh are the most important for our purposes:

IV . I f  anyone does not confess aSrrjg Sxpag gvcoaea  ̂ rov ©eov 
Aoyov ev tfj yactQi ayiug ©eotoxov xa'i deijtaQ'ftevou Magiag vito- 
axfjaai eautw evcomv atxQxa aircfjg xr\q ayiag Oeoxoxov xi]v 
o|.ioovaiov £ip,uxa)M-£VTlv tayixfj te xal vosga, ercooei (pvoixrj zs xal

1 The full sentence reads: Unde et unam voluniatem fatemur Domini Nostri 
Jesu Christ, quia profecto a divinitate assumpta est nostra natura, "non culpa," 
ilia profecto quae ante peccatum creata est, non quae post praevaricationem 
vitiata. Here it seems that he is speaking o f the perfect submission o f Christ’s 
w ill to the w ill o f God, and Honorius quotes both John 6:38 ( I  have conic* 
down from heaven, not to do my own will, but the w ill o f him who sent mi*) 
and the Gethsemane prayer ("n o t what I  will, but what thou w ilt”  —  Mk. 14: 
36 ). He, however, goes on to say: et alia huius modi, non sunt haec divers^ 
voluntatis, sed dispensations humanitatis assumptae.

2 Also found in Mansi, X I, pp. 564 ff and Harduin, III, pp. 1339ff.
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xaiF vndaxaoiv, xal outdo5 jtooeMteiv e| a-ur̂ g gva ovta aavyyyxov te 
xal aSialpetov, avd'frg|ia I'atco.
VI. I f  any one does not confess the one Christ, the one Son, to be 
o f two natures (ex 5uo cpvoecov) that is, divinity and humanity, the 
one nature o f God the Logos made flesh ([ilav tou 0eo(i ?,6yo,u qruaiv 
aeaaQX(0(xevi]v)3 according to the Holy Cyril, unmixed, unchanged, 
not become something else (aouyxikcog, dtgeretcos, dvaUoiomog), 
that is, one united hypostasis (^uav vnooxaoiv onjvftgtov) who is the 
same, our Lord Jesus Christ, one o f the holy homousian Triad, let 
him be anathema.

V II. I f  anyone, saying that our one Lord Jesus Christ is to be 
thought in two natures (£v SiktI {tecoQEla-Oai Aiyoov taig cptxxsoiv) does 
not also confess him as one o f the Holy Triad, God the W ord 
eternally begotten o f the Father who in the last times o f the age 
was made flesh and was born o f our all-holy and immaculate 
lady the Theotokos and ever-virgin Mary; but (says) he is this 
and another and not one and the same, as the most wise Cyril af
firmed, perfect in deity and the same perfect in humanity and ac
cording to this only thought o f as in two natures; the same suffering 
and impassible (tov awov jcda/ovta xal a jca^) according to the 
one or the other (nature) as the same holy Cyril affirmed, on the 
one hand suffering humanly in the flesh as man, remaining as im
passible God in the sufferings o f his own flesh; and the same one 
Christ and Son energizing those things proper to God and those 
proper to man by the same theandric energy according to the Holy 
Dionysius; distinguishing only in thought those things from which 
the union took place, and regarding these in the mind, as remain
ing unchanged and unmixed (dtQearta xal amjyxwa) in their union 
o f nature and hypostasis; and acknowledging in these without divi
sion or separation (aSiaiQetcog xal dxfopiatoog) one and the same 
Christ and Son, as regards in his mind the two as brought together 
without commixture, making the thinking o f them in the mind a 
practical thing (to> vco jrQay|xaTixf|v avtoov ttjv flecoQiav jioioi>|j,£vog) 
but not by a false fantasy and empty mental combinations; but in 
no way separating them since now the division into two has been 
destroyed on account o f the union beyond description and under
standing; saying with the Holy Athanasius: " fo r  there is now flesh 
and again the flesh o f God the Logos, now the flesh en-souled and

" Note that this is different from Cyril’s cpwng t o v  0eov Uyov ogoaoxco- 
v»l —  the difference is not just in the order o f words but in meaning.
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rational (cragi e|x^dx°? hoyi%i\) and again the ensouled and rational 
flesh o f God's Logos” ; but if  he should under such expressions 
understand a distinction into parts, let him be anathema. (English 
translation adapted from J. C. Ayer, A  Source Book fo r  Ancient 
History (N ew  York, 1952), pp. 661-662)

The Sixth Council o f Constantinople (680) was to condemn this. 
But in 633, it was very effective in bridging the chasm between Chalce
donians and non-Chalcedonians in Egypt. Cyrus, however, did not 
speak o f one w ill— he spoke only o f one theandric energy. Honorius 
would generally have followed the line o f Cyrus, but for his fears o f 
Eutychianism and Nestorianism. Sophronius of Jerusalem and Max
imus the Confessor were its most violent opponents.

4. T h e  Ecth esis  o f  E m pe r o r  H e r a c l iu s  (638 ) 

a n d  t h e  T y p o s  o f  E m pe r o r  C o n s t a n s  (648 )

The beginning o f monotheletism proper was a political compromise 
offered by Emperor Heraclius in 638. It proposed for the first time the 
formula ev 'freAritxa. This imperial decree forbade both the debated for
mulae— one energy or two energies. But it proposed Mthe one w ill o f 
our Lord Jesus Christ, true God,” for "at no time did his flesh ani
mated by a reasonable soul not produce his physical movements in a 
manner separated from or contrary to the w ill o f God the Word, with 
which it was hypostatically united.” (o>g ev |at]SevI xaipcp -rrjg vospajg e[Xi^- 
XC0(X£vr]g avrov oagxdg xexcoQionevcog xal e| olxeiag 6q|a% Evavuog tco ve\>- 
ficm f|vco[XEvov avrfj xa$’ wtoaxaaiv Geov Aoyov rr]v qpvaixrjv aifl% jtoir|aa- 
oOai xw]aiv.) (Mansi, X , col. 996 C )

When the ecthesis appeared, Pope Honorius was already dead or 
on his death-bed (12 October 638). St. Maximus says that in his last 
days Honorius was seeking to defend the Orthodoxy which he had com
promised in his letters.4 Honorius’ successors were quick to condemn 
monotheletism. Constans II, succeeding Heraclius who died in 641, 
sought to undo the damage done by his predecessor in his tikog jceqI jci- 
otecog.5 His intention was to wind up the debate by proscribing discus- 
sion o f the issue between one w ill and one energy and two wills and 
two energies, for the sake o f the peace o f "our Christian State” ; he 
therefore legislated that there were to be no accusations o f heresy on 
account o f previous discussions o f this issue and that the ecthesis be

4 See the letter o f Maximus in M igne PG, XCI, 143B.
5 Text in Mansi, Vol. X , 1029-1030. English tr. in Ayer, Source Book, pp. 

662-663.
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abrogated. But profound theological disputes were not to be dismissed 
so easily by imperial fiat.

5. St . M a x im u s  En t e r s  t h e  Sc e n e

The successors o f Honorius in the Western Church were quick to 
condemn Monotheletism, even before the appearance o f the typos. Pope 
Severinus (638-40), Pope John IV  (640-42) and Pope Theodore I 
(642-49), despite imperial desires to avoid discussion o f the issue, 
wrote against the monenergetic and monothelete formulae.

The Sixth General Council o f the Chalcedonian Church began the 
discussion o f the issue by asking Archbishop Makarios of Antioch, 
known to subscribe to the one theandric energy and w ill in Jesus Christ, 
i f  he would admit two physical (natural) energies and two physical 
(natural) wills in Christ ( 8 tjo e v e p y e ia g  c p v c tx a g , bvo  •Os^fiata q r u a ix a ) .  

His reply was, " I  do not say two wills or two energies, but truly one 
will, one hypostatic will, one theandric energy.” (akV sv w c o a t a -

t ix o v  x a l  $ 8 a v5 Q ix r| v  xrjv eveQyeiav.)6 The question may have been hereti
cal, but Makarios’ reply could not be regarded as heretical, so long as 
he related the one w ill to the hypostatic union, and the one energy to 
the theandric nature.

Neither could Cyrus o f Alexandria be really charged with heresy, 
in so far as he had acknowledged that there is one will initiating all 
the activities o f God the W ord Incarnate, whether the activities belong 
to his divine nature or to his human nature. It is true that in Cyrus o f 
Alexandria as well' as in Pyrrhus who disputed with St. Maximus the 
Confessor, one can detect a tendency to minimize the human will as 
being passively under the initiating control o f the divine will. N o  mono- 
Ihelete has suggested the absence o f the human w ill in Christ. The 
suggestion was that the $eXt]|j,a X ^ ia to v  was one ( ev ) ,  hypostatic (wto- 
unmxov). Further adjectives were then added —  ■Oeixov —  divine and 
flYEnovixov —  ruling. What the monothelete wanted to safeguard was 
llie absence o f conflict between two contrary wills. And here perhaps 
in Monotheletism’s greatest temptation. Its fear o f Nestorianism was
• I riving it to deny the operative reality o f Christ’s human will.

And it is the independence and spontaneity o f the human w ill in
< lirist that St. Maximus was determined to defend.

His basic argument was that energy or activity is an outcome o f 
lulure ( (pvotg) and not o f person ( hypostasis) .  Take the case o f the

Mansi, X , col. 345E, 349BC.
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Trinity. There are three hypostases; but this does not mean three d if
ferent energies. One nature, one ousia, and therefore one common 
energeia. And despite Christ’s single hypostasis, in so far as two na
tures are operative in him there are 5w eveqy£1(XI <pvai%al and so 
OeXfuiata. The natural energy goes with each nature, and if  that energy 
is not there, then the nature is not there. The nature manifests itself in 
its operation.

Neither Sergius o f Constantinople, nor Sophronius o f Jerusalem 
had explicitly taught two wills and two energies. Maximus seems to 
have been the first to do so. He had, as first secretary in the court of 
Heraclius, already become acquainted with the nature o f the contro
versy as a young man.7

It was in 614, when the Persians and Arabs were encircling the By
zantine empire that Maximus left the court and joined the monastery 
at Chrysopolis. When the controversy first rose between Sergius, H o
norius and Sophronius, Maximus was probably away in Africa where 
he had fled during the Persian invasions o f 626. Propably Sophronius 
and Maximus were working together in Alexandria to break what they 
thought was an easy compromise being worked out by Cyrus. In 633 
or 634 Maximus received a rather voluminous letter from Pyrrhus, 
Patriarch o f Constantinople, persuading him to join the monenergist 
position. Maximus plays for time by asking for further explanations. 
The letters o f Maximus at this stage reveal that his mind had not been 
quite made up yet. When the ecthesis o f Heraclius appeared in 638, 
Maximus did not spring to the attack against his ex-employer. In 641 
he is still in Africa, far away from Constantinople or Chrysopolis. He 
is now a friend and Counsellor to the Alexandrian Prefect Georges, 
and his opposition to Cyrus o f Alexandria may have something to do 
with the constant tension between Prefect and Patriarch in these provin
cial capitals. Heraclius died in 641, and Maximus becomes freer to 
express his point o f view against monotheletism. North Africa (Car 
thage) and the Western Church are ready to condemn monotheletism 
as rank heresy.

But Constantinople is still loyal to the Ekthesis. Pyrrhus the succes
sor o f Sergius (died in December 630) on the Patriarchal Throne, had 
already sought to persuade Maximus. He fell out o f favor with Em 
peror Constants and was deposed. Paul, also a Monothelete, was now 
Patriarch o f Constantinople.

7 He was called to the Heraclius’ Court in his thirties. Heraclius was bom 
in 575, Maximus in 580.
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Pyrrhus now flees to Africa, and there seeks to engage Maximus in 
direct debate. But Maximus was a better educated man, with more ex
perience and maturity, and he won the debate in Africa.

Imperial Constantinople had set out to reconcile the Egyptians and 
the Syrians by the monothelete formula, but now the West and Cartha- 
genian North Africa were turning against the Empire on doctrinal 
grounds. This, it is easy to assume, lay in the background o f the Typos 
(648) which sought to foreclose the debate in the interests o f peace.

But by this time the Ditheletes had become quite sure of themselves, 
and did not want to be stopped in the midst o f their discussion by Im
perial decree. Maximus was the golden voice o f the Ditheletes, a friend 
of the West and North Africa, in tension with the ecclesiastical authori
ties o f Egypt, Syria and Constantinople.

In 641, St. Maximus is supposed to have written to Marinus of 
Cyprus defending Pope Honorius and clarifying, on the authority of 
Abbot John Symponus, the secretary o f Honorius, that the Pope meant 
only to say that the rebellious fleshly concupiscent w ill was not opera
tive in Christ. These letters o f Maximus bear the marks o f possible 
forgery, and as they now stand, are more supportive o f the Roman 
primacy than o f the dithelete position. I f  these are not forgeries, then 
Sc. Maximus himself was more concerned about the primacy and uni
versal jurisdiction o f the Pope than about the monothelete controversy, 
in the heat o f which he sacrificed his own tongue and right hand.8

In any case, thfere was held in Africa in July 645 a public disputa
tion between Maximus and Pyrrhus. The Prefect Georges (Grego
rios?) was present.

Pyrrhus’ argument is that two wills imply two persons. Maximus 
rcpelies— then there are three wills in the Holy Trinity.9 Philosophi
cally, Maximus won the day by connecting w ill (fteXruxa) to nature (<F>> 
<>tg) and not to person (vjtooxaaig). He distinguishes between will as a 
(acuity and willing as an act o f the faculty (•0̂ eXrj[.ia. and ^eXr]aig).

Pyrrhus comes back with a compromise that two wills is right on 
,u-count o f the two natures, and one will is right on account o f the one 
perfectly united Person. Maximus counters by saying that one w ill on 
ticcount o f the perfect union would lead to one nature on account of

8 See the English translation o f  the two letters in Catholic Encyclopedia, 
vol. X , pp. 78ff.

" Is there a Church decree about the actual number o f wills in the Holy 
Viinity? W hy not three wills working in harmony and unison?
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the same perfect union. He then cites Scripture to prove two wills and 
two operations. Pyrrhus seeks to support his own position on the basis 
o f Honorius and others. Maximus defends Honorius as not having 
taught one will in the monothelete sense. His clinching argument was 
his re-interpretation o f the " new theandric operation” o f Pseudo- 
Dionysius as being thoroughly distinct from the " one theandric energy” 
of the monenergists.

Pyrrhus gives in, goes to Rome, accepts reconciliation at the hands 
o f the Pope.

Very soon after this Prefect Gregory, Maximus’ friend and protec
tor, revolted against Constantinople, and proclaimed himself Emperor 
o f Africa. He was crushed by Constantinople in 647. Maximus was 
now out o f favor at Court in the Imperial Capital. Maximus wanted to 
restore Pyrrhus to the Patriarchate o f Constantinople, but was unable 
to do so.

So he appealed to the Pope Martin to convene a Council. Thus 
came about the Lateran Council o f 649 which Maximus attended and 
which accepted his point o f view. He was a venerable 69 now, a monk, 
perhaps not even a priest, but agile in mind and spirit. Pope Martin 
had just been elected to the papacy in July 649. He was also obviously 
a fine spirit and a good mind, a western monk belonging to the order 
o f St. Basil. Martin had been sent earlier by Pope Theodore, his prede
cessor, as apocrisarius to effect the deposement o f Pyrrhus from the 
Patriarchate.

The Lateran Council o f the Western Church had 105 bishops pres
ent. Five sessions were held in October 649. The ecthesis and the typos 
were both rejected. Excommunications were issued against Sergius, Pyr
rhus and Paul o f Constantinople, Cyrus o f Alexandria. Twenty canons 
were enacted defining ditheletism as the official position of the Church. 
Translations o f the minutes were sent to the Emperor also.

Emperor Constans reacted violently. Martin was arrested and taken 
to Constantinople in 653 or 654. (The voyage may have taken a year, 
with long stays in between.) The charges against him were political, 
but the real problem was his unwillingness to approve the typos. He 
was publicly humiliated, chained, dragged, imprisoned and then exiled.

In 655, Maximus too was taken back to Constantinople by the Em 
peror. He was also exiled as a consequence of his unwillingness to sub 
scribe to the typos. Maximus refused to communicate with the See oI 
Constantinople, though he was in full communion with Rome. He was 
insulted, harangued, coaxed, and persuaded by all means to enter into
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communion with Constantinople. His refusal was resolute.

In 662, Maximus was brought back from exile, and brought to trial 
at Constantinople. The Council o f Constantinople anathematized Mar
tin, Sophronius and Maximus. Maximus’ tongue and right hand were 
cut off. He earned the title o f Confessor by refusing to deny the di- 
thelete formula. Maximus died in exile on 13th August 662.

6. T h e  C o u n c il  o f  C o n s ta n t in o p le  ( I I I )  
an d  its  D ecrees  a g a in s t  M o n o th e le t is m

Pope Agatho, a Sicilian by birth, came to the Roman See in 678, 
during the reign o f Constantine Pogonatius as Byzantine Emperor. He 
soon took the monothelete question firmly in hand, and convoked a 
council in Rome in 680 for the purpose, attended by some 125 bishops. 
The letter written by this council addressed to the Emperor Constantine 
and the Augusti Heraclius and Tiberius, was read at the Fourth Ses
sion on November 15th, 680, o f the Third Council o f Constantinople, 
which though convened only as a Council o f Constantinople and Anti
och, decided in its first session (November 7th, 680) to call itself 
ecumenical.

Agatho’s tome described the tradition o f the Church in the follow 
ing words:

"This, then, is the status o f an Evangelical and Apostolic Faith, 
to wit, that as we confess the holy and inseparable Trinity, that is, 
the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost, to be o f one deity, o f one 
nature and substance or essence. So we w ill profess also that it 
has one natural will, power, operation, domination, majesty, po
tency and glory. And whatever is said o f the same Holy Trinity 
essentially in singular number we understand to refer to the one 
nature o f the three consubstantial Persons, having been so taught 
by canonical logic. But when we make a confession concerning 
one o f the same Three Persons o f that Holy Trinity, o f the Son o f 
God, or God the W ord, and the mystery o f his adorable dispensa
tion according to the flesh, we assert that all things are double in 
the one and the same our Lord Jesus Christ according to the evan
gelical tradition; tha.1 is to say, we confess his two natures, to 
wit, the divine and the human, o f which and in which he, even 
after the wonderful and inseparable union, subsists. And we con
fess that each o f his natures has its own natural propriety, and that 
the divine has all things that are divine, without any sin. And we 
recognize that each one! (o f  the two natures) o f the one and the 
same incarnated, that is, humanated ( humanaU)  W ord o f God is
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in him unconfusedly, inseparably and unchangeably, intelligence 
alone discerning a unity,10 to avoid the error o f confusion. For we 
equally detest the blasphemy o f division and o f commixture. For 
when we confess two natures and two natural wills, and two natu
ral operations in our one Lord Jesus Christ, we do not assert that 
they are contrary or opposed one to the other . . . nor as though 
separated in two persons or subsistances, but we say that as the 
same one Lord Jesus Christ has two natures, so also he has two 
natural wills and operations, to wit, the divine and the human; 
the divine will and operation he has in common with the co
essential Father from all eternity: the human he has received from 
us, taken with our nature in time . . (N PN C F . vol. X IV , pp. 
330-331)

Agatho says in his letter that the prelates of Constantinople are 
seeking to introduce into this pure doctrine poison o f heresy, "by assert
ing one w ill and one operation o f the two natures in the one Jesus 
Christ our Lord. . . . Those that confound the mystery o f the Holy In
carnation, inasmuch as they say that there is one nature o f the deity and 
humanity o f Christ, contend that he has one will, as of one personal 
operation. But they who divide, on the other hand, the inseparable 
union, unite the two natures which they acknowledge that the Saviour 
possesses, not however in an union which is recognized to be hypos
tatic; but blasphemously join them by concord, through the affection 
o f the will, like two substances, i.e. two somebodies.”

It is interesting to note that not only did Agatho dissociate himself 
very clearly from Nestorianism, but he in fact quotes Apollinaris, Sev- 
erus and Theodosius o f Alexandria to support his view, and distin
guishes from there Cyrus o f Alexandria, Sergius o f Constantinople and 
others o f that position. This makes it clear that any discussion o f the 
one w ill or two wills formula would have to clearly dissociate itself 
from any Eutychian or Nestorian presuppositions. The problem o f the 
two wills is closely linked with the problem of two natures, whetbei 
we relate w ill to nature or to hypostasis. Those who hold to the one 
united nature o f the Incarnate Logos also want to affirm the one united 
will o f Christ, for no union o f natures is possible without a union ol 
wills as well. The Nestorian position may have sought to unite the two  

persons and two natures by a union o f the will, but this is not the same 
as the present position o f the non-Chalcedonian Churches that one

10 Here, en theoria mone, is used in reverse, i.e. in reality there are two n.i 
tures and their unity is only in thought.
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united nature implies one united will. Union o f wills can thus be pro
posed not only from the so-called Eutychian and Nestorian positions 
but from the Cyrillian position o f the one united nature of the Incar
nate Logos.

Obviously this point was not clarified at the Council o f Constan
tinople in 680-681. The main non-Chalcedonian objection to the Tome 
o f Leo, that one could not distribute the different activities o f Christ 
among the two natures, could be applied also against the Tome o f 
Agatho. His instruction to his legates at the Council o f Constantinople 
still affirms that the nature o f the W ord "shines with miracles” and 
the nature o f the flesh "bows down beneath injuries”  and that the two 
natures remain distinct though united.

The Council, presided over by the Emperor himself, goes on to 
demand the submission o f all bishops to the affirmations o f Agatho 
and the Roman Synod. Almost all eventually submitted, except six, o f 
whom Makarios o f Antioch was most notable. He said: " I  do not say 
that there are two wills or two operations in the economy of the incar
nation o f our Lord Jesus Christ, but one w ill and one theandric opera
tion.” 11

A ll six were anathematized, along with Theodore, Cyrus, Pyrrhus, 
and Pope Honorius.

The horos o f the Council recapitulate the Leo’s tome o f 451, as well 
s Cyril’s letters to Nestorius. But it still uses the ex  5ijo <pweoov 
ormula: v

"One and the same Christ our Lord the only begotten Son o f two 
natures unconfusedly, unchangeably, inseparably, indivisibly to be 
recognized . . .  we likewise declare that in him are two natural 
wills and two natural operations indivisibly, inconvertibly, insepa
rably, inconfusedly, according to the teaching o f the Holy Fathers. 
And these two natural wills are not contrary the one to the other 
. . . but his human will follows and that not as resisting and re
luctant, but rather as subject to his divine and omnipotent w ill.”

JL C o n c lu d in g  W o rd

1. The non-Chalcedonian Orthodox Churches agree with the Chal
e t Ionian Orthodox Churches in affirming the full human will in Christ, 
m well as the dr. ine will.

"  The Latin text o f Agatho’s tome is in M igne PL, L X X X V II ,  col. I l6 l f f .  
’I lif linglish translation is from LN PF , Second Series, Vol. X IV , pp. 328ff.



208 THE BRISTOL CONSULTATION

2. Both sides seem to agree that the human will was subject to the 
divine w ill in Christ. The non-Chalcedonians would not wish to argue 
that the human w ill was absorbed by the divine will.

3. In this sense, the non-Chalcedonian position that the two wills 
were united into one without confusion or separation is not incom
patible with the position o f the Council o f Constantinople.

4. I f  the union o f the two wills and operations in the Person o f 
Christ is also affirmed by those who insist on two wills and two opera
tions, then should not their position be acceptable to the non-Chalce
donians as well ? The Chalcedonians posit the union o f the w ill on the 
unity o f the Person as well as on the union o f the natures. Is the differ
ence here substantial ?

DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper of Fr. Paul Verghese

4. Comments on the paper o f Fr. Verghese:

Rom anides: There is a great need for more and very detailed study o f the 
background o f the monothelite controversy and especially o f the Trinitarian and 
scteriological background o f the debate over the nature o f w ill in God and 
man. The position one takes on these questions w ill determine whether he can 
accept a human w ill in a sinless Christ and i f  he does accept two wills in Christ 
whether he w ill do so in an Orthodox or Nestorian manner.

W ithin the platonic type anthropological tradition the human w ill is actu
ally the product o f a fall from immutability and comprises the driving force in 
man which makes him aware o f his own imperfection and drives him toward 
that which w ill cure his deficiency. Imperfection is overcome by liberation 
from change and union with a supposed transcendental immutable and intelli
gible reality. Once happiness is in this way atained there is no longer any drive 
toward the reality which makes perfect and therefore the will, or desire, or eros 
for the perfect is completely satisfied and in this perfection it is actually abol 
ished. W ithin such a framework to admit o f the existence o f a real human will 
in Christ is equivalent to admitting that the human nature o f Christ was botli 
imperfect and sinful.

W ithin such a tradition, which unfortunately became that o f St. Augustinr 
and through him a part o f the Latin and Protestant traditions, the concupiscent 
and irrascible passions are a product o f a fall from nature or what is ideally 
normative, and, unless one were prepared to accept a sinfulness o f  Christ, they 
would have to be rejected a real place in Christology.

Since w ill in this tradition is not really natural to man in his state o f  j x -i 
fection one can speak o f it as the "deliberate”  force in man which both drivn 
him on to a quest for happiness and at the same time in conjunction with I lie 
intellect or passions enables him to choose the objects which he thinks will 
make him happy and secure.
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Both the Orthodox and the Monothelites rejected the existence o f such a 
deliberative w ill in Christ. However, the reasons for their rejection were dia
metrically opposed. The Monothelites in rejecting a "deliberative w ill”  (yvw- 
Hixo\> •OeX'nu.a) in Christ could accept only the uncreated divine w ill in Him. 
The Orthodox also rejected the idea o f a deliberative w ill in Christ, but insisted 
that Christ had a natural human w ill (qpumx6v as well as the blameless
concupiscent and irrascible passions. The reason for this is obvious. Unlike 
the Monothelites the Orthodox rejected the whole framework of Platonic type 
soteriologies and believed that progress, motion and change are not a product o f 
the fall, but rather an essential aspect o f God’s w ill for the creature. Even the 
whole celestial hierarchy, according to St. Dionysius the Areopagite, which con. 
tinuously contemplates or sees the glory o f God, is eternally being borne toward 
ever higher reaches o f perfection. Perfection is an eternal process which for the 
creature not only does not end but cannot end. W ithin such a context the an
gelic and human w ill is not only natural and not a product o f a fall, but also 
never in itself a sign o f sinful imperfection. Thus St. Dionysius the Areopagite 
heaps burning coals on the hearts o f the Platonists (whose follower he is made 
out to be by even some Orthodox) by insisting on speaking about God ’s eros 
for man.

W ithin such a framework the Orthodox see clearly a Biblical soteriological 
necessity in Christ’s having two natural wills, one created and the other un
created, together with the blameless concupiscent and irrascible passions, both 
before and after the resurrection, since all o f man is to be eternally glorified.

Another way o f looking at the subject o f the human w ill is through the dis
tinctions o f St. Maximus the Confessor between what is humanly natural and 
what is subnormal and supranormal. Virtue is a natural state in which good 
works abound, but this is not yet the destiny o f man. Sin and glorification are 
not natural. Man suffers sin when separated from God and he suffers theosis 
when glorified by God and becomes himself uncreated and god by grace while 
nl‘ the same time remaining always by nature created man with w ill and the 
Nameless passions. In the higher reaches o f perfection or theosis the human 
will is not deliberative, but natural, eternally choosing what is right for further 
itml never ending perfection.

It is also important to note that Patriarch Pyrrhus objected to St. Maximus’ 
natural human w ill in Christ by insisting that what is natural is necessary and 
llirrcfore not free. This is the same argument used by Theodore o f Mopsuestia, 
Nestorius, and Paul o f Samosata against the Church’s doctrine that in Christ the 
union o f the divine and human natures is natural (xaxa (puaiv), essential (xax’ 
h M u v ) ,  and hypostatic ( x a f t ’ w t o o r t a a i v ) ,  and also by Arius against the doctrine 
i'i llic Father’s generation o f the Logos by nature and not by will.

This brings us to the Trinitarian backgrounds o f the monothelite and mono- 
wingite controversy. Heretics and Orthodox were agreed that created w ill and 
pnrr^y were manifestations o f a created nature while uncreated w ill and energy
1 m i ! i  1 be manifestations only o f uncreated nature. Thus Arius tried to prove 
lliiif I he Logos was a creature by demonstrating the creatureliness o f  His w ill 
fllii I energies. St. Athanasius and all Orthodox Fathers countered by demonstrat
ing I hat the created w ill and energies in Christ were attributable to the human 
Kfrnlnl nature ̂ of Christ, and that the uncreated w ill and energies in Christ
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were clear manifestations o f the uncreated nature o f the Logos and His consub- 
stantiality with the Father. The Orthodox never allowed o f the existence o f 
either created or uncreated w ill and energy without a comparable created or un
created nature, essence or hypostasis. Thus to accept one w ill and energy in 
Christ would be tantamount to agreeing with the Arians that the Logos is a 
creature, or with the Ebionites that Christ is a mere man. The other danger 
would be to drift into a type o f docetism which could accept the temporary ex
istence o f created energies with no underlying created substance or nature.

K rik o r ia n : The Armenian Church was much involved in the monothelete 
controversies. Tw o Byzantine emperors came specifically to Armenia for this. 
There was some opposition from the Armenian priests that the monothelete 
dogma was heretical. There is a good literature in the Armenian Church both 
for and against the monothelete doctrine.

V ergh ese : I f  there is a union o f two 'w ills ” and two operations in Christ 
and this is affirmed by all, should not that position be acceptable to all the non- 
Chalcedonian Churches?

F lo ro v sk y : Some early theologians objected to the conception o f natural 
•’w ill”  because what was said to be natural was said to be necessary. In the writ
ings o f Maximus nature has its own power or dynamic. It is not something 
static. The emphasis o f Maximus on human nature is that it cannot be regarded 
as composed o f certain given human characteristics. It is something dynamic. 
Nature is more than a complex o f certain characteristics. I f  humanity remains 
static this arouses another objection from early theologians, e.g. Pyrrhus, and 
that is that duality is introduced and the possibility o f conflict arises as seen in 
the Sixth Ecumenical Council. Duality involves tension so long as humanity 
remains in conformity with a given human nature. T o  be full man and fully 
human means to be in conformity with God’s will. Maximus the Confessor was 
a master o f spirituality, but for him spirituality does not mean the abandon
ment o f will, but the dynamic development o f w ill in conformity with God's 
will.

V . C. Sam uel: As I have stated before, the reality o f Christ’s human nature 
with its volitional faculty is clearly affirmed by the Syrian Orthodox Church, 
and therefore this Church would be w illing to admit that there are two natures 
in the one Christ with their respective faculties, including the volitional. It is, 
however, a moot question whether "w ill”  belongs to physis or to hypostasis. The 
argument that the Holy Trinity is affirmed to have one w ill because the nature 
o f the Triune God is one, does not seem to be the final word in the matter, hi 
the Holy Trinity the three hypostases mutually inhere, so that the one will can 
be conceived as the faculty o f the three co-inhering hypostases.

M e t ro p o l i t a n  T h eo ph ilo s : Christ was incarnate Lord and acted in per
fect obedience to the Father, harmonizing the human w ill with the "w ill ’ <>( 
the Father.

Rom anides: Some think o f human destiny as a slavish subjection o f tlir 
human w ill to transcendental immutable forms in which case it would make 
little difference between speaking o f one or two wills in Christ. Our human 
destiny may be summarized in our becoming brothers and co-rulers with Chrini 
in which case the spiritual state of obedience is transcended. This is not a stain
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o f disobedience, but theosis which transcends the rule o f law which is by na
ture temporary. Thus the w ill o f man was created to be and become by nature 
and by grace different from the w ill o f God without being disobedient to God’s 
will. In the higher stages o f theosis there is no longer the possibility o f making 
wrong moral choices not because o f subjection to immutable forms but because 
acquisitive love has been replaced by the love which does not seek its own and 
therefore is no longer in need o f law.

F lo ro v sk y : The relation o f man to God must always be one o f adoration 
and love.

Nissiotis: Following the above discussion can it then be asked: What are 
the important questions which further demand our consideration?

Rom anides: One of the most pressing is the underlying spirituality of our 
Churches.

V ergh e se : A  common statement on the relation o f the human and divine 
wills is needed to show that:

a) there is no conflict between the wills; and
b ) that the freedom o f the wills remains.

F lo ro v sk y : Freedom depends on the possibility o f choice. It must be 
noted that the monothelete movement did not arise out o f monophysitism, but 
out o f the interpretations o f some o f the post-Chalcedonian theologians. M ono
theletism is not a logical development from Severian theology.



CHAPTER VII

C H R IS TO LO G Y  IN  T H E  L IT U R G IC A L  T R A D IT IO N  
OF TH E  A R M E N IA N  C H U RCH

B y  D r . M esrob K r ik o r ia n

Sources a n d  A u th o r s

For the present study I have made use o f all the liturgical books of 
the Armenian Church, i.e. the Service-book, the Ritual, the Book o f the 
Divine Liturgy and the Hymnal. Since the Ritual o f Ordination is used 
only on particular occasions, I have seldom quoted from it.

The present liturgy o f the Church o f Armenia originates from th|e 
IV-Vth centuries( in written form from the V th ). The Book o f the 
Divine Liturgy1 and the Ritual had virtually attained their final form 
in the Xth century, but the Service-book and the Hymnal were enriched 
with new songs, melodies and hymns until circa the XV th  century. O f 
the later authors, it is worthy to mention the names o f Yovhannes Pluz 
(c. 1250-1293 or 1326), Grigor o f Xlath (1350-1426) and Araqel of 
Bitlis (X V th  century).

The early and chief authors o f the liturgical books are St. Grigor 
the Illuminator (catholicos 301-325), St. Nerses the Great (catholicos 
353-373), Sahak the Parthian (348-439, catholicos 387-439), St. Mes- 
rop Vardapet Mastoc (362-440), Yovhannes Mandakuni (catholicos 
478-490) and Movses Xorenaci (V th  century). These authors2 wrote 
all the essential prayers, songs and hymns o f the Service-book, Hymnal 
and Ritual. The hymns for the feasts o f Christmas and the Purifica
tion are traditionally attributed to Movses Xorenaci, the hymns o f Pen
ance to Mesrop Vardapet, those o f Holy Week and o f the Cross to 
Sahak the Parthian, whereas the hymns for the feasts o f the Prophets, 
Apostles, Church-Fathers and o f the Transfiguration o f Christ were, 
it is said, written by Yovhannes Mandakuni. Later the most impor 
tant contributions were made by Archbishop Stephanos o f Siwniq (c. 
688-735) who introduced the system o f canons in the Hymnal and

1 Archbishp Tiran Nersoyan, Divine Liturgy of the Armenian Apostolic Or 
thodox Church (N e w  York, 1950), p. 295.

2 For the authors o f the Hymnal o f the Armenian Church see the introdm 
tion to Hakob Anasyan’s Armenian Bibliograpry (in  Armenian), Ereven, I. 
1959, pp. xliii-xlviii and Ixv-lxxiv, where several printed and manuscript lisli 
have been carefully collected.
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wrote hymns ( orhnnthiwn)  for Easter; Grigor o f Narek (951-1003) 
whose prayers, melodies and odes, mostly devoted to the Mother o f 
God, were included in the liturgical books, and Nerses the Graceful 
(Nerses Clajensis, catholicos 1166-1173) who composed numerous 
popular hymns. The songs o f Clajensis provide the theologian with 
plentiful christological material.

Ch rist  th e  So n

The christological doctrine o f the Armenian Church is summarized 
in the "Profession o f the Orthodox Faith” 3 as thus:

"W e  believe in God the Logos, uncreate, begotten and origi
nated from the Father before the eternal times; neither after nor 
younger, but just as the Father is Father, so with Him the Son is 
son.” 4

Jesus Christ is the only-begotten Son o f God the Father,5 being bom 
through "an unspeakable birth.” 6 He existed "in  the bosom o f the Fa
ther,” 7 before the eternities.8 He was "in the beginning with God, and 
the Logos (was) God, (being) the picture o f the uncreate and con-

8 The "Profession o f the Orthodox Faith has some similarities with the Atha- 
nasian Creed, but cannot be regarded as the "Athanasian Creed.”  In the Arme
nian Church it is confessed during ordinations and also, on festival Sundays, 
«t the beginning o f morning service. According to Yovseph Gathercean (Han- 
frmak hawatoy =  The Creed o f the Armenian Church, Vienna, 1891, pp. 39- 
*12) the "Profession o f the Orthodox Faith” was compiled in the X lV th  cen
tury by Grigor o f Tathew or his School on the basis o f the Nicene, Apostles’ 
mid Athanasian Creeds. Johannes Joachim Schroeder has published a Latin 
li.mslation o f this Creed in his Thesaurus Linguae Armenicae (Amsterdam, 
M D CCX I), and Paul Ricaut has provided an English translation o f it in his 
I'ook entitled The Present State o f the Greek arid Armenian Churches, anno 
( hristi 1678 (London, 1679), pp. 411-14. The official Creed o f the Armenian
< luirch is that o f Nicaea ( Divine Liturgy, pp. 47 and 49), but I have mostly 
i|iu>ted from the "Profession” which is proper to the Armenians.

4 Zamagtrq Hayastaneayc Ekelecwoy (Service-book o f the Armenian Church), 
Irrusalem, 1915, p. 6: " I  believe in God the Son uncreated and begotten from 
Hrrnity. The Father is eternal, the Son is eternal, and equal to the Father; 
whatsoever the Father contains, the Son contains.”  Cf. Ricaut, op. cit., p. 412.

n Divine Liturgy, pp. 35 and 110; Zaynqal Sarakan (H ym nal) (Istanbul, 
IHW), pp. 18 and 22 (2 01 ).

0Service-book, p. 368 (probably by N . the Graceful).
7 Ibid., pp. 110, 647-48 ( Divine Liturgy, p. 139 ); Mastoc (R itual) (Jeru- 

t'llnn, 1901), p. 316.

HService-book, pp. 385-86; Hymnal, 1 0 (3 2 ), 22, 28, 29, 30, (4 2 ).
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substantial with the Holy Spirit.” 9 His wonderful birth from the Fa
ther can be compared with that o f beam from the light:

"O  Light, rising from the Light, righteous Sun, unspeakable 
birth o f the Father, Son, thy name is praised before the sun (i.e. 
the rising o f the s u n )e t c .10 

Christ, although born from the Father, nevertheless "was not after 
or junior,” 11 but equal in glory and power. He also shared the crea
tion together with the Father and the Holy Ghost:12 

"God the W ord who is with the Father 
equal in creation and power, 
in the third day separated the waters, 
brought forth the herbs and the plants,” etc.13 

Mankind, plunged in error and sin, needed heavenly assistance and 
power to be saved from moral degradation, degeneration and death. 
The Son fulfilled that mission and became the Saviour o f mankind for 
all ages and generations. Being the supreme Love, he descended with 
love for our redemption,14 to seek "the sheep which had strayed.” 15 
The doctrine of Redemption is one o f the main and basic themes o f the 
liturgical literature o f the Armenian Church. In the hymns we read: 

"O  W ord without beginning, consbustantial with the Father, 
who wast before all eternity, and came for the deliverance o f thy 
creatures; we bless thee God o f our fathers.” 16 

Nerses the Graceful often addresses his prayers and songs to the 
Redeemer o f the human race and beseeches him to have mercy on 
sinners:

"Son o f God, and true God, who didst come down from the 
bosom o f the Father; and wast incarnate o f the Holy Virgin Mary 
for our redemption; wast crucified, and buried, and raised from 
the dead, and ascendedst to the Father, I have sinned again?.! 
heaven, and before thee; remember me like the penitent thicl,

9 Hymnal, p. 30 (the same pp. 42, 56).
10 Service-book, p. 3685 cf. pp. 128, 348, and Hymnal, p. 29.
11 Service-book, "Profession o f the Orthodox Faith,”  p. 5.
12 Ibid., pp. 385-86 .
13 Ibid., pp. 343; cf. pp. 1 1 0 , 348 and 349 (a ll by N . Clajensis). Sec aim 

Divine Liturgy, p. 41; Hymnal, p. 51.
14Service-book, p. 311 (N .  Clajensis).
15 Hymnal, p. 128, and Service-book, p. 647 ( Preces Sancti Nersetis CLi/t-a, 

sis, p. 1 3 8 . )
16 Hymnal, p. 28.
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when thou comest in thy Kingdom. Have mercy on thy creatures, 
and on me a grievous sinner.” 17 

Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son o f God the Father, in order to 
redeem man, took upon himself the form o f man and was born o f the 
Virgin Mary:

“ The W ord without beginning was unoriginate as from the 
Father, and he took his beginning from the Virgin by being 
clothed with flesh. He was contained in the womb and at the 
same time he was with the Father, and being bounded by time he 
was born as God and man."18 

The birth o f Jesus was "a great and wonderful mystery,” 19 because 
although he came down from heaven, he did not depart from the 
Father:

"O  unspeakable unity, thou wert bom o f the Virgin; but being 
indivisible, never didst thou depart from the bosom o f the Father. 
W e  bless thee God o f our fathers.” 20 

The birth o f Jesus was marvellous also because he did not have an 
earthly father, being born "without sperm” :21

"The Child o f the Father outside time, o f the Virgin without 
sperm; the Creator o f Heaven and earth today he was cherished 
in the arms o f his mother.” 22

"O  theotokos and holy (M ary ), who bore God the W ord in 
thy womb by conception without sperm; we glorify thee with un
ceasing song.” 23v

i The Son o f God in order to save us, took on him our earthly and 
flnful nature through the Virgin Mary and thus killed the death- 
fringing sin:

"The immaterial (Son) entered ( l i fe )  under law and became 
material, so that he might offer us, who are born o f earth, to the 
Father. The Son o f God who is in the bosom o f the Father, as 
a forty-day old child was taken in the arms o f the aged (Simeon), 

1 and proclaimed manifest as God and man.” 24

= 17 Preces Sancti Nerseth Clajensis, p. 139.
18 Divine Liturgy, p. 145.

| 10 Hymnal, p. 26.
*» Ibid., p. 28; cf. p. 22.
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"Son o f God who came from unspeakable glories to the world, 
and took our earthly corrupt nature; today you humanely revived 
our sinful forefather for eternal life. W e  bless thee unceasingly, 
together with the corps o f incorporeal angels.” 25 

God the Logos when taking flesh and blood, in accordance with 
natural laws took everything from the Virgin, except sin, and thus 
"the perfect God became perfect man.” 26 In other words, the birth or 
body o f Jesus was incorrupt and incorruptible:

"O  Virgin Mary, in thy womb God, Christ our Saviour dwelt 
incorruptibly, we glorify thee.” 27

"And thou wert bom from the holy Virgin with incorruptible 
body, we glorify thee praising unceasingly.”28 

The incorruptibility o f the body o f Christ, as a delicate and impor
tant problem, has been the subject o f long and heated discussion and 
controversy. Severus o f Antioch (c. 465-538) preached that "the body 
o f the Lord was corruptible on the cross, and was subjected to corrup
tion.” 29 This false teaching o f Severus was rejected and refuted by 
Julian o f Halicarnassus (Vth-VIth century), but his followers also fell 
into exaggeration and went so far as to declare "the body o f the Lord 
impassible and immortal” (i.e. even before the Resurrection) .30

25 Ibid., p. 56.
20 "Profession o f the Orthodox Faith,”  Service-book, p. 6.
27 Hymnal, p. 23 (4 8 ).
28 Ibid., p. 52.
20 G irq thltoc (Book o f Letters) (Tiflis, 1901), p. 60, Severus and his heresy 

have been condemned and anathematized by the Armenians, particularly by the 
catholicoi Nerses o f Bagrewand (548-557), Yovhannes Gabetean (557-574), 
sec Book of letters, pp. 56, 57 and 83, and Yovhannes Ozneci (717-728), sir 
Erowand vardapet Ter-Minasean, The Relations o f the Armenian Church with 
the Syrian Churches (in  Armenian) (Ejmiacin, 1908), pp. 185-203. However, 
it is interesting to note that his name is not mentioned among those hereini 
who are anathematized during the ceremonies o f ordination —  see M ec Mashn 
(Larger book o f ritual) (Istanbul, 1807), pp. 259-60. The Ritual of ordination 
for clerks, deacons, priests, vardapets and supreme vardapets is to be fouml 
ibid., pp. 234-343.

30 Xosrovik Thargmanic (Xosrovik the Translator, V U Ith  century) nl 
Garegin vardapet Yovsephean (Ejmiacin, 1899), p. 163. The Julianist hcrr*y 
is refuted by Xosrovik (ibid., chapter V , pp. 149-83, and condemned in 7«'o 
by the Armenian-Syrian Council o f Malazgirt (  Manzikert), in the days o f tlm 
catholicos Yovhannes Ozneci (Xosrovik, pp. 75-86, and Ter-Minasean, pp. 1HV 
203). The name o f Julian o f Halicarnassus (Bodrum) is also not mentionnl 
among the heretics anathematized during ordinations (R itual o f ordination, pp 
259-60).
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The Armenian Church does not accept either the theopaschite her
esy o f Severus, according to which Godhead in Christ suffered on the 
cross, or the opinion o f the Julianist Phantasiastae, who taught a sort 
o f phenomenalism and believed that the body o f Jesus Christ was un
corrupt and incorruptible, and that Christ, as the unspeakable real 
unity o f perfect God and perfect man, suffered on the cross:

"The Armenian Church’s doctrine is similar to that o f Julian, 
in not saying that the body o f Christ was subjected to corruption 
necessarily and from the beginning, which would be to dishonour 
the unity (o f  the body) with Godhead, but she does not thus be
come Julianist and phenomenalist. Moreover adding the word 
'who wast crucified’ in the Trisagion for the person of Christ in 
view o f the unspeakable unity, does not imply that she approves 
o f theopaschism.” 31

The following hymn presents the doctrine o f the Armenian Church 
in connection with the theopaschite and phenomenalist controversies: 

" (O  Christ) who art o f uncreate Godhead and unchangeable 
nature, who wast born o f the Virgin in the form o f the first- 
created, and came willingly to sufferings; we beseech thee have 
mercy on thy creatures.” 82

The Redemption o f man was a process which the Son o f God ful
filled. It started with the wonderful Incarnation o f Christ, was ex
pressed by his preaching and miracles; effected through the Passion on 
the cross; continued, by his death, and was concluded with his trium
phant Resurrection. Christ suffered for us in order to save us from sin 
nnd from the condemnation for sin:

"W ith  our nature which thou didst put on 
wast crucified on the cross, 
releasing us from sins, 
from the bonds o f our forefather.” 33

Christ underwent the Passion for our salvation humbly34 and w ill
ingly and in the harmonious unity o f God and man:

"(C hrist) was sadly concerned about the Passion 
in Three being lonely;

81 M. Ormanean, Azgapatum (History o f the Armenian Nation ), vol. I
(Istanbul, 1912), p. 841.

83 Hymnal, p. 279-
m Servhe-book, pp. 115-16 (by N . the Graceful).
**lb id ., p. 112 (N .  the Graceful).
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‘My soul is willing to save the world, 
but the nature o f my body is weak/
N ot the one (nature) was strong and powerful, 
and the other feeble and unsafe, 
but being one and the same unity, 
bore the sufferings willingly.”35 

The death o f Jesus Christ is the triumph over death for all men 
who believed and would believe in him:

"Only begotten Son and W ord o f God and immortal being 
(=essence), who didst deign to become incarnate through the 
holy and ever-virgin Mother o f God;

"Thou, unchangeable as thou art, didst become man and wast 
crucified and didst trample down death by death.”30 

By his miraculous Resurrection Christ granted us new and eternal 
life:

‘ 'Christ is risen from the dead! He trampled down death by 
death, and by his Resurrection he granted life  unto us, glory unto 
him for all ages. Amen .”37 

Rising from the dead, Christ shined forth as a light38 and promised 
us eternal life:

"The incorporeal angels gathering 
near the life-giving and holy Sepulchre, 
give the message o f eternal life  to the human race.”39

After his Resurrection he ascended into heaven and sent us the 
Holy Spirit o f consolation and grace:

"And arising unto heaven and 
ascending on the wings o f the winds, 
he rose in the same body 
with which he died and rose again.
And as a good tiding,
thou didst promise to grant to them the Spirit o f the Father, 
and thereafter blessing them, Lord, 
thou didst ascend into heaven with glory, 
and our human nature,

35 Ibid., pp. 71-72 (N .  the Graceful).
36 D ivine Liturgy, introit (The Monogenes), p. 35 (and 131).
37 Ibid., introit for Easter day, p. 157 ( Service-book, p. 426).
88 Service-book, p. 117 ( D ivine Liturgy, p. 113).
39 Ibid., p. 117.
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which the Evil one made fit for hades, 
thou didst lift higher 
than the nature o f the fiery spirits.”40 

Christ will come again with the same body and with the glory o f 
the Father to judge the quick and the dead, "and that (w ill be) the 
resurrection of all men.”41 Still in the "Profession o f the Orthodox 
Faith” we read:

"W e  believe also in reward for deeds; eternal life  for the 
righteous and everlasting suffering for sinners.”42 

Nerses Clajensis in the following songs gives a vivid picture o f 
the last judgment by the Son at the end o f the world:

"Thou sittest on the Lord’s throne, 
receiving adoration from the creatures.
Thou judgest the world righteously, 
recompensing reward according to deeds,”  etc.43

"Secrets o f men are exposed, 
every single one which is committed; 
deeds o f good w ill be crowned,
those of evil w ill be thrown in the unquenchable fire.”44

Q u e s tio n  of C h r ist 's N atu r es

The Son o f God, the Logos who was from the beginning, at the 
right time came into the world to save men from evil, sin and death. 
From the Virgin Mary "he took body, soul and mind and everything 
that is (in ) man^ ’45 except sin,46 and perfect God became perfect man, 
truly and not by supposition.47 In the "Profession o f the Orthodox 
Faith” the Incarnation o f Jesus Christ is formulated as the following:

40 D ivine Liturgy, p. 159.
41 "Profession o f the Orthodox Faith,” Service-book, p. 7 (the Nicene Creed, 

j Divine Liturgy, p. 49) and Ricaut, p. 414.
p 42 Service-book, ibid., and Ricaut, ibid.
Ij 43 Ibid., p. 119.

44 Ib id ., pp. 9-20.
45 N iCene Creed, Divine Liturgy, p. 47.
40 The usual Nicene Creed o f the Armenian Church does not contain the ex- 

X prcssion "except sin”  (x«>pW anao-uaq), but it does exist in the text o f Nerses 
, nf Lampron (X llth  century), see his Xorhrdacuthhvm srbazan pataragi (Com- 
I  mcntary o f divine liturgy) (Jerusalem, 1842), p. 56.

47 In the Armenian text o f the Nicene Creed it is said "truly and not by 
opposition,” but (Archbishop) Tiran Nersoyan ( D iv ine Liturgy, p. 47 ) has
11.instated it as “ truly and not in semblance.”  ( ! )
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"W e  believe that one o f the three Persons, God the W ord  was 
born from the Father before all eternity; in time descending into 
the virgin Mary, and taking her blood he united it with his God
head. Nine months he patiently remained in the womb o f the 
spotless Virgin, and the perfect God became perfect man, with 
soul, mind and body; one person, one countenance, and one united 
nature. God became man without any change or transformation; 
conceived without sperm and having an incorruptible birth. As 
his Godhead has no beginning, likewise there is no end for his 
humanity, for as Jesus Christ was yesterday and (is ) today, so 
he will be the same for ever.”48

Since the IVth century the Incarnation o f Jesus Christ has been a 
subject o f controversial discussion. Until the Vth century, the Arme
nian Church faced and refuted the false teachings o f the heretics within 
the framework o f the ecumenical Church, and thereafter with the 
Oriental Orthodox Churches. In the IVth century Arius o f Alexan
dria denied the consubstantiality o f Christ. In 325 three hundred and 
eighteen church-fathers assembled at Nicaea and, condemning the 
Arian heresy, re-established the preaching o f the Apostles as the foun
dation-stone o f faith for the holy Church:49

"Today the holy fathers preached the W ord as being from the 
beginning, and as having been born unspeakably from the Father 
before the eternity; being with the Father creator from eternity 
and consubstantial with the Spirit.”50

" I  saw in that council word emanating from the Father and 
confessing (Christ) as born and yet his not being a creature, 
being always consubstantial with the Father and the Holy Ghost. 
And (the fathers) refuted the heresy with luminous words and 
anathematized Arius and his blasphemous sect.”51 

In the 5th century Nestorius patriarch o f Constantinople (428- 
431) claimed that Christ had distinct divine and human persons. He 
thought and taught that "Mary did not bear God, but the creature 
man, as one o f the prophets, yet he (Christ) was greater than the 
prophets, because he became the temple o f God the W ord .”52

In 431 the ecumenical Church assembled at Ephesus, condemned

48 Service-book, p. 6; cf. Ricaut, pp. 412-13.
40 Hymnal, p. 433; Book of letters, pp. 44-45.
50 Hymnal, p. 433.
61 Ibid., p. 437; see also Ritual o f ordination, p. 259.
62 Book of letters, p. 67.
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the heresy o f Nestorius, proclaimed the Virgin Mary as theotokos 
(= M o th e r  o f G od ), stated that Christ, born o f Mary was not only 
man, but God and man at the same time, and affirmed the formula o f 
Cyril o f Alexandria, "one is the nature o f the incarnate W ord” (or 
"the incarnated W ord had one nature” ) :

"The W ord was clothed in the body and the incorporeal be
came incarnate with a united nature from the two; he suffered 
on the four-winged cross and rose again from the dead uncorrupt. 
(The fathers) anathematized Nestorius and his blasphemous 
sect.”58

In the divine liturgy o f the Armenian Church the Incarnation o f 
Christ is explained with admirable clarity in the following terms:

"For having become man truly and without phantasm and 
having become incarnate, in unity without confusion, from the 
Mother o f God and holy virgin Mary, he underwent all the pas
sions o f our human life  without sin,”  etc.54

In very many hymns it is emphasized that the one born of the V ir
gin Mary was God and man,55 and that Mary was theotokos. Here I 
quote a stanza:

"The Son who was before all eternity, today appeared in the 
world as God and perfect man,”  etc.56

The title theotokos is commonly used for the Mother o f God in 
the hymns:

"The holy Church confesses as incorrupt and theotokos the 
virgin Mary through whom the bread o f immortality and the cup 
o f rejoicing were given to us,” etc.57

In the Vth century Eutyches o f Alexandria, who was a zealous Cy
ril lian, went so far in his struggle against Nestorian heresy as to doubt 
ilie full human nature o f Christ. H e is supposed to have believed that 
the Son o f God appeared in the world in the semblance o f man, but 
that he was not consubstantial with us.58 A t the council o f Chalcedon

53 Hymnal, p. 437; cf. Ritual o f ordination, p. 259, the bishop asks the can
didate: "D o  you renounce and anathematize Nestorius who confesses Christ as 
Hum and does not acknowledge the holy virgin Mary as theotokos, and (asserts)
I lie one born from her altogether not God, but only man?”  And the candidate 
irplies: " I  renounce and anathematize.”

54 D ivine Liturgy, p. 67.
Bts Ibid., p. 30.
™ lbid., p. 30 (4 2 ).
« Ibid., p. 33.
™ Book o f letters, p. 66. Eutyches, as well as the Council o f  Chalcedon,
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in 451 Eutyches was condemned, the Tome o f Pope Leo I was ratified, 
and the doctrine o f the existence o f two natures, two wills and two 
actions in Christ was proclaimed. The Orthodox churches o f Egypt, 
Syria and Armenia59 rejected the Chalcedonian doctrine. Long-lasting 
controversies took place involving Byzantine Emperors in the struggle, 
but the doctrine was re-affirmed at the fifth (553) and sixth (680) 
"Ecumenical Councils,” as well as by the Councils o f the Lateran 
(649) and o f Toledo (675), and finally "Chalcedon triumphed, but 
over ruins.”60 According to Chalcedonian doctrine, the divine and 
human natures in Christ were united through the hypostasis o f God 
the Word. In other words, the Son o f God uniting human nature with 
his divine personality possessed two natures, divine and human, with 
two wills and two actions. Contrary to the dogma o f two natures, the 
Coptic, Syrian and Armenian Churches proclaim one wonderful and 
unspeakable unity o f two natures in Christ, and confess the one born 
o f the Virgin Mary as real man and at the same time God, and with 
divinity adore humanity, and with humanity adore divinity.01 In hymns 
o f the Armenian Church the formula o f "the unspeakable unity” of 
Christ62 is repeatedly declared and the fact that through the unspeak
able unity Christ was perfect man at the same time perfect God, is 
clearly emphasized.63 O f course, one must not expect to find detailed

were condemned by the Armenian Church in 508 at the second session o f the 
Council o f Dowin, during the reign o f catholicos Babgen I from Othmus (Book 
of letters, pp. 48-51; M. Ormanean, History of the Armenian Nation, I, pp. 
509-511). In the Ritual of ordination (p . 260) we read: The bishop asks: 
"D o you anathematize Eutyches who denied justification by grace o f Christ?” 
The candidate replies: " I  renounce and anathematize.”

50 Tn 451 the Armenians were fighting against the Persians and Mazdaism 
and were defending Christianity with their blood and so did not take part in 
the Council o f Chalcedon. In 508, at the second session of the Council of 
Dowin, the doctrine o f Chalcedon was officially condemned as a sort o f Nes- 
torianism and diophysism (  Book of letters, pp. 48-51, and Ormanean’s History 
of the Armenian Nation, I, pp. 509-511).

00 Henri Gregoire, "The Byzantine Church”  in Byzantium, ed. N . H. Baync.s 
and H. St. L. B. Moss (Oxford, 1961), p. 104: "Chalcedon triumphed, 
but over ruins: it triumphed despite the power and the genius o f Zeno, ol 
Anastasius, o f Justinian, o f Theodora, and o f Heraclius who for more than two 
centuries had sought with admirable devotion and perfect clear-sightedness to 
disarm hatreds, to conciliate the rival mysticism. They had matched themselves 
against forces which were too strong for them.”

61 Book of letters, pp. 48-49.
62 Hymnal, p. 28, etc.
63 Ibid., pp. 29, 30, 36, 38, 51, 52, etc.
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christological explanations in hymns, nevertheless they provide us with 
a reflection o f the Orthodox doctrine o f the Church in definite and 
explicit words and assertions. I give some examples:

"W e  beseech thee O  Son o f the eternal Father, who wast born 
today from the Virgin, being in nature the first created, God and 
man, have mercy upon us.”64

"The Creator o f heaven and earth, being God and Man, ap
peared in the stream o f the river Jordan, his body united with the 
divinity, and washed the world from sins; glorify him for ever.”65

"The W ord without beginning originating from the Virgin 
appeared in flesh in the world, and was seen by the heralds o f 
the true W ord and proclaimed to the universe as God and man.”66

For many centuries a hymn o f three verses condemning the Council 
of Chalcedon and the Tome o f Leo was used in the Armenian Church 
on the feast-day o f the Fathers o f the Church, but at the beginning of 
XVIIIth  century (1726-1727) it was dropped during efforts to recon
cile the Armenian Catholic community with the mother Church. Here 
I quote only the last stanza:

"Beautiful shoot, springing afresh from the roots of the holy 
fathers, flower o f faith, great witness o f Christ, holy Dioscorus, 
in disagreement with the unlawful Council, anathematized Leo 
and his blasphemous Tom e .”67

Co n c lu s io n

The Armenian Church has shown a sign o f tolerance even before
I lie Ecumenical movement omitting the hymn which condemned the 
Council o f Chalcedon and the Tome o f Leo. I hope in agreement with 
sister Churches she w ill drop also the anathemas from the Ritual o f 
ordination thus suppressing the sad traces o f the past and opening the 
way for mutual tolerance, love and co-operation.

04 Ibid., p. 38.
05 Ibid., p. 51.
00 Ibid., p. 70 (78, 87 ).
(17 Manuscript Hymnal o f Antelias (Lebanon), by the scribe Karapet Cicol, 

Siting from 1320, pp. 552-53. In the Ritual o f ordination (p . 260), we read: 
The Bishop asks: "D o  you anathematize Leo the heretic and his blasphemous 
Tome which he wrote dividing in two the one?”  (Jesus Christ). And the can
didate replies: " I  renounce and anathematize.”
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DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper of Dr. Mesrob Krikorian

6 . Comments on the paper o f Father Krikorian:

Romanides: The humanity o f Christ before the resurrection is mortal 
(.dvntri). The death o f Christ is the corruption (qpdo<?&) o f His human nature 
which is a separation o f the soul from the body, but not a separation o f the 
soul or body from the hypostatic union with the Logos. This corruption (qpfroea) 
or death o f the humanity of Christ, however, is not a dissolution or decompo
sition (Suxqp-ftoQtx) o f soul or body. Christ never became a corpse with members 
decomposing as heretically depicted in some Protestant and Roman Catholic 
paintings.

I would like to ask if  these distinctions are to be found in the theology o f 
Severus. The heresy o f Julian was that the body o f Christ before thq resurrec
tion was incorruptible (ftcpftaoxog).

V . C. Sam uel: According to Severus o f Antioch, Christ’s body was mortal 
and corruptible before the resurrection. The word "corruptibility”  meant for 
him the ability to suffer and die in a real sense. Attention should be drawn to 
the fact that the quotation in the last paragraph on page 8 o f Father Krikorian’s 
paper is contradicted on page 9. It is questionable whether the Armenian tra
dition which rejects Severus has really understood him. In his ecclesiastical 
history Michael the Syrian notes that in 726 a.d. the Syrian and the Armenian 
Churches reached an agreement on the question at issue. This incident should 
be respected.

K rik o r ia n : In recent times the teachings o f Severus and o f Julian have 
been closely examined by the Armenian Church especially by the patriarch 
Malachia Ormanian, Archbishop Garegin Yorsephian and Professor Erowand 
Ter-Minassian.

Dam ascinos: I  did not say that the texts were translated from the Syriac 
or the Greek. I  only said that the translations spread by the Syrian monophy- 
sites were given Nestorian nuances. There are Armenian writers that reproach 
Chalcedonians as follows: Sometimes they call one and the same Christ as 
unique and one-personal, the Son o f God and the only-begotten Lord, and again 
they teach him to be unmingled o f two natures; and they say that those who 
think Christ’s two natures —  his whole manhood and his whole godhead —  to 
be mingled, are to be anathematized. N ow  if  there are two natures unmixed 
and unchangeable, one believes in a fourfold Trinity. From this belief the Nes* 
storianizing tendencies o f the Fourth Ecumenical Council were condemned. Con
cerning the incorruptibility o f the body o f Christ we find the influence o f Julian 
in other Armenian writers: "Those who dare call Him corruptible are anathe
matized by the holy Fathers who say: H e who dares call the life-giving death 
o f the Lord and His redeeming passion corruptible as i f  it were that o f a simple 
man, and does not confess! that in His passion He was impassible and in Hi» 
death immortal as being God to whom all things are possible, let him bo 
anathematized.”

K rik o r ia n : Chalcedon is rejected by the Armenian Church not becausc 
o f its content but also for definite historical reasons.
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Bishop Sam u e l : Ten years ago a consultation o f theologians from the 
Greek Patriarchate o f Alexandria worked on much the same theme as that o f 
Krikorian and no theological differences had been found to exist between the 
Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian Churches. It is known that terminology 
differs between the two traditions o f churches but there is the same underlying 
theology although it is worked out differently in practice. There has existed in 
Alexandria a joint committee with representatives on it o f the Greek Orthodox, 
Armenian and Coptic Churches. The group is an unofficial one and its findings 
are not published.

*  *  *

7. Bishop Samuel then summarized the paper o f Dr. Hakim Amin 
on "The Orthodox Faith in the Liturgies and Prayers o f the Coptic 
Church.”



CHAPTER VIII

TH E  O R T H O D O X  F A IT H  I N  T H E  L ITU R G IE S  A N D  
PR AYE R S  OF TH E  C O P T IC  CH URCH

B y  D r . H a k im  A m i n

The scope o f the present paper is to set forth the Orthodox Faith 
as it is proclaimed in the Liturgies and Prayers o f the Coptic Church.

T he  O r th o d o x  Fa it h

The Orthodox Faith according to our profession is that our Lord 
is perfect in His Godhead, and perfect in Ilis  Manhood. However, 
we dare not say that He is God and Man together, for this expression 
implies separation. He is rather God Incarnate. The Godhead and 
the Manhood are united in Him in a complete union, i.e. in essence, 
hypostasis and nature. There is no separation or division between the 
Godhead and the Manhood in our Lord. From the very moment o f the 
descent o f the Divine Word, in the V irgin ’s Womb, the Second Person 
o f the Blessed Trinity took to Himself from St. Mary’s Blood a human 
body with a human rational soul, and made Himself One with the 
Manhood which H e received from the Holy Virgin. The One born of 
St. Mary, therefore, is God Incarnate, One Essence, One Person, One 
Hypostasis, One Nature. Or we may say that He is One Nature out of 
two natures. In other words, we may speak of two natures before the 
union took place, but after the union there is but One Nature, One 
Nature having the properties o f the two natures.1

W hile the Coptic Church repeats this belief in different parts of 
her anaphorae, it is clear that the creed is added as the important ele
ment in most o f the Church Prayers —  especially the anaphorae —  to 
enable the faithful to understand their Orthodox Faith.

The Coptic Church uses three anaphorae; that o f St. Basil which is 
the one in general use throughout the year, that o f St. Gregory which 
is used for the feasts, especially the feasts of the Nativity o f Jesus 
Christ, the Epiphany and Easter; and that o f St. Cyril, otherwise known 
as that o f St. Mark, which, though displaying definite Egyptian char 
acteristics, is seldom used at the present day.

1 Bishop Gregorius, The Christological Teaching of the Non-Chalcedonian 
Churches, p. 6.

2 26
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In the following extracts from the Coptic Church Prayers, we realize 
the explicit soundness o f the belief o f the Coptic Church.

I. I n  th e  Prayers  o f  R a is in g  o f  I n c e n s e  :

1 . In many o f the prayers, especially in the Prayer o f Thanksgiving, 
there is mention o f the expression: "The Only Begotten Son, Our Lord 
and God.” The Prayer o f Thanksgiving, for instance, ends with: 
"W ith  goodness, mercy, and the love o f mankind which are for the 
Only Begotten Son, our Lord, our God and Saviour Jesus Christ.”2

2 . In the early morning Prayer (raising o f incense) or evening 
Prayer, the priest raises three times the incense burner, addressing the 
Holy Virgin. In the first raising o f incense he says:

"Rejoice, O Mary, the beautiful dove, that begat for us God 
the Word, we greet thee.”

In the second raising he says:
"H ail to thee, Virgin, the real and true Queen; greetings to 

the pride o f our race. She begat for us Emmanuel.”
In the third raising he says:

"W e  ask thee, our honest intercessor, to remember us before 
our Lord Jesus Christ in order that He may forgive usi our sins.”3 

In the raising o f the incense o f the morning, the priest says inaudibly 
nfter a reading from the Acts:

"Jesus Christ is He Himself in the past, today and forever. In 
one hypostasis we bow to Him and glorify Him .”

3. A t the end o f the Prayer for the raising o f incense, the priest 
mentions the name o f the Angel, Apostle, Martyr or Saint to whom 
the occasion is dedicated. H e says:

"The Blessings o f the Mother o f God, the Pure Saint, Mary.”4

4. The priest then dismisses the people, telling them:
"The peace and love o f Jesus our Christ be with you all, go 

in peace.”5 
This the "Kholagi” gives in Greek:

«'H  elorjvr] y.al aycbrr] rov Trjaov X q io t o v  r)[itov |_ieta Jiavrcov. 
IToQevecrOe ev eIqtivt]».

2 "Kholagi A l- Mokaddas”  (T h e  Book o f the Holy Mass), p. 29; see also 
Peter 1:11.

*Ib id ., pp. 47, 48; see also Matt. 1:18-25 and John 1:1-14.
4 Ibid., p. 145.
15 Ibid., p. 148; see also Acts 16:36.
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A t Christmas and Epiphany, the follow ing blessing is given for dis
missal:

"M y Lord, Jesus Christ, Begotten o f the Father, before all ages, 
who took flesh from the Virgin Mary and was born on earth in 
Bethlehem o f Judea, who saved us from our sins. He who gives 
light to everyone brought into the world, illumine our hearts, and 
grant us the blessing o f Thy Virgin birth . . .”8

I I. I n  St . Bas il 's A n a p h o r a :

1 . The following hymn is chanted at the time the priest goes to 
the people before the raising o f the incense to St. Paul:

"The golden incense-burner is the Virgin, and its scent is our 
Saviour. She begat Him, and H e saved us and forgave us our 
sins.”7

2 . A t the end o f the reading o f the "Catholicon” in Arabic, the 
people chant the following:

"God wipes away the sins o f the people through their sacri
fices and the burning o f incense. H e who gave up Himself on the 
cross as an accepted ransom to redeem our race.”8

W e have to notice that each anaphora is preceded by a mass for 
the Catechumens, a part o f which is the reading o f the Coptic Synaxa- 
rion. The occasional biographies o f the Martyrs o f the day are read 
including sometimes portions from the sayings o f certain saints about 
the Faith. The Orthodox Faith is expressed in the Coptic Synaxarion 
as follows:

The union o f the W ord o f God with the Flesh is as the union of 
the Soul with the Body, and as the union o f fire with iron, which al
though they are o f different natures, yet by their union they become 
one. Likewise, the Lord Christ is one Christ, one Lord, one Nature, 
and one W ill .0

So also, at the crucifixion o f Jesus Christ, though the Divine and 
Human natures were indissolubly united in the One Person o f Jesus 
Christ on the cross, yet it was the Human Nature above that suffered, 
and in no wise the Divine Nature.

6 The Book o f the Holy Mass, p. 160; see also Psalms 2:7.
7 The Book o f the Holy Mass, p. 233; see also John 1:1-3 and John 1:14 

and Matt. 1:18-25.
8 Ibid., p. 248.
9 R. Basset: "L e  Synaxaire Arabe Jacobite in Patrologia Orientalis,”  t. 1, 

fasc. 3, p. 23.
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3. Before each o f the anaphorae, the faithful repeat the creed: the 
:reed which is the same as that o f the Greek Church with the follow
ing slight differences:

a ) The first person plural is used wherever the Greek text has the 
first person singular (W e  believe, instead o f I believe);

b ) "A ll things visible”  —  the Coptic omits "a ll” ;
c ) The Coptic has "W e  believe in One Lord Jesus Christ” ;
d ) A fter the words "H e  rose,” the Coptic adds "from  the dead” ;
e ) For "at the right hand o f the Father,”  the Coptic has "H is 

Father” ;
f )  And for "And in the Holy Spirit,”  the Coptic has "Yea, we 

believe in the Holy Spirit.”10

4. In the Prayer o f reconciliation, the priest says:

"O  Great and Eternal God, He who made man without cor
ruption, and through the life-giving appearance o f Thy Only Son, 
our Lord and God, our Saviour Jesus Christ, Thou hast destroyed 
death that entered the world through Satan’s envy.”11

5 . A fter the Prayer o f reconciliation, the people chant the follow 
ing hymn "Isbismos” :

"Rejoice, O  Mary, the slave and the Mother, for He who lies 
on thy lap is praised by the angels, and the cherubim and seraphim 
bow down to Him and sing His praises. W e  have no favour with 
our Lord Jesus Christ save through thy requests and intercessions,
O  Mother o f God, our Lady.”12 

There is another hymn "Isbismos” which could be chanted in place of 
Ihe above:

". . . Blessed art Thou who art our hope. Blessed art Thou,
O Son o f God. Blessed art Thou Jesus Christ, and Thy Mother 
the Virgin St. Mary, the beautiful dove. Mary, the Mother o f God 
(Theotokos). Mary, the Mother o f Jesus Christ. To  Thee be 
glory and honour . . .”13

6. In the Prayer o f blessings that comes after that, the priest says:
"Blessed, blessed, blessed. O  True God, our Lord, He who 

created us, sustained us, and put us in Paradise. And once we

10 O. H. E. Khs-Burmester: "The Rites and Ceremonies o f the Coptic
i liurch,” in E.C.Q., Vol. V II ,  N o . 6 (April-June, 1948), p. 399.

11 Ibid..
12 The Book o f the Holy Mass, p. 304.
1:1 Ibid., pp. 312-315.
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were tricked by the serpent and broke Thy commandment, we fell 
from eternal life, and were sent out o f Paradise. Y et Thou didst 
not leave us to perish, but always sent us Thy Prophets, and at 
the end o f the days through Thy only Begotten Son, our Lord 
God, our Saviour Jesus Christ, Thou appeared to us; we who 
were in darkness and in the shadow o f death. For He who was 
conceived of the Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary, became man 
and taught us the way o f salvation.”14

7 . In the Prayer before Confession, the priest holds the "Spedia- 
kon,” * and after he dips it in the chalice, does the sign o f the cross 
with it on the Holy Body in the plate, and returns it to the chalice 
saying:

"Blessings to the Holy ones, Blessed be our Lord Jesus Christ, 
Son o f God, and the Holy Spirit. Amen.”

The people answer:
"Amen. One is the Blessed Father, One is the Blessed Son, 

One is the Holy Spirit. Amen.”
Then he divides the Body and puts three sections in his left hand, re
peating the first part o f the Confession:

"The truly blessed and sanctified Body and Blood o f Jesus 
Christ, Son o f our God. Amen .”15 

After repeating this three times and the people answer "Amen,” the 
priest goes on with the rest o f the Confession:

"Amen, amen, amen. I believe, I believe. I believe and con
fess to the last breath that this is the life-giving Flesh, that o f the 
Only-Begotten Son, our Lord and our God, our Saviour Jesus 
Christ. He took it from our Lady and Queen, the Mother o f God, 
the Pure and Holy St. Mary, and made it one with His Divinity 
without mingling and without confusion and without alteration. 
He confessed the good confession before Pontius Pilate, and by 
His own w ill He gave Himself up on the cross to redeem us. In 
truth, I believe that His Divinity was never separated from FI in 
Humanity for one moment nor for a wink of the eye. This is 
given for our redemption, forgiveness, and eternal life  for those 
who partake from it. I believe, I believe, I believe that this is the 
truth. Amen.” 16

14 Ibid., pp. 319, 320; see also Genesis 3:7-17.
* The Spediakon is the middle part o f the sacred Bread.
15 The Book o f the Holy Mass, pp. 398, 399-
16 The Book o f the Holy Mass, pp. 400-402.
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III. I n  th e  G r e g o r ian  A n a p h o r a :

1 . This mass starts with the Prayer o f the veil which the priest re
peats inaudibly:

"And also we return to Thee, O God o f goodness, by coming 
closer to Thy Holy Altar. W e  beseech Thee, Thou Word, cleanse 
us at this time, Thou who comest with an unchangeable Body and 
fillest us all with Thy limitless Divinity.”17 

Then the priest repeats the following Prayer o f reconciliation to the 
Son:

"Thou Eternal, who existeth forever. Thou the homoousion, 
Creator, seated beside Himself, and Partner with the Father. He 
who for goodness and out o f nothing created man and put him in 
Paradise, and when he fell through the temptation o f the enemy, 
and disobedience o f Thy Holy commandment, Thou wert willing 
to renew him and to return him to his first position. T o  save us, 
Thou didst not trust an Angel, or Archangel, or Prophet; but 
lowered Thyself unto us and took the shape o f man to be like us 
except in sin; and became our mediator with the Father. Thus 
breaking the wall o f partition, and destroying the old enmity, 
Thou hast bound those o f the earth with those in heaven, and 
made the two one, and when Thy Body arosei unto heaven, Thou 
didst fill us all with Thy Divinity . . .”18

2 . And the priest says the following introduction before the 
"Fraction” : v

"Our Lord and Saviour, Lover o f mankind, the Good and 
Life-giving, O God who gave up Himself to redeem us from our 
sins, H e who because o f His manifold mercy dissolved the enmity 
o f man, O Thou our Only God who is in the Bosom o f the Father
—  Bless us, O God .”19

3. The priest divides the Holy Body repeating the Prayer o f "Frac
tion” to the Son:

"Blessed art Thou, O Christ our God, the Almighty and 
Saviour o f Thy people, O W ise W ord o f God, and Visible Man, 
Thou who because o f Thy inconceivable incarnation hast prepared 
for us a heavenly bread, Thy Holy Body, Mysterious and Blessed 
in every way. Thou hast mixed for us a cup from a true vine
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which is Thy unpolluted Holy Side. This is that which oozed with 
water and blood after Thou hadst given out the Holy Spirit . . .”20

IV . I n  St. M a r k 's A n a p h o r a  Co m pile d  b y  
St. Cy r il  th e  G r e a t :

1 . A fter thrice doing the sign o f the cross on the Bread and the 
Wine, the priest points to them with his finger and says:

” . . .  for Thy only Son, our Lord and God, our Saviour and 
King Jesus Christ. In the evening when He surrenderd Himself 
to pain and death to suffer for our sins, which H e alone by His 
will . . . accepted unto Himself . . .”21

2 . In another piece, the priest prays saying:
"And now, O  God, Father Almighty, as we preach the death 

o f Thy only Son, our Lord and God, our Saviour and King, Jesus 
Christ, and confess His resurrection, His ascension, and sitting on 
Thy right hand, O  Father, we wait at the end o f this world for 
His second appearance at the end o f all ages full o f awe and 
glory.”22

V. T he  P rayers  o f  "F r a c t io n ”

1 . For a Prayer o f "Fraction” for the Father repeated before and 
during Christmas, the priest says:

"Our Father and our Master, our God the Creator, the Invis
ible, the Uninvolved, the Non-alterable, the Incomprehensible, 
He who sent His true and only light Jesus Christ, the Word, 
existing in the Bosom o f His Father at all times, He who came to 
the Pure Virgin ’s Womb, She bore Him in complete virginity, 
while the angels praise Him, and the inhabitants o f the heavens 
sing for Him crying: "Glory, glory, glory to the Lord of 
Saboath.”23

2 . Here is a Prayer o f "Fraction” for the Son, said at Easter:
"O  Christ our God, High Priest o f goodness, King o f all ages, 

Immortal, Eternal, W ord o f God who bestowed upon us this great 
sacrament which is His Holy Body and Sacred Blood for the for 
giveness o f our sins. This is the Flesh which He took from om 
Lady and Queen St. Mary, and made it one with His Divinity

20 The Book o f the Holy Mass, pp. 520-521.
21 Ibid., p. 637.
22 Ibid., p. 632.
23 Ibid., pp. 668-669.
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This is He who descended unto hell and removed the sting o f 
death. This is He who conquered and favoured His people. He 
lifted up His Saints with Him, offering them as living sacrifices 
to His Father. By tasting death on our behalf, H e saved the liv
ing and gave mercy to the departed. And we also that sat in 
darkness, He bestowed upon us the light o f His resurrection, 
through His pure Incarnation . . .”24

3. Here is a Syrian Prayer o f "Fraction”  translated from the Syrian 
mass into Arabic, and from Arabic into Coptic:

 ̂ "This is in truth how the W ord o f God suffered in Flesh, 
and was killed and bent over the cross, and His Soul separated 
from His Body. Yet, His Divinity never separated either from His 
Soul or from His Body. His side was stabbed with a spear, when 
water and blood oozed out and smeared His Body for the forgive
ness o f the whole world. Then His Soul united with His Body. 
As the world was living in sin, the Son died on the cross to save 
us and turn us from left to right. W ith  the Blood o f His cross, 
H e brought security to the world and united the heavenly with 
peoples on earth, and united the Soul with the Body. And on the 
third day He arose from the grave. One is Emmanuel, Wise 
Parable after union, and undivided into two natures. This is how 
we believe and how we confess. W e  acknowledge that this Flesh 
belongs to this Blood, and this Blood belongs to this Flesh. Thou 
art) our Messiah, our God. He who for our sake was stabbed on 
the side in Golgotha in Jerusalem. Thou art the Lamb o f God, 
bearer o f the sins o f the world. Forgive us our sins. Retain us 
on Thy right side . . .”25

VI. In  t h e  T h e o t o k ia :

The Theotokia are arranged for week-days and are recited every 
day. Yassa Abdel-Messih found in the Library o f the Monastery of 
St. Catherine on Mount Sinai among the Arabic manuscripts the two 
manuscripts Nos. 227 and 273 which contain the text o f these seven 
Tlieotokia. He says that it seems that these Theotokia are not trans
lated from Greek or from Syriac, but that they are original Coptic 
foems composed on the model o f these Greek hymns.20

21 The Book of the Holy Mass, pp. 688-689.
2(5 Ibid., pp. 722-726; see also 1 Cor. 5:7, John 19:30, Matt. 27:50 and

Matt. 28:5.
20 Cf. De Lacy O ’Leary, The Daily Office and Theotokia o f the Coptic

Church (London, 1911), pp. 53-57. See also Yassa Abdel-Messih.
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Here below the incipits and explicits, in transliteration o f Coptic 
texts from the " Al-Absalmudtah as-Sanawiya al-Mukaddasah”  (Cairo, 
1908)  o f C. Labib and from the ' 'Al-Absalmudiyat al-Mukaddasah as- 
Sanawiyat” (Alexandria, 1908 )  o f Mina al-Baramousi. English trans
lation o f the texts given below is from De Lacy O ’Leary, "The Daily 
Office and Theotokia o f the Coptic Church” (London, 1 9 1 1 ) .

a) D e Lacy O’Leary, p. 122 
Theotokion o f Sunday:

" It  was the symbol o f God the Word, (W h o  became man) 
without separation. There is One from Tw o undefiled Deity is 
undivided, Consubstantial with the Father. And pure humanity 
without carnal intercourse Consubstantial with us according to 
nature.”

b ) De Lacy O ’Leary, p. 153 
Theotokion o f Monday:

"H e  who has been is He who will be; He who came comes 
again, Jesus Christ the W ord made flesh without change o f sub
stance was perfect man. He does not destroy or disturb or divide 
in any way as concerns the unity. . . . But is the same nature, the 
same substance, the same person, that is God the W ord.”

c) D e Lacy O ’Leary, op. cit., p. 158 
Theotokion o f Tuesday:

"She bore to us God the W ord W ho became man for our sal
vation. A fter He became man, He was still God, therefore She 
W ho bore Him remained virgin.”

Op. cit., p. 159: "And again thus He took flesh in her without 
change o f substance, a reasonable body Consubstantial with us, 
perfectly complete, at one with His mother, a soul supernal.” He 
remained God continuously, and became perfect man.

d ) D e Lacy O ’Leary, op. cit., p. 166 
Theotokion o f Wednesday:

"Hail workshop o f undivided unity o f natures brought to 
gether at one time without confusion. . . . For the fleshless has 
taken flesh and the W ord is incarnate, the one without beginning 
commences life, the timeless enters time. The incomprehensible in 
comprehended, the unseen is seen, the Son o f Living God becomes 
Son o f Man in truth. Jesus Christ yesterday and today, H e is, Hr 
is for ever, in the dispensation o f unity let us praise and glorify 
Him.”
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e) D e Lacy O ’Leary, op. cit., p. 173 
Theotokion o f Thursday:

"The one word itself begotten before the ages in Divine man
ner without body o f the one Father. And this same One again 
was begotten in bodily form without change or detriment through 
his mother.”

Op. cit., p. 174: "For H e is truly God, H e became man without 
essential change; glory is due to Him henceforth for ever. For He 
W ho was begotten as God, passionless from the Father, was be
gotten again as to the flesh, passionless from the virgin. There is 
one, out o f two, Deity and humanity; thus the Magi worshipped 
Him and silently adored27 Him .”

The translation o f the passage taken from Labib, p. 805, is given 
by De Lacy O ’Leary, op. cit. p. 134.

(God our Saviour). "H e  was with us by dispensation, Con
substantial with us as regards humanity. H e was Consubstantial 
with God the Father as regards the essence o f His Deity. There 
is one from two, deity and humanity, hypostatically united.”

VII. I n  t h e  T r o p a r io n  a n d  H y m n s :

1 . The well known Troparion which is sung in both Coptic and 
Greek Churches from Easter till the Feast o f the Ascension.28

"Christ is risen from the death, by death having trampled upon 
death, and hath bestowed L ife  upon those in the tombs.”

2 . The hymn which was composed in the sixth century29 which is 
recited in both churches.

27 This statement agrees generally with the belief o f St. John Damascene 
( f  756 A.D.)  ( Expos/tio Fidei) ,  P.G. col. 431: "Confiteor itaque Jesus Chris
tum Dominum Nostrum, unam esse hypostasim, duasque naturas in ejus hypos- 
lasi unitas.”  " I  confess, moreover, that Jesus Christ our Lord, is one by hypos
tasis (i.e. Person) and that there are Tw o Natures united in His hypostasis.”

28 In the Coptic Church it is recited in Greek, then in Coptic "Khristos 
uftonf”  and finally in Arabic. Both the Coptic and the Arabic versions are 
literal translations from the Greek.

29 Cf. K ing (Archdale, A . ) ,  The Rites o f Eastern Christendom, Vol. II  
(Tipografia Poliglotta Vaticana, 1947), p. 164 says: "The Monogenes has been 
ascribed to the Emperor Justinian between the years 535 and 536, but it was 
more probably composed by Severus o f Antioch (512-536). This statement 
lias been confirmed by Ignace Ephrem I I  Rahmani, Les Liturgies Orientates et 
Occidentales (M ont Liban, 1924), p. 207, who says, 'The Greeks ascribed this 
Itymn to Justinian the king and the Syrian (assuriani), the Jacobites, attributed
ii to their patriarch Severus (Saw ira).’ ”
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"Only-begotten Son and W ord o f God, W ho being Immortal, 
yet didst deign for our salvation to be incarnate through our 
most holy Lady and Ever-Virgin Mary and without change didst 
become man and was crucified, by death having trampled upon 
death, do Thou Christ our God, save us, Thou, W ho art One in 
the Holy Trinity and art glorified with the Father and the Holy 
Spirit.”

3 . The Troparia o f the Canonical Hours o f Sext and None occur 
in both Churches.80

a) Office of Sext:

"O  Thou W ho on the sixth day, at the Sixth Hour, wast nailed 
to the Cross because o f the sin which Adam dared to commit in 
the garden,’ ' etc.31

"O  Jesus Christ our God, W ho wast nailed to the Cross at the 
Sixth Hour, Thou hast slain sin by the W ord and hast given life 
to the dead, even to man, whom Thou didst create with Thy 
hands and who was dead through sin. Slay our passions by Thy 
saving and life-giving sufferings; and by the nails wherewith Thou 
wast nailed, preserve our minds from hurt o f carnal works and 
worldly lusts,” etc. 32

"Thou hast wrought salvation in the midst o f the earth, O 
Christ our God, in the stretching forth o f Thy Holy Hands upon 
the Cross.”33

"Thou wast pleased to ascend the Cross, that Thou mightest 
save those whom Thou didst create, from the slavery o f enemy.”34

b ) Office o f None:

"O  Thou W ho didst taste death in the flesh at the Ninth Hour 
for our sakes, slay our carnal lusts, O Christ our God, and save 
us.”

"O  Thou W ho didst give the spirit into the hands o f the Fa-

30 These troparia have been edited by O. H. E. Khs- Burmester, "The Ca
nonical Hours in the Coptic Church,”  Orientalia Christiana Periodica, Vol. 2 
(1936), pp. 84-93.

31 Op. cit., p. 84.
32 Op. cit., p. 85.
33 O. H. E. Khs-Burmester, op. cit., p. 85.

84 Op. cit., p. 86.
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ther. Thou didst hang upon the Cross about the Ninth Hour.”85

"O  Thou W ho wast bom o f the Virgin for our sakes and 
didst bear the Cross, O Thou Good One, Thou didst slay death 
by Thy death, and didst manifest forth the resurrection by Thy 
resurrection.”36

"When the thief saw the Creator hanging upon the Cross, he 
spake saying: I f  H e W ho is crucified with us were not an Incar
nate God, the Sun would not have hidden its light, neither would 
the earth quake and tremble,” etc.37

4. The following passages are taken from the Oktoichos Stichira, 
composed by St. John Damascene ( f  765 a .d . ) .  These passages were 
accepted by the Copts, since they agree with their dogma. The Greek 
text is given according to the edition o f 1855, p. 632 (Sunday in the 
Eighth A ir ) and the Coptic text is taken from the following manu
scripts:

a ) MS. No. 152, Lit. Library o f the Coptic Patriarchate, Cairo 
foil. 94r-96v (new numeration 84r-82v,ss which is entitled "Pikanon 
emmahshmen” ) .

b ) MS. No. 50, Lit. Library o f the Coptic Patriarchate, Cairo foil. 
108r-110r (new numeration 33r-32r).89

c) MS. No. 1 6 1 , Lit. Library o f the Coptic Patriarchate, Cairo foil. 
184r-185r. (new numeration 4r-3r) . 40

d ) MS. No. 115 Lit. Library o f the Church o f the Virgin Mary in 
Harat Zuwailah, foil. 3 1r-32r.41

e ) The passages are found also in R. Tukhi’s Euchologion o f the 
Three Anaphorae, Rome A.M . 1452 ( a .d . 1736) p. 248.

35 Op. cit., p. 93 reference only; for full text cf. John, Marquess o f Bute, 
"The Coptic Morning Service for the Lord’s Day,”  pp. 149-50.

36 O. H. E. Khs-Burmester, op. cit., p. 93, reference only; for fu ll text, cf. 
john, Marquess o f Bute, p. 150.

37 O.H.E. Khs-Burmester, op. cit., p. 93, reference only; for full text, cf. 
John, Marquess o f Bute, op. cit., p. 151.

88 For the description o f this MS. cf. Simaika Pasha, Catalogue etc., Vol. II, 
No. 756, p. 344.

80 Op. cit., N o. 716, p. 327.
40 Op. cit., No. 982, p. 439.
41 This MS. is dated on fo lio  140 ( r ) : 7 Kiyahk A .M . 1394 (A .D . 1777).
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Translation o f the Greek Text

O Lord, though Thou didst 
stand in Judgement being judged 
by Pilate, yet Thou didst not leave 
the Throne being seated with the 
Father, and Thou didst rise from 
the dead and dist set free the 
world from the slavery o f the 
enemy, as Compassionate One and 
Lover o f man.

O  Lord, Thou hast given us the 
Cross as a weapon against the 
Devil, for he shudders and trem
bles, not bearing to look upon 
the power, because It raised the 
dead and abolished death. On ac
count o f this, we adore Thy burial 
and Thy rising again.

O  Lord, although the Jews laid 
Thee in a tomb as one dead, yet, 
as a King who is sleeping, soldiers 
guarded Thee. And as the treas
ure o f life they sealed Thee with 
a seal, yet Thou didst rise, and 
hast granted to our souls immor
tality.

Translation o f the Coptic Text 
The Eighth Canon

Lord, Lord, Lord, though Thou 
didst stand in the place o f Judge
ment before Pilate, being mocked, 
yet Thou didst not leave Thy 
Throne (and) Thou wast seated 
with the Father and Thou didst 
rise from the dead, and didst set 
free the world from the slavery of 
the enemy, in order that Thou 
mightest save our souls. Glory, 
etc.

Lord, Lord, Lord, Thou hast 
given to us Thine own Cross, be
ing a weapon against the Devil 
who trembles and fears, being un
able to manifest himself, because 
he saw the powers which are in 
Thee, because Thou didst raise the 
dead and didst abolish death 
alone, in order that Thou mightest 
save souls. Now, etc.

Lord, Lord, Lord, though the 
Jews laid Thee in a tomb as one 
dead and sealed ( i t )  upon Thee 
with a seal so as to guard the tomb 
(yet) Thou didst rise from the 
dead and didst set free the world 
from the slavery o f the enemy, in 
order that Thou mightest save our 
souls. Now, etc.

W e  have to mention that the Pope Cyril, the 1 1 0 th Coptic Patriarch 
( 18 5 3-18 6 1 )  who was on very friendly terms with Kallinicus, the 
1 0 1st Patriarch ( a .d . 1858-18 6 1 )  o f the Greek Church introduced in 
the Hymnology o f the Coptic Church many Hymns from the Greek 
Church, and they are still in use in the Coptic Church to the present day.
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VIII. In  th e  M im ar s  (H o m il ie s )  :

On certain occasions, some homilies (mimars) are read including 
the Faith o f the Church. This extract is part o f the Arabic Text o f a 
homily (mimar) o f St. Athanasius the Apostolic.

"W e  confess that the Son o f God was born eternally o f the 
Father and was born for our salvation o f Mary the Virgin, accord
ing to flesh, at the end o f the ages, as the Divine Apostle teaches 
saying: 'When the fullness o f time was come, God sent forth His 
Son bom o f a Woman’ (Gal. IV : 14). W e  confess that He is the 
same Son o f God, and according to the Spirit and the Son o f man 
according to flesh that He is One Son not o f Two Natures the 
One to be adored and the One not to be adored, but One Nature 
o f the W ord o f God made flesh.”42

DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper of Dr. Hakim Amin

8. Comments on the paper presented by Bishop Samuel:

V . C. Sam uel: One has to beware in the transference o f terms in the pre
sentation o f a paper relating to the practices o f the non-Chalcedonian Church. 
For example, on page 1, paragraph 2 in using one essence as ousia. there is a 
mistranslation. The last sentence on page 11 is badly punctuated.

R o m an id es : Can the term theantropos be expressed in Coptic?

K h e l l a :  Theanthropos is used as an adjective in Arabic. There is much 
difficulty in the transference o f theological terminology from one language to 
another. The above paper has been translated from Arabic and not from Greek 
und therefore this makes it difficult to understand in parts.

* * *

9. D r . N issio tis : Next presented a summary o f the paper o f Pro
fessor J. Karmiris on "The Christological Dogma in Orthodox W or
ship—  One Hypostasis (person) in two natures, God incarnate.” 
Mcfore delivering a summary, Dr. Nissiotis commented that in 1966 
I'rofessor Karmiris had published his book on the "Anti-Chalcedonian 
Churches o f the East and the basis o f their Union with the Orthodox 
( Imrch.” This book consisted o f a series o f papers. In Part I, there 
appeared detailed information about the Armenian, Syrian, Jacobite,
< optic and Ethiopian Churches. This was followed by a chapter on the 
ielutions between those churches. In Part II, there appeared dogmatic 
discussion including the speech given by Karmiris at the Aarhus con-

12 Mimar Athanasius the Apostolic, the Arabic text foil. 30.
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sultation. The next paper was on the phrase o f Cyril examined at 
Aarhus. Karmiris chooses Cyril as the saint and father for the union 
o f the churches o f the East. In the book there is a full description o f 
the Aarhus consultation both in Greek and English. Karmiris has pub
lished further works on the dialogue between the Greek and the A r
menian Churches in the twelfth century and another on reviews o f the 
above works with appended comments by Karmiris. N ow  he has pro
duced another paper for the Bristol conference.

This Dr. Nissiotis proceeded to summarize. The summary was fo l
lowed by brief comments from members o f the consultation commend
ing comparative liturgical study.



CHAPTER IX

"One hypostasis (person) in two natures, God incarnate”
B y  P ro fe s s o r  J. K a rm ir is

The Christological dogma occupies the central and the fundamental 
position in the Orthodox faith, worship and piety; and it constitutes 
the adamantine basis o f the whole o f Orthodoxy. When this basis is 
shaken by heretical counterfeiting o f this pre-eminently Orthodox 
dogma, the whole dogmatic system o f Orthodoxy is in danger o f 
collapsing. For this reason precisely the Primitive Church was roused 
to combat vehemently all those Christological heresies which showed 
themselves over the centuries, both in Ecumenical Councils and through 
the great Fathers and theologians. Indeed, the Early Church, having 
received the Christological doctrine which was contained compactly in 
Holy Scripture and the Apostolic Tradition and which presented the 
hypostatic union o f the two natures in the one Person o f the incarnate 
W ord o f God, developed it and with it confronted at the outset the 
most ancient heresies which denied, in whole or in part, either the one 
or the other nature: the Ebionite, Monarchian and Arian heresies dero
gated the Lord’s divinity, and the Docetist, Arian and Apollinarian 
heresies discounted His humanity; and later the Nestorians, Monophy- 
sitesf and Monothelites misunderstood the manner o f the union o f the 
two natures, the Orthodox doctrine o f the hypostastic union of the two 
natures in Christ having been stated very broadly by the Ecumenical 
Councils. Thus, the Christological dogma was formulated infallibly 
and to it the Church set the coping-stone in her dogmatic definitions, 
chiefly at the four Ecumenical Councils o f Ephesus (431), Chalcedon 
(451) and Constantinople (553 and 680/81): she concerned herself 
with this matter both in these Councils and also through the contem
porary Christological Fathers o f the 4th to the 7 th centuries, during 
which time the Christological debates and disputes continued, although 
they had begun already during the preceding centuries.

The Church’s official and authoritative teaching on Christology, 
which had crystallized out at these Ecumenical Councils, was trans
formed by the sacred hymnologers into sublime ecclesiastical hymns 
and introduced to Orthodox Worship, particularly in a special Divine 
( )ffice; and so it has remained alive in the piety o f all Christian genera-
I ions. The special Church Service referred to above takes place on the
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fourth Sunday after Pentecost (and on 1 3 th July or the first Sunday 
thereafter), when the Orthodox Catholic Church honors the memory 
o f "the holy and God-bearing Fathers who gathered at the six Ecu
menical Councils,” particularly the Fourth and Sixth, although the 
Synaxaristis speaks only o f "the 630 holy and God-bearing Fathers o f 
the Fourth Holy and Ecumenical Council.”1 It is to this aspect o f 
Orthodox Worship, then, that this paper would confine itself, not ex
tending itself to include the development o f Christological dogma in 
Patristic Theology and the Church’s Synods. Yet within the narrow 
limits o f our paper it is not possible to examine deeply and from every 
aspect this dogma in the whole o f Orthodox Worship, which teems 
with Christological statements. Hcnce, on the basis o f this ecclesias
tical Office for the Fathers o f the Fourth Ecumenical Council and o f 
the sacred hymns which refer to the Sunday’s resurrectional Office and 
to the Birth, Passion and Resurrection o f Christ, it w ill touch more 
particularly on the dogma o f the unconfused union o f the divinity and 
the humanity in one hypostasis o f the God-man, with particular em
phasis on the latter. For we believe that around these points especially 
there arises a certain difference in phraseology between the Orthodox 
Catholic Church and the ancient anti-Chalcedonian Churches o f the 
East, which could be put in order and thus a basis for their reunion 
might be found in accordance with the Christology o f St. Cyril o f A lex
andria, a Father common to all Eastern Christians2 as we said at the 
first Consultation between Orthodox and anti-Chalcedonian theolo
gians at Aarhus in 1964; and the following year we developed a fur

1 See also The Great Horologion, published by the Apostoliki Diakonia of 
the Church o f Greece (Athens, 1952), p. 383. The Office is to be found in the 
Menaion for July, edited by Bartholomew Koutloumousianou, 2nd ed. (V en
ice, 1852), pp. 65-73, where one is informed that "this Office is a composition 
o f the most holy Patriarch Philotheos o f Constantinople, who flourished in the 
middle o f the 14th century.”

2 It is very characteristic and most significant for the dialogue with the anti. 
Chalcedonians that this Office o f the holy Fathers o f the 4th Ecumenical Coun. 
cil claims in six Troparia that they teach what St. Cyril taught on the one hand, 
and on the other hand that the Orthodox remain faithful to his Christological 
teaching: "Cyril proclaims Christ in two natures and activities, when Severus 
turns to heresy, and so we all adhere to the former’s teaching.”  Similarly il 
claims that "two letters o f Cyril sent to Soukeusos, then president o f the Levant, 
refute every error Severus, piously proclaiming Christ”  (op. cit., p. 69 ). W r 
have said the same repeatedly, that the Chalcedonian Christology agrees wilh 
Cyril’s, which both Orthodox and anti-Chalcedonians accept, and so on thin 
basis they could agree to reunite.
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ther study under the title "The ancient anti-Chalcedonian Churches of 
the East and the basis for their reunion with the Orthodox Catholic 
Church,” which we are submitting to this second Consultation o f yours.

* * *

The Christological dogma o f the divine incarnation o f the second 
Person o f the Holy Trinity and o f the redemption o f the fallen human 
race constitutes a really marvellous poem in Orthodox Worship, which 
is essentially Christocentric. This mystery o f the incarnation o f the 
Divine W ord consists chiefly in this, that the Son and W ord o f God, 
who folds the heaven, came down in the fulness o f time to earth and, 
being perfect God, became perfect man, taking to Himself without 
any difference a full and perfect human nature from the Holy Spirit 
and the Virgin Mary; and so in His unique person there came together 
in unconfounded but inseparable union two perfect and complete 
natures, the divine and the human, with divine and human wills and 
energies. Since "thou hast taken flesh from the Virgin ’s blood, O  
Christ, immaculate, undefiled and hypostatized, logical and intellec
tual, animate, active, willing, self-mastering and self-validating.”3 In 
this Troparion there is the comprehensive teaching on the incarnation 
of the Son and W ord o f God immaculately through the Virgin and 
on His assumption o f perfect human nature, with its own will and 
energies and united with the divine nature in one hypostasis o f the in
carnate, eternal W ord o f God: "one hypostasis in two natures, God 
incorporate, hast thou brought forth, O All-blameless one . . ,”4 This 
mystery o f the ineffable divine incarnation is developed in the same 
Office to which we have referred both in various prayers and confes
sions as well as in the following hymns, wherein it is taught that the 
two perfect natures, the divine and the human, are united in one per
son or in one hypostasis o f the divine Word, without confusion or 
difference or separation, each presenting its own characteristics and 
activity and will.

Thus first in "the Office o f the 630 holy and God-bearing Fathers 
of the Fourth Ecumenical Council,”  among other things, it is taught: 
"thou the indescribable and incomprehensible W ord, who hast taken 
flesh o f us, O  lover o f men, hast been proclaimed by the venerable 
(ollege o f the wise Fathers: perfect God and perfect Man, in twofold 
nature and activity, with twofold will, in one and the same hypostasis;

Canon o f the Theotokion, Sunday, 4th Tone.
4 Theotokion o f Sunday, 1st Tone.
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wherefore with the Father and the Spirit knowing thee to be God, we 
faithfully worship thee the One and bless them.”5 And further on: 
"devotedly and faithfully we revere the Creator and Saviour in two 
undivided essences and twofold w ill and activity . . .” c ". . . For all 
devoted and blessed Teachers set forth and declare to all men Him in 
two essences but one person o f the Christ.”7 Relevant too is the fo l
lowing Theotokion: "immaculately o f the Divine Spirit, and o f the Fa
ther’s will, thou didst receive the Son o f God who is begotten mother
less o f the Father before all ages but who for us was made o f thee 
fatherless, and thou didst bear and suckle a baby in the flesh . . .”8 
Noteworthy too is the final Theotokion in the Office: "with two wills 
and natures but in one hypostasis, O  All-blameless one, thou didst bear 
God mysteriously who for our sakes did willingly beggar Himself even 
to the Cross . . Finally, this Troparion is directed against the M o
nothelites: "in thinking that the w ill is hypostatic, you wrongly pro
pound the persons with the wills, you champions of those who will 
error: the Fathers most excellently have confuted this, teaching its 
proper activity in a conjoint nature.”10

In the remainder o f Orthodox Worship, too, is found a wealth of 
hymns which refer to Christological dogma, some o f which we add 
here: "how shall we bless thee, O Theotokos? How shall we extol the 
incomprehensible mystery o f thy gestation, O most blessed ? The maker 
o f the ages and the creator o f our nature, having compassion on our 
image, came down Himself in an unfathomable self-emptying. He 
who is in the bosom o f the Father rested in a mother, in you O pure 
maid; and without difference He became flesh o f thee who had not 
knowni marriage, yet remained what He was, God by nature. Where
fore, we worship Him, perfect God and perfect man, the same on 
either form; for either nature is truly in Him. A ll His natural proper
ties we proclaim twice over, according to the duality o f essences, rev
erencing two activities and wills. For He, who is o f one substance with 
God the Father, o f His own authority wills and acts as God; and He, 
who is o f one substance with us, o f His own authority wills and acts 
as man . . ,” n Similarly in another Theotokion is sung the oneness of

5 Troparion for Vespers (op. cit., p. 65).
6 Op. cit., p. 68.
7 Op. cit., p. 69.
8 Op. Cit., p. 67.
9 Op, cit., p. 72.
10 Op. cit., p. 69.
11 Theotokion o f Vespers, Saturday, 4th Tone, and A ll Saints Sunday.
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the Redeemer’s person and the duality and fulness o f His natures, who 
"assuming flesh o f a pure Virgin and thus coming forth from her, is 
one Son o f twofold nature but not two persons; wherefore proclaim
ing His perfect God and perfect man in truth, we confess Him Christ 
and our God . . . ” There are many other instances also: "the Apostles 
proclaimed thee the worthy Bride, in truth Mother and Virgin; for o f 
thee Jesus appeared in twofold nature, being o f one substance both 
with the Father and with men, and worshipped in one hypostasis, alike 
God and man . . .”12 "In  two natures H e who is one o f the Holy Trin
ity was made flesh o f thy pure blood and came forth as befits God, to 
save those o f Adam’s race.”13 "O  pure one, sprung from the royal 
stem, o f thy pure blood thou didst bear Christ the king, the W ord o f 
God, made flesh beyond all human understanding, being o f two na
tures but one hypostasis.”14 "Mother o f God, who bore Christ my Sav
iour, God and man, o f twofold nature but one hypostasis, only-begotten 
of the Father and o f thee without father and unchangeable.”15 For "o f  
thee, all-holy Theotokos, was bom ineffably Christ our God, who is 
truly God before all ages and the new man —  as the former, eternal 
and as the latter, made for us; for in Himself H e keeps the properties 
of each nature —  the one shines forth in the miracles, the other is 
credible through the sufferings: the same One dies as man and rises 
as God . . .” lc Hence "awful and dreadful is the mystery performed 
upon thee, O  thou undefiled. For thou didst bear the W ord which is 
the cause behind all causes and the ultimate reason, incorporate by the 
Holy Spirit, who took flesh o f thee whilst keeping His nature unal
tered: both worked together self-sufficiently in a single hypostasis, as 
l-Ie came forth with two natures, wholly God and wholly man, the 
wholeness comprising both as He showed Himself through His active 
properties. For having suffered in the flesh on the Cross He remained 
divinely apathetic, even as having been made man H e revived as God 
on the third day, overcoming the power o f death and humanly re
deeming mortality . . .”17

From the foregoing it is clear, first o f all, that in the 'hypostasis’ or 
’person’ o f the W ord o f God are united hypostatically and mysteriously

12 Idem.
13 Theotokion o f 3rd Ode, Canon, 14th December.
14 Theotokion o f 1st Ode, Canon, 17th November.
15 Theotokion o f 9th Ode, Canon, 18th November.
10 Theotokion, Vespers o f Sunday.
17 Idem.
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the divine and human natures, so that our Lord Jesus Christ is one, 
one person in two natures and with two wills and activities, and that 
the two natures after the union have remained unconfounded and 
without difference and unchanged, not rejecting their own natural dis
tinction and difference; and secondly, that, since in the God-man there 
were two natures, the divine and the human, so there were in Him 
also two natural and independent wills, the divine and the human, 
and two natural activities, the divine and the human, and two natural 
independences, the divine and the human. But the two wills and activi
ties coexist and move in unions and harmony, as if  they were indeed 
united into one w ill (but in a moral sense) and into one 'theandrical' 
activity (but in the orthodox sense o f the word), inasmuch as the im
perfect human w ill is subordinated freely to the perfect and all- 
powerful divine will, but not in a unity o f nature as was alleged by 
the Severians and the Monothelites in general and consequently by the 
Monophysites who confused the Lord’s two natures into one.18 A ll 
this, and particularly the unity o f the person and the hypostatic union 
o f the two natures with two wills and activities o f the God-man, not 
"the cutting up into a duad o f persons” (according to Nestorius’ here
sy) but "recognizing the natures to be united without confusion in a 
duad o f natures” (according to the orthodox faith), is expressed also 
in the following four dogmatic Theotokia: "meet is it in truth to bless 
thee the Theotokos; for the Creator o f all slipped into thine immacu* 
late womb and was made flesh, not altering the nature and parading 
the ’economy’ but hypostatically uniting Himself with flesh made 
rationally alive o f thee and taking being therein. Wherefore we de
voutly sing o f the distinction between two natures made manifest. . 
" . . .  For beyond time the only-begotten Son flashed forth from the 
Father, the same who proceeded from thy purity, ineffably incarnate, 
by nature being God and by nature becoming man for us, not beinf( 
ait up into a duad o f persons but being known without confusion in 
a duad o f natures . . .”20 . . God became man in order to make man 
God, not by a change o f natures but by one hypostastic union; for I le 
came forth as one out o f two opposites and is known indivisibly in two 
perfect natures, both in w ill and in activity under either essence: 1 le 
guarantees the truth o f the economy o f salvation . . .”21 He is "flesh 
truly taken o f thy (i.e. the Virgin ’s) blood, having an intelligent soul

18 See also J. Karmiris, Synopsis o f the Dogmatic Teaching of the Orthotin 
Catholic Church, in Greek (Athens, I9 60 ), pp.47-49.

19 Theotokion o f  Vespers, Saturday, 2nd Tone.
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and independent existence; for having clothed Himself completely with 
Adam, on His return He preserved man to Himself. Wherefore He 
is proclaimed to us in two natures, showing the operations o f both 
in Himself . . .”22 W e  do not think that it is without point for us to 
add certain other relevant hymns, a few  o f the many sung in Ortho
dox Worship throughout the year: ” . . .  God not naked, nor man un
clad, but in two natures one and the same only-begotten Son of God, 
seeking baptism like a man born o f mortal men and as God taking up 
the sin o f the world.”23 "The Maker o f the world, begotten o f the 
Father before all ages, was born in the last days and made flesh without 
any difference, the divine child o f a pure Maiden, alike God and man, 
and willing to remould Adam through baptism.”24 “ For o f thee Christ 
was born, without twofold essence and will, one o f the Trinity and He 
the Lord o f glory.”25 "Thou hast been seen, O  Virgin, bearing super- 
naturally the good word out o f the heart o f him whom the Father 
brought forth (lit. 'disgorged’ ) before all ages as good; whom we 
know to be beyond the bodies o f us and o f all men, although He has 
been in possession o f the body.”26 "For He is confessed as one in per
son, in two natures.”27 "Thou hast changed my flesh giving me a share 
of thy divinity; for being the unchangeable image o f thy Father, thou 
boldest the clay figure in thy hands, O  Saviour, appearing as a man 
except for sin and purifying the likeness by thy likeness, O  W ord .”28 
"Having been begotten o f God the Father before time was, Christ is 
made flesh o f the Virgin without uncleanness. . . . God the W ord ap
peared in the flesh among the human race. . . . Having clothed material 
llcsh in the fiery brightness o f the Godhead, the Virgin-born Lord is 
embraced by Jordan’s stream.”29 "In  thy womb, O  pure one, thou hast 
bom the ever-living bread, kneaded in the dough yet without a kneader, 
Cod, one Christ in two essences.”30 "Thou divinely glorified on high 
by the Angels, thou Undefiled one, not shunning the Father’s bosom,

20 Idem, and Vespers of 14th November.
21 Idem.
22 Theotokion o f Vespers, Saturday, 1st Tone.
23 Glory be, Vespers, 3rd January.
24 Troparion, 9th Ode o f Canon, 4th January.
25 Theotokion, Matins, Sunday o f  the Paralytic.
20 Theotokion, Sunday o f the Holy Fathers.
27 Great Canon o f St. Andrew o f Crete, Theotokion o f 6th Ode. Cf. Tro- 

|>iirion for Matins, 3rd January.
28 Troparion o f 9th Ode o f  Canon, 4th January.
21) Troparia o f  Canon, 6th January.
1,0 Theotokion, Matins, Sunday o f Myrrh-bearing Women.
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didst live secretly with those below; thou wast the agent o f this salva
tion by thy pure blood, thou pure one, having procured thy flesh be
yond all reasoning . . .”31 "Thou hast contained God and hast born 
God, O Virgin Mother, and He has appeared to men in two natures 
but in one hypostasis. . . .”32

Here it may be remarked that the hypostatic union o f the two na
tures was made in the hypostasis or person o f the eternal W ord of 
God, the two natures remaining unconfused, and it did not proceed 
from the union o f a "synthesized nature” : "those who, beholding the 
sufferings o f the flesh and the power o f the Godhead in Christ, think 
o f one synthetic nature are put to shame: for He died as man but rose 
again as the creator o f all.”33 Elsewhere there is this: "thou hast born 
Christ who is seen in two natures and who bears clearly one hypostasis, 
the divinity being synthesized with the humanity and both coming to
gether in union in a way truly beyond all understanding . . .”34 
Also relevant to the first Troparion is the following: "You  who at
tribute the sufferings to the divinity, bridle your false notions; for we 
magnify the Lord o f glory when was crucified in the flesh but was not 
crucified in His divine nature, He being one in two natures.”35 Also 
in the Office for the Fathers o f the Fourth Ecumenical Council is found 
this Troparion: "tell us, Severus, o f one synthesized nature, without 
beginning, Light o f the Father, W ord and Son; for i f  you do say so, 
you must mean yet another nature; for the flesh and the W ord are not 
one essence but two.36 Deserving attention is also the following Tro
parion from the same Office in which is made an effort to interpret 
the famous dogmatic phrase (o f  Apollinarianistic origin) used also 
by St. Cyril o f Alexandria, "one nature o f God’s W ord incarnate,”37 as 
follows: "in saying one nature o f the W ord, he proposed an incarnate 
human nature without any sort o f mingling; and the Alexandrian 
teacher and president clearly taught the two natures and wills in an 
orthodox sense.”38 Hence it continues: "w e the faithful all proclaim 
two natures unconfounded in Christ, utterly proscribing every impiety

81 Theotokion, Sunday o f the Holy Fathers.
82 Theotokion, Matins, Sunday o f Pentecost.
83 Canon o f the Theotokos, Sunday.
84 Canon, 8th Ode, 15 th November.
35 Troparion, Matins, Sunday.
3G Op. cit., p. 68.
87 See J. Karmiris, "The Ancient Anti-Chalcedonian Churches o f the East," 

Pp. 99 f.
38 Ibid., p. 68.
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o f Eutyches and Dioscorus, and holding to the definition o f the holy 
Fathers and St. Cyril obediently.”39

More especially it should be observed that often in Orthodox Hym- 
nology is extolled the unconfounded and immutable and unchangeable 
character o f the two natures, as well as their indivisibility and insepa
rability. Many hymns make reference to these things, and some o f 
them we reproduce here: "most blameless Theotokos, thou appearest 
more holy than the hypercosmic order o f Angels; for thou hast born 
their creator and Lord, o f an inexperienced virgin’s womb, in two 
essences unconfused and unchanged, God incarnate in one hyposta
sis.”40 "The divine union is united with the human in thine immaculate 
and holy womb, most pure Lady, in a hypostatic union without con
fusion or change.”41 "W ithout confusion or mingling God came forth 
in the flesh and was received in the Virgin ’s womb; but what H e was 
He has remained, God and man shown forth in their activities.”42 
"Thou wast not separated from thy Father’s bosom, O only-begotten 
Word o f God; thou earnest to earth for love o f man, becoming man 
without change and enduring the Cross and death in thy flesh, yet pas- 

' sionless in thy divinity . . ,”43 "N o t  knowing a man, thou didst con
ceive the Christ, who took our nature for our sakes and remained un
changed in both natures, O  most pure Lady . . .”44 "O  Christ our Sav
iour, thou didst indwell the V irgin ’s womb and appear to thy world 
as God and man, unchanged, truly unconfounded . . .”45 "Wherefore 
we magnify thee in two essences, without division or confusion.”40 
"Pure Mother o f God, thou didst conceive the Father’s Wisdom and 
power and personified W ord who occupied His Temple made o f thy 
pure blood and in it was indivisibly united.”47 "Thou wast killed, O 
word, but not separated from the flesh which thou hast shared; for 
even if thy temple was dissolved at the time o f thy Passion, the hypos
tasis o f thy divinity and thy flesh is one only; for in both the Son, the 
Word o f God, God and man, is one.”48 "H ow  shall we marvel at

89 Idem.
40 Theotokion, 5 th Ode o f Canon, 25 th November.
41 Troparion o f Matins, Tuesday.
42 Theotokion o f 5 th Ode o f Canon, 8th November.
43 Anastasimon, Matins, Thursday and Saturday after Sunday o f Samaritan.
44 Theotokion, Sunday o f Holy Fathers.
45 Idem.
40 Idem.
47 Theotokion, Thursday, 2nd Tone.
48 Troparion, 6th Ode o f Canon, Holy Saturday.
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thy divine-human birth, O most revered? For thou hadst had no ex
perience o f a man, O most pure one, yet thou didst bring forth in the 
flesh without a human father the Son who has been begotten mother
less o f the Father before all ages: yet He underwent no change at, all 
either by mingling or by division, but preserved the properties o f each 
essence . . .”49 "A  mighty wonder! that the infinite should be contained 
in thy womb and be made flesh and appear as a man, suffering neither 
mingling nor division o f the divine and unchangeable Godhead, most 
pure Maiden.”50 ". . . God made flesh in an unconfused union and 
voluntarily accepting crucifixion on our behalf . . .”51 "  . . .God was 
made man, yet there was no change in H im .”52

From these quotations it has bccome clear that very many hymns 
in Orthodox Worship refer specifically to the perpetual virginity o f 
the Theotokos, who is called 'ever-virgin,’ 'inexperienced in marriage/ 
'not knowing a man,’ and as not having received 'experience’ or 'con
tact’ with a man nor 'having associated’ with one. Likewise the Lord’s 
conception and gestation are called 'without seed,’ since the shaping 
of His human nature was done miraculously in the Virgin ’s womb 
"with the goodwill o f Him who begat him without passion and 
by the cooperation o f the Holy Spirit.”53 "The offspring o f a seedless 
conception and the chaste pregnancy o f an unmarried Mother are alike 
beyond logical explanation.”54 Wherefore, as a man, the Lord was 
'fatherless,’ whilst as God He was 'motherless.’ "For not having had 
any experience o f a man, most pure Lady, without a father thou hast 
brought forth in the flesh a Son who before all ages was begotten 
motherless o f the Father . . .”C5 Moreover, after the birth "she remains 
a virgin, as before childbirth . . .” 5(J Similarly the Theotokos is sung of 
joyfully as "the melting-pot o f humanity and the workshop o f mystical 
miracles,”57 and as "the workshop o f the union o f the two natures and 
the bridal chamber in which the W ord  married the flesh.”58 Generally

49 Theotokion, Vespers, Saturday, 3rd Tone.
50 Idem, and at Matins, Sunday o f Paralytic.
51 Theotokion, Vespers, Saturday, 4th Tone.
52 Theotokion, Vespers, Saturday, 1st Tone.
53 Idiomelon, Sunday before Christmas.
54 Great Canon o f St. Andrew o f Crete, eirmos to 9th Ode.
55 Theotokion, Vespers, Saturday, 3rd Tone.
56 Troparion, 5th Ode o f Canon, Christmas. Cf. 6th Ode o f Katabasim 

therein; and Theotokia o f Makarismoi and 12th Antiphon, Vespers, Maundy 
Thursday; and 1st and 8th Odes for 6th December and 24th November, etc.

57 Theotokion, Vespers, Saturday, 2nd Tone.
58 Theotokion, Vespers, Saturday, 1st Tone.
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speaking, the divine incarnation is hymned as an ineffable and incom
prehensible miracle, either as an incomprehensible conception, or as a 
gestation extraordinary and beyond description, or as a birth which 
exceeds reason and nature and cause, etc.59

The divine incarnation and the union o f the divine and human 
natures was achieved "from  the supreme conception” by the power o f 
the Holy Spirit. "Thou hast set aside the ancient curse o f Eve, most 
praised one, through the new Adam who has appeared for us; for hav
ing united intelligent and lively flesh to Himself, Christ came forth 
from thee, one Lord o f both (natures) together.”60 "The Creator Spirit 
came upon thee, O  all-pure one, and the W ord o f God tabernacled in 
thee and took flesh independently, yet remaining unchanged.”61 This 
is deduced from the fact that the human nature assumed was never at 
any point outside the union with the divine nature, thus being perfect 
in itself and self-sufficient; wherefore it is called "divine hypostasis,” 
since God the W ord Himself "took the name o f hypostasis in the flesh.” 
"In thy simplicity having come down in thy divine and eternal nature 
and having assumed and united to thyself flesh, thou hast set it within 
thyself, O W ord o f God . . .”62 In order that the W ord o f God might 
hide Himself under the human nature which He had assumed, He be
came this hypostasis. Consequently the two natures, the divine and the 
human, were united (beyond understanding and speech) hypostati- 
cally, i.e. in the hypostasis or person o f God’s W ord who in His incar
nation assumed not human nature in general but a personal and in no 
way pre-existent nature. For the personifying principle in the God- 
man was Himself God the W ord, whose hypostasis became also the 
hypostasis o f the assumed human nature; and so the human nature, 
impersonal in itself yet a perfect human nature, had as a person the 
personality o f God’s W ord. Therefore, the Lord did not assume a 
human personality but a human nature, albeit the whole human nature 
in all its fulness. The personal human nature thus assumed was real 
nt.d perfect, o f a logical soul and body, and it did not pre-exist for
merly in itself as an individual apart from the unique person o f the

t 59 Note that generally the Theotokos in Orthodox Worship is hymned as 
i'l’anagia,’ All-unblemished,’ All-pure,’ 'Immaculate,’ unspotted,’ 'pure,’ 
/Messed,” 'all-praised,’ 'Cherubic throne,’ 'brilliant palace,’ 'cloud o f light,’
; 'holy mount,’ 'pavilion o f Christ,’ 'holy and pure tabernacle,’ 'living ark,' 'heav
enly ladder,’ 'the world's protection,’ ‘support o f the faithful,' and such like.

00 Theotokion, Matins, Sunday, 1st Tone.
01 Theotokion, 6th Ode of Canon, 17th November.
02 Troparion, Sunday o f Holy Fathers.
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Christ; nor was it prefabricated but began to be from the moment o f 
the divine incarnation by the Holy Spirit o f the holy Virgin Mary, in 
the unity o f the person or hypostasis o f the W ord o f God: thus He 
never had any hypostasis other than that o f the Son o f God .63

The Lord’s human nature was real and pragmatic, not docetic nor 
imaginary: hence it is said that "H e  became flesh not by changing His 
nature nor by imaging the economy,” as we know, and that "the body 
endowed with passions like ours.”64 And elsewhere: "as thou ap- 
pearedst as man in essence, not in imagination, such also is the case 
with thy divinity, having assumed man’s nature, O Saviour . . .”05 "A s
I am man in essence and not in imagination, so is it the case with my 
Godhead, the natures being united in me; wherefore you know me as 
one Christ, preserving the properties which I have retained therein.”66 
"Thou hast stood as man in essence and not in imagination, and as one 
amongst all (men) thou didst seek baptism, thou the only one guilt
less by nature . . .”67 Besides, the Lord assumed human nature full, 
perfect and entire, as we saw, clothing Himself with Adam’s nature 
"not lacking” and "entire,”  thus becoming "perfect man” in order that 
He might redeem the whole man, because "what was not assumed was 
not cured.”68 And so "being truly incarnate He took into His person 
the whole man”69 and "clothed Himself with his whole nature in every 
way, and took its characteristics,”70 including voluntarily its passions, 
with the exception o f sin.71 "The pure Maiden did not bring forth 
God without a body, nor yet a mere man, but a perfect and genuine 
man . . .”72 "M y God wholly has taken the whole o f me and given 
me Himself, joined together without confusion; thou hast wrought sal
vation through thy Passion which thou didst undergo on the Cross in 
thy body, with great compassion.”73 "The Lord o f all has taken the

63 See J. Karmiris, Synopsis of Dogmatic Teachings, op. cit., p. 46.
04 Troparion, 9th Ode o f Canon, 20th December, and eirmos, 9th Ode, 

Holy Monday.
65 Troparion, 9th Ode o f Canon, 22nd December.
66 Troparion, 9th Ode o f Canon, Maundy Thursday.
07 Troparion, 9th Ode o f Canon, 4th January.
68 Gregory o f Nazianzus, Epist. 101 to Kledonios, M igne P .G . 37,181.
69 Troparion, 1st Ode o f Canon, Christmas.
70 Theotokion, 9th Ode o f Canon, 16th November.
71 Cf. Troparia 1st and 5th Odes, 8th and 9th Compline, Holy Wednesday, 

3rd Ode, Matins, Holy Thursday, etc.
72 Theotokion, Matins, Sunday, 1st Tone.
73 Troparion, Sunday, 4th Tone.
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whole o f man from thee without any deficiency . . .”74 "O f thee, O  
Theotokos, the W ord assumed the whole Adam and came forth bear
ing the whole flesh . . .”75 "O f  thy goodness thou didst recreate the 
whole o f me in thy mother, most pure Lord, not destroying the prop
erties o f either nature . . .”76 In opposition to the ancient heresies 
which belittled the Saviour’s human nature the hymn is sung: "M ind 
and soul and the dough o f flesh having been taken o f thee, His im
maculate Mother, O  Theotokos, God the W ord was seen as truly man; 
and in His wisdom He demonstrated that man was a partaker o f the 
divine essence”77 and "having taken flesh, O  most high, thou earnest 
forth voluntarily as equal to mortal man.”78 "Being apathetic and 
immaterial mind, Christ our God is united with the human mind, 
mediating in His divine nature to the coarseness o f our flesh; and He 
is wholly and unchangeably united to the whole me, in order that cru
cified H e might offer salvation to the whole o f my fallen state.”79 
"Through thy divine child-bearing, O  Theotokos, humanity, hypostati- 
cally united with the Lord o f all, has been clearly shown mercy.”80 
"Hail, all-pure Lady, who beyond comprehension didst conceive the 
Son o f God and bear Him who took our flesh from thy blood, having 
an intelligent and independent soul; for having clothed Himself com
pletely with Adam, He came safely through and recreated man. 
Whence He is proclaimed to us in two natures, exhibiting in Himself 
the activity o f each . . .”81 "O  begetter o f God, Christ has returned to 
the Father, whom He did not forsake although H e took of thee ra
tional and living flesh, ineffably for mercy’s sake.”82

As the Saviour was "perfect God,” so also H e becomes "perfect 
man,”  i.e. the true "God-man.” "W herefore we worship Him, perfect 
God and perfect man, the same in either form . . .”83 since "the super
essential God and Lord o f His goodness was made flesh o f thee: He 
was made in our essence, yet remained what He was by nature; where
fore we reverence Him the God-man . . .”84 "The Maker o f the world,

74 Theotokion, Matins, Monday, 3rd Tone.
75 Theotokion, Tuesday, 1st Tone.
76 Theotokion, Palm Sunday.
77 Theotokion, Vespers, Saturday.
78 Troparion, 4th Ode o f Canon, Christmas.
79 Troparion, Matins, Sunday, 1st Tone.
80 Theotokion, 3rd Ode of Canon, 27th November.
81 Theotokion, Vespers, Saturday o f Blind Man.
82 Theotokion, Matins, Ascension Day.
83 Theotokion, Vespers, Saturday, 4th Tone.
84 Theotokion, Sunday, 3rd Tone, and Matins, Sunday o f Paralytic.
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begotten; o f the Father before all worlds, was born o f the Virgin, be
ing by nature Wisdom, the W ord o f God and Power; wherefore, know
ing one in twofold nature, we magnify the Lord, the God-man.”85 
". . . N ot only as man but also as God, apparent as both. . . . Thiis 
Jesus, man and God, the God-man, w ill come again as the judge of 
the living and the dead.”86 He who is God, beyond time and before 
all ages, was marvellously born o f thee, immaculate Lady, the God- 
man in the flesh; wherefore all confess thee to be truly and pre
eminently the Bearer-of-God ('Theotokos’ )  . . .”87 The Redeemer 
is called "God incarnate,”83 or "God made flesh in unconfounded 
union,”89 or "God corporate in two natures,”00 or "G od came forth 
in the flesh from thy loins and lived among men,”01 or "holily the Holy 
one, who tabernacled holily in thee, pure Lady, of thee was made flesh 
and was born,”92 . . through thee, all-pure Lady, the W ord  incar
nate was made visible to mortal men.”03 "W ithout seed thou didst 
conceive God in thy womb and didst bear ineffably Him who was made 
flesh . . .”94-95 ". . . For thou didst bring forth, beyond all thought and 
reason, God who was actually in our flesh . . .” 9C "Hail, thou full of 
grace, who didst bear God incarnate.”07 "Immaculate Theotokos, who 
didst bear supernaturally the eternal and supreme W ord incarnate, we 
hymn thee.”98

Moreover in Orthodox Worship it is taught that God the Word 
was made man and deified the human nature assumed by Him: "He 
who is coeternal before all ages with the Father took flesh o f thee, O 
Bride o f God, and, having deified mortals’ nature, is glorified together 
with God .”99 "Having contained the indivisible God in thy womb,

85 Theotokion, 9th Ode o f Canon, 24th December.
80 Sticheron 5, Ascension Day, and Thursday before.
87 Theotokion, Matins, Sunday o f Samaritan.
88 Canon, Sunday, 3rd Tone; Theotokion, 1st Ode, 23rd and 25th Novem

ber, and Theotokion, 9th Ode, Compline, Holy Wednesday.
89 Theotokion, Vespers, 6th December, and Sunday o f Samaritan.
90 Theotokion, Sunday, 1st Tone.
91 Eirmos, 9th Ode o f Canon, 2nd December, and Sticheron, Vespers, Para

lytic Sunday.
92 Theotokion, 7th Ode, 25th November.
93 Eirmos, 9th Ode o f Canon, 4th January, and Sunday o f Holy Fathers.
04.95 Theotokion, 3rd Ode, 1st January.
96 Theotokion, Vespers, Saturday o f  Blind Man, and Eve o f  Ascension.
97 Theotokion, Matins, Monday after Sunday o f Blind Man.
98 Theotokion, Sunday of Holy Fathers.
09 Theotokion, 1st Ode of Canon, 7th December.
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for love o f man He assumed the status o f man and took o f thee our 
human dough and clearly deified i t . . .”100 "H e  who is God before all 
ages and without beginning, who took up our human nature and mys
teriously deified it, today has ascended.”101 "W e  have been made par
takers o f the divine nature through thee, ever-virgin Theotokos; for 
thou didst bear God incarnate . . .”102 "Angels in the highest seeing 
thy deified flesh, O  Christ . . .”103 "H e  who emptied Himself from 
the Father’s bosom and assumed our whole nature and deified i t . . ,”104 

Finally, from the Euchologion o f the Orthodox Catholic Church I 
would add that in the Prayer o f the Cherubic Hymn in the Divine 
Liturgy o f St. John Chrysostom is contained the phrase: "through thine 
unutterable and boundless love towards mankind thou didst become 
man, yet without change and without transmutation” ;105 and in the 
Prayer at the Transformation o f the Holy Gifts in the Liturgy o f St. 
Basil the Great comes this: "But albeit He was God before all ages, 
yet He appeared upon earth and dwelt among men; and was incarnate 
of the Holy Virgin, and did empty Himself, taking on the form o f a 
servant, and becoming conformed to the pattern o f our lowliness, that 
He might make us conformable to the image o f His glory.”100 Sim
ilarly, at the consecration o f Orthodox Bishops, each o f them, reciting 
his Second Confession which has particular reference to Orthodox 
Christological dogma, confesses as follows: " I  confess that the W ord 
of God, coeternal with the Father, being above time, uncircumscribed 
unconfined, yet came down to our nature and humbled Himself as man 
and took our whole fallen human nature from the pure and virginal 
blood o f the only immaculate and pure Virgin; in order that God in 
His compassion might give salvation and grace to the whole world 
and effect the hypostatic union o f the natures, not by the slightest ad
dition to the perfect Babe, nor by mingling or confusing or mixing 
the natures which had been united. The W ord was not added to the 
already existing person o f the manhood, so making a sort of union, as

100 Theotokion, Vespers, 2nd December, and Theotokion o f 8th Ode o f 
Canon, 19th December.

101 Kathisma o f Ascension, and Sunday o f Holy Fathers.
102 Theotokion, Thursday after Sunday o f Myrrh-bearing Women.
103 Troparion, Matins, Ascension Day.
104 Apolysis, Sunday o f Pentecost.
105 Great Euchologion, 8th edition by P. Paraskevopoulou (Athens, 1902), 

p. 63. J. Karmiris, Dogmatic and Symbolic Monuments o f the Orthodox Cath
olic Church, in Greek, Vol. I, 2nd ed. (Athens, I9 6 0 ), p. 299.

100 Idem., p. 94.
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said Nestorius the hated o f God who thought like a Jew: nor was the 
humanity devoid o f mind and soul, as Apollinarius alleged, content 
that the divinity should take place o f the mind and being himself 
witless. And I confess the same Christ to be perfect God and perfect 
man, being both flesh and also the lively flesh o f the W ord o f God, 
with a reasonable and intelligent soul, preserving all the splendours 
o f His divinity after the union and not changing the properties either 
o f His divinity or o f His humanity as a result o f the most intimate 
contact with the W ord; having the one and the same hypostasis, com
pounded o f two natures and wills, preserving the qualities o f which 
and in which He was the same one Jesus Christ our God, having the 
two wills according to the natures and not in theory only. Be it noted 
that, whereas He being God suffered in the flesh, I declare that His 
divinity could in no way be subject to passions. Furthermore I confess 
that He assumed all our human passions as part o f our nature, except
ing only sin —  hunger, thirst, weariness, sorrow, and such like: He 
underwent them not o f necessity, as in our case, but because His human 
will was obedient to His divine w ill: H e willed to be hungry, to thirst, 
to be weary, to die. . . .”107 Further on, in the Third Confession the 
Bishop says: " I  believe that one o f the same super-substantial and 
life-giving Trinity, the only-begotten W ord, came down from heaven, 
for us men, and for our salvation, and was incarnate by the Holy Spirit 
o f the Virgin Mary, and was made man; that is to say, was made per
fect man, yet remaining God, and in no wise changing His divine es
sence by His participation in the flesh, neither being transmuted into 
anything else: but without mutation assuming man’s nature, H e there
in endured suffering and death, being free in His divine nature from 
every suffering.”108

Such is the content o f Orthodox Worship as to the Christological 
dogma. W e  have set out, above, the actual Orthodox liturgical texts 
—  a few  out o f many such —  which express clearly the authoritative 
Christological teaching o f the Orthodox Catholic Church, formulating 
in pious poetical form the Orthodox faith o f the Church which has 
prayed throughout the centuries. This faith the Church w ill present, 
in combination with the self-same Christological teaching o f the Third, 
Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Ecumenical Councils and her holy Fathers, 
during the forthcoming theological dialogue in truth with the ven 
erable anti-Chalcedonian Churches o f the East; and she is not ashamed

107 Idem., pp. 182-183. J. Karmiris, ibid., pp. 294-295.
10sIdem., p. 185. J. Karmiris, ibid., p. 295.



CHRISTOLOGICAL DOGMA IN ORTHODOX WORSHIP 257

to hope that all the Eastern Churches o f Christ w ill become one, ac
cording to the divine w ill and command.109

* * *

1 0 . A t the evening session commencing at 7:30 p.m., Dr. Nissiotis 
introduced the topics for theological and practical papers as formulated 
by the drafting committees.

V erghese: Suggestions for further study should be elaborated fur
ther to provide an appendix to our minutes for use in future consulta
tions as well as in the Churches.

V . C. S A M U E L :  Just as the Aarhus consultation ended with a posi
tive statement, so should the Bristol consultation end.

M e t r o p o l it a n  Em il ia n o s : Having had an introduction to the 
hymnography o f the churches o f the two traditions, should we not rec
ommend that hymns be kept to pure statements o f faith and that un
charitable hymns be discarded?

N issiotis: This would be premature for us to suggest now.
(Borovoy and others disagreed with the proposal o f the Metro

politan, but Verghese’s suggestion to pass this to the drafting com
mittee was accepted.)

R o m a n id e s : Suggested that there should be a positive statement 
on monenergism ̂ and monotheletism.

V. C. Sa m u e l : Suggested that the statement might show agree
ment on the permanent and dynamic character o f God and man in 
Christ, for this is a common basis for the churches.

R o m a n id e s : It must be emphasized that when one side says one 
nature, one will, one energy, this side intends to preserve the whole
ness o f the human nature with its created w ill and energies. Explana
tions o f how "one”  is used and how "tw o”  is used must be given. 
The number "tw o” is not used to separate natures, wills and energies 
but to guard the unity against confusion.

V . C. Sa m u e l : W e  must show there is agreement between both 
sides on the four Chalcedonian adverbs which are common to us all, 
that is, unconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly and unseparably.

Bo r o v o y : W e  discover here we have one ecclesiology with one
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christology and one soteriology. W e  have a common spirituality akin 
to but distinct from Western spirituality and we are very near to each 
other in explaining ek duo physeon and en dyo physesin, and also 
agreement on the question o f two wills has been reached.

D a m a s c in o s : I f  we say we have come near in the understanding 
o f christological dogma we imply that we have been divided. But at 
Aarhus we stated that we were not divided.

N issiotis : It is suggested that Verghese, Borovoy, Romanides and 
Florovsky draft a statement signifying the agreements reached.

Ch ite s c u : In Rumania we have been studying these topics for long 
and we see that we are in the same church enjoying essentially the same 
attitudes.

K o n id a r is : In drafting the terms o f agreement the matter o f the 
sacraments cannot be ignored.

N issiotis: Our agreement should be part o f what we recommend 
our churches to consider. W e  are in the service o f our churches and 
they w ill rely on our recommendations.

F lo r o v s k y : Questioned in what way the recommendations could 
be communicated to the churches:

a ) I f  the information is sent by the consultation, it would be 
sent by the W C C  Faith and Order Secretariat. How can an intercom 
fessional organization make suggestions to the Churches?

b ) Members o f the consultation can communicate the recommenda
tions but they w ill have varying impact depending on the status o f the 
delegate.

Bo r o v o y : Faith and Order has nothing to do with the recom
mendations, it only supports the consultation financially and serves it. 
As individuals the members o f the consultation have a duty to inform 
the churches and especially the ecumenical commissions o f the churchcs 
where they exist.

Flo r o v s k y : In our situation there needs to be seen an acceptance 
o f the faith expressed by the early Councils. Recognition o f the seven 
early Councils is essential in negotiations with other churches.

Bo r o v o y : (Supported by Krikorian) It is not the Councils whidi 
should be recognized, but rather the content o f the Councils.

R o m a n id e s : Although in actuality we cannot distinguish the do/’ 
ma o f the Church from the promulgation o f an Ecumenical Council,
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we may have to make such a distinction for practical reasons in order 
to make further study in our discussions possible. Prior to the First 
Ecumenical Council the Church functioned doctrinally through local 
councils whose dogmatic decisions in condemning heresies and formu
lating statements o f faith were sent for approval to other local coun
cils. This practice continued after the arppearance o f Ecumenical Coun
cils and continues till today and is certainly the much older and more 
enduring tradition o f the Church. The teachings o f Councils, whether 
they be local or ecumenical, are accepted not because they are o f 
Councils, but because they are true and the Fathers o f correct teaching 
Councils are accepted as Orthodox. W e  cannot speak o f the dogmatic 
content o f Chalcedon as being doctrinally correct without accepting 
the Fathers of the Council and those who correctly accept the dogmatic 
teachings o f the Council as Orthodox. Nevertheless, we must also 
face up to the possibility that a group may agree in essence with the 
teachings o f an Ecumenical Council and still for various reasons reject 
the Council. Perhaps the history o f the acceptance o f the First Ecu
menical Council’s homoousios may be taken as an example, although 
not quite the experience we have had with the non-Chalcedonian 
Churches.

Before we begin to deal with the question o f the need to accept 
Ecumenical Councils for union, we must concentrate on the doctrine 
itself as though such concentration is possible, even though not really 
possible. \

K h e l l a : W e need to define what it means to recognize a council. 
W e need to find a formula for defining Orthodoxy apart from the 
Councils.

R o m a n id e s : It is possible for the Chalcedonian churches to inter
pret Orthodoxy in the light o f the Council’s and for Che non-Chalce
donian churches to make a statement o f faith comparable to that in
terpretation. The primary matter is for the two traditions to accept or 
express the faith in common.

F lo r o v s k y : This cannot fully be accepted and substitutes for coun
cils must not be looked for.

M e t r o p o l it a n  N ik o d im : W e  should try to determine what Coun
cils really intended. D o the minutes o f the Councils really reflect the 
faith? Theologians are not the Church, rather they represent the faith 
of the churches. I f  we think that the faith formulated at Chalcedon 
is the faith o f the Western Church, is it the faith o f Leo? W e  need
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to find out what was intended by the Councils and translate this into 
modem language.

V erghese : Some questions:

a ) What is the place o f the seven Councils as definite and final 
authority for the doctrine o f the Eastern Orthodox Church? Is the 
place o f the seven Councils still open for discussion ?

b ) How can the question or the problem o f the three or seven 
Councils be disposed of, and what can we suggest to the churches in 
this direction?

c) I f  the statement is made that the acceptance o f the seven Coun
cils is necessary for Orthodoxy and that this acceptance is on the same 
level as the acceptance o f the Papacy as necessary for the unity o f the 
Eastern churches with the Roman Catholic Church,does this enliven or 
destroy our interest in further discussion?

D a m a s c in o s : I f  the recognition o f the Ecumenical Councils is a 
matter o f dogma then it is to be hoped that this recognition w ill not 
be too difficult to accept. But the question o f the recognition o f Coun
cils has been put far too early in our process o f consultation. By pre
mature dynamic action one widens a split rather than heals it. Further 
discussion should at least be postponed until the paper o f Professor 
Konidaris is read on “ The continuity and the inner cohesion o f the 
Trinitarian and Christological Dogma in the Seven Ecumenical Coun
cils.”

K r ik o r ia n : Our concerns here are not particularly about the seven 
Ecumenical Councils but rather about the fourth. I f  it is necessary to 
accept the fourth to the seventh o f the Ecumenical Councils for unity 
between the churches o f the Eastern Orthodox and Oriental Orthodox 
traditions w ill the same principle be applied in seeking to achievo 
unity with the Roman Catholic Church? In that case w ill all the Coun
cils from the fourth to the second Vatican have to be accepted? 1’lic 
same principle applies in both cases even though some would say thi.i 
is a mere hypothesis.

N issio tis : Whether or not the matter o f Councils is a closed or 
open question, we must decide both for the Orthodox and for thr 
Ancient Oriental churches. Are the three Ecumenical Councils final f

Fl o r o v s k y : The seven Councils belong to the basic structure <>l 
the Orthodox Church. The decisions in the Councils were made uncle i 
the guidance o f the Holy Spirit. That the Councils have been num 
bered is irrelevant for the numbering is misleading.
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V erg hese : I f  that position is taken, then from the non-Chalce- 
donian side we see no possibility o f accepting Chalcedon as a Council 
o f the Universal Church.

V. C. Sa m u e l : The reactions o f both sides should be respected and 
the overall concern should be that o f churches coming together and 
not merely theologians coming together.

Bo r o v o y : The Councils can only teach us to seek the fullness o f 
truth and we must be against any substitutes for truth. In seeking the 
fullness o f truth it is urgent to start dialogue on an official level and 
official negotiations should mark the end o f our current process of 
consultations. Our consultations should help lead up to a view o f what 
is essential saving truth from the soteriological point o f view. Our 
consultations should end with a consensus about the essence o f faith.

K o n id a r is : The question o f the seven Ecumenical Councils is an 
essential one. W e are ready to start on the key Council, that is Chal
cedon. This w ill mark a real step in our rapprochement. I f  through 
this we can agree on one faith then we can more easily come together 
formally. As yet it is too early for official church negotiations.

N issio tis : Possibly the question which should be uppermost in our 
minds is: How  can we re-establish full communion?

R o m a n id e s : It is premature to consider the possibility o f formal 
negotiations. W e  have to go on clarifying the teaching o f the Church 
and the varying ways in which we express this teaching. Chalcedon 
is fundamental for us as it expresses very fully the teaching o f the 
Church. I f  Chalcedon had rejected the twelve chapters o f Cyril and 
had only accepted the Tome o f Leo, then it would have had to be re
jected and the position o f the non-Chalcedonian churches would have 
had to be accepted. But the Fathers did not reject Cyril, and it is still 
necessary for the non-Chalcedonian churches to recognize that the Or
thodox churches, in accepting Chalcedon, have rejected Nestorianism.

W e  have seven Ecumenical Councils and other local councils g iv
ing expression to the faith. Only when we have a new formulation of 
(lie faith can we say that it was expressed in this or that council.

N issio tis : The most difficult o f questions has been touched on. 
W e should not think o f recognition or non-recognition, acceptance or 
non-acceptance, we must avoid these distinctions otherwise our discus- 

jion  will be hampered. The number o f Councils is not important. One
Si light accept or reject all. Fr. Florovsky warned that seven is the pos
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sible basis for a sound reunion. The truth inside that statement is 
■what matters.

Bish o p  Sa m u e l : W hile we might disregard the historical succes
sion o f Councils without disregarding their content, we must not dis
regard the psychological human and social factors and disputes that 
have surrounded the Councils and influenced the development o f doc
trine. The acceptance or non-acceptance o f Chalcedon is not unrelated 
to these historical factors.



Friday, July 28th, 9:00 a.m.
1 . Bishop Samuel opened the day’s proceedings with prayer, to be 

followed by Professor Konidaris presenting his paper on "The Inner 
Continuity and Coherence o f Trinitarian and Christological Dogma 
in the Seven Ecumenical Councils.”

2 . K o n i d a r i s : The title o f the paper has been chosen on purpose 
expressing logical and philosophical continuity but also continuity in 
the interpretation o f the N ew  Testament Revelation. It also includes 
a summary o f the dialogue between the Eastern Orthodox and the An
cient Oriental Orthodox Churches. Professor Konidaris read his paper 
in German.

C H A P T E R  X

T H E  IN N E R  C O N T IN U IT Y  A N D  COHERENCE 

OF T R IN IT A R IA N  A N D  C H R IS T O LO G IC A L  D O G M A  
I N  TH E  SEVEN E C U M E N IC A L  C O U N C ILS

P a r t  I.

U P  TO AND IN CLUD ING  THE FOURTH ECUMENICAL COUNCIL 
(A n  enquiry in to the dialogue between the Eastern Orthodox 

and Oriental Churches)

B y  G. K o n id a ris

A t our first meeting in Aarhus, Denmark (August 1964), I had 
(he honor to give you a report on “ The interaction between historical 
and doctrinal factors on the operation o f the Oriental Churches from 
the ancient Catholic Church.”  On that occasion I incidentally men
tioned the subject o f the inner consistency o f the substance o f the faith 
in the seven Ecumenical Councils and promised to deal with it more 
extensively later on. The time has now come to keep my promise.

I believe a closer treatment o f the problem to be o f very great im
portance, for the dialogue which has now begun within the framework 
of the ecumenical movement between the brethren o f the ancient 
Churches o f the Middle and Far East is bound to include the question 
of recognition o f the seven Ecumenical Councils. It is well known that 
our brothers in the Oriental Churches recognize only three Ecumenical 
Synods, those o f Nicaea (325 ), Constantinople ( 3 8 1 )  and Ephesus

263
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(431). W e  Orthodox on the other hand, in continuation o f the tradi
tion o f the ancient undivided Church, recognize seven such Councils 
and regard the fourth Ecumenical Synod o f Chalcedon (451) as a nec
essary sequel o f the two or three preceding ones. Conversely we regard 
the first three as the indispensable prelude leading to the later Ecu
menical Synods, in particular the fourth one.

Thus the seventh Ecumenical Council was the last resolution o f the 
christological dispute: the concept o f the Son o f Man, Jesus Christ, as 
a historical person was accepted unequivocally by the whole o f Chris
tendom and the whole Church. For Jesus Christ as a historical person 
is identical with the essence o f Christianity. This demonstrates the in
ner consistency o f the definitions o f the seven Ecumenical Councils both 
as regards the substance o f the dogma on the Trinity and Christ as well 
as its formulations (which are o f fundamental importance for the dog
matic structure of the ancient undivided Church). This theoretical 
agreement concerning the fundamental truths about Christ and his 
Church, which are o f the essence o f our faith, is something given. For 
this reason recognition o f the seven Ecumenical Councils is an indis
pensable condition for the unification o f our Churches. The question 
o f the inner consistency o f the dogmas o f the seven Ecumenical Coun
cils is therefore o f grave importance for this dialogue: for it is a ques 
tion o f truth and as such it demands full agreement.

As a consequence o f the division after Chalcedon (451) the Iasi 
three Councils were not recognized by the Oriental Churches which for 
various reasons found it impossible to take an active share in the fm 
ther development o f catholic-orthodox theology: to this political am I 
other differences and turmoils also contributed considerably. Nevci 
theless the problem remains: the seven Ecumenical Councils must he 
regarded as a whole for they belong together. In theory and practice 
they form a unity that cannot be separated from the ancient Church 
The Una Sancta as the Church o f Christ has for its foundation its im 
pregnable fundamental truths concerning the Trinity and Christ wliiili 
cannot be understood in any other sense than as truths o f Christian 11 ■, 
ai.d the Church. Admittedly the division o f opinion about the validily 
o f the Synod o f Chalcedon is historically explainable —  I made I In 
clear at our first unofficial meeting —  but logically it is untenable. I 
described the separation after Chalcedon as a theological consequent i 
o f the national differences between Byzantium and the provinces, g 
statement that was o f course incorrect. Since 482 a.d. the union-poln v j 
and union-theology o f the Emperors had unfortunately led to niKim 
derstandings o f the clear dogmatic decisions o f Chalcedon. The inn I
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ing at Aarhus offered a welcome opportunity o f putting forward this 
thesis and discussing it.1

N ow  to revert to our subject: When one considers the develop
ment o f the dogmas and their definition as a whole one is forced 
to sum up the history o f these Councils in two parts:

First part. Decisions and formulations in defining the dogmas 
which contain the revealed truths o f Christianity. The fundamental 
truths o f the Church, which at the Councils o f Nicaea and Constan
tinople had been accepted as revealed truths, rest on the New  Testa
ment. Human reason by itself could not have invented them. Even 
the philosophical mind, in its loftiest aspirations and its boldest flight, 
could not attain these truths, although it had touched on the idea o f 
monotheism. The truths o f revelation, which must be termed scrip
tural truths, were stated by these Synods. The definitive statement and 
formulation) o f the fundamental dogmas in the symbol o f the Second 
Ecumenical Council o f Constantinople ( 3 8 1 ) was o f such perfection 
that later Councils had no need to change them. The symbol o f Con
stantinople, from a purely philological aspect, is independent: for in 
comparison with the Symbol o f Nicaea the whole text shows changes

1 “ Orthodoxy was a public concern and explains why the emperors meddled 
in theological questions. The decisions of the Ecumenical Councils always had 
a political significance for the peace and the welfare o f the Empire. But the in
terference o f the state in theological questions was liable to cause confusion. 

[ And the compromise-formulas o f the imperial edicts had indeed contributed to 
some confusion

Thus the historical factors are o f the greatest importance for the separation of 
the Oriental Churches. The Emperors’ policy o f compromise proved to be 
untenable. The provinces were lost forever to the Empire (637-49). It is pos-

- sible to come to the conclusion that the union-policy suffered a twofold break
dow n: (a )  Politically — the provinces were lost; whether or to what extent
* the population o f these provinces can be held responsible is a question still un
der discussion, (b )  Ecclesiastically —  the signature o f the definitions o f  the 
sixth Ecumenical Council directly confirmed the definitions o f the fourth Coun-
< il o f Chalcedon.

One might say that the solution o f the christological problems undertaken 
by the Ecumenical Councils to the sixth one shows an inner consistency. It 
rested on Holy Scripture and Tradition and on a free and eclectic, and thus 
correct, application o f philosophical concepts. The policy o f the Empire finally 
recognized the solution o f the christological problem which the theology' o f the 
Catholic Church had prepared and formulated.”

t See G. Konidaris, On the interaction between historical and doctrinal fac- 
mrs in the separation of the Oriental Churches from  the ancient catholic Church, 
In Greek (Athens, 1965), pp. 8-9.
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(Stephanides) whilst in substance it expresses the credal truths both of 
the first and the second Ecumenical Councils. The excellence o f the 
precise, terse formulations o f the Symbol, a truly remarkable achieve
ment o f the Greek-Christian spirit, led to its predominance in the East
ern Church.

Second part. In this connection the most important point, already 
mentioned, is the fact that the subsequent Councils (3-7) did not 
effect any changes or modifications o f the Symbol. W e  also should 
recall the fact that from the Council o f Ephesus onwards the several 
Synods regard the Symbol as unchangeable which the historian and the 
systematic theologian well understand. This basic consideration con
sequently leads to the reasons for the above-mentioned view that the 
seven Ecumenical Councils fall into two distinct parts. As we have 
seen already, the two Ecumenical Synods —  at which the supernatural 
truths concerning the Trinity and Christ, given to men through the New 
Testament revelation o f God in Christ Jesus, were established and 
defined —  belong to the first part. T o  the second part belong Synods 
3-7 which undertook an essential clarification (as it were an interpre
tation) o f the dogmas formulated in the Constantinopolitan Creed. 
The truths o f revelation are made accessible to the human mind by 
means o f philosophy under the inspiration and control o f the Holy 
Spirit present and active within the Church. For the christological 
problem the heretic Apollinaris o f Laodicea had found a logical and 
philosophical solution that was bound to end up in heresy, a solution 
rejected by the second Ecumenical Council. And the faith o f the Cath
olic Church has found a genuine and worthy solution in this excellent 
definition: that Christ is a historical person, God and at the same time 
Man, i.e. that the Logos, the second Person o f the Holy Trinity, has 
become flesh as stated by John the Theologian. The historical Jesus 
had intended to found Christianity and his Church and had done so. 
One God in three Persons =  et? @ e o g  ev toioiv tutoo-tdaeonv ymI juqcxtoV 

Jtoig is the final formula o f the three Cappadocians: one Jesus Chrisl, 
onoowiog tcp riatQi =  consubstantial with the Father, a harmonious. 
Person consisting o f two natures, is our Redeemer who called the Un;i 
Sancta, the One Church, into life.

A t the Incarnation, however, the second Person o f the Trinity, Go<l 
the Logos, had taken perfect human nature in order to redeem man 
kind as the Second Adam. Although these basic truths had been foi 
mulated in the Creeds o f Nicaea and Constantinople, and although tlir 
Symbol o f the second Ecumenical Council was and is perfect, phi lost • 
phy and logic gave rise to the christological problem: The theory <>l
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Apollinaris, a zealous defender o f the faith o f Nicaea and a friend 
o f the great Church Fathers o f that period (Basil, Gregory o f Nazian- 
zus), evolved the christological problem as the problem of relationship 
between the two natures and also the problem o f the wholeness, and 
in a certain sense the perfection o f the human nature o f Christ. I am 
omitting the details o f this theory and its further development so as to 
concentrate on the solution o f the problem by the second Ecumenical 
Council.

The completeness and perfection o f the human nature o f Christ 
was unequivocally expressed in the creed by the formula: "And  was 
incarnate by the Holy Ghost o f the Virgin Mary, and was made man, 
and was crucified also for us under Pontius Pilate. H e suffered and 
was buried, and the third day he rose again according to the Scrip
tures.”

The minutes o f the first two Ecumenical Councils have unfortu
nately not been preserved. But their decisions were secured for pos
terity1 through historical tradition. On the one hand the negative atti
tude o f the second Ecumenical Council to Apollinaris, his theory and 
his followers, the Apollinarists, on the other hand the positive decision 
o f the Catholic Church which found expression in the Creed, appeared 
to elucidate the christological problem, yet human reason, represented 
by the two schools o f Alexandria and Antioch, tried to obtain a deeper 
understanding o f it. Although at the first two Ecumenical Councils the 
dogma o f Christ had been clearly defined in the statements o f the 
Creed through tfie recognition o f the perfect divinity o f the Lord 
( homoousios) and o f his perfect humanity, and although the unity o f 
the person o f Christ had been securely established, there still remained 
the problem (raised by philosophy and logic) how two natures can be 
united in one person. Philosophical abstractions and in particular the 
rationalism o f the Antiochians2 (a  question that still has to be investi
gated) led the thinkers to new heresies which failed to understand 
rightly the harmony o f the divine-human person o f Jesus Christ to 
which the New  Testament bears witness.

"D u o  teleia engennesthai ou dunatai”  —  two perfect things cannot 
become one. This was the solution. Rationalism always gained the 
upper hand and Holy Scripture had to give way to heresy. The for

2 The report by Eusebius on the Monarchians, and G. Konidaris, The forma
tion o f the ancient catholic church and the three hierarchs, in Greek (Athens, 
1053), p. 50, note 2 and p. 56.
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mula "mia physis ton theou logou . . which, on the one hand, ob
scured the human nature o f Christ and on the other was based on the 
theology o f the two schools, chiefly on the theology o f Cyril o f A lex
andria and on the heresy o f Nestorius, re-opened the debate on the 
christological problem. These controversies necessitated a new inter
pretation o f the christological dogma as already expressed in the Con- 
stantinopolitan Creed. The christological problem was twofold: firstly, 
the relationship between the two natures o f Christ had to be clarified; 
secondly, the perfection o f the human nature had to be safeguarded. 
The trichotomy o f Apollinaris, and its logical consequence, the diminu
tion o f the human nature, was countered in a remarkable way by the 
orthodox doctrine o f Gregory o f Nazianzus: "to  gar apro slept on kai 
atherapeuton”  I f  Jesus Christ is said not to have taken the full human 
nature then the redemption was not complete either. "For what has 
not been assumed has also not been healed.”

Apollinaris tried to strengthen the human nature o f Christ by con
tending that God the Logos had taken only the human "sarx’ and 
" psyche” and that the place o f the human "nous”  was taken by God 
the Logos himself. This made it necessary for the Church to re
interpret the dogma already contained in the Constantinopolitan Creed. 
In order to refute the new heresies o f Nestorius and Eutychus (Mono- 
physitism) use was made not only o f theology and inspiration but also 
of philosophy and logic. Both parts o f the christological problem, the 
true union o f the divine and the human natures in the historical Jesus 
and the perfection o f his human nature are inseparable. W hat is re
markable here is that the solution o f the second part o f the problem 
was made easier through the customary Nicene phrase: 6 ôo\jaio<; f^tv 
r.ata tt)v av'&QcojtotriTa (Ephesus 431). Thus the foundation o f the Con
stantinopolitan Creed was laid and by acccpting the term T H E O T O 
KOS  the final solution o f the first part o f the problem was also made 
possible: the true union o f the divine and human natures in the per
son o f Christ. For only in this way could the truth be preserved how 
Jesus appears in the N ew  Testament and also how the mystery o f the 
divine economy is made more perceptible: through contrasting the 
Alexandrian term THEOTOKOS with the Antiochian terms A N  
THROPOTOICOS and CHRISTOTOICOS .3

The solution o f the christological problem by the definition ol

*  The Greek in the original here and elsewhere is partly illegible.
3 Romanides-Verghese-Nissiotis, The Greek Orthodox Theological Review, 

Vol. X , No. 2 (W inter, 1964-1965).
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Chalcedon based on Cyrilline theology implied a certain perfection 
o f the dogma that the first three Councils had already handed down. 
The four Councils therefore belong together and their decisions can
not be separated from one another. The orthodoxy o f the ancient cath
olic Churches was able to survive because at the later Councils the 
right conclusions had been drawn from the first two Councils.

These synods had brought about the victory o f the mystery o f the 
Incarnation and the truth o f the historical Jesus. Or to put it differ
ently: the controversies about the christological problem had been over
come by means o f philosophy and logic, and thus, through the Church 
as an institution, historical Christianity had prevailed.

When one studies the formula o f Chalcedon more meticulously 
and deeply the fact emerges that logic and philosophy assisted in the 
solution o f die christological problem: this solution, on one hand, 
was consistent with the earlier answers to the problem, but on the 
other hand, was based as a matter o f course on the Christian revela
tion. As is well known the christological problem arose from rational
ism and philosophy. When revelation and the concept o f the historical 
Jesus prevailed the solution was found. The Chalcedonian solution o f 
the problem o f Christ as posed by Apollinaris, the question whether 
two perfect natures can be united, was an affirmation o f the question 
raised, but it was an affirmation unique in history: in the person o f 
the Lord Christ.

As regards its substance Chalcedon’s answer is nothing but a con
clusion drawn from the decisions o f the first three Ecumenical Coun
cils, which were controlled by Revelation. This statement implies that 
one cannot stop at the third Council but must consequently take into 
account the fourth one. The inner connection between the three Coun
cils o f Constantinople, Ephesus and Chalcedon is thereby established 
and confirmed. The catholic Church has to do with biblical theology 
and in its use o f (platonic) philosophy it has been eclectic, both at the 
Ecumenical Councils as also in the consensus patrum. The opposite is 
true o f the heresies. This interrelationship o f inner logic is also notice
able in the formulations o f the dogmas. They also put an end to the 
confusion about the definitions at the time o f the dispute between 
Rome and Alexandria. (Between Bishop Dionysius o f Rome and 
Bishop Dionysius o f Alexandria.)

The Latin term ffsubstantia”  can be interpreted in two ways: either 
as essence and nature, or as nature and hypostasis. Since the time o f 
the three Cappadocians the formula «ujt6araai5»  has become dominant 
.in the catholic Church o f the East. This formula also shaped the
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dogma o f the Trinity: one substance in three hypostases or persons. It 
was inevitable therefore to apply the same term to Christ.

The term «q>i3aig» for the person o f Jesus —  consisting o f two "na
tures” —  fell into disuse. Although Cyril o f Alexandria had properly 
studied the true union o f the two natures o f Christ and thereby vir
tually prepared the Chalcedonian confession he nonetheless used the 
term «<pucig» that was unsuited for this purpose.4

The application o f the formulas «m6oxaoig» and «jtpoacojrov» to our 
Lord has logically been adopted from the corresponding formulation 
o f the dogma o f the Trinity. The same terms were to be applied to 
God the Logos in the christological dogma as had been used for the 
definition o f the Trinity, whilst the term proved appropriate
for the doctrine o f the two natures.

A t the conclusion o f the first part o f our investigation which ex
tends to the fourth Ecumenical Council we have now to state that the 
fundamental concept, here maintained, o f the inner logic o f the dog
mas is found in the consensus o f the Church Fathers o f the fourth 
Ecumenical Synod —  dogmas that in their core and essence had been 
defined at the first two Ecumenical Synods. T o  demonstrate the truth 
o f this concept I shall now read to you a large part o f the decision of 
the fourth Ecumenical Council with particular emphasis on those pas
sages where the Council expresses its consensus on the interpretation 
o f the Creed o f Nicaea in an excellent way. W e  hold that this inter
pretation is absolutely consistent with the faith as declared in the two 
creeds and the result o f the logical examination of the Divine Revela
tion which is the basis o f the dogma. I quote from the Definition of 
Faith o f the Fourth Ecumenical Council:

"This have we done with one unanimous consent, driving away 
erroneous doctrines and renewing the unerring faith o f the Fathers, 
publishing to all men the Creed o f the Three Hundred and Eighteen, 
and to their number adding, as their peers, the Fathers who have re- 
ceived the same summary o f religion. Such are the One Hundred ami 
Fifty holy Fathers who afterwards assembled in the great Constan 
tinople and ratified the same faith. Moreover, observing the order ami 
every form relating to the faith, which was observed by the holy synod 
formerly held in Ephesus, o f which Celestine of Rome and Cyril ol 
Alexandria, o f holy memory, were the leaders, we do declare that tlit* 
exposition o f the right and blameless faith made by the Three Hun

4 Cf. J. Karmiris in The Greek Orthodox Theological Review, X  2, pp. 67d
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dred and Eighteen holy and blessed Fathers, assembled at Nice in the 
reign o f Constantine o f pious memory, shall be pre-eminent: and that 
those things shall be o f force also which were decreed by the One 
Hundred and Fifty holy Fathers at Constantinople, for the uprooting 
o f the heresies which had then sprung up, and for the confirmation o f 
the same Catholic and Apostolic Faith o f ours.

The Creed of the three hundred and eighteen Fathers at Nice.
W e believe in one God, etc.

Item, the Creed o f the one hundred and fifty holy Fathers 
who were assembled at Constantinople.

W e believe in one God, etc.

This wise and salutary formula of divine grace sufficed for the per
fect knowledge and confirmation o f religion; fo r  it teaches the perfect 
( doctrine)  concerning Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, and sets forth 
the Incarnation o f the Lord to them that faithfully receive it. But, 
forasmuch as persons undertaking to make void the preaching o f the 
truth have through their individual heresies given rise to empty bab
blings; some o f them daring to corrupt the mystery o f the Lord’s incar
nation for us and refusing (to' use) the name Mother o f God (T h eo 
tokos) in reference to the Virgin, while others, bringing in a confu
sion and mixture, and idly conceiving that the nature o f the flesh and 
of the Godhead is all one, maintaining that the divine Nature o f the 
Only Begotten is, by mixture, capable o f suffering; therefore this pres
ent holy, great, and -ecumenical synod, desiring to exclude every device 
against the Truth, and teaching that which is unchanged from the be
ginning, has at the very outset decreed that the faith of the Three Hun
dred and Eighteen Fathers shall be preserved inviolate. And on ac
count o f them that contend against the Holy Ghost, it confirms the 
doctrine afterwards delivered concerning the substance o f the Spirit 
by the One Hundred and Fifty holy Fathers who assembled in the im
perial City; which doctrine they declared unto all men, not as though 
they were introducing anything that had been lacking in their prede
cessors * but in order to explain through written documents their faith 
concerning the Holy Ghost against those who were seeking to destroy 
his sovereignty. And, on account o f those who have taken in hand to 
corrupt the mystery o f the dispensation (i.e. the Incarnation) and who 
shamelessly pretend that he who was born o f the holy Virgin Mary 
was a mere man, it receives the synodical letters o f the Blessed Cyril,

* The Nicene Creed.
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Pastor o f the Church o f Alexandria, addressed to Nestorius and the 
Easterners, judging them suitable, for the refutation o f the frenzied 
folly o f Nestorius, and for the instruction o f those who long with holy 
ardour for a knowledge o f the saving symbol.

And, for the confirmation o f the orthodox doctrines, it has rightly 
added to these the letter o f the President o f the great and old Rome, 
the most blessed and holy Archbishop Leo, which was addressed to 
Archbishop Flavian o f blessed memory, for the removal o f the false 
doctrines o f Eutyches, judging them to be agreeable to the confession 
o f the great Peter, and as it were a common pillar against misbelievers. 
For it opposes those who would rend the mystery o f the dispensation 
into a Duad o f Sons; it repels from the sacred assembly those who dare 
to say that the Godhead o f the Only Begotten is capable o f suffering; 
it resists those who imagine a mixture or confusion o f the two natures 
o f Christ; it drives away those who fancy his form o f a servant is o f 
an heavenly or some substance other than that which was taken o f us, 
and it anathematizes those who foolishly talk of two natures o f our 
Lord before the union, conceiving that after the union there was only 
one.

Following the holy Fathers we teach with one voice that the Son 
(o f  G od) and our Lord Jesus Christ is to be confessed as one and the 
same (Person), that he is perfect in Godhead and perfect in manhood, 
very God and very man, o f a reasonable soul and (human) body con- 
sisting, consubstantial with the Father as touching his Godhead, and 
consubstantial with us as touching his manhood; made in all things 
like unto us, sin only excepted; begotten o f his Father before the worlds 
according to his Godhead; but in these last days for us men and for 
our salvation born (into the world) o f the Virgin Mary, the Mother 
o f God according to his manhood. This one and the same Jesus 
Christ, the only-begotten Son (o f  God) must be confessed to be in two 
natures, ( i )  unconfusedly, immutably, indivisibly, inseparably (united), 
and1 that without the distinction o f natures being taken away by such 
union, but rather the peculiar property o f each nature being preserved 
and being united in one Person and subsistence, not separated or di
vided into two persons, but one and the same Son and only-begotten, 
God the Word, our Lord Jesus Christ, as the Prophets o f old time have 
spoken concerning him, and as the Lord Jesus Christ hath taught us, 
and as the Creed of the Fathers hath delivered to us.

These things, therefore, having been expressed by us with the great 
est accuracy and attention, the holy Ecumenical Synod defines that no 
one shall be suffered to bring forward a different faith, nor to wrilc,
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nor to put together, nor to excogitate, nor to teach it to others. But 
such as dare either to put together another faith, or to bring forward 
or to teach or to deliver a different Creed to such as wish to be con
verted to the knowledge o f the truth from the Gentiles, or Jews or 
any heresy whatever, i f  they be Bishops or clerics let them be deposed, 
the Bishops from the Episcopate, and the clerics from the clergy; but 
if they be monks or laics: let them be anathematized.”5

The essence o f this statement is that two perfect (natures) can be
come one, but only in Christ Jesus.

Theoretically this solution bears testimony o f faith (based on reve
lation) in the harmonious co-existence o f the two Natures o f Christ. 
It does so by means o f a formula which reflects logical study o f the 
fundamental dogmas; nevertheless it is a rejection o f rationalism in 
matters o f faith. This confirms what we said before, namely that the 
catholic Church uses biblical theology ini its magisterium, and also ec
lectic Platonism (or Aristotelianism). Precisely the opposite applies 
to the heresies.6

A t a future meeting I w ill deal with the second part o f this study. 
Illness prevents me from doing so now.

DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper o f Prof. G. Konidaris
3 . Comments on the paper o f Professor Konidaris:

V e r g h e se : The faith o f the Church is one and is indivisible and has a con
tinuity not created by- the Councils but drawn out and expressed by the Councils.

V . C. Sa m u e l : W hile  admitting that we agree in the interpretation o f the 
faith, the question has to be raised whether this should commit us to the posi
tion that there is a continuous development o f dogma in the seven councils. In 
fact, one can see in the councils discontinuity also. Take, for instance, the Coun. 
cil o f Chalcedon. W e  have clear evidence that the imperial authority at the 
time, which played a very significant role in that Council, wanted to ignore the 
Council o f Ephesus in 431. There were three occasions when the Commissioners 
indicated the belief o f the Emperor for the guidance o f the assembly. They said 
that the Emperor believed in accordance with the Creeds o f  Nicea and Constan

5 See Carl vcn Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, Band I I  (Freiburg im Breisgau, 
1875), pp. 468-471.

English version taken from A  Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene 
Fathers o f the Christian Church, Volume X IV . The Seven Ecumenical Coun
cils, pp. 262-265 (Chalcedon).

6 A t this point we oppose the well-known thesis o f Harnack. See Conci- 
liorum O ecumenic orum Deer eta, Herder-Verlag edition: Centro di documenta- 
zione Istituto per le Science Religione (Bologna, 1962).
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tinople, and with the teaching o f a number o f fathers. But they did not men
tion the Council o f Ephesus as such as authoritative. Again, the Council o f 553 
condemned the writings o f Theodoret o f Cyrus and Ibas o f Edessa, in spite of 
the fact that the Council o f 451 had exonerated them. Thus one can see dis
continuity between the councils o f 431 and 451 on the one hand, and between 
those o f 451 and 553 on the other. The councils as such were scenes o f extreme 
tension and in some cases even o f violence. Although doctrinal issues were 
treated in them, there were forces which worked behind the scenes, each for the 
establishment o f its own points o f view in other matters.

There was, however, a continuous development o f dogma. That is to be 
found in the interpretation o f the faith which the Church adopted in the face 
o f heretical ideas, whether in the light o f conciliar decisions or otherwise. The 
Chalcedonian side, for instance, sees it in the seven Councils. But because o f 
many historical factors, the non-Chalcedonian side finds it difficult to accept 
the seven councils as such. So the only criterion on which we can proceed is to 
see whether we agree in the interpretation o f the faith.

K o n id a r is : The fifth Council was not dealt with in my paper. It must be 
remembered that there are no minutes extant o f its proceedings. The fourth 
Council had to give an answer to the question about the union o f the two na
tures, even though the second Council in principle had given something o f an 
answer through its rejection o f Apollinaris. The fourth Council however had 
to find a new answer bearing in mind that the monophysitism o f Eutyches had 
brought Apollinarian monophysitism to its logical conclusion. The position of 
Eutyches needed an answer from the Church. Monophysitism follow ing the 
theory o f Apollinaris was not understood straight away. Clarity as to the unity 
o f the two natures in Christ was only achieved when Eutyches stated, his posi
tion. The answer o f the Church was based on previous Councils unconcerned 
with the decisions and formulae o f  the first Ecumenical Council. But the' the
ology o f the Catholic Church constituted an interpretation o f the second and 
third Ecumenical Councils. The reality o f the situation depended on the over
coming o f heresies taught in the name of Cyril. Hypostasis and prosopon were 
used only to indicate the unity o f person; nature is a word usable in the Greek 
only for physis but nor for hypostasis. To  use physis meaning hypostasis or pro
sopon is quite inadequate. This was understood by the Fathers o f the fourth 
Ecumenical Council. In Alexandrian christology the true physis o f Christ,, 
meaning the basis o f His hypostasis, was the divine nature. Cyril because of 
the above tradition wrongly believed that he could use the phrase mia physis. 
A t the beginning o f the theological discussion the term physis seemed to be for 
Cyril an adequate expression within the context o f the logos theology o f the 
Alexandrians as an expression o f one person or hypostasis. This was possible 
because through the expression "one physis o f the Logos” the main bearer of 
the unity o f the two natures in Christ was understood, while the expression 
"sesarkomene” being a Johannine expression was not inadequate for the descrip, 
tion o f Christ’s human nature which could not become a hypostasis or person 
for Him. (H is  human nature was and remained without hypostasis ''from  the 
very conception.” )  The question o f the real existence o f human nature in Christ 
was formulated by Leontius o f Byzantium in his theological and terminological 
clarification o f the doctrine o f the fourth Ecumenical Council. Leontius used



INNER CONTINUITY OF TRINITARIAN DOGMA 275

for the fullness and perfection o f Christ’s human nature the term "enyposta- 
ton.”  Therefore, the use o f the expression "one nature o f the Logos incarnate”  
after the fourth Ecumenical Council constituted a heresy, while it was at the 
same time useless for the Christology of the ancient Church both from the point 
o f view o f theology and o f terminology. The sixth Ecumenical Council drew 
certain conclusions on this while the fifth Ecumenical Council gave answers to 
the wrong accusation that the fourth Ecumenical Council had been Nestorian, 
and drew out directly conclusion from the Christology o f the fourth Council.

< Ro m a n id e s : Prof. Konidaris is right in his remarks on the continuity and 
identity o f the faith. The intention o f the Fathers to maintain the faith without 
change is evidenced in his paper. There is only need to clarify the faith in the 
face o f heresies. The distinction between the dogma o f a council! and the his- 
torical events o f a council must be maintained. Sometimes the historical events 
indicate that what is said doctrinally is not really accepted. For example Leo o f 
Rome could make orthodox statements but is suspect i f  he supports a heretic. 
In the 433 reconciliation John o f Antioch and Cyril o f Alexandria come to
gether on the basis o f the formulary. As witnessed by John’s letter to Rome, 
Constantinople, and Alexandria, and according to Ibas the twelve chapters o f 
Cyril were part o f the reconciliation. Theodoritus could not accept the reconcilia
tion because the twelve chapters were included in the terms o f the reconciliation. 
Theodoritus had not as yet condemned Nestorianism. A  question which re
mains is why did Leo still support Theodoritus? It is necessary to examine the 
Council o f 449 in order to decide the rightness o f the action taken in 451 when 
Dioscorus was condemned. The question whether he was condemned justly or 
unjustly is an open one, especially in the light o f Leo’s support for Theodoritus 
who had not yet renounced Nestorius. Also whether Theodoritus was con
demned justly or unjustly in 449 should be considered. Possibly the answer 
was given at the fourth Ecumenical Council when Theodoritus was not allowed 
to become a member o f the Council. The Council o f Chalcedon did not simply 
act diplomatically in not accepting Theodoritus as a participant until its later 
sessions when he was given an opportunity o f making a profession o f  faith. 
Only at the last moment did he condemn Nestorius. The fifth Ecumenical Coun
cil marked a continuation o f what was begun at the Council o f Chalcedon. The 
fourth Ecumenical Council cannot be dealt with in isolation from the fifth Ecu
menical Council.

The relation o f physis, hypostasis and ousia was not clarified by councils 
but by theologians. St. Basil for example believed that Western theologians 
accepted the distinction between ouoirx and vjiocrraoig. He also believed that the 
distinction was accepted at the first Ecumenical Council but neither o f these be
liefs are probably correct. A t the Alexandrian Council o f 362 there was a dis
cussion about the terms hypostasis and cusia but identity in faith was seen to 
be more important than differences in terminology and no formal decisions were 
at that time made. That the Latins never accepted the distinction between es
sence and substance in speaking o f the Holy Trinity did not make them heretics. 
There is evidence that St. Athanasius continued to use ovoia and vnoataaig as 
synonymous even after the Council o f 362 as he had done before. The Cappa- 
docians used physis; as equivalent to ousia but the Alexandrian Christians used 
physis as equivalent to wtocrractg.
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The discussion continued at 10:30 a .m . after the midmorning 
break.

V e r g h ese : a) W e  must make a distinction between the dogmatic definitions 
o f Councils and the historical events surrounding them. Dogma can only be 
understood in an historical context, b ) The precise terminology in which the 
faith is expressed is less important than the content o f the faith. As long as the 
content is agreed on, acceptable terminology can be generally found.

Flo r o v s k y : There can be agreement with the main thesis o f Konidaris on 
the unity o f the seven Ecumenical Councils, but there can be no agreement 
with the lenient attitude o f Romanides as to terminology. Confusion has been 
created in the Church from the time o f  Arius onwards by such lenient attitudes. 
The work o f the Holy Spirit in the life  o f Councils must not be forgotten and 
wc must always distinguish between what actually took place during the meet
ing o f the Council and what took place around the meeting o f the Council. 
Councils must be formally accepted and spiritually assessed. Even concerning 
the concept homoousion the confusion must be put in its proper perspective. 
Cardinal Bea has said that the same truths can be expressed in a variety of 
manners. But there are more and less appropriate manners. There is always 
a need for guidance in determining definition but truth is only comprehended 
in an intimate spiritual manner.

I f  Nicea marked the beginning o f the assessment o f trinitarian dogma, Chal
cedon marked the beginning o f the assessment o f christological dogma. In both 
these trends we should not be shocked by the intrigue in using difficult words.

Theodoritus was in error sincerely and his was an outstanding case. Yet on 
all sides there has always been sincere error which must be understood. Dogma 
is not only canonical description but a guide to truth. The generalization of 
Cardinal Bea is embarrassing. One can call things by different names but some 
names are wrong. W hat are the criterion that must be used? W e  must keep 
in mind that dogma is not merely definition, dogma comes alive in spiritual 
life. There is much more than just words and even though we try to express 
the same thing by using different words the reality remains the same.

Ro m a n id e s : The expression on terminology given above was not meant to 
indicate a free-for-all in terminological usage. My friends know very well from 
my writings and from me personally that I am very far from being lenient in 
such questions. Specific terminological adjustment must be looked for in the 
context o f history and not in generalizations. The fifth Ecumenical Council pul 
in a parallel manner the Cappadocian use o f physis with the Alexandrian use 
o f physis and thus recognized concrete historical terminological usages and the 
fact that in certain circumstances two sets o f terms may express the same faith. 
W e  are speaking o f facts and no one has the right to make accusations which 
stem from the imagination. In fact I have never suggested a terminological 
usage which is not rooted in the tradition.

F’o r o v s k y : Up to 362 a .d , certain terminology was used in a particular 
historical context. But we cannot use the same words in the same context now. 
The language given then was different from the current contemporary usage 
and situation.
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V er g h ese : a ) There is no basic disagreement. Terminological latitude docs 
not mean that we call a horse a cow. The limits o f latitude must however be 
agreed upon, b ) The imperial attempts to create unity by the use o f ambiguous 
terms did not succeed, c ) Terminology is to clarify meaning and help in the 
search for spiritual truth, d ) Terminology must be understood in a given his
torical context.

B o r o v o y : W hat is discussed here is more important than doctrine. In doc
trine we can easily reach agreement but in the varying use o f terminology there 
can be much disagreement for no theologian is infallible. W e  must be objective 
in the practical historical implementation o f methodological theories. W e  must 
be careful not to select only those historical facts which are favorable to our 
position. There are other facts which point in the opposite direction. Agree- 
ment cannot be achieved by one-sided selectivity in choosing certain historical 
facts which are favorable to our position while ignoring others which are equally 
pertinent.

It is understandable that human factors had a very real place in the early 
councils even as in the development o f the church today. I f  such and such a 
father is wrong because he supported a heretic, then examples can be found on 
both sides. Provincialism in local and national traditions is evident in all 
churches. Anyone who says that the church is built on the teaching o f any 
particular father, must be wrong. A ll fathers are not infallible, they express 
truth in human jfashion. Only what the church teaches is obligatory.



4. D r. K . N . K h e l l a  now presented his remarks on the historical 
background o f the christological discussions in the Eastern world in 
a paper entitled "D o  the four later Councils prevent reconciliation 
o f the Orthodox Churches?”

C H A P T E R  X I

DO  TH E  FO U R  L A T E R  C O U N C ILS  P R E V E N T  
R E C O N C IL IA T IO N  OF TH E  O R T H O D O X  CHURCHES?

B y  K . N .  K h e l l a

Recognition or non-recognition o f an Ecumenical Council is for 
both Eastern and Oriental Orthodox Churches a criterion o f Ortho
doxy. Approaching the question o f reconciliation between the two 
church families the number o f acknowledged Councils stands as the 
formal obstacle on the way o f reconciliation. This arises from the 
doctrine o f Orthodoxy on the teaching authority in the Church. Besides 
the Holy Canon and the Holy Tradition the Holy Councils make the 
third source o f Christian Teaching. Refusing a Council seems to be 
understood as something equal to refusing a book of the Holy Scrip
tures. This is our problem: W hile a part o f the Church declares seven 
Councils as ecumenical and binding, the other part defines only three 
as such. Is it a precondition o f the reconciliation that either the one 
group reduces to three or the other raises to seven? This paper does not 
want to give final answer to this question but just illuminate some of 
the aspects according to which a church position toward a council 
could be defined.

First we should distinguish between a church position to a Coun 
cil and its position to the teaching o f this Council. A  Council is not 
simply an event through which a definition o f faith is proclaimed; il 
had rather its political and ecclesiological implications. Evaluating .1 
Council dogmatically these implications appear as secondary aspects, 
yet historically they play a primary factor in the alienation between 
the churches.

Distinguishing a church position to a teaching o f a council from it*, 
general position to the whole council we should further distinguish hr 
tween die position of a church to the teaching as such and to the I a 11 
guage in which this teaching is expressed. The Conciliar movement 
shows that a consensus o f the bases o f an Ecumenical Council is only 
possible i f  the linguistic features o f each group are considered. 'I Iu-
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process o f the reception o f the first Ecumenical Council lasted longer 
than half a century. The language used in the Nicaean Formula was 
differently understood by each o f the parties. The expression homo- 
ousios was disputed. The pre-Nicaean Church declared it as hetero
dox, now it canonized it: the church did not canonize a teaching it 
once condemned, it used expressions which were once deplored. The 
language undergoes permanent change. Dogmas might not always be 
clear for teachers and believers o f the church. They first become clear 
through the process of formulation. Are they formulated, so that they 
are fixed as unchangeable, yet the language in which they are expressed 
is subject to the law o f permanent change. The preacher has to do 
daily with this law o f change: he has to explain what words o f the 
Scriptures now actually mean, for they are now differently understood 
than in the time they were spoken by Jesus and the prophets. More, 
the expressions differ from one cultural background to another. This 
matter made the very; problem o f Chalcedon. The usage o f language 
in either o f the churches was different not only between Latins and 
Syrians but even between the Greek-speaking Fathers according to their 
background: Alexandrine or Byzantine. When the Egyptians used the 
same language o f Chalcedon, they meant something different than 
Chalcedon; to mean the same, they must speak differently. This fact 
was partly seen by the Council itself: it never excommunicated the 
teaching represented by its opponent Dioscorus I o f Alexandria and his 
followers (the important passages in this connection are quoted in my 
recent book "Naissance *et developpement de leglise copte,” Paris, 
1967); however, the Council o f Chalcedon required the acceptance o f 
its definition.

Acceptance: W hat does this mean in the conciliar usage? The rec
ognition o f a Council is not simply to sign its conclusions by church 
dignitaries. The conciliar conclusions get their power first through 
their reception by the congregation of believers.

Apart from the wrritten definition o f 451, the Church on both sides 
of Chalcedon believed in Jesus Christ, became man, in whom Divinity 
and humanity are fully preserved. The Churches, so-called non-Chal
cedonian, have not been tired, particularly after Chalcedon, to stress 
the necessity o f confessing both humanity and Divinity in the incarnate 
Word. Under the impression o f Chalcedon the opponents o f the Coun
cil endeavored to prove that they cannot be accused because o f their 
faith. From that time they expressed their faith in a way which satis
fies the needs o f the Council they do not accept; but in doing this they 
receive practically, while not juridically, the Council.
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This means that the non-Chalcedonian Church is Chalcedonian by 
faith, or, seen by the eyes o f non-Chalcedonians, the Chalcedonians 
are non-Chalcedonians by faith. The question is now concrete: I f  faith 
unites, should terminology separate?

In answering this question the Chalcedonian side will probably say: 
I f  so, why not recognition o f the Council ? In this, one cannot eliminate 
the cultural and historical background o f the fifth century christo
logical controversy and its effect on the position o f certain churches to 
Chalcedon. The church historian learns more and more to stress the 
non-doctrinal aspects in the Chalcedonian dispute. T o  my opinion the 
definition o f Chalcedon played less a role in forming the reaction to the 
Council than the new position o f the emperor created by the enthrone
ment o f Marcion in 450, who first in the history o f Councils, through 
Chalcedon, exercised presidency o f a church council; what consequently 
means supremacy in the church. This happened in a time the non- 
Greek parts o f the empire were struggling for cultural dehellenization 
and political emancipation from the Byzantine Empire. The frontiers 
between Chalcedonians and non-Chalcedonians fall in line with the 
frontiers between Greeks and non-Greeks in the Byzantine Empire. The 
same parts rejecting juridically the Council are identical with the ter
ritories lost to the Islamic empire. The fact that the opponents of 
Chalcedon call the followers o f the Council "Melkites” (followers of 
the King, say Royalists) and that they did not call them for example 
"Dyophysites” shows how predominant the question o f the Christian 
king, i.e. his position in the Church, was for the non-Chalcedonians. 
The endeavors after 451 to reconcile the Church were not successful 
for they were attempts to preserve the adherence o f these peoples to 
the empire.

Back to our question: "D o  the four later Councils prevent the rec
onciliation o f the Orthodox Churches?”

Some difficulties prevented the reconciliation in the post-Chalcc- 
donian age. Though they are no longer existing in the present situa
tion o f the Church, yet a new problem was created through the centu 
ries and has been inherited by our generation: The rejection o f Chai 
cedon has been a "tradition” on one side o f the Church while on the 
other side a "tradition” rejecting churches rejecting Chalcedon was 
found. This created the stagnation o f relationships o f the one side to 
the other. The Eastern Church, both o f seven or three Councils, is a 
traditional Church. This is its strength; but traditionally could be re 
duced to just "conservatism” as in this case, and this is weakness. His 
tory has been overloaded through incongruity between Chalcedoniann
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and non-Chalcedonians. It is symptomatic for those who still suffer 
under the impression o f the past a non-ecumenically inspired series o f 
articles still appearing in Arabic against the approach to the recon
ciliation. The articles repeat again and again besides the christological 
arguments the sufferings o f the Copts in post-Chalcedonian history.

W e  are though in the lucky situation to confess the same faith, 
however differing in the number o f Councils we acknowledge. The 
help could be rendered to us through a certain formula that says some
thing like this: Orthodoxy must be mutually acknowledged if  the Or
thodox faith expressed in the later councils is directly confessed by the 
respective churches apart from their juridical recognition o f the coun
cils. This presupposes a dealing with the "receptio” in a new light. 
The consultation "The Significance o f the Councils o f the Early Church 
for the Ecumenical Movement”  organized by Faith and Order Com
mission; o f the W orld  Council o f Churches in the last three years did 
in this respect good work. The reception is not something that occurs 
in a moment. It is rather a process o f centuries. The Christian Church 
is still realizing more and more the mystery o f incarnation. A ll Chris
tians, apart from their adherence or non-adherence to Chalcedon, are 
still in need to discover what does it really mean that MGod became 
man” for our sake. Finally God is still revealing himself. In our case, 
we need to find out a formula speaking like: As far as the "Faith” has 
been received, the recipient is orthodox. The formula should appre
ciate the significance o f such reception, even i f  it is independent from 
the receiving o f certain events o f the life o f the Church or even words 
o f its language.

The question is finally this: Is the reception o f the dogma apart 
from the expresses verbis recognition o f the respective council enough 
to acknowledge Orthodoxy?

In the case o f Chalcedon, the churches not recognizing it, yet re
ceiving its faith, are doing so because o f reasons which are orthodox 
in nature: among these the anxiety about and the fear o f innovation 
in belief in using terms that do not occur by the Fathers; in principle 
they confess the same belief, in terms they do not want "neither to 
add nor to omit” something from the deposit o f faith. In the meantime 
the churches not recognizing the later councils should know that the 
churches o f the councils wanted to satisfy needs which are orthodox in 
nature, the wanted to exclude such heresies excluded by their own 
churches.

It would be a pity i f  churches o f the same faith could not recognize 
each other as orthodox because the council as a form and not its dog
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matic teaching became a problem.

Chalcedon interrupted the fellowship o f the Eastern Church but it 
did not prevent the common witness. The later three councils were in 
fact reapproaching the Oriental, now separated Church.

The Fifth Council gave a commentary and a definitive exegesis o f 
the fourth. The sixth is a consequence o f the fifth. The seventh is 
practically received by the whole Church. But Churches that did not 
iecognize the Council o f 415 could not participate in the later conciliar 
events, therefore they did not recognize later councils. Starting from 
this a general recognition o f the later councils or renouncing them by 
the other Church is not a necessary precondition o f reconciliation. (A  
similar agreement would be done between the Orthodox and the Cath
olic Church concerning the latter’s later councils.)

I f  the one group o f churches acknowledges the other without having 
its same number o f councils, so this means consequently that councils 
which are not directly accepted are yet recognized as orthodox.

When the non-Chalcedonians do not receive juridically the later 
jour councils, yet they receive the churches of seven councils tn com
munion, so they acknowledge indirectly the orthodoxy of the later four 
councils.

Further, it was not the case that the isolated churches after Chalce
don ignored the later conciliar development; they rather followed it 
very carefully and expressed the same faith in their own language. 
Even this is a way of receiving a council.

In spite o f the conciliar controversy the structure o f both church 
families which remained orthodox led to a common development. In 
all later controversies between East and West both families o f faith 
took the same doctrinal position, they represent the same views in 
questions o f modern theology, concerning the ecumenical movement 
and in all other fields o f secular life. Both families o f the Eastern 
Church remained, before or after Chalcedon, juridically recognizing 
it or not, they remained One, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic and Orthodox 
Church.

DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper of Dr. K. N . Khella
5 . Comments on the above paper:

R o m a n id e s : This paper has touched on many o f the basic problems dis
cussed in the Aarhus consultation. Up to now the prevailing opinion has been 
that the acceptance or rejection o f a council means the acceptance or rejection 
o f the common faith. It is a peculiar development that the two traditions seem
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to continue to have the same faith but differ in the acceptance or rejection of 
certain councils.

However, in dealing with the conditions o f union between the Chalcedonian 
Orthodox and non-Chalcedonian Churches it is completely incorrect to draw 
parallels with conditions for union with Rome. In the one instance we are deal
ing with traditions which seem to have a common faith, although they accept 
in common only three Ecumenical Councils, whereas the Chalcedonians accept 
another four Ecumenical Councils. In the case o f Chalcedonian Orthodox and 
Roman Catholics there is a common acceptance o f seven Ecumenical Councils, 
but the faith, while being in many respects common, is so divergent that the 
Orthodox regard the Roman Councils in addition to the Seven as essentially 
heretical and certainly not ecumenical. As far as I can tell the Chalcedonian 
Orthodox and the non-Chalcedonians are in essential agreement in rejecting the 
non-Biblical and non-Orthodox doctrines o f the Roman Catholics. It is within 
the realm o f possibility that the non-Chalcedonians may recognize as Orthodox 
the Chalcedonian Orthodox understanding o f the Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, and 
Seventh Ecumenical Councils, even though they may disagree with the Chalce
donian interpretation o f the historical facts, but there is no such possibility be
tween the Orthodox and Roman Catholics, since much promulgated at the later 
Latin Councils are neither Biblical, nor Orthodox.

As to the question o f cultural and political independence o f national 
churches following the fourth Ecumenical Council this also needs to be looked 
at. It might be noted that there was no cultural difference between Dioscorus, 
Cyril and John o f Antioch. The first theologians involved in the rejection o f 
Chalcedon rejected it not for cultural reasons but because o f a desire to preserve 
the dogmatic integrity o f the Church.

F l o r o v s k y : The parallelism of Dr. Khella is unfortunate. The number of 
councils is accidental and it is not easy to determine how a council may be clas
sified as ecumenical. The Council o f Florence regarded itself as the eighth Ecu
menical Council but it was not included in the number o f Roman Catholic Ecu
menical Councils until the time o f Bellarmine.

K h e l la :  The Roman Catholic Church does not recognize the completion of 
revelation in seven Ecumenical Councils or in any given number o f them.

R o m a n id e s : A  paradox is obvious here. The non-Chalcedonians and the 
Chalcedonians have three councils in common; the Chalcedonians and the Ro
man Catholics have seven councils in common. The non-Chalcedonians and the 
Chalcedonians seem to have the faith in common; the Chalcedonians and the 
Roman Catholics do not have the faith in common.

K rik o r ia n : Ecumenical Councils should be looked at from an international 
standpoint, that is with other churches in view of the Roman Catholic, Anglican, 
Old Catholic and Protestant traditions.

N issiotis: There is much that is agreeable in Dr. Khella’s paper but also 
much from which embarrassment can arise:

a ) The principle o f the reception o f Councils must be carefully looked at 
and not applied in general to the reception o f all councils; i.e., it can be applied
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to the Council o f Ferrara, which was rejected as soon as the delegates returned 
home. The time factor is decisive. Are we still awaiting the acceptance o f cer
tain councils?

b ) The recognition or non-recognition o f a Council does not depend upon 
the faith. I f  we say that faith unites, can we say that ecclesiology separates? 
Ecdesiology should be a uniting factor.

c ) The Chalcedonians are both Greeks and non-Greeks. Anti-Hellenism 
should not be turned against a Council, especially when it is remembered that 
there were Greeks and non-Greeks, both among the orthodox and among the 
heretics.

V e r g h ese : Cultural and political factors should not be overemphasized. 
W e  must respect the integrity o f the historical event. But the cultural and po
litical tensions are a part o f the historical event o f Chalcedon.

C h it e s c u : The churches o f the Orthodox and Ancient Oriental traditions 
do not differ on ecclesiology, although a difficulty does arise from the recogni
tion on the one side o f only three councils and on the other o f seven councils. 
From this consultation there should arise some practical guidance for the 
churches on this matter and Dr. Khella's paper is a contribution in this direction.

K on idaris: The question o f the recognition o f councils is a different one 
in the East to that in the West. The question o f recognition o f seven councils 
is a question o f truth and o f essence, the former questions are easy to resolve if 
we are agreed on the basis o f truth.

Heresies have come out o f the Greek spirit and the inner struggle for truth 
and for adequate formulations. National opposition to ecumenical theology o f 
the Ancient Catholic Church has always found room under existing controver
sies. Today e.g. the question o f the recognition o f the Ecumenical Councils in 
the ecumenical dialogue is an important one, because the West has 21 Ecumeni
cal Councils, while we accept only seven. But unfortunately in the W est the 
Synod o f 869 (eighth Ecumenical Council according to the Roman Catholic 
Church) is questioned on scientific grounds. This matter, significant in itself, 
is put by those thinking scientifically as a matter o f truth. In the same way the 
entire matter o f the recognition o f the Ecumenical Councils should be faced. 
The truths o f faith examined in ecumenical spirit must be grounded upon the 
Holy Scripture and Tradition o f the one undivided Church.

K h e l l a : I agree that the four councils o f the Chalcedonians and the 
thirteen councils o f the Roman Catholic Church do not provide an exact parallel. 
I f  blame is placed on the cultural and historical background then psychologi
cally dogmatic problems become easier to resolve.

Nissiotis: In the consideration o f the dogmatic formulate o f councils and 
o f fathers not just the Greek but the Byzantine background must be looked at. 
W e must not lose the sense o f responsibility which belongs to the whole Church 
o f the Byzantine empire, which was not all Greek.

V er g h ese : The text o f Dr. Khella’s paper may be revised so that the un
necessary dragging in o f a comparison with the Roman Catholic Church can 
be avoided.
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K h e l l a : It might well be the duty o f this consultation to determine what 
is the criterion for the reception and recognition o f councils. How does one 
define where and when the Holy Spirit acts?

N issiotis: I f  a criterion is determined upon it should be possible to apply 
it also to Chalcedon. Although it must be remembered that in the case o f  Chal
cedon as with other councils time plays a significant part and the criterion for 
acceptance in the fifth century may not be the same as in other centuries.

V e r g h e se : In thinking o f a criterion for acceptance it is the comparative 
reception o f Nicea and Chalcedon by the churches that should be looked to.

B ish o p  Sa m u e l : In our discussions have we taken sufficiently into con
sideration the matter o f the acceptance o f  councils in the minds o f our people? 
People tend to remember historical, political and human events more than theo
logical events. Can we come to any statement putting aside human shortcom
ings so as to find how to make a Council acceptable to the general membership 
o f a Church?

R o m a n id e s : W hen we think o f ecumenical councils we think o f the events 
as having predecessors in local councils. Whatever the council may be, the rep
resentatives, especially the Bishops, are gathered together as members o f the 
Communion o f Saints. For this to be acknowledged by the churches o f the two 
traditions then there likewise must be acceptance o f the fact that members o f 
local councils can also be o f the communion o f saints professing the very same 
Orthodox faith. When we are prepared to accept this profession o f faith as 
an orthodox one it does not matter whether we accept the council as ecumenical 
or local, but we must accept the council as orthodox nevertheless and the par
ticipants as orthodox. In this sense we can dispense priliminarily with the ques. 
tion o f Chalcedon’s Ecumenicity and concentrate on its Orthodoxy.

V is c h e r : Dr. Khella made reference to the Faith and Order Study on the 
Councils using the term reception. In the study various meanings o f reception 
are distinguished:

a ) Immediate spiritual reception,
b ) A  disposition to a favorable decision on reception,
c ) Re-reception, something which should always be possible and necessary 

in making for the progress o f the church.

* * *

6. Following the afternoon break at 4:30 Father Verghese made 
mention o f the draft statement which should be produced by the con
sultation. Altogether there should be produced a preamble to the list 
o f topics on which papers are to be published after the consultation. 
This preamble or draft agreed theological statements should be accom
panied by a statement on recommendations to the churches; a list o f 
suggestions for further study; a list o f resolutions from the consulta
tion; and a press release.

Discussion followed on the revision o f the content o f the preamble
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draft agreed theological statement. Following the discussion the state
ment was passed back to the drafting committee (Florovsky, Borovoy, 
Romanides, Verghese and Professor Samuel) for the revised list o f 
topics, and for reformulation o f the preamble in the light o f the first 
discussion.

7. Suggestions fo r further study:

V e r g h e s e : In addition to the suggestions produced, there are ad
ditional subjects which might bear consideration at a later date:

a ) Spirituality in the two traditions.

b ) Christological hymnology and prayers from the various litur
gical traditions.

c) There should be a comparative study o f the response to Nicea 
and Chalcedon.

d ) An examination might be made o f the historical background 
leading up to the Council o f Chalcedon in order to set the Chalcedon 
controversy in its cultural milieu.

e ) It has been said several times that we have a common ecclesi
ology which is part o f both our historical and theological traditions. 
This may not be entirely so and we need to initiate ecclesiological dis
cussion, to see if  we really agree.

R o m a n i d e s : Another suggestion for further study might be the 
background o f the doctrine o f God for those who have been said to 
have had heretical christologies —  the inseparable relations between 
the doctrine o f God, the doctrine o f man and christology.

N is s io t is : There is obviously a need for more detailed study prepa
ratory to future consultations. Care must be taken in the drafting of 
questions, especially those which relate to the historical background of 
our concerns.

M e y e n d o r f f : The christological issue has been tackled both at 
Aarhus and at Bristol but the problem o f ecclesiology has not been 
tackled directly. Each o f our churches believes itself to be in the tra 
dition o f the Church and that the Church cannot be divided. Our third 
consultation should be on ecclesiology.

M e t r o p o l it a n  E m i l i a n o s : Sufficient regard should also be given 
to the jurisdictional problems arising from separation.

The discussion continued as to the type o f preparation which should
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be undertaken for the next consultation and as to whether the consulta
tions could in any way be called official. Dr. Nissiotis reminded the 
members o f the consultation once again that their contribution was 
through study in the service o f the churches.

It was unanimously agreed that Professor Nissiotis should address 
letters to Orthodox scholars on both sides inviting them to prepare 
papers on specific issues. (See appendix — Topics for Further Study.)



8. The evening session opened with the presentation by Professor 
Chitescu o f his paper on "The Position o f Some Orthodox and Roman 
Catholic Theologians concerning the W ills  o f the Person o f Christ and 
the Problem o f Relationship with the non-Chalcedonian Churches.”

C H A P T E R  X I I

T H E  P O S IT IO N  O F  SOME O R T H O D O X  A N D  R O M A N  C A T H O L IC
T H E O L O G IA N S  O N  T H E  W IL L S  O F  T H E  PER SO N  O F JESUS 

C H R IS T  A N D  T H E  PR O B LE M  O F  R E L A T IO N S  W IT H  
T H E  N O N -C H A L C E D O N IA N S

B y  P r o f . N ico las  C h it e s c u

The task o f the meeting in Bristol is much easier after the gather
ing at Aarhus, which was so encouraging for those who had the honor 
o f participating in a common piece o f work with such a noble aim as 
the convergence and union o f two families o f churches.

As far as this convergence is concerned, it seems that we are in a 
position similar to that described by Mgr. Duchesne in the following 
anecdote: " Immediately after the Arian crisis, Athanasius, on return
ing from exile, gathered around him the remnants o f the orthodox 
episcopate. These confessors immediately began to quarrel. Some were 
only prepared to recognize in God one hypostasis, the others wanted 
three. The great bishop listened to them patiently, and then he gave 
this judgment worthy o f Solomon, 'I see that your terms differ, but 
basically you mean the same thing, so you can shake hands.’ They em
braced one another.”  Elsewhere the same author rightly states, "Cyril 
is the great authority for the Monophysites. H e is also the great au
thority for the Orthodox, which proves that it is and always has been 
possible to agree. ( Eglises separees, pp. 57-8, 35)

And certainly, if, for example, the doctrine o f Severus o f Antioch 
is characterized by a kind o f synonymity o f the terms "physis, hypos
tasis, and ousia" —  even i f  not in the realm o f "theologia” but in that 
o f "oiconomia,” where they have the concrete meaning o f "Person” 
(Migne, P.G. L X X X V I, col. 1 9 2 1 )  — we can say that the differences 
between us really are purely verbal. This was realized a long time ago 
and was accepted by both families o f theologians at Aarhus. W e  have 
ourselves expressed a similar conviction about this truth since 1961 
(v. Ortodoxia, Bucharest, X III, 4, p. 551); and we find it set out re
cently by Professor Karmiris o f Athens (T h e  relations between the Or
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thodox and the Armenians and especially their dialogue in the twelfth 
century, extract from L ’Annuaire . . . X V I, p. 90) ,  who states, "There 
seems to be no essential deviation in the doctrine o f the Armenians and 
other non-Chalcedonians from the theological teaching o f Cyril o f A lex
andria, the Fourth Ecumenical Council and the orthodox catholic church 
in general. Indeed it appears that the thinking o f our oriental brethren 
is essentially orthodox and it is only possible to find in it certain lexical 
or verbal deviations from the strictly orthodox phraseology under dis
cussion. It is necessary therefore to remove prejudice on both sides and 
to end reciprocal accusations o f deviation from true Orthodoxy by 
means o f objective investigation and the settling o f small outstanding 
differences in a spirit o f love and sympathy and without the mutual 
mistrust and reserve o f the past.”

This happy situation has attracted the attention o f the leadership 
o f our church. As usual, His Holiness the Patriarch Justinian took a 
personal interest in the paper I was to read at this conference, and he 
encouraged me from the start to work in an ecumenical spirit.

W e  recall similarly that in accordance with the orders which His 
Holiness gave after the First Conference in Rhodes the journals o f the 
Orthodox Patriarchate o f Rumania, especially Ortodoxia, have pub
lished numerous studies on the oriental churches, emphasizing the con
vergence o f the two families o f churches from a dogmatic, liturgical 
and organizational point o f view.

Finally, it is well known that as a result o f the visit which His 
Majesty the Emperor Haile Selassie I was pleased to make to the Patri
archate o f the Rumanian Orthodox Church in the autumn o f 1964, our 
church has five students from the Church o f Ethiopia among the for
eign scholars at our university theological institute at Bucharest. The 
reciprocal visits between His Holiness the Patriarch Justinian and the 
Catholicos o f the Armenian Church o f Etchmiadsin have consolidated 
the traditional relations between our church and these sister churches.

As a matter o f fact what separates us is very little compared with 
whati binds us together. As soon as we have received the criterion o f 
the ecumenicity o f the church from the earliest centuries as the criterion 
o f the truth, we have received the main thing. The famous Metropoli
tan Philaret o f Moscow went very far in this direction, when he said, 
"A ll  Christian communions (except those which deny the mystery o f 
the Trinity and o f the Incarnation) recognize as pure truth, as the truth 
revealed by God himself, all that is contained in the creed o f the East
ern Church . . ( Entretiens d’un sceptique et d’un croyant sur VOr- 
thodoxie de I’Eglise Orientale, Paris, 1862, p. 8 ) .



290 THE BRISTOL CONSULTATION

In presenting one o f the studies suggested by the "Good Offices 
Committee” as another aspect o f the general problem we face, we are 
convinced that if  we go deeply into it from both sides, we w ill find 
things which draw us together, in the dogmatic details themselves.

The true religious life is manifested in its greatest intensity in 
depths like those described by Eckhardt and Boehme and in the heav
enly light described by the Saints Maximus, Dionysius, Gregory Pala- 
mas, etc.

It is a religious experience which was first formulated by chosen 
recipients and they became a source o f identical religious life, according 
to the famous sayings o f Saint Augustine: "Huic scientiae attribuitur 
illud quo fides saluberrima gignitur, nntritur, defenditur et raboratur” 
(D eTrin . X IV , I ) .

May I illustrate this affirmation with an example, i.e. a well known 
text from The Divine Names by Pseudo Dionysius the Areopagite, in 
which he talks o f Saint Hierotheus. He says that this mysterious per
son—  just like himself —  surpassed all other priests in celebrating 
the divine mercy, since "utterly transported, entirely surpassing himself 
he used to participate from inside and in a total way in the object 
which he was celebrating, appearing then to those who heard or saw 
him, whether or not they knew him as inspired by God and as the di
vine songster o f the divine praises.” (Trans. Maurice Gaudillac, Paris, 
1943, III, 2 , p. 92.)

"Dionysius dicit —  Thomas Aquinas used to love to remind his pu
pils o f chapter 2 o f The Divine Names, section IV  —

quod Hierotheus est perfectus in divinis non solum discens sed' et 
patiens divina ( I I  a Il-ae, q. 45, a. 2 etq .).”

As a result there is always something mysterious and ungraspable 
about this life. The realm o f the apophatic has always remained in
finitely wider and deeper than that o f the cataphatic. Its transposition 
into dogma has always been regarded as both necessary and extremely 
difficult. The authority o f the Church was always being called in to 
preside over the laborious work in a realm which was interpreted in 
such diverse ways.

This diversity was especially manifested in the interpretation o f the 
basic experience, which has its source in revelation while leading to 
dogma, since this religious experience does not only depend on the ob
jective element and factor —  but also on the subject which effects it; 
and the subject has a highly differentiated reaction. This explains why 
dogmatic formulae have always been very general, to such an extent
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that the nuances —  which are infinitely valuable in questions o f detail
—  can be blurred in the formulation to the point o f disappearance.

One o f the basic Christian experiences is that the union o f the two 
natures o f Jesus Christ simultaneously unites the nature o f each o f us 
and the nature o f us all with God. It is not only the model —  that 
would be too little! —  but also the efficacious prototype o f the union 
o f our nature with that o f the Divinity.

The mystical consequence is that this union leads to the death o f 
the human nature so that, reborn and resuscitated, it may receive divine 
qualities and subsist thus. For, according to the Fathers —  I am think
ing especially o f Saint Maximus, who said it very clearly in chapters 
66-67 o f the first cento o f the "Gnostic chapters”  —  that which is mor
tal must die in order to receive immortality.

In other words the mystical consequence is that human nature must 
allow itself to be set ablaze like the burning bush o f Exodus, in order 
to subsist, i.e. to receive death in God for the sake o f life  in God, for 
the sake o f the blessed passivity in God in which it must be mortified 
by sin and punishment, receiving death because o f the emptiness o f 
death outside God. This death in God is resurrection and life, and 
does not presuppose the separation o f the soul from the body, for it is 
a leap into the divine step of life  in the fulness o f life  in God. "Man, 
the image o f God,” Saint Maximus used to say ( Ambigua, 6.4. XCI, 
107 6 B., C ) "becoming God by deification, rejoices in abandoning 
everything which he possesses by nature . . . because the grace o f the 
Holy Spirit is victorious in him, and God alone is active in him, in an 
evident way; thus God and those who are worthy o f God have in every
thing only one and the same activity —  or rather the common energy 
is the energy of God alone, because it is communicated in its entirety 
to those who are worthy o f it.”

In general outline, orthodox theology has adopted this last way, 
relating it to mystical transformation by grace. It has always recalled 
the words o f our Lord: "Unless a grain o f wheat falls into the earth 
and dies, it remains alive, but if  it dies it bears much fruit. He who 
loves his life shall lose it, and he who hates his life  in this world, w ill 
keep it for eternal life.”  (John 1 2 , 24-25)

For example, when we are buried with Christ by baptism in his 
death (Romans 6,4) we have ceased fulfilling the passions o f the flesh 
and sinful thoughts, and being by nature children o f wrath (Ephesians 
2 ,3 ) .  For our old self was crucified with him so that the sinful body 
might be destroyed, and we might no longer be enslaved to sin (R o 
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mans 6,6 ) .  Thus "we are dead to sin,”  but alive to God in Christ 
Jesus. V I. L L )

Karl Barth has forcefully described this process as moments o f justi
fication. "In  justification,”  he says ( Le culte Raisonnable, trans. P. 
Maury, Paris, 1934, p. 89), “ God says to the dead: Live! In justifica
tion, God says to the living: D ie! The dead man who must live is the 
sinner; and the living man who must die is also the sinner. The Chris
tian life must be lived, determined in these two ways and no other.” 
A t the same time as human nature dies, the human w ill dies also, the 
gnomic w ill which is capable o f choosing good or evil.

A t the same time orthodox theology has not forgotten that the will 
is, according to Saint Maximus, the soul o f nature; and thus it would 
be better to speak o f volitive and free nature, than simply o f the will.

For both our churches there is at the very centre o f the Christian 
life  the submission o f the human w ill to the divine will, through the 
director o f conscience. Here there is a well known point o f departure
—  what in our church is called "the cutting-back o f self-will” (so that 
only the will o f God should be done, according to the example o f the 
Person o f Jesus Christ, in the belief that he is the universal Man” )  i.e. 
the will o f all men who are ad unum versi so that they should be like 
Him and in Him, accomplishing and actualizing all their ethico- 
religious faculties in Him.

Thus from being mere individuals, they become Christian person
alities, being embraced by His true diverse Personality, which gives us 
true Christian freedom.

W ith this intention they should say "Thy w ill be done.”  The novi
tiate o f those who choose to live in and with Jesus Christ in Orthodox 
monasteries, begins with this cutting back o f the will. "Nevertheless, 
not my w ill but Thine be done,”  said our Saviour in the Garden of 
Gethsemane at the decisive moment in the supernatural destiny of 
mankind.

W e shall quote one o f the many texts which express complete con
fidence in God and abandonment in the arms o f the Father:

"The Lord is my shepherd: therefore can I lack nothing. H e shall 
feed me in a green pasture: and lead me forth beside the waters 
o f comfort. H e shall convert my soul: and bring me forth in the 
paths o f righteousness, for His names’ sake.” (Psalm 23 , 1 -3 )

The Saviour himself said: " I  and the Father are one”  (John x, 30 ) 
that is to say, with a single will, because He is from above (John xviii,
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23) and can do anything o f Himself as man (John v, 30). A t the same 
time, he is the Vine and the faithful are the branches (John xv, 5 ) ,  
H e is the good shepherd (John x ) whose w ill is carried out by the 
sheep.

The faithful Christian should be in a position to be able to say with 
St. Paul, " It  is no longer I who lives, but Christ who lives in me” (Gal.
ii, 2 0 )  because "those who are in Jesus Christ have crucified the flesh 
with its passions and desires.” The w ill o f the Christian is the will o f 
God for the Apostle says, "God is at work in you, both to will and to 
work for his good pleasure” (Philip, ii, 13); 'H e has mercy upon 
whom he w ill have mercy and whom he w ill be hardeneth” (Romans
9, 18).

This process, whereby the human w ill o f the Saviour is entirely 
submitted to the divine will, has been the prototype o f the process 
whereby the will o f a Christian is submitted to the divine will. H ow
ever, this submission has been seen in quite different ways by the the
ology o f the two Christian millennia. Thus there is a great difference 
between the simple immitatio Christi and the annihilation o f one’s 
own w ill with the death o f the "o ld  man,” so that the new man is re
born in whom Jesus Christ is born and grows.

This is the conditio sine qua non o f perfection in our spiritual life, 
imposed by the first ascetic exercises as an indispensable stage for all 
who seek this perfection, as well as by the complex process o f justi
fication. v

Some Orthodox theologians have even had recourse to extreme 
formulae to express certain basic experiences o f Christianity, verging 
on monophysitism and monothelism, although they remain perfectly 
diophysite and diothelite; their exaggerations are evidence of the last
ing sympathy of the system which ties us together.

This then is how orthodox theology describes schematically the col
laboration o f the human w ill with the divine w ill in the two series o f 
parallel and connected religious experiences, whereby on the one hand 
the truth given in Revelation is received and on the other hand a dog
matic formula is given to that truth so that it becomes a source o f life 
by means o f continual new experiences.

The Chalcedonian orthodox theologians have emphasized just as 
much as non-Chalcedonians the fact that these dogmatic formulae can 
be transcended by the experience o f the Church, which can complete 
them and extend them, so that they can go on expressing the meaning 
of the religious life  as it develops: Ecclesia, Ecclesiae interpres.



294 THE BRISTOL CONSULTATION

Doubtless this must be done safeguarded by the holy limits o f 
Revelation, which has been given to us once and for all: Nunc in aeter- 
num stat!

As a result o f this we are in a new phase o f relationships in which 
we are looking for the possibility o f enlarging these formulae —  by 
understanding them in a broader way rather than by means o f new 
formulae which would exceed the competence and mandate o f this 
unofficial conference. As a result we have undertaken to go on to show, 
within the modest frameworjk o f this essay, that we feel that our non- 
Chalcedonian brethren have come very close to us as soon as we go 
deeply into the doctrine which is experienced by our churches; and also 
to show in what direction lie these basic tendencies, as well as the 
position o f Roman Catholic theology in this context.

W ith this aim we are going to give a general view o f the position 
o f the other churches and some indications o f the contribution o f the 
Rumanian Orthodox Church to the subject o f the two wills o f the Per
son o f the Saviour.

Here we shall mention among the Orthodox theologians Sergei 
Bulgakov and Leo Karsavin: working independently but following 
the thought o f the sixth chapter o f the Epistle to the Romans, they 
established that the "o ld  man” has been crucified with Christ, in order 
to destroy the sinful flesh and to live in and for Christ.

(a ) Bulgakov goes a long way in this direction. He asks the ques
tion: How did God prepare for the Incarnation from the very moment 
o f creation, in such a way that the Fall, which was foreseen, would not 
make it impossible? In his book, The Incarnate Word, the Russian 
dogmatist answers this question by maintaining that man is distin
guished from the crcated world by the fact that there is in man (as 
in the angels) an uncreated principle, a spark o f the divine Spirit 
(Genesis ii, 7 and i 26-27). He claims that according to these texts, 
the soul has a divine and uncreated origin. On this principle, man is 
in virtue o f creation a "created God.”  In this way Bulgakov comes to 
the conclusion that the divine Incarnation is not a catastrophe for the 
human essence, nor a violation o f it; it is its fulfilment; because created 
nature was itself supernatural, as it contained the divine principle of 
man (French translation— 1943, p. 116).

Bulgakov is thus unintentionally close to the monophysite and mo- 
nothelite view both by afirming the divine origin o f the human soul 
and also by affirming that the human soul is submitted to the divine 
will by the hierarchical concordance, both being manifested by a single
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theanthropic will. This is contrary to the affirmation o f the struggle 
between the two natures. Bulgakov thus reconciles diothelism and mo- 
nothelism systematically, but he is unable to maintain unity o f thought 
and goes beyond the limits o f traditional doctrine.

(b ) In a highly biblical and patristic study published in the inter
national Rumanian review o f orthodox synthesis, Logos, 19 28 , entitled 
The Two Natures in Christ (pp. 85-95), Professor Leo Karsavin gives 
a very suggestive demonstration o f the way in which Christians become 
"Christs” through the Incarnation o f the Lord. W ithin this frame
work he goes deeply into the problem o f the relationship between the 
two natures and between the two wills, in formulae which show the 
mystical, monophysite and monothclitc tendency o f the formulae, to 
which he is led by the interpretation o f the mystery o f Christianity. 
The Saviour did not take an individual human nature, says the author, 
but He took the whole o f human nature.

This demonstration brings out the experience o f the true religious 
life which is as old as humanity itself, and which has been shown in 
the most perfect way in the process o f redemption and justification 
and in asceticism and Christian mysticism, all these being summed up 
in the mystery o f entry into the Church in dying and rising again with 
Christ in Baptism.

Rumanian theology has systematically and progressively elaborated 
the problem o f the two wills in the Person o f the Saviour. Our old 
master loan Mihalcescu o f the Bucharest Faculty o f Theology pioneered 
the way for modem Rumanian dogmatic theology by sketching the out
come o f the problem in his book o f the history o f dogma, The Third 
Ecumenical Council at Ephesus (Bucharest, 1931, second edition).

The Reverend O. Cadula, who is now in the Foreign Relations D e
partment o f the Holy Synod, laid a solid basis for future studies with 
his philosophic-theological work on the "Christology o f St. John o f 
Damascus in the treatise o f the two wills in Christ”  followed by the 
translation o f this patristic work.

The Reverend Professor D. Staniloe dealt with the problem o f the 
two wills o f Jesus Christ in the historical dogmatic study entitled "The 
Dogmatic Definition o f Chalcedon” published in special numbers 2 and 
3 o f Ortodoxia 1951, dedicated to the commemoration o f the 1500th 
anniversary o f the General Council o f Chalcedon 451-1951.

In this broad and deep work Professor Staniloe deals in detail with 
the definition o f the Fourth General Council: in the last part in par
ticular, where he deals with later interpretations o f this definition, the
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author touches on all the interconfessional problems raised by this 
definition with regard to the two natures, the two wills, and the two 
operations o f the gnomic will. Father Staniloe gives a genuinely ortho
dox solution in the spirit o f the philokalza to the subtle problem o f the 
two natures, basing his views not only on the works o f St. Maximus 
and St. John of Damascus, but also on the most important publications 
on the subject in modern theology.

Finally, Doctor I. Ica has published under our direction a scholarly 
work on the dogmatic problems o f the dialogue o f St. Maximus the 
Confessor with Pyrrhus, in which he expounds the thought o f the great 
theologian and mystic on the most disputed questions such as the natu
ral will and the gnomic w ill in general, the mode o f union and o f the 
operations o f the two wills, as well as o f the hypostatic and pericho- 
retic operations, etc.

Thus the Rumanian Orthodox theology has made an important 
contribution through the works we have just mentioned, by the detailed 
and exact work on the problem o f the two wills and the two operations, 
by opening up broad perspectives o f reconciliation and dogmatic agree
ment with the non-Chalcedonians, by emphasizing the solutions given 
by patristic thought, which is very close to the thought o f the non' 
Chalcedonians, and by showing the genuine ecumenical spirit which 
dominates that theology.

A  first conclusion which can be drawn from the foregoing is that 
Orthodox theology has maintained a constant tendency o f the patristic 
era, by bringing out the divinity o f Jesus Christ by means o f human 
nature itself, since the former is the hypostasis of the latter: we saw 
Man and we worshipped God, for the Man was diaphanous for his 
God. This transparency o f human nature for the divine nature be
comes the root o f mystical experience, not only for the Fathers (St. 
John Chrysostom following St. Pau l), or Orthodox (St. Seraphim and 
M otovilov ), but sometimes also Roman Catholics (St. Francis and his 
three companions) and even Protestants (Evan Roberts and others).

However, only Orthodox theology (continuing patristic, and espe
cially Alexandrian, theology) maintains as its exclusive centre the di
vinity o f the Lord, by means o f the idea that human nature is trans
figured by the divine subject, the work which is continued in the church 
from the coming o f Christ until the end o f the ages. That is why the 
neophyte at Baptism is asked i f  he is reunited, joined together, and 
clorhed with Christ and the great masters o f the Church like Nicholas 
Cabasilas talk o f " life  in Christ”  just like St. Paul.
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This central idea o f orthodoxy is also expressed by the refusal to 
consider sculpture as one o f the orthodox sacred arts, because sculpture 
in its reliefs, enhances the human nature o f Christ. In its iconography, 
the Orthodox Church suggests the final transcendence, by the absence 
o f space and by the "disincarnation” o f the bodies which are 
represented.

W ith  all this, Orthodox theology has always remained very close 
to the spirit o f the non-Chalcedonian Churches.

N ow  we shall continue the same method which consists o f showing 
the rapprochement o f our doctrine with the doctrine o f the non-Chal
cedonians, leaving to them the task o f coming also to meet us. W e 
shall go on to study briefly some nuances o f the teaching o f our Church 
on the two wills o f the Lord, in conformity with the message o f the 
church o f the ecumenical era.

Doubtless the doctrine o f our Church, on the two natures and the 
two wills, has its own well known nuances which concur with the for
mulations o f the third, fourth and sixth Ecumenical Councils. In set
ting out this doctrine, the Holy Fathers say that i f  we were to receive 
another point o f view, we would be contradicting not only Revelation 

' but the very evidence o f truth as it appears to reason. W e  shall recall 
some o f these nuances.

Moreover, we recall that the doctrine o f our Church is not only 
close to the dogmatic position o f the non-Chalcedonian churches in 
general, but that it also has an interior affinity with it. And so we are 
going to give examples o f some common nuances in the doctrines of 
the two families o f churches.

W e  shall show, for example, that according to the Orthodox con
ception, the eclectic-gnomic view depends on the person, whereas ac
cording to the Roman Catholic conception, it depends on the nature. 
What is the importance o f this fact? It is that according to the Roman 
Catholic conception, the importance o f the nature is stressed, and the 
importance o f the person is implicitly diminished, whereas according 
to the Orthodox conception, the importance o f the person is stressed. 
It is not difficult to note, as we have already seen, that at the basis o f 
the former concept is the Nestorian tendency to personify two natures, 
which leads to personifying human nature also, and finally making 
the two natures parallel by raising the human to the level o f the di
vine. That is why St. John o f Damascus in his Treatise on the two wills 
always calls the human w ill only gnomic and hypostatic (see chapters 
X X II, X X V , X X V III, etc.): "N o t  everyone," he writes in chapter
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X X IV , "w ills the same things and in the same way, so that the way 
in which someone wills either good or evil, and what he wills (either 
this or that) is not natural but gnomic and hypostatic: this only hap
pens to angels and men.”

In this, the position o f the non-Chalcedonians is identical with 
ours. As a proof o f this identity, we w ill only recall that one o f the 
important non-Chalcedonian doctors, Severus o f Antioch, shows why it 
is only men and angels, and not the Saviour himself, who possess this 
gnomic w ill (in his Cathedral Homilies, especially No. X X X I I I ) .  First 
o f all he recognizes the existence of a human will in Our Lord: "The 
W ord of God is hypostatically united,”  he writes, "not only with the 
flesh but also with the soul, endowed as it is with w ill and reason, in 
order to make our souls, which are inclined to evil-doing, incline to
wards the choice o f the good and towards the aversion o f the bad.”

He goes on to show why it is clear that the human w ill o f our Lord 
is not reduced to hesitation when taking a decision: He is Omnisci
ence and He is Goodness itself, and the choice depends on his divine 
Hypostasis:

"God, in that he is God, does not choose the good, as a result o f 
the fact that H e is essentially good; but since, for our sakes He 
has participated in the flesh and the intelligent soul, it is also for 
us that He has been baptized although He is pure, and indeed is 
Purity itself. . . .  In fact, every man is born for his own advan
tage, that he may participate in that light and in that knowledge 
o f God; but Christ the true light, which, lightens every man who 
comes into the world, had no need o f any advantage through 
birth according to the flesh.” (Translated by Maurice Briere in 
Patrologia Orientalis, Vol. 20, Paris, 1929, pp. 416-417.)

Let us recall here a habitual fact in the process o f temptation: it is 
easily avoided by anyone who has reduplicated his own will with the* 
divine will, letting the Lord take the decision in his place, because the 
Almighty, Goodness itself, knows better than he what is best.

"Thy will be done” —  that means to relive what was lived by the 
Saviour, in whom the natural human w ill received by the Hypostasi\ 
o f the Saviour, was no longer to have a gnomic non- hypostatic will. 
For the human w ill is not manifested by hypostasis o f its own, but by 
the Hypostasis o f the W ord which was actualizing it and leading it l<> 
the good, being His w ill —  as we are taught by the same Maximus 
the Confessor ( Opuscula, P. 4, XCI, col. 56, B ).
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Severus, it is true, denies the persistence o f the human nature, but 
admits the persistence o f the essence. He does not accept the persist
ence o f the nature because he identifies it with the hypostasis: but ac
cording to him, the hypostasis operates through the essence (i.e. through 
nature).

Like Severus himself, we believe with the Holy Fathers, that if the 
Saviour did not really and ontologically assume the w ill together with 
our human nature wounded by sin, then He would not truly have 
healed us, because that which is not assumed by Him is not healed (cf. 
St. Maximus, op. ctt., col. 325, A .B .).

A t the same time, let us confirm with the non-Chalcedonians the 
fact that the human nature o f the Lord, having no hypostasis o f its 
own, could not manifest itself through the gnomic w ill independent 
o f or parallel to the divine will.

St. Maximus specifies that there is no contradiction between the 
two wills o f the Saviour —  the idea and the phrase itself will be taken 
up by St. John o f Damascus —  because H e willed human things in a 
divine way and divine things in a human way: this is how He was 
conqueror as God while submitting as Man. {lb., scol. 310, D .)

These are some dogmatic details in which the position o f the Chal
cedonian theologians is notably close to that o f the non-Chalcedonians. 
This closeness is doubtless even more stimulating because our side has 
had to go very deeply into its own doctrine in order to discover such 
affinities.

2 . The Dogmatic Theology and the Practical Spirituality of the 
Roman Catholic Church, taken as a whole, have on the other hand 
shown a slight inclination towards the Nestorian spirit (at Aarhus in 
1964 some nuances o f this kind, in the Epistle o f St. Leo himself, were 
brought out, as well as several consequences o f this fact.) Here we 
shall take some aspects o f this Roman Catholic tendency, especially in 
the dogmatic field, as characteristic o f that Church.

It has been rightly affirmed that St. Leo, in the dogmatic Epistle 
Lectis dilectionis truae, addressed to the Patriarch Flavian o f Constan
tinople, reduces the union o f the two natures o f the Saviour to a simple 
concordance or co-ordination by saying that He et mori posset ex uno, 
et mori non posset ex altero. . . .Impassibilitis Deus non dedignatus est 
homo esse et immortalis mortis legibus subiacere. . . . Nativitas est 
mirabilis, ideo nostri est natura dissimilis. Qui enim verus est Deus, 
idem verus est hom o.. . .  A g it enim utraque forma cum laterius commu- 
nione quod proprium est: Vergo scilicet operante quod Verbi est, et
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came exsequente quod carnis est. Unum horum coruscat miraculis, 
aliud succumbit injuriis. Et sicut Verbum ab aequalitate paternae glo- 
viae non recedit, ita caro naturam nostri generis non relinquit. (Den- 
signer, Enchiridion, ed. 2 1 , 23, Nr. 143, 144, p. 68.)

In this formulation there is a slight tendency towards the separa
tion o f the human from the divine, towards the dividing o f the human 
nature from the divine nature. Their undoubted parallelism can also 
be seen here. In the course o f time this parallelism will be accentuated 
in Roman Catholic theology; Martin Jugie deplored the presence o f 
this in one o f the boldest syntheses in the history of the dogmas o f his 
church, namely that o f J. Tixeront. The latter writes, in fact: "The di
vine and human activities and operations should be considered as form
ing two parallel series.” (Here the author notes: "The word 'paral
le l’ should not be taken here in its strictly geometrical sense, because 
the two series have a common meeting point in the W ord: what fo l
lows explains sufficiently the sense in which I use it.” ) He goes on to 
say that they have the condition o f their existence in the Person o f the 
Word, but each o f them proceeds from one o f the two natures as its 
true efficient principle. Tixeront supports this idea by means o f the 
text o f St. Leo which we have quoted here "this is what St. Leo indi
cated in his famous phrase: A g it entm utraque forma cum alter'us 
communione quod proprium est. The word 'forma’ has the disadvan
tage o f being abstract, but it shows well that the natures are, in Jesus 
Christ, the active principles. This activity o f each nature is uncertain 
cum alterius communione because the two natures are united in the 
Word. "These series,” writes Tixeront later, "are parallel and not 
subordinated; the human activity is not physically subordinated to the 
divine activity, because this is not the divine nature, but the person of 
the Word, a simple subsistent relation, which has appropriated hu
manity. I f  there is any practical harmony between these two activities, 
it is not obtained in a mechanical sort o f way. It is the result o f the 
free and spontaneous consent o f man, regulating his decisions and his 
acts in accordance with the divine w ill and the divine acts.” Tixeront 
disapproves o f the monothelite doctrine whereby the two activities, 
human and divine, are not exercised in parallel, because the human is 
subordinated to the divine, and according to the expression o f Patri 
arch Sergius, it is only exercised "when” and " i f ” and "as”  God the 
W ord intends. (V o l. I l l  and V II, 19 28 , pp. 173-174.)

This parallelism o f the two wills in the person o f the Saviour is 
presented as the official doctrine o f the church in other classical text 
books o f Roman-Catholicism, as for example one by the patrologi.sl
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Cayre. He also described the monothelite error o f Sergius, basing his 
view on Tixeront himself "that with the aim or pretext o f maintaining 
the moral (objective) unity o f the w ill in Christ, he removes all spon
taneity and every act o f free w ill from his human being.”  "The hu
manity o f Christ appropriates the divine will, not by its own act, but 
by a sort o f impulse received through the W ord: this is theokinetos, 
it is as if  the human w ill did not exist. The natural faculties are not 
expressly repeated, perhaps, but their exercise is bound in a mechani
cal way to the will o f the W ord.” Cayre continues this idea in a note 
as follows: "A s  this action o f the W ord upon humanity is not in itself 
among the attributes o f personality, but o f nature, we can say that 
monothelism subordinates the human operations o f Christ to the divine 
nature, and through this to the Person: on the other hand, according 
to the holy theology, the two natures exercise distinctly parallel activi
ties, both being directly subject to the W ord.” ( Precis de Patrologie, 
19 30 , II, 296.)

Thus it is not the opposite opinion o f Jugie, o f whom we are just 
going to speak (an opinion o f which was expressed in a study o f the 
D .T.C .) which was noted in Cayre’s handbook but the opinion o f T ixe
ront. Jugie was probably considered by some Roman Catholic theologi
ans to have been influenced by the Orthodox (whom he wished to con
vert) . The way in which he combats Tixeront, and thus the tendency 
o f some theologians o f his confession, is very close to that of Ortho
doxy because he bases his views on those o f St. Sophronius, St. Max
imus, and St. John o f Damascus as well as on Thomas Aquinas.

Thus Jugie shows that Tixeront’s way o f setting out the Roman 
Catholic doctrine —  with its "fairly pronounced Nestorian flavour” —  
is inexact. He mentions two ideas which go against it. First, the idea 
that there is a single ego incarnated in Jesus Christ, a single agent re- 
I sponsible both for human and for divine acts, the divine ego, the divine 
agent, i.e. the Person o f the W ord. Jugie adds to this that human lib
erty is not compromised by the fact that it is moved by God ( theokine
to s ). Neither the Lateran Council o f 649, nor the Sixth Ecumenical 
Council, writes Jugie, condemn this point o f monothelete doctrine,

| nor do they think that a kind o f automation o f human liberty would 
derive from it. The comparison between the domination o f the W ord 
over human nature with the action o f the rational soul upon the body, 
which is used by Sergius o f Constantinople and by Makarios o f Anti- 

;och {Mansi, IX , 536, A , 353-b) is also found in Thomas Aquinas 
| ( Summa Theol. m Ilia , q, X IX , a, 1 ) .  The idea that the Person o f the 
I Word, the divine ego, accomplishes human ends by taking the initiative
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and directing them, is a common factor among the Holy Fathers who 
have been quoted.

Thus St. Sophronius writes in the Synodical: "God the W ord gave, 
when He so willed, to the human nature the opportunity to act and 
to suffer what was appropriate to it, in order that His glorious incar
nation might not be regarded as an appearance or an empty spectacle. 
. . .  It was God who endured these things in the flesh, and saved us by 
His own sufferings . . .when He himself had to suffer, to do and to 
act humanly. (Mansi, t. X I, col. 484-5.)

St. Maximus also emphasizes the fact that the human nature was 
theokinetos, that the W ord moved it and stimulated it to action when, 
as and as much as, it willed. This does not prevent him from con
stantly confirming that although the human w ill o f Jesus did not have 
that liberty which scholastics call de contrariete and which the holy 
doctor calls thelema gnomikon (says Jugie). . . .  It nevertheless re
mained truly free under the impulsion o f the Word. (v. Tomus dog- 
maticus ad Marinum  P. 9. t. XCI, col. 81, D .) He also says: "Being 
truly God and Man at the same time, as God he was the motor o f his 
own humanity and as Man he was the manifestor o f his own divinity. 
(Ambigua, P. 4. XC I, 1056 , A . )

Finally, St. John o f Damascus has taken up the same idea o f the 
submission o f the created w ill to the will o f the Creator, in the clear
est possible way: "The human spirit o f Christ,” he says, "manifests 
its own hegemony when it receives permission for this from the Supe
rior. But He is dominated and He follows the Superior and H e does 
what the divine w ill wishes. By a free movement, the soul o f the Lord 
willed freely what His divine w ill willed it to w ill.” ( de fide-ortho- 
doxa, L, III, 6, 14, 18; P. 9, t. XC IV , Col. 1005 B; 1036-7; 1076  C.)

In accordance with this detailed confirmation o f Jugie (art. "Mo- 
nothelisme” in D.T.C. vol. X , 2 , fasc. L X X IX , col. 2311-13), let us 
go on to more general considerations o f Roman Catholic theology in 
this field.

This Roman Catholic parallelism o f the two natures and the two 
wills excludes the biblical and patristic idea, which has been accentu
ated in Orthodox theology, o f life "in  Christ” and o f being clothcd 
with Christ in union with Him. The consequence o f this parallelism 
o f two natures, or more exactly the ontological consequence for the 
Christian mystical life, is the elevation o f man to the pedestal which 
belongs to the divinity, face to face with Jesus Christ. He does no! 
cl'othe it, but remains a model ( Immitatio Christi). Roman Catholic
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Christianity o f all ages remains, as in the middle ages, in contempla
tion before the incorporate God, before this Hom o Christus Jesus upon 
the Cross. In the East, continuing the line which runs from Athanasius 
to Cyril, from Maximus to Palamas, theology has been pre-occupied, 
as we recalled at the beginning, with the possibility o f the Christian 
appropriating the fruits o f the redeeming Incarnation through the Holy 
Spirit, to becoming a participant in the divine nature. ( I I  Pi., I. 4.)

On the one hand, Roman Catholic theology has emphasized the 
transcendance o f God through its conception o f grace; but on the other 
hand, it has increased the contribution o f man not only by attributing 
to him merit in the appropriation o f salvation, but also by making a 
good work o f his worship, and by making o f iconography a material 
representation for the glory o f this Man, to whom she attributes divine 
qualities.

Thus if  we cannot say flatly that Roman Catholic Christology is 
Nestorian, we can speak openly o f clear tendencies in this direction. 
A t Aarhus certain indications were given; theologians such as Du
chesne, whose famous history o f dogma sometimes seems to be the his
tory o f the human element in dogma, became apologists for Nestorian- 
ism in the realm in which we are here interested (in  the chapter " The 
Tragedy of Nestoriamsm, Vol. I I I ) .  Like Tixeront, Cayre, Hergen- 
rother and others, he openly shows this tendency in Christology, as 
wrell as in the practice o f his church in bringing out the humanity of 
the Saviour as a parallel individuality o f His Divinity.

The teaching about the gnomic or hypostatic w ill, or the human 
opinion, o f Christ, also distinguishes the Roman Catholic conception 
from the Orthodox by taking it even further with the nuance indicated 
above.

It is known that St. Maximus the Confessor, in his dispute with 
Pyrrhus (T .G . SCI, col. 208-308), St. John o f Damascus in the Trea
tise on the Two W ills in Christ (P . 9, SCV, 127-186, especially in the 
chapters X X , X X IV , X X V , etc.) and Photius (v. J. Hergenrother, 
Photius von Konstantinopel, 31. vol., Ratisbon, 1867-69: especially 
chapter V II; Der gnomische W ille  Christi, pp. 513-34), have estab
lished a fundamental difference between the natural w ill and the gno
mic will. By means o f the former, men seek in accordance with nature, 
what is good for them, and avoid what is bad. But this tendency im
plies choice: "W hat one wills is not only something natural but also 
something gnomic and h y p o s ta t ic says St. John o f Damascus in the 
Treatise on the Two W ills  —  "not everyone wills the same things and
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in the same way, so that the way in which someone wills is either good 
or evil, and what he wills (either this or that) is not natural, but 
gnomic and hypostatic: this only happens to angels and men.” This 
presupposes a judgment, a preference, a choice and a decision; these 
efforts o f the soul to arrive at a decision presupposes on the one hand 
ignorance and on the other the possibility o f making a choice against 
the divine will. These two hypotheses are possible for all other men, 
but not for the God-Man. Those who believe that the Saviour also 
had this gnomon, "declare that he is a mere man who hesitates as we 
do, being subject to ignorance and doubt and having mutually opposed 
states within himself.” (The dispute with Pyrrhus, col. 308.) "For,” 
writes St. John o f Damascus (Ch. X X V I I )  "since the hypostasis of 
Christ is unique, and Christ is unique, He, who wills according to the 
two natures, is also unique; benevolent as God, and submitting him
self as man; benevolent as God, with the Father and the Spirit, with 
the paternal and divine will, and as man, submitting himself to the 
paternal and divine will, with our w ill.”  W hat is the origin o f this 
difference?

The Roman Catholic theologians do not admit the lack o f this 
gnomic w ill in Jesus Christ: is it mere chance that their doctrine co
incides here with that o f Theodore o f Mopsuestia —  the master of 
Nestorius?

In any case, they believe that the gnomic w ill o f Jesus Christ can 
subsist in the divine hypostasis as in its support (suppositum). This 
support is necessary because no natural agent can be active in the 
habitual natural realm without a support. It is consequently a condi
tion sine qua nori o f the activity o f the gnomic will, although it does 
not have any influence through itself on that activity —  like a catalyst 
in chemical phenomena. This passive presence of the gnomic w ill is 
finally explained by the fact that it derives from nature. It does not 
matter, therefore, whether its support is a created o f an uncreated 
hypostasis. On the other hand, the negation o f an elective w ill in Jesus 
Christ would be the equivalent o f the negation o f human will. Scholas
ticism, through the Angel o f the School, ended up with three wills 
( Summa Theo l, III, q. 18, a 2 s q .): "The Prayer on the Mount of 
Olives,” writes Bartmann (ib., 385) "shows no contradiction o f will, 
but only a natural repugnance for the imminent Passion; the will, 
properly so-called, immediately declared its submission despite that hor
ror. I f  we examine this prayer closely, we find the divine w ill com
manding the human will, which obeys, and the natural repugnancc, 
which was overcome. It is in this sense that Scholasticism distinguishes
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three wills in Christ.”

A t the very end, we find again the same parallelism “ with a Nes
torian flavour” o f two Persons whose communion is reflected in the 
Hypostasis.

St. John o f Damascus says that the Lord "obeyed in a natural way” 
(Phil., II, 7 ) only according to his human will, because free obedi
ence, without constraint, means the submission o f one w ill to the other. 
Thus He willed and wills as God divine things, and as man human 
things. And this is not by a contrary opinion, but by the propriety o f 
the natures. He willed and wills human things just as His divine w ill 
willed, what it willed and as it willed, His human w ill submitting 
freely to His divine w ill.”  {lb., Ch. X X V II . )

Thus, in the Lord the human w ill is not opposed to the will o f its 
divine bearer, and shows no preference. Roman Catholics do admit 
preference, it is true, but only between good things. They say that not 
to admit choice between two objects is to deny liberty, i f  not the w ill 
itself. But do we not get the same result by limiting choice?

The truth is that human nature realizes its supernatural destiny 
when it allows itself to be directed by Him who created it. It is in this 
sense, that Maximus the Confessor used to say that what is separated 
from God is also contrary to our nature {op. cit., P. 4. XCI, col. 3 1 2 ) .  
Those who are in Christ should submit their own w ill to God, and 
thus actualize by Christ what they are virtually by creation, receiving 
His Person and thus bearing the imprint o f true personality.

Conclusions: Both Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian theologies 
have contemplated in Christ God who manifests himself in human na
ture, restores it, elevates it, deifies it in communicating to it his own 
life. Human nature should become diaphanous for the divine in a truly 
Christian life. W ith  this aim, the old man should die spiritually in us 
in order to live the new life  in Jesus Christ. The w ill is trimmed by 
Him in such a way that only the divine w ill is manifested in this new 
life.

Our two families o f churches maintain the broad outline o f the 
truth o f this Christian experience. The christological dogmatic for
mulae o f the 4th and 6th Ecumenical Councils have been judged by one 
o f them to be deficient in expressing both this experience which is com
mon to Revelation itself and the point o f departure o f this experience.

It is true that here we have, confronting each other two different 
value judgments, which have their origin in the same experience and
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in the same Revelation, but which also have a different cultural and 
historical basis.

N ow  that the historical and cultural bases do not prevent us from 
showing the same truths in the same way, we are sure that as we go 
together more deeply into our common religious experiences, and the 
same Revelation, so we w ill also come closer and closer towards agree
ment in dogmatic formulae.

W e  have mentioned here the constant tendency in the religious life 
and in Christian theology to contemplate God through the human na
ture o f Jesus Christ. Christ by His Gospel liberates usi from ourselves 
and save us from our egocentricity and from our egoism, so that we 
can reach God who wishes to give Himself to us. W e  have also shown 
the attempts o f some Chalcedonian theologians to penetrate the depths 
o f the mystery o f the relationship beween the divine and the human 
in the Person o f Jesus Christ, and to give a theandric interpretation to 
this relationship in the Christian life in Him. Karsawin does it in his 
radical formulae —  aut-aut —  while excluding the parallelism o f some 
Roman Catholic theologians; and Bulgakov does it by the deliberately 
exaggerated proclamation o f the divine origin o f the human soul, so 
that the Incarnation should be facilitated through this essential rela
tionship with God: He came to His Own (see Acts X V II  and John I ) .

This religious experience is common to us because it does not have 
two centres, one divine and the other human, but a single, ideal, divine 
centre; the conception o f the elective, gnomic will and o f its absence 
from the human nature o f the Saviour, brings us even closer together.

When it is stated thus, in the light o f the authentically ecumenical, 
biblical and patristic tradition, Orthodox diothelism comes noticeably 
closer to our non-Chalcedonian brethren.

May we bring to a good end these two parts o f our efforts for the 
same goal, until we come to the final joy o f the one Church in Jesus 
Christ.

DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper of Prof. Nicolas Chitescu
9. Comments on Professor Chitescu’s paper:

M e t r o p o l it a n  Em il ia n o s : Can the Roman Catholic Church be said to be 
more interested in the human nature than in the person o f Christ?

C h it e s c u : I have only found reference to the problem about which I have 
been concerned, in the writings o f Tixeront, referred to by Jugie, and in the 
writings o f Cayre. There is a certain difference in nuance between the thought- 
forms o f the Roman Catholic Church and those o f the Orthodox Church, the
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first stressing the human nature o f Christ more than the second. There Is also 
a slight inclination in the writings o f some Roman Catholic theologians to a 
crypto-Nestorianism. Consequently, it can be said that in their theology, human 
nature has taken the place o f the divine (e.g. the place in R.C. of the Pope), 
the heart o f Jesus in worship, the materialistic concept o f divine art, and the 
idea o f merit.

D a m a s c in o s : It is right to speak o f nestorianizing tendencies concerning 
the image o f Christ in the Roman Catholic Church* but noti o f Crypto- 
Nestorianism.

K r ik o r ia n : It is wrong to take just a few  authors o f the Roman Catholic 
tradition as basis for condemning the Roman Catholic Church o f Nestorianism.

R o m a n id e s : Chalcedon and Theodore o f Mopsuestia is the same thing for 
some Roman Catholics. This is because o f the strong Nestorianizing tendency 
they have in their theology. But one cannot generalize from this for the whole 
Roman Catholic Church. The official position o f the Roman Catholic Church 
is formally that o f Leo o f Rome and only from this standpoint can the church 
be characterized as Nestorianizing i f  at all.

Flo r o v s k y : Even though there may be a Nestorianizing tendency in the 
Roman Catholic Church, we should not neglect the other tendencies in Roman 
Catholicism. For example St. Bernard o f Clairvaux who could be taken as an 
exponent o f Orthodox theology; St. John o f the Cross, St. Theresa et al. It  is 
not possible to interpret St. Francis in an Orthodox context. He must be inter
preted in his own context. However, many mystical theologians in the W est 
have followed Orthodox traditions and tendencies.

B o r o v o y : Chitescu’s address could be said to be too apophatic. But gen
erally our mistake here, which we can notice also in Professor Chitescu’s paper, 
is that many o f us have tried to see everywhere and in everybody so-called "N es
torianism.” But Nestorius was not at all a deep theologian and not even a 
talented church leader. He was rather a very pious and ascetic monk but com
pletely misled in his theology and leadership o f the Church. And now seem
ingly we make him a genius and ascribe to him a tremendous influcncc even 
today on the majority o f Roman Catholic and Protestant theologians.

Fl o r o v s k y : Nestorius was not a genius and we do not speak o f his teach
ing but o f the teaching named after him. The teaching has always been a peren
nial temptation.

C h jte sc u : I am very sorry that I was only able to arrive here last night 
and feel obliged this evening, because time is pressing, to give you, not the 
entire paper, but only a resume. As a result, I fear my paper may not be wholly 
understood. I have spoken only o f the inclination to Nestorianism and have il
lustrated this by citing two great Roman Catholic theologians; in the same way, 
as I  have illustrated the Orthodox tendency by citing two theologians o f  our 
Church. Perhaps, on this question one cannot but move between two extremes: 
Cyril and Nestorius.

V . C. Sa m u e l : Since the publication o f the Bazaar o f Heradides much has
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been written on Nestorianism in the Western world, yet very little on Cyril o f 
Alexandria.

Ro m a n id e s : Anyone who denies that the Lord o f Glory was crucified is a 
Nestorian and is not a Christian.

M e y e n d o r f f : Since the time o f Origen there has been a synthesizing ten
dency in the theology o f the Christian Church, both in the W est and in the 
East. Concerning Roman Catholics there is a perennial Nestorianizing tendency 
in Western theology possibly because Western theology never digested Cyril- 
lian theology. However, there are contemporary Western Roman Catholic works 
on Cyril. Other people than Jugie must be looked at however. There is a great 
hope for rejuvenation in contemporary Roman Catholicism and the hope for 
unity in the churches o f the Eastern tradition must not degenerate into Oriental 
provincialism.

Ch it e s c u : Y ou are very near the conception which I have outlined. I am 
very sorry that I do not have more time to read the whole o f my paper. It would 
then have been received in a much more varied way.



10 . Due to the inability o f Mar Severius to attend the Bristol meet
ing, the paper was not read, but is included as additional documenta
tion.

C H A P T E R  X I I I

TH E  D O C T R IN E  OF O N E  N A T U R E  IN  TH E  

S Y R IA N  R ITES

B y  Se v e r iu s  Z a k a  Iw a s , A r c h b is h o p  o f  M o s u l

The "R ite”  (A1 Taks) is a Greek word (taxis ) meaning order or 
discipline and in the current usage o f the Church, it is the name given 
to the order o f religious worship and festivals.

The Syrian Rites are o f apostolic origin, for the first liturgy, com
posed by St. James the Brother o f the Lord, was in Syriac (Aramaic) ,* 
which is still the language o f the Syrian Church rituals.

Until the 4th Century, the Syrian rites were nothing but a compila
tion o f excerpts from David’s psalms, hymns and Scripture readings. 
W ith the beginning o f the 4th Century, the rites began to stand against 
certain heresies, and we find Mar Ephrem the Syrian (374 A.D .) con
demning contemporary heretics, composing the "Mayamer” and 
"Madareesh”2 and teaching them to boys and girls for chanting in the 
churches: these found their way into the liturgical rites.

Following this era, there appeared other heresies which were more 
dangerous to the Church than the former ones. Among them was the 
Nestorian heresy which declared that Christ had two natures and was 
in two persons after the union; and the Eutychian heresy which de
clared that human nature was absorbed in the divine nature; and the 
Chalcedon Council declaring one person and two natures o f Christ 
after the union. Thereupon the Church Fathers composed hymns in 
opposition to these heresies and introduced them into the liturgical 
rites. An example o f such hymns is the "Maaneeth”3 by, Mar Severus 
o f Antioch in which a strong theological tint is seen. Towards the end

1 "E l hold El Mantbur”  (T h e  Scattered Pearls) in the history of Syrian Sci
ence and Literature by Patriarch Ephrem Barsoum, 1st edition, p. 60, and "E l 
Anwar”  (The Lights) on the Sacraments o f Grassimos Massare, p. 136.

2 "Maimar”  means a religious essay, speech, or prose (plural =  Mayamer). 
"Medrash”  =  poetry composed by Mar Ephrem the Syrian on various rhythms 
and tunes (plural =  Madareesh).

8 "Maneeth”  =  a hymn in prose having 8 tunes (plural =  maaneeth).
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o f the 7th Century, Syrian ritual worship took definite shape, but in 
the following centuries certain further additions were made.4 It is 
clear that the Church Fathers did not make a distinction between doc
trine and worship; for doctrine is considered an inseparable part o f the 
rites which are in turn the life  o f the Church. The first aim in the use 
o f rites is to grant the believers life, growth, righteousness and holi
ness through worship; all these cannot be fully realized unless they are 
closely related to the correct doctrine. That is why the Church has in
troduced the Nicean creed into its valid worship; and the liturgical 
rites became an important theological source, as they embodied the 
expression o f prominent Church Fathers’ understanding o f the faith.

The Syrian Church has two types o f rites: the West Syrian and the 
East Syrian.

1 . The West Syrian Rites were used in lands directly subject to the 
Antioch Patriarch. It comprised the traditions o f Antioch, El Roha, 
Converin Monastery and Miletus, and was characterized by its brevity.

2 . The East Syrian Rites were used in lands subject to the Eastern 
Catholicos who in turn was subject to the Antioch Patriarch, and these 
were the low lands between the two rivers Tigris and Euphrates. These 
rites are characterized by their detail, large numbers o f psalms and a 
clearer theological character. This character is apparent in the purely 
theological homilies by Church Fathers such as Mar Ephrem the Syrian, 
James o f Seroug, and John Chrysostom, given after each service in the 
church festivals, and following every section of the Passion Week 
prayers. This was in addition to the Bible narratives o f incidents and 
verses with hymns in harmony with the feast on the rite for which 
they had been composed.

This rite is still in use in the Syrian parishes of Iraq; and as I am 
the Archbishop o f Mosoul in Iraq, I shall depend on this rite for my 
paper on the doctrine o f the Syrian Church about Christ’s One Nature 
in the light o f the Advent, Epiphany and Passion rites.

1. T h e  A d v e n t  R ite

The Syrian Church believes that God, the eternal Word, descended 
from heaven and took from the Virgin Mary a human body with a 
self-endowed mind and speech, and that it united with it a real self, 
by natural and personal union; hence it is one nature from two, without 
mixing nor fusion nor change.

4 El Lolo El Manthur, p. 53.
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Since the union o f the divine and human natures o f Jesus Christ 
made Him one, the rite, therefore, does not distinguish between the 
W ord bom o f the Father eternally, and the W ord born o f the Virgin 
Mary temporarily, and it says (fo llow ing the tune o f "Let us stand 
with awe” )  addressing Jesus Christ:

"Because o f thy bountiful love to the human race, thou hast de
based thyself to lowly humanity and wast united in the Virgin 
to a human person o f a living and reasoning self, thus coming 
out a complete human being —  we beseech thee.”

And it says in "Maneeth” :

"H e  who was born o f God the Father without pain, He himself 
was born bodily o f the Virgin and without pain, too; as it is one 
from two, i.e. from the Divine and human. T o  this One, the W ise 
Men bowed down in worship and with their offerings declared 
silently that he was God. They offered him frankinscense confess
ing his Divinity, gold confirming his royalty, and myrrh as an 
indication o f his death granting life. This is who, for our sake, 
accepted sufferings out o f his own free-will and who alone is 
loving to humanity.”

And we find in "Medrash” (fo llow ing the tune o f "Slain in Egypt 
the Passover Sheep” )  the following:

"Thou art o f thy Father truly, and undoubtedly o f Mary, and on 
the chariot, and in the lowly manger —  Thou art in every place 
because thou ârt the Creator, and thou art in all because thou art 
the begetter. Thou art o f the Father and thou art o f Mary, and 
thou art One, thou, thou who hast come and w ill come in thy 
glory. Alleluia.”

And in the tune (E l Koukay) the liturgy says through the wor
shippers:

" I f  I deny thy birth, I would be banished; whoever suspects thy 
birth let him be expelled; I acknowledge, my Lord, that thou art 
o f the Father and believe that Mary gave birth to thee; that thou 
art o f the Father and Mary without suspicion nor doubt; that 
thou art One and they call thee One. Blessed be the Father who 
sent thee.”

Among the proofs substantiating the truth o f the one nature o f 
God, the incarnated W ord, is the name by which the Church calls the 
Virgin Mary "Mother o f God.” The picture is depicted beautifully 
by the rite in "Maneeth” :

"Isaiah beforehand had pointed to the birth from the Mother o f
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God, Mary, without seed —  that birth which happened full o f 
wonder and amazement, and he hailed loudly saying: ’Behold, 
the Virgin shall conceive and give birth . . and when he medi
tated upon that babe and knew that it was an eternal Son o f the 
Father, and that H e himself became flesh without change, he 
said in his prophecy: 'For unto us a Child is bom, unto us a Son 
is given: He is also the mighty angel o f the covenant, and his 
name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the Mighty God.’ 
Therefore how couldn’t she who gave birth to the Mighty God 
be the Mother o f God? W oe unto unbelievers, imbeciles and 
fools. You who have comprehended all this and bowed down 
with us in worship, say: Glory be unto thcc.”

And in another "Maneeth,” it says:
"The only one from the only one who was born of God and with
out pain before all ages, the W ord o f God; He was born incar
nated from the Mother alone; He, who by his birth did not open 
the seals o f her virginity, has therefore shown that she is the 
Mother o f God because H e did not change when He willed and 

became man.”

2. T h e  D a n h a  o r  E p ip h a n y  R ite

The doctrine o f the completeness o f each o f the two natures —  
divine and human, as well as their unity by a natural union in Jesus 
Christ, the God incarnate, is clearly manifested in the Epiphany rite. 
The baptized appears to us as a simple, humble man who has come 
with the wrong-doers to John the Baptist to accept baptism from him 
in the river Jordan. And at the same time, He appears to us as it were 
a glorious, strong, natural Son o f God, the Father, according to the 
testimony o f the Father saying from heaven: "This is my beloved Son 
in whom I am well pleased.”

He, who was standing before John to accept baptism is the very 
same whom the Father declared to be his beloved Son and upon whom 
the Holy Ghost sat in the likeness o f a dove to distinguish Him from 
the rest o f the people and proclaim that He is the Son o f God.

And the rite says in the hymn o f "Jesus was baptized” :
"The waters have seen thee and were terrified and the depths 
feared and trembled in awe o f thy majesty, and the clouds showered 
water on the river that it might be blessed by the holy washing.” 

In the Troparion, the rite says through the worshippers:

"W ithout leaving the bosom o f the Father, O  Lord, thou earnest
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to visit me in the body o f a living self, which thou hast made one 
with thine own self and would by no means divide into two 
natures.”

And in "Maneeth” it says:

"The Word, Creator o f all, who has become Son o f Man, is an 
unchangeable truth . . . and He is a natural Son o f God the Fa
ther as witnessed by the Father’s voice from above; and H e who 
grants the spirit, accepted the descent o f the Holy Ghost . . . He 
who needs nothing appeared as needy and was called the second 
Adam and became for us the first fruits in everything.”

And in another "Maneeeh” :

"Jesus God, W ord and Saviour, was baptized not because o f his 
need for baptism but for the sake o f our purification. Let us 
hearken and listen to John saying, 'I have need to be baptized o f 
thee and purified, and comest thou to me ?’ As we see him empty
ing himself for our sake we should not dissent or think it is a 
lack in his divinity. H e who can purify the baptized how could 
he be counted among those purified? That is why it is necessary 
that we present to his condescension unmeasurable glory and all 
hail: Glory be unto thee, O Lord o f all, O  abundantly merito
rious.”

And the liturgy o f St. John Chrysostom says:

"Thou art a true God, thou hast taken a body for the sake o f our 
salvation without changing from being God; thou art the W ord 
that is with God from the beginning . . . Thou art the ray o f the 
Father’s glory; thou hast taken from the race that has displeased 
thee a body without defilement or sin. Although thou wert veiled 
with a pure bodily veil, I invoke thy Lorship and acknowledge 
thy divinity.”

3. T h e  P a s s io n  W e e k  L it u r g y

The Passion W eek liturgy presents the Church doctrine about 
Jesus’s sufferings and death by crucifixion on the tree. The Church 
believes that the sufferings befell human nature which alone is liable 
to suffer. But the divine nature was united to it by a natural and in
separable union, hence sufferings are related to the two natures united 
together; and their union makes us refer to the one what we refer to 
the other and say that the God suffered on the tree and died. The 
Saviour who died for our sake was not a mere human being; for the 
blood o f a simple human cannot redeem us o f Adam’s infinite sin.
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Hence both the sublime and the lowly actions refer to the One, the 
only One, God the W ord incarnate; and the rite says in "Maneeth” : 

"Jesus, our Lord, when thou wert praying that the painful chalice 
of death depart from thee, the holy disciples had fallen asleep 
under the strong strain o f suffering and distress; and the hosts of 
angels were amazed saying that He who sat in the highest accept
ing all prayers was now standing to implore. Glory be unto thy 
dispositions for us. Glory be unto thee, O  Master o f all.”

And in the "Canon” hymn it says:
"God has cried on the cross instead o f Adam who had lost his 
glory, and said: 'W hy hast thou forsaken me and departed from 
me, my Salvation?” . . . W ho is he who was hung on the tree in 
Golgotha and from whom blood and water flowed out in redemp
tion o f sins? The wicked have encompassed God and pierced his 
hands and feet and stabbed his side with a spear, so blood and 
water flowed out.”

In the hymn El Kokay it says:
"God has ascended on the cross and tasted death, then descended 
into the abyss o f the dead, smashed its high fences and broke the 
doors and the brass locks, and raised Adam, his image that had 
been corrupted.”

And in the lines o f El Hash it says:
"H e  bent his head on the tree and committed his Holy Spirit into 
his Father’s hand, He who had breathed out the spirit unto Adam 
when He created him; and the blasphemous people did not un
derstand whom they had crucified.”

The rite shows us the wholeness o f the humanity o f God incarnate 
and his divinity in a "maimar” by Mar James o f Seroug where it says: 

"O  blasphemer, who denies the body o f the Son o f God, ( I  ask 
you) on whom did the sufferings o f the cross befall ? And you, O 
Jew, who said that the crucified was a purely human being, ( I  
ask you) who raised the dead with his voice then? O  Marcian, 
i f  God had died without a body, in whose body were the nails 
nailed? And you, O crucifier, i f  your parents had crucified solely 
a human being, then who has uprooted the mighty city o f Abra
ham ? . . . And you, O crucifier, who held in your hand the body 
and rebuked the Marcian who denied the body erroneously. W e 
know the One with his divinity and humanity and He has proved 
it to us by his crucifixion as He was exercising both the high and 
the lowly matters together. . . .  He ascended the cross and the
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creatures were terrified by their inherent nature, as it is utterly 
difficult for a human being to do likewise. Then He made audible 
his moanful sufferings which he was bearing in fulfilment o f his 
human nature that He had taken from David’s daughter. O re
deemed Church, bow down to Christ and worship him with one 
accord; bow truly to the Son o f God who has saved thee with his 
blood. . . . Let the Church come and reveal the truth to the liars, 
and acknowledge openly His divinity and humanity.”

The rite proves the truth o f the Church doctrine that Christ’s di
vinity had not separated for even one moment from the self or from 
the body during crucifixion and death, as it says in "Kokay” hymn: 

"Nicodemus said to Joseph o f Arimathea: " I  would like to share 
with you in burying the body o f the Most High (Alm ighty) . . . 
I have a costly ointment to rub the body o f Him who created 
heaven and earth and all the creatures therein.”

And in "Sougheeth” the people say:
"W hy don’t you meditate, O  friend, to see the extent o f His 
power? The tombs have opened up and the rocks cracked; i f  He 
were a simple human being, all this would not have happened.”  

And in a supplication o f Mar Ephrem, it says:
"G od has entered the tomb and lain as a human being, and has 
shown in the bones o f the righteous the power o f his divinity, 
and they knew Him to have come to raise their bodies from the 
dust, and they hailed glory to his blessing because He conde
scended to serve them.”

Among the outstanding features o f the Passion W eek Rite, is the 
recitation o f the Trisagion after the service o f the burial o f the cross; 
and it goes: "H oly art thou, O  God, holy art thou O Mighty, holy 
art thou who is immortal, who was crucified in our stead, have mercy 
upon us, And it is clear from the meaning o f this prayer that it is 
raised only to the second hypostasis (person) o f the Holy Trinity, be
cause He has become human while H e is the God and has worn our 
weak body when He is Almighty, and has died in the body when H e is 
alive not dead. This prayer is an ancient prayer in the Church; some 
have related it to Mar Ignatius (E l Nourany), Patriarch o f Antioch5 
(107 ), and in it the union o f the divine to the human in the God in
carnate, is quite clear.

5 The book o f Treasures (E l Konous) by the erudite Archbishop Severious 
Jacob El Bartali (1241) and The Spiritual Gem  (E l Tohfa El Roheya) by the 
erudite Patriarch Ephrem o f Barsoum.



Saturday, July 29th 
8:30 a .m .

C H A P T E R  X IV

C O N C L U D IN G  DISCUSSIONS O N  A L L  TH E  PAPERS 
O F T H E  C O N S U L T A T IO N *

1 . The final session o f the consultation was opened with prayer by 
Professor Meyendorff.

After discussion agreement was achieved on the draft theological 
statement and discussion followed on the draft recommendations to 
the churches (recommendations numbered 1 -9 ) .

It was suggested that the recommendations should be more con
crete than the recommendations coming from the Aarhus consultation. 
The recommendations however should not be equivalent to decisions 
and should be made bearing in mind that the consultants come from 
churches o f varying traditions which need to be jkept informed while 
at the same time the consultants have respect for their own individual 
consciences.

V e r g h e se : One embarrassing fact that must be got over is that at 
present each side anathematizes people the other side considers as 
saints or doctors o f the church.

M e t r o p o l it a n  Em il ia n o s : The lifting o f anathemas would 
create a suitable climate for dialogue.

Fl o r o v s k y : The lifting o f the anathemas between the Roman 
Catholic and Orthodox churches created no difficulty because the ana
themas were only canonical. The situation is much more difficult how
ever when the anathemas are theological.

There must be an overall reticence in the recommendations that are 
made bearing in mind that there is no difference in the basic faith of 
the churches o f the two traditions. There must be no encroachment 
on the proper authority o f the churches to take whatever action they 
decide to be necessary. Such encroachment may prove to be o f some 
embarrassment to them.

M e y e n d o r f f : Difficulties w ill arise if ecclesiology is not looked at 
sooner or later. It is quite likely that agreement will be reached in ec-

* Father John S. Romanides was absent from the Saturday, July 29th, session.
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clesiological matters just as it has been reached in the matter o f chris
tology. W e  should recommend to our churches that they study in joint 
commission the ecclesiological implications o f schism.

N is s io t is : There should be a paragraph at the end o f the recom
mendations in the form o f an epilogue.

V e r g h e s e : The draft recommendations might come in the minutes 
o f the meeting rephrased with additional paragraphs as recommended 
by Dr. Nissiotis. Professor Florovsky recommends that the document 
o f draft recommendations be left as it is and this would be agreeable 
to the members o f the Oriental Orthodox churches present. The ques
tion is whether it is agreeable to all the members o f the Eastern Ortho
dox churches present, for as it stands it is more o f a judgment on the 
failure o f their authorities.

M e y e n d o r f f : There is agreement that the draft recommendations 
be put to all the churches on behalf o f the members o f the consulta
tion, both Orthodox and Oriental Orthodox. It might be proper to 
urge the two churches to consider these recommendations in a joint 
commission.

K h e l l a : W hile much progress has been made since Aarhus care 
must be taken to see that the churches do not embarrass themselves 
again with another situation such as that which has arisen from Chal
cedon.

B o r o v o y : In our recommendations we must not just be pietistic, 
we must look for practical progress and endeavor to ensure that the 
substance o f the recommendations is retained by the churches.

A fter further discussion agreement was achieved on the draft rec
ommendations and following this the resolutions o f the Bristol con
sultation (4 in number) were read by Father Verghese. (See appendix)

A fter various minor alterations in the resolutions they were agreed 
on and a short discussion followed on the future o f the consultation.

M e y e n d o r f f : The topic for any future meeting which has the 
greatest priority is the matter o f ecclesiology and the canonical, juridi
cal and liturgical issues which arise from it. As well as this the matter 
o f the authority o f Ecumenical Councils ought to be looked into and 
the precedents for union o f churches should be also looked into.

N is s io t is : Future consultations might well fo llow  the pattern 
adopted at the Bristol consultation: that is, theological study in the



318 THE BRISTOL CONSULTATION

mornings stemming from the presentation o f a paper with afternoons 
and evenings kept for practical and ecclesiological or canonical ques
tions.

K o n id a r is : It is essential that a topic for some future consultation 
be the subject o f the Sacraments and the continuity o f teaching in the 
church.

V. C. Sa m u e l : W e  might at some future date usefully consider 
why in spite o f the many efforts made in the fifth and succeeding cen
turies the churches could not come to unity.

K h e l l a : This and future consultations should have an immediate 
influence in the field o f theological education. Theological students 
are much more liberal than the members o f the hierarchy in each 
church.

It was decided that the minutes o f the Bristol Consultation should 
be published in the Greek Orthodox Theological Review, since His 
Eminence Archbishop Iakovos had kindly agreed to do this free o f 
cost and to supply us with 500 free copies.

Closing the discussion Father Verghese read out a statement to be 
issued to the Press and after agreement was achieved on this, the con
sultation was closed at 1 1  a.m. with prayers by Metropolitan Theophi- 
los Philippos.



A P P E N D I X

RESOLUTIONS
1. The Study Group o f Eastern and Oriental Orthodox theologians 

wish to express their profound gratitude to the Faith and Order Com
mission o f the W orld Council o f Churches and its Director, Dr. Lukas 
Vischer, for their generous financial and secretarial assistance which 
has made possible our meeting in Bristol.

2. W e  wish to express our deep appreciation and sincere gratitude 
for the warm hospitality and many kindnesses extended to us by the 
Bristol Baptist College and its Principal, Dr. L. G. Champion and 
Mrs. Champion, and the staff o f the College.

3. The Study Group o f Eastern and Oriental Orthodox theologians 
wish to express their gratitude to Metropolitan Emilianos o f Calabria, 
Archpriest Vitaly Borovi, Professor Nissiotis and Father Paul Verghese 
for organizing this second meeting in Bristol, and would request them 
to continue their work o f coordination sustained study and periodic 
consultation on these topics o f common concern and vital interest to 
all o f us. .

4. W e  wish to'suggest to the coordinating committee in Geneva 
that a third meeting o f the study group should be convened if  possible 
in connection with the Fourth Assembly o f the W orld  Council of 
Churches in July 1968, or i f  this is not possible before the summer 
o f 1969.

SUGGESTED TO P IC S  FOR FU R TH E R  S T U D Y

1. An evaluation o f the objections raised against the Council o f 
Chalcedon by non-Chalcedonians during the period 451 to 681 a .d .

2. An examination o f the causes for the failure o f the many re
union efforts from 433 to 681 to achieve the unity o f Christological 
faith and therefore the unity o f the Church.

3. An examination o f the doctrine o f God as well as soteriological,
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ecclesiological and anthropological presuppositions in the Christo
logical dispute.

4. A  historical analysis o f the rise o f terminology in the 5th cen
tury —  especially in relation to the following terms:

(1 ) physis, hypostasis, ousia
(2 ) natura, persona, essentia, substantia
(3 ) homoousion and consubstantial

(4 ) the four Christological adverbs

5. The procedure for acceptance or non-acceptance o f a council, 
and a comparative study o f the acceptance or non-acceptance o f the 
Councils o f Nicea (325) and Chalcedon (451) in Chalcedonian as 
well as non-Chalcedonian Churches.

6. A  historical study o f procedures used by the Roman Catholic 
Church to accept into their communion both Chalcedonian and non- 
Chalcedonian groups. (Conditions for formation of uniate orthodox 
groups.)

7. Authority o f the Ecumenical Councils for faith and life. The 
question o f the formal acceptance o f a council versus the acceptance 
o f its teaching —  both in doctrinal and canonical decisions.

8. Continuity o f Sacramental teaching in the Eastern Orthodox 
and Oriental Orthodox Churches —  their divergences if  any.

9. Further elucidation o f what is involved in the debate between 
one united w ill and energy and two inseparable wills and energies.

10. A  historical analysis o f the background o f the Council o f Chal
cedon, evaluating the role o f

(a )  cultural tensions within the Empire, and

(b ) the Imperial power
m  determining or guiding the decisions o f the Council.

11. A  study o f comparative ecclesiology —  with particular refer
ence to the question o f seven councils versus three councils.

12. An examination o f the problem o f doctors and saints o f one 
side being anathematized by the other.
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